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ABSTRACT

This short intervieww th Mac Pruitt is concerned with the
Council for Chem cal Research and starts with an account of the
foundation neeting at Mdland and its origins in Pruitt's fear
that U S. chem cal technol ogy was endangered by poor cooperation
bet ween university and industry. During the course of the
interview, Pruitt describes the working of the task force he set
up which eventually lead to the formal establishnment of the
Council. The relations with the American Chem cal Society are
briefly reviewed, the nenbership and the staffing of the Counci
outlined, and the nmeaning of the |ogo explained. The conversation
ends with Pruitt's assessnment of the success of the Council for
Chem cal Research over the first decade of its existence.

| NTERVI EVER

Janmes J. Bohning holds the B.S., MS., and Ph.D. degrees in
chem stry, and has been a nenber of the chemstry faculty at
W | kes Col |l ege since 1959. He was chair of the Chem stry
Departnent for sixteen years, and was appointed chair of the
Departnment of Earth and Environnental Sciences in 1988. He has
been associated with the devel opnent and managenent of the ora
hi story program at the Beckman Center since 1985, and was el ected
Chair of the Division of the H story of Chem stry of the Anerican
Chem cal Society for 1987.



| NTERVI EV\EE: Mal colmE. Pruitt

| NTERVI EVEER: James J. Bohning
LOCATI ON: M dl and, M chi gan
DATE: 9 Septenber 1988

BOHNING Dr. Pruitt, you were the founder of the CCR [ Counci

for Chem cal Research]. | understand that the organi zation cane
out of a neeting here in Mdland in 1979, but I'd like to go back
before that tine. Wat happened before Septenber 1979 that |ed
to that conference?

PRU TT: Around 1977 or 1978, there was a distinct feeling in the
scientific community in the U S. that we were about to | ose our
technology lead in the world. That Japan and Europe were
catching up with us or passing us; getting nore patents and, as a
consequence, we were going to beconme second-rate in technol ogy.

| didn't necessarily think that was true with the chem cal

i ndustry, but in other areas, maybe it was true.

Anyway, people were having a |ot of meetings in Washington
and Massachusetts and here and yonder, tal king about this
subject. They would invite a |lot of well-known scientists and
public figures, they would have these big synposia and they woul d

talk about it -- | got invited to sone of them-- then they'd go
hone. And that was it. A whole |ot of conversation but no
action; nothing. | got concerned about this. Maybe even the

chem cal industry would get caught up in this. So |I thought that
if this [problem is real, sonmebody ought to do sonethi ng about
it.

Anot her focus of a lot of these conversations was that one
of the main reasons that we were | osing our technol ogy was that
i ndustry and universities were no | onger cooperating. In fact,
t hey had al nost becone antagonistic to each other. | guess that
was really true for two primary reasons. During the 1960s, al
the funding for universities basic research was com ng fromthe
governnment, and they had nore or |ess washed out industry as a
source of revenue. Also during the 1960s when they were battling
agai nst everybody, "profit" and "industry" becane dirty words.
So, the universities kindly went their way and took their funding
fromgovernnent. At the sanme tine, | think industry becane
rat her sophisticated in their research efforts. Industry spent a
| ot of noney and were pushing for nore applied research, for
research that would nmake noney. Industry began to | ook down on
the university; a second-rate research effort that wasn't really
worth looking into. In fact, I mght even have been a party to
that nyself to sone extent; | don't know.

Anyway, for several reasons, industry and the universities
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had parted their ways, hardly talking to each other. However, |
knew back in the 1920s and 1930s, naybe even the 1940s, that
industry and the universities had really cooperated with each
other. For instance, Herbert Dow hinself was a big university
man, and nost of his support cane from people back at the
university and he worked closely with them closely with ACS

[ Areri can Chemical Society]. There was a nutual agreenent

bet ween the university people and industry people that they woul d
work together. | think, because of that cooperation, in the
1930s they did cone up with a |Iot of breakthroughs in chemstry
inthe US.  But soon -- because of Wrld War 11, then the

Vi etnam war and all the other things -- that faded away.

My thoughts went something like this: if it's really true
we're losing our edge, and if it's really true that university
and industry are at odds and that's one of the reasons why we're
losing it, then we ought to do sonething. |If two friends are
unhappy with each other, how do you get them working together
again? Get themtogether and let themtalk to each other.

First, they would understand each other's probl ens; soon they
woul d be happy with each other and be tal king and wor ki ng
t oget her agai n.

If we're |l osing our technical edge and the university and
i ndustry have a problem we couldn't take on the whole field and
phases of science. The only thing that we could really take on
woul d be the chem cal industry side; that's big enough. So,
restrict it to chemcal industry research scientists along with
university faculty in the chem cal sciences and engi neeri ng.
Just take on that group because the whole was too big.

Also, if we're trying to get the parties together, who are
the parties to be involved? The parties had to be in chem cal
engi neering and sciences. They had to be the heads of the
research community in the chem cal industry and the heads of the
chem stry and chem cal engi neering departnments. They are the
peopl e that could bring about unity.

Let's do sonething about it. Not just a big synposium and

all talk. If we're going to have sonething concrete, let's be
sure that we have a foll owup. Watever cones out of this, we're
going to do sonmething after that. | don't know what it would be

exactly, but we're going to do sonmething. W' re not just going
to talk; that's one of the criteria.

Ted Doan and | got to talking to ny scientists about what we
shoul d do and how we could bring this about and we decided to
hold a scientific conference lasting two and a half days. At
that tine | knew practically all the heads of the research
departments in the chem cal industry; | knew them personally. |
called up a lot of those people, talked this over with them and
got their opinions. And they thought it would be a good idea. |
also told themthat | was going to nmake a proposal for sone kind
of followup. W also decided that we were going to invite the
heads of the chem cal engineering and chem stry departnments of
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all the major universities, and we picked out a list. W didn't
pi ck out everybody, but we picked out about 60. | don't renenber
exactly the criteria we used for this; nmainly because sonebody
knew sonebody in Dow or people in the other chem cal conpanies
knew sonebody.

W made a |ist of about 64 universities the first tine, and
we al so knew -- we set several precedents in this conference
that's carried on -- these people didn't have enough noney to
attend conferences like this without some help. W decided we
woul d pay their way to the conference, and neet all expenses so
they could attend and not have to take it out of their research
nmoney. This was fairly expensive for the conpany. |In fact, that
conference cost ne about $250,000. A lot of the people in the
ot her conpani es asked ne, "How in the world did you get your
managenent to approve that kind of expenditure for sonmething |ike
that?" | said, "Well, you want to know the truth; | didn't ask
them" But, | knew nmy managenent well enough... That they had a
ot of faith in ne, and they knew | was trying to acconplish
somet hi ng worthwhile. And when they did hear about it, they
backed ne.

Paul O effice was the keynote speaker; Earle Barnes, the
Chai rman of the Board, was very nuch behind it. So | didn't have
any trouble with that. 1In fact, |later on when we were having
trouble getting a sponsor for the second neeting, Paul said to
me, "Wy don't you hold it again?" | said, "No, | don't want to
do this; | want this to be a chem cal industry thing, not a Dow
thing. W just happened to get it started.”

We didn't know exactly what to put in such a conference, but
we felt like two and a half days of just tal king problens wasn't
a very good idea. W decided to have two days of technol ogy, and
then only a half a day of broaching the problemthat we were
going to address fromhere on out. But we wanted to get
everybody thinking together about a | ot of technology. W picked
out what we thought to be sone of the | eading edges of the main
technol ogi es, like polyners and agricul tural chem cals and
bi ot echnol ogy and so on. W |ooked for the world's authority, in
every case, and we got sone excellent speakers -- sonme of them
Nobel Prize w nners, by the way. And for two days, we talked
technol ogy. Then on the |ast day, we tackled the subject of
bringing university and industry together.

From the very beginning, you could see that we did have a
real problem because everybody, fromthe university particularly,
had a big question; "What are these guys up to now?" "Wat's
fixing to take place?" "Anybody who would invite us here and pay
our way, nust be up to sonme schene." There was an aura of
suspi cion or wondernment all through the conference, which you
woul d perhaps expect under the circunstances. Most of the people
had never nmet each other. W not only found that there was a
di fference between industry and universities, but there was a big
di fference between engi neering and chem stry. Sone of the people
in the schools had never met each other. |In sone cases the head
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of the engineering departnent and the head of the chem stry
department didn't even know each other -- never spoken to each
ot her, which was just unbelievable.

Also we found that there was a big gap between public
universities and private universities -- in funding and a | ot of
things that | never even thought about. There were nore schisns
anong that group than you could shake a stick at. W didn't even
think about this, but a lot of the chem stry professors got their
necks out of joint. They even called a special caucus of their
own one night. They wanted the floor the next day, which we
woul dn't give themuntil the programwas over. The reason --
which | never even suspected -- was that we picked the best
speakers we could for the program but not a single one of them
was froma chemstry departnent. Now this tells you sonething
because, if you go cover all of the nmain topics in the chem ca
i ndustry and not a single one of the major speakers is froma
chem stry departnent, are they in mainstreamor not? Well, |
woul d have certainly invited some fromchem stry departnments to
speak on fundanental subjects. Chem stry departnents tend to
work on the very fundanmental things and then it floats over into
pol yners and bi ot echnol ogy, whatever; which is sone good, sone
bad. But that's the way it is, and it's not all bad.

Thi s whol e neeting was one big diverse group naneuveri ng and
playing their parts. | never dreaned that there would be that
much suspici on and concern. This just shows you the |ack of
under st andi ng of people who haven't talked with each other for so
Il ong. CCR over the period has done an i mense anount of good in
bringing together all these people. Now we can go into any of
t hese neetings al nost and propose nost anything. But then,
anything we tal ked about, they would tense up and wonder, "Wat
are you fixing to do to us now?" |In fact, the chem stry
departnments, as | said, had a special caucus that wanted to
present their specific problenms. W did |et them speak the next
day at the right tinme, but we had answered a lot of their
guestions after the session. Sonewhere towards the end of that
hal f a day when we tal ked about our problens and how to better
under stand each other and how to cooperate better, | nmade a
proposal, a chem cal industry proposal, that we forma chem ca
industry research institute where we could get together and | earn
about each other and where we could work on funding for the
chem cal sciences and engi neering.

Several of the professors were very opposed to that because
t hey thought they already had it. They really didn't understand
what we were trying to do. They thought we were only trying to
come up with funding those areas that we were specifically
interested in and elimnate all basic research. That's what they

kind of got in their mnds. | could see how that was possible.
Sorme of them got very unhappy about this, were very opposed to
anything like this. 1In fact, one professor got so unhappy that

he gave word he didn't want Dow recruiting on their canmpus any
nore. However, after |ater explanations of what was happening,
t hat sane professor becane a very inportant part of CCR
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So, this first neeting was all full of suspicion; and on
both sides. | invited a lot of ny research people to the dinners
and | uncheons, and | would say about 90% had little respect for
university research, and said so. Frankly, earlier | had felt a
little bit the same way. But | knew there was a | ot of good
people out there in the universities.

BOHNING Du Pont had a long history of bringing academ c
consultants in. Was Dow doing that?

PRU TT: Yes, we've had consultants here, but this is a very
special field. Du Pont has very special schools, very good
school s. They pick and choose. So did Dow, certain professors
who are good do conme and work closely with the conpany.

CCR now has a nenbership of 164 Ph.D. granting schools and a
ot of their professors have never been in industry. Sonme of the
peopl e who were opposed to what we were proposing were sone of
the best industrial consultants. They felt we would get the
funds and then dole it out to people that didn't deserve it.

That woul d cut them off from support they'd worked hard to get
fromDu Pont, Dow, and other conpanies. Al of a sudden, we were
trying to figure a way to cut them down and di sperse the funds
around. Now we were going to disperse aid around sonmewhat. W
wanted to get everybody involved. There are a |ot of good
researchers out there that don't have nuch opportunity to get
exposed, and we wanted to get everybody invol ved; and we have.

We think practically every university in the nation is now a
menber of CCR  Cccasionally, we run across one that | never
heard of, but practically every one of themis a nenber. And
what they like about it is this associating and talking with
their counterparts in industry. They have to pay a snmal
menbership fee of $1,000. But, in return, they get their way
paid for two of them three, nmaybe four of them to this annual
nmeeting. Plus they get sone discretionary noney; noney that they
can do whatever they want to which is conpletely free to them

Now CCR as such doesn't take credit for this. But since CCR
was formed, the funding fromindustry -- chemcal industry and
rel ated conpanies -- to the chem stry and chem cal engineering
departments has al nost doubl ed since 1980. Back then, it was
about $10 or $12 nmillion; nowit's up around $25 mllion. W
can't take personal credit because we want nost of the funds to
go one on one, not to us, but I think we've had a big influence.
I think we can take a lot of satisfaction in that.

BOHNING Well, let's go back to that first nmeeting again. D d
you see any change in attitudes during the course of those two
and a half days?



PRU TT: Yes, sonmewhat, but not very nuch because for two days we
tal ked technol ogy. The thing that disturbed a | ot of people was
because we didn't have any chem stry speakers. The |ast half day
was when we really got into the problens, where people could
speak their piece and stir about, and I nade ny proposal. Then
we didn't have enough tine left to really find out.

Wll, | proposed that we formthis entity. Nunber two, that
we have a followup neeting and I woul d appoint a task force. |
appoi nted a task force conposed of both university and industry
people. Also that we would get a sponsor to hold a second
nmeeting, other than Dow. W would have to work on that and | et
t hem know. | appointed a group to arrange for another neeting.
At the same tinme, a working task force took all the questions,
answers, and problens we ran into, and were going to neet to
di gest everything and cone back to the next neeting with a
proposal of sone sort. They were going to take ny proposal --
reactions to it, anything they picked up, any of the questions

and answers, and all that -- and they were going to study that
for a year. At the next neeting they would make a proposal to
us. | had a hard tine, for a while, getting anybody in any ot her
conmpany willing to sponsor such a neeting. And then Bob Lovett

of Air Products stepped up and offered to host it, and his boss,
Ed Donl ey, Chairman of the Board of Air Products, was very mnuch
behind it too. So we set up a neeting for the next fall hosted
by Air Products and we had a task force.

[ END OF TAPE, SIDE 1]

After that first neeting | got three folders full of
letters, primarily fromthe university professors pouring their
hearts out telling us what their problens were. This was very
important to our task force. Sonme of the letters were seven

pages long. | have given themto CCR headquarters; they' ve got
themnow. They were very informative. | read themw th rea
interest; | learned an awful | ot about the universities and their
problens fromthose |letters, because they really poured their
hearts out. W had hit a really inportant nerve. | was just
amazed that practically every one of the universities responded
by letter. | mght have said -- and | don't renenber -- at the

end of the neeting, if you want to tell about what you think what
the problens are, what you consi der what we ought to do, let ne
know. | got the letters by the dozens.

BOHNI NG What about your industrial colleagues, did they
respond?

PRU TT: Very few, but sonme did. That's kind of natural; they're
too busy and it didn't touch a nerve as it did in the
universities. | didn't appreciate what that nerve was in the
universities. Every one of those professors, some may disdain
profits, but their whol e existence depends upon whet her they
raise noney or not. It is just like alittle bird flying around
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out here. You see how pretty it is, singing away and all that,
but if he doesn't work every day and get his food, he's going to
die. The sane thing with the professors. Nobody raises noney to
back his research but hinself. Not his head. Not his dean. Not
his buddy. Only hinself. Everybody has got to raise his own
noney. And they spend, frankly, way too nuch noney, too nuch
time, on having to raise their funding. | just read an article -
- maybe you saw it -- about research papers. They live on
publications, but we are getting to the point where these
publications are hardly worth reading. They're just filling up
vol une after volune. They divide their research up into little
pi eces so they can publish ten papers instead of one. | think
the universities need to stop that. They need to | ook at a
different criteria for pronotion rather than on the nunber of
publ i shed papers.

| didn't realize that these people were so dependent upon
their individual selves to raise funding for their research.
That's the reason that they're so sensitive to all this.
Because, if they get cut off anywhere, they don't nmake it. Like
the birds they just die. Another thing, a lot of the best
researchers are the poorest noney-raisers, and sone of the
sorriest researchers are the best noney-raisers. | guess that's
the way life is. But there are a |ot of good researchers out
there that would | ove not to have to worry about raising noney
and just do their research; sane way in Dow. W have a |ot of
good researchers out there that can't sell thenselves at all, but
t hey' re anongst the best researchers we got. But we've got
supervi sors who can step in to see that their wares are pronoted,
whereas, in the universities, it's strictly up to the individual.
They bring it on thensel ves sonewhat because they want to be so
i ndependent. They don't want anybody telling themwhat to do and
t heir departnment head has very little control

Alot of things I'd like to see change in the universities,
but as of nowit's very difficult. The departnment head has no
control over anybody in his departnent; they're free spirits. |
t hi nk a departnment head shoul d have nuch nmuch nore authority than
he's got at present. | don't know whether that will ever
happened because of academ c freedom and that kind of thing.

BOHNI NG Did you have a bal ance of industry/and academ c peopl e
on that task force?

PRU TT: Right. 1In fact, |1've got a list of them here sonewhere.
We had sone excellent people. W had an equal anount of
university and industry people.

BOHNING Did they neet here at Dow?

PRU TT: No, they never net here at Dow. Most of the tine they
7



met in Washi ngton. Wen we started this novenent, the ACS was
very concerned; maybe because they felt they should have been
doi ng sonmething like this. Perhaps they thought we were fixing
to cut into their bailiwick or show themup or sonmething; | don't
know. Anyway, a |lot of them got very concerned and were very
much opposed to what we were doing. So we imediately started
getting theminvolved with us. W had nost of our neetings at
the ACS headquarters for a long tine. Task force, even a |ot of
ot her nmeetings, we held at ACS headquarters with their people
present. W tried to tell themthat our function was conpletely
different. | finally invited the president of the ACS, Bil

Bail ey, out here one tine to explain a lot of this to him which
he accepted fully. So ACS becane nore and nore understandi ng.

ACS has an individual nmenbership and its task is to take
care of the individual. That's really their job. It's an
organi zation to | ook after the welfare of individual chem sts and
t he profession. CCR does not have an individual nenbership, but
an organi zati onal nenbership. Qur purpose is to protect, not
individuals at all, not conpanies at all, really, but chem cal
sci ence and engineering. And to bring about an understandi ng
between the two parties for the purpose of uplifting the chem cal
sci ences and technology for the good. That's the whol e purpose.
Not to help out individuals, not to help out individual
universities, nor individual conpanies. | think everybody has
pretty well bought that now.

At the second neeting, the task force nade a proposition on
raising funds. W were going to formthis institute, and we were
going to try to raise quite a bit of noney. The suggestion was
that it be given out based upon research proposals. Simlar to
NSF or the ACS Petrol eum Fund, but they didn't want that. The
universities didn't want it, nor did the conpanies. W were
trying to help the universities do basic research where no
conpany had any rights to anything. That was going to be our
thrust. And we were trying to help the whole area of science and
t echnol ogy.

The task force had to change the whol e proposal, which they
presented at the third nmeeting, and then everybody bought it.
But we did have a very lively debate and argunent on how best to
acconpl i sh our goal and purpose. It was very cordial, and you
could see the trust developing in that second neeting -- it
i nproved 100% We were just arguing about what we wanted and
didn't want, and what would best fit the problem There was an
awful I ot of discussion and di sagreenent, but done very cordially
wi thout malice, bitterness, or anything like that. It becane a
very denocratic process and we finally arrived at the way we
woul d do things. A lot of it is what we had envisioned in the
first place. The main thrust is to bring about comrunication and
under st andi ng bet ween uni versity and industry people working in
chem cal science and engineering. That's the main thrust; and to
help uplift the profession, and to maintain our |eadership in the
world in that area. | think everybody bought that.
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At the third neeting we had our format on track. \Wat
everybody |iked was being able to chat. The chem stry professors
i ked chatting with each other; the university engineering and
chem stry people chatting with each other; particularly,
university and industry people chatting with each other and
conparing notes. They kept, and this is true for the later
conferences, asking for nore time, nore coffee breaks, nore tine
to chat and less program That is really what they want. To
m ngl e, talk, conpare notes, get acquainted. Nowhere in the
worl d can they do that. Nowhere do you find a place where al
t he heads of the chem stry and chemi cal engi neering departnents
are neeting in one place, along with the heads of the research
departnents of the chem cal conpanies. Nowhere! It is unique,
and they all think it's just fantastic that they can do this.

BOHNING How rapidly did the nenbership grow? Let's | ook at
both sides. How rapidly did the academ ¢ nenbershi p grow?

PRU TT: Well, we forned it in 1980 and started recruiting in
1981, right in the mddle of a recession. | kept telling
everybody, "Look, we're going to be lucky to get any noney from
anybody. Everybody is fighting for their lives out there." It
was surprising how much response we got fromthe chem ca
conpani es. Increase in funding and the response in nenbership
under those circunmstances. 1980 to 1983 were terrible years for
the chem cal industry; and we got, | think, 44 conpanies to
becone nenbers, which is not bad at all. The universities junped
up to well over 100, just like that. | don't remenber the
figures exactly, but | think about the third and fourth years it
was 150. And now it's increased up to 164. DMst all the
universities were in there pretty early. W now have 54

conpani es.

Wen we started, | knew every one of the R& directors in
t he conpani es. People who controlled the R&, who had good
connections in the conpany for the right information and
approval. However, as tinme goes on these people change or
retire. New people nove in, many new to the job, or have little
know edge about CCR and are not that notivated to nmake CCR
succeed. SlowWy the representatives can drop in |evel or
interest. This is something that the Executive Committee and
governi ng board nust work on. To keep high level, highly
notivated people fromindustry involved. So in 1988 the
i ndustrial menbership began to drop. Also consolidation and
buyouts cut our nenbership. For instance, Signal bought a
conpany, then Allied bought them So that was three conpanies in
one. There were several simlar exanples. @lf was bought out.

Last year, we got Jim Porter as Chairman of the Board of
CCR. He retired from Exxon as director of research. He went to
work on the nmenbership and nowit is up to 54. So it's really up
this year. W have the CSE Fund [ Chem cal Science and
Engi neering Fund] which is the glue that hol ds the organization
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together. Around $750, 000, and we pass that out every year to
t he university schools, based upon the nunber of their Ph.D
students. They | ove that noney because they do whatever they
want with it. W give it to the head of the departnent and he
can give it to a young professor, he can give to travel, or
what ever.

So, the organization has really cone al ong; we've got nuch
nore influence now. It's known pretty well everywhere. W're

maki ng a bunch of tapes, |ike the Anes tape on carci nogens. What
we're trying to do is to educate both sides of our nenbership.
Al so, in providing tapes that wll educate people. If we're

going to raise the imge of chemstry, we've got to get sone
facts out there that everybody could use. The tapes are one way
of doing that.

BOHNI NG The task force existed for one or two years fromthe
time the 1979 Mdl and conference ended until it...

PRU TT: One year.

BOHNING | see, they didn't work beyond Septenber of 1980? So
it was 1981, wasn't it, when everything really started to take
shape?

PRU TT: Yes, | go by conferences. Eastnman Kodak was the third
conference, in Rochester, and that's where we agreed on the whol e
format. CCR actually forned in late 1980. W called it the
Council for Chemical Research. At first it was the Chem ca
Research Council, but sonebody already had the trade name CRC and
we had to switch. The first annual neeting of CCR as such was in
1981 in Houston; Shell, Rice University and the University of
Houst on were the hosts.

BOHNI NG  Who was responsible for that nane, or was it a group
effort?

PRU TT: The task force. 1In 1980 we formed a Board, and | becane
Chai rman (1980-1983). After that, the Board did nost of the
work. I'msure we had task forces or subconmmttees to do certain
t hi ngs.

BOHNI NG  Who funded the task force during that first year?
Everybody who flew into Washington for the neetings; did they pay
their own expenses, or was there other funding for the task
force?
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PRU TT: Right after the first neeting, the task force decided
that industry people were to pay their own expenses. The
university people were paid. W got NSF to help fund us. NSF
funded the university side for us until we got ourselves to a
stage where we could start collecting dues.

BOHNI NG You col | ected dues, starting the second year?

PRU TT: Yes, we started collecting dues in 1981. Somewher e
about then the conpanies put in alittle noney. One tine we
asked for $5,000 fromthe conpanies to tide us over. NSF, |
know, funded the task force university people, which was very
ni ce of them

[END OF TAPE, SIDE 2]

This is our logo (1). | had that nade at the very first
nmeeting. | figured people could rally around an idea if they
coul d see sonething famliar. So I called in a Dow public
relations man, a fellow named Rich Long, and I told himl wanted
a logo for our first neeting; sonething we could keep if we
continued. "l want you to portray the university, industry and
governnent wor ki ng together in concert, but yet independent of
each other. W want to be sure that the university and industry
are wor ki ng together, but neither is being dom nated by the other

nor by the governnment.” He canme up with this. If you will | ook
at this logo, it has three concentric parts working in concert

but they don't touch. [Pruitt shows Bohning the logo] | thought
that was excellent when | saw it and said, "That's exactly what
we want." W had this big | ogo over our speaker's stand and now
everybody recognizes it. | think it is very inportant to have
sonething to rally to, a logo or synbol. And it has been our

| ogo ever since, although I find that a | ot of people don't know
what it neans. |'ve explained it a time or two but the thing

about CCR is that there is a constant turn over of people, which
is both good and bad. Certainly, you get nore peopl e acquainted
Wi th each other. The university and departnent heads are
changi ng constantly, and in industry people are retiring, or
their functions are changing, so every year there are new people.
Now there are less and less regulars. There are still sone
peopl e who have attended every neeting since 1979. 1991 will be
our 10th Annual Meeting of CCR.  The plans are now for Dow to
host that neeting in Mdland. Maybe at that neeting we can take
a |l ook back and see if we have been on track and are
acconplishing the original we set out to achieve.

BOHNI NG  That was the question | wanted to ask. How do you feel
about the venture after all these years?

PRU TT: On, | feel that it could hardly have gone any better.
I think a lot of other people feel the sanme way. CCR turned out
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to be a whole Iot |ike we had envisioned. Sone changes here and
there but by and large, it's exactly what we wanted. You can't
bel i eve how well these people work together today. It's just
amazi ng: when you go into the annual neeting now conpared to the
first two, especially the first one. Al nost bedlamat that first
neeting, nobody trusted anybody. Today, the only thing | regret
is that we are not penetrating deep enough in our organi zations.
I would like themto be getting down to touch every professor in
the chem stry departnments. Getting down to touch every scienti st
in both the university and industry. That s not easy but we are
doing it slowy. They are proposing some neetings now that may
hel p.

Anot her cardinal rule that we nade early on was that we were
not going to build up a big staff. It was going to be a
voluntary organi zation. So we have only one executive director,
and two secretaries, that's it. The rest is all done by
volunteers, all the cormittees, the board, take no pay. Early on
when | was chairman we nade the rule (which is not in our
constitution), that the chairman of the board should alternate
every other fromindustry to university and back. In 1982 when |
stepped down as chairman, | was ready to step down, Jack
Ki nsinger who was in line to be the next chairman suggested that
it should be industry. "No, we don't want that. This is going
to be a university/industry thing and we are going to have
uni versity person every other tine." Now that s just a kind of
rul e that devel oped anpbngst us. See, this year is Chuck Gall oway
for industry and the next one will be Judd King for the
university -- just an unwitten rule. By the way, we have found
excellent leaders in the universities. |In fact, right now, I
woul d say there are as nmany good | eaders in the universities as
there are in industry. Most of the university people that have
been working real hard on this -- when we first started working
with themthey were heads of chem stry or chem cal engineering
departnments and today a sizeable portion of them are deans,
provosts, or something like that. That just shows that they were
very high caliber people. Take a fellow |like Judd King, people
like that, are excellent. So we have no problemw th them bei ng
| eaders in our organization. W continue to have a |ot of good
people comng up in the university side. For instance, |van
Legg, who is running the Ames tapes project, he is Provost at
Auburn, right now, excellent man, hard working, he works harder
than any industry man. This has been a good policy, to be sure
t he organi zation is not dom nated by either side and | think, in
the long run, people appreciate that. It just builds up nuch
nore trust, you know, when folks realize that they are going to
share things equally.

| feel very good! Every tine | go to a neeting people ask
me about that. Now let ne say along with this that, although I'm
given credit for starting CCR and | guess | did by starting the
neeting in Mdland, there has been a lot of effort put in by good
people to make this thing go. They have really worked hard, and
did a ot of good work. | can name them by the dozens and that's
what is good about it. W decided to work different than ACS.
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ACS is a powerful organization and has a |lot of influence. But
because it has so many functions and because tinme has allowed it
to build up a large staff, it necessarily is slowto act. Also
it has so many individual nenbers to please.

W deci ded CCR would be well focused, with a small staff
and the ability to act quickly. CCR can nake a deci sion very
qui ckly. Either by neeting or by phone. Qur executive director
doesn't run the show, the chairman of the board and the executive
commttee runs this place. The executive director is just the
man to help hold the thing together, put the pieces of paper
toget her and | ook up stuff and to do the work. He doesn't make
t he deci sions; when we hire one that's the first thing we tell
them "You serve our Board and Executive commttee, don't try to
run the place, or you will be in trouble.” That's the way our
organi zation runs. W don't intend to hire very many nore
people. O course, if we take on a |lot nore things we may have
to pick up another person here or there. But that's what makes
us so different.

Now, we are not nearly as powerful as ACS but we are
beginning to influence a | ot of people, because we can
i medi ately go directly to both sides to find out what they are
thinking. W can go to industry or to the universities and we
can quickly find out what the people are thinking. Wth ACS they
can only go to their nenbership. W've got a |ot of advantages,
and a | ot of uniqueness. ACS has cone to accept CCR as an ally
rather than as a conpetitor. W work together, we give noney to
them they give nmoney to us. W knew at the very begi nning that
they were concerned, so we nade every nove in the early stages to
try to overcone this. W included themin every nove we nade,
they were on our task force, we invited themto every neeting, to
speak and be a part of it, to understand what's going on. |If
they don't |ike something or think we are oversteppi hg our
bounds, they let us know.

BOHNI NG Do you have a simlar arrangenent with Al ChE?

PRU TT: Yes. They are for us. But they are a nuch nore of a

| oner-type group than ACS. W don't have quite the close
relationship but still its all right. They conme to a |lot of our
neeti ngs and have been very nuch invol ved.

BOHNI NG Well, you have answered nost of the questions that |
had. So is there anything el se you wanted to add?

PRU TT: About the early history? | believe |I've covered just
about everything. | really think, and nore people cone to us and
say this, that we hit a nerve, a needed nerve at the right tine.
Somet hi ng was needed. CCR is serving a purpose and nost peopl e
are very happy with everything that has taken place. One thing
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for sure, we ve got to nmaintain menbership, particularly in the
i ndustry side, at a very high |evel.

Dow continues to be a strong supporter. Paul Oeffice and
Earl e Barnes were very strong backers. |In fact, when | |eft Dow
| debated whether | would just |leave it and do sonething el se.
But Earle Barnes, Paul Oeffice and Ted Doan, all three called ne
and sai d, "Look, you started something, now we think you shoul d
finishit. So |l did spend three years alnost full-tinme to help
gel the organization. The experience has been very pl easant and
rewardi ng. Because of this | have many new friends in
universities and industry. W have all been working for the
common good, for the welfare of our nation through chem ca
sci ence and technol ogy.

BOHNI NG You had nentioned earlier that the funding for the
first meeting came from Dow but, you didn't tell the people above
you. \What was their reaction when they found out?

PRU TT: Very supportive. |In fact, when | asked Paul to be ny
keynote speaker he said, "Geat! Fine!"™ | told Earle and they
were all for it. This was not ny intent or in ny mnd at the
time but, as tine has gone on, this has been a big boost for Dow.
Wrth every penny. They probably knew that thensel ves even then.
Dow right now, | understand, is nunber one in canmpus recruiting.
I"m sure CCR has had sonething to do with that; of course, not
everything. The universities really appreciate CCR, and they
real ly appreciate Dow s | eading the project. However, CCRis a
teameffort of many hard working people, both industry and
academ a.

BOHNING Well, | think 1'"mgoing to cl ose now Thank you for
spending the tine with nme this afternoon to talk about the CCR
Thanks very nuch

PRU TT: Well, | appreciate the Beckman Center because | am a
real advocate of history; in fact I w sh Dow had done nore to
preserve history. Have you seen this book that has been witten
on Dow research (2)°?

BOHNI NG  Yes, | had heard about that indirectly. There is a |ot
of information there.

PRU TT: Sure. As tine passes, people will be digging into it.

BOHNING ['ve used it. 1've used it many tines.
[ END OF | NTERVI EW

14



NOTES

(1) Logo of Council for Chem cal Research. See BCHOC O al
History file #008L1.

(2) R S. Karpuik, Dow Research Pioneers: Recollections
(M dland, M chigan: Dow Chem cal Conpany, 1984).
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