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442.) TIn that case, it was held that the rights to know the
specific charges that are being investigated and the identity of
the complainants, and the right to confrontation and cross-
examination of the complainants and other witnesses weremot
constitutionally required at a Civil Rights Commission investiga-
tive hearing. The Court emphasized the "purely investigative
nature of the Commission proceedings'" (Id., ad 451) and dis-
tinguished between such a proceeding and one where the govern-
ment agency involved is charged with making ''determinations in
the nature of adjudications affecting legal rights." (Ibid.)
The Court stated that in contrast to this latter type of govern-

mental action, as occurred in Greene v. McElroy, supra, "the

Civil Rights Commission does not make any binding orders or issue
'clearances' or licenses having legal effect., Rather, it investi-
gates and reports leaving affirmative action, if there is to be
any, to other governmental agencies where there must be action

de novo." (1d., at 452.)

Closely viewed, Ehe personal interview is neither a purely
investigative nor an adjudicatory hearing. Because of the direct
effects it can have, it is a hyrbrid proceeding. The investi-
gating officer, called the Department Counsel, is not empowered to
make any determinations affecting an individual's security clear-
ance, Yet the suspension which was ordered here was clearly more
than a collateral or incidental effect of the interview, It was
expressly sanctioned by Section V. B, for refusal to answer
relevant éuestions. Plaintiff's clearance was ordered to be
suspended precisely as he had been forewarned. This action of
the Screening Board under Section V, B, transforms the personal

interview into something more than a purely investigative hearing.



