July 15, 1954.

Admiral Lewis L. Strauss
Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission

Washington, D. Co.

Dear Admiral Strauss:

Attached are copies of two brief documents prepared

by members of a special committee of the Los Alamos Branch
of the Federation of American Scientists for study of =~ = 7
the Personnel Security Program.
We are hopeful that you will consider these documents
of sufficient value to call them to the attention of
President Eisenhower and members of your Commission 1in
the near future.
Respectfully yours, -; -if'
J///ézwu Ll
William C. Dickinson | _fﬁgyj 3
Chairman, Los Alamos Branch EEEET
Federation of American Scientists . . /v B
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July 15
1954

A Statement of Vlews on a Balanced Personnel Securltx Progr

For the past several weeks we have been studylng the tran-

scripts of the testimony before the Gray Committee and the state-

ments of the Gray Committee and the Atomic Energy Commission in

the Oppenheimer case. We are convinced by the controversial nature

of the security standards applied in this case, as in many other
less well-publicized incidents, that there 1is a need for a new
approach to the problem of security in government agencies. The >
present system is based on the premise that the more demanding the
standards of personal conduct, the better are the national interests
‘served. However, loyal people at all levels of responsibility in

the atomic energy program, including the commissioners themselves,

might well be indicted by the same kind of standards as were applied
I e g ; —————
; Carried to a logical extreme, the general

to Dr. Oppenh r.

application of these unfeeling standards must cripple the entire
program. Our fears are stimulated by the Gray Committee report

which amply demonstrates that President Eisenhower's security

directive may be interpreted to justify highly subjective defini-\ "
Therefore, we urge that the .

tions of the term "security risk".
President's directive be amended so as better to safeguard the

rights of present and prospective government employees and to pro-

mote the true security of the nation. To this end we attach a list /

of suggeétedhchanges and clarifications in the present directive
and state the following guiding principles.
We believe that protection of national security requires that’

we excel the potential'enemy in the development of those human and

physical resources which contribute to the defense and well-belng

of the country. Our lead is maintalned. by a comblnation of achieve-

ment, which contributes positively to our security, and of secrecy,

which contributes negatively. It is only secrecy, the negative

contribution, which is seriously considered 1n our security program.

We must recognize the need in any balanced view of the problem for

considering positive security. Potential contributors to positive

security must not be eliminated except for the most compelling {//

'reasons of negative security. In our fight with totalitarianism,

we must not lose the distinction between the totalitarian view 1n




which individuals are completely subordinate to the state and the
traditional democratic view as exemplified by constitutional
guarantees in the Bill of Rights. ' o
Ve believe that the general basis for clearance should be |
Q{F T“Clear this man unless you have after careful investigation deter- "
UV | mined that there exists reasonable doubt as to his ability to meet
kthe necessary requirements". Such a positive approach is in the
highest democratic tradition which assumes the citizen to be an

honorable man unless proved otherwise. At the same time it recog-—
nizes the need for safeguards for the nation in perilous times.

We believe that the number of reasons for upholding the chargelf//

of security risk must be carefe;ly ;1m1ted and expllcltlyﬁdescp}bed

o CEET L E -vr.‘;-w- ---’rr* i;r u‘f\'}h*; . .wé;&.}éﬂfe"f. ..+-%*j§7*ﬁ, g
lest the definition of securlty'rlsk be broadened to 1ﬁctu eﬁmqre?ﬁ%%@

and more valuable contributors to positive securlty. An 1nd1v1dual

b il S

merits the withholding of security clearance only when.he 18 demon—mjx’

W‘m

strablz dlsloxal to our Constltutlon, clearly 1ndlscreet‘1n.hls
protectlon of classified matters, dlshonest or susceptlble tof

.Lq

T g———
coercion to treason.

We believe that guilt by association is not a soundgpiding
principle in the security system of a brave nation. When;an’indi-f
vidual associates with a large number of reputedly dlsloyal people,
it may be possible to advance the charge oi flagrant 1ndlscret10n
or even disloyalty, but when a few such associations canhoutwelgh af”ﬁ

all other evidence of discretion and loyalty, the securlty system
'1s 1in danger of becoming monstrous. | ~

We believe that each man may bring to any dlscu531on”not only
Eﬁbaﬁ those ideas and conclusions which fall within his technlcal cqmpetence,
el

2 but also such moral considerations as he considers pertlnent each
man according to his own conscience. The security law sheuld
clearly reserve this right to the individual. It is, 1n_turn, the
responsibility of the individual to label clearly his moral and

technical grguments.

\ We believe that free citizens, including advisors to government,
' have the unquestioned right of dissent, including the rlght of

}Idlssent after an adminstrative decision has been taken. Not only
is dissent a proper individual right, but it is absolutely indis-

- 2 .
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pensable to any searching examination of evidence. Therefore,
in its own. selfulnterest, protect. the |

an unafraid government will,
i tysYaws: that -dissentsis (4

o '\rlght of dissent. by statlngywlnrthe -Seeur
ﬁ¥$yyﬁ pnot a valid basis for the charge "security risk".
v

GJn%ﬁﬁi By no particular choice of their own, scientists, diplomatists,
’gé;pwwﬁ#;nd a few other occupational groups find themselves in the front
' lines of the struggle to reconcile the requirements of national

we believe

security with the preservation of individual liberties.,
I Wmtlsts employed by the Atomic > Energy
V& Commission are fearful that their rights as individuals have been S
UUJL cbmpromised by the rules adhered to in the Oppenheimer case. We
believe that the successful functioning of our laboratories can be
seriously impaired by the general dissatisfaction of the scientific
cdmmunity with the neglect of the positive aSpects of Security;'
We are hopeful that a courageous stand taken now by the members of
the Atomic Energy Commission on the principles suggested here will
materially alleviate the fear and possible damage engendered by the
events of the past several months. We respectfully request the;

support of the Commission. We propose, in any event, to.push 
Vigorously'for public and political recognition of these principles.

(00 mes O L oot

William C. Dickinson
Chairman, Los Alamos Branch,
Federationof*American~Scientist$~

';:SﬂﬂliiAAcQAL(gz;;uhn
Frederick Reines.: >~

Chairman, Committee for Sp301al
Study of Personnel Securlty'Program
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Members of Committee for_Spe01al Study of
Personnel Security Program:

John E. Brolley, Jr.,
George A. Cowan
David L. Hill

J. Carson Mark
rred-h—Ribe
Marshall Rosenbluth
Roderick W. Spence
‘David B. Thomson
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"Cbmments‘_xl Spe01a1 Commlttee gg_the Los Alamos Branch of _ 1954

m——-—-——————-—-—————_—__—————-_—n————————-“——__—__—___"

The following comments on Executive Order 10450 (Security Requirements
for Government Employment) represent our ﬁiews of ways in which this order
might be changed so as to improve and further the security of the United
States. We do not wish to imply that the suggestions;made here are final
or complete, or that they are éouched inthe.properuiégalphraseology.

The remarks are illustrative; the document nota'iegal;on¢, We accept

Aas a premise the necessity for secrecy and the concomitant need for clear-

ance of individuals‘prior to their employment for classifigdgwork by the
government.,

First, comments on some specific points in the Executive Order,
especially in Section 8 of that paper. We are in essential agreement with
the criteria set forth in Items (1) (ii),(iii),(iv),(v); (2),(4),(6).

Items (1) (i), and (3):

These Items both deal in whole or in part.with.the relevance of
agsocliations. It is clear that a man's associations may be a measure of
his character and interests and as such must be considered in making an
estimate of his'loyalty. The problem &s how and where to draw a reasonable
line. There is no mention of the closeness of the association which is
considered dangerous or of whether asSociation.with an unclearable indi-
vidual is derogatory eitherwith or without prior knowledge of that
individual's status. Is association with,Dr;;Oppenheimer; for*example,
to be treaied formally as comparable with association withfa Soviet Agent? f
Such questions should be 5pélled out. Further *wé'suggest that a state- 5

ment be included which would exclude from,con51derat10n, for example,
evidence. that a man SpOke to. a.Red or formeriRed1about unclassified physics.

~at an open technlcal:meetlng of - the.Amerlcan*Phy81cal Society. In addition

1t should be stated 1n.Item.(3) by what authority a man is defined as a

saboteur, spy, etc. |
Item (1) (i) adds.nothlng in the way of explicit criteria. It is a

'Jcatch-all on which any person can be denied clearance and we feel it should

be dropped.

Item.'gsz:

ILf preSent membership is meant, we agree with the provision of this ' i,
Item. Membership prior to general recognition that the organization is ';5
-1 - B



designed to injureathe United States is another question. We must

; remember that the national climate and policy change and that there was

| -~aitime-when?RuSSia;-fOr-instanceawwas as a matter of national policy
considered to be a friend as well as an ally.

Item (7):

If this Item is retained it should contain an explicit statement whic
indicates and delimits willful acts against the United States. The fail.
ure to do the right and best thing for the U.S. could be the result of
circumstances, e.g., a general loses a battle to superior forces, or an
action 1is takenlin good faith but turns out in retrospect to have involv
a poor decision. There is a real question 1in our'minds whether such a
prov151on belongs in any set of security clearance criteria. If the
1nd1V1dual'has commltted or 1is suSpected of having committed, acts that
violate law, he should be tried in a court of law. To retain this sectio:
even modified as suggested would .make for an atmosphere in which men
,wculd be afraid to voice the1r-0p1n10ns because of the possibility that
in the future, or even at present, these opinions would be held as not |
to the best interests of the U.S. and employment be denied as a result.{
_Theﬂright-and duty to give an honest opinion and to disagree on complexf
matters according to an individual's best judgement is vital to our sur-

vival as a nation of free men.

General. Comments:

A weakness of the present directive is that 1ts provisions are so :;
~vague and all inclusive that __x;lnd1v1dual could be branded as a securi
risk i£ the will to do so existed in the appr0pr1ate gbvernment quarters
_ Speclal stress should be laid on the provisions of Sectlon 9(c) whicel
f_rules that the materials employed in a security 1nvest1gat10n should be
5;kept in strict confldence, as should the result. In particular we feal "
that the results. should be made known only to sensitive”agencies contem-
plating employment of the individual.. De3pite'the'factfthat the criteri:
for employment in sensitive jobs are necessarily more stringent than tho:
which apply to non-sensitive jobs, refusal of security clearance for the
former has often led to refusal of employment in the latter, be it in eor
out of the government. Therefore the danger is great that individuals
w1ll be reluctant to hazard the refusal of security clearance and hence
will not choose to apply for work in those areas which require clearance

-9 .




Tl:liS factor denies the A.E.C., for example, trained scientists it needs.

Implicit in some of the comments already made 1s the view that one

should -attempt- to -apply:aisort. of:statute=o: Srimitati onstt ““en::ev:l:deneeﬁ,..’imié-i;-.-;i.:.---

used in security investigations. This should apply especlially to the

case in which derogatory information has been considered and ruled out
Such a suggestion is 1n

—'—*ﬂ-

as such by a previous loyalty investigation.
the spirit of the guarantees provided by the Bill of Rights.

% ' dé%é;éé;mt/ézJﬁz;zg;;ﬁﬂwn)

William C. Dickinson
Chairman, Los Alamos Branch,
Federation. of American Scientists

4/«:&«,\;&(.@;;/.

| . Frederick Reinesgs«: -
Chairman, ‘Committee for Speclal
Study of Personnel Security Program

Members of Committee for Special Study of
Personnel Security Program:

John E. Brolley, Jr.
George A. Cowan
David L. Hill

J. Carson Mark
Ered—t—Rtbe-
Marshall Rosenbluth
Rod Wi Spence
David B. Thomson
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~ ¥or Réleases 12 Roon, July 16, 1954,
Camments on Interview of P.A.8. Committee with Lewls 1,. Strauss, Chairman, A.E.C.:

The Los Alsmos Branch, Y.A.8. Committee for the Special Study of the
Personnel)csecurity Program met with A.B.Q0. Chairman Zewiﬂ L. Strauss this
morning in the Director's 0ffice of the los Alamos laboratory. Those meeting
vith Mr. Straues were; F.A.8. Branch Chalrman William C. Dickinson, Special
Comuittee Chairyman Frederick Reines, George A. Cowan, J. G. Dash, David L.
Hill, Marshall Rosenbluth, Fred L. Ribe, Harlow W. Russ, and David B. Thomson.

The discussion concerned the effect of the Personnel Security Progranm
on the strength and wellwbeing of the United States. The meeting was held
against the dbackground of thexOmnheimr Case. The committee stated that
this cage as well ag others less c¢elebrated showed the wrgent need for rveconsidera=-
tion of the entire Personnel Security Program. The meeting was characterized

by a friendly exchange of views in which common groﬁnd wvas discovered. —¥or— S

- SCALIHY LE PSR- BEd ¥ S LI N - She-Parsldl Aatintbtiaon-of
| e -’ /i /—r-':-f' —,'J: — r‘—ff-* - 4 ;; .
disloyalty etated by Commissioper Murray iy /th{ Oppephéimer Cype was Ingp-

T e . E / _ 4 r

“propriate.

He agreed with and developed the view expressed by the Commitiee that
the issues involved in the security system go beyond the rights and interests
of the sclentific community and involve the rights and interests of the entire
nation. ‘

The committee emphagized that the positive development ef. the national
security 18 being impeded by the present Personnel Security Program. Mr. Strauss
stated his deep concern over many years with the probleme of security regulations
and reiterated an earlier statement in which he favored "higher fences about a
smaller area of information.” He further indicated the view that care must be
taken to avoid the application of security criteria for employment in non-sensitlve

axeas.




Chairman Strauss informed the Committes that he hoped to return to Los Alamos
for a more extended visit in Sepiesbar and huse an opportunity to continue discussions

of this subjiect.
Following is the text of two documents prepared by the Committee and given to

Mr, Strauss for his study and with the request that they be transmitted to hias

fellow Commissieners and to the President. These decuments sxpress the conclusions

of the Committee relative to the Perasonnel Security Program after preleﬁged study

of the documents pertinent to sesourity regulations and the transeriptf of the

Oppenheimer hearings,
AT L V\,@:Q' tl_.--éﬁ” AL C |
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UNITED STATES
ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION

WASHINGTON

OFFICE OF THE CHAIRMAN | 16 oeptember 195!4

MEMORANDUM TO: Harry S. Traynor

I am attaching a communication which
I received from William C, Dickinson and
Frederick Reines of the Los Alamos Branch of
the Federation of American Scientists. The

document which they enclose may have some
pertinence to the work of the Brucker Com-

mittee on which you have been sitting. I do
not wish them introduced into the record of

that Committee but you might read them to see
whether there is any constructive content.

B Semiens

Lewis L. Strauss

encle.

SEP i+ 1143

Letoe: .. .. ... . ...




