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SCIENCE, VALUES, AND THE HUMAN COMMUNITY /f/{ :
Robert Cppenheimer

I think that my main function must be to initiate a conversation between us.
Both those of you who come from abroad and those who visit in this country can hardly
help but reflect seriously about any one of the three words in my title. Any one of
them would seem to me to pose many more questions than we are likely to have answers
for. As a matter of fact, only one of the words is the same in the title that I see
now, as in the title to which I tentatively agreed some months ago. The word which
is the same is "science.” I suffer a little from my absence at the meetings which
preceded this one, and there is always some danger that points that T make will go over
ground that is familiar and which you may have disposed of before this, T hope that
is not so, and I would lock to you to interrupt me if you have a solution to any
problem that I raise or an answer to any question that comes to mind.

It is after dimner, and I hope it will be all right if I tell you a story which
is new to me, which I heard this winter, and which, in a way, really is not a bad
text for the themes that we are going to be talking about. It has to do with a man
who was driving into a moderately large American city. He had an appointment in town.
When he came to the outskirts of the city, he lost his right rear wheel, and he got
out and noticed two things: one was that he was stopped just outside an asylum for the
insane, and the other was that the reason he had lost his wheel was that the bolts
that had been holding it on were missihg. So he started to look for them. He looked in
the ditches along the road, with no luck. And a voice asked from across the fence, "Can
I be of any help?” And he didn't answer. And then he looked in the tool chest of his
automobile to see if he could find these bolts. And again the voice said. "Are you in
trouble! Can I do anything for you?" And the man looked up and said, "Sure, I'm in
trouble. I've got a date in town that's important and I've lost my wheel and I can't
find the bolts to hold it on."” And the man said, "I don't think that's so bad. You've

got four wheels. They've each got several bolts. Take one off each, and you'll be
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all right." And the driver looked up and said, "Say, man, you're not crazy." Across

the fence the answer came, "Sure, I'm crazy - but I'm not stupid!®

Sometimes I have a little of the feeling that in surveying the wondrous effects
of science on the world, this story is not wholly irrelevant to them. One could
formulate the question suggested by the title perhaps with a certain added precision as
"the effects of the development of science on the nature of our culture, and therefore,
of course, on its educational problems."™ Cne could go about this by a comparative
method, either in space or in time. One could take the institutions and the science
of this country, and compare them with England, or Japan, or Turkey. Cne could do it
in time, saying, usually, '"Why are things so much more difficult? Why is everything so
much worse than it was? I do not propose to do either of these. And in particular I
have a very nervous feeling about most of our educational and cultural comparisons with
the past. It is true, that in the 18th and 19th centuries in England, there was a form
of limited liberal education which had, both at the time and in retrospect, great charm
and coherence. It was not, in my opinion, really serious higher education at all. Its
purpose was the molding of a common sensibility and a2 common coherence, for a very small
group of men destined to play a big part in the history of their country, and indeed
in the history of the world. For its purposes it was very valuable. But I do not think
that anyone today can seriously suppose that reading Horace, and even learning him by
heart, is a unique or necessary condition for being a learned man or for being an
educated man. That problem was different from any that we face, if only because of the
small number of people involved. And it was different in the intense, cultivated
effort at provincialism - almost the very opposite from what we think we are up against
today, where we would very much like to have people learn the differences between
cultures, knowing that if that is to be useful knowledge, they still must also have a
true culturé of their own.

I also know of my own knowledge that in most fields of learning the education
which is available in an American university today is incontestably superior to that
which was available when I was a young man, when I went to college 30 years ago. The

comparison in physics is almost as night and day; the comparison in fields that are in
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natural science, but not in physics, I cannot make with the same directness, yet I have
no doubt that what I say is true. There are exceptions. I would say that a man 30 years
ago could learn perhaps more warmly, and with a greater interest, the early stages of the
study of philosophy than may be easy for him today. I think that in some fields the
difficulty of the field is transplanted into its teaching. I do not know that this is true
everywhere, but at my school I think I was lucky to be studying philosophy there in the
20's and not in the 50's. But in almost all subjects, it is quite the other way around.
I am not saying that the young people of today get a better education. This is a vast
subject, and we won't be through with it. But I am saying that their teachers know
more, and teach more, and on the whole I think teach better. The variety is greater, the
expertise and mastery are greater, the civility is greater, and the civilization is
greater.

levertheless, I do have the impression that what 30 years ago in this country
hardly appeared as a revolutionary and wholly novel problem, wholly new problem, and what
in some parts of the world may today hardly appear quite in those terms, has by now caught
us up in a situation unparalleled in human history, and with difficulties which are not
easy to resolve by turning to the past - though, in truth, they camnot be resolved
by forgetting it. It calls for, above all, a new definition of, and a new attitude toward
culture and toward communication, and toward education, and toward learning - an attitude
of accepting with a glad heart something of which men have for millennia spoken, and to
which they have looked with a kind of horror.This is what I would like to talk about.

I have the impression that we are in this situation very seriously in this country,
and that it is going to grow. I have the impression that nothing desirable can stop
it. I.have the impression that in Europe the problems that I am here going to outline are
somewhat less articulated, and somewhat less pressing, but are latent and are part of
Eurcpe's trouble, as they are of ours. I have the same impression of Japan, though I speak
with an exaggerated ignorance as I get further away from Princeton, New Jersey. I have
another impression that the problems we are grappling with, cognitive and cultural

problems, are destined to become worldwide, and that nothing but tragic alternatives are
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true alternatives. This has, in part,to do with something I have already mentioned, and
something that must have overwhelmed those who are visitors. But I believe that though
this is a serious element in it, it is not the heart of the matter: that is, the increasing
number who go to increasingly later stages - one might hope, higher levels - of educ;tion.
This is surely something which in all your countries is underway, though it is in very
different stages in various parts of the world and probably more advanced here than
anywhere. There is no one from Communist countries here. But I think I am right that the
proportion of people who spend, let us say, their time up to their 21lst or 24th year in
primarily educational pursuits, is probably larger in this country than anywhere else.
It is clearly going in that direction throughout the world.

The educational and cultural problem is vaster than it has ever been before. In
part because of that, and in part because of the underlying economy, this promises very,
very much leisure in man's life, very much opportunity for cultivation of the mind, very
much opportunity for reading, for playing music, for painting, for drama, for the dance,
and for learning. It is already a different world from what it was a hundred years ago.
This, again, I think is more acute in the United States; but surely it is our desire
that this problem, if it is to be formulated as a problem, be a universal one. Surely,
only things that we universally would deplore would prevent that. Thus the scope in
terms of the number of people involved is unparalleled. In addition to that, and again
along lines which to me seem undesirable to reverse, there is a kind of unhierarchical
character to our society, something noted long ago by all thoughtful visitors, especially
by de Tocqueville, a willingness to leave to the voluntary hands of a large population the
ordering and organization of people, of interests. You see it in our cultures: I am sure
that wherever you have been, there have been quite voluntary groups that put on plays,
better, I think in most ways, than what you could see on Broadway; and voluntary groups
that played music; and voluntary groups that talked about problems of science, and problems
of politics. This enormous unorganized and uninstitutionalized, and totally nonhierarchical

segment of this country is quite typical of us. But I do not think it is something which
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the older, more ordered societies of Europe and Asia will long be without. We are, in

any case, deeply dedicated to it, and an American society, ordered from the top, and
ordered uniquely, ordered monolithically, in which everybody knew who was the best scien-
tist, who was the best composer, which was the best band - would be a repugnant one. In
fact, the attempt by the magazines, by the press, by the television outfits to create such
an order is resisted by the strongest tool of the American public, which is their laughter.
They know that these ratings are transitory, and they pay very little attention to them.

The other side of the story is perhaps best put brutally. In the 17th century
the sense of a new world began to spread, and the feeling that the old order had been shot
out from under was sharply articulated. In the late 16th and 17th centuries some of the
finest poetry of the times was written. -And people began to talk about the possibility
which in the 18th century, especially in France and England, you will find referred to
with awe and apprehension., Such a time might not be so far off when the sum of human
knowledge would double every half century. It is, surely, very hard to know what one
means by "the sum of human knowledge", if one means the Gospels, or the greatest
literature. It is very doubtful whether such phrases have any kind of meaning. They
are not in any direct sense knowledge. They are something much rarer, something very much
more valuable, But they are apart from it.

It is arguable whether the doubling time of knowledge now, today, is eight years or
eleven years, but it is something like that in terms of what man knows. And this has been
achieved by the development in the full, broad, noble sense of the word ";cience.“ It is
most strikingly true in the natural sciences, and can even be measured by volume of
publication, because, as you all know, really trivial things a society will protect
itself from. A group of physicists or a group of biochemists will manage their journals
in such a way that what is in those journals is worth reading to the specialist. The
quality, I would say, in all branches of science in which I have either knowledge, or
competence, or interest has gone up as the quantity has followed this fantastic rate of

increase,
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This knowledge is, of course, not without its order. In fact, it is all about
order. Its whole purpose is to relate experiences to each other, and to show that not
everything in human experience is arbitrary. But it is not orderly in the sense that
there are a few general premises from which you can deduce everything else. And it never
will be. The conviction which the physicist has that the facts of chemistry could be
deduced from physics, if someone tried, does not mean that chemistry is a part of
physics. And it should not be at all. The interesting parts are those which no
physicist would ever have thought of deducing. We may be confident in the light
of the great insights into the origin of life and the nature of genetic material, and
the coding techniques which all living organisms have and which dominate such primitive
things as perception - we may be confident that there will be a total lack of gap between
the biological and psychological description of manj still this will never reduce the
parts of psychology to biology.

This enormous house >f science is a related, but it is a very subtle and

beautifully related thing. It could not be more different from the early 19th centu-
ry nightmare of Ia Place that one has only in a static moment to be temporarily omniscient,
and all history will follow this moment of insight. Tt corresponds to an entirely different
ideal of human knowledge, in which from the very beginning it is understood that if you
pursue one means of sorting out experience, you exclude many or all others; and from
the very beginning, starting with the most elementary, common-sense things, marching
off in different technical and specialized directions, adopts and cultivates a view
of knowledge as something which, in its nature, cannot be total; which is always partial,
and selflimited. But all of this means that the problem of acculturation, and the
problem of community, and the problem of education - and they are all related problems -
have a character quite different than they have ever had in the past.

I have often been led to notice with interest that fifty years ago William James

used a metaphor for the nature of the inter-relations in our cognitive world. He saw
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this not as global, not as a kind of description which one would give of a finite,
closed cbject, a temple or such, which one might survey and describe and come back
to again and again, until no further detail needed to be added, and it was there for
all time. He saw it rather as an affair of networks or intercomnections of relevance,
some explicit, some remote; some recognized and some not recognized analogies, perhaps
formal analogies of the kind that mathematics uses so much; perhaps logical analogies;
often analogies that are verbal and rather thin; sometimes even effective analogies
which play so enormous a part in the arts. It is a set of interconnections, not
themselves exhaustible, between rapidly growing and highly specialized and enormously
fruitful ways of knowing about the world. I would like even to extend what I say to the
historical subjects, taken broadly, where the subject is what man does and where a very
different kind of order and a very different kind of criterion of understanding has to
apply, let us say, than in biology. Even here, the growth of knowledge, taken on a world-
wide scale, is very much faster than at any time in the world's history. India - I do not
know; I think that we have Indians here, and I think that India will have to write
its history from sources that may be very hard to gather. It is a very long story, yet it
will be largely done before this century is out, I am sure.

What then is the receptacle of all this knowledge? The people to whom it is en-
trusted and who create it are themselves not individual men., They are communities of men.
They are the specialized professions, often increasingly specialized. We have a very
strange picture of a world united by little bands of people who know a great deal about
some field of natural knowledge, and with warm but often not very intense relations
with neighboring fields. Again in the image of a network you have a picture of
intimacy, of cognitive intimacy, an intimacy of understanding, clarity and usually
goodwill and cordiality within these communities. You notice with hope, and then
with melancholy that they do really stretch through all parts of the world. You think

of them as holding the world together, and you don't think the bonds are strong enough
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for the times we live in. And then you almost think that as far as the world of
learning goes, we live in a kind of generalization of the old medieval guilds, a
kind of syndicalism which is a cognitive syndicalism, a syndicalism in which the
true community, the truly intimate collaboration of men, is best exemplified by
these groups of specialists who understand each other, help each other, and of
whom everyone here is in some sense or another a member.

One other thing before I make matters a little sharper. I believe that there is
a good chance that what have been the protosciences of man are rather close now to
becomirg the many, many different sciences of man. T do not think that in the world
of fifty years from now there will be a subject called psychology, any more than
there is now a subject called natural philosophy. I think that different ways of
studying man will lead to things which for convenience will have different names, will
be in different buildings, and will have different professors. But I believe that we
are on the threshold of an enormous enrichment in what we know about man, I do not
mean that in a certain sense we will ever know more than we can find from the
greatest art. But that is again something very different. That is not the kind of .
knowledge I am talking about, the kind that we cherish and of which some of you
are students. That I am not trying to exclude it from the sum of human life must
be evident. But that is not quite what T have in mind. T have in mind the same
homely, in the end rather forbiddingly dull knowledge, that we get to have about
such magic things as the stars, and about life itself. We never answer the questions
which people thought would be answered when they said, Will we ever understand life?
or, Will we ever understand what makes the stars move in their courses? We under-
stand other things, and we answer other questions. And so it will be with the
sciences of man. But I do have the impression that all the way from history to
biology that great arc is about to catch fire, and that our preparedness to deal with
that, and to see that it does not throw us off balance, and does not even further
corrupt and corrode the vitality of our society may be a very important reason for

being-clear about this, even now.
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Two traits of this world I would stress, two things which seem to me to mark
it quantitatively surely, and gqualitatively in my opinion from past times - certainly
from the Athens that we love, certainly from the high times, let us say, in Elizabethan
England, or the Enlightenment,or the great days of the Renaissance - all of them times of
change, of great discovery, of unmooring. The two things I would single out are, first,
the overwhelming predominance of things that are new over things that are old. This is
of course a consequence of the fact that knowledge doubles every ten years. It expresses
itself in the fact that no professional man can really be any good if he does not either by
formal schooling, or by his own efforts, or by reading, really keep at school constantly.
No engineer can leave school and hope to be a competent engineer with the problems of
twenty years from now if he has not gone back, or done the equivalent. It is of course
also a thing that happens not just in cognition. The application of knowledge changes
the face of the earth. It is brilliantly illustrated in towns like Sao Pauloc in Braszil,
which simply grow as you watch. It has been very much illustrated on the face of
Europe. And it is true here. People don't live as they did ten, twenty, or thirty
years ago in the practices that their parents engaged in or the sensibility which their
parents had; they live in a new and rather alien soil. This comes partly from the
mechanical changes, partly from the changes brought about by communication. It comes
about partly by the actual change in the substance of what people know. This is one
imbalance, and I mean it not in terms of something that man cannot stand, but in terms
of something that man is not used to and for which his tradition has not fully prepared
him,

And the other is the proportion of what is known, that is known only to the
specialized groups, is so very large. And the proportion that gets back into the
common knowledge of man is so small. I have a prejudice - perhaps our English visitors
can correct me - that England is the best country that I know in terms of the extent to

which special knowledge is put into the common pool of the educated man. It is not put in
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very deeply; it is not put in with terribly much reverence. That is the price you pay
for putting it in at all. But it is almost not done at all in this country. And there is,
as a result, a deep attrition of the common culture., The common culture does not have
the kind of resources which it should be getting from these expeditiocnary forces that are
going off in all directions, learning many new things. They do not enrich the common
culture because almost nothing comes back. The transmittal back is entrusted too much
to woefully superficial and often meretricious popularizations which do not get the
meaning, or the beauty, or the weight of the experience communicated; and which do not,
in a certain sense, engage or involve the general public. When I say this, I know that in
a large part of science, one specialist does not get a good feeling for what goes on in a
contiguous speciality; and as I have been forced to note and see with amazement, there is
today practically no understanding among physicists of what modern mathematicians are
doing. There is, I won't say boredom, but suspicion that this is a game that will never
be a part of their world. And T am afraid that the other is true, that the mathematicians
think the physicists are bothering about rather foolish things, which if they ever were
really cleared up, the mathematician would understand very clearly. DBut he is not going
to think about them for a long, long time.

Both of these things, the predominance of novelty and the absence of common
knowledge, or at least the thinning of common knowledge, and the enormous growth of
specialized and available knowledge, give one a sense that what in the past people have
meant by values would have to suffer. Eecause whatever values are, they rest in areas of
life which are familiar and deeply intimate. They have a dual character mostly; one
can think of exceptions. On the one hand they are commitments, commitments as to where
one stands, and where one acts, and what one will be, and what one treasures. On the
other hand, they always involve memories; the former is perhaps more true of strictly
ethical values, and the latter perhaps more true of strictly aesthetic values. I deplore
the fact that quite the same word is used for them, but in a summary speech which did not

have that word in its original title at all, I ask you to allow me this slight confusion.
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Values involve this double element, all of them: the commitment to the past and commitment
to the future. With the enormously rapid change in our lives, partly cognitive, partly
technical and practical, it is not unnatural that one would have a sense of evaporation,
and emasculation, and vagueness in values., Our past is not as manifestly meaningful
for our future. The problems that we meet in our future are not like those which we
suffered, and from which we learned, in our youth. There are some analogies. But the
danger-is that if people today articulate what they think about the good and the
beautiful, their words will have a kind of awesome vagueness, an awesome lack of the
specific, the robust, and the intimate. The business of human life has to be the
business of using what we were to become what we shall be. And it means that just the
things that you have been close to, that you have felt as well as learned, that you have
learned to do and learned about, that you have learned as arts, that you have been with
for a while - that these have not changed too rapidly - are still present, are still
relevant to your ceclleagues, to your associates, to your community, to your society,
and to your future.

One could say, of course, if human life is so much a matter of familiarity and
values, and so much a matter of intimacy:"Why cannot all this rapid change be stopped?"
We are dealing with a human institution, it is ever learning and changing. Tuere are some
reasons why it has hit the United States peculiarly hard, reasons which historians would
recognize, which we may talk of later. It is obvious that it can only be stopped by two
kinds of things. It was once stopped, I think. There was a great Muslim Renaissance for
three centuries. About the year 1100 something happened, and there was noc more Muslim
Renaissance. And what stopped it can be done again. Tt was military conquest and
religious orthodoxy. But without some horrible combination of these devices, it is clear
that men's curiosity, their adventuresomeness, their cupidity, will all conspire to favor
the conditions for the wonderful growth of knowledge with which we live. It is even so
that I think that there are some countries (and I speak with great tentativeness, I think

that perhaps it might be said of France) where the pace of change is something which
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people would have liked to resist, that it would have been natural not to let
mechanization and large-scale industrialization go very fast in France. France
lives, among other things, as a very varied country, and I think those in the
country who were activists would probably have prevailed. But France lives next
to other places like Germany, which is very active indeed. And it is quite clear
that in no real sense is this an open course for the people of France. I am quite
sure that many who lived in China a century ago would have been utterly appalled
at the notion that China was to change in a radical way. Yet it seems to me to
be very unlikely either that it will go happily or that it will stop. I think,
in other words, that it is our mission, if we have any influence, to avert an
apocalypse, and to avert the kind of fanatic ordering of belief and knowledge and
activity, which could put some fixity back into our cultural lives and our practical
lives as well. I think that we have to accept the situation that I have outlined.

But I think above all we have to recognize that the notions of education,
and the notions of culture which we inherited and which were natural a century ago,
and still were more natural several centuries ago, are today quite misleading and
quite sure to lead us to doing the wrong thing. We have to accept this, and it has
to bring us to cherish the thing which is so in danger in the world, which is just
the touch of intimacy, of craftsmanship, of skill, of true, deep understanding - ranging
all the way from simple things in human life to the most recondite things that one can
learn in mathematics, or biology, or history: love of the expert, love of style, love of
technical competence. We have to do this at the same time that we know that whatever
little we happen to have that is familiar and intimate is only one of an incredible
number of things, most of which are rather remote from us. We learn about them through
friends; we learn about them through reading; we learn about them by luck. We won't
learn them unless we are very fortunate, and very talented. This is the difficult balance
between a kind of openness and skepticism, a welcoming of the new, a welcoming of whalis
unfamiliar, and a passionate dsvotion and appreciation of intellectual excellence among

all excellences, of intellectual intimacy among all intimacies.
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This view has implications for higher education. I do not propose to take much
time laboring them. It does mean that a basic thing is that no man should escape our
universities without knowing how little he knows, with some sense of the fact that not
through his fault, not through his sloth - though he may be lazy and may not be very
bright - but inherently in the nature of things, he is going to be an ignorant man, and so
is everyone else. It would be nice if this great achievement could be complemented by
another great achievement, and that is that although he is ignorant of almost everything,
he is not quite ignorant of everything. And T think that my own feeling here is that
education is indeed a necessary thing, if these two aims are to be accomplished. I would
say that if T had to guess, if I had to advise a young man, if I had to make a rule, I
would know that the rule would be wrong most of the time; and my advice would only be
safe if it were ignored. But I would tend to say, try to learn something very well indeed,
learn how to do it, not just what it is, learn it as a practitioner. And stop while you
are doing it long enough to see the beauty of it., DBut don't quite stop with that. Learn
something else that is also guite different., Get some sense of the span of things human,
the span of things that the intelligent man can cope with. And T would say that at least
inscfar as science is concerned, I would trust such an approach far more than that »~f general
education, which is essentially a descriptior (almost, though it may be very good
Jjournalism, a sort of journalism) - a descrip.ion of what has gone on in great broad
areas of science. I know that one has to have some sense of the connection of things,
and that if the network of our culture is many dimensional and infinitely complex, one
needs at least a few projections of this network on planes that can be looked at. Survey
courses and general accounts of things play a necessary part only because without them one
cannot navigate. Cne has to learn to use the dictionary; one also needs to know what
ichthyology is. But I do not think that this is education; I think that it is rather a kind
of general preparing of people to navigate in the network, or about in the network.

I believe that the young people in this country, and I would deeply welcome your

own comments, who know so much more about it than I - that the young people in the age
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range from prepatory school to graduate school - are in a mood where an experience
of this kind would not be entirely unfamiliar to them, would not seem entirely
foolish to them. Compared to any times I have known, the young people in this
country are less optimistic really; they are less confident of the future; they are
less - do you know the phrase, "pie in the sky"? There is an old song, which goes
"There'll be pie in the sky by and by.” And the important part of it is the '"by and
by"; this looking to the future as the time of happiness and reward. They are very
much less Puritan. They are in an important sense very much less Protestant. They
are in an almost equally important sense, therefore, somewhat more Medieval -
to find this in the middle of the turmoil of the 20th century is rather odd. But
it is, I believe, also a form of protection. The reason why there is more music
and art on the campuses of this country than ever before is partly because people
are living for the moment; partly because to some extent they have lost confidence
in the ability of society, as it were, automatically to reward the diligent; partly
because in a kind of external conformity, an enormous internal freedom and spontaneity
is often born.

I want to say one other thing. The communities that make, cherish, and
foster knowledge and the arts are international communities. And in this age we
can see clearly, not surely what to do, but that the sovereign, unlimited, all-powerful
nation state is a pretty deadly and pretty impossible final form for the organization
of mankind. I think that one should look with peculiar hopefulness to the innocent,
international communities which either in the gathering of knowledge or in its application
do bind people together from all over the world. That is indeed what, for the last twelve
years or so, so many of the physicists throughout the world have been shouting, usually
a very muted shout, as in the case of Niels Eohr, but a very deep and heartfelt shout.
This is what animated some of the first efforts in this country after the war to suggest
ways of coping with the new problems of atomic energy. The creation of wvital, strong,

international communities must precede the creation of international organs of comparable
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strength and vitality. And this, in turn, is probably one of the things which must precede
the formal regulation of the national will. That national will today is, in fact, subject

to constraints which as little as thirty years ago would have been regarded as unthinkable.

Fulbright Conference on Higher Education
Sarah Lawrence College, Bronxville, New York

June 14, 1957
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TALK AT PHILLIPS EXETER ACAUEMY
Robert Oppenheimer

21 November 1955

Thank you, Mr, Saltonstall,

Members of the Academy and guests, I know that I am here not merely as one
or the long chain ot thoughtful men who have addressed you from this platform, but
as a kind of guinea pig in a new attempt to bring to the school people who will take
seriously the questions that are in your minds and who will talk seriously about the
questions that are in theirs, I am really overwhelmed by the courtesy, the candor
and the seriousness with which you have greseted me, and I thank you for it. I do not
know whether this scheme is any use at all to you, but I have learned and I am
learning a great deal in my visit and I am gratsful for that--things that I would
not have found easy to learn in any other way., I also would urge you--those of you
who control the policies of Exeter--not to be discouraged if T have been a bad
sample. I think the idea is a good one and if I have not come up to your expecta-
tions, try somebody else.

You have asked me a great many questions; some I thought I understood; a
few I knew how to answer, Many seemed to me wholly beyond the scope of any human
wisdom. One or two I thought other people could answer but I could not. One set of
questions recurred again and again. It usually tock a fairly vague form; namely,
what, if anything, do science and religion have to do with each other. Sometimes I
talked about it in a way I was not too ashamed of. Once or twice I said things I
should not have said. I regret that and toward the end of this talk T hope to be
able to come back to it.

Some of you are going to be professional scientists, not the majority.
You are, I think, very fortunate, 7You will have the experience of seeing and--in
greater or smaller measure--of discovering somz of the wonderful order of the world
of nature. There is not a higher pleasure, and I wish you luck. You will see
things of breathtaking beauty and you will feel as T do that you wish you could
tell other people about it: yet you will not be able to tell very many other people
because very many other veople will not be abls to undsrstand.

Teo the preponderant majority who are not going to go into science as a
profession I have a wish which may seem rather visionary. You will be very busy
preparing for your life; but I hops you will find it possible to take time out
either here at Exeter, or in the University, or in later lifg to do something that
is not going to be easy. That is to dig into one field of science, Here I use the
word very broadly; to me, archeclogy, seriocus historical study, psychology, anthro-
pology seem part of the great effort to comprehend nature. I hope you will take
time out to look into some part of some area of science independently enough to
have the relevant experience, which is to see iirst that there is something going
on that you do not understand, to have a sense of impotence and darkness about it,
to find your way gradually into seeing what it is really all about, of seeing how
it ties up with things you have knowm before, to see its order and its bpeauty. It
is something you will never forsst; you will all be richer men for that experience
and maybe more understandinc of the fellows who keesp on deing that sort of thing
as their life's work.
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For science is not an inhuman activity; it is one of the great testaments to
man's power and his reason, but it is always aware of its limits. He who practices it
ought always to be awars--that its powers, though great, are limited, that he is not
like God, that he is yet something rather special in his own right. You cannot work
at reducing something new and unfamiliar to something ordered and understandable with-
out understanding more about man and his place in the world as a2 result. It may not
make you humane or tolerant or open-minded; it may not make you disciplined or moderate
in your general life; tut it will tend to do that.

Science is part of the human effort, a very great deep part of it, and it
does not stand on cne side of a football field with humanity over on the other side.
Humanity is a way of doing everything, not least of doing science. This is a very
old view. It is the view of a great majority of the thoughtful men who founded the
United States of America, who wrote the Declaration of Independence, who wrote the
Constitation,and who gave meaning to these documents. It had been an old story by
the time they came along. I think it is probably true that the Greeks were the first,
though maybe the Sumerians were before them, to introduce into human culture the
notion of demonstration, the notion of establishing something that followed from
something else with reliability and certitude. Many cultures have still not got that
notion; yet they want to profit from the fruits of science, though they have not yet
truly learned the simplest of its ingredients. In the 13th century there were incred-
ibly serious fellows studying in Paris--all over Europe, but Paris was the headquarters—-
who made the first great effort in that time to establish a kind of learning indepen-
dent of revelation--not, certainly, that they intended to be hostile to or contrary to
revelation, but independent of it--and they discovered that Aristotle had missed some
very simple points. They discovered that a body if you did not act on it did not
remain at rest but remained in motion. They discovered what we learn about in school
as momentum and what they called impetus and they laid the foundations for that
revolution in our view of the physical world for which Galileo was to get into diffi-
culty centuries later, not because he discovered it, but because he explained it in
the vulgar tongue of Italian.

The 17th century saw what was in many ways the culmination of a rational
view of the mechanical world, old fashioned and we know not really very complete; it
had made an immense impression on the thoughtful people of Europe, who saw the hope
of a world of improving material life, who saw the hope of a world of increasingly
large understanding of man's troubles, his problems, his position; who, in what they
too called the enlightemment, created the temper and the philosophy of those who
founded the United States. You may think of Jefferson and Franklin--toc both scienti-
fic things were of immense interest; their correspondence and their life is filled
with the observations of nature and theories about it; they saw in science not some-
thing inhuman and hostile. They saw a lot of things. They saw first in practical
terms that it was a strong tool against misery and poverty and squalor. They rightly
understood that science would contribute to the well-being and the civility of life in
America. They saw it in intellectual terms as a guard against ignorance and super-
stition, and against the fear based on them. They saw it in political terms as a
guard against tyranny, barbarism and repression and bigotry, that they associated with
centuries past, and above all with the religious wars, the inquisition, and what they
thought of as the dark ages. It wonid not have occurred to them that science was an
unfit occupation for a gentle man, it would not have occurred to them that it was
anything but a proper and natural activity for a Christian. For them it was incompatible
only with authoritarianism, with repression which they associated with the past and by
which they were determined that this country should never be blackened.

-2 -
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I like to think of how they would respond if they came back now and had a
look at things. We shall have to leave out of it that they would have had to go to
Exeter, not as you do, for four years, but for twenty, before they could understand
what was going on. We shall pretend that they understood without anybody helping
them. They would certainly take an immense pleasure in some of the things that we
are beginning to understand. Think, for instance: we are pretty clear now how the
organic material on which life depends got made on earth. We think we see how these
chemicals can have developed in such & way as to simulate some of the elementary
properties of life. This is a very early stage oif the story, and there are more
questions than answers. We think we know what there is in all living matter which
instructs its tissue to be a man or a tulip or a polliwog, a quite complicated kind
of order that has to tell tissue how to develop and that is contained in the most
subtle and beautiful little piece of machinery., I do not think we know the whole
story at all; and I think we even are missing some key points; but we know enough
to keep Jefferson and Tranklin enthralled about this. In other words, it will not
be so terribly Long before, to the question "how did life originate and what gives
it its stability, its mutability, its variety, its form?" we shall have a pretty
sensible answer in terms of things which we can do or make up or understand. I
think that the old men would have been ineredibly excited by the story of the
discovery of what atoms are really like, and what part thney play in chemistry and
what very, very odd sorts of laws govern tneir behavior. I think they would have
been excited by the nucleus and some of the trnings it coes and some of the properties
it has. They would have been very excited by what we do not know yet, tne ingredients,
the simplest and most primitive material elements of matter. We are just beginning
to get some insignt into this.

I think they would have been delighted that for the first time we can
understand and predict the trade winds trat blow in the tropics and the moderate
westerlies that plow in our cwn latitude and a lot or other things, the existence or
which were not known to them. I thirk they would have been excited by the study of
human perception by means of low frequency cortical currents; these tell you where
in the cortex something is going on when you see or hear, and when things separate
and when things come together.

I think they would have had an incredivly exciting time of it just catching
up with the science of the day. And they would have been overwhelmed by what the
application of science has done to man's liie, by the extent to which it has lengthened
his life, made it possible to alleviate and cope with his pain, and his trouble, made
it possible to extend his powers, made power itself really quite abundant. And this
is something that is now about to spread over all the world; it will reach unprecedented
proportions, so that the work of the muscle is more and more going to be something for
the football tield and the mountain climber and the sailor and less and less a necessity
of keeping body and soul together.

They would have been excited by the fact that we could get from any part of
the world to any other, and that we could communicate quickly, and that we could store
and use information so that even the managerial jobs of running a facteory will not
long have to be in human hands. All of this they would have said went rar veyond their
expectations. I do not know wnat they would have said of what we made of it all. T
would like to know.

But there are three points--ané these are in some ways rather troublesome
points--of what science has brought to us that I want to bring up tonight, They are
things that are connected, but I am not smart enough to explain or understand the

=
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connection, They are things of which you might say I ought to tell you what to do
about them. I think you would be right, but I do not know what to do about them,
But T think that they nced to be described and recognized, and that when they are
described and recognized perhaps we will tind how best to conduct ourselves as men
in facing them. They are not things that science has brought as though science was
a goddess bringing things in a horn or on a tray as in the old pictures. They are
things which we would not have without the great increase in understanding, in
technique, in knowledge and in power which rightly is called science. We probakbly
would not have them either if we did not have the kina of ordered, friendly society
in which science has flourished. We probably would not have them either if enormous
investments in material things had not made their development possible. But it is
right enough to say that they have come to us from science.

They constitute a difference between the present and the past; but, all
such differences need to be talked about with a certain care. We look at the past
and idealize it; and anyone who wants to make the past sound good, talks about the
evils of teday; anyone who wants to make teday scund good, talks about the evils of
the past. I know that T am over-simplifying it, but I think these traits are here.
I suspect they are here to stay. I cannot imagine any happy way in which these things
will disappear. They are respectively in the material, in the political, and in the
intellectual realm.

As far as material things go, the first obvious thing that has come out of
science is that it has given us the power to do a lot of things that we should not.
There has always been that power, but the scope of it is sc¢ different that it is
really a change in the world. We know how to do things. The exercise of this power
will produce evil, evil sc evil that we do not have to argue about it. The know-
ledge 1s with us; it cannot be lost; it leads to power; the exercise of that power
is disaster.

The first example--it is first perhaps because it is most prominent, it
is certainly first for me because of my closeness to it--has to do with new weapons,
atomic weapons if you will. It does not make any problem for a man who has always
believed in non-violence that there should be these new weapons because he has
always said"do not use force to oppose evilj but most of us have not taken that line.
I cannoty, I think there are times when you cannot cope with evil except by fighting
it. Wisdom may reduce such occasions, prudence may help you to avoid them, largeness
of spirit may tell you that you are not really in such a situation, but there are
times when a man or a people cannot accept something that is bad without opposing it.
But coming as it does after the debauch of two total wars in this century--wars which
had the character of wars of extermination of an enemy--and coming as it does at a
time when we are faced with something remarkably like an enemy who is tough and ex-
tremely unconciliatory and very dangerous, the advent of these machines raises problems
that are new in scopes whether it is true today or will not be true for two or three
years, whether it is true in the most literal sense or only in a figurative sense,
these machines are tco dangerous to use in fuill. I mean that there will be more
explosive weapons in the possession of the various countries than man can stand, either
in his political and human and civilized life or perhaps in his life organicalily as a
species; one of the things that has come about is that we have powers that we simply
must find some way not to use. We must find some way to make the means and the end
proportionate to each other, some way to use, if we have to, force, bubt not force out
of all proportion to any thinkable human end. This is not an easy thing; it is made
a little more grim when we think about how we come to make decisions and policies.

= f=
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I would not spesgk so of this if I thought it were the only example. There
are, of course, other kinds of things, There are powers that come to us from science
where we actually do not know enough to know whether we do good or harm. Let me give
an example. An example that is much in the public eye is the possible lonpg-range harm-
ful effects of radiation on human heredity. We do not know how pgrave these effects
are. All we know is that day after day we do things just as damaging as what we are
now doing with radiation. We know that we do comparanle damage, maybe more serious,
when we drink coffee. We know that when we use antibiotics we will produce changes
in the ilora that attack and decimate us, which may thus become really much more
difficult to contrel and live with than the things we started with. Pul these are
cases where the primary requirement is to find out more. They are not cases where
the primary requirement lies in the ethical tield of decision taking.

But these latter problems will get worse and not better, I think., They
will get worse because we will know mere. Psychology is an incredibly young science; it
tas been appreoached all kinde of different ways, some of which do not make much sense.
But there is & little bit of light; and ag the years pass and people get into it,
they are going te know a great ceal more about why men think as they do, feel as they
do and act as they do. 4And with that knowledge will come a much higher degree of
certitude about how to cause other people ito do one thing or another. This is going
to raise problems of decision which to me seem even more fearsome than those of the
atomic bombj and it is perhaps good thzt we have something innocent like the atomic
bomb to practice our wisdom on.

You see the beginnings of it in propaganda which is the marriage of a very
crude lore about how people behave, very inaccurate, very ill-founded with almost no
thecry, a sort of mid-wives tale of how people behave--with the devices of communica-
tion which technolozy has made available. And propaganda even today is a pretty
miserable thing. It is a terrible thing in the communist countries; and there are
moments when it is not such a good thing in this country either. But that is based
cn very little knowledge and as knowledge incrsases, power will increase, and with it
the largeness of the decisions which men are calied on to take.

To whom are all these powers given? I do not know. I think perhaps the
best answer is after all that they are given to nc one in particular. It is, of course,
formally true that powsr is centralized in many cases in the head of a government. The
President by statute has as his possession--so to speak in his jewel box--all atomic
weapong, and mless he says something about them, nothing can happen. I do not know
what the arrangements are in Russia, but surely the iew men who as a committee at the
moment rule that country must have a similar right, and the British Cabinst does. But
it is not so simple. We know that what the President doss is influenced by what we
think. We know that the President is influenced by the extent to which he is advised
and how he is advised. We know that as a gooa President he is sure to be responsive
to the heart and mind of this country. We do not know that about Russia. But we also
know that at l=ast the rulers of Russia are dependent cn good compstent technical
advice. We know that people in other lande that do not at the moment have thsse
objects can do things which limit very much cur own ireedom to act. We remember the
assasgin who murdered the Austrian archduke in Sarajevs and all that came of that.

In this country we have always believed that the only answer to political
power was dispersion, balance, variety. We have always believed in a multiplicity of
instrunents of power in states, communitiss, apgencies of the Federal government,
balancing each other, limited in powers. We Lave always believed really in the virtue
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of the community and its free association to create a new political agency and a new
source of influence if it cared enough about something to do so. We have always
believed in the value of respecting what a minority feels strongly enough. A&nd this
has got us through a sight of troubles, not without terrible grief; tut it is surely
the most moderate and the most hopeful and the most imaginative political system.
And for us it is the right one. We hope it will be for the whole world.

But it is, of course, a little bit fluid and a little bit hard for a man
who sits in his office or who teaches at Exeter or for a boy who is a student here to
know exactly how he should bring influence to bear, that we do the right thing in a
crisis and not the wrong. You vote for the lesser of two evils; but that is not very
much either. I remember my cwn experiences in trying to bring tc bear the best lmow-
ledge I had on the decisions of govermment. This was one of the many committees, in
1952; we were thinking about--we actually Tinally wrote something about-—armaments
and policy. We worked very hard at it. While we were in the middle of it, we ran
into a friend who said he remembered a story and he thought maybe that story would
serve as a parable for this committee. It was the story of the depression years,

20 years ago, of a man who came into a Western Union office in New York. He was
poorly dressed. He was not very clean and he was not well shaven and maybe he was
not even entirely sober; and he started writing on these Western Union blanks a
long, long telegram addressed to San Francisco. He tore off blank after blank and
finally he signed his name and called the girl over to send it. She took it and
started counting it up with the tip of her pencil the way they doj; and he fished in
his pocket and pulled out what appeared to be his last few dollars. And when she
came back she told him the price and she looked at the amount of money he piled on
the counter and she began to lock very grieved because he did not have more than
about a third of what it cost. He said, "Missy, Missy, don't you worry. You just
send it as far as it will go." There is a great deal of this in our political life.
We just send things as far as they can go.

There have been changes in our political world from the time when the
Constitution was drafted, changes to which we have been only in part responsive.
One is that technology itself calls into being really gigantic organizations, which
have to have a certain stability. One is that, because of the complexity of technical
things, competence and expertness are vested in people who have not and who probably
should not have authority, and people in authority are ignorant-—and not always
adequately aware of how ignorant--of the very technical things on which their
decisions have to rest.

And the third, which is perhaps the decisive thing, is that the system of
govermment we have, the system of living together that we have, is meant to work
better on the whole than any absolute system. It is meant to be less prone to error,
more capable of correcting error, more capable of bringing the good sense and wisdom
of people as a whole to bear on what we are up against. I am sure it is. I think
the more we go on and see how well, despite the difficulty of the problems we have,
we adapt to changing situations and on the whole what wise and sensible behaviour we,
as a people, have shown, the more we are clear aboubt that. But the trouble is that
in the present situation it is not enough to be right 99% of the time., The other per
cent is important too. And that is a very new dimension of our problem and one for
which no political system could be perfectly designed.

And the third thing that science has brought us that was not planned comes
really from how successful it has been. It is a terribly specialized business today
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and men who in one field get deep into it, devoite their life to it, love it, make
maybe some great discoveries in it will really not know too much of what is going on
in another. The words, the ideas, the experiences, let us say of the biologist, the
geneticist, the physicisi, or the astronomer, of the historian, the psychologist--
these are largely separate languages; they are separate lives; they are separate
experiences and separate worlds--their thoughts and ways of thinking--that come out
of common sense and common life 1ike the fingers out of a hand, and there is nothing
much between the tips of them. And that means that our community is broken up quite
a lot. It is not a single, open transparent community in which everybody really has
a pretty good idea about everything. There is a community in which some people have
a very good idea about some things and they interlock with others who have a good
idea about some others and it has the structure of an immensely complicated network,
but not the structure of a nice ordered world in which you can find about anything
you want; you may, and the great thing about freedom is that that is always open to
you; you should, and the great thing about virtus is that you occasionally do; bub
you cannot find out about everything. That is the meaning of mortality. You have
not time enough, or strength enocughj; and if you try you will have a smattering of, and
not the knowledge which has some close, deep, intimate, honest, technical familiarity
with what it is all about.

The very complexity of the world has taken us farther and farther from the
classical Athens, where the citizens, though they differed with each other, though
they gossiped about each cther, were yet all in the same world, farther and farther
from the 13th century, when all of Western Europe was united in a simple Catholic
order, when the same words, the same symbols, the same language united from one end
of the land to the other and when everything could be referred to a single view of
the world.

The rate of accumulation of knowledge is just indescribable. I will stick
my neck out and say that in the sciences, speaking broadly, in any 1lO-year period,
more is found out than was known in all the past. You may say "how do I know how
much is found out, how much is known? How do I measure this?® And I could answer
that you are well advised to caution me. But I mean more in terms of what it takes
to teach, more in terms of the number of pages it takes to write it down, more in
terms of essential knowledge, not in trivial and superiicial knowledge which the
teachers and popularizers can get rid of, but more in terms of things that anyone
who understands would recognize as central and vital. To double knowledge every ten
years is to create quite a problem; I have no doubt that part of what I have been
talking about and listening to these last days is the consequence of that problem.
Ihere is a heck of a lot more to teach and a heck of a lot more to learn; although
the life span has been growing longer, it has not grown that much longer. And you
see this is an important thing for other reasons. We love novelty and we love new
things. But we appreciate, we understand them and we balance them and we make some-
thing of them in terms of familiar experiences, in terms of the old ideas. We learn
in a funny way as a kind of growth and we can not learn great gobs of novelty. We
have to learn a 1little bit that is new and see how it fits in and change our ideas
and get a better understanding; learning itself is a process with a natural human
rate, a natural human pattern. It comes to us wvery fast today. The change in our
intellectual climate, the change in material climate from all the gadgetry and all
new machines are both such that continuity with tradition, solidness in our ideas,
and firmness are not so easy to come by. Science has fragmented and science has
tended to disorient and disorganize the intellectuval firmness of the people who
make up this, our country, and this, our world.
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These then are three peints. I want to say what they mean. I think these
changes are here to stay, because I cannot imagine anything other than a disaster
that will stop the accumulation of knowledge, that will alter the fluid and free
character of our political institutions or that will make us willing, either to act
in desperation or to accept evil without a struggle. I think that we shall not
really have as individual men or as communities of men total knowledge of the essen-
tial things that are known to man. We will always have this trait of ignorance and
partialness. We shall not have political arrangements which can be proof against
disaster; and the disaster will be guite without measure and limit.

In important ways this is not a new situation at all. In some ways,
living at the edge of trouble has always been how it is for men. You camncot read
the scriptures without seeing that; and there is very little of the major secular
literature of our culture that is unaware of it. But it has been partly forgotten
in the last century that this is our condition, that we have power Lut it is not
enough, that we have kmowledge tut it is not enough, that we have freedom but it is
not enough, that this is what we are Dorn to and what we have to make do with. And
this is what maices us men and gives us the privilege, the duty to try to help one
another.

Now, I have not spoxen of one thing; perhaps I would not but for the
mistakes I have made. This is the question that has come to me so often, usually
in the not very precise form, what about science and religion. Bui it has been an
earnest question, and when we pursued it I have not been disposed to treat it
lightly.

I think it is clear that the world I have cescribed, that these traits
which seem to me rather notable in it, that this is a world compatible with living
in it as a Christian. Indeed I think it is a world that rather obviously calls for
the great Christian virtues, its ideas, sensibility, its precepts, its practices.
It is clearly a world that also calls for those traits which we associate with the
Stoa, with stoicism, which has in Europe for two millennia become blended with
Christian faith and Christian manners.

It is clear to me that for as long as we can see in this world there will
be living Buddhists, Christians, Hindus, agnostics, perhaps in increasing number.
It is clear that they will surely continue to strive to find some harmony between
their tradition, their revealed knowledge--their revelation, their reason and
their experience. The only thing that I think is not compatible with the world
that I have described is that all of these: revelation, reason and experience be
combined into a single, all-embracing unit, a monistic hierarchy and structure of
certitude. I do not say that with joy, but because I have to say it.

This is what I should have said earlier to you. I am repentant that I
did not. I am at the end of my time. I may have spoken a little sadly; but I do
not have the feeling that this is bad news. I have the feeling that there is only
cne true danger, and that is to go into our life or through it without understanding
what we are up against, what is asked of us and by what we can reasonably be judged.

I want to end by repeating what I said: even talking to you in this
lecture, I have enjoyed being with you; and I shall continue to; I am very grateful
for being asked.
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EDWARD R, MURROW
This is "See It Now", edited and produced by the partnership of
Murrow and Friendly, presented by the Aluminum Company of America,
This is the computing machine at the Institute for Advanced Study,
Princeton, New Jersey. It is virtually the only piece of scientific
equipment at this Institute. There is no student body here ... just
chalk and blackboard and books and scholars ... less than one hundred
of them in all, Einstein, Bohr, C(ppenheimer, Merritt, Woodward,
Thompson, Lowe, Hetty Goldman, Kantorowicz, Beloff. In the past,
the Institute has contributed much to the security and knowledge
of this Republic. The men of this Institute probe far beyond the
existing frontier of mans knowledge. This is a brief report on the
work and purpose of the Institute as seen through the eyes and mind
of one man,,. it's Director, Dr. J. Robert (ppenheimer ... a
physicist, So that this conversation may be conducted without
interruption, we ask your attention now to this report from our

8ponsors ... the Aluminum Company of America ...

COMMERCIAL
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DR, J. ROBERT OPPENIEIIER -- EDWARD R. MURROW

MURROW
Dr. Oppenheimer, why don't we begin by your telling me a little about
this Institute for Advanced Study -- how it began?
OPPENIIEIMER
Well, I - I will try, Of course, it began at the time when I wasn't
anywhere near; and it's already a subject for historical research, I --
I'm about to find someone to see if he can find out how it began.
MURROW
I have heard you describe it as a "decompression chamber,"
OPPENHEIMER
Well, it is for many people, There are no telephones ringing, and you
don't have to go to committee meetings, and you don't have to meet
classes and the -- it's especially for the few people who are here for
life - the first years are quite - quite remarkable, because most
people depend on being interrupted in order to live. The work is so
hard and failure is - is of course, I guess, an inevitable condition of
success. ©So they're used to having - to having to go - to attend to
other people's business, When they get here, there is nothing of that,
and they - they can't run away. It's to help men who are creative and
deep and active and struggling scholars and scientists to get the job
done that it is their destiny to do. This is a big order, and we take

a corner of it, We do the best we can.

(MORE)

fad
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OPPENHEIMER (CTD)

We = we suffer from limits of money, of wisdom, of space, and we know
that if we get big, we = we will spoil everything, Because the kind

of itimacy, the kind of understanding, the kind of comradeship that

is possible in a place of this size is hard to maintain in a place ter
times as big., But we are here as an institution, I don't mean in our
individual capactiies, but as an institution, we are here to take away
from men the cares, the pleasures that are their normal excuse for not

following the rugged road of their own - own life and need and destiny

MURROW
Well, would = would you tell me something about the permanent members
of the staff - the faculty?

OPPENHE [MER

Some are pure mathematicians, This was the first and I guess the
most illustrious field in which the:Institute entered, and there's
Hassler Whitney, who is a man who spent most of his life at Harvard,
an extraordinarily imaginative and creative man, whose field. -- it
won't mean much - whose field is essentially Topology.

MURROW
What exactly is that?

OPPENHE IMER
Well, it is a study of those relationships which do not have to do

with measure and size but with shape and arrangement., Let me digress.
We had here this year a Swiss - a French Swiss psychologist, Ie's

almost a philosopher - called Piaget = whose work has been on the
way children learn to think = how they learn notions of cause =

notions of time - notions of necessity - notions of number == all

the things that Kant thought you were born with,
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OPPENHEIMER (CONT'D)
Well they -- now you are not born with them. You learn them - and he
made one discovery which is not surprising, but a little odd. He
found out those things which in normal mathematical instructions are
the most highbrow, are the things the children know first. Children
know first whether objects are inside each other or separate = whether
they can be deformed into each other, and these are the notions that
Topology deals with. They learn later that the length of a line is so,
or that a figure has seven sides and not six -- all the things that
have to do with number come later, but the things that have to do with
relatedness -~ the fact that a doughnut can't be turned into a sphere
without tearing it - you see. This kind of thing the child knows, and
these -~ these logical notions - I mentioned only trivial ones - are
the basis of Topology. Then -- then there are two men - one - one a
Norwegian and one a Swede, but there is no conspiracy here - who are =
who are analysts and have done very great work in analytic number
theory. Selberg and Buerling. There is Marston Morse, who's a very
distinguished and - and large mathematician - worked in many different
fields, and I hate to say it, he is almost a "statesman of mathematics".
There are - there's Deane Montgomery, who solved a famous problem of
Riemann which I'm not going to define, and astonished us all a few
years ago. There are two physicists, and there will shortly, I think,
be more - both young - one a Dutchman, Pais, and one an Englishman,
Dyson - both of whom in quite different ways are struggling with the
problems that interest me.

(MORE) ta
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OPPENHEIMER (CTD)
There's Panofsky, who is a historian of art. He has two kids - two
boys - both physiecists, and they were very, very bright boys, and one
of them is first in his class at Princeton, The other is second. They
call one the "bright" Panofsky and the other the "dumb" Panofsky, And
they used to tease him .,. they said, but of course they didn't know
how good they were - if they were good, they would be physicists, but
they could always fall back on the history of art if they were
failures, There is a - an old friend of mine and a man I think of as
quite a great man, really, That'é Harold Cherniss, who's that
wonderful blend of scholar and philosopher that you don't find very
often. His field is Greek, His passion, Plato and Aristotle,

MURROW

And Professor Einstein is still here, too, isn't he?

OPPENHEIMER
Oh, indeed he is, Indeed he is. He's - he's one of the most lovable
of men,

MURROW

Does he ever call you up on the telephone?

OPPENHEIMER
Sometimes, I think he calls me when he reads in the newspapers
something about me that he doesn't like and he calls me up and says:

"That's all right, That's just right."

fad



Records of the Office of the Director / General Files / Box 50 / Oppenheimer, J. Robert-Kenna File on Hearing, folder 1
From the Shelby White and Leon Levy Archives Center, Institute for Advanced Study, Princeton, NJ, USA

-5=

MURROW:

Niels Bohr is here now, as well?

OPPENHEIMER :
Oh, we have many many people visiting; and now I will tell gbout those
that are exciting. I mentioned Piaget - to me - but there are many,
many =- too many to talk about. Bohr is here, he's come over and over
again, and we have with him an arrangement which we reserve for our
best friends; namely, he can come whenever he wants -- and he spent
this semester and will be leaving just in a few days. We have George
Kennan here. He's been here off and on, also, and has an arrangement
not so unlike that of Bohr's. He's looking at a very odd episode
(maybe = maybe tragic) and that is what the Americans were doing at
the time of the Russian Revolution and in the year that féllowed that.
Who was representing us, and how he got to represent us in Russia,
What they thought - what they thought we ought to do - what our
government did - and this is going to be quite a yarn when he gets it
finished.

MURROW:

Well, what about the supply of scientists - the manpower pool - the

training of the younger scientists?

ta
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OPPENHEIMER
I don't know. You see - that - that always is a very - I am very bad
about it, because I work in my own life with rather few people as
student, I alweys have, They wouldn't let me at undergraduates becausc
they are afraid I'd confuse them, I'd have a dozen or twenty men that
I work with intimately, This Institute has a hundred people, I think
in terms of the - of the rather good people rather than the number,
but there's a lot of truth to that - a lot that's right about it, I
mean, We - we are beginning to catch up on the mechanical side. We're
just beginning to realize that if we want people to do very hard
things, we've got and want them to do, irrespective of whether they
are rich or poor, we've got to provide money in some way to see them
through their training; if we want them to go into a profession which
will never be very remunerative, we won't be successful unless we
provide scholarships and that kind of thing, The training is
"Operation Bootstrap," You -- one great teacher - one great man of
learning changes a country, Denmark has one enormous figure in
physics, and the whole country is altered by that, Japan has Yukawa
who was the first Japanese to come to the Institute after the war and
who was sent here with Mac Arthur's blessings - a sign of the new
relations between the countries, and now all the bright young Japanese
want to learn theoretical physics - not all -- but I mean - I
exaggerate, So0, I think that the statistics and the tables maybe don't
tell the whole story,

fad
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MURROW
Tell me, is there a very widespread reluctance on the part of
scientists in this country to work for the government?

OPPENHEIMER

No, I don't think so, This also gets very much distorted when it's -
when it's talked about in sloganistic terms. See, if you take a
scientist who's excited by and interested in new discovery, he may have
a problem as to whether he wants to do applied science - and for the
government, that's what he would be doing -- and that's a - that's a
legitimate doubt, and if all the scientists in the country did applied
science, it would be terrible for us, I think that scientists like to
be called in and asked to advise on how to make the Voice of America a
better thing, They like to be called in and asked for their counsel,
Everybody likes to be treated as though he knew something. I suppose
that - that when the government behaves badly in a field you are
working close to, and when decisions that look cowardly or vindictive
or shortsighted or mean are made, and that's very close to your area,
then you get discouraged and you may -- may -- you may recite George
Herbert's poem - "I Will Abroad". But I think that's human rather
than scientific,

MURROW
Dr. Oppenheimer, are you worried about - the - all the impediments
placed in the way of free intercourse, travel and ezchange among

scientists? I think ...

fad
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OPPENHEIMER
Very much.

MURROW
I've been coming down here, and I think this is true - that had the
Me Carran Act been enforced, neither Fermi nor Szilard would ever have
been permitted to enter the country which would have been a rather
expensive loss, I think,

OPPENHEIMER
Perhaps not even Kinstein, I don't know, This is terrible. This is
just terrible, and seems a wholly fantastic and grotesqus way to - to
meet the threat of espionage -- just an enormous apparatus, surely
not well designed, for that, and terrible - for, for those of us who
live with it. We are rightly ashamed by the contempt that the
turopeans have for us,and we are rightly embarrasséd that we can't
hold congresses in this country -- that we can't - often dcn't let
people go to congresses who are the most wanted, Year after year,
we've met in Rochester to discuss the kind of basic physics that...
There is one man who's the world's greatest in this, and very, very
good. Oh, well, he sends his deputies and his representatives, but
he doesn't come, and that's not one situation. It's over and over
again, This is a scandal.

| MURRQW

Well, sir, apart from running the Institute, what do you do here?

gl
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OPPENHEIMER
I do two kinds of things. One is - is to write about what I think I
know, hoping that it will be understandable to the public in general,
and one is to try to understand physics and talk and work with the
physicists and sometimes have a -- try to have an idea that may be
helpful, And the part of physics that -- (I tried not to become too
ignorant of any part) but the part that I -- I really get excited
about is just what is called particle physics or atomic physics in its
modern sense, About why are things the way they are -- What it is
that's conserved, maintained, kept invariant in these fundamental
particles and -- I've got a scheme here and the point is, that from
this you can get some notion of whether it really fits with the
particles that are found. Here, charge is - over this way. This is
negative particles - neutral - doubly charged positive and positive,.
And this is the neutron and the proton, and up this way is mass. And
we don't have this mass scale very well, but just - just as - as a
schematic thing, and each of these lines then represents a - a particle
that ought to live a long time according to - to - to this scheme.
4And this is the most femous, This was found - it's well defined energy
and it's been observed very many times, It gives a kind of a V in the
cloud chamber, The point of the V goes up to the - to the muclear

explosion that created it.

fad
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MURROW

Tell me, Dr, Oppenheimer, do you ever become frightened at what you
are finding out here in this area that can't be measured in either
time or space?

OPPENHEIMER
I -- you see that's a real point. I only get frightened when - and it
happens very rarely I think - I have an idea, That is what people
find isnit frightening but the understanding of it sometimes has this
quality. I remember a man who was my teacher in Goettingen, who is
in Chicago now., James Franck, He said, "The only way I can tell
whether my thoughts are -- really have some weight to them is the
sense of terror when I think of something new," Well so, the kind of
order that will come out of this -- that is frightening, tut the fact
that this is like walking through the woods and seeing that there are
different kinds of flowers and it's all very amusing -- and so it is
when you try to see why there is necessity to it -- why it is this way
and no other way -- because all you can do here is guess in the night
and correct in the daytime, and you have to try to find the mistakes.

MURROW

Is it true that humans have already discovered a method of destroying
hﬁ%éﬁity?

OPPENHEIMER
Well, I suppose that really has always been true, You could always

beat everybody to death, You mean to do it by}inadvertence?

fad
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MURROW
Yes,

OPPENHEIMER

Not quite, Not quite. You can certainly destroy enough of humanity
sé_that only the greatest act of faith can persuade you that what's
left will be human, This is -- this is 2 maltter on which much, mach,
much, muach more should be known, There's every reason for us to say
what we -- what we know, and above all, to say what we don't know,
The genetic problems -- the problems of what - what might happen in
the future to the human species as a result of laving radio-activity in
the body or having radiation outside -- the geneticists don't know
enough to be sure of that, We do know what happens if you're near an
explosion -- a bomb explosion, We know it from experience and from
common sense, The -- the things we know ought to be in the public
domain so people are fearful only in the measure in which fear is
justified and -- and rational. The things that aren't known should be
talked about because one of the ways to get things found out is -- is
to have it clear that we don't know the answers, and also one of the
ways to -- to give people the kind of responsibility and huwranity which
we would like or think we have is that they recognize when they don't
know something and take their very ignorance into account in their
planning, This is too long an answer to your cuestion but I feel

VEIY scons

fad
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MURROW
It certainly is not and it brings me to another one that I wanted to
agk very much and that is that in this era that is more frightened and
dominated than any previous one by scientists, their decisions, their
discoveries -- what about the poor uninformed civilian?
OPPENHEIMER
It isn't the layman that's ignorant, It's everybody that's ignorant,
The scientist may know a little patch of something and if he's a
humane and intelligent and curious guy, he'll know a few spots from
other people's work, He may even be able to read 2 book., But - but
his condition is a condition of everyone - which is that almost
everything that's known to man he doesn't know anything about at all,
or knows it only in a very sketchy way. And that's because it's - it's
gotten a bit complicated. The problem of - of a coherent civilization
is the problem of -- of living with ignorance and not - not being
frustrated by it; so that you find occasionally a man who knows two
things and that intersection may be a great event in the history of
ideass Occasionally, a man may think that something is relevant or
exciting which no one before thought concerned him professionally. That
may change the history of the world., And these are the connections,
these virtual connections, these casual and occasional connections
which make the only kind of coherence we have -- that and affection --
that and respect - that and I suppose a kind of humanity,
(MORE)

fad
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OPPENHEIMER (CTD)
Now, if you look at the problem of science in government, then of
course, it's posaibly not really science. It's =~ it's pretty much
practical application because no one in the govermment of the United
States needs to worry about whether the isotopic spin or the
strangeness number are the real invariants of this sub-atomic work,
They need to know, sometimes things that are very hard to answer.
Can a ballistic rocket enter the - the earth's atmosphere if it's
gone a few thousand miles and have a skin that ian't burned up? And
so on, They need to know -~ is there any limit to the size of
explosions you can make, They need to know all kinds of technical
things, And these are not in the narrow sense the frontier of science
but they are technical and complicated, Some will understand one
another in one area -- some in another - and you get a kind of lacework
of coherence, And that requires - I used the word "affection" before,
For the government it might be better to say "trust". Though I think

even for the government "affection" wouldn't be a hopeless word, Take
in the government itself which consists of life, Take the President
or his Secretary of State or his Secretary of Defense, All he can do
is to be sure that in one way or another the advice he's being given
is subject to criticism, If he gets a statement of how it is --this

will cost so many dollars and take so many years -- this is imposeible

== that anyone who has a different view and the profeasional

qualifications that make it interesting, can get to him,

-more=-
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OPPENHEIMER  ( CTD)
And I think that isn't too bad in the parts of the government I have
been close to, That is the atom and military establishment and the
State Department. I think -- I think people have been able to -- to
tell their stories and that -- that the folly has been corrected. BEut
if you mean the people outside the government ...
MURROW
Yes,
OPPENHEIMER
And I think that's more important, There - there - there isa - a
really a point that I feel most deeply and I think I speak really now
the voice of - of my profession -- and that is the integrity of
commnication, The trouble with secrecy isn't that it inhibits
geience - it could - but in this country it's hardly been used that
way. Technical things are - are really quite widely known and those
at the growing tip of - of any science are so far from practice that
the - the people talk gquite freely about them and should. The trouble
with secrecy isn't that it doesn't give the public a sense of
participation. The trouble with secrecy is that it denies to the
government itself the wisdom and the resources of the whole commnity -
of the whole country, and the only way you can do this is to let almost
aryone say what he thinks - to try to give the best synopses, the best
popularizations, the best mediations of technical things that you can,
and to let men deny what they think is false -- argue what they think

is false, you have to have a free and uncorrupted commnication,
fad (MORE)
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OPPENHEIMER (CTD)
And this is -- this is so the heart of living in a complicated
technolcgical world - it is so the heart of freedom that that is why
we are all the time saying -- "Does this really have to be secret?"
"Couldn't you say more about that?" "Are we really acting in a wise
way?" Not because we enjoy chattering -- not because we are not aware
of the dangers of the world we live in, but because these dangers
cannot be met in any other way.

MURROW
Well, if I may say so, I think you were speaking there not only for
your profession but for mine - if it is a profession,

OPPENHEIM&R

I -- I'm sure of that,

MURROQW
There aren't in fact very many secrets?

OPPENHEIMER
There aren't secrets about the world of nature, There are secrets
about the thoughts and intentions of men. Sometimes they are secret
because & man doesn't like to know what he's up to if he can avoid it.
MURROW

Ur. Oppenheimer, if enough nations get messing about with hydrogen
bombs, is there any danger of contaminating the atmosphere -- of the
fall-out being so heavy that we may damage ourselves without meaning

to?
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OPPENHEIMER
I'm not unworried about it, I tend still to worry about war rather
than peace, I think -- I think the scale of things in these
experimental undertakings is -- is so vastly smaller and their
location so much more secure than -- than what you'd expect if -- if
the battle were joined, that we do well to worry about the latter
vefore the former,

MURROW
That was a brief glimpse of a two and a half hour conversation with
Ur. J. Robert Oppenhsimer, Director of the Institute for Advanced
Study. One thing that impressed this reporter at that Institute was
that he never heard so many people say -- I don't know. These men
recognize mystery. They welcome it and they wrestle with it., Good
night and good luck.

ANNOUNCER
A one hour version of this conversation with Dr, Oppenheimer will be
made available to any college or university requesting it by the Fund
for the Republic,
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“We Accuse!
““We Accuse!

Joseph and Stewart Alsop

Many Americans—some of them private citizens, some in high office,
and some whose official vesponsibility it was—have pronounced judg-
ment on Dr. J. Robert Oppenheimer’s fitness to have access to the
scientific secrets on which the national security so largely depends.
Many accusations were leveled against Dr. Oppenheimer in the course
of this debate, and the formal findings of the Atomic Energy Commis-
sion against him were lengthily published. Among those who did not
accept these findings, however, were the widely read and respected
journalists, Joseph and Stewart Alsop, who here in turn accuse the
accusers. Their conclusions are presented, not merely to answer charge
with countercharge, bul to round out the record on the critically
important issues which the Oppenheimer Case has raised but by no

means resolved.
I. Rise and Fall

HE title of this report is borrowed from

Emile Zola, whose J'Accuse marked the

turning point in the case of Captain
Dreyfus. It is a proud title, [or it is still the
symbol of one of our era's rare triumphs
of the liberal spirit over organized injustice.
It is a title, indeed, that one must be pre-
sumptuous to borrow; and we only dare to
do so because we too accuse.

We accuse the Atomic Energy Commission
in particular, and the American government
in general, of a shocking miscarriage of justice
in the case of Dr. J. Robert Oppenheimer.

We accuse Oppenheimer’s chief judge, the
chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission,
Admiral Lewis Strauss, and certain of Oppen-
heimer’s accusers, of venting the bitterness
of old disputes through the security system of
this country.

—The Editors

And wé accuse the security system itself,
as being subject to this kind of ugliness,
and as inherently repugnant in its present
standards and procedures to every high tradi-
tion of the American past.

These are grave accusations, which must be
factually supported. As to whether they arc
justified, the reader must decide. And so,
without further ado, let us begin the re-trial
by calling the defendant to the bar; for the
first requirement for an understanding of
the Oppenheimer case is an understanding
of Oppenheimer himself.

J. Robert Oppenheimer was born in
New York City in 1904, into a prosperous,
cultivated, and liberal Jewish family. The
father, an immigrant from Germany, was a
successful businessman and a discriminating
collector of modern pictures. The whole
household was imbued with the rabbinical
respect for the things of the mind, and with
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the hope of progress made all the sweeter by
the memory of dark things left behind. that
so often distinguished Jews of their sort in
that simpler and better time.

Characteristically, Oppenheimer’s educa-
tion began at the Ethical Culture School—
where else would such a family send a promis-
ing son? It continued at Harvard, where
Oppenheimer first showed promise as a
physicist and graduated in 1925; and at Lord
Rutherford’s great laboratory in Cambridge
and at Gortingen, where he took his doctorate
in 1927. There were two more years of pre-
paratory study, largely abroad. And then, in
the spring of 1929, young Oppenheimer came
back to America, to accept a double teaching
assignment at the California Institute of
Technology at Pasadena and the University
of California at Berkeley.

It is curious, and in the light of subsequent
events it is highly ironical, that this return
of an utterly obscure twenty-five-year-old
teacher should have proved a significant event
in the American story. Yet such it was.

HE truth is that in a quite surprising
degree, Oppenheimer was the bringer of
a revelation. Long before his gradua-
tion from Harvard, he had descried from afar
the revolution in thought that is the New
Physics. But in this he was exceptional; even
in 1929, when he came home for good, the
American universities had only begun to
grasp the cosmos-shaking advances of physical
knowledge that had been achieved in Europe.
At Berkeley, Oppenheimer started with
one graduate student; but around this
slender, intense young man, all but hieratic
in his dedication to his mystery, there rapidly
grew up ‘“‘the largest school in the country, of
graduate and post-doctoral study in theo-
retical physics.” He was the center, and each
year, when his teaching term at Berkeley
ended, many of his students followed him to
Pasadena to be with him while he fulfilled
his contract with Caltech. If the vast majority
of American physicists today quite genuinely
venerate Robert Oppenheimer, it is because
he trained so many of them, and because the
rest rightly regard him as the man who took
the lead in naturalizing the New Physics in
this country.
In those first years of great accomplishment,
Oppenheimer was almost ludicrously—and
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perhaps somewhat self-consciously—remote
from the mundane realities ol the American
scene. He took no newspaper. He owned no
radio. The tumultuous political events of
the early 1930s simply escaped his notice. For
distraction he learned Sanskrit, because he
wanted to read the Bhagavad-Gita in the origi-
nal. For the rest, he lived his life in the
rarefied upper air of abstract physical specula-
tion.

HUs he was dangerously innocent—he

had no better “standards of practical

political judgment than a visiting Mar-
tian—when the world around him at last
began to attract his attention.

Partly he came down from his mountaintop
because of his long and unhappy engagement
to Jean Tatlock, the daughter ol a fellow pro-
fessor. Partly his interest in politics was
stimulated by Hitler’s persecution of the Jews
in Germany. where he still had relatives
whom' he helped later to escape. Partly, too,
he was caught up in the wave of emotion
about the Spanish Civil War which then en-
gulfed so many intellectuals. The Commu-
nist party was brilliantly exploiting both the
Falange and the Nazis, to attract great num-
bers of men like Oppenheimer. Jean Tatlock
was one of the generous but troubled spirits
who were always joining and leaving the
Communist party in those deceptive years of
the united front. Not very surprisingly
therefore, Oppenheimer became an active
fellow-traveler.

He joined [ront organizations. He attended
meetings. Since he had a private fortune,
he contributed [airly regularly to the party's
Spanish war and Spanish relief funds; and,
since this was the fashion for the larger fellow-
traveling contributors, he made these contri-
butions through party officials. In short, he
freely indulged in the brand of political folly
that was then a common highbrow reaction to
the menace of Nazism and Fascism. One thing,
however, Robert Oppenheimer never did.
Despite his fashionable folly, despite the easy
emotionalism that was his first response to
politics, Oppenheimer never took the final
step of joining the Communist party.

By 1939, his fellow-traveling enthusiasm
had cooled off markedly, although he con-
tinued to contribute through party chan-
nels to Spanish relief. In wartime, he

ES
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eschewed politics altogether. Finally, at the
end of the war, the true meaning of the
Soviet-Communist system came home to him
with great force, and rather earlier than to
many other leading Americans—Dwight D.
Fisenhower, for example, was still talking
eupeptically about how easy it was to “get
on with Zhukov™ as late as 1947.

After his awakening, the follies of Oppen-
heimer’s past were utterly left behind. For-
mer President Conant of Harvard, General
Frederick Osborn. and many others who
worked with him closely have testified as to
the “hard-headedness” and strongly “anti-
Soviet” character of Oppenheimer’s political
attitude throughout the postwar years. As
time passed, indeed, Oppenheimer became
the only truly eminent American outside the
armed services—so far as these reporters
are aware—who was willing to discuss dis-
passionately the idea of preventive war to
save the world from Communist tyranny. On
this point, too, there is rather shocked testi-
mony, from the present chairman of the Geny
eral Advisory Committee of the Atomic Com-
mission, Dr. I. I. Rabi.

s 15 indicated by the gradual transition
from modish breast-beating to cool,
hard independence of thought, Oppen-

heimer’s early follies were simply a disastrous
phase in the difficult process of learning his
way about in the everyday world. In this
same process, his marriage in 1940 was also a
stage, and a much happier one.

The story of Katherine Puening Oppen-
heimer is sad, but with a good ending. She
was a pretty. serious, very young girl from a
solid, prosperous, conservative family, when
she rather improbably encountered Joe Dallet
in 1935. Dallet was a romantic, born for a
crusade, who had the half-pathetic, half-ironi-
cal misfortune to enlist under the Communist
banner. She fell violently in love with Dallet;
she left her family and joined the party to
marry him. A little later, she proved her
greater wisdom by rebelling against the
party’s dreary discipline, and this broke up
the marriage. Yet she did not cease to love
Dallet, and she had just gone to Paris to meet
him again when the news reached her that he
had been Kkilled in action on the Spanish
front. After that desperate moment, she half
blindly blundered into another marriage. Yet

she was still a very unhappy woman when
she and Oppenheimer met in 1939.

Their feeling for one another was strong
and irresistible. Yet he had to part with Jean
Tatlock, who still loved him and made a
tragic last request to see him before her death
in 1943. She also had to part with her hus-
band, and thus the Oppenheimers’ mar-
riage automatically stimulated much un-
kindness in the small Berkeley community.
One of those who were not unkind was
Haakon Chevalier, a clever, superficial
teacher of romance languages, who also be-
longed to the West Coast group of Communist
and fellow-traveling intellectuals. And this
was to be important, because Oppenheimer,
who is fiercely protective of his wife, was
warmly grateful for Chevalier's kindness in a
bad time.

ucH are the main facts it is needful

to know about Robert Oppenheimer,

in the period before History chose him

as the principal actor in a larger drama. He

was not a member of the Einstein-Fermi-

Szilard group of refugee physicists who first

opened the eyes of the American government

to the possibilities of the atom. But he joined

the work seon after it began, and his value
was recognized at once.

In the spring of 1942, only a few months
after Pearl Harbor, Dr. Arthur Holly Comp-
ton asked Oppenheimer to recruit and lead a
special scientific task force. Enrico Fermi had
not yet achieved his great triumph, the
famous first sustained nuclear chain reaction
in the University of Chicago squash court.
But Oppenheimer and his task force—which
included Hans Bethe, Edward Teller, and
others of like caliber—were nonetheless told
to begin designing a workable atomic bomb.

Their astonishing progress led on, within a
few months, to the decision to establish the
great Los Alamos Laboratory. Oppenheimer
had directed the work at Berkeley. He had
even suggested the Los Alamos site to the new
commander of the Manhattan District
project, Lieutenant General Leslie R. Groves.
But a question still remained, whether Op-
penheimer should be chosen director of Los
Alamos.

As soon as he joined the war effort,
Robert Oppenheimer had filled out the usual
personnel questionnaire, revealing the gen-
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eral outlines of his political past. By now the
memberships in front organizations, the fel-
low-traveling, the contributions, were all
known to the appropriate autliorities. So
were his Communist personal associations, in-
cluding the former party memberships of
Katherine Oppenheimer and also of Frank
and of his wife Jackie—for Frank Oppen-
heimer, an unhappy caricature of his brilliant
elder brother, had joined the party in 1936.
But General Groves had already come to
know Oppenheimer rather well. He had no
doubts whatever, and he still has none, about
Oppenheimer’s loyalty. He regarded Oppen-
heimer's appoinfment to head Los Alamos as
a “calculated risk,” which it was essential to
take. Why this was essential has been simply
explained by John ]. McCloy, who repre-
sented Secretary of War Stimson in this deci-
sion. “Oppenheimer,” McCloy has said, “was
the only American physicist fully qualified
for the job; there were plenty of refugees, of
course, but everyone agreed Oppenheimer
was the only American who was up to it in
every way.”

o comPLETE this facet of the story, it

must also be noted that Oppenheimer

was by no means taken on trust after his
appointment at Los Alamos. Throughout
1943, Colonel John Lansdale—a sucresslul,
conservative Cleveland lawyer who served as
Los Alamos security officer—repeatedly ques-
tioned Oppenheimer, at great length and in
very great detail, about all his fellow-traveling
activities and Communist connections. In ad.
dition, Oppenheimer was closely watched at
all times; and he was also interviewed by
Colonel Boris Pash, the Manhattan District
security officer at Berkeley. Colonel Pash, who
saw Oppeuhemwr only once, always re-
mained suspicious of him. But the able and
tough-minded Colonel Lansdale had the pri-
mary responsibility. He did almost all the
work on Oppenheimer and got to know Op-
penheimer very intimately. And Lansdale
gradually came to have an abiding faith in
Oppenheimer’s lgyalty and discretion.

It is somehow sordid that this essentially
insignificant aspect of the epic of Los Alamos
should now have to be recalled. How Oppen-
heimer tirelessly gathered a great new scien-
tific team, while the new laboratory buildings
were rising on the sun-drenched mesa; how

Los Alamos expanded until, at the end, Op-
penheimer was the admired leader of 8,000
people, including 4,000 scientists and techni-
cians; how the work proceeded relentlessly,
past obstacle after obstacle, until the final
blinding triumph that altered the whole
shape of our world—these are the points it
would be more fitting to dwell upon. The
end came in the bareness of the desert at
Alamogordo, when Trinity—the first of the
absolute weapons—was tested with brilliant
and terrible success.

From that moment, to Hiroshima, to the
Medal of Merit and a high position in the
councils of the American government, Robert
Oppenheimer’s journey was rapid and ineluc-
table. The bomb whose glare illuminated
a new world also gave the once-obscure
brotherhood of physicists a strange new stand-
ing in America. They acquired something of
the position in our society of the Mathemati-
cian-Astronomer-Priests of the ancient Mayas,
who were at once feared and revered as the
knowers of the mystery of the seasons and
the helpers of the sun and stars in their life-
giving courses. Oppenheimer, the maker of
the bomb, became the unofficial high priest.

In the next years, his primary public posi-
tion was the chairmanship of the General
Advisory Committee of the AEC; and in 1947
he also found his private niche as director
of the Institute for Advanced Study at
Princeton. But with all his other duties, he
was constantly called upon to serve in the
more general capacity of chiel scientist to the
American government, working on many
Presidential assignments, always asked to give
counsel on the big political-military-scien-
tific problems, often consulted, indeed, as
though his pronouncements had an oracular
value. And although he left the General Ad-
visory Committee in 1952, his work for the
government continued, and his standing be-
fore the country remained undiminished.

vcH was Oppenheimer, such were his re-
markable record and great position,
when President Fisenhower named a
new chairman of the Atomic Energy Com-
mission. Lewis Lichtenstein Strauss—a pro-
moter, investment banker, and civilian-in-war-
time Admiral, who had previously served as
one of Truman's first AEC commissioners—
moved into the AEC chairmanship on July 3,
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1953. Just four days later came the first warn-
ing signal. On July 7, as Strauss proudly an-
nounced in his first press release on the
Oppenheimer case, the mnew chairman
“initiated the steps” that were to end with a
heavy-handed squad of AEC security officers
descending on Princeton to remove the
classified documents which Oppenheimer had
always been allowed to store in a specially
guarded facility in his office.

Not long thereafter, events began to move
with unwonted swiftness. At the beginning
of November, a former member of the staff
of the Joint Congressional Committee on
Atomic Energy, William Liscum Borden,
wrote the FBI what can only be called a
letire de cachet attacking Oppenheimer’s
loyalty.

The letter was a mishmash of the stale
facts and unsupported conclusions. Accord-
ing to Borden, Strauss was not privy to the
writing of this letter. In any case, under the
established procedures, the lettre de cachet set
the whole ponderous security machinery in
motion; and Strauss leaped into the driver’s
seat to make the wheels turn faster.

T was Strauss who went to the President
without consulting, his colleagues, and
came back with the dramatically phrased

order putting a “blank wall” between Oppen-
heimer and all classified data. It was Strauss
who directed the preparation of the harshest
possible statement of charges; Strauss who
called the still unsuspecting Oppenheimer to
Washington to notify him that his AEC clear-
ance was suspended: Strauss who hastened on
the trial of the case. It was Strauss or his un-
derling, AEC General Manager K. D. Nichols,
who forbade the hearings to be held in New
York, thus effectively preventing the dis-
tinguished but no longer young John W.
Davis from appearing as Oppenheimer’s
counsel. And it was Strauss who decided that
the AEC counsel should be Roger Robb, a
man best known as the lawyer for Senator
Joseph R. McCarthy's chief journalistic in-
cense-swinger, Fulton Lewis, Jr.

In April of this year, the long hearings be-

n before a special board composed of the
Chancellor of North Carolina University and
former Secretary of the Army, Gordon Gray;
the former head of the Sperry Gyroscope
Company, Thomas A. Morgan; and the

well-known chemist, Dr. Ward Evans, of
Loyola University.

In late May came the Gray board findings.
Gordon Gray and Thomas Morgan decided
that Oppenheimer was a security risk; but
almost in the same breath they pronounced
him devotedly loyal, unusually discreet, and
a public servant whose contribution could
never be repaid. In his dissent, Dr. Ward
Evans sternly remarked that the Gray-Morgan
finding would be a “black mark on the
escutcheon” of the country. The nation
argued the issue, and the case then went to
the AEC.

INALLY, late in June, came the Atomic
Energy Commission’s majority opinion,
again declaring Oppenheimer a secur-

ity risk. It was written—in brutal language,
contrasting sharply with the reflective, re-
gretful tone of Gordon Gray—by Admiral
Lewis Strauss. It represents a curious evolu-
tion. For the Gray Board had firmly dis-
missed the bulk of the AEC’s original charges
against Oppenheimer, which had to do with
his prewar associations. Gray and Morgan had
then found Oppenheimer guilty primarily on
one issue, that his lack of enthusiasm de-
layed the hydrogen bomb project. But now
Strauss. in his turn, firmly dismissed this
Gray-Morgan finding, stating that Oppen-
heimer’s views about the H-bomb had not
even been considered by the AEC, because
he had a right to take any view he chose. By
this process of elimination, all the serious
charges against Oppenheimer were suc-
cessively refuted or dropped, until none re-
mained except those contained in the final
opinion by Lewis Strauss. Hence this Strauss
opinion is the test—the sole test—of the
Oppenheimer case.

What then was the purport of this historic
opinion? Strauss conspicuously failed to
challenge the favorable Gray-Morgan finding,
that Oppenheimer was wholly loyal and
wholly discreet. Strauss mentioned dangerous
associations, but this was strictly subsidiary.
In bitter words, Strauss took his stand
squarely on the ground that Oppenheimer
suffered from “substantial defects of char-
acter.” Oppenheimer was guilty, said Strauss,
of persistent “falsehood, evasion, and mis-
representation”; but as proof of these vices
Strauss offered only six “examples.”
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And what were these six proofs, that were
held sufficient to convict Oppenheimer of
character defects so grave as to jeopardize na-
tional security? Three of the Strauss “ex-
amples” can be grouped together and dis-
cussed together, for they are all matters with
a common background. They are as follows:

First, in the course of a long interrogation
in 1943, Colonel Lansdale once asked Oppen-
heimer a single question: “Do you know
Rudy Lambert?” Oppenheimer replied with
a short counter-question: “Do you know what
he looks like?”” That was all; and, as will be
seen, it is by no means sure there was even
this much. But in the Gray board hearings,
it developed that Oppenheimer had indeed
known Lambert, a minor Communist official;
had lunched with him once or twice; and thus
knew what he looked like.

Second, again in 1943, Oppenheimer told
Colonel Lansdale he had heard that Joseph
Weinberg, a younger physicist at Berkeley
whom he did not know well, was a member
of the Communist party. Lansdale did not ask
Oppenheimer about Weinberg. Oppenheimer
volunteered the information. Then, seven
vears later, in 1950, an FBI agent questioned
Oppenheimer about Weinberg. On this
occasion Oppenheimer said that he thought
he had first learned of Weinberg’s Com-
munist affiliations when they became public
knowledge, which was after 1943.

HIRD, again in 1943, Oppenheimer told

Colonel Lansdale he had also heard that

another Berkeley physicist, Giovanni
Rossi Lomanitz, was a Communist. Shortly
after this, Lomanitz was drafted in order to
remove him from Berkeley. The head of the
Berkeley laboratory, Dr. Ernest O. Lawrence,
raised a great row about losing Lomanitz,
Partly at Lawrence’s request, Oppenheimer
spoke to Lansdale about getting Lomanitz re-
assigned to work at Berkeley, as one of those
special risks the Manhattan District made it a
policy to take in special cases. Later he wrote
Lansdale, renewing the same suggestion, but
adding that he “was not in a position to en-
dorse this request in an absolute way,” since
he did not know the full facts about Lomanitz.
Finally, after eleven years had passed, Oppen-
heimer was asked a surprise question at the
Gray board hearing: Would he have recom-
mended Lomanitz's re-assignment to Berkeley
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if he had known Lomanitz was a Communist?
And he answered this question in the nega-
tive.

HE first thing to note about these mat-
ters, which are solemnly presented by
Admiral Strauss as final proof of

habitual untruth, is the simple immensity of
their context. Three incorrect answers are
torn, as it were, from a vast hodgepodge of
innumerable questions put to Oppenheimer
by many different people—Pash, Lansdale,
Groves, several FBI agents, Congressional
committees, the Gray Board—and innumer-
able questions put, moreover, in all sorts of
different conditions and at different time in-
tervals over a period of eleven years. Only a
miracle witness could have avoided minor
mistakes and contradictions in these circum-
stances; and Oppenheimer was far from being
a miracle witness about small points.

And by any reasonable standard, the three
mistakes about Lambert, Weinberg, and
Lomanitz were all extremely minor. In the
case of the Lomanitz letter, Oppenheimer
was asked to recall the forgotten background
of a letter written eleven years before, and
asked in a way that invited a wrong reply. In
the Weinberg case, he fell into what is surely
the commonest of all human errors, which is
confusing the time when you have learned a
long-known fact in a past already remote. As
for the Lambert case, there may be no case
at all, for the transcript of the Lansdale-Op-
penheimer interview in 1943 is badly garbled.
And if the transcript is correct, it is surely not
stretching things too far to suppose that just
once in all these unending interrogations, Op-
penheimer was tired or muddled or inatten-
tive, and thus gave a misleading reply to just
one short question, casually put and never
asked again.

One might be unwilling to make this sym-
pathetic stretch, of course, if the record
showed that Oppenheimer had any important
motive for being evasive about Lambert, or
changing the date of his knowledge of Wein-
berg’s Communism, or misrepresenting the
background of his letter about Lomanitz. But
the record shows no trace of an important
motive, and no attempt to establish any
motive. Lomanitz, Weinberg, and Lambert
were all men who played no serious role in
Oppenheimer’s life. While Oppenheimer
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made mistakes about these men who meant
little to him, he was exceedingly accurate
—and at sore cost to his own feelings—about
other persons who meant a great deal to him.
Surely an intelligent man does not tell the
bleak, uncomfortable truth about what is im-
portant, and then, just for fun and games, tell
lies about what is unimportant. With no
showing of motive, in short, these things are
trifles. Yet they are one-half of Admiral
Strauss’s proof of Oppenheimer’s habitual un-
truth.

HE fourth of the Admiral’s examples,
the so-called Peters letter, is really too
silly to be worth discussing in detail.

Before a Congressional committee, Oppen-
heimer testified somewhat intemperately
about the political past of a German refugee
physicist, Bernard Peters; and then, when the
news leaked and Peters’ job was endangered,
he wrote a letter that went rather far in tru-
ing up. Admiral Strauss also went rather far
to true up, in his recent Congressional testi-
mony about his faithfulness in consulting all
his commission colleagues. The motive of one
was disinterested; of the other, interested. The
conduct of both was human and natural
under the circumstances.

Example five is also a letter; it is also silly;
and it is only worth discussing in detail be-
cause of the light it throws on the climate and
procedures of the Oppenheimer case.

Very briefly, there was one member absent
[rom the historic meeting of the General Ad-
visory Committee of the AEC, in October
1949, that unanimously recommended against
an all-out program to produce the hydrogen
bomb. The University of California physicist,
Dr. Glenn T. Seaborg, had gone to Sweden
two weeks earlier. Before leaving, he wrote
Oppenheimer a long, rambling, inconclusive
letter that Dr. Seaborg himself described as
“having more questions than answers.” Yet it
contained the sentence: “Although I deplore
the prospect of our country putting a tre-
mendous effort into [the H-bomb program],
I must confess that I have been unable to
come to the conclusion that we should not.”

Dr. Seaborg added that he doubted his
letter would be helpful, that he was ready to
be shown he was wrong, but that the argu-
ments would have to be convincing. He did
not ask that his letter be shown to the other

members of the General Advisory Committee;
and Oppenheimer probably did not interrupt
the GAC’s tense deliberations with Dr. Sea-
borg’s triplication of negatives, although the
GAC members are not clear on this point.

The October meeting was a long, solemn,
and heart-searching discussion of one of the
truly terrible scientific-strategic Rubicons of
our time. In the end, James B. Conant;
Enrico Fermi; Cyril Smith; President Eisen-
hawer’s personal scientific adviser, Dr. Lee
DuBridge; the present chief scientific ad-
viser to Admiral Strauss, Dr. Rabi; and the
GAC’s two businessmen members, Hartley
Rowe and Oliver Buckley, all joined Oppen-
heimer in opposing a great, immediate effort
to make the H-bomb, on both moral and tech-
nical grounds. Rabi and Fermi went further
than the others, declaring the H-bomb
“should never be made” in this country under
any circumstances.

Some time after this meeting, Dr. Seaborg
returned from Sweden. and was of course told
what had happened. He then attended the
next GAC meeting in December, long before
President Truman’s final decision on the H-
bomb. At this meeting, when the great issue
was again discussed at length, Dr. Seaborg
raised no objection to the decision of his
colleagues. He offered no criticism or argu-
ment. Presumably because he was still of two
minds about it, he simply said that he would
prefer not to express his views. A couple of
months later, before the Joint Congressional
Committee on Atomic Energy, Oppenheimer
testified that “there was surprising unanim-
ity” in the GAC on the H-bomb issue, but
added that Dr. Seaborg “had not expressed
his views.”

O UNDERSTAND how a mountain was

made of this molehill, you must under-

stand the most curious feature of the
Gray board hearings. The Gray board per-
mitted the AEC counsel to act, and Roger
Robb enthusiastically acted, as an ambitious
prosecutor with none of the inconvenient re-
straints that the courts impose on the prosecu-
tion. The Seaborg letter was scooped up by
the AEC security officers when they took over

~ Oppenheimer’s classified files. Robb had the

letter. Since Oppenheimer was deprived of
the usual protections of a defendant in an
adversary proceeding, Oppenheimer did not
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have the letter, and had long ago forgotten
all about it.

So Robb brought out the Oppenheimer
testimony as to the GAC’s surprising unanim-
ity and Dr. Seaborg’s failure to express his
views. He induced Oppenheimer to point out
that Seaborg was in Sweden during the
October GAC meeting, and led him into say-
ing there had been no communication with
Seaborg. And then he produced Seaborg’s
forgotten triplication of negatives like a
-rabbit out of a hat. Had not Seaborg in fact
expressed his views? Was this not a com-
munication? Was there not concealment? So
the questioning went.

Of course the letter was indecisive and, in-
deed, quite meaningless in view of the posi-
tion that Seaborg took later on. Of course it
was natural for Oppenheimer to forget such
a letter in the intense and complex debate on
the H-Bomb. Of course it was natural for
Oppenheimer to remember only the key
point, that Dr. Seaborg had in fact refrained
from expressing his views when he had the
best possible opportunity to do so. All the
same, the Seaborg letter was paraded among
Admiral Strauss’s examples.

II. The Oppenheimer Haters

N THE Oppenheimer case layer after layer
of false appearances, of chaff dressed up
to look like corn, of petty matters artifi-

cially inflated into serious matters, must be
painstakingly got rid of before what is really
serious can be reached. And even what is
really serious has usuvally, in one way or
another, been given a false appearance. There
is no better illustration of these rules than
the sixth famous “example” which Admiral
Lewis Strauss used to prove Robert Oppen-
heimer’s “substantial defects of character.”

Among the six, this is the only example
that is worthy of serious consideration. Even
so, the story can be briefly told.

Shortly before Oppenheimer’s final move
to Los Alamos to take over the great
laboratory, he and his wife received a visit
at their Berkeley house from the man who
had been kind to Katherine Oppenheimer in
the bad time, Haakon Chevalier. When he
and Oppenheimer were alone together in the
kitchen, Chevalier said that George Eltenton,
a West coast Communist, had “spoken to
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him about the possibility of transmitting
technical information to the Soviet scien-
tists.” Oppenheimer replied sharply that
“this sounded very wrong to him,” and the
matter ended there for the time being.

There were two reasons for this temporary
ending. First, the modern concept of
“security” was still very strange and un-
familiar in America that early in the war; and
Oppenheimer at first convinced himself that
he had fulfilled his obligations to “security”
when he so firmly rejected Chevalier's feeler.
Second, Oppenheimer did not wish to impli-
cate his friend, since he felt indebted to him
and since he believed Chevalier was acting as
a mere unwitting tool for Eltenton.

Maybe Chevalier was an active Communist.
Oppenheimer did not think so. In the atmos-
phere of those days, after all, it was rather
easy to persuade a woolly-minded teacher of
romance languages that it was not only right
and moral to communicate technical data to
the hard-pressed scientists of our gallant
Soviet ally, but also that this was a fine way of
frustrating the “anti-Soviet” reactionaries
everyone was warming against. 1943 was
the year, remember, when Time Magazine
was criticizing the choice of Charles E. Bohlen
to accompany Cordell Hull on his mission to
Moscow, on the ground that Bohlen was full
of stuffy prejudices against the noble Rus-
sians.

That summer at Los Alamos, however,
Colonel Lansdale happened to tell Oppen-
heimer that the security people were worried
about the activities at Berkeley of the Federa-
tion of Architects, Engineers, Chemists, and
Technicians. Oppenheimer recalled that El-
tenton was an officer of this left-wing union.
He remembered the Chevalier incident. Un-
der Colonel Lansdale’s tutelage, he had
learned a good deal about the need for
security precautions. He thought the whole
problem over, and when he went to Berkeley
a little later, he warned the security officers
there that Eltenton would bear watching. He
knew, he said, that Eltenton had tried to
obtain secret information.

T 15 not clear whether Oppenheimer was
taken unawares by the next move, or
“whether he had decided in advance to
tell a lie to shield Chevalier. At any rate,
when the chief security officer, Colonel
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Boris Pash, immediately asked Oppenheimer
for details, Oppenheimer answered with an
idiotic “cock and bull story” about how three
persons, all unnamed, had been approached
by Eltenton, and about microfilm, the Soviet
consulate, and God knows what else. There,
once again, the matter ended for the time
being; for when Oppenheimer was pressed for
names, he refused to give them, merely saying
that Eltenton’s overtures had been rebuffed.

A couple of months later, General Groves
at length told Oppenheimer that he would
have to order him to name names; and at this
point Oppenheimer told how the approach to
him had been made by Chevalier. Neither
Colonel Lansdale nor General Groves seems
to have been particularly shocked by Oppen-
heimer’s behavior in this matter, and both
rather made light of it before the Gray board.
They did not of course seek to excuse or
palliate either the delay in giving the warning
about Eltenton, or the subsequent cock and
bull story to protect Chevalier. But Lansdale
strongly emphasized that Oppenheimer had
taken the initiative to give the warning about
Eltenton, going to Pash of his own volition.
This, he said, was the significant point.

Of the cock-and-bull story, Groves remarked
that Oppenheimer merely showed the “typi-
cal American schoolboy attitude that there is
something wicked about telling on a friend.”
He added that he “felt [he] had gotten what
[he] needed out of” Oppenheimer’s final con-
fession. And he summed up pretty effectively:
“l do know this: that [Oppenheimer] was
doing what he thought was essential, which
was to disclose to me the dangers of this
particular attempt of a potential spy to enter
the project.”

His is the whole of the famous Chevalier

incident, together with the opinions on

it of the two men who had the best
reasons to be upset about it and were closest
to it at the time.

It had a minor sequel, in that Oppenheimer
did not absolutely break off relations with
Chevalier. He still believes that Chevalier
ignorantly let himself be used by Elten-
ton; and there was still the old sense of
gratitude. Last year, when the Oppenheimers
were in Paris, the Chevaliers learned of their
visit from Professor Niels Bohr. They wrote
asking to see the Oppenheimers. Chevalier

was then working for UNESCO, which had
raised the question of his clearance. He did
not know whether to resume his French
citizenship to keep his job, or to brave the
thing out as an American; and he wanted to
talk to Oppenheimer about it. The two cou-
ples lunched together one day, and the next
day paid a call together on Chevalier’s friend,
André Malraux, hardly a left-wing associa-
tion.

The best comment on this encounter was
made by George F. Kennan, when Gordon
Gray sought an admission that it was im-
proper for Oppenheimer to see a former
friend with Chevalier's background. “I don’t
like to think,” said Kennan, “that people in
a senior capacity in govermment should not
be permitted or conceded maturity of judg-
ment to know when they can see such a person
or when they can't. If they come to you,
sometimes I think it is impossible for you to
turn them away abruptly or in a cruel way,
simply because you are afraid of association
with them, so long as what they are asking
of you is nothing that affects your govern-
mental work. I myself 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.”

ucH are the facts. It remains to be ex-

plained how these rather simple facts

have been blown up, before the Amer-
ican public, almost to the proportions of a
nightmare. The explanation is that AEC
counsel Robb used the old prosecutor’s trick
of forcing Oppenheimer to admit, over and
over again, that he had lied in his original
cock and bull story to Colonel Pash. What
was really a single made-up story was worked,
like a mine, to produce thirteen admissions of
lying. Robb's trick evidently gave Admiral
Strauss just what he wanted, as one can see
from the account he gives of the Chevalier
incident in his AEC opinion:

Dr. Oppenheimer has now admitted un-
der oath that while in charge of the Los
Alamos Laboratory and working on the
most secret weapons development for the
government, he told Colonel Pash a fabri-
cation of lies. Colonel Pash . . . was charged
with the duty of protecting the atomic
weapons project against spies. Dr. Oppen-
heimer told Colonel Pash in circumstantial
detail of an attempt by a Soviet agent to
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obtain from him information about the
work on the atom bomb. This was the
Haakon Chevalier incident. In the hear-
ings recently concluded, Dr. Oppenheimer
under oath swears that the story he told
Colonel Pash was a “whole tissue and
fabrication of lies.”

There are several things to be said about
that remarkable paragraph, of which the first
is that it amounts to as big and ugly an
untruth as Oppenheimer ever told Colonel
Pash. “This” was emphatically not “the
Haakon Chevalier incident.” It was only a
part of the Chevalier incident, and by no
means the major part. The major part was
Oppenheimer’s voluntary decision to give the
warning about Eltenton. That was the heart
of the matter, according to both Lansdale
and Groves. Strauss left out the heart of the
matter. He omitted every other explanatory
and extenuating fact. He rejected the testi-
mony of the two real experts on this Chevalier
incident, Groves and Lansdale. And so he
achieved no mere caricature of the truth, but
a gross and flagrant distortion.

HERE is an ancient rule of Roman law

that suppressio veri and suggestio falsi,

in combination, are tantamount to a
conscious lie and may be so treated by the
judge on the bench. There is no known rule
that covers the judge himself indulging,
wholesale, in the suppression of what is rele-
vant and true, and the suggestion of what is
irrelevant and false.

One would like to pause to analyze at some
length the other instances of these practices,
which are liberally studded throughout Ad-
miral Strauss’s opinion. His accounts of all
the other five “examples” are also biased in
language, and the central, explanatory facts—
showing why Oppenheimer acted as he did
and putting his actions in sensible proportion
—are omitted without exception.

After giving his examples, furthermore,
Admiral Strauss permitted himself a bold
hint that the secret and unpublished part of
the record contained many other facts damag-
ing to Oppenheimer. “The catalog does not
end with these six examples,” he wrote. “The
work of Military Intelligence, the Federal
Bureau of Investigation, and the Atomic
Energy Commission—all, at one time or an-
other, have felt the effect of his falsehoods,

evasions, and misrepresentations.” This state-
ment is nailed as just not true, in the power-
ful dissenting opinion of AEC Commissioner
Henry C. Smyth, who saw and studied every
document that Strauss saw and studied.
Here, then, was an American citizen of
great eminence and public usefulness, who
had been lengthily tried and found to be un-
questionably discreet and unquestionably
loyal. And by such methods and on such evi-
dence as we have shown, this man was publicly
disgraced before his country and the world.

ET even the peculiarities of the evi-

dence and the curiosities of its presen-

tation do not bring us to the end of the
strange story of this Strauss opinion that con-
demned Robert Oppenheimer as a security
risk. One must also remember that Oppen-
heimer’s security clearance had come before
the AEC once before. And here we find what
Admiral Strauss would probably call a “pat-
tern,” made up of three interrelated sets of
facts, and pointing to a decidedly unappetiz-
ing conclusion.

First. there is the story of the clearance
itself. When the FBI summary came to the
AEC in the winter of 1947, preliminary clear-
ance of Oppenheimer was voted promptly, but
the commission was sufficiently concerned to
defer final clearance. ]. Edgar Hoover was
consulted and raised a special warning flag
about the Chevalier incident, saying that it
was the “only thing he didn’t like.” Besides
the summary, the FBI's full investigative file
on Oppenheimer was also sent to the AEC
and made available to the commissioners.
This file not only gave the essential facts of
the Chevalier incident; it also included an
explicit admission by Oppenheimer—made to
the FBI in 1946 and comparable in all but
wording to the admission he made to the
Gray board—that the first story he told
Colonel Pash was pure fabrication. Yet in
August 1947, after considering the matter four
months, the AEC unanimously voted to give
Oppenheimer full and final clearance.

Second, the fullness and finality of this 1947
clearance was hidden from Oppenheimer and
his lawyers for a period of several months
after the case against Oppenheimer was
started. The AEC, which means Strauss, at
first made available a strikingly incomplete
record, making it seem that the 1947 clear-
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ance was casually voted without any oppor-
tunity to consider the derogatory data. Op-
penheimer’s counsel before the Gray board,
Lloyd Garrison, had to press very hard to
get the whole story from the AEC. The
full record was only produced toward the
end of the hearings. On the face of the
evidence, in short, there was at least a strong
reluctance to reveal the truth about the 1947
AEC clearance, if not a positive effort to
conceal it.

Third, this reluctance to reveal or this
effort to conceal, whichever it may have been,
assumes a most disturbing significance in
view of the central fact about the subsequent
opinion handed down by Lewis Strauss. In
the Strauss opinion, the Chevalier story is
everything. It provides the only proof cited
by Strauss of Oppenheimer's “persistent and
willful disregard of the obligations of se-
curity.” It provides the only proof cited by
Strauss of Oppenheimer’s “continuing asso-
ciations with Communists” in the postwar
period. Above all, if it had not been for this
Chevalier incident, in which Oppenheimer
undoubtedly acted very wrongly, Strauss’s
other five “examples” would have been
laughed out of court. The prosecutor’s trick
that provided the invaluable phrase—"a whole
tissue and fabrication of lies”—alone gave a
persuasive color of sinister importance to the
other small stuff.

ow one of the AEC Commissioners

in 1947—and a most active commis-

sioner, who was regarded, so the testi-

mony shows, as the AEC's expert on security—
was none other than Lewis L. Strauss. As we
have seen, everything significant in the
Chevalier story—except, of course, the sad lit-
tle Paris luncheon last year—was included in
the full FBI file that went to the AEC. In
that file, there was even the same sort of flat
admission of lying to Colonel Pash that Op-
penheimer also made before the Gray board.
Furthermore, Lewis Strauss studied that file
in 1947; for at least one member of the AEC
staff clearly remembers being called in by
Strauss that spring, to discuss the file and its
derogatory data. Hence there can be no doubt
that in 1947 Strauss knew all the basic facts of
the Chevalier incident, which was to become
the be-all and end-all of his bitter 1954 opin-
ion condemning Robert Oppenheimer as a se-

curity risk. But in August 1947, Lewis Strauss
voted with the other Atomic Energy Commis-
sioners to grant Robert Oppenheimer full
and final security clearance for the most con-
fidential scientific post in the American gov-
ernment, the chairmanship of the AEC’s
General Advisory Committee. And in Oc-
tober 1947, in his capacity as a member of
the Institute board, Strauss also nominated
Oppenheimer to the directorship of the Insti-
tute for Advanced Study.

There is a glaring contrast here between
the Strauss of 1947 and the Strauss of 1954,
which is made all the more glaring by the
apparent attempt to prevent the contrast
from becoming too obvious. There is a
puzzle in this contrast, and not a very pretty
puzzle either. The solution must be sought—
it can only be sought—in the character of
Admiral Strauss himself.

Ewis STrRauss—he pronounces it “Straws”
—is a short, natty, energetic, ambitious,
and intelligent man. From rather poor

beginnings, he has made a handsome fortune
for himself as a Kuhn Loeb partner and as a
financial adviser to the Rockefellers. But he
is no mere money-getter. He genuinely cares
about the public service. He usefully served
the late James V. Forrestal in wartime. And
again, in his first term at the AEC, he was
sometimes petty and wrong-headed; but he
was also a valuable official, right about the
hydrogen bomb when many others were
wrong, and right too in pressing for the adop-
tion of the long-range detection system that
warns us of Soviet atomic and thermonuclear
explosions.

Yet there is in Strauss something which
gives him a desperate need to condescend, to
be always agreed with, to be endlessly ap-
proved and admired, to dominate and play
the great man. With his chiefs, like Forrestal
and Eisenhower, he is all pliability. But from
equals and subordinates, he likes no argu-
ment. One of his fellow commissioners has
said of him, “If you disagree with Lewis
about anything. he assumes you're just a fool
at first. But if you go on disagreeing with
him. he concludes you must be a traitor.”

With such a man as Strauss, Oppenheimer
was fated from the first to get on badly. He is
by no means a man without fault. He has
impossibly high intellectual standards. He
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insists on them, with more than a trace of
intellectual snobbery and sometimes with
cold scorn for those who fall short. He has a
good deal of the arrogance of the brightest
boy in class; he is not patient with obtuseness,
and his tongue can be very cutting. All these
faults of Oppenheimer’s were bound to exag-
gerate and indeed to inflame the faults of
Strauss. And the very sign and seal of their
early good relations, Oppenheimer’s election
to the Princeton Institute directorship, was a
natural source of friction. For Strauss thought
he had placed Oppenheimer under an obliga-
tion. Oppenheimer thought he had been
given a job because he was worthy of it. And
tllllS there arose between the two men the
difficulties between the sponsor and the spon-
sored that are sadly familiar in all academic
communities, as well as in the larger world.

With fair certainty, one can identify the
crystallizing incident in the trouble between
Oppenheimer and Strauss. It was a disagree-
ment over the export of radioactive isotopes
to our allies. In his first term at the AEC,
Strauss, who knows little of physics and has a
mania for official secrecy, always opposed the
export of isotopes except for medical pur-
poses. The AEC voted Strauss down, but that
did not stop him. And in 1949, Strauss
charged before the Joint Congressional Com-
mittee on Atomic Energy that American
atomic secrets were being endangered by the
export of certain isotopes to Norway.

N THE ensuing ruckus, Oppenheimer was
called by the Joint Committee to give
his opinion, which he did with far too

devastating brilliance. He made mincemeat
of Strausss scientifically uninformed thesis.
He pointed out that anything—the knowledge
that two and two makes four—may play a part
in atomic weaponry. “You can use a shovel
for atomic energy,” he said, “—in fact, you do.
You can use a beer bottle for atomic energy—
in fact you do.” Then. not content with mak-
ing Strauss look an ignoramus, Oppenheimer
went on to make him seem small-minded.
“The positive arguments for making [isotopes]
available,” he said, “lie in fostering science:
they lie in making cordial relations with the
scientists and technical people of Western
Europe . They lie in doing the decent
thing.”

The AEC Counsel of that period, Joseph
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Volpe, recalls watching Strauss’s face darken
with fury during this testimony: and he re-
members an exchange with Oppenheimer at

the close. “Joe,” said Oppenheimer, “how
did T do?” Looking at Strauss still suffering
from his humiliation, Volpe answered,

“Robert, you did much too well for your own
good.” The memory of Volpe is confirmed
by the behavior of Strauss, for whom the iso-
topes remain, to this day, a major King
Charles’s head. When he became AEC Chair-
man five years after the defeat in the hearing,
Strauss solemnly exhumed this dead-as-mut-
ton issue, and discoursed on it at great length
and with tedious sell-justification at no less
than four commission meetings.

HERE were other, later disputes to

deepen the trouble between Strauss

and Oppenheimer—about the Hydro-
gen Bomb, about the closeness of our partner-
ship with Britain and Canada, and about
Senator Hickenlooper's famous and nonsensi-
cal charge of “incredible mismanagement”
at the AEC, which Strauss had encouraged in
his backstairs way. In the end, the trouble
clearly became very deep and dark indeed.

As often happens, however, a good face was
put upon this trouble for a long time. Not
too long before the Oppenheimer case began,
Strauss even put his name to a generally de-
sired motion raising Oppenheimer’s salary
from the Princeton Institute. Quite pnssibly,
the action against Oppenheimer that Strauss
initiated as soon as he became AEC Chair-
man was not then really intended to lead to
anything; for there was a delay of several
months between the initiation and fruition.
Very probably, the precipitatino' factor was a
series of moves against ()ppenheuner by
Senator McCarthy, ulduﬂtulg an imminent
investigation, which left Strauss the choice
between forestalling McCarthy or appearing
before the Grand Inquisitor as Oppenheimer’s
SP()HSOT.

At any rate, what really matters is the cen-
tral fact. It is impossible to avoid the con-
clusion that this petty, tangled, tragic business
of the old friction and disagreement between
Strauss and Oppenheimer contains one of the
essential clues to the Oppenheimer case.

It is not surprising, then, that Commis-
sioner Henry Smyth’s dissent grimly em-
phasized the role of “powerful personal
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enemies” in the attack on Robert Oppen-
heimer. Yet it would be simpliste, and it
would leave vital questions unanswered, to
close our inquiry at this point. The part of
Strauss has been shown, and his opinion has
been analyzed. But how about the other AEC
commissioners, all of whom except Smyth
voted not to clear Oppenheimer? And how
about Gordon Gray and Thomas Morgan,
who also voted against clearance. although for
reasons quite different from those given by
Strauss?

It is not good enough to say that Dr. Ward
Evans and Commissioner Smyth devastatingly
answer the majority opinions of the Gray
board and the AEC. It is not good enough to
say, either. that Strauss and Robb staged a
prosecution in the guise of a fact-finding pro-
ceeding, and that this device was remarkably
successful. It is not even good enough to
blame the result on the Zeitgeist, as was done
by the great physicist Leo Szilard in the best
of all comments on the Gray-Morgan finding.
Szilard, who is no friend of Oppenheimer’s,
said simply: “Unfortunately for all of us,
[Gray and Morgan] are as good men as they
come, and if they are affected by the general
insanity which is more and more creeping up
on us, who can be counted on to be im-
mune?”’

HE truth is that Strauss, Robb, and the
Zeitgeist had important collaborators.
No high, confidential official of his time
was more careful than Robert Oppenheimer
about discussing problems of policy outside
the government councils; but in council, as
his duty required, he freely spoke his mind
and obstinately followed his conscience on
many controversial matters over a long period
of years. He spoke his mind, moreover, with
no amiable willingness to suffer fools gladly.
In several quarters, he thus built up a mas-
sive accumulation of enmity and suspicion,
aroused institutional sensibilities and per-
sonal jealousy and dislike. The record of the
Gray board hearings reeks like a compost
heap with the emotions engendered by old
policy disputes. And it shows, alas, that in
modern America Lewis Strauss is by no means
alone in equating disagreement with dis-
loyalty.
In the somewhat bedragged parade of Op-
penheimer-haters whom Prosecutor Robb led

to the stand, the former chief of the Air War
College, Major General Roscoe C. Wilson,
will serve to typify—for he almost is—an
aroused institution. General Wilson was
called because he once “felt compelled to go
to the Director of Intelligence to express my
concern over what I felt was a pattern of
action . . . not helpful to national defense.”
He solemnly testified that he was first alerted
by Oppenheimer’s “interest in what I call
the internationalizing of atomic energy"’—
an interest that was shared, to be sure, by
all the leaders of the American government
and a few others too, such as Bernard M.
Baruch. Then there were other things in this
pattern that worried General Wilson. There
was, for instance, Oppenheimer’s insistence
that it was technically premature to try to
build nuclear-powered aircraft. I don’t chal-
lenge his technical judgment,” remarked the
General plaintively, “but at the same time
he felt less strongly opposed to nuclear-
powered ships.”

HE Air Force General who saw a se-

curity risk in the suggestion that a ship

can take a nuclear reactor more con-
veniently than an airplane has his perfect
companion piece in the Air Force Chief
Scientist, David Tressel Griggs, who decided
Oppenheimer was either “confused or pro-
Russian” because Oppenheimer actively
urged a serious air defense of America’s cities
and industries against Soviet atomic attack.

The issues that Griggs and Oppenheimer
quarreled over must be examined later. It is
enough to say here that the Griggs testimony
is a morass of the kind of inaccuracies that
go with petty bureaucratic talebearing, and
that Griggs unblushingly confessed the origin
of his opinions. There had been “pretty
strong controversies,” he said, and he added
complacently that “when you get involved in
a hot controversy, it is awfully hard not to
question the motives of the people who op-
pose you.” This he appeared to consider as
common Christian, or at least common
bureaucratic, practice.

At the same time, Griggs seems to have
some dim inkling that, just possibly, differ-
ences of view on highly arguable policy issues
ought not always to lead to security proceed-
ings. After repeatedly attacking Oppen-
heimer’s loyalty because of past disagree-
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ments, he finished with a grandiose flourish:

“If it ever comes to the day when we can't
disagree and disagree violently on public and
on national policy, then of course I feel it will
be a calamity for our democracy. I think per-
haps I have said enough.”

He had indeed, and so we may leave Griggs
for the most interesting and complex, the
most distinguished, and the most demanding
of sympathetic understanding among all these
Oppenheimer haters.

rR. Epwarp TEerLLeEr, author of the
“brilliant invention” that made the
hydrogen bomb possible, is one of
the great scientists of our time. This strange
genius (in himself the final argument for a
security system that allows for the excep-
tional and the eccentric) is a man all light and
dark, gentleness and anger, serene high
thought and furious personal feeling. With
Oppenheimer he has had a most curious
relationship, official yet somehow intense and
tragic, which can be traced through the pages
of the Gray board record.

Its beginnings at Los Alamos are revealed
in the testimony of the respected Dr. Hans
Bethe. Bethe told the Gray board that “no
enterprise quite as hard” as the job done at
Los Alamos “had ever been attempted be-
fore”: and that the “success was due mostly
to [Oppenheimer’s] leadership.” Oppen-
heimer, said Bethe, was the “man who really
understood everything and was recognized
[by the other scientists] as superior in judg-
ment . . . and knowledge to us all.” But as
usually happens in any large community with
an admired leader, there were a few, a very
few, who sharply rejected Oppenheimer’s
leadership. One of these was Edward Teller,
who served under Bethe in the important Los
Alamos Theoretical Division.

Said Bethe: “I relied . . . I hoped to rely
very heavily on [Teller] to help our work . . ..
It turned out he did not want to co-operate.
He did not want to work on . . . the line of
research that everybody else had agreed to as
the [ruitful line. . . . So that in the end there
was no choice but to relieve him of work in
the general line of development of Los
Alamos, and to permit him to pursue his own
ideas entirely unrelated to World War 11.”

Teller's own testimony shows a great deal
more. There is Teller in wartime, fixed in
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his “own ideas” (which already concerned
thermonuclear weapons) and objecting sharp-
ly to Oppenheimer’s wartime policies. There
is Teller, just postwar, bitterly disappointed
because thermonuclear development was not
already being pushed on the scale of another
Manhattan District. There is Teller blaming
Oppenheimer for this decision, which was
made by many people and on the highest
level of government. And there is Teller
again blaming Oppenheimer for the postwar
slump at Los Alamos, at a time when Oppen-
heimer was inluriating the rest of the scien-
tific community by backing the May-Johnson
bill, with its prolongation of military control,
because he thought this was the only way to
hold Los Alamos together.

Then there is Teller hurrying to Wash-
ington alter Jok I, the code name for the first
Soviet atomic test, to press for an immediate
H-bomb program on the largest scale. And
there is Teller infuriated by the adverse
recommendation of the AEC General Ad-
visory Committee, and once more blaming
Oppenheimer alone for this unanimous ac-
tion of one of the most high-powered boards
ever assembled.

INALLY, there is the last and the some-
how conclusive episode, for which one
must return to the testimony of Bethe.
President Truman had announced his deci-
sion to build the H-bomb at all costs. As the
leading expert and grand advocate of the ulti-
mate weapon, Teller immediately became the
key man in the project at Los Alamos. But
Teller regarded the great laboratory as Enemy
Ground, no doubt because he thought of it as
Oppenheimer Territory. He complained to
the Air Force authorities—and the ears of
David Griggs were eagerly receptive—that his
work was being hampered and sabotaged.
He demanded a second laboratory, a dupli-
cate of Los Alamos. in which to do his job.
Bethe, who was by now working under Teller,
had to go to Washington to explain that
Teller was talking nonsense. And nonsense
it proved to be; for Teller’s “brilliant inven-
tion” only indicated the right approach, while
the Los Alamos staff triumphantly did the
immense job of designing and building the
H-bomb.
Great power of intellect, an obsessive con-
centration on a single object, above all an
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obsessive conviction that one man and one
man only stood in the way of attaining that
object—these are the qualities that stand out
in the Teller story. Before the Gray board,
Teller pictured Oppenheimer as a sort of
mass-Svengali, somehow commanding the
sheeplike obedience of scores of equally dis-
tinguished, extremely opinionated, and incor-
rigibly individualistic leaders of American
science, and always swaying the majority of
American physicists to oppose and obstruct
Teller. Yet Teller also told the Gray board
that he believed Oppenheimer was “loyal to
the United States.” And when Gordon Gray
asked him whether “it would endanger the
common defense and security to grant clear-
ance to Dr. Oppenheimer,” Teller replied
with a fine display of intellectual precision.

“I believe,” he said, “. . . that Dr. Oppen-
heimer’s character is such that he would not
knowingly and willingly do anything that is
designed to endanger the safety of this coun-
try. To the extent, therefore, that your ques-
tion is directed towards intent, I would say
I do not see any reason to deny clearance. If
it is a question of wisdom and judgment, as
demonstrated by actions since 1945, then I
would say it would be wiser not to grant
clearance. I must say that I am myself a little
bit confused on this issue, particularly as it
refers to a person of Oppenheimer’s prestige
and influence.”

II1. What Is Security?

pwARD TELLER's final statement to the
Gray board deserves to be closely ana-
lyzed. First, he said that Robert Op-
penheimer would not “knowingly” take any
action contrary to this country’s interests.
Second, however, he questioned Oppen-
heimer’s “judgment,” implying that Oppen-
heimer’s advice on great issues of national
policy had been injudicious and unhelpful.
In other words, Dr. Teller said that Oppen-
heimer was not a security risk under any sane
definition of the term. But Teller also told
the Gray board that he would not grant
security clearance to Oppenheimer, simply
because Oppenheimer’s judgment had dif-
fered from Teller's judgment.
Whether Oppenheimer was right, or Teller
was right, in these matters on which they
differed, does not affect the question that

Teller raised. It is a very simple question
When you do not like a man’s advice on
policy, do you simply strike him off your list
of advisers, or do you drag him before a
security board and hold him a security risk—
which really means, if it any longer means
anything at all, that his advice was evilly
motivated?

This question is crucial, for Oppenheimer’s
loyalty and discretion were held proven and
there was no hint of blackmailability, or any-
thing of that sort. Instead, behind every
accusation except that of the Berkeley intelli-
gence officer, Colonel Pash, there was always
the same background of what Griggs called
“hot™ controversy.

Speaking for the majority of the Atomic
Energy Commission, Admiral Strauss for-
mally declared that “Dr. Oppenheimer was,
of course, entitled to his opinion.”” He thereby
denied that Oppenheimer was being held a
security risk because of the hot controversies
of the past. But on the face of the record
this Strauss declaration-denial was both mis-
leading and hypocritical.

HE one important new item in the

original AEC charges against Oppen-

heimer, drawn up under Strauss's own
direction, related to Oppenheimer’s opinions
about the H-bomb. Oppenheimer was in fact
tried for these and other policy opinions be-
fore the Gray board, at such length that at
least half the record is an inquiry into his
opinions. The Gray board, in its most im-
portant finding, held him guilty on his opin-
ions. And it is abundantly clear that if it had
not been for his opinions there would have
been no Oppenheimer case. For Lewis Strauss,
Roger Robb and the Zeitgeist, all working
together, still needed the allies who had been
recruited and the climate that had been en-
gendered by Oppenheimer’s forthrightness on
great issues of national policy.

One is tempted to avoid looking into
this matter of Oppenheimer’s policy ad-
vice, since it has no relevance at all to
the question of his loyalty or disloyalty,
security or insecurity, unless a wrong motive
can be shown. There was no such showing,
as the Gray board acknowledged; yet the mat-
ter of Oppenheimer’s policy advice cannot
be avoided, because it is relevant to the Op-
penheimer case as a demonstration of how
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our American security system now works.

There were, then, three main pieces of
advice that Oppenheimer gave his govern-
ment, which ended by getting him into trou-
ble. All three were subtly inter-related, since
all three in part at least grew out of Oppen-
heimer’s concept of the right American world
strategy. And of these pieces of advice, the
first was the one most people think was
wrong, the advice about the hydrogen bomb.

HE stage for that advice, its backdrop

as it were, was the Truman—Louis John-

son disarmament program of 1949-50.
“Defense economy” had left the country with
no serious defense except air-atomic striking
power. The Strategic Air Command itself was
in far from satisfactory shape at that time,
and our world strategy squarely depended on
the effects—to a quite large degree, on the
psychological effects—of our atomic monopoly.
And in September 1949 the Soviets broke that
monopoly by successfully testing their first
atomic bomb.

The news of JoeE I caused natural and
widespread consternation. Edward Teller,
Dr. Ernest Lawrence, and Lawrence's side-
kick, Dr. L. W. Alvarez, enplaned from the
West coast to urge an immediate, all-out effort
to top the Soviet A-bomb with an American
H-bomb. Commissioner Strauss, the Air
Force and the other services, the Joint Con-
gressional Committee, were all rapidly
mobilized. In this agitated climate, AEC
Chairman David Lilienthal asked for the
views of his General Advisory Committee.
And toward the end of October the grandees
of the GAC assembled, with Oppenheimer in
the chair; and after the most prayerful discus-
sion they recommended against the “crash”
program Teller was urging.

It must have taken considerable moral
courage to make that recommendation. And
it was by no means so eccentric as most peo-
ple suppose, for the objections to the H-bomb
crash program were very strong indeed.

First, there were the moral objections. Any-
one who thinks it was immoral to feel moral
objections to the H-bomb must either know
very little about the absolute weapons or be
sadly in need of training as a human being.
Beyond that, these need not be discussed.

Second, there were extremely important
technical objections. At that period, our
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atomic stockpile was not yet adequate. As
then conceived by Teller and everyone else,
the H-bomb would have consumed an enor-
mous quantity of fissionable raw stuff, with
much less return in total explosive power
than could be got from an equivalent invest-
ment in more A-bombs. It was not at all clear
whether many A-bombs should be sacrificed
to get one H-bomb. It was not at all clear,
either, whether the kind of H-bomb that was
being discussed could ever be built at all; and
in the end it never was built. In 1950, Dr.
Teller’'s “brilliant invention” changed the
whole picture, opening the way to the large,
economy-sized H-bomb with a lithium-
hydride core. And we have Teller's own testi-
mony that when he first announced his “in-
vention,” Oppenheimer warmly congratu-
lated him and declared that he would have
felt quite differently in the 1949 H-bomb de-
bate if this altogether different weapon had
been the subject.

HIRD, there was also a strategic objection

to the H-bomb, felt particularly strong-

ly by Oppenheimer and Conant, and
clearly expressed in the unhappy letter that
Oppenheimer wrote Conant before the fate-
ful GAC meeting. Here is the relevant
passage:

What concerns me is really not the tech-
nical problem. T am not sure the miserable
thing [i.e. the H-bomb] will work, nor that
it can be gotten to a target except by oxcart.
It seems likely to me even further to worsen
the unbalance of our present war plans.
What does worry me is that this thing ap-
pears to have caught the imagination, both
of the Congressional and the military peo-
ple, as the answer to the problem posed by
[the Soviet atomic test]. It would be folly
to oppose the exploration of this weapon.
We have always known it had to be done;
and it does have to be done, although it
appears to be singularly proof against any
form of experimental approach. But that
we become committed to it as the way to
save the country and save the peace, ap-
pears to me full of dangers.

Behind these passages we have italicized was
Oppenheimer’s conviction that an unthinking
and unqualified dependence on a stock of
absolute weapons, as a sole defense of this
country, had now become infinitely perilous.
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This magical theory of defense was already
enthroned at the Pentagon, it must be re-
membered, in the obstreperous person of Sec-
retary Johnson. The common reaction to
JoeE I—"Well, the Soviets have the A-bomb
but we’ll just get the H-bomb, and then
everything will still be all right”"—seemed so
wrong to Oppenheimer that he perhaps over-
reacted against it. This over-reaction can also
be observed in the testimony of Dr. Conant,
who told the Gray board that he had feared
an American H-bomb because he expected it
to breed groundless complacency, and so to
cause all the many needs of a balanced de-
fense to be scamped or neglected.

VENTS have proved the wisdom of Op-

penheimer’s and Conant’s fear of the

magical theory of defense by nothing
but absolute weapons. Nonetheless, Oppen-
heimer now acknowledges that the GAC rec-
ommendation of 1949 was mistaken, both
because the way to prevent groundless com-
placency is to fight it head on; and because
the GAC did not answer the two simple ques-
tions asked by President Truman, when he
was first told of the H-bomb debate by Ad-
miral Sidney Souers. “Can the Russians make
this thing?” Truman inquired. “And if so,
how can we help making it?”

It should be noted, however, that in
1949-50 the anti-H-bomb recommendation of
the General Advisory Committee caused
hardly more than a temporary ripple. Con-
ant, Fermi, Smith, DuBridge, Rabi, Rowe,
Buckley, and Oppenheimer presented a solid
front together. In those happier days, no one
was foolish enough to suppose that the unani-
mous verdict of such a group could be un-
patriotic in purpose. Except for Edward
Teller, no one was foolish enough to suppose,
either, that all the members of a group of
this caliber could be swayed against their
better judgments by the mesmeric influence
of Svengali-Oppenheimer. President Truman
rejected the General Advisory Committee
recommendation. The H-bomb program was
launched. And the position taken by the
GAC was generally forgotten, until later and
quite different advice given by Oppenheimer
caused certain powerful persons to look for
sticks to beat him with.

The next act of our drama of opinion
occurred after an interval of two years, in

1951. This time the backdrop was the
bloody ground fighting in Korea, the in-
adequacy of our tactical air effort over the
Korean battlefields, and the vast convulsive
Western struggle to rearm, centering around
NATO, that. Korea had set in motion. For
all these reasons Project Vista was started
by the Pentagon. Under the leadership of
Drs. DuBridge and Charles Lauritsen, VisTA
was to study the tactical use of atomic bombs
and related problems.

In the GAC, Oppenheimer had taken the
lead in pressing tactical A-bomb develop-
ment. When the Vista scientists had as-
sembled their data, he was called in as a con-
sultant; and at the request of DuBridge and
Lauritsen, he drafted the fifth chapter of the
Vista report, setting forth its conclusions
and recommendations. In two important
ways, this chapter Oppenheimer drafted was
a significant turning point. It outlined what
is now the approved American doctrine for
tactical use of atomic weapons. And, while
still in draft form, it was taken to Paris by
Oppenheimer, to be shown to General
Dwight D. Eisenhower, who then welcomed
the Vista conclusions with intense enthusi-
asm and made them the basis of a radical
revision of his Western Furopean defense
plans.

NFORTUNATELY, however, there was one

thing in Oppenheimer’s Vista draft

that made it as unwelcome to the Air
Force Staff as it had been welcome to Eisen-
hower and his staff at SHAPE. Oppenheimer,
who was well aware we were entering the era
of atomic plenty, proposed that the Joint
Chiefs of Staff make a new division of our
atomic stockpile, allocating part to reserve,
part for tactical use, and part to the Strategic
Air Command.

The Air Generals, no great believers in
atomic plenty, had been fighting tooth and
claw for five years to keep the entire atomic
stockpile as the Strategic Air Command’s
monopoly asset. Compared to SAC, the Air
Generals cared very little indeed about tac-
tical air, which was one of the reasons for the
difficulties in Korea. Now Oppenheimer was
suggesting that the Joint Chiefs change
the rules, and allocate some of SAC’s hard-
won bombs to tactical uses. This automati-
cally reduced most of the leaders of the Air
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Staff to a condition of apoplectic fury.*

Then came the drama of opinion’s third
act, in 1952. This time the back-drop was the
increasingly alarming intelligence about the
growth of the Soviet atomic stockpile, about
the rising power of the Soviet Strategic Air
Army, about the first long-range reconnais-
sance flights over this hemisphere. And, be-
sides this immediate backdrop, there was also
some earlier background.

N 1950, Joe I had started a battle in the

National Security Council. The majority

had insisted that the new Soviet atomic
bomb made continental air defense an urgent
matter. The Air Generals, who cared even less
about air defense than about tactical air, had
pooh-poohed the whole idea. But over the
angry opposition of the Air Force, the Na-
tional Security Council had issued a directive
giving the air defense of this continent the
highest defense priority. In reluctant obedi-
ence to this directive, Project LincoLN
had been established at the Massachusetts In-
stitute of Technology, to study the air defense
problem. Since then, as the intelligence indi-
cated, the problem had grown urgent. And
now, in the summer of 1952, Lincorx had
collected its data: it had made certain bril-
liant technological break-throughs; and a
large number of the country’s leading scien-
tists were gathering to act as consultants of a
special Summer Study Group, which would
organize the LincorL~ results in a coherent
plan.

Even before the LincoLx Summer Study
Group began its work, the Air Staff was on
the qui vive. We have the testimony of Dr.
Jerrold Zacharias, a leading member of Proj-
ect Lincorn, that Air Force Chief Scientist
Griggs attempted to “sabotage” the effort at
the very start. Griggs was repelled, however.
Oppenheimer, Dr. Rabi, Dr. Lauritsen, and
many others gathered as planned. And in the
end, the Summer Study Group produced a
powerful report which is now proving to have
been another great turning point in na-

*David Griggs' testimony indicates that there were
other things unfavorable to the Strategic Air Com-
mand in this Oppenheimer draft of the Visra re-
port’s fifth chapter. But, after the Gray Board
hearings ended, the original draft was found by
Oppenheimer; and it provided documentary proof
that Griggs’ memory was at [ault in this matter,

tional defense planning. This report made
two main points:

(1) That the Soviets would soon have the
air-atomic capability of destroying the United
States.

(2) That owing to the recent technological
break-throughs, an effective American air de-
fense could now be constructed, although at
very great cost.

You would have supposed the Air Force
would have welcomed the report. Instead the
Air Force authorities first sought to prevent
the LincoLx results from being communicated
to the rest of the government. Then, when
the results were nonetheless commumnicated

and air defense became a serious issue, the.

word went out from the Air Staff that the
Lincorn program was nothing but a plan
for “another Maginot line,” and an imprac-
tical, long-hair plan at that. This crude propa-
ganda was further combined with a mounting
personal attack on Oppenheimer, portrayed
as the devil of the Summer Study Group.

There was talk of a sinister cabal called
ZORC (standing for Zacharias, Oppenheimer,
Rabi and—illogically—Charles, from the first
name of Lauritsen) that was darkly plotting
against the security of the United States. A
Fortune article full of snide hints about
Oppenheimer’s motives was directly inspired
by the Office of the Chief of Air Staff. And
the issue of Oppenheimer’s loyalty was offi-
cially raised in government councils.

o0 THE ordinary American citizen, who

is not familiar with Big Bomber Gen-

erals and Battleship Admirals, these go-
ings-on may appear downright fantastic. Yet
they are described without exaggeration, as
these reporters, who lived through all these
episodes, can testify from first-hand knowl-
edge. And, if you consider all the factors, the
fantasy is not so extreme as it may appear.
In brief, the Big Bomber Generals, the
champions of strategic air power, have always
dominated the American Air Force. For hu-
man reasons, Big Bomber Generals are pos-
sessed by the same passionate feeling for their
own special weapons, even at the expense of
all other air weapons, that was also the mark
of the Battleship Admirals who fought the
carriers so long and so bitterly. Moreover, the
Big Bomber Generals were and are more
justified than the Battleship Admirals. Since

-~a
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the end of the last war, strategic air power
has been our only form of offensive power
against the major enemy; and it has been
absolutely vital to have an adequate and effi-
cient Strategic Air Command.

HE fight for an adequate Strategic Air

Command has been long and hard, and

it has been especially envenomed when-
ever appropriations were in question. Zealots
who must endlessly fight for their beliefs hu-
manly tend to lose their sense of proportion
—to feel that the object of their zeal is all that
matters, and that all else is nothing. Hence
the leaders of the air staff saw one thing, and
one thing only, in the LincoL~y Program for
American Air Defense. They saw that it would
make heavy demands for funds. They further
feared, and perhaps reasonably feared, that
the economizing politicians might partly sub-
tract the funds for air defense from the appro-
priations of the Strategic Air Command. And
that danger (which the LincorLn scientists
had not considered) was enough to persuade
the air staff that the Lincoun air defense
plan was nothing less than a sinister, insidi-
ous, indirect attack on strategic air power.

All these points emerge very clearly in the
Gray board hearings, if you read the testi-
mony of David Griggs and then subtract the
many errors of fact shown up in it by the
testimony of Rabi, Zacharias, and others. OFf
course LincorLN was not a plot against SAC,
any more than Vista was a plot against SAC.
Of course the Summer Study Group’s idea
was the one Dr. Rabi neatly expressed when
he was asked whether a belief in air defense
necessarily proved hostility to strategic air
power: “But there are the two arms,” said the
mild Rabi patiently. “There is the punching
arm, and there is the guard. You have to have
both.”

Oppenheimer said the same thing even
better, when he remarked that he had “never
seen a first-class prize fighter with a complete
glass jaw.” The fact that this country dare
not continue with a complete glass jaw is
now being officially recognized—belatedly, and
with insufficient urgency—by the Eisenhower
Administration. The Summer Study Group’s
recommendations are now being acted upon,
but after two precious years have been wasted.

But surely it is no longer necessary to labor
the point, in the new era of the Soviet hydro-

gen bomb, that Oppenheimer and the scien-
tists were right in urging a serious American
air defense. The opposition to the air defense
idea, which incidentally defied national pol-
icy as laid down in the Security Council direc-
tive of 1950, was the blind, angry reaction of
a military bureaucracy both set in its ways
and easily irritated by military proposals of
civilian origin. The question remains why
Oppenheimer was chosen, among so many
others, as the particular target of this irrita-
tion. The answer comes in two parts.

N THE one hand, the political follies
of Oppenheimer’s prewar years made
him vulnerable, as he was well aware

—for one of the things that stand out in this
story is Oppenheimer's cool courage in chal-
lenging the greatest power groups of the gov-
ernment with this knowledge of his own
vulnerability always in his mind. And be-
cause Oppenheimer was vulnerable, the
temptation to try to smear his past politics
over onto his present advice could hardly
be resisted by the little men who were upset
by that advice. On the other hand, the Air
Force zealots quite rightly smelled, if they
did not quite understand, the difference be-
tween Oppenheimer’s strategic concept and
their own. They still believed that America
could be satisfactorily and uniquely defended
by strategic air power and atomic weapons.
They had a lot of support for that belief—
and still have, for that matter; the present
Secretary of Defense has clearly adopted this
theory to suit his budgetary convenience.
After the Soviet atomic bomb, on the other
hand, Oppenheimer had enough sense to
realize that the “grand deterrent” or “massive
retaliation” theory of American strategy had
become pure nonsense. He did not oppose
strategic air power. He certainly wanted to
avoid a war of absolute destruction with the
absolute weapons if that were possible, but
he also worried about whether we had enough
strategic air power and whether SAC was
modern enough. Furthermore, he could
foresee that mere “massive retaliation”
would become very cold comfort, when the
thing to be retaliated against was the total
destruction of these United States. He could
foresee the weakening of will, the paralysis
of policy that total peril would inevitably
beget, and indeed has already partly begotten

W
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in Britain and Western Europe. And he
could foresee that in time of total peril, there
would be an increasing reluctance to respond
to local challenges, such as those in Korea
and Indochina; and his correctness on this
point has been proven too.

For all these reasons, Oppenheimer pleaded
for a more balanced defense system; and
he made his plea before the march of events
rendered his reasons comprehensible to most
people. So the zealots’ attack on him was
organized, and the ground was prepared for
the Oppenheimer case. On this aspect of the
case the final word was said by Dr. Vannevar
Bush, in a superb explosion of indignation
to the Gray board.

The Grand Old Man of American science
told the board, point blank, that the AEC's
statement of charges ought to be sent back for
re-drafting, because it included the charge
that Oppenheimer had opposed the hydrogen
bomb. This, he said, was “quite capable of
being interpreted as placing a man on trial
because he held opinions, and had the
temerity to express them.”

“If this country ever gets . . . that near to
the Russian system,” Bush continued, “we
are certainly not in any condition to attempt
to lead the [ree world. . . . We have been
slipping backward in our maintenance of the
Bill of Rights. . .. I think . . . no board should
ever sit on a question in this country of
whether a man [served] his country or not
because he expressed strong opinions. If you
want to try that case, you can try me.”

In those brave words, Dr. Bush was indict-
ing the whole American security system. His
single indictment was enough to damn, yet
the record of the Oppenheimer case contains
hall a dozen other points which Dr. Bush
miczht have attacked with equal justice.

ONSIDER, first. the organization of the
case. As Gordon Gray repeatedly
asserted, it was supposed to be a fact-

hinding proceeding. In procedures it was
nonetheless a prosecution, and in organiza-
tion it shows the very opposite of a serious
desire to find out the facts.

The proof of that is simple. All the wit-
nesses called by the AEC were hostile to Op-
penheimer in one way or another. Prosecutor
Robb was content to marshall his parade of
Oppenheimer-haters. It was Lloyd Garrison
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who called to the stand Conant and Fermi,
DuBridge, Bacher, Bush, Bethe, John J.
McCloy, George F. Kennan, Zacharias, Rowe,
Lauritsen, Lilienthal, John von Neumann,
Gordon Dean, and even General Groves and
Colonel Lansdale.

In the air delense case, for instance, did
Robb really prefer Griggs' wildly distorted
version of the facts to the solid and detailed
evidence of Zacharias, Rabi, and Lauritsen?
And if so, what kind of fact-finding was this?

GAIN, consider the way this case was man-
aged. As has been shown already, one
set of charges was originally specified

by the AEC: Gray and Morgan convicted
Oppenheimer on quite another set of charges:
and Strauss in turn rejected the main Gray-
Morgan finding and held Oppenheimer a
security tisk on still a third set of charges
never mentioned until then. The peculiarity
of this process is made all the more glaring
by the obvious fact that sustaining Gray and
Morgan would have been fatal to Strauss. For
most of the other great American physicists
had fully shared Oppenheimer’'s lack of en-
thusiasm for the H-Bomb, and thus the AEC
could not dare to accept this lack of enthusi-
asm as proof of risk to security.

If these are the methods—if the guardians
of our security may continuously make up
new charges as old ones are refuted or found
inexpedient—when or where can the de-
fendant-citizen hope to find solid ground?

Then too, consider the presentation of the
case, and particularly the strange episode of
the last-minute publication of the transcript
of the Gray board hearings. During the hear-
ings. Chairman Gray strongly warned every
witness that all that passed was strictly confi-
dential, and would never see the light of day.
But the public reception of the Gray-Morgan
opinion was puzzled, cold, and unfriendly. As
it came time for Strauss to hand down his
own condemnation of Oppenheimer, the
climate was decidedly unfavorable. At this
juncture, despite all that Gray had said, the
transcript was hurriedly printed by order of
Admiral Strauss. It was handed to the press—
all 992 pages of it—eighteen hours before the
deadline set for publication. By a most singu-
lar coincidence, Prosecutor Robb's star client,
the McCarthy incense-swinger, Fulton Lewis,
Jr., broke the deadline immediately to tell
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his radio audience about all the ugliest stuff
that the transcript contained. No one has
explained how Lewis so rapidly located these
gamy morsels. Other reporters, at any rate,
had the utmost difficulty in finding their way
through the massive document. So most- of
them followed Lewis, headlining precisely the
charges of disloyalty that Gray, Morgan, and
even Strauss had held to be utterly un-
founded. And thus the stage was admirably,
if somewhat artificially, set for the Strauss
opinion, which followed hard on the heels of
these misleading headlines.

Nor is this all. A main buttress of Prose-
cutor Robb’s case was the group of Air Force
documents in which the zealots spewed out
their suspicions of Oppenheimer. These docu-
ments were communicated to the Gray board
before the hearings began. These documents
were never communicated to Oppenheimer
on the grounds that they were highly classi-
fied, and thus Oppenheimer and his counsel
were required from start to finish to answer
accusations which were never fully known or
forthrightly made. But since the hearings
ended, Admiral Strauss has made the attempt
he so strangely did not make during the hear-
ings to have at least one of these documents
declassified, and it is a fair bet that as the in-
wardness of the Oppenheimer case begins to
be more widely understood, these same docu-
ments that were always hidden from Oppen-
heimer will be spread before the general
public to start a counter-fire.

If these things are permitted, why may not
the American government blacken the name
of any honest citizen it chooses? After all, we
are officially encouraged, nowadays, to write
poison-pen letters about one another in secur-
ity’s sacred name. The security files bulge
with them. What could be easier than to
daub the ugliest dirt on the most innocent
man by fishing the appropriate nastiness out
of the files and giving it solemn and official
publication?

INALLY, consider with the utmost care,
consider as an American citizen who
may some day be called to answer as
Oppenheimer was called, the standards of
security that this case establishes. Look, for
these standards, to the opinion of Gordon
Gray and Thomas Morgan. Look. and look
well, at these things Gray and Morgan said

about this man whom they then held a
“security risk”’:

We find no evidence of disloyalty. In-
deed, we have before us much responsible
and positive evidence of the loyalty and
love of country of [Robert Oppen-
heimer]. . . .

Dr. Oppenheimer served his country be-
cause it sought him. The impact of his
influence was felt immediately and in-
creased progressively as his services were
used. The nation owes [Such scientists],
we believe, a great debt of gratitude for
loyal and magnificent service. This is par-
ticularly true with respect to Dr. Oppen-
heimer. . . . the Board had before it elo-
quent and convincing testimony of Dr. Op-
penheimer’s deep devotion to his coun-
Y e

We have given particular attention to
the question of his loyalty, and we have
come to the clear conclusion, which should
be reassuring to the people of this country,
that he is a loyal citizen. . . .

It must [also] be said that Dr. Oppen-
heimer seems to have had a high degree of
discretion reflecting an unusual ability to
keep to himself vital secrets.

0 HERE is this man, passionately spoken
for by the great men of his profession
and his finest colleagues in the govern-

ment, his “deep devotion” to his country
acknowledged, his immense services admitted,
his perfect discretion approved, with not
an iota of evidence in the record that he
ever, at any time since he became a mature
man, failed to put this nation’s interests first
and the rest nowhere. And what has hap-
pened to him? On the evidence that has been
shown, by the methods that have been de-
scribed, for the reasons that have been sug-
gested, and by such accusers as have been dis-
played, he has been held a “security risk,”
fit to serve his country no longer. pilloried
before his fellow citizens and the world,
debarred from continuing his immense con-
tribution to the true security of the United
States.

Earlier in this report, we have said that the
ruling of the Atomic Energy Commission dis-
graced Robert Oppenheimer. But we were
wrong. This act did not disgrace Robert
Oppenheimer: it dishonored and disgraced
the high traditions of American freedom.
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PAaUL,WEISS, RIFKIND, WHARTON & GARRISON

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESS

FOR RELEASE: 7 PM. Tuesday,June 1,1954

"Dr. Oppenheimer has requested John W, Davis and myself to make public
the attached documents of record in the proceedings concerning him,

Lloyd K. Garrison"

* *® *

LIST OF ATTACHED DOCUMENTS :

1. "Findings and Recommendation of the Personnel Security Board
in the case of Dr. J. Robert Oppenheimer," containing Majority and
Minority Opinions of the Board (in form of letter to K. D. Nichols,
General Manager, AEC, dated May 27, 1954).

" 2. Letter from General Nichols to Dr. Oppenheimer, dated May 28,
1954,

3. Reply to General Nichols by Llg¢d K. Garrison, counsel for
Dr. Oppenheimer, in letter dated June §F, 1954, in which John W.
Davis Jjoins.

* * =

PAGE INDEX TO ATTACHED DOCUMENTS :

( )Lo alty and Discretion: Personnel Security Board unanimously
3-0 'fg

nds Dr. Oppenheimer loyal (pp. 21, 27, 29, 30, 31, 33, Document
#1) and discreet in keeping vital secrets (p. 31).

Reinstatement of Clearance: A majority of the Board (2-1)
recommends that Dr. Oppenheimer's clearance not be reinstated (p. 33).
Dr. Evans, the third member of the Board, dissents (p. 34).

Procedure on Appeal: K. D. Nichols, General Manager, AEC, advises
Dr. Oppenhelmer and counsel that final determination as to reinstate-
ment of Dr. Oppenheimer's clearance will be made by the Atomic Energy
Commission (Document #2).

Counsel for Dr. Oppenheimer walves review by Personnel Security
Review Board and requests leave to file brief and make oral argument
before the Commission (Document #3).

FOR RELEASE: 7 P.M. Tuesday, June 1, 1954
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UNITED STATES
ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION
Washington 25, D. C.

May 28, 1954

Dr. J. Robert Oppenheimer
The Institute for Advanced Study
Princeton, New Jersey

Dear Dr. Oppenheimer:

I am enclosing herewith a copy of the Findings and Recommendation
of the Personnel Security Board which has been considering your case.
A majority of the Board recommends that your clearance not be reinstated.

You have the right, under Section 4.18 of the Atomic Energy Com-
mission's Securlty Clearance Procedures, to request review of your case
by the Personnel Security Review Board and to submit a brief in support
of your contentions. If you wish such review, it is necessary that you
submit your request to me within five days of your recelipt of this let-
ter or June 7, 1954, whichever is later, and that your brief be filed
with me not later than twenty days after your receipt of this letter.

If you do not request review of your case by the Personnel Security
Review Board within the prescribed time, a final determination will be
made on the basis of the existing record.

Upon full consideration of the entire record in the case, including
the recommendation of the Personnel Security Review Board in the event
you request review by that Board, I shall submit to the Commission my
recommendation as to whether or not your clearance should be reinstated.
The final determination will be made by the Commission.

I am sending a copy of this letter to Mr. Garrison, along with ad-
ditional coples of the Perscnnel Security Board's Findings and Recom-
mendation.

Sincerely yours,

/s/ K. D. Nichols

K. D. Nichols
General Manager

cc: Lloyd K. Garrison, Esq.
Paul, Welss, Rifkind, Wharton
& Garrison
575 Madison Avenue
New York 22, New York
(with 5 copies Enclosure)
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UNITED STATES
ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION
Washington, D. C.

May 27, 1954

Mr, K. D. Nichols, General Manager,
U. S, Atomic Energy Commission

1901 Constitution Avenue, N. W.
Washington 25, D, C.

Subject: FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATION OF THE PERSONNEL SECURITY
BOARD IN THE CASE OF DR. J. ROBERT OPPENHEIMER

Dsar Mr, Nichols:

On December 23, 1953, Dr, J. Robert Oppenheimer was notified
by letter that hls security clearance had bveen suspended. He was
furnlished a2 list of items of derogatory information and was advised
of his rights to a hearing under AEC procedures. On March 4,

1954, Dr. Oppenheimer requested that he be afforded a hearing.
A hearing has been conducted by the Board appointed by you for
this purpose, and we submit our findings and recommendation.

Dr, Ward V. Evans dissents from the recommendation of the
ma jority of the Board, and his minority report is attached. He
specifically subscribes to the "Findings" of the majority of the
Board, and to a portion of the material entitled "Significance of
the Findings."

Introduction

It must be understood that in our world in which the survival
of free institutions and of individual rights is at stake, every
person must in his own way be a guardian of the national security.
It also must be clear that, in the exercise of this stewardship,
individuals and institutions must protect, preserve and defend
those human values for which we exist as a nation, as a Government,
and as a way of life.

The hard requirements of security, and the assertion of
freedoms, together thrust upon us a dilemma, not easily resolved.
In the present international situation, our security measures
exist, in the ultimate analysis, to protect our free institutions
and traditions against repressive totalitarianism and its inevitable
denial of human values. Thoughtful Americans find themselves
uneasy, however, about those policies which must be adopted and
those actions which must be taken in the interests of national
security, and which at the same time pose a threat to our ideals.
This Board has been conscious of these conflicts, presenting as
they do some of the grave problems of our times, and has sought to
consider them in an atmosphere of decency and safety.

We share the hope that some day we may return to happler times
when our free institutions are not threatened and a peaceful and
Just world order is not such a compelling prinecipal preoccupation.
Then security will cease to be a central issue; man's conduct as a
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citizen will be measured only in the terms of the requirements
of our national soclety; there will be nc undue restraints upon
freedom of mind and action; and loyalty and security as concepts
will cease to have restrictive implications.

This state of affalrs seems not to be a matter of early
hope. As we meet the present peril, and seek to overcome 1it,
we must realize that at no time can the interests of the protection
of all our people be less than paramcunt to all other considera-
tions. Indeed, action which in =s=omes cases may seem to be a denial
of the freedoms which our security barriers are erected to protect,
may rather be a fulfillment of these freedoms. For, if in our
zeal to protect our institutions against our measures to secure
them, we lay them open to destruction, we will have lost them all,
and will have gained only the empty satisfaction of a meaningless
exercise,

We are acutely aware that in a very real sense thls case
puts the security system of the United States on trial, both as
to procedures and as to substance. This notion has been strongly
urged upon us by those who recommend clzarance for Dr. J. Robert
Oppenheimer, and no doubt a similar view is taken by those who
feel he should not be cleared.

If we understand the two points of view, they may be stated
as follows: There are those who apprehend that our program for
security at this point in history consists of an uneasy mixture of
fear, prejudice, and arbitrary judgments. They feel that reason
and fairness and justice have abdicated and thelr places have been
taken by hysteria and repression. To2y, thus, believe that securilty
procedires are necessarily without problty and that national
sanlty and balance can be served oniy by a finding in favor of the
individual concerned. On the other nand, there 1s a strong belief
that in recent times our Government has been less than unylelding
towards the prcblem of Communism, and that loose and pliable
attitudes regarding loyalty and security have prevailed to the
danger of our soclety and its institutions. Thus, they feel that
this proceeding presents the unrelinquishable opportunity for a
demonstration against Communism, almost regardless of the facts
developed about the conduct and sympathies of Dr. Oppenheimer.

We find ourselves in agreement with much that underlies both
points of view. We belleve that the people of our country can be
reassured by this proceeding that it 1is possible to conduect an
investigation in calmness, in fairness, in disregard of public
clamor and private pressures, and with dignity. We believe that
it has been demonstrated that the Government can search its own
soul and the scul of an individual whose relationship to his
Government 1isin question with full protection of the rights and
interests of both., We believe that loyalty and security can be
examined within the frameworks of the traditional and inviolable
principles of American justice.

The Board approached its task in the splirity of inquiry, not
that of a trial. The Board worked long and arduously. It has
heard forty witnesses including Dr. J. Robert Oppenheimer and
complled over three thousand pages of testimony in addition to
having read the same amount of file material.
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Dr. Oppenheimer has been represented by counsel, usually
four in number, at all times in the course of the proceedings.
He has confronted every witness appearing before the Board, with
the privilege of cross examination. He is famlliar with the
contents of every relevant document, which was made avallable to
the Board, except those which under Governmental necessity cannot
be disclosed, such as reports of the Federal Bureau of Investiga-
tion. He has, in his own words, received patient and courteous
consideration at the hands of the Board. The Board has, in the
words of his chief counsel, displayed falrness in the conduct of
the hearings. And, finally, perhaps 1t should be said that the
investigation has been conducted under the auspices of the
responsible agency which has the obligation of decision.

As it considered substance, the Board has allowed sympathetic
consideration for the individual to go hand in hand with an
understanding of the necessities for a clear, realistic, and
rugged attitude towards subversion, possible subversion, or indeed
broader implications of security.

It was with all these consliderations in mind that we
approached our task.

Procedures Governing the Hearing

This proceeding is based upon the Atomic Energy Act of
1946; upon the Atomic Energy Commission's published Security
Clearance Procedures, dated September 12, 1550; and Personnel
Security Clearance Criteria for Determining Eligibility, dated
November 17, 1950; and upon Executive Order No. 10450, dated

April 27, 1953.

Subparagraphs (11) and (iv) of Section 10(b)(5)(B) of the
Atomic Energy Act provide that, except as authorized by the Com-
mission in case of emergency, no individual shall be employed by
the Commission until the Civil Service Commission or (in certain
instances) the Federal Bureau of Investigation shall have made an
investigation and report to the Commission on the "character,
associations, and loyalty" of such individual.

The AEC published Procedures provide, among other things, for
written notice to the individual (1) listing the items of
derogatory information and (2) explaining his rights (a) to reply
in writing to the information set forth in the Commission's letter,
() to request a hearing before a Personnel Security Board, (c) to
challenge the appcintment of the members of the Board for cause,
(d) to be present for the duration of the hearing, (e) to be
represented by counsel of his own choosing, and (f) to present
evidence in his own behalf through witnesses, or by documents, or
by both. The Commission's Procedures further provide that in the
event of a recommendation for a denial of security clearance, the
individual shall be immediately notified of that fact and of his
right to request a review of his case by the AEC Personnel Security
Review Board, with the right to submit a brilef to that Board before
the case goes to the General Manager for final determination.

The AEC published Criteria establish the uniform standards
to be applied in determining eligibility for clearance. These
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Criteria, which, of course, are binding on this Board, provide that
it is the responsibility of the Atomic Energy Commission to
determine whether the common defense or security will be endangered
by granting security clearance.

The Executive Order requires the head of each department
and agency of the Government to establish and maintain within his
department or agency an effective program to insure that "the
employment and retention in employment of any clvlilian officer
or employee within the department or agency 1s clearly consistent
with the interests of the national security." The Executive
Order further provides that information on this issue shall
relate, but shall not be limited, to certain categories of
information set forth in the Order.

Findings

In compliance with Section 4,16(c¢c) of the Commission's
Security Clearance Procedures, the Board makes the following
specific findings as to the allegations contained in Mr., K. D,
Nichols' letter of December 23, 1953 to Dr. J. Robert Oppenheimer:

1, It was reported that in 1940 you were listed as
a sponsor of the Priends of the Chinese People, an
organization which was characterized in 1944 by the
House Committee on Un-American Activities as a
Communist-front organlzation.

The Board concludes that this allegation 1s true.

Dr, Oppenheimer in his answer replied that he had no
recollection of the Friends of the Chinese People, or of what,
if any, his connection with this organization was.

The Board had before it a four-page pamphlet (undated)
entitled, "American Friends of the Chinese People." The fourth
page contains a 1list of sponsors which includes "Professor J. R.
Oppenheimer,"

2, It was further reported that in 1940 your name was
included on a letterhead of the American Committee for
Democracy and Intellectual Freedom as a member of its
National Executive Committee. The American Committee for
Democracy and Intellectual Freedom was characterized in
1942 by the House Committee on Un-American Activities
as a Communist-front which defended Communist teachers,
and in 1943 it was characterized as subversive and Un-
American by a Special Subcommittee of the House Com-
mittee on Appropriations.

The Board concludes that this allegation 1s true.

Dr., Oppenheimer testified before the Board tc having joined
the American Committee for Democracy and Intellectual Freedom in
1937. He sald that 1t then stood as a protest against what had
happened to intellectuals and professionals in Germany. The Board
had before it a letterhead of the "American Committee for Democracy
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and Intellectual Freedom." The letterhead contains a printed list
of the National Executive Committee, which includes "Professor J. R.
Oppenheimer." Dr. Oppenheimer testified that he supposed he
accepted membership on this Executive Committee although he did

not meet with it.

Dr. Oppenheimer stated in his personnel security question-
naire, which he executed on April 28, 1942, for the purpose of
obtaining a clearance for work on the atomic program, that he had
Joined the "American Committee for Democcratic Intellectual Freedom"
in 1937 and was still a member on the date the PSQ was executed.

He testified that he did not know how long after that he continued
to be a member; that, in any event, he was not active thereafter.

3. It was further reported that in 1938 you were
a member of the Western Council of the Consumers
Union. The Consumers Union wg&s elted in 1944 by the
House Committee on Un-American Activities as a
Communist-front headed by the Communist Arthur Kallet.

The Board concludes that this allegation 1is true.

Dr. Oppenheimer in his answer stated that for perhaps a year
he had been a member of the Western Council of the Consumers Union.
In his Persocnnel Security Questionnaire, which he executed on
April 28, 1942, Dr. Oppenheimer stated that he had been a member
of the Consumers Union (Western) in 1938-1939.

The Board had before 1t a photostat of a four-page pamphlet
(undated) entitled, "Western Consumers Union," containing a list
of Western sponsors, which included the name "Dr. Robert J.
Oppenheimer -- Internationally-known Physicist at the University of
California."

4, It was further reported that you stated in 1943
that you were not a Communist, but had probably belonged
to every Communist-front organization on the west coast
and had signed many petitions in which Communists were
interested.

The Board concludes that this statement was made by Dr. Oppen-
heimer, and the Board had before it considerable evidence indicating
Dr. Oppenheimer's membership in, and association with, Communist-
front organizations and actlvitles on the West Coast. However,

Dr. Oppenheimer, in his answer, claimed that the quotation was not
true and that if he had said anything along the lines quoted, it
was a half-jocular overstatement,

The Board had before it a memorandum, dated September 14,
1943, prepared by Lt, Col. John Lansdale, Jr., who was then head
of Security and Intelligence for the Manhattan District, which
reported "Oppenheimer categorically stated (to.General Groves) that
he himself was not a Communist and never had been, but stated that
he had probably belonged to every Communist-front organization on
the West Coast and signed many petitions concerning matters in which
Communists were interested."
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The Board also had before it a transcript of an interview
between Colonel Lansdale and Dr. Oppenhelmer on September 12,
1943, which reflected that Colonel Lansdale had asked Dr., Oppen-
heimer, "You've probably belonged to every front organization on
the coast," to which Dr. Oppenheimer replied "Just about." The
transcript further records that Dr. Oppenheimer also stated that
he thought he would have been considered at one time a fellow-
traveler and that "my association with these things was very brief
and very intense."

Dr. Oppenheimer in his testimony defined "fellow-traveler"
as "someone who accepted part of the public program of the
Communist Party, who was willing to work with and associate with
Communists, but who was not a member of the Party." He testified
to having been a fellow-traveler from late 1936 or early 1937,
with his interest beginning to taper off after 1939, and with very
little interest after 1942, He further stated that within the
framework of his definition of a fellow-traveler, he would not
have considered himself as such after 1942,

. He further stated that with respect to things that the
Communists were doing, in which he still had an interest, it was
not until 1946 that it was clear to him that he would not
collaborate with Communists no matter how much he sympathized with
what they pretended to represent.

5. It was reported that Ifi"IS43 and previously
you were intimately assoclated with Dr. Jean Tatlock,
a member of the Communist Party in San Francisco, and
that Dr. Tatlock was partially responsible for your
assoclation with Communist-front groups.

The Board concludes that this allegation is true.

Dr. Oppenheimer in his testimony before this Board admitted
having assoclated with Jean Tatlock from 1936 until 1943, He
stated that he saw her only rarely between 1939 and 1943, but
admitted that the assocliation was intimate. He admitted having
seen Jean Tatlock under most intimate circumstances +n June or
July of 1943, during the time when he was Director of the Los
Alamos Laboratory, and admitted that he knew she had been a
Communist and that there was not any reason for him to believe
that she was not at that time still a Communist. He named several
Communists, Communist functionaries or Communist sympathizers
whom he had met through Jean Tatlock, or as a result of his
assoclation with her.

6. It was reported that your wife, Katherine
Puening Oppenheimer, was formerly the wife of Joseph
Dallet, a member of the Communist Party, who was
killed in Spain in 1937 fighting for the Spanish
Republican Army.

The Board concludes that this allegation is true.
Mrs. Oppenheimer testified that she was married to Joseph

Dallet from 1934 until he was kllled in Spain, fighting for the
Spanish Republican Army in 1937.
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Mrs. Oppenheimer admitted knowing that Dallet was a member
of the Communist Party and was actively engaging in Communist
Party activities.

7. It was further reported that during the
period of her assoclation with Joseph Dallet, your
wlfe became a member of the Communist Party. The
Communist Party has been designated by the Attorney
General as a subversive organization which seeks to
alter the form of government of the United States
by unconstitutional means, within the purview of
Executive Order 9835 and Executive Order 10450.

The Board concludes that this allegation is true.

Mrs. Oppenheimer testified to having been a member of the
Communist Party from about 1934 to June 1936 and having engaged
in Communist Party activities in the Youngstown, Ohio area.

3. It was reported that your brother Frank
Friedman Oppenheimer became a member of the
Communist Party in 1936 and has served as a Party
organizer and as Educational Director of the
Professional Sectlion of the Communist Party in
Los Angeles County,

The Board concludes that this allegation is true.

Dr. Frank Friedman Oppenheimer admitted in testimony before
the Committee on Un-American Activities of the House of Repre-
sentative, on June 14, 1949, that he had been a member of the
Communist Party from about 1937 uhtil the early spring of 1941.
He testified that he joined under the name of "Frank Folsom."

From information before it, the Board concludes that
Dr. Frank Oppenheimer had served as a Party organizer and as
Educatlonal Director of the Professional Section of the Communist
Party in Los Angeles County.

9. It was further reported ihat your brother's
wife Jackie Oppenheimer, was a member of the Communist
Party in 1938; .

The Board concludes that this allegation is true.

Mrs. Jacquenette Oppenheimer in testimony before the Com-
mittee on Un-American Activitlies, House of Representatives, on
June 14, 104G, admitted having been a member of the Communist
Party from 1937 until the spring of 1941,

10. and that in August, 1944, Jackie Oppenheimer
assisted in the organization of the East Bay branch
of the California Labor School.

On the basis of information before it, the Board concludes
that this allegation is true.
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11, It was further reported that in 1945
Frank and Jackle Oppenhelmer were invited to
an informal reception at the Russian Consulate,
that this invitation was extended by the American-
Russian Institute of San Francisco and was for
the purpose of introducing famous American scilentists
to Russian scientists who were delegates to the
United Nations Conference on International
Organization being held at San Francisco at that
time, and that Frank Oppenheimer accepted this
invitation.

On the basis of information before it, the Board concludes
that this allegation 1s true.

12, It was further reported that Frank Oppen-
heimer agreed to give a six-week course on "The
Soeial Implications of Modern Scientific Development"
at the California Labor School, beginning May 9,
1946. The American-Russian Institute of San Francisco
and the California Labor School have been cited by the
Attorney General as Communist organizations within the
pgiview of Executive Order 9835 and Executive Order
10450.

On the basls of information before it, the Board concludes
that this allegation 1is true.

13. It was reported that you have assoclated
with members and officials of the Communist Party,
including Isaac Folkoff, Steve Nelson, Rudy
Lambert, Kenneth May, Jack Manley, and Thomas
Addis.

The Board concludes that this allegation 1s substantially
true,

Dr. Oppenheimer in his answer and in his testimony admitted
having associated with Isaac Folkoff, Steve Nelson, Rudy Lambert,
Kenneth May and Thomas Addis. He testified that he kmew at the
time of his association with them that Folkoff, Nelson, Lambert
and May were Communist Party functionaries, and that Addis was
either a Communist or close to one. He admitted that his
associations with these persons continued until 1942, There was
no evidence before the Board with respect to an association with
Jack Manley.

Dr. Oppenheimer testified that he made contributions to the
Spanish War and Spanish Rellief through Isaac Folkoff and Thomas
Addis. He testified that he had seen Lambert on half a dozen
occasions, and that he discussed such contributions once or twice
at luncheon with Lambert and Folkoff.

Dr. Oppenheimer testified that Steve Nelson and his family
visited his home on several occasions, the last being probably in
1942; that such visits lasted "a few hours;" that he had met Steve
Nelson throughhis (Oppenheimer's) wife since Nelson had befriended
her in Paris at the time of Dallet's death; that he had nothing in
common with Nelson "except an affection for my wife."

- B =
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14. It was reported that you were a subscriber
to the Daily People's World, a west coast Communist
newspaper, in 1941 and 1942,

The Board concludes that this allegation is true.

Dr. Oppenheimer testified that he had subscribed to the
People's World "for several years." He could not recall when the
subscription expired and stated that he did not believe he had
cancelled the subscription. He testified that he knew the Daily
People's World was the West Cost Communist newspaper.

15. It was reported in 1950 that you stated to
an agent of the Federal Bureau of Investigation that
you had in the past made contributions to Communist-
front organizations, although at the time you did
not know of Communist Party control or extent of
infiltration of these groups. You further stated
to an agent of the Federal Bureau of Investigation
that some of these contributions were made through
Isaac Folkoff, whom you knew to be a leading Com-
munist Party functionary, because you had been told
that this was the most effective and direct way of
helping these groups.

The Board finds that Dr. Oppenheimer made the statements
attributed to him by the Federal Bureau of Investigation.

The Board :oncludes that Dr. Oppenheimer in the past made
contributions to Communist-front organizations and that some of
these contributlons were made through Isaac Folkoff, a leading
Communist Party functionary.

Dr. Oppenheimer testified that he contributed to Spanish
causes through Communist Party channels from the winter of 1937-
38 until early in 1942, He said that he had contributed more than

500 and less than $1,000 each year during this period. He )
testified that he made the contributions in cash and, in explaining
how these contributions came to an end, he said (in referring to
Pearl Harbor) that he "didn't like to continue a clandestine
operation of any kind at a time when I saw myself with the possi-
bility or prospect of getting more deeply involved in the war."

Dr. Oppenheimer in his answer admitted making the contri-
butions through Thomas Addls and Isaac Folkoff. He testifled that
he knew Addis was a Communist or very close to a Communist. He
knew that Folkoff was connected with the Communist Party. In
addition, Dr. Oppenheimer admitted having contributed about $100
in cash to the Strike Fund of one of the major strikes of "Bridges'
Union" about 1937 or 1938,

16. It was reported that you attended a house-
warming party at the home of Kenneth and Ruth May on
September 20, 1941, for which there was an admission
charge for the beneflt of The People's World, and that
at this party you were in the company of Joseph W.
Weinberg and Clarance Hiskey, who were alleged to be
members of the Communist Party and to have engaged

-9 -
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in espionage on behalf of the Soviet Union. It
was further reported that you informed officials
of the United States Department of Justice in
1942 that you had no recollection that you had
attended such a party, but that since it would
have been in character for you to have attended
such a party, you would not deny that you were
there.

The Board concludes on the basis of information before it,
that it was probable that Dr. Oppenheimer attended "the house-
warming party" at the home of Kenneth and Ruth May. The Board con-
cludes that Dr. Oppenheimer made the statements to the U. S.
Department of Justice officials attributed to him.

Dr. Oppenheimer did not deny having attended such a party
and testified that he knew Kenneth May. He denied knowing Hiskey
but testified that he, Oppenheimer, was at parties at which
Weinberg was present.

17. It was reported that you attended a closed
meeting of the professional section of the Communist
Party of Alameda County, California, which was held
in the latter part of July or early August, 1941, at
your residence, 19 Kenilworth Court, Berkeley, Calif-
fornia, for the purpose of hearing an explanation of
a change in Communist Party policy. It was further
reported that you denied that you attended such a
meeting and that such a meeting was held in your home.

The Board is of the opinion that the evidence with respect to
this meeting is inconclusive. The Board finds that Dr. Oppenheimer
did deny that he attended such a meeting and that such a meeting
was held in his home.

18. It was reported that you stated to an agent
of the Federal Bureau of Investigation in 1950 that
you attended a meeting in 1940 or 1941, which may have
taken place at the home of Haakon Chevalier, which was
addressed by William Schneiderman, whom you knew to be
a leading functionary of the Communist Party. In
testimony in 1950 before the California State Senate
Committee on Un-American Activities, Haakon Chevalier
was identified as a member of the Communist Party in
the San Francisco area in the early 1940's.

The Board finds that Dr. Oppenhelmer made the statements
attributed to him by the Federal Bureau of Investigation.

Dr. Oppenheimer testified that on December 1, 1940, he attended
an evening meeting at the home of Haakon Chevalier at which perhaps
20 people were present and at which William Schneiderman, Secretary
of the Communist Party in California, gave a talk about the Com-
munist Party line. He testifiled that he thought that possibly
Isaac Folkoff, Dr., Addis and Rudy Lambert were there.

He also testified that "after the end of 1940" he attended a
similar meeting at the home of Louise Bransten, "a Communist
sympathizer," at which some of the same people were present and at
which Schneiderman alsoc spoke and expounded the Communist Party line,

- 10 -



Records of the Office of the Director / General Files / Box 50 / Oppenheimer, J. Robert-Kenna File on Hearing, folder 1
From the Shelby White and Leon Levy Archives Center, Institute for Advanced Study, Princeton, NJ, USA

Dr. Oppenheimer testified that sometime between 1937
and 1939 as a "guest" he attended a Communist Party meeting at
the home of his brother, Frank.

19. It was reported that you have consistently de-
nied that you have ever been a member of the Communist
Party. It was further reported that you stated to a
representative of the Federal Bureau of Investigation
in 1946 that you had a change of mind regarding the
policies and politics of the Soviet Union about the
time of the signing of the Soviet-German Pact in 1939.
It was further reported that during 1950 you stated
to & representative of the Federal Bureau of Investi-

- gation that you had never attended a closed meeting
of the Communist Party; and that at the time of the
Russo-Finnish War and the subseguent break between
Germany and Russia in 1941, you realized the Commun-
ist Party infiltration tactics into the alleged anti-
Fascist groups and became fed up with the whole thing
and lost what little interest you had.

Dr. Oppenheimer testified that he had never been a member
of the Communist Party. The Board finds that Dr. Oppenheimer made
the statements attributed to him by the Federal Bureau of Inves-
tigation.

It was further reported, however, that:

19(a). Prior to April, 1942, you had contributed
$150 per month to the Communist Party in the San
Francisco Area, and that the last such payment was
apparently made in April, 1942, immediately before
your entry into the atomic bomb Project.

The Board concludes on the basis of testimony and other
information before it that Dr. Oppenheimer made perlodic contri-
butions through Communist Party functionaries to the Communist
Party in the San PFrancisco area in amounts aggregating not less
than $500 nor more than $1,000 a year during a period of approxi-
ma ely four years ending in April 1942, As of April 1942, Dr.
Oppenheimer had been for several months participating in Govern-
ment atomic energy research activities. He executed a question-
naire for Government clearance on 28 April 1942, and subsequently
assumed full-time duties with the atomic energy project.

19(b). During the period 1942-1945 various offi-
clals of the Communist Party, including Dr. Hannah
Peters, organizer of the Professional Section of the
Communist Party, Alameda County, Californla, Bernadette
Doyle, secretary of the Alameda County Communist Party,
Steve Nelson, David Adelson, Paul Pinsky, Jack Manley,
and Katrina Sandow, are reported to have made state-
ments indicating that you were then a member of the
Communist Party; that you could not be active in the
Party at that time; that your name should be removed
from the Party mailing list and not mentioned in any
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way; that you had talked the atomic bomb question
over with Party members during this period; and
that several years prior to 1945 you had told

Steve Nelson that the Army was working on an atomic
bomb.

The Board finds that during the period 1942-45, Dr.
Hannah Peters, Bernadette Doyle, Steve Nelson, Jack Manley and
Katrina Sandow made statements indicating that Dr. Oppenheimer
was then a member of the Communist Party; and that the other
statements attributed to officials of the Communist Party in
this allegation were made by one or more of them. The Board
does not find on the basis of iInformation availlable to it that
such statements were made by David Adelson and Paul Pinsky.

19(¢). You stated in August of 1943 that you did
not want anybody working for you on the Project who
was a member of the Communist Party, since "one al-
ways had a question of divided loyalty" and the dis-
cipline of the Communist Party was very severe and
not compatible with complete loyalty to the Project.
Von further stated at that time that you were refer-
ring 'nly to present membership in the Communist Party
auu not to people who had been members of the Party.
You stated further that you knew several individuals
then at Los Alamos who had been members of the Communist
Party. You did not, however, identify such former mem-
bers of the Communist Party to the appropriate author-
ities. It was also reported that during the period
1942-1945 you were responsible for the employment on
the atomic bomb Project of individuals who were mem-
bers of the Communist Party or closely assoclated with
activities of the Communist Party, including Giovanni
Rossl Lomanitz, Joseph W. Weilnberg, David Bohm, Max
Bernard Friedman, and David Hawkins. 1In the case of
Giovanni Rossl Lomanitz, you urged him to work on the
Project, althouﬁh you stated that you knew he had been
very much of a "Red" when he first come to the Univer-
sity of California and that you emphasized to him that
he must forego all political activity if he came on to
the Project. In August, 1943, you protested against the
termination of his deferment and requested that he be
returned to the Project after his entry into the military
service.

The Board concludes that Dr. Oppenheimer did state in 1943
that he did not want anybody working for him on the Project who
was a member of the Commmist Pnrtr =ince "one always had a r~ues-
tion of divided loyalty" and the discipline of the Communist Party
was very severe and not compatible with complete loyalty to the
ProJect. He further stated at that time he was referring only
o present membership in the Communist Party and not to people
who had been members of the Party. He stated further that he knew
several individuals then at Los Alamos who had been members of
the Communist Party. He did not, however, identify such former
members of the Communist Party tc the appropriate authorities,
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The Board concludes that Dr. Oppenheimer was responsible
for the employment on the atom bomb Project of Glovanni Rossi
Lomanitz at Berkeley and David Hawkins at Los Alamos.

The Board concludes that Dr. Oppenheimer asked for the
transfer cf David Bohm to Los Alameos, although Bohm was closely
assoclated with the Communist Party. In his answer, Dr. Oppen-
heimer admitted that while at Berkeley he had assigned David
Bohm te a problem of basic sclence having a bearing on atomiec
research,

Dr. Oppenheimer testified that he understood that Hawkins
had left-wing associationa; and that Hawkins "talked about
philosophy in a way that indicated an interest and understand-
ing and limited approval anyway of Engels."

The Board does not conclude that Dr. Oppenheimer was respon-
sible for the employment of Friedmamor Weinberg on the Atomic
Energy Program.

Dr. Oppenheimer testified that Joseph W. Weinberg was
a graduate student of his; that he had heard that Weinberg had
been a member of the Young Communist League before coming to
Berkeley and the Board had before it a transcript of a conversa-
tion with Dr. Oppenheimer indicating that at least by August
1943, he knew Weinberg to be a member of the Communist Party and
that he "suspected that before but was not sure." Weinberg gave
Oppenheimer as a reference at the time he (Weinberg) cbtained
employment at the Radiation Laboratory on April 22, 1943,

Dr. Oppenheimer testified that he asked General Groves
for the transfer of David Bohm to Los Alamos in 1943, but was
told by General Groves that he could not be transferred since
he had relatives in Nazi Germany. In March, 1944, after a con-
versation with Bohm at Berkeley, (2 snrveillance report indica-
ted that the talk took place at a gidewalk neeting) he checked
with the Security Officer at Los Alamos to see whether the ob-
Jections to Bohm still obtained.

Dr. Oppenheimer testified that he thought that in 1946
or 1947 he helped Bohm get a job as Assistant Professor of Physics
at Princeton. He testified that he happened to meet Bohm and
Lomanitz on the street in Princeton in 13949 just prior to their
testifying before the House Committee on Un-Amerilcan Activities;
that he said that "they should tell the truth"; thzt he later
saw Bohm at Princeton and attended a farewell party for him in
Princeton; that he would, if asked, have written a letter of
recommendation for Bohm as a competent physlcist in connection
with a job in Brazil, although he knew and was worried about
Bohm having pleaded the Fifth Amendment when he testified.

The Board finds that Dr. Oppenheimer did urge Lomanitz
to work on the project although he knew he had bsen very much a
"Red" whean he first came to the University of California and,
in fact, during his attendance at the University, and that Dr.
Oppenheimer later stated to a Manhattan District offlelal that
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he had warned Lomanitz that he must foregoc all political acti-
vity if he came to the project. The Board finds further that
in August, 1943, Dr. Oppenheimer protested against the termina-
tion of Lomanitz' deferment and urgently requested that he be
returned to the Project after his entry into the military ser-
vice. It appears from the testimony that Dr. Oppenheimer first
learned of the impending induction of Lomanitz in a letter from
Dr. E. U. Condon who wrote to him "Abcut it in a great sense

of outrage."

20. It was reported that you stated to represen-
tatives of the Federal Bureau of Investigation on
September 5, 1G46, that you had attended a meeting
in the East Bay and a meeting in San Francisco at
which there were present persons definitely identi-
fied with the Communist Party. When asked the purpose
of the East Bay meeting and the identity of those in
attendance, you declined to answer on the ground that
this had no bearing on the matter of interest being
discussed.

The Board concludes that this allegation is true. The Board
finds that Dr. Oppenheimer did attend a meeting in the East Bay
and a meeting in San Francisco (see Item 18 above) at which there
were present persons definitely ldentifled with the Communist
Party and that when he was asked about this meeting by representa-
tives of the Federal Bureau of Investigation on September 5, 1946,
he declined to answer on the ground that this had no bearing on
the matter of interest being discussed.

The Board finds that Dr. Oppenheimer advised representa-
tives of the F.B.I. of this meeting in a subsequent interview in
1950.

21. It was reported that you attended a meeting at
the home of Frank Oppenheimer on January 1, 1946, with
David Adelson and Paul Pinsky, both of whom were mem-
bers of the Communist Party. It was further reported
that you analyzed some material which Pinsky hoped to
take up with the Legislative Convention in Sacramento,
California.

The Board concludes that thls allegation is true.

22, It was reported in 1946 that you were listed as
Vice Chairman ocn the letterhead of the Independent
Citizens Committee of the Arts, Sciences, and Professions,
Inc., which has been cited as a Communist-front by the
House Committee on Un-American Activities.

The Board concludes that this allegation is true, although
the Board finds that Dr. Oppenheimer advised the organization in
a letter on October 11, 1946, that he was not in accord with its
policy and wished to resign. He wrote again on December 2, 1946,
insisting upon resignation. The resignation was accepted on
December 10, 1946,

- 3B -



Records of the Office of the Director / General Files / Box 50 / Oppenheimer, J4Robert-Kenna File on Hearing, folder 1
From the Shelby White and Leon Levy Archives Center, Institute for Advanced Study, Princeton, NJ, USA

23. It was reported that prior to March 1, 1943,
possibly three months prior, Peter Ivanov, Secre-
tary at the Soviet Conaulate, San Francisco, approached
George Charles Eltenton for the purpose of obtaining
information regarding work being done at the Radiation
Laboratorv for the use of Soviet scientists; that
George Charles Eltenton subsequently requested Haakon
Chevalier to approach you contsrning this matter;
that Haakon Chevalier thereupon approached you,
either directly or through ynur brother, Frank Fried-
man Oppenheimer, in connection with this matter; and
that Haakon Chevalier finally advised George Charles
Eltenton that there was no chance whatsoever of obtain-
ing the information. It was further reported that you
did not report this episode to the appropriate authori-
ties until several months after 1ts occurrence; that
when you initially discussed this matter with the ap-
propriate authorities on August 26, 1943, you did not
identify yourself as the person who had been approached,
and you refused to identify Haakon Chevalier as the
individual who had made the apor :ach on behalf of George
Charles Eltenton; and that it wss not until several
months later, when you were ordered by a superior to do
8o, that you so identified Haakon Chevalier., It was
further reported that upon your return to Berkeley
following your separation from the Los Alamos Project,
you were visited by the Chevaliers on several occasions;
and that your wife was in contzct with Haakon and Barbara
Chevalier in 1946 and 1947,

The Board concludes that this allegation 1s substantially
true.

The Board had before it a recording of a conversation be-
tween Dr. Oppenheimer and Lt. Col. Boris T. Pash, War Department
Intelligence Officer, who had the responsibllity for investligating
subversive activities at the Radlation Laboratory, University
of California at Berkeley. This conversation took place on
August 26, 1943, at the Radiation Laboratory.

It was on this occasion that Dr. Oppenheimer reported the
incident toc Government authorities. He named Eltenton but refused
to identify Chevalier. He also stated that the unnamed contact
(Chevalier) had approached three persons on the atomic project
and in the course of the interview mentioned other factors, such
as the use of microfilm or other means and the involvement of
the Russian Consulate.

The Board also had before it a transcript of a conversation
between Dr. Oppenheimer and Lt, C>l, Lansdale which records that
on September 12, 1943, Dr. Oppenheimer again refused to name
Chevalier but reported the invelvement of three others,

It was not until December, 1943, that Dr. Oppenheimer, after

being told by CGeneral Groves that he would be ordered to divulge
the 1identity of the contact, rerorted the name of Chevalier,
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However, the record shows that having been told of the identity
of Chevaller by Dr. Oppenheimer, the Manhattan District offi-
clals were still of the opinion that Chevallier had contacted
three employees on the atomlc project.

Dr. Oppenheimer, in his answsr, stated that his friend,
Haakon Chevalier, with his wife, visited him at his home on
Eagle Hill probably in early 1943. He stated further that dur-
ing the visit Chevaller came into thne kitchen and told him that
George Eltenton had spoken to him of the possibility of transmit-
ting technical information to Soviet scientists. Dr. Oppenheimer
sald that he made some strong remark to the effect that this
sounded terribly wrong to him, and the discussion ended there.

Dr. "moenheimer's answer further states that nothing in
his long-standing friendship would have lead him to believe that
Chevalier was actually seeking information, and he was certain
that Chevalier had no idea of the work on which Dr. Oppenheimer
was engaged.

Dr. Oppenheimer testifled that the detailed story of the
Chevalier incident which he told to Colonel Pash on August 26,
1943, and affirmed to Colonel Lansdale on September 12, 1943, was
false in certain material respects. Dr. Opﬁenheimer testified
that this story was "a cock-and-bull story;" that "the whole
thing was a pure fabrication except for the one name, Eltenton."
He said that his only explanation for lying was that he "was an
idiot" and he "was reluctant to mention Chevalier" and "no doubt
somewhat reluctant to mention myself." He admitted on cross
examination, however, that if the story he told Colonel Pash
had been true, 1t would have shown that Chevalier "was deeply
involved;" that 1t was not just a casual conversation; that
Chevalier was not an innocent contact, and that it was a c¢riminal
conspiracy.

Dr. Oppenheimer admitted that if this story to Colonel
Pash had been true, it made things look very bad for both Chevalier
and himself. He acknowledged that he thought the request for
information by Eltenton was "treasonable." He admitted that he
knew when he talked to Colonel Pash that his falsification im-
peded Colonel Pash's investigation.

Dr. Oppenheimer testified that in June or July of 1946
shortly after Chevallier was interviewed by the F.B.I. about the
Eltenton-Chevalier Incident, Chevalier came to Oppenheimer's
home in Berkeley and told Oppenheimer about the interview; that
Chevalier said the F.B.I. had pressed him about whether he.talked
to anyone besides Oppenheimer; that quite awhile later Dr. Oppen-
heimer was interviewed by the F.B.I. about the same matter, and
at this time he knew from Chevalier substantially what Chevalier
had said to the F.B.I. about the incident.

Dr. Oppenheimer testified that he recalled getting a let-
ter from Chevalier in 1950 asking him about Dr. Oppenheimer's
testimony before the House Un-American Activities Committee con-
cerning the Chevalier-Eltenton incident. He responded, giving
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Chevalier a summary of what he, Dr. Oppenheimer, had testi-
fied. This letter was later used by Chevalier in support of
his application for a passport. Dr., Oppenhsimer further
testified that at about that time, Chevalier came to Princeton
and spent two days with Dr. Oppenheimer, discussing Chevaller's
personal affairs and that he also then mentioned the matter

of his passport. Dr. Oppenheimer =said that on this occasion
he recommended to Chevalier a lawysr named Jcseph Fanelll, who,
cross examination disclosed, was ©the attorney who represented
Joseph Weinberg zt his trial for perjury. Dr. Oppenheimer
testifled that he did not know Mr. Fanelll at this time but he
had represented Frank Oppenheimer at his appearance before the
House Committee on Un-American Activities.

Dr. Oppenheimer testified further that in December of
1953, when he and Mrs. Oppenheimer were in Paris, they had
dinner with Dr. and Mrs. Chevaller and, on the following day,
went with the Chevaliers to visit a Dr. Malraux. According to
Dr. Oppenheimer, Dr. Malraux had given a speech at a "Spanish
Relief"” meeting in California at which Chevalier presided in
about 1938, Dr. Oppenheimer sald that since that time{ Malraux
had undergone "rather major political changes;" that "Malraux
became a violent supporter of DeGaulle and his great brainman
and deserted politics and went into purely philosophic and
literary work." It appears alsc that subsequent to his meeting
with Dr. Oppenheimer in Parls in December 1953, Chevalier wrote
a letter to an official of the United States Embassy in Paris,
reading as follows:

"My friend -- and yours -- Robert Oppenheimer,
gave me your name when he was up for dinner here in
our apartment early last December, and urged me to
get in touch with you if a personal problem of mine
which I discussed with him became pressing. He gave
me to understand that I could speak to you with the
same frankness and fullness as I have with him, and
he with me, during the fifteen years of our friendship.

"I should not have presumed to follow up such a
suggestion if it had come from anyone else. But, as
you know, Opje never tosses off such a suggestion lightly.

"If you are in Paris, or will be in the near future,
I should, then, like to see you informally and dis-
cuss the problem.

"On rereading what I have written, I have a feeling
that I have made the thing sound more formidable than
it really i1s., It's just a decislion that I have to make,
which is fairly important to me, and which Opje in his
grandfatherly way suggested that I shouldn't make be-
fore consulting you.

"Very sincerely, Haakon Chevalier."
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Dr. Oppenheimer testified that the problem which was
bothering Chevallier and his wife was that Chevalier was em-
ployed as a translator for UNESCO, and he understood that if
he continued this work as an American citizen, he would have to
be cleared after investigation, and he was doubtful as to whether
he would be cleared. He did not wish to renounce his American
citizenship but did wish to keep hls Job, and he was in a con-
flict about it. Dr. Oppenheimer in his testimony denied go-
ing to the American Embassy to assist Dr. Chevalier in getting
a passport to return to the United States although he admitted
having had lunch with the offiecial in question.

Dr. Oppenheimer also denied discussing with the official
in question or anyone else the matter of Chevalier's passport.

Dr. Oppenheimer in his testimony has stated that his
assoclation with Chevalier has continued and that he still con-
8iders him to be his friend.

24, It was reported that in "945 you expressed the
view that "there i1s a reasonable possibility that it
(the hydrogen bomb) can be made," but that the feasibil-
ity of the hydrogen bomb did not appear, on theoretical
grounds, as certain as the fission bomb appeared certaln,
on theoretical grounds, when the Los Alamos Laboratory
was started; and that in the Autumn of 1949 the General
Advisory Committee expressed the view that "an imagina-
tive and concerted attack on the problem has a better
than even chance of producing the weapon within five
years." It was further reporﬁed that in the Autumn
1949, and subsequently, you strongly opposed the develop-
ment of the hydrogen bomb: (1) on moral grounds, (2) by
claiming that it was not feasible, (3) by claiming that
there were insufficient facilitles and scientific per-
sonnel to carry on the development, and (4) that it was
not politically desirable. It was further reported
that even after it was determined, as a matter of national
policy, to proceed with development of a hydrogen bomb,
you continued to oppose the project and declined to co-
operate fully in the project. It was further reported
you departed from your proper role as an advisor to the
Commission by causing the distribution, separately and
in private, to top personnel at Los Alamos of the major-
ity and minority reports of the General Advisory Commit-
tee on development of the hydrogen bomb for the purpose
of trying to turn such top personnel against the develop-
ment of the hydrogen bomb. It was further reported that
you were instrumental in perswading other outstanding
sclentists not to work on the hydrogen bomb project, and
that the opposition to the hydrogen bomb, of whlech you
are most experilenced, most powerful, and most effective
member, has definitely slowed down i1ts development.

In order to assess the influences of Dr. Oppenheimer on

the thermonuclear program, 1t has been necessary for the Board not
only to consider the testimony but also to examine many documents
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and records, most of which are classifled. Without disclosing
the contents of classified documents, the Board makes the
following findings, which it believes to be a sufficient refer-
ence to this allegation.

The Board confirms that in 1945 Dr. Oppenheimer expressed
the view that "'there is reasonable possibility that it (the
hydrogen bomb) can be made,' but that the feasibility of the
hydrogen bomb did not appear, on theoretical grounds, as certain
as the fission bomb appeared certain, on theoretical grounds,
when the Los Alamos Laboratory was started; and that in August
of 1949, the General Advisory Committee expressed the view that
'an imaginative and concerted attack on the problem has a better
than even chance of producing the weapon within five years.'"

With respect to Dr. Oppenheimer's attitude and activities
in relation to the hydrogen bomb in World War II, the evidence
shows that Dr. Oppenheimer during this periocd had no misgivings
about a program looking to thermonuclear development and, indeed,
during the latter part of the war, he recorded his support of
prompt and vigorous action in this connection. When asked under
cross examination whether he would have opposed dropping an
H-Bomb on Hiroshima, he replied that "It would make no sense,"
and when asked "Why?" replied, "The target is too small." He
testified further under cross examination that he believed he
would have opposed the dropping of an H-Bomb on Japan because
of moral scruples although he did not oppose the dropping of an
A-Bomb on the same grounds. During the post-war period, Dr,.
Oppenheimer favored, and in fact urged, continued research in
the thermonuclear field and seemed to express considerable in-
terest in results that were from time to time discussed with
him. However, he was aware that the efforts being put forth
in this endeavor were relatively meager and he knew that if re-
search were continued at the same pace, there would be little
likelihood of success for many years. Testimony in this con-
nection indicated that there was a feeling on his part that it
was more important to go forward with a program for the produc-
tion of a wider range of atomlic bombs.

The Board finds further that in the Autumn of 1949, and
subsequently, Dr. Oppenheimer strongly opposed the development
of the hydrogen bomb on moral grounds; on grounds that 1t was
not politically desirable; he expressed the view that there were
insufficient facilities and scientific personnel to carry on the
development without seriously interfering with the orderly
development of the program for fission bombs; and until the late
spring of 1951, he questioned the feasibility of the hydrogen
bomb efforts then in progress.

Dr. Oppenheimer testifled that what he was opposing in
the fall of 1949 was only a "crash program" in the development
and production of thermonuclear weapons. In this connection,
Dr. Oppenheimer contended that the main question relating to
thermonuclear weapons presented to the GAC at its meeting of
October 29, 1949, was whether or not the United States should
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undertaks such a crash prograrm, Ths Boar
that Dr. Oppenheimer was entireiy candid
tempting to establish this impressicn., Th
that Dr. Oppenheimer expressed the opinion in writing that

the "super bomb should never be produced,” and that the commit-
ment to this effect should be unqualified. Moreover, the alter-
natives available to the GAC were not a cholce between an "all-
out effort" and no effort at all; there was a middle course
which might have been considered.

The Board further concludes that after it was determined,
as a matter of national nolicy (January 31, 1950) to proceed
with development of a hydrogen bomb, Dr. Oppenheimer did not
oppose the project in a positive or open manner, nor did he de-
cline to cooperate in the project. However, Dr. Oppenheimer is
recognized in scientific circles as one of the foremost leaders
in the atomic energy fleld and he has had considerable influence
on the "policy direction" of the atomic program. The Board finds
that his views in opposition to the development of the H-Bomb
as expressed in 1949 became widely known among scilentists, and
since he did not make it known that he had abandoned these views,
his attitude undoubtedly had an adverse effect on recruitment
of scientists and the progress of the scilentific effort in this
field. In other words, the Board finds, that if Dr. Oppenheimer
had enthusiastically supported the thermonuclear program either
before or after the determination of national policy, the H-bomb
project would have been pursued with considerably more vigor,
thus increasing the possibility of earlier success in this field.

The Board finds that Dr. Oppenheimer was not responsible
for the distribution, separately and in private, to top personnel
at Los Alamos of the majority and minority reports of the General
Advisory Committee on development of the hydrogen bomb, but that
such distributicn was made on the direction of the then General
Manager of the Atomlc Energy Commission, Carrcll L. Wilson,
apparently in order to prapars the psrsonnel at Los Alamos to
discuss the matter with the Chairman of the Jcint Committee on
Atomlc Energy of the Congress,

The Board does not find that Dr. Oppenheimer urged other
scientists not to work on the program. However, enthuslastic
support on his part would perhaps have encouraged other leading
scientists to work on the program,.

Because of technical questions involved, the Board 1s
unable to make a cateﬁcrical finding as to whether the opposition
of the hydrogen bomb "has definitely slowed down its develorment."
The Board concludes that the opposition to the H-bomb by many
persons connected with the atomic energy program, of which ur.
Oppenheimer was the "most experienced, most powerful and most
effective member" did delay the initiation of concerted effort
which led to the development of a thermonuclear weapon.
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General Considerations

We do not believe that our findings with respect to the
letter of notification provide a full and automatic answer to
the categorical question posed to us in these proceedings. Only
the dimensions of the problem have perhaps been defined. On
the one hand, we find no evidence of disloyalty. Indeed, we
have before us much responsible and positive evidence of the
loyalty and love of country of the individual concerned. On
the other hand, we do not believe that it has been demonstrated
that Dr. Oppenheimer has been blameless in the matter of conduct,
character and association.

We could in good consclence, we believe, conclude our
diffiecult undertaking by a brief, clear and conclusive recommen-
dation to the General Manager of the Commission in the following
terms: There can be no tampering with the national security,
which in times of peril must be absolute, and without concessions
for reasons of admiration, gratitude, reward, sympathy, or
charity. Any doubts whatsoever must be resclved in favor of the
the national security. The material and evidence presented to
this Board leave reasonable doubts with respect to the individual
concerned. We, therefore, do not recommend reinstatement of
clearance.

It seemed to us that an alternative recommendation would
be possible, if we were allowed to exercise mature practical
Judgment without the rigid circumseription of regulations and
criteria established for us.

In good sense, 1t could be recommended that Dr. Oppenheimer
simply not be used as a consultant, and that therefore there
exists no need for a categorical answer to the difficult ques-
tion posed by the regulations, since there would be no need for
access to classified material.

The Board would prefer to report a finding of this nature.
We have had a desire to reconcile the hard requirements of secur-
ity with the compelling urge to avold harm to a talented ecitizen.

The Board questioned why the Commission chose to revoke
Dr. Oppenheimer's clearance and did not follow the alternative
course of declining to make use of his services, assuming it had
serious questions in the area of security. To many, this would
seem the preferable line of action. We think that the answer
of the Commission to this question 1s pertinent to this recital.
It seemed clear that other agencies of Government were extending
clearance to Dr, Oppenheimer on the strength of AEC clearance,
which in many quarters is supposed to be an approval of the highest
order. Furthermore, it was explained that without the positive
act of withdrawal of access, he would continue to receive classi-
fied reports on Atomic Energy activities as a consultant, even
though his services were not specifically and currently engaged.
Finally it is saild that were hils clearance continued, his services
would be avallable to, and probably would be used by, AEC contrac-
tors., It is noted that most AEC work is carried on by contractors,
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Withdrawal of clearance and Dr. Oppenheimer's request for a
hearing precipitated this proceeding.

In view of the fact that we must address ourselves to
security, we feel constrained to examine some of the great issues
and problems brought into focus by the case, Many of these
are perhaps more important than the outcome of this inquiry.

We believe thelr examination is a necessary precondition to
its disposition on security grounds.

What, within the framework of this case, is meant by loyalty?

Because of widespread confusions and misapprehensions about

the security system of the United States, the Board feels that

it must state some considerations with respect to loyalty. If

a person 1is considered a security risk in terms of loyalty, the
fact or possibility of active disloyalty is assumed, which
would involve conduct giving some sort of aid and comfort to a
foreign power. The Communist Party 1s an international conspiracy
organized in support of the Soviet Union. It should then be
clear that (1) a member of the Communist Party is automatically
barred from a position of trust with the United States Government;
(2) a fellow-traveler must be declared ineligible for such a
position of trust -- such a person being described as one who
perhaps may not be subject to party discipline, but who is suffi-
clently close to the Party, or sympathetic with its aims,
purpcses and methods that danger inheres in the situation;

(3) any person whose absolute loyalty to the United States is

in question, aside from present or former Communist affiliations
or assoclations, should be rejected for Government service;

11) a person whose former status would be encompassed in one,

two or three above, has the burden of proof of change in position
and attitude which must be so clearly borne by him as to leave

no reasonable doubt in the minds of those who are called upon

to make a Governmental decision in the case. If he falls in

this demonstration, he must be considered a securlity risk and
denied access to classified information.

One of the important issues presented in cases of this sort is
that of rehabilitation

Stated in the context of this proceeding, must we accept
the principle that once a Communist, always a Communist, once a
fellow-traveler, always a fellow-traveler? Can an individual who
has been a member of the Communist Party, or closely enough
associated with it to make the difference unimportant at a later
time, sc comport himself personally, so clearly have demonstrated
a renunciation of interest and sympathy, so unequivocally have
displayed a zeal for his country and its security as to overcome
the necessary presumptions of security risk? We, as a Board,
firmly believe that this can be the case, and, if we may be per-
mitted something in the nature of a dictum, we believe that this
principle should be a part of the security policy of the United
States Government. The necessary but harsh requirements of
security should not deny a man the right to have made a mistake
if its recurrence is so remote a possibility as to permit a com-
fortable prediction as to the sanity and correctness of future
conduct.
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This Board has been conscilous of the atmosphere of the
time in which Dr. Oppenheimer's clear-cut Communist affiliations
occurred. We have considered his activities against the back-
ground of the pervasive disillusionment among many of our
people arising out of the effects of the great depression and
the perhaps normal tendency of a humanitarian to turn to an
organization which seemed to him to be espousing primarily
humanitarian causes, We recognize what may have seemed to be
at the time a beckoning towards a better social order. We
nmow that many academic people and other intellectuals, honest
and moral though they were, misinterpreted the talk, aims and
purposes of the Communist Party and its affiliated organizations.
We are aware that the fact that the Soviet Union was an ally
during some of those years cannot be overlooked. This intellec-
tual exercise has, we think, not been inappropriate because we
recognize that 1943 conduct cannot be judged solely in the light
of 1954 conditions. At the same time, it must be remembered
that standards and procedures of 1943 should not be controlling
today.

Another vital question is, can an individual be loyal to the
United States and, nevertheless, be considered a security risk?

Because the security interests of this country may be
endangered by involuntary act, as well as by positive conduct
of a disloyal nature, personal weaknesses of an individual may
constitute him a security risk. These would include inordinate
use of alcohol or drugs, personal indiscretion (in the sense of
careless talk), homosexuality, emotional instability, tendency
to yleld to pressures of others, unusual attachment for foreign
systems, The presence of any of these items would support a find-
ing of security risk, even though in every case accompanied by a
deep love of country.

There remains also an aspect of the security system which
perhaps has had insufficient public attentlon. This 1s the pro-
tection and support of the entire system itself. It must include
an understanding and an acceptance of security measures adopted
by responsible Government agencies. It must include an actilve
cooperation with all agencies of Government properly and reason-
ably concerned with the security of our country. It must involve
a subordination of personal judgment as to the security status
of an individual as against a professional judgment in the light
of standards and procedures when they have been clearly estab-
lished by appropriate process. It must entall a wholehearted com-
mitment to the preservation of the security system and the avold-
ance of conduct tending to confuse or obstruct.

The Board would assert the right of any cltizen to be in
disagreement with secv ity measures and any other expressed policies
of Government. This is all a part of the right of dissent which
must be preserved for our people. But the question arises whether
an individual who does not accept and abide by-the security system
should be a part of it.
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In this connection, we should acknowledge that in the
early war years very few people were aware of the full impliecations
of security or security measures which needed to be undertaken.
Even many of those in the military services found themselves
for a time in a new field. This was a new concept under strange
and alien pressures. We believe that no person should now be
held accountable for lack of full knowledgeability in the early
years of the war. However, those who have been associated with
it during the war years and subsequently and who have been ex-
posed repeatedly to securlty measures, should not fail to
understand the need for their full support of the system.

Another major question posed by these proceedings is whether we
should take calculated risks where the national security i1s involved

It has been urged upon us that where there is lingering
doubt about the security status of an individual in the absence
of a finding of disloyalty or a tendencv towards indiscretion,
we should take a calculated risk in granting clearance to such
an individual if he is a man of great attalnments and capacity
and has rendered outstanding services.

Within the framework of our national philosophy which rests
in large part upon the declaration that all men are equal before
the bar of Jjustice, can we apply one test to an individual, how-
ever brilliant his capacities and however magnificent his contribu-
tlions, and another test to an individual with more mundane capa-
billities and lesser contributions? 1In other words, can a different
test for security purposes be justified in the case of the brilliant
technical ccnsultant than in the case of the stenographer or
clerk? It seems to us that such a distinction can be justified
only on the ground of critical national need and that otherwise
there can be but one standard for all.

We acknowledge that the national necessity may at times
require the taking of a calculated risk. Such a calculated risk
was taken in the employment and retention of Dr. Oppenheimer as
Director of the Los Alamos Laboratory during the war years, on
the ground of the overrliding need for his services. The officer-
in-charge has said that, had he found the risk becoming a
danger, he would have felt impelled to open up the whole project
and throw security to the winds rather than lose the talents of
the individual, Again, wartime exigencles demanded the use of
Nazi scientists before the issues with Germany were settled.

What we have learned in *“his inquliry makes the present
application of this principle inappropriate in the instant case.
Notwithstanding the undoubted and unparalleled contributlons of
Dr. Oppenheimer to the atomic energy program, it appears that
his services as a consultant were used by the Atomic Energy Com-
mission during the entire year of 1953 for a period approximating
only two and one-half days'! time. We conclude, therefore, that -
our recommendatlion should not be based upon such prineciple, over-
riding all other considerations.
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Another major issue which has been highlighted by this inquiry
is whether a moral prineciple akin to double jeopardy in the
fraditional legal sense should have a place in the jurisprudence

of security.

We properly ask ourselves the guestion: How many times
may the same circumstances of a man's life be examined with a
view toward determination of his security status? Once a respon-
sible agency of the Government has made an evaluation, should
this not be a bar to later and similar consideration by the same
or another agency in the absence of newly discovered evidence or
developments. This 1s an important consideration and the Board
has undertaken to examine it with care.

It must be made clear to the public by the Government that
its employees and consultants are not to be subject to repeated
and capricious reviews of thelr loyalty or security status.

In General, this Board believes that responsible prilor clearance
should be given great welght and should be virtually considered

a settled matter in cases where there 1s manifestly no new material
or developments of consequence. We would not urge this as an
absolute principle, however, for the reason that the criminal

law concept referred to is for the protection of the individual
whereas securlty measures are for the protection of the country,
whose interests should never be foreclosed.

There seems to be a wildespread view that such a principle
should apply in the case at hand. It has been suggested that the
clearance by the Manhattan Engineering District and the subsequent
action of the AEC in 1947 should be controlling. We believe this
not to be sound.

In the first place, we must acknowladge the important
difference between an administrative review of files not involving
the personal appearance of the employee and of which he is
probably not aware, and a hearing before the Board at which
the employee appears and at which testimony is taken. This is
the first occasion of review of thils case by a Personnel Security
Board. Indeed, this is the only time that all of the avallable
evidence regarding Dr. Oppenheimer has been correlated and
presented in a package. This latter fact suggests the second
reason why Dr. Oppenheimer is not being placed in double jeopardy
in a moral sense by this proceeding. It was necessary to the
national security that material information not considered in
previous clearances be studied.

Third, new developments have occurred since the granting
of previous clearances. Among these are changed national and
international circumstances and new securlty standards and
criteria which have been published in the interim. We refer
specifically to the AEC eriteria published since 1947 and the
Executive Order of the President of April 27, 1953.

It must be recalled that the Manhattan District criteria
were primarily loyalty and discretion. Such records as are avail-
able with respect to the AEC clearance in 1947 indicate that in
general 1t was based in large part upon the earlier clearance by
the Manhattan Engineering District, upon a finding of loyal ser-
vice to the country, and the risk to the program in the loss of
services of the individual.
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Fourth, viewed against the background of earlier history,
the conduct of the individual subsequently to 1947 has been such
as to raise questions of security risk.

Another major issue prompted by these proceedings concerns itself
with the extent of the right of a citizen tc continued employment
by his Government because of loyal and distinguished accomplish-
ment in Government service.

There are those who seem desply convinced that Dr. Oppenheimer
has a right to continued employment, in view of his previous con-
tributions and in the light of his btrilliant capabilities. Citizens
of this country have many inalienable rights, but it is clear that
Government service is a privilege and not a right. This principle
was simply, but effectively, stated by Oliver Wendell Holmes:

", . . The petitioner may have a constitutional right
to talk politics, but he has no constitutional right to be
a policeman . .

We deem it, therefore, to be within the power of Government
in the absence of Civil Service requirement or contractual re-
lationships to terminate employment of a consultant at any time.

A major question which has repeatedly emerged in our deliberations
is whether in deftermini the security status of an individual
who is a scientist, theg%bvernment must take infto account tThe
reactions of, and the possible impact upon, all other scientists.

The Board takes cognizance of the serious alarm expressed
to it by witnesses and frequently adverted to in the public press
that denial of clearance to Dr. Oppenheimer would do serious harm
in the scilentiflic community. This 1s a matter of vital concern
to the Government and the people.

We should express our considered view that, because the
loyalty or security risk status of a scientist or any other intel-
lectual may be brought into question, scientists and intellectuals
are l1ll-advised to assert that a reasonable and sane inquiry con-
stitutes an attack upon scientists and intellectuals generally. This
Board would deplore deeply any notion that scientists are under at-
tack in this country and that prudent study of any individual's con-
duct and character within the necessary demands of the national
securlty could be either in fact or in appearance a reflection of
anti-intellectualism.

The Board has taken note of the fact that in some czses of
this sort groups of scientists have tended towards an almost pro-
fessional opposition to any inquiry about a member of the group.
They thus, by moving in a body to the defense of one of their
number, give currency, credence, and support to a notion that they
as a group are under attack. A decision of a Board of this sort,
whether favorable or unfavorable to the individual whose case 1s
before it, should be considered neither as an exoneration of all
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scientists from imputations of security risk nor a determination
that all sclentlists are suspect.

We know that scientists, with their unusual talents, are
loyal citizens, and, for every pertinent purpose, normal human
beings. We must believe that they, the young and the old and all
between, will understand that a responsible Government must make
responsible declisions. If sclentists should believe that such a
decision in Government, however distasteful with respect to an
individual, must be applicable to his whole profession, they mis-
apprehend their own duties and oblizations as cltizens.

In this connection, the Board has been impressed, and in
many ways heartened by the manner in which many scientists have
sprung to the defense of one whom many felt was under unfalr attack.
This 1is important and encouraging when one 1s concerned with the
vitality of our soclety. However, the Board feels constrained to
express 1ts concern that in this solidarity there have been
attitudes so uncompromising in support of sclence in general, and
Dr. Oppenheimer in particular, that some witnesses have, in our
Jjudgment, allowed their convictlions to supersede what might
reasonably have been their reccllections.

One important consideration brought into focus by this case is the
role of scientists as advisors in the formulation of Government

policy.

We must address ourselves to the natural constraints and the
particular difficulties inherent in the AEC program itself. As
a nation we find 1t necessary to delegate temporary authority with
respect to the conduct of the program and the policies to be
followed to duly elected representatives and appointive officials
as provided for by our constitution and laws. For the most part,
these representatives and officlals are not capable of passing
Judgment on technical matters and, therefore, appropriately look
to specialists for advice. We must take notice of the current and
inevitable amplification of influence which attaches to those
giving advice under these circumstances. These speclalists have
an exponential amplification of influence which 1is vastly greater
than that of the individual citizen.

It must be understood that such specialists did not, as
sclentists, deliberately create this condition. For example,
Dr. Oppenheimer served his Government because it sought him. The
impact of his influence was felt immediately and increased pro-
gressively as his services were used. The nation owes these
scientists, we believe, a great debt of gratitude for loyal and
magnificent service. This is particularly true with respsct to
Dr. Oppenheimer.

A question can properly be raised about advice of speclalists
relating to moral, military and political 1ssues, under cilrcum-
stances which lend such advice an undue and in some cases decisive
weight. Caution must be expressed with respect to Jjudgments
which go beyond areas of speclal and particular competence.

Any man, whether specialist or layman, of course, must have

the right to express his deep moral convictlons; must have the
privilege of volcing his deepest doubts. We can understand the
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emotional involvement of any scientist who contributed to the
development of atomic energy and thus helpsd to unleash upon the
world a force which could be destructive of civilization., Per-
haps no American can be entirely gullt-free, and, yet, these
weapons did not bring peace nor lessen the threats to the survival
of our free institutions. Emotional involvement in the current

erisis. 1ike all other things, must yield to the security of the
nation,

Dr. Oppenheimer himself testifiasd, "I felt perhaps quite
wrongly that having played an active part in promoting a revolu-
tion in warfare I needed to be as responsible as I could with
regard to what came of this revolution".

We have no doubt that other distinguished and devoted
sclentists have found themselves beset by a similar conflict.

It is vitally important that Government and scilentists alike
understand the need for and value of the advice of competent
technicians, This need is a present and a continuing one. Yet,
those officials in Government who are responsible for the security
of the country must be certain that the advice which they seriously
seek appropriately reflects special competence on the one hand,
and soundly based conviction on the other, uncolored and unin-
fluenced by considerations of an emotional character.

In evaluating advice from a speclalist which departs from
the area of his speclality, Government officilals charged with the
military posture of our country must also be certain that under-
lying any advice is a genulne conviction that this country cannot
in the interest of security have less than the strongest possible
offensive capablilities in a time of national danger.

Significance of the Findings of The Board

The facts referred to in General Nichols' letter fall
clearly into two major areas of concern. The first of these,
which 1s represented by Items 1 through 23, involves primarily
Dr. Oppenheimer's Communist connections in the earlier years and
continued associations arising out of those connections.

The second major area of concern is related to Dr. Oppenheimer's
attitudes and activities with respect to the development of the
hydrogen bomb,

The Board has found the allegations in the first part of the
Commission letter to be substantially true, and attaches the
following significance to the findings: There remains little
doubt that, from late 1936 or early 1937 to probably April, 1942,
Dr. Oppenheimer was deeply involved with many people who were
active Communists. The record would suggest that the involvement
was something more than an intellectual and sympathetic interest
in the professed aims of the Communist Party. Although Communist
functionaries during this period considered Dr. Oppenheimer to be
a Communist, there is no evidence that he was a member of the
Party in the strict sense of the word.

Using Dr. Oppenheimer's own characterization of his status
during that period, he seems to have been an active fellow-traveler.
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emotional involvement of any scientist who contributed to the
development of atomic energy and thus helped to unleash upon the
world a force which could be destructive of civilization. Per-
haps no American can be entirely gullt-free, and, yet, these
weapons did not bring peace nor lessen the threats to the survival
of our free institutions. Emotional involvement in the current

criiis. like all other things, must yleld to the security of the
nation,

Dr. Oppenheimer himself testified, "I felt perhaps quite
wrongly that having played an active part in promoting a revolu-
tion in warfare I needed to be as responsible as I could with
regard to what came of this revolution".

We have no doubt that other distinguished and devoted
sclentists have found themselves beset by a similar conflict.

It is vitally important that Government and scientists alike
understand the need for and value of the advice of competent
technicians., This need 1s a present and a continuing one. Yet,
those offieclals in Government who are responsible for the security
of the country must be certain that the advice which they seriously
seek appropriately reflects special competence on the one hand,
and soundly based conviction on the other, uncolored and unin-
fluenced by considerations of an emotional character.

In evaluating advice from a specialist which departs from
the area of his speclality, Government officilals charged with the
military posture of our country must also be certain that under-
lying any advice 1is a genulne conviction that this country cannot
in the interest of security have less than the strongest possible
offensive capablilities in a time of national danger.

Significance of the Findings of The Board

The facts referred to ln General Nichols' letter fall
clearly into two major areas of concern. The first of these,
which 1s represented by Items 1 through 23, involves primarily
Dr. Oppenheimer's Communist connections in the earlier years and
continued associations arising out of those connections.

The second major area of concern is related to Dr. Oppenheimer's
attitudes and activities with respect to the development of the
hydrogen bomb.

The Board has found the allegations in the first part of the
Commission letter to be substantially true, and attaches the
following significance to the findings: There remains little
doubt that, from late 1936 or early 1937 to probably April, 1942,
Dr. Oppenheimer was deeply involved with many people who were
active Communists. The record would suggest that the involvement
was something more than an intellectual and sympathetlc interest
in the professed aims of the Communist Party. Although Communist
functionaries during this period considered Dr. Oppenheimer to be
a Communist, there is no evidence that he was a member of the
Party in the strict sense of the word.

Using Dr. Oppenheimer's own characterization of his status
during that period, he seems to have been an active fellow-traveler.
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According to him, his sympathies with the Communists seem to have
begun to taper off somewhat after 1939, and very much more so
after 1942, However, it is not unreasonable to conclude from
material presented to this Board that Dr. Oppenheimer's activities
ceased as of about the time he executed his Personnel Security
Questionnaire in April, 1942, He seems to have had the view at
that time and subsequently that current involvement with Communist
activities was incompatible with service to the Government. How-
ever, 1t also would appear that he felt that former Communist
Party membership was of little consequence if the individual
concerned was personally trustworthy.

Dr. Oppenheimer's sympathetic interests seemed to have
continued beyond 1942 in a diluted and diminishing state until
1946, at which time we find the first affirmative action on his
part which would indicate complete rejection. In October, 1546,
he tendered his resignation from the Independent Citizens Committee
of the Arts, Scilences, and Professions, Inc., and he now says it
was at this time that he finally realized that he could not
collaborate with the Communists, whatever their aims and professed
interests. We would prefer to have found an affirmative action
at an earlier date.

The Board takes a most serious view of these earlier in-
volvements. Had they occurred in very recent years, we would have
found them to be controlling and, in any event, they must be taken
into account in evaluating subsequent conduct and attitudes.

The facts before us establish a pattern of conduct falling
wilthin the following Personnel Security Clearance criteria:
Category A, including instances in which there are grounds
sufficient to establish a reasonable belief that an individual
or his spouse has (1) Committed or attempted to commit or aided
or abetted another who committed or attempted to commit any act of
sabotage, espionage, treason, or sedition. (2) Establish an
association with esplonage agents of a foreign nation . . . (3) Held
membershlip or joined any organization which had been declared by
The Attorney Geneal to be . . . Communist, subversive . . . .
These criteria under the AEC procedures establish a presumption of
security risk.

The Board belleves, however, that there is no indication of
disloyalty on the part of Dr. Oppenheimer by reason of any present
Communist affiliation, despite Dr. Oppenheimer's poor judgment in
continuing some of hls past assoclations into the present. Further-
more, the Board had before 1t eloquent and convinecing testimony of
Dr. Oppenheimer's deep devotion to his country in recent years and
a multitude of evidence with respect to active service in all
sorts of Governmental undertakings to which he was repeatedly
called as a participant and as a consultant.

We feel that Dr. Oppenheimer is convinced that the earlier
involvements were serious errors and today would consider them
an indication of disloyalty. The conclusion of this Board is that
Dr. Oppenheimer 1is a loyal citizen.

With respect to the second portion of General Nichols'
letter, the Board believes that Dr. Oppenhe;mer's opposition to the
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hydrogen bomb and his related conduct in the post-war period

until April, 1951, involved no lack of loyalty to the United
States or attachment to the Soviet Union. The Board was impressed
by the fact that even those who were critical of Dr. Oppenheimer's
Judgment and activities or lack of activities, without exception,
testified to their bellef in his loyalty.

The Board concludes that any possible implications to the
contrary which might have been read into the second part of
General Nichols' letter are not sunrerted by any material which
the Board has seen.

The Board wishes to make cleazr that in attempting to arrive
at its findings and their significance with respect to the hydrogen
bomb, 1t has in no way sought to appralse the technical judgments
of those who were concerned with the program.¥*

We cannot dismiss the matter of Dr. Oppenheimer's relation-
ship to the development of the hydrogen bomb simply with the
finding that his conduct was not motivated by disloyalty, because
it 1s our conclusion that, whatever the motivation, the security
Interests of the United States were aff2cted.

We believe that, had Dr. Oppenheimer given his enthusiastic
support to the program, a concerted effort would have been
initiated at an earlier date.

Following the President's decision, he did not show the
enthuslastic support for the program which might have been
expected of the chief atomic adviser to the Government under the
circumstances., Indeed, a failure to communicate an abandonment
of his earlier position undoubtedly had an effect upon other
scientists. It is our feeling that Dr. Oppenheimer's influence
in the atomic scientific circles with respect to the hydrogen
bomb was far greater than he would have led this Board to belileve
in his testimony before the Board. The Board has reluctantly
concluded that Dr. Oppenheimer's candor left much to be desired
in his discussions with the Board of his attitude and position
in the entire chronology of the hydrogen bomb problem.

We must make it clear that we do not question Dr. Oppenheimer's
right to the opinions he held with respect to the development of
this weapon. They were shared by other competent and devoted
individuals, both in and out of Government. We are willing to
assume that they were motivated by deep moral convictlon. We
are concerned, however, that he may have departed hils role as
scilentific adviser to exercilse highly persuasive influence in
matters in which his convictions were not necessarily a reflection
of technical Judgment, and also not necessarily related to the
protection of the strongest offensive military interests of the
country.

In the course of the proceedings, there developed other
facts which raised questions of such serious import as to glve us
concern about whether the retention of Dr. Oppenheimer's services
would be clearly consistent with the security interests of the
United States.

¥This 1s the end of page 32 referred to in the minority report
of Dr, Ward V. Evans.
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It must be sald that Dr. Oppenheimer seems to have had a
high degree of discretion reflecting an unusual ability to keep
to himself vital secrets. However, we do find suggestions of a
tendency to be coerced, or at least influenced in conduct over
a period of years.

By his own testimony, Dr. Oppenheimer was led to protest
the induction into military service of Glovanni Rossi Lomanitz
in 1943 by the outraged intercession of Dr. Condon. It is to be
remembered that, at this time, Dr. Oppenheimer knew of Lomanitz's
connections and of his indiscretions. In 1949, Dr. Oppenheimer
appeared in executive session before the House Un-American
Activities Committee, and at that time was asked about his friend,
Dr, Bernard Peters. Dr. Oppenheimer confirmed the substance of
an interview with the security officer which took place during
the war years and in which he had characterized Dr. Peters as
a dangerous Red and former Communist, This testimony soon appeared
in the Rochester, New York, newspapers. At this time, Dr. Peters
was on the staff of the University of Rochester. Dr. Oppenheimer,
as a result of protestations by Dr. Condon, by Dr. Peters himself,
and by other sclentists, then wrote a letter for publication to
the Rochester newspaper, which, in effect, repudiated his testi-
mony gilven in secret sesslon, His testimony before this Board in-
dicated that he falled to appreclate the great impropriety of
making statements of one character in a secret session and of
a different character for publication, and that he believed that
the important thing was to protect Dr. Peters! professional
status, In that episode, Dr. Condon's letter, which has appeared
in the press, contained a severe attack on Dr. Oppenheilmer.
Nevertheless, he now testifies that he is prepared to support
Dr. Condon in the loyalty investigation of the latter.

Executive Order 10450 in listing criteria to be taken into
account in cases of this sort indicates in part the following:

"Section 8(a)(1)(1) any behavior, activities, or associa-
tions which tend to show that the individual 1s not relilable
or trustworthy.

(v) Any facts which furnish reason to believe that the
individual may be subjected to coerclon, influence, or
pressure which may cause him to act contrary to the best
interest of the national security."

Whether the incidents referred to clearly indicate a
susceptibility to influence or coercion within the meaning of the
criteria or whether they simply reflect very bad judgment, they
clearly raise the question of Dr. Oppenheimer's understanding,
acceptance, and enthusiastic support of the securlty system.
Beginning with the Chevalier invident, he has repeatedly exercised
an arrogance of his own judgment with respect to the loyalty and
reliability of other citizens to an extent which has frustrated
and at times impeded the workings of the system. In an interview
with agents of the F.B.I. in 1946, which in good part concerned
itself with questions about Chevalier, when asked about a meeting
which Dr. Oppenheimer had attended, at which Communists and
Communist sympathizers were in attendance, he deflined to discuss
it on the ground that it was irrelevant, although the meeting iltself

% i =



— e - e =
Records of the Office of the Director / General Files / Box 50 / Oppenheimer, J. Robert-Kenna File on Hearing, folder 1
From the Shelby White and Leon Levy Archives Center, Institute for Advanced Study, Princeton, NJ, USA
. .

was held in Chevalier's homsz. In a subsequent interview, he
declined to discuss people he had known to be Communists.

Indeed, in the course of this proceeding, Dr. Oppenheimer
recalled pertinent details with respect to Communist meetings
and with respect to individuals with Communist connections, which
he had never previously disclosed in the many interviews with
Government authorities, in spite of the fact that he had been
interviewed regarding such matters.

In 1946 or 1947, he assisted David Bohm in getting a
position at Princeton and, at least on a casual basis, continued
his associations with Bohm after he had reason to know of Bohm's
securlty status. He testifled that today he would give Bohm a
letter of recommendation as a physicist, and, although not asked
whether he would also ralse questions about Bohm's security status,
he in no way indicated that this was a matter of serious import
to him,

While his meeting with Lomanitz and Bohm immediately prior
to thelr appearance before the House Un-American Activities
Committee in 1949, at which time both plead the Fifth Amendment,
may have been a casual one as he testified, he nevertheless dis-
cussed with them their testimony before that Committee.

Moreover, his current associations with Dr. Chevalier, as
discussed in detail in item No. 23, are, we belleve, of a high
degree of significance. It 1s not important to determine that
Dr. Oppenheimer discussed with Chevalier matters of concern to
the security of the United States. What is important 1s that
Chevalier's Communist background and activities were lknown to
Dr. Oppenheimer, While he says he belleves Chevallier is not
now a Communist, his association with him, on what could not be
considered a casual basis, is not the kind of thing that our
security system permits on the part of one who customarlily has
access to information of the highest classifilcation.

Loyalty to one's friends is one of the noblest of qualities.
Belng loyal to one's friends above reasonable obligations to the
country and to the security system, however, is not clearly con-
sistent with the interests of security.

We are aware that in these instances Dr. Oppenheimer may
have been sincere in his interpretation that the security interests
of the country were not disserved; we must, however, take a most
serious view of this kind of continuing Jjudgment.

We are constrained to make a final comment about General
Nichols' letter. Unfortunately, in the press accounts in which the
letter was printed in full, Item number 24, which consisted of
one paragraph, was broken down into four paragraphs. Many
thoughtful people, as a result, felt that the implication of one
or more of these paragraphs as they appeared in the press standing
alone was that the letter sought to initiate proceedings which would
impugn a man on the ground of his holding and forcefully expressing
strong opinions. It is regrettable that the language of the
letter or the way in which 1t publicly appeared, might have

= 3D =
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given any credence to such an interpretation. In any event, the
Board wishes strongly to record its profound and positive view
that no man should be tried for the exprassion of his opinions.

Recommendation

In arriving at our recommendatlion we have sought to address
ourselves to the whole questlion before us and not to consider the
problem as a fragmented one either in terms of specific criteria
or in terms of any period in Dr, Oppernheimer's 1life, or to con-
sider loyalty, character and assoclati:-ns separately.

However, of course, the most serious finding which this
Board could make as a result of these proceedings would be that
of disloyalty on the part of Dr. Oppenhzimer to his country. For
that reason, we have glven particular attentlon to the question
of hils loyalty, and we have come to a clear conclusion, which
should be reassuring to the people of this country, that he 1s
a loyal ecltizen. If this were the only consideration, therefore,
we would recommend that the reinstatement of his clearance would
not be a danger to the common defense and security.

We have, however, been unable to arrive at the conclusion
that it would be clearly consistent with the security interests of
the United States tn reinstate Dr. Oppenheimer's clearance and,
therefore, do not so recommend.

The following considerations have been controlling in
leading us to our conclusion:

1., We find that Dr. Oppenheimer's continuing conduet and
associations have reflected a serious disregard for the
requirements of the security system.

2. We have found a susceptibility to influence which could
have serious implications for the security interests of the
country.

3. We find his conduct in the hydrogen bomb program
sufficiently distrubing as to raise a doubt 25 to whether his
future participation, if characterized by the same attitudes in a
Government program relating to the national defense, would be
clearly consistent with the best interests of security.

4. We have regretfully concluded that Dr. Oppenheimer has
been less than candid in several instances in his testimony
before this Board.

Respectfully submitted.

/s/ Gordon Gray

Gordon Cray, Chairman

s/ Thomas A. Morgan
omas A. Morgan
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MINORITY REPORT OF DR, WARD V, EVANS

I have reached the conclusion that Dr. J. Robert Oppenheimer's
clearance should be reinstated and am submitting a minority report
in accordance with AEC procedure.

The Board, appointed by the Commission, has worked long and
arduously on the Oppenheimer case. We have heard 40 witnesses
and have taken some 3,000 pages of testimony in addition to having
read a similar number of pages of file material. We have examined
carefully the notification letter to Dr. Oppenheimer from
Mr. Nichols of December 23, 1953, and all other relevant material,

am in perfect agreement with the majority report of its
“findings“ with respect to the allegations in Mr. Nichols' letter
and I am in agreement with the statement of the Board concerning
the significance of its "findings" to the end of page 32.* I also
agree with the last paragraph of this section in which the Board
makes a final comment on Mr. Nichols' letter. I do not, however,
think it necessary to go into any philosophiecal discussion to
prove points not found in Mr. Nichols' letter.

The derogatory information in this letter consisting of
twenty-four items has all been substantiated except for one item.
This refers to a Communist meeting held in Dr. Oppenheimer's home,
which he 1s supposed to have attended.

On the basis of this finding, the Board would have to say
that Dr. Oppenheimer should not be cleared.

But this 1s not all.

Most of thils derogatory information was in the hands of the
Commission when Dr., Oppenheimer was cleared in 1947. They
apparently were aware of his associations and his left-wing
policies; yet they cleared him. They took a chance on him because
of his special talents and he continued to do a good job. Now
when the job is done, we are asked to investigate him for
practically the same derogatory information. He did his job in a
thorough and painstaking manner. There is not the slightest
vestige of information before this Board that would indicate that
Dr. Oppenheimer is not a loyal citizen of his country. He hates
Russia. He had Communistic friends, it is true. He still has
some. However, the evidence indicates that he has fewer of them
than he had in 1947, He 1s not as naive as he was then. He has
more judgment; no one on the Board doubts his loyalty - even the
witnesses adverse to him admit that - and he 1s certainly less
of a security risk than he was in 1947, when he was cleared. To
deny him clearance now for what he was cleared for in 1947, when
we must know he is less of a security risk now than he was then,
seems to be hardly the procedure to be adopted in a free country.

We don't have to go out of our way and invent something to
prove that the principle of "double jeopardy" does not apply here.
This is not our function, and i1t 1s not our function to rewrite
any clearance rules. The fact remains he is being investigated
twice for the same things. Furthermore, we don't have to dig

* The reference 1s to page 32 of the Typewritten document., In
thls reproduction the material referred to is to the end of
the second full paragraph at the top of page 30.
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deeply to find other ways that he may be a security risic outside
of loyalty, character and assoclation. He 1s loyal, we agree on
that. There is, in my estimation, nothing wrong with his
character. During the early years of his life, Dr. Oppenheimer
devoted himself to study and did not vote or become interested
in political matters untll he was almost thirty. Then, in his
lgnorance, he embraced many subversive organizations.

His Jjudgment was bad in some cases, and most excellent in
others but, in my estimation, it is better now than it was in
1947 and to damn him now and ruin his career and his service, I
cannot do it,.

His statements in cross examination show him to be still
naive, but extremely honest and such statements work to his
benefit in my estimation. All people are somewhat of a security
risk. I don't think we have to go out of our way to point out
how this man might be a securlty risk.

Dr. Oppenheimer in one place in his testimony said that he
had told "a tissue of lies." What he had said was not a tissue
of lies; there was one lie. He said on one occasion that he had
not heard from Dr. Seaborg, when in fact he had a letter from
Dr. Seaborg. In my opinion he had forgotten about the letter or
he would never have made this statement for he would have known
that the Governmment had the letter. I do not consider that he
lied in this case. He stated that he would have recommended
David Bohm as a physicist to Brazil, if asked. I think I would
have recommended Bohm as a physiclist. Dr. Oppenheimer was not
asked 1f he would have added that Bohm was a Communist. In recent
years he went to see Chevalier in Paris. I don't like this, but
I cannot condemn him on this ground. I don't like his about face in
the matter of Dr., Peters, but I don't think it subversive or
disloyal.

He did not hinder the development of the H-bomb and there
1s absolutely nothing in the testimony to show that he did.

First he was in favor of 1t in 1944, There is no indication
that this opinion changed until 1945, After 1945 he did not favor
it for some years perhaps on moral, political or technical
grounds. Only time will prove whether he was wrong on the moral
and political grounds. After the Presidential Directive of
January 31, 1950, he worked on this project. If his opposition
to the H-bomb caused any people not to work on 1t, it was because
of his intellectual prominence and influence over scientific
people and not because of any subversive tendencies,

I personally think that our failure to clear Dr.Oppenheimer
will be a black mark on the escutcheon of our country. His
witnesses are a considerable segment of the scilentific backbone of
our nation and they endorse him. I am worried about the effect
an improper decision may have on the scientific development in our
country. Nuclear physics is new in our country. Most of our
authorities in this field came from overseas. They are with us
now. Dr. Oppenheimer got most of his education abroad. We have
taken hold of this new development in a very great way. There 1s
no predicting where and how far i1t may go and what its future
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potentlalities may be. I would very much regret any action to
retard or hinder this new scilentific development.

I would like to add that this opinion was written before
the Bulletin of the Atomic Sclentists came out with its statement
concerning the Oppenheimer case.

This is my opinion as a citizen of a free country.

I suggest that Dr. Oppenheimer's clearance be restored.

_/s/ W. V. Evans

Ward V. Evans
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June 1, 1954

General K.D, Nichols
General Manager
U.S. Atomic Energy Commission
Washington 25, D.C.
Dear General Nichols:

Dr. Oppenheimer has received your letter of May 28,
1954, in which you enclosed a copy of the "Findings and Recommen-
dation of the Personnel Security Board" dated May 27. In this
document the Board unanimously found that Dr. Oppenheimer was a
loyal citizen, but by a 2 to 1 vote, Dr, Ward V. Evans dissenting,
recommended that Dr. Oppenheimer's clearance should not be rein-
stated., Dr. Oppenheimer has asked me to send you this reply on
his behalf,

- You informed Dr., Oppenheimer that he might have until
June 7 to notify the Commission whether he would request a review
of the case by the Commission's Personnel Security Review Board.
You also informed him that, after considering the record (includ-
ing the recommendation of the Review Board if a review were taken),
you would make your recommendation to the Commission and the
Commission would finally determine the matter.

Since the Commission is in any event to decide the case,

it seems to us that no useful purpose would be served by our re-

questing the Review Board to go over the matter afresh and to make




Records of the Office of the Director / General Files / Box 50 / Oppenheimer, J. Robert-Kenna File on Hearing, folder 1
From the Shelby White and Leon Levy Archives Center, Institute for Advanced Study, Princeton, NJ, USA

PAUL,WEISS, RIFKIND, WHARTON & GARRISON

a recommendation that would have no more finaslity to it than that
which the Personnel Security Board has already made,

Such a review would entall further delay, which Dr.
Oppenheimer is naturally anxious to avoid; moreover, Dr. Oppenheimer's
annual contract as a Consultant to the Atomic Energy Commission
expires on June 30, the end of the fiscal year, and with it his
clearance (now suspended) would automatically expire, so that if
this case 1s not finally determined by June 30, the possibility
exists that the question of reinstating Dr, Oppenheimer's clearance
might be regarded as moot and might be left in a state of confusion
and uncertainty. We do not believe that such an outcome would be
in the public interest. Accordingly, Dr. Oppenheimer waives his priv-
ilege of review by the Personnel Security Review Board and requests
immediate consideration of the case by the Atomic Energy Commission,

In order to assist the Commission in its deliberations,
and because of the great public importance of some of the issues
raised by the majority and minority opinions of the Personnel
Security Board, we request the Commission's permission to file a
brief and to make oral argument, A brief is already in the course
of preparation and can be delivered to the Commission by June 7T
(the latest date specified in your letter to request review).
Argument of counsel can, we are sure, be arranged to meet the
Commission's convenlence,

Meanwhile we think it fitting to 1dentify for the
Commission what we concelve to be certain issues of basic import-
ance which are presented by the majority and minority opinions.

We believe 1t essential, however, that the Commission have the
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beneflt of critical analysis and illumination of these lssues,
which can only be supplied adequately by the brief and oral argu-
ment herein requested,

To begin with, the majority's conclusion not to recommend
the reinstatement of Dr. Oppenhelmer's clearance stands in such
stark contrast with the Board's findings regarding Dr. Oppenheimer's
loyalty and discretion as to railse doubts about the process of
reasoning by which the conclusion was arrived at. All members of
the Board agreed:

(1) That the nation owed scientists "a great debt of
gratitude for loyal and magnificent service" and that "This is
particularly true with respect to Dr. Oppenheimer." (p.27)

(2) That "we have before us much responsible and posi-
tive evidence of the loyalty and love of country of the individual
concerned" (p. 21), and "eloquent and convincing testimony of Dr.
Oppenheimer's deep devotlon to his country in recent years and a
multitude of evidence with respect to active service in all sorts
of Governmental undertakings to which he was repeatedly called as
a participant and as a consultant." (p.29)

(3) That "even those who were critical of Dr. Oppen-
heimer's judgment and activities or lack of activities, without
exception, testified to their belief in his loyalty." (p.30)

(4) That "we have given particular attention to the
question of his loyalty, and we have come to a clear conclusion,
which should be reassuring to the people of this country, that
he is a loyal ciltizen., If this were the only consideration, there-

fore, we would recommend that the reinstatement of his clearance
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would not be a danger to the common defense and security." (p.33)

(5) That "It must be said that Dr. Oppenheimer seems to
have had a high degree of discretion reflecting an unusual ability
to keep to himself vital secrets." (p.31)

In spite of these findings of loyalty and of discretion
in the handling of classified data, the majority of the Board
reached the conclusion that Dr. Oppenheimer's clearance should not
be reinstated., How can this be? The majority advanced four con-
slderations as controlling in leading them to their conclusion
(p.33).

The first two -- an alleged "serious disregard for the
requirements of the security system", and an alleged "suscepti-
bility to influence" -- rest upon an appraisal of the evidence
which we do not think 1s Jjustified by the record. Taking sharp
issue, as we do, with the majority's treatment of the incidents
cited in support of these two considerations, we cannot undertake
here to review the detailed evidence, but propose to do so in the
brief.

We would like, however, to draw attention to two of the
incidents referred to by the majority in support of these consider-
ations, merely to indlcate the care with which we think the record
needs to be reviewed by the Commission, The majority held it
against Dr., Oppenheimer, apparently as an example of his supposed
susceptibility to influence, that despite a sever attack on him
by Dr. Edward Condon in 1949, in a letter which appeared in the

press, Dr., Oppenheimer is now prepared to support Dr., Condon in
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the latter's pending loyalty investigation (p.31). It seams to us
strange that a man should be criticized for refusing to let his
personal feelings stand in the way of his giving evidence on behalf
of a man he believes to be loyal, The majority further criticized
Dr, Oppenheimer for his continuing associations and supposed dis-
regard of security requirements in that "In 1946 or 1947 he assisted
David Bohm [a former student] in getting a position at Princeton and,
at least on a casual basis, continued his associations with Bohm
after he had reason to know of Bohm's securlty status. He testified
that today he would give Bohm a letter of recommendation as a physi-
cist, and, although not asked whether he would also raise guestions
about Bohm's security status, he in no way indicated that this was

a matter of serious import to him." (p.32) Dr, Evans' comment on
this incident was: "I think I would have recommended Bohm as a
physicist., Dr. Oppenheimer was not asked if he would have added that

Bohm was a Communist," (p.35)

We propose to analyze in detall, in brief and argument,
these and other incidents referred to by the majority as bearing on
Dr, Oppenheimer's supposed "disregard" for the "security system"

and "susceptibllity to influence",

The third and fourth considerations advanced by the
ma jority for concluding that Dr, Oppenheimer was a "security risk"

warrant more extended comment here,

The third item -- Dr, Oppenheimer's "conduct in the
hydrogen bomb program", characterized as "disturbing," -- and the

fourth -- alleged "lack of candor" in several instances in his
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testimony =-- require discussion, because they involve guestions of
policy and procedure which we wish particularly to draw to the

Commission's attention in a preliminary way.

In the case of the third consideration -- Dr. Oppenheimer's
so-called disturbing conduct in the hydrogen bomb program -- the
Board's unanimous findings of fact again stand in stark contrast
with the conclusion of the majority. Thus the Board unanimously
found:

(1) That Dr. Oppenheimer's opposition to the H-bomb
program "involved no lack of loyalty to the United States or attach-

ment to the Soviet Union." (p.30)

(2) That his opinions regarding the development of
the H-bomb "were shared by other competent and devoted individuals,

both in and out of Government." (p. 30)

(3) That it could be assumed that these opinions

"were motivated by deep moral conviction." (p.30)

(4) That after the national policy to proceed with
the development of the H-bomb had been determined in January 1950,
he "did not oppose the project in a positive or open manner, nor

did he decline to cooperate in the project." (p.20)

(5) That the allegation that he urged other scien-

tists not to work on the hydrogen bomb program was unfounded. (p.20)

(6) That he did not, as alleged, distribute copies

of the General Advisory Report to key personnel with a view fo
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turning them against the project, but that on the contrary this

distribution was made at the Commission's own direction, (p.20)

In short, all the basic allegations set forth in
General Nichols' letter to Dr. Oppenheimer of December 23, 1953,
regarding any improper action by him in the H-bomb problem were

disproved.

In the face of these unanimous findings, the majority
then somehow conclude that "the security interests of the United
States were affected" by Dr. Oppenheimer's attitude toward the
hydrogen bomb program. (p.30). Why? Because, according to the
ma jority of the Board:

"We believe that, had Dr. Oppenheimer given

his enthusiastic support to the program, a con-

certed effort would have been initiated at an

earlier date.

"Following the President's decision, he did

not show the enthusiastic support of the program

which might have been expected of the chief atomic

adviser to the Government under the circumstances,

Indeed, a failure to communicate an abandonment

of his earlier position undoubtedly had an effect

upon other scientists." (p.30)

Without taking into account the factual evidence, which
in our opinion should have led the Board to an opposite conclu-
sions, we submit that the injection into a security case of a
scientist's alleged lack of enthusiasm for a particular program
is fraught with grave consequences to this country. How can a
scilentist risk advising the government if he is told that at some
later day a security board may weigh in the balance the degree of

his enthusiasm for some official program? Or that he may be held
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accountable for a failure to communicate to the scientific community

his full acceptance of such a program?

In addition to Dr. Oppenheimer's alleged lack of "enthus-
iasm", there are indications that the majority of the Board may also
have been influenced in recommending against the reinstatement of
Dr. Oppenheimer's clearance by Judgments they had formed as to the
nature and quality of the advice he gave to the AEC. While the
ma jority of the Board stated -- with sincerity, we are sure -- that
"no man should be tried for the expression of his opinions" (p.33),

it seems to us that portions of the majority opinion do just that.

For example, the opinion says that while the Board can
understand "the emotional involvement of any scientist who con-
tributed to the development of atomic energy and thus helped to
unleash upon the world a force which could be destructive of civili-
zation", nevertheless "emotional involvement" of this sort in the
current crisis "must yield to the security of the nation"; and
government officials "who are responsible for the security of the
country must be certain that the advice which they seriously seek
appropriately reflects special competence on the one hand, and
soundly based conviction on the other, uncolored and uninfluenced
by considerations of an emotional character." (p.28) Does this
mean that a loyal sclentist called to advise his government doces
so at his peril unless, contrary to all experience, he can guarantee

that his views are unaffected by his heart and his spirit?

The opinion further stated that defense officials "must

also be certain that underlying any advice 1s a genuine conviction
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that this country cannot in the interest of security have less than
the strongest possible offensive capabilities in a time of national
danger." (p.28) Does this mean that a loyal scientist called to

advise his government does so at his peril if he happens to belileve
in the wisdom of maintaining a proper balance between offensive and

defenslive weapons?

It would appear from the following passage about Dr.
Oppenheimer's advice that the majority of the Board assumed affirm-
ative answers to both of the foregoing questions:

"We are concerned, however, that he may

have departed his role as scientific adviser to

exercise highly persuasive 1nfluence in matters

in which his convictions were not necessarily

a reflection of technical judgment, and also not

necessarily related to the protection of the
strongest offensive military interests of the

country," (p.30)

This poses a serious issue., If a scientist whose loyalty
is unquestioned may nevertheless be considered a security risk be-
cause in the Jjudgment of a board he may have given advice which dig
not necessarily reflect a bare technical judgment, or which did not
accord with strategical considerations of a particular kind, then
he is being condemned for his oplinions., Surely our security requires
that expert views, so long as they are honest, be weighed and de-

bated and not that they be barred.

We quite agree with the Board's view that, "because the
loyalty or security risk status of a scientist or any other intel-
lectual may be brought into question, scientists and intellectuals

are ill-advised to assert that a reasonable and sane inquiry consti-
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tutes an attack upon scientists and intellectuals generally."
(p.26) This statement, however, begs the fundamental question as
to what are the appropriate limits of 2 security inquiry under
existing statutes and regulations, snd under a government of laws
and not of men -- a question of concern not merely to scilentists
and intellectuals but to all our people,

* * 3 * *

As to the majority's comments about Dr, Oppenheimer's
alleged lack of "candor" in "several instances 1n his testimony”,
we shall ask the Commission to take special note of the observa-
tions in Dr. Evans' minority opinion trnat while Dr. Oppenheimer's
"statements in cross-examination show him to be still naive", they
also show him to be "extremely honest and such statements work to
his benefit in my estimation" and that while "his Jjudgment was bad
in some cases" 1t was "most excellent in others but it is better
now than it was in 1947", when the Atomic Energy Commission unani-
mously cleared him, We shall zlso direct the Commission's attention
to the fact that the text of the Board's report contains only three
specific references to alleged lack of candor, all having to do with
the hydrogen bomb program (pp.20 and 30), [We should point out that
as to two of these references (p.,30) Dr, Evans specifically dis-
associated himself from the majority (p. 34) and as to the other
(p. 20) he did so by clear implication (p.35).] As to all these
matters there was extensive testimony not only by Dr, Oppenheimer
but also by others who served with him on the General Advisory
Committee, including Dr. James B, Conant, Dr, I, I, Rabi (now

Chairman of the GAC), Dr. Enrico Fermi, and Mr, Hartley Rowe of
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the United Frult Company; and also by Dr. Norris Bradbury (Dr.
Oppenheimer's successor as director of Los Alamos); by Mr. Gordon
Dean (former Chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission); by Dr. Hans
Bethe; by Dr. Robert Bacher (a former member of the AEC); and by a

number of other distinguished men,

In brief and argument we expect to analyze for the Com-
mission's assistance the evidence they gave, which in our judgment
bears out the truth and sincerity of Dr. Oppenheimer's account of
the H-bomb controversy.

* * * * *

We wish to make two more observations of a general
character.

First, we trust that the Commission in weighing the evi-
dence, including the instances of alleged lack of candor, will take
into account certain procedural difficulties which beset the pre-
sentation of Dr, Oppenheimer's case, Weeks before the hearing com-
menced we asked you and the Commission's general counsel for much
information which we thought relevant to our case but which was
denied us -- documents and minutes concerning Dr., Oppenheimer's
1947 clearance and a variety of other material. Much of this infor-
mation did come out in the hearings but usually only in the course
of cross-examination when calculated to cause the maximum surprise
and confusion and too late to assist us in the orderly presentation
of our case. Some of the iInformation which was denied to us before
the hearing was de-classified at the moment of cross-examination or
shortly before and was made available to us only during cross-

examination or after.
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It is true that Dr. COppenheimer was accorded the privilege
of re-examining, prior to the hearings, reports and other material
in the preparation of which he had participated, But he was not
given access to the broad range of material actually used and dis-
closed for the first time at the hearings by the Commission's spec-
ial counsel who had been retained for the case. And of course Dr.
Oppenheimer was not given access %o the various documents which,
according to the Board's report "under Governmental necessity cannot
be disclosed, such as reports of the Federal Bureau of Investigation,"
(p.31)

The voluminous nature of fthis undisclosed material ap-
pears from the Board's report., It notes that in our hearings the
Board heard 40 witnesses and compiled over 3,000 pages of testimony; and
we then learn from the report that "in addition" the Board has
"read the same amount of file material," (p.2) We can only specu-
late as to the contents of this "file material.," We cannot avoid
the further speculation as to how much of this material might have
been disclosed to Dr. Oppenheimer in the interests of Jjustice with-
out any real injury to the security interests of the government if
established rules of exclusion, which the Board felt bound to apply

and we to accept, had not stood in the way.

Having in mind the difficulties and handicaps which have
been recounted above, we urge upon the Commission as strongly as

possible the following:

(1) That in weighing the testimony, and particularly

those portions where documents were produced on cross-examination in



Records of the Office of the Director / General Files / Box 50 / Oppenheimer, J. Robert-Kenna File on Hearing, folder 1
From the Shelby White and Leon Levy Archives Center, Institute for Advanced Study, Princeton, NJ, USA F

PAUL,WEISS, RIFKIND, WHARTON & GARRISON

13.

the manner described above, the Commission should constantly bear
in mind how, under such circumstances, the natural fallibility of

memory may easily be mistaken for disingenuousness;

(2) That in the consideration of documentary
material not disclosed to Dr., Oppenneimer, the Commission should
be ever conscious of the unreliability of ex parte reports which
have never been seen by Dr. Oppenheimer or his counsel or tested by

cross-examination; and

(3) That if in the course cf the Commission's
deliberations the Commission should conclude that any hitherto un-
disclosed documents upon which it intends to rely may be disclosed
to us without injury to what may be thought to be over-riding
interests of the national government, they should be so disclosed

before any final decision is made.

* * * * *

Our final observation has to do with the general struc-
ture of the Board's report, and with what has been omitted from it
which we feel the Commission should put in the forefront of its
consideration if it is to view this case in anything like the true
perspective of history =-- a history through which Dr. Oppenheimer

has lived and which in part he heés helped to create,

The Board's opinion, as required by the AEC Procedures,
makes specific findings on each allegation of "derogatory informa-
tion" contained in your letter of December 23, 1953. These findings,

which are placed at the beginning of the report, are not thereafter,
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except in Dr, Evans' dissenting opinion, considered in the context
of Dr, Oppenheimer's life as a whole. Dr. Oppenheimer's letter to
you of March 4, 1954, in answer to yours of December 23, 1953,
stated at the outset that "the items of so-called 'derogatory infor-
mation' set forth in your letter cannot fairly be understood except

in the context of my life and work,"

In his letter Dr. Oppenheimer tried to describe the derog-
atory information about him in that context., There is, in fact,
little in the Board's findings that did not appear from what Dr,
Oppenheimer volunteered about himself in his original letter to you.
Over and above that, he gave a picture of his life and times with-
out which the items of derogatory information cannot fairly be
understood =~ a picture to which mey witnesses added who had
known him intimately and had worked side by side with him in the
positions of high responsibility which the government, first in war
and then in peace and then in the cold war, successively devolved
upon him, This picture, which is glimpsed in Dr. Evans' vivid
opinion, does not appear at all in the main body of the report, nor
is any mention made of the many witnesses who testified at his be-
hest, Some of these we have already named above, The others were
Mervin J, Kelly, president of the Bell Telephone Laboratories;
General Leslie R, Groves; T, Keith Glennan, president of Case
Institute of Technology; Karl T, Compton, retired president of
Massachusetts Institute of Technology; Col, John Lansdale, Jr.,
wartime senior security officer for the atomic bomb project; James
B, Fisk, vice president of the Bell Telephone Laboratories; Prof,

Jerrold B, Zacharias, of M,I.T.; Oliver E, Buckley, of the GAC,
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retired chalirman of the Bell Telephone Laboratories; General
Frederick H, Osborn; Ambassador George F, Kennan; Prof, Walter

G, Whitman, of M,I.T.; Harry A, Winne, former vice president of
General Electric, chairman of the Defense Department's Panel on
Atomlic Energy; Dr. Vannevar Bush, president of the Carnegie Insti-
tution; Sumner T, Pike, former Atomic Energy Commissioner; David
E. Lilienthal, former chairman of the A,E.C.; Lee A. DuBridge,
president of California Institute of Technology; James R, Killian,
Jr., president of M,I.T,; Prof. Norman F, Ramsey, Jr., of Harvard;
Maj. Gen, James McCormack, Jr,.,, vice-commander of the Air Research
and Development Command; John J, McCloy, chairman of the Chase
National Bank; Prof, John von Neumann of the Institute for Advanced
Study; Prof. John H, Manley of the University of Washington, former
secretary of the G,A,C.; and Prof. Charles C, Lauritsen of the
California Institute of Technology. The witnesses included ten
former and present members of the General Advisory Committee, and

five former Atomic Energy Commissioners,

Since all these witnesses testified to Dr. Oppenheimer's
loyalty and since the Board unanimously found him to be loyal, the
omission of their names from the report was understandable; but we
mention them here and direct the Commission's attention particularly
to their testimony, to which we hope to refer in brief and argument,
because they did much more than vouch for Dr., Oppenheimer's loyalty.
These, and the other men previously mentioned, were not ordinary
character witnesses who tell about a man's reputation in the commun-
ity. Every one of them had served with Dr. Oppenheimer, elither at

Los Alamos or on the many governmental boards and commlttees to
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which he was later appointed., They saw him on the Job and off the
Job, and in their varied testimony about their contacts with him
over many years they helped tc fill in the picture of the "man
himself" which the Atomic Energy Commission, in its 1948 opinion
in Dr, Frank Graham's case, said should be considered in determin-

ing whether an individual is a gcoo or bad security risk.

Because we believe that the "man himself" can only be
understood, and therefore fairly judged, by the closest attention
to the testimony of those who have known him and worked intimately
with him, as weli as to his own testimony, we are particularly
hopeful that the Commission will permit us to file a brief and to
be heard.

In closing this letter we wish to record our apprecila-
tion of the patience and consideration accorded to Dr, Oppenheimer
and his counsel by Mr. Gray, Mr. Morgan and Dr, Evans throughout
the nearly four weeks of hearings, and our recognition of the
sacrifices which they made in the public interest in assuming the

long and arduous task assigned to them,

Mr. John W, Davis has authorized me to say that he joins

in this letter and will join in the brief.

Very truly yours,

Lloyd K. Garrison

cc: Admiral Lewis L, Strauss, Chairman
Mr. Joseph Camphbell
Mr, Thomas E, Murray
Dr., Henry D, Smyth
Mr, Eugene M, Zuckert
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~ Prominent Scientists and Officials Relate Physicist’s Role in Nation’s Nuclear
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TI-m Government Printing Office a
few weeks ago turned up as the un-
likely publisher of the most significant
and controversial book of the year.

It is about the length of the Bible,
has aplot more intricate than “Gone With
the Wind"” and has half as many charac-
ters as “War and Peace.” Depending on
your reading speed, it takes from 20 to 30
solid hours to complete.

1t reflects on the troubled social and

political world about us perhaps more
deeply and disturbingly than any other
book published during the cold war.
y It Is a treasure trove for statesmen,
moralists, scientists and military intel-
ligence officers on both sides of the Iron
Curtain. It is a source book for a gen-
eration of historians to come. It is quite
possibly the raw material for dozens of
future dramatists, novelists and social
philosophers.

You can get it, all m sum. for 62.'15
from the Superint
Its title is: “In the Mnmr ol J. Robert

Gen. Leslie R. Groves, former head
of the Manhattan Project, ploys a
Falstaffian rola in some of the testi-
mony before the Gray Board.

Ogpenheimer: Transcript of Hearing Be-
fore Personnel Security Board.”

It is a typographical monstrosity, a
prodigious task to read, a frustrating
and infuriating document. It Is also
absorbing, every page of it

Its drama is Aristotelian; in the sense
that the principal figure of the tragedy
is a king whose fate illustrates and il-
lumines the life and problems of the
spectators, which is to say all of us. The
story is that of a towering figure, the
father of the atomic bomb, the center
if not the founder of the American school
of theoretical physics.

The drama is also Shakespearean, in
that the_central problems are those of
motive. A'.lin Shakespearean drama, even
after the play ends the audience can
argue endlessly. about just, what the
motives were of everyone concerned, the
witnesses and the judges certainly as
much as the judged. The delineation of
character, as 40 persons come to testify,
is also Sh. pearean in its rich and
variety.

There is a touch of Eric Ambler, too,
in allusions to espionage, although the
master of the spy thriller would never
have been guilty of concocting such im-
plausible fictions as the suggestions of
some of Oppenheimer’s ‘detractors.

There is & bit of opera bouffe in the
allegation that a mysterious cabal, with
the sinister name of ZORC, plotted to
siphon off the budget of the Strategic
Air Command.

A Tragic Love Story
HERE are a couple of love stories,
both pathetic, ill-starred and told with
merciful economy.

In one, the subject Is Jean ’radock.!
Oppenheimer’s fiancee, seen searching |
vainly in communism for some solace|
or answer to a disturbed quest; shortly
before she dies tragically she asks to
ses Oppenheimer again, bécause she still
loves him.

Fhe second tells of Mrs. Oppenhgimer,

immersed briec y in communism Lhrough
love of a dashisg and romantic Commu-
nist first husband. We see her, disillu-
sioned with the party as’ early as 1938,
follow him drearily and wearily to Paris,
only to receive word that he died fight.
ing with the Loyalists in Spain.

There is a monumental amount of
military and political ard technical in-
formation in the book, despite the de-
letions of the security officers who went
over the tramscript. It contains prob-
ably more information on atomic and
thermonuclear progress than any single
volume since the Smyth Report. It is the
basis for a reasonably complete history
of the hydrogen bomb, and some schol-
ars and reporters are already at work
compiling it.

There is in the book also one or two
touches of buffoonery, with Gen. Leslle
R. Groves, warime head of the Man-
hattan Engineering District and Oppen-

heimer’s boss when the atom bomb was
made, playing the role af Falstaff.

The Two-Bomb Guess

GROVES who is suppased to be testi-
fying abgut Oppenhpimer, gets off
at ‘once with the announcement that,
before “Yalta, 'he ‘concluded that “we
needed only two (atomic) bombs to win
the war.” With Jbecoming modesty, he
notes, “Of course, 1 also proceeded on
the theory that.l might be wrong.”

He acknowledges that he consulted
with Oppenheimer frequently during the
life of the atomic bomb project and used
him st least on one tough theoretical
problam, “not to tell me what to do but

to confirm my opinion.” [

But, Groves concedes, Oppenheimer
was most valuable, and “he did a mag-
nificent job as far as the war effort was
concerned. In other words, while he was
under my control—and ypu must remem-
ber that he left my.control shortly after
the war was over.”

At the outset of Groves' testimony,
he was warned by Chairman Gordon Gray
of the special Personnel Security Board
not to discuss classified matters. Don't
worry, Groves replied in effect, “T will
watch out for that. I have been watch-
ing out for that for so many years ]
don't think I will slip.”

Asterisks in the transeript show that
the security officers had to apply their
scissors three times=to the immediately
succeeding 200 or 300 words of Groves'
testimony.

750,000-Word Document

ITH supporting documents, such as

the decisions, briefs and communi-
cations, the Oppenheimer case runs to
some 750,000 words. Perhaps 100,000
words bear on a series of minor inci-
dents. These were later made much of
in the decisions of the Gray Board and
the Atomic Energy Commission, but they
are essentially secondary.

Some would see them as not much
more than nit-picking. :It is impossible
to conclude that the case against Oppen-
heimer rests in any large part upon
them. Space does not permit their dis
cussion here.

The central items which constitute the
eore of the case against Oppenheimer
are two. In roughly equal propoertions,
they occupy the rest of the transeript.

One is the Chevalier episode. The other
is the matter of Oppenheimer’s views and
activities with respect to the thermonu-
clear bomb (the “superbomb” or the “hy-
drogen" bomb),

In their majority decision, Gray and
Board Member Thomas A. Morgan made
much of the thermonuclear bomb item,
finding that Oppenheimer delayed its de-
velopment by opposing it and failing
to be properly enthusiastic about it. It
was principally this aspect of their re-
port that provoked a storm of criticism
and contempt among the Nation's press
and other voices of opinion.

When the AEC made its final decision
a !ew days later, the four members rul-
ing against Oppenheimer loudly and ve-
hementiy- protested that the issue had
utterly no bearing on their findings (ex-
cept for a question of Oppenheimer's
candor in his testimony about it). One
might gather from their intense dis-
claimers that the idea never crossed
their minds that J. Robert's H-bomb views
and actions might have security risk im-
plications.
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The Essential Charge

T may be assumed, however, that those

views and actions crossed someone's
mind, since the story occupies some 300,
000 or 400,000 words of the transeript.

The charge against Oppenheimer on
this point in the letter to him from AEC
general manager K. D. Nichols was es-
sentially this:

That from 1845 to 1940' Oppenheimer
thought the hydrogen bomb was feasible
and realizable, but that after the Rus-
sians exploded their first atomic bomb,
Oppenheimer opposed developing the
thermonuclear weapon on moral grounds,
because it was not feasible, because
it was politically undesirable and be-
cause there were not enough facilities /
and skilled scientists to push its devel—;‘r
opment; further, that once it was de-"
cided by President Trumsan to push de-
velopment of the H-bomb anyway, Op-
penheimer continued to oppose the proj-
ect and did not cooperate fully with
national policy.

In a roaring and exciting three pages
of the transcript, Dr. Vannevar Bush,
the Grand Old Man of American science,
told the Gray Board it should have re-
fused to entertain such a charge. He
said the board should have sent the letter
back to General Nichols for redrafting.

The letter, he said, “is quite capable
of being interpreted as placing a man
on trial because he held opinions, and
had the temerity to express them.

“If this country ever gets to the point
where we come that near to the Rus

sian system, we are certainly not in any
condition to attempt to lead the free
world toward the benefits of democracy.

“I think that in all fairness I ought
to tell you my frank feeling that this has
gotten into a very bad mess . .. we have
been slipping backward in our mainte-
nance of the Bill of Rights . ..

“I think this board or no board should
ever sit on a question in this country
of whether a man should serve his coun-
try or not because he expressed sirong
opinions. If you want to try that case,
you can try me. [ have expressed strong
opinions many times, and I intend to
do so. They have been unpopular opin-
fons at times. When a man is pilloried
for doing that, this country is in a severe
state.”

Allegation of Treason

RAY and Morgan apparently did not

concur. To do them justice, it may
be assumed that, after the charge was
made, there were a couple of implica-
tions which, if read into it, might prop-
erly be the subject of examination. The
implications deal with Oppenheimer's
acts, not bis.opinions.

One was that Oppenheimer’s activities
had sinister and disloyal motivations.
The other was that, regardless of mo-
tive, Oppenheimer, sas a Government
servant and consultant, hetrayed his
trust by deliberately trying to oppose a
national policy already decided upon.

There Is one direct allegation in the
whiole hearing that Oppenheimer, who
did indeed oppose an all-out effort to
make the H-bomb in 1949, did so because
he is a Soviet agent. It was made in
a letter of November 7, 1853, to J. Edgar
Hoover. The letter, distributed by
Hoover to top Government officials,
Jkicked off the whole investigation of
Oppenheimer.

The author was William L. Borden,
“former executive director of the Joint
Congressional Committee on Atomic En-
ergy. He had access to derogatory in-
formation on Oppenheimer in the in-
vestigative files of the FBI and other
agencies, but presumably, had no other
sources.

Borden demonstrated himself, to put
the most charitable view on the matter,
as an incompetent reporter. The evi-
dence against Oppenheimer, which was
surely spread in full on the transeript,
comes nowhere close to his description
of it; the essential conclusions he drew
were as baseless as they were false.
| His reading of the evidence and his
conclusions were given mo credence, in-
deed no mention, by the Gray Board or
the AEC in their final reports.
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Leading defenders of Dr. Oppenheimer, as shown by the transcript, in-
cluded Dr, Vannevar Bush [left), Grand Old Man of American scionce,
and former Ambassador George F. Kennan (right).

Datractars of Dr. Oppenhoimer included the brilliant bit difficals Dr. Ed-
ward Teller (loft) and William L. Borden (right), former executive direc-

tor of the Joint Congressional Committee on Atomic Energy.

Dr. I. Robert Oppenheimer, towering figure of American science, is the
protagonist in the drama which emerges from the 993 pages of transcript.

Tha Atomic Energy Commission, which voted 4-to-1 to deny Dr. Oppenheimer's

appeal to lift his suspepsion from o-=oss to security information,

f¢ to rights

Thomas E. Murray, Henry D, Smyth |(who voted for Oppenheimer), Joseph
Campbell, Eugena M. Zuckert and Chalirman Lewis L. Strauas,




1f thers was no treasfnable motive,
the next question was whether Oppen-
heimer, regardiess of motive, did indeed
yact sgainst the national policy on the
H-bomb, once it was adopted in the White
House at the end of January, 1950.
There. is no evidence whatsoeyer in
the wanscript of any positive acts that
Oppenheimer took to delay the project
once it was approved. ¥
Gray, and Morgan, however, went on
to argue that since Oppenheimer did

1948January, 1950, when he was| chair
man of the AEC's powerful General Ad-
visory Committee. Militarily, it looked
more sensible to build more A-bombs
with available facilities. Technically,
even if the H-bomb could be made, it
would produce a lesser bang for a buck—
or for a neutron, which was the limit-
ing factor—than the equivalent number
of A-bombs. Alsp, technically, the pos-
sibility of making an H-bomb did not
look promi

wen against making the H-bomb, and did
not iry energetically to encourage scien-
tists to join the H-bomb work at Los
Alamos, he delayed the project.

It was this argument of lack of suf-
fivient ‘“‘ent " which d a
storm of eriticism from the Nation's-press,
scientists and public in general. It was
the most vulnerable section of the Gray-
Morgan Report. The third member of
the Board, Dr. Ward V. Evans, who fa-
vored restoring Oppenheimer’s clearance,
put the matter in a nutshell:

“He did not hinder the development
o the H-bomb, and there is absolutely
nothing in the “testimony to show that
he did."

‘Massive Retaliation®
is not h for an
of the case to say that the AEC, even
in ruling against Oppenheimer, rejected
in its entirety this portion of the Gray-
Morgan decision. The story of the H-
bomb remains at the root of the case.

The hearing tells that story:

When the Russians exploded their first
A-bomb in Sep , 1049, Ameri
expectations and American military strat-
egy were knocked galley west. The
basis of American defense, the atomic
monopoly, was destroyed. ¥

One school, which ultimately was vie-
torious, reacted by calling for atomie su-
periority, It wanted bigger bombs—the
H-bomb—and more bombs. Its ideas de-
veloped into what is now known as the
policy of potential “massive retaliation”
as a deterrent to war.

The other school, led by Oppenheimer,
felt that this was a totally inadequate
answer. Over and over again in his tes
timony and in that of such men as Van-
nevar Bush, 1. 1. Rabi, Hartley Rowe,
David Lilienthal, George Kennan and
many aothers, you find this reasoning,
as of 1940:

® A decision to make the H.-bomb would
lead America into believing that that was
all it had to do to answer the Russian
threat. Yet it is obvious much more
needed to be done—in atomic defense,
In revising the balance of our forces, in
new political, economic and social ap-
proaches to the world.

@ The H-bomb, if developed, would be
vastly more valuable to the Russians, by
reason of available targets, than to us,
Yet our effort to make it would impel
the Russians to do 3

® Development of the H-bomb would
end the possibility of any future agree-
ment with the Russians on atomie con-
trol or disarmament.

The arguments may have been good
or bad; they were at least arguable.

There were other reasons behind Op-
penheimer’s opposition in October,

The General Advisory Committee went
along with Oppenheimer virtually unani-
mously (one member took no position),
So did three of the five AEC members,
with Gordon Dean and the present chair-
man, Lewis L. Strauss, dissenting. The
military and the Joint Congressional
Atomic Committee were almost unani-
mously in favor of the H-bomb project
(a notable exception was Rep, W, Sterling
Cole, the present Committee chairman),

If many scientists saw the matter the
way Oppenheimer did, some did not.
Notably, the brilliant but difficult Ed.
ward Teller, who had been working on
the thermonuclear problem since 1842—

Dr. I. I. Rabi, a “member” of
“ZORC," told the board: “We have
«an d-bomb . . ., and what more do
you want—mermaids?"

with such fixity that he was removed
from any work connected with World
War II during the war—wanted a “crash™
program at once. Of like mind was the
famed Ermest O. Lawrence, at Berkeley,
and the men around him.

The transcript shows an amusing, if
weird, episode in this lon. To
Lawrence and Dr. Luis W. Alvarez, it
never occurred that our construction of
the H-bomb would be anything less than
automatic after September 23, 1949, when
news of “Joe 1" the Russian bomb, was
announced, Checking with Teller, they
dashed off into the most ambitious plans
for staff and facilities and decided, all
on their own, that, although without ex-
perience in*the matter, they would buid
the atomic reactors to produce the neu-
trons to make the tritium to go into
‘he H-bomb.

They proceeded energetically and
blithely on this plan, only to find out
when they came to Washington a month
or so later that they were the men who
brought the bull fiddle to a party at which
no one wanted to hear music, much less
their bull fiddle. Professionals, not the
Berkeley group, were ultimately em-
ployed to build the reactors.

[mpossible Concept

OR a good 18 months after the White
L' House decision,-it looked as if Op-
penheimer's views were even better
founded than he knew. The H-bomb ap-
peared i singly more dubi in.
leed, it is virtually certain that what
was then contemplated can never be
made. But in 1851, Teller came up with
v “brilliant” invention or discovery or
dea.

The classification officer’s scissors
eave us without knowledge of what it
was, but one may guess. In any event,
it is clear that the thermonuclear weapon
now being made is a very different

See OPPENHEIMER, Page 7, Cqlumn 1
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OPPENHEIMER, Frqm Page 1
thing from the hydrogen bomb which
people thought about in 1849,

With Teller's invention, Oppenheimer
waxed highly enthustastic and helped
the project along, even by the testimony
of Teller, who loses no love for J. Robert.
In fact, Oppenheimer himself contrib-
uted an idea, “not very ingenious but
. « . very useful,” embodied in today's
H-weapons. .

Even so, Oppenheimer continued to
insist - that the H-bomb was not the
whole answer. The hearing shows him
fiercely energetic in projects pushing
for coniinental defense, radar warnings
and tactical, az well as strategic, use of
A-bomba.

Air Force Enmity

IT is here that the transcript makes
evident the furious and increasing
enmity against Oppenheimer by the Air
Force, or in particular, the Strategic Air
Command. What Oppenheimer was say-
ing was that war plans based virtually
exclusively, on mass retaliation, by H-
‘bembing Russian citles and installations,
were not the be-all and end-all.

He wanted, in short, a more versatile,
flexible, atomic arsenal. There are
hints he was thinking even of atomic
weapons to be used against oncoming
flights of enemy bombers, and perhaps
sven atomic antisubmarine defense. But
mostly he was insisting on vastly more
attention to the tactical use of A-bombs
and to continental air defense. The
transcript shows that those who opposed
him considered that point of view as
first cousin to treason.

The transcript shows one active oppo-
nent in the person of Gen. Roscoe C. Wil
son, former commandant of the Air War

Some of the “pattern of action” he wor-
rled about has fallen to the classification
officer’s shears. But General Wilson
said that one thing which made him
WOrry was “my awareness to the fact
that Dr. O hei; was int d in
what I call the internationalization of
atomic energy, this at a time when the
United States had a monopoly.”

Origin of ‘ZORC

MOST ACTIVE of all, however, was
David T. Griggs, chief scientist for
the Air Force, who once admitted to Op-
g:nhelm!r that he bad impugned Oppen-
imer's loyalty. Oppenheimer there-
upon called him a paranoid, which doubt-
less did little to win Griggs’ favor.

It was Griggs who saw in the Lincoln
summer study project in 1952 a\plot, en-
gineered by a secret junia, to undercut
the Strategic Air Command and deny it
the hudget it might otherwise obtain. He

testified that a Massachusetts Institute of”

Technology scientist, Jerrold R. Zacha-
rias, wrote the mystic letters ZORC on a
blackboard at a scientific meeting, and
explained that they stood for Zacharias,
Oppenheimer, Rabl and Charles Laurit-
sen, another famous scientist. The im-
lication was- that this was a cabal of

triguers who plotted to damage SAC
by the summer study.

Zacharias and others demied the story
point blank over pages and pages of cross-
examination. One may assume that every
was made to verify Griggs' ac-

attempt
eount, but no verification appears in the ,

there is no explanation of
why the cabal was not known as ZORL,
with the L for Lauriisen instead of the
C for Charles. ZORL would have
sounded just as sinister as ZORC.

The ZORC stary, Incidentally, first saw
the *light of day in a Fortune article in
May, 1953. The material for the piece
obviously came straight from the office
of the late Gen. Hoyt Vandenberg, Air
Force Chief of Staff. It was a bitter at-
tack on Oppenheimer, and the first public
one by the Air Force.

By that time, Teller's invention had
put a new light on the H-bomb, and Op-

nheimer was vulnerable by reason of

is 1849 recommendation. The heat
Was on.

Unequivoeal Stand

N HIS inl demning

Oppenheimer, AEC member Thomas
E. Murray rejected with devastating ar-
gument the . Gray-Morgan viewpalnt
about Oppenheimer’'s H-bomb pgsition.
He insisted that Oppenheimer had every
right to oppose the program for moral,
political and technical reasons. In pass-
ing, however, Murray observed:

“Dr. Oppenheimer advanced technical
and political reasons for his attitude to
the hydrogen bomb program. In both
respects he has been proved wrong;
nothing further need be said.”

’
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o heimer's techni fl s
noted above, was both right and wrt 1
Right, in that the 1049 H-bomb mu'n
has not been made into a bomb and
robably cannot be; wrong in that Teller
iter came up with another idea for a
d.;g:ﬁ product, which could be made,
students of today’s sta 3
fairs are unable to Ihl]'ﬂr the ;:lgéa:i!c
and doubtless comforting certainty that
Murray enjoys about the wrongness of
Oppenheimer's political reasons,
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ferring to failure to use the prospect
of a suceessful American superbomb as
2 basis for another attempt at negotiat.
ing with Russis, He (s speaking of a
second chance we might have had, just
before the Eniwetok test:
“The test marked our entry into a
very disagreeable type of world . . .

ple

history will show that was a turming
point that when we entered into the grim
world that we are now enigring right
now, that those who pushed that thing
through to a conclusion without mak-
ing that attempt have a great deal to
answer for.”

And here iy the testimony of former
Ambassador George F. Kennan:

“It seemed to me at the end of this
atomic weapans race, If you pursued It
o the end—we building all we can build,
they bullding all they can build—stands
the dilemma which is the mutually de-
structive quality of these weapons, and
it was very dangerous for us to get our
public before the dilemma, that the pub-
lic mind will not entertain the dilemma,
and people will take refuge in irrational
and unsuitable-ideas as to what to do ., .~
Our Terrihle Ability
GRAY asked him how he could make

a distinction between the fact that
he favored building A-bombs but opposed
"il.kr;"‘ the Hbomb in 1949. Kennan re-
plied:

"It I3 because of the wonder on my part
as to whether we did not already have
enough of this sort of terrible ability to
commit destruetion . . . What has wor-
ried me, Mr. Chairman, about going
ahead with this is that we would come
to think of eur security as embraced
solely in the mathematics of whatever
paower of destruction we could evolve,
and we would forget our security les
still very lavgely in our ability to address
ourselves to the tive and constructive
problems of world affairs, to creite con-
fidence in other,;people.

“l am convigeed that

keep our allisyjaround us s net to pay

outwardly tos much attention to the
andto the prospect of

war, but to forward ourseives with

that

al Y

“T have feared that if we get launched

on a program that says the only thing

we are concerned to do In the develop-

ment of atomic weapons is to get as
much as possible as rapidly as sibl
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George Eltenton, a British sclentist work-
ing in the Shell Development Co., had
spoken to him about the possibility of
transmitting technical information to So-
viet scientists. This was a period when
Russia was our “gallant ally” and when
many people resented national palicy
which excluded Russia from a free and
steady flow of knowledge of our secrets.

Oppenheimer replied to Chevalier in
strong terms, saying he thought this was
terribly wrong. The subjeet was dropped,
immediately and finally.

Cock and Bull Yarn

SOME MONTHS LATER, in the summer
of 1943, by which time O hei

B,

HE AEC majority report denounced

Oppenheimer for this matter in the
bitterest and most violent terms. Be-
tween the lines of Commissioner Mur-
ray’s separate opinion seems to be a rage
that Oppenheimer visited Chevalier in
Paris. A responsible newspaperman has
reported that one AEC member said the

case against Oppenheimer hinged on this
point, and that the Commission felt that
risked being

officers’
cation in 1943 an elaborate argument to
d te that Oppenhei in wvol-

had gone to Los Alamos, Col. John Lans-
dale, Jr., an attorney from a distinguished
Cleveland law firm who had become chiefl
intelligence officer of the Manhattan Dis-
trict, told Oppenheimer of a worry about
security in Berkeley. Lansdale’s concern
had to do-with activities of an organiza-
tion in which, '‘Oppenheimer knew, Elten-
ton was a member.

Shortly thereafter, on a return trip to
Berkeley, Oppenheimer volunteered to
the chief counter-intelligence officer of
the San Francisco area that Eltenton
would bear watching. He was pressed to

say why.
At this point, in erder not to involve his
friend Chevalier and, admittedly, parily
to Involve him-
sel! told the security of-

story.” He said Eltenton had made two
or three to Berkeley people
to get infoi tion for the Russians, He

declined to give the names of those in-
volved.

Oppenheimer later confessed he was
an “idiot" to make up the story; his
shame and contrition for the lle haunt

anseript.

Some time later Colonel Lansdale and
General Groves pressed Op)
for the whole story. Groves, apparently
in no great hurry or dither, did not
force Oppenheimer to come tieln until

mber, 1843, At th{i tims Oppen-

heimer named Chevalier as the man Bl

tenton approached.

Even after this, intelligence officers still
labored under the assumption that there
had been three contacts It is by no
means clear, however, that Oppenheimer
failed to tell Groves there was only one
Conclusive evidence one way or the
other is lacking.

Dinner in Paris
A\FTER THE WAR, Chevalier visited
+= O

that the attentions of the public and the
Government will riveted to that
task at the expense of our ability to con-
duct ourseives mﬁuh}_y in positive as

pects of foreign &

Oppenbeimer was “convicted” by Gray
and Morgan by the four-man AEC
majority primarily on the grounds of his
association and dealings with Haakon
Chevalier, a of French at the

professor
University of California, at Berkeley.

David Lilienthal, jormer AEC chair-
man, was one of the school which op-
posed the policy-of “massive retdlia-
tion" proposed after the Russians ex-
ptodnf'.m first A-bomb in 1949,

Chevalier appears as an energetic parior
pink, to say the least,if nota member of
the Communist Party. He was one of Op-

heimer'’s many ist-tinged
friends at a time whan Oppenhejmer him-
self was Red as a beet.

Here {s_the body of facts on which the
transeript shows little or no disagres
ment: e

In late 1842 or more probably early
1843, when was se-
cret work in Berkeley but before he went

heimer for a couple of days at
ber, 1853

ring the inf: it about Elten-
ton, was playing an intricate game, as a
Soviet agent, to throw the bloodhounds
off the track.

It is interesting to note, however, de-
velopments two years later, by which
time De Silva had come to know Oppen-
heimer well He wrote Oppenheimer
the warmest sort of good-by letter, thank-
ing him for “support and encouragement™
and saying that Oppenheimer “contrib-
uted much to whatever success my office
(the security office] has had in perform-
ing its mission.”

Colonel Pash, who never had deal
Ings with Oppenheimer in any degree
after the one Interview about the
Chevalier affair, stuck to his doubts. In
his testimony he indicated that he still
questioned Oppenheimer’'s loyalty.

Moreover, he suggested that he be-
lieved Oppenheimer was lying In the
hearings when he swore that he knew of
only one contact by Eltenton, L e. the
approach by Chevalier to Oppenheimer.
The first story Oppenheimer told, that
there were three contacts, was more
damaging to Oppenheimer if true, Pash
argued. Therefore, by his logic, Oppen-
heimer was now faking a less damaging
story.

The AEC majority picked this line of
lrm:.nlﬁhl.hl.ndl.nn "llhu_tdm

ton would be enough. Ell.l'l'lﬂl!% that he
was asked for more information, he
began to improvise. It was a bad impro-
visation. >

In describing Oppenhelmer’'s attempt
to conceal Chevalier's involvement, Gen-
eral Groves said he thought Oppenheimer
was acting In “the typical American
schoolboy attitude that there is some-
thing wicked about telling on a friend.”

He went on: “1 do know this: That he
was doing what he thought was essential,
which was to disclose to me the dangers
of this particular attempt (of a potential
spy) to enter the project”

Here is George Kennan, in somewhat
subtler language, on the same point
I also think it quite possible for a per
son to be himself profoundly honest and
vet to have associates and friends who
may be misguided and misled and for
whom either at the time or in retrospect
he may feel Intensely sorry and con-
cerned, I think most of us have had the
experience of having known people .
one time in our lives of whom we felt
that way."

Kennan again, on Oppenheimer’s later
association with and visit to Chevalier:

“] don't like to think that people in
senior capacity in Government should
not be permitted or conceded maturity

of judgment to know when they can
see suc a‘zpemn or when they can't ...
I would always like to have felt that

my superiors in Government had enough
confidence in me to let me handle the
problem according to my own best con-
science

Cleared by AEC in "47

XCEPT for the 1850 and 1053 wisits
with Chevalier and for some unclear
data d with the “nit-picking™ in-

S ug
M. Zuckert and Joseph Campbell wrote,
“whether the account Dr. Oppenheimer
gave to Colonel Pash im 183 comcerning
the Chevalier incident or the siory he
told the Gray Board last month Is the
true o

From this, the commissioners went on
elsewhere in their report to gquestion
Oppenheimer’s veracity,

On this point, however, It Is interesting
to note that the most diligent investiga-
tion of Colonel Pash and others never
discovered that there were three con-
tacts or even two. There was, as far as
is known, only one—the one which Op-

hei himsel! first revealed to

Princeton. Then, in s
after President Eisenhower had ordered
the “blank wall" erected against Oppen-
heimer—although Oppenheimer did not
yet know it—he saw Chevalier again. He
and Mrs. Oppenheimer were in Paris,
where Chevalier was then living. Mrs.
Oppenheimer phoned Chevaller and the
three had dinner together.

Next day, they went together to lunch
with Andre Malraux. A onetime Com-
munist, Malraux has become a violent
anti-Communist and served as the philo-
sophical apologist and confidant of the
fiercely anti-Soviet General De Gaulle,
Chevalier was working with Malraux on
transiations.

Friends and foes of Oppenheimer agree
that his temporary concealment of what

Groves in 1943

Lansdale Changed His Mind

THE testimony of Groves and his top
intellig officer, Landsd put &

different light on the affair. Both vouched

for Oppenheimer’s loyalty,

Lansdale admitted that at first he was
inclined to Pash's view and distrusted
Oppenheimer deeply. But he emphasized
to the, Gray Board that [t was Oppen-
heimer who took the initiative to tell,
rather than hide, the Eltenton attempt.
He sald he believed Oppenheimer never
lied sbout any other incident

Groves' testimony made clear he felt
it was very wrong of Oppenheimer to
delay In telling the story, to refuse at
first o Chevalier and te lie about
{he incident. But he indicated

But they differ deeply over the implica-
tions,

In a pounding and protracted cross
examination, Roger Robb, special counsel
for the Board, made Oppenheimer admit
some 13 times that he had told a le
about the story; finally he made Oppen-
heimer xay he had told a “tissue of lies.”
The fact was, he told one lie.

Sy

important fact was that Oppenheimer
had done the essential thing in disclosing
the source of the danger to security.
Regardiess of whether there were three
contacts or only one, “I feli I had gotten
what I needed to get out of that”

Oppenheimer’s own story, whether
right or wrong, has been consistent since
1046, when he was questioned by the
FBL It remained so under all of Robb's
cross-examination.

It was that he felt Chevaller was
ignorant of what Eltenton was really
trying to get him to do, and was in
fact innocent of wrong intent. Aecords
ingly, Oppenheimer tried to avoid Impli-
cating him in his interview with Pash
and tried to proteet him even later in
not revealing his name to Lansdale or
Groves until the bitter end.

Moreover, still feeling that Cheyalier
was innocent, 53w no reason why he
should not have visited him In Paris last
year. “I still think of Chevalier as a
friend,” said Oppenheimer.

Unused to Snitching

IN HIS dissenting opinion, AEC mem-

ber Henry D. Smyth remarks that “if
one starts with the assumption that
Oppenheimer is disloyal,” the incidents

. brought up in the hearings may arouse

suspicion.

{ One could also start with the assump-
tion that Oppenheimer was not disloyal,
and come out with a perfectly logical pic-
ture of the Chevalier affair. For someone
deeply immersed in the Communist move-
men!, the process of coming out of il

cidents, almost all of the significant de-
rogatory information against Oppen-
heimer that was introduced at the hear-
ing had been brought to the attention of
the AEC in 1047. The five members took
pains to study the data with great thor-
oughness. They got opinions from
Groves, Secretary of War Patterson,
Bush and famed scientist James B. Con-
ant. All were favorable to Oppenhelmer.

The AEC cleared Oppenheimer In
August, 1947, One member who cleared
him, Strauss, now the AEC chairman,
was and Is president of the Institute
for Advanced Studies. He waa responsible
for Oppenheimer’s appointment as direc-
tor of that distinguished academy two
months later, in October, 1047,

In the Gray Board hearings, five former
members of the AEC testified in his
behalf, Including the two previous chair-
men, David Lilienthal and Gordon Dean.
So did 10 former and present members
of the General Advisory Committee, In-
cluding the present chairman, Rabl. So
did Norris Bradbury, Oppenheimer's suc-
cessor as head of Los Alamos.

Frede Osborn teld hew much

was himself during the futile negdtia-
tions for intermatiomal atomie control
Rabi even testified—he confessed to being
surprised at it—to something he said
he had seen In recent years, “a certain
tend of Dr. Oppenhel to be
toward a pr ive war,” not
that he went all the way, “but talking
and about it quite seriopsly.”

The two outstanding public leaders of
American science, Bush and Conant, ap-
peared for him. So did John J. McCloy,
in effect the civilian head of the Man-
hattan Project. . Lansdale testified to
his security, then and now. Groves
vouched for his loyalty and said he had
never had reason to regret clearing him
for the top post in the A-bomb work (al-
though he conceded he would probably
not clear him under the standards of
the AEC regulations).

Lansdale and, Groves were the two
men who had studied the security prob-
lem raised by Oppenheimer during the
war years with the greatest intensity
and who had the greatest responsibility
in the matter.

No Hint of a Leak

SA\’E for Pash and Borden, no one
alleged that Oppenheimer was dis-
loyal. There was not one assertion,
even by Pash, that at any time Oppen-
heimer was indiscreet. Oppenhelmer has
been under the most intense surveillance
for 11 years, his phones tapped, his
movements watched, his mail observed.
There was no evidence or charge® that
he had spilled even a semi-demi-secret.

He was found guilty by the AEC
majority of disturbing associations, con-
tinuing too long. The record shows his
associations with dubious types after he

is not easy. In going Lle Pash with the

a . |news of Eltenton’s esplonage attempts,

Gray Bgd.omlrr_fmlk‘:aprqu Oppenheimer was confronted with the

tor of Dr. FF."‘j".'““‘" gged in prospect of having to snitch on a friend
his- cross-examination. R for the first time.

» He made a boich of the Job. One might

that he was so nalve that he

the mere mentisning of Kian

to Los Alamos, Chevaller made a star pecial counsel to th
tling observation to Oppenheimer. The Roger Robb, $ i
scene was the pantry or kitchen of Oppen-

heimer's home,
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Jahn J. McCloy, who as Assistant See-
retary of War was, in effect, civilian
head of the Manhattan Project, which
jashioned tha A-bomb, was a witness

fe~ Oppenhaimaer,

left Los Alamos in 1945 were surprisingly
Infrequent—one had to search to find
them. The record shows that his con-
stant and close associates were scientists
and statesmen, the ones who came to
testify for him.

There have been persons who were far
more deeply involved in the Communist
conspiracy, as agents, spies and traitors,
than Oppenheimer. By acts of contri-
tion and confession, they have won back
the {avor of many Americans who con-
sider that they have expiated their sins
and are now fit lo serve and advise
their Government.

The hearings went deeply Into the
question of whether this might net also
be possible and proper for Oppenheimer,
Witness after witness testified (o the
probity of his actions since his lie in
1843, and particularly to the enormous
contribution he made to his country, If
the AEC majority was not impressed,
Athe Board was. The Nation owes
Oppenheimer in particular, it wrote, “a
‘great debt of gratitude for loyal and
magnificent service.”

Dr. Rabl perhaps put It best:

“We had an A-bomb and a whole
series of it . . . and what more do you
want, mermaids?

“This Is just a tremendous achieve:
meat. If the end of the road is this
kind of hearing, which can't help but be
humiliating, I thought it was a pretty bad
show. 1 still think so.*

The transcript, as tense as It s thick,
shows vividly who some of Oppen-
beimer's enemies were; and why they
were out to topple him.

There was Barden, with a wild-eyed
conviction which led him to write un-

Dr. Luis Alverez was one of the
Berkeley (University of California)
group of scientists which pressed for
u “crash program” to build the H.
bomb while Oppenheimer was op-
posing it,

provable impossibilities which were—to
uhsle precisely that abused word—inered-
ible.

There was Teller, shown as a disputs-
tious fellow, removed from war work at
Los Alamos during the war, mortally of-
fended because his baby, the thermonu-
ciear weapon, had not been blessed by
Opgeljlhelmer. Even he, however, did not
qlieshnn Oppenheimer’s loyalty or secu-
MOl deeiadeengnl

- S

Members of the special Personnel Security Board which
heard the testimony contained in the transcript. Left
to right, Dr. Ward V. Evans, professor of chemistry at

There weére the sclentisis closely con-

Others—Alvares, Griggs, W. M. Latimer,
Kenneth Pitzer — may have felt that
Oppenheimer grew too big for his
britches after he left them back in 1943,

And throughout, as mgntioned before,
there were those in the Air Force, pow-
erful figures, who loathed his| ideas and
feared his effectiveness in plugging them.

Phenomena Pnexpl-ined

LL of these forpes taken together,

however, do not account for some
of the startling phenomena that are part
of the Oppenheimer case. The record
shows they existed; it does not explain
why or how. It raise the questions but
does noteranswer them.

Why, for example, was the huge tran-
script released at all, and suddenly, on
a few hours’ notice to Oppenheimer's
lawyers? Gordon Gray had promised
that the AEC would not take the injtiative
in making it public, yet the AEC did,
after the Gray Report appeared but be
fore the decision of the AEC itself.

For months, wild horses—more explic-
itly, the press and public—had failed to
drag out of the AEC even meager de-
tails about our atomic affairs. Suddenly
the transeript, an Operation) Candor a
dozen times more detailed than anyone
dreamed of getting, was made publie,
with a 4 of Inf L
on thermonucleonics,

Why was there the savagery of Ian-
guage by the four AEC members wno
condemned Oppenheimer, the bitterness
of phrase, the violence of denunciation?
The Gray Report at least acknowledged
Oppenheimer’s loyalty and discretion
and praised his gigantie contribution to
his country, It expressed regret for the
recommendation it found necessary. The
majority AEC finding threw the man no
crumb. It even left open the question
of loyalty despite 900 conclusive pages
about it

Why was the hearing not an Inguiry,
according to the explicit rules of the
AEC, but a trial, which the rules forbid?
After the second day's testimony, it is
clear to the reader of the transcript
that Robb is a relentless prosecutor,
out to get Oppenheimer, out to get into
record evidence that will destroy and

(!
degrade him.
g:, hel found h in the

worst of two possible worlds. An admin-
istrative (nquiry would have lacked the
adversary nature of a trial; a trial would
have assured him and his witnesses and
his counsel access to the documents used
by the prosecution. Instead, Oppen-
heimer was repeatedly trapped by being
called on to recount a conyersation in
1043 or 1946 and, when he had finished,
being confronted with a transeript of
what he said then.

One little passage gives a flavor of the
even-handedness of the Board's special
counsel's examination. Attorney Robb is
questioning the great physicist Hans
Bethe, closely connected with the work of
the AEC and against whom no gquestion
of loyalty or security has been raised.
Bethe had testified strongly in Oppen-
heimer's behalf,

“Q. Doctor, how many divisions wers
there at Los Alamos?

“A. It changed somewhat in the course
of time. As far as I could count the other —
day, there were seven, but there may
have been eight or nine at some time.

'‘Q. Which division was Klaus Fuchs in?

“A. He was in my division, which was
the Theoretical Division.

“Q. Thank you. That Is all.”

Protection or Punishment?

E is another, much deeper, ques-

tion raised by the record and the deci-

sions. It has to de with the nature and

purpose of the security program. Is it

meant to be preventive or punitive, pro-,
tective or 'retaliatory?

In the light of a record of discretion
and loyalty since 1843, did those who
found against Oppenheimer remove his
access to security documents because they
were really afraid he might disclose
secrets In the future, either by design
or by accident?

An If they were really afraid, did their
ruling solve the problem? Oppenheimer
still has perhaps as much security infor-
mation In his head as any man alive. Is
he safe, running loose at Princeton?

Or did those who ruled against him
do so because they felt he should be
punished? .

Were Oppenheimer's well serutinized
actions for more than a decade being
examined for what presumptive indica-
tions they could give on what his acts
would be from now on? Or were his
associations for the decade preceding
1943 being examined to determine what
retribution they merited?

From ‘Oppie’s’ Book

BY ons of those ironic eoincidences
that history now and then turns up,

a little book written by Oppenheimer

himself was published on the same day

the transcript was released, and offered

for sale at the same price.

It Is a collection of the six Reith lec-
tures Oppenheimer delivered in- 1953
over the British Broadcasting System,
telling the story of the new physics of
the last 30 or 40 years. It is the story of
the monumental “breakthrough” of dis-
covery and understanding that succeeded
Newton's picture of the world. It is a
discussion of the field of knowledge, from
sub-atomic particle to cosmos, which is
30 intimately associated with Oppen-
heimer and to which he has so richly
contributed.

The book, “Science and the Common
Understanding,” Is technically difficult
and for the most part hard going. But
there are flashes im it that tell much
about the man who wrote if, and his
outlook. There is a quotation in it that
may serve as a final word. It is from a
letter written by a grest man 1o a young
friend:

“Sclence can never be retrograde; what
Is once acquired of real knowledge can
never be lost. To preserve the freedom
of the human mind them and freedom
of the press, every spirit should be ready
to devote himself to martyrdom; for as
long as we may think as we will, and
speak as we think, the condition of man
will proceed in improvement.

“The generation which is bowiag off
the stage has deserved well of mankind
for the struggles it has made, and for
having arrested that course of despotism
which had overwhelmed the world for
thousands and thousands of years. If
there seems to be danger that the ground
they have gained will be lost again, that
danger comes from the generation your
contemporary.

“But that the enthusiasm which char
acterizes youth should lift iis parracide
hands against freedom and sclence would
be such a monstrous phaenomenon as
I cannot place among possible things in
this age'and country.”

Oppenheimer was quoting from a letter
by Thomas Jefferson

Loyola University, Chicago (who voted for Oppen-
heimer); Gordon Gray, former Secretary of the Army,
and Thomas A. Morgan, president of the Sperry Corp.

Dr. James B. Conant, one of the two
outstanding leaders of American
science, testified for Oppenheimer, as
did the other, Dr. Bush,
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2 H-Bomb Leaders at Odds
Over Oppenheimer Attitude

Bradbury Testimony Disputes Teller View
That Nuclear Physicist Held Back
Program by Lack of Enthusiasm

By ELIE ABEL
Special to The New York Times.

WASHINGTON, June 16—The|who testified In hearings earlier
Atomic Energy Commission, in|this year by a special Personnel
geeking to determine whether Dr.|Security Board of the Atomic
J. Robert Oppenheimer held back|Energy Commission on the Op-
-(the development of the hydrogen|penheimer case,

{{bomb by his lack of enthusiasm,| The board found Dr. Oppen-
pondered today a conflict of testi- heimer both *“loyal” and *“dis-
mony between the two scientists|creet” but withheld his security
chiefly responsible for the bomb's|clearance, which had been sus-
success. pended by order of President

Dr, Norris Edwin Bradbury, di-| Eisenhower months ago.
rector of the Los Alamos Scien-| Dr, Oppenheimer appealed his
case directly to the commission.

Ezcerpts from testimony at the Even if President Truman had

hearing on Pages 20 and 21. |igsued hig go-ahead order in 1945,
| the in 1850, Dr. Brad-
titic Laboratory in which the f::ry :estz?ed, “I cannot see how
hydrogen bomb research was cen- we could have réached our pres-
tered, contradicted the testimony ent obj ective in a more rapid
of Dr. Edward Teller that the ¢ashion.”
wea.pqn might have been devel- The physicist, who succeeded
e solie Years eethies i Dr. Dr. Oppenheimer as director of
Oppenheimer and others had|iye 1,05 Alamos laboratory at the

Two H-Bomb Leaders at Odds

QOver Attitude

Continued From Page 1

the hydrogen project could be
launched, Dr. Bradbury said, it
had been necessary to learn a
great deal more than anyone
knew in 1045 about the nature of
fission bombs, This knowledge, he
asserted, was essential to fruitful
work in the thermonuclear (hy-
drogen) field. i

Another obstacle cited by Dr.
Bradbury was that until 1948 or
1049 the electronic computer had
not been developed to the stage
where it could handle problems of
the complexity encountered in
computing thermonuclear reac-
tions. !

Tempers were fraying as the
Atomic Energy Commission pre-
pared today to sit in judgment on
the Oppenheimer case. The five
commissioners will review the 2-1
finding of the special Personnel
Security Board.

Officials of the A. E. C., which
decided yesterday to make public
the 991-page printed transcript
of the Oppenheimer hearings,
were angered at the prior re-
lease by the scientist’s lawyers of
their brief to the commissioners.
They accused the Oppenheimer
attorneys, Lloyd K. Garrison and
John W. Dayvis, of “jumping the
gun” in an attempt to sway pub-
lic opinion. 4 ;

Summary Reported Lost

On Capitol Hill, meanwhile,
two members of the Joint Con-
gressional committee on Atomic
Energy said the transcript had

of Oppenheimer

me, of which Dr, Teller was a
leading member, came up in 1951
with a new approach to the prob-
lem that suddenly made feasible
the hydrogen explosion of which
many scientists had been dubious,
Dr. Oppenheimer and the General
Advisory Committes became en-
thusiastic about the idea, Dr.

Bradbury testified,

“Their recommendations to the
[Atomic Energy] Commission!
were at least as enthusiastic as

ours, and actually went somewhat
beyond, in terms of support, what
we had originally drafted,” he
said.

Dr, Teller himself was at pains
in answering a question by the,
board to make clear that this
new approach had been developed
at Los Alamos, rather than at
the laboratory in Livermore,
Calif., where he i3 now working. |

Decries ‘Exaggeration’

“Livermore i3 a very new lab-
oratory and I think it is doing a
very nice job,” Dr. Teller said,|
“but published reports about its!
importance have been grossly
and embarrassingly exaggerated.”

Among the thirty-eight other
witnesses heard by the board,
Dr. Vannevar Bush, president of
the Carnegie Institution and
wartime. head of the Office of
Sclentific Research and Develop-
ment, disclosed that he had tried
to persuade Dean Acheson, then
Secretary of State, that the first
hydrogen bomb test should be

tponed at least until after the
dentjal election in Novem-
ber of 1052.

been made public because a 100-| The test, however, was carried
page summary of the hearings{out four days before the election.|
had been lost or stolen over the|It was not announced by the|
week-end and the commission|Atomic Energy Commission until
feared it might have strayed into| Nov, 18,
the hands of a newspaper man.| “I felt that it was utterly im-
It was found on Sunday night.|proper—and I still think so—for
When the commissioh gets|that test to be put on just before
down to the merits of the Oppen-|the election, to confront an in-|
heimer case it will have to re-|coming President with an accom-|
solve in some way the conflicting|plished test for which he would
accounts of /Dr. Teller and Dr.|carry the full responsibility there-r
Bradbury. Both are highly re-|after,” Dr. Bush testified. “For
arded by the commission. Both|that test marked our entry into

given the project their “morallend of World War II, rejected

support.” the contention that there had
Dr. Teller, Professor of Physics|been any kind of delay in the pro-

at the University of California,|8T2m.

and Dr. Bradbury were among Before a successful attack on

dozeng of scientists and others| Continued on Page 22, Column 4

ere early advocates of the hy-|a very disagreeable type of
drogen-bomb project. world."”

Each ig credited with a major| A second reason, Dr. Bush said,
contribution to the success of|/was his strong feeling that the
that projec:}though Dr. Teller|test would rule out the only type

has received more publicity. In|of international agreement he be-
their opini of Dr. Oppen-ilieved possible at that time, one
heimer, as on other matters, the|to prohibit nuclear tests by either

two scientisty were far apart.
Dr, Teller,|a native of Buda-
pest who came to the United
States in 1953, said he considered
Dr. Oppenheimer a loyal Amesi-
can but that in view of his atti-
tude toward the hydrogen bomb
project he bdlieved the Govern-
ment would {be “wiser not to

grant el »
He contenﬁ that if Dr, Op-

eimer at the end of World|/was & turning point when we en-
téred into the g:'lmp world that we

War II had given moral sup,

theoretical
had been g

ties of

to the thermopuclear project, thejare en
which

four years earlier,
As chairman /of the ]

Advisory Committee m :
ﬁgm not J. Robert Oppen-

is an agent of the Soviet
Union" was given to the board by
ect (William L. Borden, staff director
of the Congressional Joint Com-
mittee on Atomic Energy from
1949 until mid 1953.

Atomic Energy Commissiogy Pr:
Oppenheimer | gave ' “nof™ the
slightest” help in the rec t
of scientists far the bomb
even after Pregident
decided to go jahead with.it, Dr.

Teller testifie
On all these points Dr, Brad-

psed earlier, the ltmﬂgﬂ&l:wlthout mﬁ‘mt
wea, ht have been attempt (at agreement) have a
POtk D s . P deal to gnswer for," Dr.

Russia or the United States.
Callg Test ‘Grave Error’

Such an agreement would have
been self-policing, Dr. Bush said,
because its violation on one side
could quickly be detected on the
other, The decision to go ahead
with the Nov. 1 test was a “grave
error,”” he asserted, adding:

“I think history will show that

right now, that those
pushed that thing through to

The opinion that “more prob-

The conclusion was set forth in

bury took the: opposite pesition.|aletter to J..Edgar Hoover, Di-
He testified that Dr, Oppenheim-|rector of the Federal Bureau of
er was ‘“‘completely and unequiv-| Inyestigation, dated Nov, 7, 1953.
ocally loyal to the best interests|Mr. Borden, now assistant to the

of the country,” no less so in the
postwar years than during the
period up to 1945, when the So-

viet Union and the United States|hig' view had not changed since

were allies,
Defends Scientlst's Loyalty

1 that while loyalty is
a very difficult thing to demon-
strate In an objective fashion,”
Dr. Bradbury testified,” * * * Dr.
Oppenheimer in his direction of
the Los Alamos laboratory dur-
ing the war years did demon-
strate such loyalty.

“I do not regard him as a
security risk."”

Nor did he believe, Dr. Brad-
bury said, that Dr. Oppenheimer
had used his influence to dimin-
ish the hydrogen bomb effort, He
had found Dr. Oppenheimer and
the General Advisory Committes
“extremely helpful and coopera-
tive,” Dr. Bradbury said.

This was in contrast to Dr.
Teller’s testimony that the com-
mittee had retarded progress
and that it might have spent its

time fishing without affecting|’

the work.

Dr. Bradbury also testified
that he knew of no instance in
which Dr. Oppenheimer had per-
suaded any other scientist not to
work on the hydrogen project,
and that he had never “known
him to act in a way other than
was a help to the laboratory.”

When the Los Alamos research

did not cross-examine him, hold-

er of the Atomic Power
Division of Westinghouse Elec-
tric Corporation, testified that

then.
Counsel for Dr. Oppenheimer

ing that the letter expressed per-
sonal conclusions by Mr. Borden,
rather than evidence. Mr. Gray,
on behalf of the board, also point-
ed out that the panel “has no
evidence before it that Dr. Op-
penheimer volunteered espionage
information to the Soviets or
complied with a request for such
information” or that “he has
been functioning as an espionage
agent,” as suggested by Mr.
Borden.

Mr, Borden said in the letter

that his conclusions were based
on a study of information given
to the Atomic Energy Commis-
sion by the Federal Bureau of
Investigation and “a mdss of ad-
ditional data assembled from nu-
merous other sources.,”
He cited “evidence indicating
that as of April, 1942" Dr.
Oppenheimer was contributing
money to the Communist party;
that his wife and younger broth-
er were Communists; that he had
“at legst one Communist mis-
tress"”; that he belonged only to
Communist organizations aside
from professional affiliations, and
that he was in frequent contact
with Soviet espionage agents.

Other evidence, according to
Mr. Borden, indicated that Dr.,
Oppenheimer afterward “repeat-
edly gave false information” to
authorities concerning the period|
from 1939 to April of 1942,

In addition, he stated, the evi-
'dence indicated that Dr, Oppen-
heimer was ‘“remarkably instru-
mental” in influencing suspension
of hydrogen bomb development‘
from mid-1946 through January
of 1950, and “has worked tireless-
ly” since then to retard the work.

McCloy Backs Scientist

John J. McCloy, former High
Commissioner to Germany and
now chairman of the board of the
Chase National Bank, said he
could not be “too emphatic” in
describing Dr. Oppenheimer as a
loyal, patriotic citizen who, more-
over, was “very sensitive to all
aspects of the security of the
United States.” 4

He was certain, Mr. McCloy
said, that Dr. Oppenheimer was
not a security risk. He contended
that the term was imprecise, that
no human being was “absolutely
secure” and that there was a
positive aspect to be considered
as well as the negative one,
“There is a security risk both
ways in this thing,” he testified.
“It is the affirmative security
lt-:hat I believe we must protect
ere, ‘

“I would say that even if Dr.
Oppenheimer had some connec-
tions that were somewhat sus-
picious or make one fairly un-
easy, you have to balance his af-'

firmative aspect against that.”





