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Foreword

Since 1947 the population of biologists has more than doubled. the output of scientific
literature has trebled and the whole massive structure associated with the support of civilian
science has developed. Even more importantly, during this period pioneering scientific develop-
ments in the life sciences have posed social and political problems of immense importance to
mankind.

The AIBS was founded on the assumption that changes such as these would take place
and with the conviction that it was essential that there be a unified voice to ensure the proper
influence of the life sciences as developments proceeded. The founding fathers, and there were
many, can view their efforts with satisfaction, with pride, and with appreciation of the devoted
labors of the many individuals who accomplished the task of guiding the Institute since its
genesis,

The pages in this anniversary booklet show the substance of our progress, and the temark-
able essay by Dr. Bronk outlines the role of people, of some of the individuals whose ability to
see the emerging problems of the present projected into the future, It was indeed remarkable
that, under Bronk’s leadership, so many scholars of diverse interests could pool their efforts for
the common good of the life sciences and humanity. Special tribute should be paid to three
who are no longer with us: Ralph Cleland, Elmer Butler, and Wallace Fenn—a Plant Scientist,
a Zoologist, and a Biomedical Physiologist. That men of such diverse backgrounds and leaders
in their respective specialties could give so much of their efforts fo the founding of AIBS went
far towards assuring the successful launching of the new enferprise.

In the first call addressed to prospective AIBS society members, the final paragraph read:

“Great advances in the physical and chemical sciences have led to the disruption of estab-
lished patterns of life. The sound adjustment of these social patterns can be accomplished only
through the fields of research served by the biological sciences. The subjects of the biological
sciences, in effect, comprise the basic attributes of all living things. pon the foundation of these
biological sciences, the new social relationships of man must be adjusted. The responsibility
is great.”

To these words need only be added that the AIBS has effectively dealt with many problems
and during its lifetime spectacular new advances in the life sciences make the responsibilities
of the future even greater.

H. Burr Steinbach
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The Creation of the American Institute

of Biological Sciences

An Adveniure in the Unity of
Fragmented Science

Detley W, Bronk

During the morning in which I began
this aceount of the founding of the Ameri
can Institute of Biological Sciences, the
New York Times announced the death of
Elmer G. Butler. And so it was with a heavy
heart that T proceeded to recount the crea-
tior of the Instiute of which he was the
spiritual founder and strong advocate. The
American institute of Biological Sciences
is truly a memorial to him.

The Institute had its origin on the
waters of the Great Harbor of Woods Hole
during a pleasant afiernoon in the summer
of 1944. I was at the Marine Biclogical
Laboratory for a few days to recapiure the
spirit of science before returning to the 8th
Air Force in the European Theater of Cper-
ations. Elmer Butler and 1 were renewing
our old friendship aboard a little Herreseh-
off sloop.

I told of the brilliant achieverments of
several hundred biclogists—zoologisis and
betanists, physiologists and anatomists,
biochemists and geneticists—whom [ had
recruited into the corps of aviation physi-
ologists of the Army Air Force. They had
trained our fliers to survive the hazards of
high altitudes, high speeds and machine
warfare. I spoke of the remarkable coopera-
tion of engineers, physicists and biologisis in
designing oxvgen delivery systems, instru-
ment lighting for aerial night combat,
equipment for prevention of “black-out”
during high speed turns. | told of my hopes
that this unusual association of physicists
and engineers with biomedical scientists
would produce machines hetter adapted to

The author {5 with The Rockefeller University

the human organism and would in a pres-
surized cabin provide an environment suit-
able for life at high altitudes.

This led Butler to recalt that when 1
had organized the first national convocation
of biologists and physicists with engineers
in order to foster closer relations between
the physical and biological sciences, [ had
used the American Instituie of Physics as a
sponsor. “"Why?"" he asked. I replied: “Be-
cause for 6 years the Instituie had repre-
sented all fields of physics and had effee-
tively organized all meetings and publica-
tions of the constituent societies. There was
no such organization in the field of bi-
ology.”

“Why." asked Butler, “'do not hiolo-
gists thus foster unity within the life sciences
rather than fragment biology evermore? We
still have a department of biclogy at Prince-
on, but at Pennsylvania you have separate
departments of zoology and botany, of
anatomy, physiology, biochemistry, phar-
macology, bateriology,”

He plied me with questions about the
origin, the functions and the structure of
the AIP with which I had been much in-
volved.,

Before we went ashore, Butler told me
of plans he had been evolving for the crea-
tion of a similar institute that hepetully
would likewise draw together and pool the
efforts of biclogical societies, facilitate the
publication of journals, sponsor scientific
meetings and overcome the fragmentation
of biology. It is more needed than was the
AlP because there are more than a score
of national biological societies, only four
ot five in physics.”

Over a eocktail in the Pond House on
Penzance Poini, we agreed to emulate the
AIP as soon as the war was over: Butler
agreed to take the lead.



It was a cold, wet day in Belgium when
1 next heard from Butler. He wrote that he
had gone to the September meeting of the
AAAS as President of the Union of Ameri-
can Biological Societies and had there
suggested that the Union and the American
Biclogical Society be superseded by his pro-
posed institute. The suggestion had been
well received. Becanse of illness in his fam-
ily, he asked me to help carry forward his
endeavor at an appropriate time. “An
appropriate time”’ seemed very far away for
the Battle of the Bulge was yet to come.

Fog and a sodden air field had kept me
grounded a week at the Royal Air Force
field in Ghent, but there was pleasant con-
solation in the warm home and friendship
of Corneille Heymans., As we whiled away
a dreary day with talk of science, I told him
of the letter 1 had just received, of Butler’s
despair over the growing fragmentation of
biology, and his hopes for the unity of
biology.

Heymans was sympathetic and thought
the Institute highly desirable. *How can
one separate the biological sciences into the
zoological and botanical?” he asked. “As a
pharmacologist, 1 deal with both plant and
animal life. S0 do physiologists and bio-
chemists. And what about cytology and
geneties? Do you class them as botany or
zoology?" | remembered Heymans of Ghent
two years later when the chairman of the
Division of Biology and Agriculiure of the
National Research Council wrote to Robert
Chambers, “The plant science group is
strongly against affiliating with the zoolo-
gists.”

It was a dreary winter of continued war,
but a pleasant spring brought victory on the
European front. By that summer of 1945
the life of scientists began to resume a
normal pattern.

I was again in Woods Hole for a week
to give a Mauarine Biological Laboratory
Lecture on ‘“‘Bombers and Biologists.” 1
used the occasion to speculate on the greater
usefulness of biologists in the war had there
been a biological equivalent of the AIP. It
was a common theme in the Laboratory, for
the biologists there had been well aware of
the greater sense of national usefuiness
among the physicists in the Oceanographic
Institution across Main Street. It was ex-
pressed in Science by the chairman of the
Division of Biology and Agriculture of the
National Research Council:

“Everyone knows the major contri-
butions of physics to victory. But how many
know that the contributions of biological
science were of comparable importance?

“The contrast between the treatment of
biologists and that of physicists by the
Armed Forces was due to intelligent action
by the American Institute of Physics.”

Butler was succeeded by Robert Cham-
bers as president of the Union of American
Biological Societies; John Nicholas of Yale
was president of the American Biological
Society. The four of us gathered friends
together for pleasant weekend discussions
of the unity of biology throughout the
winter in New Haven, New York, Prince-
ton, and Philadelphia. Our crusade was
aided by three significant events. The grow-
ing power of biological warfare and the
grave biological implications of the recent-
ly developed atomic weapon stressed the
need for an agency capable of marshaling
a wide range of biological talents to deal
with problems of great national importance.
And the first dratt of the Magnuson bill
proposing a National Science Foundation
made no mention of biology or agriculture
except that biologists might be requisitioned
into the service of medicine. Said a leading



biclogist: “No one should have been sur-
prised that biology was omitted. Biologists
have not made the public aware of the im-
portance of biology.”

This growing dissatisfaction with the
status and organization of the biological
sciences encouraged the UABS to sponsor
a joint meeting of all the biological or-
ganizalions participating in the March
1946 meeting of the AAAS in 5t. Louis. The
theme was a biological instifute. A subse-
quent account in Science by Robert Cham-
bers and John Nicholas, presidents of UABS
and ABS, reported that “the meeting ad-
journed with enthusiastic approval of the
project as proposed.” And Robert Griggs
of the NRC said that “the views of the group
that had been promoting the establishment
of an Institute of American Biologists were
presented by Bronk to enthusiastic audi-
ences at the annual meeting of the Division
of Biclogy and Agriculture of the NRC.”

My own notes and recollections are
less enthusiastic. There were wide differ-
ences of opinion concerning the scope and
functions of the proposed institute, uncer-
tainty as to whether both the plant and the
animal sciences could be combined in one
organization, lack of agreement as to which
existing society or group of biologists could
appropriately and cffectively act as the
parent organization, and lack of funds with
which to inifiate the undertaking,

I became chairman of the National
Research Council in July of that year;
Butler immediately suggested that the
Council act as the parent organization and
provide the necessary funds for its initia-
tion. In turn, 1 proposed that he convene
a group of interested biologists at Woods
Hole to consider his proposal and, if they
so desired, request the Division of Biology

and Agriculture of the Council to assume
leadership. The group he convened con-
sisted of D. W, Bronk, F. A. Brown, P. H.
Burkholder. E. G. Butier. R. Chambers,
0. C. Glaser, J. 8. Karling. J. 5. Nicholas,
H. B. Steinbach, N. E. Stevens, and P. A.
Weiss, After discussion throughout a day.
they unanimously decided to write to Robert
Griggs, chairman of the Division of Biology
and Agriculiure, with the suggestion that
he take action early n the fall to implement
the project.

At first Griggs expressed great interest.
but soon thereafter told me that the plant
sclence group was strongly against the plan.
He expressed the hope that they could be
“brought into line with patience and per-
sistence, but it will take a good deal of quiet
negotiation.” He added that until then he
hoped the other groups would quiet down.

My hopes for an institute that would
promote the unity of the biological sciences
began to weaken.

Neil Stevens, president of the Botanical
Society of America, wrote to Griggs:

“You are the only botanist with whom
I have discussed the matter who feels that
the plant group would really benefit by
such an insiitution or could be induced to
join. 1 am ready to move in any direction
that seems to offer the best chance of getting
the plant science groups really together,
but as you know the phytopathologists
are meeting separately this year and the
agronomists always have. My fear is that
the present movement will result in their
being pulled further apart.”

Another wrote:

“The retiring President of the Ameri-
can Society for Horticultural Science states
that in his opinion that organization might
cooperate with other plant science groups,



but never with the zoologists. Some of the
botanists have similar feelings.”

And from another who had heard of
the Woods Hole meeting:

“There is some distrust of the Woods
Hole crowd on general principles. I do not
for a moment distrust them personally,
but 1 do feel that the plant science people
are likely to be at a disadvantage from sheer
lack of numbers.”

A botanist himself and pressed by the
supposed conflicting interests of zoologists
and botanists and agriculturists, Griggs
strove valiantly as chairman of the Division
of Biology and Agriculture to report fairly
their several points of view:

“As 1 sit on our fellowship committees,
I find that applications have to be sorted
rather arbitrarily. Many fellows who want to
work on animal materials are much closer
to those who work on plant material than
they are to zoologists who work in the con-
ventional sense and vice versa. This is es-
pecially true in your own very rapidly grow-
ing field of physiology. Of course, there is
no distinction in cytology and genetics.

“Whether you like it or not, there is
in the lay mind a very distinct category
labelled biology. . .The issue that is present
to the plant science groups is, therefore,
will vou join in with the animal biologists
and accept a part in biology so broadly de-
fined. . .I think the Woods Hole crowd is
going to go ahead and organize an Institute
with or without the cooperation of the plant
scicnee people. They will probably call it
an Institute of American Biologists and any
effort to get them to rename it an Institute
of Zoology would fail.

“The real difficulty with the plant
science people is their fear that they will
not get a square deal at the hands of the

zoologists. I think I know the Woods Hole
crowd well enough to assure you that their
offer of cooperation is made in good faith.
Naturally they do not understand the plant
sciences very well and cannot see things
from their point of view. But I believe
there is a genuine desire to unify biology
and to inaugurate an era of give and take
from which a solid organization of biology
would emerge with good for all concerned.”

In that spirit of cooperation, Griggs
invited five plant scientists and five zoolo-
gists to meet at the National Academy of
Sciences on 21 November 1946. They were:
P. R. Burkholder, E. G. Butler, R. Cham-
bers, J. 5. Karling, P. J. Kramer, J. §. Nich-
olas, H. B. Steinbach, N. E. Stevens, H. B.
Tukey, and P. A. Weiss. Before the meeting
Butler had written to me that it would be
impossible for him to accept the chairman-
ship of the committee because he was
loaded down with too many responsibilities
both in Princeton and outside, but that he
would serve as a member. It was typical of
his devotion to the objective that he did on
the contrary serve as chairman of this
crucial meeting and of the subsequent meet-
ing for organization that was convened
four months later.

As chairman of the National Research
Coungcil, I had already become aware of its
vast potential for the flexible furtherance
of science and for the initiation of scientific
undertakings and organizations. According-
Iy, with my newborn enthusiasm, I opened
the meeting by saying that until I had be-
come associated with the Council I believed
a separate agency for biologists was neces-
sary. But 1 had become guickly convinced
that such an agency could function most
successfully through the Council under the
Division of Biology and Agriculture. I added



that it was the tradition and appropriate
function of the Council to foster the crea-
tion of institutes and boards and commit-
tees when they furthered science and the
national welfare, but that it was policy to
encourage such groups fo assume inde-
pendent status when that became feasible
and desirable.

As the discussions proceeded, signifi-
cant activities and functions of the new
agency were readily formulated by the com-
mittee: create a central office to conduct
the routine affairs of individual societies:
provide editorial and managerial assistance
in publications of the constituent societies
and publish a journal dealing with common
interests of all biologists; maintain a roster
of biological personnel; assist in public
relations regarding all societies; develop and
improve biological curricula and teaching
materials; foster interest in the history and
philosophy of biology; assist in the organiza-
tion of international congresses, interna-
tional travel and student exchanges; col-
lect and interpret information related to
federal legislation; assist in securing funds
for biological research and education. At
the close of an enthusiastic discussion, it
was recommended that: “the Nattonal Re-
scarch Council establish an agency within
the Division of Biology and Agriculture
which will assume as many of the functions
of the previously proposed Institute for
American Biologists as would be possible,
and that the Division expand its function in
such a manner as to accomplish those ob-
jectives with the understanding that there
is implied in the motion the possibility that
the agency might evolve into a separate
organization.”

The committee agreed to continue as
an organizing committee with the under-

standing that a full time executive secretary
be obtained as soon as possible,

The enthusiasm developed at that
historic meeting prevailed and spread
among biologists.  ""The Woods Hole
crowd” was becoming less suspect, there
was less fear that zoologists would dominate
botanists. H. B. Tukey, one who had
doubted the willingness of horticulturists
to join In a single institute of biology re-
assured me: “Real progress has been made
and will be made. The officers of the UABS
and ABS will propose that their organiza-
tions be liquidated as soon as the new agen-
cy is established.” A leader in the American
Society of Professional Biologists wrote:
“The objectives of our Society are dis-
tinctly more restricted than those in mind
for the proposed institute. A voluntary
merger will be a large gain in strength and
etfectiveness all around.”

The AAAS met in Boston during De-
cember 1946. Unity or separatism within
the biological sciences was much discussed
and vigorously debated in corridors and
bars. Four members of the NRC Grganizing
Committee conducted a largely attended
symposium: Robert F. Griggs, Present
status of attempts to form a sfronger or-
ganization of biologists; Ralph E. Cleland,
Possible advantages of cooperation between
societies in  publication; H. B. Tukey,
Advantages of close cooperation between
fundamental biology and agriculture; and
Paul J. Kramer, Advantages of close asso-
ciation of various biological groups. By
the close of the meeting the will for unity
was widespread.

I had a wise and cheering letter from
James G. Horsfall after which I never again
lost faith in the unity of biology and among
the leaders of biology. He has graciously



given me permission {o quote it here:

“Paul Burkholder of the Yale Botany
Department has told me about the discus-
sions in Boston concerning the possibility
of organizing the biologists into some sort
of a cohesive group. Speaking in a private
capacity as a member of the Botanical
Saciety of America and of the American
Phytopathological Society, I am highly in
favor of such a move.

1 have had rather extensive corres-
pondence on this subject from time to time
with Dr. Griggs and with Dr. H. P. Barss
of the Office of Experiment Stations. At
one time I unburdened myself of an epistle
to Dr. Griggs on the possible causes of the
present lack of emphasis on integration
among biologists.

*In brief my thesis was that until
recently, at Ieast, biologists {certainly
botanists) were largely led by taxonomists
who in turn chose our apprentices from
among the juvenile collectors of bottle caps
and butterflies. Perhaps this was historically
justified because any science is descriptive
in its primitive phases. Linneaus, however,
15 & long time dead.

“Since the descriptionists had not been
recruited from the ranks of alarm clock
fixers, they were little concerned with how
theilr organisms operated or how they re-
acted with cach other in the real world.

“They emerged from among the pick-
led or dried specimens in the cloisters of
their museums only long enough to collect
additional specimens in the field to fill
additional botiles and bags. With that
background they persisted in particular-
izing biologists as well as biclogy.

“By now enough thinkers on the dy-
namics of biology have infiltrated the pro-
fession so that there is dissatisfaction with
a continuing dichotomy. Biology now cries,

perhaps not to loudly vet, for synthests
both of biology and of biclogists.

“Here's wishing vou luck in the effort.™

I shall always be proud of the inspira-
tion that led me to telegraph Burr Steinbach
at Washington University on 4 March 1947,
an urgen plea to serve as organizing director
of the Institute during that spring and sum-
mer. | shall always be grateful to him for
his distinguished achievement. For a year
Steinbach served as executive secretary of
the Organizing Board. as the committee
was soon designated; he provided enthusi-
asm. developed harmony among what had
been dissident groups, and wisely molded a
viable organization. For 6 months longer
than 1 had requested, he gave generously
of his time in the creation of the Institute
despite the extra personal burdens of ter-
minating his academic responsibilities at
Washington University and assuming new
duties at Minnesota.

Steinbach’s first action was 1o convene
a meeting of the Organizing Board for the
AIBS that comprised one represenfative
from each of the member societies of the
Division of Biclogy and Agriculture of the
Research Council and the members of the
original advisory commitftee convened by
Griggs the previous November. A pro-
visional constitution and bylaws were
adopted at a subsequent meeting of the
Board in April and it was then decided that
the Institute would start to function when
ten or more of the societies eligible for char-
ter membership had ratified the provisional
rules. Cleland, Steinbach and Weiss, with
Bronk and Griggs ex officio, were appointed
an Executive Committee until a permanent
organization was established.

Qur hopes rose. During May, Stein-
bach wrote:

“On the whole, the Organizing Board



was a fine idea and is functioning well
More than half the individuals are active
which is a good response. Your vision of a
biological Institute may very well become
real! Part of my optimism is gendered by
Fenn's great letter he sent to the physiolo-
gists. When such an intelligent, though
conservative man as Fenn waxes enthnsi-
astic and literary, there must be virtue.”

And Griggs, who a few months before
had said, I wish I could share your enthusi-
asm for the formation of the new Institute
which is for me a considerable headache”
wrote in the 30 May 1947 issue of Scence:

“All biology must organize to lead the
public in its public thinking on biological
matters. Whatever our individual scientists
may do to strengthen themselves in public
service, it is clear that one over-all organiza-
tion embracing all the biological sciences is
essential now.”

At the spring meeting of the Physio-
logical Society, its president Wallace Fenn
and I presented arguments in favor of the
Institute and fold our visions of what all
of biology could be in this country if it
were properly organized and supported.
The Society voted unanimously te joint the
Institute! At the same time “the biochemists
and nutritionists were very apathetic,”
said Steinbach.

Throughout that year Steinbach pa-
tiently explained the objectives and pro-
posed structure of the Institute to biologists
of all persuasions in meetings, by letter,
and in personal conversations. But, as he
wrote late in December, “Certainly we can
say that no one is pushing the Institute
down any one Society’s throat.”

The Christmas 1947 meetings of the
AAAS were the culmination of our cam-
paign of education. Cleland, Stevens,

Tukey, and | were graciously received by
the Botanical Society, the Society for Hor-
ticultural Science, the Society of Plant
Physiologists, and the American Society
of Zoologists. They all voted to become
members of the Institute. Together with the
American Physieological Society, the Genetic
Society, the Limnological Society, Myco-
logical Society, the Poultry Science Associ-
atton, Society for the Development of
Growth, and the Society of American Bac-
teriologists, they were the Charter Members
that formed the American Institute of Bio-
logical Sciences on 20 February 1948 in the
building of the National Academy of
Sciences.

At the conclusion of the meeting on
that day, Ralph Cleland was elected chair-
man of the Governing Board and Elmer
Butler, vice chairman; W. Q. Fenn and T.
C. Byerly were members of the Executive
Committee. '“There was a rising vote of
thanks to Burr Steinbach for his services
as temporary executive secretary,’”” after
which the directors of the eleven founding
societies, observers representing eleven
other prospective member societies, and
representatives of the NRC adjourned to
the Cosmos Club for a gay evening of drink
and food and celebration. We recalled 4
years of vast goodwill and friendship within
the fragmented divisions of biological
science. We spoke of our debt to the Ameri-
can Institute of Physies for inspiration and
example; we sent best wishes to the Division
of Geology which was following us in the
creation of their American Geological
Institute.

Twenty-five years later, the American
Institute of Biological Sciences has a record
of remarkable leadership and achievement.
The schism between the zoological and



