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until the Washington meeting when it can be thoroughly discussed."
In late May 1924, Crocker and Overton (34) mailed out their "Recommen-

dation of the Investigating Committee to American Plant Physiologists regarding
action on the so-called American Society of Plant Physiology and on 'Physiological
Researches'," along with "A Partial List of Plant Physiologists that Favor Remain-
ing as a Section of the Botanical Society of America and are against taking over
Physiological Researches." Both the recommendation and list were stated to be
based on responses to the previous circular letter (unfortunately missing). They
concluded that starting a new society and taking over a scientific journal needed a
more thorough consideration and discussion than could be obtained by correspon-
dence alone and that efforts to do so by a small group had led to a good deal of
misunderstanding and confusion. The pair recommended that matters be left
standing until they could be discussed at the Washington meeting.

Sixteen names on Crocker's list of 107 Section supporters are also on
Harvey's list (24) of 64 dues-paying Society members. If those with vacillating
allegiance are eliminated, Crocker came up with twice as many supporters as
Harvey.

Harvey was not dismayed. Although the details are missing, he proceeded
on the basis of the approved constitution to get a slate of officers elected to run the
Society starting July 1, 1924, the beginning of the fiscal year, and announced the
result in Science (35). C. A. Shull was elected president, R. P. Hibbard, Michigan
Agricultural College, vice-president, and R. B. Harvey, secretary-treasurer (2).
Looking back 30 years, Shull (1) made a puzzling comment about his election: "In
the spring of 1924, if my memory is correct, two elections were held. It has always
kept me from anything but a modest appraisal of my own importance to know that
I was not the first choice of plant physiologists as first president of the Society."

There were two elections, but not both in the spring of 1924. The first was
that which elected Crocker president in November-December 1923 and was effec-
tively a vote of the Physiological Section. The second election of officers was
conducted by the Society after the March 25 ballot had approved the revised
Constitution (3). Hence, so far as can be determined, Shull's memory in this
instance was faulty (and his modesty misplaced).

He gave his personal reaction to the election as follows (1):

I had not sought the office, and at the time did not even know what had
been transpiring. It was a sudden situation that confronted me, and the longer
I pondered it the more certain I became that I had either to accept the
responsiblity if I were to remain a member of the new society, or I must resign
my membership and state the reasons that led me to run out on my group.
During this difficult period there was much conflicting advice, and threadbare
argument...There was also the constant fear that there might not be enough
interest to support a journal, even if we attempted to start one. It was probably
a favorable circumstance that I was inexperienced, too young to recognize
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impossibility...After several weeks of this soul-searching I came to the firm
conclusion that the plant physiologists of my own age [46] or younger, would
never be satisfied until we had either succeeded, or had gone through afinancial
wringer for our ideals.

So the die was cast. The long struggle that followed concerned primarily
the survival of the Society.

While Shull debated his new responsibility, Harvey pursued his. He wrote
a rebuttal (36) to the claims of Crocker and Overton, which pointed out that 56
persons on their list (34) "are not now members of either the Physiological Section
of the Botanical Society of America or the American Society of Plant Physiolo-
gists," and of these 38 had never been members. Harvey counted 21 on the list who
had paid dues to ASPP and five additional who had written they would accept the
decision of the majority. He summed up with "an actual opposition of 25 persons
against 83 members of the society in good standing." Then he attacked with
accusations of stalling to prevent an election in the society and to continue the
suspension of Physiological Researches and to force everyone who wanted a voice
in the matter to go to Washington at an expense of $100 to $200. At a time when
physiological journals needed support and there were no suitable texts in English,
further suppression of the plant physiologists would be a detriment to the advance-
ment of the science, whatever the officers of the Botanical Society (Crocker was
president) may have considered to be their duty.

It was an effective letter. W. E. Tottingham, an influential professor of
agricultural chemistry at Wisconsin, who, after talking to Overton, had been
wavering (33), sent a note to Harvey (37): "Your circular letter is very much to the
point. One glance at the non-members drawn up in the Crocker-Overton list
convinced me where my support should go."

The election of officers specifically for the Society marked a clear change in
the perception of what had been accomplished. The previous election, in which
Crocker was named president, was confounded with the affairs of the Physiological
Section. Harvey's second ballot (6), with its choice between dues for Section or
Society, was the first step in resolving the two groups of physiologists; Crocker's
opposition served to sharpen the boundaries. Despite the ties to the Botanical
Society created by the ASPP constitution, the American Society of Plant Physiolo-
gists had been realized as a fully independent organization, and nothing said or done
in the Physiological Section of the Botanical Society could negate or alter the
Society's activities. Ignore them! Of course, Harvey had previously succeeded in
getting the Society underway by ignoring Crocker's demands, but he operated
within the Section as its secretary-treasurer, and his initial objective had been to
transform the Section into the Society. Harvey was partially successful in that a
majority of the active, dues-paying members joined the Society, but partially
unsuccessful in that a vehemently protesting remnant of the Section remained. The
new attitude appears to have been, "What difference does that make, so long as we
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fully activate this society and make it serve the science?"
Essentially the same attitude of independence had developed on the other

side. As Overton wrote to Crocker (14), "Those men who prefer to have a plant
physiological society and who insist that such a society is in existence can act as they
please. The burden of a program of organization of becoming affiliated with the
American Association is up to them, and I believe that if we go ahead and arrange
our sectional program on our own hook, as we have in the past, if Harvey will not
do so, we shall be in a very much stronger position than if we further combat the idea
of the formation of this new society." Firm evidence is lacking, but it appears that
the Section meetings were not arranged by Harvey.

Shull, as president, took over the lead for the Society at this point, probably
much to the relief of the overworked Harvey. If the Society was to function as such
it was necessary to arrange for the first annual meeting and to set up the program.
The first step was successful affiliation with AAAS (2) (it must have helped that
Livingston was permanent secretary!), which permitted attendance at the December
1924 meetings in Washington, DC.

On September 25, Shull sent a letter (38) to Society members urging
attendance and asking that they send titles of papers to the secretary promptly. In
the letter he said, "The officers have no other desire than to see all physiologists
united in an aggressive, progressive program, and to give ourselves to the problems
of consolidating and advancing the legitimate interests of plant physiologists, at the
same time supporting with unquestionable loyalty the proper interests of all other
groups of botanists." He suggested that the constitution might need some changes,
and he asked for written proposals that would safeguard its functioning, increase its
effectiveness, and provide for growth and development. A committee, chaired by
S. F. Trelease, had been appointed to formulate a program for the promotion of
research and the activities and welfare of plant physiologists. Shull took note of the
opposition, "The officers realize that some of our best physiologists have not been
in entire sympathy with this movement for a strong, aggressive, independent
Society, with a vigorous program of public service in fundamental research." But
he sent out an appeal for working together for the common good (equating the
Society with all this scientific virtue must have embittered Crocker even more). He
closed with a paragraph asking for "help in generating enthusiasm for the cause, in
securing new memberships, and in preserving the rights of physiologists to an
organization that expresses our ideals of service, our aspirations for progress, and
.our determination to have an equal opportunity along with other groups of Botanists
for the advancement of our own field of science." Same message as Harvey's, but
with eloquence.

The long-awaited Washington meetings were held December 29, 1924 to
January 3, 1925. The first business meeting of the Society (39) was called to order
at 9:30 AM on December 29 by President Shull. The first business was to accept the
resignation of Harvey as secretary-treasurer and to appoint W. A. Gardner to the
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office pro tern. Nominations for membership were approved, contingent on
revision of that part of the constitution requiring membership in the Botanical
Society. Membership was reported to be 104. Shull reported an endowment of
$20,000 for three years at 3 percent interest, the proceeds to be used for any activity
of the Society. All important measures were to be voted on by mail by the entire
membership. Committees for policy, research, personnel, and codification of
methods were discussed. The meeting was adjourned for a joint meeting with the
Plant Physiology Section. Afterwards, presentation of papers resumed, with
attendance ranging from 20 to 35.

The business meeting resumed at 9:45 AM, December 31. Election of a
secretary-treasurer was authorized. The secretary was authorized to send out the
findings of the journal committee and to determine if the members wanted to vote
on their findings. A committee to campaign for new members was approved. The
president was authorized to proceed as he saw fit in securing codification of methods
of analysis of plant tissues. The meeting adjourned to 9:30 AM January 1 to consider
constitutional amendments, a research committee report, and supplies for the
secretary. (No record of this meeting has been found.) Presentation of papers
resumed at 10:20 AM, with 30 to 40 attending.

Why did Harvey resign? After serving so doggedly under attack, he gave up
the post of secretary-treasurer for the Society just when he had won his battle and
could have entered upon relatively quiet service. Although he later served a term
as president of ASPP (1936-37), Harvey never again stood out in Society affairs as
he did initially. There are no documents that reveal anything except those telling
of his work load (16). But his work load is the most likely reason—he needed to
catch up on neglected duties at Minnesota. Harvey was a dedicated and highly
productive scientist with broad interests, probably the foremost of his generation in
applying plant physiology to agricultural problems (40). He was conversant first-
hand with research abroad in Britain, Germany, and the USSR. He was also a
scholar who had an extensive collection of historical materials relating to plant
physiology and who wrote or translated (from the Russian) plant physiology
textbooks. In Harvey's view, scholarly work took precedence over organizational.

A less likely possibility for Harvey's withdrawal is that he became disaf-
fected with the way Society affairs were being developed and dropped out in
consequence. There is no evidence for this, although it would not have been out of
character.

Gardner, his successor, and another University of Chicago graduate student
of Crocker's, was professor of plant physiology at the Alabama Polytechnic
Institute, Auburn. This almost forgotten man was a valuable officer in the early days
of the Society.

The minutes (39) say nothing about adopting Physiological Researches,

general approval of which had been obtained by Harvey, but with reservations as

to how it could be financed. The establishment of a journal committee implies that
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the means of publication had not been resolved. Shull must have decided by this
time that a journal could not be established without an assured source of income, and
in his reminiscence he said (1):

We were contemplating the publication of a new journal when there was
not one cent of money, nor any financial credit to support such a publication. To
meet this situation; without mentioning names, we pledged three percent
income on a $20,000 investment, or $600 per year for at least three years, to
bolster the treasury. Payments on this pledge began in July, 1925, six months
before the publication of Plant Physiology was authorized by the Society. The
payments were made quarterly, $150 per quarter for five consecutive quarters,
from July 1925 to July 1926, inclusive. I should not have to say that without Mrs.
Shull's consent and earnest wish, this could not have been done [it appears to
have been Mrs. Shull's $20,000].

The pledge is that mentioned in the minutes (39), and although it was made
"for any activity of the society," it is evident that Shull meant it for publication of
a journal. Adoption of Physiological Researches was a dead issue for reasons
unknown; perhaps the burden of reviving a loser seemed too great. Since Shull must
have appointed the journal committee before the meeting (the minutes refer to
sending out the committee's findings, not to its appointment), it appears likely that
he had decided on a new journal for a new society, one named for the society, and
that during his tenure as president he would start it out of his own pocket. How could
he have known that the journal committee's report would support these decisions?
He couldn't, of course, but other documents covering more than a decade show that
almost all important decisions in the Society were referred to Shull for approval. He
had tremendous personal influence in his generation.

Meanwhile, what went on in the meeting of the Physiological Section? It
should be remembered that the Society members were constitutionally required to
be members of the Botanical Society, and that they had dutifully adjourned their
meeting to attend the Section meeting.

At the meeting Crocker delivered a majority report signed by himself and
Overton (41). The minutes of the meeting (42)report that Harvey was present and
"dissented from the report, but declined to make a separate minority report." The
report continues, "the committee reported that a large majority of the plant
physiologists of America favor retaining the Section as the national organization for
plant physiology and that there was never more than a small minority of plant
.physiologists in favor of dissolving the Section in favor of an independent society.
The report was adopted by a vote of those members of the Botanical Society present
who consider themselves to be plant physiologists and was adopted on December
31 by the Botanical Society of America." The minutes were unsigned, but S. C.
Brooks, Hygienic Laboratory, Washington, DC, is listed as secretary-treasurer

— obviously they were not written by Harvey.
The report (41) itself ran to four single-spaced typewritten pages. It began
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by stating that the matter to be investigated was the apparent attempt to abolish the
Physiological Section of the Botanical Society of America in favor of a plant
physiological society. The committee assumed that it could only investigate the
affairs of the Section and that it had no right or desire to investigate the affairs of an
independent plant physiology society. Next, the committee recited the motions
leading to its appointment, and then explained the reason for a majority report.
Crocker, as committee chairman, advised Harvey, the secretary of the Section, "of
the propriety of ceasing all his efforts to abolish the Section in favor of a society,
until the Investigating Committee could canvass the whole matter and report back
to the Section." He also requested the Secretary of the Section to turn over all
correspondence on the movement to the committee for examination. But Harvey
kept on soliciting memberships in the new Society and refused to turn over the
correspondence.

From this point on, Crocker and Overton (the latter, as we have seen, in a
more passive and acquiescent role) acted without Harvey. They sent out a circular
letter using Harvey's list of plant physiologists, but unlike Harvey, who only
pointed out the advantages of the Society, they pointed out the advantages of the
Section. Answers to this first circular letter showed 117 in favor of the Section, 13
in favor of the new society, and 1 ready to go with the majority. They noted that
many respondents complained that they had been misled by advocates of the Society
and had joined the Society against their better judgment due to misrepresentation.
The report concluded this section by stating that "such misrepresentation, as the
means of dissolving the Section, is unjustifiable and to be condemned."

The report next took up the prevailing belief that the movement to abolish the
Section in favor of the Society was initiated by a majority of the Plant Physiology
Board of the Botanical Society, the governing body of the Physiological Section.
Attempted verification of this point revealed that four members "had not heard
either of the movement to abolish the Section in favor of a society or of the one to
take over Physiological Researches until they received ballots on both proposi-
tions," which they now opposed. It was concluded that "both movements were
initiated and approved by a minority of the Plant Physiological Board as then
constituted." Names are not given, but Harvey and Shull were the obvious minority.
The majority would have been Crocker (chairman in 1923), E. T. Bartholomew, L.
I. Knight, and G. B. Rigg.

Last, it was reported that a circulated proposal to let matters rest until the
Washington meeting where they could be settled in open discussion was approved
by 103 to 3. The authors closed with the following summary:

1.

That the movement to dissolve the section in favor of an independent
society was initiated and carried on by an enthusiastic minority of the Plant
Physiological Board;

2. that it was carried on under the false representation that most
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American plant physiologists favored the movement;
3. that this false representation led many to acquiesce to the movement

who reversed their position as soon as they learned the facts of the situation;
4.

that it was very indelicate for an officer of the Section to retain and use
that office in a movement to dissolve the Section;

5.

that there was never more than a small minority of plant physiologists
in favor of dissolving the Section in favor of an independent society; and

6.

that a large majority of the plant physiologists of America favor
retaining the Section of the Botanical Society of America as the main national
organization for plant physiology.

Throughout the report one senses an undercurrent of outrage at the perfidy
of Harvey and Shull. Put more bluntly, it appears that Crocker despised them, never
forgave them, never joined ASPP. For some years after, the Boyce Thompson
Institute was a stronghold of opposition to the Society, but the practical effects of
the opposition were minor. Once underway the American Society of Plant
Physiologists grew steadily (fourfold in five years) and hardly felt this opposition,
except as an annoyance at annual meetings. As Shull (16) had predicted, they all
got on the bandwagon once it had started (well, almost all).

The Physiological Section did not foresee the bandwagon in 1924-25.
Crocker's report assured them that the majority of the physiologists preferred to stay
with the Botanical Society; they must have thought the new Society would fold
shortly. Their own meeting was reported a success (42)-33 papers in the program
and attendance "limited only by the capacity of the room assigned." Forty-one dues-
paying members were present. The Section recognized, however, that there were
inadequacies in serving plant physiology which had to be met. The minutes (42)
show proposals referred to committees for action that would open the Section to
members of "closely related societies" (e.g., plant physiologists in agricultural
societies); provide one or two sessions on subjects of fundamental importance;
publish full abstracts of papers "so that authors may receive full credit for all work
done"; and investigate the feasibility of publishing a series of monographs. In
addition, the constitution of the Botanical Society was amended to permit any
member to register in any section in which he was interested (43). That is, a BSA
member did not have to be a plant physiologist to belong to the Physiological
Section. None of these actions had much positive effect, however. And, although
the Physiological Section still exists, it has not been retained "as the national
organization for plant physiology" (42).

Because Harvey did not present a minority report at the Washington meeting,
the nature of his "dissent" is unknown. However, the rebuttal and counter
arguments he used may be deduced from the correspondence we have already
examined. By his determined drive Harvey succeeded in establishing the Society,
but he failed to have it take over the Section or Physiological Researches. There is
no indication of how Harvey felt about the failure—as Shull (38) did, he may have
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regarded the important thing to be the existence of the Society, with its future
development and activities in the hands of its members.
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