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108; Hannegan v. Esquire, 327 U.S. 146, 156; Wong Yang
Sung v. McGrath, 339 U. S. 33, 49. Cf. Annistorn Mfg.
Co. v. Davis, 301 U. S. 337; United States v. Rumely, 845
. U. S. 41. - These cases reflect the Court’s coneern that
traditional forms of fair procedure not be restricted by
" implication or without the most explicit action by -the
Nation’s lawmakers, even in areas where it is possible that
the Constitution presents no inhibition.

In the instant case, petitioner’s work opportumtles have
been severely limited on the basis of a fact determination
rendered after a hearing which failed to comport with our
traditional ideas of fair procedure. The type of hearing
was the product of administrative decision not explicitly
- authorized by either Congress or the President. ; Whether

those procedures under the circumstances comport with
the Constitution we do not decide. Nor do we decide
whether the President has inherent authority to create
“such a program, whether congressional action is neces-
sary, or what the limits on executive or legislative author-
ity may be. We decide only that in the absence" of—?
explicit authorization from either the President or Con-
gress the respondents were not empowered to deprive
petitioner of his job in a proceeding in which he was
not afforded the safeguards of confrontation and cross-
examination.

Accordingly, the judgment is reversed and the case is
remanded to the District Court for proceedmgs not
inconsistent herewith.

: Itis so‘orderfed.

MR. JusticE FRANKFURTER, MR. Justicr Harraw and
Mgr. JusTicE- WHITTAKER concur in the judgment on the
ground that it has not been shown that eithér Congress
or the President authorized the procedures whereby peti-
tioner’s security clearanee was revoked, mtxmat-mg no
views as to the validity of those procedures.



