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NE year ago this month the President’s personal

advisor on energy  matters, Admiral
Lewis L. Strauss, succeeded Gordon Dean as chairman
of the Atomic Energy Commission. Four days after
assuming office, Strauss had taken steps to initiate a
new security and loyalty investigation of the theoretical
physicist who had served a decade earlier as the chief
architect of the atomic weapons program to which the
AEC owes its existence. Robert Oppenheimer, as war-
time laboratory director at Los Alamos, had demon-
strated qualities of wisdom, imagination, and leadership
that were remarkably suited in that urgent atmosphere
to the administration of a laboratory staffed pre-
dominantly by civilian scientists, both American and
foreign born, whose work had to be done in close
cooperation with professional military personnel. The
spectacular success of the undertaking is now history,
the A bomb has been dwarfed by the H bomb, patterns
of international tension have been drastically altered,
traitorous disclosures of secret atomic information have
come to light, and security clearance requirements for
secret work have been stiffened and made subject to
new and uncompromising standards.

Oppenheimer left Los Alamos after the end of
hostilities in 1945, When the Atomic Energy Commis-
sion was created he was named a member of the AEC's
General Advisory Committee of scientists and became
committee chairman in 1947. He retired from the
committee in June 1952 and was then engaged by the
AEC as a consultant for one year, until June 30, 1953,
at which time his contract was renewed for another
year, Since 1947 he has been director of the Institute
for Advanced Study in Princeton, N. J.

The AEC’s case against Oppenheimer, developed at
length during the latter half of 1953, consisted of a list
of charges presented to him on December 23rd in the
form of a letter from Major General K. D. Nichols,
general manager of the Commission. Oppenheimer’s “Q”
clearance was suspended at that time and he was
notified that he could, if he chose, request a hearing
before a personnel security board of the AEC. He
replied in writing on March 4th with a detailed answer
to the allegations contained in the Nichols letter and
asked that he be granted a formal hearing. The AEC
accordingly established a board for that purpose under
the chairmanship of Gordon Gray, president of the
University of North Carolina and former Secretary of
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the Army. The two other members were Thomas A.
Morgan, former president of the Sperry Corporation,
and Ward V. Evans, professor of chemistry at Loyola
University in Chicago. The composition of the Gray
board was widely acclaimed in the press as being such
as Lo ensure a fair hearing for Oppenheimer. All of the
hoard’s distinguished members were accepted as emi-
nently suited for their task. An entirely typical com-
ment was that of The New Vork Times, which re-
marked editorially on April 16th that “the nation can
have confidence that the case is being considered by
men of experience, judgment and integrity”.

For several weeks the board members heard testi-
mony, questioned witnesses, and examined relevant
documents, Then, on May 27th, they submitted their
findings to Nichols in the form of a majority report by
Gray and Morgan and a dissenting opinion by Evans.

Gray and Morgan found that the nation owes a
particularly great debt of gratitude to Oppenheimer for
loyal and magnificent service, praised his high degree
of discretion reflecting an unusual ability to keep to
himself vital secrets, came to the clear conclusion
that he is a loyal citizen, but found themselves unable
to recommend that it would be in the national interest
to reinstate his clearance. “It seemed to us,” the
majority members stated, “that an alternative recom-
mendation would be possible, if we were allowed to
exercise mature practical judgment without the rigid
circumscription of regulations and criteria established
for us.” Gray and Morgan said that four considerations
had been controlling in leading to their conclusion:

1. We find that Dr. Oppenheimer's continuing con-
duct 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 pro-
gram sufficiently disturbing as to raise a doubt as 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. Oppen-
heimer has been less than candid in several instances
before this Board.

Evans, in his minority report, agreed that Oppen-
heimer is a loyal citizen, said that in the matter of
“associations” Oppenheimer now has fewer politically
suspect friends than he had when he received full AEC
clearance in 1947, insisted that there is nothing wrong
with Oppenheimer's character, and came to the firm
conclusion that his clearance should be restored.
Failure to do so, he said, would be “a black mark on the
escutcheon of our country”,

OST items of derogatory information considered
by the board had to do with matters of left-
wing associations and activities dating back to the late
30's and early 40's—information which Oppenheimer
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had over a period of many years discussed repeatedly
with security officers and which had been considered in
prior clearances. Other items had to do with continuing
associations with persons known or alleged to have had
Communist sympathies or to have been party mem-
bers—his wife, his brother and sister-in-law, former
associates or acquaintances, a personal friend of long
standing. He testified fully, often in elaborate detail,
with respect to these matters during the four weeks of
the hearing.

Gray and Morgan, disturbed by Oppenheimer's fail-
ure to discontinue some of his personal relationships,
remarked at one point in their report: “Loyalty to one's
friends is one of the noblest of qualities. Being loyal to
one’s friends above reasonable obligations to the coun-
try and to the security system, however, is not clearly
consistent with the interests of security.” The board
majority, in the light of the cases cited as examples
of Oppenheimer's lovalty to politically suspect friends,
found “‘suggestions of a tendency to be coerced, or at
least influenced, in conduct over a period of years’”.

Evans commented: “His judgment was bad in some
cases, and most excellent in others but, in my estima-
tion, 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.”

An entirely separate charge alleged that in 1949 and
subsequently he had opposed the development of the
hydrogen bomb, and that even after such development
became a matter of national policy he had “continued
to oppose the project and declined to cooperate fully
in the project”. It was further charged that he had
been “instrumental in persuading other outstanding sci-
entists not to work on the hydrogen-bomb project”.

The board members dismissed the allegation that Op-
penheimer urged other scientists not to work on the
program or that he had openly opposed the H-bomb
project after the President’s executive decision of Janu-
ary 1950 that it be initiated, “nor did he decline to co-
operate in the project”. Gray and Morgan, however,
come to the conclusion that “Following the President’s
decision, he did not show the enthusiastic support for
the program which might have been expected of the
chief atomic adviser to the Government under the cir-
cumstances. Indeed, a failure to communicate an aban-
donment 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 believe 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 atti-
tude and position in the entire chronology of the hy-
drogen-bomb problem.”

In further amplification of their views, the majority
members observe: “We cannot dismiss the matter of
Dr. Oppenheimer’s relationship to the development of
the hydrogen bomb simply with the finding that his
conduct was not motivated by disloyalty, because it is
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our conclusion that, whatever the motivation, the se-
curity interests of the United States were affected.”

Evans, commenting on this phase of the charges
against Oppenheimer, dismissed the matter with the
flat declaration: “He did not hinder the development
of the H bomb and there is absolutely nothing in the
testimony to show that he did.”

ESTIMONY hbefore the hoard, amounting to about

three-quarters of a million words, was released in
mid-June by the Atomic Energy Commission in the
form of a 992-page volume bearing the title “In the
Matter of J. Robert Oppenheimer, Transcript of Hear-
ing before Personnel Security Board”. Another signifi-
cant document made public at the same time was a
vigorous brief filed with the AEC on June 7th by Op-
penheimer’s attorneys, John W. Davis, Lloyd K. Gar-
rison, Herbert S. Marks, Samuel J. Silverman, and
Allan B. Ecker, who sharply challenged the findings of
the board majority, The AEC promised a final decision
in the case later in June.

The transcript of the hearing, in addition to the
testimony of Dr. and Mrs. Oppenheimer, records the
recollections, impressions, and opinions of thirty-eight
witnesses, of whom the following testified at the re-
quest of Oppenheimer’s attorneys:

Rosert F. Bacuer, professor of physics at California In-
stitute of Technology, former Atomic Energy Commissioner,
and wartime head of Los Alamos Bomb Physics Division.

Haxs A. BetmEg, professor of physics at Cornell, presi-
dent of the American Physical Society, and wartime head
of Los Alamos Theoretical Physics Division.

Norrts E. Brapsury, present director of Los Alamos
Scientific Laboratory and former professor of physics at
Stanford.

Orviver E. Buckirey, former chairman of the board of
Bell Telephone Laboratories and chairman of the Science
Advisory Commission of Office of Defense Mobilization.

Vannevar Busma, director of Carnegie Institution of
Washington and wartime head of the Office of Scientific Re-
search and Development,

Kare T. Comeron, former president of Massachusetts
Institute of Technology, frequent consultant to the Gov-
e¢rnment on atomic energy matters, and former president of
the American Physical Society.

James B. Cownanrt, United States High Commissioner in
Germany, former president of Harvard, former member of
AEC's General Advisory Committee, and wartime scientific
advisor to General Leslie R, Groves.

Gorpon Deaw, former chairman of the Atomic Energy
Commission and now member of banking firm of Lehman
Brothers in New York City,

Lee A. DuBrioce, president of California Institute of
Technology, chairman of Science Advisory Committee of
Office of Defense Mobilization, former AEC General Ad-
visory Committee member, wartime director of the Massa-
chusetts Institute of Technology Radiation Laboratory, and
former president of the American Physical Society,

Enrico Fermt, Nobel Laurcate in physics and professor
of physics at University of Chicago, former member of the
General Advisory Committee, wartime member of Los
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Alamos staff, and former president of the American Physi-
cal Society,

James B. Fisk, vice-president in charge of research of
Bell Telephone Laboratories, former director of research
for the Atomic Energy Commission, and present member
of the General Advisory Committee,

T. Kerrn Gressan, president of Case Institute of Tech-
nology and former member of the Atomic Energy Commis-
sion,

Lestie R. Groves, Licutenant General (retired), U. S,
Army. wartime head of Manhattan Project, now vice-presi-
dent and director of Remington Rand.

Avsert G, Hir, professor of physics at Massachusetts
Institute of Technology, director of the Lincoln Labora-
tory, and former consultant for Brookhaven and for the
Research and Development Board.

Mervin J. Kerry, president of Bell Telephone Labora-
tories, former member of the Research and Development
Board, and chairman of two nationally significant commit-
tees—one to evaluate the National Bureau of Standards in
connection with the Astin Case, the other to study and re-
port on the status of our national air defense.

Georce F. Kexwan, former ambassador to Russia, ex-
head of the State Department's Policy Planning Staff, and
presently engaged in research at the Institute for Advanced
Study.

Joux Laxspare, Jr., member of law firm in Cleveland,
former Colonel in the Counter Intelligence Branch of the
Army's G-2 organization and top security officer for the
wartime atomic bomb project, and Government witness in
Rosenberg spy trial.

Crarces C. Lavrirsex, professor of physics at the Cali-
fornia Institute of Technology, former president of the
American Physical Society, wartime director of the Caltech
rocket project and consultant to Los Alamos, former mem-
ber of the Research and Development Board, and member
of the AEC's General Advisory Committee.

Davip E, LirientHAL, former chairman of the Atomic
Energy Commission and chairman of the Tennessee Valley
Authority, now in private practice as industrial advisor in
New York City,

Joux J. McCroy, chairman of the board of Chase Na-
tional Bank of New York, Assistant Secretary of War,
1941-45, and former United States High Commissioner in
Germany.

Jasmes McCormack, Jr.. Major General, U. S. Air Force,
now Vice-Commander, Air Research and Development Com-
mand, former director of military application for the AEC.

Freperick H. Osporn, formerly chief United States ne-
gotiator in the United Nations on atomic energy matters,
wartime director of the Army's information and education
division, and now an industrial management expert.

Svmyer T. Pike, former Atomic Energy Commissioner,
now chairman of Public Utilities Commission in Maine,

I. I. Rasi, Nobel Laureate in physics, professor of phys-
ics at Columbia University, chairman of the AEC's Gen-
eral Advisory Committee, wartime consultant to Los Ala-
maos, and former president of the American Physical Society.

Norman F. Ramsey, Ji., professor of physics at Harvard
and wartime group leader at Los Alamos.

Hartiey Roweg, former member of General Advisory
Committee and wartime consultant to Manhattan Project,
now vice-president and director of United Fruit Company.

Joun von NeEumanny, member of the Institute for Ad-
vanced Study and the AEC's General Advisory Committee,
and wartime consultant to Los Alamos.

Warter G. Waitman, chairman of the department of
chemical engineering at Massachusetts Institute of Tech-
nology, member of the General Advisory Committee, and
former chairman of the Research and Development Board.

Hargy A. Winne, chairman of the Defense Department's
Technical Advisory Panel on Atomic Energy, former mem-
ber of the Research and Development Board, and retired
vice-president of General Electric and director of policy
and operation of the Hanford Works and Knolls Labora-
tory.

Jerrorn R, ZacHArIAs, professor of physics and director
of the Massachusetts Institute of Technology Laboratory
of Nuclear Science, director of Project Lincoln, and war-
time member of the MIT Radiation Laboratory and the
Los Alamos staff.

The remaining eight witnesses, all of whom were
called by the counsel for the Gray Board, were the
following:

Luis W, Arvarez, professor of physics at the University
of California and wartime member of the Los Alamos staff.

Wiitiam L. Borpen, assistant to the manager of the
atomic power division of Westinghouse, former executive
director on the staff of the Joint Congressional Committee
on Atomic Energy, and author of the book There Will Be
No Time.

Davip T, Grices, professor of Geophysics at the Univer-
sity of California at Los Angeles and wartime consultant
to the Air Force.

WenpeLr M. Latimer, professor of chemistry at the Uni-
versity of California and assistant director of the UC
Radiation Laboratory.

Boris T, PasH, chief of the Sixth Army Counter Intelli-
gence Division at San Francisco, and wartime commander
of G-2's scientific intelligence mission in Germany (Alsos).

Kennern S, Prrzer, professor and dean of the college of
chemistry at the University of California, consultant to the
UC Radiation Laboratory, and former director of the
AEC's Division of Research.

Epwarp TeLLER, professor of physics at the University
of California, former member of the Los Alamos staff, and
now involved in work at the AEC laboratory at Liver-
more, California,

Roscor C. WiLson, Major General in command of the
Third Air Force in England, and wartime Air Force liaison
officer with the Manhattan Project.

Of the 38 witnesses, 30 did not consider Oppen-
heimer a bad security risk, 5 did, and 3 were not asked.
Borden, whose familiarity with Oppenheimer was con-
fined to having “met him on a few occasions’’, was the
only one of the 38 to question his loyalty,

MANY scientists have publicly taken exception to
some of the conclusions and to certain aspects of
the language of the majority report, a result that had
been anticipated in the report itsel,-

“The Board,” said Gray and Gordon, “takes cogni-
zance of the serious alarm expressed to it by witnesses
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and frequently adverted to in the public press that
denial of clearance to Dr. Oppenheimer would do
serious harm in the scientific community. This is a
matter of vital concern to the Government and the
people.

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

“The Board has taken note of the fact that in some
cases of this sort groups of scientists have tended
toward an almost professional 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 de-
cision of a board of this sort, whether favorable or
unfavorable to the individual whose case is before it,
should be considered neither as an exoneration of all
scientists from imputations of security risk nor a
determination that all scientists are suspect.”

The objections registered by scientists since publica-
tion of the report, however, reflect a quite different
kind of uneasiness, One example is the following
statement, which was released on June 12th on behalf
of the Council of the American Physical Society by
APS President H. A. Bethe:

The Council of the American Physical Society is
deeply perturbed by the considerations used by the
Gray Board in withdrawing the clearance of Dr. ],
Robert Oppenheimer, while at the same time attesting
to his lovalty and discretion. Many members of the
American Physical Society have known and worked
with Dr. Oppenheimer for many years and as a conse-
quence of this association have great confidence in the
value of Dr. Oppenheimer as a public servant, The
Council of the American Physical Society is, for obvious
reasons, in no position to render a judgment whether
Dr. Oppenheimer meets the present requirements of the
AEC for clearance. There is, however, one matter of
principle which emerges as a serious problem from the
majority report of the Gray Board upon which we feel
it a duty to comment.

The chief new charges against Dr. Oppenheimer
arose from the advice he gave on request and his sub-
sequent attitude concerning the H bomb, This question
was a very difficult technical and policy matter on
which opinions widely differed with many men of
assured loyalty and competence sharing Dr. Oppen-
heimer's views, Charges based on policy disagreement
appear to be customary in Russia but we regard them
as not only morally reprehensible but also very harmiul
to our national welfare. If a man whose advice is
sought must fear that his potential utility to the
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Government may be challenged because his reasoned
recommendations later become puolitically unpopular,
he may be tempted to give advice that is politically
safe rather than technically valid.

The opinion rendered by the majority of the Gray
Board leaves this important question in doubt. While
clearing Dr, Oppenheimer of all specific charges raised
against him in connection with the H bomb develop-
ment, they reprimand him for his lack of enthusiasm
for the program after it was officially adopted. To re-
quire such subservience to an official viewpoint as a
proof of trustworthiness is to prevent the development
of the best thought,

There can be little doubt that the majority report
of the Gray Board will have an adverse effect upon
the utilization of scientists in the Government. It is to
be hoped that these issues will be clarified by the AEC
in the course of its final rulings on Dr. Oppenhcimer's
clearance,

Other groups, including the Federation of American
Scientists and the bulk of the scientific staff at Los
Alamos, have made public statements in earnest sup-
port of Oppenheimer, as have numerous individual sci-
entists. It should be recorded, however, that there has
been a singular absence of the kind of group hysteria
deplored by the board majority.

Dirac Denied Visa

OBEL LAUREATE P. A. M. Dirac, Lucasian

professor of mathematics at Cambridge Univer-
sity, is reported to have been denied permission to
enter the United States. Dirac, who has been in this
country several times in recent years, was invited to
come to Princeton this year as a visiting physicist at
the Institute for Advanced Study, which is directed by
J. R. Oppenheimer. On May 26th Dirac said that his
visa application had been *“turned down flat” under
the terms of Section 212 A of the Immigration and
Naturalization Act, a lengthy list of reasons for denying
entry that covers categories of undesirables ranging
from vagrants to stowaways.

His exclusion was protested vigorously in a letter
to the editor of The New York Times of June 3rd which
was signed by three Princeton physicists, W. Bleakney,
J. A. Wheeler, and M. G. White. Their letter said, in
part, “We do not pretend to be experts in the law
which governs the issuance of visas. However, il this is
what the McCarran Act means in practice, it seems to
us a form of organized cultural suicide. We are very
strongly aware of the advantages to this country of
Professor Dirac's proposed visit. We are aware of no
disadvantage. We also know that his case is only a
particularly obvious example of a general policy which
operates to this country’s detriment.”

On June 10th it was reported that the State Depart-
ment had ordered a review of the decision. Said the
Times: “'One of the factors contributing to the ruling
against Professor Dirac, it is understood, was the
‘atmosphere’ in this country. This appeared to indicate
that an application that might have been approved a
few years ago might be rejected today.”





