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Weaving a Network:
Creating a Machine in the Time of Harry Byrd,
the Depression, and the New Deal, 1920-1939

Responding to the perceived need for a state-based professional
society to further the cause of science within their region, in 1923 Vir-
ginia scientists and science educators established the multidisciplinary
Virginia Academy of Science. Over the next decade and a half, the lead-
ers of the VAS laid a strong foundation for the nascent organization.
Recognizing early on that an academy of science is, at its base, a net-
work of people and things — resources — held together by their inter-
actions, the founders worked hard to create firm connections among
such resources. In the course of “weaving” a viable scientific “machine,”
religion, politics, and economics — those external factors that deter-
mine a region’s social context — inevitably became part of the
Academy’s history.

Setting the Stage: Virginia, 1920-1939
In 1962, scientist George Jeffers wrote in his unpublished history
of the Virginia Academy of Science:

...the Virginia Academy of Science flourished from the
start. True, the circumstances surrounding its inception
were more propitious; the nation had but recently emerged
victorious from World War I and was caught up in a wave
of economic expansion and development; its people were
in the process of throwing off provincialism and — albeit
reluctantly — assuming the role of world leadership.
Internally, the old wounds of the Civil War gave trouble
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only when irritated and older modes of thinking were
giving place to the concept of a greater national unity; and
Virginia in common with other Southern States was coming
to regard the South as a region of great potentialities. Finally,
the new prosperity released the pent-up intellectual
energies of a vigorous people, thereby creating the kind of
climate in which science and the arts could flourish.'

While there is considerable validity to this description, in signifi-
cant measure it brushes over national, regional, and Virginia-specific
problems and prospects that were to affect greatly the community of
scientists within the Commonwealth. At the national level, the Senate
had returned the Treaty of Versailles to President Wilson on March 20,
1920, with a formal notice of its inability to ratify the document that
would have, in fact, laid on the shoulders of America the cloak of “world
leadership” of which Jeffers speaks. Considering the subsequent Crash
of 1929 and the Great Depression, much of the apparent economic de-
velopment of the 1920s, especially in the south, arguably was hollow.
And in Virginia's Tidewater, the tremendous expansion of the area fol-
lowing the United States” entry into World War I came to a sudden and
calamitous end when peace broke out and the influx of Federal dollars
abruptly stopped.

Economic change in the Commonwealth was not accompanied by
marked social change. Black Americans in Virginia found themselves
caught between the Democrats who, as heirs of the Confederacy, re-
mained in support of a variety of repressive measures including the
poll tax, and the Republicans, who had declared themselves a “lily
white” party in order to dig out from under the white voters’ memories
of Reconstruction. While Virginia was more prosperous than most other
southern states, the poverty inflicted by Reconstruction was still ap-
parent, most clearly in the form of labor-intensive work, sharecropping,
and low-wage industry. Higher education in Virginia was offered along
fairly rigid class and gender lines, with remarkably few opportunities
for the middle class and almost nothing for aspirants from the blue-
collar ranks. As far as transportation was concerned, the roads in the
Commonwealth were notoriously poor. Finally, the rural areas of the
state had dominated and would dominate the political process for many
years, exercising a frugality in fiscal matters that amounted to a veto
over measures that might have allowed the state a more vigorous social
development. It is against this backdrop of economic and political ten-
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sions — the latter in many ways personified by the changing character
of Virginia-born politician Harry Flood Byrd — that the Virginia Acad-
emy of Science began its development.

Geographic Regions: Location, Identity, and Opportunity

In addition to the Tidewater region> — home of Hampton Roads
with its complex of military installations and of the largest private
employer in the state, Newport News Shipbuilding and Drydock —
Virginians commonly spoke, and still speak, of three other geographic
regions. Precise boundaries do not exist for these areas, although Vir-
ginians generally seem quite comfortable with this ambiguity. Southside
is located between the James River and the Virginia-North Carolina
line and east of the Blue Ridge Mountains; in common parlance, how-
ever, this designation often is restricted to a smaller area, excluding the
Norfolk side of Tidewater and the upland counties. Southwest Virginia
is the largely rural and agricultural region west of the Blue Ridge Moun-
tains and south of Roanoke. The siting in Blacksburg of the Virginia
Agricultural and Mechanical College, the land grant school that later
became Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University, was no ac-
cident, but a response to the agricultural needs of the Southwest. North-
ern Virginia includes the Virginia cities and counties located within thirty
miles of the District of Columbia, an area that between the two world
wars was virtually without political influence. The social attitudes, eco-
nomic interests, and political positions of these areas remained rela-
tively distinct from one another until very recent times.

Government and Social Policies

It probably is fitting that within the Commonwealth that produced
Washington, Jefferson, and other revered historical figures, the man
who dominated the period in question was an heir to the legacy of the
Colonial period. Harry Flood Byrd, descendent of the Byrds of historic
Westover, was twenty-eight years old when he entered the Virginia
Senate in 1916, thirty-eight when he assumed the Governorship of the
Commonwealth. An engaging and outgoing person, Harry Byrd’s po-
sition as unquestionable leader of Virginia’s Democratic party over the
next forty years was unprecedented. Indeed, so tightly did he control
that organization that it soon became known as the Byrd Machine, or
just the “Machine.””
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Byrd came into office in 1926, with a “program of progress.” Un-
der his regime, the government became far more centralized. Appro-
priations to social projects, such as roads, education, and mental hospi-
tals, were the largest in the history of the Commonwealth — although
such spending remained within the bounds of Byrd-defined fiscal pru-
dence. Industry was encouraged to come to Virginia. Indeed, Byrd re-
ported that in the “fiscal year 1927, Virginia made the largest industrial
progress of any state in the Union” with “$265,000,000 added to the
state’s industrial capital.”* However, this is not to say that Byrd was a
pawn of Big Business. He moved very effectively against large and pow-
erful corporations — for example, oil and telephone companies — to
keep them from a high level of success in the Commonwealth — one
that might have resulted in accrual of economic power leading to po-
litical challenges.

Even in his early years, Governor Byrd’s “program of progress”
had distinct limits, and one of those limits would eventually lead to a
political explosion within the Commonwealth. For Harry Byrd did not
support integration. While he did push an exceptionally strong anti-
lynching law through the General Assembly, he did very little to ex-
tend to the black community the same privileges as those enjoyed by
the white. For instance, when an uproar that occurred over integrated
audiences viewing performances at Hampton Institute resulted in new
legislation mandating segregation in such public forums, Byrd allowed
the legislation to become law. In taking no action against the segrega-
tionist legislation, Byrd followed the repressive policies of his forebears
and satisfied the white, rural communities within which his power base
lay?

In sum, Virginians or, to be more accurate, white Virginians, viewed
Byrd as a highly successful governor. The Commonwealth business
community regarded his achievements as exemplary in matters of eco-
nomics. His emphasis on states’ rights would remain one of the main
themes in Virginia for many years. Byrd's strong belief in a more vigor-
ous and larger state economy was highly popular during the 1920s.
Finally, for the first time, the governor of Virginia had taken control of
the loose structure of state government. When Byrd left the state’s high-
est office, all seemed well with the Commonwealth.

In 1930 John Garland Pollard succeeded Harry Byrd. Pollard, an
even-tempered professor from William and Mary’s School of Govern-
ment and Leadership, was expected to follow where Byrd had led and
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to expand his program. It is in some ways amazing that neither he nor
Byrd understood that the terrific stock market crash of 1929 would usher
in the worst depression in American history. Virginia was less hard-hit
than most southern states, in part because of an even balance among
agriculture, manufacturing, and trade. Close on the heels of the crash
and the beginning of the depression came the drought of the summer
of 1930. In Virginia, the rainfall was only sixty percent of normal. Crops
were ruined and cattle starved. Agricultural woes were followed by
industrial troubles, as attempts at unionization hit the Commonwealth.
Strikes followed wage cuts that were motivated less by politics than
the bald facts of economics in the depression, and violence erupted as
conditions worsened.

Southside, with its dependence on the tobacco crop and South-
west Virginia with its mines, suffered the most. In July of 1932, overall
employment sank to nineteen percent.® All over the nation, the cities
were the sites of the greatest suffering, since country people were able
to maintain themselves by subsistence living off the land. But in Vir-
ginia, the two largest cities were spared the worst of the plight of the
nation at large. People continued to smoke, so Richmond, with its ciga-
rette industry, was not hit as hard as other urban sites. And Norfolk
was a major home port for the Navy, which spent around twenty mil-
lion a year in the city. Nevertheless, conditions were hardly propitious
for record-setting of a positive sort by Governor Pollard.

Pollard appointed Harry Byrd to the United States Senate follow-
ing the appointment of Virginia’s Senator Claude Swanson as newly-
elected Franklin D. Roosevelt’s Secretary of the Navy. In 1932 Franklin
D. Roosevelt had accepted the Democratic nomination for president by
promising a “new deal for the American people.” The somewhat hast-
ily thrown together package of attempts to end the Depression through
the New Deal actually led to major reforms in the American economy:.
Byrd supported the President and his reformist efforts initially, but soon
voted against everything when “money out” began to exceed that of
“money in.” The strong disapproval of Senator Harry Byrd for many of
the New Deal policies was based not only on the extravagant spending
of money but also on the extension of the federal government’s power
— an extension he believed trampled on the rights of the states. This
attitude would come to characterize Virginia politics for many years,
with its inevitable impact on the funding of education — from the build-
ing of public schools to money for higher education.”
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In keeping with the philosophy of fiscal conservatism espoused
by Byrd and his many followers, the state of Virginia refused to contrib-
ute money for direct relief under the New Deal’s Federal Emergency
Relief Association (FERA). Virginia officials argued that a reduced state
budget, a lighter local tax load, and money given to people to build
highways was sufficient for recovery. First and foremost, officials were
determined to maintain the fiscal soundness of the state government.®
Other programs of the New Deal met with greater success in Virginia.
The Works Projects Administration, for example, was responsible for
building many new schools and other public structures throughout the
area. New school buildings especially were needed since the Byrd Ad-
ministration, despite its rhetoric, had not allocated enough money for
education, and certainly there were no funds available under the Pol-
lard regime. Yet, despite all the woes, fewer Virginians were on relief
during the 1930s than were citizens of almost any other state. As an
elderly Virginian once remarked, “Virginians like to believe in their self-
sufficiency and their reliance on themselves and not the federal gov-
ernment.”” Certainly this philosophy was a reflection of what Byrd and
Pollard both believed.

George Peery of rural Tazewell County succeeded Governor Pol-
lard and was followed by James Price of urban Richmond. The latter, a
low-key and friendly man, was interested in humane policies more than
in fiscal prudence. In addition to urging the appointment of black Vir-
ginians to draft boards throughout the cities and naming an African
American to the State Defense Council, Price favored public housing,
and supported federal assistance for the old, the handicapped, and the
poor. Given that his interest lay in the realm of social outreach rather
than economic restraint, relative prosperity throughout the Common-
wealth characterized the Price years. Between 1935 and 1940, the state’s
industrial output jumped forty-four percent, making it the fastest grow-
ing industrial center in the country.®

Higher Education

Higher education was not an area of major interest for any of these
governors, although they claimed they supported and were proud of
Virginia’s educational system. By the mid-1920s, the so-called flagship
colleges and universities that we have today were in place and open to
the white male population. Women could attend the state normal col-




One: Weaving a Network

leges in the first few decades of the twentieth century, but the other
state institutions of higher education were not open to them." There
also existed several privately-funded colleges for women. For example,
Randolph-Macon Woman's College in Lynchburg was counterpart to
Randolph-Macon College at Ashland. In fact, the former was the first
institution of higher education in the south to refer to itself as a college
rather than a female institute.”> Sweet Briar and Hollins were also highly
regarded — although, like Randolph-Macon Woman's College, they
were expensive. An exception to general Virginia attitudes toward edu-
cating women was the College of William and Mary, where in 1918, the
General Assembly had decided to admit women on an equal basis with
men. That same year, women gained admittance to the University of
Virginia’s graduate and professional schools.

African-American males could attend Virginia State College — the
Commonwealth’s first state-supported college for blacks, Hampton
Institute, Virginia Union University, or St. Paul’s; or they could attend
special programs established by the Norfolk Division of the College of
William and Mary, now known as Old Dominion University."?

It was not only in education for females and African Americans
that Virginia exhibited very little leadership. Missing from the state
during this period were the community college system and universi-
ties for the urban centers and the middle class such as George Mason,
Virginia Commonwealth, Old Dominion, James Madison, Christopher
Newport, et cetera. It is ironic that in 1927 the state hosted a convention,
“The Association for Higher Education in Virginia,” but not until the
1960s did Virginia’s appropriations to higher education equal or ex-
ceed those of the other southern states. The lack of fiscal support for
colleges and universities was particularly harmful to scientists, who
required lower teaching loads, expensive laboratories, and support for
research in order to develop an indigenous science community of a
stature that would command national respect. The various problemis
emanating from the political sector created an environment in which
the Virginia Academy of Science was the logical body to offer an alter-
native way to build both a community and a network sufficiently broad
to lobby the state on behalf of science in higher education.

The Association of Virginia Biologists
By the early 1920s, Virginia scientists began reacting to the lack of
scientific support to universities and colleges from the state govern-
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ment and, to a lesser extent, Virginia industries. Attending national meet-
ings, securing funding for research, and locating adequate publication
outlets — all necessary for a first-rate scientific career — were not easy
tasks for most scientists in the south, and Virginia scientists found them-
selves to be no exception. Indeed, the meager collegial support offered
by their own institutions did not quell the overriding sense of profes-
sional isolation these scientists felt — both among themselves and from
national colleagues. Reflecting the sentiments of many in Virginia, Paul
Boyd, President of the Kentucky Academy of Science, remarked in 1920:

Isolation is one of the most serious handicaps to research. The
greatest need is not more national societies but a more
thoroughgoing organization of state and local scientific forces.
.. .the academy should be a medium through which men in
various parts of the state and in various educational and
industrial plants may be associated in the furtherance of
needed scientific endeavor.™

Participating in the North Carolina Academy of Science (NCAS),
the young biologist Ivey Lewis witnessed the first-hand benefits of a
statewide, scientific organization." Professional fellowship, encourage-
ment of research, and commitment to civic issues such as education
and environmental conservation were the stated objectives of the NCAS
— goals that were, in fact, consistent with most academies of science in
the United States. After taking a position at the University of Virginia,
Lewis issued a call for a meeting of the biologists in Virginia. On No-
vember 24, 1920, biologists representing various institutions of higher
education in the state met at the John Marshall High School in Rich-
mond.

Although the disciplinary specialization kept the attendance to
eight, both the larger universities and the smaller colleges were repre-
sented. Randolph-Macon College, the Medical College of Virginia, and
the University of Virginia each sent one person, while the University of
Richmond and the College of William and Mary sent two. In addition,
two biologists from Virginia Polytechnic Institute forwarded letters of
interest. Given the exclusion of women from all institutions of higher
education in the state save the state normal schools or private colleges
and the low percentage of women in science fields, it is revealing of the
tenor of the group that Flora Bryson, a biology teacher from East Radford
Normal School, also was in attendance.'
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On November 24, 1920, biologists representing various institutions of
higher education in Virginia met at the John Marshall High School in
Richmond, Virginia.

Concerned over the lack of professional opportunities, the scien-
tists listened to Lewis as he outlined the advantages a professional,
state association might offer. Not only would a formal organization
promote fellowship among biologists of the state, but it also would
encourage individual research — both through establishing and main-
taining collections of local flora and fauna and offering a publication
outlet. Lewis pointed out that especially in Virginia where academic
scientists found themselves perpetually underfunded and overworked
an association would have more power in eliciting support from the
universities and colleges.'” Finally, he took the unusual and prescient
step of outlining the ways in which corporate action might improve
the status of biology and of science in general within the Common-
wealth.'

Enthusiasm greeted Lewis’ proposal, and the group of eight de-
cided to call themselves the Association of Virginia Biologists (AVB).
Not surprisingly, the nascent Association selected Lewis as President,
who called an informal meeting to order. The first formal meeting was
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immediately scheduled for January 21, 1921, at the University of Vir-
ginia. Cognizant of the need for early institutional recognition, the
Association’s first act was to prepare a circular introducing the Asso-
ciation and its mission to the university and college administrators and
requesting funds to facilitate attendance at the January meeting. Keenly
aware of their need for a publication outlet, the biologists’ second act
was to decide that all scientific work — not just biological-—should be
included in a publication, the exact nature of which would be decided
at the first meeting. Finally, the new organization considered the viabil-
ity of a state academy of science in which all disciplines, not simply
biology, would participate. After much debate, they agreed “to post-
pone any formal attempt to organize such an academy until the organi-
zation of the biologists was completed, and it was understood that this
matter would be taken up at the January meeting.”"

Twenty people met at the University of Virginia on January 29,
1921, for the first annual meeting of the Association of Virginia Biolo-
gists. While the majority of the participants were male professors, two
female high-school teachers and one male representative from the State
Department of Education also attended the meeting — a telling com-
position for at least three reasons. For an organization seeking to gain
professional legitimation, inviting high-school science teachers — with
little status and experience in the “scientific world”— to its first formal
meeting demonstrates an apparent early commitment to egalitarian
principles. Likewise, in a state in which the nineteenth amendment was
not ratified until 1952, extending membership to women illustrates that
same egalitarian commitment. Finally, including a representative from
the State Department of Education indicated a desire to establish a
working relationship with the state.

Adopting a constitution and selecting an executive committee were
the primary items on the agenda. H.E. Hayden of William and Mary
was elected to replace Lewis as president. For this Virginia biologist,
the chief purpose of the Association was clear: “to increase the knowl-
edge of the plants and animals of Virginia.” Although the state “is on
the border between the northern and southern biological regions,”
Hayden pointed out, “very little work has been done along this
line. . ..”** To facilitate this endeavor, the AVB established two informal
committees, bird banding and conservation. Not only did the commit-
tees appear consistent with the mission of the AVB, but, more impor-
tant, the AVB made it clear that the committees were to “bring their
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Horace E. Hayden,
professor of biology

at the College of William
and Mary, and a charter
member of the Virginia
Academy of Science.

science to the layperson,” thereby laying the groundwork for a future
mission of the Virginia Academy of Science: promoting science within
the general public.! Finally, eleven papers were presented — five in
the morning and six in the afternoon — thereby satisfying an initial
goal of the Association. The first annual meeting brought together sci-
entists from various institutions, providing fellowship and a profes-
sional forum in which to present papers, and creating committees —
all in all, a highly satisfactory event.

Encouraged by the success of the first formal meeting, attention
turned the following spring to the possibility of expanding into a
multidisciplinary Virginia Academy of Science. As Ivey Lewis explained
the move: “The success of this organization [the AVB] has encouraged
its Executive Committee to think that the time is ripe for the organiza-
tion of a larger and more inclusive group of scientists in Virginia....”*
An intense discussion ensued, primarily focusing on whether or not
the biologists of the state would lose professional ground as a small
section of a large academy. Evidently agreement was reached to the
contrary, as the membership authorized its Executive Committee, led
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by newly-elected President W. D. Hoyt, to proceed with the organiza-
tion of the Virginia Academy of Science.? Active members Paul Warren
of William and Mary and Dean W. Rudd of the Medical College of Vir-
ginia volunteered to compile a list of prospective members. The task of
writing the letter of invitation naturally fell on the shoulders of the Sec-
retary-Treasurer, W.L. Dolley. Dolley, however, had a better idea, writ-
ing to Vice-President Donald Davis: “Don’t you think that the biolo-
gists should have as their representative in this movement the most
important biologist in the state? I feel that Dr. Lewis is the man to
attend to this.”*

In his subsequent letter sent to “the Scientists of Virginia,” Lewis
outlined his conception of an academy of science:

The advantages of such an organization, as found by
experience in other states, are threefold.

First, an Academy serves to arouse the interest and to
stimulate the work of its members.

Second, it brings about a healthful spirit of cooperation
among its members and brings together in a most helpful
way the more or less isolated followers of science.

Third, it gives a voice to a scattered and unorganized
group of scientists, enabling them to support effectively
such scientific programs as having a bearing on the public
welfare, and to set forth claims of science to public
appreciation and support.

Itis hoped that the responses to this invitation will show
that there is, in this State, a widespread desire of scientific
workers to unite in a common cause.

Anticipating questions as to a real need for a multidisciplinary
academy of science, Lewis cited persuasive data:

A partial survey of the number of scientists in Virginia
shows that it is rather surprisingly large. Without taking
into account the various special societies in the State, such
as the Chemists, the Bacteriologists, the Engineers, and
others whose lists would furnish additional names, it has
been found that there are about three hundred more greater
than this. From a study of the membership of the American
Association for the Advancement of Science, the
distribution of Virginia scientists is about as follows:
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lvey F. Lewis, a biologist at the
University of Virginia, was a
founding father of the Virginia
Academy of Science and served
as the first president. In 1966
the Academy’s Meritorious
Service Award was renamed the
Ivey F. Lewis Distinguished
Service Award.

Biology, including Forestry and Agriculture ......... 65
Chemistry ..o 48
GEOLOZY .ttt 8
Mathematics and Physical Science ..........c.coooevae 85
Medical science .......coooecniiciiinccc 15
Psychology and Sociology .......cccccovincciiiiinicieean. 50
Not limited to one field ... 197

Signing the letter were not only biologists but also seven mem-
bers of a variety of other scientific disciplines from a wide range of
institutions.” Hardly could these scientists have foreseen that within
ten years, the Virginia Academy of Science would be the largest of the
southern academies of science.

It should come as no surprise that members of the Virginia Acad-
emy credit Lewis with the founding of the Academy. Repeatedly re-
ferred to as “father of the Academy,” the story follows that as a young
professor at the University of Virginia, Ivey Lewis — schooled in the
tradition of the North Carolina Academy of Science — determined that
Virginia scientists might receive the same benefits. And, for the most
part, archival records and oral interviews lend full credence to this ac-
count. However, an interesting letter from Paul Warren to Hughlett
Mason in July of 1964 offers a different perspective. As Warren remem-
bers:
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I began work in Williamsburg at the Summer School in
1922. During the spring of 1923, I found out that there was
no Academy of Science in Virginia. This interested me
especially because I had been working with the Michigan
Academy centered in Ann Arbor. So one day I spoke with
my boss, Dr. Donald Walton Davis, about it. Let’s organize
one! He rejected the idea at first because he had just put
together the Association of Virginia Biologists and was
afraid it would get lost as a section of an Academy. Then,
one day, he came to my office in the old Penniman building
with a new idea — Let’s organize an Academy of Science.
So he wrote letters inviting everyone to Williamsburg and
we organized one . . .. The Academy was my idea in the
first place. Davis wanted credit for it — so I kept my mouth
shut until Miller asked me about it. Perhaps you have the
records.”

Davis’ name appears time and again in the “Minutes” of the AVB
and VAS and general correspondence with Lewis. Hence, it is safe to
assume that he did play an integral role in the founding of the Acad-
emy. Warren’s name, however, appears only in reference to compiling
the invitational list with Rudd: consequently, his position as a major
actor in the founding of the Academy is not well supported by the ar-
chival evidence. Nevertheless, Warren's perspective is a reminder that
no single account tells a full story. One might speculate that perhaps
Warren'’s reminiscences in this case are indeed valid and that for any
number of reasons — his midwest heritage and schooling or his new
professorship, for example — he did not hold sufficient standing with
his peers in the Virginia Academy for proper recognition of what might
have been a seminal role. It is interesting that Warren cites E.C.L. Miller
— who is actually shown by the archives to have been a central actor in
the history of the Virginia Academy of Science — as the one person
with whom he shared this account. For in bringing Miller into his story,
Warren forces historians to take notice of their contributions and at least
wonder about the legitimacy of his claim.
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The Virginia Academy of Science:
Structure, Scope, and Related Events ,1923—-1939

Charter and Constitution

On April 26, 1923, scientists and science educators met in
Williamsburg at the College of William and Mary for the final meeting
of the Association of Virginia Biologists and the first meeting of the
Virginia Academy of Science. Representing a variety of scientific disci-
plines and heralding from virtually every institution of higher educa-
tion in the Commonwealth, the 135 charter members eagerly supported
the transition from a single discipline association to a multidisciplinary
academy.” Hoping to inspire both the 135 present and others who ex-
pressed an interest in a state academy, Lewis and Davis invited Will-
iam C. Coker, professor of botany at the University of North Carolina
and former president of the North Carolina Academy of Science, to
give the official address. Coker’s lecture, “The Scope and Function of a
State Academy of Science,” outlined the ways in which the academy
would stimulate research, foster higher standards in teaching, and en-
courage fellowship among scientists in all areas of the state. Further-
more, Coker reaffirmed the sentiments of many when he suggested
that the all-inclusive nature of a multidisciplinary academy would in-
crease the interest of the general public in science.

Following Coker’s remarks, the next day the new membership
assembled to map out the framework of the new Virginia Academy of
Science. Given the importance of a formal constitution, it is not surpris-
ing that the group’s first act was to create such a document. A constitu-
tion provides structural integrity, indicates a unity of purpose, and en-
dows an organization with a sense of public and professional legitima-
tion as well as pride. Following the lead of other academies of science,
most notably North Carolina’s and Tennessee’s, the new Constitution
outlined the mission of the VAS:

To promote the development of interest in scientific
matters in the State; to provide means for the prompt
publication of papers or abstracts; to provide opportunity
for increased co-operation and fellowship among its
members; to co-operate with other scientific bodies having
similar aims; and to render public service in scientific
matters.*
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In order to ensure a “successful mission,” the Constitution pro-
vided for an Executive Committee. This “group of five” — President,
Secretary-Treasurer, and three elected Council members whose terms
would vary from three to five years — had full responsibility for direct-
ing the Academy. Lewis’s reputation as the driving force behind the
Association of Virginia Biologists and his experience as a former mem-
ber of the North Carolina Academy of Science made him an obvious
choice for President. Indeed, as one member commented, Lewis pos-
sessed the skill of an “adept compromiser whose graciousness and gen-
tility of manner commanded the respect of scientists and the public
alike, and assured that sort of harmony without which no organization
can prosper.”!

E.C.L. Miller, a chemistry professor at the Medical College of Vir-
ginia was elected Secretary-Treasurer — a position he would hold until
1953. In describing this “quintessential southern gentleman,” Jeffers
represented the opinion of the entire Academy when he wrote:

A man of balanced calm and profundity, Dr. Miller
became the Academy’s gyroscope as well as its pilot; he
mastered every detail of its constitution and of its
organization; he came to know its members and he made
himself constantly available — to do the chores, to suggest,
and to stimulate, and he did everything with becoming
modesty, happy only in the success of the new movement.
Little wonder that in time he came to be known as “Mr.
Academy.”*

Initially, as compensation for his services, Miller received forty cents
a year for each paying member in good standing. In 1929, his hono-
rarium was changed to 150 dollars per year.

George Ferguson, a psychology professor from the University of
Virginia, Henry Smith, President of Washington and Lee, and Robert
Young, a physics professor from William and Mary, rounded out the
new Executive Committee. The composition of the Council reflects an
attention to the natural and social sciences — a mixture that would
remain fairly consistent in the early years of the VAS.

Under this structure, the Academy tripled in size within eight years
— concrete evidence that Virginia scientists had perceived a real need
for such a professionalizing force. A strength of the VAS’s first few Ex-
ecutive Committees was their ability to recognize those actions which
would serve to legitimize both the collective Academy and its individual
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The seal consists of symbols from the history of Virginia. In the outermost
ring is inscribed Virginia Academy of Science. Printed around the inner
ring are the names of four great Virginia scientists: Walter Reed —
physician, Matthew Fontaine Maury — cartographer, John Clayton —
botanist, and Thomas Jefferson — agriculturist and educator. In the
center a dogwood blossom, the state flower, appears in full bloom at the
fop and as a bud at the bottom. The academy’s maxim appears at the
center of the seal: Ignorantia supremus tyrannus (lgnorance is the
greatest tyrant).

members in the eyes of the public. By May of 1928, Miller reported that
the Virginia Academy’s request for state incorporation had gone
smoothly, giving them greater leeway in financial matters. Another step
toward maturity occurred the following year, with the acceptance of an
official Academy seal.®

For eight years, the Constitution remained unchanged. By 1932,
however, it became clear that with an Academy membership of six hun-
dred — and growing, the Executive Committee needed to expand. The
membership opted for a seven-person Council, by including one-year
terms for the retiring president and the president-elect. Seven years
later, with membership hovering around the one thousand mark, the
VAS increased the number of elected Council members from three to
five. That same year, the past-president’s term on Council was extended
from one to three years.
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Of top priority to the new membership was the annual meeting.
Continuing in the tradition of the Association of Virginia Biologists and
national organizations such as the American Association for the Ad-
vancement of Science (AAAS), the VAS decided the annual meeting
should convene at different areas around the state in the spring. Ac-
cordingly, universities and colleges with adequate facilities — usually
a large gymnasium or auditorium — agreed to host the annual assem-
bly. Depending on the region, the participants either stayed in dormito-
ries, with colleagues, or in a local hotel. Initially, the Virginia Academy
followed the meeting format of the AAAS. That is, Council meetings
were held at the beginning of the annual meeting, usually a Thursday
evening, and at the close of the event, generally a Saturday afternoon.
As the Academy grew in size, attendance dropped at the Thursday meet-
ing, while the Saturday meeting to which official Council members in-
vited committee chairs and section leaders who, in turn, invited others,
often was “standing room only.” During these Saturday meetings,
George Jeffers jokingly noted: “Young scientists could observe more
seasoned members, ones in action, and, perhaps best of all, academy
motions got a thorough going over. In fact, what started out as a small,
discrete, select governing board of the august Virginia Academy of Sci-
ence had evolved unwittingly into something more nearly approximat-
ing the New England town meeting more than anything else in the
South!”* By 1936, the two meetings proved unmanageable, and the
Academy voted to hold one, enlarged, formal Thursday meeting called
the Academy Conference.

Sections

In keeping with the routine of other state academies, morning and
afternoon sessions focused on the presentation of scientific papers.”
From the beginning, the Virginia Academy sessions were discipline or
“section” specific.”* In this way, the scientists were able to present the
results of their research to an audience of their peers. Camaraderie across
the state, the possibility for collaborations among scientists at different
institutions, and a greater awareness of developments within a field
were enhanced by this format.

Looking for ways to increase the number of sections — with the
hope of serving more scientists in the Commonwealth — the VAS took
the position that it had much to gain by cooperating with other groups




One: Weaving a Network

having objectives similar to its own. As early as 1923, Lewis approached
the Virginia Section of the American Chemical Society (ACS) for sug-
gestions as how best to support the growth of science in the state.
Viewing the new Academy as a means to attract more chemists to a
regional meeting, the eight-year-old Section of the ACS decided to meet
with the Virginia Academy of Science and function as its Chemistry
Section, while still retaining ties to the national society. In addition, the
chemists offered to print the program of the next Virginia Academy
meeting in the spring issue of their state-wide Bulletin.

The Section of Education and Psychology also had roots in an es-
tablished society. In June 1923, John McConnell, President of the East
Radford State Normal School for Women, now Radford University, pro-
posed a merger of the Virginia Society for the Study of Education with
the Virginia Academy of Science. Organized during World War I and
with a current membership of sixty members, the Society had an abid-
ing interest in science education and scientific questions in general. Such
interests, McConnell suggested, might contribute substantially to the
stated objectives of the new Academy.

Concerned that the large membership of the Society might sway
the VAS toward the study of science rather than the actual practice of
science, the Executive Committee greeted McConnell’s proposal with
skepticism. Repeated assurances that the Society would remain a sec-
tion of the Virginia Academy soothed such concerns, and the Society
for the Study of Education was assimilated, becoming the Education
and Psychology Section of the Virginia Academy of Science.” Initially,
the groups shared similar research interests. The significance of psy-
chological tests for education, for example, was a strong area of con-
cern throughout the 1920s. By 1934, however, both growing numbers
of participants and increasing specialization within the two disciplines
warranted the separation into two distinct Sections.

The sections proliferated rapidly. In 1924, the geologists of the state
gathered together for the first time at the annual meeting, held at Wash-
ington and Lee in Lexington. From its inception, the Geology Section
invited graduate students to attend the annual meeting; by 1934, gradu-
ate students were permitted to deliver papers and participate in the
organizational aspects of the section meeting. For this group of scien-
tists, a heavy emphasis was placed on encouraging budding scientists
in their professional careers. In this regard, the Geology Section would
remain distinct from the others until after World War IL
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By the 1925 meeting in Richmond five sections — Astronomy,
Mathematics, and Physics; Biology; Psychology and Education; Chem-
istry; and Geology — held sessions. While there is no formal archival
record of the “Minutes” of the first Bacteriology Section, both Jeffers
and oral interviews place the meeting in 1926, when the Virginia Soci-
ety for American Bacteriologists met with the VAS3 The Society re-
tained close ties with the Academy until its dissolution in 1928. In 1930,
a Richmond surgeon and active member of the Virginia Academy, J.
Shelton Horsley, gathered together the remaining bacteriologists —
professors of medicine at the University of Virginia and the Medical
College of Virginia, and physicians, mostly from the Richmond area —
to form the Medical Section. A “man on a mission,” Horsley initially
conceived of the Medical Section as a way to retain the greatest number
of trained scientists — especially physicians — within the Common-
wealth. Lack of interest on the part of the physicians, however, changed
Horsley’s conception, and by the end of the 1930s, the Medical Section
primarily served to encourage camaraderie between the basic science
departments of the two medical schools.

Shortly after the Virginia Academy’s founding, engineers — pri-
marily academicians — began to deliver papers in various sections.
The numbers of participants from engineering generally ranged from
five to ten. In 1938, however, twelve papers were presented by engi-
neers in the Chemistry Section, with several more delivered in other
sections. Given this level of interest, Dean Earl Norris, current presi-
dent of the VAS and an engineer from Virginia Polytechnic Institute,
suggested a Section of Engineers. The next year in Danville, the Engi-
neering Section held its first annual meeting. Thirty were present to
hear the fifteen presentations.

Committees

While the early leadership of the Virginia Academy of Science es-
tablished sections to provide their organization with a solid, profes-
sional foundation, they viewed committees, with their interdisciplinary
emphasis, as a means by which the VAS could interact with the public
— with politicians, industry, various interest groups, and the citizenry
at large. Nathan Reingold points out that the concept of professional-
ism involves outreach, and “assumes an applied component requiring
a service ideal.”* Committees, as defined by the early Virginia Acad-
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emy of Science, are the mechanism by which the organization’s mem-
bers could provide useful services, whether educational, advisory, or
advocacy in nature, to all levels of Virginia society. As the primary means
through which an organization interacts with the “outside world,” com-
mittees introduce the citizenry to scientific issues. Within the Virginia
Academy, the analysis of a given issue by a committee often serves as a
point of entry into the relationship among the seemingly disparate cul-
tures of state government, institutional bureaucracies, and science prac-
titioners — including those within the VAS and in other organizations.
Committees reflect the goals of the Academy. Because the committees
act as bridges to the entire Commonwealth, in the work they are able to
do and in the positions they take, they are potentially reflective of the
Virginia people. The committees are, therefore, of singular importance:
they are the only part of the VAS that are both reflective of and a shap-
ing influence on Virginia society and culture. This would become par-
ticularly true in the years during the Great Depression, when for vari-
ous reasons, the sections backed away from the kind of service through
outreach to which Reingold alludes.

Committee on the Preservation of Natural Resources

Like other state academies of science in the United States, the Vir-
ginia Academy took an early interest in the conservation of natural re-
sources. Conservation in the 1920s was still a relativity new phenom-
enon. Before the election of Theodore Roosevelt brought to the White
House a progressive-minded President with a strong interest in natural
resources, federal and state regulations to control the exploitation of
the environment did not exist. Businesses operated without concern
for destruction wrought by their practices. Clear-cutting of virgin tim-
berlands was common, and strip-mining laid waste once-fertile lands,
particularly in southwest Virginia and West Virginia. Rules restricting
hunters and fishermen were not in place. Entire species were dealt a
fatal blow, and ecosystems such as the Chesapeake Bay were disturbed
to a greater extent than anyone perceived at the time.*

Theodore Roosevelt took the first steps towards controlling what
many regard in hindsight as senseless plundering. By the end of his
term in 1909, the Reclamation Act and the New Lands Act were in place
and pointed the way toward future federal environmental regulation.
In large part, the network of national forests that Americans enjoy to-
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day is the result of Roosevelt’s prescient actions. However, it was not
these acts — important though they may have been in the long run —
but the formation of the National Conservation Commission that
brought national public attention to these problems. The National Con-
servation Commission issued predictions that were both alarming and
that attracted attention. Scientists, whose profession made them the
bearers of information about natural conditions, found themselves in
the unique position of environmental experts. As Thomas Haskell points
out in The Authority of Experts, from this elevated platform scientists
used their expert knowledge in public forums, and were believed with-
out question.”

For scientists everywhere, national and state academies of science
provided a strong and popular foundation from which environmental
issues could be addressed. Many academies, in fact, had as a stated
objective the conservation of natural resources. It is not surprising, then,
that less than one month after the chartering of the Academy, President
Lewis sent to the Executive Committee several items to consider, one
of which was setting aside an area of the Great Dismal Swamp — the
irreplaceable habitat which follows the North Carolina-Virginia border
— as a reservation. Stated Lewis:

The North Carolina Academy proposes to join the
Virginia Academy in positioning the respective legislatures
to purchase and set aside as a permanent park and wildlife
reservation a large and preferably designated area of the
Dismal Swamp. The Association of Virginia Biologists had
a committee to take care of this and I suggest that the
President of the Academy be authorized to reconstitute this
committee so as to have it representative of the Academy
as a whole and to authorize the committee to get the matter
in shape for presentation at the next meeting of the
legislature. Your opinion of this is requested.*

At the same time the VAS membership was considering the recon-
stitution of such a committee, Council received a letter from the Eco-
logical Society of America asking for help in defeating a bill pending in
the United States Congress that would weaken the power of the Forest
Service over grazing rights on federal land. While the Academy Coun-
cil did not pass a formal resolution, the group of seven did encourage
individual members to lobby their congressional representatives against
the bill. Impressed by the similar nature of these two events, the fol-
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lowing year the Virginia Academy created the Committee on the Pres-
ervation of Natural Resources “to study the subject of unnecessary de-
struction of natural areas which are valuable to the State and to science,
with the view of determining what steps can be taken.”* Thus begana
long history of concern for the degradation of irreplaceable natural re-
sources.

Perhaps seeking to pacify those members and potential donors
associated with industry, the committee changed its name the follow-
ing year to the Committee on Conservation of Natural Resources.* Yet
preservation rather than conservation seemed the goal in 1927 as the
committee, along with the Garden Clubs of Virginia, took a forthright
stand against the building of a private dam and power plant at Goshen
Pass, an unusual gorge in the Appalachian mountains. Up against the
Virginia Public Service — the powerful electric and gas utility — the
committee, led by Professor Hoyt of Washington and Lee, outlined an
aggressive plan: first, arouse as much opposition as possible to the
project throughout the state; second, lobby the State Highway Com-
mission to deny the change of the highway running through the area,
making it impossible for the Service to condemn the land since it con-
tained a public roadway; and third, locate an individual willing to pur-
chase the land after the committee has “made the company as uncom-
fortable as possible and it as difficult as possible for them to proceed. .
..”* Today, the still-pristine state of the Pass bears witness to the suc-
cess of the Virginia Academy of Science’s effort.

No sooner had the Goshen Pass matter reached closure than two
major projects surfaced. First, new concerns over the Great Dismal
Swamp came to light: real estate developers were petitioning the Gen-
eral Assembly to fill in the swamp, thereby making it of some “use” to
the Commonwealth. Again, the Committee on Conservation, buoyed
by the support of small, local action groups, swung into action, encour-
aging individual members to lobby the General Assembly for the main-
tenance of this irreplaceable habitat. While the Virginia Academy did
not pass a formal resolution stating its position, it appears from archi-
val records that a sufficient number of its members did contact their
state representatives to make a substantial impact.* Today the Great
Dismal Swamp remains in its natural state, open to visitors throughout
the year.

The second project grew out of the earlier cooperation between
the Garden Clubs of Virginia and the Conservation Committee. By 1930,
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the State Commission on Conservation and Development observed a
need for an advisory committee to oversee Virginia’s parks and forests.
Prompted by the ease of their earlier interaction, VAS and Garden Club
members offered their joint services to the state. These three groups,
along with the Izaak Walton League, formed the first State Park and
Forest Advisory Council. Among the group’s more noted acts was the
successful campaign directed toward Senator Harry Byrd to make the
Shenandoah Park a reality.

Committee on Flora

Taking the lead from the Association of Virginia Biologists, whose
members were committed to the collection of local flora and publica-
tion on related material, a Committee on Flora was proposed formally
in 1926 by botanist A.B. Massey and the following year was officially
recognized. The most important contribution of the committee in its
early days came in the form of support it gave to one of its members,
Professor Paul Merriman of the University of Richmond. An avid natu-
ralist, Merriman had amassed over the years an enormous collection of
the flora of Richmond and its surrounding areas. By 1930, Merriman
was ready to publish his findings. Not able to find an adequate publi-
cation outlet, Merriman turned to the Committee on Flora for help.
Intensely lobbying Governor Byrd and the Conservation and Develop-
ment Commission, the Committee pushed for a modest grant of $2000.
Finally, in 1931, the State Budget Committee appropriated $1000 to en-
able the Virginia Academy of Science to publish the Flora of Richmond
and Vicinity. A total of 2000 copies was printed and sold for a nominal
cost to tourists, members of garden clubs, and others interested in wild
plants.*® The publication came none too soon, as shortly thereafter, a
fire destroyed Merriman’s entire collection.

The Flora Comumittee’s activities led to other publications as well.
From its inception, the committee sent the majority of new plant speci-
mens to the State Herbaria, located at Virginia Polytechnic Institute in
Blacksburg. Naturally, the question soon arose as to how best to inform
the general membership and other interested scientific academies of
the ever-increasing holdings. The solution came in the form of a bi-
monthly mimeographed pamphlet called the Clayfonia. Named after
the seventeenth-century Virginia botanist John Clayton, one of the first
Virginians to receive international recognition for research and publi-
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cation, Claytonia was the Virginia Academy’s first attempt to publish
anything other than the Proceedings. From 1934 to 1939, Claytonia of-
tfered an up-to-date report on the state of wildflowers and other flora in
Virginia. The pamphlet survived until 1939, when it merged into the
Virginia Journal of Science.

Committee on Publications

By the 1920s, publication had become an integral component of
professionalism. American scientists young and old took great pride in
having their research accepted for publication by their discipline’s na-
tional journals. For those whose articles were declined by the more pres-
tigious journals, state academies provided a viable — though decid-
edly second tier — professional alternative. Although a few southern
academies attempted to publish journals during the 1920s and 1930s,
only North Carolina and Tennessee could be credited with success.*
Financial hardship, inability to reach an audience outside the general
membership, and difficulty attracting research articles from first-rate
scientists rendered timely and high-quality publications almost impos-
sible. For all these reasons, state journals did not enjoy the same level of
success as their national counterparts. They did, however, announce to
the national scientific community that scientific activity was alive in
regions otherwise viewed as nonproductive.

The Virginia Academy was not hasty in its effort to produce a jour-
nal. Beginning in 1924, the Proceedings from the annual meeting were
published, and in 1927 the Secretary’s Report was included as well. Other
than Claytonia, official publications did not exist. At the 1936 meeting,
the first female President of the VAS, Ida Sitler, announced the forma-
tion of a Committee on Academy Publications. She surmised that the
combination of several of the science publications then appearing in
Virginia — the Bulletin of the Virginia Section of the American Chemi-
cal Society, Claytonia, and the VAS Proceedings — might produce a quar-
terly periodical. Such a publication “would afford a more obvious dem-
onstration of the actual creative achievement of science within the state
than could the scattered efforts now representing the different interests
within the Academy.”™ Sitler’s suggestion did not gain full favor; how-
ever, it did pique the interest of the membership. Consequently, in 1939,
Claytonia was converted into the Virginia Journal of Science, with Ruskin
S. Freer and Robert P. Carroll of Virginia Military Institute continuing
as editor and business manager.
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Committee on the Encouragement of Research

In 1973 long-time member Walter Flory remarked that “[IJn a sense,
the research committee dates from the very founding of the Academy
when the first objective of the young organization was stated as ‘The
Promotion of Scientific Research in Virginia.””* So seriously did the
membership take this mission that included in the first printed Proceed-
ings is a full reprint of an editorial entitled “What the Academy Can
Do.”** In offering advice to the fledgling academy, the unidentified
author writes:

Too often there is a struggle to improvise, to go ahead
in spite of obstacles, and then a gradual slipping into the
state of mind that is content to do the day’s work of teaching
or of testing occurs. The university seldom continues to
stimulate, for its attitude seems to change the moment the
professors have no further daily responsibility. The
scientific societies to which man belongs are so large and
so dominated by the savants of established position that
the young teacher receives no spur from them. The Virginia
Academy may give him just what he needs of
encouragement, of contact, and of outlet. It may be a
national scientific association in miniature, a substitute for
the atmosphere of university research.”

One early form of research assistance came from the AAAS. In an
attempt to increase membership, the AAAS offered a fifty-cents, no-
strings-attached payment to the state academies for each of their mem-
bers who also participated in the national organization. The VAS joined
the Association in 1924, and it did not take long for the contribution to
become an integral part of the annual budget. Seeking to foster research,
the AAAS suggested in 1934 that the annual payment be used for indi-
vidual scientific grants. To facilitate movement in this direction, the
Association increased the amount awarded. Rather than fifty-cents per
member, the AAAS would offer a $25 total payment.*

For most southern academies, the AAAS grants provided the sole
source of research funding. Only the Virginia Academy could boast an
independent research fund. Early in 1925, Academy President J. Shelton
Horsley, the wealthy Richmond surgeon of national reputation men-
tioned earlier, appointed “a committee to concern itself with the ad-
vancement of scientific research in Virginia.” Representing the Medi-
cal College of Virginia, Randolph-Macon Woman's College, William and
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Mary, the University of Virginia, and the University of Richmond, the
Committee on the Encouragement of Research was set up on a rotating
basis, with each member serving between one and five years. The du-
ties of the committee were simple: “to keep in touch with research done
in Virginia, to encourage research, to suggest problems, to serve as a
clearing house for research problems, and to act in any other ways that
seem advisable to the committee.”*

As its first project of 1926, the Research Committee undertook an
analysis of the status of research in the Commonwealth. After survey-
ing sixty-three instructors from various universities and colleges, the
committee found the results discouraging: research was underfunded;
research was not encouraged at the state level; scientific equipment and
laboratories were in sad shape; and instructors were teaching more than
fifteen clock-hours per week — leaving little, if any, time for research.
In their written report to the membership, the committee cited the abys-
mal data before ending with the remarks of Yale scientist William
MacDonald:

The Supreme test of the intellectual life of a community
is the importance which it attaches to research and creative
intellectual effort. Unless research, in whatever field it may
be carried on, is held in high esteem with adequate facilities
for its maintenance and adequate rewards for men and
women who devote themselves to it, the development of
applied science in all its forms will eventually be checked.
Sooner or later unless research continues, we shall reach
the end of the things that are known and then progress
will cease. What is true of research must be true of creative
intellectual performance: it must be magnified or
intellectual life will decline. What can be done is to avert
such a calamity and to give to research and intellectual
creation the place of honor which they ought to hold in
our intellectual and social life.®

Determined that the VAS would affect substantially the course of
scientific research in the Commonwealth, the new committee took early
action to support the struggling scientists. For the majority of Virginia
scientists, time outside their teaching duties — critical for conducting
research — did not exist. By and large, each professor or instructor was
required to teach nine to twelve credit hours per semester in addition
to supervising the necessary laboratory components. Not helping the
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situation, the Southern Association of Colleges and Secondary Schools
had promulgated a policy in which, regarding measurement of work-
load, laboratory instruction was not commensurate with that in the class-
room. Thus, many college and university administrators viewed two
or three hours of laboratory teaching as equivalent to one classroom
hour. Little wonder scholarly pursuits often fell by the wayside.

William and Mary professor Donald Davis sought to change the
system as early as 1925. Before Council, he suggested that the Virginia
Academy pass a resolution encouraging the Southern Association to
reconsider its policy, perhaps amending it, so that time spent in the
laboratory would be equal to that in the classroom. Seven long years
passed before the VAS acted on Davis’s motion, passing a resolution
and forwarding it in early 1932 to both the Southern Association and
college administrators. Frustrated by the Southern Association’s lack
of response, several months later the Virginia Academy authorized Sec-
retary-Treasurer Miller to attend the annual AAAS meeting and deliver
its resolution and recommendations at the Academy Conference, with
the hope that other state academies of science would follow suit. En-
titled “The Credit Values of Laboratory Teaching,” Miller’s paper elic-
ited such a positive response that it was published along with several
reaction papers in the AAAS proceedings for 1932. Unfortunately, it
appears that the support was short-lived: the Southern Association did
not receive any other formal resolutions and recommendations and did
not, in the near future, reverse its policy.”

Davis’s early efforts to change the rules governing laboratory teach-
ing credits were compatible with President Horsley’s ideas concerning
the importance of research for Virginia scientists. Confident in his lead-
ership role, Horsley took the unusual step of proposing that the Acad-
emy create an endowment fund of at least $25,000 to be “at the disposal
of the Committee on Research of the Virginia Academy of Science.”
Such an amount would net approximately $1250 per annum in interest
of which, according to Horsley, $500 could be given annually for a meri-
torious paper, $250 could be used to defray committee expenses, and
$500 could be divided into small research grants for those Virginia sci-
entists “who need financial assistance in any particular line of research
work.”® To commence the fund, Horsley donated the first $150, ear-
marking it to be used over the next three years as an award for an out-
standing paper delivered at the annual meeting. By March 4, 1927,
Horsley reported to an incredulous membership that thus far $8375
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had been raised for the endowment fund. Contributions ranged from
seven large private donations from the Richmond area and numerous
smaller ones, to $250 from the C.V. Mosby Publishing Company of St.
Louis and $200 from a medical publishing firm in Maryland that wished
to remain anonymous.

Two months later in his Presidential address of that year, Horsley
offered a campaign-like speech, exhorting the VAS membership to sup-
port scientific research. Exemplifying a true Enlightenment spirit, he
repeatedly equated scientific progress with social progress. Referring
to academy scientists as the “Fifth Estate,” Horsley built his speech
around a recent editorial in The New York Times in which the author
proclaimed that modern science had “recast civilization through its
study and application of the fundamental facts and laws of Nature.”
Hence, scientists needed to “bring home to every man the wonders, the
significance, and the underlying harmony of the world in which we
live to the end and that all undertakings may be better ordered, all lives
enriched, all spirits fortified.” Horsley continued in the same vein,
impressing upon his audience that “the value of scientific work and of
research in pure science is becoming increasingly important, and no
scientific association has any excuse for existence unless it be some
stimulant to research.” In addition, he expressed concern over a con-
stant problem within the scientific community: the public’s willingness
to support only research that seems to have immediate practical appli-
cation, rather than pure research. Citing the practical accomplishments
of Alexander Graham Bell, Horsley pointed out that Bell’s accomplish-
ments would not have been possible without the prior, “purely scien-
tific” research of Joseph Henry. In his conclusion, Horsley simply stated
that basic research is good training for the mind and the intellect.”

Although $25,000 remained out of reach, in 1929 the Research Com-
mittee informed the Academy membership that it was ready to accept
requests for grants. The following year, six different projects were
awarded fifty dollars each.®” Monies were also set aside for continua-
tion of the meritorious paper contest. In 1930, thirteen papers were sub-
mitted. Such successes notwithstanding, the Research Committee con-
stantly sought to better its operations. In a letter of November 10, 1932,
Miller wrote to Horsley that, for research to be successful, the person
must be adequately trained in the field, have the desire to do research,
have a suitable program, and have adequate time and facilities. “Un-
fortunately,” he lamented, “the training that teachers receive frequently
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does not develop a strong desire to do research work and when diffi-
culties arise the research work is more and more neglected and finally
abandoned. The increase and maintenance of this desire to do research
work is central in any plan to promote research work here in Virginia.”®!
Given these sentiments, it is not surprising that Secretary Miller be-
came quite agitated when, several months later, he learned that two
applications had been rejected because they came in several days past
the due date. In an angry letter to the Research Committee, Miller as-
serted that if “the purpose of this committee is the encouragement of
research in Virginia, then we should be very careful not to discourage
it. The spirit of research is so scarce, so difficult to arouse, and so easily
extinguished that we should not throw cold water on any little flame
we find.”*

In 1936, Horsley initiated another fund-raising effort to shore up
the endowment fund. Seeking to enlist support for the fund from promi-
nent Richmond figures, Horsley wrote Virginius Dabney, then editor of
the Richimond Times-Dispatch, historian Douglas Southall Freeman, and
Jay Johns, representative of the Virginia State Chamber of Commerce.
Horsley pointed out:

The net exodus of Virginians amounts to about 500,000
.. in fact, a large proportion of the emigrants who go
from Virginia are individuals who seek better opportunities
for their activities — chemists, medical men, engineers
artists, journalists, and biologists frequently go elsewhere
because of better opportunities . . . Research should be held
in higher esteem in Virginia . . . a sympathetic attitude
toward research will do much to retain men and women
who have that flair.®

Horsley also solicited funds and expressions of support from out-
side the state. In 1937, he wrote to numerous individuals who, he felt,
might make a donation to the endowment, including Mrs. Alfred Du
Pont, a native Virginian then living in New Jersey. In the course of out-
lining the ways in which the funds had been used to date, Horsley
proclaimed that Virginia’s most important asset is the quality of its
people. Therefore, “it is most unfortunate that a large percentage of
young scientists are compelled to leave the state for better opportuni-
ties and where the prestige of scientific work is greater.” Competition
with the heavily-endowed institutions is not feasible, allowed Horsley,
but encouragement and financial help is. “If we could keep only one

A -



A History of the Virginia Academy of Science

out of four research workers we would be doing something very great
for our state. This work naturally does not have the emotional appeal
that crippled children, illness, or the indigent have, and so must be lim-
ited to a few persons of understanding, who give intelligently rather
than emotionally, and these must be asked to give in larger amounts.”*
Mrs. Alfred Du Pont sent one thousand dollars, while others contrib-
uted five hundred dollars or less. By 1938, Horsley’s efforts had topped
the fund off at 13,000 dollars.

The following year, Frank Geldard of the University of Virginia
took over as new chair of the Research Committee. As his first task,
Geldard initiated an analysis of the research grants awarded over the
past ten years. On the one hand, the results of the study indicated a
high level of success. Over its ten-year history, the committee had re-
ceived 102 applications for aid — seventy-one of which had received a
partial or full grant, totaling $4028. The recipients had delivered forty-
eight papers on their grant-supported topics and published sixty-six.®
On the other hand, the review revealed that perhaps a change in policy
relative to making the grants might be in order. Geldard summarized
the issue, stating:

I have serious doubts as to the wisdom of making very
many or very large grants to people like Speidel, Yoe, etc.
who have other resources to fall back on. Too, I think we
should encourage the “matching” of funds by institutions,
as in the cases of last year. It draws attentions to our limited
resources and probably gives administrative officers a better
appreciation of research difficulties in their own
institutions.®

One other incentive to research is worth mentioning. In 1936,
Phipps and Bird, Inc. — the Richmond-based manufacturer of scientific
instruments managed by Lloyd C. Bird, himself an active member of
the Virginia Academy — offered to award a gold medal at the annual
meeting to a meritorious paper delivered before the individual acad-
emies of Georgia, North Carolina, South Carolina, and Virginia.” Fol-
lowing the annual meetings, the four recipients of the Jefferson Gold
Medals, as they were called, would send their papers to be evaluated
by a panel consisting of one judge from each academy. Of that group,
the winning paper would receive one hundred dollars, while second
and third would collect twenty-five dollars respectively. While the Vir-
ginia Academy responded enthusiastically to the Jefferson Medal con-
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test, the other academies often did not have enough entries to compete.
Not pleased with the level of participation, in 1943 Bird withdrew the
company’s sponsorship of the award.®

On balance, the effort to raise research money was fairly success-
ful. Very likely, only Horsley could have raised such an endowment.
(As of December 31, 2000, it had grown to $198,150.) He was able to do
so for several reasons. First, his profession as surgeon allowed him con-
siderably more free time and flexibility in his use of his leisure than
that enjoyed by teaching scientists. Second, because he was a surgeon
and practiced in Richmond, he had both professional and social stat-
ure, which he was able to use to the advantage of the Virginia Acad-
emy. His standing with people of “high status” in the powerful Rich-
mond community and his membership in the VAS made him an impor-
tant node in the Academy network. He was, to use sociologist Bruno
Latour’s terminology, able to enroll people who under normal circum-
stances had nothing to do with an academy of science. In so doing, he
expanded the network of people to whom the Virginia Academy had
access, thus making the Academy more durable. It is a truism to say
that the more one can link powerful people securely into a given net-
work, the greater the access the members of the network have to money
and power. Horsley, and probably Horsley alone among the members
of the Academy at that time, was able to make such connections on
behalf of the VAS. It was a loss to the Virginia Academy of Science and
a weakening of Horsley’s efforts when Lloyd Bird pulled his support
away from the collection of academies, yet there was very little Horsley
could have done about it, since it was the lack of activity in other states
more than anything within Virginia that negatively affected Bird’s evalu-
ation of the results of his company’s effort.

Education

The Virginia Academy placed an enormous premium on protect-
ing and improving the quality of secondary science education within
the state’s public school system. As early as May of 1923, George
Ferguson, professor of education and psychology at the University of
Virginia, expressed concern over the power and the proximity of the
creationist movement. Like many Virginia scientists, Ferguson viewed
the myopic conception of science reflected in creationist doctrine as
antithetical to all scientific inquiry, and it was thus vital to address the
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problem immediately. Writing to then-president Lewis, he stated: “If
Mr. Bryan comes this way, I hope we may issue a statement.”*

Before 1920, there had been little hesitation in Virginia and other
southern regions about teaching students the theory of evolution. Even
colleges and universities known for their religious curriculum, such as
Wake Forest of North Carolina, viewed teaching the theory of evolu-
tion as a necessary component of scientific instruction. A mere five years
later, this was not the case, as a tide of anti-evolutionary sentiment swept
the nation, most notably in the south. “[Flighting for their careers and
reputations,” teachers and professors were “besieged by angry funda-
mentalists who increasingly identified organic evolution as the cause
of the social ills plaguing modern civilization.”” Led by William
Jennings Bryan, a member of the Presbyterian church and a Democratic
candidate thrice-defeated for the presidency of the United States, the
creationists sought to erase any reference to evolution from standard
curricula, replacing it with a literalist interpretation of the Book of Gen-
esis.

So successful were Bryan and his followers that, by the end of the
1920s, more than twenty states had debated anti-evolutionary laws, with
intellectually troubling results. Tennessee, Arkansas, and Mississippi
had banned the teaching of evolution in public schools and, in Okla-
homa, all texts considering evolution were banned. In Florida, evolu-
tion was considered “improper and subversive.” Even the United States
Senate debated an amendment to ban radio broadcasts advocating evo-
lution.” Given the conservative tenor of Virginia, the concern voiced
by Ferguson was well-founded.

In response to Ferguson’s 1923 suggestion, Lewis posted a circular
in the spring of 1924 to the Executive Committee stating:

It has been suggested that the Academy may perform
a useful service at this time by drawing up a statement of
the status of the theory of evolution among Virginia
scientists. The point is made that in the present wide interest
in and general discussion of this subject there is a good
deal of misapprehension, some of which may be allayed
by a clear statement from the Academy. Some of the popular
errors are that evolution teaches that man is descended from
the monkey; that evolution is necessarily irreligious; that
evolution is synonymous with Darwinism; that there is no
evidence of evolution; and that there is a wide difference
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of opinion among scientists as to its truth. It is a nice
question. May I have the benefit of your opinion as to
whether it is wise for the Academy to make any
pronouncement on the subject?”

Each committee member supported issuing an official statement,
though with varying levels of enthusiasm. Miller, for example, remarked
that it was difficult for him to recognize the importance of issuing such
a statement because for him the idea of evolution was “as common-
place and fundamental an assumption as that the sun will rise tomor-
row.” However, he conceded that there were “some who needed some
sort of guidance in the matter,” so he thought it might be worthwhile to
make a statement defining the theory of evolution and showing its value
as a working hypothesis.” Five days later, Miller was more subdued,
advising against using the phrase “Doctrine of Evolution” and the word
“believe” in connection with scientific theory. Such rhetoric he main-
tained is “too religious; we must be careful to always use language that
people understand.”"

Both Henry Smith, President of Washington and Lee University,
and R.C. Young of William and Mary were more cautious than Miller.
Smith cautioned that:

... in such an ultra-conservative state as Virginia, issuing
a statement might excite the extreme fundamentalists, who
I fear are quite numerous in the Old Dominion, to greater
alarm and more violent efforts at repression than ever. . ..
It might, however, be wise and timely to pass a unanimous
resolution that in the opinion of the scientists of Virginia
the acceptance of the doctrine of evolution as believed by
scientists in the world today is not inconsistent with
religious faith, hope, and practice.”

Young maintained that a “valid objection to the pronouncemen
[that of Bryan and the creationists], provided the public thoroughly
understands the spirit in which it is made” might be issued. “It should
be made clear that our purpose in doing this is to give information and
allay misapprehension.””

Given the affirmative response of the Executive Committee, Lewis
decided to speak on the relationship between the church and science in
his 1924 Presidential address to the Academy membership. Based on
the reaction of the membership to his speech — which would reflect as
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well the opinions of the Executive Committee, Lewis would decide
whether or not to issue a proclamation. Lewis began with a brief de-
scription of the conflict at hand:

In the course of the history of the Christian church there
have been many occasions when theological conclusions
did not square with the experience of man as to material
matters. The result in all cases was the same, an initial
success of the church, then a period of attempted
compromise, and finally an ignominious retreat by the
spokesmen for the church. .. .That the movement to curb
the teaching of evolution is not a trivial thing has become
evident to all those who love liberty and believe in truth.
Efforts have been made to dictate the teaching of science in
Kentucky, Florida, Texas, Oklahoma, North Carolina, West
Virginia, and Minnesota.”

Furthermore, continued Lewis, the ways in which the “agents of
the inquisition” are attempting to dislodge those who teach evolution
from their profession is

... unconscionable and indicates an acute confusion over
the meaning of the theory of evolution. Indeed, there seems,
however, to be some confusion in the minds of ecclesiastical
leaders as to which particular windmill is being tilted at.
The words Darwinism and evolution are most frequently
used in evident ignorance that the two are different. The
fact of evolution may be regarded as proved, just as the
fact of gravitation is proved. Darwin’s theory to account
for it, on the other hand, is not only not proved, but is subject
to revision like any other theory. . .. But the fact of evolution
stands on quite other grounds.”™

Given the enthusiasm and support with which Lewis’s address
was greeted, it would seem that an official statement should have fol-
lowed. This was not the case, however. In fact, following Lewis’s speech,
there was no immediate correspondence — formal or informal — that
discussed the relationship between church and science. Two years later,
one final word on the matter appears in a letter from Lewis to Francis
D. Murnagnan, Assistant Secretary of the AAAS, stating that “nothing
further has been heard of any anti-evolution bill in Virginia.”” “Fur-
thermore,” he remarks, “I do not believe that Virginia will ever vote
that the earth is flat.”®
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Neither the archival record nor oral interviews reveal the reasons
behind the sudden lack of interest in the evolutionism-creationism de-
bates. At first glance, one might speculate that with the conclusion of
the infamous Scopes Trial in 1925, the academics no longer felt threat-
ened by fundamentalists seeking to ban the teaching of evolution. How-
ever, the majority of southern state governments were still in the pro-
cess of debating such a ban. Furthermore, fundamentalist groups within
Virginia were encouraging the General Assembly to consider an anti-
evolutionary ban. Clearly, the conflict persisted well into the decade.
Then why the sudden lack of interest? One may only conclude that the
VAS fell into a pattern which would appear time and again in its his-
tory. That is: an initial flurry of interest in an issue that might have
political repercussions and then, for no stated reason, a sudden loss of
interest in the issue. Of course this pattern did not hold true in every
controversial issue. However, it does occur sufficiently over time to make
one wonder what kind of political statement these “nonactions” of the
VAS have made.

The issues of evolution and creationism were not the only matters
on the Academy’s education plate. The VAS saw itself as an inclusive
organization and, acting on that philosophy in early 1925, the Virginia
Academy initiated its first big push to attract more high-school teach-
ers into its fold. Secretary Miller attended the science section of the
Virginia State Teachers Association, inviting all to join the VAS.®! While
the teachers did not flock to the Academy, they were, nevertheless, al-
ways encouraged to participate in its activities. The early interest in
secondary education is not surprising: after all, the majority of the mem-
bership taught in the Commonwealth’s colleges and universities, and
were only too well aware of the results of inadequate scientific prepa-
ration of college freshmen in their classrooms and laboratories. In ad-
dition, the several state teaching colleges were active in the Virginia
Academy, and, for them, the link between the high-school teacher and
student was even stronger.

Although the VAS did not establish a Committee on Science in the
Public Schools until 1930, late in 1925 Council did consider the prob-
lems within science education and informally suggested three avenues
the organization might follow in addressing the situation. First, Acad-
emy membership would be extended more forcefully to the region’s
high-school teachers, and they would be encouraged to form a work-
ing section. Second, the VAS would lobby to gain a seat on the State
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Education Commission; such a position would ensure the organization’s
voice in science education policy. Third, the Academy would establish
a working relationship with high-school students through, for example,
scientific demonstrations by visiting Academy members and an involve-
ment with science clubs.*

In keeping with Council’s unofficial recommendations, two years
later, in 1927, Miller and Lewis proposed that the Virginia Academy
officially recommend to Governor Byrd the appointment of Horsley as
a member of the State Education Comumission. In a letter to Miller, Lewis
explained: “It seems that at least one man of scientific training should
be on the commission and I know of no one who is so eligible on the
basis of broad experience and thorough training as well as common
sense and the qualities of good citizenship as Dr. Horsley.”® Shortly
thereafter, the Governor appointed Horsley to the commission. By all
accounts, Horsley was an excellent surgeon, a devoted member of the
VAS, and most likely a conscientious member of the commission. Yet
he certainly was not an expert on science education; indeed, his lack of
classroom experience leads one to question the appropriateness behind
his being recommended to Governor Byrd.

By 1930, the Academy began a concerted effort to establish direct
contact with high-school students. An example of this effort is the
heavily-marked “How State Academies of Science May Encourage Sci-
entific Endeavors Among High-School Students” placed in the archival
folder for that year. Written by Louis Astell, a high-school teacher from
Community High School in West Chicago, Illinois, the article outlined
a four-pronged approach for promoting science among the youth:

o

. Develop momentum for science clubs and activities
. Assist the constitution for the Junior Academy

. Offer teacher training courses

4. Construct the annual program of the state academy
for the maximum benefit to the high-school
delegates.™

(SREN N

n the margins of Astell’s article, an anonymous reader penned:
In tl g f Astell’s articl ony d d
“Must establish a Comm. on Junior Science.” Several days later, the
irginia Academy appointed the Committee on Science in the Public
Virg Academy appointed the C ttee on 5 the Publ
Schools “to consider the part that training in science should play in the
process of education, the time and attention in school programs that its
importance justifies and, from time to time, as need and opportunity
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appear, to exert all proper influence to improve the standing of the sci-
ence in the schools of the state.”®

While the committee did not institute change on a large scale, it
did toy with the notion of forming a junior academy of science. This
suggestion produced lengthy discussions within the Academy, although
Council did not consider firm proposals for a Virginia Junior Academy
of Science for several years. A few individual members of the commit-
tee did venture into the public school system and offer free demonstra-
tions to the various science clubs and teachers. For example, in a letter
prior to the 1934 annual meeting, Academy President William Kepner
notes that the next meeting will be held in Winchester — “the seat of
great High School activity ... Demonstrations might be helpful to the
high-school teachers and science clubs, so contact him [President
Kepner] if interested.”* Unfortunately, such outreach required much
time and money — neither of which was abundant in the years imme-
diately following the Great Depression.

Such outreach did not immediately extend to the undergraduates
of the region’s colleges and universities. While the Geology Section
opened their sessions to upper-level students, the other sections were
less eager to follow. In 1931, Nan Thorton, an energetic faculty member
from Randolph-Macon Woman's College, proposed a junior member-
ship program for college students. Dues would be negligible, the stu-
dents would gain invaluable experience from witnessing a scientific
conference in action, and the general membership would increase.*” The
program quickly caught on: in 1933, eighteen students attended the
meeting. Two years later, the number had doubled, before leveling-off
at thirty-three. Finally, at the 1939 annual meeting in Danville, Council
passed a motion relieving those students sponsored by members of
any dues.

However well intentioned the efforts at outreach in the direction
of high-school teachers and college students, they could hardly be de-
fined as vigorous. One wonders whether the scientists in the universi-
ties were sufficiently over-worked and under-funded that they simply
could not expend the necessary effort to interact with the high-school
teachers, or whether there is a more complex issue at base. For example,
there is an implicit hierarchical structure within education that, despite
the egalitarian motives characterizing the founding of the VAS, may
have taken over when strenuous individual effort and /or commitment
of money was required. Was the initial inclusion of the high-school teach-
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ers and the later rhetoric concerning outreach simply the playing out of
a kindly paternalism that was abandoned when their inclusion became
difficult? If that were indeed the case, then one may raise the issue of
the real nature of the network within which academic scientists worked.
From this view, high-school teachers actually would have been only
peripheral participants whose ability to function within the network
depended entirely on the willingness of the more central members of
the Virginia Academy to allow them access. The hierarchical structure
also is likely to have come into play in a situation characterized by the
struggle for scarce resources that marked the Great Depression. Unfor-
tunately, there is no direct evidence for this analysis within the archival
material or in the oral histories.

The Virginia Academy of Science
and the American Association for the Advancement of Science

Prior to 1919, state academies of science enjoyed a loose and infor-
mal association with the AAAS. That year, the AAAS revised its Consti-
tution, offering the academies formal affiliation and awarding them one
position on the national Council. To facilitate camaraderie among the
affiliated academies, in 1926 the AAAS instituted the Academy Confer-
ence. Held on one day at the annual AAAS meeting, the Academy Con-
ference “promoted mutual cooperation of the common aims and pur-
poses of several academies, provided appropriate means for consulta-
tion on and investigations of academy problems, and gave others the
benefit of their successes and failures.”® Enrollment in the Academy
Conference gave each state academy the opportunity to function on the
national scene.

Well aware of the importance of membership in the national orga-
nization, Secretary Miller wrote the AAAS Secretary on March 26, 1924,
asking how the VAS might proceed with affiliation. One year later, he
received a response that included the general rules representing such
affiliation and the application — the latter requiring a mission state-
ment and also a list of VAS members.® Miller immediately sent a letter
to Lewis, enclosing a copy of the letter, and requested input. During the
May meeting of 1925 in Richmond, the Virginia Academy voted to join
the AAAS.

Once officially an affiliate, in 1927 the Virginia Academy decided
to follow the lead of other affiliate academies of science and appoint a
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public relations representative. Sidney Negus, professor at the Medical
College of Virginia, took his new job seriously, remarking to members
of the VAS in 1928, “Every college in the state having representatives at
the Academy should check up onits publicity. . . . Scientific work in the
state needs the right kind of publicity . . .”*

Negus possessed an uncanny ability to foresee what course the
Academy needed to follow to elevate its professional standing. Under
his guidance, the VAS worked hard to convince the AAAS to hold its
1932 meeting in Richmond. Although the national organization was
receptive to the Academy’s overtures, economic hardship brought on
by the Depression made it impossible for the Virginia Academy to raise
the $7000 needed to hold the event.

While negotiating with the AAAS for the meeting, Negus formed
an excellent working relationship with its Council. In the spring of 1936,
the AAAS named him national Director of the Press Service. In explain-
ing his acceptance of the position to the Virginia Academy, Negus wrote:

One of the principal reasons for taking on this work
for the AAAS last spring was to tie it in with accom-
plishments of members of the Academy. I felt that having
the various channels throughout the country open to our
State scientific organization might work advantageously
from time to time in letting the public, which ultimately
pays the bill for scientific research, learn more fully what
is being done along science lines in Virginia . .. .*

With Negus occupying an official post, the Virginia Academy felt
encouraged to raise another bid to host the national meeting. Together
with the Virginia Section of the American Chemical Society and the
Richmond Chamber of Commerce, the VAS mounted a full-scale cam-
paign. By late 1936, the AAAS announced that its December 28, 1938,
meeting would be held in Richmond, the state capital of Virginia. Less
than a year later, Horsley received a letter from William Meachum, the
assistant editor of the Richmond Times Dispatch, in which Meachum said
that he had been asked by The New York Times Magazine to prepare an
article on Richmond and that he realized that the scientific interests
and achievements of the state would be important, “especially since
the AAAS intended to hold its 1938 meeting there.”®* For the Virginia
Academy, it appeared as if science had finally come of age in its fair
state.
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Government and Industry

Like other state academies of science, the Virginia organization
sought to attract the attention of members of the state government who
might be willing to support scientific development in any number of
ways. As early as 1928, the Academy Council authorized a new Com-
mittee on Cooperation with the Government of the State to conduct a
survey of the VAS special abilities and services it could render, for “such
analysis might satisfy the needs of the State from the standpoint of sci-
entific research.”” Unfortunately, scientific development was hardly a
high priority during the Great Depression, and the committee — never
called upon for advice — eventually disbanded. Despite this lack of
interest, the Virginia Academy of Science submitted, on its own accord,
an annual letter of progress. For example, in a 1931 letter Miller in-
formed Governor Pollard that at the present time the Academy could
boast nearly 600 members representing rather extensively the science
teachers in colleges and those “men of science” within medicine and
industries in Virginia.

Cognizant of the increasing importance of industry in the Com-
monwealth, early on the VAS sought to cultivate a working relation-
ship with company scientists. For the Virginia Academy, industry sup-
port might translate into monies for publications and research funds,
participation in the annual meetings — most likely in the form of ex-
hibits — and a stronger voice in Richmond. In 1930, the Virginia Acad-
emy organized a Committee on Industrial Relations, whose purpose
was to “study methods for establishing more complete understanding,
better mutual relations, and greater cooperation between the Academy
and the industries of the State.”* As Colonel Edwin Cox of Richmond
remarked in a moment of candor: “If the mutual relations between the
Academy and the industries of the State were more cordial and helpful
there would be no difficulty in increasing the [Virginia Academy’s] in-
come from that source.”* :

After a lengthy and detailed review of the industrial field, the com-
mittee presented Council with recommendations designed to interest
the company scientists in the annual meetings. According to the com-
mittee, the present level of support for the Virginia Academy, from both
government and industries, was highly unsatisfactory; hence, “activi-
ties must be planned to attract their interest.” Unfortunately, the
committee’s subsequent line of reasoning presupposed a sharp divi-
sion between the academic and non-academic scientist; such assump-
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tions led to an inaccurate conception of the industrial scientist. For ex-
ample, the committee suggested that a program heavily weighted with
specialized, technical papers — which often failed to reveal the
overarching reason for conducting the research — was less than stimu-
lating to the industry scientists. Furthermore, the belief held by many
Academy members that industry work “is destructive of ‘pure’ science”
was inimical to creating an inviting environment. While the committee
did offer twelve recommendations — including encouraging papers
emphasizing general conclusions and applications; symposia aimed at
industrial interests; use of the research endowment to disseminate in-
formation concerning research results to the industry and legislature;
and sponsorship of an industrial research award — the Virginia Acad-
emy did little to implement them.

Science Museum of Virginia

In 1933, William Carson, Chair of the State Commission on Con-
servation and Development, contacted the Virginia Academy asking
whether it might be interested in helping the commission develop a
state museum of science. Carson allowed that his group “has been more
or less at a standstill in our development work, with the exception of
the projects that are now under way, as our appropriations have been
badly cut. ... ”* Therefore, if the VAS were to establish a committee to
“look into the matter of a museum,” it would be “quite welcome.” The
primary motivation behind Carson’s interest in a state museum seems
to have been the acquisition of the natural history collection of Florida
businessman H.H. Bailey, who insisted upon a suitable housing arrange-
ment before donating it. Comprised of about 5500 bird skins, 25 mounted
birds, 850 mammal skins, 25,000 eggs, a shell collection, and a library
of some 3000 titles, the Bailey collection, housed at Alum Springs in
Rockbridge County, would serve as an excellent foundation for a new
museum. Many years later, in 1975, D. Rae Carpenter, Jr. was asked to
report to the trustees to assess the potential of this site to the science
museum of Virginia. Although an endowment of $500,000 accompa-
nied the property, neither the property nor the collection ultimately
contributed directly to the present day Science Museum of Virginia.
The collection, however, was subsequently moved to Virginia Polytech-
nic Institute and State University and is currently available to the pub-
lic among the nine collections housed in the Virginia Tech Museum of
Natural History in Blacksburg, Virginia.*”
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The Virginia Academy unanimously supported the idea of a state
museum of science. Member J. James Murray summed up the general
opinion of the organization in a letter to Council in which he stated: “I
am very interested in the development of our state museum, especially
from the standpoint of natural history. Virginia has done very little for
a museum, and that is a very poor thing when compared with the mu-
seums of, for instance, North and South Carolina. . . .”* Council ap-
pointed George W. Jeffers, of State Teacher’s College in Farmville, as
the first chair of the Committee on a State Museum. New to the subject
of museums, Jeffers wrote to the American Association of Museums
asking how best to familiarize himself with such work. Next, he sent a
memorandum to his committee on April 2, 1933. “As I see it,” he
said,”there is very little the Committee can do at this time beyond fa-
miliarizing ourselves with museums and their development elsewhere,
but I would welcome suggestions designed to prevent us and a com-
mittee from merely ‘marking time’.”* Helen McCormack, a member of
the committee and an employee of the Valentine Museum in Richmond,
responded three days later, stating that all of the members of the com-
mittee should at least visit the Valentine Museum.'™ One might as-
sume that Jeffers’ lack of creative initiatives was frustrating to Helen
McCormack.

Despite initial signs to the contrary, the relationship between the
commission and the committee did not remain on solid footing. Less
than a year after being approached by the commission, Jeffers wrote to
Council : “. . . since the commission gives us no chance to co-operate,
does the Academy wish our function to be that of spreading propa-
ganda for a state museum? If not, then what exactly are we to do?”™
A possible explanation for the commission’s general negativity is not
revealed until much later in a letter from Jeffers to Professor J.R. Dymand
of the Royal Ontario Museum in Toronto. As Jeffers explained: “The
state of Virginia, mother of Presidents, etc. does not boast a museum
worthy of the name. Three years ago, our State Academy of Science
appointed a committee of which I am chairman to be ready to assist if
ever a museum possibility appeared. There seemed not even the re-
motest hope, so we began quietly to start something, and right now
things look brighter. We can secure a very good collection if we can get
the state or someone else to guarantee proper housing, etc. But the do-
nor [Bailey] is particularly wary of politicians of every sort, and he wants
a guarantee also of its proper administration by scientists. . ..” 1" Surely
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the commission, comprised predominantly of politicians, did not take
kindly to such a guarantee.

Council obviously encouraged the committee to continue in its
efforts to secure the Bailey collection, regardless of the commission’s
position. Though the archival record is sketchy, it appears that the com-
mittee sought support from the various business communities. An un-
signed letter to Jeffers, for example, reports a conversation about the
Bailey Collection and Museum with Morton G. Thalhimer, one “of the
largest real estate men here in Richmond.” Apparently, Thalhimer ex-
pressed a genuine interest, requesting a letter setting forth the essential
facts and promising to call a meeting to consider “how to best go about
getting Virginia a high class natural history museum.”'”® Further south,
Homer L. Ferguson of Newport News pledged his support to the en-
deavor, and promised to visit Bailey and view the collection on his next
visit to Florida.

Although the Committee did not secure the Bailey collection for
Virginia or establish a state museum of science, this activity is repre-
sentative of the efforts of the Virginia Academy to bring science to the
attention of the citizenry, and in the process, to increase public under-
standing of science. A puzzling question is why the Academy’s efforts
failed, particularly in view of the attractiveness of the Bailey collection.
A comparison of the success of the endowment raised by Horsley is
instructive. Horsley was able — through use of his own money, posi-
tion, and contacts but primarily by his personal determination and per-
severance — to bring his idea to fruition. In contrast to the VAS’s Mu-
seum Committee and its relationship with the commission, Horsley
did not have any connection with an outside body. Obviously, though,
the relationship with the commission was at best a mixed blessing. Both
the varied interests of the commission and Bailey’s insistence that con-
trol of the museum not be vested with politicians must have worked
against the creation of a state museum. Nevertheless, the museum was
too good an idea for the Virginia Academy of Science as a continuing
body to let die.

Reflections: 1920-1939

The years 1920-1939 marked the start and early development of
the Virginia Academy of Science. Born out of a perceived need for a
state-based professional society to further the cause of science within
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Virginia, the VAS made a good beginning during this period. It devel-
oped a sound organizational structure, the membership became stable
and interested in the welfare of the Academy, and several of the enter-
prises proposed by members were brought to fruition. The use of the
expertise of the members was demonstrated to the political sector from
which money flowed. The leadership of the Academy was strong, and
there was a high level of interest in bringing science to the public through
a variety of means.

However, in a climate that did not offer support necessary to the
scientific disciplines within higher education, the Academy was not able
to garner sufficient support — either within the state legislature or the
administrations of the region’s colleges and universities — to secure
the resources necessary for Virginia’s scientists to practice on a level
with the best of the nation. Perhaps as a consequence of this failure, the
Academy proposed several ventures and started on several missions
that it was not able to complete. In the latter area, there was a hint of a
pattern that would reveal itself in the later years of the VAS, in which
the Academy started a project, then either dropped it or offered insuffi-
cient support to reach the declared goal. On balance, however, this first
period was one of solid achievement.
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