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BAT can I say under the title "Chem
istry and the World of Today"? My 
answer to this question is that I can say 
anything, discuss any feature of modern 
life, because every aspect of the world 
today—even politics and international 
relations—is affected by chemistry. 

I do not need to point out to the 
members of the AMERICAN CHEMICAL 
SOCIETY the great contributions that are 
made by our chemical industries to the 
modern world. Everyone has experi
enced in his daily life the effects of the 
discovery and development of a new 
fiber, nylon. We all have seen the revo
lution that has taken place in medical 
treatment through the discovery and 
extensive use of penicillin and other 
powerful antibiotics. During the past 
decade the world has been changed in 
a very significant way by the atomic 
bomb, which was constructed through 
the joint efforts of physicists, chemists, 
and engineers. 

Only recently, during the war years. 
when we began using up in practical 
applications our backlog of new basic 
discoveries, did it become clear to me 
that, although all scientists make their 
contributions to scientific progress, mod
ern life is really based on fundamental 
science, on pure research, and that the 
nature of the world today has been de
termined, and the nature of the world 
of the future will be determined, by the 
work, and especially the ideas, the imagi
nation, of a small number of people— 
the "impractical scientists," mainly uni
versity professors, who strive to add to 
our body of knowledge in every way, 
rather than to solve certain practical 
problems that obviously need solution. 
I am not minimizing the importance of 
developmental research and of industrial 
application of new discoveries; but am 
instead pointing out that the direction 
in which progress occurs is in fact de
termined by the basic discoveries that 
are made, and that accordingly it is the 
progress of pure science that determines 
what the nature of the world will be a 
generation later. 

I t is clear that the synthesis of nylon 
resulted from the early researches on the 
structure of natural fibers, and that the 
application of penicillin in medicine 
would have been impossible except for 

ι he original, accidental discovery of peni
cillin by Alexander Fleming. The clear
est example of the determinative part 
that is played by research in pure sci
ence is probably that of the controlled 
release of atomic energy. There has, of 
course, been a tendency to attribute to 
the physicists alone the development of 
atomic bombs and atomic power plants, 
but it is my feeling that chemistry 
should have a large part of the credit. 
For example, neptunium, the first of the 
transuranium elements to be discovered, 
was discovered by Edwin MacMillan 
and Dr. Abelson. Although Edwin Mac
Millan is professor of physics at the 
University of California, his first re
search was carried out in chemistry, 
under my direction, and I have a strong 
feeling that his work along these lines 
has been strikingly effective because he 
possesses a sound knowledge of chemistry 
as well as of physics. 

Observation of New 
Natural Phenomena First 

Let us consider the steps that were 
involved in the development of this 
new part of our civilization, the manu
facture of atomic bombs and production 
of power from the atomic nucleus. First, 
there was the discovery of something 
really new, both the observation of new 
natural phenomena and the inspiration 
of new ideas. Becquerel observed that 
a rock (containing radium, as was found 
later) could fog a photographic plate 
through black paper. Einstein, just 
thinking about the nature of the physi
cal world, saw with the inner vision of 
his great intellect that a simplified pic
ture of the world could be formulated, 
and this picture led to the conclusion 
that matter and energy are interrelated : 
scientists then knew how great the 
amount of energy was that could be 
released by the destruction of matter. 
The positron was discovered by Carl 
Anderson, who wasn't looking for it. The 
neutron was discovered. The phenome
non of the fission of atomic nuclei was 
discovered. The transuranium elements 
were discovered. All of this foundation 
for the development of the atomic bomb 
and atomic power plants is a part of 
fundamental research—the search for un
predictable results, the effort to add to 

man's body of knowledge in any signifi
cant way. Becquerel could not lay plane 
to discover radioactivity—no one in the 
world had had imagination wild enough, 
bold enough, to predict or suspect that 
atoms could explode. Nobody, not eveD 
Einstein himself, could plan to discover 
the theory of relativity. No bank would 
have lent money to Chadwick to subsi
dize his search for the neutron—20 years 
ago investment in atomic energy would 
have been called a preposterous idea by 
everybody. But it is these basic discov
eries that determined the direction in 
which developmental research and sub
sequent practical application could be 
carried out. 

Fundamental research is carried out 
almost entirely in universities, by uni
versity professors, and to a smaller ox-
tent in private or governmental labora
tories and, as a minor activity, in indus
trial laboratories. I t is carried out by 
men and women whose temperament, 
ability, and training are such as to fit 
them for this unusual activity—that of 
looking for new knowledge without con
cern about its immediate use in the solu
tion of practical problems—and the en
vironment in universities seems to be 
especially well suited to this activity. 

I believe that we all recognize that 
progress will cease unless new funda
mental discoveries are made, and that 
the rate of progress is determined by 
the amount of fundamental research that 
is carried on. Two years ago the Presi
dent's Committee on Scientific Research 
emphasized the importance for the se
curity and welfare of the nation of car
rying on basic scientific research on an 
expanded scale. The recommendation was 
made that a national science foundation 
be established, and that federal funds 
amounting to $250 million per year by 
1957 be appropriated for the support of 
basic scientific research, mainly in, the 
universities of the nation. 

Three years ago, in delivering the first 
Remsen Memorial Lecture (/), the dis
tinguished Chairman of the Board of 
Directors of our Society, Roger Adams, 
discussed the importance of federal sup
port of scientific research. He mentioned 
that there was controversy about the 
nature of the administration of the pro
posed science foundation—that the Kil-
gore Bill presented a plan for a politically 
controlled organization, and the Mag-
nuson Bill proposed that the control and 
distribution of funds be left in the hands 
of the scientists. He mentioned the com
promise bill that was under discussion. 
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Even though the organization of the 
proposed national research foundation 
under the compromise bill resembles that 
which Hitler decreed for the Kaiser Wil-
helm Gesellschaft after 26 years of ex
traordinarily successful operation by sci
entists, American scientists are support
ing the bill as probably the best to be 
hoped for with our democratic govern
ment. They recognize that the necessity 
of a foundation in this country to sup
port scientific research and the training 
of scientists is of utmost importance to 
the health, security, and welfare of the 
nation. They have faith that the present 
President of the United States or a suc
cessor will not allow political influence 
to prejudice his appointments or de
cisions. 

In Great Britain, the government allo
cates a liberal amount of money for sci
entific research and development. These 
funds are administered by a small com
mittee of distinguished scientists with 
full authority to distribute them to the 
best of their ability for the benefit of 
science and the British people. 

In Russia, all reports emanating from 
that country are to the effect that the 
government is supporting a very exten
sive program in fundamental research. 
But the Russian scientists have their 
troubles. A few quotations from an ad
dress by P. L. Kapitza, the world-re
nowned Russian physicist and engineer, 
delivered before the Soviet Academy of 
Sciences in 1943 on "The Institute of 
Physics" of which he is the director, 
deserve repeating. H e said, "The or
ganization of science in our country must 
be more systematic and conscious of its 
aims than it is in capitalistic countries 
where it is rather left to chance and has 
a spontaneous character." His institute 
had a complicated financial system which 
he strenuously opposed and which was 
finally changed. He stated, "In m y de
bates with officials of the Commissariat 
of Finance on their so-called 'schematic 
system' of accounting, I wrrote them the 
following: 'When you look at a painting 
of Rembrandt, are you interested in the 
question of how much Rembrandt paid 
for his brushes and canvas? Why, when 
you consider a scientific job, do JOU want 
to know the cost of apparatus or the 
material used on it?' If a scientific job 
has produced considerable results, its 
value is not comparable with the material 
expenditure on it. The money cost of 
scientific work is not comparable with 
its cultural value. I asked, 'How much 
would the Peoples' Commissariat for 
Finance have considered allotting t o 
Isaac Newton for his work which led to 
the discovery of gravity?' The com
missariat objected tirelessly. Our dis
cussions went on for over six months and 
I think I could not have won unless the 
Council of Commissars had come to m y 
aid." In commenting on these statements 
the director of another Russian institute 
remarked. "An everlasting war has to be 
waged with 'bookkeeping.' " It appears 
that the accounting systems required b y 
the Russian and United States govern
ments are not far different. . . . 

Progress in applied science depends 
upon advances in fundamental science. 
The power of science in the United States 
will be no more effective than the quality 
of our teachers and students who create 
the background for future industrial dis
coveries. Once again I quote Kapitza 
who pleaded for recognition of funda
mental science and its importance. "We, 
however, are often apt to judge scien
tific achievements only by their prac
tical results and consequently it appears 

as if the person who picked the applt 
has done the main job, while in actual 
fact, the apple was created by the per
son who planted the tree." 

The strength of a country has de
pended in the past on its possessions—in 
earlier days on land, its control of trans
portation and waterways, or its supply 
of raw materials, but today a nation's 
strength will lie largely in the quality of 
its science and scientists. Government 
must support the work of scientists but 
not control it in such a way as to hamper 
development or to direct it into military 
channels. . . . 

Now it is 1949. Three years have gone 
by since Dr. Adams delivered this Rem-
sen address, four years since the national 
science foundation was strongly recom
mended to the President in the Bush 
Report, two years since the recommenda
tion was repeated, still more strongly, 
in the Steelman Report—and there is 
still no national science foundation. Can 
we say that the members of the Con-
gross alone are to blame for this situa
tion? Are not we ourselves, the members 
of the AMERICAN CHEMICAL SOCIETY, 
also to be blamed? Should we not have 
done something more than to send a 
representative to a hearing of a Con
gressional committee, to send a letter or 
two written by the Board of Directors? 
I myself feel that we should have done 
something more, and that we should now 
do something more, in order to make 
clear to the poople of the nation that 
the scientists themselves believe the 
statement? that they make about the 
importance of basic research. 

Should the ACS Take Part? 
The objection might be raised that it 

is not proper for the AMERICAN C H E M I 
CAL SOCIETY to take part in political ac
tivities. I do not believe that this ob
jection is a valid one. The purposes for 
which the AMERICAN CHEMICAL SOCIETY 
exists are stated in the Act of Incorpora
tion that constitutes its National Charter. 
Let me read Section 2 of the Charter: 

Section 2. That the objects of the 
incorporation shall be to encourage in 
the broadest and most liberal manner 
the advancement of chemistry in all 
its branches; the promotion of re
search in chemical science and indus
try; the improvement of the qualifica
tions and usefulness of chemists 
through high standards of professional 
ethics, education, and attainments; the 
increase and diffusion of chemical 
knowledge; and by its meetings, pro
fessional contacts, reports, papers, dis
cussions, and publications, to promote 
scientific interest and inquiry, thereby 
fostering public welfare and education, 
aiding the development of our coun
try's industries, and adding to the ma
terial prosperity and happiness of our 
people. 

It seems to me that under this charter 
we have not only the right but the duty 
to educate the people of the nation, in
cluding the members of the Congress, 
about the questions that are discussed 
in the Bush Report and the Steelman 

Report. The American Medical Associa
tion, in some respects a sister organiza
tion to the AMERICAN CHEMICAL SOCIETY, 
has made a far broader interpretation of 
its constitution than I advocate for our 
Society. Article 2 of the constitution of 
the American Medical Association read* 
as follows: 

Article 2.—Objects. The objects of 
the Association are to promote the sci
ence and art of medicine and the bet
terment of public health. 

The association is now taking a vigor
ous part in the discussion of the federal 
compulsory health insurance plan pro
posed by Federal Security Administrator 
Oscar Ewing and endorsed by the Presi
dent of the United States. President 
Truman in his message to the Congress 
on Jan. 5 said "We must spare no effort 
to raise the general level of health in 
this country. In a nation as rich as ours 
it is a shocking fact that tens of millions 
lack adequate medical care. We are 
short of doctors, hospitals, and nurses 
We must remedy these shortages. More
over, we need, and we must have without 
further delay, a system of prepaid medi
cal insurance which will enable every 
American to afford good medical care.*' 
The American Medical Association's 
campaign against this proposal involves 
a program of public education to pro
mote advancement of health under our 
present voluntary system. The program 
of public education is costing several 
million dollars, raised by assessments of 
S25 per man on the membership of the 
ΑΜΑ. Clem Whitaker, one of the two 
publicists who are the directors of the 
National Education Campaign of the 
American Medical Association, has de
scribed the purpose of the campaign in 
the following way: "American medicine, 
in its campaign against compulsory 
health insurance, can not afford to fight 
alone. This must be a campaign to 
arouse and alert the American people 
in every walk of life, until it generates 
a great public crusade and a funda
mental fight for freedom. We need the 
help of every American who honestly 
believes in the American way of life— 
and our campaign must be geared to get 
that help. Any other plan of action, in 
view of the drift toward socialism and 
despotism all over the world, would in
vite disaster." 

In mentioning the American Medical 
Association and its national education 
campaign I hope that I do not give the 
impression that I myself am sympa
thetic to its aims. As an individual, I 
feel that a system of socialized medicine 
in the United States may well be desir
able, and that at any rate it needs seri
ous consideration. I find it difficult to 
understand why this nation, which prides 
itself on being the richest nation in the 
world, should b e inferior to Sweden and 
other small nations in the standards of 
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health and medical care of its people. 
The American Medical Association in 
its releases makes statements such as the 
following: "Considering our size, and 
races of people involved, we have made 
more progress than any nation on earth." 
I would be better satisfied if it were not 
accessary to qualify the statement about 
our medical progress. 

However, this is aside from the point. 
What I want to emphasize is that the 
American Medical Association is taking 
significant action on a question relating 
to federal legislation, and that there is. 
in m y opinion, no reason why the AMERI
CAN CHEMICAL SOCIETY should not put 

on a strong program of public education 
about the overwhelming importance of 
federal support of scientific research, as 
advocated in the Bush Report and the 
Steelman Report. 

Dangers of Government Support 

It is true that there is danger in having 
basic scientific research in our universi
ties supported exclusively or predomi
nantly by the Federal Government—the 
danger of bureaucratic control of the 
universities and of scientific research 
In the absence of a national science 
foundation, the Public Health Service 
and the armed forces, especially the De
partment of the Navy, have been subsi
dizing pure research in our universities 
because of the recognition of the very 
great need of the nation for work in thl·· 
field. Many scientists, such as President 
DuBridge of the California Institute of 
Technology, have recognized the danger 
m predominant support of research by 
r.he armed forces. A similar danger would 
of course apply to some extent to federal 
support through a national science foun
dation, amounting to $250 million a year 
We recognize that there is this danger, 
and j'et we see that the need to carry 
on basic research on the proposed scale 
exists and must be met. What can be 
•tone in this situation? 

I feel that there is a way in which tht-
threat of complete-domination of basi< 
scientific research by the Federal Gov
ernment can be met, and I suggest thai 
r.he AMERICAN CHEMICAL SOCIETY give 

aerious consideration to an active pro-
cram of education along this line, as well 
as for the national science foundation 
The way in which the people of the 
United States can avoid the danger of 
federal domination of research in the 
'iniversities of the nation is by the pro
vision of a comparable sum of money 
for support of research from other 
sources. I have in mind the formation 
of a foundation, like the Nutrition Foun
dation, which will collect funds from the 
industrial corporations of our great na
tion and will distribute these funds 
among our universities and pure research 
institutes. I suggest that, in order to be 
effective, this private enterprise fund for 

pure research be of considerable magni
tude, amounting to S75 million per year 
by 1957. I have reached the figure $75 
million per year by considering what sum 
would be effective as protection against 
the danger of federal subsidy of research 
in pure science of $250 million per year 
and what sum would be reasonable in 
comparison with the sums expended by 
industry for developmental scientific re
search. A private enterprise research 
fund of $75 million per year would be 
just 30% of*the proposed federal subsidy; 
a smaller fraction could not be expected 
to have a significant effect in averting 
the dangers of bureaucratic domination. 
The funds expended in research b y in
dustry in 1947 have been estimated at 
$450 million, and the extrapolation in the 
Steelman Report indicates that this sum 
will be increased to $750 million by 
1957. 

Accordingly my proposal is that a sum 
be provided by industry for research 
in pure science in our universities equal 
to 10% of that expended for develop
mental research. I believe that this frac
tion is reasonable, considering that the 
sum proposed for expenditure by the 
Federal Government in support of pure 
research in the universities would amount 
to 25% or more of the federal budget 
for research in its own departments 

insurance Not Charity 

We must not consider that aupport by 
the nation's industrial corporations of 
rhe proposed research foundation would 
•tome under the heading of charity. Dr 
Bichowsky in his book on industrial re
search has stated that industrial research 
should be considered by our corporations 
MS insurance—insurance that the corpora
tions will have new products to manu
facture in the future. In the same way. 
[ would say that the proposed support 
of pure research should be considered as» 
insurance, insurance that the research 
departments of the corporations will have 
basic knowledge that will permit them. 
in the future, to exercise their own in
surance activities 

I do not believe that the sum of $75 
million per year is an unreasonable one. 
in comparison with either the profits or 
rhe gross income of the industrial corpo
rations of the nation. The figure, $20 
billion, has been quoted as the an
nual profits of our industrial corpora
tions. Seventy-five million dollars is only 
0.375% of the profits—surely not a large 
fraction to pay for insurance. I do not 
know what the annual gross income of 
our industrial corporations is, but i t must 
be of the order -of $100 billion. Seventy-
five million dollars is 0.075% of this 
gross annual income—surely a very small 
amount to expend to insure an improved 
product for the next generation. 

In the distribution of the funds under 
the control of this research foundation 

I would hope that the private institu
tions of the nation would be especially 
favored. The effects of the great increase 
in the cost of living—and the cost of 
carrying on research—during the past 10 
years have been in some degree allevi
ated in our state-supported universities» 
by a great increase in the annual ap
propriations of the state legislatures 
The privately controlled and privately 
supported universities have, however, noi 
had a corresponding increase in the 
earnings from their endowments and in 
new gifts. There is in my opinion an 
especially crucial situation in our private 
universities in that the size of the pro
fessorial staffs in chemistry and other 
sciences has not increased proportionately 
to the number of undergraduate and 
graduate students. Although the number 
of undergraduate students, as well as of 
graduate students in our universities 
has doubled in the last decade, the num
ber of faculty members has increased 
by only about 25% on the average, and 
by a smaller fraction in the privately 
supported universities. At Harvard Uni
versity there were 12 members of the 
chemistry department in 1939 ; today this 
number has increased to 13. In 1939 
there were 14 members of the profes
sorial staff of the division of chemistry 
and chemical engineering in the Cali
fornia Institute of Technology, and now 
there are only 16, although the numbei 
of postdoctoral research fellows working 
in the division has increased during the 
decade from 16 to 40 and there has been 
a corresponding increase in the number 
of graduate students. The expected con
sequences of such a deficiency in the 
professorial staffs are serious. The pro
fessors, because of the overload of teach
ing, may noi find it possible to keep even 
with the advance of scientific knowledge 
The students whom they train may come 
to the end of their period of training 
already somewhat behind the t imes; the 
universities would then be producing an 
unsatisfactorily trained group of men to 
••arry out scientific work in the coming 
decades 

Vo Restriction* 

This situation emphasizes the fact that, 
in order to be effective, the funds dis
tributed b y the proposed research foun
dation should be given to the universities 
essentially without restrictions as to the 
way in which the money will be ex
pended, and the research foundation 
should be set up in such a way that therf 
is assurance that the funds will con
tinue to be available year after year. 

Let me support my thesis by quoting 
from an editorial by Walter J. Murphy 
in CHEMICAL AND ENGINEERING N E W S 

(#) . "One obvious answer is to turn 
more and more to Government, and there 
are many advocates of such a plan. But 
a great many more citizens of this 
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country are not in favor of complete 
bureaucratic federal control of our insti
tutions of higher learning. Only a mere 
handful, however, sense the pressing 
necessity of doing something tangible to 
offset the drift toward Washington con
trol financed by the tax powers of the 
Government. 

"Corporations have done a great deal. 
Today thousands of scholarships and fel
lowships are provided for through funds 
made available by corporations, both 
large and small. In this regard the rec
ord of the chemical industry and indus
tries allied to it is an outstanding one. 
But much more must be done before we 
ran say truthfully that what is being 
accomplished is a corrective measure and 
will offset the efforts of those who would 
make higher education in this country 
the full responsibility of the Federal 
Government. Perhaps it is inevitable 
that Government must share the burden, 
but private enterprise must not shun its 
responsibilities and must not abdicate in 
favor of complete government control. 
If industry does its part and publicizes 
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McAuliffe Named 
M AJ. Gen. Anthony C. McAuliffe, 
former Deputy Director of the Army 
General Staff's Research and Develop
ment Board, has been nominated by 
President Truman t o head the Army 
Chemical Corps. Following confirma
tion by the Senate, Gen. McAuliffe will 
take over his duties, replacing Maj . 
GeD Alden H. Waitt, whose applica
tion for retirement has been approved. 

After characterizing himself as an 
"old crock" too old to be engaged in 
active exploits. 51-year-old, slightly 
built "Old Crock" McAuliffe para
chuted into Normandy on D-Day to 
help open the road for the troops storm
ing the beach. 

"Tony" McAuliffe was born in Wash
ington, D . C , on July 2, 1898. His 
military career began in November, 
1918, when he was commissioned as a 
second lieutenant on his graduation 
from the U. S. Military Academy, West 
Point, Ν . Υ. He became a national 
figure in 1944 when he gave his 
classic response of "Nuts!" to a Ger
man demand that he surrender his sur
rounded troops during the Battle of the 
Bulge. During this battle his radio 
operator likened the position of the 
American troops t o the "hole in the 
doughnut." 

Gen. McAuiiftVs thirty-odd year 
military career has been spent prima
rily in the Field Artillery Service. In 
addition, his experience has included 
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such action properly, the American public 
will be aware that corporations are not 
soulless affairs seeking only to make 
profits, unmindful of their public duties. 

"We have in industry and in the large 
corporations of this country the best 
brains and the best organizing abilities 
the world has ever seen. Is it not time 
that some of these individuals came forth 
to undertake the task of assisting on a 
nationwide basis, our institutions of 
higher learning? If the present tax laws 
are inimicable to the success of such a 
program, then let them first establish a 
campaign of education. The job is a 
difficult one and certainly an unenviable 
assignment, but the results obtained by 
industrial leaders under the stress of war 
is indicative of what they are capable of 
doing under any set of circumstances 
once the need is made evident. Here is 
one of the greatest challenges of our 
time. I t is a pity it is understood by 
so few." 

I have now presented m y thesis. 1 
have repeated the arguments, already 
well known to you, showing that for the 

to Succeed Waitt 
assignment in Hawaii as assistant to 
the plans and training officer, and he 
was associated with the supply division 
of the War Department general staff, as 
well as the Army Service Forces, Wash
ington, D . C. During World War II 
he participated in the airborne attacks 
in France on D-Day and later in 
Holland. He was active in the in
vasion of Germany. In January, 1946, 
he became Ground Forces Adviser to 
Vice Admiral W. H. P. Blandy, Com
mander of the Joint Army-Navy Task 
Force One for Operation Crossroads, 
the test of the atomic bomb. He 
served at Bikini throughout the tests, 
helping to assess the effects of the 
bomb explosions. He returned to 
Washington in August, 1946, to become 
Army Secretary of the Joint Research 
and Development Board. 

In December 1947 he was designated 
Deputy Director for Research and D e 
velopment, Logistics Division, General 
Staff, U. S. Army. In this position, he 
had an opportunity to become familiar 
with such important aspects of national 
defense as bacteriological warfare. He 
held this position until his recent ap
pointment as Commanding General of 
the 24th Infantry Division in Japan. 

Former associates have stated that as 
a result of his work at the Research and 
Development Board, Gen. McAuliffe is 
familiar not only with the work of the 
Chemical Corps, but also with the over* 
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national welfare it is essential that there 
be extensive support of fundamental sci
entific research b y the Federal Govern
ment. I have repeated the arguments 
about the dangers of bureaucratic domi
nation. I hope that the members of the 
boards of directors of our industrial cor
porations, in justice t o our American 
system of private enterprise, will see 
that they have the opportunity to help 
to avert the danger that they foresee by 
themselves providing a more significant 
part of the support of pure research in 
our universities and research institutes. 
I believe that we, as individuals, and the 
AMERICAN CHEMICAL SOCIETY, as an or
ganization, have the duty to work vigor
ously both for a national science foun
dation to implement the recommenda
tions in the Bush Report and the Steel-
man Report and for a great research 
foundation subsidized by our industrial 
corporations. 
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all program of the Army's various tech
nical services. He is a strong believer 
in the need and value of military re
search and development and favors a 
balanced program with respect to civil
ian and military scientists. H e also 
advocates close cooperation between 
the military services and the various 
technical societies. Although conserv
ative in his views and a middle-of-the-
roader with respect to innovations, he 
has an open mind and when convinced 
of the merits of an idea is active in 
putting it into operation. Gen. Mc
Auliffe supported preparation of a 
critical analysis of the weaknesses in 
effectively utilizing scientific manpower 
during World War II (see Potomac 
Postscripts, Jan. 24, 1949). 

Reliable sources stated that compli
cations arising as a result of the recent 
Senate investigation in which Gen. 
Waitt's name was involved made it im
possible to nominate a candidate from 
within the Chemical Corps. Therefore, 
u well-respected man experienced in re
search and development aspects of the 
army program, such as Gen. McAuliffe, 
was selected. 

Among his numerous U. S. and for- j 
eign decorations, Gen. McAuliffe holds j 
the Distinguished Service Cross and 
two Presidential citations. He has held j 
a temporary rank of major general \ 
since January, 1945, and a permanent | 
rank of brigadier general since June, 
1944. j 

Gen. McAuliffe is married and has ,| 
a son, John, a former army officer, and j 
a daughter, Patricia, who is now j 
in Japan with her parents. j 
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