Chapter 5
Post-Sputmk Boom and Decline, 1963 1985

It may seem odd that a period of rapid growth by a plant science society
should be identified with a small Soviet satellite propelled into space orbit in
October 1957. We may overestimate its importance because, following World War
11, there was already general appreciation of need for continued support of basic
science. However, the orbiting of Sputnik I and its several successors over the next
few years, culminating in the orbiting of a manned space vehicle by the Soviets in
April 1961, created public anxiety about the adequacy of our nation’s science.
Danger was perceived “in letting those communists get ahead of us,” and there was
a demand for intensified efforts in research and development. By the early 1960s
a sharp escalation had begun in federal funding for science programs—supported
by a rising economy-—and in 1969 the nation had the satisfaction of passing the
Soviets by placing men on the moon. It had also established a pattem of heavy
funding for scientific research.

Although the 'space program was the chief beneﬁclary of the drive to caich
up and pass, there was increased concern to upgrade science at all levels, beginning
in grade school (the “new math,” for example). Life sciences benefited as well,
especially medicine, which received the bulk of research funding, with agriculture
a poor second and fundamental biology a poorer third. Advances in applied
research however, draw heavily onbasic science, a‘n'd this is certainly true’of the fffe
questions were increasingly funded, often as basic research underlymg applied
problems such as food production.

Plant physiological research obtained considerable suppozt i this way for
basic studies related to crop growth and reproduction, fettilizet requirements,
photosynthesis, plant survival of heat, cold, and drought stress, storage of seedsand
fruits, control of plant growth with applied chemicals, response to pollutants, and

. so forth. ‘Plant physiologists.increased in numbers and importance in the plant

science departments of universities. As will be séen in the data to follow, the 1960s
and 1970s saw a surge of growth in the science and the Society. In the 1960s there
was a great demand for Ph.D.s in plant physiology, and the graduate student
population rose in response. By the early 1970s, however, the backlog was filled
and getting a job became quite competitive, and remains so. Nonetheless, the
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funding of plant physiological research remained substantial and so did the graduate
student population (working with plants can be engaging, and students who venture
into plant research tend to be trapped by their interest in the problems).

The last five years of this period (1980 to 1985) are puzzling, however.
Society membership and journal subscriptions declined, and the publication rate
leveled out. At the same time, research funding increased (although not much in
constant dollars), and the Society’s income and assets reached peak values.
Searching through the domestic scene for parallels, the Society seemed to have
shared somewhat the industrial malaise of the nation, while its budget fattened like
the stock market. The science, however, remained sound and steadily advanced in
the increasingly sophisticated hands of the latest gencration of plant physiologists.

(Thedatafor 1986-1988 show some recovery in membership, subscriptions,
and papers published, indicating that the early 1980s may only be a pause in
continued progress. Early on I decided not to extend this history beyond 1985.
Recentevents, even though of importance, lack sufficient perspective for evaluation
or interpretation. However, an epilogue has been added at least to list recent
developments.)

- Hence, this most recent penod inthe hlstory of the Society againreflects, in
part, the major events and concerns of the nation, but it remains difficult to see in
the science itself any significant response to perturbations imposed by society at
large. Sometimes an expansion of research can be seen in areas which receive
“problem” funding—soil salinity or atmospheric pollution, for example—but such
support is not always sustained. Plant physiologists can be drawn into such issues
as-the teratogenic properties of 2.,4,5-trichlorophenoxyacetic. acid and associated
dioxins (contained in Agent Orange), and hence contribute to the banning of 2,4,5-
T as a brush killer. But the basic physiological question remains unaffected—how
do the auxin herbicides acttokill plants selectively? The question will not disappear
uniil answered, for it is validated by our need to understand our world quite aside
from the practical concerns of society.-

Officers and the Business Office

.. Table 16 lists the elected and appointed officers for this period.

In 1966 a major change was madg:in the office of vice-president, following
a proposal made by Harry Beevers (1) who suggested that “changing the office of
Vice President to President-Elect would permit some sharing of the President’s
duties and would allow time for the President to become informed before taking
office.” The motion was approved, and Article VI-1 of the constitution was changed
toread, “The duties shall be those usually performed by such officers, the president-
electacting as vice—president.” However, the plan for an apprenticeship year to give
the incoming president some.understanding of his duties was not as effective as
conceived. In practice, the presidents-elect leamed nothing more about the
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presidency than had the vice-presidents, for they had nothing to do but attend the
executive committee meetings and wait for their turn in the chair. They were
probably more observant, however, knowing that the responsibility soon was
coming their way.

A profound change in the business affairs of the Society occurred in 1973,
when the office of executive secretary-treasuter was réplaced by a professional
business office, headed by a salaried business executive. Supervision of the
financial transactions was given to an appointed treasurer, who was made an ex
officio member of the board of trustees. These changes arose from the increased
office workload that accompanied the growth of the Society.

In the decade following 1962, the income and resources of the Society rose
sixfold, journal publication threefold, and members and subscribers 60 to 70
percent. ‘This threw a great load on executive secretary-treasurer William Klein,
who was fully employed at the Smithsonian Radiation Biology Laboratory. With-
out the devoted help of his wife, Winifred, he would never have been able to handle
the ever-growing tasks of collecting and recording dues and subscriptions, prepar-
ing the annual directory, managing the business aspects of printing, paying bills,
making investments, keeping financial records, writing reports and newsletters, and
serving as the central contact for complaints and negotiations. Allof this (and more)
was initially done from the basement of the Kleins’ home in Bethesda, MD. The
Society recognized Winifred Klein’s contributions by employing her part-time as
office secretary and gradually raising her position to that of office manager with
part-time secretarial help. (The salaries and social security payments for the
executive secretary-treasurer’s office increased from $1800 in FY 1963-1964 to
$20,455 in'FY 1972; honorarium for the position increased from $500 to $2000.)
Recognition of the growing load on the business office was given in the report of
the board of trustees at its May 1967 meeting (2).

Our Society is now in the above $100,000 per year operational
category. The volume of work that goes into such an entetprise is too much to
be expected at essentially volunteer service rates. This fact was recognized by
the Financial Status Committee in 1964 and moves have been underway ever
since to develop the Executive-Secretary-Treasuret’s and Editor's offices into
full time positions.

The job of Executive-Secretary-Treasurer is now occupying part of the
time of four individuals—Bill Klein, Winifred Klein, and two secretary-file
clerks— at a cost of about $4650 in salaries and honoratia...it might be
mentioned that the Horticultural Society’s Executive Director’s office presently
has g salary budget of $22,155. Furthermore our Society’s files now occupy a
good sized office and we can no longer expect free storage of such a volume
of material. As we approachthe 5,000 member-subscriber mark, we, too, must
move in the direction of afull-time, paid Executive-Secretary-Treasurer with an
office and a small staff.

Klein had prepared...a proposal for supplementary funds to rent and
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equip an office in Bethesda, Maryland. This would involve -only a-small
additional outlay on the 1966-67 budget —mainly for rent and a start on office
equipment. [A supplement to the budget was approved] that would allow for
immediate rental of an office and removal of the Soclety's files from the Klein
homeé to it. Approval was also given for a 1968 budget item sufficient to equip
and staff it...Expansion of this office will permit some of the usual duties of the
Secretary’s office to be transferred to Bethesda.

An office was rented at 7720 Wisconsin Avenue, Bethesda, MD, for $1500
per year. Klein described the office in his 1968 annual report (3):

The establishment of this office as a professionally staffed, really
business-like office has justified itself through this year's operation. We do
need, however, more clerical time, more filing cabinet and storage shelf space,
and even a couple of extra chairs 1o sit on...It is quite possible that even if the
salary increase proposal is approved, we may not be able to find the kind and
number of staffthat quality for the pay proposed. Atthe presenttime we employ
a3/4-time secretary...We hope to persuade [het] (whose pay rating is about like
that of a GS-5 stenographer) to work full time. Our subscription clerk, who has
been employed for a number of years, and who has faithfully performed under
most trying work conditions in the past, is an hourly employee, working about
12 hours per week. The Trustees have recommended replacing-this clerk
position (no typing) with a half-time clerk typist. However, our present employee
has not indicated that she wishes to resign. The office manager [Winifred Klein,
hali-time}, who is qualified at a much higher level than the wages indicate,
performs supervisory duties, accounting, work scheduling, the preparation: of
reports, allthe routine billing services for page-charges and reprints, in addition
to handling the correspondence, contributes at least 3/4-time services. We
recommend a new salary level that is still somewhat less than that of a full-time
stenographer. We have suggested the purchase of apostage meter (Postitalia)
at a cost of $100 to $150...At the present time, when mailings are in process,
the value of postage stamps and government stamped envelopes exceeds by
several times this purchase price, and burglary of the office would be a severe
financial loss. '

A detailed, four-page description of office operations was given by Klein in
his 1969 annual report (4). It makes very clear that there was no leisure time in the
office.

The new office helped make the job of executive secretary-treasurer
bearable, but over the next few years the Society’s business affairs simply outgrew
the Kleins’ available time, and they finally asked for relief. President Harold J.

"Evans appointed an ad hoc committee consisting of Martin Gibbs (chairman),
Aubrey Naylor, and Klein to report on reorganization of the business office. A
special executive committee meeting was held April 15, 1972, to deliberate the
committee’s report (5). The report pointed out that all other societies of equivalent
size employed a full-time executive officer. ASPP business affairs also required
such a person to “handle the operations currently handled by Klein’s office, make
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the necessary arrangements for the annual meeting, handle printing of the abstract
supplement, schedule meetings and provide agendas for Executive Committee and
Trustees meetings, and (an important job) handle all details of manuscripts for Plant
Physiology subsequent to their acceptance by the Editor.” This description
generated discussion of the type of person to be hired—a business-type with no
scientific background or an “empire building” scientific type. “It was hoped that
someone between these two extremes could be obtained.” Moving the office to a
location such as the Federation of American Societies for Experimental Biology
(FASEB), with headquarters on spacious grounds in Bethesda, was recommended;
“Gibbs presented convincing arguments that [ASPP] should stay in Washington.”
Specifics were not given, but it was generally considered desirable to be near the
printer in Baltimore, and to be located, as were many other societies, for ready
representation of problems and concerns to congressional committees and federal
agencies. Lastly, the constitution would have to be extensively revised to accom-
modate the reorganized business office, for which an increased budget would be
required.

The needed constitutional amendments were prepared by the constitution
and bylaws committee, chaired by Jerome A. Schiff, and these were approved by
the membership in the spring of 1973. Negotiations with FASEB were successful,
and in March 1973 the office was moved into three rooms on the third floor of
Beaumont House on the FASEB grounds, 9650 Rockville Pike, Bethesda. For the
reorganization, Klein and the board of trustees projected the need for a full-time
business manager (or executive), secretary, subscription clerk, membership clerk,
and a half-time bookkeeper. With fringe benefits (group life and medical policies
purchased through FASEB), the annual office budget would about double to
$65,000, exclusive of rent, which had also doubled. Final action was taken at the
executive committee meeting in Calgary, June 17, 1973 (6):

The report from the Search Committee for a Business Manager was
presented by Klein. There ensued an extensive discussion of the qualities
which are desired in the Business Manager. It was obvious that we need
someone who has the necessary business ability to be able to handle the
business and financial affairs of the Society with ease, but it would also be
desirable to have someone with sufficient scientific and even plant physiologi-
cal background so that they could handle the non-editorial chores of Plant
Physiology (such as checking the galleys) and could act as an effective
spokesman for the ASPP to other societies and governiment agencies. In the
end, it was decided that the first criterion was the more important. A motion was
approved which stated thatthe ASPP should hire a Business Executive who fits
the job description as written by the'search committee and who will carry outthe
duties of his office as outlined by the recently passed constitutional amend-
ments. A committee was appointed consisting of Hanson(chairman), Gibbs,
Klein, and Naylor to interview candidates and to hire a person as soon as
possible. The Trustees were instructed to provide the Executive Committee
with a list of possible candidates for the office of Treasurer. Until such time as
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the Treasuret is appointed the Chairman of the Board of Trustees will act as
Treasurer protem: The Executive Committee also reappointed W. H. Klein as
Executive Secretary-Treasurer until the position of Business Executive is
filled... .

The desire for an executive who “could act as an effective spokesman for the
ASPP to other Societies and to government agencies” arose from a-deeper concern
than the words indicate. Funding of basic research in plant sciences at this time was
probably no more than two or three percent of the total federal expenditure for life
sciences, and this was believed due to failure of Congress and the U.S. Department
of Agriculture (USDA) to appreciate the value of plant science research to mankind.
Although everyone agreed that the most important need in the position was good
management, many hoped also for persuasive representation of the Society’s
interests and needs “on the Hill.” Good management comes first, but, please, can’t
we find a spokesman scientist whois a good manager? The following excerpt from
the minutes of the annual business meeting in 1973 in Calgary illustrates the source
of concern (6):

Albersheim raised the question as to why the Executive Committee had
nottaken up the problem of the lack of funding for plant sciences, and proposed
possible remedies. In particular he inquired as to why ASPP has not ap-
proached USDA with representations that it should increase its level of outside
support. Klein pointed out that such a representation had been made a few
years ago by Thimann, but that budgetary problems within USDA made ‘it
unlikely that they could do much more to support university research. This was
affirmed by H. R. Carns who pointed out the present dire straits of the USDA-
ARS budget. Bandurskidescribed the efforts of his informal plant society group
to get NSF funding so that a study could be made to formulate goals for food
and fiber production.

Noteveryone agreed on the need for a business executive who could double
as an effective spokesman and lobbyist for plant physiology, and this included
members of the search committee that William Hillman appointed. Excerpts from
Klein’s file of letters from the committee follow (7):

Gibbs: I shalltake an extreme position opting for a Ph.D. or its equivalent in plant
physiology experience with a lesser importance placed on his financial back-
ground. While the position as defined...is primarily business oriented, nonethe-
less, | envisage this individual with foresight in leading the Society in other
pertinent and timely affairs.

Purves: First, | am very strongly of the opinion that the Business Executive must
be just that:-a business-type. | suppose there is some merit in having him know
something about plant physiology...but | can't for the life of me see what that
metit would be.

Myers: Any sensible candidate must be (1) bright enough to learn what his past
experience has not already taught him; (2) with complete intellectual honesty
in responding to the [officers], (3) willing to dedicate himself to the job, (4) crisp
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in making decisions at his level and getting things done...
. Hanson: if we hire an-executive director we will also have to hire additional help

to do the work while his directorship is out doing great things for the society—
and putting pressure on the trustees and executive committee to come up with
the money...We can't afford such a person.

In the end the Society did not advertise for a spokesman. (As we shall see,
however, a few years later the executive committee charged the business executive
with specific tasks in representing the Society to the public and Congress.) The
announcement placed in Science and circulated through the FASEB placement
service simply read (8), “The American Society of Plant Physiologists seeks a
person to conduct the business affairs of the society and the non-editorial affairs of
the journal Plant Physiology. Business experience or training is required and some
scientific and editorial background is desired.” For many members the desire for
ascientist, especially-a plant physiologist, was stronger than indicated, and it subtly
conditioned the hiring,

The detailed job description prepared by the hiring committee for the
applicants runs to four pages, covering the constitutional provisions, the working
associations with the officers and editor, and the requirements of the business office
(8). For the most part the duties and procedures followed by Klein are described,
including the non-editorial tasks of arranging for the printing (in consultation with
the editor), paying the printing bills, collecting the page and reprint charges, and
maintaining back numbers. In addition, the business executive is now to “handle
page, galley and table of contents proofing. Make up volume indices.” Section 3
of the revised bylaws (9) directed the bonded business executive to conduct the
business affairs of the Society, handle all its financial transactions, handle all non-
editorial business, arrange annual meetings, and serve as a non-voting member of
the executive committee, The business executive was later appointed secretary of
the board of trustees, in effect a non-voting member of the board.

The selection committee recommended, and the executive committee hired,
Dr. Houston Baker, an animal physiologist with the blood laboratory of the
American Red Cross in Bethesda.. Baker had become a member of the Society
through his interest in chilling effects on membranes. Baker appeared best to satisfy
the requirements for good managerial sense, with the added advantage of being a
scientist with some knowledge of the Washington scene. Baker did not, however,
relieve Gibbs of the proofing and indexing part of the editorial work as planned.
Gibbs explains this as due to Baker’s tithe being fully occupied by business office
affairs (personal communication). Until such time as the Society conld afford to add
a production editor to the business office, Gibbs thought it more practical to
continue proofing and indexing in his office with part-time help. The business
office never relieved the editorial office of this work during this period. =

The new business system under Baker became operative in January 1974.
R. U. Byerrum of Michigan State University was appointed chairman of the board
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of trustees, R. W. F. Hardy of the DuPont Central Research Laboratories was
appointed treéasurer. The bylaws (9) directed the treasurer to ‘i‘serve as a voting
member of the Board of Trustees and be responsible to that body and the executive
committee. He shall supervise all ongoing financial transactions of the Society and
of the Business Executive.” The major work of the treasurer seems to have been in
connection with the annual board of trustees mecting. -At this meeting, reports from
the auditor and the investment counsel were heard, and the annual budget, initiated
by the business executive, was examined, modified, and approved for presentation
to the executive committee.

Budget planning was not a directed respon31b1hty of the trustees. The
constitution and bylaws only charged them with supervision of the investments and
the treasurer (9). There were no specific directions for budgeting, however, and the
executive committee grew too large, met too seldom, and changedtoo often to do
detailed budget planning. By informal consent the trustees filled this void in the
business affairs. One formal move which recognized the board of trustees’
contribution was that of an approved amendment to the constitution in 1969 that
placed the chairman of the board of trustees on the executive committee (10).

With the impetus of reorganization, and perhaps some mputs from Baker,
the trustees held four meetings between November 26, 1974, and June 13, 1975.
The following comments and resolutions from the report by cha1rman Byerrum
provide a view of their activities (11):

Current holdings in time certificates of deposit should be reinvested, to

- the extent prudent in terms of current cash flow, in short term government
agency securities that yield the highest available returns.

The Board of Trustees should choose an investment counselorwho will
exercise discretionary powers of management of funds designated by the
Board.

The investment counsel shall be the Loomis-Sayles and Company and
they shall be given discretionary management for the funds known as the
Endowment Funds, the General Fund Reserve, and the General Fund less
approximately two months operating expenses.

v Accounting for the endowment funds shall be done at the ASPP office,
and details necessary for this accounting will be provided periodically by the
investment counsel. Two trust accounts shall be established at a bank:. One
account shall be for funds invested from the Generat Fund and General Fund
Reserve, and a second account shall be for funds invested from the several
Endowment Funds.

The Board recommeénds’to the Executlve Commlttee that funds suffi-
cient to increase the principal of several endowment funds, so'that the desired
income will be 6% of their assets, be transferred from the accumulated i income
of the General Endowment Fund.

Again, in response to a motion by the Executive Commlttee to provide
fringe benefits, not to exceed 10% of salaries, for the Business.Executive and
his staff, the Board examined several alternatives and passed the following
resolutions: Employee fringe benefits should be purchased from acommercial
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insurer because TIAA is not available to employees of the Society. o

. The fringe benefits plan for 1975 -shall be the one offered by Edwm
Hege, a life insurance underwriter, which plan includes group life insurance
without [sic] accidental death benefit, disability and weekly indemnity, major
medical, hospitalfor employees only, dependents optional, retirement annuity,

* with or without life insurance, at the employee’s option.

- The retirement.annuity shall be fully vesting in the current employees
effective 1 January 1975, and fully vesting.on the anniversaty. of the plan
following one year of employment for all subsequent employees

The Business Executive shall be secretary of the Board of Trustees,
keep the minutes and present them at the next meetlng as the first item of
business.

In the attempt to get a favorable determination from the IRS to quallfy

" the Society as-acharitable organization under Section 501(c)(3), progress has
_ been made to the point of needing (1) to elect to come under the present
_ corporation act of the District of Columbia, which, in contrast to the law under
which the Society is organized, allows amendment of the articles of incorpora-
tion; (2) to amend the atticles of incorporation to bring them in conformity with
the requirements specified in Section 501(c)(3) of the 1954 Internal Revenue
‘Code.  Draft statements of election and amendment were: presented fo the
Board. The following resolutions then passed: The Board recommends to the
President and the Executive Committee that the matter of changlng the artrcles
of incorporation...be pursued vrgorously

Editor-in-Chief Gibbs has requested that the Society take responsibility

for one-half of his academic salary, in view of competing demands on his time.
These funds would allow Dr. Gibbs’ university to hire an assistant professor to
take responsibility for one-half of his teaching duties.- Thus Dr. Gibbs would be
able to continue his very substantial contribution to the journal and the Society.
We feel this idea has sufficient merit to justify close study...there-are several
ways to accomplish the editing and production of a ptofessional journal...They
* have varying costs, and, presumably, varying degrees of effectiveness. We
urge the appointment of acommittee to examine the way the journalismanaged
-with thought given to the long range implications of any modifications.

- Most of these recommendations were carried out as proposed. The details

of reincorporation will be discussed later along with changes in the constitution and
bylaws. Brandeis University did not approve the Society paying half of Gibbs’s
salary. An ad hoc publications committee investigating the matter reported, “This
request wasnot granted, and leads to the necessity of cutting down on Gibbs’ current

. work load. The committee endorsesvery strongly Gibbs’ suggestion of appointing
an additional Editor...” (12). The interesting point is that the trustees, through
budgeting activities, became involved in publication affairs.

Baker resigned to become the executive officer of the American Society for

Pharmacology and Experimental Therapeutics (also located at FASEB) withaletter
written Apr11 1,1977,t0 preSIdent Joe L. Key:

Please accept my resignation on 1 July 1977 as Business Executrve of
the American Society of Plant Physiologists.
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I shall leave with-a sense of accomplishment. Some highlights include
bringing supervised investment to the Society’s reserve assets, defying the
trend in publishing by reducing production costs for PLANT PHYSIOLOGY in
two successive years, establishing the NEWSLETTER as an effective instru-
ment for communication among members, creating a placement setvice that
has been studied and adopted in part by other societies, and acquiring the fong-

‘sought 501c¢3 status with the Internal Revenue Service.
| appreciate having been the ASPP’s first professional executive and
_believe both the members and | have benefited from our association.

Something of Baker’s management style can be communicated by citing the
description he gives of persuading the printer to reduce rather than i mcrease the
production costs (13):

"‘AFISCALCRISIS AVERTED or whythe journalmay stay withinbudget
-~ in1977.

Late in 1978, it became apparent that the budget for 1977 (adopted in
May 1976) had significantly underestimated the costs of producing the journal
PLANT PHYSIOLOGY. The number of manuscripts submitted had jumped

~ from 523 to 617. Since 1970 we have published 0.73 1+ 0.03 of those
submitted...Obviously the number of pages printed in 1977 was due for a large
increase. In addition, our printer proposed to increase all production prices by
4%,

The calculatlon looked like this: [617 ms x 0.73 x5.11 pages/msx $112/
page = $257,600. Adding 4% increase = $267,900. Budgeted = $223,500].

A conventional solution would have been to quibble about the printer's
proposed 4% increase, and to raise subscription prices...

Being a firm believer that invention is the mother of opportunity (and
NOT the other way around), | sought to invent an alternative solution.

The printer's annual report disclosed that they have 130 journal
accounts which generated gross revenue of $13,523,000 at a gross cost of
$12,900,000. The latter included $2,715,000 in fixed costs...These three data

_points are shown in the graph below [The graph is for number of accounts
{abscissa) vs. dollars, and shows two straight lines: one between the origin and
the gross revenues for 130 accounts, the other between fixed costs on the
ordinate and the gross costs. The lines intersect at 106 accounts.]

Solution of the two equations shows that the printer's break-even point
is at 106 accounts. At 130 accounts, their profit equals the difference between
the revenue and expense curves, or $623,000. ‘

~ Nowcomes the argument. If our account is to increase from 361 to 450
manuscripts published (+25%), then our account’s profitability to the printer
would increase not by 25%,.but by the 132% increase in spread between the
total revenue and total expense curves,

On this basis | proposed and got a 14% reduction, not a 4% increase.
What this means in dollars is that instead of costing a projected $267,900 in
1977, the journal should cost about $220,800—a savings of $47,000 for one

ear. :
g Morris Lieberman, Executive Committee Member, asked me to share
this with you.
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Baker’s annual reports frequently included detailed analysis of trends in
~ receipts, disbursements, and investments. He secemed to like working with figures,
or making them.work for him.
~ The announcement of Baker’s resignation was accompanied by a brief
statement on his replacement (13): “Patricia Richter, employed by the Society for
the past three: years as Executive Assistant, started 1 May 1977 as the Acting
Business Executive Designate. She will become Acting Business Executive on 1
July 1977. lQQKQy_ [president] has appointed a Search Committee to seek applicants
for the Business Executive position...” Inhis appointmentletter to Richter (14), Key
asked that she assume normal management responsibilities and proposes to set up
anassistant business manager [executive] position for her in the future (she had been
employed as a secretary, not as an executive assistant). Richter was fully familiar
with the business office and quite competently assumed its operations, including
completion of arrangements for the University of Wisconsin meetings in August,
the major task left unfinished at Baker’s departure.

G. Ray Noggle, who was remembered as an efficient and conscientious
executive secretary-treasurer from 1956 to 1960, was eligible forretirement as head
of the Botany Department at North Carolina State University at the time of Baker’s
resignation and was persuaded to become business executive. He started in the
position on a part-time basis in January 1978 while still employed by N. C. State,
commuting from home in Raleigh to Bethesda, He took no salary, just expenses.
After the annual meeting in Blacksburg, VA, in June 1978, he retired, moved to the
Washington ar¢a, and began working full time on salary.

By the time Baker resigned, the Society had outgrown its FASEB office
space. FASEB could not provide additional space; on the contrary, a member
society also w1th headquarters in Beaumont House wanted to acquire space
occupied by ASPP. As Baker reported to the trustees (15), “I have received an
‘informal inquiry’, to use Hess’ words, as to whether or not we would release one
room to FASEB. (The answer was that it would be only with great reluctance.)”
Office space elsewhere had to be found.

By coincidence, the American Horticultural Society (AHS) and the Ameri-
can Society for Horticultural Science (ASHS) were also looking for headquarters
space. AHS had the gift of a valuable piece of property at River Farm, Mount
Vernon, VA, en which it proposed to build, giving 99-year leases to ASHS and

- ASPP for one ‘dollar a year in return for a $400,000 interest-free loan (16). At the
1977 annual meeting in Madison, WI, W. Gabelman of ASHS described the
property and its prospective use. A committee consisting of Israel Zelitch (presi-
dent-elect), Louis G. Nickell (treasurer), and Pat Richter was appointed to negotiate
with AHS and ASHS (12). _

The site was remote from the District of Columbia without good public
transport, and ASPP would only be a leascholder. It appeared that alternatives
should be explored. The ad hoc commitiee, supplemented by additional appoint-
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ments, met October 15, 1977, and decided to employ the Real Estate Research.
Corporation “to explore the options with regard to a permanent site for the Society
headquarters in the D.C. area (17).” Richter was directed to write ASHS telling
them that other options were to be explored and that a decision would be made in
about 40 days.

The Real Estate Research Corporatlon reported unfavorably on the River
Farm site (18)——-bu11dmg costs, sewer access, accessibility, tax status, and resale
value had negative aspects. Construction of a multitenant building would be beyond
the available resources of the Society; the best plan would be “the purchase of land
leased to a developer who in turn rents space to the Society.” President Zelitch
notified AHS and ASHS that “the River Farm project is not suitable for our needs”
(19).

Asitturned out thisreport was unneeded. Richterlearned fromthe Society’s
auditor, Richard Tidler, that the holdings of the Gude nursery on the north side of
Rockville, MD, were being sold for residential development, except for the strip
along East Gude Drive, which was assigned to commercial development. Between
these stood the Gude home, an attractive three-story mansion with extensive
grounds, a swimming pool, outbuildings, and a huge barn. The Gude family was
said to be interested in seeing the house and grounds preserved as a buffer zone
separating the commercial and residential developments and might be willing to
give it to a not-for-profit organization. Richter contacted an attorney, Robert
Bullard, who specialized in real estate and knew the Gudes. Richter’s letter to
Bullard of September 23, 1977 (20), expressed the prevalent thought, probably
carried over from negotiations with ASHS, that a plant science headquarters
complex was needed which would accommodate a number of societies:

Our Society’s business office is presently located at 9650 Rockville
Pike, Bethesda, Maryland as tenants of the Federation of American Societies
for Experimental Biology. However, we are interested in establishing a
permanent home in the Washington area. It is our hope that in the future other
similar societies may be interested in joining with us to establish a National
Center for Plant Sciences. These would encompass societies devoted to hor-
ticulture, botany, agronomy, phytopathology, i.e., all the plant sciences.

After our phone conversation of yesterday and with our future objec-
tives in mind, you indicated that perhaps you could assist us in realizing our
goals. Ourimmediate requirements could be served by 2500-5000 square feet
of office space on a minimum of 2 acres of land. This would permit us to house
at least one or two other societies and provide 'some room for expansion...The
size of our facility would, of course, determine the number of other societies we
could accommodate. With the increasing national interest and public concern
relating to nutrition and world food supply, we expect all of the plant societies
to grow rapldly

Bullard was a friend of Gilbert Gude, a former congressman from
Montgomery County, MD, who was director of the Congressional Research Service
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of the Library of Congress. Through the good offices of Bullard, donation of the
buffer property was discussed with the Gude family. Initial negotiations were with
the title holder, Adolph Gude, Jr.,-who died before the donation was completed.
Gilbert Gude and his sister, Elizabeth Doonan, completed the transaction (21).

The news of an available large home suitable for an office, possibly with five
acres of land, produced prompt acuon As reported in the April 1978 Newsletter
(22): :

A special meeting of the Executive Committee and Board of Trustees
was held February 4, 1978, in Bethesdato discuss the report prepared by areal
estate consulting firm about the future location for the Society’s National
Headquarters in the Washington DC area. "

Shortly before this meeting was held, a family in the Rockville MD area
indicated a willingness to donate land-and a large dwelling suitable for use by
the Society as a National Headquarters.’

. The Board of Trustees and the Executive Com mlttee V|S|ted the site and
unanimously voted to proceed with the necessary legal steps to obtain this
property.

* The building is large enough to accommodate one or more other
societies as well -as our own. Further details and minutes of this meeting will
be available during the annual business meeting in Blacksburg, VA.

The AuguSt 1978 Newsletter giv'cs the minutes in greater detail (23). Action
taken by the executive committee at the annual meeting in Blacksburg, June 25,
1978, was reported as follows (23):

Ray Noggle discussed the status of acquisition of a permanent office
site. Negotiations for the Gude property were proceeding satisfactorily but
discussions were currently delayed pending a propetty survey. Structural
engineering reports on the property had indicated that the building. was
structurally sound. New electrical wiring would be needed and the heating

_ contractor had recommended installation of a heat pump in two phases.

~ Since attorney Bullard had made the original contact with the Gude
family, he had been retained as attorney of record for the property transaction...

’ Resolution 1978-6. ‘a) Thatthe Society retain exclusive title tothe Gude
property and the Board of Trustees should manage it as a Trust of the Society.
b) That the Society shall lease space from the Trust for its business needs. ¢)
That the Society will canvass other societies with similar interests and needs
with a view to their becoming co-leasees. Approved unanimously.

The move into the new quarters was announced two years later in the
December 1980 Newsletter (24): '

Mr. Gude died in May 1979 and there was a delay in transfer of title to
the Society. The Gude family strongly supported the gift of property to the
.Society and in April of this year alease arrangement was worked out so that we
could start renovation of the building. Over the summer, painting, plumbing,
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and electrical work was carried-out.  No major structural changes were made
to the interior.

On September 15 [1980] the ASPP office moved.. .to the Gude Plant
Science Center in Rockville, MD.. Jocated at 410 East Gude Drive, just off the
Rockville Pike...The Shady Grove Metrorail Station...is’ being: constructed
adjacent to.the nursery and will open in. 1983, thereby providing good service

“to downtown Washington and-the National Airport.

An open house was held Thursday, October 23 for members and
friends of the Gude family, and for members and friends of the American Society
of Plant Phy3|olog|sts Dr. Richard U. Byerrum, Chairman of the Board of
Trustees, Dr. Louis G. Nickell, Treasurer, and Dr. Tom K. Scott, Member of the
Board of Trustees, represented the Society. :

An appreciation of the gift by president Page W. Morgan was published in
the December 1981 Newsletter. Inaddition, Gilbert and Jane Gude were invited to
attend the Quebec meetings to receive a special award from the Society. They
declined and suggested that the expense money be used for some other activity.
Morgan proposed establishing a new award, the Gude Award (25) (see later).

- Ownership was formally deeded to the Society on December 30, 1980. The
provisions of the deed are simple, with only one restriction on use of the property
(26):

WHEREAS, the said Grantors desire to give the hereinafter described
- property to the said Grantee, a society dedicated to the encouragement and
promotion of plant physiclogy as a pure and applied phase of botanical science:
and
WHEREAS the said Grantee, by the acceptance of this gift, does
_covenant to use the said property solely as a Plant Science Park for a period
of twenty (20) years from the date of the Deed,
NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration.of the premlses the said
Grantors-grant and convey unto the said Grantee in fee simple all that parcel
of land...

“Plant Science Park” discriminates against commercial development, at
least for twenty years, but allows development of offices and meeting facilities for
plant science societies. The Society named the property “The Gude Plant Science
Center.” For some unrecorded reason, the planned management as a trust as
described in the executive committee resolution (23) was never realized. Perhaps
the resolution was forgotten. There are other instances of decisions taken which
. seem to have been quietly ignored rather than reversed when they proved unneces-
sary or unwise.

It was estimated that 26 percent of the improved floor space could be rented
(25). Additional space was secured by enclosing both levels of the screened poich
on the south side of the house, remodeling the second floor, and installing a separate
entrance stairway. In-1982 the second floor was rented jointly to the Genetics
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Society of America and the American Society of Human Genetics. Remodeling the
barn to create a conference center was informally discussed, ‘but the general
conclusion was that the Society was not ready for such a venture. By the end of this
period, the Socwty had adequate and pleasant quarters—elegant in the eyes of most
members (a swimming pool!)—an adjacent building for storage of back issues of
the journal, and the like, and arenter to help with household expenses, which
became a major budget item.

~ As discussed previously, the business executive’s job description did not
include duties as spokesman for the Society. A strong opinion remained, however,
that someone should be doing something to sell the benefits of funding plant
physiological research to the public, to Congress, and to government agencies. In
1974 there was a discussion, hosted by FASEB, on creating a Biology Alliance for
Public Affairs to secure recognition and benefits for biological societies. Hanson,
representing ASPP, reported to president Robert E. Cleland as follows (27):

In our discussions, as in the proposed working agreement, it has never
been clear just what the Alliance would do, or how it would do it. Hence, no
enthusiasm. The need for abiological voice in public affairs seems evident, but
organizing disparate and sometimes conflicting societies to provide this voice
proves difficult...There is much opposition to creating another lobby...

In this connection, may.l call to your attention that one individual writing
a book (Rachel Carson’s “Silent Spring”) which was widely reviewed and
‘abstracted inthe New Yorker was the key to releasing alog-jam of accumulated
concern. | am convinced that individual efforts by committed biclogists. have
much more force than PR efforts by societies. There is ahungry horde of young
reporters looking for a cause to belt public administration with, and all that they
need are facts. Ilfthere arefacts establishing the need for biological science—
and particularly plant science—we need only gather them. But they do haveto
be facts since the news media are becoming critical under- pressure to be
objective. -

Another aspect that | now appreciate is the necessity for working in the
system...Individual plant physiologists must take the time from their profes-
sional work to serve in the bureaucracy and hammer away at inserting plant
science programs. ltis an uphill effort and sometimes dlscouraglng but at least
an enduring message is left behind...

~ The Biological Alliance for Public Affairs never got beyond the talking
stage Any merit in the idea that individual action was required remained unproven
for Iack of such action. The dominant thought was that the Society would serve its
members best by appointing someone to speak for-plant physiology. In an open
letter to president Winslow Briggs, Peter Albersheim suggested appointment of a
director of research on a half-time, semi-permanent basis to fill this need (28):

Weneed a strong and seasoned voice in Washington who will argue for
increased gavernment funding and who will make suggestions as to where the
funding will go. Detailed and clear proposals could influence long-lasting
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decisions...A Director of Research would work to alleviate what | think is the
greatest failure of our Society—neglect of our junior members. We have-done
nothing to promote [theit] careers at atime whenthey first become independent
researchers. Financial assistance at that time in particular is of crucial
importance...and we have not concerned ourselves with the encouragement of
interdisciplinary training of our younger scientists. A Director of Research could
develop programs for helping our younger scientists and for establishing
collaborative efforts with scientists in other fields...

In conclusion, 1 would like to see us vote now to establish the office of
Director of Research for a three year trial petiod to be funded by.an annual
assessment of $10 per regular member and $2.50 per student member

Albersheim’s suggestion for a ditector of research seems not to have been
acted upon. However, by 1978 the collective concern produced an executive
commiitee directive at the Blacksburg meeting for Noggle as businéss executive to
start on public relations, the ultimate goal of which was to influence funding
authorities, and the president was enjoined to carry the message to Congress. The
August 1978 Newsletter reported as follows (23)

Increased Responsibilities of Business Qffice. Inlight of the difficulties
experienced by the USDA Compestitive. Grants Program, the Executive Com-

mittee spent considerable time discussing how the Society might increase its
effectiveness in presenting plant physiology to the public. While individual
members can be effective in contacting local, state, and national groups about
plant physiological concerns—research funds, regulatory activities, research
priorities, etc.—there was general agreement that the headquarters staff in
~ Washington should become involved in such activities. As a non-profit
organization, the ASPP must abide by certain regulations consistert with its
IRS status. However there are many things that can be done to enhance the
awareness of the public of what plant physiology is and what plant physiclogists
do. Asthey say on Madison Avenue, raise the profile of plant physiology...

Resolution 1978-7. Part |, that the Business Executive be instructed to
promote vigorously the educational purposes of the Society by ldentlfymg areas
where information about Plant Physiology will be required in decision-making
and to mobilize those resources in the Society competent to provide this
information in the form of white papers, testimony, workshops and other
resource materials. Part ll, and the Business Executive will provide an annual
report on the extent of his activities in regard to Part |. Approved unanimously.

Resolution 1978-8. That it is the obligation of the President to support,
inthe name of the Society, those efforts in Congress which would provide funds
forPlant Physnology Inthe eventthatthe President feels that such action would
be political in nature or jeopardize our tax status, no action should be taken
without approval of the Executive Committee. Approved unanimously.

New Business. - Noggle indicated that the Business Office ought to be
reviewed. - He recommended the development of a procedural manual to be
reviewed by the Executive Committee to see if the Business Office was
performing in an operational sense its duties as prescribed in the constitution.

Resolution 1987-11. That the President, President-elect, Secretary
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and Treasurer form a committee to review annually the performance and
function of .the Business Office and circulate the report to the Executive
Committee. - Approved unanimously.

: - Besolution 1978-12, That the present Evaluation Committee (Resolu-
tlon 1978-11) should consider the appropriateness of the title in consideration
of present and future duties of the Business Executive. Approved unanimously.

Noggle was thus not only assigned new and demanding duties but he drew
on himself a review of his accomplishments. He immediately asked for help in
“informing the public what plant physiology is and what plant physiologists
do...Plant physiologists have made significant confributions to many [applied]
problems and are playing an important role in their solution (23).” He asked for
members to prepare position papers on topics where plant physiology had contrib-
uted—crop development, pest management, chemical regulation of plant growth,
dealing with plant stress, and so forth. His plea seems not to have produced any
responses. There is a great deal of work involved in investigating and writing up
specific contributions of plant physiology, or any other biological science, to
solution of industrial or agricultural problems, and few if any of the fully qualified
members had time to contribute. Besides, actual applications often hinge on
chemical formulations to elicit biological responses, so the honors are sometimes
divided with chemistry.

The following year at the 1979 meeting in Columbus, OH, Noggle summa-
rized his public relations activities (29):

See file kept on these matters. The activities are summarized as

follows:
a.  Letters to public information officers at home institutions of new ASPP
. officers.
b. Letters to public information officers at home institutions of ASPP award
winners.
c.. Letters to AIBS, Bot Soc announcing ASPP award winners and new
officers.

d.  Lettersto senators and representatives on Competitive Grants Research
" Program (Eagleton, Whitten, Helms, Proxmire, Bayh, Mathias).

e.  Letters to new members of National Academy of Sciences.

f. Response to Dr. Councilman Morgan, Executive Director, ALS, National
Research Council.

g. Participationin Career Awareness Week Univ. North Carolina, Charlotte.

'h.  Appeared inpublictestimony on National Conference on Health Research

* Principles. o

i Letter to Daniel S. Greenburg, Editor and Publisher of Science & Govern-
ment Report on Competitive Grants Research Program.

i Presented Stephen Hales Award to Bessel Kok at public mesting, Martin
Marietta Laboratories.

k. Attended public hearing on Pest Management Strategies in Food Produc-
tion organized by Office of Technology Assessment. Sent comments to
Mr. J. B. Cordaro.
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L Responded to request from A. R. Bertrand, Director, SEA, USDA for
information to be used by USDA in putting together FY 1981 budget
(February 9, 1979).

m. Letterto A. R. Bertrand on lack of peer review system in USDA research
programs.

n.  Letter to Dr. Frank Press, Director, Office of Science and Technology,
White House on exchange program with China.

- 0. Reply to A. R. Bertrand on their use of ASPP suggestions for FY 1981
budget (see |. above).

p. Responded to request from Dr. Chris Bernabo, on stalff of Congressman
George E. Brown, Jr., Chairman of Subcommittee on Science, Research
and Technology, for information to be used in Congressional hearings on
the interactions between agricultural production and environmental qual-

ity.

g.  Seminar to Botany Department, Howard University.

r. Attended AAAS Colloquium on analysis of support for researchin FY 1980
budget.

s. Attended AAAS meeting on Project for the Handicapped in Science.

t. Attended briefing for new Fulbright scholars to the Soviet Union.

u.  Attended Congressional hearings on Competitive Grants Research Pro-
gram, FY 1981.

v.  Exchange Newsletter with other Societies.

w. PamCIpated in Council of Biology Editors panel discussion on nomencla-
ture in plant physiology.

X.  Speaker at award breakfast, Southern Section, ASPP.

No indication is given whether this account satisfied the committee of
officers charged with reviewing the performance and function of the business office
(Resolution 1978-11). No record of such a review has been found, nor has any
record been found that changing the title of Noggle’s position was deliberated (the
title of executive director, used in some other societies, might have cloaked Noggle
with more authority in acting on behalf of the Society). Noggle’s report does show
the type and level of public relations effort the Society might expect from a busy
executive with much else to do. Even this much could be done only because the
office routine was being competently handled by the staff. In subsequent years
when Noggle was involved in obtaining and occupying the Gude property, and had
returned to teaching part time, the public relations reports were shorter.

No account is given of the president’s support of congressional acts which
would fund plant physiology (Resolution 1978-8), and probably there were none.
A small scientific society with no voting constituency lacks the political influence
for introducing such acts. Only by presenting an authoritative scientific rationale
to acongressional committee with a problem to solve can non-political influence be
exerted; Congress listens when it needs help. To be persuasive any proposal made
must obviously serve the public, not just the scientists. Proposals which request
support for basic research on the grounds that sooner or later something useful will
turn up are not so persuasive as proposals which describe basic research essential
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to understanding and perhaps solving an important practical problem. Much
research in‘animal physiology has drawn funding from medical sources in this way,
and to a lesser degree plant physiologists have done the same with agriculture; even
grant proposals to the National Science Foundation (NSF) usually point out
potential benefits from the basic research described. The Society might have
exploited this approach—that is, set up committees to identify and explain basic
plant physiological research needed to solve specific agricultural problems and then
send the president and the business executive out to introduce the proposals. Instead
the Society gave them empty-handed instructions to inform and persuade.

A chronic complaint of the members was that USDA did not have a peer-
reviewed grant program equivalent to that of the National Institutes of Health (NIH),
which funded animal physiology and biochemistry. The few USDA grants to
individuals were made in association with specific problems and were decided by
USDA staff. Ai ASPP survey (reported in 1970) disclosed that only 5.7 percent of
plant physiological research was directly funded by the USDA and 3.6 percent from
Hatch Act funds (30). Most USDA research was “in-house,” conducted by
scientists of the Agricultural Research Service (ARS), many of whom were—and
are—stationed at land-grant universities. Support for university research was made
primarily through block funding of state agncultural experiment stations under the
Hatch and Morrill Acts, supervised by the Cooperative States Research Service
(CSRS). In the past, when approached about establishing peer-reviewed grant
programs, the USDA had justly replied that there was no authonzatwn and no
appropriation. Two events are-believed to have changed this.

- The first was the “Pound Report.” In 1972, the National Research Council
published a study of USDA research by a committee chaired by G.S. Pound, Dean
of ‘Agriculture at the University of Wisconsin (31) (six members of the Society
served on study panelsof the committee). This report was highly critical of USDA-
supported agricultural research in terms of administration, allocation of funds, and
extent and quality of the basic research needed for innovation and progress. Two
recommendations of the committee dealt specifically with concerns many plant
physiologists had expressed at meetings—and elsewhere:

Recommendation 10. That the USDA seek a greatly increased level of
apptopriations for a competitive grants program, which should include support
of basic research in the sciences (biological, physical, social) that underpin the
USDA mission. These appropriations should be without commodity earmarking
although they should not exclude commodity related research. They shouldbe
available to scientists in the USDA, in land-grant and non land-grant public
universities or colleges and in private universities or colleges, institutes, and
other research agencies.

The Committee recommends further that this program be administered
in such a way that research proposals are subjected to evaluation by peer
panels of selected scientists drawn from those eligible for support, and thatthe
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administration should not be the same as that making allocations for USDA in-
house research. .

Recommendation 11. That the SAES [State Agricultural Experiment
Stations] and the USDA provide greater support in their intramural programs to
research in the basic disciplines related to their missions.

The intent of the second recommendation was that experiment station funds
should be available to scientists in departments outside the college of agriculture
and the experiment station.

The USDA felt much of the criticism was misdirected (probably some of it
was), but it disposed the organization to consider corrective measures. The second
event was an international conference held at the Boyne Highlands Inn, Harbor
Springs, M1, entitled “Crop Production—Research Imperatives™(32). This confer-
ence, masterminded by Sylvan H. Wittwer, a plant physiologist, horticulturist, and
director of the experiment station at Michigan State University, identified research
areas needing attention—nitrogen and carbon metabolism, soil water and mineral
inputs, protection from pests and environmental stresses, and plant development
processes. Although political influence may have been exercised (President Ford
is said to have had an ear for concerns emanating from Michigan), the need to satisfy
critics and to deal with specific problems in crop production created the right
atmosphere for congressional action in establishing and funding a USDA grants
program.

This was the USDA Competitive Research Grants Program referred to
carlier, which was activated in 1978. The first director was the immediate past
president of the Society, Joe L. Key. There were four areas of support of interest
toplant physiologists—nitrogen fixation, photosynthesis, genetic mechanisms, and
biological stress. Limiting the areas of research support to these four was resented,
not surprisingly, by members with other interests. And members supported by
Hatch funds felt the program was instituted at the expense of the experiment stations
from which they drew their support. At one time there was concern that the USDA
might staff the program with career civil servants, eliminating peer review. These
and other details of the program are discussed in-a paper by Krogmann and Key (33),
but they have only a tenuous connection with the history of the Society.

With respect to that history, however, it must be noted that although the
Society was a forum for agitation, the USDA grants program was secured largely
by initiatives outside of the Society. It is fair to ask why the Society could not do,
ordid not do, that which obviously could be done for its members. Noready answer
appears. Perhaps scientific societies have their role in providing a place and time
for talk; a less cumbersome vehicle seems to be needed for action. And as we shall
see, a prominent opinion was that the Society needed a director to manage affairs
so as to-produce action.

In 1980, Noggle agreed to return to North Carolina State Unlver51ty where
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he was needed for a time to teach courses. ‘He notified the Society that he wanted
to be relieved of his position, and he moved back to Raleigh. He continued as
business €xecutive part time, commuting to Rockville, while the Society searched
for a replacement. Pat Richter had the responsibility for daily operations. This
arrangement seemed to work well, and in a letter of October 1980 to Noggle,
president Page Morgan considered continuing the executive position on a half-time
basis (34):

. Your willingness to stay on as Business Executive...beyond your

lntended resignation date of December 31, 1980 is very much
appreciated...you have brought an era of efficient progress and internal peace
to the society that were both badly needed...l want to do everything possible
during my tenure to make your work as convenient as possible...

I would like for-you to make the inquities necessary to determine the
feasibility of remodeling the third floor of the Gude Center into an apartment or
placing a mobile home on the grounds. My thinking is that if we do stay with the
half-time arrangement, someone from outside the Washington area might find
it convenient to take the job if they had a small, but comfortable apartment at
the center. Thus they could come into the office every other week...

- Replacement for Noggle was preceded by a good deal of deliberation as to
the nature of the position. Morgan reported as follows at the June 1981 meeting in
Quebec (25):

Ray [Noggle] has answered a call for help from North Carolina State
University and he will be teaching two courses there this fall. This will
necessitate that he end his present arrangement with ASPP which has mcluded
essentially half time duties without pay other than expense.

I have invested considerable time in attempting a solution of this
problem...My initial effort was to make the arrangements for Ray Noggle to stay
on the job on a month to month basis...Next | rewrote the announcement of the
position vacancy in mote general terms and had it published in the news letter.
I wrote/called a large number of people soliciting nominations...

As this work progressed, the concept of a half-time person began to
appear less feasible to me, especially if a candidate had to move into the
Washington area, and | began to think predominantly about a full-time person.
In conversation with Jack Hanson...an alternate idea came up which was to
create a more advisory position and place the person on an honorarium plus
expenses...

Based on the work Paul Stumpf did last yeay, the discussions of the
Executive Committee at Pullman, and my experience with the issue this year,
it seems clear that we should reorganize the National Office to include an
Executive Director (or Executive Officer or Executive Vice President, or etc.),
a Business Manager and a supporting staff. My recommendation is that we
promote Pat Richter to the Business Manager position, quickly define the
nature of the Executive Director Position (part time-honorarium ot half time or
full- ime) and then fully describe the duties of the Executive Director and the
Business Manager.
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As | see it the Business Manager’s duties will be fairly similarregardiess
of the definition we give the Executive Director position. Basically, in consid-
ering the definition of the Executive Director position we will be deciding the
level of activity of the national office and the visibility of the Society through its
national office for the next few years.

Morgan continued with an analysis of the options for employing a director,
the conclusion of which was that to get done all the things that the membership
wanted done would require a full time person. The minutes of the executive
committee meeting included a decision to hire a full time person (25):

In a detailed analysis...it was clear that the position had evolved
considerably from the time of [its] establishment...To agreat extent, the original
business aspects of the Socisty are conducted extremely efficiently by Pat
Richter. However, there are other needs of the Society beyond those of the
Business Executive as originally conceived. 1. The Society now needs a
spokesman at the national level. 2. The Gude Plant Science Center needs to
be developed to its full potential. 3. There needs to be coordination of
publications of monographs, workshops, etc. 4. The Society needs to monitor
and have input into governmental policies on education. 5. The Society needs
afund raiser to pursue travel grants for meetings and workshops, procurement
of monies to develop the Gude Plant Science Center.

The Executive Committee considers that these new duties necessitate
the development of a new position of Executive Director and recommend the
following procedural sequence to accomplish this.

Authorization was given for the replacement of Ray Noggle W|th afull-
time Business Executive. '

A job description for the position of Executive Director be prepared and
the necessary constitutional- amendments be made to implement this.change.

A job description for the position of Business Manager be prepared and
the necessary constitutional amendments be made to outline the procedures
to be utilized in hiring such an officer by the Executive Commiitee.

The constitutional changes were made and approved in 1982 and published
in 1983 as Section 3 of the bylaws (Bulletin No. 37): The executive director is to
coordinate the activities and policies of the Society, promote the development of the
Gude Plant Science Center, coordinate planning of the annual meeting, act as
development officer on special projects, and perform other duties as specified and
directed by the executive committee. The executive director is made a non-voting:
member of the executive and publications committees, The business affairs of the
Society are to be conducted by a-bonded business manager who shall handle all
routine financial transactions, all the noneditorial business of the journal and other
publications, all matters pertaining to dues and subscriptions; and assist the
executive director with administrative and budgetary affairs of the annual meeting:

The advertisement for the executive director read as follows (25) (Note that
the ‘spokesman’ of the above minutes has been neutered—the women’s 11berat10n
movement had come to the Society’s attention.) SR
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- Executive Director, American Society of-Plant Physiologists
Full time position as spokesperson and development officer for the
Society. The Director expresses the roles and needs of the Society, setves as
contact person for other. Societies and Government, and promotes Society
Headquarters as a center for Plant Sciences. Duties will include. attracting
tenants to the Gude Plant Science Center, developing facilities and services at
‘the Center, facilitating publication by the Socisty of Plant Physiology, work-
shops, symposia, and monographs, and raising-funds as appropriate for these
services. The Director shall edit the Society Newsletter and shall prepare an
annual report of his activities.
Applicants having a Ph.D. degree in plant phystology are preferred

Much more was expected of the executive director than of his business
executive predecessors in the way of promoting and developing Society affairs,
although in compensation the new position of business manager gave the director
relief from much detail. But not from the responsibility. A detailed job description
published in the October 1982 Newsletter (35) givesthe executive director authority
over the business manager and thus respons1b111ty for business affairs: “For the
purpose of coordination of the overall activities of the national office and general
policy [of ASPP], the line-of authority shall be: Executive Committee, Executive
Director, Business Manager, national office staff. The Executive Director will, with
the authorizationof the Executlve Commmittee, assign new business and serv1ce roles
to the Business Manager.”

) Therewasalsoanunwnttenasmgnmentfortheexecut1ved1rector Thechlef
executive was the president, always a person with full-time employment elsewhere,
placed in-the job with minimal preparation, and often finding a considerable
workload. “The executive director, stahding just below the chief executive, could
provide“eontinuity and guidance in management. Queries or problems could be
directed to the director foraction, or for passing along to the president with seasoned
advice. Much the same feiationship existed between the executive director and the
board of trustees..

Robert M. Chasson, a plant phys1olog1st hvmg in the Washington area and
working for NIH, was hired as executive director in August 1982 (35). Richter
continued her job, now as business manager, until April 15, 1983, when she
resigned, married, and moved to Indiana. She had served the Society loyally and
well in the development of the business office. Catherine Mitter was hired as
business manager on May 9, 1983 (36).

.« Chasson’s first annual report (36) was extenswe covering the career
b_rochure, placement service, copying requests, sales of membership lists ($5,250!),
storage and sales of back issues, enlisting corporate memberships (eight), exhibitors
at the annual meeting, funds for the Hales gravesite, attendance at conferences on
federal funding, leasing space to tenants. - His last annual report (37) runs to four
pages and provides details on increasing membership, possible development of
office and conference facilities, public relations work (letters to members of House-
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Senate Conference on agricultural appropriations; with president Joe Cherry’s help
getting-acquainted with USDA and NSF staff; a reception for Congressional and
agency staff in conjunction with the board of trustees meeting, progress with
publications, distribution of the journal to embassies and consulates, attendance at
meetings, annual meeting arrangements, etc.). Inspection shows that much effort
went into putting out informative newsletters. - In all, it was necessary work,
competently done, but largely related to operations, with little that made plant
physiology prominent on the national scene or shook dollars for plant physiology
out of the federal budget, which is what many members expected. In addition to
being“the spokesperson and development officer” for the Society, the executive
director was to “express the roles and needs of the discipline of plant physiology,
especially relative to national policies, and will promote the developmient of a
unified voice for the plant sciences in public affairs “ (35).

Chasson came under a good deal of pressure on this score for he was not by
temperament or training fully comfortable with public relations. The grander
aspirations of the Society really required an expert public relations officer and.
lobbyist—the latter inconsistent with the Society’s tax status—not a plant physiolo-
gist. In 1984, president N. Edward Tolbert appointed a public affairs committee
(38) which recommended “that ASPP develop its public affairs. program in
conjunction with other organizations which represent biological and plant science,
_ suchas’AIBS”,and “thata part-time Public Affairs Director be obtained to expedite
the development of this program in conjunction with the Executive Director” (38),
butnothing came of this. After three years of careful management, burdened by less
successful striving to develop public affairs to the degree expected, Chasson
resigned, leaving in December 1985. President Cherry wrote the executive
committee about Chasson’s resignation (40):

Asthe first Executive Director of ASPP, Dr. Chasson has tried very hard
to be an effective employee of our Society. To acquaint you with the written
duties of the Executive Director, | suggest you read section 3b of the By-Laws
(found in the Directory of ASPP) and the enclosed job description contained in
the "Operations Manual.” ltis my understanding, as well as Dr. Chasson’s, that
several officers, trustees and members of the Executive Committee believe that
a major portion of the Executive Director’s time should be devoted to the
activities indicated in the second and third sentences of the job description of
the Operations Mariual [reference 35, quoted above]. Dr. Chasson’s perform-
ance in those areas of national policy and public affairs-has been viewed by
some as ineffective. Dr. Chasson has indicated to me that the job description
cannot be done satisfactorily by one person and he has chosen to do those
things that were of highest priority to the headquarters office and the Society.
Dr. Chasson has also indicated to me that he has a great deal of concern about
being directly involved in issues that deal with nationai policies. Therefore, |

. understand that Dr. Chasson has offered his letter of resignation because of a
perceived inadequate development of a program in national policies and public
affairs.
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"...Whether or not-we decide to accept Dr. Chasson’s resignation, a
discussion of the duties of the Executive Director is needed. Furthermores, if we
wish to promote national policies and public affairs as related to plant science,
we need to discuss the possibilities of other alternatives such as supporting a

' Congresswnal Fellow to |nteract with our Executlve Director.

A congressmnal fellow, Kathryn A. Saterson, was supported jointly- by
ASPP and AIBS in thie 1985-1986 session. Saterson worked with the Subcommitiee
on Public Lands of the House Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. - She
reported at the 1986 annual meeting in Baton Rouge -on-her work with tropical
deforestation; hearings on international conservation and the Greater Yellowstone
Ecosystem, and hearingson control of the southern pine beetle in wilderness areas
(41). Sheobviously served the broader policies of AIBS, whereas Cherry musthave
had something more like agricultural science policies in mind. -

In retrospect, this period of explosive growth in the business office reflects
an important shift in the way the Society saw itself.” A lot of money for research
became available, at least for those proficient in research: (and grantsmanship).
With money came growth—more students, more papers, more meetings, more
travel, and much more dependence on federal grants. What went on in Washington
became very important. It was ¢specially important that plant physiology shouild be-
recognized and funded: Herice, a small organization of scicntists, largely-devoted
to communicating research, started seeing a‘political dimension and concluded that
the business office must become a headquarters w1th a dlrector fo ﬂy the ﬂag and’
sound the trumpet. : : : EE

‘Butin practice it could only be a small show. By theend of this perlod there
was growing sentiment to concentrate on business.

Growth and Money Matters

.. Tables 17, 18, and 19 present data on growth of the Somety durmg this
period in terms of members, subscribers, income and resources, papers given at
meetings, and papers published. Figures 1 to 5 place these data in the larger
perspective of the Society’s existence.

The data substantiate the earlier remarks about thxs period bem g one of rapid
growth, at least up to 1981. Membership increased at a steady rate from 1963
through 1981; 41 percent of the gain was in foreign membershlp, which grew t0 29
percentof the total. These foreign members contributed up to one-third of the papers
in Plant Physiology. The American Society had become, in fact, an International
Socwty, although no one scems to have suggested changing the name! :

But the domestic membership formed the core of the Somety Where were
tbese members" No study has been made for plant phys1019glsts but a report for
plant biologists as a group- (Higher Education Panel Report-No: 62, American
Council on Education), as cited in the February 1985 ASPP Newsletter (42), says,
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Table 17
Membership and Subscription Data, 1963-1985
Members® Subscriptions®
Year . Total Student Library - _ Member
1963 1923 (277) 176 1712 (1105)
1964 2037 (321) . 207 1760 (1132) .
1965 2181 (404) 269 1945 (1212)
1966 2240 (382) 285 2071 (1284) -
1967 2286 (382) 316 2146 (1308)
1968 2519 (431) 328 2270 (1356)
1969 2733 (492) 345 2422 (1440)
1970 2880 (572) 372 -2525. (15186)
1971 3028 (674) 337 2568 (1559)
1972 3069 (692) 294 2541 (1564)
1973 3137 (718) 278 2570 (1603)
1974 3190 (764) 374 2660 (1687) 2831 (731)
1975 3374 (799) 458 2698 (1713) 2817 (749)
1976 3398 (868) 532 2681 (1704) 2930 (800)
1977 3625 (949) 549 2655 (1670) 2855 (781)
1978 3530 (918) 464 2574 (1615) 2665 (786)
1979 3717 (1014) 530 2659 (1691) 2631 (811)
1980 4117 (1167) 749 2634 (1640) 3021 (924)
1981 4296 (1245) 772 2669 (1665) 3119 (990)
1982 4226 (1234) 657 2563 (1623) 3075 (985)
1983 4158 (1227) 710 2434 (1500) 2792 (909)
1984 4061 (1154) 602 2348 (1407) 2714 (864)
1985 4051 (1145) 529 2080 (1241) - 2730 (860)

= Figures in parentheses are foreign members. Students are domestic and foreign, and
are included as total members.
» Figures in parentheses are foreign subscribers.

“Land-grant institutions predominate in all areas of academic plant biology. They
account for 83 percent of the research support, 80 percent of the faculty, students,
and doctorates, and 72 percent of the postdoctoratcs.” Similar figures probably
apply to plant physiologists.

From 1981 through 1985 there was a small but s1gn1f1cant decline in
membership—4.8 percent domestic, 8.0 percent foreign, and 31.5 percent student
(Table 17, Figure 1). Library subscriptions, which esséntially had topped out about
1970, had a parallel and even greater decline (Figure 1): 16.4 percent domestic, 25.5

‘percent foreign (Table 17). Foreign library subscriptions consistently had made up

about five-eighths of the total, serving a large body of plant physiologists unable to
afford individual subscriptions. Loss of library subscriptions thus had importance
beyond the Society’s budget.

This falling off after 1981 in prime indicators of the health of the Society is
partially reflected in the publication of papers in Plant Physiology, which, although
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Table 18
Financial Data, 1963-1985#
"~ Expenses
Year Receipts Disbursements JournalP  Operational® Resources
$ $ % total disbursements 0§
1963-64 51,456 49,024 80.7 10.2 92,0004
1964-65 57,007 62,617 - — —
1965-66° 103,700 88,060 — — —
1966-67 102,071 115,274 84.8 9.8 —
1967-68' 153,939 126,990 81.3 14.5 —_
1968-69 184,663 149,349 ‘775 15.7 194,024
1969-70" 245,365 154,304 71.6 17.7 —
1971 272,369 191,604 80.4 14.5 —
1972 284,844 218,913 80.6 17.3 444,395
1973 285,966 231,433 -79.3 18.4 616,452
1974 339,379 289,437 774 18.8 675,589
1975 309,088 © - 346,271 75.8 17.9 625,598
1976 398,760 370,456 63.7 20.4 672,814
1977 461,582 428,766 60.4 24.9 697,044
1978™ 526,668 471,159 59.0 25.8 774,194
1979 548,372 544,375 58.7 29.8 816,707
19807 638,351 621,661 57.0 24.9 729,609
1981 651,026 759,977 59.1 28.4 694,293
1982 800,447 921,144 60.2 26.8 830,418
1983° 1,054,805 924,630 56.1 32.1 1,181,446
1984p 1,432,006 1,028,944 52.1 27.6 1,491,816
1985 1,670,080 1,071,482 50.2 32.7 2,152,420

s Data are from fiscal year reports.  Through June 1870 the fiscal year was July 1 to June
30. Beginning in 1971 the reported data are for the new fiscal year, January 1 to
December 31. (The missing six months were accounted for in a separate 18 month fiscal
year report not given here.)

® Journal expenses include editorial plus printing costs.

< Operational expenses include office expense, rent or buildings and grounds upkeep, and
general business costs.

4 Estimate, In the financial reports of this period the total resources (checking and
savings accounts plus reserve and endowment investments) as of the end of the fiscal
year were not reported as formerly. Beginning with 1972 the resources are given as total
assets at the close of the fiscal year as reported by the auditor. These include accounts
receivable: ,

* Membership dues to $15, student dues to $10, husband-wife membership dues at $20
(one'journal), journal subscriptions to $25. Emeritus membership free, but costs $10 if the
journal is taken. Life' membership to $250, Page charge of $25 billed to authors.

t Subscriptions to $35/year.

¢ Includes a $15,000 grant to establish the Kettering endowment.

"Subscriptions to $70/year (two volumes/year, $35/volume).

'Separate billing for membership dues ($10 regular, $3 student) and membership
subscription to the journal ($10). Library subscriptions to $80/year.

IRestructuring of investment portfolio with an investment counselor resulted in losses of
$27,915 in general funds and $29,398 in endowment funds. Page charges dropped.
Library subscriptions to $90/year. '

(Continued on next page.)
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not declining, was no longer advancing (Table 19, Figures 4 and 5). If allowance
ismade for the attractiveness of Colorado and California as vacation spots, the same
can be said for contribuited papers at the annual meetings (Table 19, Figure 4).

, Paradoxmally, the financial indicators of societal health showed no falter-
ing. The annual receipts and total assets soared in 1982-1985 while the number of
members and subscribers declined (Table 18, Flgures 2 and 3) Are these inverse
trends related? . e

They are, as shown in the footnotes to Table 18 and the recelpts ‘and
dlsbursements curves of Figure 2. After years of very close budgeting, just staying
ahead of the ever-increasing expenses, there was an exponenual rise in expenditures
duetoaflush of publicationin 1978-1982 and the extra expense of opening the Gude
Plant Science Center. As a result there were sizeable deficits in 1981-1982.
Something had to be done and was done—tlie annual subscription rate for members
and libraries was raised 50 percent in 1983 by publishing three volumes per year,
rather than two, but at the same price per volume. (This procedure had been
followed before in 1970; the journal went to two volumes per year without changing
the price per volume.) Also,a$100handlingfee for accepted papers was mtroduced
(waived if lack of funds could be established). .

' Sudden’ solvency' Increasing the hbrary subscription rates was espec1a11y
effective, and somewhat mtoxlcatmg-——there was no need to pmch along when
money could be had soeasily. Andafterall, Plant Physiology still cost less per page
than any comparable journal but one (Chasson private commumcatx,on) The
library subscription rate was-increased again.in 1984 to $330/year In 1985, library
subscriptions furnished $746 155 of the total revenues (44.7 percent), almost three—
fold the amount ffom membership dues and subscriptions (perhaps not uncominon
for scientific socicties). The bite was t00 deep for some libraries, partlcularly
foreign libraries at a time when the value of the dollar was rising. In lesser degree
the same was true for members, And hence, the decline inmembers and subscrxbers
shown graphically in Figure 1. Buta22.1 percent.( decline in subscribers was eas11y
offset by a 250 percent increase in subscription rate, Wthh y1e1ded a dramatic rise
in assets (F1gure 3). Pastexperience, however, is that expenses rise to meet these
increases in income (see 1970-1975 Flgure 2),and by Parkinson’s Law they canbe
expected to do so again.

(Contmued from p. 218) o

* Membership subscriptions to $15/year hbrary to $100/yéar o
JMembershlp subscriptions to $20/ear.” ’ )

™ Membership subscnptnons to $25/year library to $1 10/year. Membership dues to $15'
regular, $5 student. .

" Gift of the- Gude property, valued at $527,850 (not |ncluded here under resouroes)
lerary subscriptions to $130/year. ’
sMembership dues USA to $35, foreign to $40; student dues USA to $15, foreign to $20; -
life membership to $450. Membership subscriptions to $45/year (3 volumes/year at $15/
volume); library subscriptions to $195/year. Manuscript handllng fee of $100 introduced. -
® Library subscriptions to $330/year.’ . ;




220
History of the Amqri‘&g\g\% Society of Plant Physiologists

: Table 19
Mestings, Contributed P apers and Published Papers, 1963 1985
: - , Meetmgs ' Plant Physmlogy
Year Location T Affiliation Papers Pages Papers
1963  Amherst, MA AIBS 227 779 117
1964 . Boulder, CO AIBS 252 1095° 182
1965  Urbana, Il A‘lgas 285 1326" 217
1966  College Park, MD AIBS 293  1804° 202
1967  College Station, X AIBS 213 1806¢ 286
1968  Amherst, MA none 272 2071 325
'969  Seattle, WA lnt Bot. Cpngr. 205° 1751 -1 299
Bloomington, IN AlBS 281 1673 343
Pagific Grove, CA none 298 1658 331
Minneapolis, MN AIBS 3 1822 381
Galgary, Alb. CSPPs¢ . 369 . 1842 367
thaca, NY " none 411 1951 374
Cotvallis, OR AIBS 486 1082 403
Néw:Otleans, LA AIBS 559 1748 361
Madison, W, CSPP 710 2116 444
Blacksburg, VA PGRWG 650 2048 438
- Columbus, OH ASHS - 905 2343 466
Pyllman, WA Phytoghem, Soc . 914 2431 484
Quebac, Que. CSPP 97 2773 530
Urbana, IL ' none 876 3247 625
Ft. Gollins, CO none 1055 3189 595
Davis; CA none 1113 3321 637
Provudence R none ' 912 3060 . 581

bi u 1
2 Change from Craftsman Press to Busmess Press
b Change to Conover Pross:
< Change from &" bumonthly issues to 10 mpn;hly lssues per year
< Change to12 monthlyiissues per year. - "y
* Papers gweh’*'ﬁt’lsecﬁtmal meetings; no paper sessions at Congress.
'Change to Waverly Press! with two 6-issiévdlimes per year and larger format
" Canadlan“fS&;éiety of Planit Physiolagists. ¢ Vo
" Change £0) Qh‘ree 4- i§su67Velumes per year.

oS 7L i‘ﬁhm

As pomted og} earher, this penod of rapxd growth of the Society was fuelcd
by the post-}:hin By fundmg of scientific rqs - F;gure 5 1llustratq tbé nse in
federal suppof; fé sciences reseaxch from all 8 irces, corrected fo

, Data furmshed by Mary E. t¢ Q
f__h¢ tlonal Sc1ence Foundat10n sH(fw that in 1985 plant biology recewcd $135 2
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Figure 1. Increase in meribérs afd subsctibers frori 192426 to 1985.
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Figure 2. Increase in annual receipts and disbursements, 1945 to 1985,

~ biology funds given to plant physiology is not known. In this period, 1963-1985,
the consumer price index rose from 917 to 322.2, a 3.5-fold inicrease (the implicit
price deflator based on gross hational product gives a 3.4-fold increase). Asan
indicator of the responsé to this funding, Fxgure 5 also shiows the number of papers
published annually in Plant Physiology..
* The funding curve divides sharply into two linéar portions. “Through 1967
funding increased at a rate of $109.8 million per year, reflecting the “new
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Figure 3. Increase in resources (total assets) of ASPP, 1924-1985
- - -(zero-assets 1924), excluding the Gude Plant Science Center. -
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Flgure 4 Papers pubhshed in Plant Physwlogy and
o contnbuted to meehngs 1925-26 to 1985

economics™ boom of the Kennedy-]ohnson admmlstratlons as well as the post-i
Sputnik concern to augment our science. But heavy spendmg and low mterest rates
brought on 1nﬂat10n and from 1': ’ ;hrough 1985 the rate of fundmg mcrease in
1967 doliars aBruptly fell to $28.1 million per year, a rate characterized by three
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Figure 5. Number of papers published annually in Plant Physiology and annual
federal funding of life science research from all sources (1956-1985 data from
Statistical Abstracts of the U.S., Bureau of the Census), adjusted for purchasing
~ powet with the Consumer Price Index, 1967=100

(Economlc Report of the Presudent January 1987)

prt)'ridu'nced drps in purchaSmg power.‘ The drps result from bursts of inflation
corresponding to the Vietnam war, the 1973 OPEC oilembargo, and the 1979 OPEC
oil price increase.. The subsequent recoveries are.due to increased congressional
appropriations of depreciated dollars—periods of inflation seem not to reverse
spontaneously.. Probably only the initial rapid rise results from anxiety over our
science, helped by an expanding economy. The break in the curve reflects the onset
of additional problems not readily disposed of by approprratron bills, primarily
increased inflation,

“Thereisonly arough parallel between fundmg and papers pubhshed (Fr gure
5). Obviously, factors in addition to.research grants enter into the publication of.
research reports: These factors produce a somewhat more . stable: increase. in
research than in funding, probably because the facilities and personnel for research
are not so-subject to.the winds of the. market place.. Notice in Figure 1 that the.
increase in membership was linear through 1981. The rise in papers published is.
‘basically linear as well, butis made “noisy” by the vagaries of research which tends
to:advance.(and get published) somewhat erratically. B

Altogether, the main point to be taken from Figures 1 to 5 is that there was
substantially more-growth in the ‘Society during these last 23 years than in the
preceding 40. The growth was derived-indirectly from federal funding of research
and the general prosperity of the nation, desplte—or atthe expense of——an awesome
national debt:and devalued dollars. - ‘ : :
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There were, of course, anumber of growing pains, primatily in obtaining an
adequate income for the rising costs of the journal and the business office. Early in
this period, the joutnal showed phenomenal growth and took more than 80 percent
of the Socisty’s receipts (Table 18), going well over budget. The minutes of the
board of trustées meeting in April 1966 give an example of this (44):

- A major oversight was made in budgeting for the journal. The
budget .did hot take into account as many pages as are actually being printed.
It is anticipated that the Editor-will go approximately $20,000 over what has
been allocated to him...The total amount eriginally budgeted was $73,511.18.

~ Atpresent it looks as though total expenditures will actually be about $93,500.
If all sources of income are considéred we should have an income sufficiént to
. meet eéxpenditures. But thig is heavily dependent upon those who are
publishing actually paying the [voluntary] page charge fee.
Possible Income This Eiscal Year
© $1,000 Miscellaneous Income
28,000 Page charges at 70% payiig in a ‘HQ@ pége volume
30,000 'Dues from members
43,000 Subscriptions
102,000 Total Income
:8,000 "Fres” reprints
$97,000
Agreatleapincoliestions will have t6 oceur if We fare: s well 6 the page
charge item. We were chesfedta learn thatthere has been general deeeptance
of the need for page charges...As ot April 1, however, less thah g tenth of what
is antlmpated .has actually corme [A, .

Actually, 1966-1967 was a déficit year due to publishing over budget In
consequence, subsctiption rates had to be increased for the following year. The
pattern of increased costs followed by increased subscription rates, dugs, or page
charges was tepeated throughout the period. The highet printing costs of Waverly
Press beginning in 1970 could not have been met if going to two voliimes a year had
not doubled the subscription raté. Page charpes were inadequate to cover the
expénses; they had been setat $25 when printing cost $40 per page, but in 1970 the
cost was $72 per page (10). Constitutional atnendments to raise mémbership dues
failed in both 1969 and 1970. However, in 1973 an amendment to the bylaws passed
which authotized separation of membership dues and journal subscriptions, and

_allowed the executive committee to setrates for both without membership approval,
which it prompily did (6). In tithe, the trustees bégan to anticipate the need for
advances in income. Figure 2 shows that receipts and disbursements have been .
reasonably close except for those instances where subscriptions rates were multi-
plied by increasing the number of volumes of Plant Physiology per yeatr.

Increases in mémbership were never adequate to supply the needed funds.
There were only mild efforts to enlist more members until the decline of the 1980s
(Figuré 1). As an example, the April 1978 Newsletter remarks, “Since Society
growth depends heavily on our active members, we ask that you continue to
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encourage your colleagues to join ASPP, Please note that a perforated application
i J 0gy. (22) " Chasson introduced an
Or 35 W ‘hich consisied of a form printed
in the Newsletter headed by the statement “I have contacted the individual below
and belleve that he/she i§ mterested m becommg a member This was followed by

e

mstructlons to send the form to ASPP headquarters Chasson reported 37 that 90
prospects had been identified in this w" nd after follow-up letters from the
preSIdent and the exeoutive director abqut h f of these had joined. A little selling
cquld still nudge the membership up, s did not do much for the budget.

" Inlate 1968,Klein sentout letters trymg to sell subscriptions to plant science
departments (45), some of which mamtameda small office or seminar room llbrary
for convenience of students and faculty He recelved a good many replies saylng
that the library took Plant Physzology, and this was adequate for their needs, '

Page charges were dropped as a source of income after an extenswe
discussion in the execuuve committee meeting at Cornell (46), J une,1974

Hardy presented the proposed budget for 1975; Income $302,850.and,
expenses $290,272, for a netincréase of $12,578. If page chargég ‘for PLANT
PHYSIOLOGY were to be dropp income would be only $269 450, and the
Society would have to draw on théreserve fund...

Hardy reported that the Bo :c_‘i:of Trustees voted 3: to retain page
charges. Gibbs pointed out that the‘general member_shlp had split much th]e
same way, but that this probably reflfacted the proportion readers VS wr
i.e;, those who do not pay vs those who do. Gibbs also indicaf
chargés-had hurt the growth and international character’?ff:‘ “ag
reflected in a tapering off in the number of manqscnbts recelved espeolally

. from younger and forelgn authors, After extensive dlseusslori lncludlng the
possibility of giving five or six free pages, mstltutmgb‘rewewersfee increasing
- costofreprints, operatlng on a deficit budget, the Cofm mtttée votedtodrop page
charges and to mcrease the price of open subscnpfléﬁ‘s‘(fo non- members) by

issuei..The budget Was corrected as follows: Income $295,450, Expenses
$290 272. for a net mcrease of $5,378.

Glbbs hke hlS predecessor Shull, seldom lost an argument at least it is
difficult'to find instances of defeat. His pivotal and oontfnulng role as editor-in-
chief, coupled with an evident concern for the Society as'well as the journal, gave
G1bbs prominence in executive committee affairs throughout this period.

Announcement of the abolishment of page ch‘arges was made in the July
1974 issue of the journal (46); members no longer had page charges, but non-
members would have to pay $70 per page, and special ﬂlustratlon pages would cost
$100 for all, ,

' Surpnsmgly, these spec1a1 pages charges got the Society into trouble with
the U.S. Postal Service. Houston Baker descnbed the af 1n the Febtuary 1977
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Newsletter (47) (be seems to have enjoyed it—a break in routine and a challenge):

~US POSTAL SERVICE VS NON-PROFIT PUBLISHERS OF SCIENTIFIC
JOURNALS—A confrontation over page charges.
Thée Problem On5October 1976 the US Postal Setvice charged thatthe journal
PLANT PHYSIOLOGY contained advertising matter that was- not properly
identified.. Public Law, 39USC4367, reads “Editorial or other reading matter:
contained in.publications entered as second class mail and for the publication
of which a valuable consideration is paid, accepted or promised, shall be
marked plainly advertisement by the publisher.

Instructions for Contributors PLANT PHYSIOLOGY 57, i-vi, 1976 says that
authors who request and get higher than usual quality reproduction of material

* such as electron micrographs 'would be charged:$100 per page. Also, papers
with no author a member of the Society would be charged $70 per pags.
These charges, according to the Postal Service, make micrographs and reports
into advertisements which must be so labeled _

Implications for PLANT PHYSIOLOGY * The ASPP Journal would be little
affected by an adverse finding by the Postal Service. In 1976, page charges
contributed only $630 to revenues in excess of $400,000.

Bole of ASPP Because ASPP received one of the first notices from the Postal
Setrvice, it fell to us to inform the community-of non-profit publishers, develop
background infermation, defrne possrble solutlons and seek to lmplement the
best of them.

M_eﬁg_lmne_ Four ways of resolvmg the problem .are apparent
1. Accede...label reports as advertisements, and:pay the consequences;
~. - 2. Avoid the conflict by seeking alternative revenue...to replace page charges;
- .3, Seek legal relief in the courts; - .
- ~.4. Seek legislative relief and change the law :
We chose the last approach as the most promising, although most societies
choseinstead to work throughtheirlawyers. Ourteasoning was that legislation
-only would provide long term relief while preserving the:page charge option.
Congressional Input (indirect) - We first gave input.to:Congress:by briefing the
.. -staff of the House Committee on Post Office and Civil Service. Themeeting was

.-set-up and held by representatives from-ASPP, the Society -of National
Association Publications, The:Federation of American Socretles for Expen-

- mental Biology and the National:Academy of Science...

ASPP testimony introduced them to the problem (see the statement below).
Robert Cleland, representing himself as a scientific researcher, told them that

. he would refuse to send-any manuscripts to a ]ournal that would label his work

“advertisement.”

The “statement below” is a letter tothe Commrssron on Postal Servrce in the
same format as above. Baker lauds the highly subsrdrzed 2nd class marl service for
its value in drssemmatrng science, but opines it is mapproprrate to subsidize
advertisements.. He cites the definition of advertising in the original 1912_ la_w and
notes that an amendment to it provided that it should not apply to SCientific
publications. The amendment was inexplicably dropped in 1962. He then explains
that publication is part of the cost of screnufrc research and that page charges bear




227

History- of the American-Society of Plant Physiologists

part of the cost. He proposes that the statutory definition be modified by addition
of the underlined phrase: “Editorial or other reading matter contained in publica-
tions entered as second class mail and as a necessary and sufficient condition for the
publication of which a valuable consideration is paid, accepted or promised, shall
be marked plainly ‘advertisement’ by the publisher.,” Baker then shows how the

insertion of the underlined words will reheve screnufrc journals from marking

Ppapers as advertisements.

The final resolution of the troublesome tuling is not r'eCord'ed.A Some.
journals did mark papers as advertisements, followed by a footnote pointing out

why this was necessary. Plant Physiology,however, simply ignored the matter and
was never challenged (Gibbs, personal communication). .

At this time (1974), despite the soaring cost of the journal, its percentage
of total Society expenses had fallen from 80.7 percent to 77.4 percent (Table 18).
But this was more than compensated for by the rising cost of business operations,
which increased from 10.2 percent of the budget to 18.8 percentin 1974. By 1985,
with an executive director, a business manager, four staff positions, and the Gude
property to care for, operations accounted for 32.7 percent of the-disbursements; the
journal was down to 50.2 percent (the balance largely represents meeting and
executive expenses). The Society had embarked on creation of a smallbureaucracy.

Publications

Table 19 gives the number of papers published each year in Plant Physiol-
ogy. Table 20 classifies the papers for the years 1963, 1974, and 1985 in order to
trace trends in the subject matter of the papers. '

As before, the papers are categorized subjectively on the basis of apparent
major interest. For example, most of the papers listed under photosynthesis are
heavily biochemical, but the major interest is usually with the structure and activity
of chloroplasts or chloroplast membranes, enzymes, pigments, substrates, and the
like. Indeed, a biochemist would recogmze his science as mcluded in many of the
categories, somewhat flavored by, physrologlcal concerns over hormones, tissue
culture, survival of freezing, active transport, closure of stomates, and so forth. The
publications of the journal over these 23 years showed a broad and steady increase

in the application of brochemrstry to plant physrologlcal problems It became

drffrcult to drsungursh physiology from b10chem1stry (a rend notrceable in bio-
chemistry journals as well). In addition, there was increased research on the
biochemistry of plants as such, from fewer than 9 percent of the papers in 1963 to
almost 21 percent in 1985. Although the editor may have influenced this trend
(Gibbs’s personal research is brochcmrcally orrented) most ofitisbased on the fact
that advances in biochemistry and biophysics provided rewardmg ways of studyrng
phys1olog1ca1 questions.

“Other pronounced increases show up in transcription-translation research
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Table 20 »
Classﬁlcatmn of Papers Publlshed in Plant Phys:ology, 1963 1974, and 1985
L , Number \
Category v 1963 1974 1985
Biochemistry, metabolism ' 10 85 121
Nucleic acids, transcription-translation 0 9 16 .
Photosynthesis, chloroplasts, pigments 13 37 69
Respiration, mitschondria : 4 20 19
Hormones, growth substances, phytochrome 15 40 : 42
Herbicides, growth inhibitors -3 5 12
Glrowth and develspient, senescence - 5 13 - 21,
Tissue Culture 2 4 13
Tropisms - 4 8 '3
F‘Iowenng phat@péhcﬁwm vernalization 3 3 1
Fruit: growth, Hpsning, storage 0 - 4 3
Seed: fe¥matidn, dormancy, germination 3 17 18
Response to environment, stress, pollutants 7 24 58
Water relations, stomates 3 12 32
Membrane transport, bioenergetics 7 27 55
Vascular transport 3 9 i1
Mineral nutrition 4 12 20
N2 fixation, nodules 1 6 13
Pathology, toxins, injuties 1 12 15
Cytology, subcellular physiolégy 2 14 18
Biological thythms 2 8 4
Methods and techniques 7 9 12
Miscellanbous 2 1 5
117

Totals. 374 581

L

leading to the present efnphasis ¢én molecular biology, tissue culture, photosynthe-
sis, response to environmental factors with emiphasis on various stresses, bioener-
getics, especially with membrarie transport, stomate action, subcellular organelles
and their functiotis, root nodules and dinitrogen fixation. There was even a revival
of interést i minetal nutrition, but from a more biochemical viewpoint. In short,
over this period plant physiological research became very much more sophisticated.

Sophistication was linked to a steady influx of newly traihed plant physmlogxsts,
most of whom joined the Society (Figure 1), and who produced a great amount of
research, largely paid for by federal apptopriations.

. Gibbs served as editor-ifi-chief of Plant Physiology during this entire
petiod. His appointment was discussed in the prévious chapter, including the
constitutional changes giving him greater independence in editorial board appoint-
ments (there is no tecord of the executive comrnittee ever challenging his selec-
tions). Starting with his first year, 1963, Gibbs faced a 25 percentrise in manuscript
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submissions which greatly increased printing costs and the burden of manuscript
reviewing and processing. The growth and financial data discussed in the previous
section cover the essentials of paying the bills—they were met with the exception
of a few stynning deficit years, Gibbs’s approach to the work load is given in his
first annual report (48) August 1963:

Our prewous editor...was ‘correct in predlctlng that our Journal is
expanding, Fortunately for Allan Brown, the i increase came after he left office.

A total of 243 manuscripts were submitted which compares with 195 for the _

previous 12 months...

A 25% increase is welcome and |nd|cates that pubhcahon in PLANT
PHYSIOLOGY is prized...On the other hand, the increase means an increased
load forthe editor's small staff. Alevelof some 200 articles i isthe breaking point

-~ for a half-time editorial assistant and one-third time clerk—typxst I have had to

employ temporary help...| have proposed animmediate allocation permitting an

increase of editarial assistant time of approximately 8 hours per week..,

The process of manuscript reviewing has baen altered. Whlle the
previous editor called upon a large number of the Saciety to examine manu-
scripts, the present procedure demands more effort an the part of the editorial
board. Essentially all articles received during the past year have been read by
at least one associate editor. Afew members of the Board have examined: 15
manuscripts this past year, - v

- Inthisreport, Gibbs expressed appreciation to Dr, R, H. Barnes, Dean of the
Graduate Schoo) of Nutrition, Cornell University, for moral and financial support,
“The School of Nutrition provided the Editor with a typewriter, file cabinet and
space for his clerk-typist.” A penciled note on a copy of this report says, “School
of Agric. would nat give space nor would it handle funds (so MG has to keep
personal bank account).” According to John F. Thompson, who had been appointed
assistant editor, Gibbs did not gef along with the head of biochemistry, who “put
road blocks inthe way of Marty’s taking the editorial job, but higher administrators
in the College of Agriculture helped Marty get the space he ne¢eded to run the
editorial offices” (49),

The following year (1964) Gibbs moved from Cornell to Brandeis Umver-
sxty Jerome A. Schiff paved the way by making arrangements for semng up a
umversxty account, funded by ASPP, from which Gibbs could pay §alancs and buy
supplies (50). Gibbs’s first task at Brandeis was to get more reviewers and change
printers (51): ' :

"The increased number,bf manuscripts has placed a heavy burden on
the 15 editors. It was primarily for this reasonthat { recommended to the Society
that the Board be increased. In addition, plant physiology has become so

* splinteredthatitis dlfflcult for agroup of this Ilmlted sizeto representthe various

- fields...
- Duting the year all Journgl issues but one {(January) have appeared in
the same month as the date of issue. The delay...was brought abaut by the
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. rather.sudden ¢losing of Craftsmen, Inc. in November. We lost the dedicated

services of Mr. Wylie. The parent.company suggested that we move our

- operation to Business Press Inc. in Lancaster, Pennsylvania [Printing Corpo-

ration of America owned both Craftsmen’and Business Press]. The editor is

* grateful to Mr. John Houck, the plant superintendent, for the relatively smooth

transter, With the transter of PLANT PHYSIOLOGY to the Lancaster plantthe

Journal returns to its birth site. In fact, the present plant supetrintendent’s father
r‘superwsed the operatlons durlng the early years of PLANT PHYSIOLOGY

Followmg thlS G1bbs announced the appomtment of eight- add1t10na1
editorial board members as permitted by the revised constitution (Bulletin No. 22).
He then took up the costs of publication, and presented a $54,140 budget for 1964-
1965 that “prov1des for a full-time editorial assistant and a part-time, clerk-typlst
He ended with, “The upward trend in the costs of the J ournal may resultin a deficit
[it did].. The Editor recommends to the Executive Commlttee that it is 1mperat1ve
to look into the financial status of Plant Physiology.” :

“His recommendanon gotresults. A financial status committee that included
both Gibbsand Klein, chaired by J. L. Liverman, was appointed by pre51dentMe1v1n
Calvin. Itrecommended increases in dues and subscriptions, and the introduction
of page charges (52), all of which were done. The page charge [$25] was announced
and explained in the January 1965 issue of Plant Physiology: “Acceptance of the
page chargeis voluntary.. .sponsors of research consider payment of a portion of the
expense of publishing a report to be part of a project’s cost.. Whether or not the
charge will be accepted will have no bearing on publication,”

However, voluntary page charges were not enough to compensate for the
continual expansion of the journal, and 1966-1967 was another deficit year. Klein
reported in 1967 that “page charges had lagged below 70-percent return,” and the
executive committee “agreed that the page charges would be considered manda-
tory™ exceptiin hardship cases (53). Subscrxptlon fates were increased again; And
$0 it went; a continual, but successful, tussle to meet pubhshlng COStS. GlbbS was
never reticent about demanding the resourcés for a quality Joumal :

~ To accommodate the greater submissions, Gibbs increased the number of
issues and the number of reviewers (he continued the policy of having editorial
board members review all manuscripts unless there was need for a specialist not on
the board). In 1966 the journal was issued monthly éxcept July and August, and the
editorial (review) board was increased to 26’ members. Also, after a year with
Business Press, Gibbs changed printers to D. H. Conover Press—back to Kutztown,
with Nick Wylie—where he was ableto obtain redactory serv1ces, thus reducing
malhng time and the work load in his office (34): . '

Manuscrlpts are belng publlshed 5 to 6 months after
submnssron .Credit for rapid publication primarily is due to the editorial board
- for response to.duty. The new publishing schedule (10 vs 6 issues) is partly
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-.responsible. Another possible aid in-shortening the time.of publication is the
moving of the redactory service fromthe Brandeis campustothe D.H. Conover
Press. Erma Bond, a long-time employee of that firm, has replaced Nancy

Wolfers as editorial assistant. By having this service located at the press,

" humerous mamngs ‘between my office and the printer have been eliminated.

:/. Retent expansion éf'the D.H. Conover Press is noted and could result in a
.~ shaving -of .the" interval between submission .and publication. My office .is
-+ ~indebted.to Mr. -H. N. Wylie, superintendent of D. H, Conover Press for his.
. -continuous support and.deep interest in PLANT PHYSIOLOGY.

s probably worth notmg here that Grbbs had been cautloned about
ConoverPress byW L. Conner, presrdent of Busrness Press. Inaletter ofFebruary
5 1965 he wrote Grbbs (55)

* John Houck.-.found you have inténtions of going to the shop in Kutztown
: *where Nick Wiley works::.Just as you do, we have a lot of real respect for him,—
in-fact; offered him a job here-on the closing down of the Craftsmen plant. But
., -he disliked exceedingly. Ieaving Kutztown, and. so stayed there with this
Conover firm.
’ We understandthe latterseqmpment however is very, very llmlted But
‘possibility Nick may be getting-a local plant to help with the work...
- -Give Nick the chance (it's fine-of you, really, to observe'this onalty). But,
if he or his plant do get in difficulties-at any.future date...please again call upon
us. -

) In 1967 Grbbs went 1012 momhly issues. The J anuary. 1967 issue listed J.
A Schrff Grbbs $. colleague at Brandeis, as ‘assistant. editor and Erma Bond as
edltorral a351stant Schiff’s prrncrpal duty was to drslnbute manuscrrpts and look
after the, offrce when Grbbs had to be absent (Grbbs personal, commumcatron)
There were 32 revrewers listed on the edrtorral board Nine months later, followrng
the annual meeting, there was a sudden expans1on of the editorial board—four
assocxate editors (L Bemstein, J, van Overbeek J.E. Varner, J. A, Schrff) and 42

assrstant editors” (members of the edrtorral review board) appeared on the
masthead. " Appointment of the associate edltors proceeded from Gibbs’s pleaat the
1967 annual meeting in College Statlon TX He noted that in a span of five years
“there has been a two-fold increase in every cnterron for growth,” and he went.on
to infroduce a plan for reducmg h1s mcreased work load (53):-

) Tmust pomt out once again that thls rather Iarge increase has created

“ " some difficulties in my office. Very soon‘a reappraisal of the duties of the office

of Editor-in-Chief must be considered: One possible solution is a sub-dividing

. of part of his.duties among twe-and perhaps three Associate.Editors. Each of

. - the:Associate Editors would submit papersfor review and would be responsible
for the final decision on manuscripts in a particular field of specialization.. By
" such a procedure, a large share of the submltted manuscrlpts would be
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- completely dealt with by the Associate Editors. Al editorial correspondence. ‘
with the D, 'H. Gonover Company would remain with the Editor-in-Chief,

Appointment of three associate editors was approved, and $4500 was
budgeted fortheir stipends and expenses (53) (since Schiff was already serving, the
total came to fopr). Budget adjustments were made for exira editorial and business
office expenses: “PI'O_]CCtﬁd income was increased by changing the subseription
price to $35 and by moving reprint sales from the printer (who has sold at or below
cost) to the executive office with the addition of a small oyerhead.” .
o Thls reporton meeting activities was not published under “News andNotes” :
in "Plant Phys;ofpgy as had been the cystom for many years, but in a typed and
reproduced newsletter dated November 1967 (53). Newsletters listing job oppor-
tunities, to be issued by the secretary in May and November, were authorized at the
1966 meetings (54). The following year the responsibility was transferred to the
executive secretary-treasurer (53). Henge, the 1967 journal was cleared of its

‘newsletter functions except for meeting or symposium notices-and section re-
ports—and these were gone in 1968, Earlier the obituaries had been reduced to a
notice saying,:“The Society regretfully reports that the following members ate:
deceased...(1)" These econpmies saved space in the journal and, as mentioned in

- the-previous: 'Chapter, there was a trend toward elimination of Society affairs from
the journal,

- At the’same time that reporting of Socigty affairs was dlmlmshmg, Glbbs '
undertook two projects which increased the amount of research printed. The first
was issuance of a memorial issue of Rlant Physiology for David P. Hackett, amuch'
respected plant physiologist at the University of California, Berkeley, who hadbeen
mysteriously ‘murdered, The thick November 1965 issue had an introductory -

“biography, photograph, and pubhcatlon list of Hackett, followed by 49 invited
papers (314 pages) from his colleagues andresearchers with similari interests, These
invited papers were reviewed, however, and a few werg pejegted (Gibbs, personal
communication). Gibbs added that the idea of a memorial issue came from sevel’al
sources, and under the tragic circumstances it seemed appropriate,

As might be expected, the Hackett issue brought forth suggestions for other
memorial issues, and these became difficult to handle, When Gibbs did issue them,
it was in a‘subdued fas’hion." "The memorial issue for Bessel Kok consisted of 12

invited papers-carried in the back of the April 1980 issue (the issue had a total of 35
papers); that for Noe Higinbotham was 16 invited papers printed in the back of the
April 1981 i issue (the issue had a total of 51 papers), Neither carried a dedication
or enlogy or an identification on the cover; a simple footnote to the title identified
the paper as a memorial. (Brief biographies appeared in newsletters.) - It was an
awkward matter to deal with—who merits recognition and who does not"——and
seems to have been quietly dropped.

The other special issue was printed and bound separately as Part B of
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Voliime43,No. 9, 1968. Thése were papers given atasymposium or leafabscission
held at Fort Detrick, MD, April 8-9, 1968, The printing was paid for by the U. S.
Army, which sponsored the symposium. At this time, of course, the Army was
mnerested indefoliating the forests that hid the Viet Cong. Like the memorxal issues,
'thxs type of ancillary pubhcatmn by the journal has disappeared. Symposmms afe
riow puiblished separately from the journal (s _

Once authorized to d0 $0, Gibbs siélidily increased the editotial staff of the
jourfial. In 1970, when printing was transferred to Waverly Press, there were 65
reviewet's on the editorial board three assocxate editors, and two adv1sory éditors
(Schiff was now one advisory éditor, and George M. Cheniae, working in the
Baltimore area and functioning as liaison with Wavérly Press, was the other). Ini
1975, there were 79 réviewdts, Higinbotham replacing Bemstemi 48 associate
editdr; in 1980, 121 reviewérs and five associate editors (Dainty, Morgan, Nelson,
San Pietro, Skoog); in 1985, 199 reviewets and sevei associate editors (Black,
Chrispeels, Dainty, Daly, L,evmgs Morgan Prelss) with Sophie R. Harnsbn listed
as assistant to the editor-in- cﬁ1ef The jotirnial has not lacked for wﬂlmg hands. To
thank them, Gibbs establishied a tradltion of a Society-sponsored edlt()rlal board
dinner, complete with preprandlal cocktalls as the occasion for the annual board
meeting (business was a brief, froquently }iumOrotm, tlk from the editor-in-chief).
Eérnest planning for the journal was (and is) done 4t a January conferenee with the
dssociate editors, initially held at College Station, TX, but transférred to vaermde,.
CA, in 1980.

The addition of associate editor's worked out well, Asati asxde but relevant,
this letter from Russell L. Jones to Gibbs i$ quoted (56):

This Ietter will probably come asa surpnse to you sincé I lmaglne that
most people Write to complain. Durmg the past two years or so | have had many
dealings with Page Morgan in his capacity as Associate Editor of Plant
Physioldgy, and in fiy GBpécity as Editorial Board Memiber as well as a
contributor. | have begh ipréssed by Hig work. He is a demanding individual
and he insists that both reviewers and authors toe thé fine! Ithlnk Page should
be cdngratulated for his work which will 8lurely imptove contributions to Plant
Physiology if the growth regulation ahd Gevelopment areas.

Beginning around 1967, tréubles began to appear at C()nbver Press That
- yedr Klein reported that “$21,930 from [the Society’ 8] réserves hiad to be advanced
to the printér towards issues in press, but the ripid expansion of the journal
necessitates gredtly expanded operating capital for the prmter The [executive]
comrittee amh(mzed future advances up to the costs of two issues” (53). “Ex-
panded operating capital” was a euphemism for cash to meét payrolls and buy paper.
Business was not being handled well at Conover Press, but since the printing and
réddcting were well done arid largely on time, Klein and Gibbs decided to help the
press get on its feet (Klein, persofial commurtication). By late 1969, however,
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Conover Press was headed into bankruptcy, and if it had not been for a warning from
Mr. Wiley the galieys for the last two issues of 1969 would have beeri locked up with -
other assets of Conover Press. Klein wrote the following reminiscence of ‘this:
stlmng event ina 1etter to G1bbs upon thbs 's 25th anmversary as edttor (57)

The plant was adequate Mr..- erey weII recommended and experi-
~ enced, the publisher young and hungry. And so it was that we went to Conover
. Press. Ican still recall the smells of the ink and see the old gas—frred dryer on

that big press.

o ‘Those were  the exciting days. We miet every month or so in Kutztown
with Mr. Wiley, and occasionally with the Conovers. Mr: and Mrs. Conoverwere.
fairly lavish hosts, taking.us tolunch atfamous Pennsylvania Dutch restaurants
(those were the days before ASPP: expense accounts) and entertained us a

. couple of times at their very old, restored country manorhouse. The Journal .
~ was back on schedule and coming along very well,
: Unfortunately, the Conovers were not. Mr. Wlley, who had always our

“interests in mind, advised us that Conover credit was no longer good. We had
then to buy ourown printing paper with cashiin advance There begana search;

. -for. anothet printer.
, We had. |nvestlgated a number of prlntrng houses and after setious

_ consideration, had agreed on Waverly | Press i in Baltimore. Not onIy had they
offered a reasonable contractfor printing and services attheir modern plant, bit
alsoan unassarlable reputatron as prlnters and pubhshers of medlcal books and :
journals, * -~ :

The day came when Mr Wlley telephoned to say that not only had,;

Conover employees been tendered bad checks for wages, but also, FICA and
perhaps other taxes were in arrears. By thattime, Ithink you were at Brandeis. .

We all hauled out of bed before dawn and drove to meet in Kutztown before 9

. a.m. The Waverly truck, with Mr. Wiley’s assistance, loaded the galleys for an
issue and a half of the Journal Just about thlrty mlnutes ahead of the IRS

padlocks on the plant. N

| must point out that at the next Annual Meetrng, you proposed the

modest bonus that was approved for Nick Wiley, who was left with nothlng by
_ Conover Press and who had done the Journal exceptional service. This'is just
" one instance of the many times you demonstrated your keen sense. of farr play

“and warm sympathy for those who deserved.it..

The galley rescue mission began the very happy association wrth

Waverly that contmues on..

The minutes of the 1970 executive committee meetmg in Bloommgton
credit Klein with the motion to give Wlley $750in recognmon of his services durmg )
the transfer of Plant P hysiology from Conover Press (10), so Klein must have madé
thé motion based on Gibbs’s proposal. Gibbs’s 1970 annual report mcludes »
recogmuon of Wiley’s efforts (10) ' o R R

Here I mustrecord my warmest appreciation to Mr. Harry N. Wyhe ofthe.
-.. Conover Press, who was a “friend”to our Journal during the Kutztown years.:
Without his strong assistance, the last issues of 1969 would still be in limbo.
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“Immediately following the Christmas Holidays, November and Decembergalley-
.. plates (some 4000 pounds) were crated, moved to Baltimore, corrected there -
and, with supervision by Waverly Press, Volume 44 was completed. .

There appear to have been no problems with redactory servrce or prmtmg,
at Waverly Press—a very happy association, as Klein putit. =~ '
’ Elrmmanon of page charges, which reduced income, plus a much larger
printing bill, causeda deficitin 1975 (Table 18). Costs had to be reduced, arid Gibbs
introduced a requirément for manuscnpts with camera—ready copy of tables )
Typesetting tables at the press was a maJor expense compared to the prmtmg of
figures, which, as camera-ready copy, were ready for photo-offset printing.
Waverly furnished a detdiled setofi instructions for typingclear camera-ready tables.
suitable for smgle— and. double column reproductlon (5 8). Authors had d1ff1cult1es
meetmg these, and even when they did the printed papers looked a bit shoddy It
was not a popular economy, and in August 1979 G1bbs wrote Noggle (59)

Perhaps it would be appropriate to state in a forthcoming issue of the
- Newsletter that forthwith tables in PLANT PHYSIOLOGY: wili be typeset.
Therefore, it is requested that authors: submit all ‘tabular-information- with
double-spacing. |sincerely believe the Newsletter is read more carefully than

is the Instructions to Contributors sectlon in PLANT PHYSIOLOGY.

Another mnovatlon was e11m1natron of galley proofmg of papers by the
author. This is best explamed in G1bbs s 1977 report to the executrve commrttee

‘ Hitherto, authors were responsnble for readmg of galley proof agalnst
the redacted manuscript. The cost to authors for altetations either because of
faulty proofing or second thoughts between submission of revised text and
‘printing of galley have tended recently to become unreasonable. Unbeknownst
to many authors is the high cost of addmons or corrections to the galley sheets.
Appomonlng financial responsibilities to editor, printer and author, at tlmes led
to alively correspondence. Administration became a nuisance to both editorial

~ and business offices. The decision was made in May 1977 to rélieve the author
of the opportunity to alter the galley proof by having it read in my office. Under
the present arrangement with the Press, authors have their final input at the

" redacted manuscript stage, namely, the step immediately ptior tothe setting of

"‘the galley. Placing the responsibility of proofing galley and pagesin the editor's
office will result in a financial benefit to* author and less drudgery elsewhere .

“Instrucnons for Comnbutors in the J uly l977 lssue of the Journal states
“Authors are responsible for proof. readmg orrgmal redacted manuscripts...The .
Editor-in-Chief isresponsible forreading the galley and page proof.” The July 1981
issue reverses this, saying, “Authors are responsible for proofreading original
galley .The Editor-in-Chiefis responsrble forreading pageproof The reasons for-
the reversal were increased workload in the editorial office, especially aftereditorial
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assistant Sophie Harrison had to testrict her working houts, plus complaints from
membets who wanted to do theirown proofing, especially after an error had slipped
through (Gibbs, personal communication).

, Gibbs was always sensitivé to any restriction on submission of manuscripts.
The October 1984 Newsletter (39) on the anfiual meeting in Davis; CA, repotted this
item: “Dr. GibBs questioned whether scientists submitting papérs to Plant Physi-
ology should be hembers of the Society. ‘The current policy is about 1 1/2 yeats old.
He would like to delete that requirement from the général information page of Plant
Physiology. Dr. Gibbs feels that this will atiract mote papers from developing
countries.” ‘The executive committee approved on the spot.

The same issue of the Newsletter (39) reported that at the trustees meeting
Gibbs suggested writing 4 history of the Society: “Dt. Gibbs proposed funding a
manuscript on the history of ASPP to be published in Plant Physiology, Discussion
followed on who the Best person would be to author this. The Board approvéd the
$15; 000 budgeted figure.” With one eventual change—-published as you se¢ here,
rathier than in the jolirnal—this history was alsa approved.

The February 1979 Newsletter: mformed the membershxp about how
changes in the copyright law would affect thélr manuscripts (60): '

Assigriment of copyright - Underthe old (1809) law, the submlssmn of

a manuscript to the Editor of a journal ¢Atried with it the aSSIQnment to the
publisher of the duthot’s copyright. Under the new law, the asmgnment must
Be in writing by each author, or the senior author acting as agent for the other
authors. Starting in January-1979 upon receipt of a manuscript, the Editot-in-
Chief sends & form, Assignment of Copytight, to the Corresponding and/or
Senior Author. This is to be signed and returried to the Editor-in-Chief. If the
manusctipt is not aGCepted by Plant Physiology the transfet of copyright does
not take effect.”

+ The second part of the new law deals wnh
photocopying of articles.. .Congress has made it clear that it wants to assure
adequate access to copyrighted works. Thus, the new law states that supplying
a library patron with a single photocopy for his personal use in sciéntific
research is permissible as fair usé, but that systematic photocopying is an
infringement. .

An explanation follows of the printed fec code, and on payment of the fee
for multiple photocopies—50 cents for Plant Physiology (later $1)—to the Copy-
right Clearance Center, which after deduction of a service fee sends the balance to
the Society. The publications committee recommended no photocopying charges
for the first two years, acéepting assignment of copyright by the cotresponding
author, and authotization of reproduction by the editor-in-chief (23). A few hundtred
dollars a year were realized from photocopying for distribution to classes and
laboratoriés. Assignment of copyright was not tequired of manuscripts submitted
from foreign authors or federal laboratories.
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' Taken as a whole, it is obvious that Plant‘Physiology prospe,red in this»

of the subm1ss1ons from outs1de the U.S, A Itis an attracnve journal: “In the
National Composition Association’s Annual Typqgraphlc Awards competition, the
journal Plant Physiology has been selected as one of the best publications in
@xxstence today for tygggraphxc design, layout, clarity and readability” (61): The
membership considers it {o be the premier journal in its field; even with allowance
for bias this seems to be true. Atleast no journal of its kind has a better reputation,
and it has an unexcelled publication rate. -While numbers in themsglyes do not
denote quality, authors tend to submit their papers to prestigious journals, and these
journals show up with large and growing publication figures, Although the
cxpansxon of the journal was sustamed by the economxc and political miliey of thig
aseditor, has been mﬂuentlal in Society affans Shull was the father of ASPP takmg
itand the Journal through hard fights, hard times, and the d1slocauons of war, Gibbs
“worked at the other end of the scale, elevating and updating an ¢stablished journal
and providing counsel to the Society during a period of rapid expansion in
technology, resources, and knowledge. Both individuals were needed. '
In recent years, however, there have been some suggestions for improve-
ment of the joumal, These were voiced at the 1984 Davis meeting by the future
planning committee (39) (Maarten J. ChrISpeels, associate editor, chairman; Gibbs
an ex officio member):

* The Journal, under the editorship of Martin Gibbs, is an unqualified
success. ltgets fatter every year and the papers are generally of high quallty :
Yet Plant Physiology fails to attract thq best papers in a number of emerging
fields (plant molecular blology, cell blology, plant/microbe interactions, are
examples) Reviewers should be asked to make a statement why a particular
paper merits to be published in Plant Physiology. The emphasls should be on
mnovauon and new approaches rather than on data callection. Plant Physiol-
ogy need not be the New York Fimes of its field (All the news that's fit to print).
Thg review sheets shoyld be changed to reflect this new palicy.
'fhe Journalis urged to experiment with single-topic reviews (similarto
the minj-reviews in Celfor the articles in TIBS). These reviews should be 2-3
- pages lang with no more than 10 references, reviewing recent progress. Their
purpose is to educate, and ta draw jn pegple whq don't normally publish in Plant
Phys:o/agy We suggest that, initially, the associate editors be asked to
commission two reviews each year, This will.ensyre breadth in the topigs,
Qther pepple may have to be brought in to cover the emerging areas of plant
b|ology in which the Journal is weakest

The underlying point of these sugge,suons is that the science, and to some
degree itsreporting, is changing, and the journal needs (o adapt Presentindications
are that this is occurring, but that gl& ;he news worthy gf print will still be printed.




238

History of the American.Society of Plant Physiologists

_ As noted previously; in 1967 .the; business office was given.the job of
publishing a newsletter. The directive arose from two concerns: editors. wanted to
limit the journal to-research papers, and the. members wanted an.employment
services—a periodic listing of job openings. There was alsoneed:to memorialize the
lives and work of plant physiologists:who.had died, to record the-accomplishments
of those receiving awards, to provide.details on the annual meeting, to publicize
other meetings, opportunities for fellowships, reseéarch grants, etc. .- - '

-Hiring in the early:1960s made use of letters, telephone, and the old-boy
network to'locate candidates. Atone time Gibbs inquired.of the Kleins aboutusing
blank pagesin the journal for listing job openings: Winifred Klein replied that this
was not practical; by the time theissues were received the jobs would be filled (62).
“And add to that the fact that a good many of the employers whe list with us-do not
wish their-job openings published to so many people. ' We: send to prospective
employers the-material deposited with us by candidates ‘who séem to fulfill
qualifications that are specified. No employers names ot jobs ate: sent to candi-
dates.” :After making alternative suggestions for blank pages, sheadds; “In a word,
a more- permanent sort of material::.After. all, the Journals .are bound and kept
forever, like immortal, aren’t they?”

, The Kleins considered that “the business ofﬁce is the primary communica-
tions channel of ASPP in other than scientific areas served by the journal,” and they
set up a schedule for newsletters to correspond with other required mailings (63):
“in October, a brief one with dues billing; in November; in February, with
Nominations Ballot; in May, with Election Ballot.” As an example of the service
provided, in 1969 there‘ were the‘ followin'g distn'butions to-the membership:

1. February newsletter Dlsmbutlon of nomlnatlon ballot Announcements of
.. ASPP sectlonal meetings, ASPP and other national meetmgs Summer courses
... --.and.seminars, job opportunities. - ; -
2 .. Maynewsletter: Distribution of election ballot J ob opportumtles (1n the future
~ " the office is to act as a clearinghouse, keeping lists for those intetested). Plea
for returned questlonnalre sent out by the ASPP committee on public policy.
Notice of sérvices, summer courses, symposra and workshops .
3.. -August newsletter Annual Report of the:Executive Secretary-Treasurer (this
‘may have been distributed at the annual meeting in Seattle, but it is included in
-the newsletter file). Comments on the growth of the Society with-consequent
“demands on the business office (detalled), adding ‘ ‘wer have achieved success
'to'the point wheré wie must adopt busmess methods and acquire or employ the
expertise necessary to continuing.” Listing of deaths. Detailed financial
- - .-Statement. : E o
4. September newsletter. Notlce of fellowshlps and ]Ob opportumtles
5. December newsletter. Announcement of natienal and sectional ASPP- meet-
ings, other meetings and symposinms, placement service (“Very few employ-
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- ment opportunities have been submitted for circulation among the members.
: Alm_osta hundred members have registered for the mailing of the j'ob:s available
list”). Reports of ASPP sections. Minutes of the annual meeting in Seattle. An
.apology—"A routine reexamination of the 1969 mail ballot has shown that the
-amendment increasing dues to $20, though favored by 710 out of 1121 voting,
failed thereby to receive the necessary two-thirds: of the,votes,cast.,VU‘_nfvortu-,
nately, this information came too late to stop the mailing of bills for dues at the
new rate...Those who have already paid at the higher rate will have the extra
payment credited-to their next year’s bills.”

-~ This is a fair sample of the nature and content of the newsletter throughout
this period. . Listing of job opportunities: was discontinued for few years affer this
“because a) there were no jobs to list, b) few people seemed to use the ser\}‘ice, c)
some of the jobs were culled (with permission) from the placement service of
another organization, and a large number of the positions listed were already filled
before publication. time” (64). - A placement service was maintained instead.
Members looking for  jobs filed copies of aresume with ASPP, which sent them out
as employer inquiries were received. It was difficult, however, to get prospective
employers to register their openmgs-pleas in the. newsletter had no effect.

_ What did get a response .was the requirement under the Fair Employment
Practrces Act that positions paid by federal funds be broadly advertlsed In1976the
newsletter renewed its no-cost job listings, and hag contrnued to pubhsh them as
many as 48 in an issue. ,

. As the business offrce expanded the newsletter became a lrttle thrcker and
glossrer The issue of May 12, 1976, designated Volume 3, Number 3, was the frrst
issue numbered; extrapolating backward, Volume 1, Number 1 was that of January
1974 (unnumbered) announcing .the appointment of Houston Baker as busmess
executive. The formal title, ASPP Newsletter, did not appear as a masthead unul
Volume 3, Number 1, February 1978, and under this title, wrth small alteratlons in
type size, a second class mailing permit was obtained (23) C i

- There was expansion in news coverage:: .As.an example, the, 1ssue for
February 1979 contained in addition to the item on copyright (60), articles  IEpOrting
an'invitation from ASHS and ASPP to a.C,hmese agricultural:-delegation to attend
the Columbus meetings ‘plant physiologists on the Washington scene; commentar-
ies on the Office of Technological Assessment and the 1980 .Federal budget
creation of the Division of Biological Energy Research in the US Department, of
- Energy; news from NSF; a tribite to Johannes van Overbeek on his retirement; the
NATO Advanced Study. Institute on Plant Regulation and World Agriculture; a
memorial to William J. Robbins; announcement of the Fulbright-Hays. awards;
ASPP section news; annual meeting information; dedication of the Boyce Th-
.ompson Institute facilities at Cornell University; ASPP suggestions in response to
a UDSA request for identification of important research areas (membrane function
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and control, plant hormone action, disease resistance, environmental stress, cell-
cell interaction systems), posmons available; recent arucles of interest; new book
titles of interest; other meetings.

Volime 12, 1983, had six issues, each of which carried a list of positions
available. Among other items Volume 12 contained a memorial for C. B. van Niel,
restoration of the Stephen Halgs gravesite, the program for the annual meeting at

- Brown University in Providence, RI, comprehensive minutes and reports of that
meeting, election results; the auctioning off of the old barn, the resignation of
Catherine Mitter as business manager, and the appointment of her replacement,
Helga Broer. The Qctober issue carried a final and encouraging message from

_ Chasson on the state of the business office and the S pciety—progress had been made

in major areas, -all signs were good. The December issue advertised for his
replacement as executive director, whose primary- functions were to incliude

“coordination of the Sogiety’s annual meeting, publication activities, and-Sogiety

committees: administration ‘of the national headqparters; liaison with Society
members, other societies, government agencies, industry and the publie.”
Asdiscussed in Chapter 4, the monograph board became inactive, andin the
revised constitution of 1964 it was no longer carried as a standing committee. There
remained, however, an undercirrent of feeling that the Society should publish
monographs on physiological topics, and this led to appomtment of acommittee to
investigate what could be done. For the 1971 Asxlomar meeting, committee
chairman Israel Zelitch reported (65) that “if the Secxety arranges for suitable
manuscripts, publishers woyld be willing, in addition to the usual royalties to the
anthors, to make an arrangement by which members could purchase these volumes
at a reduced price; and the Society would receive a fee for each volume sold.”

Cleland proposed appointment of a standing mbnogr’hﬁh committee to negotiate a

contract with a pubhsher and then solicitand rev1ew manuscnpts, the proposal was
approved :

“ The following year the committee reported (66) that a three-year contract
(67) had been signed with Academic Press; The committee was to “recommend
‘authors to the pubhsher ‘who will then commission manuscripts deemed suitable.”
‘The authors were to’ receive the usual royalties and rights, but the Society was to
receive an-honorarium equal to0 10 percent of the royalty. Members, ordering
through the Society, would receive a prepublication chscount of 30 percent, and 25

_ percent after publlcatlon ~“One book has already been proposed to the
pubhsher whlch 1f accepted as’is hkely, should be finished in the summer- of
1973, ‘

* It was not, Getung books written turned out to be the difficult part. The

. committee could negotiate an agreement fora r_nonog;aph, but it could not enforce

it.” Authors+to-be were busy with teaching, research, or administration, with some
time for the family. Time for writing could not be found—it had to be made, and
~ the commitment was not always adequate for the ta,‘sk.‘ And for those who.were
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committed ther¢ was strong competition from commercial publishers. Years went
by and no monograph appeared. :

Meanwhile, in 1977 a constitutional amendmient estabhshed a pubhcanons
committee to “advise” on all non-editorial matters of Society pubhcatmns (17) The
1977-1978 constitution (Bulletin No. 32 ) reads '

Article 1X-6. The PublicatiOns Committee shall consist of thtee mem-
bers appointed by the Executiveé Committee. Appointments shall be for three
years with annual retirement of one member; the senior appointee shall be
chairman; no appoititee shall be-an editorora member of the editorial board of
any Society publication.  The committee shall advise the Society on all non-
editorial aspects of publication, and in consultation with the Editor-in-Chief and
the Business Executive shall submit the @nnual publlshmg budget. - The:

committee is also responsible for nomination and review of appoiritment of the -

Editor-in-Chief of Plant Physiology and of any other Society publications.

The chairman of the publications committee was made a meimber of the
executive committee and sat with the board of trustees at its annudl budget mceting.
However, it does not appear that the committee had the dominant voice in planning
the publications budget. Gibbs, with some input from the business office, still
determined what the budget request for Plant Physiology would be. “It [the budget]
was prepared after consultations with the Editot-in-Chief and the Business Office...

The details of the actual preparation were very efficiently handled by Ray Noggle

and PatRichter” (24). Ther¢ is no record that the appointment of the. editor-in-chief
of Plant Physiology was ever réviewed. Some reports show how. the charge to

“advise the Society on all non-editorial aspects of pubhcatlon” Was mterpréted In
1980, the committee advised the board of trustées that i it was “unenthusiastic about
publication of symposia, onereason being that a large number of symposia volumes
are already being contihuously published, but was strongly in favor of workshops
and their publication” (24). The committee récommended that the Society ‘spéns;jr
wotkshops (up to $5000 each) as a means of stimulating and assisting progress in
plant physiology, and presented information on options for publication. (At the
executive committee meeting the committes was asked to get additional informa-

tion on possiblé topics and similar activities elsewhere. Later a workshop commit-

tee was formed, but the Society did not initiate any workshops.)
Urider miscellaneous advice given was approval of metmnotial _papers in
Plant Physiology for Bessel Kok and Noe Higinbotham and for reproductlon of
-journal papers in Potash Reviews, and disapproval of printing condénsed versions
* of journal papers in BioScience (24).

- Deétails are lacking; but in the early 1980s the pubhcatlons c()mmlttee seems
to have incorporated monographs as a subcommittee. This is shown in the altered
corpositior of the publications ¢ommittee as described i m the 1984 constltutmn
(Bulletin No. 38):
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-+ Article IX-6. The Publications Committée shall consist of a chairman,

an associate chairman, and the chairman of each committee concerned with

. professional publications by the Society.. These committees shall be consid-
-ered subcommittees of the Publications Commlttee The Chairman and

associate chairman shall each have two year terms of office, at the end of which -

the associate chaitman shall succeed to the chairmanship. The new associate

chairman shall be appointed by the Executive Committee, and the members of

; the subcommittees of the Publication Committee wnlI be appointed by the
PreSIdent

) The balance of the article restates the previously described advising,
budgetmg, and editor reviewing responsibilities. The important point is that the
publications committee now had ultimate responsibility for the monographs. This
action was. taken just as the first monograph appeared with a.second defrmtely
underway (Table 21).

The pubhcauons committee found a useful role in arranging for rapid
publication by the Society of the proceedings of symposiums and workshops. Of
growing importance in plant physiology, as in other disciplines, were conferences
held on topics of current interést. These were arranged by universities, institutes,

or agencies to bring together specialists for a few days of intense discussion of

research inirapidly advancmg areas or to explore a promising field. The participants
prepared papers for the meetlng (symposium), ‘or they carried on impromptu
discussions of a toprc introduced by an informal presentation (workshop). Proceed-

ings of such meetmgs usually have shott hves soon superseded by Journal papers’

and formal reviews, butfora few years they are valuable as guides tocurrent thought
in a problem area. What is needed to exploit their value is rapid publication in an
inexpeénsive form—quick and cheap paperbacks or softcovers. Commercial pub-
lishers sometimes sponsor publication of proceedings, but therr books are priced
like endunng references, which they seldom are.

. For one or 4 few individuals to gather materials and write a monograph
requrres enormous labor. As the monographs committee had learned, few plant
physiologists are prepared to make the sacrifice. A symposium contribution, on the
other hand, is short, is taken from current research, must be prepared for the
conference anyway, and providesan opportumty to estabhsh prrorrty no problems
except for laggards in delivering manuscrrpts

In August 1985 the publrcatrons commrttee put the followm g'statement in

the Newsletter (68)

Recently several members of the Society have inquired about the
~-policies and operation of the ASPP publishing efforts for symposia, workshops,
and other conferences. Theintentofthe Publications Committee...is to provide
a vehicle for the published record of significant meetings for the membership,
and others, at an affordable price. The time scale the Publications Committee
insists on is six months between the date of the meeting and receipt of matetial
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Table 21
. Books Pubhshed by American Society of Plant Physrologlsts

Plant Peroxisomes, by A. H. C. Huang, R. N. Trelease, T. S. Moore, Jr. ASPP
Monograph Series, Academic Press, New York, 1983. .

Mitochondria in Higher Plants: Structure, Function, and Biogenesis, by R. Douce.
ASPP Monograph Series, Academic Press, New York, 1985. '

Partitioning of Assimilates, Summary Reports of a Workshop H. J. Kende,

- J. A. D. Zéevaart, eds. 1980, 23 pp.

The Energetics of Biological Nitrogen Fixation, Summary Reports of a Workshop
K. R. Schubert, ed.,1982, 32 pp.

Crassulacean Acid Metabo/lsm Proceedings of the Fifth Annual Symposium in
Botany, University of Cahforma RlVeTSIde L P Tlng M Glbbs eds., 1982
316 pp.

BlosyntheS/s and Function of Plant Lipids, Proceedings of the Sixth Anriual

" Symposium in Botany, University of California, Rrversrde W. W Thompson
J. B.Mudd, M. Gibbs, eds., 1983, 296 pp.

Structure, Function and BlosyntheSIs of Plant Cell Walls, Proceedlngs of the
‘Seventh Annual Symposium in Plant Physiology, Unlversrty of California,
Riverside. W. M. Dugger, S. Bartnicki-Garcia, eds., 1984.

The Biology of Desert Plants: Opportunities and Needs for Basic Hesearch
" Conference Repoit. J. A. Berry, . P, Ting, E. Zeiger, eds., 1984, 35 pp.

The Molecular Biology of Plant Hormone Action: Research Directions for the
'Future, Workshop. - L. N. Vanderhoef, T. Kosuge, eds., 1984, 40°pp.

Inorganic Carbon Uptake by Aquatic Photosynthetic Organisms, Proceedings of
an International Workshop on Bicarbonate Use in Photosynthesis. University
of California, Davis. ‘W. J. Lucas, J. A. Berry, eds., 1985, 495 pp.

Exploitation of Physiological and:Genetic Variability to Enhance Crop Productiv-
ity, Proceedings from Symposium Honering.Dr.-Richard H. Hageman, .
University of lllinois, Urbana. J. E. Harper, R. W. Howell, L. E. Schrader
eds., 1985, 92 pp.

Regulat/on of Carbon Part/t/on/ng in Photosynthet/c Tissug, Proceedmgs ‘of the
Eight Annual Symposium in‘Plant Physiology, Unrversrty of Calrforma

. Rrversnde J: Prelss, R. Heath eds 1985 396. pp s

for publlcauon .These publlcatrons aretobe regarded as cufrrent state of the

art in'their respective topic-areas...and would'in the-natural.course of develop-

‘ment be superseded by research developments.. Hence the effort at rapidity of

pubhcat,lon and affardability, . .

- [t was decided] that all pubhcatlons covered in thrs category would have

to be self-sufficient. This is accomplished by two kinds of subsidies. ‘The first

is the contribution of time and effort by the authors, the editors and members

of the Publications'Comm'ittee in:-bringing the material to a publishable state.

- The second is.a provision of funding for publication in:gonnection with the

- supportof the meeting by host institutions, federal agencies andindustry. The

Society...has supported the publications by Iendlng its name and staff tlme in
arrangrng for publication and providing the distribution mechamsm '

- " The sales of some of these publications (some are distributed’ gratrs)

- have accrued & balance...the intent hag been to plotigh these funds back into
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the partial support of future workshops...The membership has not respo_nde»d
as actively as anticipated in proposing new meetings, but this may be a matter
_of lack of awareness

In the same issue of the Newsletter, the pubhcatLons commlttee reported on
the publication of monographs ’

The Publications Committee reviewed the Memorandum of Agreement
between Academic Press andthe Society, This was SIgned in December 1971,
and has resulted in two monographs, one of which is in the final stages of
publication. It was decided that the need for a monograph series as originally
conceived is no longer required, and that the agreement be terminated, The
Monograph Committee was consulted and the response from the chairman of
the committee is available separately .

Activity has beenincreasing inthe pubhcatton of symposia proceedlngs
and workshop proceedings.. ;Since last August two workshop summaries have
been distributed and three sympesium proceedmg$ are baing completed. It
should be noted that the requests have been made to the Society and were not
initiated by the Committes, nor have any been lnmated by activities of the
Workshop Committee...

To provnde amore unlform format and more legible pnnt, itwas demded
that the symposia publications be printed and not'be reproduced from pho-
toready.gopy,-and that the pages not exceed 250. The Society, and not the
edltor is now being billed by Waverly Press for the prlntlng and handling costs

W1th respect to the decision that the monograph series as initially Conceived
was no longer required, Jack C..Shannon, chairman of the monographs commitiee,
reported that eight monographs were in various stages of preparation, and a second
monograph had justbeen published (68). “Ms. Jean Thompson Black, Senior Editor
with Academic Press, would like to se¢ the Series continued. However, she wouldj
likeforusto cons1d¢r replacing the Monograph Committee with a Series Editor who z
would serve for an indefinite period.” (Looking beyond 1985, this was done. Also’
the workshop committee was disbanded. ASPP did not have to organize workshops
and symposiums—organizers came to.the Society.)

- Once the publications committee found useful work to do, the Society
publication list staried growing. Table 21 lists the two monographs produced
through Academic Press, and the symposmm/workshop pubhcatmns edited by
participants and pmnted by Waverly Press.

~ A recent development in the problem of gettmg authoritative reviews,
monogtaphs, and commentaries to inform the non-specialist has been to fragment
. the subject matter into very specific fopics—almost specific questions—which can
be reviewed in-four or five pages. These are called “minireviews,” and generally
deal with the research of omy' a few laboratories. At the 1985 annual meeting in
Providence, (68); the future planning committee recommended the publication of
minireviews, asithad the previous year (39). The exccutive committee decided that
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Plant Physiology should begin publishing four-page minireviews, with thé authors
paying the usual costs. Whether the minireviews will have any,ef‘fect on the writing .
of monographs is yet to be seen. ,
As discussed 4t Iéngth in chapter 4, the Society had constant requests fora.
car¢erbulletin, a tninor publication but of importance in éstablishing a public image.
These pamphlets were writtén for prospective students and their advisors, and they
~ reveal much about how plant physiologists saw themselves and their profession.
In February 1968, president Andre T. Jagendorf wrote to Carl A. Price,
chairman of the committee on professional status and training—and on sabbatical
leave in Switzérland—inquiring about the progress in wrmng anew career pam-
phlet (69):

As far as the ¢areer pamphlét is conterned, everybody is terribly
interested. | presumeé you are waiting for the results of the last questionnaire
to be tabulated, so that some statistics can be-put in...[Sihce you are in
Switzerland] | would hope the rest of the committes can take over the job of
tabulation immediately, in order to speed up the process of creating the Career
Pamphlet...Certainly all of the curfent and recent officers of the society, and |
am sure a major fraction of the membership, are very anxious o have an
attractive and up to date pamphlet available in the very near future.

The questionnaire asked universities giving graduate training ‘in plant
physiology to give their areas of specialization within the fi¢ld. Data also were -
collected on numbers of graduate students, their courses of study, their support,
faculty numbers, and faculty salaries.- Résponses were received from 113 ingtitu-
tions, most of those offering M.S. or Ph.D. degrees or both in the field.

With Price out of the country, Jagendorf turned to Lawrence H. Weinstein
of the Boyce Thompson Institute, a committe¢ member, to get the work under way.
Jagendorf wrote Price (70) in April 1968, “I wrote to- Weinst¢in and Stout;
Weinstein has never heard of any work that he was ever supposed to do, nor what
is happening now; Stout simply hasn’t answered yet...Wéinstein has agreed to do
whatever is possible, but felt he needed some local help; soI have [asked] AlvaApp
to join the committee...” Later he adds, “would it be possible to authorize your
secretary to start tabulating the results of the job quesuonnalre, or have her send the
retutns to the Boyce Thompson Institute for further processing...?” And theri what
séems an odd question: “Do you have any idea at all when you were first appointed
to this committee, and ow long the appointment was for? The only record I have
‘everbeen able to find is a simple listing of your three names. Also, if youknow how
long the other two members were appointed for I'd appreciate hearing. about that
also.” : :
(These letters point up a problem of wxder scope than wntmg a Career
pamphlet. Committee members were appmnted from wldely separate locations
[Pnce in New Jersey and Switzerland, Stout in Califotnia], sometimes without
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evidence for any interest or experience in the task of the committee, frequently
without a specific written charge. Further, no central record was kept of the
appointment or charge. Communication had to be by letter or telephone, and seems
attimes to'have been nonexistent. Notall members knew what they should be doing,
andi mcomlng officers did not always know either. Although there were notable
exceptions, much committee work was not efficient.) -

‘Details are missing, but after Price returned the pamphlet was wrrtten In
uly 1969, Klem received a copy and wrote to Prrce

] apprecnated receiving the copy that you sent, and it-now occurs to me
that perhaps you are awaiting feedback before sending it off to the printer...I do
not have any setious objections, of course, and you have done a fine job. Our

_ stocks of the old pamphlet ran out some weeks ago, and [we] are keeping acard
" file.of requests...
o The material you have included s mformatlve and comprehensnve and
-itis directed to the college level person. | am disappointed that there is not an
-exciting use of colors.and that there are no illustrations; but it is understandable
- that costs were prohibitive. [ am also well aware that | am in the minority
-regardmg the “pitch.” Athousand or.so requests a yearare received here in our
office, almost exclusively. from individual high school students and guidance
counselors in high schools. Only rarely does there appear an inquiry from a
. . college student, much less from a graduate student.. The enclosed
~ "Consider.. PHYSIOLOGY” [apparentlyapamphlet of another society] seems
to me to be emlnently appropriate from the angle of the kind of requests we
““feceivel It contains” several amusmg and entertammg photographs and
- illusteations... E
: The mmutes of the. May meetlngs state that 12 OOO copies of the:
o -,brochure may be printed, and the approved budget allocation is $2,500. We
i expect to send one copy to each member of ASPP... .

* The pamphlet Career Guzde in Plant Physiology (72) was Ietter-srze (8. 5
x11 mches) with three: pages of text incorporating two ﬁgures and one small table,
plus five pages of atable giving data on graduate programs in plant physrology As
indicated in Kléin’s letter, it was clearly aimedat college students plannm g graduate
work. The" ﬁrst line in the large table, for example, told one the graduate program
in plant physrology at the’ Umversrty of Alabama was located in the biology
department ‘and offered work in molecular, cell, organism- -oriented, and environ-
méntal brology, with specialization in biochemistry, genetics, growth regulation,
plant nutrrtron photosynthesrs photobiology, developmental biology, algal physi-
ology, marme brology, physrologrcal ecology, and water relations. The small table
gave average ‘values of support for graduate ‘students of plant physrology (26. 2
percent were supported as research assistants at $2,648 per academic year, 25.6
percent as“teachm g assrstants at'$2,499, 18. 4 percent had unrversrty fellowshrps at
$2,615, ‘and the remaining 29.8 percent ‘had outside resources.) One figure was a
mapshowing the ‘geographical distribution of plant physiologists in the USA"
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(largest number in the Pacific coast states, followed by the Midwest and Middle
Atlantic states). The other figure was a bar graph displaying the annual:incomes of :
plant physiologists (about 50 percent earned $11 000-15,000, about 25 percent
earned $16,000-20,000). - REIR .

" .The text was. divided into five topics: (1) What.is Plant Physrology"
(“concerns the way plants create living. matter from light, air, water.and a few -
minerals.’.”); (2) Who and Where are Plant Physiologists? (serve to link :basic -
biological research.and agriculture, -and are:-found’in all major universities [two=-
thirds], agriculturallaboratories Tone-fifth], industry and private research institutes;
95 percent have aPh.D:); (3) Training for Plant Physiology (for entry into graduate
study take math through calculus, chemistry. through organic, courses in plant:
biology and physiology; physics not mentioned); (4) Financial Support for Gradu-
ate Students (throu gh the university ora foundatron) (5) Howto Apply for Graduate
Training (look for excellence and a program of lnterest to.you).

' ‘This pamphlet was in striking contrast to its predecessors inthatit addressed
college students, providing them with data that would helpin choosmg aprofession.
These are the students of primary interest to plant;physiologists, for plant physiol-
ogy is studiéd in graduate school; usually, o mor¢ than an introductory course in
plant physmlogy is taken as an undergraduate But as Klem pomted out, the
pamphlet was not wrrtten or 111ustrated 10 capture the mterest of hlgh school students
probing. around. for,a --career, yet it. was h1gh school students who wrote for
information. -Unfortunately, nothing has been found to 1ndlcate how the pamphlet
was received or how useful it proved. Wl

A “In 1983, a commrttee chalred by Frank B. Sahsbury pubhshed a new
Careers m PlantPhyszology (73) pamphlet 6 X 9 mches on glossy paper. It had the
features that Klein wanted—colored pictures of plants and plant physiologists with
plants, simple but informative explication, quotations from plant physiologists
about the science-—all easily understood and appreciated by a college-bound high
school'student. But-there areno hard data, and a'prospective graduate student will:
find little: help beyond a list of universities employing plant physiologists. . .

.--The text-is: divided into. eight short sections: (1) The Challenges (“Plant-
physiology offers the individual with this pioneering 'spirit-an opportunity to
experience the thrill of discovery”); (2) What is Plant Physiology? (“Physiology is-
the study of how living organisms function...The goal of plant physiology is to
understand how plants work™); (3) Subfields of Plant Physiology (plant metabolismi
[biochemistry], water relations, mineral nutrition, growth and development, envi-
ronmental physiology, genetic engineering); (4).What Does a Plant Physiologist
Do? (teaches or transmits information and/or does research, receives a respectable -
salary); (5) Plant Physiology in Today’s World (provides agriculture with valuable’;
information); (6) Intangible Rewards (satisfaction with work, students, colleagues,
travel, surroundings); (7). What Training is Required? (long list of essential science-
coutses; foreign languages recommended [but no mention. of the need foriwritter-
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English skills]; (8) Further Information (textbooks, pamphlets, plant physiologists,
list of universities).

As with the othér pamphlets, mformanori is lacking on how useful this one
has been. Pamphlets have always been in demand, and obviously fill some need,
but there seems not to have been a study of what information is needed by the high
school counselor and the student, and in what detail. The recruitmient of able
undergraduates obviously requirés more factual matter. It is not certain that
recruitment is desirable (since about 1970, openings in plant physiology have béen -
limited) but detailed information is still needed for those attracted to the profession.

One other publication needs to be discussed, the biennial bulletin, and this
is best doné by quomng the Kleins’ 1969 annual report (74): '

Pérhaps the biggest ;ob of allis preparatmn 6f the Bulletins of the
Sdciety, more frequently called diréctories. The Directory is compiled biennially
and ¢contains lists of officets, representatives, committees and award winners;
the complete Constitutién...; an alphabetlcal listing of all members, with
positions and addtesses; a geographical listing of members; and on océasion,
historical material about the Socigty. The Directory has traditionally bsn -
ptinted in the $ama 8ize and format [and cover] as the journdl, sirice sorme
copiés are bound with the journal.

" Anewedition is duein 1970, and présent plans are to issueitinthe early
spring. Althdughour members seém to move and migrate like the birds and the
fishes, there is a brief intarval between the beginning of the winter semestéfand

- the close of the academic year when the movement slows. It is out hope this
year to have an édition in the mail while at least 75% of the membership is at
rest. We wauld like to have permission to change the format=the size and

“cover, at least, and perhaps, if the cost i& not excessive, to have it printed by
one of the photographic reproduction processes... It maybe possnble withalittle
increase in cost, to produce an édition each year...

They got permission. Bulletin No. 25 (1970) was issued asa6x 9-inch light
green booklet suitable for keeping by the telephone. Annual publication was
instituted, with content as desctibed by Klein. It remains 4 burden to prepare, not
helped by members who are late in renewing their membetship=—thow long does one
hold up the dxrectory waiting to learn if so-and-so still wants to be included as a
member? :

‘Meetings

Table 19 lists for this period the meeting sites, affiliation with other sociéties
in conducting the meetmgs, arid the nurhiber of papers submitted fot presentation at
the meeting.

Meeting sites are identified as cities, but in all instances save one the specific
location was a major university. A meeting site committee carriéd out the primary
negotiations if these were not done by AIBS or seme other meéting affiliate. The
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secretary and the business office made, or checked on, the qetmled housing and
program arrangements w1th the help of a local committee. As pointed out earlier,
the membership when poIled favored meeting at umversmeswless expengsive, a
familiar environment, and a chance to  explore another campus. Qne exception was
the 1971 meeting at the Asilomar Conference Grounds, Asilomar State Beach,
Pacific Grave, CA. Asilomar was chosen over the University of California at Santa
Barbara or La Jolla at the 1969 meeting, but the report (75) gives no basis for the
decision, nor anything on the negotiations for the conference facilities. Obviously,
a decision to meet in California had previously been made.

The minutes of this 1969 business meeting also reported (75), “Wayne
Mcllrath served as parliamentarian for the meeting. Jerome Schiff donated a copy
of Roberts Rules of Order to the Society.” As Schiff remcmbﬁrs it (personal
communication), there may have been some dispute for which a parhamentanan
and rulés of order were needed. This appears to have been the first time in45 years
that a parhamentanan was appomted, indicating the pro forma nature of most
business meetings (the previous Year,' 1968, there was a proposal for a parliamen-
tarian, but no recorded action). Bythe 1974 meeting (46) it Was established that “in

4

eneral all procedures not spec;fli:ally outlined jn the Soci cty“’,s constitution and by
laws are governed by Ro sf Rules.” The inherent 1ality of the business
meeting lead in 1976 t0a cau for aperiod of free discussion before the meeting (28):
“A resolution was passed to schedule a one hour period precedlng each annual
Busingss Megting (o be set as1de to discuss matters of general concern tothe Somcty
membership,” Any ag;tmty here in subsequent meetings l_eft no tracks.

More typlcal of the type qf busmess conducted at bu51 1SS meetings is the
£ollowmg frqmi ¢ 1969 minutes (75) “A motion by S E nch was moved,
( itname badgesbe prmteq mtype no smaller

qu") that badges may be visible from a

\IBS, bu ;’he Soc1ety man : A
Universit ypé Massachusetts, Amherst, e followmg was r@corQed from a Jomt
meetmg Qf the offxcers and trustees in May 1967 VAT -

Results of the Society wide poll onfuture meetings were dlscussed An
" AIBS sponsored meeting separate frétthe August mee? ngé was agreed upon.

A hotel meeting was ruled put and the following sites werg agreed upon iriorder
_ of preference for 1968: 1) Amherst, 2) Wellesley, 3) Uﬁlversity of Maing, 4)
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_ Wesleyan.: AIBS will investigate thesesites for us..
.. In 1969, the International Botanical Congress will be held in Seattle
Socnetles have been specmcally asked not to hold their mestings in Seattle
i precedlng, during orfollowmg the Congress AIBS will be meeting at Puliman,
- ‘Washington that year. Accordingto our constitution, however ameetmg ofthe
- full somety must be.held each year. -

A The.— Novembe_r 1968 newsletter (76) reported a registration of, 701 at
Amberst,.and “the returns from the survey sent out with the October dues billing
indicate that {the meeting was] highly successful from almost every point of view.,
We owe much appreciation to Mrs. Ann Kulbach and Annie Laurie.Adams of the
Meetings Coordinator’s Office of AIBS...” It was not an AIBS meeting, but it was
AIBS-assisted and led eventually to ASPP breaking away from AIBS meetings.

Breaking away.was by stages, beginning by meeting alternate years with
AIBS. With 700 registrants, the Society, had adequate nymbers for. independent
meetings. A few physiologists still attended sessions of the Botanical Society and
other organizations at AIBS meetings, but it was clear. that most members were
satisfied with a smaller meeting deveted toplant physiology.. And working through
a third party .was not always the easiest way to set up a program. ,

. ... The Society . decided to meet.in 1969 with-the XI International. Botamcal
Congress_m_ Seattle, and contributed $10,000 to its expenses (3), largely through
contributions from members. The announcement said (77), “No ASPP contributed
paper sessions; business meeting and-banquet only.” The abstracts published in the
supplement to Volume 44 are papers. given at sectional meetings.

- The Society returned to AIBS for the 1970 and 1972 meetmgs For the
Bloommgton meeting, secretary William Hillman WIOte (30) “Dr. Williams [local
ASPP representative] and Ltogether are responsible for most aspects of: the meeting
within-ASPP control...but for those things which go. .wrong we will blame, first,
AIBS and, second, each other, -One thing that is genuinely the respon31bﬂ1ty of
AIBS.is the-insistence on 2 x 2 slides only.” - .. : e

- After the suecessful independent meetmg atAsﬂomar there wasa tendency
to be 1manent with any flaws in AIBS programs. Secretary R, E. Cleland was not
pleased with the way thmgs were bemg ‘handled for the 1972 aneapohs meeting
(64):- , -

, It appears that the early deadllne set by AIBS Wlll do Ilttle toward
providing you with information about the program. Their prellmlnary program

" 15 a farce, giving almost no lnformatlon except the fact that there will be a

- meeting.” Their final program won'’t be mailed out-ahead of time—you have to
wait until you get there to see.the whole.program. Qur abstract volume, due to
appear by mid-July, will contain a complete ASPP program this time, including
times and places-(if. AIBS lets'us know. about places.in:time). .But if you are in
ahurry.to know when you are performlng, send me a self- addressed card and
I II let you know : :
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The abstract volume mentioned had by this time evolved into a booklet the
same dimensions as the journal and suitable for binding with it. Members typed
their abstracts within blue-lined borders in a prescribed fashion, and sent them to the
secretary who organized them into sessions and delivered them to the printer for
reduction and printing by photo-offset. Beginning in 1975, a preliminary program
giving the sessions with papers by title and author was issued as part of a spring
newsletter; the abstracts appeared later.

The 1973 meeting with the Canadian plant physiologists in Calgary was a
pronounced success, and as shown in Table 19, meeting with the Canadians was
twice repeated.

The independent meeting held at Ithaca the following year celebrated the
50th anniversary of the Society with a symposium entitled “Conceptual Develop-
ments in Plant Physiology, 1924-74”; the eight talks were published in a special
gold-covered issue of Plant Physiology, October 1984.

The Ithaca meeting is remembered for a banquet that turned out to be a
“carpet picnic”—fine food and wine, prepared by the hotel school at the Comell
Statler Inn, but with no tables and no chairs, just a carpeted hall. Registration had
exceeded the capacity of the hall to seat people, so abuffet was planned, with people
expected to stand about with a plate of food, talking and eating. But there were more
plates, glasses, cups, and utensils than could be readily handled and, unlike most
buffets, no table to carry them to. People solved the problem by sitting down on the
carpet and spreading dishes about them. This sharpened the realization that the
meetings were becoming too large for the traditional banquet. Banquets were
dropped in 1978, and a social hour with drinks and snacks was substituted (23). The
Hales or Shull award address, usually given at the banquet, was given separately.

At the Corvallis meeting with AIBS in 1975 two innovations in presenting
contributed papers were introduced (78): :

Presentation by Abstract Only. The Executive Committee voted at its

last meeting to allow authors to submit for inclusion in the program, abstracts
of papers which will not be presented orally...[they] will be grouped at the end

- of the program in which they most logically belong, and will enable authors...to
bring their work to the attention of the membership.

Poster Sessions have been growing in popularity and in many in-
stances may represent a better way to communicate science. Instead of
preparing an oral report and slide presentation to be given in a specific 15-
minute interval during the meeting, the participant in a poster session fastens
up his graphs, charts and other data in a display area where those who are
interested may examine them at their leisure. For a specific interval as printed
in the program, the author stands by his poster to explain or discuss the data
and their interpretation. The situation is informal, and allows leisurely discus-
sion - in contrast to the strict time limit imposed on formal reports.

From this beginning, both poster sessions and abstract-only presentations
have grown in popularity. In 1985 at Brown University there were 483 posters and
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118 abstracts-only out of 912 papers. The number of abstract-only papers has
worried some members—-since they can be cited they can be abused by claiming
priority on research for which no one has seen the data, unlike oral and poster
sessions. -On the other hand, they do give those who cannot attend an epportunity
to notify others of what they are discovering. Since abuse is potential rather than
proved, the abstract-only category survives.

Aletter from John W. Radin published in the July 1976 Newsletter provides
an evaluation of the meeting abstracts (28):

| surveyed the entire program for good and bad abstracts. Of the
abstracts for nd poster reports, fully 19% used phrases like “...data willbe
presented”or *,..significance will be discussed.” Infact, three abstracts, all from
fairly well-knowri labs, presented absolutely no data orfindings whatsoever! In
contrast, every one of the abstract-only reports was written properly, i.e.,
contained a premise, methods, findings, and conclusion (to the extent a
conclusion was possible).

It is undeniable that early deadlines for submission aggravate the
problem; however, the abstract-only reports were subject to the same dead-
lines. | ask you to remind the members of the ASPP that the Annuai Meeting
Supplement is a published document, distributed world-wide, and frequently
referenced (see any issue of Plant Physiology). If an author treats his abstract
as simply a“teaser”to attract listeners at the meeting, then he serlously dilutes
the worldwnde impact of the work.

Occasionally, there have been suggestions for having only poster sessions,
but the more formal oral presentations are preferred by many members, and they
provide excellent training for graduate and postdoctoral students.

The last meeting under AIBS auspices was in New Orleans, hosted jointly
by Loyola and Tulane Universities. There were enough difficulties with meeting
arrangements that at the business meeting a resolution was passed “that the ASPP
not meet with AIBS in the future” (28) Despite a subsequent modification of this
insensitive resolutlon there were no more meetings with AIBS. At the same
meeting, howevér R. William Breldenbach chairman of the meeting site commit-
tee, reported progress in arrangmg meetings with the Canadian Society of Plant
Phys1olog1sts 4t ‘the University of Wisconsin for 1977, with the Plant Growth
Regulator Workmg Group at the Virginia Polytechnic Institute for 1978, with
ASHS ‘at Ohio State University for 1979, with the Phytochemlcal Somety of
America at Washington State University for 1980. So the Society was not bemg
isolationist. The unusual antagonism which existed toward AIBS is difficult to
explain, After all, ASPP was a member society of AIBS. There appeared to be a
general lack of respect for AIBS“The report of Winslow R. Briggs, ASPP
representative to the governing board of AIBS at the 1978 Blacksburg meeting
probably transmits the attitude of more objecnve members (23)

As far as the Society is concerned, the substance of [my] report is that -
AIBS is making strong headway in the public responsibilities field, is trying to
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reform its unwieldy governance mechanism to make it more responsive to
society needs, and is generally a viable and functioning organization that is
doing things in Washingtan for us...I strongly recommend that [ASPP] retain
their membership in AIBS, and that the new Executive Director be instructed by
the Executive Committee to get into and stay in closer touch with the AIBS
Public Responsibilities Department than his predecessor did...It is also my
feeling that the action of the Society invoting in New Orleans “neverto meet with
AIBS again” was rash and gratuitous and should be rescinded—not that | am
recommending that we meet with them again, only that it removes a rather petty
and insulting action from our books.

In response to this report the executive committee resolved, “The decision
not to meet with AIBS is a recommendation and not binding” (23). A year later at
the 1979 Columbus meeting it was resolved, “With the exception of our occasional
meetings with other societies, the ASPP should hold its annual meetings alone”
(29). And it has done so.

A feature introduced at the Blacksburg meeting (which actually involved a
number of plant science societiés) were workshops where six specific subjects were
discussed. “The workshops wefe well attended and plans are under way to select
topics for future meetings” (23).

Starting with the Columbus meeting in 1979, the number of papers given
leveled off at about 900, with extra submissions when the meetings were held in
Colorado and California. This leveling, like that in membership, suggests a
maturing Society. As of 1985, a nation of 240 million supported about 2400
professional plant physiologists (students excluded), and one third to one half of
these actively participated in the annual meeting of their society. (Registration in
1985 was 1445 including 210 family members; there were five symposiums, three
minisymposiums, eight evening workshops, thirteen committees meeting [68].)
Unless there is an unforeseen demand for plant physiology, these figures are not
likely to change much. ;

There could, however, be a significant change in gender. For the first time,
at the 1984 Davis meeting, there was a meeting scheduled specifically for women
in plant physiology (79):

Well over 100 women attended. The women pressnt were unanimous
in desiring that the meeting be established as a permanent part of the yearly
conference program and extending the meeting to two hours in order to provide
a social time for women to get to know one another. A number of issues were
aired (by women and men), including the need for on-site child care, the
hardship of high membership dues, and the paucity of professional recognition
and benefits for university senior research associates and part-time faculty...

Dr. Kathryn Edwards presented a summatry report of the meeting of
women at the ASPP business mesting. The request for a yearly meeting of
women atthe national conference was acknowledged. The society also agreed
to help establish a Committee for Women in ASPP which would set the agenda
for and facilitate the the yearly meeting and which could assist the Conference
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Program Committee. Nomination requests and election ballots will appear in
the ASPP. Newsletter.

This reportin the December 1984 Newsletter was followed by anomination
ballot for three coordinators for the 1985 Women in Plant Physiology (WPP)
meeting.

Even the least observant attendee at the annual meetings of this period could
see that women were increasingly represented among the nation’s plant physiolo-
gists. Judging by given names, only 6 percent of the membership listed in Bulletin
No. 22 (1964) were women. Twenty years later this figure was 16 percent (80), and,
judging by the graduate students standing by the poster boards, increasing. With
numbers come strength and confidence, and for the first time one of the “minority”
voices so prevalent in the nation generally was introduced into plant physiology.
Intrinsic to WPP is the belief (shared by some men) that gender unfairly restricts
professional recognition and advancement of women in science, largely as a
carryover from the male-dominated societies of the past. Some concerns requiring
attention were given in the report of the 1985 meeting (80):

Women in Plant Physiology (WPP) met for 2 hours Monday, August 24,
5-7 pm, over dinner. More than 40 persons attended...

_ A motion to submit to the ASPP Executive Committee a request for the
establish[ment] of WPP as an official committee of ASPP on the status of
women in plant physiology was passed unanimously. This committee would
serve as a vehicle between the women in plant physiology and the Society's
Executive Committee. WPP will submit a formal request [at the 1986] mesting.

The age limitation for Society travel awards and the Shull Award was
considered. The consensus was that the travel awards should be intended for
up-and-coming plant physiologists, but that a specified time following the PhD
rather than an age limitation be used to designate qualified persons.

Dr. Ellen Weaver presented a report on the status of women in the
Society, noting that only two women have served on the Executive Committee
since 1924, with Dr. Gantt [secretary] presently serving. Dr. Mary Helen
Goldsmith was recently elected to serve onthe committee... The Editorial Board
presently boasts 23 females and 182 males, an 11% representation which
nears the estimated 16% female membership in the Society. Approximately 5/
31 session leaders have been women (16%) if one looks at 5 year intervals
since 1975. Other areas of professional reward show a dearth of women. For
example, only | woman, Dr. Birgit Vennesland, has received a Society award
[Hales 1950], and... no women have been symposium leaders.

Dr. Beth Gantt discussed the Society’s system for nominations to the
Executive Committee and how women could serve as a network to encourage
and promote women on this committee.

Dr. Jaleh Daije presented some ideas that WPP might wish to

" sponsor...For example, a Mentor-of-the-Year Award, which would honor men
or women who have been important mentors o women graduate students and/
or postdocs...

Other topics raised mcluded a) childcare at the conference sne b)
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survival [professional employment, largely], c) travel monies to ASPP meetings
for award on a sliding scale basis for unemployed women in plant physiology
(e.g. it is an embarrassment to WPP and the Society that Dr. Carolyn Akers,
who has voluntarily performed a sociological survey of women and men in the
sociely...is unable to attend our meetings), and d) setting up a network system
for women and possibly creating a newsletter.

Clearly, anew and potent influence has entered into planning for the annual
meetings—childcare at the conference site is an issue that is not likely to disappear.

Constitution and Bylaws and Incorporation

Asdiscussed in Chapter 4, the constitution and bylaws have been constantly
amended to bring them into line with current needs and practice. Hence the
constitution, initially conceived as a firm guide to the organization and operation of
the Society, gradually became a product of the experience of the Society, amended
to authorize what the Society found had to be done. Troublesome and binding
details were eliminated. However, some record of procedures was still needed.
Each incoming president and secretary had duties, but what were they? Where were
instructions to be found—in the constitution and bylaws? If not, was there an
operations manual based upon the constitution and bylaws? How is one to know
what to do, and what is or is not permissible?

Instructive documents on this subject are.a four-page letter from president
Andre T. Jagendorfto Klein (81), posing 22 questions on duties and procedures, and
Klein’s four-page reply (82). A few representative items are abstracted and
paraphrased below:

[Q] Where can | find a copy of the Constitution and By-Laws?
[A] In Bulletin No. 23, 1966, pages 10-12.

[Q] In making appointments to committees, and as representatives to
other societies, | deduce that | am supposed to either submit names to the
Executive Committee, or receive their recommendations. Can this be done at
any time by mail, or only at meetings? Am lIfirst to see if the person will serve,
then get Executive Committee approval, or get approval for a 1st and 2nd
choice, then go appoint directly?

[A] The practice has been to solicit suggestions, present selections to
the Executive Committee for approval, either by, mail or at the annual meetings.
For regular term appointments (October 1-September 30), nominations are
made in advance and approved at the annual meeting. The constitution needs
tidying up on -appointments—contrast Article IX on Executive Committee
making appointments with Section 1a of the By-Laws, "It shall be the duty of the
president to appoint all committees...” Persons should agree to serve before
they are officially nominated, but it has never been written down whether
approval comes first or later.
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[Q} I want to appoint new standing committees on Awards and Honors,
and on Preprofessional Education. Does this require achange inthe By-Laws?

[A] No. Article IX-1: “The Executive Committee shall have the right to
appoint new standing committees when needed.”

[Q] Do you have a list of organizations that our Society is a member of,
and do we pay annual dues?

[A] AIBS (3750, based on number of members), AAAS ($20, including
2 Science subscriptions), IAPP ($20 quadrennial), Am. Forage and Grassland
Council ($10).

[Q] What is the term of appointment to the Committee on Professional
Status and Training? When should present appointees be replaced?

[A]No record, but there has been much informal discussion of replacing
the incumbents if action is not forthcoming on the career pamphlet. It would be
consistent with other committees if appointments were made for 3-year terms
with eligibility for reappointment. Do-nothings could be phased out.

[Q] What about the Shull award—may | appoint a committee to
tormulate plans and make an award? Are there funds for it?

[A] The Executive Committee on August 27, 1967 authorized the
Charles A Shull award, to bé made alternately with the Hales award. It will first
be awarded in 1969, so there is time for committee appointment and action. No
provision has been made fof funding, orforthe amount of award. These matters
should be resclved at the 1968 annual meeting.

[Q] 1 would like to see a super-Manual for operations and procedures,
with a permanént copy maintained up to date in the ASPP office, and second
and third copies for presidents and secretaries. It would improve communica-
tions and bring the next president in out of the fog evet so much more quickly.

[A] Very good! But be brief. First, a calendar indicating deadlines for
appointments, newsletters, ballots, abstracts, and meetings. Attached, a job
description for each officer, with duties des¢ribed in detail.

These and other concemns on rules and procedures, if acute enough, eventu-
ally came torestin some form in the constitution and bylaws, if only by instructions
assigning responsibility. :

At the beginning of this period (Bulletin No. 22, 1964) the seiting of dues
had been moved from the constitution-to the bylaws; amendments to the bylaws
could be proposed by any member; executive committee approval for placing
amendments to the constitution on the ballot had been reduced from unanimous to
two thirds; passage of any amendment required two thirds of those voting; a board
of trustees was established; the monograph committee was dropped; additional
standing committees could be appointed by the executive committee; correspond-
ing members were given the journal for life; and the editor-in-chief of the journal
was given more authority in appointing the editorial board. And a sustaining
subscription was described, $300 per year for 10 years (it attracted no takers).
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The 1966 constitution and bylaws (Bulletin No. 23) records the change from
vice-president to president-elect (discussed previously), defines emeritus member-
ship (65 and a member for 20 years, no.dues but a charge for subscription to the
journalif they choose to subscribe), and denies any distributive share of ASPP assets
to members (in the case of dissolution, the assets are to be distributed under
conditions described by Section 501(c)(3) of the Internal Revenue Code for
charitable organizations). This lastamendment was needed to maintain the not-for-
profit status. Klein wrote a letter to the executive committee October 22 1964,
explammg this (83):

We are and have been {ax exempt for 28 years. A.S.P.P. was offlmally
granted exemption on December 24, 1936, under the prowsmns it S
101(7) of the Internal Revenue Act of 1936, and the corresponding prowsuons
of the Revenue Acts of 1932 and 1934. In 1942 the status was reviewed and
a letter of October 21, 1942, confirmed the previous ruling, stating that the case
was closed. We file annual returns on this basis, and they continue to be
accepted each year.

At the annual meetings in Boulder | conferred with Mr. David A. Fegan,
AIBS counsel. He gave me some publications on the subject of association
taxes and specifically recommended that a “disbandment clause” be incorpo-
rated into our constitution. Bruce Stowe sent me last spring a communication
from the Society of General Physiologists that contains an appropriate clause,
drawn up by the attorney engaged to help that society with their application for
a tax exempt ruling. The proposal purposes to satisfy the requirement that
nonprofit status must be defined explicitly in the constitution of an organization.
l include below their amendment and recommend that the Secretary poll the
Executive Committee for approval, and provided there be 2/3 concurring, place
it as a proposed amendment on the next annual ballot...

In August | received a questionnaire from IRS concerning the nature
and business of the Society, which | promptly completed and returned. To date
we have had no further communication from IRS...In general, it appears to me
that we are in a sound and strong position to maintain our exempt status...

Let us hope that the reward of the poor and wrtuous is tax exemption.

Bulletin No. 24 (1968) records no changes from Bulletin No. 23.
Article VIH of the constitution required tie nominations and tie votes to be
“resubmitted to the Society,” a procedure introduced in 1947. Earher decisions on
tie nominations had been by lot, and on tie votes by the executive committee. In
1969 an effort whs“made to return to a random selection proceduré—time and
expense made repolling prohibitive (in practice it seems to have been ignored). The
executive commitfee voted to place an amendment on the 1969 ballot, but it was not
done. (What did go on-the ballot, and was approved, placed the chairman of the
board of trusiees on the executive committee, and established a Charles A. Shull
award and endowment fund.) Winifred Klein explained this to Harold W. Siegel-
man (84), who had asked for information from the minutes:
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The proposal you outline as item #2, which would amend Article VIII:
Election of Officers, was presented on the Executive Committee Poll last May
1969. The vote was: For, 10; Against, 2; Abstain, 2. It was, therefore, approved
by 2/3 of the Executive Committee plus an extra vote in favor. It should have
gone on the June 1969 ballot. However, Bogorad and Gibbs requested that it
wait (they were the abstaining voters), for some reason. At any rate the thing
is obviously back again, and...it should automatically be placed on the June
1970 ballot.

It was placed on the ballot, but secretary W. Hillman repolled the executive
committee before doing so (no delaying action this time; the authority for withhold-
ing an approved amendment from the ballot is not known, and probably does not
exist). Hillman also repolled on the amendment for raising the dues that had failed
the previous year; and he added the amendment to change the fiscal year from July
1-June 30 to January 1-December 31. The membership approved all except raising
the dues (Bulletin No. 26, 1971).

As discussed earlier, the dues problem was resolved in the major
constitution revision given in Bulletin No. 28 (1973), which introduced the changes
needed for employment of the business executive and for separation of membership
dues and subscriptions. Section 4 of the bylaws was changed to, “The Executive
Committee shall set the subscription prices for Plant Physiology”, and Section 12
read, “The schedule of membership fees (or dues) shall be determined by the
Executive Committee. There shall be no dues for emeritus members.” Similarly,
Section 13 simply said that sustaining subscriptions would be determined by the
executive commiittee. Passage of amendments to the bylaws required only asimple
majority of the executive committee and the membership. It took 46 years, but
hands of those who had to make ends meet were finally untied!

Another major change at this time was in establishing a nominating
committee composed of the sectional representatives to the executive committee.
With a slate of four, as few as four or five nominations were putting people on the
ballot. Thus, if it so wished any large university could field a candidate whose
primary virtue was “he’s ours,” rather than “he’s good.” A nominating committee
composed of the regional section representatives would secure more thoughtful
nominations, it was believed. The opposing view was that politicking or coercion
would be more likely to prevail in a small nominating committee. But the source

. of nomination was not indicated on the ballots, and as far as one can tell the two
nominating systems produced comparable candidates. And those elected have
served the Society conscientiously and well, albeit with different style and intensity.

These changes to Article VIII (election of officers), provide examples of
why additional small changes were introduced year after year. Needed detail got

. overlooked. Bulletin No. 28 reads, “If an individual is named for more than one
office, the name shall appear but once, for the highest office for which he was
nominated.” Four years later, Bulletin No. 32 has an amended version: ...the name
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shall appear only for the highest position, according to the order: president-elect,
secretary, executive committee, and editorial board member.” It had been decided
that “highest position” should be defined. Also in Bulletin No. 28 is the statement,
“Noperson may be declared nominated for an office in which he holds an unexpiring
term, either elective or appointive.” Bulletin No. 32 reads, “A person already
holding an office, by election or appointment, may not be declared nominated for
that same office.” Bulletin No. 35 (1981) adds a preface: “With the exception of
Secretary position, a person already holding an office...” Someone had noticed that
ever since 1929 the constitution (Article VI) had said, “The secretary shall be
elected for a term of two years and shall be eligible for re-clection.”

Note that the sentences in Bulletin No. 28 have been rewritten in Bulletin
No. 32 to eliminate the pronoun “he.” This resulted from a February 1976 letter
from William K. Purves to president Winslow Briggs (85):

I formally request that the executive committee of the ASPP take the
necessary steps to desex the constitution and bylaws. The most blatant boo-
boo occurs in Section 10.g of the By-Laws (“...[the Charles Reid. Barnes
committee] shall select MEN above the age of sixty years.”) Similarly, By-Laws
Section 11.d refers to the winner of the Charles Albert Shull Award as “he”. A
quick perusal of the constitution and bylaws reveals use of “he”, “his”, or “man”
in the following places...Also the word “chairman” appears here and there.
Personally, | think that’s okay. However, | suspect that many members would
prefer “chairperson”, “chair”, or some other unattractive term. Finally, the
Executive Committee should discover whether current affirmative action laws
may not require the insertion, somewhere.in the Constitution or By-Laws, of the
following statement: ‘

“The American Society of Plant Physiologists does not discriminate
against any persononthe basis of race, color, religion, national origin, sex, age,
or physical disability.”

I realize that many members may find this inconsequential, a nuisance,
or ludicrous. However, enough will feel that this is a significant matter that the
Executive Committee must act...

Briggs made this an agenda item at the 1976 annual meeting, and Joe Key,
the incoming president, charged the constitution and bylaws committee (86) to “1)
desex the constitution and 2) to prepare a constitutional amendment to set up a
permanent publications committee.” Which was done (Bulletin No. 32), although
the committee did not insert a disclaimer of discrimination, nor give up the word
“chairman.” Jack Hanson, the committee chairman, explained this to secretary
Clanton Black (87):

The amendments to remove inappropriate use of the male genderinthe
terminology of the constitution are reasonably straightforward. It was decided,
however, to retain the word “chairman”. Until recent years it has been used as
a neuter, generic noun with sex indicated by mode of address (e.g., Mister
Chairman, Madam Chairman). It seems inappropriate to redefine it as a purely
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masculine noun, and to substitute one of the awkward euphemisms which have
been coined as replacements.

Section 12 of Bulletin No. 30 (1975-1976) authorized the Charles F.
Kettering Award supported by an endowment of the Kettering Foundation.

The minutes of the executive committee meeting at Asilomar in 1971
record, “It was proposed and passed unanimously that we should retain Mr.
Herskovitz [tax lawyer] to seek a change in our status to 501(c)(3) [charitable,
scientific, educational organization] (88).” Nothing much seems to have happened
here, however, until Houston Baker became business executive (he took great
interest in the formal structure of the Society). Baker found that it would be
necessary (a) to reincorporate in order to meet a provision that the articles of
incorporation must permit amendment, and (b) to meet the IRS requirements for a
charitable organization (89). The board of trustees brought the proposal before the
executive committee meeting at Corvallis in August 1975, and secured these two
resolutions (11):

The Committee approved a resolution that the Society accept the
current District of Columbia corporation act. (This law permits the amendment
of the Articles of Incorporation.)

The Committee approved a resolution that the Articles of Incorporation
be amended to make them compatible with Section 501¢3 of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 (reproduced in Appendix C). (The reason for changing
the Society’s tax classification from 501c6 [Trade Association] to 501¢3
[Scientific, Educational, Charitable Organization] are to gain 1) lower postal
rates on 3rd and 4th class mail, 2) acquire Federal and State tax exemptions,
3) allow contributions to the Society to become tax deductible, 4) gain Societal
eligibility grants—which many foundations make available only to 501¢3
organizations, 5) gain access to TIAA-CREF employee plans.)

Appendix C is a page of fine print entitled “Articles of Amendment to the
Articles of Incorporation of the American Society of Plant Physiologists” (11). In
essence, it retains the corporate name, identifies the “Board of Directors” of the
corporation as the executive committee, deletes the previous articles of incorpora-
tion, and presents eleven statements defining the organization and objectives of the
corporation. Excerpts of statements that relate to the 501(c)(3) status are as follows:

“...it Is organized exclusively for charitable, edycational, and scientific
purposes, including for such purposes, the making of distributions to organiza-
tions under section 501(c)(3) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954..."

No part of the net earnings of the corporation shall inure to the benefit
of, or be distributable to, its members, trustees, directors, officers, or other
private persons...No substantial part of the activities of the corporation shall be
the carrying on of propaganda, or otherwise attempting to influence legislation,
and the corporation shall not participate in, or intervene in (including the
publishing or distribution of statements) any political campaign on behalf of any
candidate for public office...
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A resolution recommending that the corporation accept the District of
Columbia Non-profit Corporation Act, was adopted in the following manner:
The resolution was adopted at a meeting of the Board of Directors held on
August 17, 1975 and received the vote of a majority of the Directors in office,
there being no members having voting rights in respect thereof, since such
power was delegated to the Board of Directors.

Baker served the Society well in getting this not-for-profit status firmly
established. He did not foresee the gift of the Gude property, but the status smoothed
the way for the gift by allowing the Gude family to take a tax credit and the Society
to hold the property tax exempt.

The caution of some members about mounting a strong pubhc relations
program, and especially one to increase appropriations for plant physiology
research, stems from the disclaimer of attempts to influence legislation. They did
not want to jeopardize the tax-exempt status. An example of this concern can be
found in a January 1985 letter from president Tolbert to Chasson (90), chiding him
for an item in the December 1984 Newsletter (79). Chasson had quoted, without
comment, from an article by Gordon Berg in Ag Consultant and Fieldman entitled
“Jamie Whitten: Our first line of defense.” Whitten, a congressman from Missis-
sippi, chaired the House committee in the House-Senate conference bill on USDA
funding. The essence of the passage was in statements such as, “I tatked to him the
other day about the competitive grants program which is cutting into our applied
research budgets...Whitten sees what is happening to our once great land grant
institutions...And every time a proposal for a competitive grants program in
biotechnology or some other ‘far out’ research comes across his desk, he slashes it
by several million—then tacks on a few million for applied research!” Obviously,
this item would interest plant physiologists, and by making no comment on the
article, Chasson believed he had not engaged in political controversy. Tolbert saw
it differently: “We are primarily a research society...The newsletter should not be
used to take sides on legislation, to lobby, 1o make fun of people or organizations,
etc. I would play it safe by not running such articles.”

The next major change in the constitution and bylaws occurred in the
transformation of the business office into a national headquarters, identified as the
Gude Plant Science Center, with an executive director and a business manager
(Bulletin No. 37, 1983). The duties of the executive director have been discussed,
including responsibility for headquarters operations, which although not specified
in the bylaws, are covered by the general directive, “Other duties and activities of

'the Execuuve Director are as specxﬁed and authorized by the Executive Commit-

ee.” Section 3c of the bylaws said, “The business affairs of the Society originating
from the activities of the President, Treasurer, Secretary, Editors, the Executive
Committee, the Executive Director, and the Board of Trustees are conducted by the
bonded Business Manager under the direction of the Treasurer and the Board of
Trustees.” Section 3d added that the business manager handles all non-editorial
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business of Plant Physiology and other publications and all matters pertaining to
dues and subscriptions and assists the executive director with the annual meeting.
The business manager is to be responsible to the executive committee through the
executive director. -

Following a proposal of Boyer (35), there was a revision of Section 14 from
the old, inactive Sustaining Subscriptions to Sustaining and Patron Memberships
(Bulletin No. 37). As noted earlier, Chasson enlisted a good number of these
memberships, and the section merits quoting for purposes of definition:

Any organization or institution in sympathy with the purposes of the
Society may provide support by enrolling as a sustaining member or a Patron
member. Sustaining membership entitles the organization to receive a sub-
scription to the Journal, the Newsletter and any new editions of the Bulletin as
they are published. The annual fee for Sustaining membership shall be
determined by the Executive Committee. Patron membership is available to
individuals and organizations that give single unrestricted contributions to the
Society. Society benefits for Patron members shall be determined by the
Executive Committee. The income from Sustaining membership fees and
Patron memberships shall be maintained as separate funds to be used as
directed by the Executive Committee except that these funds shall not be used
to support activities which might cause a conflict of the interests of the Society
with those of Sustaining or Patron members.

Bulletin No. 38 (1984) introduces a new Section 13: The Gude Award,
which as mentioned earlier had been suggested by Morgan and the board of trustees
(25). The award is to be made “to a scientist or lay person residing in North America
in recognition of outstanding service to the science of plant physiology.”

In summary, the constitution and bylaws have undergone constant change
to accommodate concepts, developments, or exigencies as they arose—with some
lag time—and there is no reason to expect that the amending process is finished.

Awards

Table 22 lists the awards for this period. Awarding of the older established
prizes was carried out routinely by the annually appointed committees. As already
reported in connection with the annual meetings, the traditional lecture by the
.Hales—and later, on alternate years, Shull—awardee at the annual banquet was
moved to a lecture hall when banquets were discontinued.”

Introduction of the Shull award seems to have had two motivations. First,
after Shull died in 1962, there was strong sentiment to do something in his memory.
Second, the existing awards tended to go to senior scientists with the advantage of
years of research in which to establish their reputations—for balance and encour-
agement, an award limited to the accomplishments of younger people was needed.
The endowment was finally set up out of cash reserves (4): “The Executive



wEw_no.a feamynouBe Jo uopnjosas o) Bunnguiuod yosessal feolbojoisAud Jueld Joj preme puejSeoH pausiigeise Amau su usallb sem uewsbeH ‘H Y ‘G861 Ui
“Ao100g ayy pue ABojoisAyd juejd o) 80IAI5S 10} UIS[Y POJIUIA PUB UIS]Y "y WEI[IM 0} USAID sem pleme spng) Paysliqelss A|Mau ayl ‘£861 U -

emeze] ‘N guinbeln '} Y SUBAJ ‘T 'H G861
SUBMIIM ' ‘BYeURL 'Y uousy ’| °g Aouunyd g sqqin ‘N 86l
oInoMsaN ‘N ‘@lqqoydoe O 'V '3 supilen 'y 'd S N alen '3 28861
eAlwey) *N ‘Oen ‘d peiobog uouly ’| *a 2861
uspmo4 7 ‘Aureq p neid ‘H " JolheN ‘M v 1861
Neyosuoy ‘H
WIAY "13pP "d ‘UIMPOOD "M "L Yo'IS 'Y 'O ‘YoreH 'a W Haq|oL "3 °N uosuey ‘g 'p 0861
MM Y 'd uszjuly ' 'O UBWPIM 'O 'S 6161
sueAz ‘[ ] Hopuabep °] 'y oy g Buuep ‘4 'd 8761
UB|INOBN 1 sofogs suing "H 'Y L/61
yolrolodiyolN 'Y 'Y ‘BInWeW] ‘}-S MM°L'H Bue v Bueq 'y 9/61
SALION "M sabpoH M L plowy v "M G/61
Buej's-d ‘Uoiny ‘W sIBAN "3 P Jdunis Y °d siohy 3 P v.61
Bulerepy "4 'd
“ueln’| hmbm_m 'O 'Y ‘DSAOUSEIY Y 'Y
‘lasayinen) "ty ‘UBUBAF W ‘suasAng "N N 1
‘Buiuung "3 ‘ueug "M “d ‘UBwpieog Y "N wisysieqyy ‘d Buiuung -3 £/61
Yoy g uosuag 'y 'y }O8QISAQ UEBA P 2/61
fed ‘W d youal4 's 0 161
joler °d siendag 'H Booxs Y ' 0461
S¥OUpPUSH ‘g 'S 696}
uswey 'q ' suing ‘H'd SOUION M 896}
youmoulqey ° | '3 Jowen] M °d 2961
[IN UBA ' "D uouly '1°Q uuewiyj "A M 996}
uoies ‘H JUsM "M 'd G961}
Aouosiny "y ‘IiH H sussAng ‘W 'N 1 pEMaS "D A PisseH 'Z "M Y961
UeIpE|ey) "W N plouly 'Y "M sewoyl '\ £96}
Buipuodseiion Bunenay nys soeH seuleg IBoA

5861-£961 ‘sisiBojoisAud weld Jo A18100g UBoUBWY BU} JO SpIEMY

¢c oqel



264

History of the American Society of Plant Physiologists

Secretary-Treasurer has retained in the checking account sufficient funds for such
endowment as may be approved.” The award was made biennial, alternating with
the Hales award.

The Kettering award also became biennial beginning in 1968. Klein
explained in his August 1968 newsletter (3), “The Kettering Foundation annual
grant of $1000 for the Kettering Award t@fminated with last year’s contribution.
The Foundation has made a grant to ASPPin the amount of $15,000 as a “permanent
grant.” Itis hoped that an endowment can be set up from this sum.” It was (76); the
endowment was adequate for the biennial award, and after long delay was formally
recognized in the bylaws (Bulletin No. 30, 1975-1976).

From 1965 to 1972, inclusive, there was an odd lapse in awarding corre-
sponding memberships for which no explanation has been found. Thenin 1973,a
flush of 10 corresponding memberships was awarded, as if to make up for an eight-
year lapse of memory. The constitution permitted corresponding memberships up
to two percent of the dues-paying membership, and in 1972 there were only 16 living
corresponding members. At the beginning of this period the constitution had been
changed to give corresponding members the journal (Bulletin No. 22, 1964), thus
adding a little substance to the honor.

As mentioned before, when the Gudes declined a personal award, Morgan
had suggested that the Society might setup anaward forresearch leading to practical
benefits, and he told the executive committee (91), “I have made a counter
suggestion of a major Society award named for the Gude family. This is all very
tentative, but I have asked an ad hoc special awards committee tolook at this specific
proposal along with the entire award program of ASPP. That committee is chaired
by Paul Stumpf.” The letter of charge to the committee (92) shows that Morgan had
additional concerns: ‘

At the Quebec meeting | will ask the Executive Committee to authorize
the establishment of this ad hoc committee as a standing committee. This
committee would handle special awards such as the National Medal of Honor,
Browning Award, etc. For national and international awards you would either
make a nomination for the award or receive nominations and select the ASPP
representative.

The Society now gives special awards, the most recent to Marty Gibbs.
One is currently being considered by the Executive Committee for the Gude
family. | would like for you to take the responsibility for future special awards.
There is no schedule or quota for this award, but your eversight of it would be
helpful. The Executive Committeée will want to retain the option to make
recommendations for the award to you. -

Finally, as a committee | would like for youto review the total award and
recognition activities of the Society. Incontrastto largerorganizations...we give
relatively few awards...essentially all that we give are for research. It may well
be that [this] is quite desirable...On the other hand, some of our members make
their major career contributions in teaching, creatively synthesizing other
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scientists’ research into useful books, training graduate students, administer-
ing research programs and other types of public service. Should the special
award be used more frequently for these kinds of activities? Are new awards
needed?...Ithink it would be [advantageocus] to establish an award for research
that has significant economic or social impact. It could be named after some
distinguished member who made such a contribution...or after the Gude
family...Perhaps a few commercial firms would donate sufficient funds to
establish the endowment for such an award...it would document or highlight the
eventual practical benefit that some of our work has.. Finally, | would like for you
to consider the status of our graduate student awards program, which is now
an optional function of the Sections.

The minutes of the the 1980 Pullman annual meetings (24) recorded the
special award for Gibbs: “The Society Special Citation award was presented to
Martin Gibbs in recognition of his role as Editor-in-Chief.” They also recorded
another highly deserved award: “President Stumpf presented a special award to Ray
Noggle in recognition of service to the Society as Business Executive.” The year
before, Eli Romanoff, Director of the NSF Metabolic Biology Program, was given
a special award by the Society at ameeting of the Washington area section for his
willingness to support good plant research (93).

Stumpf reported in 1981 for the special awards committee (25) that
“discussion has been conduc¢ted concerning the development of a Gude award
comparable to the Stephen Hales but for excellence of research discoveries leading
toadvances in horticulture and applied agriculture.” The following year the speciat
awards committee, with Morgan as chairman, was made a standing committee with
specific charges. The committee drafted a Gude award rather broadly defined for
rewarding special services, and created a new award for research with practical
applications (35):

The Committee will function in the following capacity: 1) To provide a
nominee to outside organizations that are soliciting candidates for special
awards, 2) To serve as the selection committee for the proposed Gude award
and the Hoagland award, 3) To advise the President and the Executive
Commitiee on the development. of further procedures for the recognition of
distinguished services in the area of plant physiology in North America. This
duty wiltinclude the frequent review of the total awards and honors program...to
insure its adequacy. The established...awards will not come under the
jurisdiction of the Special Awards Committee.

Guidelines for the Special Awards Committee

1) Gude Award for Exceptional Service to the Science of Plant
Physiology.

This award is to be made in honor of the Gude family who, in 1981, made
possible the establishment of the Gude Plant Science Center. The Adolph E.
Gude, Jr. Award is to be made at least triennially and not more than once
annually to a scientist or lay person residing in North America in recognition of
outstanding service to the science of plant physiology.
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Candidates for the award will be nominated by any of the five sections
of [ASPP] or by the Executive Committee. The Special Awards Committee will
then select one of the nominees as the awardee. The recipient of the award
shallbe announced by the President at the appropriate annual meeting and the
award or certificate designating the award will be presented to the recipient at
that time.

2) The Dennis Robert Hoagland Award for Distinguished Research in
the application of plant physiology to agricultural science.

This award is to be made in honor of the first recipient of the Stephen
Hales Award in 1929. A pioneer in the area of plant nutrition, a distinguished
member of ASPP, he was aleader inthe application of basic knowledge of plant
physiology to agriculture.

This award is to be made every five years in recognition of outstanding
investigation in the field of plant physiology which contributed to the resolution
of problems in the field of agriculture to a resident of North America.

Candidates for the award... [identical to above for Gude award].

3) Special awards.

From time to time, the [ASPP] is asked to recommend an outstanding
individual from the field of plant physiology as a candidate for a national or
international award...Candidates for the award will be nominated by any of the
five sections of [ASPP] and by the Executive Committes. The Special Awards
Committee will then select one of the nominees and forward [the selection to
the President for transmittal].

4) Graduate Student Award System.

We would recommend that each section continue its own unique award
procedures with sufficient financial backing from the national office to make the
procedure possible.

Awards for graduate student papers at annual meetings had been considered
occasionally for some years, but never gained support. When the sections began
giving graduate student awards, the executive committee recognized a happy
compromise and in 1979 readily voted $200 annually to each section for the awards,
the sections being responsible for the rules and regulations to be followed in making
them (29).

The first Gude award was given to William and Winifred Klein in 1983 for
their dedicated service (36): “Between 1960 and 1974, Bill served as Executive
Secretary-Treasurer, and Winifred served as the office ‘staff’. The Kleins worked
unselfishly and faithfully to keep the Society functioning, and used their home as
the national office...” In 1984 the Gude award was adopted into the bylaws (Bulletin
No. 38) as written above.

The first Hoagland award was gwen to R. H. Hageman at the 1985 meeting
in Providence for “formulation of the concept, early in his career, that rate-limiting
enzymes could be identified and used as abasisto select for specific traits which lead
to higher crop yields (68).”

Nothing was said about the kind or amount of these awards or the money to
support them, this being left to the executive committee (39). The Gude award
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seems to have been made from the general fund. Chasson took on the job of
canvassing for $5000 to start the Hoagland award (personal communication). He
had little luck with the fertilizer industry, where he expected support, but was
pleasantly surprised to have Monsanto Agricultural Products Co. volunteer the
entire amount (39).

As a memorial to Morris Lieberman, a much respected investigator of of
ethylene as a plant hormone (he died of leukemia in 1982), his family started a fund
“to support travel of younger American scientists in ASPP to attend international
scientific meetings...travel awards will be made on a competitive basis from
applications solicited and judged by a standing committee” (94). Only interest on
the fund was to be used. Contributions to the fund were invited (94).

Unlike the existing award funds, the Lieberman fund was not designed to
honor achievement or service, but to assist up-and-coming young researchers with
travel expense that they might profit from the stimulus of international meetings.
This type of assistance was notnew. The Society had for many years secured grants
fortravel tointernational conferences (primarily from NSF on the basis of proposals
written by one or a few members) and had distributed these by committee on the
basis of need and merit. The Lieberman memorial funds differed by initiating an
endowment to assure some travel grant money, rather than depend wholly on
granting agencies. The Society treated the fundslike those for achievement awards,
and by 1985 the constitution and bylaws committee was preparing a formal
description for the Lieberman Travel Endowment to be entered in the bylaws (68).
At the same meeting, the travel committee reported that in addition to 17 travel
awards for the International Plant Growth Conference made from a NSF grant, one
$500 travel award had been made from the Licberman fund (68).

Occasionally suggestions were made for an additional type of recognition,
one used by some other societies. Andrew J. Hiatt, chairman of the honors and
awards committee in 1973, made such a suggestion to his colleague on. the
commitiee, Paul J. Kramer (95): ’

Ifeelthat the Saciety has notgiven adequate attention to the recognition
and honoring of its membership. It seems to me that the Society should have
a program wheteby 0.3 to 0.5 petcent of the membership are elected annually
as Fellows of the American Socisty of Plant Physiologists to recognize
contributions to science and service tothe Society. | suggestthatthe committee
consider making such a recommendation to the Executive Committee.

Although president Hillman approved the suggestion, nothing came of it.

Sections

There is not much to be added to the discussion of sections'in Chapter 4. As
noted, the five regional sections were functioning well by 1963 and most of them
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continued to do so throughout this period. Their meeting announcements and
annual reports were published in the newsletters. However, increased ease of travel
and an abundance of meetings to attend competed with participation in section
meetings. Major research reported at regional meetings had to be reported again at
the annual meetings if it was to be recorded (in abstract) and have proper impact.
Busy senior scientists tended to concentrate on the major meetings. The section
meetings gained more importance for intimate symposiums, informal discussions,
and training graduate students in paper presentation. One evaluation of the sections
was given in the minutes of the 1979 executive committee meeting (29):

News from the Sectional societies indicated that the Nqﬁheastern,
Washington, D.C. and Southetn sections had. successful years with well
attended meetings and sustained membership. Concern was expressed atthe
declining participation in the Western and Midwestern sectional meetings. It
was recommended that officers in the sectional societies actively canvass for
senior level participation in the meetings with a view of sustaining and
revitalizing these sessions.

However, each section evolved its own type of meeting, which can be best
transmitted by quoting from its reports.

The Sbuthern Section was probably the most active, running the equivalent
of a cellular ASPP meeting each year. As an illustration of this, their meeting at
Louisiana State University in 1985 reported (68):

Sixty papers and posters were presented and a symposium entitled
“Recent Advances in Photosynthesis Research” highlighted the mesting...The
symposium was made possible by generous contributions from ICI-Americas,
Inc., Monsanto Agricultural Products Co., and Pioneer Hi-Bred International,
Inc. Proceedings of the symposium should be available later this year.

The 1984 symposium, “Biochemical and physiological mechanisms of
herbicide action” is available for $5.00...”

Recipients of the graduate student paper awards were James R. Ault
from Louisiana State University for his presentation entitled “In_vitro plant
regeneration from somatic embryos of Hibiscus acetosella and Robert W. Wise
from Duke University for his presentation entitled “Light-induced lipid peroxida-
tion during chilling in cucumber and pea.”

Robert T. Powell was awarded the Distinguished Service Award by
John T. Barber...The 1986 meeting will be held March 9-11 at Charleston
College...and the 1987 meeting will be held at Texas A&M University...

Although membership in the Association of Southern Agricultural Workers
(Chapter 4) had been dropped, participation of members interested in agriculture
and teaching was maintained, and this probably helped secure grants to support
symposiums, efc, '

The Washington Area Section report in the same Newsletter said (68):
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The Washington Section of ASPP met three times during the year. On
October 2, 1984, 70 people attended the annual Fall Crab Fest at the Gude
Plant Science Center...

On February 13, 1985, 110 people attended the winter meeting at
George Washington University. The mesting featured a very successful
symposium on “Recent Topics in Chloroplast Research”...

The spring meeting took place on April 23 at the National Arboretum
with 64 people in attendance. Thirteen papers were presented during the day,
and in the evening, following the banquet, Roy Morris, Oregon State University,
presented a very interesting talk on “Gene specifying cytokinin biosynthesis in
bacteria.” The first prize of $250 forthe best student presentation went to Cindy
Goldstein for her paper on “Effect of far-red light on stomatal circadian rhythms
in Hordeum vulgare L.* Second prize of $125 went to Mary Pingitore for her
paper on “Analysis of organelle genomes of Daucus carota with male sterile
and malefertile cytoplasms.” A $100 prize for the top postdoctoral presentation
was made to Dan Bush for his paper on “Calcium transport in membrane
vesicles isolated from cultured cells”...

The Northeastern Section reported as follows (68):

The Forty-Ninth Annual Meeting of the Northeastern Section was held
at Saint Michael's College, Winooske, VT, April 26-27, 1985. Dr. Deana Klein
and her colleagues hosted a well-run and enjoyable meseting. Thirty-five
contributed papers were grouped into one poster and four platform sessions.
The invited speaker was Dr. Richard M. Klein...who spoke on “Acidic Deposi-
tion: Opportunities for Plant Physiological Research.” The speaker after a
delightful buffet banquet was David Marvin...who presented a slide illustrated
talk on sugaring and maple farming in Vermont. Five students who presented
papers received Hillman-Granick travel awards with funds provided by ASPP
and the Section’s membership...In 1986 the Section will hold its 50th Annual
Meeting at the Marine Biological Laboratory, Woods Hole, MA, April 25-26.

The meeting of the Midwest Section was reported in the following issue of
the Newsletter (96):

The Midwest Section held its annual meeting at Turkey Run State Park,
Marshall, [ndiana, September 21-22, 1985. Chairman-elect Ronald C.
Coolbaugh organized a symposium on Water Stress... Twenty-nine contributed
papers were presented. R. Stahlhut, University of lllinois at Urbana-Cham-
paign and W. E. Dyer, Purdue University, tied for first place in the graduate
student paper competition. Each received a $250 award.

The Western Section rei)ortéd this meeting in 1984 (61):

There are 790 members of ASPP in our western section (13 states). Of
these 238 paid sectional dues (30%). This is somewhat higher than in the past
probably due to the checkoff on the national dues mailing. Elections were held
with 176 mail ballots returned...The Western Section did not hold a separate
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meeting this year since the national ASPP meeting was at Davis. Next
year...the Western Section will meet at Missoula, Montana, with the Pacific
Division of AAAS on June 16-21, 1985...Financially we are in excellent shape
with a current balance of $748. '

The minutes of the 1969 annual meeting (75) made the simple report that,
“A Latin American Section of ASPP was established.” Bulletin No. 25 (1970) lists
the Latin American Section with J. F. Carvajal of the University of Costa Rica as
chairman. However, Bulletin No. 34 (1979-1980) no longer lists the Latin
American Section. Israel Zelitch (personal communication) reports that when he
was president (1977-1978) Paulo Alvim, a prominent Brazilian plant physiologist,
asked onbehalfof anumber of colleaguesthat the Latin American Sectionbe quietly
disbanded. They felt that their section was being viewed as part of the U.S. and
placed in a subservient position. They preferred to remain individual members
listed by country in the directory. Zelitch passed this request on to the executive
committee, and the request was approved.

A Backward Look

Something should be said to tidy-up and wind-up this rather long discourse
on the doings of a small scientific society. The doings can hardly be unique; there
are many such societies, all with histories to be examined, provided the needed
documents can be found. Butare they worth examining? What does one get for the
effort?

From the viewpoint of a professional historian, probably not very much.
Some of the trends derived from hard data might add a little to a general account of
the growth of our science enterprise. But Shull’s hardheaded rejection of the two-
column format, and the rescue of the galleys just ahead of the padlocks on Conover
Press, are hardly proper history. If anything, they are anecdote, the stuff of folklore,
part of the trials of living and dealing. So why bother to include such detail here?
Does it really matter whether a career bulletin is to be written for high school or for
college students? Or whether tables of data are to be typeset?

It matters to many plant physiologists, in the same way the events of a family
history would matter. Such concerns are part of life as we live it, professionally as

well as personally. And what you read here is just one plant physiologist telling
~ another about life in our Society over the past sixty-odd years. Family history, of
a sorl. Not as complete as it should be, but within the restrictions of time and
materials, about what can be done for the present. Remember it that way.
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