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THE INFLUENCE OF ACCREDITATIOW ON THE DEVELOPMENT
OF THE MEDICAL COLLEGE OF VIRGINIA INTO AN

INSTITUTION WITH UNIVERSITY AFFILIATION



CHAFTER I

STATEMENT OF THE FRUOBLEM AND

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

On July 1, 1968, the Medical College of Virginia and
the Richmond Professiconal Institute were combined to establish
Virginia Commonwealth University. Although many factors led
to the merger of these two dissimllar academic institutions,
it is the writer's hypothesis that the need for the Medical
College of Virginia to secure a university affiliation in
order tc maintain its academic accreditation wags the primary
reason for the creation of Virginia Commonwealth University.

While the search for a uniwversity affiliation for the
Medical College of Virginia appears to be the primary reason,
other cbjectives can be cited as important to the establish-

ment of Virginia Commonwealth University. The Report of the

Higher Education Study Commission which will be referred to

in this dissertation as the Bird Commissicn Report stated:

What is needed in the Richmond area is a
bold new development with the establishment of
4 major university under state control which
would offer a fairly wide range of subjects
leading to both the master's degree and the
doctor's degree.l

1Rggurt gf the Higher Education Study Commission to the
Governor and General Assembly of Virginla, by Lleyd C. Bird,
Chairman (Richmond, Virginia: Department of Purchase and
supply, 1965), pp. 41-42,
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The Report of the Commission to Plan for the Eatablishment of

a Proposed State-Supported University in the Richmond Metro-

politan Area which will be referred to in this dissertation as

Wayne Commission Report suggested that

. - . 8ince there was no Virginia institution of
higher education that had a primary orientation
toward meeting the pressing urban concerns and of
participating in the solution of urban problems,
an urban university was needed.

Eoland li. Nelson, Jr., a former president of Richmond Profas-
sional Institute, indicated that duplicatlon of courses was
taking place between the Medical College of VWirginia and the
Richmond Professional Institute and that this was an unneces-
sary expenditure of state funds which might ke eliminated
through a merger.3 Wydham B. Blanton, Jr., of the Medical
College of Virginia, cited the following as benefits to be
derived from the merdger:

Higher quality courses can exist within a
university environment; there is a need for more
continuing educational opportunities which can
be made available only within a university setting;

a university would provide for a library which
would meet a need not heing met by either the
Richmaond Professional Institute or the Medical

College of Virginia; the university environment

will make it easier to recruit faculty members. }

2Repr:-rt of the Commission to Plan for the Establishment
of a Prosposed State-Supported Unlversity in the Richmond
Metropolitan Area, by Edward A. Wayne, Chairman {Richmend,
Virginia: Department of Purchase and Supply, 1%67), p. 12.

]Interview with Eoland lI. Nelson, Jr., HRichmond,
Virginia, 8 June 1979,

4Hyndham B. Blanton, Jr., "Hew Law Creates Virginia
Commonwealth Univergity," The Scarab, May 1968, pp. %-10.




These reasond, amohg others, are frequently used to explain
the merger. There 1B evidence, howewver, to suggest that these
secondary objectives have not been attained nor have the prob-
lems been eliminated through the process of merglng the two
institutions.

In evaluating the accomplishment of objectives, or in
seeking to determine the causal relationships betwsen the
proklems which existed prior to the merger and the solutions
envisioned by the merger, there is the pessibility that suffi-
cient time has not elapsed to provide a proper perspactive
for this research effort. However, the possible benefits to
be derived from a delay in writing this history would be at
the expense of losing the chance of interviewing those parti-
cipants to the merger process who are still alive and are
still willing to discuss their participation in the merger
process,  On bhalance, the risk of improper perspective must
be taken in order to take advantage of the gpportunity to
discuss the merger with the actual participants teo it.

The selection of a beginning date was difficult in
formulating the scope of this work; however, it was easy to
establish an ending date, July I, 1968. This date marks the
founding of Virginia Commonwealth University and signifies
the consummation of the merger. In contrast, it is not
possible to select the definite date on which merger discus-
nions started. Indeed, there have been numerous active
marger discussions involving the Medical College of Virginia

gince the 1900's. One such period of active discussion



occurred in the early part of the twentieth century between
1905 and 1925, The merger, which is the focus of this work,
howaver, can be traced to the publishing of the Bird and
Wayne Commission Reports in 1965 and 1967. Since the merger
was a direct result of these reports of the 1960'e, the
appropriate scope of this dissertation is from 1960 to 1968.

The research for this study is drawn both from primary
and secondary scurces. Basic primary sources include the
following: accreditation reports and Board of Visitors’
minutes from both institutions; the ¥irginia House and
Senate Documents and Journals; the Acts of the Virginia
General Assembly; and the Committee reports, records, and
correspondence located in both the East and West campus
archives of V¥irginia Commeonwealth University. Secondary
gaources include: writings regarding developments in medical
education: histories of the Medical College of Virginia and
the Richmond Professicnal Inetitute; and general histories
relating to medical schools.

Although the scope of this work is a recent occurrence,
many primary sources have been misplaced or destreyed. For
example, the Medlcal College of Virginia's Reoard of Visttors'
minutes for the academic year 1967-6B have been lost. Many
academic committee reports which have a bearing on the merger
have been discarded by varicus agencies within the institution,.
Indeed, it would appear that few records were retained by
either institution relating to the merger or thelr response

to it.



To complement and to bridge the gaps in the published
data, this investigation relied on oral history technigues.
William W. Moss defined oral history as "a systematic collec-
tion, arrangement, presentation and publication of recorded
verbatim accounts and opinions of people who were witnesses
to ar participants in, events likely to interest future
scholars."” Many, but not all, participants to the merger
proceas were willing to be interviewed and to have their
comments recorded on magnetic audio tape. Moss observed
that "oral history 1s seldom an exhaustive statement of all
relevant data, but rather a segment of human experiences with-
in the context of a remembered past, a dynamic present, and
an unknown future.*"

Moss's observation is consistent with many of the inter-
views conducted for this dissertation. It could be concluded,
based on some of the interviews, that the Medical College of
Virginia and the Richmond Professional Institute were at the
pinnacle of their development, that institutional deficiencies
were unknown, and that merger was both unnecessary and undesir-
able. Yet, some of the people intervieswed acknowledged that
problems did exist and that merger was an acceptable method to
rectify them. These differences in perception can usually be
attributed to differences in perspective, to differences in

the interpretation of data, and to having different positions

Swilliam W. Moss, Oral History Program Manual [New York:
Praeger Publishers, 1974}, p. 7.

bIpid., p. 9.



of responsibility within the two institutions. A final way

tc explain some of thege differences is institutional pride.
The passing of a decade has not diminished the fierce institu-
tional loyalties held by some of those interviewed toward
their respective institutions:; accordingly, care has been
taken to corroborate all data provided by persons interviewed,
by comparing their cbservaticns with statements made by other
peraocns interviewed and published sources. HMaterial which
could not be verified in these ways has heen suggested as
tentative evidence,

There appears to be little literature which either
examines or analyzes the factors underlying the merger between
the Medical College of Virginia and the Richmond Professional
Institute, bhut there are institutional histories which describe
both institutions. Although these institutional histories
conclude prior to the consummation of the 1968 merger, they
do provide background discussgions leading te it.

The Medical College of Virginia is described in two
books by William T. Sanger, the first president of the Medical
College of Virginia, who served from 1925 until his retirement

in 1959%. 1In As I Bemember (1972), Sanger relates his experi-

ence as the administrative head of the Medical College of
Virginia. Although this book is best viewed as an autobiog-
raphy of a presidency, it does contain some institutional
historical material, and a few reflecticons of Sanger regard-

ing the Flexner Report. Sanger retired prior to the merger

and, therefore, does not take a position on it in this work.



In Sanger's second book, Medical College of Virginia

Before 1925 and University Ceollege of Medicine 1803-1913

{1973), the early history of the Medical College of Virginia
is traced and, for purposes cf the present study, he provides
a history of the University College of Medicline. Sanger's
work is valuable because: {l) it contains a significant
published history of the University College of Medicine,

{(2) it reviews the impact of the Flexner Report on the two

medical achools, and (3) Sanger provides a useful description
of the early merger proposals involwving the Medical College
of Virginia with other institutions. As with his other work,
Sanger ignored the merger proposals of the 1960's3.

another history of the Medical College of Virginia was

also published prior to the merger. The First 125 Years of

the Medical College of Virginia, published as the Fall 19613

isaue of the Bulletin of the Medical College of Virginia,

containsg no information on the merger, but it does provide

a brief history of the institution. In large measure, this
history is an anthology which incorporates speeches, testi-
monials, documents, pictures, and similar material along with
some narrative comments. Neither this book nor the two by
Sanger are definitive institutional histories.

The history of the Richmond Professional Institute was
developed in two books by Henry H. Hibbs, who was Chief
Administrative Officer of the Richmond Professicnal Institute
from its founding in 1917 until he retired in 1959, His first

book, Organizing Virginia's First Urban University (1967), was




privately published and not generally circulated. In this
work, Hibbs traced the development ©f the Richmond Professional
Inatitute; and, although he provided some general comments on
the merger, the bhook did not examine it in any detail. The

History of the Richmond Professional Institute {(1973), which

was Hibbs' second bhook, was both a refinement and an abridge-
ment of his first work. In this publication libbs menticned

the merger in a positive way as a concluding comment, but he

did not develop it.

These five worke are the only institutional histories
of the two institutions that merged to forlm Virginia Common-
wealth University. In each instance,; the writer failed to
make a definitive statement regarding the merger proposal
itself.

In order to analyze the author's hypothesis that the
M=dical College of Virginia's need for university affiliation
in order to maintain its accreditation was the primary cause
leading teo the need to merge that school and the Richmond
Professional Institute, it will be necessary to survey the
development of both institutions. &As a part of this survey,
the accreditation problems and early merger proposals which
involve the Medical College of Virginia will be reviewed.

An analysis of the Bird and Wayne Commission reports and the
underlying reasons and mandates therein which led to the
establishment of Virginia Commonwealth University would
logically follow, and will be considered after, the background

discussions. Fellowing this analysis, the impact of the



merger on the Medical College of Virginia and the Richmond
Frofessional Institute and their responses to it will be
reviewed. Finally, the evidence will be drawn tegether to
establish the premise that the Medical Ccllege of Virginia's
need for university affiliation to maintain its accreditatien
wad the paramount reason leading to the establishment of
Virginia Commonwealth Uniwversity.

It ig in order that a discussion of the general back-

ground for merger bhetween the institutions be carried out.



CHAPTER II

THE YEARS 1837-1910: SEARCH FOR MERGER FOR STATUS PRIOR TO

1910; SEARCH FOR MERGER FOR ACCREDITATION AFTER 1910

In arder to estaklish the bhasis for the hypothesis
that the Medical Cocllege of Virginia desired merger to achieve
university affiliation in order to maintain accreditation, it
is necesgary to review the establishment and development of
the Modical Collegse of Virginia from its inception in 1837 to
the period of the 1%60°'s.

The Medical Callege of Virginia or, as it is now
officially known, the Medical College ©of Virginia, Health
Science Division of Virginia Commonwesalth University, traces
its academic roots to December 1, 1837, when the President
and Trustees of Hampden-Sydney College received a charter to
gperate a department of medicine in Richmond, Virginia. One
of the primary factors which led to the development of the
medical program in Richmond was the concern that too many
Southern students were attending medical schools in the North.l!
The first catalog of the new medical department in Richmond
suggested that Richmond should be regarded as the more favor-

able place 1in the South for a medical school since "the

lWyndham B. Blantan, Medicine in Virginia in the HNine-
teenth Century {Richmond: Garrett and Massie, 1933), p. 12.

10
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Southern student could escape the rigors of a Horthern winter
and be able to pursue the anatomical studies to his advantage.“2
It wag also cbserved in the catalog that

. +» . the only existing medical institute in

Virginia [the University of Virginia] from its

location, namely in the interior of the State

[Charlottesville] did not provide the practical

advantage of a large number of patients which

must be available to ocperate a medical schocl. 3
The availability of patientsa in Richmond, and the lack of them
in Charlottesville, would be cited in subseguent debates Eo
justify the merger of the Medical College of Virginia and the
University of Virginia medical schools and to locate the
resulting scheol in Richmond.

Although initially classaes at the Mgdical College of
Virginia were held in the ©ld tUnion Hotel building, the per-
manency of the school was evident when in 1845 classes were
held in the newly conetructed Egyptian Building which in time
would become the focal point for the campus of the Medical
College of Uirginia;4

For sixteen vears, relations between the faculty of
Hampden-Sydney's department of medicine in Richmond and the

lHampden-5ydney Trustees were without obvious fricticn.5

2Hedi-::al College in Richmond, Virginia, Catalogue
{Richmond, Virginia, 1B3%), n.p.

3

Blanton, Medicine, pp. 38-39.

4 .

Blanton, Maedicine, pp. 39-40.

"William T. Sanger, Medical College of Virginia Before

1925 and University College of Medicine 1893-1913 (Richmond:
Medical College of ¥Virglnia Foundatlon, 1973], p. 7.




12
However, serious problems developedin June, 1853, when a
profesgor who had not been endorsed by the medical faculty
was elected to the newly established Chair of Psychology and

Medical Jurisprudence.ﬁ

The medical faculty objected to this
by claiming that there was an agreement which stipulated that
they should neminate medical faculty members and that the
Hampden-Sydney Trustees should merely elect the nominated
professor. Although the medical faculty had virtually dic-
tated to the Trustees who should be appointed to the medical
faculty, the Trustces were within their legal rights in making
the appointment of a medical faculty member without the appro-
val of the other medical faculty memberz. When the Hampden-
Sydney Trustees would not alter their position, the medical
department carried out its threat to request a charter for the
medical school from the Virginia General Assembly and to
separate formally from Hampden-Sydney. After a protracted
legigslative battle, the bill for an independent charter for
the medical department was reported favorably and was enacted
on February 25, 1BH4. This bill separated the medical depart-
ment from its connections with an academic institution and
started the newly named and organized Medical College of
Virginia on its 1ndependent course. In 1860 the General
Assembly of the Commonwealth of Virginia appreopriated money

for the Medical College of Virginia's first hospital and thus

. Asbury Christian, Richmond Her Past and Present
{Richmond: IL.H. Jenkins, 1%1%), pp. 180-131.
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made it a state institution. Virginia now had twoc state-
suppoerted medical schools: The University of virginia Medical
Scheol, which was a part of a university, and the Medical
College of Virginia, which had no university affiliation,
Shortly after the Medical Ccollege of Virginia had
achieved its lndependence from Hampden-Sydney and had become
a state maedical schoeol, sectional differences between the
North and the South intensified into a Civil War: the
Southern students who were still attending Northern medical
schools started to return to their homes. The Richmond

Daily-Dispatch on Dacember 22, 1B539, reported:

Three hundred cof the sons of the South will
arrive at 2:30 p.m. to enter the Medical Ceollege
of Virginia whose faculty, in a spirit becoming
Virginia gentlemen, have extended to them a
cordial and generous welcome to their noble
institution and te the soil of their old Mother

state,’

As the War Petween the States tore the nation apart,
the Medical College of Virginia played an important role both
in the education of Confederate surgeons and in the hoepital
care of wounded and sick military personnel. The institution
graduated a class during each of the war years, but in time
its eituation bhecame desperate, HNear the close of the con-
flict, the ambulance horse had to be sold at auction, the
hospital was closed and converted into a rooming house, and

patients were moved to the Egyptian Building.E

TRichmond Daily-Dispatch, 22 December 1B59.

Qurhe First 125 Years," Bulletin Medical College of
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The Medical College of Virginia, however, survived the
war and, in time, began to grow and toc develop, By 1863 it
was conferring the degree Graduate in Pharmacy, which was a
significant event since it started the school on its course
of including education for all of the recognized health pro-
feaslang. In 18%5 the School of Wursing was added, and a
School of Dentistry was established in 1897,

The programs were developing, but their guality was low.
This problem was corrected when the Medical Ceollege of Virginia
felt the pressure to improve when a second medical school, the
College of Physicians and Surgeons, was founded in Richmond in
1893. Until it was established the Medical College of Virginia
and it# antecedents had endoyed a fifty-four yvear monopoly in
medical education in Richmond. This ended when the new school
was established in two former private homes two blocks from
the Medical College of Virginia,

Hunter Holmes McGuire, the surgeon Wwho had led the
Southern medical students home from the Northern medical
schocels and who himgelf had served asg a medical cfficer an
the staff of +the Confederate General Thomas J, (S5tonewall)
Jacksen, and twenty-six leading citizens, founded the medical
sahacl.g They hoped that the school would reduce the number
of medical students who were again going North to get their

14

medical education. Although initially established as the

9sanger, Medical College of Virginia, pp. 113-121.

10rhid.
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College of Physicians and Surgeons, the school was renamed
the University College of Medicine in 18%4 and was composed
of three gchools: Meadicine, Dentistry, and Pharmacy.ll

The University College of Medicine, because of its
excellent reputation, stimulated its academic neighbor, the
Medical College of Virginia, to improve its prngramﬂ.l2
This was a positive benefit from the competition, but there
ware alsoc some negative aspects. The bitterness between the
two medical schools was intense. BRunners were sent by both
colleges to meet incoming trains in order to recruit students.l3
When the University College of Medicine was denied state funds,
it trled to end state support for the Medical College of
Uirginia.l4

The University College of Medicine survived for only
twenty yearsa as an independent institution in spite of its
leadership in medical education. A number of events caused
it8 short existence. Early in the first decade of the
twentieth century, Abraham Flexner visited medical schools

throughout the country and his findings were reported in the

volume, Report of Medical Education in the United States and

Canada, 1910. This report, which is gencerally referred to as

the Flexner Report, changed the course of American medical

1l1pid,
12p) anton, Medicine, p. 68,

13virginius Dabney, Richmond, The Story of a City
(Garden City: Doubleday, 1976}, pp. 2a0-251,

litpia.
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education by recommending the closing of many marginal medical
schools and the censelidation of the othera, leaving the United
States with fewer, but stronger, medical schocla. Flexner was
not impressed with either the Medical College of Virginia or
the University College of Medicine and recommended their
merger. Flexner wrote as follows:

Separately neither of them can hope greatly to

improve its pregent facilities, which, weak in

respect to laboratories and lahoratory teaching,

are entirely inadequate on the clinical side,

Thaeir present hospitals utilized together,

though still unsatisfactory, would at any rate

be much more nearly adequate than is either

hospital taken by itself; and the combined fees

would furnish much better laboratory training

than either school now gives.l5
Parenthetically, his recommendations would provide some of
the raticnale which, a half century later, would bring about
the merger of the Medical College of Virginia with Richmond

Profesaional Institute.

The initial impact of the Flexner Report on the Univer-

College of Medicine, however, was not to bring about an
immediate merger, but to cause the school to make program
changes which became increasingly expensive for the unendowed
institution to accomplish. In time finmancial considerations,
in conjunction with other developments, ended the independent

existence of the University college of Medicine.l®

15Abraham Flexner, Medical Education in the United
States and Canada (New York: Carnegle Foundaticon, 1910},
p. 316.

lﬁnddress by Stuart McGuire toc the last graduating class
of the University College of Medicine, June 1%13.
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Another development which increased the University
College of Medicine's sensitivity to financial matters was
a fire on January 6, 1910, which destroved the main building.
The property loss was great, and everyone knew that it would
be extremely expensive to replace the building; accordingly.
a proposal was made to unite the University College of
Medicine with the Medical College of Virginia. When these
negotiations failed, money was raised for a new building
which was completed in 1912,

Financial problems remained; consequently, when the
stockholders of Memorial Hospital approached the Boards of
the Medical College of Virginia and of the University College
of Madicine with a propcecsal that the hospital be given to the
combined institutions, the proposal was accepted. On July 1,
1913, the two medical schools were merged. The Flexner
recommendations, which were costly to implement, playsd a
Significant role in the merger by placing a private, unendowed
medical school in a financially vulnerable pusition.l?
Succinctly stated, the University College of Medicine could
not afford the costs which would be required if it were to
maintain the standards established by Flexner.

This merger strengthened the Medical College of
Virginia academically, but i1t did not remove a basic defici-
ency in administration. Many of these problems could be

attributed to the fact that the Medical college of Virginia
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was dominated by a couple of surgeons whose primary interest
was to practice surgery and treat patients, but not tc ke
concerned akout managing the medical achocl they dominated.
Since the physicians had little time to be concerned about
adminiatrative details, administrative probklems went unresclved.
This flaw might have been remedied if the medical school had
been asgociated with a university which could have given it

the administrative talent to provide for its cperation, As

the scheoel expanded, this need for a university affiliation
became more and more apparent.

The first attempt to solve this problem occurred when
Samuel Chiles Mitchell, an historian and a former president
of the University of South Carolina, was named the first
president of the newly merged medical schocl. While Mitchell
was not a physician, he rapidly assessed the problem of poor
adninistration. He stated in 1914 that the Medical College
aof Virginia needed a university affiliation because of the
difficulties of standing alone.18 Although he served as
prasident for only one year, Mitchell was both a realist and
a prophet. Mitchell seemed to have anticipated the problems
associated with independent medical schools, and the eventual
need for university affiliation was predicted. After one
year, he was replaced by Stuart McGuire, who was a surgeon
and who retained the presidency of the aschool until 1925,
McGuire's election was a return to the concept of a part-time

president.

18sanger, Medical College of Virginia, p. 35.
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At the same time that the institution went back to the
concept of a part-time presidency, it tried to improve ita
status by supporting legislative acticn to merge with the
University of Virginia. Although many attemptia to accomplish
this merger had failed in the past, a new effort was initiated
in 1920, This effort started as a way to reduce the cost of
medical education by having only one gtate-~supported medical
schonl. It was alsc undertaken with the belief that the
University of Virginia's Medical School was not properly
located to provide students with sufficient patients con which
to gain clinical experience,

In an effort to sclve financial and educational proklems
it was recommended by a Commission on Medical Education that
Virginia suppert only one medical school, that this school wae
to be conducted in Richmond, and that the Department of Medi-
cine of the University of Virginia would acguire all of the
Medical College of Virginia prcperty.lg The tWwo medical
schools took copposite positions on this report. The Medical
College of Virginia supported the recommendations; the Univer-
sity of Virginia cpposed them. After a protracted legislative
debate, the recommendations were defeated in the Virginia
Senate in 1922 by a vote of 24-16. This defeat ended any real
hope on the part of the Medical College of Virginia that the

University of Virginia Medical School would be maved to

lg"REpcrt of the Commission on Medigcal Education in
Virginia,” 1920, Wwilliam T. Sanger Papers, Virginia Commonwealth
University, Richmond, virginia.
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Richmond and consolidated with it. It also ended any chance
for the Medical College of Virginia to have an academic campus
connection with another state-supported institution. The
failure to accompliash a merger with anothar medical achcool did
not discourage the administration of the Medical Cocllege of
Virginia from sseeking another institution with which to merge.

In 1923, discussions tock place between the Medical
College of Virginia and the private, Baptist-supported
University of Richmond. The Medical College of Virginia's
Board of visitors had voted in favor of the tranafer of the
property and good will of the Medical College of Virgilnia to
the University of Richmond upon condition that the University
of Richmond would undertake to provide medical education to
the City of Eichmond.zﬂ Discussions were cordial, but the
University of Richmond did not have the financial resources
to accept the demand for medical education, and an effert to
secure funds from the Carnegie Corporation of the General
Education Board failed.

Mbhraham Flexner, who was a representative of the General
Education Board and who was critical of the Medical College of
Virginia, remained uninterested in helping to build up a medi-

cal school in Richmﬂnd.zl The conferences concluded with the

following regrets:

20geuben E. Alley, History of the University of Richmond
{Charlottesville: University Press of Virglnia, 1977}, pp.
186-187.

2lpetter from FP.W. Boatwright, President of the Univer-
sity of Richmond, to Stuart McGuire, February 9, 1923, William
T. Sanger Papers, Virginia Commonwealth University, Richmond,

Virginia.
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The University of Richmond expresses their

hearty appreciation of the overtures made to us

by the Medical College of Virginia and ocur sincere

regret that circumstances prewvent a course of

action which, in our judgment, would redound to

the good of the state and to the advancement of

medical educaticn throughout the country,?22
If funds had been available in the 1920's, a merger might
have taken place between a state-supported medical schocl and
a private university. ‘fThe fact that the merger had not been
accomplished forced the Medical Ceolleyge of Virginia to continue
without university affiliation.

Since it dissolwved its relationships with Hampden-Sydney,
the Medical College of Virginia had tried and failed to merge
with the University of Virginia and with the University of
Richmond. These fallures forced the Medical College of Virginia
to make internal changes to strengthen its administrative func-
tion instead of being able to strengthen them through merger.
Althouygh these administrative problems were serious, the
criticism directed at the institution by accrediting agenciles
was even more critical to the institution's future.

In 1919, the Council on Medical Education and Hospitals
of the American Medical Association inspected the Medical
College of Virginia and found sufficient grave faults to raise

serigus doubts as to the propriety of continued Council

reaognitinn.23 A representative of the Council of Medical

221hi4q.

23“Repnrt of the Council on Medical Education and Hospi-
tale of the American Medical Association of a visit to the
Medical College of Virginia," 1919, William T. Sanger Papers
Virginia Commonwealth University, Richmond, Virginia.
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Education and Hoapitals inspected the Medical College of
Virginia on December %, 1224, and wrote in his report the
following comments:
This medical &school haa an abundance of

clinical material, is fairly well-financed,

and has the opportunity to develop a high grade

medical schocol, but it does not hawve the strong

educational supervision which might come from a

university connection.
This criticism placed the Medical College of Virginia in a
difficult position since efforts at university affiliation
which would have removed the objection had failed on a number
of occasions.

Since university affiliation seemed unlikely, William
T. Sanger, an academic adminilistrator who became president of
the Medical College of Virginia in 1925 and replaced Stuart
McGuire, suggested that the institution would have to build
its own university around an existing medical scheool. It was
realized by Sanger that the instituticn's attempts to be a
university had to be limited to education and research in the

25 Purther, the

health field and associated patient care.
school would have to emphasizo ¢gquality, uniqueness, and dis-

tinctiveness and to zeek research funds from individuals and

26
and from foundations,. This approach was used by the Medical

4“Eeport on Medical Education and Hospitals of a Visit
to the Medical College of Virginia,™ 1925, William T. Sanger
Papers, Virginia Commonwealth University, Richmond, Virginia.

254illiam ‘. Sanger, As I Remember (Richmond: Medical
College of Virginia Alumni Associratlion, 1972), p. 74.

EEI

bid.




213
College of Virginila, but problems remained.

In 1935, the Medical Council on Medical Education and
Hospitals and the Rsascciation of American Medical Colleges
viaited the campus angd developed a lengthy list of deficiencies
ag followd:

The outpatient department is unsatisfactory . . .

the pre-clinical laboratories are inadequate . . .

41l the preclinical departments are Severely under-

staffed . . . Beveral of the clinical departments

should be reorganized.
These defects were B0O great that the school was placed on
confidential probation. The gravity of this report was demon-
strated by the fact that it was deeply buried by the Medical
College of Virginia's administration for fear it would dis-
courage those whose help the institution had te have in order
to prngress.zg Although there are ethical concerns about not
revealing the problems related to accreditation to those most
directly inwvolved, there is no guestion that the Medical
College of Virginia was in a tenucus position. Ipndeed,
Blackwell Smith, the president of the Medical College of
¥irginia, in a 1963 speech, menticned this confidential pro-
batiaon with a great deal of diplomacy and suggestad that
"older graduates must not feel that these revelatrions have

rast a reflection on the quality of their education."??

ET“REpurt of the Council on Medical Education and Hospi-
tals and the Asscociation of American Medical Colleges on a visit
to the Medical College of Wirginia," 1935, William T. Sanger
Papers, Virginia Commonwealth University, Richmond, Virginia.

287 The First 125 Years," p. 68,

2%1hi4.
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Whether the confidential probation was or was not harmful to
the students is still unresolved, but it did spur the institu-
tion into action. Sanger believed that a building program
must come first and it, in turn, would aid in the employment
of qualified faculty. These oblectives were accomplished and,
in 1953, the Medical College of Virginia was removed from
confidential p:I‘.‘::II::nEltir::rn.3'[:I

However, nine years later problems with accreditation
agailn surfaced. The 1962 accreditation report on the Medical
College of Wirginia by the Liaigon Committee on Medical Educa-
tion representing the American Medical Asscciation and the
Association of American Medical Colleges againh pointed up
several deficiencies. The report complimented the school for
its increased amount of research activity, but stated that
these activities were etill short of those carried out at

34 The accrediting team felt that good

most medical schools.
medical education could only exist in an environment where
active research was taking place. Significantly, the existing
regearch activities at the Medical College cof Virginia were
being supported in large part by the naticnal foundations and

not by the Commonwealth of Virginia which did not fund

research. Unfortunately for the Madical College of Virginia,

3':]'Lett«ar to the author from Edward 5. Peterson, M.D.,
Secretary, Lialeon Committee on Medical Education, 24 April 1279.

31”Hﬂpﬂrt of Survey of the Medical College of Virginia by
The Liaison Committee on Medical Education Representing the
American Medical Association and the Assgsociation of American
Medical Colleges," 1962, Kinloch Nelson Papers, Virginia
Commonwealth University, Richmond, Virginia.
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these foundations were reluctant tc make awards to free stand-
ing madical schocla. This philosophy by the foundations
placed the institution's future in jeopardy since foundation
funds were essential to support the research on which continued
accreditation depended.

A final development made the future course of the Medical
College of Virginia obvious. The American Medical Association
announced that it was no longer accrediting the unaffiliated
medical schools. This removad any eguivocation as to the un-
favored status of such medical institutions. fThe solution,
university affiliation, was obvious, but the means to accom-
plish this objective still had to be developed.

Fortunately for the Medical College of Virginia, the
Richmond Profegsional Institute, the other state-supported
school in Richmond, was a willing merger partner. It is
appropriate to review the history of this institution which
gave, through merger, the Medical College of Virginia its
university affiliation.

The Richmond Professional Institutce was established in
1917. This institute, which formed the basis of the present
acadaemic division of Virginia Commonwealth University, was
establighed as the Richmond School of Social Economy for
Social Work and Public Health Nurses by a group of private
citizens.

The school opened in the fall of 1917 in a former regi-
dence where the firast two flcors were occupied by the Richmond

Juvenile and Domestic Relations Court. This first physical
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plant started a tradition of helding classes in bulldings
which were designed originally for some other purpose. In
addition to starting with financial problema and using
borrowed facilities, the school began ita program during
World War One. Henry H. Hibba, the Executive Director, always
felt that it was the only achoel te start in the midst of such
a war.32 This might have heen of benefit to the developing
institution since various governmental agencies, charged with
de fense work, contributed funds to support the institutien's
programs in both public health and recreatian.33
The early history of the Richmond School of Social Work
and Public Health, which was the name used shortly after the
school opened, was filled with records of inadegquate physical
planta and constant financial prcoblems. Hihbe, howewver, made
a commitment to continue the institution and it did survive.
Taking place simultaneously with the establishment of
the physical plant were the changes in affiliation and
identity. In 1925, the school became a division of the
Coilege of William and Mary-34 This made the School of Sacial
Work and Public Health the first branch college 1n Wirginia

and one of the first to be established in the United States.35

324enry H. Mibbs, The History of the Richmond Profes-
gsicnal Institute (Richmend: R.P.I. Foundation, 1973), p. 22

331hiqa.

34virginia Commonwealth University Self-Study (Richmond:
Virginia Commonwealth University, 1972), p. XIX.

B1pig.
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Thia affiliation was an effort by President ilibbs tc cobtain
financial support from a state university since his institu-
tion had constant financial problems which jeopardized ita
survival; however, this new relationship did not resolwve the
financial prohlems which had plagued the School of Social Work
and Public Health since its establishment. Indeed, during the
years 1925-1%40, the instituticn was one of the few state-
supported vocational colleges in the United Statea which
operated on student fees without state support.

In 1939, amid these financial problems, the name of the

ingstitution was officially changed ro the Richmond Professional

Institute, a Division of the College of William and Hary.JT

President Hibbs explained the name change in an open letter to

the student body:

Recently we changed our name to the Richmond
Praofessional Institute, a Division of the College
of William and Mary, in order to make two things
clear; first, that while a part of the William and
Mary sysatem and operated by the College of William
and Mary with the same president and beoard, the
Richmond Professiopal Institute really comes of a
sufficiently important educaticnal family to have
a name of 1ts own and a purpose of its own and a
faculty of its own and, to change the figure, to
he a sufficiently important tuk in the educational
world to stand on 1ts own bottom; and, second, we
changed the name to make it clear that here at the
Richmond Professional Institute technical, voca-
tional, and professional woark are not merely inci-
dental features added to a general college curricu-
lum in order to attract students, kut on the
contrary that these fields of study constitute the

EEHenry i, Hikbs, "Organizing Virginia's First Urban
Unlversity” f(unpublished draft}; p. 40.

3?Virginia Commonwealth Univeraity Self-Study (Richmond:
Virginia Commonwealth University, 1972), p. XIX.
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thinga in which Richmond Professional Institute

specializes and on which it places the main

emphania.38

The Richmond Prefessional Institute survived with a new
affiliation and a new name, but ita growth was limited; its
reputation was marginal; its future was uncertain. In time,
positive developments tock place.

The firat such development occurred in 1%40 when the
General Agsaembly of Virginia made its first appropriation
from tax funds for the maintenance and operation of the
Richmond Professional Institute.39 State appropriations
gave the school the necessary financial resources to enable
it to become accredited in 1951 by the Southern Asgsociation
of Colleges in its own name and on 1t8 own merits.4n

George Qliver became the chief executive of the Richmond
Professional Institute when Henry Hibbs retired in 1959, and
he was roesponsible for converting the school into a major
university. This change was made possible in part by action
of the Virginia General Assembly in 1962 when it separated
the Richmond Professicnal Institute from the College of
William and Mary.

President Oliver, who now headed an independent, state-

supported institution, tried te get increased support from

387ne Wigwam (Richmond: Richmond Professional Institute,
1940}, n.p.

3gvirginia Commonwealth University Self-5tudy (Richmond;
Virginia Commonwealth University, 1%&82), p. xix.

W0rpig.
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the Virginia General Assembly. However, in 1964, the legis-
lature drastically reduced the ERichmond Professional
Institute's reguest for capital funds.41 Denials of reguests
for appropriations had happened many times before, but this

42 A news-

time a spontaneocus wave of public proteat arose,
paper editorial with the title, "Hicking RPI Arounad®” was
published. The edltorial suggested

. « + that the Richmond Frofessional Institute

had been kicked arcund unmercifully by failure

treatmont could mot go on forever.i3 oo

go on forever.

At last, the impact of the Richmond Professional Institute
was felt and increased funding was the regult. The momentum
was maintained, and in 1966 the General Assembly of Virginia
did more to help its growing urban institute in Richmond
improve its facilities than it had done in the preceding
forty year5,44

Preeident Oliver retired in 1967 and was succeeded by
Roland 1. Nelson, Jr,, who served for one year as the last
president of the Richmond Professional Institute. fle con-
tinued to urge increased financial support and prepared the

Richmond Professional Institute for the merger.45 When the

merqer took place, the school was at the peak of its develop-

43Ri chmond Times-Diapatch, 18 March 1964,

44Henry H. Hibbs, The History of The Richmond Profes-
sicnal Inatitute (Richmond: R.P.I. Foundation, 1971), p. llé.

431nhterview with Roland H. Nelaon, Jr., Richmond,
Virginia, B June 1979.
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ment and was becoming a creditable academic institution with
eleven professional schools.

After the Medical College of Virginia developed, it
made several attempte to sBecure wuniversity affiliation. The
first effores to accaomplish this resulted from a desire to
strengthen its administrative structure. Later attempts were
hased on pressures applied by both funding and accrediting
agencies. The Richmond Profegsional Institute had fought to
survive and to achieve c¢redibillity for over fifty years as a

state ilnstitution. In 19463, the Bird Commissjion PReport

suqgested a merger of these two institutions which would
secure for the Medical Ceollege of Virginia a university
affiliation and would give to Richmond Professional Institute
the academic credibility it 3o long desired and had so long

been denied, The Bird Commission Report led to the Wayne

Commiasgion Report which, in turn, recommended the merger of

the two institutions to the General Assembly. Indeed, these
two Commissions accomplished in less than five years what

the Medical College of Virginia had been trying to accomplish
for almost one hundred and thirty years.

After a review of the develcpment of both the Medical
College of Virginia and the Richmond Professional Institute,
it becomes evident that the Medical College of Virginia had
been seeking accreditation through linkage with a four-year
academic institution since its eBeparation from Hampden-Sydney.
As the Richmond Profesaicnal Institute gained status after

becoming a state institution, it seems obvious that these two
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institutions--the Medical College of Virginia and the
Richmond Professicnal Institute-~both located in Richmond,
should merge. Such conversations were begun in the 1960's
and led to two study commiesions. It now becomes necesasary
to analyze both the Bird and Wayne Commisaion reports and

their recommendations.



CHAPTER III

THE EXTERNAI INFLUENCES ON THE MEDICAL COLLEGE

OF VIRGINIA WHICH REQUIRED A MERGER

Since its inception in 1827, the Medical College of
Virginia has scught affiliation with an institution of
higher education. Perhaps in the initial years, it might
have been for purposes of prestige, but after the Flexnher
Report at the beginning of the twentieth century, the pur-
pese for the affiliation was primarily in the area of
accreditation. Therefore, the hypothesis of the preszent
study is that, despite many public reasons given to the
contrary, the Medical College of Virginia sought merger in
the twentieth century with an institution of higher educa-
tion in order to protect its accredltation. In order to
davelop this hypothesis, attention must be given to the
Bird and Wayne Commission Reports,

The recommendationa embodied in these reports, as they
relate to the Medical College of Virginia and ko the Richmond
Professional Institute, were a formulation of the proposals
made in 1910 by Abraham Flexner for the Carnegie Enmmissinn.l

Since Flexner's work seemed to be influential in proposals

lahraham Flexner, Medical Education in the United States
and Canada (New York: Carnegie Foundatlion, 1910}.

32
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made for the merger of the Medical College of Virginia with the
Richmond Professional Ingtitute and, since the Bird and Wayne
Commissicon Reports were constructed on Flexner's findings, it
isg necessary to review the Flexner proposals in crder to
support the hypothesis that the merger cf the Medical College
of Virginia with the Richmond Professional Institute was pri-
marily designed to gain university affiliation leading to
accreditation for the Medical College of Virginia.

Abraham Flexner's Medical Education in the United States

and Canada was written under the auspices of the Carnegie

Commisgion and was pubklished in 1910. Prior to undertaking
hig study, Flexner examined in detail the existing state of
medical education in the United States and dewveloped a theo-
retical model for an ideal medical school. The Flexner model,
kased on medical education at Johns Hopkinsg, Harvard, and at
the German medical schools, placed an emphasis on biclogical
regsearch. The standards established in the model were soO
high that they could be kept only by those schools whose
endowments could support the laboratories and clinical faci-
lities which Flexner's model required.2
After formulating the model, Flexner's next step was to
determine if it was compatible with procedures used inh the
medical schools in the United States and Canada. Flexner

examined the existing systems of medical education by visit-

ing the medical schools and comparing their operation with

EMartin Kaufman, American Medical Education: The Forma-
tive Years, 1765-1910 (Weatport, Connecticut: Greenwood
Press, 1976)], p. 172.
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the model. He concluded that the existing system cof medical
education was not only inconsistent with the model but was
inadegquate to meet the medical needs for both the United
States and Canada.

The Flexner Report provided medical education with a
model by which each school could measure its academic stan-
dards. Thie standard was widely adopted so that within a few
yvears almost half of the 155 medical colleges, which had
existed when Flexner made his report, had diﬁappeared.3 Qf
the achoels that survived, some merged for mutual strength;
for example, in 1913 the Medical Collage of Virginia combined
with the University College of Medicine. Not only did Flexner
imply merger for strength but alsc merger to maintain accredi-
tation; thus, the Medical College of Virginia having just
merged with the University College of Medicine, made a cam-
paign to seek merger with some institution so that it too
might meet accreditation standards. Even today, Flexner's
pattern of medical education has been astretched in some of
its dimensions and constrained in others, but it ig still
recognizable as the pattern drawn by Abraham Flexner, and
today it is still the only accepted standard for medical
education in the United Etates.4

Based on the acceptance of his model and his examina-

tion of medical schools, Flexner concluded that the medical

3Kaufman, American Medical Education, p. 170.

qﬂliver Cope and Jerrold Zacharias, Medical Education
Reconsidered (Philadelphia: Jd.B. Lippincott Company, 1568},
p- 33.
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schools in the United States and Canada had to be reconstructed.
His primary recommendation was that medical schools must be
affiliated with universities. He believed that independent
medical schools had no future. Accordingly, he urged that
they enter into an academic alliance with a university. He
was convinced that a medical school based on his model would
be a vital part of a univerﬂity.5
The recommendation to locate medical schools within the
framework of the universjities gained wide acceptance and the
number of independent medical schools declined. By 1939
there were 66 four-year schools of medicine in the United
Statef and all but nine had been integrated into universities.
The Medical College of Virginia was unigue in lacking this
affiliation and by 1965 it was one cf only nine out of a total
of ninety-nineg medical colleges in the United States that
operated separately from a well-established university. The
Moadical College of Virginta's lack of universzity affiliation
placed it cutside of the accepted norm for medical schoola.

William Sanger, the president of the Medical College of

virginia, attacked the Flexner Report:

The prejudice against our not being a
university originated out of the Flexner Report
{1910}, which was colored by university-based
medical educaticn in Europe. It adversely af-
fected our status, de facto. Fighting unaccept-

jFlexner. Medical Education in the United States, p. x1.

EA Report Prepared for the Council on Medical Education
and Hospltals of the American Medical Assoclation {Chicaga:
Amerircan Medical Asscoclation, 1944}, p. 15.
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able ideas ia one thing; fighting prejudice and
emoticnally warped ideas is gquite another thing
and almost hopelessg,

True, the Flexner Report had great value in
analyzing American medlcal education and setting
standards, but the emphasis on 'university
connection' excluded the idea of_quality educa-
tion apart from university ties,

Sanger's attack on the Flexner Report did not stop the

impact of the report on public confidence 1in the Medical
College of Virginia. In time,he had to capltulate to Flexner's
propesals and admit that university status for the Medical
College of Virginia was needed to stop the attacks directed

at it because of its unigue status. Sanger even suggested a
name for his proposed university--Medical College of Virginia
University.

Because of the influence of the Flexher Report, many

medical schools acquired university affiliation. 'The Medical
College of Virginia's gtatus as one of only nine independent
medical schools made it unigue and this unique status along
with concerns of other institutions of higher education

helped to lead to the passage of Virginia Senate Joint Reso-
lution No. 10, approved by the 1964 Virginia General Assembly.
This resolution created a Higher Educatlion Study Commission
and provided funds to undertake a comprehensive study of
higher education in the Commonwealth of Virginia. Senator
Lloyd €. Bird of Chesterfield County was selected as chairman

of the commission known as the Bird Commission.

?Sanger, A2 I RemembEE, p- 17.

81bigd.
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In its report the 83ird Commiasicn made recommendations
which if implemented would help tc chart the course of higher
education in Virginia for the future. Several recommendaticns
were directed to the improvement of the status of the Medical
College of Virginia. In its report, the commisesion made the
following statement:

The Medical College of Virginia is a highly
distinguished institution of its kind. It is also
one of the very few medical cclleges in the United
States that is operated separately from a well-
established university., The separate medical
college i8 generally looked upon with much disfavor
by leadera in the fields of medical education. An
announcement has been made that no additional
institution of this type will be accredited by the
national accrediting association in medical educa-
tion. A medical college affiliated with a strong
university draws much strength from the facilities
and faculties in non-medical fields. It is usually
prohibitively expensive to provide facilities of
similar scope and gquality feor the scle use of a
separate medical college . . . What is needed is
the establishment of a major university under state
control. The strongest available institution
academically in the area is the Medical College of
Virginia, and this could be the nucleus arcund which
the new university could be organized. With it could
be merged the Richmond Professional Institute, which
already has a reasonably strong undergraduate pro-
gram, The merger of these two institutions would
create a bold new adventure in higher education in
Bichmond.

1t may be noted that the Bird Commission did not equi-
yocate in peinting cut that the Medical College of Virginia,
with its lack of university affiliation, was looked upon with

disfavor by medical educatcrz. The statement by the

gnepart ¢f the Higher Education Study Commission to the
Governor and CGeneral Assembly of Virginia, by Lloyd C. Bird,
Chalrman {Richmond, Virginia:r Department of Purchase and
Supply, 1965%), pp. 41-42.
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Commission was a bold assertion since the Medical College of
VYirginia was generally held im high regard throughout Virginia.
However, the proposal by the Bird Commissicn to merge the
Medical College of Virginia with the Richmond Professional
Institute and to establish a university was in keeping with

mandates of the Flexner Report. The news media supported such

proposals by the Bird Commission. An editorial in the Richmond

Times-Dispatch =suggested that "all in all an MCV-RPI merger

. .. 10 . .
offers immense opportunities for good.” Another editorial
viewed the merger proposal as one which "must command immedi-

w11 Newly elected Governor Mills E. Godwin, Jr.,

ate attention.
in his address to the Virginia General Assembly, suggested that
the opportunity to merge the two schools was unigue, and noted
that appropriate groups should be formed to resolve any diffi-

cultiEB.l2

hAlthough the merger proposed by the Bird Commiseion
was popular with the news media and supported by the governor,
it was only a suggestion; therefore it was necessary to appeint
another commission to implement the creation of a "bold devel-
opment of a major state uniwversity in Richmond, "13

In 1966 the Virginia General Assembly created a commis-

gion "to undertake a comprehensive study cof the proposal to

—

10 i chmond Times-Dispaktch, 27 January 1966,
Il

Richmond MNews Leader, 27 December 1965.

lzRichmnnd News Leader, 17 January 1766.

liﬂepurt of the Higher Education Study Commission to the
Governor and General Assembly of Virginia, by Lloyd €. Bird,
Chalrman {Richmond, Virginia: Department of Purchase and Supply.
1965}, pp- 41-42.
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create a major new university in the Richmond metropolitan
area including the wutilization of the Medical Callege of
Virginia and the Richmond Professional Institute as a part
thersof, "14 Edward A. Wayne, president of the Federal Reserve
Bank of Richmond, was the chairman of the committee khown as
the Wayne Commission.

In its work the Wayne Commission had to deal with and to
respond to developing trends in medical education in order to
make its recommendations. It had both toc examine the academic
climate and to grasp those trends in medical education which
would mandate university affiliation for the Medical College
of Virginia, The commission noted the impact of standards

presented in the 1910 Flexner Report, but it was alsec aware

of a number of more recent studies which reached the same
conclusion and that foreshadowed the recommendations that
would emerge from the Wayne Commission.

The Report of the Medical Care Commission on the Expah-

sion of the Medical Schopl of the University of Horth Carolina

suggested that the advancing knowledge of medical science could
take place only if the medical school was situated in close

physical relationsghip to a university.15 "o Florida medical

14Report of the Commisesion to Plan for the Establishment
of a Propesed State-5upported Universlty in the ricnmond Metro-
politan Area, by Edward A, Wayne, Chairman (Richmond, Virginia:
Department of Purchase and Supply, 1967), p. 1.

15Rﬂpnrt of the Medical Care Commlegsion on the Expansion
of the Medical School of the University of North Carolina
{Raleigh, 1947}, n.p.
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studies concluded that medical science coculd be developed
most effectively as an integral unit of a well-organized

1e A group of medical educators meeting under the

university.
auspices of the Mazsachusetts Institute of Technology con-
cluded that the respongibility for innovation in medical
services was passing to the universities.1? rThe basic pre-
miges which undergirded theae reports was that medical science
needed to be in contact with other university departments if
it was to mowve forward,

The Asscociation of American Medical Colleges in a repart
obgserved that "the university-gponscred medical scheool is in
an unegqual position to draw on the rescurces of many academic
disciplines.” An American Medical Association study stated

Many problems will require medicine to join

forces with other departments of the university,

gince no hospital and nc school of medicine has

adeguate resources of experience, interest, and

talent to study all of the selements involved

without such an affiliation.18
Specifically, it was believed that the placewent of a medical
school within a university would give the medicel school the

benefit of an environment which would promote the exchange of

views between professcrs of medicine and professcrs in other

lﬁﬂgpart of the Florida Citizens Committee on Educatioch
n.p., 1947}, p. 377. Report of the Committee on the Medical
Survey for the State of Florida (n.p.), p. lé,

l?CDpe and Zacharias, Medical Education Reconsidered, 1.5.

lﬂﬂepnrt by the American Medical Association's Citizens
Cemmission onh Graduate Medical Fducation, n.p.
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disciplines., Specifically, it would provide for the associa-
tion of the phyBical sciences such as physgics and chemistry
with the life sciences such as psychology and kiochemistry.
Some also believed that if the scrcial sciences could be in
cloger proximity with the health related sciences, it might
aid in discovering the causes of diseases and possibkbly shed
some light on the problema of the provision and distribution
of patient care. In this interdisciplinary approach, instruc-
tion and research could be accomplished best within the juris-
diction of the university. In essence, it was felt that the
association of a medical school with other schools within a
university framework would foster an intellectual ferment
which would culminate in positive bhenefits to health care.
Obviocusly the unaffiliated medical schools would not have the
benefit of this c¢ross-disciplinary approach to the study of
medicine.

The Wayne Commission understood the reservatione with
which madical educators and the Americab Medical Assaciation
viewed the independent medical schools, and the Commission
members appreciated the benefits which would be available to
the Medical College of Virginia if a merger was accomplished.
However, these academic benefits were not as important to the
decigion as was the more immediate need to protect the accre-
ditation of the Medical College of Virginia,

The accreditation of the Medical College of virginia had
been tenuous throughout most of its history. Although moat of

the criticisms previcusly lodged by the accrediting bodies had
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been resclved, the lack of university affiliation remained a
problem. The sityation became acute when the American Hedical
Association stated that it would no longer accredit medical

13 Indeed,

schocls that did not have a uniwversity affiliation.
Warren Pearse, Dean of the Medical School at the newly estab-
lighed Virginia Commonwealth University, speculated that
merger might have been inevitable because of a growing trend
aon the part of the American Medical Association to do away

20 poarse's speculation

with the independent medical schools.
was supported by H.I. Willett, a member of the Wayne Commis-
sion, who stated that the merger took place in large mesasure
to save the Medical College of Virginia's accreditation, 21
Edward Wayne, the Chairman of the Wayne Commission,
recalled "that there were those at the Medical College of
Virginia who believed that the future ¢f the school was in
jeopardy without a merger with the Richmond Professional

ne2 Frince Woodard, Director of the State Council

Institute,
of Higher Education at the time of the merger, wrote "the
lack of university affiliation for the Medical College of

Virginia was one of the key factors relating to the mﬂrger."23

19Rﬁpﬂrt of the Higher Education Study Commission to the
Governor and General Assembly of Virginia, by Lloyd C. Bird,
Chalrman (Richmond, Virginia: Department of Purchase and
Supply, 1965}, pp. 41-42,

20pi chmond News Leader, 13 October 1974.

2linterview with H.I. Willett, Richmand, Va., 26 June 1979.

221nterview with Edward Wayne, Richmond, Va., 1B July 1977.
¢3Letter to the author from Prince Woodard, 16 July 1979,
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Raymond Holmes, former Vice President for Finance at Virginia
Commonwealth University, also suggested that the Medical
College of Virginia was facing an accreditation problem which
could be resolved by merger, but it was als¢ observed that
these preoblema were not generally known nor were they
discussed.??

It is futile to speculate as to whether accreditation
would ultimately have been logt by the Medical College of
Virginia because ¢f its lack of university affiliation. It
seems that the evidence that has been presented helps to
emphasize the fact that loss of accreditation was consideraed
to be a possibility by some of those associated directly or
indirectly with the merger decision. The Medical College of
Virginia was not only under the atress generated by the
accrediting bodies, but was alsc under pressure from the
national foundation on which the Medical College of Virginia
depended for research support. These foundations adopted
the position that medical schools must have a university
affiliation in order to gqualify for research awards, which
was mandatory for continued accreditation, Sanger identified
closely with the influential leaders of the various founda-
tions. He became convinced that university status would
berome essential for a medical schogol if the medical scheool

was to be awarded future foundation funde. Kinlech Welsan,

24T htarview with Raymond Heolmes, Richmond, Virginia,
1 May 1979, and Roiand H. Nelson, Jr., Richmond, Virginia,

B June 1979.
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Dean of the Medical College of Virginia Medical School at the
time of the merger, felt that the decision by the foundations
to support those medical schocls peoseessing university affil-
iation was a definite factor leading to the establishment of
Virginia Ccommonwealth University.25
Edward Wayne stated, "It was my recollection that research
grants Were essential for the Medical College of Virginia and
that there was concern that these grants would be terminated
unless there was university affiliatic}n.25
Wyndham B, Blanton, Jr., in 2 magazine article for a
Medical College of Virginia readership wrote, "University
affiliation will eliminate objections voiced by national
foundations and granting agencies to the non-university

connected health centers,“z?

A Medical College of Virginia
report to the faculty stated, "From bitter experience we Know
that national foundations, such as the Commonwealth Fund, will
not support the proposals of non-university affiliated medical
schools,"?® private foundations had supported the Medircal

College of Virginia and had enabled it to engage in research

activities which were easential for accreditation.

25Interview with Xinloch MNelson, Richmond, Va., 22 Juns 1379,

26Interview with Edward Wayne, Richmond, Va., 18 July 1977,

2F"rI-wﬂ}rndha.m B. Blanton, Jr., "New Law Creates Virginia
Commonwealth University," The Scarab 17 {May 1378): 9.

2845 Fepeort Distributed to the Medical College of Virginia
Schonl of Medicine Faculty," April 1967, Kinloch Nelson Papers,
Virginia Commonwealth University, Richmond, Virginia.
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Conaequently, the Medical Cellege of Virginia had no viable
alternative except to acguire university status.
The need for university identification started with the

Flexner Report in 1910 and was accelerated in the 1960's by

accrediting agencies and naticonal foundations. While it
might have been possible for a medical school to ignore
Flexner's recommendations, it could neot disregard pressures
directed at it by accrediting agencies and national founda-
ticns. In a real sense, the Medical College of Virginia had
to accept Flexner's recommendation to acguire university
affiliation, or lose support from accrediting agencies and
foundations which had committed themselwves to Flexner's
pesitions. This was the situation confronting the Medical
College of Virginia at the time the Wayne Commission was
considering merger of the Medical College of Virginia with
the Richmond Professional Institute,

In its recommendations, the Wayne Commission did not
suggest that the Medical College of Virginia had any prob-
lems. This chore had been performed by the Bird Commission;
therefora, the Wayne Commission implemented proposals made
by the Bird Commission. This technique enabled the commis-
sion to take the positive approach of proposing an urban
university without reporting the accreditation crisis that
was canfronting the Medical Cellege of Virginia. This pro-
cedure was feasible because the popularity of the urban
university proposal would insure its enactment by the

Virginia General Assembly without any need to demonstrate
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that it would solve the critical problem facing the Medical
College of Virginia., The only mention of the accreditation
gituvation at the Medical College of Virginia was an addendum
to the report which was drafted by medical consultanta. The

consultants cited the Flexner Report and recommended the

placement of a medical school within the university structure.
This assessment was added to give the Wayne Commission's
recommendation increased credibility with the Medical College
af Virginia's administration and faculty.

An analysis of the justification te place a medical
school with a university leads to an interesting observation
which certainly applies to the Medical College of Virginia-
Richmond Professional Institute situation. It can be con-
cluded that a medical sSchool needed to be affiliated with a
university, but a university did not have any compelling
mandate to have a medical school aesociated with it. To be
more specific, the problems facing the Medlical College of
Virginia could be alleviated by an association with the
Richmond Professional Institute, but the Richmond Professional
Institute did not have any difficulties which ¢ould ipso
facto ke resolved by an association with the Medical College
of Virginia.

The Wayne Commission submitted its report in fawvor of
the establishment of an urban university to Governor Godwin
in November, 1%&67. The report's recommendation of the
establishment of Virginia Commonwealth University was enacted

by the General Aszembly of Virginia in the 1968 session,
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Hewspaper accounta of the Wayne Commission recommendaticons

seemed favorable. An editorial in the Richmond Times-

Dispatch stated: "The report was an exciting plan which
cpened up an exciting progpect for the future education,
civic and industrial advance of Richmond and Virginia."29
Indeed, the concept of an urban university to meet urban

nead waa exciting to Richmonders and received broad support.

Although the Wayne Commission's proposal for merger
removed many problems from the Medical College of Virginia
and implemented Flexner's recommendations fifty-eight years
earlier, the merger decision still have to be viewed as a
judgment made by an external bkody that ¢reated a major impact
on two dissimilar academic institutions.

To continue development of the hypothesis that the
merger of the two schools was needed to secure accreditation
far the Medical Callege of Virginia, it becomes necessary to
aoxamine the reactions made by the leaders of the Medical
College of V¥irginia and of the Richmond Professional Institute
reqarding the merger and the steps they took to hring about

the formation of Virginia Commonwealth University, an urban

university.

29 pi chmond Times-Dispatch, 15 November 1968,




CHAFTER IV

THE INTERNAL REACTION OF THE MEDICAL COLLEGE

OF VIRGINIA TO THE MERGER PROPOSAL

To further support the hypothesis that the merger of
the Medical College of Virginia and the Richmond Professicnal
Institute was designed to give the Medical College of Virginia
a university affiliation in order to protect its accreditation,
it 12 necessary to move from an examination of the external
forces which prompted the merger to a study of the internal
decisions made by the administrators within esach ingtitution
as they reacted to, and implemented, the merger decision,

Within the Medical College of Yirginia, the administra-
tion was confronted with a difficult problem. The institution
needed university affiliation in order to retain its academic
accreditation, but many of those associated with the Medical
College of Virginia disgsliked the Richmond Professional Insti-
tute and resisted the merger. The following statements were
reflective of the attitudes held by some of those connected
with the Medical College of Virginia toward the Richmond
Frofesaional Institute: "I am nauseated by the appearance of
the students at the Richmond Professional Institute";
"Richmond Professional Institute is dirty, Medical College of

Virginia ig clean"; "When people think of the Richmond

48
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Professional Institute, they think of hippies"; "The
Community is not sure whether the Richmond Frofessional
Institute is a baby or a monster"; "Richmond Professional
Institute has an image of questiocnable character"; "Richmond
Professional Institute is generally known at the Medical
College of Virginia as the inzatitute of advanced pencil
sharpening”™; "Many Medical College of Virginia people are
afraid of being dominated by an ugly sister named the
Richmend Professional Institute"; "Frankly, I wouldn't giwve
one of those Richmend Professiconal Institute sloks a jﬂb."l

The criticiam was not only directed at the Richmond
Professional Institute, but equal disdain was accorded the
proposed establishment of Virginia Commonwealth University.
Some of those views were as follows: "The merger will
grossly degrade the Medical College of Virginia's prestige
and standing": "It will make me s5ick when the Medical College
of Virginia merges with the Richmond Professicnal Institute';
"I may cut the Virginia Commonwealth University symbol off
my diploma; "Virginia Commonwealth University is so tainted
that to be an alumnus will ke an embarrassment”; "I am opposed
to the merger of the great Medical Ccllege of Virginia with
the undesirable Richmond Professional Institute": "The merger

of the two schools is like the marriage of a peacock to a

lInterviews conducted on the Medical College of Virginia
Campus with selected administrators, faculty, and students by
Bchechter and Luth, October - Movember, 1968, Schechter and
Luth Report File, Virginia Commonwealth University, Richmond,

Virginia.
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chicken with the Medical College of Virginia being the
peacuck.“z

Many of those associated with the Medical College of
Virginia rejected the proposal to merge with the Richmond
Professional Institute until they discovered the problems
which faced the medical school. Upen learning aiout these
problems, they supported the merger with Richmond Profes-
sional Institute, but they worked hard to maintain the
Medical College of Virginia's independent existence within
the merged institution.

Simultanecusly, people affiliated with the Richmond
Profesgional Institute had some reservationsg about the Medical
College of Virginia. Some of their concerns were as follows:
"The Medical College of Virginia's reputation is highly exag-
gerated in the minds of its own people"; "The reputation of
the Medical College of Virginia is guite mediocre"; "It is
a good, but not a topflight achonl."3

The attitudes manifested in these statements demonstra-
ted the preoblems confronting a merger effort. In order to
make the transitlon which would bring these schools somewhat
closer tegether, certain dewvelopmenta provide additicnal
support for the proposition that the merger of the Medieal
College of Virginia with the Richmond Professional Institute

was necessary to maintaln the academic credibility of the

Medical College of Virginia.

21hid.

31pid.
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In view of the need it felt to acquire university
affiliation, the Medical College of Virginia's administration
had no alternative except to support the merger. However,
the schocl had a wide variety of reasonsa available to justify
its support of the merger to the public 8ince it was felt
that the true plight of the Medical College of Virginia should
not be made public in order to protect the school'’s reputation.
John Heil, the retired Assistant President of the Medical
College of Virginia, agserted that the school could have
developed as an independent medical scheol without the merger,
but it assented to the merger to save money for the Common-
wealth of U‘irginia.4

The internal position, which was not made public, was
that the merger was needed for the institution's surviwval,
Since the Medical College of Virginia's leadership knew that
merger was essential for its academic surviwval, they worked
te gather institutional support for it. The Board of Visitors
of the Medical College of Virginia debhated the issue, but its
decision was newver in duubt-5 It gave unanimous approwval to
the merger, as did the varicus administrative councilg with-
in the instituticn. These groups were aware of the Medical
Colleqge of Virginia's accreditation problems and actively
supported the merger to resolwve them. Since the problems

facing the Medical College of Virginia had heen kept confi-

4Interview with John Heil, Richmond, Wirginia,
15 June 197%.

51bid.
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dential, many faculty members did not understand the reasons
for the merger. Accordingly, the leadsrship of the Medical

Callege of Virginia had to construct a prima facie case to

gain faculty acquiescence if not active support.

The administration initiated ita case by distributing
an unaigned memorandum to the faculty in April, 1967.
Subsequent evidence revealed that Kinloch Welson, the Dean
of the Schoel of Medicine, and others had drafted and autho-
rized the memcrandum.ﬁ The memcrandum constructed a case
for the merger and concluded with the recommendation that
"a university of the first rank shculd be developed in

? It was then asserted that the Medical College

Richmond.™
of Virginia would benefit greatly by becoming part of a
university of the first rank such as the University of
Virginia.

In direct contrast to what this memorandum recommended
as to the kind of university to be developed, the Wayne
Commission was constructing the concept of an urban univer-
sity to meet the needs of an urban population living and

; . . B .
working in an urbhan environment. It was to be a university

for the masses and not just for the academically gifted.

IEi'Irnber:*i.lfi.m».l' with Kinloch Nelson, Richmond, Virginia,
22 June 1979,

TR Report Distributed to the Medical cCollege of Virginia
School of Medicine Faculty, April 1967. Virginia Commonwealth
University, Richmond, Virginia.

Eﬂﬂpﬂrt of the Commigaion to Plan for the Establishment
of a Proposed State-Supported University in the Richmond
Metropolitan Area, by Edward A. Wayne, Chalrman (Richmond,
Virginla: Department of Furchase and Supply., 1967), p. 12.
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Indeed, the Wayne Commission encouraged the new institution
to deviate from the patterns set by other institutions and
to seak to meet urban needﬂ.9 The Commission did not want
to create a duplicate of the University of Virginia in
Richmond. 10

Although it was well-known that the Wayne Commission
would recommend an inatitution structured to meet urban
needs, the Medical Cellege of Virginia faculty was still
asked to support a university of the firat rank with high
acadaemic standards. The two types of institutions ware
designad to meet the educational needs of two different
canstituencies. It would be difficult to meet the needs of
the gifted and of the urban masses within the same institu-
tion. If both cbiectives could not be met within the same
institution, the Medical College of Virginia wanted first to
meet the needs of the first rank students. The needs of the
other students could be met by ather institutions gdesigned
to accomplish other educational goals.

The memorandum was the key to the campalign for faculty
sypport, but it reguested faculty backing for something
which was not even being considered. A possible explanation
for this shift was an overzealous attempt to obtain support
for the merger from the faculty members. Another possible
interpretation was that the shift was an attempt to put

pressure on the Wayne Commigsion to influence their decision

FIbid., p. 14.

107interview with Edward Wayne, ERichmond, ¥a., 18 Jul 1977.
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a8 to the ultimate academic design of the new university.
Without regard to the accuracy of these interpretaticns, the
faculty members sypported the idea of affiliation with a
first rank university. Aftrer developing support for a first
rank university, the case was develcoped further by stating
the serious problems which confronted the Medical College of
Virginia. First, the faculty was advised that no more medi-
cal schools in the United States would be accredited without

11 Ssecond, the problems associated

i2

university affiliation.
with foundation grants were explained.
These two arguments could not be ignored. Without
accreditation, the achool would be destroyed, and without
foundation money neither the faculty nor the school could

survive. The two reasons established a prima facie case

which persuaded the faculty to at least acquiesce in the
merger. Thig acquiescence was aided by the belief that the
Medical College of Virginia could merge to solwve its problems,
yet it could remaln virtually independent of the new univer-
aity.l3 The Medical College of virginia faculty and staff
did not feel that those associated with the Richmond Frofes-
sional Institute could dominate the Medical College of

Virginia.ld

1lipia.

131nterview with Roland il. Nelson, Jr., Richmond, Va.,
8 June 1979,

l4t1terview with John Heil, Richmond, Va., 15 June 1979.
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After stating the two basic needs which had toc be met,
a number of additicnal benefits were suggeated both in the
unsigned memorandum and in sybsequent faculty meetings,

Some of the freguently menticned benefits were as fcllows:

A medical achool can complement a university's educational
program; a medical school will aid in the recruitment of
undergraduate atudents by lending status to the institution:
a medical school can take advantage of the library and other
resources asgsociate with the university; the university
setting will help in the recruitment of new faculty: only a
university has the rescurces to provide for continuing
education programs which are needed by physiciang and which
will probably be reguired in the years ahead, 13 Al though
these benefits might be attractive to an institution, they
may never have brought about the merger in the absence of
the accreditation problems associated with a lack of univer-
gity affiliation.

Apparently, the unsigned memerandum was the only inter-
nally published document urging support of the merger with
the Richmond Profeseicnal Institute. The other efforts to
gain faculty support tock place in meatings where administra-
tors told faculty members the compelling needs which could be
met by a merger with the Richmond Professiconal Institute. As
with the memorandum, the thrust of these more informal commu-

nicationad was that the Medical College of Virginia needed

151hi4.
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wniversity affiliation to sustain its peosition as an accre-
dited medical school, and to achieve other positive benefits.

The campaign was a success in that only small pockets
of active resistence remained, However, many faculty members
believed that the merger would secure the needed university
affiliation and that the Medical <ollege of Virginia could
largely ignore the impact of the university on it anyway.
This was a popular view which achieved wide acceptability
and facilitated the merger effort.

ht the same time that the Medlecal College of Virginia
was discussing the merger, the Richmond Professional Insti-
tute was also considering the issues associated with it.
The adminlastration of this institution did not feel that they
were the weak party to the merger.lﬁ They were of the opinion
that in all probability the Medical Colleqe of Virginia needed
the Richmend Professional Institute far more than the Richmond
FProfessional Institute needed the Medical Colleqe of ‘F.i"irr:]1'|_r'u'_a.1-‘r
At the time the merger discussions were underway, the Richmond
Professional institute was an independent institution with a
university type of organization. Although it had some minor
accreditation problems assoclated with a long histary of
inadequate funding, the Richmond Professional Institute had
gained acceptability with, and increased funding from, the

Virginia General Assembly. It was believed that this pattern

lﬁlnterview with Roland i, Nelson, Jr., Hichmond, Va.,
8 June 1979,

l?lnterview with Raymond Holmes, Richmond, Va., 1 May 1979,
and Rocland H. Helscon, Jr., BRichmond, Virginia, 8 June 1979.
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of increased funding would be sustained in subsequent state
budgets.

Unlike the Janus face projected by the Medical College
of Virginia, the Richmond Professional Institute's leader-
ship in hoth their public and private comments viewed the
merger as a positive good for both instituticons. The Board
of Visitors went on record that it was absclutely committed
to the estaklishment of a comprehensive urban university in
the community and pledged to do everything possikble tc make
it come into being.lB In addition to its helief in the urkan
university concept, Richmond Professional Institute, like
the Medical College of Virginia, felt cost savings would he
accomplished by a merger of the two state-supported schoals
in Richmond. It was presumed that certain administrative
and academic departments which were duplicated on both

13 For

campuses would be conaclidated after the merger.
example, the budget, personnel, and purchasing cffices were
to be consclidated after the merger with a projected cost
reduction.

The administrative attitude toward the merger was

shared by the faculty members. They felt that the Richmond

rrofessional Tnstitute was already an urban university and

l84inutes of the Special Meeting of the Bpard of
Visitors with the Executive Committee of the Wayne Commission,
September 9, 1%66. Board of Visitors Minutes, Virginia
Commonwealth University, Richmond, Virginia.

191hterview with John Heil, Richmond, Va., 15 June 1379.
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that marger would increase the rangea of service it could

20 It was also felt that the new name would be

provide.
helpful in prodecting a positive academic image. Because

of faculty support for the merger, it was not necessary to
initiate a campaign to develop it.

These internal developments on the two campuses sub-
stantiated the claim that the Medical College of Virginia
needed the merger, but it did not like the idea of merging
with the Richmond Professional Institute. However, the
Richmond Professicnal Institute took a much more positive
attitude toward the plan, although they could have functioned
without it. In time, both ipnstitutions formally approved
the marger.

In addition to the separate meetings held on each
campus, representatives from the two schools met on a number
of occasions to plan for the implementation of the merger,
and for the development of the new university. Most of the
plans for the new university were delayed until a university
president could be selected. These meetings are significant,
however, becausSe of the conditions under which they were held.

The key Richmond Professiconal Tnstitute administrators
knew that the Medical College of Virginia was faced with
gserious acgreditation preblems; but they did not disclose
their knowledge of this to their Medical College of Virginia

21

counterparts, At the same time, the Medical College of

20Interview with Raymond Holmes, Richmond, Va., 1 May
1979, and Roland H. HNelson, Jr., Richmond, Va., B June 1979,

21inia.
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Virginia leaders never disclosed their accreditation prob=-
lems to their colleagues at the Richmond Professional
Institute. Indeed, it was a game of academic charades.
In the meetings between the Medical College af Virginia
officiala and the Richmond Professional Institute officials,
the latter were thus able to use their knowledge aof the
situation and to deliberate from a position af strength.22

A number of Richmond Professiconal Institute adminis-
trators have suggested that the pressures on the Medical
College of Virginia were so intense that, ultimately, its
leaders would have ceme to the Richmond Professicnal Insti-
tute and regquested itz abscorption of the medical school .23
The rationale for this suggestion was that the accrediting
agencies would have demanded university affiliation for the
Medical College of Virginia and that the Richmond Profes-
sional Institute was the only choice available for merger.
1f such a development had taken place, the urban university
concept might have more fully developed since the merger
would have been on the terms estsblished by the Richmond

24 Ohviouzly, these thoughts were

Professicnal Institute.
not openly discussed; yet the Richmond Professional Institute

leadership felt that their reasoning was sound.

221hid.

231p)

L]

24Interview with Roland H. Nelson, Jr., Eichmond, ¥%a.,
A June 1%79.
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These planning meetings brought the leaderahip of the
Medicval College of Virginia and the Richmond Professional
Institute together to discuss the immediate concerns associ-
ated with the mechanice of the merger, but no leng range
plans were formulated. Most of the participants at these
segsions did not know what to anticipate when the new univer-

23 In fact, the formal administrative

ity began operations.
reordganization took place a year after the merger was con-
summated when the first president of Virginia Commonwealth

26 The preliminary planning and

University was selected.
the development of some personal relationships were the
positive aspect of these pre-merger meetings.

A less posltive development of these discussions was
the suspicion by the Richmond Professional Institute parti-
cipants that the urban university concept would probably
never develop and was only a guise to farilitate a merger
to protect the Medical College of Virginia. They concluded
that the Medical College of Virginia's leadership had no

27

lasting interest in the urban university ldea. This was

an accurate assessment. Since the 1910 Flexner Report, the

Medical Collegye of Virginia wanted to be a part of a first

rank academic community. Indeed, they had said as much to

25 interview with John Heil, Riclmond, Va.,
15 June 1979,

261hig,

2F"IIt‘l’l:\el'.‘*«.r]'_ew with Roland H. MNelson, Jr., Richmond, Va.,
B June 1979,
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secure faculty support for the merger in the first place.
When it became obvicus that Virginia Commonwealth University
was not going to meet thig expectation, the Medical College
of Virginia leadership took the position that they would be
a part of the new urban university in fact, but that they
would ignore the concept in practice. Since the Medical
College of Virginia did not get what they wanted, the school
decided to ignore what it got. Thus, the urban university
concept only served to preserve the Medical College of
Virginia's academic status by connecting it with a major
university. The Medical College of Virginia had no further
intergst in it after the merger.

The Medical College of Virginia leadership not only
rejected the arban university propoesal, but they also con-
cluded that it was important not to be too closely connected
with ¥irginia Commonwsalth University except as was necessary
to maintain its university status. Thaey felt that close
contact with this institution would detract from the Medical
Collegqe of Virginia's reputation which was now regstored with
its yniverseity affiliation secured. This pogition was justi-
fied by claiming that the merger was focrced upon them by the
accrediting agencies and the national foundaticns. They
coupled this with the belief that the Medical Cellage of
Virginia was making excellent progress before the merger and

only merged to relieve the external pressures which were

being appliEd.23 Cnce the decision was made to continue on

281nterview with John Heil, Richmend, ¥a., 15 June 1979.



62

its independent course, the Medical College of Virginia tcok
the necessary steps to maintain an independent de facto
existence.

The geographical separation betwaen the two campuses
facilitated an independent existence. To supplement this
physical separation, other barriers were constructed to
enable the Medical College of Virginia to receive the bene-
fits from operating within a university structure without
having any constraints placed on it hy that structure. Some
of these developments were: First, the Medical College of
Virginia supporters in the Virginila General Assenbly support-
ed legislation that, in effect, had amended the Wayne Commis-
sion's recommendations as follows:

The college, schools, and divisions

heretofore exiating as the Medical College of

Virginia shall as of July 1, 1968, he designated

the Medical College of Virginia, the Health

Sclences Division of the Virginia Commonwealth

University.2?

This amendment was a condition precedent to the bill's
enactment and demonstrated the Medical College of Virginia's
determination to retain its own independent identity. Fdward
Wayne, the Chairman of the Wayne Commiasion, commented

This amendrpent was intended to continue

the independent status of the Medical College

of Virginia. It was not a necessary or

degirable step. In effect, it delayed the

hoped for creation of one university for a
generation. 30

29 pi chmond Timed-Dispatech, 14 February 1968,

]ﬂlnterview with Edward Wayne, Richmond, ¥Va.,
18 July 1979.
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Thoase associated with the Medical College of Virginia were
unwilling to sacrifice the Medical College of Virginia's
identity for that of the new university.

In 1970, the Virginia General Assembly passed ancther
resclutiocn to make sure that the Virginia Commonwealth
University's leadership understood the Medical College of
Virginia's status within the new university. The resolution
wasd as followa:

Whereas, the Medical College of Virginia 1s
cne of the most highly respected health centers
in the Tnited States; and

Whereas, the alumni of the Medical College
of Virginia have expressed concern over the loss
of identity gince the formation of Virginia
Commonwealth University; and

Whereas, this loss of identity is detrimental
to the ability of this institution toc continue its
outstanding contributien to this Commenwealth and
the nation; now, therafore, be it

Rasolved by the House of Delegates, the
Senate concurring, That the Beard of Visitors of
the Virginia Commonwealth University be requested
to take the necessary acticn to maintain the
identity of the Medical College of Virginia as
an individual college existing within the admin-
istrative framework of the University; and khe it
further

Resolved, That the Board be requested to
confer diplomae that are in Keeping with those
heretofore conferred by the Medical College of
Virginia.dl

Thene two pieces of legislation not only guaranteed that the
Medical College of Virginia's name would be preserved, but

also restricted the ability of the leadership of Virginia

3l‘Jirginia House of Delegates. House Joint Resolution
Requesting the Board of Visitors cf the Virginia Commonwealth
University to maintain the identity of the Medical College of
Vvirginia as an individual college within the framework of the
Virginia Commonwealth University.
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Commonwealth University to accomplish a complete merger of
the two institutione, much less the development of an urban
university. The Virginia General Assembly thus established
an urban university with one piece of legislation, and
severely restricted the development of the urban university
concept with another piece of legislation. Consequently,
the Medical College of Virginia largely retained ita inde-
pendent status within the new university.

Second, the Medical College of Virginia Alumni Associa-
tion elected to retain its separate identity and did not
merge with the newly corganized Virginia Commonwealth Univer-
sity Alumni Association which, in turn, deprived the new
university of the support of many Medical College of Virginia
graduates. This backing was essential for the development of
a strong Virginia Commonwealth University, but the Medical
College of Virginia ajumni did not want to be associated
with the new institution. This was another attempt to keep
the two institutions as separate as possible. Indeed, even
the Medical College of Virginia Wiwves Club refused to join
with the newly estaklished Virginia Commonwealth University
Faculty Wives' Club. The peacocks did not want to peck hors
d'oeyvres with the chickens.

Third, the Medical College of Virginia continued to
operate as usual in spite of its newly acgquired university
affiliation. It resisted contrel by the newly established
Virginia Commonwealth University administraticon. Thic war

possible because of the large size and powor of the medical
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32 The

complex in relaticnship to the rest of the campus.
Medical College of Virginia felt that it should be left
alone to operate as it wished and that Virginia Commonwealth
niversity Bhould provide only the necessary and requested
administrative and academic support.

These steps enabled the Medical College of Virginia
to continue to operate as virtually a separate institution,
but with the all important university affiliation achieved.
It retained its own name to preserve its identity; it main-
tained its own Alumni Association to ensure a wide base of
support from the medical community:; and it adopted a4 manage-
ment style which enabled it ta largely ignore the academic
campus. It had achieved the university affiliation which
it needed, but subsequently ignored the over-all university
of which it was a part.

In summary, the Medical College of Virginia needed
university affiliation in arder to enhance its academic
status and to receive accreditation. In private conferences
its leadership admitted it; high officials at the Richmond
Professional Institute knew 1t; yet the Medical Ceollege of
Virginia's problems were‘not cpenly discussed. However,
from a position of guestionable academic status the Medical
College of Virginia was able to acquire the required univer-

sity status; it was permitted to operate under its pre-merger

name; and it functioned with little constraint from the

32Interview with Rcland H. Nelson, Jr., Richmond, Va.,
B June 1979,
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university of which it was a part, Indeed, the Medical
Colleqe of Virginia was virtually an autonomous inatitution
within the Virginia Commonwealth University structure, This
indicates that the Medical College of Virginia only wanted
university status; it did not want any of the other benefitsa
usually assocclated with sych status. The Medical College of
VYirginia emerged from the merger with everything it wanted
and needed.

Now it is appropriate to review the data which has
been presented toc establish the hypothesis that the Medical
College of Virginia's need for a university affiliation to
maintain itg accreditation led to the establishment of

Virginia Commonwealth tmiversity.



CHAPTER V
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The purpose of this study waeg to determine if the
merger of the Medical College of Virginia with the Richmond
Professional Institute occurred because of a need for the
Medical College of Virginia to secure university affiliation
in order to protect its acecreditation. The public reasons
which were presented in the Wayne Commission Report as justi-
fications for the establishment of the university are secon-
dary matters which would not have brought about a merger in
the absence of the needs which confronted the Medical
College of Virginia,

Both pubrlished scurces and coral history technigques
were used to develop this historical study. Indeed, per-
sonal interviews were the only available source for much of
the material contained in the work. Although a number of
key people were willing to discuss the merger, there were
gseveral types of problems that emerged as oral history was
used. First, a few people who played a significant role in
the merger refused toc be interviewed. Second, some people
were anxicusgs to discuss the merger, but much of the material

provided was not consistent with either published data or

with earlier atatements made by the person being lnterviewed.
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Third, a few people did not want to talk primarily about the
merger, but wanted to shift to a perscnal theme which they
felt essential to this work. Generally, these themes related
to the agonizing events which develcoped after the merger and
were beyond the scope of this history. Fourth, Key people to
the merger process fregquently Bupported the hypothesis, but
they would not grant the author permission to guote them.
Their justification for this was an unwillingness to offend
people who were either associated with the Medical College of
Yirginia or with whom they still retained some perscnal contacts.
Thaese constraints were difficult to understand in view of the
fact that the merger is over ten years o0ld; but, obviously,
the author respected their wisheg. In all cases where oral
history was used, the material was verified by comparing it
with written data or with statements made by other people.
if the material could not be verified, it was not used in this
work. It ia now appropriate to review the history of the
Medical College of Virginia and Richmond Professional Institute
and summarize the significant findings.

The Medical College of Virginia developed az the Medical
Pepartment of Hampden-Sydney College in 18317, When its needs
¢ould nok be met by this institution, it severed its ties
from i1ts academic base and developed as an independent medical
gchool. Tt became a state—affiliated medical school in 1880
and has received monetary support from the Commonwealth of

Virginia since that time,
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Shortly after the loss of its previous academic base,
the Medical College of Wirginia tried to secure another
institution with which to affiliate. Affiliation at this
point was designed to give the medical school the administra-
tive support to operate the medical school on a daily basis.
It wag felt that university affiliation would give the
medical school the benefit of an existing administrative
structure. Such an administrative structure did not exist
in an independent medical schocl. However, the search was
fFrustrating. Although the Medical College of Virginia merged
with the University College of Medicine in 1913, this did not
provide the needed administrative support; indeed, it only
made the problem more acute.

Administrative Support, prestige, and status factors
ag reasonzs for the merger gradually disappeared after the

1910 Flexner Report. These earlier reasons for merger were

replaced by a desire to merge in order to preserve the
Medical College of Virginia's academic accreditation.
Congequently, efforts were made to merge with the University
of Virginia, but Virginia rejected the opportunity tc merge
with the Medical college of Virginia. The University of
Richmond was also approached by the Medical college of
Virginia, but the University of Richmond did not have the
necessary financial rescurces to operate a medical school.
By 1925, the Medical Collegr of Virginia had been unable to
secure university affiliation; therefore, it began to

develop its own administrative heirarchy and to function as
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a university without academic connectionz. Thie approach
used by the Medical College of Virginia was not generally
favored by members ¢f national committees involved in the
educational accreditation of medical schools.

Simultaneously with these merger failures, the Flexner
Report grew in stature and became the standard by which
madical schools were measured., Flexner felt that medical
schools muet be agsociated with universities; howewver, the
Medical College of Virginia lacked such an affiliation. The
merger efforts were thow designed to achieve university affil-
iation to achieve the standards established by the Flexher
Report. However, while cther medical schools were acquiring
miversity affiliations, the Medical College of Virginia
stood alone., In time, it was one of only a few independent
medical schools in the United States.

The Flexner Report not only bore an influence an

medical schosls, but alao it influenced the accrediting
bodies and national foundations which evaluated these medical
schools. Eventually, the accrediting agencies adopted the
Flexner view that medical achocls must have a university
affiliation and they announced that no additional independent
medical schoels would be accredited. The national founda-
tions alsgc adepted the Flexner recommendations and reported
that they would no longer make research awards to independent
schools. Thus, the Medical College of Virginia was under
pressure to relinguish its unigue status and secure univer-

sity affiliaticn. Without this affiliation, the school could
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loge its accreditaticon or would lose research funds which
were mandatory for continued accreditation. The problems
were severe and demanded resolubkicon., Fortunately, a mergey
partner was available which would supply the needed univer-
Bity Btatus.

The Richmond Professional Institute was a willing
collaborator--in part because it needed money. In 1%17 the
Institute was started as the Scheol of Social Work and,
through the efforts of ita president, llenry H. Hibbs, emerqged
as a creditable academic institution by the 1960's. Many of
those associated with the Medical College of Virginia diad not
view it as a worthy institutlon with which to merge; however,
the schools with which the Medical College of Virginia had
wanted to merge did not wview the Medical College of Virginia
as a suitable merger partner. Thus, the Medical College of
Virginia had no real choice except to seek merger with the
Richmond Professional Institute. In planning for this
merger, however, the Medical College of Virginia took all of
the steps posBsible to maintain its own identity and to sus-
tain its ability to operate with limited control from the new
university of which it was a part.

Members of the Bird Commission of the 1960's were aware
of the Medical College of Virginia's need for foundaticon funds
and for accreditation and, therefore, recommended the estab-
lishment of a major Btate university through a merger process
between the Medical College of Virginia and the Richmondg

Pprofessional Institute. After this proposal received a
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favorable endorsement from the Wayne Commission, it was
implemented by the Virginia General Assembly to take effect
on July 1, 1968,

In summary, it i5 appreopriate to conclude that the
Medical College of Virginia needed a uniwversity affiliation
to maintain its accreditation and its ability to receive
foundation awards. These two needs were related. Accredi-
tation was dependent on research grants, and research grants
waere awarded by the foundations. The foundations would not
make awards to independent medlical schools and, without these
awards, accreditation wauld be withdrawn, Conseguently, the
Medical College of Virginia had to acguire university affilia-
tion to sustain its academic status by remaining eligible for
foundation grants which would permit continued accraditation.
Whereas the Richmond Professional Institute could have con-
tinued on its established course without similar difficulties,
the zame alternative was not available to the Medical College
of Virginia. Without this merger, the Medical College of
Virginia would have either had to establish its own univer-
sity which was not going to be acceptable to the Virginia
Ganeral Assembly or retain an independent status which was
not aceceptable to the accroditing agencies or to the national
foundations. Obwvicusly, the Richmond Professional Institute
merger was the only viable alternative available. The
Medical College of Virginia desired affiliation to meet its
gpecific needs, but it did not want any additional contacts

with the new university, This contention was supported by
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the fact that the Medical College of Virginia has retained
ite independent nature apart from the merged schoocl's
operaticon. To further protect the Medical College of
Virginia'as reputation within the Commonwealth, the merger
wase justified as a mechanism to establish an urban univer-
Bity in order to avoid disclosing the plight cof the Medical
College of Virginia in regard to continued accreditation
and eligibility to receive foundation awards. Accordingly,
it appears that the central hypothesis of this paper that
the Medical College of Virginia-Richmend Professional Institute
merger was designed te maintain the accreditation of the
Medical College of Virginia was valid.

During the course ¢of this research, several topilcs
emerged which merit further study. The history and long term
influence of the University College of Medicine should be
studied. The data is readily available, but it has not heen
developed into a historical study. There is also merit to a
research study concerning the attempted mergers of the Medical
College of Virginia with the University of Virginia, There
is much more material available on this attempted merger than
ig available on the successful merger of the Medical College
of Virginia with the Richmond Professional Institute,

Another area for additiconal study concerns a major upheaval
in the faculty at the Medical College of Virginia in the
early 1960's, This problem developed because of newspaper
editorials and it would be a classic case of a newspaper

trying to influence academic institutions. As the issues
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become less sensitive over time it is alsc appropriate to
study the legislative maneuvering behind the formulation of
Virginia Commonwealth University. Such a study should bhe
delayed, however, because those pecple mest closely invelwved
in this particular facet of the merger will not discuss it.

Today, Virginia Commonwealth University views iteelf
as a major, comprehensive, not urban, university. The urban
concept was de—-emphasized when it was felt that the university
must project itself as an institution serving the entire
Commonwealth of Virginia and not just the urban populaticon of
Richmond. This change was made in order to enlarge the insti-
tution's popular base of support and thereby improve its
chances for increased funding from the Virginia General
Ragembly.

The hmiversity, after a decade,s5till operates as two
universities tied together with & central administrative
structure. A total merger has yet to be accomplished, More
time must pass before merger in law coalesces with merger
in fact.

The Medical College of Virginia still uses its own
name, and endeavors to chart 1ts8 own independent course.
However, it has obtained its university affiliation which
preserved its accreditation. Indeed, the need for the Medical
College of Virginia to secure university affiliation to pro-
tect 1ts accreditation was the primary reason for the estab-

lishment of the Virginia Commonwealth University.
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ARSTRACT

This dissertation was written to examine the hypothesis
that the primary reason for the merger of the Medical College
of Virginia and the Richmond Professional Institute to estab-
lish Virginia Commonwealth University was to maintain the
accreditation of the Medical College of Virginia.

For decades, the Medical College of Virginia had tried
to merge with a2 university in order tc secure both academic
atatus and administrative strength. However, these afforts
were unsuccessful. The lack of such university affiliation
was not a critical problem until 1910 when the Flexner
Report was published. This report, which was eventually
endorsed by accreditation agencies and private foundations,
atated that medical schools should be affiliated with univer-
sitieg. After this report, the Medical College of Virginia
sought affiliation to preserve its accreditation,

This lack of affiliation caused the Medical College of
Virginia to be denied research funds from certain private
foundations, Since accreditation was dependent on the
research activities supported by such funds, the Medical
College of Virginia had to secure university affiliation if
it was to maintain 1ts accreditation.

In part, because of its unigque status, the Bird and

Wayne Commission Reports recommended a merger of the Medical
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College of Virginia and the Richmond Professional Institute

to estahlish an urban university to be known as Wirginia
CommonWealth University. Although the public reasons fer

the merger focused on the need to establish an urban univer-
sity, the private reasons centered on the accreditation
problems of the Medical College of Virginia. Because of
these accreditation problems the Medical College of virginia
and the Richmond Professional Institute were merged to estab-

lish Virginia Commonwealth University on July 1, 19&8.



