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ence world has to think internation-
ally because science is a global enter-
prise.” The program helps the State
Department, he said, because, “in the
minds of our embassies, it demon-
strates the value of these kinds of
people to the conduct of an active for-
eign policy. I’d like to see the number
of short-term scientists go to at least
50 per year, and I continue to talk to
agencies about providing long-term
detailees, people who would actually
become members of embassy staffs.”

Add about 20 science student interns,
often from graduate-level programs,
to the mix, he said, “and we’re ap-
proaching about 100 scientists that
have been added to the system.”

What the scientists learn, he said,
“is that most public debates are not
very technical in nature. Where you
have to have the technology input is
among the people who are writing the
initial position papers.” The scientists
have to be “bringing their technical
background and smarts to an issue on

a daily basis, when all of the countless
little decisions that end up in a final
policy are being made.”

Still, he said, scientists working
with the State Department have to re-
alize “that the ultimate decision is
usually not a technical or scientific
one. It’s a position taken in a political
context, and that can be frustrating for
a scientist. But you have to under-
stand that if you’re going to be in the
policy business, the decisions are ulti-
mately political.” Jim Dawson

Searching for Scientists With Management Skills, 
McQueary Builds DHS Science Directorate
In early April, on his first full day on

the job as the undersecretary for sci-
ence and technology at the new De-
partment of Homeland Security,
Charles McQueary was on Capitol
Hill testifying before both House and
Senate committees on how he would
spend $803 million in R&D money. A
couple of weeks later he was back on
the hill, detailing the programs being
developed for a DHS cybersecurity
center. In between, he hired staff and
dealt with a host of headaches as he
worked to create his portion of the
massive new government agency.

“I’m a problem solver,” said the for-
mer president of General Dynamics
Advanced Technology Systems. “You
never know what the future holds in
terms of what terrorists could do to us,
but I think this [developing technol-
ogy to protect against terrorism] is a
series of engineering problems.”

McQueary, a PhD engineer from
the University of Texas at Austin, said
he has extensive experience building
management teams during his years
at General Dynamics, AT&T Bell Lab-
oratories, and Lucent Technologies.
“I’ve had some pretty significant suc-
cess in doing that in the past and I’m
looking forward to doing the same
thing here,” he said.

In an interview with PHYSICS
TODAY less than two months after he
was sworn in, McQueary discussed
his views of the role of science in coun-
tering terrorism, including the role of
national laboratories, the technology
needed, and how the public should
view the risk of a terrorist attack.

PT Science at the Department of De-
fense (DOD) is typically defined in
terms of weapons research. At the De-
partment of Energy (DOE), it is prima-
rily energy related, and at the National
Institutes of Health, disease related.
What is your definition for science at
the Department of Homeland Security?

McQUEARY Fundamentally, we’re in-
terested in counterterrorism measures
that deal with chemical, biological, nu-
clear, radiological [weapons], and high
explosives, as well as cybersecurity. So
those six areas of scientific endeavor,
and anything that would touch upon
those items to help us do a better job of
protecting the country, would be im-
portant to us. Another piece that is not
directly a counterterrorism issue is one
of standards. We have the responsibil-
ity for developing standards for units
that will be deployed as we go forward.
It’s helpful to have the people who are
buying equipment, the people at the
state and local level, to have something
they can rely upon. We re-
cently signed a memoran-
dum of understanding with
NIST and we will continue
to work closely with them as
we develop these standards.
PT There was some confu-
sion in the legislation estab-
lishing DHS about the role
of the national laboratories.
How will you use the labs in
developing technology to
counter terrorism?
McQUEARY We have a
memorandum of understanding with
DOE on our relationship with the labs,
and it gives us free access—I should say
open access—to work with these labs in
order to establish our homeland secu-
rity agenda. That work is under way
and several of the labs I’ve visited al-
ready have strong homeland security
research programs under way and in
development. We are not going to select
one lab as being the lead lab, however.
What we intend to do, the way we’re re-
ferring to it, is have a national labora-
tory and that laboratory is made up of
elements of each of the major national
laboratories. We feel that we need the
inputs from all the labs and to establish
one in the lead position when there is
not a good reason for doing that creates
the potential for conflicts that I think

we can avoid by simply saying that
each of the labs has an equal stature.
PT How will you use lab scientists?
McQUEARY We have a few labs people
who are on two- to four-year assign-
ments here in the science and technol-
ogy directorate [in Washington, DC].
There are a half dozen or so scientists
from several of the labs here. But when
we go to the labs for work, the scientists
remain laboratory employees, doing
work for us. 
PT Much of the antiterrorism technol-
ogy involves sophisticated chemical, bi-
ological, and radiological sensors and
related screening and detection de-
vices. How much of that is off-the-shelf

technology and how are
you approaching the devel-
opment of new equipment?
McQUEARY We are look-
ing for things where suffi-
cient work has been done
to bring a device to a pro-
totype stage so we have
confidence we could put it
in the field and do the next
stage of testing with the
anticipation that we could
go forward into full-scale
development. We’re in a

very embryonic stage of that right
now. In fact, a lot of energy, including
a lot of my own time, is being spent on
making sure that we have a reason-
able understanding of what’s avail-
able, not only within the labs, but also
from private industry as well as uni-
versities. So I’ve not been in a mode of
“Lets rush to start fielding something
that we find” until we get at least a lit-
tle better understanding of what kind
of capabilities exist there. It was my
view that taking a small number of
months, certainly no more than six, to
determine exactly what kind of capa-
bility we have could serve us well as
we prepare to decide actually what
we’re going to be putting in the field.
PT Which research areas are
strongest, and which need more work?
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McQUEARY I think we’ve made
reasonable progress in the radi-
ological detector area, as well as
the nuclear detector areas. But I
don’t mean for a moment to sug-
gest that I think that we’re fin-
ished with either of those. But
we do have reasonable capabil-
ity already at our borders in
those two areas. The area where
I think we need additional work
is on timeliness of information
that comes from biological detec-
tors. It takes a while to be able
to do the assay and make the de-
termination that a biological at-
tack has actually occurred. We
need to make the detection and
do the assay quickly, and we
need to be able to provide the
alarm that something has hap-
pened. Because, particularly in a
biological attack, you do not
have a lot of time in order to be
able to plan what the response is
going to be should such an attack
occur. So that’s the area where
some scientific breakthrough—I
should say engineering break-
through—is needed.
PT Your directorate has a group
called the Department of Homeland
Security Advanced Research Projects
Agency, modeled on the Defense De-

partment’s Defense Advanced Re-
search Projects Agency (DARPA).
What will DHSARPA do?
McQUEARY First of all, that organiza-
tion will be largely the focus with uni-
versities and private industry. It will be

where their work will be con-
ducted. So think of what we do
as being comprised of the fed-
eral labs, private industry, and
universities. So the contract
work that gets done by private
industry and universities will
largely be managed through
DHSARPA. Initially we will not
have a lot of [basic research] ca-
pability, simply because our in-
terest is in making changes
early on to make a big differ-
ence. As we progress further
into having the S&T group well
established, I’d think to see
some expansion into the funda-
mental research. But we need
some solutions today, rather
than what can come out of the
scientific research area spread
over the next few years.

But we will be spending
some money in the fundamen-
tal research area. An area that
we already know we’re inter-
ested in is one of the sociolog-
ical side of what makes a 

terrorist.
PT Does that mean you have sociolo-
gists on your staff?
McQUEARY No. We will not have a
large staff. When this science and
technology unit is at full staff, I’m



guessing we’re going to be in the 200-
people range, probably a little less. So
our jobs will be to manage programs
that will be conducted in the labs, in-
dustry, and universities. And that
means we need to have scientifically
trained people who have strong pro-
gram management skills.
PT So you would use university re-
searchers to develop sociological pro-
files of terrorists?
McQUEARY That’s exactly right. I’ve
had some groups come in to see me al-
ready to discuss how they would ap-
proach this. The University of
Chicago is one that’s been in to see me.
They bring a number of different dis-
ciplines together, including the reli-
gious aspect of the study.
PT There is always concern over re-
strictions on university research, on
classified research, and prepublica-
tion review. What are your views on
those issues?
McQUEARY I come from a back-
ground, having worked with DOD, in
which in some cases we could keep the
technology unclassified, but what be-
came classified was the particular ap-
plication. So I would certainly envi-
sion trying to maintain a similar view
in what we do in the DHS. We need to
make sure that we do have free and
open research to the maximum extent
that we can. At the same time, I would
hasten to say there are probably areas
of scientific research where the scien-
tific community ought to try to come
up with standards for itself. We are
not going to be putting out lots of stan-
dards for research or classification
guidelines, because so much of the 
research is done internationally. To
put an imposition just on our own sci-
ence and technology would not be a
good idea.
PT You’ve talked about establishing
an academic center for antiterrorism
research. Is that progressing?
McQUEARY Yes it is. We haven’t cho-
sen a university. In fact we don’t even
have a short list at this point. What
we’ve done is engage the American As-
sociation for the Advancement of Sci-
ence, the American Association of Uni-
versities, and NSF to help us identify
where potential centers might be. We
expect to develop a shortened list, and
then have a request for proposals that
would go out to see if those on the list
are interested in bidding. The original
legislation [establishing DHS] called
for there to be only one center, but the
legislation was subsequently changed,
and I think for the better, because it is
difficult for me to imagine one univer-
sity having the full breadth of capa-
bility we need from a homeland secu-
rity standpoint. There will be more

Neutron Source Revs Up With
Bomb-Grade Fuel
Having apparently outwaited its op-

ponents, the research reactor near
Munich in the southern German state
of Bavaria is set to turn on late this
summer and could be running at full
power within a year.

The FRM2, as the reactor is
known, had sat finished but fallow for
about two years on the Garching cam-
pus of the Technical University of Mu-

nich. As the first reactor in years built
to burn highly enriched uranium
(HEU), it has attracted concern at
home and abroad about nuclear pro-
liferation (see PHYSICS TODAY, March
1999, page 78). Now, although the re-
actor will start up using HEU, Ger-
many’s federal government has stipu-
lated that it be converted to a lower
enriched uranium fuel before 2011.

Ironically, it fell
to the antinuclear
Social Democratic–
Green coalition
government to
give the FRM2 the
green light. Incre-
mental permits
had been issued by
the previous gov-
ernment, says Jür-

Germany’s con-
troversial neutron
reactor looks set
to start up with
highly enriched
uranium. 
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than one, and less than ten. It’s a mat-
ter of looking at the scientific cover-
age, and it is from that that we’ll de-
cide how many we need. We will have
the first one selected by November.
PT Do the centers have to be strictly
university based, or can they be coali-
tions of several organizations?
McQUEARY What I’m finding is a
phenomenon where universities, pri-
vate industry, and in some cases gov-
ernment labs that happen to be in the
same location are getting together to
identify how to work collaboratively to
help us solve the homeland security is-
sues. And if you have organizations
that get together and form a coalition,
that could reduce the number [of cen-
ters] we need because they could cover
a broader spectrum than what one
university could do by itself. I’m happy
to see places that are moving out and
helping to decide what needs to be
done because, quite frankly, we don’t
have all of the smarts here in Wash-
ington. I’m anxious to have all of these
great minds helping us work the issue.
PT As a scientist, you have a different
view of risk assessment than the gen-
eral public. How do you talk to the
public about the risk of terrorism?
McQUEARY What I do when I stand

before people is ask the question,
“What is your personal expectation of
DHS?” We have policemen, firemen,
and emergency responders in the
country, yet we’re not able to provide
perfect protection for people. The DHS
is never going to be able to provide per-
fect protection for every single Ameri-
can citizen. So there are variations, or
gradations, in the risk assessment.
The way I think about it is, What is
the ease of accomplishment for some-
one who would do us harm, and also
the weight of the damage that could be
done by whatever it is people might
use to attack us.

Everybody wants 100% assurance
and that’s why I think it’s important
that we in the DHS help frame the ex-
pectation that people should have from
us. I’m not saying that because I think
we haven’t got a major responsibility,
because we do. But there are some
things that we just cannot do. You take
somebody, as we saw, with a rifle here
in Washington. You can create a great
deal of uncertainty and havoc when
you have something like that, and
DHS doesn’t have a plan that says
we’re never going to have that kind of
incident again.

Jim Dawson


