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SECURITY—UNITED NATIONS

[EDITOR’S NOTE.—With the Senate Internal Security Subcommittee already con-
ducting an investigation of American Communist infiltration of the United Nations,
the Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations confined its inquiry to “an employee
of the United Nations not attached to that part of the United Nations scrutinized
by the Internal Security Subcommittee.” Julius Reiss (1907-1979) was an American
employed by the Polish Delegation to the United Nations. He had also been an in-
structor for the U.S. Army during the Second World War. In both this executive ses-
sion and in a public session on September 17, 1953, Reiss declined to answer ques-
tions relating to Communist party membership and activities. Florence Englander
(1907-1981), who also testified on September 14, did not testify in public.]

MONDAY, SEPTEMBER 14, 1953

U.S. SENATE,
SENATE PERMANENT SUBCOMMITTEE ON INVESTIGATIONS
OF THE COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS,
New York, NY.

The subcommittee met at 10:40 a.m., in room 128 of the United
States Court House, Foley Square, Senator Joseph R. McCarthy,
presiding.

Present: Senator Joseph R. McCarthy, Republican, Wisconsin.

Present also: Francis P. Carr, executive director; Roy M. Cohn,
chief counsel; G. David Schine, chief consultant; Baline Sloan,
member, Legal Department, U.N.

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Remes, will you stand and be sworn.

Mr. RE1SS. My name is Reiss.

The CHAIRMAN. In this matter now in hearing before the com-
mittee, do you solemnly swear to tell the truth, nothing but the
truth, so help you God?

Mr. RE1ss. I do.

TESTIMONY OF JULIUS REISS (ACCOMPANIED BY HIS
COUNSEL, ROYAL W. FRANCE)

Mr. CoHN. Can we get the name of counsel for the record.

Mr. FRANCE. Royal W. France, 104 East 40th Street.

Mr. REIsS. Excuse me, sir. I didn’t quite get the name you used
when you asked me.

The CHAIRMAN. You give us your name, will you?

Mr. RE1ss. Julius Reiss.

Mr. CoBN. What is your address, sir?

Mr. RE1SS. 741 Westminister Road, Brooklyn, New York.

Mr. CoHN. Where are you employed?

Mr. REIsS. At the Polish Delegation to the United Nations.

Mr. CoHN. What is that address?

Mr. RE1ss. 151 East 62 Street.

1The CHAIRMAN. I wonder if you would try and speak louder,

please.

Mr. RE1ss. 161 East 62 Street. New York City.

(1807)
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Mr. CoHN. And what is the telephone up there?

Well, that is all right. Let me ask you this, sir. For how long a
period of time have you been employed at the Polish Delegation to
the United Nations?

Mr. REISS. Approximately three years.

Mr. COHN. Approximately three years?

Mr. REISS. Yes.

Mr. COHN. In other words, you went there in 1950, is that right?

Mr. RE1ss. At the end of 1950 sometime.

Mr. ConN. End of?

Mr. REISS. Sometime.

Mr. CoHN. Will you just tell us generally what you do there?

Mr. RE1ss. I am a documentation clerk.

Mr. ConN. What does that mean?

Mr. REISS. I handle United Nations documents, file them. I make
abstracts, digests of them. I handle press end periodicals and books
and do research in the press, periodicals and books.

Mr. CoHN. Did you generally work along those lines?

Mr. REISS. Yes, sir.

Mr. CoHN. Is your salary paid by the Polish Delegation?

Mr. REISS. Yes, sir.

Mr. CoHN. What is your salary?

Mr. REI1ss. It is about $3900 a year. I think about $325 a month.

Mr. CoHN. Is that net of taxes or——

Mr. RE1ss. That is before taxes.

Mr. CoHN. What do you do, pay your own income tax?

Mr. REISS. Yes.

Mr. CoHN. Is that reimbursed to you in any way by——

Mr. REI1ss. No, sir.

Mr. CoHN. In other words, you are paid a straight salary?

Mr. REISS. Yes.

Mr. CoHN. You are. Are you paid in United States currency?

Mr. REISS. Yes, sir.

Mr. CouN. What did you do immediately prior to going with the
Polish Delegation?

Mr. REISsS. Directly prior to that?

Mr. COHN. Yes.

Mr. RE1ss. I was out of work.

Mr. CoHN. For how long a period of time? Just approximately?

Mr. REI1sS. May I ask my counsel a question?

Mr. COHN. Sure, you can ask your counsel anything you want.

Mr. RE1ss. I think it may have been about two months or so. Two
or more, I am not sure.

Mr. CoHN. Directly prior to that, what did you do?

Mr. REiss. I refuse to answer on the grounds of the Fifth Amend-
ment.

Mr. COHN. On the grounds the answer may tend to incriminate
you, on the Fifth Amendment?

Mr. REIss. On the grounds the answer may tend to incriminate
me, on the Fifth Amendment.

Mr. ConN. For how long a period of time will you claim a privi-
lege as to your employment? In other words, we are back to two
months prior to the time you went with the Polish Delegation.
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You can consult with counsel if you want. I don’t want to go back
month after month.

Mr. RE1ss. I think back to about 1935.

Mr. ConN. Back to 1935?

Mr. REI1ss. Yes, sir.

Mr;) CoHN. Have you ever worked for the United States govern-
ment?

Mr. RE1ss. I was in the army.

Mr. CoHN. As a soldier?

Mr. REISS. Yes, sir.

Mr. CoHN. During what years?

Mr. REISS. 1942 to 1945.

Mr. CoHN. Did you serve in this country and overseas?

Mr. REISS. Just in this country.

Mr. CoHN. Just in this country. Where were you stationed?

Mr. REi1ss. I was stationed in Aberdeen, Maryland.

Mr. CoHN. Aberdeen, Maryland?

Mr. REIsS. Yes, sir.

Mr. COHN. Aberdeen Proving Ground?

Mr. REi1ss. No, sir. It had nothing to do with it.

Mr. CoHN. What was the particular assignment in the army that
you had?

Mr. RE1ss. I was—I taught pedagogy.

Mr. CoHN. You taught pedagogy in the army?

Mr. REISS. Yes, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. What the hell is that?

b I}?/Ir. COHN. Yes, sir. Would you expand on that just for a little
it?

Mr. RE1ss. Yes. You have a lot of men who went through cadre
school and who you had to teach how to repair machine guns and
ammunition clerical work and so forth. They had to teach. Well, I
taught these men the technique of teaching. Nothing to do with the
material.

Mr. CoHN. I understand.

Mr. REISS. Just the pure technique.

Mr. ConN. All right, now, are you today a member of the Com-
munist party?

Mr. REi1ss. I refuse to answer on the grounds previously stated.

Mr. CoHN. Have you—in 1950, were you secretary of the Na-
gional ?Youth Commission of the Communist party of the United

tates?

Mr. RE1SS. May I consult with my counsel?

I refuse to answer on the grounds previously stated.

Mr. CoHN. Have you ever been known by the name of Julius
Remes?

Mr. REI1ss. I refuse to answer on the grounds previously stated.

Mr. CoHN. Have you ever been assistant editor of the Political
Affairs Monthly, theoretical publication of the Communist party?

Mr. REiss. I refuse to answer, on the grounds previously stated.

Mr CoHN. Have you been a paid functionary of the Communist
party of the United States?

Mr. REI1ss. I refuse to answer on the grounds previously stated.

Mr. CoHN. Have you served on the enlarged National Committee
of the Communist party of the United States?
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Mr. REi1ss. I refuse to answer on the grounds previously stated.

Mr. CoHN. Do you contribute any of the salary that you receive
now to the Communist party?

You can consult with counsel any time you want.

Mr. REIss. No, sir.

Mr. ConN. Pardon me?

Mr. REI1ss. No, sir.

Mr. CoHN. You do not?

Mr. REIss. No, sir.

Mr. CoHN. Do you contribute any money to the Communist party
of the United States?

Mr. REIss. No, sir.

Mr. CoHN. You do not. Did you ever?

Mr. REiss. I refuse to answer on the grounds previously stated.

Mr. CoHN. Did you last year?

Mr. REI1ss. No, sir.

Mr. CoHN. Have you ever taught at the Jefferson School?

Mr. REi1ss. I refuse to answer on the grounds previously stated.

Mr. CoHN. Now, were you in 1937 and 1938 an organizer for the
Communist party in Michigan and Louisiana?

Mr. REi1ss. I refuse to answer on the grounds previously stated.

Mr. CouN. Is it a fact that when you went to—is it not a fact
that when you joined the Polish Delegation to the United Nations,
became associated with it, you were instructed by the Communist
party not to continue in open association with the party but to go
in the underground?

Do you want to read that back, if the witness has difficulty un-
derstanding the question?

[Question read.]

Mr. COHN. Again, I say—I see you hesitate—you can consult
with counsel any time you want.

Mr. SCHINE. Proceed.

Mr. RE1ss. I am just thinking.

Mr. CoHN. What?

Mr. REIsS. Thinking.

Mr. COHN. Are you prepared to answer?

Mr. RE1ss. I am just thinking for a minute.

Mr. CoHN. You want to think for a minute?

Mr. RE1ss. Just for a minute.

Mr. CoHN. Oh, sure. Take all the time you want.

Mr. REi1ss. Could I smoke?

Mr. CoHN. Oh, certainly.

Mr. REI1ss. No, sir.

Mr. ConN. Pardon me?

Mr. REIss. No, sir.

Mr. CoHN. That is not true. Do you know a man by the name
of Andy Remes?

Mr. REi1ss. I refuse to answer on the grounds previously stated.

Mr. CoHN. He is your brother, is he not?

Mr. REiss. I refuse to answer on the grounds previously stated.

Mr. CoHN. Can you tell us whether or not he is in the Com-
munist party underground?

Mr. REiss. I refuse to answer on the grounds previously stated.

Mr. CoHN. Can you state where he is today?
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The CHAIRMAN. May I interrupt, Mr. Counsel? I do not believe
he can refuse to answer as to personal relationship, whether he is
his brother or not.

Mr. CoHN. All right.

Mr. REiss. I can’t refuse?

The CHAIRMAN. Uh-huh.

Mr. CoHN. Do you have any brothers?

Mr. RE1ss. I refuse to answer on the same grounds.

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Counsel, I think that the chair will order the
witness to answer. There can be nothing incriminating about the
fact he has or has not brothers.

Mr. CoHN. Have you ever worked for:

The CHAIRMAN. He was ordered to answer the question.

Mr. CoHN. I am sorry. You were directed to answer the question
as to whether or not you have any brothers.

Mr. REISS. Yes.

Mr. CoHN. You do have brothers. How many?

Mr. RE1ss. Living?

Mr. COHN. Yes.

Mr. REISS. Two.

Mr. CoHN. And what are their first names?

Yes, sir?

Mr. REeiss. I was asked the question before and I refused to an-
swer.

The CHAIRMAN. I understand the witness refuses to answer as to
the names of his brothers.

Mr. RE1ss. Sir

The CHAIRMAN. I think in view of the fact——

Mr. RE1ss. No, sir, I am just thinking.

Mr. CoHN. He is just hesitating.

The CHAIRMAN. Oh.

Mr. CoHN. Senator McCarthy, this is Mr. Sloan.

The CHAIRMAN. I am glad to know you, Mr. Sloan.

Mr. SLoAN. How do you do, sir. I am just here as an observer.

The CHAIRMAN. I understand. You are not responsible for any-
thing we do here.

Mr. Re1ss. Well, I have one brother whom I haven’t seen for
many years.

Mr. CoHN. What is his first name?

Mr. REISS. Many years. Solomon Reiss.

Mr. CoHN. What about the other brother? What is his name?
And Solomon, what is his last name?

Mr. REISS. Reiss.

Mr. CoHN. Reiss, yes. And what is your other brother’s first
name, Mr. Reiss? Sir?

Mr. RE1ss. I have a—yes.

Mr. CoHN. What is his first name?

Mr. RE1SS. Andrew Remes.

Mr. COoHN. Andrew Remes?

Mr. REISS. His legal name.

Mr. CoHN. His legal name?

Mr. RE1ss. His legal name as far as I know.

Mr. CoHN. Where is your brother?

Mr. RE1ss. May I just—Mr.——
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Mr. COHN. Sure.

Mr. RE1ss. On purely—well, I hesitated speaking—may I say this
and then can I stop, and then I will repeat the same thing word
for word to——

Mr. CoHN. You want to say something off the record?

Mr. REISS. Yes.

Mr. CoHN. Go ahead.

[Discussion off the record.]

The CHAIRMAN. Have the record show the witness, on his own re-
quest, was allowed to give the committee some information off the
record. He desires not to have it on the record. It will not be on
the record in this case; but this will be the only case in which we
will go off the record.

Mr. RE1ss. Thank you very much.

Mr. CoHN. Where is your brother, Andrew Remes, now?

Mr. REI1ss. I refuse to answer on the grounds previously stated.

Mr. CoHN. When did you see him last?

Mr. RE1ss. I refuse to answer on the grounds previously stated.

Mr. CoHN. Is it not a fact he is a member of the Communist un-
derground and out of circulation at the moment?

Mr. RE1ss. I refuse to answer on the grounds stated.

Mr. CouN. Now, you draw any pay from the Communist party
at this time?

Mr. REIss. No, sir.

Mr. CoHN. Do you have any identification entitling you to admis-
sion to the United Nations zone and grounds and building?

Mr. REISS. Yes, sir. I have an identification card.

Mr. CoHN. Could we examine that, please?

Mr. RE1ss. I do not have it with me.

Mr. CoHN. You haven’t got it with you?

Mr. REI1ss. No, sir.

Mr. CoHN. Do your duties ever take you over to the United Na-
tions building?

Mr. REISS. Yes, of course.

Mr. CoHN. About how frequently?

Mr. REIsS. There is no regularity involved. I may go down three
times in one week. I think in the last three months I have been
down there—I really don’t know—maybe once or twice.

Mr. CoHN. It hasn’t been in session a good deal of the time.

Mr. RE1ss. But I don’t go down there just during sessions.

Mr. CoHN. When you go down there, do you confer with various
people?

Mr. REISS. Yes, sir.

Mr. CoHN. You do. Now, do you know any member—do you know
any persons employed by the secretariat of the United Nations?

Mr. REISS. Yes, sir.

Mr. CoHN. Do you know any American citizens employed by the
secretariat?

Mr. RE1ss. I know some people there.

Mr. CoBN. Could you name the ones you know?

Mr. REi1ss. I refuse to answer on the grounds previously stated.

Mr. CoHN. Do you know any Americans employed by the United
Nations secretariat who are members of the Communist party?

Mr. REi1ss. I refuse to answer on the grounds previously stated.
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The CHAIRMAN. May I just ask a couple of questions?

Mr. CoHN. Yes.

The CHAIRMAN. Do you believe that the Communist party is dedi-
cated to the overthrow of this government by force and violence?

Mr. REiss. I do not.

The CHAIRMAN. You do?

Mr. RE1ss. I do not.

The CHAIRMAN. You do not. Let me ask you the question again
iIﬁ a slightly different form. Do you believe it is dedicated—strike
that.

Do you believe the Communist party is dedicated to the over-
throw of this government by force and violence if a Communist gov-
ernment cannot be imposed on this nation by peaceful means?

Mr. RE1ss. Will you repeat that, please?

Mr. CoHN. Would you read it?

[Question read.]

Mr. REISs. Seems to me that the answer to that was embraced
in the question that I just answered.

The CHAIRMAN. I am going to ask you to answer this question.
It is in slightly different form.

Mr. RE1ss. Uh-huh!

Mr. FRANCE. Do you understand the question?

Mr. RE1ss. It is a question of some difficulty for me to grasp. I
am not quite sure.

Mr. FRANCE. I wonder if the——

Mr. CoHN. I don’t agree with that. You have taught at the Work-
ers School, haven’t you?

Mr. REI1ss. I refuse to answer on the grounds previously stated.

Mr. CoHN. You have taught courses in Marxism and Leninism.
You can answer the question.

The CHAIRMAN. It is a very simple question. You can take all the
time you want, but it is a question I am going to order you to an-
swer.

Mr. FRANCE. Would you like the question repeated?

Mr. RE1ss. No.

The CHAIRMAN. If you want the question read again, you may
have it read to you.

Mr. RE1ss. Would you read the question to me?

[Question read.]

Mr. CoHN. Is that so difficult?

The CHAIRMAN. I will be back in a minute. Let the witness think
it over, and I will be back.

Mr. CoHN. Yes, sir.

[Whereupon, the chairman withdrew from the hearing room.]

Mr. CoHN. Do you want to answer?

Mr. RE1ss. I will, yes.

Mr. CoHN. You are still meditating?

Mr. RE1sS. Yes. Not as easy as it sounds. Do you mean——

[Whereupon, the chairman returned to the hearing room.]

Mr. CoHnN. He is still thinking. Still thinking of the answer to
that question. Huh.

Mr. REIsS. You see, I am trying to envision the possible cir-
cumstances involved in this question.

Mr. CoHN. Let me ask you this preliminary question.
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The CHAIRMAN. I think he should answer now.

Mr. CoHN. I want to know how much they paid you at the Work-
ers School to teach Marxism and Leninism.

Mr. REi1ss. I refuse to answer on the grounds previously stated.
I have been trying to envision the possible circumstances under
which that question would arise and——

The CHAIRMAN. We will give you until 2:30 this afternoon and
you think it over and

Mr. RE1ss. I can answer.

Mr. CoHN. We have other witnesses and can’t sit here all day for
you to think it out.

Mr. RE1ss. I think my attorney won’t be here, and I would like
to answer the question now.

Mr. CoHN. We will have to have you back this afternoon anyway.

The CHAIRMAN. Okay. If he wants to answer now:

Mr. REe1ss. If T have to be back this afternoon, I will wait until
this afternoon.

Mr. CoHN. Let me ask you this question. Who obtained your job
for you at the Polish Delegation to the United Nations?

Mr. REiss. I refuse to answer on the grounds previously stated.

Mr. CoHN. Was that obtained for you through the intercession of
the American Communist party?

Mr. REIss. No, sir.

Mr. CoHN. Was it obtained by you—for you through the interces-
sion of any functionary of the American Communist party?

Mr. RE1ss. I refuse to answer.

The CHAIRMAN. Was there anything illegal in connection with
your obtaining that job, as far as you know?

Mr. REIss. No, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. Was—to your knowledge, did you do anything in
connection with your obtaining that job that was either directly or
indirectly in violation of the laws of the United States?

Mr. REIss. No, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. You are then ordered to answer the question pro-
pounded by counsel. If there was nothing illegal in connection with
your getting the job, if you are guilty of no illegal activities in con-
nection with your getting the job, you are not entitled to the privi-
lege under the Fifth Amendment, so you answer the question.

You can discuss the matter with counsel at any time you care to,
Mr.——

Mr. CoHN. Sir?

Mr. RE1ss. I refuse to answer.

Mr. COHN. Now.

The CHAIRMAN. Have the record show—I believe it is clear, and
if I am incorrect in this, counsel, you correct me. I believe the
record now shows the witness has stated that he is aware of noth-
ing illegal in connection with his obtaining the job, that he feels he
does not know of any law of the United States which he violated
either directly or indirectly in obtaining the job. Have the record
show that after that appeared I turned and ordered the witness to
answer; that the witness consulted with counsel and has again re-
fused to answer the question.

We will let you go until 2:30 this afternoon. We had hoped to fin-
ish up with your testimony this morning, but it has taken so much
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time to get answers to very, very simple questions from you that
we will have to let you go now and take some of the other wit-
nesses whom we promised to handle this morning.

Mr. REIsS. Yes, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. 2:30 this afternoon, and in case we are late in
that, we have other matters which we have to take care of, you will
be instructed to wait until we get to you.

Mr. CoHN. I would like to have you answer one last question. I
don’t know whether I asked it before or not. Did you work for Abra-
ham Unger in 1950?

Mr. REI1ss. I refuse to answer on the grounds previously stated.

Mr. CoHN. Did you—were you engaged in any activities con-
nected with the defense of the indicted Communist leaders?

Mr. RE1ss. I refuse to answer.

Mr. CoHN. Were you paid money for those activities by the Com-
munist party?

Mr. RE1ss. I refuse to answer.

Mr. CoHN. Okay.

Mr. FRANCE. It appears that all these refusals are based on the
same reason as before.

Mr. CoHN. The answers—the ground the answers might tend to
incriminate him.

Mr. REISS. Yes.

The CHAIRMAN. Yes. I think, just off the record——

[Discussion off the record.]

Mr. REi1ss. I should like to state that all my refusals have been
on the basis of my privilege under the Fifth Amendment to the
Constitution.

[Witness excused. ]

TESTIMONY OF FLORENCE ENGLANDER

The CHAIRMAN. Will you raise your right hand.

This matter now in hearing before the committee, do you sol-
emnly swear to tell the truth and nothing but the truth, so help
you God?

Miss ENGLANDER. Yes.

Mr. CoHN. Could we have your full name?

Miss ENGLANDER. Florence Englander.

Mr. CoHN. Where are you employed?

Miss ENGLANDER. At the United Nations.

Mr. CoHN. In what capacity?

Miss ENGLANDER. My title is social affairs officer.

Mr. COHN. Social affairs officer. And for how long a period of
time have you been employed at the United Nations?

Miss ENGLANDER. Exactly seven years.

Mr. COHN. Seven years?

Miss ENGLANDER. Yes.

Mr. CoHN. What is your salary?

Miss ENGLANDER. I think it is $6200. I am not exactly sure.

Mr. ConN. Is that net of taxes?

Miss ENGLANDER. That is my gross salary.

Mr. CoHN. Have you ever been a member of the Communist
party?

Miss ENGLANDER. Yes, sir.
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Mr. COHN. During what years?

Miss ENGLANDER. I think 1935 to 1940.

Mr. CoHN. 1935 to 1940?

Miss ENGLANDER. Yes. The——

Mr. CoHuN. Did you have any associations with the Communist
party after 1940?

Miss ENGLANDER. None at all.

Mr. CoHN. None whatsoever?

Miss ENGLANDER. None whatsoever.

Mr. CoHN. Have you had any association with any Communists
since 19407

Miss ENGLANDER. On one occasion.

Mr. CoHN. What was the name of that Communist?

Miss ENGLANDER. Louise Schatz.

Mr COHN. Will you spell that?

Miss ENGLANDER. S-c-h-a-t-z.

Mr. COHN. When was that?

Miss ENGLANDER. In 1940. Well, she mentioned to me in
1947

Mr. CoHN. What was the nature of your association with her?

Miss ENGLANDER. Well, I didn’t know at the time, you see, we
shared an apartment together, and one day she just felt inclined
to tell me this.

Mr. ConN. With that one exception, have there been any other
Communists with whom you have been associated?

The CHAIRMAN. May I interrupt off the record?

[Discussion off the record.]

Mr. ConN. Will you be back at 3:30?

Miss ENGLANDER. Here?

Mr. COHN. Yes.

[Witness excused.]

[Whereupon, at 11:15 a.m. a recess was taken until 2:30 p.m.]

AFTERNOON SESSION

[Whereupon, at 3:25 p.m. this day, the hearing was resumed pur-
suant to the taking of the recess.]

TESTIMONY OF JULIUS REISS (ACCOMPANIED BY HIS
COUNSEL, ROYAL W. FRANCE) (RESUMED)

Mr. REISS. Mr. Senator, I would like to make a statement.

The CHAIRMAN. Will you please try to speak louder?

Mr. RE1ss. I would like to make a statement on one of the ques-
tions I answered this morning.

The CHAIRMAN. You may.

Mr. REiss. I would like that answer, that I did not know any-
thing illegal about my appointment—I wish to make it clear that
I know of nothing illegal about an American citizen obtaining a po-
sition with any delegation to the United Nations and in so stating,
I did not state that discussions of any associations which may have
led to my being recommended to the Polish Delegation might not
tend to incriminate me, and that was the basis for my refusing to
answer, as to who recommended me.

The CHAIRMAN. I don’t understand. I frankly don’t understand
what you said at all.
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Mr. REIsS. I can just repeat it.

The CHAIRMAN. Read it a little louder.

Mr. CoHN. Let’s see if I can explain it off the record.

The CHAIRMAN. Let’s take it on the record. Everything should be
on the record.

Mr. ConN. All right.

Is this what you are trying to say, that you did state there was
nothing illegal about your obtaining employment, the manner in
which you obtained it, or about your continuing the employment,
you said in your knowledge, you had no knowledge about anything
illegal; but you went on and claimed a Fifth Amendment privilege
on whether or not your job was obtained for you by a top func-
tionary of the American Communist party. You are now saying
your claiming of the privilege as to which individual got the job for
you and what discussion preceded getting the job was not meant
in any way to indicate there was anything illegal about your ob-
taining the job. You decline to answer who got the job for you be-
cause of the possibility of Communist associations tending to in-
criminate you; is that substantially accurate?

You may confer with counsel.

Mr. FRANCE. May I make a statement?

The position that the witness takes is, as I understand it, that
in stating that he knew nothing illegal about his being appointed
as an employee of the Polish Delegation, he did not state that there
might not have been recommendations made which would involve
associations which might tend to incriminate him and, therefore,
when the question came about the recommendations, he felt that
that was a different question.

The CHAIRMAN. Let me ask you this question: Do you know of
anything illegal on your part in connection with your getting this
j(ib—‘)any illegal activities on your part, not on the part of someone
else?

Mr. REiss. I refuse to answer on the ground of the Fifth Amend-
ment.

The CHAIRMAN. Do you feel that if you told the truth, that an-
swer might tend to incriminate you?

Mr. RE1ss. I think that in the light of the

The CHAIRMAN. Will you try to speak louder? I can’t——

Mr. RE1ss. Yes, in the light of the situation and the connotations
thereof, I would have to refuse to answer on the ground that it
might tend to incriminate me.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is, are you refusing because you
think a truthful answer might tend to incriminate you?

Mr. RE1ss. No. I would like to repeat the answer that in the light
of the present general political situation I feel that any answer that
I might give might tend to incriminate or degrade me.

The CHAIRMAN. You will not be allowed the privilege under those
circumstances. If you say any answer, that means you commit per-
jury. You know that. The question is: Do you think that a truthful
answer to the question would tend to incriminate you?

Mr. REi1ss. I say that in the answer—that I included in the an-
swer the idea of the truth of the answer.

The CHAIRMAN. I can’t hear.

Mr. RE1ss. I say that I included the idea of the truthful answer.
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The CHAIRMAN. I am asking the question: Do you feel that a
truthful answer would tend to incriminate you? The answer is yes
or no.

Mr. REe1ss. I think that as I said before, that the answer might
tend to incriminate me under present circumstances.

The CHAIRMAN. A truthful answer.

Mr. REi1ss. That a truthful answer might tend to incriminate me
under the present circumstances.

The CHAIRMAN. Then you are entitled to the privilege.

Mr. CoHN. Mr. Reiss, may I ask you this?

Mr. REI1ss. Yes, sir.

Mr. CoHN. You are employed by the

The CHAIRMAN. Can I ask one question?

Mr. REISS. Yes.

The CHAIRMAN. What was your baptismal name?

Mr. RE1ss. Julius Reiss.

The CHAIRMAN. Julius Reiss?

Mr. REISsS. Yes, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. I believe you refused to answer this question, I
am not sure. Did you later change your name to Joel Remes?

Mr. RE1ss. I refuse to answer.

The CHAIRMAN. Has Julius Reiss always been your legal name?

Mr. REIssS. Yes, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. Pardon me.

Mr. CoHN. Joel Remes was and is your Communist party name,
is it not?

Mr. RE1ss. I refuse to answer on the grounds previously stated.

Mr. CoHN. Now, sir, you work for the Polish Delegation.

Mr. REISS. Yes.

Mr. CoHN. The Polish government is of course under Communist
domination today; is that correct? That is a historical fact, is it not?

Mr. RE1ss. I would like to ask a question: what you mean by
Communist?

Mr. CoHN. What do you think?

Mr. REiss. As far as I know, there is a legally elected govern-
ment.

Mr. CoHN. I see.

Mr. RE1Ss. In which members of the Communist party represent,
and I think also other parties. I can’t remember the names exactly,
but there are other parties.

Mr. ConN. I see.

The CHAIRMAN. I just recall one of the reasons we gave this
morning for the recess was to let him consider his answer to the
question which had been propounded this morning. Have you ar-
rived at an answer to that yet?

Mr. REi1ss. Could you repeat that?

Mr. FRANCE. Wants to know whether you are ready to answer.

The CHAIRMAN. The question was—I will re-ask the question. Do
you believe that the Communist party advocates the overthrow of
this government by force and violence if a Communist form of gov-
ernment cannot be imposed upon this nation by peaceful means?

Mr. REiss. I said I do not feel that that question can be answered
yes or no. To discuss it would lead me into a long discussion of
Communist theory, which might involve questions as to the basis
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of my knowledge or beliefs, and that might tend to incriminate me.
I also feel that that question that you ask is outside the scope of
the congressional committee, and in my refusal to answer that
question and other refusals, I invoke the protection of the First and
Fifth Amendments.

The CHAIRMAN. In other words, you refuse to answer on the
grounds that a truthful answer might tend to incriminate you?

Mr. REI1ss. Yes, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. You are entitled to the privilege.

Mr. ConN. Yes.

Now, let me ask you this, Mr. Reiss: In your opinion, who was
responsible—who was the aggressor in the Korean War?

Mr. REiss. I refuse to answer on the grounds previously stated.

Mr. CoHN. I see. If you were called upon—If you had been called
upon during the Korean War to fight in opposition to the Com-
munist forces, would you have done so?

You can consult with counsel.

Mr. RE1sS. I am an American citizen. I did serve before and I
think if called upon, I will naturally serve.

Mr. CoHN. Including bearing arms against the Communists?

Mr. REIss. That would have been my—necessary under the Con-
stitution of the United States.

The CHAIRMAN. If you could try to speak up.

Mr. REIsS. I am sorry, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. I can’t hear you.

Mr. RE1ss. Yes, sir. As I did previously in the other war, I would
have done it here.

The CHAIRMAN. In other words—if I may, counsel—do I under-
stand then that if today or tomorrow we get into a war with Com-
munist Russia and you were called upon to bear arms against
Communist Russia and fight for the United States, your testimony
is that you would do that?

Mr. RE1ss. I am sorry, sir. Could you repeat that question once
more?

Mr. CoHN. Would you read the question?

[Question read.]

The CHAIRMAN. Note for the record that the witness consults
with counsel.

Mr. REISS. Senator, it seems to me that involves a great many
hypothetical questions.

The CHAIRMAN. Uh-huh!

Mr. RE1ss. But I think it is clear that since I am an American
citizen subject to the laws of the United States, if I were called into
the army of the United States and to serve in it, I would have to
do so.

The CHAIRMAN. Would you be willing to do so if we were fighting
Communist Russia?

Mr. REISS. On the question, I am not sure I know what you mean
by the word “willing.”

The CHAIRMAN. Would you refuse to do so?

Mr. REiss. I have already stated if I were called upon to enter
the United States Army, I would do so.

The CHAIRMAN. Even if we were fighting Communist Russia?
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Mr. REiss. I believe that that, again I believe that involves so
many hypothetical questions as to a possible war between the
United States and Russia, a war which I certainly do not hope will
take place and which I personally feel peaceful desires both of the
United—American people and the Russian people will prevent from
coming into existence because It would be certainly a disaster for
the entire world. But I think it is clear that if in the event of such
a war as in the case of a war against Germany, when I was drafted
into the army, I entered into the army and performed my duties.
If I were drafted into the army, I would perform my duties there.

Mr. CoHN. Do you believe in our form of government or do you
believe in communism?

Mr. REISS. Seems to me that—is that one or two questions?

Mr. CoHN. Let’s break it down. Do you believe in communism?

Mr. RE1ss. I refuse to answer on the basis of the Fifth Amend-
ment.

Mr. CoHN. Do you believe in our form of government? Do you be-
lieve in a capitalistic democracy?

Mr. RE1ss. I refuse to answer on the basis of the First and Fifth
Amendments.

Mr. CoHN. I see. Have you—when were you last in consultation
with any functionaries of the Communist party of the United
States?

Mr. RE1ss. I refuse to answer on the grounds previously stated—
on the ground of the Fifth Amendment.

Mr. CoHN. Were you in consultation within the last six weeks
with any functionaries of the Communist party of the United
States concerning the forthcoming meetings of the United Nations
General Assembly?

er. REIss. I refuse to answer under the grounds previously stat-
ed.

Mr. CoHN. Very specifically, within the last two weeks were you
in consultation with any functionaries of the Communist party of
the United States concerning the General Assembly of the United
Nations which was to commence this month?

Mr. REi1ss. I refuse to answer on the grounds previously stated.

Mr. COHN. Specifically, were you in consultation with any func-
tionaries of the American Communist party concerning the formu-
lation of policy concerning an issue which was to arise in the Gen-
eral Assembly of the United Nations?

Mr. REIss. I refuse to answer under the grounds previously stat-
ed.

Mr. CouN. I will ask the same question specifying were you in
consultation with functionaries of the American Communist party
concerning formulation of policy on the handling of the Korean
peace issue at the meeting of the General Assembly?

Mr. REIss. I refuse to answer under the grounds previously stat-
ed.

Mr. CoHN. Now, have you ever been in Poland, by the way?

Mr. REI1ss. No, sir.

Mr. CoHN. Have you ever been abroad?

Mr. REI1ss. No, sir.

Mr. CoHN. You have not. Now, let me ask you this question: Do
you know
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Mr. RE1ss. May I interrupt?
Mr. CoHN. Yes, sure.
ll\gr. REIss. When you say abroad, do you mean Canada, for exam-
ple?

Mr. COHN. Any place outside the Continental United States.

Mr. REISS. Yes, sir. I was. I was in about 1925 or 1926. I went
to Canada.

Mr. CoHN. Have you ever had any connection with the United
States Treasury Department in any way?

Mr. REIss. United States Treasury Department? So far as I
know, no.

Mr. CoHN. Do you know William Z. Foster, national chairman of
the Communist party?

Mr. REIss. I refuse to answer under the grounds previously stat-
ed.

Mr. CoHN. Have you held any position in the United States gov-
ernment in any agency other than your army service at any time?

er. RE1ss. I refuse to answer under the grounds previously stat-
ed.

Mr. CoHN. Whether or not you ever worked for any agency of the
United States government? I don’t understand that, you refuse to
answer that.

Mr. REISS. Yes.

Mr. CoHN. What agency?

Mr. RE1ss. I was on relief for WPA.

Mr. CoHN. You were on relief, drawing relief funds?

Mr. RE1ss. Of WPA.

Mr. CoHN. Were you an employee?

Mr. REISS. Yes.

Mr. CoHN. And what—during what years?

er. RE1ss. I refuse to answer under the grounds previously stat-
ed.

Mr. CoHN. When you were with the WPA, were you a member
of the Communist party?

Mr. REIss. I refuse to answer under the grounds previously stat-
ed.

The CHAIRMAN. Do I understand the witness refuses to tell what
years he worked for the WPA?

Mr. COHN. Apparently.

The CHAIRMAN. Are you refusing to tell us what years you
worked for the WPA?

Mr. RE1ss. That was the answer.

The CHAIRMAN. You will be ordered to answer that question. I
will be glad to hear, if your counsel thinks you are entitled to the
privilege.

Mr. FRANCE. I understand the position the witness has stated,
that he feels that to answer about his employment from the
years—what was it? From 1936 on—might tend to incriminate him.

Mr. RE1ss. 1934.

Mr. FRANCE. And that any employment that he had during that
period might lead to questions about other matters or associations
which might tend to incriminate him even though the mere fact of
being on relief with WPA itself would not tend to do. That is what
I understand to be his position.
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Mr. REISS. Yes.

The CHAIRMAN. I may say that while the Fifth Amendment, Mr.
Counsel, is very broad and very liberally interpreted, it is the posi-
tion of the chair that he is not entitled to refuse to tell us what
dates he worked for the government.

If we start questioning him about any activities which might be
considered illegal, he could refuse to answer, but as far as the
dates and the agency, I believe he would not be entitled to the
Fifth Amendment privilege. It is all a matter of record. I am going
to order him to answer the question.

I may say for counsel’s benefit it will lead to other questions as
to what other agencies of the government he worked for.

Mr. RE1ss. Well, sir, I can’t remember the exact dates. It was
sometime—sometime in 1935 and 1936, and as far as I can recol-
lect, it was sometime in 1939 and 1940.

The CHAIRMAN. In other words, from 1935 or 1936 until 1939 or
1940.

Mr. RE1ss. No, no. It was during 1935 and 1936 and during 1939
and 1940.

The CHAIRMAN. In other words, two periods of time?

Mr. REIsS. Yes.

The CHAIRMAN. Did you work for any other government agency?

Mr. REIss. Outside of the army, let’s see. No, sir. Except the
army, of course.

The CHAIRMAN. You were drafted into the army. You spent how
many years in the army?

Mr. RE1sS. From May 1942 to June—to September of 1945.

The CHAIRMAN. And you were teaching the technique of teaching
at that time?

Mr. REIsS. Yes, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. Did you ever attempt to indoctrinate your stu-
dents with the philosophy of communism?

Mr. RE1ss. No, sir. That was a purely technical subject, and 1
taught nothing except the subject itself.

The CHAIRMAN. Did you ever solicit any of your students to join
the Communist party?

Mr. REI1ss. No, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. We are not discussing your testimony.

Mr. RE1ss. This isn’t that funny.

Mr. CoHN. No. It certainly isn’t.

I had asked you originally about William Z. Foster. You claimed
the privilege.

The CHAIRMAN Can I ask one more question?

Mr. COHN. Sure.

The CHAIRMAN. At the time you were teaching the technique of
teaching in the army, did you attend Communist party meetings?

Mr. REIss. I refuse to answer under the grounds of the Fifth
Amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. Did you during that period of time attend any
Communist party meetings which were attended by your students
also?

Mr. REiss. I think that since I have already invoked the privilege
on the question of whether or not I attended any other—any Com-
munist meetings, I would have to invoke it here, too.
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The CHAIRMAN. In other words, you feel if you told us the truth
as to whether you attended Communist party meetings which were
attended by your students while you were teaching in the army,
that truthful answer might tend to incriminate you?

Mr. REiss. I think I would like to repeat just what I said a mo-
ment ago, that since I have already invoked the Fifth Amendment
in regard to the question of whether or not I attended any Com-
munist meetings during that period, I would have to invoke it also
on this same question.

The CHAIRMAN. May I say you can only invoke it if you think a
truthful answer would tend to incriminate you. This is an entirely
different question. The other question is whether or not you at-
tended Communist meetings. You refused to answer that. The
question is now, did you attend Communist meetings in that period
of time which were also attended by your students? If you did not
attend such meetings, of course, the answer could not incriminate
you.

If you did attend, such meetings, then it is possible that your an-
swer might tend to incriminate you. So when you say you are in-
voking the privilege because you refused to answer a previous
question, that is not sufficient ground. The only ground upon which
you can invoke it is if you feel a truthful answer might tend to in-
criminate you. If you feel that a truthful answer might tend to in-
criminate you, you can refuse to answer.

So the pending question is: Do you feel that a truthful answer
to that question might tend to incriminate you?

May 1 say for counsel’s benefit that the chair takes the position
that you are not entitled to the privilege if you feel that perjury
might incriminate you; that you are only entitled to the privilege
if you honestly feel that a truthful answer might tend to incrimi-
nate you. That is why I asked the question, so we can determine
whether or not he is entitled to the privilege.

Mr. REIsS. On that basis, I would say that I have no knowledge
of any student of mine having attended a Communist meeting.

The CHAIRMAN. Did you ever attempt to—strike “to.”

Did you ever discuss the Communist philosophy—strike that
again, I am sorry, Mr. Reporter.

Did you ever try to in effect sell the Communist philosophy or
sell communism or indoctrinate the young men who were your stu-
dents outside of the classroom? You already said you did not try
to indoctrinate them in the classroom. The question is, did you try
to do it outside the classroom?

Mr. REiss. I refuse to answer on the grounds of the Fifth Amend-
ment.

Mr. CHAIRMAN. You are entitled to it.

Mr. CoHN. Now, you are—I asked you about Mr. Foster. Now,
did you at any time serve as aide to William Z. Foster in the Com-
munist party.

er. RE1ss. I refuse to answer under the grounds previously stat-
ed.

Mr. CoHN. Did you accompany him constantly during any period
of time?

Mr. REIss. I refuse to answer under the grounds previously stat-
ed.
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Mr. CoHN. Do you know Eugene Dennis?

Mr. REi1ss. I refuse to answer on the grounds previously stated.

Mr. CoHN. Do you know Simon Gerson?

Mr. REi1ss. I refuse to answer on the grounds previously stated.

Mr. CoHN. Have you ever been arrested or convicted of a crime?

Mr. REIss. I refuse to answer under the grounds previously stat-
ed.

Mr. CoHN. Were you in the year 1936 in the state of Michigan?

Mr. REIss. 19367

Mr. ConN. Yes.

Mr. REIss. I refuse to answer under the grounds previously stat-
ed.

Mr. COHN. Were you there in 19377

Mr. REIss. I refuse to answer under the grounds previously stat-
ed.

Mr. COHN. Were you a Communist party organizer in the year
1937?

Mr. REIss. I refuse to answer under the grounds previously stat-
ed.

Mr. CoHN. Were you a Communist party organizer in Louisiana
during part of the year 19377

Mr. REIss. I refuse to answer under the grounds previously stat-
ed.

Mr. CoHN. Were you arrested on May 26, 1937 in New Orleans,
Louisiana, for Communist activities?

Mr. REIss. I refuse to answer under the grounds previously stat-
ed.

Mr. CoHN. Were you at that time, secretary of the Communist
party in Louisiana?

Mr. RE1ss. I refuse to answer.

Mr. ConN. At 130 Chartres Street?

Mr. REIss. I refuse to answer under the grounds previously stat-
ed.

Mr. CoHN. Did you give your New York address as the head-
quarters of the Communist party of the United States on 12th
Street?

Mr. REIss. I refuse to answer under the grounds previously stat-
ed.

Mr. CoHN. Were you convicted of a violation of Section 1436 of
the Michigan Penal Code in 1937? Sir?

Mr. REI1ss. Just trying to rack my brain.

Mr. CoHN. Or Act 1—rather Section 902 of Act 107, both?

Mr. RE1ss. What was that? I don’t know what those——

Mr. COHN. Section 107—the charge was no visible means of sup-
port and vagrancy and specifically—well, let’s say that is the
charge.

Mr. RE1ss. Where was this?

Mr CoHN. New Orleans, Louisiana.

Mr. REIss. I refuse to answer under the grounds previously stat-
ed.

Mr. CoHN. I will show you a document, which I will deem
marked Exhibit 1, and ask you to examine that and then tell us.

Mr. RE1ss. I have read it.
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Mr. CoHN. Does that refresh your recollection? I will ask you the
question again: Is your answer the same?

Mr. RE1SS. The answer is the same.

Mr. CoHN. I will now show you a picture which I will deem
marked Exhibit 2 and ask you whether or not that is your picture.

Mr. REiss. I refuse to answer under the grounds previously stat-
ed. On the same grounds. Pretty.

The CHAIRMAN. Is 35 East 12th Street, New York City, the head-
quarters of the Communist party?

er. RE1ss. I refuse to answer under the grounds previously stat-
ed.

Mr CoHN. Interpreting this question broadly, Mr. Reiss, have you
ever engaged in any espionage activities against the United States?

Mr. RE1ss. What do you mean, “broadly”?

Mr. CoHN. I will just ask the question: Have you ever engaged
in any espionage activities against the United States in connection
with the Polish Delegation to the United Nations or to the Polish
Government?

Mr. REISS. Never.

Mr. ConN. Pardon me?

Mr. RE1ss. Never.

Mr. CoHN. Have you ever engaged in sabotage?

Mr. RE1ss. What do you mean by sabotage?

Mr. CoHN. You know what sabotage is.

The CHAIRMAN. May I?

Mr. CoBN. Yes.

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Cohn, you asked whether or not he engaged
in espionage or—was it for the Polish Government? I would like to
reframe that and say: Have you ever engaged in any espionage ac-
tivities in this country?

Mr. REI1ss. No, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. Are you aware of any espionage activities on the
part of anyone in this country?

Mr. RE1ss. Shall I answer that now or wait for the senator?

Mr. CoHN. No. You can answer.

MIi REiss. I will say I am aware of the—from the press—that
people——

Mr. CoHnN. No, no. Have you any personal knowledge?

Mr. RE1sS. Personal knowledge of espionage activities?

Mr. CoHN. That is right.

Mr. REIss. No, sir.

Mr. CoHN. Have you any personal knowledge of activities seeking
to bring about the establishment or a Communist government in
the United States?

er. REI1ss. I refuse to answer under the grounds previously stat-
ed.

Mr. CoHN. Have you in cooperation with any member or anyone
connected with the Polish Delegation engaged in any activities?

Mr. RE1ss. To establish a Communist

Mr. CoHN. That is right, toward establishing the Communist
government in the United States?

Mr. REI1ss. No, sir.

Mr. CoHN. You say you have not?

Mr. REIss. No, sir.
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Mr. CoHN. Would you read that last question and answer, please,
Mr. Reporter?

[Record read.]

Mr. CoHN. Have you

The CHAIRMAN. What did the witness have to say about it? About
what activities, espionage activities—

Mr. CoHN. He says he has no knowledge of that.

The CHAIRMAN. In other words, do I understand you are not
aware of any espionage activities on the part of anyone?

Mr. REIss. No, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. Have you ever discussed, Mr. Reiss, either past
or potential espionage activities on the part of any members of the
Communist party with other members of the Communist party,
that is? If you don’t understand——

Mr. REIsS. Yes, I don’t quite understand that.

The CHAIRMAN. Let me rephrase it. Have you ever discussed with
any members of the Communist party or heard discussed at any
Communist party meetings any espionage activities on the part of
any individuals?

Mr. REIss. I refuse to answer under the grounds previously stat-
ed.!

Mr. ConN. Have you ever transmitted any information from the
American Communist party to any official of the Polish Delegation
of the United Nations?

er. RE1ss. I refuse to answer under the grounds previously stat-
ed.

Mr. CouN. Have you ever transmitted any information from any
member of the Polish Delegation to the United Nations to the
American Communist party?

er. REI1ss. I refuse to answer under the grounds previously stat-
ed.

Mr. CoHN. Who is your immediate superior up at the Polish——

Mr. REISS. My superior? The permanent representative of the
delegation.

Mr. CoHN. Who is that?

Mr. RE1ss. Mr. Henryk Birecki.

Mr. CoHN. Is he a member of the Communist party?

Mr. RE1sS. I have no knowledge.

Mr. CoHN. You have no knowledge?

Mr. REI1ss. No, sir.

Mr. CoHN. Have you ever discussed communism?

1In public testimony on September 17, Julius Reiss answered: “As I have stated, I have never
been at any meeting where I have heard espionage advocated.” Senator McCarthy then read
Reiss’ refusal to answer the question in his executive session testimony, and said: “The grounds
previously stated were that a truthful answer might tend to incriminate you. You tell us today
that you did not here discussed any espionage activities. Therefore when you appeared in execu-
tive session and told us that a truthful answer might tend to incriminate you, you were not
properly invoking the fifth amendment, which of course makes you in contempt of the com-
mittee. This is a very important constitutional right which you nor any other Communist can
play around with, and you don’t play around with it with this committee.

I will ask the committee to cite you for contempt or perjury because you were not telling the
truth when you told us that a truthful answer would tend to incriminate you. Today you said
you were not present when such activities were discussed.

I may say there will be some delay in getting the citation. Can’t take it up until the Senate
meets. But I am getting very sick of you men engaged in the Communist conspiracy who come
before this committee and abuse the privilege granted under the fifth amendment. It is a very
important privilege. You are not going to use it to cover up your conspiracy, if I can help it.
You will be entitled to use the privilege wherever you have the right.”
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The CHAIRMAN. May I just off the record——

[Discussion off the record.]

Mr. CoHN. Were you born here or a naturalized citizen?

Mr. RE1ss. I was born here.

Mr. CoHN. What is your date of birth?

Mr. REIsS. October 24, 1907.

Mr. CoHN. Where were you born?

Mr. RE1ss. New York City.

Mr. COHN. Are you married, by the way?

Mr. REISS. Yes.

Mr. CoHN. Is your wife a member of the party?

er. RE1ss. I refuse to answer under the grounds previously stat-
ed.

Mr. CoHN. What is your wife’s maiden name?

Mr. RE1sS. Gertrude Weixel.

Mr. CoBN. Gertrude what?

Mr. REIss. W-e-i-x-e-l.

Mr. ConN. By the way, what was your rank when you were dis-
charged from the army?

Mr. REi1ss. Technical sergeant.

The CHAIRMAN. Were you under—pardon me, counsel.

Mr. CoBN. Go right ahead.

The CHAIRMAN. Were you under orders from the Communist
party at the time you were teaching in the army?

Mr. REIss. I refuse to answer under the grounds previously stat-
ed.

The CHAIRMAN. I am going to show you a number of copies of the
Daily Worker. The first one is dated April 12, 1947, page 5, and
there is an ad here which reads:

Tonight. Tonight 8:15 p.m. Joel Remes, Secretary National Youth Committee,

Communist Party, Assistant Editor Political Affairs, speaks on Marxism and Lib-
eralism. Admission 25 cents. 201 Second Avenue. Henry Forbes

—is that the section? “Henry Forbes section.” I believe the other
word is.

I am going to show this to you and see if—and then ask whether
this Joel Remes described in that ad is you.

Mr. RE1ss. I refuse to answer under the grounds of the Fifth
Amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. I wonder if you would hand it back? I have some
other questions I want to ask you.

I call your attention to the Daily Worker of May 3, 1946, page
13, an article entitled “New Pamphlet on Socialism, Weapons for
Same,”and the subhead, “Socialism: What’s In It For You?” by A.
B. Magill, New Century Publisher, 10 cents.”

The next subhead, “Reviewed by Joel Remes.”

I want to hand that to you and ask you if that Joel Remes is you.

Mr. REIss. I refuse to answer under the grounds previously stat-
ed.

The CHAIRMAN. I have several other questions to ask you about
articles in the Daily Worker, and 1 perhaps could dispense with
asking them; you would repeat your answer. But to make the
record complete, I will go through the motion of asking. I also

Mr. RE1ss. Do you want to ask them all and then give them back
to me?
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The CHAIRMAN. I think that is a good suggestion. One dated No-
vember 5, 1946, page 11:

Communist Party on Theory and Practice, reviewed by Joel Remes.

Another one is dated—another issue of the Daily Worker dated
June 25, 1941, page 5.

I believe I will have to ask you about each one individually be-
cause the matter is different.

May I ask whether the Joel Remes referred to in the November
5, 1946 articles, “Communist Party on Theory and Practice re-
viewed by Joel Remes” is that Joel Remes is you?

I assume you refuse to answer that?

Mr REIss. Yes. I wanted to look at it. I refuse to answer. Just
let me take a look at the others.

The CHAIRMAN. The next one has no significance. The one after
that.

Mr. REIss. I refuse to answer under the grounds previously stat-
ed.

The CHAIRMAN. I may say, Mr. Counsel, just off the record——

[Discussion off the record]

The CHAIRMAN. Have the record show the witness indicates that
he merely refuses, unless he states some other ground, the ground
is the Fifth Amendment.

I have page five of the Daily Worker dated June 25, 1941, an ar-
ticle entitled, “Workers School offers course in world politics.” This
is in the nature of a news story, and it states that Joel Remes will
conduct the class which will be one of twenty classes offered during
that summer.

Number one: Did you conduct such a class and are you the Joel
Remes referred to therein?

Mr. REIss. I refuse to answer under the grounds previously stat-
ed.

The CHAIRMAN. I have the Daily Worker dated June 14, 1941,
page—I believe it is page eight—an article entitled “Registration
opened for special Marxist summer courses to begin July 7.” Is this
Joel Remes referred to in here?

Mr. CoBN. Yes.

The CHAIRMAN. This story also refers to Joel Remes of the Work-
ers School faculty.

Question: Is this Joel Remes referred to herein you, and, No. two,
did you conduct such classes?

Mr. REIss. I refuse to answer under the grounds previously stat-
ed.

The CHAIRMAN. I wonder if you will stay here a second and save
the trouble of passing it back and forth.

I also have the Daily Worker dated Tuesday, September 30, page
three, an article entitled, “Keep on your toes at Workers School,”
subhead, “Special course for outstanding teachers and additions to
curriculum,” and Joel Remes is referred to again in this. Is that
Joel Remes you?

Mr. REiss. I refuse to answer under the grounds previously stat-
ed.
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The CHAIRMAN. One final question on this Daily Worker of Sep-
tember 24, 1941, page three. “Workers School course to study So-
cialist State.”

I don’t see

Will you strike the last one, Mr. Reporter. I think that is all.

Mr. Counsel, have you any further questions?

Mr. CoHN. No, Mr. CHAIRMAN.

I was saying to the senator we will definitely want Mr. Reiss
back probably sometime in the course of tomorrow. There is no use
making him sit around all day, so the best thing for him to do. We
are hearing other witnesses concerning his case, and there will
come a point where we will have to call him back to get additional
information.

Mr. FRANCE. I wonder, Senator, if I might ask this favor. I am
engaged with out of town people tomorrow morning. I wonder if
this could be tomorrow afternoon?

Mr. CoHN. We will certainly try to accommodate you.

The CHAIRMAN. I think we will give you the definite promise he
will not be called tomorrow morning.

Mr CoOHN. You know at all times where you can get him. We will
wait until we need him and then we will get in touch with you. We
will skip tomorrow morning in deference to your request.

The CHAIRMAN. You understand, Mr. Reiss, instead of having you
sit around in the outer room waiting until you are called, we will
leave it that when we need you, we will call your counsel.

Mr. FRANCE. Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. And let him know where you are at all times so
he can get you in a half hour’s notice.

Mr. REI1sS. In terms of time, it will be in the daytime?

The CHAIRMAN. Yes.

Mr. RE1ss. Between what hours?

The CHAIRMAN. Never be before ten; never be after at the very
latest 4:30. In other words, you need not worry about it before ten
o’clock and need not be worried after 4:30. In fact, I would say four
o’clock. Let’s make it four o’clock. After four o’clock we won’t be
calling you.

Mr. FRANCE. Excuse me. For your information, my telephone
number is MU 6-0450.

Mr. CoHN. Mr. Reiss, I forgot to ask you this. Confirmatory of
something. How many other American citizens work in the Polish
Delegation?

Mr. RE1ss. How many others?

Mr. COHN. Yes.

Mr. REiss. I really can’t answer that, I am sorry.

Mr. CoHN. Will you name the ones? Would you name the ones
that you know of?

Mr. REISS. You mean the ones I actually know on the permanent
staff there?

Mr. COHN. Yes.

Mr. REiss. I don’t know their names. Right now I think there is
a chauffeur named Sal.

Mr. CoHN. How do you spell it?

Mr. RE1ss. S-a-l. That is a chauffeur.

Mr. ConN. Who else?
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Mr. RE1ss. Employed there now?

Mr. COHN. Yes.

Mr. RE1ss. There is a cleaning woman who comes in there and
I don’t know who she is employed by.

Mr. CoHN. Let’s forget about the cleaning woman for the mo-
ment.

Mr. RE1ss. Employed in the office of the permanent delegation?

Mr. ConN. I don’t know about permanent or temporary or any-
thing like that; but any other American citizen working for the Pol-
ish Delegation.

Mr. RE1ss. The only one I know of is this fellow Sal.

Mr. ConN. You know of no others?

Mr. REISs. No.

Mr. CoHN. Do you know of any Americans employed by any other
foreign delegations?

Mr. RE1SS. By my other office?

Mr. CoHN. Specifically, do you know of any American employed
by the Czechoslovakian Delegation?

Mr. REiss. No, sir, I don’t know whether they employ them or
not.

Mr. CoHN. Do you know of any other American employed by an-
other foreign delegation to the United Nations?

Mr. REISS. Any other American employed by foreign delegations?

Mr. ConN. Yes.

Mr. REiss. Frankly, I don’t know. I might have bumped into
somebody, any of the other delegations, and it is possible I might
know, but at the moment it doesn’t strike me.

Mr. ConN. Okay. Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. One final question. Did you ever make arrange-
ments for or accompany any Polish delegate to the Communist
headquarters where he spoke to a group?

You are not clear on that?

Mr. REIsS. Yes, I understand the question.

No, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. I have nothing further.

Mr. ConN. Okay.

Mr. FRANCE. Good night.

[Witness excused. ]

TESTIMONY OF FLORENCE ENGLANDER (RESUMED)

The CHAIRMAN. Just one or two questions.

Miss ENGLANDER. Yes.

The CHAIRMAN. I understand from our chief of staff that you are
willing to give the FBI any information you have about the

Miss ENGLANDER. Yes.

The CHAIRMAN. [continuing]. Communist activities?

Miss ENGLANDER. Yes.

The CHAIRMAN. I think, Frank, what you ought to do is inform
Mr. Hoover and tell him if they want to have a young lady drop
in on this young lady, she will give any information she can, and
you can arrange if possible at her convenience

What hours do you work?

Miss ENGLANDER. 9:30 to 6:00, five days a week.

The CHAIRMAN. Have you any further questions?
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Mr. CoHN. No. I think what we can do, Mr. Chairman, in view
of the fact the witness desires to be cooperative, we can work with
her on this and go over everything and we won’t have to bother.

The CHAIRMAN. Your name will not be given to the press, inci-
dentally, unless you give it to them. No one will know you are here
unless you tell the press.

The young man here from the United Nations, Mr. Sloan——

Miss ENGLANDER. Yes, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. And he has been told he has the freedom to dis-
cuss it with you as your superior but not any member of the public.
I merely mention to clear you on it, your name will not be given
out publicly unless you give it out.

Let me ask this. I assume, having worked some five years in the
Communist party having attended meetings and that sort of thing,
you will be able to give the FBI a sizeable number of names?

Miss ENGLANDER. Yes, I will, whatever I recall.

The CHAIRMAN. I don’t think we should go into that now, if she
is willing to give that to the FBI. That should be sufficient.

You are not excused yet from the subpoena. I don’t think we will
want you further, but consider yourself under the subpoena in case
we need you for some further information.

Miss ENGLANDER. Goodbye.

The CHAIRMAN. Good luck to you.

Miss ENGLANDER. Thank you.

[Whereupon, at 4:30 p.m., the hearing was adjourned.]






SECURITY—UNITED NATIONS

[EDITOR’S NOTE.—Paul Crouch (1903-1955) had been court-martialed by the U.S.
Army in 1925 for attempting to form a Communist League among soldiers in Ha-
waii. In his defense he testified: “I am in the habit of writing letters to my friends
and imaginary persons, sometimes to kings and other foreign persons, in which I
place myself in an imaginary position. I do that to develop my imaginary powers.
That is why this letter was written. Part of it is true and part of it is not.” Con-
victed, he served two years at Alcatraz. On his release, he became active in the
Communist party and remained a member until 1942, after which he served as an
expert witness in numerous judicial and congressional proceedings against alleged
Communists. Crouch’s memorandum on “Communist Infiltration of the American
Armed Forces” was one of the factors leading to the subcommittee’s investigation
at Fort Monmouth.

In 1954, the newspaper columnists Joseph and Stewart Alsop branded Crouch as
a “powerful imaginer,” who fabricated many of his allegations. They asserted that
“the Government has a duty to investigate the reliability of the informers it hires.”
After the Justice Department launched an investigation, Crouch was dropped as a
paid consultant in deportation cases for the Immigration and Naturalization Serv-
ice. Crouch then wrote to J. Edgar Hoover, demanding that the FBI investigate the
attorney general and his staff for the “frame-up conspiracy” against him. He also
filed a libel suit against the Alsops, claiming that his reputation “as an expert wit-
ness, writer, lecturer, and researcher into communism and Communist infiltration
in the Untied States had suffered.” The case never went to trial. Crouch testified
in public session on September 17, 1953.

Abraham Unger (1899-1975), a founder of the National Lawyers Guild, had ap-
peared as counsel for Communist party leaders accused of violating the Smith Act,
and Jacob Reiss had worked as a researcher for that case. In his testimony, Al-
though Unger did not invoke the Fifth Amendment, he adopted a strategy that the
chairman compared to filibustering. During Unger’s appearance at a public session
on September 18, Senator McCarthy ordered him removed from the hearing room.
On August 16, 1954, the Senate cited Unger for contempt for his failure to answer
questions on the grounds that the the subcommittee had “no authority to inquire
into the political beliefs and opinions of any other person.” On July 27, 1955, Judge
Edward Weinfeld dismissed the charges against Unger. The U.S. Court of Appeals
unanimously upheld the dismissal, finding that the subcommittee lacked legislative
authority to investigate subversive activities by individuals outside the government.

Speaking to reporters after this executive session, Senator McCarthy said that a
$12,000-a-year American “high official” of the UN secretariat had admitted friend-
ship with Communists and had contributed to organizations listed by the attorney
general as Communist fronts. Despite the chairman’s demands that the UN dismiss
this “high official,” Dimitry Varley (1906-1984) remained in his position as an econ-
omist at the UN; nor were any charges of perjury brought against him. Alice
Ehrenfeld [Weil] (1925-1996) later became the first woman assistant secretary gen-
eral at the United Nations, and director of the UN’s General Legal Division. Neither
Varley nor Ehrenfeld testified in public.]

TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 15, 1953

U.S. SENATE,
SENATE PERMANENT SUBCOMMITTEE ON INVESTIGATIONS
OF THE COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS,
New York, N.Y.
The subcommittee met (pursuant to Senate Resolution 40, agreed
to January 30, 1953) at 10:30 a.m., in room 128, of the United
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States Court House, Foley Square, New York, Senator Joseph R.
McCarthy, presiding.
Present: Senator Joseph R. McCarthy, Republican, Wisconsin.
Present also: Francis P. Carr, executive director; Roy M. Cohn,
chief counsel; and G. David Schine, chief consultant.

TESTIMONY OF PAUL CROUCH

The CHAIRMAN. Will you stand and raise your right hand, please?

In the matter now in hearing before the committee, do you sol-
emnly swear to tell the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the
truth, so help you God?

Mr. CrOUCH. I do.

Mr. CoHN. Mr. Crouch, were you at one time a member of the
Communist party.

Mr. CrROUCH. I was.

Mr. CoHN. During what years?

Mr. CROUCH. From 1925 until early 1942.

Mr. CoHN. Were you a top functionary of the party?

Mr. CrROUCH. Yes, I was a top functionary throughout that pe-
riod, and a full-time organizer for fifteen years.

Mr. CoHN. What were some of the positions you held in the Com-
munist party?

Mr. CroucH. I was a representative of the Young Communist
League and the Communist party of the United States to the meet-
ings of the executive committee of the Communist International,
Young Communist International, Moscow; I was a student and lec-
turer at the Frunze Military Academy and an honorary officer of
the Red Army; I was the head of the Communist party’s National
Department for Infiltration of the Armed Forces in the United
States, national editorial director of the Young Communist League,
member of the editorial staff of the Daily Worker, district organizer
for the Communist party in Virginia, New York and South Caro-
lina, Tennessee and Utah; member of the district bureau of the
Communist party in the Alabama district and the California dis-
trict, Alameda County organizer, 1941.

I was editor of the New South, Communist organ for the south-
ern States, 1937 to ’39, and had been a member of the editorial
board of its predecessor paper, the Southern Worker, since 1934.

I was a member of the Negro Trade Union Agricultural Anti-Im-
perialist, Anti-Militarist Commissions of the Central Committee of
the Communist party of the United States, and participated in the
work of the Central Committee from 1927 until 1941. Those are
some of the major positions.

Mr. CoHN. I don’t know how you could have had time for more.
Now, Mr. Crouch, since the time you have left the party, particu-
larly in recent years, you have, under subpoena and at the request
of the United States government, testified at various trials held in
this courthouse and elsewhere throughout the country for the gov-
ernment, and have given them what information you have as a re-
sult of your membership and activity in the party; is that right?

Mr. CROUCH. That is correct, sir.

Mr. CoHN. I recall, of course, you were a witness in the trial in
which Mr. [William] Remington was convicted in this building.
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Now, Mr. Crouch, when you were in the Communist party, did
you know a man named Joel Remes?

Mr. CRoUCH. Yes, I knew him from about 1934 until 1940 or ’41.

Mr. CoHN. Mr. Remes, when you knew him, was he a member
of the Communist party?

Mr. CROUCH. Yes, he was.

Mr. COHN. Was he more than a member of the party?

Mr. CrROUCH. Yes, he was an official of the party throughout the
period I knew him, including such positions as organizational sec-
retary of the Communist party for the Louisiana district, head-
quarters at New Orleans, and was——

Mr. ConN. About when was that?

Mr. CrROUCH. That was, as nearly as I can recall, from about late
1936 until 1948, approximately, and he was at that time in charge
of the Communist book store called the People’s Book Store at 130
Chartres Street in New Orleans, and in that capacity he handled
the distribution of the New South, of which I was editor, and I had
correspondence with him from time to time regarding the distribu-
tion of the New South and regarding supplying editorial material
in it.

Mr. CoHN. Now I am going to show you a picture, Mr. Crouch,
and ask you if you can identify that as Mr. Remes.

Mr. CROUCH. Yes, this is the Joel Remes I knew in the Com-
munist party.

Mr. COHN. Mr. Crouch, at that time, around 1937, in those years,
did you have any connection with the Communist party counter-
part of the Daily Worker down South?

Mr. CROUCH. Yes, I was the editor of it.

Mr. CoBN. What was that called?

Mr. CROUCH. It was first called the Southern Worker, and then
the New South, changing its name to the New South in 1937.

Mr. CoHN. Now, were you in charge of subscriptions to that Com-
munist publication?

Mr. CROUCH. I was.

Mr. CoHN. And you kept a little cardboard box containing the
car}c}s? with names of subscribers throughout the years; is that
right?

Mr. CROUCH. Yes, a box that I brought in and was introduced as
evidence in the trial of William Remington.

Mr. CoHN. That is the box in which you produced the card show-
ing William Remington was a subscriber to this Communist publi-
cation, received at the official post office box of the Communist
party; right?

Mr. CROUCH. Yes, sir.

Mr. CoHN. And in that same box, did you find a card indicating
that you had shipped twenty-five copies of this Communist publica-
tion to the People’s Book Store, at 110 Chartres Street, New Orle-
ans, Louisiana?

Mr. CROUCH. Yes, sir. The original is in a box which is in the
custody of the government, and I have a photostat prepared at the
time of the Remington trial, and one of the photostats shows the
bundle order going to the People’s Book Store at 130 Chartres
Street, of twenty-five copies per month.

Mr. CoHN. Was Remes the man you were dealing with there?
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Mr. CROUCH. He was.

Mr. CoHN. Did you know any relatives of Remes in the Com-
munist party?

Mr. CROUCH. Yes, his brother, Andy Remes, was one of my clos-
est friends in the Communist party over many years. I had long,
detailed discussions on many matters—and incidentally, his broth-
er, Andy Remes, played a very important role both in my decision
to leave the party and increasing my fear of the consequences of
leaving, as a result of his connections with the whitewash of what
was unquestionably a G.P.U. murder of Laura Law, of Aberdeen,
Washington, about January 4, 1940.

Mr. CoBN. Was Laura Law any relation to Joel Remes and An-
drew Remes?

Mr. CROUCH. No, she was—she and her husband had been mem-
bers of the Communist party under Andy Remes’ jurisdiction as
secretary for the Northwest district. She broke with the Com-
munist party in the fall of 1939 and informed the party that she
was going to the government and tell what she knew about the
party. Shortly thereafter her body was found with her head
crushed in, and her chest and back covered with brutal stab
wounds—unquestionably a G.P.U. murder to silence her, to prevent
her from telling her extensive knowledge of the party apparatus
throughout the northwest.

Andy Remes played a leading part in the whitewash of this case,
and as he described it to me, by taking the offensive and charging
that industrialists had Laura Law murdered because of her hus-
band’s union activities.

Mr. CoHN. Mr. Chairman, will you receive this photostatic copy
of this card in evidence and have it deemed marked as Exhibit 1?

The CHAIRMAN. Yes, it is received.

Mr CoHN. And the picture of Remes which was identified by Mr.
Crouch we will have deemed marked as Exhibit 2.

And this criminal record, a certified copy of which we received,
we will have deemed marked Exhibit 3. We received a certified
copy from the police department at New Orleans, Louisiana.

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Crouch, there is something we have often
wondered about, and maybe you can enlighten us. In the trial of
this Scientist X, as I recall, you had considerable information and
evidence on him. Why weren’t you called by the Justice Depart-
ment in that case, if you know?

Mr. CroucH. I was called as an expert witness in rebuttal, but
was not permitted to describe my knowledge of him as a member
of the party, or to describe the closed meetings of the Communist
party I had attended. And my wife [Sylvia Crouch], who was under
subpoena in the trial, was not called at all, and I was advised infor-
mally to the effect that it was impossible for us to give our testi-
mony without bringing in the name of an internationally famous
scientist who was also a member of the Communist party, who had
been present at the meetings with Scientist X.

The CHAIRMAN. Who in the Justice Department told you you
could not be used to testify about your knowledge of Scientist X,
his Communist activities?

Mr. CrROUCH. Mr. Cunningham, of the Justice Department, and
Mr. Hitz, assistant United States attorney, advised me that I
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would not be questioned because our testimony would bring in his
name.

The CHAIRMAN. Bring in the name of Robert Oppenheimer?

Mr. CROUCH. Yes, sir. Dr. J. Robert Oppenheimer.

The CHAIRMAN. Both you and your wife, I understand, then, were
available; the Justice Department knew you had attended Com-
munist party meetings with Scientist X, and one of the issues was
whether or not he was a Communist?

Mr. CROUCH. Yes, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. And the jury found him not to be a Communist,
ultimately?

Mr. CrROUCH. They found him not guilty due to lack of sufficient
identifying witnesses who had been in closed meetings with him,
that is, witnesses who could testify to that effect.

T};e CHAIRMAN. dJust for the record, was he being tried for per-
jury?

Mr. CROUCH. Yes, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. And one of the counts was that he committed
perjury when he said he was not a Communist?

Mr. CROUCH. Yes, sir.

('f()he CHAIRMAN. And because of lack of evidence, he was acquit-
ted?

Mr. CROUCH. Yes, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. And both you and your wife, when members of
the Communist party, had attended these closed Communist party
meetings with him, and you were informed by two Justice Depart-
ment lawyers that you would not be used because if you were used
and you were examined as to who else was there, you would have
had to identify Robert J. Oppenheimer; is that it?

Mr. CroucH. To that effect, yes, sir.

Thg CHAIRMAN. Did they say who had given them those instruc-
tions?

Mr. CrouCH. No, sir, they did not, they did not indicate it in any
way.

The CHAIRMAN. When was this trial held?

Mr. CROUCH. Last year.

The CHAIRMAN. What was the date of that trial, Roy?

Mr. ConN. I don’t know the exact date.

The CHAIRMAN. And Scientist X, who has been identified, as Sci-
entist X, what is his name again?

Mr. CrouUCH. Dr. Joseph Weinberg.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there any doubt in your mind that
Oppenheimer was a member of the Communist party?

Mr. CROUCH. No, sir, none whatever. I met him in a closed meet-
ing of the Communist party in a house which was subsequently
found to have been his residence at the time, although I did not
know it then, and following that I met him at quite a number of
Communist party affairs in Alameda County.

The CHAIRMAN. I noticed with some interest Oppenheimer’s arti-
cles in regard to the H-bomb, for example; he vigorously opposed
our proceeding with any experimentation in the development of the
H-bomb. When he lost out in that, he now has taken the position
that we should not have an air force capable of delivering that
bomb. Maybe I am simplifying it a bit, but in fact that is his argu-
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ment. His argument has been that we should build a screen of de-
fense around this nation.

From your knowledge of the working of the Communist party, do
you know whether or not that was the policy of the Communist
party at that time?

Mr. CROUCH. His position, in substance, his efforts have cor-
responded with the efforts of the Communist press throughout this
period. The Communist press has sought to prevent the develop-
ment of the H-bomb. They have sought to obtain a U.S. pledge not
to use the atomic bomb, first in time of war, and their policy has
coincided with the public statements of Dr. J. Robert Oppenheimer
and the authoritative press accounts of J. Robert Oppenheimer’s
position as appeared recently in Fortune magazine, Life, and oth-
ers.

The CHAIRMAN. Just to refresh my recollection and to get the
record straight on this, is it correct that after you notified the FBI
that you had attended a closed Communist meeting with
Oppenheimer that they drove you around the city of Los Angeles
to find the house in which you had attended that meeting?

Mr. CroUuCH. Not Los Angeles—in Berkeley, California.

The CHAIRMAN. In Berkeley?

Mr. CrROUCH. Yes, sir. FBI Agent Brush, and another FBI
agent

The CHAIRMAN. Brush?

Mr. CROUCH. Yes, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. B-r-u-s-h?

Mr. CrOUCH. Yes.

The CHAIRMAN. Do you know his first name?

Mr. CroucH. I don’t recall.

The CHAIRMAN. Do you know the other agent’s name?

Mr. CROUCH. Modehouse, or a similar name.

The CHAIRMAN. In any event, they drove you around Berkeley to
see if you could find the house in which you had attended the meet-
ing with Oppenheimer; is that correct?

Mr. CROUCH. That’s right.

The CHAIRMAN. And you drew a diagram for them of the inside
of the house?

Mr. CROUCH. Exterior and interior, before the house was located.

The CHAIRMAN. So that before the house was located you gave
them a drawing of the interior of the house in which you attended
the meeting, and you described the exterior of the house; you didn’t
%now ?the address, so they drove you around until you found the

ouse?

Mr. CroucCH. That’s correct. All I knew was the house was in the
hills around Berkeley, overlooking the bay. That’s all I knew. I
gave these drawings to the FBI and to the California Un-American
Activities Committee.

The CHAIRMAN. Now, when someone from the FBI later went into
this house, did they find that your drawing of the interior was an
accurate drawing of the house?

Mr. CroucH. I don’t know whether the FBI went into the interior
or not, but they told me they had obtained information regarding
the interior, and that the interior corresponded to my drawings and
description.
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The CHAIRMAN. Was it discovered then also that at the time the
meeting was held in this house, the meeting which you attended,
that he was living in that house?

Mr. CROUCH. Yes, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. In other words, that was his home?

Mr. CrOUCH. That was the first information I obtained that that
was the home of J. Robert Oppenheimer, was from the FBI, from
Agent Brush.

The CHAIRMAN. How many Communist meetings would you say
you attended with Oppenheimer?

Mr. CroUCH. I attended one closed meeting restricted only to
party members, where I gave an official report. I attended a num-
ber, at least six, social affairs arranged by the Communist party,
where he was present, one being at the home of Kenneth May, one
being an affair arranged to raise funds for the Spanish Com-
munists.

Incidentally, I talked with Dr. Oppenheimer last year in the
presence of Justice Department officials and Dr. Oppenheimer re-
called one of these occasions, the one to raise funds for Spain, and
placed the date of it as the night before Pearl Harbor, in the pres-
ence of Mr. Cunningham and Mr. Hitz. As for the other affairs, he
said, in substance, he attended so many Communist-arranged af-
fairs, he couldn’t recall how many; he might well have been at the
one at Kenneth May’s home. He could not recall the closed meeting
at his own home or my report there. He did recall one meeting at
which Mr. William Schneiderman was present in 1941.

The CHAIRMAN. Now, there are two Oppenheimers, both rather
famous, and I think we should have the record clear that you are
speaking about the Dr. J. Robert Oppenheimer.

Mr. CrRoOUCH. Yes, I knew both. I knew his brother, Frank as a
Communist, also, and identified Frank as a Communist in testi-
mony before the House Committee on Un-American Activities in
May of 1949.

The CHAIRMAN. Did your wife attend the closed meetings with
Oppenheimer?

Mr. CROUCH. Yes, she did.

The CHAIRMAN. Do you know of anyone besides you and your
wife who can testify as to Oppenheimer’s membership in the Com-
munist party?

Mr. CroucH. Not offhand.

The CHAIRMAN. I might say it is important beyond words, and
dangerous, of course—I am sure you will agree with me—if our top
atomic scientist is a member of the Communist conspiracy. It
would be extremely important if we could get additional witnesses
who were present physically and knew he was a member of the
party.

Mr. CrROUCH. I might say, Senator, that in my work with the
California Un-American Activities Committee I learned that mili-
tary intelligence has a vast amount of evidence regarding his mem-
bership in the Communist party and his Communist activities, and
that the California Un-American Activities Committee has a great
deal of information which, of course, would be at the disposal of
this committee.
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The CHAIRMAN. Do you know why the Justice Department and
the California committee have apparently shied off at the exposure
of Oppenheimer?

Mr. CrROUCH. The California committee has tried to go into this.
They brought out a great deal of information, including testimony
by both myself and my wife, Sylvia, in their published report for
the year—reported in 1951, covering the year 1950. They gave a
great deal of information in this report on the background of both
dJ. Robert Oppenheimer and his wife, who—one of whose husbands
was killed in Spain while fighting with the Communist forces
there, and during the California hearing the state committee out
there in California issued a public invitation to Dr. J. Robert
Oppenheimer to appear before the committee, as an invitation to
both Dr. Oppenheimer and his wife, Katherine, to appear before
the committee, and both Dr. Oppenheimer and his wife ignored the
invitation. The California committee had no power of subpoena and
has been unable to follow up on the matter.

The CHAIRMAN. Do I understand you to say that his wife’s former
husband was killed in Spain fighting on the Communist side?

Mr. CroUCH. Yes, I might say further, so there should be no con-
fusion, that his wife, Katherine, was born Katherine Puening, in
Germany; came to the United States and is a citizen by virtue of
her father’s naturalization while she was a minor. She was first
married to a man named Ranseyer. According to many people in
intelligence, her second husband was the one killed in Spain,
named Joseph Dallet, who had been a Young Communist League
organizer in Ohio. Her third husband, after this husband was
killed in Spain in 1936 or early 1937, her third husband was Rich-
ard Stewart-Harrison, of Great Britain, from whom she was di-
vorced in January 1940, and married Dr. J. Robert Oppenheimer
in November of 1940.

The CHAIRMAN. I missed your last few words. Did you say that
this husband was a Communist?

Mr. CrOUCH. Yes.

The CHAIRMAN. The third husband?

Mr. CROUCH. Yes, the one killed in Spain. I don’t know whether
the other two previous husbands were Communists, or not, but the
one killed in Spain was a Communist and a very close friend of
Steve Nelson.

Incidentally, according to many public statements, Mrs.
Oppenheimer introduced her friend, Steve Nelson, to J. Robert
Oppenheimer, who was a frequent guest at the Oppenheimer home
during the 1940 to 1942 period when Dr. Oppenheimer was in
charge of work on the atomic bomb.

The CHAIRMAN. Let me ask you this: Is there any doubt in your
mind but what Oppenheimer was under Communist party dis-
cipline at the time you were attending these Communist meetings
with him?

Mr. CROUCH. No, sir, none whatever.

The CHAIRMAN. And if he were under Communist party dis-
cipline, he, of course, would be bound to turn over any atomic se-
crets to them that he had available?

Mr. CROUCH. That the party directed.
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The CHAIRMAN. And naturally they would be interested in any
atomic information he had?

Mr. CROUCH. Yes, sir. Just as a matter of fact, the Communist
party might have chosen to direct him to turn over the information;
they might have chosen to direct him to appoint other Communists
to key positions who would in turn turn over the information. It is
a matter of record that Dr. Oppenheimer has appointed many Com-
munists to key positions in the atomic energy program. For exam-
ple, Lloyd Lehman, who had been associated with Dr.
Oppenheimer, in the Communist party around 1940, was given a
job at Dr. Oppenheimer’s recommendation in the radiation labora-
tory in California around 1942. Later, Lloyd Lehman left the lab-
oratory and became the open Communist party organizer for Ala-
meda County in California.

Another man who has admitted former membership in the Com-
munist party, Dr. Hawkins, was brought from California to Los Al-
amos, although he was not a physicist, made historian for the
project, and given access to virtually all classified and confidential
matters there.

There are many other Communists who were employed by Dr.
Oppenheimer and also, according to the California committee’s in-
formation, Dr. Oppenheimer was active in urging atomic scientists
to join a Communist espionage apparatus called the FAECT—Fed-
eration of Architects, Engineers, Chemists, and Technicians—head-
ed by Marcel Scherer, who had been trained in the espionage
schools in Moscow and who had been in charge of infiltration of sci-
entists since 1928, to my personal knowledge.

The CHAIRMAN. This FAECT was headed by a man who went to
the Moscow School of Espionage and Sabotage?

Mr. CROUCH. Yes.

The. CHAIRMAN. That is the Lenin school?

Mr. CROUCH. Yes.

The CHAIRMAN. Where is he now, do you know?

Mr. CroUCH. He is in New York City at the present time.

The CHAIRMAN. Is he connected with atomic work now, do you
know?

Mr. CroucH. I don’t know.

The CHAIRMAN. What is his name?

Mr. CroucH. Marcel Scherer.

The CHAIRMAN. Oh, yes.

Mr. CroUCH. I personally participated in discussions that set up
this apparatus for scientific espionage in 1928 and was present at
discussions between Scherer and William Z. Foster, and Scherer
and Communist international representatives from Moscow, when
this project was approved.

The CHAIRMAN. That will be all, then, for today.

[Witness excused.]

TESTIMONY OF DIMITRY VARLEY (ACCOMPANIED BY HIS
COUNSEL, HERMAN A. GRAY)

The CHAIRMAN. Will you stand up and raise your right hand,
please?
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In this matter now on hearing before the committee, do you sol-
emnly swear to tell the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the
truth, so help you God?

Mr. VARLEY. I do.

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Varley, you have the right to consult with
your counsel at any time you care to, advise with him whenever
you think it is necessary. If you care to, I will be glad to give you
a private room in which to have a conference, if anything comes up
of sufficient importance that you think you require that. Counsel
is not allowed to take part in the proceedings other than that.

Mr. CoBN. Mr. Varley, what is your position?

Mr VARLEY. I am employed by the United Nations as an econo-
mist.

Mr. CouN. Talk a little louder, and tell us specifically what your
position is.

Mr. VARLEY. I am a senior economic affairs officer in the Depart-
ment of Economic Affairs in the United Nations.

Mr. CoHN. What is your salary?

Mr. VARLEY. Gross salary is $12,000.

Mr. ConN. $12,000 a year?

Mr. VARLEY. I think $12,000 and a few odd dollars.

Mr. CoHN. Yes, $12,000 and some odd dollars.

Mr. VARLEY. Yes.

Mr. CoHN. How long have you been with the United Nations?

Mr. VARLEY. Since the fall of 1946.

Mr. CoHN. Where were you before that?

Mr. VARLEY. I was with UNRRA.

Mr. CoHN. You were with UNRRA before that?

Mr. VARLEY. Yes.

Mr. CoHN. Who was director general of UNRRA when you were
appointed?

Mr. VARLEY. Mr. Lehman.

Mr. CoHN. Was Mr. Weintraub in UNRRA when you came there?

Mr. VARLEY. He was.

Mr. ConN. Did you work with him in UNRRA?

Mr. VARLEY. I was working with him in the same bureau.

Mr. CoHN. And Mr. Lehman was the director general?

Mr. VARLEY. Right.

Mr. CoHN. Or director-whatever you call it?

Mr. VARLEY. I think it is director general.

Mr. CoHN. Director general.

Now, where were you before you went with UNRRA?

Mr. VARLEY. I was in the army.

Mr. CoHN. For how long a period of time were you in the army?

Mr. VARLEY. For approximately one year and six months.

Mr. CoHN. What were your duties in the army?

Mr. VARLEY. I started with the air force, and then I was attached
to the Office of Strategic Services.

Mr. CoHN. OSS? What did you do with OSS?

Mr. VARLEY. I was attached to the research branch, which I be-
lieve was called Russian Economic Analysis. I am not sure about
the exact title of the branch.

Mr. CoHN. What rank did you hold in the army, by the way?
What was your rank in the army?
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Mr. VARLEY. I was a sergeant in the army.

Mr. CoHN. A sergeant. Now, have you ever contributed any
money to any Communist front organization?

l\gr. VARLEY. Will you explain your question? May I ask my law-
yer?

Mr. CoHN. Surely. You can ask anything you want.

[Whereupon, Mr. Varley consulted with his counsel.]

Mr. VARLEY. Could you tell me what you mean by “Communist
front organization”?

Mr. CoHN. Surely. For one example, I will give you an organiza-
tion listed by the attorney general as subversive.
hMr. VARLEY. I never saw or consulted the list. I know some of
them.

Mr. CoHN. Let me ask you this: Did you and your wife ever con-
tribu{‘ge to the American Committee for the Protection of Foreign
Born?

Mr. VARLEY. I did.

Mr. CoHN. When? In 19507

Mr. VARLEY. Yes, I think last time I did was in 1950.

Mr. CoHN. How about the Veterans of the Abraham Lincoln Bri-
gade?

Mr. VARLEY. I might have. I am not sure.

Mr. CoHN. Isn’t it a fact that you did in 1947 contribute to the
Veterans of the Abraham Lincoln Brigade?

Mr. VARLEY. Well, I don’t clearly remember whether I did.

Mr. CoHN. Did you ever hear of the Veterans of the Abraham
Lincoln Brigade?

Mr. VARLEY. I did.

Mr. CoHN. Do you think you gave them any money?

Mr. VARLEY. I might have, but

Mr. COHN. Now, is 1950 the last time when you contributed to
the American Committee for the Protection of the Foreign born?

Mr. VARLEY. I think so. That is, to my best recollection, yes.
Might have been 1950—I mean, it might have been, let us say, first
month of 1951.

Mr. CoHN. Well, around ’50, ’51?

Mr. VARLEY. Yes.

Mr. CoHN. You are clear you did not contribute in '52?

Mr. VARLEY. Yes.

Mr. CoHN. Were you ever a member of the State, County, and
Municipal Workers Union, Local 28?

Mr. VARLEY. I was.

M;" CoHN. Did you know that was under Communist domina-
tion?

Mr. VARLEY. No.

Mr. CoHN. When did you find that out?

Mr. VARLEY. Pardon me? Will you repeat the question?

Mr. CoHN. Read the question, please.

[Whereupon, the last question was read by the reporter.]

Mr. VARLEY. To my best knowledge, it never was under Com-
munist domination.

Mr. COHN. You have never heard that?

Mr. VARLEY. I heard subsequently, after I left the union, that it
was referred as left wing CIO union.
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The CHAIRMAN. Who got you your job originally? Mr. Weintraub?

Mr. VARLEY. Where?

The CHAIRMAN. In the UN.

Mr. VARLEY. The UN? Yes, he recommended me to the United
Nations.

The CHAIRMAN. Did you know that Weintraub was a Communist?

Mr. VARLEY. No.

The CHAIRMAN. When did you first hear that he was?

Mr. VARLEY. I never heard that he was a Communist.

Mr. CoHN. You never heard that he was?

Mr. VARLEY. Well, I have seen the reference in the papers, accu-
sations, but that is—even there I am not sure he was—he said that
he was a Communist.

Mr. CoHN. Did you read Whittaker Chambers’ testimony?

Mr. VARLEY. No.

The CHAIRMAN. Did you and he ever talk over the affairs of the
Communist party?

Mr. VARLEY. Excuse me, may I just come back to that question?

Mr. COHN. Surely.

Mr. VARLEY. Did I read Whittaker Chambers’ testimony?

Mr. ConN. Yes.

Mr. VARLEY. Well, I have seen some bits of it, I mean here and
there in the papers, but I haven’t seen his testimony about Mr.
Wetntraub.

The CHAIRMAN. Did you and Mr. Weintraub ever discuss the
work or the objectives of the Communist party?

Mr. VARLEY. No, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. You never did?

Mr. VARLEY. No, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. You never had any reason to believe he was a
Communist?

Mr. VARLEY. No, sir.

Mr. CoHN. Now, have you ever been a registered member of the
American Labor party?

Mr. VARLEY. I was.

Mr. ConN. Up through what year?

Well, the election records show you were a registered member of
the American Labor party in 1937, 1938, 1939, 1940, 41, ’43, 44,
49, ’50, ’51; is that right?

Mr. VARLEY. I couldn’t have possibly registered in 1951, because
I think I wasn’t in the country in 1951, at that time.

Mr. ConN. At what time?

Mr. VARLEY. Well, last time I could have registered would be at
the time of primary registrations or elections. It would be 49 or
’50.

Mr. CoHN. Well, the last time you did register, say in 1950, did
you register American Labor party?

Mr. VARLEY. Yes, I did, last time.

Mr. CoHN. Did you know the American Labor party had been
named as a Communist front by the House committee?

Mr. VARLEY. No, sir.

Mr. CoHN. Didn’t you know it was

Mr. VARLEY. You mean that was named as a Communist organi-
zation?
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Mr. CouN. Did you know that that was under Communist domi-
nation and had been officially listed as a Communist front by the
House committee?

Mr. VARLEY. No, sir.

Mr. CoHN. You did not. Hadn’t you heard that it was under Com-
munist control?

Mr. VARLEY. May I consult——

Mr. COHN. Surely.

[Whereupon, Mr. Varley consulted with his counsel.]

Mr. VARLEY. I have seen reference to that fact in the news-
papers, particularly during the election campaign.

The CHAIRMAN. Did you think it was Communist-controlled?

Mr. VARLEY. No, sir. My whole contact with American Labor
party amounted to my registering with American Labor party.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is: Did you think it was Com-
munist-controlled?

Mr. VARLEY. I really don’t know.

The CHAIRMAN. Did you have any reason to believe that you were
registering in a front for the Communist party?

Mr. VARLEY. No, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. You did not think it was Communist-controlled?

Mr. VARLEY. Senator, if I would have thought it was Communist-
controlled, I wouldn’t have registered.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is: Did you think it was Com-
munist-controlled? It is a very simple question.

Mr. VARLEY. No, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. You did not?

Mr. VARLEY. No.

The CHAIRMAN. You appeared before the grand jury, didn’t you?

Mr. VARLEY. I did appear before the grand jury.

The CHAIRMAN. Several times?

Mr. VARLEY. Yes, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. And you know there is a recommendation to the
UN that your services be dispensed with; is that correct?

Mr. VARLEY. I don’t know of this.

The CHAIRMAN. Didn’t you hear that there was a recommenda-
tion that you be fired? You were told that, weren’t you?

Mr. VARLEY. The grand jury recommended that I would be fired?
No, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. It was in the presentment of the grand jury, was
it not, that you should be removed from the UN?

Mr. VARLEY. No, sir, I never heard that.

The CHAIRMAN. You never heard that?

Mr. VARLEY. No, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. You never knew anything about it?

Mr. VARLEY. No, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. No one ever told you that?

Mr. VARLEY. The grand jury recommended that I would be fired?
No, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. Did you know they made a recommendation con-
cerning you?

Mr. VARLEY. The grand jury?

The CHAIRMAN. Yes, sir.

Mr. VARLEY. No, sir.



1846

The CHAIRMAN. Never heard it?

Mr. VARLEY. No, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. No one ever told you that?

Mr. VARLEY. No, sir.

Mr. CoHN. Did you read the presentment?

Mr. VARLEY. Yes, sir.

Mr. CoHN. Didn’t you see any reference to yourself in the pre-
sentment?

Mr. VARLEY. No, sir.

Mr. CoHN. You didn’t?

Mr. VARLEY. No, sir.

Mr. CoHN. You understand, the grand jury presentment did not
mention names. Didn’t you see a very clear description of yourself
in there? I mean, can you tell us honestly that you read that pre-
sen‘gment and didn’t see any portion which you thought referred to
you?

Mr. VARLEY. No, sir.

Mr. CoHN. Oh, really?

Mr. VARLEY. No, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. What was the occasion of your reading the pre-
sentment? Were you looking for references to yourself?

Mr. VARLEY. Well, I read the presentment when it appeared in
the newspapers.

The CHAIRMAN. Were you looking for references to yourself?

Mr. VARLEY. I can’t answer that question in that way, sir, be-
cause I just read whatever was in there, and now the counsel asks
me a question whether I found any——

The CHAIRMAN. When you read the presentment—you say you
read it—my question is very simple: Were you looking for ref-
erences to yourself, you having appeared before that grand jury?

Mr. VARLEY. Could I put it this way—that I did not expect to
find reference to myself, and therefore I didn’t look for reference to
myself.

Mr. COHN. Mr. Varley, as a matter of fact, to put it frankly here,
you are not very careful about telling the truth, are you?

Mr. VARLEY. I think I do tell the truth.

Mr. CoHnN. Well, now, you were before a grand jury, and I asked
you, before the grand jury, whether or not you had ever been ar-
rested or convicted, and you denied it at first and then admitted
it later; isn’t that a fact?

Mr. VARLEY. I don’t know what—[consulting with counsell.
Would you mind repeating the question?

Mr. CoHN. Read the question, please.

[Whereupon, the last question was read by the reporter.]

Mr. VARLEY. I never admitted that I was arrested.

Mr. CoHN. You never admitted that you were arrested?

Mr. VARLEY. No.

Mr. CoHN. You still don’t think you were arrested?

Mr. VARLEY. That’s right.

Mr. CouN. I see. You got some good legal opinions about that;
is that right?

The CHAIRMAN. Is it your testimony that you had never been ar-
rested?

Mr. VARLEY. That’s right, sir.



1847

Mr. CoHN. What do you think, the records of the New York Po-
lice Department are forged?

Mr. VARLEY. Well, I asked my lawyer to consult the records and
also tried to recollect the matter, and all my recollection was that
I was summoned before the court of magistrates.

Mr. ConN. Isn't it a fact that—I regret the necessity of going into
this again—but isn’t it a fact that you were found by members of
the New York City Police Department in the men’s room and 50—
something Street and Lexington Avenue on December, 29, 1941, ar-
rested on a morals charge, and that you pleaded guilty and paid
the fines, or you were given an alternative of a fine or a jail sen-
tence and you paid the fines, not only for yourself but for the other
man who was taken in along with you, a man named Leonardo
Boronek? Isn’t that a fact?

Mr. VARLEY. Would you give me the question?

[Whereupon, the last question was read by the reporter.]

Mr. CoHN. Before you get to that, would you please add this, Mr.
Stenographer: the names of the policemen were Valentine Piccirilli
and William Vogel. Now, would you answer that question?

Mr. VARLEY. This is not a fact.

Mr. ConN. Tell me where it isn’t a fact.

Mr. VARLEY. I was never arrested, and I was never convicted on
a morals charge.

Mr. ConN. Tell us what happened.

The CHAIRMAN. Were you picked up by the policemen?

Mr. VARLEY. I was.

The CHAIRMAN. You were picked up by the policemen?

Mr(.i VARLEY. The policemen did talk to me, but I was not ar-
rested.

The CHAIRMAN. Did they take you along with them?

Mr. VARLEY. The policemen told me that

The CHAIRMAN. Did they take you along with them?

Mr. VARLEY. No, they didn’t. The policemen told me, as I recol-
lect it, that after we had very brief discussion, “Let the mag-
istrate’s court figure that out,” words to that effect.

The CHAIRMAN. Did they take you down to the magistrate?

Mr. VARLEY. We went to the magistrate’s court, all together.

The CHAIRMAN. The policemen picked you up, they took you
down to the magistrate; is that right?

Mr. VARLEY. He didn’t pick me up. He said that “Well, let all of
us go to the magistrate court.”

The CHAIRMAN. All right. When I say “picked you up,” what do
you understand that I mean?

You said he didn’t pick you up. What do you think it means to
get picked up?

Mr. VARLEY. What the counsel says, to be arrested.

The CHAIRMAN. And the policeman came in and took you to the
magistrate; is that right?

Mr. VARLEY. He said, “Let’s go to the magistrate.” He didn’t say,
“You are arrested.” I didn’t resist

The CHAIRMAN. Did he take you down in a police car? Did they
take you down in a police car?

Mr. VARLEY. I think it was an ordinary automobile.

The CHAIRMAN. They took you down in their car, did they?
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Mr. VARLEY. We went in their car.

The CHAIRMAN. All right. They took you to the magistrate?

Mr. VARLEY. We went down to the magistrate’s court.

The CHAIRMAN. They took you in their car to the magistrate, is
that correct?

Mr. VARLEY. May I say how I remember what happened?

The CHAIRMAN. No, you answer my questions. I may say that if
the policeman’s testimony is correct, you have perjured yourself
about three times now. You can keep on if you want to, or you can
tell us the truth.

I will repeat the question: Did they take you in their car to the
magistrate? Either yes or no?

Mr. VARLEY. Yes.

The CHAIRMAN. They did, all right. Did they file charges against
you?

Mr. VARLEY. Yes, there was a summons by a policeman.

The CHAIRMAN. All right. And were you found guilty?

Mr VARLEY. I pleaded guilty.

The CHAIRMAN. You pleaded guilty?

Mr. VARLEY. Yes.

The CHAIRMAN. You paid a fine?

Mr. VARLEY. I paid a fine.

The CHAIRMAN. And did you pay the other man’s fine, too?

Mr. VARLEY. I did.

The CHAIRMAN. You say you were never arrested?

Mr. VARLEY. Yes, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Cohn, I want this transmitted to the U.S. at-
torney, a clear case of perjury.

Have you ever been arrested at any other time?

Mr. VARLEY. No, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. Did the policemen ever pick you up at any other
occasion?

Mr. VARLEY. In the same sense as in that case, in connection
with automobile incidents, yes.

The CHAIRMAN. How many times?

Mr. VARLEY. Several times.

The CHAIRMAN. On the same type of charge?

Mr. VARLEY. Well, the charge dealt with some violation of traffic,
but I do not recall what exactly was the nature of the charge. It
was some kind of an offense, similar charge.

The CHAIRMAN. How many times did policemen pick you up on
any other charges? How many times?

Mr. VARLEY. You mean bring me to the magistrate’s court di-
rectly?

The CHAIRMAN. Do you understand what I mean? You can keep
on perjuring yourself, if you want to.

Mr. VARLEY. I am trying to do my best and not to try to evade
the question, but in the first case you said, did the policeman pick
me up and bring me to the magistrate’s court. Well, I had sum-
mons given to me before by the policemen.

The CHAIRMAN. All right. How many times?

Mr. VARLEY. Well, I recall at least one case in the state of Con-
necticut, when there was minor traffic accident and we went to a
police station.
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The CHAIRMAN. And what were you charged with?

Mr. VARLEY. I know I paid a fine of about, around $15, I think.

The CHAIRMAN. What were you charged with?

Mr. VARLEY. I don’t remember the charge, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. You don’t remember?

Mr. VARLEY. No. It was some kind of offense in the state of Con-
necticut.

The CHAIRMAN. Were you charged with drunkenness?

Mr. VARLEY. No, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. You were not?

Mr. VARLEY. No, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. Are you sure of that?

Mr. VARLEY. I am positive.

The CHAIRMAN. Have you ever been charged with drunkenness?

Mr. VARLEY. No, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. Have you ever been found guilty on a morals
charge?

Mr. VARLEY. No, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. No?

Mr. VARLEY. No, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. Have you ever pleaded guilty on a morals
charge?

Mr. VARLEY. No, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. You never have?

Mr. VARLEY. No, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. You never have been either convicted or pleaded
guilty to any charge involving morals?

Mr. VARLEY. No, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. Your answer is no?

Mr. VARLEY. That’s right.

The CHAIRMAN. You are sure of that?

Mr. VARLEY. I am sure of that, sir.

Mr. CHAIRMAN. Mr. Cohn, we want the magistrate’s record and
the policeman in here who arrested him before he was found guilty.
This is a clear case of perjury.

Mr. CoHN. What do you think you were picked up for by the po-
licemen at the time you were taken down to court in the police-
men’s car? Didn’t they tell you?

Mr. VARLEY. It was a charge of loitering.

Mr. CoHN. With another man; is that right?

Mr. VARLEY. No, sir.

Mr. CoHN. No? Was there another man there? You paid another
man’s fine, didn’t you?

Mr. VARLEY. I paid the other man’s fine.

Mr. CoHN. Yes, you paid your own fine and you paid his fine, too,
didn’t you?

Mr. VARLEY. When he pleaded guilty and he said he had no
money to pay, I felt sorry for the guy, and paid his fine.

Mr. CoHN. How long had you known this other man?

Mr. VARLEY. How long what?

Mr. CoHN. How long had you known the other man? You know,
y}(l)u make it very difficult, Mr. Varley. This isn’t the kind of
thing——

Mr. VARLEY. I didn’t know the man.
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Mr. CoHN. You met him in the men’s room, then, didn’t you?

Mr. VARLEY. I didn’t meet him. He was in the men’s room.

The CHAIRMAN. So it was a man whom you never knew, whom
you never met, and you paid his fine; is that correct?

Mr. VARLEY. That’s right.

The CHAIRMAN. You will return at 2:30 this afternoon. You are
excused until 2:30.

[Whereupon, at 12:15 p.m., a luncheon recess was taken until
2:30 p.m.]

AFTERNOON SESSION

TESTIMONY OF ABRAHAM UNGER (ACCOMPANIED BY HIS
COUNSEL, BERNARD JAFFE)

The CHAIRMAN. Will you stand and raise your right hand, please?

In this matter now on hearing before the committee, do you sol-
emnly swear to tell the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the
truth, so help you God?

Mr. UNGER. I do.

Mr. JAFFE. May I ask the senator something?

Mr. UNGER. I was served with this subpoena yesterday. I haven’t
had a chance to talk to him until about noon or so today, and I was
wondering whether or not we could possibly adjourn this hearing
so that I could have an opportunity to look into the matter.

The CHAIRMAN. Well, how much time would you want?

Mr. JAFFE. Well, I would like a week, if possible.

Also, whom am I speaking to? I know you; you are Mr. Cohn.
Who is this gentleman?

Mr. CoHN. I am Mr. Cohn, counsel for the committee. This is
Senator McCarthy.

This is Frank Carr, executive director of the committee. This
gentleman here is from the legal division of the United Nations.

Mr. UNGER. I see. I make that same request. I think it is a rea-
sonable request which should be granted, if at all possible. But in
addition, I think you ought to indicate to me what the purpose of
the examination is so that I might have some idea why it is that
you are calling me as a witness. What is the object of this inquiry
by this senatorial committee? Those are the two things we address
to you.

The CHAIRMAN. I think your second request is certainly reason-
able, that you be notified why you are called. Obviously, you are
entitled to that. I believe until you know why you are called and
what information the committee wants from you, it will be impos-
sible for you to know from you whether you need a day, or a week,
or how much adjournment you need. You are called in connection
with an investigation of Communist influence in the UN and in
connection with alleged Communists working there, one of whom,
Mr. Remes, or Mr. Reiss. I think his name now is Mr. Reiss—ac-
cording to our information, worked either for you or in your office,
and I think the information we want to get from you principally
is with regard to this fellow Remes. Now, I would suggest

Mr. UNGER. You are off on the wrong track, I want to tell you
that right now.
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The CHAIRMAN. May I say this, that after Roy starts questioning
you, if you feel that you need a week’s time to discuss the matter
with your lawyer, that is something that can certainly be consid-
ered. I am inclined to think that the questions will be of such a
very simple nature that you won’t need any additional time on
them.

Let me say this: I will let counsel proceed, and if after he asks
certain questions you think that you need additional time, I am
sure we can work that out.

Mr. JAFFE. Let me say this, Senator: I am a lawyer; I don’t know
anything about the questions you are going to ask or anything else.
As far as I am concerned, whatever the problem is, I would need
time, because I don’t know what the entire situation is. Now, it
may be that Mr. Unger wants to go ahead without that. I mean,
as far as I am concerned, you tell me this; the names that you refer
to don’t mean anything to me. Whether they mean anything to Mr.
Unger, I don’t know.

Mr. ConN. You are not the witness.

Mr. JAFFE. I understand that. What I would like to do is to have
an opportunity to consult with him before I can advise him about
anything.

The CHAIRMAN. I think that is a reasonable request. You can use
the private office to discuss the matter, and then we will take

Mr. CoHN. There is only one name, Joel Remes, also known as
Julius Reiss.

Mr. UNGER. I certainly would defer to counsel in the suggestion
that you make to confer together, and as we are told here, it can
be done privately.

But I will say this, so that there will be no question about it. We
are being given representation here that is the purpose of the in-
quiry in so far as this witness is concerned. On that representation,
I see no reason why we can’t ascertain what it is that they are in-
quiring about as indicated here, and then if any situation arises
which requires conferring, we will confer.

The CHAIRMAN. I think that is a good suggestion. If something
arises which makes you feel it is necessary to have a conference,
or a postponement, we can work it out. I am sure. We will have
no trouble about that.

Mr. CoHN. Could we have your full name, please?

Mr. UNGER. I gave it to the stenographer—Abraham Unger.

Mr. CoHN. And you gave your address?

Mr. UNGER. I did.

Mr. CoHN. Fine. What is your profession, Mr. Unger?

Mr. UNGER. Lawyer.

Mr. CoHN. You practice in New York?

Mr. UNGER. I do.

Mr. CoHN. You are admitted to the bar in New York?

Mr. UNGER. I am admitted to the bar in New York.

Mr. COHN. And to the federal court?

Mr. UNGER. Yes.

Mr. CoHN. Have you practiced before any government agencies?

Mr. UNGER. Do I practice? Yes.

Mr. ConN. Which one?
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Mr. UNGER. Immigration. I don’t recall that I practiced before
any other at this time—workmen’s compensation, perhaps—one
being federal, one being state.

Mr. CoHN. Mr. Unger, we have had testimony here that a man
by the name of Joel Remes, also known as Julius Reiss, has worked
under your supervision; is that true?

Mr. UNGER. It is not.

Mr. CoHN. Do you know Joel Remes?

Mr. UNGER. If it is the person referred to in the press, in the
newspaper yesterday, I assume it is the same person who is identi-
fied as Mr. Reiss——

Mr. CoHN. That’s right.

Mr. UNGER. I know who he is, yes.

Mr. CoHN. Have you ever met him?

Mr. UNGER. Yes.

Mr. ConN. Under what circumstances?

Mr. UNGER. He has come to our office, consulted with us. He has
also done some research work in or about or out of the office of a
perfectly innocent nature, such as of a kind that I would consider
not even important enough to remember, the sort of thing that any-
one—that you might do, that you might come to the office and ask
to look at a file—rather at a record on appeal, or a case, and I
would show it to you, and I wouldn’t even remember whether you
had been there or not.

Mr. CoHN. I don’t quite understand that. Was he in your employ?

Mr. UNGER. He was not. I have answered that question already.

Mr. CoHN. I don’t quite understand the situation as you give it
to me.

Mr. UNGER. I said to you he came to my office to consult with
us on occasion.

Mr. CoHN. About what?

Mr. UNGER. As a client.

Mr. COHN. As a client?

Mr. UNGER. I have no recollection what matter it was. Again, it
was of no significance, absolutely of no significance.

Mr. CoHN. You say he came to your office to consult with you on
an attorney-client basis concerning a legal matter; is that right?

Mr. UNGER. That’s right.

Mr. CoHN. Concerning how many legal matters did he consult
with you?

Mr. UNGER. I have no recollection.

Mr. ConN. Pardon me?

Mr. UNGER. I have no recollection.

Mr. CoHN. Did he ever work for you?

Mr. UNGER. He did not.

Mr. CoHN. He did not work for you in any respect?

Mr. UNGER. I answered that.

Mr. CoHN. I know you answered it, but how does that square
with the fact he told us that he has reported income received from
your law firm for the year of 19507

Mr. UNGER. I say he did not work for me. I have never—I never
recall employing him. If he worked for our office he certainly wasn’t
working there with my knowledge.
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Mr. CoHN. Well, would you have knowledge of someone working
in your office? Do you know which people are employed by your of-
fice?

Mr. UNGER. No. The fact might be—well, what might be the case
is that in some matter that he was working on, not under my su-
pervision, he may have been on the payroll in the office for the pur-
pose of a case, possibly, I wouldn’t know.

Mr. ConN. Do you know that?

Mr. UNGER. No, I wouldn’t know.

Mr. CoHN. Will you check that for us?

Mr. UNGER. I probably can.

Mr. ConN. All right.

Mr. UNGER. Probably can.

Mr. CouN. That is as to the year 1950, particularly. As far as
your testimony, as far as you know, he retained your office, he con-
sulted your office as a client, in a legal matter, the nature of which
you didn’t recall at all?

Mr. UNGER. That’s right. It is of no significance. And beyond
that, he has been to the office, I am sure that goes back a number
of years, in the course of doing some research work of a nature that
didn’t concern me.

Mr. CoHN. What do you mean by research work?

Mr. UNGER. He might have looked at a file in the office—that is
to say, a case on appeal, a record.

Mr. CoHN. Did he—

Mr. UNGER. I don’t know. What specific one? I haven’t the faint-
est idea.

Mr. CoHN. That is pure conjecture on your part, as to whether
he did or not?

Mr. UNGER. As to whether he did, it is not conjecture; it isn’t ac-
tually knowledge in the sense that I actually saw him sit down and
do it, but I know that he was a person who was doing research
work.

Mr. CoHN. You have no idea as to the nature of the work?

Mr. UNGER. No, it was of no importance to me. It was insignifi-
cant.

Mr. CoHN. Did it have anything to do with the preparation of the
defense of any persons indicted under the Smith Act?

Mr. UNGER. It may have.

Mr. CoHN. Do you know whether or not it did, Mr. Unger?

Mr. UNGER. I don’t.

Mr. CoHN. You have no knowledge?

Mr. UNGER. No.

Mr. ConN. Did you do any such work?

Mr UNGER. Did I do any such

Mr CoHN. Did you do any such work concerning the preparation
of the defense of persons indicted under the Smith Act?

Mr. UNGER. I think that is irrelevant to the subject of inquiry.
That has to do with the question of attorney-client relationships,
which obviously are not something which you should inquire into.

Mr. CoHN. In other words, your testimony is whether or not you
did any work of that nature 1s a confidential communication from
a client to you; is that right?

Mr. UNGER. That’s right.
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Mr. CoHN. Is that your testimony?

Mr. UNGER. Yes, of course. It is self-evident, Mr. Cohn.

Mr. CoHN. Well, let us not argue. Just try to answer the ques-
tions.

Mr. UNGER. I have.

Mr. CoHN. Did you know him by the name of Remes or Reiss?

Mr. UNGER. Actually, I don’t think I ever heard the name Remes,
only Reiss.

Mr. ConN. Then it was the name Reiss?

Mr. UNGER. Reiss.

Mr. CoHN. All right. Now, is Mr. Reiss, to your knowledge, a
member of the Communist party?

Mr. UNGER. On that subject, I would say to you I object to the
question on the grounds of principle. I think, for one, on the basis
of what you have already represented here, that is not a relative
question to the inquiry; and secondly, I object on the ground it is
not within the purview of a congressional committee, this one, to
inquire into the political beliefs and opinions of persons. And third-
ly, that it is proper on my part to identify any person—to describe,
rather, the political opinions or beliefs of any person. That is a
matter between himself and yourself, if he decides to state it.

The CHAIRMAN. If the refusal is on that ground, you will be or-
dered to answer.

Mr. UNGER. I didn’t hear you.

The CHAIRMAN. If| I say, if the refusal is on that ground, you will
be ordered to answer.

Mr. UNGER. I see.

Mr. CoHN. You are free, of course, to consult any time you want
with counsel.

Mr. UNGER. I understand. I want you to understand, I said to
you I believe as a matter of principle you have no right to make
such inquiry.

Mr. ConN. I heard what you said, sir.

Mr. UNGER. You have indicated very plainly that the purpose of
your inquiry to me—you have represented to me was to find out
whether or not this man was working for me. I have stated to you
what I do know about him.

The CHAIRMAN. And what you know about him?

Mr. UNGER. What?

The CHAIRMAN. And what you know about him.

Mr. UNGER. You haven’t asked me what I know about him. You
asked me what I know about his political beliefs, and opinions.
That is an entirely different subject.

The CHAIRMAN. Counselor didn’t ask you about his political be-
liefs and opinions?

Mr. UNGER. Yes, he did.

The CHAIRMAN. He asked you whether he was a Communist.

Mr. UNGER. That is a political belief or opinion.

The CHAIRMAN. That is whether or not he belongs to a conspiracy
that is dedicated to overthrow this government. You will be ordered
to answer the question.

Mr. UNGER. Senator, I want to say to you again that your state-
ment as to what the Communist party is is simply a volunteered
personal comment which you make, and while there is no one to
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stop you from doing so, you can hardly consider that it is accept-
able as either evidence or as a basis for a question within the pur-
view of the examination. You have indicated what you were con-
cerned with here is this man’s connection with me or my office.

Mr. CoHN. And with the Communist party.

The CHAIRMAN. You are here to give up any information which
you have about this man. Counsel asked you a very simple ques-
tion, whether or not he is a Communist. You will be ordered to an-
swer the question.

Mr. UNGER. I have stated to you——

The CHAIRMAN. I have heard what you stated.

Mr. UNGER [continuing]. That I think you are not giving it suffi-
cient consideration, Senator. I understand what your purpose is. I
know that you are going after Communists, and that is a fairly
well-known activity on your part, and it is not my purpose here to
debate that question with you. You have the power to do so at
present, and you seem to be exercising it for your own purposes.
But the point that I make to you is that as a legal question you
have no right to inquire into the political beliefs and opinions of
people, as in this instance as to ask anyone concerning the political
beliefs and opinions of another, just as you wouldn’t have the right
to ask me concerning your own political beliefs and opinions or
your own religious beliefs and opinions, and I have tried to state
that to you as fully and as fairly as I can.

The CHAIRMAN. I understand your position, but you will be or-
dered to answer the question.

Mr. UNGER. All right, I shall confer.

The CHAIRMAN. What did you say?

Mr. UNGER. I said I shall confer with counsel.

Mr. JAFFE. You have called Mr. Friedman as a witness

Mr. CoHN. He is Mr. Unger’s partner, is that right?

Mr. JAFFE. Yes, and I am here with him as well, under the same
difficult conditions.

Mr. ConN. Talk to him as well.

All right, it is the same facts, and everything else.

The CHAIRMAN. Incidentally, your client will be ordered not to
leave the building. He is under subpoena.

[Whereupon, the witness was temporarily excused.]

TESTIMONY OF ALICE EHRENFELD

The CHAIRMAN. Will you please stand and raise your right hand?

In this matter now in hearing before the committee, do you sol-
emnly swear to tell the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the
truth, so help you God?

Miss EHRENFELD. I do.

Mr. CoHN. Miss Ehrenfeld, what is your occupation?

Miss EHRENFELD. I am an attorney.

Mr. CoHN. You are an attorney. When were you admitted to
practice?

Miss EHRENFELD. November ’47.

Mr. CoHN. You graduated from Yale Law School?

Miss EHRENFELD. Yes.

Mr. CoHN. What do you do now? Where were you employed?

Miss EHRENFELD. The United Nations.
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Mr. CoHN. In what capacity?

Miss EHRENFELD. I am in the social affairs department, social af-
fairs office.

Mr. CoHN. Social affairs office up at the United Nations. When
did you go to work for the United Nations?

Miss EHRENFELD. In July 1951.

Mr. CoHN. Miss Ehrenfeld, have you ever been a Communist?

Miss EHRENFELD. No.

Mr. CoHN. You have not?

Miss EHRENFELD. No.

Mr. CoHN. Do you know a man by the name of Sol Newman?

Miss EHRENFELD. No.

Mr. CoHN. You don’t. Have you ever been in New Haven, Con-
necticut?

Miss EHRENFELD. Yes.

Mr. CoHN. You went to Yale, didn’t you?

Miss EHRENFELD. Yes.

Mr. CoHN. Were you up there around ’44?

Miss EHRENFELD. Yes, it was my first year.

Mr. CoHN. Did you know a man by the name of Sol Newman
there?

Miss EHRENFELD. No.

Mr. CoHN. Did you know a man by the name of Sid Silverman?

Miss EHRENFELD. No.

Mr. CoHN. Did you know a man by the name of Sid Taylor?

Miss EHRENFELD. No.

Mr. ConN. Did you ever know any member of the Communist
party?

Miss EHRENFELD. No, not to my knowledge, no one I knew as a
member of the Communist party.

Mr. CoHN. Have you ever been a member of the National Law-
yers Guild?

Miss EHRENFELD. Yes.

Mr. COHN. Are you a member now?

Miss EHRENFELD. No.

Mr. CoHN. What is the period of your membership?

Miss EHRENFELD. I think the last time I paid dues was ’48.

Mr. COHN. 1948 was the last time you paid dues?

Miss EHRENFELD. Yes.

Mr. CoHN. When was the last time you had any connection with
the National Lawyers Guild?

Miss EHRENFELD. I think it was some time in '48. I went to a
meeting in Washington.

Mr. CoHN. You haven’t attended any meetings since then?

Miss EHRENFELD. No.

Mr. CoHN. Did you regard the National Lawyers Guild as under
Communist domination?

Miss EHRENFELD. No.

Mr. CoHN. Didn’t you?

Miss EHRENFELD. No.

Mr. CoHN. Did you ever consider that question?

Miss EHRENFELD. No, I didn’t consider it to be under Communist
domination.



1857

Mr. CoHN. Don’t you know that the entire roster of officers in the
National Lawyers Guild resigned from it some time ago—dJustice
Jackson, Justice Pecora, and a number of others—and called it an
organization completely under the domination of the Communist
party? You were familiar with that, weren’t you?

Miss EHRENFELD. I knew it had been under attack for that.

Mr. CoHN. Didn’t that give you some pause as to whether or not
you ought to belong to it?

Miss EHRENFELD. I thought it was a reasonable professional as-
sociation at the time I belonged to it.

Mr. CoHN. Did you know of any policy it ever adopted which was
contrary to that followed by the Communist party?

Miss EHRENFELD. No. To be absolutely honest, I didn’t keep very
close track on it. I just went to a couple of meetings.

Mr. CoHN. Do you know anybody by the name of Abraham
Ehrenfeld?

Miss EHRENFELD. That is my father.

Mr. CoHN. Is he teaching in a high school in New York?

Miss EHRENFELD. No, he is an assistant superintendent.

Mr. COHN. Assistant superintendent of schools?

Miss EHRENFELD. Yes.

Mr. CoHN. Has he ever been a Communist?

Miss EHRENFELD. Not to my knowledge.

Mr. CoHN. Is he a registered member of the American Labor
party, do you know?

Miss EHRENFELD. I don’t think so. He is a registered Democrat.

Mr. CoHN. Do you know whether your father was ever a sponsor
or connected with the Carver School?

Miss EHRENFELD. I don’t know.

Mr. CoHN. You don’t know that. Do you have a brother named
Robert Louis Ehrenfeld?

Miss EHRENFELD. Yes.

Mr. CoHN. Do you know whether or not he has been a registered
member of the American Labor party?

Miss EHRENFELD. I think he once registered in ALP.

y Mr.? COHN. When was the last time he registered in ALP, do you
now?

Miss EHRENFELD. I don’t know.

Mr. ConN. Has he ever been active in the American Association
of Scientific Workers, which is listed as a Communist front?

Miss EHRENFELD. I don’t know.

Mr. CoHN. Was one of your references for application at the
United Nations Thomas Emerson?

Miss EHRENFELD. Yes.

Mr. ConN. Is that Professor Emerson of Yale Law School?

Miss EHRENFELD. Yes.

Mr. CoHN. Do you know Professor Emerson was a member of the
Communist party?

Miss EHRENFELD. I don’t think so.

Mr. CoHN. You don’t think to this day he was?

Miss EHRENFELD. No.

Mr. CoHN. Would you regard him as a Communist?

Miss EHRENFELD. No.

Mr. CoHN. Did you know Professor Emerson rather well?
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Miss EHRENFELD. Yes, he was my reference.

Mr. CoHN. I see. Had you ever discussed communism and related
subjects with him?

Miss EHRENFELD. We had political discussions.

Mr. COHN. As a result of those political discussions, did you not
gain the impression that Mr. Emerson was a Communist?

Miss EHRENFELD. No.

Mr. CoHN. You did not?

Miss EHRENFELD. No.

Mr. CoHN. Did you regard him as anti-Communist?

Miss EHRENFELD. In some ways, yes.

Mr. CoHN. In what ways?

Miss EHRENFELD. Well, I do remember his—I remember he took
issue on the Korean——

Mr. CoHN. That was quite a bit after you knew him as your pro-
fessor?

Miss EHRENFELD. I really don’t know too much about it, but I do
remember some things about left—Progressive party, or something,
on Korea. I really don’t remember.

Mr. CoHN. Why did you drop out of the National Lawyers Guild?

Miss EHRENFELD. I just—I had never been very active, and I
went to a meeting in Washington and there didn’t seem to be any-
thing very much, and I just didn’t go any more, I just didn’t pay
my dues any more.

Mr. CoHN. It had nothing to do with the question of Communist
control?

Miss EHRENFELD. No.

Mr. CoHN. Would it bother you if the organization were under
Communist domination?

Miss EHRENFELD. If I thought it was Communist dominated, I
probably wouldn’t belong to it.

Mr. CoBN. Is there any doubt about that in your mind?

Miss EHRENFELD. I didn’t think it was Communist dominated.

Mr. COHN. You said you wouldn’t belong to it. Is there any doubt
that if it were under Communist domination you wouldn’t belong
to it?

Miss EHRENFELD. If there was no doubt in my mind that it was
under Communist domination, I would not belong to it.

Mr. CoHN. What evidence did you secure to indicate that it was
not under Communist domination, in view of the resignation of the
top officers?

Miss EHRENFELD. I didn’t go looking. I am not sure even what
time the top officers resigned.

Mr. CoHN. I see. And you are quite sure you don’t know Mr.
Newman, or Mr. Silverman, who is also known as Mr. Taylor up
in New Haven; is that right?

Miss EHRENFELD. The names don’t mean anything to me now.

Mr. COHN. One of those persons said that you had been a mem-
ber of a professional group of the Communist party up there, they
would not be telling the truth; is that so?

Miss EHRENFELD. They would not be telling the truth.

Mr. CoHN. Did you ever attend a Communist meeting?

Miss EHRENFELD. No.

Mr. ConN. In New Haven?
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Miss EHRENFELD. No.

Mr. CoHN. Did you ever attend a meeting that you now think
might have been a Communist meeting?

Miss EHRENFELD. No.

Mr. CoHN. You have any doubt about that?

Miss EHRENFELD. No.

Mr. COHN. None whatsoever?

Miss EHRENFELD. No.

Mr. CoHN. All right, that will be all for this afternoon. We will
let you know when we want you back.

The CHAIRMAN. We may not want you back. Incidentally, your
name will not be given to the press by the committee, so that the
only way that anyone will learn that you were here is if you decide
to tell them yourself. We just want you to know that there will be
no publicity as to the fact that you were here, unless you decide
to give it out yourself.

Miss EHRENFELD. Thank you very much.

The CHAIRMAN. I doubt very much we will want you back, I wish
you would consider yourself still under subpoena, and in case there
is any further information we want we will let you know. Thank
you very much.

[Witness excused.]

TESTIMONY OF ABRAHAM UNGER (ACCOMPANIED BY
COUNSEL, BERNARD JAFFE) (RESUMED)

Mr. UNGER. During the recess I conferred with my partner, and
he has reminded me that we were the attorneys of record in the
original Smith Act trial, and that in the course of that time a num-
ber of people were employed for various tasks, among which was
the job of research, and among whom was Mr. Reiss, who was on
a payroll which was handled by him, by my partner, whose name
is David M. Friedman, and I think that is the complete story. How
long a period of time he worked there, whether it was months or
weeks, I have no recollection.

Mr. CoHN. So the specific matter on which Mr. Reiss was work-
ing was research in connection with the defense of the Communist
leaders, your firm having been attorneys of record for them?

Mr. UNGER. That is the employment to which you refer.

Mr. CoHN. All right, sir, fine. That clears that up. Now, can we
get back to the question as to whether or not you knew——

Mr. UNGER. I restate my objection, and also add the further fact
that I do not know.

Mr. ConN. Pardon me?

Mr. UNGER. I do not know.

Mr. CoHN. You don’t know?

Mr. UNGER. I don’t.

Mr. CoHN. You have no knowledge as to whether he is or is not
a Communist?

Mr. UNGER. Precisely.

Mr. CoHN. Or whether he was or was not in the year 19507

Mr. UNGER. That’s right.

Mr. CoHN. You have no knowledge of that?

Mr. UNGER. Precisely.
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Mr. CoHN. Were you yourself at that time the head of the profes-
sional group of the Communist party in this area?

Mr. UNGER. I object to the question, and here we are back again
to the original issue raised by the senator’s representation and the
representation made by the counsel for the committee. It has been
represented to us that this was an inquiry into the employment or
association of Mr. Remes or Reiss, myself and my partner. There
is no relevancy in the question now propounded in so far as the na-
ture of the examination being conducted here, and it is not within
the province of this committee to make such inquiry as to the polit-
ical beliefs and opinions of myself. I object, for the reason that this
is an intrusion upon the personal political rights and freedoms of
an individual, and entirely outside the scope and powers of a con-
gressional committee, having no relevancy to the subject of an in-
vestigation, not being pertinent or material to the investigation,
and intended solely for ulterior purposes which are improper and
unlawful, and I therefore object to answering that question.

I further would indicate that that is a violation of the representa-
tion already made by the chairman of the committee and by coun-
sel for the committee.

Mr. CoHN. That is just not accurate.

Mr. UNGER. I insist that it is.

The CHAIRMAN. You have your position. Let us see. Number one,
Mr. Cohn, you certainly are strictly within the jurisdiction of the
committee when you inquire with regard to this UN employee, Mr.
Reiss, when you inquire as to his Communist connections, whether
he belongs to a conspiracy against this country. I think that you
are within your right when you inquire as to whether or not he was
the employer who worked in defense of men accused of teaching
and advocating the overthrow of the government by force and vio-
lence. I believe to go into the background of Reiss and to get the
full picture of him you must get the background of anyone associ-
ated with him.

Mr. CoHN. Of course, this witness says he doesn’t know whether
or not Reiss is a Communist. As you know, Mr. Chairman, we have
some evidence to the contrary, and it appears that Mr. Reiss was
a member of the party.

The CHAIRMAN. In other words, you have got information that
shows this witness either knows or should know that Reiss was a
Communist; is that right?

Mr. CoHN. That’s right.

The CHAIRMAN. And one way to evaluate his testimony is to find
out whether or not he is in a position to know whether or not he
was a member of the Communist party. In addition to that, he
works for government agencies—this witness himself does.

Mr. UNGER. Who does?

The CHAIRMAN. Practices before government agencies. I think
there is no question about that. Don’t you think so?

Mr. COHN. There is not.

The CHAIRMAN. The witness will be ordered to answer the ques-
tion.

Mr. JAFFE. May I say this, Senator——

The CHAIRMAN. No. I may say that you may advise with your cli-
ent fully, but the rules of the committee, that have been adopted
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by the several members of the committee, are that a lawyer can ad-
vise with his client as freely as he cares to at any time, but the
lawyer is not allowed to take part in the proceedings. Therefore,
you can advise with your client as much as you care to. If there
are any questions in mind that you care to ask Mr. Cohn and my-
self, we will be glad to try and answer them for you

Mr. JAFFE. That is what I mean. Can I ask you a question?

The CHAIRMAN. Oh, certainly.

Mr. JAFFE. See, when we first started, and I suggested that an
adjournment would be desirable, you indicated that the scope of the
inquiry would be about this man Riess.

The CHAIRMAN. Yes.

Mr. JAFFE. And, well, as far as I am concerned, as a lawyer, if
somebody wants to answer a few questions about a particular indi-
vidual, he can go ahead.

But are you now indicating that this man’s whole activities, just
like Reiss’ whole activities, were open for your inquiry, now this
man’s whole life, and his opinions, and his activities, become open
for inquiry?

The CHAIRMAN. I am not concerned with his opinions at all. One
of the questions is whether or not Reiss was a high functionary of
the Communist party. This witness says he doesn’t know. It is very
pertinent to find out whether he is in a position to know or not.
He has been asked a very simple question, whether or not he him-
self is high in the party. If so, he would know whether Reiss is a
member. He will be ordered to answer that, unless he wants to
take advantage of the Fifth Amendment, of course.

Mr. JAFFE. Well, I wonder whether I might act upon your earlier
suggestion, then, and request an adjournment of this so that I can
discuss this with him fully, because this opens up an entirely new
area of inquiry, if I am to participate in it.

The CHAIRMAN. I think that is a reasonable request.

Mr. UNGER. I should like to state for the record that the witness
has been misled by representations made by the senator and a
member of the bar in this inquiry, that after carefully thinking
over the problem, no reasonably minded person can come to the
conclusion that the questions presently propounded, or the line of
inquiry that seems to be indicated has any relevancy to, has any
bearing upon what was represented to be the subject of the inquiry.

I have thought very carefully in the few minutes concerning that
matter, and I say, therefore, that the inquiry is not now within the
purview set down by the—within the purview of the subject matter
of the investigation or represented by the senator and the counsel.

The CHAIRMAN. Do you want an adjournment? I won’t hear any
statement, if you want an adjournment. I am not going to spend
any more time with you. Are you asking for an adjournment?

Mr. UNGER. I concur with the request of counsel for an adjourn-
ment.

The CHAIRMAN. All right. You will be given a recess until tomor-
row morning at 10:30. I may say, for your benefit, under the rules
of the committee, this committee has absolute jurisdiction if we
wanted to go into any subversive activities on your part, in view
of the fact that you are admitted to practice before a United States
agency. That is not the principal purpose of this hearing. What we
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are interested in are the subversive activities of Mr. Reiss. We will
give you adjournment until 10:30 tomorrow morning.

Mr. UNGER. I will be in court at 10:30 tomorrow morning. I have
a court engagement set before this.

Mr. CoHN. What is the engagement?

Mr. UNGER. The case of People vs Vitale and two others.

Mr. CoHN. Where is that? What court?

Mr. UNGER. In felony court, youth term.

Mr. ConN. Here in Manhattan?

Mr. UNGER. Yes.

Mr. CoHN. How long do you imagine that is going to take?

Mr. UNGER. Maybe twelve, one o’clock.

Mr. JAFFE. May I request your indulgence, Senator, for my own
purposes? As I say, I was called into this on very, very short notice.
My own schedule today is disrupted and it is very crowded tomor-
row. As a result, I wonder whether or not you could indulge me in
some additional time beyond that, so that I can really have an op-
portunity to talk to him and know whether or not I can go ahead
or should represent him.

The CHAIRMAN. Well, here is our only problem. I certainly would
like to give you all the time that you think you need to examine
this legal question. We have the entire staff up here; we have other
work set for next week and the week after. Our schedule calls for
disposing of this this week. I don’t think we should disrupt your
client’s legal work that he is planning on doing tomorrow morning.
If he is going to be in court until one o’clock, he shouldn’t be asked
to come here and testify. I frankly don’t think it is unreasonable
if we gave him instead of ’til 10:30 in the morning, in view of this
court work, that we give him until some time tomorrow afternoon.

We can do this: We can try and suit your convenience as to the
time we set for tomorrow afternoon. In other words, if it will be
easier for you to come in at 2:30, or 3:30, or 1:30, we will try and
accommodate you as to that.

Mr. UNGER. You said at the outset that you will put it off until
next week.

Mr. CoHN. No, Mr. Unger, please.

Mr. UNGER. Was I mistaken?

The CHAIRMAN. No, you asked for a week’s adjournment and I
said if the matter came up and we needed additional time, we
would try and work it out.

Mr. JAFFE. This is an inquiry into Mr. Unger himself. Now, I
don’t know what is involved personally, again. I am a lawyer. I
would like to inquire into it. I have heard Mr. Unger object to this
statement. I would like to discuss that with him, and frankly, Sen-
ator, I realize that you are taking Mr. Unger’s convenience into
consideration, but I want you to take into consideration my own
convenience.

Mr. UNGER. I want to say, Senator—to aid you in forming a judg-
ment—I want to say to you, you have been told everything there
is to know concerning the relation of Mr. Unger or Mr. Friedman
with Mr. Remes, or Mr. Reiss.

Mr. CoHN. You say that now, Mr. Unger.

Mr. UNGER. What?
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Mr. ConN. I say, you say that now. A few minutes ago you were
equally sure that Mr. Reiss had never been paid any money by
your firm, or he had not been employed by your firm.

Mr. UNGER. That means nothing inconsistent. When 1 say
“equally sure,” I meant just what I said, and as far as I was con-
cerned, he was not employed by us, and as a matter of fact you
might have asked about ten or fifteen other persons who were em-
ployed in the same manner, and my answer would undoubtedly
have been the same, because in the course of my practice as an at-
torney with my partner, I normally would know the people that we
employed. We employed a stenographer, we may have employed a
clerk, and that would be the end of it. This happened to be a spe-
cial and a very peculiar kind of relationship that lasted for a short
period of time, and as you yourself are aware of, it was in connec-
tion with one case. That is an obvious explanation for my having
made the statement. I didn’t make the statement out of bravado,
or out of a simple desire to answer your question, but out of a con-
viction that that was the fact. I find out that I am in error about
it. I correct that statement. You now have everything, practically
everything—I say practically, because I don’t again want to be held
to whether or not I saw him one day on the street. You now have
everything that there is to know which might have any relevancy
to an inquiry by a Congressional committee concerning the relation
of Mr. Friedman or with Mr. Remes or Mr. Reiss, period.

Mr. COHN. You see, the senator has to pass judgment on the
question of relevancy. You don’t know what we have and what we
want to do.

Mr. UNGER. I said to you now, when I say, “ relevancy,” all that
I mean by that is that it excludes such a question as whether or
not I had a drink with him one day. But insofar as it has anything
to do with any business relations of any kind, you have got the
whole story, because that is all there is to it. There is nothing more
to it than that.

Mr. CoHN. The question we have now—I mean we have to ask
the questions we have to ask—the matter of adjournment.

The CHAIRMAN. Number one, it is important to know what, if
any, dealings he had with this man as a member of the Communist
party.

Mr. UNGER. You have been told what they were.

The CHAIRMAN. Please don’t interrupt. It is important to know
what dealings he had with this man Reiss, who has been identified
as a top functionary of the Communist party, in order to pass upon
the veracity of this witness, his credibility, and to know what posi-
tion he was in, to know whether or not Reiss was a Communist.
It is certainly relevant to know whether this man was a top mem-
ber of the party. I think if counsel makes a point, however, that
it is a very important matter to him. He was subpoenaed yester-
day.

Mr. ConN. Of course, the witness is a member of the bar himself.

The CHAIRMAN. He is a member of the bar and he has been deal-
ing with this particular type of work, so it is not new to him at all,
in defending these cases.

We will give you your choice, whether you want to come in at
9:30 Thursday morning—that is a bit early—or if you want to come
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in sometime Wednesday afternoon, and tell us what time you pre-
fer. I might say, we are trying to accommodate you as to the time
on Wednesday afternoon.

Mr. JAFFE. Couldn’t you make it at least Thursday afternoon,
Senator, after your public sessions are over?

The CHAIRMAN. We cannot, because the public sessions will last
most likely Thursday and Friday.

Mr. JAFFE. At any time that they are over in the afternoon—you
see, it would be so much better for me, frankly. One of my partners
is away right now.

Mr. UNGER. Why don’t you put it over ’til next weekend?

Mr. ConN. We can’t do it.

Mr. JAFFE. If you put it over ’til Thursday or Friday, any time.

Mr. CoHN. We can’t do it, Mr. Unger. We have to get this over
with. We have a lot of other witnesses.

Mr. UNGER. Why don’t you take your other witnesses, if your ob-
ject is, as you state, or represented to me—or as you state it in the
newspapers—then I don’t know why you persist in saying that you
have to have it tomorrow, when you are now told that there is no
more that you can get that has any bearing at all on this matter
in the remotest way?

The CHAIRMAN. The information that has a bearing is whether
or not you are a top member of the party.

Mr. UNGER. I didn’t hear you.

The CHAIRMAN. The information that has a very direct bearing
is whether or not you yourself were a top member of the party.

Mr. UNGER. I thought you were making an inquiry into Mr.
Remes, or Reiss.

The CHAIRMAN. We are not going to argue with you.

Mr. UNGER. The whole point is in reference to the adjournment.

Mr. JAFFE. If you can’t put it over ’til next week, couldn’t you
make it the afternoon of Thursday or Friday? Any time you say;
y(ﬂl gan give me a call, or give Mr. Unger a call when you are fin-
ished.

Mr. UNGER. That’s an idea. Give me a call, and give me a couple
of hou;"s notice. Do you want to do it that way, on a couple of hours
notice?

The CHAIRMAN. We will make it Thursday afternoon at two
o’clock.

Mr. JAFFE. All right. Now, would the same thing apply to Mr.
Friedman?

The CHAIRMAN. Yes.

Mr. JAFFE. Because the same information would be given by Mr.
Friedman.

Mr. CoHN. They are probably in the same boat.

Mr. JAFFE. And you propose to ask Mr. Friedman about his

The CHAIRMAN. Yes. Just so there will be no question about the
scope of the examination, we will question both Mr. Friedman and
Mr. Unger on the activities of Mr. Reiss or Mr. Remes, the capacity
in which he worked in the office, the type of work he was doing,
whether he was known to them as a Communist, anything else
about him that would reflect upon that question, and we will ask
both Mr. Unger and Mr. Friedman about their own activities, if
any, within the party. That will be necessary so that we can deter-
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mine whether or not they are in a position to know whether he was
a Communist or not, and I may say, just for the benefit of counsel,
we have a rule of the committee, passed unanimously by the com-
mittee, to the effect that the chair can institute preliminary inves-
tigations, call witnesses on any matter having to do with the busi-
ness of the federal government, so that even if Mr. Reiss’ United
Nations matter were not up here, my interpretation of the author-
ity of the committee would be that we could call Mr. Unger any-
way, in view of his having been admitted to practice before a fed-
eral agency. I bring that up because Mr. Unger was questioning
the jurisdiction of the committee.

I think we should subpoena, Roy, the records having to do with
the payments made to Mr. Reiss.

Mr. CoHN. Bring down just whatever you have reflecting what-
ever payments were made to Reiss at any time by your firm or by
yourself.

Mr. UNGER. I can see no reason offhand for not having them, but
I shall have to discuss that with my partner.

The CHAIRMAN. So the record will be clear, the witness is ordered
to produce the records showing payments made to Mr. Reiss, or
showing the type of work that Mr. Reiss did while in the employ
of the witness Unger, or his partner, Mr. Friedman, or the firm.
That will be two o’clock on Thursday. [Witness excused.]

TESTIMONY OF DIMITRI VARLEY (ACCOMPANIED BY HIS
COUNSEL, HERMAN A GRAY) (RESUMED)

Tﬁle CHAIRMAN. The witness is reminded that he is still under
oath.

Mr. CARR. Mr. Varley, do you know a man named Johannes
Steel?

Mr. VARLEY. I don’t believe so. I think I met him at one of the
UN cocktail parties.

Mr. CARR. Would you recall what year you met him?

Mr. VARLEY. Well, that would be anywhere from 46 on, I guess.

Mr. CARR. You have no recollection as to the year?

Mr. VARLEY. No—I mean from ’46 on.

Mr. CARR. After you were at the UN?

Mr. VARLEY. Yes.

Mr. CARR. Do you know who Mr. Steel is?

Mr. VARLEY. Yes. He is a journalist.

Mr. CARR. And a commentator. Did you ever subscribe to a news-
letter that he put out?

Mr. VARLEY. I did.

Mr. CARR. Did you subscribe at the time you met him, or had you
subscribed previous to that?

Mr. VARLEY. I don’t remember the date. I subscribed on the basis
of the ad I received.

Mr. CARR. An ad that you had received?

Mr. VARLEY. Yes.

Mr. CARR. Do you think this was prior to the time you went to
the UN?

Mr. VARLEY. I don’t remember clearly. I can check up, but I

Mr. CARR. You say you met him at a cocktail party, you think,
at the UN?




1866

Mr. VARLEY. If I did meet him at all, I think I met him at one
of those receptions.

Mr. CARR. At the UN itself?

Mr. VARLEY. Not necessarily; at one of the receptions given by a
delegation.

The CHAIRMAN. Which delegation?

Mr. VARLEY. I wouldn’t be able to recall. I have very vague recol-
lections, because I heard the name, I knew he was a journalist, and
1I’lthilnk it was some kind of a thing that so and so, and you shake

ands.

The CHAIRMAN. Is it a usual practice for the delegations to invite
well known Communists to their parties, their cocktail parties?

Mr. VARLEY. I don’t know what their practice is.

The CHAIRMAN. At the time you met him, did you have any idea
that he was a Communist?

Mr. VARLEY. I don’t know whether he is a Communist or not.

The CHAIRMAN. Do you know now?

Mr. VARLEY. I don’t know anything about him besides except
subscribing to his letters.

The CHAIRMAN. How did you pay for the subscription, do you re-
call?

Mr. VARLEY. Mostly by my check.

The CHAIRMAN. By a check to him?

Mr. VARLEY. Yes.

The CHAIRMAN. Did you have correspondence with him?

Mr. VARLEY. No, sir, except sending subscription to whoever it
was.

The CHAIRMAN. Did you ever write to him?

Mr. VARLEY. No, sir, not to my recollection.

The CHAIRMAN. Did you think that the material which he sent
you followed the Communist line?

Mr. VARLEY. I wouldn’t clearly remember. I remember much ma-
terial he would write on foreign news, and my general impres-
sion—may I continue, or do I make it too long?

The CHAIRMAN. You may continue.

Mr. VARLEY. I felt that it was rather lengthy and uneven mate-
rial, but there were some bits of stories that were not in the daily
newspapers it was worth reading.
| The;) CHAIRMAN. How much did you pay for the paper, the news-

etter?

Mr. VARLEY. I think it was four or five dollars.

The CHAIRMAN. A year?

Mr. VARLEY. Yes. The reason why I think that, because I thought
it was expensive, because it was, I think, a monthly mimeographed
letter.

The CHAIRMAN. How many years did you subscribe to it?

Mr. VARLEY. I would think about two years.

Mr. CARR. You renewed the subscription to it?

Mr. VARLEY. I think so, but I think it folded up, because I have
recollection that it stopped.

The CHAIRMAN. It was a strictly Communist sheet, wasn’t it, put
out by top Communists?

Mr. VARLEY. I don’t know that he is a Communist, and I didn’t
think it was.
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The CHAIRMAN. Did you have any reason to think he was a Com-
munist?

Mr. VARLEY. No.

The CHAIRMAN. Did his material follow the Communist line? You
could tell by reading that he was a Communist, couldn’t you?

Mr. VARLEY. Really, Senator, I am trying to think hard, and the
last thing I remember about Steel was his radio comments during
the war. I don’t recall them being Communist material.

The CHAIRMAN. You say you don’t recall that the newsletter you
got from him appeared to be Communist?

Mr. VARLEY. I didn’t have that impression, Senator.

Mr. CARR. Now tell me, Mr. Varley, did you ever subscribe to any
other newsletter?

Mr. VARLEY. I can’t think offhand. May I ask my lawyer?

Mr. CARR. Certainly.

[Whereupon, the witness consulted with his counsel.]

Mr. VARLEY. I have no clear recollection.

Mr. CARR. The only newsletter you recall ever subscribing to was
the one put out by Johannes Steel?

Mr. VARLEY. Yes. Since you asked me that question, I recall that.

Mr. CARR. It is possible there may have been some others, but
that is the only one you recall at this point?

Mr. VARLEY. Yes.

The CHAIRMAN. How about the Daily Worker?

Mr. VARLEY. I didn’t subscribe to Daily Worker.

The CHAIRMAN. Did you buy it, or get it?

Mr. VARLEY. Many years ago I read it, but whether I read it in
the library or bought it on the stand, I don’t remember.

The CHAIRMAN. How many years ago?

Mr. VARLEY. I would say it would be at least fifteen years or so—
up to the point when it was easier to get Russian papers and I was
looking for the material on Russian economic news.

T}}?e CHAIRMAN. Did you ever go to any Communist party meet-
ings?

Mr. VARLEY. No, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. Sir?

Mr. VARLEY. No, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. Did you know anyone who was a member of the
Communist party?

Mr. VARLEY. Not to my knowledge.

Mr. CARR. Did you ever know a man named Harley Freeman?

Mr. VARLEY. Harley Freeman? Yes, I know him.

Mr. CARR. Did you know that he was a member of the Com-
munist party?

Mr. VARLEY. I don’t know.

Mr. CARR. Do you know his wife, Vera?

Mr. VARLEY. I know her, yes.

Mr.? CARR. Do you know that she is a member of the Communist
party?

Mr. VARLEY. No, sir.

Mr. CARR. Did you know at that time that you knew them?

Mr. VARLEY. I didn’t know, and I don’t know.

The CHAIRMAN. How well do you know them?

Mr. VARLEY. I know them socially for several years.
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The CHAIRMAN. You visited their home, did you?

Mr. VARLEY. I did.

The CHAIRMAN. And they visited yours?

Mr. VARLEY. They did.

The CHAIRMAN. You still have that association?

Mr. VARLEY. I see them infrequently socially, yes.

The CHAIRMAN. How many times have you been at their home
in the last six months?

Mr. VARLEY. I think I was once—that is, to my best recollec-
tion—last six months.

The CHAIRMAN. How many times would you say they have been
to your home in the last six months?

Mr. VARLEY. They haven’t been at my home during the last six
months.

The CHAIRMAN. Have you met them any place outside of their
home in the last six months?

Mr. VARLEY. No, sir, not that I can recall.

The CHAIRMAN. Did you ever discuss communism with them?

Mr. VARLEY. No, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. You say you never had any reason to know they
were Communists?

Mr. VARLEY. No, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. You never suspected it?

Mr. VARLEY. No, sir.

Mr. CARR. Did you know that Freeman had been associated with
the TASS?

Mr. VARLEY. Yes, sir.

Mr. CARR. Did you know that he had been employed by the Daily
Worker?

Mr. VARLEY. I might have heard it, that he was employed but I
am not sure that I

Mr. CARR. You never discussed that with him?

Mr. VARLEY. No, sir. He is employed by TASS, that I know.

The CHAIRMAN. You knew he was employed by TASS?

Mr. VARLEY. Yes.

The CHAIRMAN. And you heard that he worked at the Daily
Worker?

Mr. VARLEY. I am not sure.

The CHAIRMAN. You say you had no reason to think that he
might have been a Communist?

Mr. VARLEY. Yes, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. You still say that?

Mr. VARLEY. I still say that.

The CHAIRMAN. That is, a man works for TASS and the Daily
Worker, and you have no reason to think that he might have been
a Communist?

Mr. VARLEY. I am not sure that I know he worked for Daily
Worker. You mentioned it, and I am——

The CHAIRMAN. I might say that you are not even trying to be
truthful with us, when you tell us that this friend of yours, that
you know, whom you visit, who visits your home, you know he
works for the Communist paper from Moscow, and you heard he
worked for the Daily Worker, and then you sit there and perjure
yourself and say, “I had no reason to know he was a Communist.”
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You know better than that. If you don’t then you shouldn’t be hold-
ing a $12,000 a year job at the UN. You can go right ahead and
do all of the lying you care to. We will give you all the chance in
the world. I have warned you three or four times either to tell us
the truth or refuse to answer.

Mr. VARLEY. Senator, I didn’t refuse to answer. I am trying to
be as cooperative as I can, and when you ask me whether he
worked, what I know, I did say and I did tell you that I didn’t dis-
cuss communism with him, and I have no reason to know that if
he worked for TASS, he must be Communist.

Mr. CARR. Do you know Amy Oppenheimer?

Mr. VARLEY. No, sir.

Mr. CARR. From Tuckahoe, New York?

Mr. VARLEY. No, sir.

Mr. CARR. You don’t know her?

Mr. VARLEY. No, sir.

Mr. CARR. Are you sure of that, now?

Mr. VARLEY. No, sir.

Mr. CARR. You have no recollection of having been in contact
with Amy Oppenheimer?

Mr. VARLEY. Could you tell me who she is? Maybe I can——

Mr. CARR. Amy Oppenheimer was a prominent member of the
tri-county section of the Communist party—tri-county meaning cov-
ering the Tuckahoe area.

Mr. VARLEY. No, sir, I don’t know her.

Mr. CARR. You never had any contact with her that you recall?

Mr. VARLEY. No, sir.

Mr. CARR. Have you ever contributed to the Veterans of the
Abraham Lincoln Brigade financially?

Mr. VARLEY. That is the question the counsel asked me this
morning, and I might have, but I have no clear recollection.

Mr. CARR. Did you ever contribute to the American Committee
for the Protection of the Foreign Born?

Mr. VARLEY. I did.

Mr. CARR. You did. When was that, do you recall?

Mr. VARLEY. This morning, I said ’49, ’50. I don’t recall the date,
but maybe we could

Mr. CARR. That is all right.

The CHAIRMAN. Incidentally, I am not sure if counsel has identi-
fied himself.

Mr. GRAY. Yes, I did this morning: Herman A. Gray, G-r-a-y, 551
Fifth Avenue, New York.

The CHAIRMAN. All right.

Do you recognize the American Labor party as Communist con-
trolled?

Mr. VARLEY. I have no knowledge to believe so, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. Did you think it is not Communist controlled?

Mr. VARLEY. I don’t know enough whether it is or not.

The CHAIRMAN. When you join a party and register as a member,
don’t you first find out whether it is run by the Communists or not,
or are you interested in that?

Mr. VARLEY. I registered with the party many years ago and I
kept up that registration. At the time when I registered I remem-
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ber seeing some material on the aims of the American Labor party,
and it didn’t appear to me to be in any way contrary to it.

The CHAIRMAN. You registered again in 1950, didn’t you?

Mr. VARLEY. Yes, I repeated registration, but I didn’t examine
their aims—reexamine their aims, and I assumed they were more
or less what they were to start with.

The CHAIRMAN. You didn’t read the publicity in the paper about
their being Communist controlled?

Mr. VARLEY. I think I mentioned this morning that I have seen
something, I believe, during election campaign, but I didn’t see
any—I mean, nothing to convince me that it was the case.

The CHAIRMAN. Did you ever hear of a publication called In Fact?

Mr. VARLEY. Yes.

The CHAIRMAN. Did you sell that?

Mr. VARLEY. No, I did not.

The CHAIRMAN. Didn’t you ever sell that?

Mr. VARLEY. Sell In Fact?

The CHAIRMAN. Yes.

Mr. VARLEY. I subscribed to it once.

The CHAIRMAN. Did you ever sell it?

Mr. VARLEY. Not to my knowledge, not to my recollection.

The CHAIRMAN. You don’t recall ever having sold it?

Mr. VARLEY. Excuse me, would you repeat that?

The CHAIRMAN. You don’t recall ever having sold it?

Mr. VARLEY. I don’t recall that. May I just come back to one
question that counsel asked before? In Fact was also a sort of a
kind of a newsletter, if I recall; it was way back, but I think it was
kind of a page or two pages.

The CHAIRMAN. A Communist publication, was it not?

Mr. VARLEY. Not to my knowledge.

The CHAIRMAN. Outside of the newsletter by Steel, who has been
named as a Communist, In Fact, which has been described as a
Communist publication, you don’t recall having subscribed to any
other newsletters or papers?

Mr. VARLEY. Well, I subscribed, I recall, to the information bul-
letin published by the Soviet embassy, when it existed, but I didn’t
consider it—I considered it governmental publication.

The CHAIRMAN. You subscribed to the Soviet embassy bulletin?
How many years did you get that? How many years did you sub-
scribe to that?

Mr. VARLEY. I think I started receiving it about 1945, roughly.

The CHAIRMAN. How many years did you, subscribe to it?

Mr. VARLEY. And I got it until it was—they discontinued it, or
it was stopped.

The CHAIRMAN. Did you get bulletins from any of the other em-
bassies?

Mr. VARLEY. I do not recall, except that occasionally I would get
newsletters in my office from some countries—maybe Australian or
Brazilian. I wouldn’t recall.

Mr. CARR. Do you know a man named Vladimir Kazakvich?

Mr. VARLEY. I did know him years ago.

Mr. CARR. When?

Mr. VARLEY. I went to college with him.

Mr. CARR. What college was that?
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Mr. VARLEY. Columbia.

Mr. CARR. Columbia University?

Mr. VARLEY. Yes.

Mr. Carr, Were you a fellow student or:

Mr. VARLEY. We were fellow students.

Mr. CARR. You were fellow students?

Mr. VARLEY. Yes, at Columbia University.

Mr. CARR. He has been accused of being a Soviet agent?

Mr. VARLEY. No, sir.

Mr. CARR. When did your acquaintanceship with him end or does
it continue today?

Mr. VARLEY. I knew him for some time after the college and saw
him occasionally, and stopped seeing him, I would say, roughly
around or before the war.

Mré CARR. You haven’t seen him since before the war, before
19417

Mr. VARLEY. I have no recollection. Then I heard that he left for
Russia. That is about all I knew about him.

The CHAIRMAN. In other words, you saw him up until he left for
Russia?

Mr. VARLEY. I didn’t see him—I might say that I have seen him
in the college days frequently and quite often after that, because
we both were members of a student organization.

The CHAIRMAN. What student organization?

Mr. VARLEY. It was National Russian Students Christian Asso-
ciation.

The CHAIRMAN. National Russian——

Mr. VARLEY. Students Christian Association.

The CHAIRMAN. Are you of Russian descent, incidentally?

Mr. VARLEY. Yes, sir—excuse me, am I of Russian descent?

The CHAIRMAN. Yes.

Mr. VARLEY. Yes, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. Were you born in this country?

Mr. VARLEY. No, I was born in Russia.

The CHAIRMAN. When did you come from Russia?

Mr. VARLEY. I came here in 1923.

Mr. CARR. Were you a member of a Soviet espionage ring in con-
junction with Mr. Kazahevich?

Mr. VARLEY. No, sir.

Mr. CaRR. Did he ever speak to you concerning what he was
doing?

Mr. VARLEY. No, sir.

Mr. CARR. Did he ever approach you——

Mr. VARLEY. May I just

Mr. CARR. Go ahead.

Mr. VARLEY. When you say was I a member of a ring, that I don’t
even know of such a ring, so he never spoke to me about it.

Mr. CARR. Did he ever speak to you about what he was doing?
When I say “what he was doing,” I mean what he was doing in con-
nection with this Soviet espionage ring.

Mr. VARLEY. No, sir.

M(I)‘ CARR. Did he ever approach you to join with him in this
ring?

Mr. VARLEY. No, sir.
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Mr. CARR. Did he ever ask any favors of any kind of you?

Mr. VARLEY. That is more difficult question, because during the
student days he might have borrowed something from me and I
borrowed from him.

Mr. CARr. Following that period, in the period up to when you
last saw him sometime before the war, roughly 1941, did he ever
ask you to furnish him with any information?

Mr. VARLEY. No, sir.

Mr. CARR. Did he ever ask your opinion concerning any informa-
tion—when I say “any information,” I mean on any subject other
than the weather, a ball game, or something like that.

Mr. VARLEY. You mean in terms of the espionage?

Mr. CARR. Right.

Mr. VARLEY. No, sir.

Mr. CARR. Do you know where he is today?

Mr. VARLEY. No, sir. I heard that he left for Russia.

Mr. CARR. You haven’t heard from him since he left?

Mr. VARLEY. I haven’t heard from him. Actually I haven’t seen
him for years before he left for Russia.

Mr. CARR. When you were a member of the State, County and
Municipal Workers Union, did you not sell copies of In Fact to
other members of your local?

Mr. VARLEY. I cannot recall anything of that sort, sir. I remem-
ber, as I told you, that I subscribed myself.

Mr. CARR. You don’t remember seeing the man at your local,
Local 28, I believe it was, who distributed the In Fact magazine let-
ter?

Mr. VARLEY. I have no recollection.

Mr. CARR. You have no recollection of that whatsoever?

Mr. VARLEY. No, sir.

Mr. CARR. Do you know a man named Kenneth Durant? 2

Mr. VARLEY. I do.

Mr. CARR. Who is he?

Mr. VARLEY. He is the husband of a woman who is dead now,
who was a teacher of my wife, who was a famous American poet.
Her name was Genevieve Taggard. That is how I met him.

Mr. CARR. When is the last time you saw Kenneth Durant?

Mr. VARLEY. I stopped at his place this summer about—when
was it—dJuly or August.

Mr. CARR. This year?

Mr. VARLEY. This year—and that was, I believe, first time I saw
him in about last three years or approximately that.

Mr. CARR. You mean since 1949?

Mr. VARLEY. Roughly, yes.

Mr. CARR. Did you ever know Durant as a member of the Com-
munist party?

Mr. VARLEY. No, sir.

Mr. CARR. Did he ever approach you to join the Communist
party?

Mr. VARLEY. No, sir.

2Kenneth Durant served as the chief American representative of TASS—Telegrafnoye
Agentstvo Sovietskovo Soyuza or Telegraph Agency of the Soviet Union—from 1919 until 1944.
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Mr. CARR. Did you know that during the period that you were
in contact with him, which now includes up through 1953, that he
has been a liaison between the Soviet Union and the Communist
party of this country?

Mr. VARLEY. No, sir.

Mr. CARR. You had never heard of that?

Mr. VARLEY. No, sir.

Mr. CARR. Had you ever heard of him being accused of being
such a liaison?

Mr. VARLEY. I have seen something in the newspapers or a mag-
azine article, but I don’t remember where it was—very recently,
but very vaguely.

Mr. CARR. Well—

Mr. VARLEY. May I just [consulting with counsel]. I really don’t
remember.

Mr. CARR. But it was prior to July or August of this year when
you visited him again?

Mr. VARLEY. I can’t really remember clearly.

Mr. CARR. You don’t remember clearly concerning that?

Mr. VARLEY. No.

Mr. CARR. Where does Durant live? Where did Durant live at the
time you visited him in 19537

Mr. VARLEY. In Vermont.

Mr. CARR. In Vermont? What place is that?

Mr. VARLEY. He lives on a farm. It is either East Jamaica or Ja-
maica.

Mr. CARR. Now, just so this will be straight, at the time you vis-
ited him in 1953, was that a social visit?

Mr. VARLEY. Purely social visit.

Mr. CARR. Did you stay there any length of time?

Mr. VARLEY. We came very late, I would say about seven o’clock.
They were going to some concert. They didn’t expect us—we were
driving by—so they invited us to go to a concert. We went with
them to a concert, and we left early following morning.

Mr. CARR. Did you stay overnight?

Mr. VARLEY. We stayed overnight.

Mr. CARR. At his residence?

Mr. VARLEY. At his residence.

Mr. CARR. Well, prior to this visit, had you heard that he was
a member of the Communist party?

[Whereupon, Mr. Varley consulted with his counsel.]

Mr. VARLEY. No, I did not.

Mr. CoOHN. On this fellow Durant, we questioned you about him
before the grand jury a year ago, didn’t we, and told you he was
a Communist?

Mr. VARLEY. You asked me whether I know he was a Com-
munist. That is my recollection.

Mr. ConN. I see.

Mr. VARLEY. To my recollection, I said I didn’t know.

Mr. CoHN. Don’t you know Whittaker Chambers testified that
Durant was a liaison between Soviet underground and the Com-
munist party?

Mr. VARLEY. No.

Mr. CoHN. We told you that before the grand jury.
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Mr. VARLEY. That Whittaker Chambers testified?

Mr. CoHN. Oh, yes.

Mr. VARLEY. May I look at the grand jury minutes?

Mr. CoHN. No, you can’t look at them, and I can’t look at them.
Do you remember being questioned about Kenneth Durant before
the grand jury?

Mr. VARLEY. That I remember. Yes, I do.

Mr. CoBN. What did we tell you about Durant?

Mr. VARLEY. You asked me whether I knew that he was a foreign
agent, I believe, and I said not to my knowledge.

Mr. CoHN. Have you ever asked him whether or not he was?

Mr. VARLEY. No, sir.

Mr. CoHN. You haven’t. Didn’t it interest you?

Mr. VARLEY. It is difficult to answer yes or no on that question.
I had no reason to believe that he was, and therefore I didn’t be-
lieve I should ask him that kind of a question.

Mr. COHN. You didn’t think you should ask him that kind of a
question?

Mr. VARLEY. No, sir.

Mr. CoHN. And after you were questioned about him before the
grand jury and all that, you continued to see him?

Mr. VARLEY. I saw him, yes, sir.

Mr. CARR. Just one or two questions, Mr. Varley. Do you know
Caroline Flechener?

Mr. VARLEY. Yes, I do.

Mr. CARR. Was she instrumental in getting you your position
with UNNRA?

Mr. VARLEY. No, Mr. Weintraub recommended me in UNNRA.

Mr. CARR. In what connection do you know Caroline Flechener?

Mr. VARLEY. She was working in UNNRA, and that is how——

Mr. CARR. A fellow worker with you?

Mr. VARLEY. Yes, and that is how I met her, I believe.

Mr. CARR. Did you know whether or not she was a member of
the Communist party?

Mr. VARLEY. Not to my knowledge.

Mr. CARR. Did you ever attend any social gatherings with her?

Mr. VARLEY. I doubt it very much. I mean, I have no recollection
about seeing her at any social events—again, unless it was those
big parties——

Mr. CARR. In connection with your work?

Mr. VARLEY. Yes, where I am sure she was there, because it
would be, say, a party given by a government.

Mr. CARR. When is the last time you saw her?

Mr. VARLEY. To the best of my recollection, during UNNRA,
when Governor Lehman was there.

Mr. CARR. She is not in the UN now, is she?

Mr. VARLEY. Not to my knowledge.

The CHAIRMAN. You went up and stayed overnight at Durant’s?

Mr. VARLEY. I did.

The CHAIRMAN. After you had been notified that he had been
identified under oath as a liaison in the Communist underground
of the Communist party of this country; is that correct?

Mr. VARLEY. I stayed at his house overnight, sir, but—could you
repeat the question?
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The CHAIRMAN. I will repeat it for you. The question is: Did you
go up and stay overnight at the house of Kenneth Durant after you
had been notified that Durant had been named under oath as a li-
aison between the Soviet underground and the Communist party in
this country?

Mr. VARLEY. My recollection was that in the grand jury pro-
ceedings I was asked whether he was a foreign agent, and I said
not to my knowledge.

The CHAIRMAN. Did they tell you at that time that he had been
identified under oath as a foreign agent?

Mr. VARLEY. I have no recollection of that, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. You don’t remember that?

Mr. VARLEY. The counsel just said that even name of Mr. Cham-
bers was brought up in that connection. I just don’t recollect that.

The CHAIRMAN. After you had been asked about his being an un-
derground agent, you went up and spent the night with him; is
that right?

Mr. VARLEY. I spent a night at his place.

The CHAIRMAN. Answer my question.

Mr. VARLEY. Yes, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. The answer is yes?

Mr. VARLEY. Yes.

The CHAIRMAN. How well do you know this man?

Mr. VARLEY. I knew him socially, because he was the husband
of a woman who was my wife’s teacher, an American poet who is
dead now.

The CHAIRMAN. How many years have you known him?

Mr. VARLEY. I can’t remember clearly when I met him for the
first time.

The CHAIRMAN. About how many years ago?

Mr. VARLEY. It must have been before the First World War.

The CHAIRMAN. Now——

Mr. VARLEY. I am sorry, not before the First World War before
the Second World War.

The CHAIRMAN. When you went up to see him, was that shortly
after your appearance before the grand jury?

Mr. VARLEY. I appeared before grand jury—you mean when I vis-
ited him in the summer?

The CHAIRMAN. Yes.

Mr. VARLEY. Well, I appeared last before grand jury in 1952.

The CHAIRMAN. Did you contact him after you appeared before
the grand jury?

Mr. VARLEY. Before or after I appeared before the grand jury?

The CHAIRMAN. After you appeared before the grand jury?

Mr. VARLEY. No, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. Didn’t you get in touch with him immediately
after that?

Mr. VARLEY. No, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. Are you sure?

Mr. VARLEY. I am positive.

The CHAIRMAN. When is the first time you saw him after you ap-
peared before the grand jury?

Mr. VARLEY. After I appeared before the grand jury?

The CHAIRMAN. Yes.
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Mr. VARLEY. This summer.

The CHAIRMAN. That is the only time you have seen him?

Mr. VARLEY. Yes, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. Did you tell him that you were asked about him
before the grand jury?

Mr. VARLEY. I don’t believe so. I think I mentioned that I was
before the grand jury, but I did not think I mentioned that.

The CHAIRMAN. You didn’t tell him he was named as a Com-
munist agent, or a foreign agent?

Mr. VARLEY. I don’t recall it, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. You will be excused for the time being, and your
counsel will be notified when we want you back. You are informed
that you are still under subpoena.

Mr. VARLEY. Do I do anything with the subpoena? Just hold it?

The CHAIRMAN. Just keep it.

[Whereupon, the hearings were adjourned until Wednesday, Sep-
tember 16, 1953, at 11:00 a.m. at the same place.]



SECURITY—UNITED NATIONS

[EDITOR’S NOTE.—Neither Frank Cerny (1888-1970) nor Helen Matousek (1909—
1989), a social affairs officer at the United Nations, testified in public session.]

WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 16, 1953

U.S. SENATE,
SENATE PERMANENT SUBCOMMITTEE ON INVESTIGATIONS
OF THE COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS,
New York, NY.

The subcommittee met (pursuant to Senate Resolution 40, agreed
to January 30, 1953) at 11:00 a.m., in room 128, of the United
States Court House, Foley Square, New York, Senator Joseph R.
MecCarthy, presiding.

Present: Senator Joseph R. McCarthy, Republican, Wisconsin.

Present also: Francis P. Carr, executive director; Roy M. Cohn,
chief counsel; G. David Schine, chief consultant; Donald O’'Donnell,
assistant counsel; Harold Rainville, administrative assistant to
Senator Everett M. Dirksen.

TESTIMONY OF DR. FRANK CERNY

The CHAIRMAN. Will you stand up and raise your right hand,
please?

In the matter now in hearing before the committee, do you sol-
emnly swear to tell the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the
truth, so help you God?

Dr. CERNY. I do.

Mr. O’'DoNNELL. Will you tell us your full name, Doctor?

Dr. CERNY. Frank Cerny.

Mr. O’'DONNELL. Did you know a girl by the name of Helen
Matousek?

Dr. CERNY. Personally, no. I only know that she was in Paris be-
fore the war and at the beginning, during the war.

Mr. O’DoNNELL. Were you in Paris, Doctor, and what was your
particular job at that time?

Dr. CERNY. I was counsel of delegation of Czechoslovakia

Mr. O’'DONNELL. In what years, Doctor?

Dr. CERNY. From ’36 till ’40—dJune, ’40.

Mr. O’DONNELL. And you left in ’41?

Dr. CERNY. I left because the Germans advanced to Paris.

Mr. O'DONNELL. Tell us what you know about Helen Matousek.

Dr. CERNY. Being official of the embassy, I was in communication
with the Czechoslovak National Committee, which was created in
Paris. This national committee had several divisions, and one of
these divisions was information division. This information division
was formed before the national committee was created. It was es-
tablished, I think, already in the summer of ’39, but the national

(1877)
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committee was recognized by the French government in November
39, and so this information bureau afterwards became part of
Czechoslovak National Committee.

In this information division, about forty or forty-five employees,
and, among them was Matouskova—that is, the Czech—in English
is Matousek; in Czech Matouskova.

Mr. O’'DONNELL. Is that Helen or Helena?

Dr. CERNY. Helena.

Mr. O’DoONNELL. All right. Tell us what you know about her Com-
munist activity.

Dr. CERNY. I didn’t know her personally, but through my official
business I was in contact with special commissioner of Surete
Nationale, Vidal, and he told me—now, I don’t know when—but he
told me that Matouskova and another employee of the Information
Division, Czinnereva, were arrested for Communist activities.

Mr. O’DONNELL. When were they arrested for Communist activi-
ties by the French police?

Dr. CERNY. It might have been in spring, ’40. I don’t remember.
It might have been in spring, ’40.

Mr. O’'DONNELL. Do you know the disposition?

Do you know what happened to them after they were arrested?

Dr. CERNY. No, I don’t know. I thought they were arrested also
in this Kulture House, but they were not. But as I know, they have
been at other times arrested Communists in France, who have
been sent before the advancing Germans to North Africa, and
Matouskova was probably also there.

Mr. O'DONNELL. What was this House of Kulture, Doctor?

Dr. CERNY. I couldn’t tell, because I was never there and I was
very busy in Paris. I know only that the Communists gathered
there, that they had meetings there.

Mr. O'DONNELL. Were any Czech Communists involved in the
House of Kulture Communist activities? Were there any Czech na-
tionals involved in the House of Kulture?

Dr. CERNY. Sure. Vladimir Clementis was also there.

Mr. O'DoNNELL. He was a Czech national?

Dr. CERNY. He was also a refugee and an emigrant in Paris, and
he met with other Communists in this Kulture House.

Mr. O’DONNELL. Was there any other Czech nationals? How
about Mr. Hofmeister?

Dr. CERNY. Hofmeister was arrested there, and one who acciden-
tally was there and was Communist was Mr. Sturm, who is now
in New York.

Mr. O’'DONNELL. Now, you do not know that she was arrested in
the House of Kulture with these Communists?

Dr. CERNY. I don’t think so, because I have not it in my notes.

1\(;11". O’DoONNELL. All right. Do you have any notes with you, Doc-
tor?

Dr. CERNY. Yes, I have.

Mr. O’DoONNELL. What do those notes say about her arrest as a
Communist by the Paris police in 1940, with this other girl? What
do your notes say?

Dr. CERNY. The Misses Matouskova and Czinnerova, sir, arrested
for Communists, and I am sure I got it—I knew it from Mr. Vidal.

Mr. O’DONNELL. And Vidal was what?
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Dr. CERNY. Was special commissioner of the Surete Nationale—
that means of the minister of the interior in Paris.

Mr. O’DONNELL. When did you make those notes?

Dr. CERNY. It is an excerpt of my notes in four or five books. I
ought to look in my notes when I did it.

Mr. O’DONNELL. These are excerpts of notes from your diary?

Dr. CERNY. From my diary, yes.

Mr. O’'DoNNELL. Well, which you kept from day to day?

Dr. CERNY. Yes.

Mr. O’'DONNELL. So these notes, based on your diary, would have
been made right after the arrest in May of 19407

Dr. CERNY. Or three days, yes.

Mr. O'DONNELL. So that you are basing your statement now on
a record that you kept in May of 1940; is that correct?

Dr. CERNY. In spring.

Mr. O'DONNELL. In the spring of 19407

Dr. CERNY. That’s right.

Mr. O'DONNELL. Do you know of any other names that she has
ever used?

Dr. CERNY. No.

Mr. O'DoNNELL. What was her married name?

Dr. CERNY. Matousek.

Mr. O'DONNELL. Do you know of any Communist activity on the
part of her husband?

Dr. CERNY. No, he wasn’t a Communist.

Mr. O’'DONNELL. As far as you know?

Dr. CERNY. He was not Communist. He was a painter and he left
France also for London, for England.

Mr. O'DONNELL. On the basis of what you know concerning her,
Doctor, do you think that she is working against the interests of
the United States and the allied countries?

Dr. CErRNY. Having these Communistic ideas, yes, sure.

Mr. O'DONNELL. Do you think she is a proper employee for the
United Nations, as far as the free world is concerned? Do you think
she is a proper employee, as far as the free world is concerned?

Dr. CERNY. My personal opinion, no.

Mr. O’'DONNELL. Your own opinion?

Dr. CERNY. In my own opinion, no.

Mr. O’DONNELL. You don’t think she should be employed by the
United Nation?

Dr. CERNY. No.

The CHAIRMAN. I want to thank you very much, Doctor.

[Witness excused.]

TESTIMONY OF HELEN MATOUSEK

The CHAIRMAN. Will you stand and raise your right hand, please?

In the matter now in hearing before the committee, do you sol-
emnly swear to tell the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the
truth, so help you God?

Mrs. MATOUSEK. So help me God.

The CHAIRMAN. Will you state your full name, please?

Mrs. MATOUSEK. Helen Matousek, also known as Helen
Matouskova, which is the Slav form of my name, born Helen
Sommerova.
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The CHAIRMAN. Is that Miss or Mrs.?

Mrs. MATOUSEK. I am divorced, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. Mrs. Matousek, counsel here have a couple of
questions they want to ask you. We have several witnesses in who
have testified in regard to your activities. Under our law you are
entitled to refuse to answer any question if you think the answer
in any way might incriminate you. It is very important to you that
you either tell the truth or refuse to answer. Otherwise, if you give
us a false answer, you are guilty of perjury each time you give an
untruthful answer. I would like to impress that on you all I pos-
sibly can, in view of the fact you haven’t got a lawyer.

Again I say it for your own good, either tell the truth, or refuse
to answer, and we have a great deal of testimony in regard to al-
leged Communist activities on your part and counsel will ask you
about that.

Have you anything to add to the advice I have given the witness?

Mr. CoHN. No, sir.

Where are you employed, Mrs. Matousek, at the present time?

Mrs. MATOUSEK. I am working at the United Nations.

Mr. CoHN. In what capacity?

Mrs. MATOUSEK. The Department of Social Affairs. I am the so-
cial affairs officer.

Mr. CoHN. How long have you been with the United Nations?

Mrs. MATOUSEK. Since February 1949.

Mr. CoHN. Now, when did you come to the United States?

Mrs. MATOUSEK. September 27, 1941.

Mr. CoHN. Have you petitioned for naturalization?

Mrs. MATOUSEK. Yes, I have.

Mr. CoBN. What is the status of your application?

Mrs. MATOUSEK. I have my first papers. I have applied for citi-
zenship. I had my hearing in, I believe, December ’48, and have not
heard any direct result since. I have a number of times written the
Immigration and Naturalization Department to inquire what the
status was. I did not receive a reply. I have inquired and knew at
the occasion of my signing the waiver of privileges and immunities
and I was told that there are thousands of cases on hand, I have
to be patient.

Mr. COHN. Were you in 1940 arrested in Paris, France, for Com-
munist activities?

Mrs. MATOUSEK. I was arrested in May 1940, in Paris, for rea-
sons unknown to me.

Mr. ConN. What do you mean by “for reasons unknown to you”?

Mrs. MATOUSEK. Because there was no trial, there was no hear-
ing, there was no questioning.

Mr. CoHN. What was the charge?

Mrs. MATOUSEK. There was no charge preferred, that I know of.

Mr. CoHN. You mean it is your testimony you have no idea they
arrested you, they just came along

Mrs. MATOUSEK. Yes, I do have an idea.

Mr. CoHN. Well, tell us.

Mrs. MATOUSEK. While I was in Prague, I was secretary of a
committee for political refugees from Germany. That was from
1936 till spring, 1939. Some of these political refugees obviously
were Communists, just as obviously some of them were not Com-
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munists. They were political refugees from Germany. They were
cleared by Czechoslovak police and they were passed on to the com-
mittee for care. I have, therefore, known a great many refugees,
and inasmuch that I was detained in Paris, I was put in a deten-
tion camp for German nationals, the only explanation I have—and
I admit that is my analysis—is that I might have been mistaken
for a German national. That must also have been the under-
standing of my then government, which has issued, therefore, to
me an affidavit confirming my Czech nationality. When I have
shown this paper to the camp commander, he released me imme-
diately.

Mr. CoHN. Isn’t it a fact that when you were arrested it was
made very clear to you that you were being arrested with Com-
munists on a charge of Communist activity?

Mrs. MATOUSEK. No, sir, no such a thing was said to me ever.

Mr. CoHN. Were you arrested with some Communists?

Mrs. MATOUSEK. I was arrested with a number of people whom
I didn’t know. There was one person I did know; there was a Miss
Margaret Zinner, whom I till then didn’t know. I have not known
her very well. She was working as a secretary at Czechoslovak Na-
tional Council in Paris, where I have been working. She wasn’t any
particular friend of mine till then. I became friendly with her while
we were detained together the two months.

Mr. CoHN. I don’t think you understood my question. The ques-
tion is: Were any other persons arrested with you Communists?

Mrs. MATOUSEK. I didn’t know the other persons. The only per-
son I knew was Miss Zinner.

Mr. CoHN. Was she a Communist?

Mrs. MATOUSEK. I don’t believe so, but I do not know. I do not
believe so.

Mr. CoHN. You say you don’t know; you didn’t know any of the
other persons?

Mrs. MATOUSEK. No.

Mr. CoHN. Where did they come from?

Mrs. MATOUSEK. They were mostly German refugees, as far as
I have heard from them, but I didn’t know them.

Mr. CoHN. You don’t know if any of the other people arrested
with you were Communists?

Mrs. MATOUSEK. No, I don’t.

Mr. CoHN. Did you find out whether or not any of them were
charged with being Communists?

Mrs. MATOUSEK. I have no idea.

Mr. COHN. Therefore, during the period of your arrest, you never
heard it said that any of the people arrested with you were ar-
rested for Communist activity; is that what you want to tell us?

Mrs. MATOUSEK. That’s right. I know that there were a great
many people who were simply German refugees, who at that time
lived in France or in Belgium. If you want me to tell it to you
chronologically, when I was in Paris, when I was arrested, the
night of the 19th of May, and taken to the Paris Prefecture of Po-
lice, the only person I knew was Miss Margaret Zinner. Both of us
were perfectly convinced that this was some kind of a mistake, and
the other persons who were around I didn’t know. I do not know
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who they were, and there wasn’t too much discussion going on.
When I was taken from the Police Prefecture

Mr. CoHN. Go right ahead.

Mrs. MATOUSEK [continuing]. To the Velodrome Devere, again
that was the detention center for German nationals. I didn’t know
any of them until then except Miss Zinner. It didn’t appear to me
that these people were political refugees. Some may have been. I
know there were some discussions going on. There were some peo-
ple who were violently anti-Nazi and some of them who were vio-
lently anti-Russian. Remember, that was at the time of the Soviet-
Russian Pact. So they were thrown together on the basis of their
German nationality, and they were of all colors, I believe.

The CHAIRMAN. When did you first go to France?

Mrs. MATOUSEK. You mean to say in France or on visits?

The CHAIRMAN. On visits, or anything.

Mrs. MATOUSEK. Oh, I believe I went to France first on a tourist
trip; I think it must have been in ’35 or ’36.

The CHAIRMAN. Then when did you go to France to live there?

Mrs. MATOUSEK. That was in April or May 1939, after I have es-
caped from Czechoslovakia.

The CHAIRMAN. Did you know a Dr. Prochek?

Mrs. MATOUSEK. Yes, I did. I didn’t know him in Paris. I knew
Dr. Charles Prochek; I met him in UNRRA in Washington in the
spring of 1945. I believe he comes from Minneapolis.

The CHAIRMAN. Were you with UNRRA then?

Mrs. MATOUSEK. I was with UNRRA then.

The CHAIRMAN. Is that when you first met him, in 1945?

Mrs. MATOUSEK. That was the first time when I met him in per-
son. However, I was in correspondence with his wife, who was one
of the persons who provided an affidavit for me when I needed one
for the visa. I didn’t know about it; I was told about it by the Czech
Consulate when I arrived here, so I wrote to her thanking her for
this kindness, and then we had some, oh, spotty correspondence
here and there. But I didn’t know Dr. Prochek in person until I met
him at this College Park in Maryland with UNRRA in the spring
of 1945,

The CHAIRMAN. Where did you meet Mrs. Prochek?

Mrs. MATOUSEK. I never met her in person.

The CHAIRMAN. How could she give a letter, then, recommending
you, if she had never met you personally, do you know?

Mrs. MATOUSEK. Well, I assume that she was willing to give it
because I had very good recommendations from the Benes govern-
ment, and she was a very ardent Czech.

The CHAIRMAN. Were you living in France in 19377

Mrs. MATOUSEK. No, I was not living in France in 1937. I may
have been there on a short vacation trip. Let me think. Yes, I be-
lieve I spent three weeks in summer of 37 on the west coast of
France in Pontiac.

The CHAIRMAN. Now, we have testimony here—and of course the
mere fact that we have testimony does not mean that the com-
mittee considers it true or untrue, we just take all the testimony
in regard to any witness—we have testimony that in 1937 you were
an organizer for the Communist party, that you worked in France.
What do you have to say about that? Is that true or not?
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Mrs. MATOUSEK. It is not true. I am very glad that you said that
the mere testimony is not the truth. It isn’t true, unequivocally.

The CHAIRMAN. Let me ask you this: Have you ever done any or-
ganizing for the Communist party?

Mrs. MATOUSEK. I have not.

The CHAIRMAN. And have you ever joined yourself?

Mrs. MATOUSEK. I have not.

The CHAIRMAN. And you are not a member now?

Mrs. MATOUSEK. No.

The CHAIRMAN. Did you ever get paid any money by any rep-
resentative of Soviet Russia or the Communist party?

Mrs. MATOUSEK. No.

, The{z) CHAIRMAN. Was your former husband a Communist, if you
Nnow?

Mrs. MATOUSEK. He was not a member of the Communist party
while we were married. I would say he was a sympathizer. He
wasn’t a member of the party. I don’t believe that he was anything
else but one of these neurotic persons who talk a great deal and
don’t do anything.

The CHAIRMAN. How about yourself, were you a sympathizer
with the Communist party?

Mrs. MATOUSEK. No.

Mr. O’'DONNELL. When you left Prague as an escapee, who ad-
vised you to leave Prague, do you recall?

Mrs. MATOUSEK. Well, in the first place, my own reason—you
see, the fact that I was helping anti-Hitler refugees obviously could
not make me popular with the German authorities, who by that
time occupied Czechoslovakia.

Moreover, I am Jewish, so there was no reason for me to want
to stay on.

Inasmuch as I have been helping other people to get out of the
country, I have done exactly the same thing. I have—since Munich,
my main part of the work for the German refugees, I would say,
was obtaining for them from the Czech government, in an official
capacity, interim passports and by dealing with various con-
sulates—I would say primarily the British Consulate, French Con-
sulate, the Norwegian Consulate—visas for these people to leave
the country.

Mr. O’DONNELL. May I interrupt for a moment?

Mrs. MATOUSEK. Sure.

Mr. O’'DONNELL. Did you know a chap over there by the name
of Mr. Nejedly?

Mrs. MATOUSEK. No, I don’t remember to have known him.

Mr, O’'DONNELL. Did he at any time advise you to leave Prague?

Mrs. MATOUSEK. Most definitely not. I didn’t know him.

Mr. O’DONNELL. Do you know who the present foreign minister
of education is in Prague?

Mrs. MATOUSEK. Oh, you mean Mr. Nejedly?

Mr. O’DONNELL. That is correct.

Mrs. MATOUSEK. Oh, sorry, yes, that Mr. Nejedly. I have met Mr.
Nejedly, I would say, oh, two or three times perhaps in my life, but
he certainly did not advise me to leave Prague.

Mr. O’'DONNELL. He did not advise you to leave Prague?

Mrs. MATOUSEK. That’s right.
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Mr. O’DONNELL. We have evidence from a witness who says that
you told the witness that he advised you to leave Prague.

Mrs. MATOUSEK. That may be the other way around, sir. Mr.
Nejedly, at that time I believe was professor at the University of
Prague, knew that I was helping people to leave the country, it was
he who called me up and asked me if I could help him get out of
the country.

Mr. O’DONNELL. Did you help him get out?

Mrs. MATOUSEK. No, I did not. I said, “I am very sorry, but my
mandate is to help the people who are taken care of by the com-
mittee, and I cannot do anything for any other people.”

Mr. O'DoONNELL. What is his first name?

Mrs. MATOUSEK. Sdenek.

Mr. CoBN. What does he do now?

Mrs. MATOUSEK. I believe that he is part of the Communist gov-
ernment in—he is the present foreign minister of education in
Prague—minister of education, probably, rather than foreign min-
ister.

Mr. O’'DONNELL. He is the minister of education?

Mrs. MATOUSEK. Yes, I believe so. So that it was the other way
around, sir.

Mr. O’'DONNELL. Did you ever tell anyone that he suggested that
you should leave Prague at that time?

Mrs. MATOUSEK. I very much doubt it, because it isn’t so. It was
the other way around. I may have said to someone that he asked
me to help him get out of the country.

Mr. O’DONNELL. Were you very friendly with him?
lers. MATOUSEK. No, I met him about two or three times in my
ife.

Mr. O’DoONNELL. Did you know he was a Communist?

Mrs. MATOUSEK. Oh, yes, I did.

Mr. O’'DoONNELL. Have you had any contact with him?

Mrs. MATOUSEK. No.

Mr. O'DoNNELL. While you were with UNRRA, wasn’t there a
group in UNRRA who were locating deserters from the Russian
army and having them returned to Russia?

Mrs. MATOUSEK. Not to my knowledge.

Mr. O'DONNELL. Did you ever contact a Russian deserter and
through indirection have him turned over to the OGPU?

Mrs. MATOUSEK. Me?

Mr. O’'DONNELL. You?

Mrs. MATOUSEK. No.

Mr. O’DONNELL. Do you know of anyone who did?

Mrs. MATOUSEK. No, I don’t.

Mr. O’DONNELL. Do you know if that was a common practice at
UNRRA in Germany, to invite these deserters from the Russian
army in under pretexts and then have them turned over to the
OGPU, or to an OGPU agent?

Mrs. MATOUSEK. I have never heard of that practice.

Mr. O’'DONNELL. You never heard of it?

Mrs. MATOUSEK. No.
hMl;. O’DONNELL. You never participated in any activity such as
that?

Mrs. MATOUSEK. Certainly not.
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Mr. O’'DONNELL. Did you ever visit Moscow?

Mrs. MATOUSEK. I have never been to Moscow or to Soviet Rus-
sia.

Mr. O’DoNNELL. Had your former husband ever visited Moscow,
to your knowledge?

Mrs. MATOUSEK. Not to my knowledge, not as long as I was mar-
ried to him. I don’t know whether he went there afterwards.

Mr. O’DONNELL. How long were you interned after your arrest
for Communist activity in Paris?

Mrs. MATOUSEK. I would like to state first that to my knowledge
I was not arrested by Communist activities, but for reasons un-
known to me, and I was detained for approximately two months.

Mr. O’'DONNELL. Two months. Were you interned by the

Mrs. MATOUSEK. By the Vichy police of France, yes.

The CHAIRMAN. Was this before or after France was overrun?

Mr. O’'DoONNELL. This was before.

Mrs. MATOUSEK. I was arrested before, about two weeks before
the fall of France, and detained for about six weeks after.

Mr. O’DONNELL. Did you know Adolph Hofmeister?

Mrs. MATOUSEK. I knew Adolph Hofmeister, who was a lawyer,
painter and writer. I knew him slightly socially in Prague. I met
him, oh, just occasionally in Paris, where he was with the House
of Kulture, and then I met him very slightly again, without any
premeditation or making any appointment with him, just occasion-
ally and by accident a very few times here in New York in, oh, I
would say in ’41, ’42. The last time I met him was when he arrived
here in New York. By that time he became Czechoslovak ambas-
sador to Paris.

Mr. O’'DoONNELL. What year was that?

Mrs. MATOUSEK. That was in 1949, I believe. It might have been
1950. I am not quite sure. And I met him in the hall of the United
Nations, and he recognized me and invited me for lunch, which I
did have with him. It was an absolutely non-political lunch, but 1
was eager to hear what he had to say, and afterward I told him—
when he met me the next day he looked straight through me, and
never recognized me.

Mr. O'DONNELL. Was he a member of the House of Kulture group
in Paris?

Mrs. MATOUSEK. Yes, he was.

Mr. O'DoNNELL. What was the House of Kulture in Paris?

Mrs. MATOUSEK. I cannot tell you too much about it, sir, because
I was not a member myself and didn’t have any real contact with
them. It was a group of painters and artists, but there were some
people who didn’t have anything to do with arts, I believe, who
rented together a house and lived there, probably for reasons of
economy. But what other activities they have adopted, I do not
quite know, because, as I said, I didn’t have any contact with them.

Mr. O'DONNELL. Wasn’t it generally known among your group
that the House of Kulture was a Communist group?

Mrs. MATOUSEK. It was.

Mr. O'DONNELL. And Adolph Hofmeister did belong to that
group?

Mrs. MATOUSEK. Yes, he did.
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Mr. O’DONNELL. As a matter of fact, he was arrested as a mem-
ber of that group, wasn’t he?

Mrs. MATOUSEK. I believe so. There was a whole group of people
who were arrested at the very beginning of the war. I believe all
of the members of the House of Kulture were arrested.

Mr. O’'DONNELL. Was Vladimir Clementis a member of the House
of Kulture?

Mrs. MATOUSEK. I know whom you are speaking of. I would not
know, sir.

Mr. O’'DONNELL. You would not know?

Mrs. MATOUSEK. No.

Mr. O'DONNELL. Did you know Vladimir Clementis. Did you
know him?

Mrs. MATOUSEK. I met him. He came several times to see my
then chief, Mr. Hubert Ripka, who was then President Benes’ rep-
resentative of the National Council in Paris, and Mr. Clementis
came a couple of times with him. That is how I met him. But then
shortly afterwards I believe Mr. Clementis was arrested, too, and
that was in the fall of ’39, and I didn’t have any contact with him
since.

Mr. O’'DONNELL. Was he arrested as a member of the House of
Kulture group, too?

Mrs. MATOUSEK. I wouldn’t know, sir.

Mr. O’DONNELL. But you know he was arrested?

Mrs. MATOUSEK. Yes.

Mr. O’DONNELL. By the French police?

Mrs. MATOUSEK. Yes.

Mr. O'DONNELL. Do you know if he was arrested for Com-
munistic activity?

Mrs. MATOUSEK. Oh, I would assume so, but I do not know.

Mr. O’DONNELL. Did you know a Joseph Pelz?

Mrs. MATOUSEK. I have known an Antonin Pelz.

Mr. O’DONNELL. Who was Antonin Pelz?

Mrs. MATOUSEK. Antonin Pelz was a cartoonist.

Mr. O’DONNELL. That is the same chap.

Mrs. MATOUSEK. Yes. His first name is Antonin. Was a cartoonist
whom I have met. I haven’t known him too well, but I believe he
was a member of the House of Kulture, too.

Mr. O’DONNELL. Then was he arrested in that group, the House
of Kulture?

Mrs. MATOUSEK. I don’t quite remember, but I believe so.

Mr. O’DONNELL. Was the House of Kulture in existence when you
first arrived in Paris?

Mrs. MATOUSEK. This I do not know, sir.

Mr. O'DONNELL. How many times did you visit the House of
Kulture yourself?

Mrs. MATOUSEK. About twice, perhaps.

Mr. O'DONNELL. What was the reason for your visits to the
House of Kulture?

Mrs. MATOUSEK. Having dinner there.

Mr. O’DoNNELL. Having dinner there?

Mrs. MATOUSEK. Yes.

Mr. O'DONNELL. With whom?

Mrs. MATOUSEK. Well, with my husband.
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Mr. O'DONNELL. Your husband. And would anybody else be
present?

Mrs. MATOUSEK. Oh, well, they must have invited us, or we must
have invited ourselves, but I do not recall who would have been
present, because it was no other but social occasion.

Mr. O’'DONNELL. Did your husband ever belong to the House of
Kulture?

Mrs. MATOUSEK. No, he did not, as far as I know.

Mr. O'DONNELL. To what extent did your husband attempt to be-
come affiliated with the House of Kulture?

Mrs. MATOUSEK. I believe he felt that they were in a way a com-
petition. My husband founded in Paris a group—they called them-
selves, oh, Czechoslovak Artists in Paris, or some such a thing, and
he was president of this group and arranged for an exhibition in
Paris. He, I had an idea, rather felt that the House of Kulture was
a kind of competition.

Mr. O'DONNELL. Did he make any positive effort to join the
House of Kulture, as far as you know?

Mrs. MATOUSEK. He may have, but I am not aware of it. I really
don’t recall.

Mr. O’DONNELL. Were you ever approached to join the Com-
munist party by anybody?

Mrs. MATOUSEK. No, I have not; not that I recall. Not in so many
words, I am sure.

The CHAIRMAN. That will be all. Incidentally, the committee does
not give the press the names of any witnesses who appear, so that
unless you tell the newspapers that you have been here, no one will
know you were here. I don’t think we will want you back for any-
thing at all, but I wish that you would consider yourself still under
subpoena in case there is any additional information the staff
might want.

Mrs. MATOUSEK. Certainly. I am at your disposition, Senator.

[Witness excused.]

[Whereupon, the hearing was adjourned to Thursday, September
17, 1953, at 10:00 a.m.]
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TESTIMONY OF VACHLAV LOFEK

Mr. COHN. Are you a citizen of the United States?
Mr. LoFEK. That is right.

Mr. ConN. Naturalized?

Mr. LOFEK. Yes, sir.

Mr. CoHN. In what year?

Mr. LOFEK. 1937, in January.

Mr. CoHN. What is your employment at the present time?
Mr. LoreEk. Employment, I work for?

Mr. CoHN. Where do you work?

Mr. LoFEK. In the Czech Delegation.

Mr. CoHN. You work for the Czech Delegation?

Mr. LOFEK. Yes, for the Czech Delegation.

Mr. ConN. To the United Nations?

Mr. LorEK. To the United Nations.

Mr. CoHN. Is that right?

Mr. LOFEK. Yes.

Mr. COHN. Are you a Communist?

Mr. LOFEK. No, sir, I never been.

Mr. CoHN. Are you a Communist at the present time?

(1889)



1890

Mr. LOFEK. No.

Mr. CoBN. You work for the Communist government?

Mr. LoFEK. Yes, I do.

Mr. CoHN. Do they make a practice of employing people who are
not Communists?

Mr. LorFeK. I don’t know, but they never asked me to join, or
anything.

Mr. COHN. Are you sympathetic to the Communist regime in
Czechoslovakia?

Mr. LoOFEK. No, sir.

Mr. COHN. Are you opposed to it?

Mr. LoFeK. Well, just nothing. I don’t say nothing.

Mr. CouN. I don’t want to know if you say nothing. Are you in
favor of or opposed to the Communist regime in Czechoslovakia?

Mr. LorFEK. I don’t like it the way they do. It now is there any-
more.

Mr. ConN. Pardon me?

Mr. LorEeK. I don’t like the way they do.

Mr. CoHN. You mean in Czechoslovakia?

Mr. LOFEK. That is right.

Mr. CoHN. You are opposed then?

Mr. LorFEK. That is right.

Mr. CoHN. To the Communist government in Czechoslovakia?

Mr. LoFeK. That is right.

Mr. CoHN. Do they know you are opposed to them up there?

Mr. LorEK. I don’t know. They never ask. No, I never tell it.

Mr. CoHN. What kind of work do you do?

Mr. LOFEK. I am mostly like a messenger. I have to go all
around. They need something, I have to go get it.

Mr. CoHN. Do you ever carry papers back and forth?

Mr. LoOFEK. Papers, like the United Nations papers. I go to the
headquarters and pick them up and bring them to the office and
when they assort them they tell me to mail them, you know, I send
them back, you know, what they want to Czechoslovakia.

Mr. CoHN. What is your salary?

Mr. LoFEK. $200 a month.

Mr. CoHN. $200 a month. Do you have any other income?

Mr. LoreEk. No, sir. Well, I keep just a little bit from what I
saved before I work for them from the bank with interest.

Mr. CoHN. Have you ever carried any papers to the Communist
party headquarters?

Mr. LoreEk. To the Communist party—no, I don’t. You mean to
the Soviet or

Mr. CoHN. No. I mean Communist party headquarters of the
United States.

Mr. LoreK. I don’t know even where it is.

Mr. CoHN. Have you ever carried any papers to the Communist
party headquarters?

Mr. LoFEK. No, sir.

Mr. COHN. Any office of the Communist party?

Mr. LoFEK. No, sir. I never know where these office

Mr. CoHN. Did you ever deliver any to any American Com-
munist?

Mr. LoFEK. No, no.
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Mr. CoHN. Who obtained your job for you at the Czech Delega-
tion?

Mr. LOoFEK. Who—people?

Mr. CoHN. Yes, who got you the job there?

Mr. LorFEK. I got it myself.

Mr. ConN. How did you go about it?

Mr. Lorek. I got it 1943, you know, they advertised, but they
used to be Czech information office.

Mr. ConN. After the Communists took over——

Mr. LoreEk. Well, they kept me. You know they discharged lots
of people after they closed the consulate, the Czech consulate two
years ago, they discharged most of people, and they only kept me.

Mr. CoHN. Were you the only one they kept?

Mr. LorEK. That is all.

Mr. CoHN. You are the only one they kept?

Mr. LOFEK. Yes.

Mr. CoHN. You say they never asked you whether or not you are
a Communist?

Mr. LOFEK. No. Never did, never noticed.

Mr. CoHN. When I first asked you if you were in favor of the
Communist regime in Czechoslovakia you were not sure whether
you were in favor or opposed?

Mr. LorFEK. No, but I have never been, still never. Never did any-
thing for them, only this what I am working for now.

Mr. CoHN. Your testimony is that you have never talked with
anybody up there about
Mr. LoFEK. No, sir.

Mr. COHN [continuing]. Whether or not you favor the regime in
Czechoslovakia?

Mr. LoFEK. No, sir.

Mr. CoHN. Never discussed it?

Mr. LorFEK. No.

Mr. CoHN. What do you object to in the regime in Czecho-
slovakia?

Mr. LorFeK. Well, the way they treat the people, like——

Mr. CoBN. What way do they treat the people?

Mr. Lorek. They took the property away from them, you know,
that is what I think because they did it for my sister, my brother-
in-law, you know.

Mr. CoHN. The Communists?

Mr. LorFEK. Yes. Now, after two years ago.

The CHAIRMAN. Are your sister and brother-in—law living in
Czechoslovakia?

Mr. LorEK. Yes, but they died now. My sister died two years ago
and my brother-in-law died last fall.

The CHAIRMAN. Natural deaths?

Mr. Lorek. What is that?

The CHAIRMAN. They were not killed by the Communists? They
died natural deaths?

Mr. LOFEK. Yes. My sister had a stroke.

The CHAIRMAN. Do you know whether they were members of the
Communist party in Czechoslovakia?
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Mr. LorFEK. No, never as far as I know. My brother was against
them. Always against them. And my sister, she never know any-
thing about politics because she was old.

The CHAIRMAN. Who recommended you for the job at the United
Nations?

Mr. LoreK. No, sir, no one, they kept me since I start to work
for the information bureau, you know, the Czech information in
1943.

Ths CHAIRMAN. You started working for the Czech information in
19437

Mr. LoFEK. That is right, in January.

The CHAIRMAN. That was under the free government in Czecho-
slovakia?

Mr. LOFEK. Yes, yes.

The CHAIRMAN. And then when the Communists took over they
kept you on as an employee.

Mr. LOoFEK. They kept me. First they said have to discharge me,
they have no work for me, but after the—I don’t know—couple of
weeks later they said if I want to stay they keep me because they
need somebody to go around and understand a little English be-
1c{ause none of the others, none of them can speak English, you

now.

The CHAIRMAN. You are a messenger, you take papers from one
place to another, don’t you?

Mr. LorEK. Not from one place to another. I mean I have to go
down to the headquarters, bring them to the office. They, couple of
the guys assort them, and they tell me which the untied papers I
have to wrap up and send to Czechoslovakia, you know.

The CHAIRMAN. I see.

Mr. Lorek. But I don’t carry any other papers any other place.

The CHAIRMAN. In other words, when they tell you to do it, you
wrap up certain mail or papers?

Mr. LOFEK. Yes, they give me

The CHAIRMAN. And send them to Czechoslovakia?

Mr. LoreEk. That is right, they give me, you know, what they
want to send and if they have letters like that they send over to
the states here for this, like United Nation delegations, so I do
that, too, you know. I stamp them, and I sent them out.

The CHAIRMAN. How is the stuff sent to Czechoslovakia? By dip-
lomatic pouch?

Mr. LoFEK. No. This papers I send them not through the diplo-
matic pouch. I send them through the parcel post. Printed matter,
through the post office; and sometimes if they want something in
a hurry, then I send it through Sabena Air Line, you know. But
that is only maybe once, sometimes only once in two weeks, some-
times once a week.

The CHAIRMAN. Are you the only American citizen working for
the Czech delegation?

b Ml("i LorEeK. There is one lady there, but she minding the switch-
oard.

The CHAIRMAN. What is her name?

Mr. LOFEK. Mrs. Joseph.

The CHAIRMAN. Mrs. Joseph?

Mr. LoFEK. Yes, Mrs. Joseph.
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Mr. CoHN. What is her first name?

Mr. Lorek. Eva. I forgot already, because I don’t pay much at-
tention.

Mr. CoHN. Where does she live?

Mr. LorEK. I don’t know where she lives.

Mr. CoHN. Does she live in Manhattan, do you know?

, Mr. LoFEK. Oh, yes, I guess she lives in Manhattan, but I don’t
now.

Mr. COHN. She is married, isn’t she?

Mr. LoFEK. That is correct.

Mr. CoHN. What is her husband’s first name?

Mr. LoreEK. Her husband is Mr. Joseph but he used to, as far as
I understand, he used to work for the UNRRA in Prague.

Mr. COHN. What is his first name, do you remember?

Mr. LOFEK. I don’t know. I couldn’t teil you.

Mr. CoHN. Didn’t you ever meet him over at the office?

Mr. LOFEK. I met him, but I never speak to him, but because he
came to see his wife.

The CHAIRMAN. Haven’t you ever gone to their house for dinner?

Mr. LOFEK. No.

The CHAIRMAN. You don’t know them well at all?

Mr. LoFEK. No, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. Are you married?

Mr. LoreK. I was, but I am divorced already twenty years, so far
about twenty years.

The CHAIRMAN. Where is your former wife? In Czechoslovakia?

Mr. LoFEK. In New York, but I don’t know where she lives.

The CHAIRMAN. When did you come to this country?

Mr. LOFEK. Where?

The CHAIRMAN. Yes, when did you come to this country.

Mr. LOFEK. In the 13th of March.

The CHAIRMAN. When were you naturalized?

Mr. LOFEK. In 1937.

The CHAIRMAN. Then you worked for UNRRA for a while?

Mr. LorFEK. No, not me.

The CHAIRMAN. You didn’t?

Mr. LorFEK. No, not me.

The CHAIRMAN. Did you ever work for any other United States
government agency?

Mr. LorEK. No. Only once I worked for the post office, but in the,
you know, for the Christmastime two months, like that, you know,
W}ien they were busy. I got a job in the Morgan Annex two months
only.

The CHAIRMAN. Have you ever attended Communist meetings?

Mr. LorEK. No, sir. No, sir, never. I never cared for those things.
I never did.

The CHAIRMAN. Never joined the Communist party?

Mr. LoFEK. No, no, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. Anyone ever ask you to join the party?

Mr. LOFEK. No.

The CHAIRMAN. It seems rather unusual that the Communist del-
egation would hire an American who was against communism.

Mr. LorFEK. They don’t know about that. They don’t know. You
see, if I tell them then I am finished with the job, you know. And
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the job sufficient for me, like I am an old guy you know, and it is
not hard, you know, so that is why I am trying to keep it as long
as I could.

The CHAIRMAN. How old are you?

Mr. LOFEK. Sixty-one, I am going to be next month.

The CHAIRMAN. I have no further questions, Mr. Counsel.

Mr. CoHN. I have no more.

The CHAIRMAN. I may say that the Czech delegation will not be
notified you were called. The newspapers will not be notified unless
you tell them. If you want to tell anyone you were here, that is up
to you.

Mr. LoFEK. Only the boss knows about it because I told him I
have to come down here.

The CHAIRMAN. I merely want you to know if anyone knows you
were here is because you tell them.

Mr. LOFEK YES.

The CHAIRMAN. Okay.

Mr. LOFEK. Yes.

Mr. CoHN. Who knows about it, you say?

Mr. LoreEK. Only my boss, you know, because—I tell him I come.
Mr. Nosek.

Mr. COHN. What is his name?

Mr. LorFEK. Nosek

Mr. CoBN. How do you spell it?

Mr. LoreK. I had to tell him.

Mr. CoHN. How do you spell his name?

Mr. LOFEK. N-o0-s-e-k.

Mr. CoHN. Is he a Communist?

Mr. LoFEK. Yes, I guess he is because he is the boss from the
delegation, you know, so——

The CHAIRMAN. Your testimony is that as far as you are con-
cerned you are not interested in communism?

Mr. LoOrFEK. I never been and I am not.

The CHAIRMAN. Your job is merely a messenger?

Mr. LoreEK. And like a little shipping clerk, I got to pack those
things and they need something, I have to do everything for them,
especially they come to the delegation.

The CHAIRMAN. You never have occasion to read the mail that
comes in or goes out?

Mr. LOFEK. Oh, no, because I don’t get that. I get the mail, you
know, the mailman gives it to me but I have to take it right up
there, you know.

The CHAIRMAN. Did they ever send you as a messenger to deliver
any material to Communist headquarters in New York.

Mr. LoFEK. No, sir, no, sir, they never did.

The CHAIRMAN. So that you will know, the address is 35 East
12th Street.

Mr. LOFEK. No, I never been there.

The CHAIRMAN. You never delivered any there?

Mr. LoFEK. I don’t know where it is, never heard about that.

The CHAIRMAN. That is all. I don’t think we will want you back
but consider yourself under subpoena in case we want to call you.
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Mr. LOFEK. Yes, if you want to, then I am willing, see, but the
only thing is I got to tell the boss because, you know he wants to
know.

The CHAIRMAN. I don’t think we will want you.

Mr. LorFEK. He wants to know that I go.

The CHAIRMAN. This is off the record.

[Discussion off the record.]

The CHAIRMAN. That is all. If you are discharged, let us know.
Understand, there is nothing we can do about it if you are, but let
the committee know if you are fired, will you?

Mr. LoFEK. Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. Your testimony will not be given to the Czech
delegation.

Mr. LorFEK. Thank you. Good day.

[Witness excused.]

TESTIMONY OF DAVID M. FREEDMAN (ACCOMPANIED BY HIS
COUNSEL, BERNARD JAFFE)

The CHAIRMAN. In this matter now in hearing before the com-
mittee, do you solemnly swear to tell the truth, and nothing but
the truth, so help you God?

Mr. FREEDMAN. I do.

Mr. CouN. Mr. Freedman, you are a member of the New York
Bar?

Mr. FREEDMAN. I am.

Mr. COHN. Are you admitted to practice before any agency of the
federal government?

Mr. FREEDMAN. Yes.

Mr. CoBN. Which one?

Mr. FREEDMAN. Immigration service.

Mr. CoHN. Do you know a man named Julius Reiss?

Mr. FREEDMAN. I would like to say about that, when we were
here on Tuesday I was informed by my counsel that he had been
told that the purpose for which we were asked to come here

Mr. CoHN. No, no. I don’t think you got the question. Do you
know a man named Julius Reiss?

Mr. FREEDMAN. I heard you.

Mr. CouN. We were held up so much by Mr. Unger, we would
like to move along.

Mr. FREEDMAN. I heard your question, but I would like to make
a preface to what I want to answer.

The}) CHAIRMAN. There will be no prefaces. Do you know dJulius
Reiss?

Mr. CoHN. It is a simple question.

Mr. FREEDMAN. It is not as simple as that.

The CHAIRMAN. We will make it simple. Answer the question.

Mr. FREEDMAN. I am answering it, Senator. I am saying when
I was here Tuesday I was told

The CHAIRMAN. Do you know Julius Reiss? I don’t care what hap-
pened Tuesday. Do you know him or don’t you know him?

Mr. FREEDMAN. I will decline to answer the question.

Mr. CoHN. On what ground?

Mr. FREEDMAN. On the ground in view of the statements made
by the senator to the press which I have seen reported, it would
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appear that the attempt to ask me that question is an attempt to
try to besmirch me. I will not allow myself to be used in that way,
and I will therefore decline to answer on the ground the answer
may tend to incriminate me.

The CHAIRMAN. You are refusing on the ground it will incrimi-
nate you?

Mr. CoHN. He is entitled to that.

The CHAIRMAN. Is that the ground?

Mr. FREEDMAN. I am urging that as a ground because of the fact
when you were—made a representation to my attorney on Tuesday
the only purpose for which we were coming here was to ask ques-
tions with relation to this man, you used that as a means for uti-
lizing this forum with my partner, Mr. Unger, who was here before,
to try and investigate and interrogate him with matters that had
no concern with Reiss or anybody else, and I refuse to be entrapped
in the same way.

The CHAIRMAN. I have never met you before, know nothing about
you, never seen you before.

Mr. FREEDMAN. That is mutual, Senator.

The CHAIRMAN. When I say I know nothing about you, I know
something about your background. You are now being asked the
question whether or not you knew Mr. Reiss.

Mr. FREEDMAN. I have answered.

The CHAIRMAN. Are you refusing on the ground a truthful an-
swer might tend to incriminate you?

Mr. FREEDMAN. I am answering on the ground that an answer
to that question may tend to incriminate me.

The CHAIRMAN. You are entitled to the privilege.

Mr. Conn. Now, did Mr. Reiss work for you in connection with
the defense of the twelve Communist members of the Communist
party who were indicted under the Smith Act here in 19487

Mr. FREEDMAN. For the same reason I refused to answer the pre-
vious question I will refuse to answer this one.

Mr. CoHN. Now, were you in the year 1950 a member of the Pro-
fessional Group of the Communist party?

Mr. FREEDMAN. I believe that question is impertinent, and it has
no place in this proceeding. It is no function of this committee to
inquire about such things, if such a thing existed, and I certainly
resent being asked the question. I think it violates my rights under
the Constitution, under the First Amendment and under the Ninth
and Tenth Amendments and it certainly is

The CHAIRMAN. What is the Ninth Amendment that is violated
by—and the Tenth?

This is off the record.

[Discussion off the record.]

Mr. FREEDMAN. I will therefore not answer the question.

Mr. CoHN. Would you examine this for a moment, please, Mr.
Freedman?

The CHAIRMAN. What is the right under the Ninth and Tenth
Amendments you think are violated by that question?

Mr. FREEDMAN. The right is all powers not given to the federal
government are reserved in the people in this country, and one of
the powers not delegated to the federal government was the power
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to inquire into the political affiliations and beliefs and aspirations
of the people.

The CHAIRMAN. You are refusing to answer under your rights in
the First, Ninth and Tenth Amendments; is that right?

Mr. FREEDMAN. I am right now.

The CHAIRMAN. You will be ordered to answer, then.

Mr. FREEDMAN. I will refuse to answer under the ground any an-
swer may tend to incriminate me.

The CHAIRMAN. You are refusing—I don’t guess there is any fur-
ther use questioning him. He has used the Fifth Amendment. He
is entitled to do it.

Mr. ConN. I want to ask you one or two very short questions.

The CHAIRMAN. Okay.

Mr. CoHN. Can you identify that record here which we directed
to be produced? Sir?

Mr. FREEDMAN. I decline to identify it under the ground this is
simply a repetition of the question you previously asked me in an-
other form which I have declined to answer on the ground it may
tend to incriminate me.

The CHAIRMAN. On the ground it may tend to incriminate you?

Mr. FREEDMAN. That is right.

Mr. CoHN. For the record we will indicate that is the exhibit pro-
duced by Mr. Unger in response to the request to the committee.

I don’t know if I asked you this or not. Are you a member of the
Communist party today?

Mr. FREEDMAN. You did not ask me that.

Mr. ConN. Consider it asked now.

Mr. FREEDMAN. My answer to that is the same as my answer to
the previous question. I decline to answer the question because you
have no right to ask me. I think it is impertinent to do so, and on
the further ground I will not answer on the ground it will tend to
incriminate me.

The CHAIRMAN. Do you think it is a crime to be a member of the
Communist party?

Mr. FREEDMAN. I will not answer that question either, Senator,
for the same reasons.

The CHAIRMAN. On the ground that the answer might tend to in-
criminate you. Is that the ground?

Mr. FREEDMAN. That is the ground.

The CHAIRMAN. You are entitled to refuse.

You will be ordered to be here at 10:30 in the morning. 10:30 in
room 110. I think I will make it ten o’clock in the morning in room
110.

Ten o’clock. Incidentally, ten o’clock does not mean someone will
phone you and bring you over.

Mr. FREEDMAN. I am sorry if you were inconvenienced any this
afternoon.

The CHAIRMAN. I am telling you about tomorrow, not today.

Mr. FREEDMAN. All right.

The CHAIRMAN. Be here about ten. I think I will make it 10:15
in the morning.

Mr. JAFFE. Aren’t the hearings going to be held next week, or
some other time? It will be impossible for me to make it. It really
is. I mean, I don’t like to request anything like this, but I had no
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notion that, you know, my coming here with these attorneys would
involve this much time.

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Jaffe, it is your own clients that make it dif-
ficult, not Mr. Freedman, he has taken very little time, but your
own client took up almost over two hours of the committee’s time,
and when we have a witness who goes out of the way to make trou-
ble for the committee to accomplish its purpose to get the informa-
tion it wants and needs to perform our function, I just don’t like
to call the entire staff back here if it costs a lot of money to come
back here. We have the staff of Senator Dirksen and Senator Pot-
ter. Have their investigators.

Mr. JAFFE. I thought you were sitting here next week, in any
event, Senator.

The CHAIRMAN. Not that I know of now.

Mr. JAFFE. If you were, I would really appreciate putting this
over.

The CHAIRMAN. As far as I know, we are not going to. We need
your man in the morning for the hearing.

Mr. JAFFE. Okay.

[Whereupon, at 4:15 p.m., the committee was adjourned.]
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MONDAY, SEPTEMBER 21, 1953

U.S. SENATE,
SENATE PERMANENT SUBCOMMITTEE ON INVESTIGATIONS
OF THE COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS,
Washington, DC.

The subcommittee met (pursuant to Senate Resolution 40, agreed
to January 30, 1953) at 10:30 a.m., in room 155, Senate Office
Building, Senator Joseph R. McCarthy, presiding.

Present: Senator Joseph R. McCarthy, Republican, Wisconsin.

Present also: Roy M. Cohn, chief counsel; and David Surine, as-
sistant counsel.

Present also from the Department of Army: Hon. Robert T. Ste-
vens, secretary of the army; Gen. Richard C. Partridge, G—2; Brig.
Gen. C. C. Fenn; and Joseph W. Bishop, acting department coun-
selor.

TESTIMONY OF IGOR BOGOLEPOV

The CHAIRMAN. Would you raise your right hand, please?

Do you solemnly swear that the testimony you are about to give
in the matter now in hearing will be the truth, the whole truth,
and nothing but the truth, so help you God?

Mr. BoGoLEPOV. I do.

Mr. CoHN. Could we get your full name for the record?

Mr. BoGoLEPOV. My first name is Igor. My last name is
Bogolepov.

The CHAIRMAN. May I admonish everyone in the room that no in-
formation is to be given out of Mr. Bogolepov’s testimony today. I
may say, Secretary Stevens, that he objected very strenuously to
giving this testimony. Mr. Bogolepov is working for the government
himself. He didn’t want to testify. He came here because the com-
mittee wanted him to come.

Is that right?

Mr. BoGOLEPOV. That is right.

Mr. CoHN. Mr. Bogolepov, could you give us a little background?
Where were you born?

Mr. BoGOLEPOV. Born in Siberia in 1904.

Mr. CoHN. Did there ever come a time when you went into the
Soviet Foreign Service?

(1899)
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Mr. BoGOLEPOV. Yes, I was employed there from 1923 to 1942.
I was first an officer awhile in the legal department; then I went
to the Red Army; then came back to the foreign office in the
League of Nations desk; then I participated in the Civil War in
Spain as interpreter between the Soviet generals and the Repub-
lican general staff. I was arrested in Spain by the secret police and
shipped back to the Soviet Union for trial. Then I was released in
1938 and restored in the Foreign Service Office in the Soviet
Union.

I have participated in many international talks which took place
between the Soviet Union and Western nations, including the So-
viet-Nazi Pact and President Roosevelt’s emissary, Harry Hopkins,
in the summer of 1941.

During the war I was in the Baltic countries and on the Lenin-
grad Front and come over to the German lines. I deserted from the
Soviet army being in rank of colonel of general staff. I tried for
sometime to convince the Germans to take less stupid political line
towards the Russian people and Russian soldiers. Because of my
stubbornness and perhaps too hot a defense of the Russian national
interests as opposed to Communists and Nazis they put me in Ge-
stapo jail for a while to cool me down.

After release I went to a German farm in Bavaria and was there
until the American army came in 1945.

Under American occupation I was obliged first to hide myself, for
a couple of years, due to the western policies of extradition to the
Soviet police of all Russian people, especially like me who were on
the Soviet wanted persons list.

In 1947 1 came out and explained to the U.S. Army intelligence
officers in Germany who I was actually and my political standpoint
and I started my work in the United States Army.

First I worked as instructor in the European Command Intel-
ligence School in Oberammergau and next year I was transferred
to the General Staff School in Regensburg, Germany, as an instruc-
tor on the matters of the Soviet policies, party organization and
similar matters. In 1952 I was brought by the army to this country
to testify before the Senate Internal Security Committee against
Owen Lattimore.

After my testimony I was dismissed from the army, unfortu-
nately, and I am living now in this country waiting for my bill to
be decided.

The CHAIRMAN. A bill introduced by Senator Karl Mundt grant-
ing Mr. Bogolepov full citizenship.

Mr. BoGOLEPOV. I had forgotten to mention that at the end of the
thirties I was able to join the Communist party of the Soviet
Union. I did it, as many other Russian anti-Communists do, in
order to get in a higher position and to influence in that way the
overthrow of the Communist regime in my country. That is all.

Mr. CoHN. Were you dismissed from service with the army after
you testified before the McCarran committee?

Mr. BoGOLEPOV. I think in connection with this. If you need
more information about it, when I came here the assistant chief of
G—2, General Bolling was much eager to get me for his service. He
introduced me in the Pentagon to another general and they dis-
cussed my further employment as a lecturer in various U.S. mili-
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tary colleges. Two days after the talks were stopped and I got my
discharge papers from the army.

The CHAIRMAN. What are you working at now?

Mr. BOGOLEPOV. I am not very much happy with work, for evi-
dently my reputation of a radical Russian anti-Communist is
speaking against me. Neither State Department or Pentagon want-
ed to have anything with me. I am working merely on an informal
basis. I have here some former students of mine. I examine for
them various aspects of psychological warfare; also I am writing for
newspapers from time to time, etc., etc.

The CHAIRMAN. In the statement I made in the record originally,
I understood you objected to testifying because you are now work-
ing for the army. I gather you don’t; that you lost your job.

Mr. BoGOLEPOV. That is right.

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Secretary, may I ask if you could check that.

Secretary STEVENS. You bet your life.

The CHAIRMAN. We would not like Mr. Bogolepov’s name used
publicly.

Mr. Bogolepov, the secretary of the army will check into your dis-
charge after you testified before the McCarran committee. It seems
on the face to be completely unreasonable that you worked for the
army until you were subpoenaed before a United States Senate
committee and then were promptly fired. The secretary will check
into that.

Mr. Bogolepov, you were working in the Foreign Office, Moscow,
and a book entitled A History of Russia, War Department Edu-
cational Manual EM 248 was being written. Is that correct?

Mr. BoGoLEPOV. That is correct.

The CHAIRMAN. This book was written by a man in London?

Mr. BoGOLEPOV. Right.

The CHAIRMAN. From the information we have, Mr. Secretary,
this has been used as an indoctrination course in the army. Also
I may say one of the sources for the document which we discussed
the other day. They used this as source material.

Mr. Bogelepov, while you were in the Russian Foreign Office did
you see any correspondence either with the man who was writing
this book in London or with the Russian embassy in London giving
instructions as to how propaganda was handled?

Mr. BoGoLEPOV. I have to explain first that starting with the
middle of the thirties, big operation was set for by the Soviet gov-
ernment in order to infiltrate into the Western administrations the
idea favorable to the Soviet government.

In that connection they used Soviet embassies, the Komintera
channels and emissaries sent from Moscow to various foreign coun-
tries. Contacts were established with prominent Western lawyers,
scholars and especially with the people known here under the
name of Russian experts.

The idea was that in order to get Western politicians to be con-
fused and influenced—presidents, ministers of foreign affairs, etc.,
one has to confuse and to influence their advisors. The Russian ex-
perts in the west—I saw myself in the secret files of the Soviet for-
eign office this directive of the Foreign Commissar Molotov—must
be “won on our side.” Molotov said to the Soviet ambassador in
London, Maisky, in 1939, that he has to redouble his efforts in the
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matter of mobilization of the people who work on Russian matters
in England to get them “work for us.” They were supposed merely
to supply false suggestions on Soviet policies to the Western gov-
ernments and public opinion rather than to serve as a source of in-
formation. Especially insistent was Moletov to influence members
of the British government in 1939 in the sense which will help the
aims of the Soviet foreign policies.

In one of the letters Ambassador Maisky sent back to Moscow to
the foreign office, it was mentioned that a noted British scholar, Sir
Bernard Pares, make appearances in the Soviet embassy and ask
the Soviet embassy’s help in writing chapter of his history on Rus-
sia dealing with Soviet matters. I remember that report of Maisky
was mentioned that the man asked embassy to give information
about Soviet history because he felt himself incompetent and need-
ed some assistance.

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Bogolepov, just to have the record straight,
this book was originally written in 1926, apparently revised in
1928 and a final revision in 1937. Now, was it during the 1937 re-
vision that this London Communist got instructions from the Soviet
embassy?

Mr. BOGOLEPOV. Yes, that was in the end of the thirties. I do not
remember the exact date—1936 or 1937.

The CHAIRMAN. He did not do the original writing but the final
revision?

Mr. BoGOLEPOV. Right, if one will judge by correspondence I saw.

The CHAIRMAN. I may say, Mr. Secretary, that we have checked
and find that this was in use by the army up through 1952.

Secretary STEVENS. What is that?

The CHAIRMAN. History of Russia.

It was released by the armed forces as a War Department edu-
cational book. I might say also that it was source material for the
document entitled “Psychological and Cultural Traits of Soviet Si-
beria.” I think I should emphasize for the record that none of it had
its origin under the present regime. It was all brought in, long be-
fore Secretary Stevens took over and long before President Eisen-
hower took over as president. I assume it may still be in use be-
cause of the time lag in getting rid of it. That is why I think our
committee might be of some benefit by giving you a picture of the
unusual material that has been used.

Mr. BOGOLEPOV. Inasmuch as Mr. Secretary is present here, I
think it would be of interest to know that some of my students,
high officers of the intelligence division, were protesting against
use of this book in the Regensburg school and other U.S. Army in-
stallations in Germany. I don’t know whether they succeeded or not
but I do know that when I protested myself against this and other
literature and I got in serious trouble and here I have with me copy
of the order from the intelligence school, Oberammergau, to tell
you what kind of mess I got in because of my protestation.

The CHAIRMAN. In other words, when you objected to the use of
Communist propaganda to indoctrinate our troops you were re-
moved from your job?

Mr. BoGoLEPOV. That is right. One of the reasons, they said I
was a chronic complainer, signed by J. E. Raymond, Colonel, U. S.
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Infantry. In a way I certainly was. I was complaining about com-
munism for thirty years.

The CHAIRMAN. They didn’t like you being a chronic complainer
about Communist literature.

Mr. BoGOLEPOV. That is right.

The CHAIRMAN. I can understand why you objected so strenu-
ously to coming here to testify.

When you came to the United States you then worked for army
intelligence for a while?

Mr. BoGoLEPOV. That is correct. I still was employed by the
army one month after arrival to this country.

The CHAIRMAN. And you were furnishing the army all the mate-
rial you could about Soviet Russia and their potential war plans,
strength, etc.

Mr. BoGOLEPOV. That is right.

The CHAIRMAN. When you were discharged after you testified be-
fore the McCarran committee were you given any reason for the
discharge?

Mr. BOGOLEPOV. No. I just got my papers. That is all. When I
asked Colonel Brown, the adjutant to General Bolling, what is the
result of General Bolling’s intention to employ me with army in the
United States, I got answer by telephone this issue wasn’t raised
anymore.

The CHAIRMAN. How long after you testified before the McCarran
committee were you discharged?

Mr. BoGOLEPOV. Immediately after I was released from the sub-
poena of the United States Senate.

The CHAIRMAN. Getting back to this book, do I understand your
testimony to be that parts of the book, I think you referred to the
last chapter specifically, were written under the direction of the
Russian Foreign Office and instructions having been submitted
through the Russian embassy in London? Is that correct?

Mr. BoGoLEPOV. That is correct. Through the Soviet embassy in
London.

The CHAIRMAN. Have you had an opportunity to read this book
yourself?

Mr. BOGOLEPOV. Yes, certainly I had.

The CHAIRMAN. Would you consider this Communist propaganda?

Mr. BoGOLEPOV. I consider it worse than Communist propa-
ganda. I was in the army myself, and no worse thing happens to
an officer when intelligence gives him misinformation and gives
false description and evaluation about enemy. Then the battle
would be certainly lost. This book you have in your hand, together
with a lot of other information on the USSR used by the army in
Europe, is evidently calculated misinformation. That is my sincere
belief and impression.

The CHAIRMAN. So you consider this much more serious than
propaganda. You consider it important from the standpoint of giv-
ing our officers information about the enemy which is completely
false, which would mislead them and which would result in losing
battles and wars if they relied on this type of information.

Mr. BoGoLEPOV. That is right, sir.
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The CHAIRMAN. I may say, from a different source we will have
sworn testimony that the author of this book was a member of the
Communist party under Communist discipline.

Obviously, you know for a fact that he was taking instructions
but you are not in a position to know whether he is a Communist
or not. That information will be supplied by another witness.

Mr. SURINE. Could you furnish the details about the Bernard
Pares situation? You were in the process of testifying about observ-
ing correspondence in the Soviet Foreign Office in Moscow con-
cerning Bernard Pares’ contact with the embassy in London. Could
you finish that?

1 Mrl. BoGgoLEPOV. That is more or less all. I don’t remember the
etails.

Mr. SURINE. One of the other books which is used in the bibliog-
raphy of this report, “Psychological and Cultural Traits of Soviet
Siberia” is a book called U.S.S.R., a Concise Handbook edited by
Ernest J. Simmons. I hand you this book and you will see

Mr. BoGOLEPOV. I know this book pretty well in six years with
the United States Army.

Mr. SURINE. In the time you were in the army you worked on the
book itself, observed the book being used by the army. Could you
furnish the information you know about the various source mate-
rial you know in this book?

Mr. BOGOLEPOV. I remember this book by heart. I testified before
the Senate McCarran committee that one of the authors of the
book, a professor at Columbia, John Hazard, spent time in Moscow
in so-called Moscow Institute of Soviet Law, which head was in
those days no other person than Vishinsky himself, and Professor
Hazard got a very good education in the Soviet law and in time of
his being there was graduated from this Soviet Institute of Law
with high praise and it is my opinion after reading his article and
this book that this praise was not given in vain, he really deserved
it. Professor Hazard in his many writings, in this book as well as
in other publications, is carrying out the idea that the Soviet legal
institutions are more or less like American institutions. It does not
help much when he writes that Americans have a different way,
still his method of comparing Soviet institutions with the American
government administration and judiciary implies the false idea
that the things under communism aren’t that bad.

The CHAIRMAN. I think the record should show that this is work
edited by Ernest Joseph Simmons, paragraphs were written by dif-
ferent individuals, one by Corliss Lamont, who has been identified
as a long-time apologist for communism; one by Harriet Moore, a
rather notorious Communist who invoked the Fifth Amendment in
regard to espionage and communism; another chapter written by
Fredrick Schuman, who has been identified not as a Communist
but as a sympathizer.

Mr. Bogolepov, just to have the record clear, this book which we
are now talking about, U.S.S.R., a Concise Handbook by Ernest J.
Simmons, was used to indoctrinate our military while you were
working for the military?

Mr. BoGOLEPOV. Right.

The CHAIRMAN. And I understand you objected to the use of this
book at that time?
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Mr. BoGOLEPOV. I did.

By the way, Senator, I met Simmons in Moscow. He visited So-
viet Union many times. If my recollections are correct, I talked to
him in Moscow in the Office of the Press Division of Foreign Office
and I was one of those who were obliged to give him some indoc-
trination on how to carry out pro-Soviet propaganda in this coun-
try. He was a very friendly, very polite person. When I came to the
West and disclosed that actually I was an anti-Communist, he
didn’t want to have contact with me anymore.

The CHAIRMAN. Were you convinced that Simmons was loyal to
the Communist cause?

Mr. BoGoLEPOV. Well, Senator, my English is not very broad. I
don’t know perhaps the actual significance of the word loyal. If a
man comes to the Communist Foreign Office and gets advice on
how to carry out pro-Soviet propaganda in this country, to me that
means he is loyal, but I may be wrong. It was my impression at
least.

Mr. SURINE. You have finished your comments on the U.S.S.R.
handbook?

Mr. BoGOLEPOV. That is right.

Mr. SURINE. You have had an opportunity to analyze the report
which is at issue in this hearing, haven’t you?

I might point out for the record that Mr. Bogolepov did not have
an opportunity to look at this report until just a couple of days ago.

Would you care to analyze that report on the basis of your study?

Mr. BoGOLEPOV. Right, but may I just make an observation con-
cerning this business with pro-Communist books in the army. I
wish to emphasize once more that I met a great deal of army offi-
cers, intelligence officers, who were also as much upset as I was.
Some protested. For example, the former chief of Regensburg Mili-
tary School, Colonel Martin, was one who was protesting against,
to my knowledge, against the use of all these books I mentioned
here, especially with the special service of the U.S. Army of occupa-
tion in Germany.

I wish to make it completely clear when I am talking about such
sad matters in American army, that it does not mean I accuse
army as a whole. I have only to praise the intellectual and moral
level of the American officers and soldiers as very high. They re-
sented much all this Communist propaganda stuff in the army in-
stallations.

The CHAIRMAN. Your testimony is that a sizeable number of the
officers felt as strongly about this Communist type of literature as
you do?

Mr. BoGOLEPOV. That is right. They protested.

The CHAIRMAN. But you feel the army as a whole has a high
moral standard, anti-Communist, and that their protestations were
of no avail under the past administration?

Mr. BoGOLEPOV. That is exactly what I mean, sir.

Mr. SURINE. Proceed on this report.

Mr. BoGoLEPOV. Well, how much time do I have? To talk about
this report and say everything which is really must be said, re-
quires too much of time.

The CHAIRMAN. As much time as you need.
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Mr. BoGOLEPOV. I will try to do it in twenty or twenty-five min-
utes if such would be your wish.

There are two different methods of pro-Communist propaganda
in the Western world. One is direct and overt when people simply
praise all elements of the Communist regime in the Soviet Union.
That was possible before the war and up to 1948. Now the Com-
munist sympathizers were obliged to change tactics. They can’t
praise the Soviet regime openly. They have to use a subversive tac-
tic since in general they come over to subversive activities. The doc-
ument on Siberia reflects both of these methods of pro-Communist
influence. First of all, I will give you some examples of open praise
of the Communist regime and ideology

In many instances the works of Stalin and Lenin and other pro-
Communist propagandists are used with just slightly changing of
the exact wording. For example, on page one of the Siberian docu-
ment at the very beginning it is stated: “Harsh Soviet government
has liquidated or expelled potentially rebellious elements.”

In this book in Russia, Stalin’s Problems of Leninism, page 510,
we may read:

Class of land-lords was liquidated during civil war. Other exploiters shared the
fate of the land-lords. All exploiters became liquidated.

In other words, there is no more Communist opposition in Rus-
sia, which is purely Communist propaganda, which is not correct.
The aim of this document is to make the army believe that there
is no cracks in the Kremlin walls; that there is only one way to
fight against communism; to carry out a total war against all peo-
ples behind the Iron Curtain.

On pages four and five, there is a long story about how life is
wonderful under the Communist regime.

The toiler was elevated to the highest level of respectability The laborer is hero
now in the Soviet Union. . The farmers status has also risen sharply. . .

Women are v1rtually on a par with men in all walks of life. Women have the rlght
to be employed . > ete.

Exactly the same statement might be found again in the book of
Stalin’s on page 518, when Stalin speaks that:

The working class of the Soviet Union who has liquidated private property and
capitalistic exploitations is now the leading class of Soviet Society. . . . Our Soviet
peasantry also changed completely, became a new peasantry. It is a peasantry liber-
ated from the bondage. . . . And our working intelligentsia is also a new intelligen-
tsia, second to none in the world.

In other words, the analyst of Siberia repeats word for word the
statements of Stalin.

Mr. SURINE. In connection with the theme of people being solidly
behind the Communist regime, did you have or hear any personal
conversation by Molotov himself along that line?

Mr. BoGOLEPOV. Along which line?

Mr. SURINE. That is must be prevented at all costs—that the
Wes“gern world know of the real conditions behind the Iron Cur-
tain?

Mr. BoGOLEPOV. Yes, that was the prime objective the activities
of the foreign office.

Mr. SURINE. Would you repeat the conversation?

Mr. BoGOLEPOV. Well, there wasn’t one conversation. That was
the main line of instructions which Molotov always gave to us, em-
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ployees of the Soviet Foreign Office and to the members of the So-
viet embassies abroad, that we would have to do our best in order
to implant in the Western world the idea the Soviet people would
back the Soviet system; that there were no enemies inside the So-
viet Union; that in case of war against the capitalist world, the
whole country would have to fight, the whole people will raise as
one man against the capitalist enemy. I couldn’t refer to any par-
ticular talking. That was the main theme all talks they have in
Moscow and in the Soviet Embassies and agencies abroad.

On page ten, for example, you might find extremely revolving
statement to the effect that in Communist countries where there
is no freedoms, still one freedom is maintained, that is freedom of
self-improvement within occupation.

This statement, again, is taken from this book of Stalin’s when
it is said:

Under Soviet regime people works for themselves, not for the enrichment of ex-

ploiters. . . . Our working man feels himself as a free man. And if he works well,
he is a hero of labor, he is covered with glory.

That is from page five hundred, Problems of Leninism of Stalin’s,
which evidently served as a basis for statements in this document.

On page thirty-seven, it is stated:

Soviet elections generate great interest and enthusiasm. The average Soviet cit-
izen, whatever his nationality, is apt to feel that he has full and equal citizenship
in the U.S.S.R. and shares much of the patriotic pride which is so marked in the
Great Russian segment.

Here I have another book which is considered as a Communist
“Bible,” the Short Course of the Communist Party, which you might
find on the desk of every member of the Communist party in the
Soviet Union as well as abroad. On page 336 you may find the
statement:

The elections were carried out in the atmosphere of great enthusiasm. Those were
more than elections. Those were feated as a great holiday, as a triumph of the So-

viet people. Ninety millions confirmed the triumph of socialism in the U.S.S.R. with
their votes.

Almost exact wording of Siberian document!

The CHAIRMAN. Who is the author of that book?

Mr. BoGoLEPOV. That is the official history made by the Central
Committee of the Communist party in the Soviet Union. That is
the highest authority in the Soviet Union.

The CHAIRMAN. And Stalin personally is the author of some of
the chapters?

Mr. BoGOLEPOV. That is right. That is, as I said, the Communist
Bible in a way.

On page forty-nine of the U.S. Army intelligence report we read:

National leaders are vitally respected and admired. Stalin and Molotov are re-
garded as great men.

I didn’t give you any reference to Soviet propaganda because this
statement you might find on every page of this and other Com-
munist books.

On pages forty-seven and forty-eight, just a very last observation,
we may find one of the new clever, indirect methods of the fellow
travelers and Russian experts in this country in their work of dis-
torting the truth about Soviet realities and confusing the American
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mind. It is an effort to identify Russian people with present regime,
the same method you might find in all Communist publications.
American self-styled experts say there was never any freedom in
Russia and there is no freedom today, so you haven’t to worry
about Russia, and the one way to deal with the mess is the Atomic
bomb. While using this method of putting all Russian Communists,
as well as non-Communists, on the same level, the author or au-
thors of the Siberian document go as far as to repeat word for word
basic untruths of the Red propaganda.

For example, on page nine we may read: “Russia, long known as
prison of peoples.” I open the story of the Communist party on page
six and I read: “Czarist Russia, known as prison of peoples.”

So it is a complete quotation from the Soviet book of historical
lies and this is just one example of how authors of this document
simply rewrote most appealing statements of Communist leaders
for influencing American officers, without criticism or reservation
made whatever.

On page forty-seven it is said:

Extreme caution is required in accepting hearsay data. The opinion of 2,000,000
White Russian refugees and small numbers of deserters and escapees cannot be
taken as representative of the 200,000,000 who remain in the USSR. Foreign trav-
elers also tend to distort what they see in terms of their own background, and are
readily misled by the typically human tendency of the Russian to display deference
to his correspondent’s viewpoint, particularly if the acquaintance is casual. The ar-
dent foreign Communist visiting the U.S.S.R. will attract his own kind, and receives
few negative impressions from those he talks to. Similarly, Russians wishing to vent
grievances will seek out the American or British official, and casual acquaintances
will seem to agree with his opinions. Moreover, the outsider is likely to impute his
own reactions to the Soviet people, forgetting that a situation intolerable to an
American may be acceptable as familiar routine to a Soviet citizen.

The idea is very familiar to me. When people of my type came
to Western world with the idea of explaining how dangerous com-
munism is exactly in the Western world, to make it obvious that
as long as communism exists in Western world, the dangers of the
Soviet Union will grow on, we immediately ran into opposition of
so-called Russian experts who have position inside administration,
publishing houses, newspapers, etc. Take the books you have before
you; take almost any other western left-wingers writing on Russia
and Soviet affairs. You'll have almost always a hint as to non-reli-
ability of Russian anti-Communist refugees. Top British expert,
Isaac Deutscher, American fellow travelers, Fredrick Schuman,
Harvard people, they all are much insistent: Don’t believe Russian
eyewitnesses. They are emotional and embittered. They don’t tell
the truth. They are warmongers, Fascists, Communist, everything.
Believe only us Western experts on Russian affairs.

Mr. SURINE. Mr. Bogelepov, isn’t the effect of it that officers
reading the Siberian document should disregard everything Rus-
sian defectors may say, and believe this document allegedly putting
out the real facts?

Mr. BOoGOLEPOV. In a way, yes. Intelligence officers who more
than often meet refugees from behind the Iron Curtain are evi-
dently the main target of the effort to deprive them of the use of
information provided by anti-Communist sources.

Mr. SURINE. You have reviewed the entire document, especially
the last four or five pages?

Mr. BOGOLEPOV. Yes.
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Mr. SURINE. Have you found in the document any statements re-
tracting the previous seventy pages or any facts in it?

[Off-record discussion.]

Mr. BoGOLEPOV. Yes, I paid special attention to this moment and
as I told you in the beginning of my testimony, we have before us
a new method of fellow-travellers and false experts on Russian af-
fairs. They can’t praise openly our common enemy.

They have to put it, as we Russian say, a spoon of tar into the
barrel of honey, I would say, to use a protective cover. If somebody
will say it is a pro-Communist report, they will quote some sen-
tences that sound objective: Say Soviet worker is unhappy; there is
no freedom in the Soviet Union; that there certainly should be dis-
content, etc., etc. But isn’t all that in itself very confusing? It is to
contradict all of what was said before. It looks as a way of getting
alibi for the authors of this document. They say bad things do exist
in the Soviet Union but what matters is the whole impression
American intelligence officers may have after reading the docu-
ment.

Coming to the end of my testimony about this document, for I
promised to be short, I would say that the picture of the Soviet
Union, of the Communist administration, of relations between the
Russian people and their Red oppressors, and psychology of the So-
viet soldier is strongly biased. For example, there is a true state-
ment that the average Russian is not an American hater, has a
very high respect towards Americans, and as a Russian who lived
most of his life in the Soviet Union, I am happy to testify here that
we really don’t hate any foreign nation, whereas we have especially
high esteem of the American people, and after my living in this
country I can understand why. I found that—I hope you won’t get
angry—there are much similarity between Russians and Ameri-
cans, in human character. I found Americans very frank, very
friendly to other men and nations, exactly as an average Russian
is.
All is not bad in the paper under our examination, indeed. There
is a very important statement in this document to the effect that
it would be a mistake to over-emphasize the problem of national
minority in the Soviet Union, and it is rightly suggested that in
case of war American army should not place much emphasis on na-
tional minorities to try to use them against the Russian majority.
Nothing good would come out of this. I agree on that point with the
authors of the Siberian paper.

Besides these very few positive moments, I would say, after read-
ing this document, the impression of an American would be full of
confusion. He would know about the Soviet Union even less than
he did before because his brains would be completely put out of bal-
ance, due to contradictions in documents.

The second impression a reader of the document should get, in
my opinion, that the life in the Soviet Union is not so bad; that the
Russians are accustomed to this life, take life as it is and, there-
fore, in case of war, as I guess I mentioned already, there is no op-
portunity for American intelligence or psychological warfare to live
a wedge between regime and Russian people and profit by dividing
of enemy camp. This is a most dangerous thought. It may cost
much to all of us.
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The CHAIRMAN. I have an appointment at a quarter of 12:00. I
would like to have you back here this afternoon.

[Off-record discussion.]

Mr. BoGoLEPOV. May I make one observation. In my opinion, it
seems to me that even if this document has been declassified it
would not be wise to disclose in public hearings the full text of this
document. If the Soviet intelligence would be informed about the
contents of this type of intelligence documents in American army,
it would be very valuable information for our enemy.

The CHAIRMAN. In other words, you feel that if the Soviet Union
knew how badly misinformed our officers are, it would be a benefit
to them?

Mr. BOGOLEPOV. Yes.

The CHAIRMAN. I have weighed that carefully. I think some dam-
age can be done by that, however, I think the benefit gained by ex-
posing the complete clear-cut propaganda of the old administration
would put the new administration on its toes.

We will adjourn until two o’clock this afternoon.

AFTERNOON SESSION

The subcommittee reconvened at 2:00 p.m., room 155, Senate Of-
fice Building, with the following additional people present: Senator
Charles E. Potter, Republican, Michigan; Karl Baarslag, Research
Director.

Present from the Department of Army: Col. Odis McCormick,
chief, Troop Information and Educational Division; Col. John L.
Chamberlain, asst. chief.

TESTIMONY OF VLADIMIR PETROV

The CHAIRMAN. Will you stand and raise your right hand?

In the matter now in hearing before this committee, do you sol-
emnly swear that the testimony you are about to give shall be the
truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth, so help you God?

Mr. PETROV. I do.

Mr. CoHN. Give us your full name, please?

Mr. PETROV. Vladimir Petrov. P-e-t-r-o-v.

Mr. CoHN. And what is your occupation at the present time?

Mr. PETROV. Teaching at Yale University.

Mr. CoHN. Can you tell us a little bit about your background?

Mr. PETROV. I am not a professor in the first place, instructor.
I was born in Russia in 1915. I lived there until 1944. I got my
college education in Moscow and Leningrad. From 1935 until 1941
I served a prison sentence in Northern Siberia. I was released
shortly before the war began to turn back to Europe and Russia,
a few months before the area was occupied by Germany. When the
Germans began to retreat from Stalingrad, I moved westward, first
to Austria, Vienna and in 1945 I was in Italy already. I stayed
there for two years before I got a chance to come over to this coun-
try. I have been on the faculty of Yale University since 1947.

Mr. CoHN. I believe it is correct that since that you are the au-
thor of at least one book?

Mr. PETROV. Two books.
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Mr. CoHN. And magazine articles that appeared in national mag-
azines in this country, based on your experience and knowledge of
the Soviet Union. Is that correct?

Mr. PETROV. That is correct.

Mr. CoHN. Have you examined, Mr. Petrov, this army indoctrina-
tion report?

Mr. PETROV. I certainly did.

Mr. CoHN. Could you give the committee and Secretary Stevens
the benefit of your observation and analysis of this report based on
your great experience concerning the Soviet Union and the very
matters dealt within this report.

Mr. PETROV. I'd be glad to. First, I will give you a summary of
what I think of it.

This is a paper of a scientific character that has little to do with
Siberia in the first place and that, in my opinion, is a pro-Com-
munist apology. It contains distorted information about the Soviet
Union that tends to mislead and misinform the reader. If you read
it, your inescapable conclusion would be that the Russians are very
content with the Communist dictatorship; that Communists are ad-
mired by the population of the Soviet Union; that even millions of
slave laborers in Siberian concentration camps are relatively
happy. The paper is trying to prove that there is no bounds to So-
viet patriotism and the Soviet soldier is so devoted to the Com-
munist regime that the United States will find it next to impossible
to win. So far as the paper is used for information of American offi-
cers, it undoubtedly would spread a defeatist attitude and a tend-
ency to appease communism and encourage him to surrender on
the battlefield in case of diversities. I can prove every statement
from the text of that manuscript. If American officers believed
what the papers tells them, they can’t help but feel a sense of guilt
fighting the happy Russian who maintains cordial relations with
their Communist government and no matter what leads to war, the
American officer is so indoctrinated he feels they are the target of
the United States.

Needless to say that in order to prove his point, the author or
authors knowingly or unknowingly, impose half-truths and outright
lies. Since he used as bibliography largely so-called fellow-trav-
elers, there is no wonder it promotes Communist propaganda lines
on most points concerning the Soviet Russia. It may be that only
the army need clean up army information and education from bias
and misleading material, the use of which, in my opinion, is harm-
ful to the best interests of this country.

I want to add that least of all I think that the author of this book
is a Soviet agent or an undercover Communist because I had some
experience in the past in this country with this kind of people and
the attitude that I discovered in this paper is not a rare thing in
this country I discovered. As a matter of fact, the author, quoting
himself on page fifty says:

Most Americans are fortunate enough never to have knowingly had personal con-
tact with a professed communist. In the USSR the Communist is a patriot, a civic
booster, and frequently a war hero, doing his best to build up his country. In the
United States the communist is at best a fool, and at worst a traitor, whose primary

aim is to destroy his country. Communists in the USSR enjoy public admiration,
while those in the United States are justly condemned as actual or potential felons.
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This sentence, in my opinion, characterizes the whole approach
of the author to the problem. He believes that communism is prob-
ably not good for the United States, but it is perfectly all right for
the peoples of the Soviet Union or whatever other country it has
under its control.

I can also point out that the author in another unscientific way
tries to disqualify the sources that may disagree with him. On page
forty-seven he says:

Extreme caution is required in accepting hearsay data. The opinion of 2,000,000

White Russian refugees and small numbers of deserters and escapees cannot be
taken as representative of the 200,000,000 who remain in the USSR.

While I, myself, admit that I am one of these refugees, I think
that this doesn’t make me less trustful source of information.
Everyone, of course, has his opinion and is entitled to his opinion.
One may think that communism is a good thing. Another may
think that communism is a wrong thing. I believe that is a wrong
thing but it doesn’t diminish any knowledge of the Soviet Union so
far as facts go. When we discuss that or this event is good or bad,
it is matter of opinion but when we come to the facts, I believe that
after spending thirty years in Russia, reading more books about
Russian than any of the so-called experts, that were listed in the
bibliography in this manuscript, I can at least claim to be a reliable
source of information.

Do you want me to go into any details of my findings because I
have marked out a number of quotations here.

The CHAIRMAN. I think perhaps not at this time. I just read over
your analysis of some of the comments you made on this. I may say
that I disagree with the author when he says disregard anyone
who was there, we should only listen to the Corliss Lamonts and
those others. I'd much rather listen to a man like yourself who
knows the people in Siberia, knows the people of Siberia. I may say
I want to thank you very much for coming down here today and
making this study. What I'd like very much to do if it does not im-
pose on your time, I would like to have you continue your analysis
of not only this particular document under consideration but sev-
eral of the other books used to indoctrinate our military.

Mr. PETROV. It is a rather ungrateful task, very dull reading and
it makes me mad.

The CHAIRMAN. I would like to have you come back Monday, if
you could, for open session.

[Off-record discussion.]
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[EDITOR’S NOTE.—Louis Budenz (1891-1972) and Harriet Moore Gelfan testified
at the public hearing on September 28, 1953. The executive session testimony of
Corliss Lamont (1902-1995) was published in 1953.]

WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 23, 1953

U.S. SENATE,
SENATE PERMANENT SUBCOMMITTEE ON INVESTIGATIONS
OF THE COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS,
New York, N.Y.

The subcommittee met (pursuant to Senate Resolution 40, agreed
to January 30, 1953) at 2:30 p.m., in room 128, United States
Court House, Foley Square, New York, N.Y., Senator Joseph R.
McCarthy, presiding.

Present: Senator Joseph R. McCarthy, Republican, Wisconsin.

Present also: Francis P. Carr, executive director.

The CHAIRMAN. Show the witness is reminded he has been sworn
previously.

TESTIMONY OF LOUIS FRANCIS BUDENZ

Mr. CARR. Professor, you have been sworn.

First we would like to have you, extremely briefly, give your
present occupation.

Mr. BUDENZ. I am assistant professor of economics at Fordham
University and also on the faculty at Seton Hall University.

Mr. CARR. You were formerly editor of the Daily Worker?

Mr. BUDENZ. That is correct.

Mr. CARR. Would you briefly recite your positions in the Com-
munist party very briefly?

The CHAIRMAN. May I suggest, Mr. Carr, that this is already in
the record?

Mr. CARR. We can skip that.

The CHAIRMAN. The fact Mr. Budenz was a very important func-
tionary and all his activities have been put in the record so I don’t
think 1t is necessary to go through it again.

Mr. CARR. Fine.

Mr. Budenz, I am going to show you a book entitled A History
of Russia written by Bernard Pares.

Mr. BUDENZ. Yes, sir.

Mr. CARR. Are you familiar with Bernard Pares?

Mr. BUDENZ. I am. I don’t know him personally, but I know of
him by official communications in the Communist leadership.

Mr. CARR. Do you know him as a member of the international
Communist movement?

Mr. BUDENZ. Yes, sir, and as a member of the British Com-
munist party.

(1913)
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Mr. CARR. In what year was this, sir?

Mr. BUDENZ. This was during the 1940’s, over a period of time,
as a matter of fact. I should say roughly, so far as my memory can
serve now, from 1942 to 1945.

The CHAIRMAN. I am going to ask you, Mr. Carr, for the record,
has it been established this book is being used for indoctrination
purposes in the army?

Mr. CARR. Yes, sir. We had the man the other day that testified
that as late as 1952 this book was being used.

Professor Budenz, did you have an opportunity to look at these
pages of the book [indicating]?

Mr. BUDENZ. Rather hastily.

Mr. CARR. Would you care to express your opinion as to these
pages in the last chapter of the book or would you rather have
some time to study them?

Mr. BUDENZ. No. I think I can express an opinion.

This discussion here on the Soviet Constitution or the Stalinist
Constitution is a Communist interpretation of that constitution. It
is taking at its face value everything the Constitution says whereas
there is plenty of evidence now and there was plenty of evidence
then that this constitution is a very decided hoax.

The CHAIRMAN. Let me ask you this, Professor. This book, ac-
cording to the evidence, has been used to indoctrinate the Amer-
ican military, to teach them what communism is, what it stands
for. Do you think this is an honest description of the workings of
communism, what it stands for, what it is?

Mr. BUDENZ. It is not. The Constitution of 1936 was written spe-
cifically to deceive the Western world and specifically the United
States. It incorporates provisions such as freedom of assembly, the
right to hold demonstrations, and many other provisions which do
not exist in Soviet Russia. We have ample evidence of that. I know
of that from information through the Communist international ap-
paratus, but I think that is public information today. It is impos-
sible to hold a demonstration in Soviet Russia even for higher
wages. And the Constitution provides many such guarantees on
paper which do not exist in reality and was written in 1936, signifi-
cantly when Soviet Russia was seeking to bring about the people’s
front arrangement or the means of deceiving the United States.

The CHAIRMAN. Here is one of the things that puzzles me and
disturbs me greatly, Professor. We have had many of these books
that we find are being used to indoctrinate our troops, one being
the book by Ernest J. Simmons. He has been identified by
Bogolepov, who was in the Soviet Foreign Office in Moscow. He
identified Simmons as the man he knew in the Soviet Foreign Of-
fice and had instructions to write this book.

As I read it, and I am not nearly as such an authority on this
subject as a man like you, but just as I read it, I am of the impres-
sion it is complete Communist propaganda. You have this one by
Pares. I believe the testimony is that the last chapter was written
under instructions from the Soviet Foreign Office, those instruc-
tions being transmitted through the Russian embassy in London.

Is that right?

Mr. CARR. Yes, sir.



1915

The CHAIRMAN. Would you have any idea at this point you may
want to give this more study, I don’t know—as to whether this ma-
terial is being or rather has been put out to our military as a result
of merely stupidity or do you think that that is being put out for
more sinister reasons?

Mr. BUDENZ. May I see the book a moment, Senator?

The CHAIRMAN. Yes. The book which I hand you now, Professor,
is not only used as an indoctrination source for other material, it
also is being used in its entirety.

I would suggest you turn over and look at the authors that were
used. You will find an unusual group.

Mr. BUDENZ. The authors in this book indicate it is Communist
propaganda.

Corliss Lamont, to my knowledge, is a Communist.

Harriet L. Moore, to my personal knowledge and I have met her
in national committee meetings of the Communist party, is a Com-
munist.

Vladimir Kazekavich, though I have not met him, he was a lec-
turer also and according to official communications, he was a Com-
munist.

Frederick L. Schuman has repeatedly and emphatically been
called to my attention by the Communist leaders as a Communist.
He is a member of so many Communist fronts that that should suf-
fice but I have this official information.

John N. Hazard, though I have never heard him mentioned spe-
cifically as a Communist, has been noted as a close friend of the
Communist party. He helped, I think, Henry Wallace write Soviet-
Asia Mission, and you will observe that he also is an editor of
Vishinsky’s Law of the Soviet Union.

The CHAIRMAN. I believe Hazard has been identified by Mr.
Bogolopov, who was in the Russian Foreign Office, as a Communist
for some years, was he not?

Mr. CARR. Yes.

The CHAIRMAN. Yes.

Mr. BUDENZ. So it wouldn’t surprise me, though I had never
heard it specifically mentioned that way.

Sergei Kournakoff is known to me personally—he is dead now
but was known to me personally not only as a Communist but as
a Communist espionage agent. He was a courier from the secret
underground apparatus of the Communist party of the United
States to the Soviet Consulate. He also wrote in the Daily Worker
under the name of The Veteran Commander and was connected
with the Communist Russian paper here—Russian Communist
paper here in New York.

Andrew J. Steiger, he is a Communist, wrote in the Daily Worker
and is also the ghostwriter for Henry A. Wallace’s Soviet-Asia Mis-
sion.

Dr. Henry N. Sigerist though I have never met him, was offi-
cially called to my attention on a great number of occasions and
most emphatically because of his outstanding position as a Com-
munist.

John Somerville may be known to me personally, but at any rate
I know from official communications that he is a Communist.
About 1943 or 1944, he wrote an article on dialectical materialism
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either for an encyclopedia or an anthology on philosophy, and we
had a discussion of that in the cultural commission of the Daily
Worker; and while that discussion is of course no longer too clear
in my mind, I do know that on that occasion V. J. Jerome, who was
in charge of cultural work for the Communist party, declared Mr.
Somerville to be a Communist, and that was the information on
which I proceeded to act while I was managing editor of the Daily
Worker.

I noted here, Senator, also in the bibliography which I have
glanced at very hastily that most of the sources are pro-Communist
sources, some of them open Communist or at least identified Com-
munist.

For instance, we have here Dr. B. J. Stern who is notorious as
having written under the name of Bennett Stevens for the Com-
munists; and we have others of that character.

There are one or two references in here that are not Communists
and maybe you would say are even critical of the Communists, but
the overwhelming majority of those cited here in the bibliography,
and I would say without wanting to be too accurate, almost 90 per-
cent are pro-Communist sources, including Communists.

The CHAIRMAN. Professor, we have another—first, let me ask you
a question, referring to the book that you had before you written
by this man, Simmons, which apparently is a compilation of the
works of a sizeable number of Communist authors, can you con-
ceive of that being of any benefit whatsoever, being used to indoc-
trinate our troops?

Mr. BUDENZ. Most decidedly, not, and I am astounded to find
that the intelligence service, which is particularly sharp on this
matter, has accepted this book or any part of it.

The CHAIRMAN. I may say, in connection with the intelligence
service, we had General Partridge before us the other day—he is
head of G-2 now—and he said he has never read any of the works
of Marx, Lenin, Engels; he couldn’t—didn’t know the difference be-
tween Marxism and Marxism-Leninism; he didn’t know what hap-
pened in the Communist movement from 1945—that is when, as
you know, they had the tremendous turnabout; he didn’t recognize
who Harriet Moore was or any of the Communist authors. And that
is the man who is head of our G-2 at this time, so I am not too
much impressed with G—2 as an authority on communism.

We have here also, Professor Budenz, a document entitled “Psy-
chological and Cultural Traits of Soviet Siberia.” This was sent out
to various commands—not a great number of the original docu-
ments were sent out, but the command of course had the right to
reproduce it, if they cared to, and the obvious purpose was to give
the various commanders an accurate picture of communism in ac-
tion in Siberia.

I wonder if you have had a chance to look this over or not.

Mr. BUDENZ. I haven’t seen this full document, Senator. I have
seen portions of it, and those portions were certainly not realistic
to start with and were not descriptions that should be conveyed of
Soviet Siberia.

The CHAIRMAN. I wonder if you would care to take the list of peo-
ple who were used as authors or sources for this document and give
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us a rundown on it. I am particularly interested today in Corliss
Lamont, who will be here to testify.

Mr. BUDENZ. Corliss Lamont is known to me as a member of the
Communist party. I say that aware that he has denied this. But
on several occasions I met him as a member of the Communist
party. In official communications among the Communist leaders,
he was held up as being among the first rank of the Communist
concealed leadership. And, of course, the positions of responsibility
to which he was assigned as head of the Friends of Soviet Russia,
which later became the National Council of Soviet-American
Friendship indicates his position. I happen to know, however, defi-
nitely face to face that he is a Communist.

The CHAIRMAN. Have you ever personally met him at a Com-
munist gathering?

Mr. BUDENZ. No, I have not met him personally, because the un-
derstanding was that he was not to be at Communist gatherings
nor at the headquarters of the Communist party.

But I have met him in connection with the formation of the Peo-
ple’s World, where he represented the party. That is, he didn’t say
so, but it was said to me by Frank Palmer and by a Miss or Mrs.
Field, I think it was Alice Field, in his presence.

Secondly, in 1937 Herb Goldfrank, he is the husband of Helen K.
Colodny, the writer of children’s stories and the Soviet espionage
agent, called to my attention the fact that Corliss Lamont was on
the telephone.

He stated that Lamont wanted to know about James Burnham,
then a professor in New York University, and I went to the phone
and talked to Lamont and told Lamont that Burnham was a Trot-
skyite in his sympathies, and Lamont said as a Communist he was
pleased to hear that, or at least to get the information because he
had been taken in by Burnham temporarily.

At that same time, in that conversation, he sent word to Clar-
ence Hathaway, who was in charge of the penetration of a number
of organizations for the Communist party and also in charge of the
control of certain Communist fronts, that he, Corliss Lamont was
sending to Comrade Hathaway, and that was the phrase he used,
a report for the party on his activity within the organization known
as the Friends of the Soviet Union.

The CHAIRMAN. Did he tell you this over the phone, Professor, or
where did you get the information that he was sending his report?

Mr. BUDENzZ. He told me that over the phone in this same con-
versation about James Burnham.

The CHAIRMAN. May I ask you this: There is always the possi-
bility that I could call you and say, “Professor Budenz, this is John
Jones speaking.” Unless you recognized my voice, you wouldn’t
know whether it was John Jones or Pete Smith or Joe McCarthy.
Do you think if you listened to Lamont testify, you would be able
to state definitely whether or not you would recognize his voice as
the man who admitted he was a member of the Communist party?

Mr. BUDENZ. Yes, I think I would.

The CHAIRMAN. With that in mind, I would like very much if you
could—I know we have imposed on you and taken a tremendous
amount of your time, but we would like it very much if you would
stay in the room and listen to Lamont testify.
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Mr. BUDENZ. Very well.

The CHAIRMAN. If you could do that.

[Mr. Budenz shakes head in affirmation.]

The CHAIRMAN. Pardon me, Frank, you have more questions.

Mr. CARR. Concerning this book you had before you, there are
other people listed in the bibliography. Would you recognize any of
the others there?

Mr. BUDENZ. Simmons.

Mr. CARR. Simmons you have spoken of?

Mr. BUDENZ. Pares, I have spoken of.

Mr. CARR. Yes.

Mr. BUDENZ. Professor Harper, though I don’t know him as a
Communist, he was always considered by the Communists to be
very close to them in his attitude.

There is only one name that I see whom I could say to be a critic
of Soviet Russia and that is David J. Dolan, Forced Labor in the
Soviet Union. There is no doubt his work is valuable.

The CHAIRMAN. Let me ask you

Mr. BUDENZ. In criticizing slave labor in Soviet Union.

The CHAIRMAN. Let me ask you this. As I go through this docu-
ment, and I understand you haven’t read it over, you may not be
in a position to testify in detail, but as I read it, I find about 95
percent of it praises either directly or indirectly the Communist
system to the skies, and I find about 5 percent which is highly crit-
ical of communism. We have had witnesses who have identified en-
tire passages as coming directly from Stalin’s book, others that
come from—I forgot the name of the document—one that Bogolepov
referred to as the Communist Bible.

Mr. CARR. History of the CPSU.

The CHAIRMAN. History of the CPSU.

Mr. BUDENZ. That is Stalin’s own work. That is what you might
call, if you dared use that language, the Bible of the Communists.

The CHAIRMAN. I think that is the way it was referred to.

I think I understand the modus operandi here myself but for the
record, would you care to discuss the purpose of putting in, into
that document, material highly critical of communism, 3 or 4 or 5
percent of the entire work.

Mr. BUDENZ. Well, if there weren’t something critical in here, it
would be seen to be too clearly a Communist document.

For example, we have some very startling statements: The toiler
was elevated to the highest respectability. That is utterly false,
false in view of the fifteen million slave laborers in the labor pass-
port system wherein the laborer could not leave the job without the
consent of the bureaucrat; false measure of respectability is wrong;
and it is false in addition in Stalin’s own words, if we had time to
quote them from the Problems of Leninism, where he shows the
dictatorship of the proletariat is actually the dictatorship by the
Communist party, by the vanguard. Just one statement like that
immediately throws the whole picture out of focus.

The CHAIRMAN. I wonder if I could ask you to do this, Professor.
I would like to send you the testimony of Bogolepov and the Yale
Professor who was in—what is his name?

Mr. CARR. Petrov.
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The CHAIRMAN. Petrov, who had been imprisoned in Siberia for
some time and was an important member of the Communist party
in Russia, who has testified this is pure Communist propaganda.
I would like you to go over their testimony and the passages which
they pick up and get at some future time—oh, we are having a
hearing Monday, but I don’t think perhaps we could get around to
your testimony then. I am taking Tuesday off. And be in a position
to give us a—oh, your idea of just the extent to which this is Com-
munist propaganda.

This is off the record.

[Discussion off the record.]

[Witness excused.]

Mr. CARR. Mr. Chairman, to further identify one of the authors
mentioned, I would like to just note for the record that the New
York Times, of Wednesday, January 18, 1950, page seventeen, car-
ries an article in which Vladimir Kazekavich is identified by Eliza-
beth Bentley as a Russian agent.

The CHAIRMAN. Kazekavich is one of the men being used to in-
doctrinate or was used

Mr. CARR. That is right.

The CHAIRMAN [continuing]. To indoctrinate the troops.

Mr. CARR. He is one of the contributors to the book called USSR,
a Concise History.

The CHAIRMAN. Which is

Mr. CARR. Which is being used by the army.

The CHAIRMAN. Have we found out whether that is being used
as of this moment? We know it was up to 1952.

Mr. CARR. No. We were to get that.

The CHAIRMAN. From Stevens.

Mr. CARR. From Stevens.

The CHAIRMAN. We are to get that from Stevens. Good.

TESTIMONY OF HARRIET L. MOORE (HARRIET MOORE
GELFAN)

The CHAIRMAN. Miss Moore, raise your right hand. In the matter
in hearing before the committee, do you solemnly swear to tell the
truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth, so help you God?

Miss MOORE. Yes.

The CHAIRMAN. The answer is I do?

Miss MOORE. I do.

The CHAIRMAN. Your name is Harriet Lucy Moore, is that cor-
rect?

Miss MOORE. That is my maiden name, yes.

The CHAIRMAN. What is your name today?

Miss MOORE. Harriet Moore Gelfan.

Mr. CARR. What is your present address for the record, please.

The CHAIRMAN. May I first inform the witness the principal rea-
son why you are here is because we found your works are being
used to indoctrinate our military on communism and upon the So-
viet Union. We have been investigating the use of the works of
Communist authors, the works of espionage agents to indoctrinate
our military, and that is the principal reason why you are here
today, to ask you some questions in that respect. And Mr. Carr will
proceed with the questions.
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Mr. CARR. What is your present occupation, please?

Miss MOORE. I have—housewife.

Mr. CARR. Housewife. Are you the Harriet Moore who assisted in
the preparation of the book entitled USSR, a Concise Handbook,
which was edited by Joseph J. Simmons, excuse me, Ernest J. Sim-
mons? 3

Miss MOORE. Yes. Well, I wrote one section of it.

Mr. CARR. Did you write the section entitled “Number II, Phys-
ical Features™?

Miss MOORE. Yes.

Mr. CARR. Did you contribute in any other way towards the pro-
duction of this book?

Miss MOORE. Not that I recall.

The CHAIRMAN. Do you know Ernest J. Simmons?

Miss MOORE. I am in a peculiar position. I was called to this
committee at five o’clock yesterday. I have had no knowledge of
what it was about. I have not had an opportunity to consult with
counsel, and I don’t quite understand the implications of my being
called here.

The CHAIRMAN. May I say this, that the subpoena has been
issued for some time, we issued it some time ago, and it wasn’t
your fault that it wasn’t served until last night.

If you feel for your protection you need to confer with counsel,
I think, Mr. Carr, that the witness is entitled to have time to con-
fer with counsel.

Mr. CARR. All right, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. Do you want to have an adjournment so you can
confer with counsel?

Miss MOORE. How long an adjournment would I get?

The CHAIRMAN. How long do you want?

Miss MOORE. As a matter of fact, I would need several days.

The CHAIRMAN. I think that is reasonable.

Miss MOORE. I called and asked for such a delay, but couldn’t get
one.

The CHAIRMAN. I think that is a reasonable request. You have
been identified, you see, under oath as an espionage agent of Com-
munist Russia. You have been identified as a Communist. You
have been identified as an important functionary in the Amerasia
publication, which has been named, I believe, by intelligence
agents as a tool for Soviet espionage.

In view of the seriousness of those charges, I think you should
have whatever time you think you need to consult with counsel and
decide whether or not you want to give us the information which
we want or decide whether you feel giving such information to us
would incriminate you.

Today is Tuesday. How would it be if we give you until next
Monday?

Miss MOORE. Well, that’s better than nothing.

The CHAIRMAN. If you think that isn’t enough, we will try to give
you more time. I think that gives enough. That gives a full week.

Miss MOORE. Okay.

3Ernest Joseph Simmons, ed., USSR, A Concise Handbook (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University
Press, 1947).
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The CHAIRMAN. One thing that occurs to me is this. We had some
questions to ask you today principally about your alleged Com-
munist connections, about whether or not you were under the dis-
cipline of the Communist party when you wrote these things, and
we were going into that.

We had hoped it would be unnecessary to call you to Washington.
If we don’t hear you today, we will have to ask you to come to
Washington. That is both a hardship upon you and a hardship on
the committee, because we have to pay your way back down there
and back.

Miss MOORE. If that is the only question you want to ask me, I
can answer that by declining to answer it, as you know I do.

The CHAIRMAN. Why don’t we do this. If it meets with your ap-
proval, we will let Mr. Carr go ahead and ask you questions and
if the situation arises in which you think you want additional time,
then we will give you until Monday.

Miss MOORE. It has already arisen.

Th?e CHAIRMAN. I see. In other words, you do want additional
time?

Miss MOORE. Yes.

The CHAIRMAN. We are giving you until Monday.

Miss MOORE. All right. I will have to go to Washington?

The CHAIRMAN. Yes. Uh-huh! This may seem a hardship to you,
but, you see, and I have never met you before, know nothing about
you personally; all of the evidence about you is that you were a
very, very important functionary of the Communist party, a party
which is dedicated to the destruction of this nation by force and vi-
olence; evidence that you were an espionage agent.Therefore we are
duty bound to try and get that information from you. And we find
your works are being used to teach our military.

And I may say we do not enjoy this, either, but we will have to
ask you to come down Monday.

Miss MOORE. There will no more hearings in New York?

The CHAIRMAN. No. I will be leaving—I will be here two days,
but I am tied up completely with the interviewing of witnesses.

Miss MOORE. It is very difficult for me. I have five small chil-
dren, and it is not easy for me to go to Washington.

Mr. CARR. It would be a one-day hearing.

The CHAIRMAN. It will be; might not get to her Monday. 1
wouldn’t like to call her down, if we have Budenz. Bogolopov, and
the Yale professor. I have got to take off Monday afternoon before
3:30. Doubt if we can get to her Monday.

Mr. CARR. Then we would have to have a hearing here?

The CHAIRMAN. We will try and arrange so you can be heard up
here.

How old are you children?

Miss MOORE. The oldest is 8V%.

The CHAIRMAN. We will hold it up. We won’t require you to come
to Washington Monday. I wish you would consider yourself under
subpoena, in other words not released from the subpoena. We will
try and hear you in New York. I perhaps won’t be here myself, but
have one of the other senators hear your testimony. Let me ask you
this question, and you can either answer or refuse to answer, using
the Fifth Amendment, or ask for an adjournment on this also.
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Would you care to tell us whether or not as of today you are a
member of the Communist party?

I say, if you want to hold that answer up until you have a chance
to consult with counsel, you may do so.

Miss MOORE. I would like to hold that up, too, please.

The CHAIRMAN. You may. You may. You will be excused, but you
are still under subpoena.

Miss MOORE. Yes, sir.

[Witness excused.]

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Lamont.

Mr. WITTENBERG. How do you do, Senator? Mr. Lamont is com-
ing in. I am his attorney.

The CHAIRMAN. I see.

Mr. WITTENBERG. Where do you want him?

The CHAIRMAN. Raise you right hand, Mr. Lamont.

TESTIMONY OF CORLISS LAMONT (ACCOMPANIED BY HIS
COUNSEL, PHILIP WITTENBERG AND IRVING LIKE)

[Although taken in executive session, this testimony was published in 1953 in
U.S. Senate Committee on Government Operations, Hearings before the Permanent
Subcommittee on Investigations, Communist Infiltration in the Army (Washington,
DC: Government Printing Office, 1953), page 1-19.]

[Whereupon, at 4:25 p.m., the committee was adjourned.]



KOREAN WAR ATROCITIES

[EDITOR’S NOTE.—A task force of the Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations,
chaired by Senator Charles E. Potter, investigated war atrocities committed by
Communist forces against American troops in Korea. Public hearings on the issue
were held on December 2, 3 and 4, 1953. None of the witnesses who appeared at
the executive session on October 6, Edward J. Lyons, Jr., Lt. Col. Lee H. Kostora,
Maj. James Kelleher, and Lt. Col. J. W. Whithorne, III, testified again during these
public hearings.]

TUESDAY, OCTOBER 6, 1953

U.S. SENATE,
SENATE PERMANENT SUBCOMMITTEE ON INVESTIGATIONS
OF THE COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS,
Washington, DC.

The subcommittee met (pursuant to Senate Resolution 40, agreed
to January 30, 1953) at 10:00 a.m., room 357, Senate Office Build-
ing, Senator Charles E. Potter, acting chairman, presiding.

Present: Senator Charles E. Potter, Republican, Michigan.

Present also: Francis P. Carr, executive director; Roy M. Cohn,
chief counsel; Robert Jones, assistant to Senator Potter; Harold
Rainville, administrative assistant to Senator Dirksen; Ruth Young
Watt, chief clerk.

Also in attendance: Mr. John Adams, representing the secretary
of the army, Mr. Stevens; Brig. Gen. C. C. Fenn, director, legisla-
tive and liaison division, Department of the Army; Lt. Col. J. W.
Whitehorne, III, G-2; Lt. Col. Lee H. Kostora, G—1; Mr. Edward J.
Lyons, Jr., Judge Advocate General’s Office; Maj. James Kelleher,
Department of Defense, Psychological Warfare; Mr. Charles A.
Haskins, staff department counselor.

Senator POTTER. Gentlemen, first I want to thank you for coming
up here on such short notice to give us the benefit of what informa-
tion you can give us. As you probably know, the chairman has des-
ignated me as a task force of one to try to find out what has hap-
pened to the several thousand American soldiers that the Com-
munists haven’t returned and we have apparently no knowledge
what has happened. We have seen in the papers that many of them
have been massacred behind the North Korean lines. We would
like to have that information.

Now, also, I think it would be well for me to say we have no in-
tention of competing with the military or competing with United
Nations forces in this field, but I do know that a mother that has
a son or a wife who has a husband that is unaccounted for here
desires to get full and accurate information as to his whereabouts
or what has happened to the person that they are interested in. We
solicit your cooperation and we assure you that we will endeavor
to carry out our duties without any embarrassment to the military

(1923)
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or anyone else. We are not after anyone. We are on the same mis-
sion that I am sure you gentlemen are.

Now, Frank, I assume you have discussed this with the gentle-
men here, so would you go right ahead.

Mr. CARR. I think first, sir, I will have Mr. Lyons give us a little
bit of background of the situation.

In the sense that this is going to be a roundtable discussion, if
at any point some of you other gentlemen find something you want
to put in that might help the senator

Senator POTTER. If you do that, take cognizance of the fact that
our fair young lady is keeping minutes of the meeting.

. Mr. CoHN. I think if each person who speaks will identify himself
irst.
TESTIMONY OF EDWARD J. LYONS, JR., WAR CRIMES
DIVISION, JUDGE ADVOCATE GENERAL'’S OFFICE,
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

Mr. Lyons. In the summer of 1950, to be exact, July of 1950,
General MacArthur, at that time Far East commander, ordered his
judge advocate to take steps to investigate atrocities, war crimes,
being committed against our soldiers, South Koreans and civilians.
Within a week or ten days, General MacArthur was appointed
United Nations commander in charge of all forces in Korea and
thereafter he appointed his commanding judge advocate respon-
sible for the collection of war crimes material, the investigation, in-
terrogation of witnesses, the collection of evidence in the prepara-
tion for trial. In his capacity as United Nations commanding judge
advocate, Colonel George Hickman prepared what we shall call a
“direction” to all judge advocates in the field as to the manner in
which they would conduct interrogations and submit the evidence
to him.

A step further, in October of 1950, the United Nations com-
mander, General MacArthur, ordered the judge advocate of the
United States Eighth Army to establish a war-crimes division in
his command which would gather all of this evidence and which
would interrogate the witnesses for all needs and coordinate the
work of various staff judge advocates in the army and different
commands. That division functioned as such until August of 1952
when the then United Nations commander, General Clark, ordered
the duties of that division transferred to the Korean Communica-
tions Zone, so as of 1 September 1952, the War Crimes Division
has been operating under the commanding general of the Korean
Communications Zone.

Senator POTTER. In order to fully identify that command, who is
the commander?

Mr. Lyons. I am afraid

Senator POTTER. Is that a theater command?

Mr. Lyons. That would be a theater command. I don’t know the
name of:

Mr. ApAMS. The Korean Communications Zone is not a theater
command as it is now known under General Clark. The Korean
Communications Zone was a line of communications to the Eighth
Army in Korea as distinguished from the theater command.

Mr. Lyons. It is headed by a Lt. Col. R. Todd, a judge advocate
1t. colonel.
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Communications Zone was a line of communications to the Eighth
Army in Korea as distinguished from the theater command.

Mr. Lyons. It is headed by a Lt. Col. R. Todd, a judge advocate
1t. colonel.

During the time that the War Crimes Division has been in oper-
ation it has investigated roughly eighteen hundred cases, with the
exception of roughly seventy duplicate files. All of these case files
are in Korea.

Senator POTTER. Now, the case files for the entire eighteen hun-
dred cases are in Korea?

Mr. LYoNs. The entire eighteen hundred cases are in Korea. The
case files range from cases that the judge advocate believes are
provable cases, and there are only a small percentage of those
cases which we have nothing more than an unsupported confession
or individual eyewitness testimony. Many of the roughly eighteen
hundred case files are based solely on confessions of North Korean
or Chinese Communists who were prisoners of war at Koji Island.
That was the United States prisoner-of-war center.

Now, in our office we have at the present time what we call case
status reports of roughly sixteen hundred of these files.

Senator POTTER. What do you mean by case status reports?

Mr. LYONS. A case status report is what we call a thumb nail
sketch of the file. It would contain, where possible, the names of
victims; where known, their nationality; whether military or civil-
ian. It will contain the names of suspects and their nationality if
they are known. It will state where the incident occurred and then
will give a brief description of what the incident was or is.

It will give where we have the names of survivors and that is
pretty much all.

Senator POTTER. Have the survivors been notified at all that you
have this information?

Mr. Lyons. The survivors have been interrogated in Korea.

Senator POTTER. You are talking about survivors on the spot?

Mr. LYoNsS. Yes, sir.

Now the statements, interrogations or affidavits of the survivors
will be found in the case files that are in Korea, and in those case
files in Korea you will find photographs; you will find a report of
the investigating officer; you will find medical case histories, identi-
fication of bodies and any other information that in the opinion of
the investigating officer would go to make up a case.

Senator POTTER. What are your plans now? What are you plan-
ning to do with this information?

Mr. Lyons. I would say that—let me answer your question by
going back a few months if I may, Senator. The Little Switch Oper-
ation, that was a term of wounded POWs, which took place in April
of this year and was completed in the middle of the summer. The
returnees, both United Nations and our boys, were interrogated in
Korea. The results of those interrogations have been incorporated,
here applicable, in these eighteen hundred case files. There is con-
tinual interrogation of all of the returnees. As a result of this “Lit-
tle Switch” operation roughly 140 new cases have been opened. We
have not as yet received any of those case status reports.

Now we come to “Operation Big Switch.” There will roughly be
thirty-five hundred interrogations there. I don’t know at the mo-
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ment what percentage of the thirty-five hundred interrogations will
obtain war crimes information but whatever there is, whatever
number we do extract will have to be returned to the War Crimes
Division in Korea for study and incorporation in the pending cases
or the possibility of an opening of a great many new cases.

Senator POTTER. In other words, your eighteen hundred cases
were discovered prior to the exchange of prisoners?

Mr. Lyons. No, I must say roughly fifteen hundred or sixteen
hundred, in round figures, prior to the exchange of prisoners. There
were roughly 141 new cases as of the 31st of August as a result
of “Little Switch.”

Senator POTTER. What type of a process did you find? Were they
on a mass basis or

Mr. LyoNs. They vary, Senator. You had the mass basis particu-
larly as regards the South Korean civilians. You did not have, so
far, too many of the mass cases involved in United Nations. You
do, of course, have the three or four cases that have grown out of
the march from Seoul to the border.

Now, we do expect and we have reason to believe that there will
be many more cases opened as a result of “Little Switch” and “Big
Switch” having to do with the march from Seoul. We have other
cases—we have found other cases—we have the murder of roughly
twelve hundred United States soldiers by North Koreans and there
we have only the testimony of one North Korean who was a partici-
pant and eyewitness but the War Crimes Division in Korea thought
that his statement would be accepted.

Senator POTTER. I understand that this North Korean testified or
they have a statement from him that twelve hundred were killed
at one time?

Mr. LyoNs. In one operation.

We have a large number of cases where the atrocity is two, three,
four, five, six, ten, twelve United Nations prisoners who were
wounded and their bodies were discovered with their hands tied be-
hind their backs with evidence that they were beaten, their eyes
gouged out, used for bayonet practice and the like. We have one
case where a wounded American, the enemy Communist threw gas-
oline on his clothing and ignited him and he managed to crawl
back to the American lines and later died in the hospital.

Senator POTTER. You have his statement, I assume, before he
died?

Mr. Lyons. Yes.

Senator POTTER. I wonder if from the G-1 section we could find
out what a man’s family would be notified when a soldier is miss-
ing in action and then his statement given to the War Crimes Com-
mission that he has been a victim of Communist atrocity. I assume
that G—1 notified the parents.

TESTIMONY OF LT. COL. LEE H. KOSTORA, G-1, OFFICE OF THE
ASSISTANT CHIEF OF STAFF

Col. KosTORA. We notify, that is, the adjutant general notifies
the family or the next of kin of any change of status of anyone
missing in action or any casualty. If we have the information on
any casualty we report it to the parents. I don’t know of any cases
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where we reported atrocity cases, that is, we have told the parents
that an atrocity was committed.

Senator POTTER. Now, in the cases that Mr. Lyons mentioned
where a majority of them haven’t been definitely proven, do you no-
tify the family that the missing in action son has been killed?

Col. KOSTORA. That is right. We have in our records where we
have definitely known that a person was missing in action and died
in a missing status, we have notified the family.

Mr. AbpAmS. I think the Senator’s question was: Do you advise
the family that he was murdered?

Col. KOSTORA. No, sir.

Senator POTTER. It is changed from missing in action to killed in
action?

Col. KOSTORA. It depends on the circumstances. It would depend
on the report we would get from the Far East command. All of the
information that we get concerning a man we do report to the fam-
ily of the man.

Senator POTTER. I don’t know whether you have the information
Mr. Lyons is referring to or not. I assume you don’t.

Col. KOSTORA. I assume not. We probably have cases where they
died in American hospitals. I am sure the adjutant general received
information through casualty channels. What type of information
he received I couldn’t say.

Senator POTTER. If they have information from a North Korean
prisoner that he witnessed the massacre of a soldier or several sol-
diers, then you wouldn’t necessarily have that information?

Col. KOSTORA. No, sir. Not necessarily.

Mr. ADAMS. I would like to say the army never revealed the
names of soldiers who were murdered at Malmedy Massacre al-
though they have them. They have not made the family aware of
the fact that they were murdered instead of killed in action. That
has been eight or nine years. I expect they will adhere to that situ-
ation. They have photographs, in General Clark’s possession, of nu-
merous soldiers with their hands tied behind their backs readily
identifiable, throats cut and things of that sort. Obviously, if they
are published the face will be blacked out. That would be a terrible
thing for a mother to see. I don’t think the fact that an individual
was murdered instead of killed in action would be revealed. Is that
right?

Col. KOSTORA. That is right.

Senator POTTER. I am not an expert on psychological warfare,
but I am just wondering if that might be a pretty good psychology
illt}éough it may be hard on the mother, but I am just thinking out

oud.

Mr. AbAMSs. We have Major Kelleher here from the Psychological
Warfare Branch of the Office of the Secretary of Defense who could
describe the program if you'd like to hear about it.

TESTIMONY OF MAJ. JAMES KELLEHER, PSYCHOLOGICAL
WARFARE BRANCH, DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

Maj. KELLEHER. That is presently under active consideration, sir,
and on the verge of approval a program which will really include
three different phases. First is the exposure for the benefit of not
only the American public but the world in general the nature of
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these atrocities and that really covers two phases there-domestic
and foreign, do the same thing on a global basis. It has a third
phase which I might say concerns Ambassador Lodge at the United
Nations, which will include the charge of biological warfare. This
plan will probably be kicked off within the next day or so. In fact,
Ambassador Lodge is going to show some film, motion picture
sound interviews with the same air force fliers who were character-
ized in the so-called germ warfare charges. Over a period of the
last two years the Communists have produced at least four or five
propaganda films which have been distributed through different
areas of the world and various languages which are built around
their confessions—six people, four air force fliers and two marine
fliers. Also involved is a so-called International Scientific Commis-
sion made up mostly of Europeans and Asiatics. The British rep-
resentative is a man named Neeaam. They went to Korea under
the auspices of the Communists and made a so-called impartial in-
vestigation of germ warfare. The biggest and most powerful propa-
ganda on the Communist side in the hearing of this commission
were the confessions of the two air force fliers, Lt. Enich and Lt.
Quinn. Oddly enough, we weren’t so sure we would get these indi-
viduals back from the Communists on the “Big Switch.” We feel
that we got them back because the Communists had put them on
film and gave it global distribution and quite evidently couldn’t
hold them, they repatriated them. However, these people on repa-
triation have all recounted, stated that confessions were obtained
under various degrees of mental duress. We got for Ambassador
Lodge sound motion picture interviews with the same individuals
and these are now in his hands. If you will recall, he entered a res-
olution at the United Nations last spring asking for an impartial
investigation of this PW thing, and he defied Communists at the
United Nations stating if you will bring the so-called confessors out
of North Korea and give them thirty days rest, without exception
they will recount on their confessions. They have now recounted
and he wants to put it on record. He has invited members of var-
ious delegations and a pretty good press quorum in New York to
view these films. The latest word is that it will be this afternoon
or this evening, in what has to be a kick-off on this program.

We also feel, if I may bring up this point, that your committee
in making these investigations can be of tremendous help in the
global program that we are trying to get underway to bring this
whole mess to the attention of the world.

To get back to your mention about notifying the mother that her
son was a victim of atrocity, from a psychological standpoint it will
undoubtedly have a powerful effect. It has to be measured simply
against the pain and emotional impact on the mother and Amer-
ican people. Does that about suffice, sir?

Senator POTTER. Yes. I would like to solicit your advice as to how
best we can utilize the information we have.

Maj. KELLEHER. All right, sir.

Senator POTTER. Since the truce and the switches of prisoners
has there been any interrogation of American PWs after they re-
turned to the states. Do we have information on that?
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TESTIMONY OF LT. COL. J. W. WHITEHORNE, III, COLLECTION
AND DISSEMINATION DIVISION, OACS, G-2

Col. WHITEHORNE. War crimes and atrocities information is not
in itself intelligence. However, during the interrogation process ap-
plied to all returned personnel we do conduct, in accordance with
established EEI, Essential Elements of Information, questioning for
war crimes and atrocities information as a collateral activity. That
information in turn is received after processing in the Department
of the Army where it is made available to the interested parties,
}n particular the adjutant general casualty branch and the JAG of-
ice.

G—2 does not evaluate or process this information. We merely
pass it on to the interested and competent agencies. Does that an-
swer you question, sir?

Senator POTTER. Yes. The reason I asked the question, I have
had several inquiries from people, mothers, whose sons haven’t re-
turned and they claim they have heard from certain PWs, Amer-
ican PWs, that they saw them in prison camps. They have no infor-
mation from the military or they had no information from the son
while in prison camp. I saw some correspondence where the mother
contacted the army and gave the army the names of some returned
PWs who were supposed to have information concerning her son.
I am just wondering if the army has had the time or facilities to
track those individual cases down by contacting PWs after their re-
turn to the states.

Col. WHITEHORNE. Each returnee is interrogated. They have a
list of questions—who they saw, where they saw them, physical
condition, where he thinks they are now.

Off the record, I can explain the process to you.

Where we receive an indication through the interrogations that
a particular man is alive, that information is passed to the adju-
tant general along with the identity of the man who gave it. In
fact, we pass the raw information to them so they have as much
of the story as we do. They cross-check the other persons who
might have seen him. If John Jones is carried as missing in action
on the adjutant general’s roster, then three prisoners come back all
of whom said they saw John Jones, that gives the adjutant general
a basis for three checks to see whether he should be changed from
missing in action status to captured. Comparison of dates involved
tell whether or not he should have been returned on possibly this
last exchange.

Senator POTTER. How many should have been returned that
haven’t been?

Col. WHITEHORNE. I believe Colonel Kostora

Col. KOSTORA. So far we have turned over—the UN Command
has turned over to the Communists a list of 944 American names.

Senator POTTER. 9447

Col. KOsTORA. Yes, sir.

Mr. ApaMms. That includes army, navy, air force and marines.

Col. KosTORA. That includes all of the services.

Senator POTTER. How many UN troops have been returned?

Col. KosTORA. I think there were about three thousand, roughly.

Senator POTTER. About three thousand have been returned?

Col. KOsTORA. Yes, sir.
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Senator POTTER. Do we have any information at all that some of
our PWs have been sent to labor camps?

Col. WHITEHORNE. Yes, sir, installations which could be called
labor PW camps where they saw lumber, some mining, but mostly
lumbering.

Senator POTTER. Do we have any information that we still have
American troops in labor camps?

Col. WHITEHORNE. None at present.

Senator POTTER. I am thinking now in comparison to World War
II. T think they are still returning German PWs who served seven
or eight years in Russian Labor Camps. I wonder if they have any
Americans as a result of the Korean War. Do we have any knowl-
edge or information to that effect?

Col. WHITEHORNE. We have no information that any particular
individuals are held in camps of that nature at this time. We have
a dragnet out now for information and action trying to ascertain
that fact, as to who they are, where they are, why they are there.

Mr. CoHN. You think there are people there and are looking for
further identification?

Col. WHITEHORNE. Typical. G—2 pessimism, there probably are.

Senator POTTER. For my own information, I am curious about the
twenty-three Americans who are still over there and apparently
Communist propaganda got the best of them—or maybe they went
into the service as pro-Communists. Is there any check being made
as to the background of the men still there?

Col. WHITEHORNE. That information is available.

Mr. CoHN. What was the answer on that? Did any of those peo-
ple have Communist backgrounds?

Col. WHITEHORNE. Some of them had leftist leanings.

Mr. CoHN. Would we be able to get some documentation?

Col. WHITEHORNE. There are some present FBI files of activity
prior to entry in service.

Mr. CoHN. From whom in your shop could we get that? You are
probably going into that pretty thoroughly?

Col. WHITEHORNE. No, we have not. Our information is fairly
scattered. The adjutant general may have some information in
their 201 files; then on check of the name for security purposes,
you may find that the F.B.I. had some report of activity on the in-
dividual. Now, our security division would be the people to contact
regarding each person.

Senator POTTER. Now, that is security division of G-2?

Col. WHITEHORNE. Yes.

Senator POTTER. Could they supply us with a little summary on
each one of those on whom there is any derogatory information?

Col. WHITEHORNE. They probably could. I am sure they could.

Mr. ConN. I think it would be helpful—a summary on the twen-
ty-three on whom there is any information of leftist activity before
they went in.

Col. KOSTORA. Actually we have twenty-three names of people as
reported by the Communists at this moment. We don’t know
whether the twenty-three men are the twenty-three named, and I
don’t suppose there has been any attempt to find out whether or
not they are because I don’t believe our people will ask the identity



1931

of any men because of the feeling that we don’t want to reveal the
identity of anti-Communist people that we have in our possession.

Mr. CoHN. They have given us twenty-three names. If we could
have the information on the twenty-three imparted, what informa-
tion you have concerning them would be very helpful.

Maj. KELLEHER. The twenty-three names were released by
Wilford Burchett, a Communist Korean correspondent for a Pari-
sian Communist newspaper. The Communists didn’t do it—a pretty
neat trick to use a kind of third person.

They don’t have to stand behind their lies regardless. Certainly
the UN commander or military never would have given a list of the
twenty-three names to the American press, knowing the impact on
American mothers and not knowing for sure that they were the
same ones. The Communists are only too glad to help you out.

Mr. CoHN. Of course, you can’t tell but I would think they would
try to be accurate. If someone named turned up on our side they
would look pretty sick.

Senator POTTER. How many soldiers would you classify in the so-
called progressive group? The ones who played ball with the com-
mies previous to the war?

Col. WHITEHORNE. Before answering that I'd like to issue a cau-
tion. The files are not complete as yet. When a man is interrogated
his file is received in the U.S., received in G—2, Sixth Army, who
turns over the file to the service of the individual, in case of air-
man, marine, sailor. In case of army personnel the files move from
the Sixth Army to his home army, what we call gaining command.
The gaining command is charged with the responsibility of reading
the file for their own information. They have the case in their
hands summarizing it, distributing summaries to other armies and
back overseas to the armed forces Far East and then forwarding
the summaries, ten copies of the summaries and original to G-2.

G—2 in turn makes the original and a copy of the summary avail-
able to all interested parties. Unless those files are all received in
G—2, cross indexed and filed centrally, it will be impossible to say
“yes” OI' “no.”

Senator POTTER. How long before that process will be completed?

Col. WHITEHORNE. We hope to have it done in about nine
months. Each individual returning has information on upwards of
two hundred others which means a cross indexing to two hundred
other files.

Senator POTTER. Would you be in any position to make a rough
l(istir{)late to the number indoctrinated with Communist philosophy

ere?

Col. WHITEHORNE. The Communists attempted to indoctrinate
them all. We feel that it has possibly taken on the basis of “Little
Switch” about 2%2 percent, “Big Switch” about 5 percent. However,
as a complete group, the figure now—possibly the overall impres-
sion is somewhere around 2%z percent.

Senator POTTER. The major mentioned the air force personnel
who signed confessions concerning germ warfare. Now, I would as-
sume that the army and the Psychological Warfare Branch has
spent considerable time interviewing the returned PWs who signed
confessions, not only in germ warfare but went on the radio—We
did have some personnel that did that? Has that been done?
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Col. WHITEHORNE. Yes, sir.

Senator POTTER. Another question that I would like to ask, who
do you think we should talk to? Who do you think we should con-
tact to get as much information as possible to conduct this hearing?

Col. WHITEHORNE. On the, war crimes and atrocities or overall?

Senator POTTER. First, on war crimes, atrocities, then on the
overall—the prisoners of war and we’d like to get information con-
cerning the Communist methods. I think we should blow that up.
How the Communist used the prisoners of war in violation of all
international agreements as to indoctrination and the methods
used. I think that should be blown up as much as possible.

Col. WHITEHORNE. On war, crimes and atrocities, War Crimes
and Atrocities Division, Office of the Judge Advocate; on indoc-
trination, Office of the Chief of Psychological Warfare.

Senator POTTER. Mr. Adams, I don’t know whether anyone here
would be in a position to say whether the proper defense places
would loan us personnel to work on this case

Mr. ADAMS. I am quite sure we can. I am quite sure the depart-
ment will lend the committee any assistance which you required to
make preparations for a hearing. I am sure the secretary of the
army would want to and I am sure the secretary of defense would.
The Psychological Warfare Office, under General Erskine, Office of
Secretary of Defense would be available to assist you. I am sure
then both the judge advocate general, G-1 and G-2 of the army
would give you all the assistance possible.

I would like to make a slight reservation on the request of Mr.
Cohn that the cases on the twenty-three names be made available
to the committee, together with any background of possible Com-
munist affiliation before they entered the service, in addition to the
problems faced, these individuals would fall within the terms of the
president’s directive on—I'd like to reserve that long enough for us
to examine whether or not this situation would.

Mr. CoHN. That would still come under the Truman black-out
order?

Mr. Apams. I am quite sure it would.

Maj. KELLEHER. May I say we were faced with the same thing
in supplying material to Ambassador Lodge at the UN. We have
run across it in one case. Finally—I'd like to mention this to Mr.
Adams—it was down to whether we were dealing with a personnel
loyalty file. We managed to skirt it in this case by simply dealing
with the open testimony given after coming back from Korea.

Senator POTTER. Of course, the names have been made public. 1
know of the name of a men mentioned. I assume he is from Detroit,
and I mean Detroit newspapers played it up.

That is something that could be worked out with the staff?

Mr. Apawms. That is correct.

Senator POTTER. I wonder, Major, if you know whether the UN
have—do they have a committee or commission working on this
problem too?

Maj. KELLEHER. With regard, sir, to the exposure of the PW mess
or refuting charges, yes, sir they do. It is, I might say, a pet project
of Ambassador Lodge and a follow through from his resolution of
last spring demanding an impartial investigation of this thing.
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Senator POTTER. Would it be your advice to contact Ambassador
Lodge so that our efforts are coordinated?

Major KELLEHER. Yes, sir. I believe so. It could be done very
handily right here in Washington. In this particular case he has a
back-stopping group which works out of the formerly Psychological
Strategy Board, now the Operations Coordinating Board of the Na-
tional Security Council. This is Mr. C. D. Jackson’s group, sir.

Mr. ApAMS. I might suggest, Mr. Chairman, you might wish per-
sonally to get on the phone and talk to Ambassador Lodge about
it. It might also be well worth your while to speak to General Rob-
ert Cutler, administrative assistant to the president on this psycho-
logical strategy matter. Both of them might be able to give you as-
sistance, help the committee.

Senator POTTER. That is good advice.

Do you think it desirable at this point to follow through and talk
with some of the returning PWs who you have information con-
cerning, eyewitnesses of atrocities committed?

Mr. LYons. Yes, but the report on recent returnees—our men go
back to 1950 and 1951. The recent ones the files are in Korea. No,
some of them would be in the files in Korea, but I think that a
batch of affidavits would be found in the Pentagon. A great number
are still in “Big Switch,” which have not as yet been processed. In
the pipeline, sir.

Mr. ApAmSs. There were two points in this Lyons made yesterday
in the meeting I attended you ought to know. One is that the inter-
rogations of these people developed the fact that most of the men
who had been incarcerated for a long period of time, during the
course of lengthy interrogation dropped two hundred names of indi-
viduals they have known in prison camps. Those people must be
dropped into slots. We have no IBM machines to do it. It is a hand
job. That brings the second problem. The army doesn’t feel these
people can be interrogated, cross-checked and put in the proper
place within eight or nine months. The second point was made by
the people here, I have forgotten which one, but that can be elabo-
rated on. Some of these returning prisoners on interrogation proved
to be surprisingly inaccurate in the things they may say. I have
forgotten which one.

Col. WHITEHORNE. Yes. We have found instances where four or
five men had been together for a long period of time. They were
restricted in movement and one saw what everybody else saw. Yet,
we got reports from the four gentlemen and the fifth would go off
on a tangent, and well, we checked it in a couple of instances—
went to the adjutant general’s file and found that he left school in
the fourth grade. He put misinterpretations on things probably as
a result of a fairly poor background, not a trained observer, in fact,
a poor observer. We also found that the stories did not adequately
describe the behavior of individuals. It would take stories of four
or five to describe one—before we got the correct idea. At the
present moment all stories are considered unreliable and will be
considered unreliable until the facility is achieved whereby they
can be cross-checked.

We had one instance, and I would like to put this up as a warn-
ing in dealing with these people, where one gentleman came back
and spoke to another here in Washington and made a statement
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to the effect that four men should be decorated for acts behind the
enemy lines while prisoners. We proceeded to try to build up sto-
ries so they could be decorated and found just the opposite was
true.

One of the men whom we know, in the hands of the enemy—in
an army group at the moment—is repeatedly reported as most
helpful to his fellow prisoners. Yet at the same time he has in-
dulged in all sorts of treasonable acts which amount to trial of the
individual.

Senator POTTER. Just a good natured fellow helping both sides.

Maj. KELLEHER. There is a point on that. It goes back to the
basic philosophy of good treatment. In the Communist indoctrina-
tion process good treatment is inducive to indoctrination. It is not
at all unreasonable when you have studied it. There is a lot of os-
tensibly good treatment for a very specific purpose. Good treatment
of patients who adhere to their teachings.

For instance, a fairly smart boy working on an ignorant farm
hand says come over to the indoctrination lecture and just play
along with your captives. They gave those boys a library loaded
with Communist trash and terrific anti-American propaganda and
it is not unreasonable to find the situation Colonel Whitehorne is
talking about.

Senator POTTER. Do you have any suspicion that they have sent
some of the men who have been indoctrinated back and they kept
them from being identified too much as progressives so they come
back here and do their work?

Maj. KELLEHER. Yes, sir, and I am thinking of your committee
too because I wouldn’t say probably but possibly you put out word
that you welcome people to come and testify before your committee,
you might get to it, and they may get up and give you a harangue
with which I am sure Mr. Cohn is familiar.

Mr. CoHN. I gather they don’t stock their information libraries
with pro-American books.

Maj. KELLEHER. They take care of pro-Communist stuff. Don’t
worry about that.

Senator POTTER. Major, I assume you also received information
from the air force and navy as well as the army?

Maj. KELLEHER. Well, sir, there is nobody involved in this PW
stuff except the air force and marines—this biological warfare prop-
osition. Obviously, the navy in this case was not involved.

Senator POTTER. When I spoke of navy, I meant it to include the
marines. I would assume that it would be probably desirable to
contact the appropriate officer of the air force and the marine corps
as well.

Maj. KELLEHER. Is this with reference to prospective witnesses?

Senator POTTER. Yes. Would you have information?

Maj. KELLEHER. We would either have it or could get it, yes, sir.

Senator POTTER. Mr. Adams, I am wondering if somebody could
be designated soon to work as liaison between the committee and
the Department of Defense on this matter.

Mr. ApaMmsS. Yes. Secretary Stevens asked me to work as liaison
with the committee on matters such as this; initially me.
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Mr. CoHN. We are going to be keeping you pretty busy on other
things. We would like to get one fellow who could just keep his fin-
gers on the whole situation all the time.

Senator POTTER. I think this afternoon I will call General Er-
skine or secretary of defense to see if one person can be designated
to work close liaison with the committee.

General Fenn, do you have anything you’d like to add.

Gen. FENN. No, sir. I'd like to have Colonel Whitehorne tell
something about the screening process they are going through, the
details.

Col. WHITEHORNE. When the reports that I mentioned reached
Washington we have a reading panel set up who go through the
reports. Twenty-two different officers are perusing these reports at
the reading panel. They read the summary and the report and des-
ignate whether or not they want the report circulated to their par-
ticular agency. We have set a priority on these things purely arbi-
trarily giving the adjutant general’s casualty branch first go. The
reason we do that, it is a life and death matter concerned with the
welfare of the individual and his family.

By using the reading panel system we show everybody what we
have and where we get it. Also, it gives them a chance to come
back and ask for individuals to be re-interrogated here in the Con-
tinental United States by the army commander.

Senator POTTER. These reports that are sent to you are from the
theater?

Maj. WHITEHORNE. The report that came back from overseas
with the individual.

Senator POTTER. You say you have a reading panel?

Col. WHITEHORNE. G—2. My office—what we call our documents
library.

Senator POTTER. After reading the reports do they make rec-
ommendations or what happens?

Col. WHITEHORNE. We are acting there in the capacity of dissemi-
nator of information. We make the information available to the
judge advocate who then takes it and processes it, brings it forth
in trial.

Mr. Lyons. We plan to excerpt from these interrogations any war
crimes information and forward it to our War Crimes Division in
Korea for incorporation in the case files as soon as possible.

Senator POTTER. Then the complete files are still in Korea?

Mr. Lyons. I am leading up to that Senator, if I may.

In the early part of September at the start of this so-called De-
partment of Army Psychological Warfare plan, we communicated
with the Korean Communications Zone and asked them to forward
to us, on a loan basis, a certain type of case.

Number one, what we would call a referral case. A case we felt
would be recommended for trial. Number two, a case which had
reached the point of proof; that additional evidence would simply
be accumulated. In other words “Big Switch” or “Little Switch”
would add nothing to the merits of the case, and Number three,
those cases which they had which were of prima facie nature where
they had no perpetrator. They didn’t know the perpetrator. To date
we have received seventy-eight of those case files. Some of them
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are pretty good. Roughly forty of them involved Americans solely
or Americans and South Koreans as the victims.

Now, we personally would like to offer for your consideration as
a suggestion the idea that you might want to use some of those bet-
ter case files and we would offer to you the JAG officer whose in-
terrogation it was in the field in 1950 and 1951, who saw the vic-
tims, talked with survivors, interrogated eyewitnesses, were
present when pictures were taken, wrote up reports of cases which
he submitted to the War Crimes Division.

Now, we have six or seven officers available at the moment.

Senator POTTER. Gentlemen, I think one of the main purposes of
this committee will be to get the greatest psychological value we
can from the hearings and it would seem to me from the ques-
tioning this morning that it would be desirable to work with your-
self, the JAG office and also the others, particularly Psychological
Warfare Division, to get three or four or more cases where we have
eyewitness accounts where the soldiers are back here. Bring him
in for the purpose of a hearing. I think it will be much better to
have a former G.I. himself tell his eyewitness story than it would
be for an officer to relate his story.

We could get—select four or five of these stories and work with
your people, then contact the eyewitness observer to have public
hearings. Now, can you see anything wrong with that?

Maj. KELLEHER. It sounds fine to me.

Mr. JONES. Major, may I ask if the Psychological Warfare Divi-
sion has consulted any way General MacArthur or any other field
leaders over there?

Maj. KELLEHER. No, sir. We haven’t.

Mr. ApAM. I think it would be well, Mr. Chairman, to explain
how the Psychological Warfare program was developed.

It generated in the army. It was first conceived by General
Ridgeway and proposed to the Joint Chiefs of Staff. The secretary
of defense agreed to their proposal and it was submitted to the Na-
tional Security Council, which is composed of the president, the
vice president, secretary of state, director of mutual security, sec-
retary of defense and director, Office of Defense Mobilization. The
National Security Council made the decision so it is as close to
being a national policy as you can get if the decision is finally made
to publication. It is not something that was ill-considered in the
Pentagon. It started as the public information program and has
global ramifications. The truth—the pure bare facts are such po-
tent anti-Communist propaganda that it has global ramifications
rather than just domestic.

Mr. JONES. You say the Psychological Warfare Board has been
working as a back-stop to Ambassador Lodge, have you in the
course of your work consulted with General MacArthur?

Maj. KELLEHER. Not at my level, sir. If such consultations have
taken place, it would certainly be at a higher level.

Mr. JONES. Have there been such consultations?

Mr. ApamMs. We don’t know. We have no way of knowing.

Mr. CoHN. Could you find out?

Maj. KELLEHER. I could raise the question. Ours is purely an in-
telligence collection and evaluation job to get ammunition for Am-
bassador Lodge.
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Mr. JONES. Wouldn’t his advice be beneficial, helpful?

Senator POTTER. What about General Van Fleet? Has he been
consulted since his return? I assume many of the reports came
while he was in command.

Maj. KELLEHER. I am at a little disadvantage, sir. I am at a little
lower level.

Senator POTTER. Sometimes word of such consultations gets
around. The fact that you don’t know doesn’t mean they didn’t take
place?

Maj. KELLEHER. No, sir.

Mr. CoHN. The consultations with General Van Fleet, if we could
check on that too.

Maj. KELLEHER. I doubt very much if I could get the answer.

Mr. Apawms. I think what you could do would be to ask General
MacArthur and General Van Fleet. You might write them a letter
and get the answer for the record.

Gen. FENN. I think, Senator Potter, we should go into a little
more detail of the cases that we have reports on north of the par-
allel and we are now not able to do anything about.

You put on the record a large number of cases. Tell us about the
investigation.

Mr. LyoNs. There were roughly about four hundred, in round fig-
ures, incidents which have occurred in North Korea and you are
never going to be able to get back in the area where the atrocity
took place to check as regarding eyewitness accounts of people in
the neighborhood, local people, and to find the bodies. A certain
number of those case we have the confession of the North Korean
Communist but practically all of those confessions were at a later
date repudiated by the Communists.

Senator POTTER. Has this information been submitted to the
United Nations?

Maj. KELLEHER. Various portions of it, sir, are in preparation.

First, our intelligence got together documents and prepared them
on a classified basis. Then they are put back through intelligence
channels for evaluation study and agreement with conclusion. Then
they request declassification and it becomes an open public docu-
ment for Ambassador Lodge’s use. We use the psychological vulner-
ability, which simply means those holes we can get at.

Senator POTTER. Is there any thinking that war criminals will be
prosecuted if we ever have the opportunity?

Mr. ApawMmS. I think that point should be in the record, Mr. Chair-
man. The point you should remember is that when the Korean
Truce was signed we did include among the prisoners in United
Nations control a number of individuals accused by one person or
a group of persons. War criminals were all returned just as the
Communist returned to us some people they accused of war crimes.

Senator POTTER. In other words, we returned a prisoner who we
had a case against of war crimes?

Mr. Apams. On whom we may have had cases.

Senator POTTER. And in return they sent back people they were
charging with such stuff as germ warfare.

Gen. FENN. I think we returned two hundred, 199.

Mr. CoBN. How many did we get back?

Mr. Lyons. We received a total of thirty-five hundred.
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Mr. ConN. I was thinking of the 199——

Mr. Lyons. That was the total exchange, “Big Switch”——

Gen. FENN. Mr. Cohn was referring to how many we got back
from the Communists charged with war crimes.

Mr. ConN. Did we give back more than we got?

Mr. LyonNs. There was no attempt to tabulate. I just don’t know.

Maj. KELLEHER. We were perfectly willing to give one hundred
Commies for one American.

Mr. JONES. Mr. Lyons, you stated earlier that over in Korea you
havg approximately eighteen hundred provable cases. Is that cor-
rect?

Mr. LYoNs. I can’t tell you the exact number of provable cases.
There are roughly eighteen hundred case files. The majority of
them are based on the confession of a Korean or Chinese Com-
munist, which has since been repudiated—hearsay, unsupported
eyewitness testimony.

Mr. JONES. In other words, eighteen hundred files.

Mr. Lyons. Eighteen hundred files.

Mr. JoNES. Have UN officials seen these files?

Mr. Lyons. No. The files are over in Korea.

. MI{; CARR. You have sixteen hundred of these summaries of files
ere?

Mr. Lyons. Yes.

Mr. CARR. Of this sixteen hundred, you must have been making
classification and study of that number. Do you have an estimate
or analysis of these? Narrow it down from sixteen hundred to some
number you think would be a good number of cases. In other
words, we would like to come over and look at the sixteen hundred
cases and not have to go through sixteen hundred cases. Can you
point out forty or fifty?

Mr. LYONS. Yes, from the case status report.

Senator POTTER. Are some of these cases possible treason?

Mr. Lyons. I am quite sure not.

Mr. COHN. I am thinking in terms of the Provoo case.

Col. WHITEHORNE. I am not a lawyer. I wouldn’t know a treason
case if it fell on me except I do know actions inimical to the best
interests of the United States. It is up to the judge advocate to de-
cide whether a case exists.

Mr. CoHN. About how many cases would you say?

Col. WHITEHORNE. I wouldn’t hazard a guess.

Senator POTTER. Any referred to your office?

Mr. LYoNs. No, sir, Senator, my understanding of that procedure
is that an army level determination will be made as to whether a
case can be prosecuted and recommendation will be made at that
field level.

Maj. KELLEHER. Secretary Wilson made an announcement to the
press to the effect that cases will be considered on an individual
basis and each case will be given sympathetical consideration.

At what point does a man’s physical and mental ability to with-
stand his treatment—at what point is he resolved of responsibility
from the standpoint of temporary derangement. Colonel Enich, the
air force confessor reached the point where he realized later he was
thinking like a ten year old child to the point where he agreed to
write and sign the confession.
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Mr. JONES. Are both Allen Wington and Wilford Burchett, war-
time correspondents in Korea, are they British subjects?

Maj. KELLEHER. They seem to figure in. We have one man who
said Burchett came to him shortly before he was repatriated and
said, “You are the only American left in North Korea.” He signed
the confession and was on his way down to Panmunjom. That was
a lieutenant. I don’t remember this man’s name. I think he is cov-
ered in the U.S. News and World Report. That is where you have
got to decide the amount of psychological pressure a man can
stand.

Mr. CARR. Major, it seems apparent that your department, psy-
chological warfare, you seem receptive to the committee’s going into
this matter. You say it will work out very well from your stand-
point. Now, what kind of concrete suggestion do you have as to our
approach to this thing.

Maj. KELLEHER. I think I can answer that fairly clearly. We
would like to help. There are many sides to it. This mind murder
or complete inversion of mentality, if we could do that—display the
methods used in handling all propaganda, the false conceptions,
the distorted stories.

What we should do on a long-range goal is destroy the credibility
of Communist propaganda. Colonel Green would be a good witness.

Senator POTTER. Who was the air force colonel who signed the
confession?

Maj. KELLEHER. Evans. I believe Colonel Evans would make a
good witness. Captain Sachden, who was repatriated, exchanged in
the “Little Switch” operation, I believe would make a good witness.

Senator POTTER. We have, you say, nine hundred and some that
are still missing?

Mr. LyoNs. Nine hundred forty.

Senator POTTER. They are not accounted for. Now, I assume that
possibly some of those could be victims of murder by the Com-
munists? Have the nine hundred and some been checked against
the atrocity file that Mr. Lyons mentioned?

Mr. Lyons. I don’t know, sir. The adjutant general would make
that check. The adjutant general is making a check based on the
result of interrogation of returnees. The adjutant general has put
out a plan on gathering information on casualties and the plan has
gone to the field and has placed the responsibility on local com-
manders to question all returnees regardless of whether the re-
turnee is a prisoner of war. Every man who comes back from Korea
who belonged to a unit is subject to further interrogation for cas-
ualty information. From time to time, as we get word from these
returnees that they saw a certain person in a prisoner of war camp,
the adjutant general sends material out to the field and advice to
contact members of that man’s unit or other prisoners who might
have been in the camp for as much information as they possibly
can. The adjutant general is required to make determination under
the Missing Persons Act to finally close out these cases and he is
attempting to get everything he possibly can. Senator Potter, you
mentioned earlier something about mothers who write in and they
had never received any letters or had never received any informa-
tion, that is a continuing process and it won’t stop. It is very active.
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Senator POTTER. I have been swamped by letters from mothers
who have sons who haven’t been accounted for as yet, and from
many of them I have a certain amount of evidence that they were
prisoners of war and I know the anxiety they have and we would
like to work with you so we can give them as much information as
possible.

Maj. KELLEHER. Undoubtedly, it would hurry things up if we
could talk with them when they get off the ship at San Francisco.
However, under the law everyone coming back from the Pacific, the
first thing they get is a pat on the back and thirty days leave. It
is hard to interrupt that.

Senator POTTER. Gentlemen, I have nothing further this morn-
ing. I would appreciate it if somebody could be designated as liai-
son with the committee. I think I had better take care of that my-
self and call either the secretary of defense or General Erskine so
we would have somebody that would work with our committee full
time and not going off on cross purposes.

Mr. ApaMSs. I am sure General Erskine for the psychological
strategy phase would designate Major Kelleher. As far as the atroc-
ity matter the secretary of defense would turn it over to the army,
Secretary Stevens and he would turn it over to me and I would des-
ignate Mr. Haskins sitting next to me. I think that would probably
save you the call, unless you want to call General Erskine.

Senator POTTER. I am going to be away on other committee as-
signments until the first part of December. That will allow time for
the staff to work liaison with Mr. Lyons’ office and also the Psycho-
logical Warfare Division and make other contacts that might be
necessary.

I would think it advisable to get some of your best files, I think
possibly I'd line up about ten cases, Frank. Try to contact some of
the returned PWs, returned soldiers, who were eyewitnesses to
these atrocities. Interview them in light of the statements that they
have given in prior interviews and set that up for a hearing about
the 10th of December. Is that agreeable with you gentlemen? Can
you see any cross purposes to that? In the meantime I think the
committee should go out and contact Ambassador Lodge. We will
also contact previous field commanders, I think General MacArthur
and General Van Fleet. See if they have any suggestions. As a mat-
ter of fact, I think General Van Fleet should be contacted. I would
like to have him work quite closely with this committee.

Maj. KELLEHER. For your information, Ambassador Lodge has
the PW item coming up on his agenda today—anytime after about
the 21st of October—I am thinking only in terms of keeping the
campaign alive. This might just fit in.

Senator POTTER. I expect to be on the West Coast the latter part
of the month and if you have any witnesses out there that you
could turn over I would be happy to see them while out there.

In the meantime, Frank, if you have two or three you'd like me
to see while there it would save time.

Mr. CoHN. There definitely would be some on the West Coast.

Senator POTTER. Well, gentlemen, if there is no other suggestion,
I want to thank you again for taking time to meet with us and I
will appreciate your continued cooperation as we go along. Feel free
at any time if you have suggestions as to how to better operate this



1941

committee, we are working for the same purpose and we will be
very happy to receive them.
[Whereupon the hearing adjourned at 11:45 a.m.]
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Mr. CARR. Gentlemen, to get started this morning, I think we
will just have a roundtable discussion as we did the last time. Let
me review briefly the situation as I see it, and as it stands as of
this moment.

It is our purpose this morning to salvage what we can out of
what appears to be an unfortunate situation. It was our under-
standing at our last meeting at which some of us were in attend-
ance here on October 6th, that the hearings projected by Senator
Potter for this fall on the Korean War atrocities were to be held
in full cooperation and conjunction with the army and Defense De-
partment’s projected program in this matter. It was our under-
standing and it was quite clear to me, and to all in attendance,
that Senator Potte