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PREFACE 

M odesty dictates that writers of memoirs provide some justification for their 

efforts, some reason to assume that others might be interested in what they 

have to say. Elmer Ellis, the only other president of the University of Missouri 
who has produced a memoir, suggested that his effort would be of interest "chiefly 

to people who are interested in the University of Missouri. " I That is probably true 

of this work as well. In addition, it may have a somewhat wider appeal as a case 
study in the administration of university systems, surely one of the most important 

educational structures to evolve in the last half of the twentieth century. The 

University of Missouri was one of the earlier mUlticampus systems, and, so far as 
we know, I am the first person in the country to have served an extended period as 

a campus chancellor and system president in the same institution. 

Initially, I thought I might combine my memoir with a history of the system 
from its creation in 1963 to the end of my administration as president. From the 

beginning, however, I was uneasy with this approach. My instincts as an historian 

kept telling me that I could not achieve what for me would be a satisfactory 
degree of objectivity in my history , and thoughtful readers confirmed my instinc

tive fears. I concluded, therefore , that I would limit myself to writing a memoir. 

To set the stage for my entry on the scene, I have provided a fairly extensive 
Introduction, outlining the history of the University of Missouri from the estab

lishment of the four-campus system in 1963 to my arrival in 1968. 

I have tried to be as objective as possible, although I am not so naive as to 
believe that the writer of memoirs can ever achieve complete objectivity. I have 

relied on my memory, buttressed by my files, and those of my associates, in the 

University Archives, together with newspaper accounts and interviews with par
ticipants . Phil Connell , who served as my executive assistant throughout my years 

as president, interviewed a number of curators and senior administrators on my 

behalf, including both John Weaver and C. Brice Ratchford, my predecessors as 
president. I had numerous conversations with Elmer Ellis before his death. He 

also made available to me an early manuscript version of pertinent parts of his 

I . Elmer Ellis, My Road to Emeritus, ix. 

ix 



x Preface 

own memoir, My Road to Emeritus. I generally have not cited sources in the 

footnotes, except for quotations and other statements where citation seemed nec

essary or desirable. 
I am impressed by the fact that I have devoted an enormous amount of time 

to the University budget. The budget was-and is-the principal preoccupation of 
the University president. Moreover, the budget, which is the expression of finan
cial support, is essential to an understanding of the history of the University. A 
central theme of that history--dating from the founding of the institution in 1839 

to the day in 1993 on which this is being written-is the failure of Missourians to 

provide adequately for their state university. Unfortunately, concentration on this 

theme-as is necessary in a book of this kind--does not make it possible to 
devote adequate attention to another, somewhat paradoxical theme, a commitment 
to quality accompanied by substantial achievements in teaching, research, and 

public service. With more adequate financial support, those achievements would 

have been greater; even so, they enabled the University of Missouri to maintain its 
place among the leading universities of the country. That position attests to the 

devoted service of hundreds of creative professionals who have served on the 

faculties and staff of this great university. 
It was a high privilege to have been associated with them for sixteen chal

lenging years. 
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INTRODUCTION 

T he University of Missouri, founded in 1839, is the oldest public university 

west of the Mississippi River.' The pioneer legislators who established the 
university sought a location that would be accessible to citizens in all parts of the 
expanding state, and fairly early in their deliberations they agreed that the institu

tion should be established in one of the central counties along the Missouri River. 
The precise location was to be detennined by a process which would give the 

university to the county that submitted the highest bid in cash and/or land. The 
legislators assumed that these funds plus the proceeds from the sale of two 
townships, granted by the federal government at the time the state was admitted to 

the Union "for the use of a seminary of learning," would provide all the money 

needed for the support of the institution-this assumption, unfortunately, gov
erned the state's approach to the University for many years, and may be seen a 

century and a half later as a precursor of the Missouri tendency to inaugurate 

activities with little regard for their continued financial support. 
Boone County submitted the highest bid, and the University was located in 

Columbia, then a village of about two thousand in~abitants . As the years wore on, 
the University , instead of being accessible, seemed to become increasingly re
mote. Moreover, even as transportation improved, the bitter sectional divisions in 

the state-Missouri was almost tom apart by the Civil War-made it difficult for 

the University to establish itself as a statewide institution. Repeated efforts were 
made to move the institution, and in the controversy over the location of a college 

of agriculture and mechanic arts provided by the Morrill, or "Land-Grant," Act of 
1862, the University was saved for Columbia only through a compromise which 
provided that the board of curators-the institution's governing body-would 

establish a school of mines and metallurgy in the mining district of southeastern 
Missouri. The curators, using the same bidding process that had resulted in the 
selection of Columbia, located the Missouri School of Mines in the little village of 

I . For the history of the University of Missouri . see Jonas Viles, The UI/;" ersity of Missouri: A 
Centennial History: Frank F. Stephens , A History of the UI/;, 'ersity of Missouri; James and Vera 
Olson, The University of Missouri: AI) IIIl1 strated History. 
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Rolla, a community even more outside the mainstream of Missouri life than was 

Columbia. 2 

Despite its relative iso lation, Columbia developed into a pleasant academic 

community, and the University of Missouri , although woefully underfunded, by 

its centennial in 1939 had become an institution of considerable regional and some 

national importance. It was an early member of the Association of American 

Universities, a small group of the leading graduate and research universities of the 

United States and Canada; some of its professional schools were nationally prom

inent; its College of Agriculture , through an unusually effective Extension Ser

vice, influenced the lives of farmers all over the state; and the School of Mines at 

Rolla, in addition to serving the educational needs of southeastern Missouri, had 

become recognized nationally as a source of well-trained mining engineers. 

Yet the University had failed to make a significant impact on the state's two 

major metropolitan areas, Kansas City and St. Louis. After World War II , as the 

drive for increased access to higher education mounted everywhere, the Univer

sity faced increasing pressure from the two cities-neither of which had a public 

four-year institution-to expand its services. Although circumstances and needs 

in Kansas City and St. Louis were quite different, the University dealt with both 

problems at the same time, and the solution became the University of Missouri 

System. 

Kansas City had a well-establi shed, high-quality junior college; a well

regarded liberal arts institution (Rockhurst College, established by the Jesuits in 

1910); and the University of Kansas City, a private, nonsectarian institution estab

li shed in 1933. The city also was served by Park ~ollege in Parkville, William 
Jewell College in Liberty, and the University of Kansas, located forty miles away 

in Lawrence and in many respects the dominant institution in the area. 

Through these institutions Kansas City provided fairly adequate opportuni

ties for undergraduate education-the University of Kansas City was particularly 

strong in the liberal arts-but the city was woefully lacking in opportunities for 

graduate work. The University of Kansas, a member of the Association of Ameri

can Universities, was a comprehensive university of considerable distinction, but 

it was forty miles away and did not offer much for Missouri residents; the 

University of Kansas City had acquired through merger a number of well-estab

lished professional schools-dentistry, law, music, and pharmacy-but it did not 

offer graduate work in the arts and sc iences or other disc iplines. The University of 

Missouri , located 125 miles away in Columbia, sought to meet the needs of 

2. For a good history of the Universit y of Missouri-Rolla. see Lawrence O . Christensen and 
Jack B. Ridley. UM-Ro/la: A History of MSMIUMR. 
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Kansas City, particularly in the areas of government, business, and industry, by 

teaching master ' s courses at night at Rockhurst College, at the junior college, and 

in rented quarters downtown. This was sati sfactory neither to the University nor to 
the city. 

As a means of improving its situation in Kansas City, the University included 

in its budget for 1963-1965 a request for funds to construct a building to house its 

various programs. Before action could be taken on this request, however, an 

entirely different so lution was found for the problem of higher education in 

Kansas City-the merger of the University of Kansas City and the University of 

Missouri . 

The University of Kansas City was located on a beautiful, rolling, wooded 

site just south of Brush Creek and east of the Country Club Plaza in an area of fine 

homes and important cultural institutions. Despite its idyllic setting, the institution 

never had been able to realize its potential. It was underfunded from the begin

ning, and as the trustees sought to cope with the inflationary pressures of the 

nineteen fifties , the hopeless nature of their situation became increasingly evident. 

Although a substantial number of the trustees were sincerely committed to the 

ideal of maintaining a private university in Kansas City, pressure for merger with 

the University of Missouri steadily mounted. 

In March 1963, after a series of closed-door meetings, the curators and the 

University of Kansas City trustees reached an agreement that provided for 

the transfer of the University of Kansas City to the University of Missouri. Al

though the negotiations went forward under the pressure of time-the University 

of Kansas City hardly could have continued much longer as an independent 

institution, and the merger would have to be supported by an appropriation 

from the General Assembly , already in session-the discuss ions were charac

terized by mutual suspicion and even hostility. The trustees tried to retain as much 

autonomy as poss ible, and the curators were determined to assume complete 

Control if they took over the institution. Unfortunately, these attitudes persisted 

after the merger, creating a thicket of problems for future boards, faculties, and 

administrators. 
The situation in St. Louis was quite different from that in Kansas City . 

Although St. Louis was the largest city in the United States without a public 

university , it had two good, well-established, comprehensive private universities: 

St. Louis University and Washington University. Washington Univers ity , in par

ticular, a member of the Association of American Universities, had a national 

reputation for quality. In addition , St. Louis had a number of small , private, 

church-related colleges. State legislation adopted in 1961 , authorizing state sup
port for the establishment of a system of junior colleges in St. Louis, promised to 
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provide at least two years of publicly supported postsecondary education, but until 

those institutions could be opened, the only public junior college in the St. Louis 
area was that operated by the Normandy School District at the old Bellerive 

Country Club. 
The Normandy School District had purchased the Bellerive Country Club, a 

beautiful , rolling tract of land about two miles east of Lambert International 

Airport, with the proceeds from a bond issue. The District 's immediate objective 

was to establish a junior college, which, with University help, it accomplished in 

1960. From the beginning, Ward Barnes, superintendent of the Normandy schools, 

envisioned a campus of the University of Missouri on the Bellerive site, and he 

worked tirelessly to achieve his goal. There was no question about the need. The 

demand for extension courses, particularly at the graduate level , was greater than 

the University could readily fulfill from Columbia. Moreover, there was a grow

ing realization in St. Louis that the city could not afford to continue much longer 

without a public university , although there was little enthusiasm for such a project 

on the part of the supporters of either St. Louis University or Washington Univer

sity, who would have preferred a state college to a state university.3 

Barnes and his associates continued to gather support for the idea that the 

University of Missouri should establish a campus at the Bellerive Country Club. 

The idea was one whose time had come. The junior college had been a success 

from the beginning and W(;l.S rapidly outgrowing the old clubhouse. At the same 

time, the University was finding it increasingly difficult to serve the needs of St. 

Louis through Extension. The obvious solution was that which Barnes had been 

pushing-have the University take over the Normandy property and develop the 
junior college into a university . 

With the understanding that the Normandy School District would convey the 

country club property to the University without charge, Elmer Ellis, president of 

the University of Missouri , secured board approval to go ahead-unlike the 

University of Kansas City trustees, the members of the Normandy school board 

approached the merger with enthusiasm. Ellis enlisted the support of Governor 

John Dalton, and at this juncture the Kansas City and St. Louis projects were 

merged through the drafting of legislation providing an appropriation of $7.1 

3. Governor Blair had appointed a committee to survey the needs of higher education in the 
state. Ellis and Father Paul Reinert, president of SI. Louis University, served as cochairmen. A 
special committee, appointed to study the problem in SI. Louis. recommended the establishment of a 
state college in the ci ty. Ellis recalled : "This report had created only the barest interest in SI. Louis 
and I think it was generally looked upon as a way of protecting the two private universities from what 
might become se rious competition if a state unive rsity, independent or part of the University of 
Missouri , became a reality." (This statement does not appear in Ellis ' s autobiography, My Road to 
Emeritus. although it is in the manuscript version that Ellis kindly loaned me.) 
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million for each campus.4 Tying the two together, thus bringing into play the 

political clout of the two big cities, was a stroke of genius. Elmer Ellis , who more 

than any other person was the architect of the University of Missouri System, later 

recalled: 

I was surprised at the ease with which we, I mean primaril y. Bus Entsminger 
with Brice Ratchford who had begun to help with some of the lobbying, were able to 
carry this through. I had always had little difficulty getting help from St. Louis 
County but had great difficulty getting as good support from Kansas City as I 
thought the University deserved. In this case we worked directly with the political 
factions, the organized labor groups, particularly with James H. Davis, lobbyist for 
the AFL-CIO, and with our usual farm organization support . It went through in the 
spring of 1963. Without both Kansas City and St. Louis involved this would have 
been impossible . The next fall we had four campuses 5 

The University did indeed have four campuses. Almost overnight the Uni

versity of Missouri had grown from its campus in Columbia, with a separate 

School of Mines in Rolla, into a genuine multicampus institution. Much needed to 

be done, however, to weld it into anything resembling a coherent university 

system. 

II 

Neither President Ellis nor the board of curators had developed a formal plan 

for operating the University as a multi campus institution. They had consulted with 

William Friday, president of the University of North Carolina, and with represen

tati ves of the University of California, but had established no organized planning 

process. Ellis wrote , " I felt my way using largeiy North Carolina and California as 

guides ... . The great danger it seemed to me in moving into thi s was to over

elaborate administrative structure in a way that it would be highly uneconomical 

and inefficient. "6 
Ellis was a skilled and canny administrator who worked well with a mini-

mum of structure-as Brice Ratchfo rd once put it , " Elmer Ellis ... didn ' t bother 

to work out all the detail s, because he knew if he had control of ... [the] money it 

4. C. Brice Ratchford , who was then serving as dean of extension at the University of Missouri 
and who was ac tive in the negoti ations and the lobby ing. later recalled that the $7. 1 million requested 
for beginn ing operations at St. Louis "grew out of the a ir. ... that was the amount of money to take 
Over UKC. " (Phil Conne ll . Interview with C. Brice Ratchford. February 1985.) 

5 . Elli s, Road to Emeritus. 215 . 
6. Ib id., 216. 
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didn ' t matter"7-and with the concurrence of the board he put the system together 

on an ad hoc and at times quite informal basis . 

An immediate problem was the actual physical location of the central admin

istrative offices. Of course, they would be in Columbia, but probably removed 

from Jesse Hall , where the University administration had been located since 

completion of the building in 1895.8 Elli s favored a site on the northwest corner of 

the campus, which would remove the central administration from Jesse Hall but 

would keep it conveniently close to campus services, which, Ellis assumed, would 

be used in common. In a rare di splay of independence-Ellis had remarkably 

good relations with the board- the curators did not accept this recommendation 

but selected a site on Stadium Boulevard between Memorial Stadium and the 

A. L. Gustin Golf Course. Ellis's objection to the board 's location " was chiefly 

that it separated the central administration from all faculty and students and made 

it far more of a government bureau than I approved." He added, " In fact , I told the 

Board that I saw little difference in putting it on the golf course and mov ing it to 

Jefferson City, a fate that I dreaded beyond a ll else."9 

The new building, to be called University Hall , could not be built until an 

appropriation was secured. It was not completed until 1970, and Ellis served out 

the remainder of hi s presidency in his old office in Jesse Hall. This gave the 

impress ion that the entire University was to be administered from the Columbia 

campus, creating concern in Columbia as well as on the other campuses. 

Adding to the concern was the fact that all of Ellis's initial appointees were 

from his staff in Columbia. Indeed, in the beginning they simply were ass igned 

central administrative tasks without any change in title : Ray Bezoni , director of fi

nance; Dale Bowling, director of the physical plant; Raymond A. Peck, dean of 

the Graduate School and research administrator; C. Brice Ratchford, dean of ex

tension; and Vernon Wilson, dean of the School of Medicine and director of the 

Medical Center. In 1963, Peck and Ratchford became vice presidents. lo Bezoni 

and Bowling continued throughout Ellis's administration to carry their Columbia 

titles and to fulfill both campus and system responsibilities. I I Wilson became 

7. Connell , Interview with Ratchford . 

8. The building that became Jesse Hall in 192 1 replaced the main academic building. destroyed 
by fire in 1892. The orig inal building a lso had housed the president 's office. 

9 . Elli s, Road 10 Emerilus. 216. 
10. Ratchford recall ed the informality with which the appointments were made. Elli s had not 

to ld any of them that they were going to be appointed vice president. He simpl y put the titles on their 
ann ual appo intment papers indicating their salaries for the coming year. (Connell , Interv iew with 
Ratchford .) 

II. Bow ling a lso reca lled the informal way in which Elli s operated . When que ried as to when he 
was asked to become a part of the centra l administration , he responded, " I guess the on ly way I could 
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heavily involved in University-wide activities, although he continued to operate 

with his Columbia campus title until 1968, when John Weaver appointed him vice 
president for academic affairs. 

In the very sensitive matter of dealing with the campuses, Ellis moved 

cautiously, treating each one differently in accordance with local conditions. 
Gradually, however, a degree of uniformity was built into campus structures and 

relationships, although the conflict between campus and system authority would 
remain an enduring theme of the University's history. 

III 

For Kansas City, the first campus to be dealt with, the relationships and 

structures were developed to a considerable degree during the process of negotiat
ing the merger agreement. All agreed that the title of the chief executive officer of 

the campus would be chancellor, but there was considerable discussion of the 

chancellor's relationships to the president and to the board of curators. The 
University of Kansas City trustees wanted the chancellor to be able to submit a 

budget and deal directly with the board of curators on all matters affecting the 

campus. This, of course, was satisfactory neither to Ellis nor to the curators. As 
finally worked out, the agreement provided that the chancellor would serve under 
the direction of the president but would "have the privilege of presenting any 

matters to the Board of Curators of the University of Missouri which he may 
desire with respect to the operations of the University of Missouri at Kansas City; 
provided, however, he shall first consult with the, President of the University of 

Missouri on such matters." 12 

It was a foregone conclusion that Carleton Scofield, president of the Univer
sity of Kansas City, would become chancellor, and the board of curators made the 

appointment in the action creating the campus. In the same action the board also 
designated the schools and colleges of the University of Kansas City as similar 
entities of the University of Missouri at Kansas City : School of Administration, 
College of Arts and Sciences, Conservatory of Music, School of Dentistry, School 
of Education, School of Law, School of Pharmacy, and Division for Continuing 

answer that is that it was just automatically assumed. " (Phil Connell , Interview with Dale Bowling, 
May 20, 1985.) 

12. Paul M .. Peterson, Memorandum to the Board of Curators, August , 1968 subject: Transfer of 
the University of Kansas City to the Curators of the University of Missouri, p. 17 ; Board of Curators, 
Minutes, March 9, 1963. The agreement also provided that the curators were not irrevocably bound to 
either the title or the reporting relationships. As a matter of practice, the chancellor of the campus has 
never presented anything to the board without the approval of the president, or. indeed, without 
Working through the president. This holds true for the other campuses as well. 
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Education. 13 The board further provided that, wherever practicable, practices 

and procedures being followed at Columbia and Rolla would be adopted in Kan

sas City.14 
This seemingly innocent directive was to create an inordinate amount of 

bickering between campus and system administrators as they argued about the 

applicability of Columbia regulations. From the outset there were serious prob

lems, and they were exacerbated by intransigence on both sides. Illustrative were 
the difficulties surrounding the purchase of a truck. When the bids came in, the 

lowest bid was only $12.00 below the next lowest bid. Dale Bowling, functioning 

in his system capacity, automatically awarded the contract to the lowest bidder. 
It turned out, however, that the second lowest bid had been submitted by a 

strong supporter of the University of Kansas City. The Kansas City business 

manager protested, taking the matter to Paul Peterson, general counsel , who 

supported Bowling on the grounds that under state regulations no other action 

was possible. Peterson recalled that as the Kansas City business manager left his 

office he said, "If that is going to be your policy, you are going to wreck our 
University. " 15 

Problems occurred in almost every area as the Kansas City administrators 

tried to retain their customary ways of doing things and those from the central 

administration frequently took a narrow view of what was possible under board 

regulations or state law. The transition from private to public status was painful, 

there is no question about that, although the pain was eased by the fact that 

considerably more money was available for the operation of the University. 
Faculty and staff salaries were increased, long-neglected repairs were undertaken, 

and construction was resumed on the Katz Pharmacy Building. 

In the community at large there was an air of optimism. Dr. Charles N. 
Kimball, president of the Midwest Research Institute and a University of Kansas 

City trustee (the University of Kansas City continued to exist as a corporate entity, 

and the trustees became a strong and effective support group for the University of 
Missouri-Kansas City), commented: " I've been complaining for five years that 

Kansas City has been held back by lack of a major university here .... Now we've 

gained a decade. We're off to a running start."16 The Kansas City Times said, 

13. Board of Curators, Minutes, July 13 , 1963. On February 25, the University of Kansas City 
trustees had changed Scofield 's title from acting president to president , "because of the role he must 
play in the future ." (Carleton F. Scofield, A History of the University of Kansas City: Prologue to a 
Public Urban University [Kansas City: The Lowell Press, 1976], 46.) 

14. Board of Curators, Minutes, June 5, 1963. 
15 . Peterson, Memorandum, p. 36. 
16. Kansas City Times, July 26, 1963. 
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"There are no limits for U.M.K.C. ... It would be difficult to exaggerate the 
importance of this development. " 17 

For his part, Ellis left administrative details to his lieutenants and concen

trated on major problems, particularly those relating to personnel matters and the 

development of the professional schools. In contrast to what later became custom
ary practice, he worked closely and directly with the various deans, and especially 

with Dr. Hamilton B. G. Robinson, dean of the School of Dentistry, the most 

solidly established of the professional schools in Kansas City, who was hard at 

work trying to move the dental school out of its antiquated and wholly inadequate 

quarters at Tenth and Troost. IS Ellis also involved himself closely in the selection 

of new deans for the School of Law and School of Administration. Fred Lewis, 

popular and effective dean of the law school, had resigned to take a similar 

position at the University of Miami. Scofield had appointed Patrick Kelly, re

cently arrived from Drake University, as acting dean and had organized a search. 

Ellis , favorably impressed with Kelly and believing that the lawyers of Kansas 

City would welcome his appointment, called off the search and appointed him 

dean, a position he filled with distinction for more than a decade. Ellis also took 

the initiative in appointing a new dean for the School of Administration, which he 

believed to be the weakest of the profess ional schools. He had heard good reports 

about Jack D. Heysinger, dean of the School of Business at Wichita State Univer
sity. With Scofield's help, he tried to persuade Heysinger to come to Kansas City. 

Heysinger turned down the offer at first, but the next year he accepted. He, too, 

served for more than a decade and did much to improve the school. 
Ellis's major problem in Kansas City, however, was finding a replacement 

for Scofield, who would reach the University 'S mandatory retirement age in 1965. 

Hearing from Homer Wadsworth, president of the Kansas City Association of Trusts 
and Foundations and a major force behind the merger of the University of Kansas 

City with the University of Missouri , that Mrs. James M. McCain, wife of the 

president of Kansas State University , would like to live in a larger place than 
Manhattan, he made an effort to persuade McCain to take the job. He had worked 

with him in various capacities over the years and had a high regard for his 

abilities. McCain apparently was intrigued with the job, but in the end turned it 
down-he told Ellis that he was afraid taking a position at the University of 

Missouri "would be too much like going over to the enemy. " 19 

Several people were brought in for interviews, but for one reason or another 

they were not well received by key faculty leaders or the University of Kansas 

17 . Ibid. 
18. See below, pp. 30-31. 
19. Ellis. Road 10 Emerilus. 222 . Unless otherwise indicated. this account is based on Ellis. 
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City trustees, whom Ellis involved in the process. Finally they settled on Ran

dall M. Whaley, vice president for graduate studies and research at Wayne State 
University in Detroit. Whaley, and particularly his wife, Mim, charmed people in 
Kansas City, and he had excellent credentials, having taught successfully at 
Purdue as well as at Wayne State. Moreover, he brought the kind of urban 
university experience that seemed particularly appropriate for Kansas City. De

spite Whaley's excellent record, however, Ellis was not sure he was right for the 
job and expressed his reservations to the board at the time he recommended the 

appointment. Ellis later was to say that the appointment was "the biggest mistake 
of my administration. "20 Whaley was very popular in Kansas City, but, as will be 

seen, he had a stormy career as a system officer, resigning after two years. 

IV 

During the meeting at which the curators formally established the Kansas 

City campus, they also took action with respect to St. Louis, authorizing the 

payment of $100,000 to the Normandy school board for the Bellerive Country 
Club and the equipment being used in the junior college program. Additionally, 
they directed the university's business manager to negotiate with Hellmuth, Obata 

and Kassabaum of St. Louis for the design of the initial buildings. The next month 
they formally established 'a campus of the University of Missouri to be known 
and designated as the University of Missouri-St. Louis campus" and provided 

that the chief executive officer should be a dean. They accepted the plans of 
Hellmuth, Obata and Kassabaum for a classroom building and a science building 
and, in an action that was to influence greatly the development and appearance of 

the campus, ordered "all future buildings to be uniform in general design and use 
of materials . "21 

To head the new campus Ellis chose a close friend, James Bugg, Jr. , chair of 
the Department of History at Columbia.22 The important question of campus 

mission Ellis handled forthrightly and directly. He told Bugg that while graduate 
work would be developed at Kansas City, St. Louis would be an undergraduate 

campus. Again, as he addressed the dedicatory convocation on September 15, he 
described the mission of the campus as undergraduate with emphasis on the arts 
and sciences. He recognized the possible need for some graduate and professional 

20. Conversation with the author. For an extended account of Ellis's difficulties with Whaley, 
see ibid., 224-26. 

21. Board of Curators, Minutes, July 13, 1963. 
22. Unless otherwise indicated, this account is based on Blanche M. Touhill , The Emerging 

University: The University of Missouri-St. Louis, 1963-1983 . 
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programs, but did not feel that the number required would ever be large. He told 

the dedicatory audience, "What our successors in another generation will seek to 
build into it only time can tell, but as far as we are concerned that is what we see 
[as] the need, that is what we are going to build." 

Although future generations of faculty and administrators would chafe under 
this restricted mission-indeed, the central theme of the campus at St. Louis 

history has been the struggle to add new programs-the prevailing mood on 
dedication day was one of anticipation and celebration rather than apprehension. 

Dean Bugg likewise wasted little time fretting over any supposed narrowness of 
mission.23 He worked closely with his former colleagues at Columbia in estab

lishing the new campus, recognizing from the beginning that their cooperation 

was dependent on the understanding that he was not trying to build a competitive 
institution. Moreover, his principal interest was in developing high-quality, de

manding, and innovative programs in the arts and sciences. Although innovative 
programs did not evolve to the degree originally envisioned, Bugg was remark
ably successful in building a faculty of high quality, concentrating on the selection 

of young scholars of great promise. For the most part, these young people were 

committed to the ideal of high-quality undergraduate education; as they matured 
into positions of influence-and they did so very rapidly at the bustling new 
university-they tended to resist curricular additions that they felt might dilute 

quality as they understood it. 
From the beginning, the St. Louis campus seemed constantly to be in danger 

of bursting at the seams, in terms both of program offerings and of physical space. 
Although the capacity of the old Bellerive clubhouse, the only structure available, 

was believed to be five hundred students, six hundred were enrolled in the fall of 
1963. Somehow, they were all squeezed in-the most serious problem was one 
that was to become endemic in the life of the campus: parking. More than a 

thousand students were admitted in the fall of 1964, and as the junior and senior 
programs were added in 1965 and 1966 enrollments increased correspondingly. 

To help solve the space problem, an Evening Division was created in 1964, 
with Arthur Mallory, a well-known Missouri educator, as its dean. Mallory re
signed in 1965 to become president of Southwest Missouri State College at 
Springfield and was succeeded by Joy Whitener, who continues to the present 
time as dean of the Evening College. A small initial step toward providing career
oriented educational opportunities was taken with the establishment of a Division 
of Teacher Education in 1964 and a Division of Business in 1965. The Extension 

23. Touhill , it should be noted, devotes considerable allention to an analysis of the problems 
Ellis ' s view of the campus ' s mission could be expected to engender. (The Emerging University, 
12-16.) 
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Division, which had been the University's principal interface with St. Louis for a 

number of years, was moved to the campus and, under the leadership of Virgil 

Sapp, operated effectively to provide University-wide and campus outreach programs. 
Space and parking continued to be the campus's major problems. Although 

construction was begun on a science classroom building, Benton Hall, in 1963, it 

was not completed until 1967. A second classroom building, Clark Hall, was 
completed in 1968, followed by the Thomas Jefferson Library, in 1969. A number 

of other buildings were completed in the early nineteen seventies, but, six years 

after the St. Louis campus had become part of the University system, these three 

buildings plus the old clubhouse provided all the space available to house an 

enrollment that had grown to more than ten thousand. 

v 

The establishment of two new campuses and the creation of a central admin

istration necessitated some changes in the president 's relationships with the two 

older campuses, Columbia and Rolla. In the beginning, Ellis effected the changes 

quite informally. 
The campus at Rolla, created in 1870 as the Missouri School of Mines, was 

operated as a division of .the main campus at Columbia, and the relationship was 

an unhappy one almost from the beginning. Columbia treated the school as 

something of an unwanted stepchild, and there were frequent efforts in Rolla, 

sometimes involving legislators, to secure independence from Columbia. Gradu
ally the mining curriculum was expanded into that of a general school of 

engineering, and in the years immediately after World War II the enrollment grew 

rapidly, increasing to 2,711 in 1949. In the late nineteen fifties, enrollment dropped 

to about a thousand students, but it began to increase again in the sixties, reaching 

a peak of 6,416 in 1970. 

The school at Rolla was wretchedly housed, using a number of buildings that 

should have been condemned years before. As a result of a bond issue passed in 

the nineteen fifties during the administration of Governor Phil M. Donnelly, new 

buildings, including a library, were constructed with state funds. The board of 

curators issued bonds to build dormitories and a small student union, but the 

physical plant would require-and receive-substantial additions during the late 

sixties, seventies, and eighties. 
Guiding the campus through its postwar ups and downs was Curtis Wilson, 

an able administrator who had been appointed by Frederick Middlebush during 

Middlebush 's tenure as University president. Wilson was nearing retirement, 
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however, and so Ellis , as he was in the process of adding the two urban campuses 

to the University, faced also the need to find a dean for the School of Mines at 

Rolla. In what apparently was a first for Rolla, he appointed a search committee to 
assist in the process. He also told the committee that they did not have to limit 

their search to mining engineers but could consider anyone whose field was 

represented at Rolla. Ellis and the committee decided early in the process to go 
outside, finally selecting Merl Baker, a forty-one-year-old professor of mechani

cal engineering at the University of Kentucky, who also served as executive 

director of the Kentucky Research Foundation. 

Mer! Baker and his wife, Emily, were like a breath of fresh air in Rolla . They 

were young, attractive, and energetic. They turned the monstrosity of a building 

that served as the dean 's residence into a much-used center for campus and 

community entertainment. They were instantly popular, and Baker was effective 

in accomplishing what many of the faculty at Rolla were hoping for: further 

expansion out of the mining curriculum and freedom from domination by the 

Columbia campus. In April 1964 the board of curators, on Ellis's recommenda

tion , changed the name of the campus, effective July I, to University of Missouri 

at Rolla and designated Baker as chancellor. 24 (In the same action , "so that the 

name[s] of the three campus[es] other than the one at Columbia would be uni

form," the board changed the designation of the St. Louis campus to "University 

of Missouri at St. Louis " and provided that at such time as four-year courses were 

established there Bugg 's title would be changed to chancellor.) 

The board provided that Ellis and Baker should work out the organization of 

the campus, and , when it came into being on July I , the University of Missouri at 

Rolla had a School of Mines and Metallurgy , a School of Engineering, a School of 

Science, a Graduate School , and an Extension Division. Its enrollment was just 

OVer four thousand students. 

VI 

On the surface, the campus at Columbia experienced no immediate, percep

tible change as a result of the expansion of the University that took place in 

1963-but the changes ran deep and the effects were traumatic. As was the case 
elsewhere when multicampus systems grew out of old, single-campus institutions, 

the faculty at Columbia viewed developments with considerable alarm. They saw 

the new campuses as competitors for already inadequate state resources . They 

24. Board of Curators. Minutes. April II. 1964. Although thi s was a great step forward for the 
campus. many of the o lder a lumni never reconc iled themselves to the change in name. and to thi s day 
the alumni association is the "MSM-UMR Alumni Association." 
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were afraid that the urban campuses, particularly the one in St. Louis, which 

furnished almost half of Columbia's students, would drain away enrollment and 
thus weaken Columbia's standing with the state legislature. They were concerned 

about maintaining Columbia's preeminent position as the state's principal public 
source of graduate and professional education. They were only partially reassured 
by Ellis's prediction that the students who would attend the St. Louis campus 
would be those who could not afford to go to Columbia, or by his statement that 
the St. Louis campus would confine itself to undergraduate education. These fears 

were transmitted to the alumni, who almost from the beginning were hostile 

toward the system and the new campuses. 
Ellis's initial administrative arrangements also created some confusion and 

consternation on the Columbia campus. As has been mentioned, he initially asked 

his principal lieutenants to deal with problems on the other campuses as they 
came up, and for a time even after their roles in the University-wide administra
tion had been formulated, they continued to fulfill their campus responsibilities.25 

Ellis, for all practical purposes, remained the chief executive officer of the 

Columbia campus, although he came to rely increasingly on John Schwada, a 
professor of political science whom he had appointed as his assistant. Schwada 

had served for a number of years as comptroller and director of the budget for the 

State of Missouri . He was well known in Jefferson City and throughout the state. 
Ellis first thought that Schwada would continue to assume greater responsibility 

for the Columbia campus in his role as assistant to the president. With the 
appointment of chancellors on ·the other campuses, however, this arrangement 
collapsed, and in 1964 Schwada was given the title chancellor. Even with the 

change in title, Schwada was dissatisfied with the situation. He did not like his 
office arrangements in Jesse Hall, and he was the only chancellor who was not 
furnished with a residence. Ellis refused to provide the office space Schwada 

desired, but assured him that when he (Ellis) retired, the president's residence on 
Francis Quadrangle would become available-it was assumed that the new presi
dent would be provided with a residence off campus. 

Because Ellis was nearing retirement, he did little to change the informal 
arrangements he had worked out to administer the system. Although Schwada 
remained generally dissatisfied with his situation at Columbia, he had a much 

closer association with the board than did the other chancellors. Until July 1965, 

the chancellors attended only those board meetings held on their own campuses, 
and inasmuch as most meetings were held in Columbia, Schwada was the only 

25 . Unless otherwise indicated, the sources for events at Columbia are Ellis, Road to Emeritus. 
and Connell's interviews with Bowling and Ratchford. 
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regular attendant from among the group. The July meeting, at which all chancel

lors were present, did not represent a change in policy-throughout Ellis's admin

istration, the chancellors attended board meetings only sporadically. 

So long as he remained president , Ellis's informal arrangements seemed to 

work well , but , as I have indicated, there were festering difficulties, particularly at 

Columbia. These difficulties, important or trivial as they may have seemed, were 

but symbolic of the problems inherent in relationships between the head of the 

system and the chief executive of the major campus. These always are touchy, and 

they are exacerbated when the system offices are located on or near the major 

campus. Ellis managed to keep the lid on, but it blew off shortly after his retirement. 

Retirement was something for which neither Ellis nor the board was quite 

ready. He recorded in his memoirs that as he approached his sixty-fifth birthday in 

July 1966 he "was looking forward to retirement with many regrets . "26 The board 

wanted him to stay on for at least a couple of years, but, having enforced man
dated retirement for administrators at age sixty-five,27 he felt that he had no choice 

but to follow the rule himself. In so doing, he brought to an end one of the most 

significant presidencies in the history of the University of Missouri . He was the 

architect of the most profound change to occur in the entire history of the institu

tion. Indeed, a central theme of the University's subsequent history is the story of 

the institution's struggle to accommodate itself to the implications of that change. 

VII 

Traditionally, the University of Missouri had selected its presidents from 

Within-at the time Frederick Middlebush retired, the curators made a concerted 

effort to find someone from the outside, but finally concluded that Elmer Ellis, 
dean of Arts and Sciences, serving as acting president, was better qualified than 

any of the others being considered, and so settled on him. With Ellis 's retirement, 

the board decided that it would consider persons from both outside and inside the 

University with no particular prejudice either way. 

It was a foregone conclusion that if the board were to choose from within the 

University , the choice would be John Schwada, chancellor of the Columbia cam
pus. The search committee, however, was particularly attracted to one of Ellis's 

26. Ellis. Road 10 Emeritl/s. 228. 
27. Don Faurot. legendary football coach and athletic director. once told me that he had not 

Wanted to ret ire at age sixty-five and had asked Ellis if he could stay on as athletic director. but Ellis 
had refused to approve his request . saying that he could not make an exception to the rule regardless 
of the circumstances. The rule was tacitly waived when I became sixty-five-I did not retire until age 
sixty-seven- and. in keeping with federal policy. was abandoned altogether when George Russell 

Was appointed president at age seventy. 
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recommendations, John C. Weaver, vice president for academic affairs at Ohio 
State University, who had served as vice president for research and dean of the 
Graduate College at the State University of Iowa, as graduate dean at the Univer

sity of Nebraska, and as dean of Arts and Sciences at Kansas State University. 
A meeting with Weaver in Chicago and another in St. Louis (this one with 

the full board) convinced the committee that his personal attributes and experi

ence made him the best qualified person for the job. The full board agreed and 
during the St. Louis meeting offered him the appointment. He accepted imme
diately ,28 thus becoming the fourteenth president of the University of Missouri 

and the first since Stratton Brooks took office in 1923 to be appointed from 

outside the institution. 
Weaver had had extensive experience in public universities but none in a 

university system-indeed there were relatively few such organizational arrange

ments in existence-and during the interview process he sought to determine how 
the curators viewed the structure they had created. He found that though their 

emotional ties were with Columbia, from which they all had graduated, they were 

supportive of the structure Ellis had established; they recognized, however, that 
much work yet needed to be done. Most important, they were firm in the view that 

the University of Missouri was not a federation of semi-autonomous institutions 

but a single university with multiple locations. They also made it clear that they 
expected strong presidential leadership. In short, John Weaver was to have an 

opportunity to shape a major university system. 
Weaver assumed the presidency in the fall of 1966 and immediately began to 

establish the system as an entity and to define the role of the president in the 
system. His inaugural ceremony provided a good opportunity to articulate his 

views. The University had not formally inaugurated a president since Brooks took 
office-Walter Williams, Frederick Middlebush, and Elmer Ellis all had been 

appointed from inside, and traditionally the University conducted formal inau

gurals only for persons appointed from outside the institution-and of course 
there had been no presidential appointment since the system was formed. A 

committee representing all four campuses planned the event, the presidential 

medallion was designed by Professor George Ehrlich, chair of the Department of 
Art and Art History at Kansas City, and representatives of all campuses took part 

in the proceedings. 

It was a gala occasion. The inaugural ceremony, held April 18, 1967, was 
possibly the most elaborate event the University ever had staged, and the new 

president was eloquent as he expressed his hopes and aspirations for the institu-

28. Board of Curators. Minutes , January 9, 1966. 
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tion. He also spoke specifically about the organizational requirements of the 
new era: 

But there are new dimensions in this University and its way of life that involve 
new expectations among the people. First and foremost among these is the basic 
reality of a consolidated, state-wide, multi-campus university. This is a design in 
coordinated cohesion and efficiency to be found in only a handful of other states. My 
reading of the intent of Missouri is that this multi-campus University is not to be 
managed as a loose federation of quasi-independent institutions, but rather as a 
strongly united and single entity. 

Reflecting differences in local environment, history and stages of development, 
the several campuses will, I am sure, always retain many features of unique charac
ter. Such diversity will add overall richness to the total University. Nonetheless, the 
University of Missouri should seek as one institution residing in four locations, to 
achieve a reality of common requirements, standards, ideals and coordinated pur
poses wherever its flag may fly . Eight months among the state-wide operations of 
this University lead me to echo the words from Hiawatha: 

"All your strength is in your union . 
All your danger is in discord .... " 
There are many challenges and opportunities in the one university-four campus 

organization that is evolving here to meet the changing needs of a changing state. 
The mature, comprehensively developed campus at Columbia will be the primary 
bastion of broadly diversified graduate and advanced professional education for 
many years to come, and the developmental potentials are diversified and compel
ling. At Rolla we must press energetically forward with the building of high quality 
educational programs in science and technology , at both the undergraduate and 
graduate levels. In our two great cities, St. Louis and Kansas City, we have a massive 
but exciting job to do in bringing into being two rapidly expanding, creatively 
conceived, new urban universities.29 

The address generally was well received, although there was recognition that 
the new president would face difficulties in welding the four campuses into a 
Single entity. The St. Louis Globe-Democrat commented: "Mr. Weaver's plan to 
Work for a strongly unified university that would knit all four campuses together 
in common standards and ideals demonstrates his awareness of the dangers faced 
tOday in the mUlti-campus university . "30 The Kansas City Times was encouraged 
"that Dr. Weaver should inveigh against the status-quo mentality" but warned 
that he was "confronted by the task of how most effectively to administer the 
components of what has only recently become a system of campuses and, more 
especially, how best to develop the two new ones in major metropolitan areas. "31 

29. The Inauguration of John Carrier Weaver. Fourteenth President. University of Missouri. 
April 18. 1967. pp. 8-10. (University Archives; hereafter cited as UA.) 

30. St . Louis Globe-Democrat , April 19, 1967. 
31. Kansas City Times. April 20, 1967. 
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Weaver retained the administrative staff he inherited from Ellis, although he 

added to it. A. G. Unklesbay, who had been the faculty representative on the 

search committee, was asked to become assistant to the president and soon was 

appointed vice president for administration; Vernon Wilson became vice presi

dent for academic affairs , and Guy H. "Bus" Entsminger, director of develop

ment. (Tom Richter had been appointed director of public information by Ellis 

shortly before he retired.) The only person from the outside whom Weaver added 

to his central staff was Phil Connell, assistant to the president of the State Univer

sity of Iowa, who was appointed to a similar position at Missouri, and who served 

with great effectiveness until his retirement in 1984.32 
Pending the completion of University Hall,33 Weaver moved into Ellis's 

former office in Jesse Hall. John Schwada, bitterly disappointed at having been 

passed over for the presidency, continued to occupy his wholly inadequate office 

just down the corridor, a situation that was uncomfortable to say the least. The 

Schwadas did move into the former president's residence on Francis Quadrangle, 

and the board purchased a house in town for the use of John and Ruberta Weaver 

pending the construction of a new president's house.34 

Ellis had operated with minimal administrative structure, preferring to deal 

with his key administrators on a one-to-one basis or in ad hoc groups as needed. 

Weaver felt the need for a more formal structure and early in his administration 

created two groups that have continued, although in somewhat modified form, to 

the present: the University Cabinet, consisting of the vice presidents, the chancel

lors, the general counsel, and various key assistants; and the Intercampus Faculty 

Advisory Council, consisting of elected representatives from each of the cam

puses. Weaver met with both groups on a regular basis, usually monthly. The 

cabinet meetings were rotated among the campuses, and frequently occupied most 

of two days as Weaver sought to use the group to hammer out university policy. 

The meetings of the Intercampus Faculty Advisory Council were less formal and 

served primarily to provide the president with faculty contacts and advice. Weaver 

also tried to organize student leaders on a University-wide basis but gave up the 

idea after one or two unpleasant meetings-in the late sixties students were not 

32 . All told, Phil Connell served as assistant to eight university presidents, five at Iowa and three 
at Missouri. 

33. Weaver thought with good reason that the building as planned was too small and delayed 
construction pending a request for additional funds from the legislature . This was unsuccessful , and 
as a result of inflation the building was even smaller than originally planned. 

34. Ruberta Weaver devoted a great deal of time to the new president ' s residence, participating 
in both site selection and design decisions . The house. on University property but somewhat removed 
from the Columbia campus. occupies a commanding site overlooking Hinkson Creek. Unfortunately , 
the Weavers left Missouri before the house was completed in 1971. 
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much interested in meeting with university administrators except on their own 
terms. 

Weaver' s efforts to implement the concept of one university with four cam

puses ran into difficulty almost from the beginning. They were perceived as 

leading to the centralization of authority and the development of a bureaucratic 
system of control. The chancellors, who were used to Ellis's easy, open-door style 

of administration, fretted under a system in which they had to deal with vice 
presidents or directors on numerous issues and in which officers of the central 

administration frequently dealt directly with their campus counterparts. By the 

spring of 1967, conditions had deteriorated to the point that Weaver felt it neces

sary to bring everybody together and have it out. He utilized the weekend of the 
June board meeting for this purpose, convening both curators and administrators 

to discuss "fundamental organizational structure and policies relating to adminis
trative behavior within the state-wide university ." After hours of discussion, 

which "revealed a variety of both misunderstandings and differences of opinion," 
the board, with only Doyle Patterson of Kansas City voting no, adopted a resolu
tion reaffirming "the basic concept that the University of Missouri shall be one 

University. " The action further stated: 

This one University concept requires a centrally directed and unified adminis
tration and operation, and 

The Board reaffirms the authority already granted to the President to direct the 
manner of implementation of this concept, and 

The Board expects full cooperation of all University and Campus Staff to carry 
out this general policy, and 

The Board directs that in the consideration and drafting of proposed rules and 
regulations that such concept be carried OUt. 35 

Weaver transmitted the board' s resolution to the chancellors, vice presidents, 
and directors in a strongly worded letter in which he decried the "misunderstand
ings and differences of opinion" that had arisen, and in which he stated: 

The University of Missouri cannot move forward unless these misunderstand
ings and differences are promptly clarified and unless all persons involved can now 
unite behind common policy. Not only must our unity be based on a clear under
standing of the basic purposes involved, but also on strong individual commitment to 
cooperation and mutual concern in achieving the intent and spirit of these concepts. 

He wanted to avoid "rigidity and inflexibility in administrative activity," 
asserting that "hard and fast lines of specific and minutely defined authority are 

35. Board of Curators, Minutes, June 25 , 1967. 
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not needed in the presence of common intent, trust, adequate interpersonal rela

tionships, and mutual confidence." He wanted to make one thing perfectly clear, 

however, and he wrote with obvious feeling: 

During the course of the Seminar a great deal was said about how persons on a 
given staff can work for or report only to the designated head of that staff, and that 
only personal orders from the President have meaning. It is my unalterable position 
that this is not , and cannot be, true. If it has not previously been understood, let it 
now be made clear that the University Vice Presidents, Comptroller, Business Man
ager, and the Directors of Public Information and Development have, and I expect 
them to exercise directly as an extension of my position , full authority to carry out 
the functions of their jobs, including the authority to work directly as needed with 
any appropriate officers and employees throughout the University .... 

It is clearly the Board ' s conviction , and it is one which I share, that the Univer
sity of Missouri is a meaningful entity that consists of more than the simple sum of 
its four campuses. This fact alone makes it imperative that the administrative officers 
charged with the responsibility for the total University have access to the campus 
domain wherever and whenever they may deem it necessary to perform the ultimate 
responsibilities in coordination and operation at the state-wide level. Chancellors are 
needed in the administration of comprehensive individual units of the University 
enterprise. Functioning extensions of the President are needed in the form of state
wide , specialist officers to assure coordinated procedure and performance throughout 
the several individual enterprises that comprise the total institution. These dual 
administrative needs and functions can certainly exist and interact effectively side by 
side in the hands of men of good will. 

He concluded: "This University has a job to be done. We have no time for 

further debate concerning the concepts of administration herein discussed. I must 

ask of each of you a sincere willingness to stand closely united with me in seeking 

to carry out our single purpose of operating and improving the University of 

Missouri." 36 

This letter was expanded and interpreted in a number of executive orders. 

The medicine went down hard on the campuses, where the very idea of issuing 

administrative communications in the form of "executive orders" was repugnant 

and where growing fears over the loss of local prerogatives were close to becom

ing paranoiac. Although the fears probably were more pervasive in Columbia than 

on the other campuses, they found their first expression in Kansas City, where the 

University of Kansas City trustees sought to retain as much autonomy as possible 

for the campus and where the chancellor never adjusted to being a system officer. 

Ellis, it will be recalled, had had doubts about Whaley's suitability for the Mis

souri system at the time he was appointed, and his experience bore out those 

36. Letter, John C. Weaver to Mer! Baker and others. June 27. 1967. 
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doubts.37 Relations between Weaver and Whaley were tense from the beginning, 

and by midsummer 1967 conditions in Kansas City had deteriorated to the point 

that Whaley's departure was the only option left. On September I , he submitted 

his resignation, effective December 31. The board accepted but relieved him of his 

duties immediately , appointing Hamilton B. G. Robinson , the highly successful 

dean of the School of Dentistry, as acting chancellor. 38 

Robinson set out at once to heal the breach between the system and the 

campus. He got along well with Weaver, and that helped a lot, but he also used his 

very considerable political skills to great advantage, and during the year he served 

as acting chancellor he did much to bring the campus into the system. The breach 

with the system, however, involved the community as well as the campus. 

As has been mentioned, the University of Kansas City trustees wanted to 

retain as much autonomy as possible for the campus. More than that, however, 

they were concerned about developing a high-quality university in Kansas City 

and with playing a meaningful role in that development. They hired the consulting 

firm of Frantzreb and Pray to advise them , and the curators agreed to appoint a 

committee to meet with a committee of the trustees to discuss the report and rela

tions generally. The committees (Arthur Mag, John A. Morgan, and Miller Nichols 

for the trustees; William C. Myers, Doyle Patterson, and Avis Tucker for the 

Curators) met several times during the summer and fall of 1967. Whaley 's resigna

tion, of Course, was disruptive, and Weaver ' s letter of June 27 caused the trustees 

considerable concern, but the meetings were amicable and, although the chemis

try between the curators and the trustees and between Weaver and the trustees 

never was particularly good, some progress was made toward the development of 

a mutual understanding.39 

Meanwhile, a committee appointed to search for a successor to Whaley was 

at work-and with that process my memoir begins. 

37. Ellis, Road to Emeritus. 224-26. 
R 38. Letters. R. M. Whaley to Oliver B. Ferguson, September I, 1967; Oliver B. Ferguson to 

andall M. Whaley, September 5, 1967: Weaver papers, UA/UW. A number of causes led to 
Whaley 's resignation. In a briefing paper prepared for Ferguson, the administ rative staff cited as the 
major points: accumulation of more than a $.5 million budget deficit ; interference with architectural 
plans, thus slowing down building progress: inability to establi sh an efficient administrative organi-
zahon" b"I' h f I f h . h , Ina I Ity to develop long;range plans; attempts " to turn t e ac u ty 0 t e campus against t e 
balance of the University, not just the central adm inistration but the other campuses. " (Memorandum. 
Staff to Oliver B.' Ferguson, October 26, 1967. Weaver papers. This Memorandum was prepared to 
aSSist Ferguson in a meeting wi th the University of Kansas City trustees .) 
Tr 39. See , for example, Letter. Richard L. Wagner, chairman, University of Kansas City Board of 
S Ustees, to the trustees, September 18, 1967. (Charles N. Kimball Papers. Western Historica l Manu
cnpts Collec tion.) 



1 
A DAUNTING CHALLENGE 

M y first contact with the University of Missouri came in the form of a letter 
from Jack D. Heysinger, chairman of the committee searching for a chan

cellor at the University of Missouri-Kansas City. I had been suggested as some
one whom they should consider for the position. Would I be interested in pursuing 
the matter? 

I knew very little about Kansas City, and virtually nothing about UMKC. I 
had been on the campus just once-to attend a regional meeting of graduate 
deans-and I recalled that I had been impressed with the beautiful site, but the 
very inadequate facilities. The only person I knew from the faculty or administra
tion was Wesley Dale, dean of the Graduate School, whom I had met on occasion 
at meetings of graduate deans held regularly under the auspices of the Mid
America State Universities Association (MASUA). Moreover, I was happy at the 
University of Nebraska, where I had been a full-time member of the faculty for 
more than a decade-and where I had taught part-time for another decade, in 
addition to serving as director of the Nebraska State Historical Society. The 
university had been good to me, giving me an opportunity to serve as chair of a 
very respectable history department and honoring me with appointment as a 
regents professor. For two years I had been serving as graduate dean and was soon 
to be appointed vice chancellor for graduate education and research. I In addition, 
Vera and I had put down deep roots in Lincoln, one of the most livable small 
cities in the country, and surely one of the best in which to rear children. Both of 
our daughters had grown up there, and we all had many good friends in 
the community. Over the years we had turned down a number of opportunities to 

1. I was also serving as acting dean of the College of Arts and Sciences and was busily involved 
in the search for a new dean. The person we selected was C. Peter Magrath, who was then serving as 
associate dean of the graduate school at Brown University and who, two decades later, would succeed 
me as president of the University of Missouri. 
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go elsewhere, and thought of ourselves as firmly entrenched in Lincoln and 
Nebraska. 

At the same time, thi s inquiry intrigued us . John Weaver, recently appointed 

president of the University of Missouri , and his wife, Ruberta , were good friends 

from their days in Lincoln-we currently were living in the house we had 

purchased from them when they left Lincoln-and I had a high regard for 

John ' s leadership abilities, having worked fairly closely with him while he was 

serving as graduate dean at Nebraska. Kansas City is many times the size of 

Lincoln, and Missouri is larger and much wealthier than Nebraska. If the state 

Would provide adequate financial support for its new university system, the poten

tial for UMKC as the only public university in a major regional center was 
virtually unlimited. 

So I replied to Dean Heysinger that I would be interested in pursuing the 
matter with his committee. 

After preliminary correspondence in the early months of 1968, Vera and I 

were invited to meet with the committee in Chicago. We had a most pleasant 

meeting and were favorably impressed with the members of the committee and 

their hopes for the University of Missouri at Kansas City.2 We were invited to 

ColUmbia to meet with the Weavers and the senior system administrators. We 

enjoyed renewing our friendship with John and Ruberta Weaver, but in the course 

of some long conversations with John, I began to sense that his relations with 

people in Kansas City, particularly with the University of Kansas City trustees , 

the former governing board of the University of Kansas City, were very troubled. 

He described in detail his conflicts with Randall Whaley and the circumstances 

that led to Whaley 's abrupt and highly publicized resignation. He was convinced 

that Whaley never had believed in the system and had been determined to pursue 

a COurse independent of the president and central administration. He spoke with 

ferVor, however, of the prospects for UMKC and of his conviction that with the 

right leadership on the campus the difficulties could be worked out. The visit to 

ColUmbia was followed by a hurried, clandestine visit to Kansas City-at that 

time the search process was secret-where we toured the residence and visited the 

c.hancellor's office. Both impressed us favorably. The residence, a lovely half

limbered house set in a large, well-kept lawn just across Cherry Street from the 

magnificent grounds of the Linda Hall Library, obviously would be a pleasant 

place in which to live. The office, a spacious room on the third floor of the old 

2. The members of the comm illee a ll of whom became good friends , were: Dean Jack D. 
Heysinger, School of Administration (chairman); Professor Shirley Hill , School of Education; Pro
fesso EI . f d S . d r mer Horseman, School of Law; Professor Eldon Panzek, College 0 Arts an Clences; an 
A. G. Unk lesbay, represem ing the central administration. 
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Dickey mansion which served as the Administration Building, had windows on 

three sides and contained a marble fireplace . In short, the physical conditions 
under which we would live and work were eminently satisfactory. 

During our visit to Kansas City we met Hamilton Robinson, dean of the 

School of Dentistry, who was serving as acting chancellor, and his wife, Kitty . 

Kitty showed us through the house, and Ham visited with me briefly in the office. 
Although, as I learned later, Ham would have liked the appointment as chancellor, 
both were very cordial-and that cordiality continued after we were on the job. I 

arranged to meet Ham in Chicago for an extended conversation, which gave me 
some basis for optimism. Ham got along well with Weaver and felt that relation

ships with the trustees were improving. Later, Ray Bezoni, vice president for 

finance, met me at the Omaha airport to answer my questions about finances . The 

budget seemed fat when compared to that of the University of Nebraska-I was to 
learn later how thin it really was when one considered how much it had to cover. 

Vera and I made a private trip to Kansas City, where we were joined by our 

daughter Sarah, then a freshman at the University of Kansas, for another look at 

the campus and the city. We were impressed again with the beauty of the campus

although we were disquieted to note that national guardsmen were patrolling the 

area, grim reminders of the race riots that had rocked Kansas City following the 
assassination of Martin Luther King. Also-in marked contrast to the present, 

when Kansas City is served by many excellent restaurants-we had difficulty 
finding a place to eat on that Sunday noon in April 1968. 

A few days later, John called to offer the job. At first I turned it down. As I 
have mentioned, we were happy at the University of Nebraska, and the problems 
at Kansas City were greater than Vera or I wanted to tackle. Yet, as we agonized 

over the decision we concluded that we probably had turned down a golden 

opportunity. I called John about nine o 'clock the next evening to ask if the job was 

still open. It was, and I accepted. 
On May \0 we were in Columbia to meet with the board of curators, and 

Oliver Ferguson of Fredericktown, president of the board, announced my appoint

ment at a press conference following the meeting. The press conference did not 
provide a very favorable augury of things to come. A reporter for the Kansas City 

Star called attention to the fact that Richard Wagner, chairman of the University 
of Kansas City trustees, had stated in Kansas City that the trustees had not been 
consulted; the reporter asked why. Weaver responded somewhat testily that the 

appointment of chancellors was the responsibility of the president and the board 
of curators. Wagner was quoted as saying, "I get the idea they don't want 

anything to do with Kansas City people." 

Homer Wadsworth, president of the Kansas City Association of Trusts and 
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Foundations and an early advocate of merger between the University of Kansas 

City and the University of Missouri, said: 

The main piece of unfinished business in Kansas City is the creation of a true 

university. It will not be easy. The university and this community have never pulled 

together on the oars. 

The new chancellor will need help, and he will need sympathy, too, for this is a 

difficult job.3 

The conflict between the curators and the trustees, and between Weaver and 

the trustees, seemed to dominate public discussion of my appointment, and it 

surely cast a pall over the whole proceeding as far as I was concerned. Imme

diately after the press conference the Weavers took Vera and me by car to Kansas 

City for a reception arranged by the search committee. Vera commented later that 

I seemed unduly quiet on the trip, and I must confess that I was deeply troubled by 

the prospect of difficulties that seemed to be even greater than they had appeared 

When I was considering the position. Faculty and staff, however, were cordial, and 

as we boarded a plane that evening to return to Lincoln, my spirits lifted somewhat. 

Weaver and I had agreed that I would begin my duties August I, which 

Would give us little more than two months to pull up roots that had been in place 

for thirty years and to make preparations for a new and uncertain life. During the 

bittersweet process of saying good-bye to friends and familiar places, we found 

Ourselves concentrating more and more upon Kansas City and UMKC.4 We made 

several trips to Kansas City--on one occasion to attend a reception at the home of 

Fred and Jeannette Brady to introduce us to the University Associates, of which 

Fred was then president;5 on another to attend the annual dinner of the University 

of Kansas City trustees, a black-tie affair held at Mission Hills Country Club, 

across the state line in Kansas (we soon learned about the importance of State 

Line Road in the life of Kansas City). 

As I look back on it, that dinner was the beginning of the healing process. 

The Weavers were there, as were several members of the board of curators, 

3. Kansas City Star. May 10, 1968. 

4. Once a decision has been made to move, there is little point in delaying the change---one has 

already moved psychologically. I recall that when I announced my decision to Clifford Hardin, then 

chancellor of the University of Nebraska, and stated that I wanted to arrange the date of my move so 

~tot to inconvenience Nebraska too much, he replied, " I'll tell you what John Hannah [president of 

• Chlgan State University] told me when I asked that same quesllon when I was commg to Nebraska, 

anytime after lunch will be O.K.' .. 

5. We Soon learned that the University Associates, founded in 1958 under the leadership of Jack 

Morgan to bring social, cultural , and business leaders of the community into the University family, 

Was a most effective instrument for helping the university and the community understand each other. 
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including Bill Myers of Webb City, about to become president, and his wife, 

Carlyn. John spoke eloquently about the importance of the trustees to the Univer
sity's mission in Kansas City and expressed the hope that with new leadership on 
the campus we could all work together. Then it was my tum. I have never been 

comfortable in talking about what I intend to do in the future, and I did not do so 
on this occasion. Rather, I talked about my hopes for UMKC to serve Kansas City 

as part of a new, multicampus, public university. It seemed important to me to 
stress the public nature of the institution, that the transition had been made from 
private to public control. At the same time, I went further than John had in 

stressing the importance of private support, as represented by the trustees, to the 

success of our common enterprise, and thereby to the well-being of Kansas City. 
The response from the audience was most encouraging, and we began to feel that 

the problems in Kansas City were going to be surmountable after all. 
We moved to Kansas City on July 26 and into the chancellor's residence at 

5106 Cherry. Beatrice Tolson, who had run the house since Carleton Scofield ' s 
days, was there to greet us-and we soon learned that she expected to continue to 

" run" the establishment, something we were perfectly happy to have her do. The 

Robert F1arsheims, who lived next door-Bob still does---called to invite us over 

for a drink; Dorothy Bloch, wife of the dean of students, had left a casserole for 
our dinner. Around UMKC at least, Kansas City seemed to be providing small
town hospitality. 

The hospitality continued. A number of the trustees gave dinners in our 
honor-Arthur and Charline Mag, Martha Jane and John Starr, Tom and Jean 
Deacy, to mention but three; Doyle and Marilyn Patterson-he was a member of 

the board of curators-also entertained for us; the Earnest Dicks and the Charles 
Schmelzers introduced us to the Missouri Repertory Theatre-which would be

come an important part of our lives in Kansas City-by taking us to Eddy's on the 

Plaza for hamburgers and then to the old barracks-type building that served as the 
theater for the first of many splendid productions we would see under the direc

tion of Patricia McIlrath, founder of the Rep. These events were followed by 
others, and soon we were caught up in a very pleasant round of social activities as 

Kansas City'S leadership, particularly as embodied in the trustees, extended itself 
to make the new folks at the University feel at home. 

At the office, I found things well under the charge of Alberta Manley, who 

had served as executive secretary to Scofield, Whaley, and Robinson, and who 
would serve me in the same capacity throughout my tenure. She was well versed 

in the University's traditions, she knew everyone on the campus, and she was 
zealous in protecting the chancellor 's schedule and facilitating his work. 

At the house, Vera soon learned that there were many advantages to living in 
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an offi cial res idence-she didn ' t have to depend on her husband to fix the plumb

ing or mow the law n. She also learned that there would be an overweening 

presence in her life, the " phys ica l plant " whose minions had to be reckoned with 

In connection with almost every domestic decision. (On the whole, she found 

them helpful and cooperati ve, even when she suggested that some things might be 

done di'fferently than they had in the past. ) Remembering the so ldiers patrolling 

the streets aro und the campus on an earlier vis it, she was reassured when, shortly 

after we arrived, Ronald Mason, campus chief of police, ca lled to explain the 

security system and to remind her that the police force patrolled the area day and 

night and was always on call.6 

The Kansas City Star greeted my arrival with a friendly editorial stating that 

I had taken over my duties "at a time of max imum opportunity." It went on to say: 

The school has been a part of the Uni versi ty of Missouri s ince 1963. The initia l 
adjustments in the move from private to public status have not been easy, coming 
as they did as the Un iversi ty of Missouri was ex panding to four campuses without 
adequate state finances. 

On top of all this came the abrupt res ignation of Chancellor Randa ll Whaley and 
the resulting confusion in the community over the status and future of U. M.K.C. ... 

But now, so fa r as Dr. Olson is concerned, U. M.K.C. is a new career and 
Kansas City, which has high hopes for its univers it y, is a new community. There can 
be no ques ti on that Dr. O lson and the people of thi s ci ty are equally concerned for 
the good fu ture of the school and ready for a fresh start . There is no reason to revise 
the hi gh ex pectations that thi s community has he ld for years. The great potential 
always has been present. With mutual understanding and cooperation, Dr. Olson, the 
state of Missouri and Kansas Ci ty can move on with the big job ahead.7 

Despite the warmth of the welcome with which we were greeted and the 

express ions of optimi sm about the future , I knew that the problems I had noted 

While discuss ing the position were still there. Additionally, I soon learned that 

there were other, more intractable, problems facing the new chancellor at UMKC. 8 

6. Ron Mason was- and is-an ex traordinari ly competent police offi cer. In 1970 he moved to 
Columbia. eXChanging places wi th Harvey Cottle. chief of po lice at UMC. an exchange worked out 
becau f . se o ' the personal preferences of the two men. Cottl e had deve loped an excellent reputation at 
Columbia and continued to li ve up to it at UMKC until hi s un fortunate death in 1985. Cottle was 
SUCceeded by Jerry Garrett , who carried on the tradi tion of superior police work at UM KC. 

7. Kansas Cily Sial' . August 2. 1968. 
. 8. A week after my appointment was announced. the Kallsas CilY Sial' and Times ran a series of 

thI rteen articles--one in <!ac h issue for an entire week- "M.U. in an Era of Change." in which p . . 
atricia Jansen Doyle. the Slar's education ed itor. presented " her ana lys is of the 4-<:ampus concept 

of the Unive rsity of Missouri ." Doyle was a particular nemes is of John Weaver·s. and the artic les 
If1furiated him. They were highl y critica l of the central adm inistration and of UMKC's treatment by 
the sYStem officers. Desp ite Doyle 's ev ident bias. the articles provided a percepti ve analys is of the 
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Problems in the community---epitomized by but by no means confined to the 

conflict between the curators and the trustees-were the most obvious, but in 
some respects they were the most readily solved. Others were worked at with 

varying degrees of success: student problems in a time of unusual student unrest; 

faculty-administrative relationships during a period of transition from a small 
private institution to a rapidly growing public university; campus-system relation
ships in which the chancellor had to balance his roles as a campus leader on the 

one hand and a general officer of a multicampus system on the other. (At UMKC 

there was also the problem of bringing together the disparate entities out of which 

the University had been formed-trying to develop a unified spirit on a campus 

that itself would function as part of a larger organization.) 
All of these problems, and others, had to be dealt with in the context of what 

has been the University of Missouri's historic, overriding, and continuing problem: 

inadequate financial support. They did, indeed, provide a "daunting challenge." 

problems facing UMKC as part of the University of Missouri. They surely gave the new chancellor a 
full plate of food for thought. 



2 
FACULTY AND STAFF 

IN A TIME OF GROWTH 

T he faculty and staff who greeted me could be divided into two groups: those 

whose tenure dated back to the days of the private university , and those who 

had come since the merger. In the former group were most of the administrators 

and a substantial number of faculty leaders, although, with the rapid growth 

following the campus's conversion to a public institution , newer faculty soon 

came to outnumber the older hands. 

The older faculty still retained considerable nostalgia for the University of 

Kansas City, particularly for the independence that the private institution pro

vided-at least in retrospect. The newer faculty were not burdened with nostalgia , 

but they shared a frustration with what seemed to be interminable delays in 

realizing the promise of the merger. Enrollment had more than doubled-reaching 

8,418 in 1967; salaries had improved , although they still were woefully behind 

those of comparable institutions in the region; graduate work was expanding, 

but the prospects for adequate funding were quite uncertain. For new faculty and 

old, the euphoria of 1963 had faded away. In one of her Kansas Cit\' Star articles 

on the University, Patricia Doyle described the optimism that prevailed at the 

University of Missouri-St. Louis, contrast ing it with the situation in Kansas City: 

"The Kansas City campus, dragging three decades of inadequate financing as a 

priVate university , five years of frustrating delays in graduate school development 

as a public university, has enough bruises and scars to be pessimistic. " I 

II 

Most of the faculty were on vacation when I began work on August I, but the 

administrators were on' hand, and I made it a point to get acquainted with them as 

I. Kal/sas City Star. May 21. 1968. 
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soon as possible, visiting each one in his office. I also instituted the practice of 

holding Monday morning meetings with all of the deans and directors. 

At the time of the merger, the curators continued the academic divisions that 

had existed at the University of Kansas City: the School of Administration, the 

College of Arts and Sciences, the Conservatory of Music, the School of Dentistry, 
the School of Education, the School of Law, the School of Pharmacy, and the 

Division for Continuing Education. In 1966, they created a School of Graduate 
Studies. Four of the deans had begun their tenure with the University of Kansas 

City: Edwin Westermann, College of Arts and Sciences; Archie Jones, Conserva

tory of Music; Hamilton Robinson, School of Dentistry; and Walter Wright, 

Division for Continuing Education. Carleton Scofield had appointed Jack Hey

singer in the School of Administration and Pat Kelly in the School of Law, 

following the merger;2 Randall Whaley had appointed Calvin Gross in the School 

of Education, William Strickland in the School of Pharmacy , and Wesley J. Dale 

in the School of Graduate Studies. Rounding out the corps of deans were John 

Dowgray, dean of faculties , and Wheadon Bloch, dean of students. Both were 

veterans of the private university. 

The deans were a varied lot, and their administrative personalities reflected 

both their own backgrounds and the histories of the divi sions they headed. The 

University of Kansas City for many years was little more than a College of Arts 

and Sciences. The trustees had created schools of administration and education, 

but the institution had become a university in the true sense of the word through 

the acquisition of a number of private professional schools in Kansas City, all of 

them older than the University itself: the Conservatory of Music , the School of 

Dentistry, the School of Law, and the School of Pharmacy. As was true of the 

University of Kansas City following the merger with the University of Missouri, 

these entities either retained their former governing boards as support groups or 

created new ones. For some of them , the " they " who exercised outside control 

resided in the campus administration as much as in the central administration in 

Columbia. I tried to deal with each of them on the basis of their individual needs 

and institutional personalities. 

The largest and best established of the professional schools was dentistry , 

where Ham Robinson operated as something of a law unto himself. The School of 

Dentistry not only played a dominant role in campus affairs, but it was one of the 

largest in the country; its alumni had achieved prominence from coast to coast and 

in Hawaii , where there was an especially strong group. They were loyal to the 

2. Ellis. Road to Emeritus. 223-24. sheds interesting light on these two appointments. As I noted 
earli er. Ellis involved himself direc tl y in the search process. This was something that never occurred 
during my years as chance llor. and a prac tice that I never followed as pres ident. 
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dean and to the school; each year hundreds of them returned to Kansas City for a 
three-day reunion, combining frivolity, fellowship, fund-raising, and continuing 
education. The school was wretchedly housed in an old building at Tenth and 
Troost, in the heart of the inner city, but when I arrived a new building was under 
construction on Hospital Hill just east of Crown Center. When completed in 1970, 
the $7 .5 million structure provided space for six hundred dental students, one 

hundred dental hygiene students, and one hundred gn~duate students; it also 
housed the largest dental clinic in the country. Dean Robinson was a superb fund
raiser. He secured $2 million in private funds and a $4 million federal grant to go 
with a state appropriation of $1.5 million. 

Robinson retired in 1975, after seventeen years of distinguished service, 
including his year as acting chancellor. By this time, I had become well ac
quainted with the leaders of the dental alumni-Vera and I always attended some 
of the social functions at the reunions, and I frequently participated in the general 
sessions-and I wanted to involve them in the choice of a successor. At the same 
time, I felt the need to establish a new direction for the school, placing greater 
emphasis on research. Most of the alumni, it is fair to say, wanted things to 
COntinue about as they were; in particular, they desired one of their own to be 
chosen dean. The search committee identified, among others, Marvin Revzin, 
aSsociate dean of the School of Dentistry at the University of Southern California. 
In my mind, he was the obvious first choice, and I was able to persuade the alumni 
on the committee to go along-Dr. Al Reub, an alumni leader from Kansas City, 
Was Particularly helpful. Revzin placed increased emphasis on research, but he 
took Over at a time when the demand for dentjsts was beginning to decline, 
bringing with it the need for hard choices. He managed those choices with great 
skill, retaining the loyalty of both faculty and alumni until ill health forced his 
retirement in 1982. 

The School of Law, with origins going back to the Kansas City School of 
Law, founded in 1895, was almost as well established as dentistry. Although its 
alUmni included a justice of .the Supreme Court of the United States and many 
well-established lawyers, the law school had a lingering reputation as a street-car 
S~hool with easy admission requirements and graduation standards that too often 
produced a high rate of failure on the state bar examinations. Pat Kelly was 
Working hard to change the school ' s reputation. He achieved remarkable success, 
recruiting a number of exceptionally bright legal scholars, raising admission 
standards, and stiffening graduation requirements. As a result, UMKC's law 
School Soon came to be looked upon as the equal of any in the state. 

In the course of improving the law school, Dean Kelly got me mixed up in 
one of the major controversies of my time a~ chancellor. It involved the night law 
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school. For many years a night law school had been the hallmark of an urban 

university. It was the only way that poor boys-there were virtually no women in 

those early law schools---could get a legal education. They worked during the day 
and attended classes at night. Historically, admissions standards had not been as 
high for the night program as for the regular daytime courses. Under Dean Kelly's 

leadership, the faculty began to raise admission standards until they equaled those 
for the regular courses. As a result-and also because of the increased financial 
aid available to students in all fields-the demand for night classes declined to the 

point that it became uneconomic to offer a full J.D. program at night. Pat's 
solution was to close the night law school. At first I demurred-how could you 
think of yourselves as an urban university without a night law school? Moreover, I 

knew that there were many lawyers in Kansas City whose training had been in the 
night law school. Pat, however, was nothing if not persistent, and he finally wore 

me down. I reluctantly agreed to take the recommendation to the president and the 

board. Brice Ratchford, then serving as president, reluctantly approved, and that 
was followed by an even more reluctant approval from the board of curators. The 
decision was educationally and fiscally correct, but we got many questions, par

ticularly from legislators. Dean Kelly's reputation was such, however, that we 
were able to ward off most of the questions by simply referring to his jUdgment.3 

Another private school that had become a part of the University of Kansas 
City was the Conservatory of Music, founded in 1906. Its dean, Archie Jones, who 
had led the conservatory since its affiliation with the University in 1959, was 
about to retire at the time I arrived-the deanship of the conservatory thus became 

the first major administrative position I had to fill after I became chancellor. 
Following the practice we used at the University of Nebraska, I appointed a 
search committee from among the faculty, with a representative of the conserva

tory trustees, asking them to give me three to five names from which I could make 
a choice. The committee did that, but they urged me to appoint Joseph Blanken

ship, chair of the Department of Music at the University of New Mexico. I, too, 

was impressed with Blankenship's credentials, and offered him the job. He had a 

keen ear for musical quality and understood the role of a school of music in a 
public university. He recruited outstanding teachers and expanded the educational 

offerings, including the inauguration of a notably successful program in music 
therapy headed by Wanda Latham. At the same time, he was not as successful as 
we had hoped he would be in expanding the conservatory into the community. 

When he resigned in 1976, we turned to Lindsay Merrill, dean of the School of 

3. The questions persisted. During my years as president , hardly a legislative session went by 
without a question about the night law school in Kansas City. 
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Music at Kent State University and director of the famous Cleveland Blossom 

Festival. I enjoyed working with Merrill-he was bright, witty, and an engaging 

conversationalist. I soon learned, however, that he had the faculty for alienating 
people both on campus and in the community. Effective leadership for the conser

vatory came only when George Russell hired David Kuehn of California State 

College at Long Beach as dean. 

The School of Pharmacy, the last and smallest of the professional schools to 
be absorbed by the University, occupied a new building east of Rockhill Road

the completion of which had been the first capital improvement after the Univer
sity of Kansas City became part of the University of Missouri. William Strick

land, its dean, got along well on the campus and with the pharmacists of the state. 

Like dentistry and law, the school enjoyed the support of a devoted group of 
alumni. The school ' s faculty was fairly traditional, placing much more emphasis 

On teaching than on research. Strickland encouraged research, and moved forward 
with the development of a Pharm.D. program. His first love, however, was teach
ing, and in 1974 he asked to be relieved of the deanship. We replaced him in 1975 

With Donald Sorby of the University of Washington, who continued the emphasis 

on research but devoted most of his attention to integrating the work of pharmacy 
into that of the new School of Medicine (which is discussed elsewhere). 

Jack Heysinger, dean of the School of Administration, I knew from the 
search process that resulted in my appointment as chancellor. The school occu
pied the old Shields mansion and carriage house on Cherry Street, just south of the 
chancellor's residence. (In showing me through the facilities for the first time, 

Heysinger commented, "We're probably the only school in the country which has 
a former horse shower as a student lounge. ") As its name implied, the school's 

emphasis was highly theoretical, and many of the faculty had little interest in the 

practical application of business principles or in interaction with the business 
community. Heysinger faced continued frustration as he tried to broaden the 
~Chool's mission, but he was highly successful in improving its academic stand
Ing. The school of public administration faculty, led by William B. Eddy, worked 
closely with city and county governments , although the business faculty remained 
someWhat aloof. 

Calvin Gross, dean of the School of Education, had come to Kansas City 
fOllOwing a controversial and highly publicized career as superintendent of the 
New York City public schools. He understood the problems of urban education, 

but many of the faculty preferred to remain in their ivory tower-which in this 
case was the baronial Epperson House at Fifty-second and Cherry streets, just 
south of the School of Administration. Gross pushed hard for a new building, and 
before he left we were able to dedicate an innovative new structure to house the 
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school. He was less successful in relating the school to the community, but a 
number of faculty worked well with the Kansas City School District, and the 

Center for the Study of Metropolitan Problems in Education, founded by Daniel 
U. Levine and Robert Havighurst, proved to be of major assistance to the district. 

When Gross left to become president of the Bank Street College of Education in 

Chicago, we appointed Joseph J. Doerr, assistant dean, to succeed him. Doerr 
considerably expanded the school's involvement with the community. 

Edwin J. Westermann, dean of the College of Arts and Sciences, presided 

over the oldest, largest, and in many respects most difficult of the University'S 

divisions. In the beginning, the college had been the entire University , and, for 
many years , the UKC administration stoutly resisted any effort to broaden the 

mission of the institution. As the professional schools were added, however, the 

role of the college changed and, in some minds, diminished. Emphasis on profes
sional education continued after the merger, to the discomfiture of many members 

of the faculty whose tenure dated back to the days of the private university. 
Moreover, the relatively small amount of graduate work made it difficult for the 

college to attract and hold research-oriented faculty. All of this tended to accentu

ate the traditional distrust of administration ingrained in faculties of arts and 

sciences everywhere. The deanship of arts and sciences is always difficult, and it 
was particularly so at UMKC. Westermann, a mild-mannered, thoughtful histo

rian, had seen the college through the merger and the great growth that followed. 
He was interested in returning to teaching. Upon Westermann's retirement from 
the deanship, we appointed Robert J. Corrigan, a political scientist from the 

University of Iowa, who left after two years to become vice chancellor of the 
University of Maryland-College Park (and later chancellor of the University of 
Massachusetts at Boston). He was replaced by George Dahlgren, a chemist from 

the University of Cincinnati. Dahlgren had impressed us all with his apparent 

ability to make difficult decisions, but his manner soon proved to be too abrasive 
for faculty sensibilities, and he became highly unpopular, resigning in April 1978. 

Wesley J. Dale, dean of the newly created School of Graduate Studies, had 
come from the University of Missouri-Columbia, where he had been chair of the 

Department of Chemistry. His mission was not popular with his colleagues-most 
of them felt that graduate work should remain under the control of the deans of the 
respective schools and that a separate graduate school was quite unnecessary. In 

addition, his personality was far from ingratiating. Nevertheless, he was an effi
cient, no-nonsense administrator who could get things done. As the years went by 
I would give him increasing responsibilities. 

Walter Wright, dean of the Division for Continuing Education, had assumed 
his post at about the time of the merger. His background was in business rather 
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than education, but he was a canny administrator who provided effective leader

ship for the division as its mission changed from purely continuing education to 

one that embodied more of the traditional attributes of land-grant extension. He 
worked well with the academic deans and with Brice Ratchford, vice president for 

extension-an important consideration, because the dean for continuing education 

was more closely involved with the central administration than were any of his 
colleagues. 

Wheadon Bloch, dean of students, was another veteran of UKC days. Deans 
of students frequently find themselves in conflict with their academic counter

parts-and Bloch was no exception-but he was a wise, even-tempered adminis
trator who won respect all over the campus. I shall have more to say about him in 

connection with student life at UMKC. 
Rounding out the corps of deans was John Dowgray, dean of faculties. 

Dowgray, an historian, had been appointed by Scofield shortly after the merger. 

He was heavily involved in the recruitment of new faculty to keep up with 
burgeoning enrollments and can take credit for the quality of many of the persons 

brought in, a considerable number of whom remained to build their careers at 

UMKC. I enjoyed working with him, but I sensed that he was increasingly 

uncomfortable with his role as chief academic officer in a rapidly growing public 
university , particularly one that was part of a multi campus university system. I 

was not surprised, therefore, when he resigned to become vice president for 
academic affairs at the University of Tulsa, a private institution somewhat like the 

University of Kansas City-although much better financed. 
With Dowgray ' s departure we changed the title of the position to provost. I 

would have preferred "vice chancellor for academic affairs," but "provost" was 

the title used at Columbia, and John Weaver was loathe to authorize the creation 
of new administrative titles .4 We recruited Richard Armitage of Ohio State Uni

versity for the position, but he stayed only for a few months. I then turned to 
Wesley Dale, who served as provost throughout my tenure as chancellor. With 

Dale's appointment as provost, we appointed Herwig Zauchenberger of the Clare
mont Graduate School as dean of the School of Graduate Studies, a position he 

filled with considerable eclat. 
Claiborne Harper, chief business officer, arrived at about the same time I did . 

While still chancellor-designate, I worked with Ray Bezoni and Dale Bowling, 
Vice presidents for finance. and business, to recruit a new business officer. The 

campus business officer had resigned, and both Bezoni and Bowling urged that 
We try to have a replacement on board at the time of my arrival. I agreed, and 

4. As president , I authorized the use of the term vice chancellor on all of the campuses. 
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learned a lot about the system and the campus in the process of working through 

the appointment-I also learned that I would be able to get along comfortably 
with both Bezoni and Bowling. Harper, a former administrator at Pet, Inc., in St. 

Louis, never really understood the academic types with whom he had to labor
indeed, he frequently spoke to me in amazement of their foibles-but he was 

good with figures, worked well with Bezoni and Bowling, and administered the 

physical and fiscal side of the growing campus with great effectiveness. 
Another person who was part of what I came to call the Administrative 

Council was Leo J. Sweeney, registrar and director of admissions. Sweeney, a 

veteran of the University of Kansas City, with an able corps of assistants, man
aged the ever-increasing enrollments with great skill. He also was active nation

ally in the recruitment and selection of students from abroad. 

Donald Brackhahn, a young graduate of the University of Kansas City, 
served as director of development and of alumni and constituent relations. He had 
a very small staff-something that surprised me-but he was energetic, devoted 

to the school, and a good friend of all the alumni. He continued to fill both roles 
until we hired Lawrence J. Hagerson of the University of Oklahoma as director of 

development. 
Again, the public information office was practically nonexistent- also some

what surprising in view of the importance of community relations to an urban 

university. To head up the office, we hired William Steinhardt from Ohio Univer
sity. Unfortunately, public information, like development, was mired in bureau
cracy. Although recognizing that alumni loyalty was to an individual campus 

rather than to the system, the board and president in the beginning insisted that 

fund-raising be closely coordinated by system officials-initially a vice president 
for development. As a result, campus development officers spent endless hours in 

meetings trying to devise systems for the coordination of fund-raising activities. 

Gradually, the system disintegrated from its own weight, and central controls 
were relaxed. Only as the system matured did the campuses obtain control of their 

public information efforts. 

In the chancellor's office, in addition to Alberta Manley , whom I have 
mentioned, there were two secretaryships, positions frequently filled by wives of 

students. Although these young women were usually bright and hard-working, the 

practice condemned the office to considerable turnover. Two who stayed longer 
than usual were Beth Blazek and Helen Dillinger.5 Although I always tried to 
operate with a lean personal staff, I early felt the need for an administrative 

5. Later, Helen Dillinger, who had been divorced and had taken the name Heather, worked in 
the Washington office that I established as president, bringing to the office a considerable amount of 
Washington experience that she had acquired in the intervening years. 
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assistant who could deal with many problems that a secretary, no matter how 

competent, could not handle. I filled the position first with Frank Meeker and then 
with William J. French, a young man whom I found working in the alumni office. 

From the beginning Bill French exhibited an unusual capacity for growth-as I 

write this he is serving as vice chancellor for development at UMKC. 

As I have mentioned, I early began the practice of meeting with the deans 

and some of the directors every Monday morning at 8:30-as we got to know 
each other, the deans commented to me that the early hour reflected my rural 

background, but nobody seriously complained. I used these meetings to discuss 
policy matters, but also as a means of communication. I found them useful , and I 

think the deans and directors did , too. The sessions ordinarily lasted about an 

hour; the rest of the morning frequently was taken up with one-on-one meetings 

with individual deans, normally at their request. While I tried to funnel many 
matters through the provost, I felt that, as small as the campus was, the deans 

needed opportunities to deal directly with me. I am sure that created some ambi
guity, but, as I frequently reminded people, if you can't live with a degree of 
ambiguity you shouldn ' t be in university administration. A university is not a 

military structure with rigid tables of organization and lines of authority. (I liked 

to describe the University's administrative structure as consisting of a series of 
concentric circles, designed to facilitate decision-making through open discussion 

and easy communication.) 

III 

With the beginning of the academic year, I began to get acquainted with 

members of the faculty. To facilitate the process, I asked each of the deans to 

arrange meetings for me with their various departments--or, in the smaller divi
sions, with the school faculty-and I asked that these meetings be scheduled in 

the departmental offices or school conference rooms. This gave me an oppor

tunity to see firsthand the wretched conditions under which many faculty mem
bers worked. The old houses that most of the departments occupied may have 

been gracious homes, but frequently they had not converted well to offices and 
classrooms. 

As a further means of getting acquainted with the faculty, Vera and I under

took to have all faculty members and their spouses in the residence at least once a 
year, organizing a series of late afternoon cocktail parties. We divided the lists so 
that faculty from all of the divisions were mi;:<ed up. We learned that many faculty 
members did not know each other, something that should not have been surprising 
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in view of the fact that they lived in all parts of the vast metropolitan area

geographically, the Kansas City metropolitan area is one of the largest in the country. 
We also learned that many faculty members lived in Kansas, a situation that caused 

the University occasional difficulty in Jefferson City, where the common wisdom 
held quite understandably that state employees should live in Missouri. Throughout 
our tenure we tried to involve as many faculty as possible in events at the residence, 

not as a matter of duty but because we enjoyed it. I considered myself primarily a 
faculty person, and I frequently reminded my colleagues that I had been a professor of 

history longer than I had held any other single position. 

As I have mentioned, while many of the faculty and administrators were 
relatively new, there was a considerable leaven of veterans from the private 

university, with all, new or veteran, sharing a kind of pessimism that could result 
only in a low level of morale. The faculty's morale was even lower than that of 

the administrators. 
Faculty morale problems and concomitant distrust of administrators are en

demic, and certainly are not confined to the University of Missouri or UMKC. But 
there were special problems at UMKC. Although new faculty had been added to 

meet growing enrollments, they had not come in sufficient numbers to prevent a 

kind of harried existence, with workloads in excess of reasonable standards-and 
surely in excess of those in effect at the older campuses of the University of 

Missouri. Moreover, tho,ugh new facilities were under construction, they would 

not begin to solve the institution's space problems, and they were not at the 
moment in place. Again, comparisons with the relative luxury of facilities avail
able at Columbia and Rolla provided only a perverse satisfaction. Most galling of 
all were salary differentials, not only with Columbia and Rolla, but even with the 

new campus at St. Louis. There were reasons for some of the differences, such as 
variations in missions, as at Columbia with its preponderance of doctoral pro

grams; differences in disciplines, as at Columbia and Rolla with their programs in 
medicine and engineering; differences in faculty mix, as at St. Louis where the 

faculty consisted of persons primarily in the junior ranks, whereas at UMKC there 

were proportionately more full professors-an institution frequently is competi
tive at junior grades when it cannot be in the upper ranks. The basic reason, 
though, was that budgeting at the University of Missouri was primarily incremen

tal, with everything dependent upon the base from which a spending unit started. 

One could recite these reasons and others ad infinitum, but the recitations fell on 
the skeptical if not deaf ears of faculty who knew only that their salaries

although they had been increased markedly from what obtained at the private 
university-in almost every instance were below what their counterparts on the 
other campuses received. 
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The board of curators and officers of the central administration rejected 
intercampus comparison as a valid means of determining the equity of budget 

allocations, arguing that the needs of each campus were unique and must be 

considered on that basis. There is no way, however, to prevent people from 
comparing their situation with that of their colleagues, and in Kansas City the 
penchant for comparison was fed by front-page headlines such as " Kansas City 

Low on Fund Scale," under which Patricia Jansen Doyle, the Star's education 
editor, pointed out that UMKC lagged in new graduate programs, dollars spent 

per student, academic space per student, and state funds allocated to construction, 

asserting, " In fact some at U.M.K.C. feel that the University of Missouri has 
forced the Kansas City campus to stand still while it permitted the Rolla campus 
to catch up and the Columbia campus to lengthen its lead."6 

The faculty expressed its official opinions through the University Senate, a 
relatively young organization that recently had been restructured to include stu

dents in its membership. The whole idea of a formal faculty organization was 
quite new at the University-UKC had provided no way whatever for the faculty 
to express its views collectively-and when I arrived the senate was feeling its 

way as part of the University's governing structure. It had adopted a fairly 
elaborate set of "governing practices, "7 which were heavily process-oriented, and 

held regular monthly meetings during the academic year, which usually were well 
attended. The membership included deans as well as students, but the facuIty 

dominated the organization, particularly the faculty from Arts and Sciences. In
deed, one of the senate's principal difficulties derived from the fact that many 
professional school faculties-as well as their deans-were reluctant to share any 
of their authority or influence with a campuswide organization. 

Although many administrators are nervous in the presence of facuIty organi
zations, I always have felt perfectly comfortable with them-at the University of 

Nebraska I had been an active member of the American Association of University 
Professors as well as of the Faculty Senate (sometimes, I'm afraid, to the extreme 
irritation of the chancellor)-and from the beginning I tried to find ways to 
involve the senate and its leaders in campus governance. They and I understood 
that final decisions were not theirs to make, but I tried to keep them informed and 
to seek their advice in a timely way on important matters. I met frequently with 
the senate's Executive Committee, and, following our preliminary discussions, 

6. Kansas City Star , May 22, 1968. 
7. All faculty bylaws, including the most minuscule revisions, required approval by the board of 

Curators. lackson A. Wright , the University 's general counsel, always had trouble with the term 
governing practices , arguing that UMKC should have bylaws as did the other campuses, but I 
insisted that the term be maintained. 
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the governing practices were changed to provide that the Executive Committee, in 

addition to its other functions, should serve as a li aison committee with the 

chancellor and senior administrative officers. Senate Chair Robert Farnsworth 

wrote in hi s annual report : 

But such spec ific consequences of meetings between the Chancellor and the 
Executive Committee do not truly indicate the usefulness of the rapport which has 
been established. In periods of tension within the university .. . the Chance ll or and 
the committee were in freq uent close communication. The Chancell or has used the 
committee at times as a sounding board on a wide range of subjects, and he has kept 
the committee informed on dec isions pending and made in the state-wide uni versity 
admini st rati on8 

Indeed, I know that some of the deans thought I paid too much attention to faculty 

advice. 

I was fortunate in the persons who served as chair of the senate during my 

tenure as chance llor. Robert Farnsworth , a yo ung assoc iate professo r of English, 

who was very acti ve in the civil rights movement, and who would remain at the 

University until hi s retirement in 1991 , publishing extensively and developing a 

considerable scholarl y reputation , held the pos ition when I arri ved. He continued 

until 1969, when he was succeeded by Elmer Horseman, a veteran professor of 

law, whose counsel was valuable during the tumultuous di scussions of Role and 

Scope, which 1 di scuss later. Dale Neuman, a young professor of political science, 

assumed the post in 197 1; I benefited greatly from questions produced by hi s keen, 

analytical mind . Understandably, they all felt the need to maintain the ir indepen

dence, to avo id even the appearance of being co-opted by the administration, but 

they all understood that more could be accomplished by cooperation than by 

confrontation and shared a concern for the best interests of the Uni versity . More

over, they all became good friends. 

The chai r of the senate, along with two other persons elected annuall y by the 

senate, represented UMKC on the Intercampus Faculty Advisory Council , an 

organization created by John Weaver as a means of providing the pres ident with 

faculty advice. Success ive presidents of the University found it to be a highly 

useful organization, although some of the chancellors complained about it as a 

dev iation from proper channels of communication. I had no problems whatever. 

The chair, and sometimes all members of the delegation, usually met with me 

before the intercampus meetings to di scuss the agenda and always reported any

thing of importance that had taken place. I was never surpri sed, therefore, by their 

reports to the senate. 

8. UMKC Senate. Minutes. Apri l 18. 1969. Appendi x B. 



Faculty and Staff in a Time of Growth 41 

All in all, I found my relations with the faculty to be highly satisfactory. I 
shared many of their concerns and had their best interests at heart. I think most of 

them understood this, despite frustrations with inadequate financial support, the 

root of most problems within the University of Missouri . One of my prized 

possessions is a resolution passed by the senate at the time of my appointment as 
president, expressing appreciation for the past and good will for the future. 



3 
STUDENTS IN A TIME OF STRESS 

T he late sixties and early seventies constituted a difficult time in American 
higher education. Campuses across the country were torn by disruption as 

students, rebelling against racial injustice, what they perceived to be an immoral 

war in Vietnam, and the status quo generally, vented their frustrations with the 
world against their universities. The University of Missouri was spared the most 

violent aspects of campus unrest, but there were serious difficulties and they 

produced a great deal of tension as some citizens, some politicians, and even some 
board members overreacted to incidents that in retrospect seem rather mild and 
innocuous. 

When I arrived at UMKC I found a group of student leaders who were 
deeply concerned about society 's ills and seeking ways in which they could be 

part of the solution to the problems besetting the country. Those problems bore 
many facets, but most prominent among them were: (I) racism, (2) the war in 
Vietnam, and (3) "free speech." Critical to their solution was the development of 

a system whereby students could participate meaningfully in the governance of 

their colleges and universities. 
In January 1968 the All Student Association had adopted a resolution calling 

for "a committee of students, faculty and administrators to hold open hearings to 

set down a well-defined policy acceptable to all concerned in regard to participa
tion in the making of decisions concerning the academic community and student 
affairs. " As the University News commented, "This was student power derived 

through intelligent discussion rather than through demonstrations, riots or strikes. " I 
With a few minor exceptions this approach generally characterized student 

efforts during my years as chancellor. To be sure, the discussions did not always 

seem to be particularly "intelligent," and, amplified by the media and the fears of 

1. Universiry News. January 9, 1968 . 
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an adult population that simply could not or would not try to understand what the 

students were talking about, they seemed at times to portend, if not approach, 

conditions of riot. UMKC, however, was spared the kind of violence that erupted 

at the University of Kansas and, to a lesser degree, at the University of Missouri
Columbia. 

Students for a Democratic Society (SDS), the organization that sparked so 

much violence across the country, found it difficult to develop a presence at 

UMKC. For example, as I perused the back files of the University News, I noted 

that an SDS meeting scheduled to discuss Vietnam and world revolution had 

"suffered from under attendance and soon adjourned to coffee."2 Shortly after I 

arrived-although my arrival had nothing to do with it-UMKC students broke 

with SDS and created a new organization to deal with campus problems, the 

Student Action League. 

The Student Action League had a short and uneventful life, making no 

greater impact on the campus than did SDS-which, despite the 1968 " break, " 

experienced a kind of reincarnation each fall for a number of years. UMKC 

students were older than most of their counterparts on residential campuses, many 

of them had families, and nearly all of them had one or more jobs. They had little 

time or energy to consider the problems of society as a whole. Moreover, the 
student leaders as represented in the All Student Association and the staff of the 

University News took positions that were sufficiently advanced to satisfy most of 

the student activists on campus. 

Chief among the student leaders was Al Katz, a political science major from 

St. Louis who, when I arrived, had just been elected pres ident of the All Student 

Association. Articulate and possessed of an unusually creative imagination, he 

seemed to enjoy verbal jousting with the administration and analyzing us in 

public. He would occupy a good deal of attention during my first two years on 

campus.3 Assisting him were Richard Hoover, whose principal interest was in 

combating racism on campus, and Tony Murphy, editor of the University News. 

In response to the April riots in Kansas City, the All Student Association had 

established a student-run Human Relations Commission with Hoover as its head. 

When I arrived I found the members of the group hard at work on an evaluation of 

UMKC's admission policies and curriculum. As expected, they issued a report 

that was highly critical of both. I responded by pointing out that the Metropolitan 

2. Ibid .. February 29. 1968. 
3. Sometime in the late seventies I happened to meet him in an airport. I learned that he was a 

lawyer, li ving in Florida, and from all appearances a very prosperous one. When I commented on the 
apparent tulJ1 his career had taken since his student days. he replied with a grin , .. You know. you 
were always telling me to work within the establishment. " 
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Area Talent Search, Upward Bound, and a transitional-year program were making 

an impact. I recognized the need for improvement, suggesting that in particular 

we needed to work more effectively with the Metropolitan Community Col

leges-something I continued to stress throughout my years as chancellor. In 

response, Hoover, while insisting that much more needed to be done to provide 

opportunities for minorities at UMKC, said, "We are extremely fortunate to 

finally have as head of this University a man with the capabilities and sensitivity 

of Chancellor Olson, and his position with regard to the issuance of the University 

statement is appreciated."4 

I spent a good deal of time with Hoover during my first few months on 

campus, and it was time well spent. Spending even more time with him were 

Dean of Students Wheadon Bloch and Assistant Dean Gary Widmar. Both were 

highly capable, sensitive administrators who enjoyed the confidence of student 

leaders. I soon learned that I could rely on their judgment with great comfort. 

In all my dealings with students, I tried to be as open and accessible as 

possible. We frequently entertained student groups in our home, and I began the 

practice of meeting periodically with student leaders at breakfast. The students 

were not enthusiastic about getting up for an early breakfast, but they came with 

considerable regularity . Less successful was an "open door" policy through which I 

set aside two hours a week when I would see anybody without appointment. I 

recall that at the first such session the only person who showed up was a reporter 

for the University News who had been assigned to write a story about it. After a 

few months, I abandoned the practice, concluding that perhaps I was not so much 

in demand as I had thought. 
To emphasize the kind of partnership I hoped to establish, I asked Bob 

Farnsworth, chair of the University Senate, and Katz to join me in holding an all

University convocation to mark the opening of the 1968-1969 school year. We 

gathered at noon on the lawn in front of the Student Center. Not many people 

showed up, but it was a lovely October day, and the three of us appearing together 

made a point, I thought, about the nature of the University and its governance. 

II 

Students, as well as faculty, administrators, and community leaders, had their 

differences with the central administration, and I found myself acting as a buffer 

for the students as for the other groups. There had been considerably more student 

unrest at Columbia than on the other campuses, and the curators were always 

4. UniversiTy News, November 14, 1968. 
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much more sensitive to what was happening at UMC than they were to events 

elsewhere in the system. Frequently they responded to those events by promulgat
ing general rules that those in authority on the other campuses found to be only 

marginally applicable to their situations. 

When John Weaver became president in 1966 he was confronted by a small 

but noisy chapter of Students for a Democratic Society at Columbia. The group ' s 
members organized a "non-demonstration" at his inauguration, which they de

scribed as a "non-student event which characterizes undemocratic administra

tion ,"5 but most of the time they busied themselves with distributing literature, 

holding rallies (poorly attended), and in general testing the limits of University 

authority. The curators took note of their activity-and of the tide of unrest 

sweeping across the country-by issuing a strong statement on student demon

strations and unauthorized use of University buildings. Katz responded to the 

action by stating, " If anything is going to unite students and cause them to 
demonstrate and seize buildings this statement would."6 

Weaver fully accepted the proposition that student affairs were primarily 

campus matters to be handled by the chancellors, but pressures from the curators, 

politicians, and the general public inevitably drew him into the maelstrom. Early 
in the fall of 1968, he asked the chancellors, deans of students, and three student 

leaders from each campus to gather in Columbia for a two-day meeting. It was not 

a particularly happy occasion. Attending from UMKC, in addition to Bloch and 

myself, were Katz, Hoover, and Murphy. They were all set for a serious discus
sion of student participation in University governance and the solution of world 

problems generally; they were much put off by the fact that the entire first evening 

Was given over to a dinner hosted by the Weavers in the Student Union, at which, 
much to their vehemently expressed horror, grapes were served in the face of the 

grape-workers' boycott. The next moming things went from bad to worse. Weaver's 
insistence that he did not have to consult students on the development of Univer
Sity policy-which, of course, was true-was something our representatives 

found particularly irritating. Moreover, they were disillusioned at what appeared 
to be a lack of interest on the part of their student colleagues. Sadly, Tony Murphy 
reported: "Unfortunately, the UMKC delegation was never able to impress upon 
the other student representatives the common underlying question for all these 
issues-that being what role students should play in the University. "7 

UMKC students clearly were different-and the differences were dramatized 

5. SOS Announcement of April 18, [19661. UA. President 's Office, '53-70, UW: 4/0/3 , Box 25 , 
SOS file. 

6. University News, July II , 1968. 
7. Ibid. , September 26, 1968. 
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by the attitudes of the various student leaders. At Columbia, Rolla, and, to a 

degree, St. Louis, the elected student leaders generally fit the traditional mold of 
Joe College and Betty Co-ed, interested in athletics, campus social life, and 

student issues generally. Katz and his associates, however, had quite different 
interests-they wanted to use their positions to further "student power, " and they 

saw the campus as an agent for social change. Converse ly , while the fringe 

groups, such as SDS, who took control of student protest at Columbia and else
where quickly resorted to violence to achieve their ends, UMKC's student leaders 

tried to work within the framework of discuss ion and democratic processes. My 

need was to encourage that and at the same time keep the effort contained

a fairly daunting challenge, given the social climate in much of Missouri. 

III 

I hardly had arrived before I faced an opportunity to confront the challenge 

head-on. In our first meeting, Katz told me of the All Student Association's plans 

for a major symposium on dissent, to be named in honor of the late Robert F. 

Kennedy. The students were concerned with making it a really big show and had 

allocated virtually all of their yearly program budget for the event. They were 
going through the motions at least of providing a balanced program, but as the 

names of the participants reached my office, I began to sense that we could expect 

trouble . Among those on the li st were Tom Hayden, Jesse Jackson, Paul Jacobs, 
Staughton Lynd, Pete Seeger, and Dr. Benjamin Spock. There were others less 
well known; all in all-as strange as it may seem from the perspective of the 

1990s-it was a group designed to create controversy, particularly when it was 
learned that they were being paid what seemed like high fees . As word of the 

students ' plans got out-and the media surely cooperated with their desire for 

publicitY!-Dpposition started to mount. I began to get letters and phone calls 
protesting the symposium, and soon a group in Independence launched a petition 

drive-they announced that they were going to collect twenty thousand signa
tures-asking the governor to "do everything within .. . [his] power to see that 
these ' dissident radicals' are not permitted on campus, and that the University 

does not participate in , nor lend its support to, this activity." The petitions also 

asked the governor to "publicly condemn this project. " 
Governor Warren E. Hearnes rightfully replied that the question of who 

spoke on the campus was one that should be answered by University authorities. 
He made it clear on a number of occasions, however, that he was not happy with 
the University , and he did ask that I respond individually to each one of the 
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petitioners. Even though only about twenty-five hundred people signed the peti

tions, the replies entailed quite a letter-writing project. I took the position that the 

University must provide a forum for the expression of all shades of opinion, that 

the students were not using tax dollars, and that the proposed symposium did not 

violate University policy. Weaver supported my stand, as did most of the board 

members, although no one-including myself-was comfortable with the adverse 

publicity the University was receiving. One member of the board-Judge William 

H. Billings of Kennett-did not support my position. He raised the subject at a 

number of board meetings and then, a few days before the symposium was to be 

held , called for a special meeting to consider a resolution expressing the board ' s 

di sapproval of the symposium. The resolution provided " that the Chancellor of 

UMKC be instructed by the President ... that University buildings and facilities 

will not be made available or be used directly or indirectly for the purpose of said 

Symposium on Dissent ," and provided further " that no monies or funds received 

by the University of Missouri from any source including fees paid by students be 

used directly or indirectly for said Symposium on Dissent. " 

I shall never forget that meeting, held on a cold February Sunday in Colum

bia. We gathered in the Board Room of the Memorial Union-oak paneled and 

ornately furnished, but basically a fairly gloomy place-and after an executive 

session, during which Weaver and I waited outside, Judge Billings introduced his 

resolution. It was seconded by John Sam Williamson of Columbia, who had not 

yet been confirmed by the Senate, but when the roll was called only Billings voted 

in the affirmative. Bill Myers, president of the board, declared the motion lost and 

adjourned the meeting. 8 Although I had been fairly confident that a majority of 

the board' s members would stand firm, I was gratified at the overwhelming nature 

of their support. I called Wheadon Bloch to tell him that the symposium could be 

held and flew back to Kansas City much relieved. 

The symposium itself was something of an anticlimax, at least for those who 

were expecting trouble. Some of the sessions drew large crowds, filling Pierson 

Hall to overflowing, and the symposium dominated the media in Kansas City for 

about a week-the students surely got their wish with respect to publicity-but 

though there was a lot of noise, there was no difficulty . The students managed the 
symposium in a highly responsible manner, and Dean Bloch provided effective 

leadership for the campus administration. 

The students continued to hold the Robert F. Kennedy Memorial Symposium 

for several years. The topics and speakers became less controversial, and in due 

time student interests turned to other subjects. 

8. Board of Curators, Minutes. February 9, 1969. 
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Within days, the first RFK Symposium was followed by Afro-American 

Week. Again, the list of speakers was such as to strike fear into the hearts of the 
more conservative elements of the population, but, as was true of the symposium, 
Afro-American Week was carried off with no difficulty, and it continued for a 

number of years as the principal campus event of Black History Week, celebrated 

in February. 
As I reflect on these events, more than two decades after they occurred, I 

can't help but wonder what all of the fuss was about. It was, of course, a time of 

great tension and insecurity, exacerbated by a degree of intergenerational hostility 
such as the nation seldom or ever had experienced. Incidents such as these serve 

to remind one, however, that First Amendment rights need constant and repeated 

defense. 

IV 

The Vietnam war remained a subject of pervasive concern, and opposition to 

the war mounted steadily among both students and faculty. Some student leaders 
insisted that I put the University on record as being against the war. I responded 
by reminding them that the University could not compromise its role as a forum 
for the full and free discussion of issues by officially taking sides. "Let's as
sume," I said, "that I am in favor of the war. Should I state that as the University's 

position?" They admitted that they hadn't thought about it in this light. 

Students and faculty exhibited much interest in the national war moratorium 
being planned for October 15, 1969. I announced that in accordance with Univer

sity policy we would not dismiss classes, but we would not punish students who 
were not in class that day, pointing out that class attendance was a matter for each 
instructor to monitor. I added, however, that I hoped students would use the day 

for "thoughtful, extensive discussion" of the important issues relating to the war. 

As far as I could determine, no instructor dismissed classes, but about two thou
sand persons packed Pierson Hall for a "teach-in" on the war. The day's only 

untoward event occurred when twelve SDS members tried (unsuccessfully) to 

disrupt a psychology class. 
As student unrest escalated around the country, many campus administrators 

found themselves in confrontation with overzealous local law enforcement offi

cers. There was danger for a time that we would be among those so affected. A 
story in the Kansas City Star in the spring of 1969 reported that Jackson County 
Sheriff Kenneth Carnes and his deputies had a plan for converging on the campus 
in the event of trouble, and that the sheriff would deploy men to the campus unless 
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expressly advised by the state's attorney general not to do so. Not surprisingly, 

this greatly agitated student leaders and created a good deal of unrest among 

campus administrators. It bothered me, too. I sought and obtained a meeting with 
Carnes and with Clarence Kelley, Kansas City's chief of police. After consider

able discussion we worked out an agreement by which neither the sheriff nor the 
chief of police would dispatch forces to the campus unless specifically requested 

by the chancellor to do so. 

I had good relations with Kelley. He and I met periodically with our associ

ates (in my case, Mason and Bloch or Widmar) to talk over matters from our 

various perspectives. The regular Sunday gatherings in Volker Park, between the 

campus and the Nelson Gallery, were sources of concern to him, as they were to 

us. There were few difficulties , however, and though we alerted the tactical squad 

a couple of times, not once did we ask the police to come on campus. Mason and 
the campus security forces were perfectly capable of taking care of our needs. 

Thanks to those forces, and the achievements of Deans Bloch and Widmar, which 
I have mentioned elsewhere, UMKC remained a campus of comparative calm. 

v 

At Columbia, on the other hand, something of a state of siege developed as 
SDS carried on an almost constant battle with the campus administration, result
ing in arrests and expulsions from the University. A particularly celebrated case 

was that of Barbara Susan Papish, a graduate student in the School of Journalism 
who was expelled for distributing on campus a newspaper "containing forms of 

indecent speech, " in violation of the board's Rules and Regulations. The expul

sion was upheld by the board of curators, and Papish took her case all the way to 
the Supreme Court of the United States, which overturned decisions of the district 
court and the Eighth Circuit Court of Appeals upholding the University.9 

In the Papish case, the board simply had reaffirmed administrative action; in 

another case, which drew wide national attention and was felt throughout the 
system, board and administration were at odds. This case grew out of the tragedy 
at Kent State University and involved faculty as well as students. Although 
students at the University's campuses generally did not heed the National Stu
dents' Association's call for a general student strike, the shock waves from Kent 

State were felteverywhere, and at Columbia they came close to producing serious 
difficulty. Some professors canceled their classes on May 5, sporadic demonstra-

9. Supreme Court of the United States, Barhara Svsan Papish v. The Board of Curators of rhe 
University of Missouri . er al .. no. 72-794. Decided March 19, 1973 . 
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tions were held, and, under the leadership of the Arts and Science Student Asso

ciation, a movement developed for a boycott of classes on Friday, May 8. The 

Department of Sociology announced that it was canceling classes, and there was 

strong support in the English, philosophy, and political science departments and 

in the School of Law for such action. A group of students, assisted by some 

faculty , stormed Chancellor Schwada 's office demanding that he cancel classes 

and issue a statement of protest against the invasion of Cambodia and the killings 

at Kent State. This he refused to do, and finally he was escorted from his office by 

well -armed University police. Adding to the tension, a fire bomb was thrown 

through a window of the Navy ROTC building and a small fire was started in a 

garage. 

In the midst of all this, members of the board arrived in Columbia on 

Thursday afternoon for their regular monthly meeting. All of the chancellors were 

on hand, as usual ; but, except for Schwada, we were little more than observers

rather nervous observers, I might add, fearfu l that the board would respond to 

conditions at Columbia by issuing general edicts that would apply to all cam

puses. Bill Billings, then president of the board, announced that he had sent a 

telegram to President Nixon applauding the administration ' s conduct of the Viet

nam war, thus undercutting Schwada ' s assertion that the reason he would not 

issue a statement on the war was that the University could not take an institutional 

position on the question-a point of view held by Weaver and the other chancel

lors, surely including me. 

The board faced an angry crowd of students. The issue, however, was not the 

Vietnam war but a demand to liberalize dormitory intervisitation-a demand 

the board was in no mood to accept. 10 The board, however, did take cognizance of 

the current campus situation by directing the administration to furnis h a report by 

June 20 "as to the names of any University personnel who may have been absent 

from duties without proper authorization during the week of May 4 to 16th, 

together with a report of the action taken by the administration in each case." I I 

Although the resolution was directed at Columbia, it applied-as we feared it 

would-to all campuses, and thus drew Kansas City, Rolla, and St. Louis into the 

controversy. 

10. This is an interesting illustration of the differing student attitudes to which I have alluded. 
With respect to inte rvi sitation, in 1977 the board accepted a recommendation from Chancellor 
Schooling, forwarded with my approval, that some of the dormitories at Columbia be opened to both 
sexes "on an experimental basis." The experiment was a success, with no untoward incidents, and 
nothing further was heard of the issue. Interestingly, UM R and UM KC had operated coed dormitories 
for a number of years with no problems. This is but another illustration of the fact that the board 
tended to sc rutini ze ac tiviti es at UMC more c losely than it did those on the other campuses. 

II. Board of Curators, Minutes, May 9, 1970. The resolution applied to all campuses. 
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It was an unhappy weekend. On Friday afternoon, an antiwar, antiuniversity 

admin istration rally on Rollins Field drew about three thousand persons who 

heard students and faculty members denounce President Nixon, the board of 

curators, the president of the University , and the chancellor. That evening, a 

dinner that the Schwadas were giving for a number of prominent journalists who 

were on campus to participate in Journali sm Week was broken up by a crowd of 

angry students who demanded to talk to the chancellor. Both John and Wilma 

Schwada, as well as several board members who were present and CBS news 

correspondent Harry Reasoner, tried to talk to the students, but they made little 

headway, and the University police finall y escorted the Schwadas from the house 
through a side door. 12 

About nine o 'clock on Monday morning, May II , a crowd of students and 

others began to gather on Francis Quadrangle, north of Jesse Hall. As the morning 

wore on, the crowd increased in both size and noisiness. Led by Bill Wickersham, 

assistant professor of recreation, and Tom DuBois, a sophomore in Arts and 

Science-both of whom had taken the lead in the assau lt on Schwada's office

they shouted that if the chancellor did not meet their "demands" by noon they 

would occupy Jesse Hall. By noon, however, the doors to Jesse Hall were locked 

and the building was cleared of all but University offic ials. Shortly after noon 

Dean of Students Jack Matthews, standing on the roof of the porch, read a 

proclamation from Schwada closing the campus and prohibiting gatherings of 

more than three persons without specific permission. When the crowd ignored 

Matthews's order to disperse, University police-with members of the Columbia 

police force and the state highway patrol standing by- loaded approximate ly 

thirty persons, including Wickersham , into buses and took them to the Columbia 

police station, where they were identified and released without being charged. 13 

Meanwhile, a group of faculty and students, under the leadership of William 

P. Murphy, professor of law and chair of the Faculty Council , was at work trying 

to devise a plan to deal with the problems created by faculty di smissals of classes 

and student absences from class . At a special meeting of the Faculty Counci l on 

12. Weaver. it should be noted , was not presenl at the dinner. His persona l re lations w ith 
Schwada remained cool, and he se ldom, if ever, attended soc ial functions in the chancellor ' s res i

dence. There was anothe r embarrass ing aspect to the evening. Schwada, in an unde rstandable fit o f 
anger and frustration, ordered Ihe Uni versi ty po li ce to confi scate the camera of one of the KOM U 
reporters filming hi s confrontat ion with the students. The film was later released and shown on the 

stati on , but the irony of this ac tion during Jo urna li sm Week by the chance llor of the Uni versity that 
boasted the o ldest and one of the most presti gious schools of journali sm in the country was not lost on 
the press. 

13. T his account o f the events of May 8 and II is based primarily on Jackson A. Wright to John 
C. Weaver, " Re port on Investigation." June 12, 1970. (See Exhibits , Board of C urators meeting, July 
12,1970.) 
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May 12, attended by Schwada, student representatives, and members of " the 

Peace Coalition," a joint statement was worked out providing, " In the case of 

students who decide not to attend class for any part or all of the remainder of the 

semester, the decision as to arrangements for the completion of the course and the 
determination of the final grade can be made by consultation between the individ
ual student and faculty member." The Faculty Council advised faculty members 

to follow one of three options: granting a grade on the basis of work completed to 
date; granting a grade based upon a final examination, without the requirement of 

class attendance; or giving an incomplete.14 

The joint statement drew an immediate reaction from Governor Hearnes, 

who, after denouncing the plan, stated: " It is my desire that the Board of Curators 

of the University of Missouri issue the necessary orders to prohibit any faculty 
member from interfering with the normal requirements governing class atten

dance, completion of assigned work, academic standards and the taking of final 

examinations, and to prohibit them from acceding in any other manner to the 
student demands outlined above." 15 

The governor followed this by asking members of the board, the president, 

and the chancellors to meet with him privately at the Cheshire Inn in St. Louis. I 

spent the night before the meeting in Columbia and rode to St. Louis with Weaver 
in his official car. We were stopped by a highway patrolman who asked if 
Chancellor Olson was in the car. He said that my dean of students needed to get in 

touch with me immediately, and offered to provide an escort for us to a truck 

weighing station where there was a telephone. (I might say that Bill Reid, the 
president's driver, was a very cautious person, and I doubt that he had ever before 
driven so fast!) When I made contact with Gary Widmar, who had succeeded 

Wheadon Bloch as dean of students, I learned that a few tents had been erected 

during the night on the lawn in front of the Administration Building. Widmar's 

recommendation was that he should tell the students that the tents could remain up 
during the day, but they would have to come down at nightfall. I agreed, and by 
late afternoon the tents were gone with no incident. 

We arrived at the Cheshire Inn to find the governor in a fairly hostile mood. 

He simply told the board that they had better take charge of the University. He 
didn ' t want a relaxation of the rules on intervisitation, and he didn't like the joint 
statement. Weaver argued that running the campuses had to be left to the chancel

lors, pointing out that on the way to St. Louis that morning I had been called on to 
make an immediate decision regarding a student problem. This didn ' t impress the 

14. Weaver. "President ' s Statement to Board of Curators," July 12, 1970. (Ibid.) 
15 . Warren E. Hearnes papers, 3585, Box 361, Western Historical Manuscripts Collection

Columbia. 
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governor much. His concern was with Columbia. Weaver got no help from the 

board, and I'm afraid the chancellors were not very helpful, either, although I do 

recall that Glen Driscoll, then serving as chancellor at the University of Missouri

St. Louis, made a strong statement about the importance of leaving academic 

matters in the hands of the faculty. The meeting ended with the board and the 

governor seemingly arrayed against the administration. At lunch, for example, 

Hearnes and the board members who remained sat in one part of the dining room, 

while Weaver and the chancellors sat in another. 

Meanwhile, Weaver was at work gathering information with respect to fac

ulty members who had dismissed classes. No dismissals had occurred at Kansas 

City or Rolla. At St. Louis ten cases had been referred to an ad hoc faculty 

committee for investigation, and action ranged from none at all to a letter of 

reprimand. Of the eleven faculty members who had dismissed classes at Colum

bia, one was given an official reprimand, seven were fined one day ' s pay, one was 

charged two days ' salary, and two (Wickersham and a graduate teaching assis
tant) were terminated. 16 

When the board met in Columbia for its regular meeting on June 2, the seven 

members present (Doyle Patterson and Oliver Ferguson were absent) unanimously 

passed a resolution offered by Robert Brady and seconded by Billings. It stated: 

"The so-called 'Agreement' of May 13 , 1970 ... is completely repudiated by this 

Board." They passed a flurry of other resolutions, including one asking William 

SUllivan of the FBI to consult with the board,17 but the action with the profound

est effect on the future of the University was that which dealt with Professor Daryl 

J. Hobbs, chair of the Department of Sociology at ,Columbia. Hobbs had refused 

to submit the names of members of the department who had dismissed classes 

following the killings at Kent State, and the board directed that he be suspended 

Without pay until such time as he furnished the names, and that if he did not do so 

"within a reasonable time in the opinion of Chancellor Schwada, he be dis

charged. " The members of the department voluntarily reported on their activities 

during the period May 4 through May 16; Hobbs submitted the reports on June 12, 

16. Wickersham's termination appeared to be possible under the University 's tenure regulations 
because he had been transferred from one department to another without tenure. This tenure less 
transfer remained a sticking point with the American Association of University Professors, and the 
prohibition of such transfers was an important step in obtaining AAUP endorsement of the Univer
sity 'S revised tenure regulations. 

17. Sullivan was unable to accept the board 's invitation. Later in the year, William Holloman, 
~onner Memphis police chief, was hired to coordinate the campus police departments, and he served 
In that capacity for a number of years. Because Holloman ' s hiring grew out of the board's desire to 
establish firmer control over the campuses, there was some grumbling, but Holloman was a wise and 
eXperienced police officer and was very helpful in his role. 
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and his pay was reinstated as of that date. This incident, plus the administrative 

dismissal of Wickersham, brought an investigation by the national office of the 

American Association of University Professors, which resulted in censure of the 

University of Missouri-Columbia by the AAUP-<:ensure that was not lifted until 

1981. 
At the July meeting, Weaver provided the board with a full report of actions 

that the administration had taken in response to the board' s resolutions of June 2. 

He prefaced his report with a statement that must rank as one of the most eloquent 

ever issued by a president of the University of Missouri. Observing that the 

University had been "caught up these recent weeks not only in an array of 

difficulties unique to itself, but in a cluster of problems intimately associated with 

the heavy strains and tensions which have beset the whole of American higher 

education," and from which there was" a mounting crescendo, a still rising fury 

of backlash, from a public that is experiencing sensations ranging from shaken 

confidence to indignation, if not unbridled rage, and that has lost faith in its young 

people and its institutions of higher learning," he reminded the board: 

the people of this state have more reason than they may realize to take pride in their 
University , and the manner in which it has so far maintained its course through these 
heavy seas. On the four campuses of this institution , while there have been clearly 
audible expressions of dissent, buildings have not been burned, people have not 
suffered personal mjury , major disruption has not occurred, calls have not been made 
for the National Guard. Normal functions have been maintained , the school year was 
concluded in a generally responsible manner. 

He then asked: "Should not all parts of this uncommonly fortunate academic 

community now seek to look forward with positive expectation and resolve rather 

than back with rancor and anger? Should not all of us, indeed, at this moment 

have a willingness, if not a preoccupying desire, clearly to define and strengthen 

those fundamental positions that unite us, rather than , with recrimination, further 

to highlight those things which will further divide us?" 18 

Although a minority of the board members favored the continuation of a hard 

line, most of them were anxious to work with the administration, faculty , and 

students to reestablish dialogue and to develop procedures for dealing with future 

problems. An important result of this effort was a statement of faculty responsibility 

agreed to by the Intercampus Faculty Council, the administration, and the board. Of 

even greater significance was the fact that after a series of divisive and potentially 

18. "A Statement from President John C. Weaver, University of Missouri, to the Board of 
Curators, July 12, 1970, Columbia, Missouri. " (Exhibits, Board of Curators meeting, July 12, 1970.) 



Sludel1fs ill a Time of S,,'ess 55 

dangerous episodes the University community was able to close ranks and get 

about its business. John Weaver 's leadership was critica l to that achievement. 

As a byproduct of the healing process, and at the urging of Judge Brady

who interestingly had been a leader among the hard-liners-the board directed the 

chance llors to schedule periodic " rap sessions" at which students, faculty, and 

administrators could meet informally with members of the board . The tradition 

continued for a number of years, but, as personnel and issues changed, interest 

decl ined and the rap sess ions finally were abandoned. In iti a ll y, though, they were 

useful , parti cularl y on the campuses other than Columbia where students and 

fac ulty were not as we ll acquainted with board members as they were at UMC. 

IV 

Meanwhile, during the systemwide troubles growing out of the war and 

campus responses to the Kent State tragedy, I had to deal with another kind of 

problem, involving both students and faculty-a problem growing out of an 

award for good teaching. 

For a number of years, UMKC, in common with many other universities, had 

given a " good teaching" award with funds prov ided by the Amoco Oil Company. 

In the spring of 1970, the se lection committee dec ided upon William P. Daly, a 

young ass istant professor of politica l sc ience who had been nominated for the 

award by his department. This was perfec tl y in order except for the fact that the 

department had also recommended that Daly, who was at the end of hi s probation

ary period, not be given tenure, which meant that under the Uni versity 's rules he 

would be terminated at the end of the fo llowing year. I told the po litical sc ience 

department that they couldn ' t have it both ways. Either they must recommend 

Daly fo r tenure, or I would refuse to grant the good teaching award . The po litica l 

sc ienti sts argued that the two were not related, that Daly was a good teacher, but 

he was being recommended for termination because of hi s research. I he ld that in 

an institution that aspi red to graduate work , teaching and research were part of the 

same fabric. My quarrel with the department was based not on its fa ilure to 

recommend tenure but on its recommendation for the good teaching award , which, 

it seemed to me, made a mockery of the University ' s entire tenure and reward 

system. 

Before I announced a final decision on the good teaching award, the students 

organized a " teach-in " on tenure-in addition to the politica l sc ience depart

ment ' s action on Daly, the history department had recommended that Assistant 

Professor Donald Elli s, also at the end of hi s probationary period, be denied 
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tenure and thus terminated. I agreed to attend and spent an uncomfortable after

noon in the role of punching bag for every student who didn ' t understand the 

tenure regulations, and every faculty member who didn ' t like them. I acknowl

edged that the University 's tenure regulations, dating from the 1950s, required 

revision-but not along the lines being suggested at the teach-in-and reminded 

the audience of about three hundred that a committee was at work on the matter. t 9 

My announcement on May 14, coming on the heels of the traumatic events in 

Columbia, that Daly would not get the good teaching award created a predict

able furor, although there were no demonstrations and no threats of violence. 

The students took up a collection to provide their own award for Daly-which 

they presented to the accompaniment of much publicity-but nothing further 

was done. 

The tenure question remained troublesome. In the spring of 1971 , the history 

department again recommended denial of tenure-and thus termination-for two 
young ass istant professors. When I upheld the recommendation , some three hun

dred students and others marched on the Administration Building, but they made 

no effort to enter it, contenting themselves with assembling on the Quadrangle for 

a session of speech-making. 

Although I had supported its recommendations, I must confess that my 

patience with the history department was growing a little thin . I asked William 

McNeill , a distinguish~d historian from the University of Chicago, to visit the 

campus and prepare a report . He found what I had suspected-that a relatively 

small group of senior professors exercised oligarchic control over the department 
to the disadvantage of the younger members and the undergraduate teaching 

program generally. A change in the chairmanship and in the department 's prac

tices improved the situation somewhat, and over time attitudes softened . 

Over time, also, student activism declined. Leaders and issues changed, and 

the rebellious idealism of the sixties gave way to an egocentric cynicism that no 

longer saw the campus as a launching pad for social reform. Moreover, on campus 

many of the" demands" of the sixties had been responded to, at least in part. As I 

have indicated elsewhere in this chapter, a central concern had been student 

participation in campus governance, and students now sat on all administrative 

committees-such participation helped to develop an understanding of the pro

cess and its complexities, if nothing else. The students wanted undergraduate 

curricular reform, and they received a slight broadening of the curriculum and 

some relaxation of the rather rigid requirements that had characterized under-

19. Actually, the University ' s tenure regulations were a major element in the AAUP's vote of 
censure that grew out of the board's handling of the faculty cases after the May protests. 
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graduate education since the days of UKC. Minority students in particular wanted 

greater access, more financial aid, and more adequate recognition of their special 
needs. They received all of these to a degree, although the University to this day 

continues to confront the problems of responding to the needs of our pluralistic 

society with incomplete success. 
The tensions of the late sixties and early seventies were part of the 

emergence of a self-conscious pluralism in American life which threatened to 

rend the very fabric of our society. Our students stood in the vanguard of the 
movement; our campuses were its battlegrounds. An anguished public frequently 

railed at the failures of those who had responsibility for the battlegrounds. There 
were failures-some of them serious-but on the whole the beleaguered heads of 

Our institutions and their associates acquitted themselves reasonably well. 
I like to think we did at UMKC. 



4 
CAMPUS AND COMMUNITY 

F rom the time of my arrival, I sought ways to integrate the campus into the life 
of the Kansas City community. It was not easy. 

Although the University of Kansas City had undertaken some important 

initiatives-and Carleton Scofield 's vision for the campus definitely embraced a 

significant urban mission-the University remained for the most part an isolated 

enclave in the beautiful rolling hill s south of Brush Creek and east of the Plaza, 

neither influencing nor being much influenced by the life of the city. As a private 
institution, the University of Kansas City faced no immediate imperative for 
change. Once it became public, however, that imperative would press itself on the 

campus with increasing insistence. Elmer Ellis had justified the merger as a 
means of enabling the University of Missouri to meet its obligations to the people 
of Kansas City. John Weaver had articulated the challenge with great clarity 

when, in his inaugural address, he said: 

In the first century of their existence, the land-grant universities made agri
cultural productivity and rural life in the United States the envy of the world. It is my 
vision of the second century that the land-grant institutions, while retaining and 
further enhancing their almost incredible relationship to rural America, must now 
prove that they can bring equally effective accomplishment to metropolitan America. 

In short , the urban university must adapt its programs to the needs of the urban 
society it serves-and thi s is just what the University of Missouri is attempting to do 
through its St. Louis and Kansas City campuses. 

I fully accepted the challenge, and from the time of my appointment seldom 
mentioned the University without referring to its responsibilities to the commu

nity. Recognizing the responsibilities was easy; fulfilling them was quite another 
matter. The land-grant experience provided inspiration, but the land-grant model , 
with its emphasis on applied research and cooperative (read" agricultural ") exten-
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sion, could not be picked up bodily and moved to the city. I saw a danger in too 

much emphasis on applied research and urban problem-solving. I tried to articu

late thi s in an address to the local chapter of Phi Delta Kappa a few weeks after I 

arrived. Using J. Martin Klotsche 's felicitous statement , "The university' s central 

role should always be that of guardian of the old and di scoverer of the new," I 

suggested that while the University could not be merely an academic service 

station, it could provide a common meeting ground for the divergent elements of 

the community, and engage itself in seeking ways to resolve community issues

this was part of the reason for my continued insistence that the University must 

provide opp0l1unities for the expression of all points of view. 

To accomplish thi s miss ion, the University would have to enjoy some degree 

of acceptance and credibility . Unfortunately , it had relatively little of either, and 

such support as it did possess was fragmented, limited in scope, and weakened by 
Controversy. I faced the task, therefore , of revitali zing the existing support struc

ture while trying to expand the University 's influence into areas of the community 

it hardly had touched. 

II 

First of all, I had to get acquainted. As I have mentioned, the trustees and 

others had been most welcoming in a personal sense, and that helped. As quickly 

as I could, I called on as many as possible of the major business and political 

leaders in the city. I recall particularly a long visit I had with Dr. Charles Kimball , 

president of Midwest Research Institute, which bordered the campus. Highly 
respected by the Kansas City leadership, he knew the problems I would face as 

well as anyone; he was very candid in his assessment of those problems and of the 

principal players on the Kansas City stage. We became good friends. 

UMKC was blessed with a number of support groups-some of them with 

fairly specific areas of interest. The largest and most universal in their concerns 

Were the University of Kansas City trustees, the University Associates, and the 

UMKC Alumni Association. 

Elsewhere I have di scussed the UKC trustees and have indicated that, while 

the scars resulting from the protracted and at times acrimonious negotiations over 

the merger were deep, I felt that the healing process had begun even before I 

aSSumed office. Nevertheless, an ugly residue of mutual suspicion and hostility 

still remained. Most of the curators and members of the University' s central 

administration were uncomfortable in their relations with the trustees---{)ne cura

tor was fond of referring to them as " that silk-stocking group in Kansas City "-



60 Serving the University of Missouri 

and many trustees remained suspicious of both the curators and the central admin

istration. I frequently had to contend with the view that any support provided 

UMKC by the trustees would be negated by a reduction in state support . 

Personalities aside, the root of the problem lay in conflicting views regarding 

roles and miss ion. Shortly after the merger, as I have indicated elsewhere, the 

trustees, with curator approval, had employed the firm of Frantzreb and Pray to 

develop a long-range plan to guide the work of the group. This plan , envisioning a 

considerable degree of trustee initiative in University development, Weaver un

derstandably rejected as unworkable . After studying it, I concluded that the plan 

would best serve the University by reposing undisturbed in the archives, and I 

never referred to it as a working document. I took the view that the trustees' most 

effective role would be in determining which among the programs proposed by 

the University they would fund, and that it was my job to sell them on the merits 

of those for which I sought their support. The trustees accepted thi s, and it 

provided the basis for steady growth in private funding. Indeed, my colleague 

chancellors occasionally spoke enviously of the trustee group in Kansas City. 

Also, relationships considerably improved after Brice Ratchford became presi

dent; in addition to his easy, open personality , he bore none of the scars of prior 

conflicts . 

The trustees' major ongoing activity consisted of a real-estate acquisition 

program designed ultimately to double the size of the Volker Campus to approx

imately eighty acres. The plan provided that within the boundaries of the proposed 

expansion (which had been approved by the curators), the trustees would purchase 

property as it came on the market and hold it until the curators had need for it , at 

which time the trustees would sell it at cost , using the proceeds to purchase 

additional property. Meanwhile, rental income would amortize the debt and ulti

mately produce funds the trustees would use for the benefit of the University. 

Miller Nichols, president of the J . C. Nichols Company, which owned the famed 

Country Club Plaza west of the campus, developed the program and carried it 

forward with single-minded dedication . In addition to devoting untold hours to the 

effort-he frequently said it was a wonderful substitute for golf-Nichols gave 

substantial sums of hi s own and the company ' s money to make the original 

purchases. Creative though it was, the program was not without controversy. 

Residents frequently complained that the trustees' real-estate purchases had an 

adverse effect on their property values and the quality of life in the area. The 

trustees created a committee to work with the neighborhood associations, and thi s 

ameliorated some of the controversy, but difficulties with the neighbors con

tinued-University expansion everywhere almost always is on a collision course 

with the institution ' s neighbors. Also, some critics charged that Nichols's interest 
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in University expansion was based solely on his desire to set up a buffer against 

" undesirable" encroachments from the east. This charge always seemed to me to 

be irresponsible if not vicious-the owner of the Plaza would have been short

sighted indeed not to want to maintain strong inst itutions in its vicinity. I was 

enthusiastic about the trustees' real-estate program from the beginning, and the 

years have borne out the hopes everyone had when it was started-the expansion 

of the 1980s simply would not have been poss ible without Miller Nichols 's vision 

and dogged determination. 

Influential as many of them were individually , the trustees as a group repre

sented a rather narrow segment of Kansas City society-basically the "country 

club" set. The group perpetuated itse lf, with reelection being almost automatic. 

Gradually, however, the organization both enlarged and broadened its member

ship to include a wider segment of the community 's leadership. 

On the personal side, Vera and I enjoyed our relationships with the trustees 

and their spouses. As I have mentioned, they were most generous in extending a 

welcome, and many of them became close friends. They were solic itous in facili

tating the social aspects of our job, providing entertainment funds, an automobile, 

and membership in the Mi ss ion Hill s Country Club. In 1970, they took up a 

collection among themselves to send us to Europe. I look back with particular 

appreciation on the men who headed the organization during my years as chancel

lor: Richard Wagner, Frederic P. Barnes, Robert M. Patterson, Fred Brady, and 

W. Coleman Branton. 

Much more broadly based than the trustees was the University Associates , 

founded in 1958 by Jack Morgan, who served as chairman of the trustees during 

the merger with the University of Missouri , and who has provided as much 

creative leadership in support of the University as any person in the community. 

The Associates, designed to provide an opportunity for persons from all over the 

Community to relate to the University whether or not they were graduates-and 

most of them were not-had several hundred members, and while they did not 

think of themselves primarily as a fund-raising organization, through their annual 

dues and other contributions they regularly provided small but significant sums to 

support specific University programs in which they were interested. 

The Associates' most important activity was the annual dinner at which the 

Chancellor'S Medal was awarded for outstanding service to the University and the 

community. Selection of the recipient was the chancellor's responsibility , al

though, after the merger, curator approval was required . It was the University'S 

highest nonacademic award , and it came to be looked upon as one of the most 

prestigious in the city. I took the responsibility for se lection very seriously , each 

year asking a committee made up of former recipients and representatives of the 
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faculty to assist in the process. I reflect with pride on the names of the persons on 

whom I had the privilege of conferring the medal: Nathan 1. Stark, Miller Nichols, 
lIus W. Davis, Helen Spencer, Henry C. Haskell, George E. Powell , Sr., Charles 

N. Kimball , and Selma Feld. 

The UMKC Alumni Association consisted of an amalgam of the various 

school alumni organizations, and thus constituted a fairly new entity. Its leaders, 

working to find a niche for the organization among the school associations and the 
University 's other support groups, felt, with some justification, that the University 

administration, the trustees, and the Associates had ignored them. I saw the 

alumni as a major untapped resource and from the beginning strove to integrate 

them into the life of the campus. Although the University was still fairly young, 
many of the alumni-and particularly those of the professional schools-had 

worked themselves into positions of leadership in the community. Those who had 
been out for some time understandably retained primary loyalty to their individual 

school; I tried to expand that loyalty to include the entire campus, and at the same 

time call upon alumni leadership for service and assistance. 

They made it easy. Shortly after we arrived, the officers gave a reception in 

our honor at a Plaza restaurant, at which time Lieutenant Governor William 

Morris, an alumnus, and Lyman Field, a loyal supporter who became a good 

friend, presented me with a life membership in the State Historical Society of 
Missouri as a gift from fhe alumni association. The reception, in addition to giving 

us an opportunity to meet alumni leaders, also provided a preview of the kinds of 

tensions that frequently would surround university events. Student leaders were 
offended that they had not been invited-they thought that Governor Hearnes was 

to be present, and they wanted to protest what they perceived to be his hostile 
attitude toward students and student activism. When they were denied admittance, 

they took their protest to the streets of the Plaza, hoping to meet the governor as 

he arrived or departed. The governor, however, disappointed them. We under
stood that he had been warned of possible unpleasantness and decided not to 

come. 
I met regularly with the association's executive committee and found its 

members both questioning and eager to be of help. Commencement provided a 
perfect place for alumni involvement, and they embraced the opportunity with 

enthusiasm. They began the practice of giving a breakfast on commencement day 
for all graduating seniors, and I made a place for the president of the alumni 

association in the commencement program. The trustees added the president of 

the alumni association to their board and sought in other ways to make the 
organization more visible. The annual awards banquet served effectively to call 

attention to alumni achievements and provided an enjoyable social occasion. 
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Traditionally, athletics have been the glue that binds alumni to the old 

school, but that adhesive at UMKC was fairly weak. The University of Kansas 
City had virtually no athletic tradition, and UMKC had done little to increase it. 

An NAIA (National Association of Intercollegiate Athletics) men 's basketball 
program had been started the year before I arrived. The alumni association offi
cially, and some of the alumni personally, supported the program and wanted it to 

grow: I enjoyed basketball, and Vera and I attended the home games when 
Possible, but the students had virtually no interest in the team (UMKC's Kanga

roos) or in intercollegiate athletics generally, and I could not put their develop

ment very high on my agenda. Moreover, there appeared to be little demand in the 

community-at that time Kansas City had more than it could do to support an 
NBA team. The NAIA's headquarters were in Kansas City, and the city was the 

site of the national tournament each year. Thus, athletic participation in the league 

seemed not inappropriate, although on every other score UMKC could hardly 

have been characterized as an NAIA institution. 
When Brice Ratchford called upon the alumni of the four campuses to come 

together to provide assistance in working with the legislature, UMKC's alumni 

leaders responded with alacrity. They took a leading role in the organization of the 

Alumni Alliance and in molding it into an effective support group for the Univer
Sity system. I Indeed, a number of them were experienced and very savvy in 

dealing with the politicians in Jefferson City. This was particularly true of Ruth 

Blake, who was serving as president of the alumni association when we arrived 
and who remained active in both the association and the Alumni Alliance. Contin

ued involvement characterized most of those WJIO served as president of the 
alumni association, even though the office was rotated annually .2 Vera and I 

enjoyed our relationships with them and their spouses. Shortly after we arrived the 
alumni purchased china emblazoned with the University seal for the chancellor's 

residence, which we used with pride. The seal provided a subtle reminder that 

UMKC was part of the University of Missouri . 
A number of other groups, organized around specific concerns, attracted 

their own special constituencies. One of the most interesting was the Cockefair 
Chair, not so much an association as the expression of an idea. Inaugurated in 
1960 to honor Carolyn Benton Cockefair, longtime teacher of English literature 

I. The alumni of the Kansas City, Rolla, and SI. Louis campuses embraced the idea of a system 
organization with. considerably more warmth than did those from Columbia. who from the beginning 
exhibited considerable frostiness and at times downright hostility to the whole idea of a university 
system. 

2. Those who followed Ruth Blake were: Joseph Stevens, Jr.. Lynn McCarthy, Patrick J. Nash, 
Benton T. Munday, James W. Dull , Dr. Norman Schwartz, James T. Job, Carlton Milby, and Ron 
Paul. 
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who was a great favorite of both students and townspeople, the Cockefair Chair, 
under the leadership of Selma Feld, developed an endowment that enabled it to 

bring distinguished lecturers to the campus and provide short courses in the 

humanities, usually taught by regular members of the faculty. Carolyn Cockefair 
was still alive when we arrived in Kansas City, although she no longer attended 

the Chair's public functions. Vera recalls with much pleasure a luncheon at which 

Mrs. Cockefair-bright though physically feeble-was present. I marveled at the 
strong hold she had on many of the most intellectually alive and interesting people 
in Kansas City, and I came to see that the Cockefair Chair provided an important 

channel through which the University could maintain the tradition of humanistic 
education that had characterized the University of Kansas City. 

The Women's Council, organized by Georgia Spencer and Martha Jane Starr 

in 1967, provided a way for the women of the community to relate to the Univer
sity. Vera took an active part in the organization, which offered scholarships for 
women graduate students and once each year sponsored a program of "Campus 

Re-entry" through which women could spend a day on the campus taking courses 
of special interest offered by members of the faculty. The Women's Center, a 

research and action group led by Ruth Margolin, involved the University in 

women's issues affecting the entire spectrum of Kansas City life. 
Martha Jane Starr also organized and nurtured the Family Study Center, a 

group devoted to studying the problems of family life and conducting programs to 

promote an understanding of the pressures twentieth-century urban life placed on 
families. A minimal staff, supported with private funds-most of which were 
raised or contributed by Mrs. Starr-was augmented by a substantial number of 

volunteers. The center did good work, but the University found it difficult to fit it 

into its research and teaching activities. Much more easily assimilated was the 
Community Studies Institute, an independent research organization that over the 

years had studied a broad range of Kansas City problems, producing a number of 
significant reports on community issues. We worked out an arrangement whereby 
it became affiliated with the University, primarily through the sociology department. 

III 

Central to much of the University's outreach was the Division for Continu
ing Education, headed, as I have indicated, by Walter Wright. He was ably 

assisted by Jane Berry and Michael Mardikes, both of whom understood that the 
University needed constantly to seek ways to involve itself with the entire com
munity, particularly with its large and growing minority population. One out-
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growth of their concern-and that of the dean of students-was the establishment 

of the Ethnic Awareness Center, designed to study racial problems and increase 

sensitivity to ethnic and racial differences-not easy to achieve in the Kansas City 

of the 1970s. Another was the establishment in the Argyle Building of the Down

town Center for Continuing Education to house some of the activities of the inner

City programs as well as to bring courses and programs closer to downtown 

workers and the business community. 

We knew that if we were going to reach the minority adult population, we 

would have to take courses to them rather than expecting them to attend classes on 

campus, where they would be thrown in with younger, better prepared students. 

Our answer was the creation of a program known as Outreach, through which the 

University established teaching, cultural, and information centers in the African 

American and Mexican American communities. 

Our efforts to broaden the University's services to the community were 

greatly facilitated by an urban problem-solving program established with funds 

that Weaver had secured from the General Assembly and carried forward under 

the leadership of Brice Ratchford during his tenure as vice president for extension. 

The goal was to involve all of the University's teaching, research, and extension 

activities in helping to solve the problems of the metropolitan areas of the state. 

Ratchford managed the program with great skill through a system of grants for 

specific projects, and UMKC fared very well in the distribution of funds, enabling 

the institution to provide management and organizational assistance for the black 

business community, planning assistance for the smaller communities in the 

metropolitan area, and, above all , improved educational opportunities for minorities. 

This, of course, was the principal concern among blacks and other minor

ities. It was a concern that, despite strenuous efforts, we never were able to 

address to our complete satisfaction-and most certainly not to the satisfaction of 

the minority communities. My own view was-and is-that while the problem 

needs to be attacked at all points on the educational spectrum, efforts at the upper 

levels depend for their success on the quality of home life and educational achieve

ment from the time of early childhood. Our endeavors included aggressive efforts 

to seek out and recruit promising minority students and, once they were admitted, 

helping them succeed through an innovative program in the College of Arts and 

SCiences known as The Transitional Year. We all recognized the critical impor

tance of financial aid, and while we did not set aside specific sums for specific 

racial or ethnic groups, we were able to meet the needs of virtually all who 

qualified-largely because of the availability of federal student-aid funds . 

The Division for Continuing Education worked effectively with the schools 
and departments, and, while the various units approached their community re-
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sponsibilities with uneven enthusiasm, I fo und a growi ng willingness on the part 

of both fac ulty members and administrators to re late the ir acti vit ies to the needs of 

the community. I encouraged thi s, but about a ll the head of an inst itution can do is 

to set a tone, nurturing good programs with such resources as can be made 

ava il able-and the endem ic problem fac ing the chance llor at UMKC has been a 

paucity of resources. 

Certa in areas, such as education, law, and administration, eas il y were able to 

reach out to the communi ty. T he same was true fo r the hea lth sc iences and, most 

obviously of a ll , the arts. I di scuss these e lsewhere. 

The Department of Engli sh, through the publication of The University Re

I'iew, had since the first years of the institution prov ided a vehicle fo r younger as 

well as established write rs. When I arrived, Alexander Cappon, its fo unding 

edi tor, was retiring and the magazine was in danger of being discontinued. Both 

Ed Westennann (dean of arts and sc iences) and I were detennined that thi s should 

not happen. We fo und the money to employ David Ray , a nationa ll y recognized 

poet, as editor. He not on ly continued the magazine, but rev itali zed it under the 

name New Lef!ers. 

A well-established channel into the community was that prov ided by the 

Unive rsity's FM radio station, KCU R, established in 1957. Indeed, when the 

trustees asked Carleton Scofie ld to become acting chancellor of the Uni versity of 

Kansas Ci ty in 196 1, he conditioned hi s acceptance on the rec ision of a dec ision to 

e liminate the station and on restoration of its $ 12,375 budget. Sam Scott , KCU R's 

fo unding director, was something of a fi xture on campus and in the community. 

He possessed finn opinions about the ro le of educational broadcasting, and tena

c iously maintained them. When, fo r example, some of the alumni suggested that 

KCU R should broadcast Kangaroo basketball games, he peremptorily refused, 

pointing out that Kansas C ity was well-enough supplied with sports broadcasts. 

As part of a systemwide plan fo r upgrad ing the campus radio stations-the 

Uni versity of Mi ssouri has one of the best-developed FM radio networks in the 

country-we were able to increase KCU R's power to 100,000 watts and put it on 

the air around the clock. The system 's initia l sate llite uplin k to National Public 

Radio was located at UMKC, giving the station and the campus considerable 

national visibility. 

IV 

So, the campus in many ways enlarged its contact with the communi ty . I 

encouraged the initiati ves whenever possible and spent a good dea l of time on 
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community activities-I served, for example, on the board of the Greater Kansas 

City Chamber of Commerce. I also involved myself nationally with the Associa

tion of Urban Universities and other groups seeking to define and promote the 

interests of that relatively new kind of institution known as the urban university

as compared with a university that just happened to be located in a city. Although 

some of the curators and senior system administrators found it difficult to accept 

the notion that UMKC differed much from the other campuses, both John Weaver 

and Brice Ratchford, the presidents under whom I served, understood the unique 

role that UMKC could play in the community and in the state, and, within the 

financial constraints under which they labored, they supported my efforts to the 

best of their abilities. The University of Kansas City, despite the vision of Sco

field and others, had remained essentially a university that happened to be located 

in a city. UMKC, as the slogan on its postage meter proclaims, became "the urban 

university in the heart of America." 



5 
CAMPUS AND "COLUMBIA" 

I n every large, complex organization an inevitable tension exists between the 

central authority and that of the various subordinate units. Large corporations 

face it , and even the military, despite rigid organizational structures, is not im

mune. Universities, where the idea of a central authority is generally repugnant, 

are particularly subject to the tension, and multicampus universities face it in 

especially exacerbated form . The intensity of the tension and the way in which it 

manifests itself vary from institution to institution, depending upon such factors as 

tradition , age, and size, but it exists in every multicampus university. I 

The University of Missouri was no exception-indeed, as I have recounted, 

during the early years of the system the tensions were especially intense and 
threatened at times to weaken seriously the effectiveness of the multicampus 

structure. Later in this memoir I shall discuss the relationships between campus 

and system from the perspective of the system presidency. This chapter will be 

devoted to presenting the perspective of a campus chancellor. 

I have discussed the tensions existing in Kansas City when I arrived. I soon 

learned that similar conditions existed at Columbia and St. Louis-indeed, fears of 

central authority were even more pervasive at Columbia than they were in Kansas 

City. John Schwada, bitterly disappointed that he had been passed over for the 

presidency, did not get along well with John Weaver, and he found it irksome to try to 

administer the system's largest and most comprehensive campus in the shadow of the 

central administration. It was no secret that he would leave if a good opportunity 

arose, and in 1971 he resigned to become president of Arizona State University. 

UMSL's Chancellor Bugg, while liking Weaver personally, was unhappy with what 

I. Eugene C. Lee and Frank M. Bowen, The Multicampus University: A Study of Academic 
GOl'ernance. is an excellent pioneering study of the governance of nine multicampus universities, 
including the Univers ity of Missouri. As chancellor at UMKC I conferred with the authors at length 
during the ir visits to Missouri . 

68 



Campus alld "Colul1Ihia" 69 

he perceived as a trend toward centralization of the administration, and he also was 

disappointed in the way St. Louis was faring in the systemwide plans then be ing 

developed. When I anived he already was looking for another job, and early in 1969 

he resigned to return to hi s native Virginia as president of Old Dominion University. 

Only at Rolla were system-campus relationships re latively smooth . Chancellor Mer! 

Baker early had learned how to work within the system, the Bakers and the Weavers 

were good friends, and the Weavers frequently attended campus event s at Rolla. 

Obviously , when I took the chancellorship at UMKC, I accepted the fact that I 

would be administering a unit of a multicampus uni versity rather than an indepen

dent institution, and I recognized from the outset that my job was to do everything 

possible to further the interests of the campus within the system. Randall Whaley's 

problem , I early became convinced, deri ved in large part from the fact that he never 

fUlly accepted the realities of campus-system relationships and hi s role in them. 

Some of the University of Kansas City trustees, unfortunately, encouraged Whaley 

in his efforts to operate outside the bounds of presidential authority and may have 

contributed unwittingly to hi s downfa ll. Weaver 's re lationships with the curators 

were prickly at times, but he had the ir wholehearted support in hi s effolts to develop 

the four-campus system into a single university. Indeed, Weaver was simply imple

menting well-established board policy . 

Fortunate ly, I got a long we ll with Weaver, with the genera l counse l. and w ith 

the vice pres idents. Moreover, Wes ley Dale, the UMKC provost, and C laiborne 

Harper, chief business offi cer, both understood, and I think accepted, the rea lities 

of campus-system re lationships, although on occas ion both expressed a high 

degree of frustration-Weaver' s admini strators frequentl y were insensiti ve to 

campus concerns as they sought to carry out the pres ident's directi ves. 

Weaver for his part retained many of the scars he had acquired during the 

conflict with Randall Whaley and the UKC trustees , and hi s re lati onships with the 

campus and the community remained sensitive- a lthough by the time he res igned 

in 1970 the more thoughtful in both groups had come to recogni ze that he had 

built an administrati ve structure for the multicampus uni versity that worked. 

Moreover, with only slight modifi cations it has endured to the present time. 

Brice Ratchford , who succeeded Weaver as pres ident, was a breezy and 

informal executive who preferred to operate with a minimum of organizational 

constraint-in contrast to Weaver, who liked a substanti a l amount of structure. 

Much to the di scomfort of hi s assoc iates in the centra l administration, he had little 

regard for organizational charts and di sdained bureaucratic channels of communi 

cation . He worked consciously to loosen the rather ti ght admini strati ve controls 

established by Weaver, but hi s penchant fo r be ing involved in everything fre

quently brought matters to hi s desk that should have been delegated to others. 
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This was particularly true at Columbia, where he found it difficult to keep out of 

campus decisions.2 In contrast, he never interfered in campus decisions at Kansas 
City and was consistently supportive of what I was trying to do. Moreover, as vice 
president for extension he had been little involved in the conflicts that had charac

terized the Weaver administration. He had worked well with Walter Wright, 
UMKC's dean of continuing education, and considerably augmented the resources 
avai lable to the campus for its outreach programs-indeed, Ratchford had be

come a controversial figure in extension because of his efforts to broaden the 

mission of extension beyond its traditional role of service to agriculture. 
Illustrative of the new relationships was the way in which appointments were 

handled. Ratchford retained the right to approve all major campus appointments, 
but he never questioned either the appointment or the salary being offered
admittedly, if! wanted to go beyond the generally accepted range I checked with 

him in advance. Likewise, Ratchford gradually loosened the rather tight budget 

controls that had existed under both Ellis and Weaver, relying on the chancellors 
to manage the details-this is quite remarkable when one considers that Ratchford 

had more severe budget problems than either of his predecessors in the system 
presidency. Also, he opened up the internal budget-building process. Under Weaver, 
each chancellor presented his budget to the president and his staff in private; under 

Ratchford we were all in the room for each presentation, and we all participated in 

the discussion, although, Ratchford, of course, made his final decisions in private, or 
in consultation with the budget committee, on which no chancellors served.3 Even 
so, the chancellors spent mort time in Columbia than they had during Weaver's 
administration; I always felt that the time was well spent. 

Board relationships provided a challenge for the chancellors. Everyone under

stood that the official route to the board was through the president, but the chancel
lors had considerable direct contact with members of the board. We attended board 
meetings and participated in the social functions associated with the meetings. We 

stayed in the same motels as did the board members-until the early 1980s Colum-

2. The files contain a revealing memo from Phil Connell, Ratchford's administrative assistant , 
urging that they think through thei r relations with the news media, suggesting that the president was 
"spending an inordinate amount of time taking calls and giving interviews with reporters," and that 
" we may be putting the UMC chancellor in an inferior status by handling the kind of campus matters 
at UMC that we normally let the other Chancellors handle themselves. " (Memo, April 13, 1973 , 
UA/UW, 4/3/88, box 4, file 6.) 

3. Ratchford wrote that he had considered adding the chancellors to the budget committee but 
had decided against it " because there are many things which the Budget Committee discusses which 
would not merit the Chancellors ' taking their time to attend. Further, the final allocat ive decisions, 
particularly between campuses and other administrative units, must rest solely wi th this office, which, 
of course, receives advice from the Budget Committee." (Letter, Ratchford to members of the 
Educational Advisory Council , February 26, 1971, UA/KC, 1/6/1, 67/20.) 
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bia was not well supplied with good hotels-and the "after-hours" festivities pro

vided pleasant opportunities to become well acquainted with board members and 
their spouses. Occasionally I reminded Ratchford, who had a penchant for early

moming meetings, that his schedule and the board's did not fit very well. 

Most board meetings were held in Columbia, but the board met on each 
campus at least once a year. We used the occasions to showcase the campus
UMKC's superb performing arts groups made the task easy. Vera and I always 

tried to involve some of the University of Kansas City trustees in social events 

held in connection with the meetings, and both groups seemed to enjoy the 
opportunity to become better acquainted. The Kansas Citians who served on the 

board during my years as chancellor-Doyle Patterson, Irvin Fane, Van Williams, 

and Wallace Stacey-all tried to participate in campus activities as much as their 
schedules would allow; they and their wives became good friends. The same was 

true of Avis Tucker, who, though she lived fifty miles away in Warrensburg, had 
grown up in Kansas City and was very much a part of the Kansas City scene. 

As with the board, official contact with the governor and members of the 

legislature was through the president. Inevitably, however, I found myself in 
frequent communication with members of the legislature from Kansas City. I 

made no attempt to circumvent the president-indeed, my contacts had the bless

ing of both Weaver and Ratchford , and frequently were initiated at their request. I 
got along well with Stirling Kyd, Ratchford's lobbyist, and worked closely with 
him on a number of important Kansas City projects as well as the annual budget. 

As was true in other relationships, the chancellor trod a narrow path in his 
relationships with legislators. Most of them, understandably, were parochial in 
their interests, anxious to be seen as achieving good things for their districts, 

Which meant, so far as the University was concerned for those legislators from 
Kansas City, for UMKC. Occasionally, I found myself in the position of remind
ing enthusiastic local boosters, including legislators, that officially I could push 

only for programs and projects that had board approval. 

Ratchford considerably increased the number of all-University committees
perhaps his extension experience had conditioned him to decision-making by con

S!!nsus. Faculty and administrators occasionally complained about their trips to Co
lumbia-system meetings usually were held there because of its central location-but 
most of them, I think, appreciated the opportunity to participate in University-wide 
decisions, and the process furthered the acceptance of the concept of a single univer

Sity in a way that board and presidential directives could never achieve. 
Indeed, I felt that faculty and administration at UMKC generally accepted my 

view that the campus was part of the University of Missouri and worked to improve 
their situation within that context-more so, it seemed to me, than their colleagues 
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on the other campuses. This was also true of the alumni, who were much more 

responsive than their counterparts from the other campuses-particularly Colum

bia-to such initiatives as Ratchford ' s efforts to establish the Alumni Alliance. 

The central administration remained fairly stable, with Ratchford retaining 

most of the administrative team he had inherited from Weaver.4 On the campuses, 

however, there was a complete turnover in top leadership, as resignations that had 

been gestating at Columbia and St. Louis since Weaver's administration took 

effect, and as Merl Baker, who at Rolla had been very good at presiding over 

growth, found the burdens of declining enrollments and reduced budgets too 

difficult to bear. Thus, by 1973 I had become the senior chancellor in the system. 

Ratchford recognized this in a number of ways, asking me, for example, to join 

him and Vice President Unklesbay as members of the Missouri delegation to the 

meeting of the International Association of Universities in Moscow. 

In some university systems, and on some campuses of the University of 

Missouri-notably UMKC during Whaley 's tenure as chancellor, and UMC dur

ing John Schwada's years-the system head was not made to feel particularly 

welcome. Somehow, his presence represented unwanted outside control. I felt that 

the presence of the president represented outside strength. Consequently , I en

couraged the president to attend as many campus functions as possible. Both 

Weaver and Ratchford responded graciously to these initiatives, frequently, I 

know, at considerable personal inconvenience. 

In sum, I did not find relationships with the central administration partic

ularly burdensome. I got along well with both Presidents Weaver and Ratchford, 

and with most members of their staffs. As is apparent from other parts of this 

memoir, there were problems of incredible difficulty , but most of them had 

relatively little to do with the fact that the campus was part of a multicampus 

institution. Indeed, I recognized that the Kansas City campus was much better off 

as part of the University of Missouri system than it would have been as a free

standing institution. Consequently, though Vera and I had a number of oppor

tunities to go elsewhere, we turned them down in favor of remaining in Kansas 

City and at the University of Missouri. 

4. Carl Scheneman. who had been Ratchford ' s ass istant in ex tension. became vice president for 
ex tension: Ardath Emmons. who had supervised the building of the nuclear reactor at Columbia, 
served for a time as an assistant to the president for research and then became vice president for 
research. There were a few other changes. Tom Richter, director of public relations. res igned to 
become director of the Council on Public Higher Education and was replaced by Jack Hamil ton of the 
Univers ity of Michigan. When Paul Nage l resigned the post of vice president fo r academic affairs to 

return to teaching, Melvin D. George. dean of the College of Arts and Sciences at the Uni versity of 
Nebraska and fornler professor of mathematics and assoc iate dean of the graduate school at Colum
bia. was brought back to Missouri to fill the position. 
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UMKC'S ACADEMIC LEADERS 

Dr. E. Grey Dimond, Provost for the 
Health Sciences, Founder of the Medical 
School 

Wesley 1. Dale, Provost and Acting 
Chancellor, 1976-1977 

Carleton Scofield, First Chancellor 

Hamilton B. G. Robinson, Dental Dean 
and Acting Chancellor, 1967-1968 
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UMKC DEANS 

Patrick J. Kelly, Law Wheadon Bloch, Students 

William Strickland, Pharmacy 

Richardson Noback, Medicine 
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UMKC DEANS 

Walter Wright, Continuing Education Gary Widmar, Students 

Edwin 1. Westermann, Arts and Sciences Jack D. Heysinger , Administration 
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PRESIDENTS AND TRUSTEE CHAIRMEN 
WITH WHOM I SERVED 

C. Brice Ratchford 

Robert M. Patterson 

Frederic C. Barnes John C. Weaver 

Left to right, Trustee Chairmen Fred 
Brady and W. Coleman Branton 
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SOME IMPORTANT FRIENDS OF UMKC 

Miller Nichols (courtesy of J . C. Nichols 
Company) 

Henry Bloch (courtesy of H & R Block) 

Paul Henson (courtesy of Sprint v.C.C.) 

John A. Morgan (courtesy of John A. 
Morgan) 
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STUDENT ACTIVITIES 

Vietnam Teach-In 

Vera and I participate in "Bum Friday." 
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Vera and I visit with 
John Houseman , guest 
director for the Mis
souri Repertory 
Theatre 

Senators Edward Ken
nedy, Stuart Syming
ton, and Thomas 
Eagleton at the Tru
man Hospital 
dedication 

Breaking ground for 
Truman Hospital: left 
to right, myself, Mayor 
/Ius Davis, Homer 
Wadsworth, Nathan 
Stark, and Carl 
Migliazzo 
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RESIDENCES 

Chancel/or's Residence, Kansas City 

President's Residence, Columbia 



6 
BUILDING THE CAMPUS 

N early everyone assumed that once the University of Kansas City became 

part of the University of Missouri , the campus would grow rapidly-and the 

assumption proved to be correct. Enrollment in the fall of 1963 increased 46 

percent, to a total of 4,394; by the fall of 1965 it had reached 6,114; by 1967,8 ,418 . 
To accommodate the flood of students the University added forty-seven new 

faculty members in 1964 alone. 
Physical facilities proved more difficult to expand. Long-neglected mainte

nance absorbed much of the money available for capital improvements-Dale 
Bowling once told me that "the campus was held together by rusted pipes and 

baling wire"-and the only new construction was the completion of the Katz 
Pharmacy Building on which UKC had been forced to suspend work. Some relief 

was provided by the acquisition of Tureman House, a handsome building south
west of Epperson House donated by Mrs. Mari~ P. McCune, and Oxford Hall , 
formerly occupied by the St. Paul School of Theology, which, with its adjoining 

carriagehouse, became home for the School of Business and Public Administra
tion. Additionally, the UKC trustees had begun the acquisition of dwellings near 

the campus, some of which housed various departments in the College of Arts and 
Sciences. 

The library faced particularly critical conditions. For a while books were 
stored in the City Library. Then the Federal Aviation Agency's building at 4825 

Troost Avenue was leased for use by the library. This building, which the Univer
sity ultimately purchased and converted into a consolidated student and adminis

trative services building, was leased on and off for two decades to house various 
departments. (Because of what some legislators charged was University misrepre

sentation in connection with the initial lease, the building continued for a number 
of years to be a sensitive political issue, delaying its effective incorporation into 

the campus structure.) 

81 
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By the time I arrived, the campus was bustling with construction. John 

Weaver rightfully had assumed that new facilities constituted the campus ' s most 
critical need, and he had gained legislative acceptance of a $23 million building 

program that resulted in a new dental school, a new library, and a new biology

chemistry complex. As a result, my early years at UMKC were characterized by 
frequent ground-breaking and dedication ceremonies, always happy occasions. 

In financing these buildings, private contributions were added to state appro

priations. The Sunderland Foundation made it possible to build an additional floor 

on the library-not utilized until 1991 when it was opened in connection with the 

addition of yet another floor. At that time the library was named for Miller 

Nichols in recognition of his numerous contributions to the campus and partic
ularly to the renovation of the entire library. The Kenneth A. and Helen F. 

Spencer Foundation contributed funds to help finance the chemistry building, 

which was named in honor of Kenneth A. Spencer. In the case of the dental 
school, Ham Robinson raised $2 million from friends and alumni-almost every 

cubicle in the clinic is named in honor of someone. 

Also nearing completion when I arrived was an academic plan for the new, 
rapidly growing multicampus university. Interestingly, in view of Weaver's ef

forts to establish the principle of a single university in multiple locations, the plan 
was little more than a composite of the four campus plans. Although it did not 
provide for many ne;v programs, it envisioned a university that would more than 

double in size during the decade for which the plan was developed-an expecta
tion that proved to be excessively optimistic. The plan met with indifference or 
hostility on the other campuses--disappointment over what it provided for UMSL 

was a factor in Chancellor Bugg's decision to leave the University. It received 

general approval, however, in Kansas City. 
The plan expected that UMKC would in time "become a well-rounded 

complex of considerable size and reputation. " As it sought to achieve that status 
it would concentrate on the development of high-quality programs in the arts 
and sciences, both graduate and undergraduate, and professional programs in 

the performing arts, the health sciences, and urban affairs, including education, 

law, and business. In a sense, this continued the basic thrusts in the campus 's 
mission that harked back to Carleton Scofield's vision for the University of 

Kansas City. 
The planning process was nearing completion, and I had little opportunity to 

do other than review the final draft. From what I knew of the campus's history and 

potential, the plan seemed eminently workable-I'm not sure what I would have 
done had I found it unacceptable-and as I had experience with it I found it 
increasingly more useful as a guide to budgetary and other decisions. Indeed, this 
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original campus plan remains the basic operati ve document for UMKC, providing 

continu ity of purpose through changing times. 

II 

The pl an left one important area-medicine- in limbo, and I was involved 

in planning for a new medical school almost from the moment I arri ved. In May 

1968, as the Uni versity 's planning process was entering its final stages , the results 

of an important and much-discussed study done fo r the Missouri Commission on 

Higher Education were publi shed .! The report, written by Stanley W. Olsen of 

the Uni versity of Tennessee-no relation-documented the acute shortage of 

physicians in Missouri , parti cularl y in the rural sections of the state . It had a 

signi ficant impact on public opinion and leg islative attitudes. The University's 

plan, responding to the Olsen report , recognized the need for additional instruc

tion in medicine by call ing for the early construction of new fac ilities fo r medical 

education. It concluded somewhat fatuously, "The location of thi s additional 

medical school fac ility could be at Columbia or at Kansas City, and the advan

tages of each site are now under study by the University." Actually, though there 

were strong objections from Columbia (and from St. Louis) to building a second 

medical school in Kansas City, by the time the plan was published any thought 

that a second medical fac ility would be built in Columbia had ceased to be 

reali stic. 

The story of the dec ision to establish the School of Medicine at UMKC goes 

back to the 1950s when the Uni versity of Mi ssouri dec ided to tum its two-year 

medical school into a fo ur-year institution that granted the M.D. Kansas Citians, 

argui ng that the state 's second largest city needed a medica l school, made a 

vigorous effort to have the institution located there, and it was only after a bitter 

political fi ght that the curators established the new school in Columbia. Despite 

thi s setback, the idea of a medical center in Kansas City was kept a live, and over 

the years it gained momentum . Leading the effort were Homer Wadsworth , pres i

dent of the Kansas City Assoc iation of Trus ts and Foundations, and Nathan Stark , 

a vice president of Hallmark Cards who was very acti ve in civic affa irs, espec ia lly 

health-related matters. They found a powerful ally in Dr. Vernon Wilson, who in 

1959 left the Uni versity of Kansas to become dean of the medical school at the 

Uni versity of Missouri. 
Almost from the beginning of hi s tenu re, Wilson, a brilliant planner pos-

I . Stan ley W. Olsen, M.D. , A Sun'ev oj Phvsician Manpower in Missouri Jor {he Missouri 
Commission on Higher Educa{ion. 
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sessed of great energy, extended his activities beyond the medical school. Ellis 

called on him frequently for advice and came to rely on his judgment, particularly 

with respect to health matters in Kansas City. Wilson was well acquainted with 

the Kansas City situation and saw in it a great opportunity for the University ; he 

early began to work with Wadsworth and Stark to involve the University in their 

plans for a health-science complex to be built on a tract of land known as Hospital 

Hill , the site of the old Kansas City General Hospital. 

As a first step the city was persuaded to turn General Hospital over to a 

private, not-for-profit board headed by Stark. Wilson then negotiated an affilia

tion whereby the University would place some of its interns and residents in 

General Hospital; by 1964 the program had developed to the point that an associ

ate deanship for Kansas City was created in the Medical School. Dr. Richardson 

K. Noback, appointed to the position, remained to become the first dean of the 

UMKC School of Medicine. When Children's Mercy Hospital terminated its 

relationships with the University of Kansas, it joined General Hospital as an 

affiliate of the University of Missouri. 

Meanwhile, Alex Bacci of the Chicago architectural firm of Schmitt, Garten, 

and Erickson was persuaded to prepare a master plan of Hospital Hill without 

charge. When the University of Kansas City became a part of the University ,of 

Missouri , that plan began to unfold. 

The unfolding began with Dean Hamilton Robinson 's efforts to replace the 

School of Dentistry 'S antiquated and wholly inadequate building. 2 Merger with 

the University of Missouri made it possible to complete the project with a state 

appropriation , and President Elmer Ellis reluctantly agreed with Wilson that the 

new building should be located on Hospital Hill; in his recommendation to the 

curators he indicated that ultimately a new medical school would be built there, 

toO .3 In 1967 the voters of Jackson County took a long step toward making the 

medical school a reality when they overwhelmingly approved a $14 million bond 

issue to finance the construction of a new teaching hospital. 

2. See above , pp. 30-31. 
3. Ellis late r wrote: " It was hard for me to come to the conclusion that these school s at some 

future date would be located off the main campus. But the geography made it inescapable. The 
Volker campus did not lend it se lf to an expansion large enough to house a medical center even 

though Menorah Hospital bordered the campus. My experience at Columbia had convinced me that 
we needed far more space than we could find anywhere in our Volker campus area. Moreover, the 
si te to be used for a future medical school would be on Hospital Hill. It was simpl y common sense to 

put a med ical campus there, reali z ing there were substantial losses in the separation of the sc ience 

and other departments of a university and the med ica l school itse lf. As for the medical school , we did 
not have any plan with a date. even an approximate date . That would have to depend on opportunities 
and availability of funds and to a large ex tent state politics. But that it had to happen was beyond 

question. " (Elli s, Road to Emeritus . 223.) 
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When I arrived in Kansas City in August 1968 I found that a medical school 

Was the top priority for UMKC in the minds of the city's leaders, and I soon came 

to share that view. At the same time, I very early learned that aside from Wilson 

no one in the University's central administration had much enthusiasm for the 

project. Stirling Kyd , the University's lobbyist, was opposed. Weaver, while 

recognizing the need for and the inevitability of a medical school in Kansas City, 

was fearful that it would absorb funds that were badly needed for ongoing Univer

sity activities. Some of the curators were openly hostile. It was obvious that I 

would be walking a very fine line. 

Fortunately, the medical school had a life of its own and pressures from 

outside the University were sufficient to carry the day against a reluctant central 

administration and a hostile board. Indeed, the decision to establish the school 

provides an instructive illustration of the planning process in a large public 

university for an area that involves a high level of public interest. It was a process 

that bypassed normal University decision-making channels and was carried on 

Outside the University as much as within it. Lieutenant Governor William Morris 

of Kansas City was in a key position and played a significant role in the politics of 

the decision, particularly in eliciting the support of Governor Hearnes. Many 

others were involved, especially Homer Wadsworth and Carl Migliazzo, a busi
ness executive with a strong interest in hea lth affairs, but the person who orches

trated the entire process was Nathan Stark, president of the General Hospital 

board, who spent hours and days building coalitions in support of the project.4 

The first hurdle was internal and was crossed on October 4, 1968, when a 

diVided board of curators authorized the establishment of a medical school at the 

University of Missouri-Kansas City, "such establishment to be contingent upon 

the granting of adequate funds for such Medical School by the Missouri legisla

ture over and above the budgeted needs of the University for its other schools and 

programs."5 This statement, of course, was meaningless- " the budgeted needs " 
of the University never have been met-but it did help ass uage the fears of those 

who were sure that the medical school would take money from other programs, 

and it set the stage for a line-item appropriation for the school. 

In any event, with thi s encouragement Stark and his associates went to work 

to secure an early appropriation for planning, and after a vigorous fight in the 

4. For an analysis of Stark's role in effecting the political decision. see Kansas City Times. 
April II . 1969. In 1969 Stark was awarded the UM KC Chancellor ' s Medal for distinguished commu

nity serv ice (the first one I had the privilege of presenting). The award covered a broad range of 
service. but the c itation mentioned particularly hi s role in the establi shment of the medical school. It 
IS not generally known that President Weaver nominated Stark for the award. 

5. Board of Curators, Minutes, October 4. 1968 . 
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legislature-with Senator A. Basey Vanlandingham of Columbia leading the 

opposition-the sum of $150,000 for planning was included in the emergency 
appropriation of 1969, which meant that it could be spent before the July I 
beginning of the fiscal year. 

To head up the planning effort we persuaded Dr. E. Grey Dimond, a noted 

California cardiologist who at one time had been on the faculty of the School of 
Medicine at the University of Kansas, to become a part-time consultant to the 

chancellor.6 Dimond was no ordinary medical educator but rather was a visionary 

who wanted to completely restructure medical education. The University of Mis
souri gave him an opportunity to do so. 

Working from Rancho Santa Fe and from Washington (where he was finish

ing an assignment as consultant on health affairs to the Department of Health, 
Education and Welfare), Dr. Dimond led the planning for a new and innovative 

medical school. A major setback occurred when the legislature adjourned without 

providing funds to continue the planning process. These funds, amounting to 
$450,000, had been included in an omnibus appropriations bill that was lost in the 
last-minute shuffle preceding adjournment. Although both the governor and legis

lative leaders expressed their continued support of the medical school, the hard 

fact of the matter was that when the $150,000 emergency appropriation ran out 
there would be no money to continue the planning process. 

This would have resulted in an unfortunate delay, but more seriously it 
appeared that it might cause us to lose Dimond's services. To prevent this, an 

arrangement was worked out whereby the Kansas City Association of Trusts and 

Foundations and the General Hospital medical staff would each give $100,000 to 
be matched if needed by nonstate funds available to the University-actually, the 

only funds available were those of the Regional Medical Program controlled by 
Wilson. This seemed to settle the matter, but when Wilson briefed Weaver in mid
July on the latter's return from a trip abroad, he learned that while Weaver was not 

opposed to the arrangement he felt that he needed to obtain board approval, as 

6. Many people take credit for the decision to employ Dr. Dimond, but , from within the 
University at least, Vernon Wilson was the person primarily responsible for the selection of Dimond 
to head the medical school effort. I, of course, had to approve the appointment, and I recall a long 
dinner conversation with Dimond at the old Buttonwood Tree restaurant that convinced me he would 
be an interesting person to work with. Dimond and Wilson had been together at the Univers ity of 
Kansas medical school and had not gotten along at all well. During the ensuing years they had 
reopened communication, finding that they shared many ideas regarding medical education. They 
became good friends-as Dimond put it, " In truth , we were co-conspirators and when given the right 
circumstances, we enjoyed each other, and ended our careers friends and allies. " (E. Grey Dimond, 
Take Wing! Interesting Things That Happened on My Way to School, 94-95. This book is a valuable 
account of the establishment and development of the School of Medicine from the perspective of its 
principal architect. ) 
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indeed he did .7 This threw a cloud over the whole project because some members 

of the board, particularly William H. Billings, president of the board, were known 

to be opposed to going ahead with the medical school until the legislature pro

vided the money.8 Nevertheless, the board , meeting in Columbia on August I, 

voted to accept the gift with only Judge Billings di ssenting.9 

A much more serious cri sis occurred at the September meeting in St. Louis 

when the board considered the University 's budget request for 1970. It was not a 

good day. Both the finance and physical facilities committees had come in with 

recommendations placing money for the medical school in the lowest priority. 1 
felt that it was imperative that the school be moved up on the list, and while 

Weaver was reluctant to take money from other programs to support the medical 

school-indeed, the committee reports reflected recommendations of the central 

administration-I believed that he would support the effort. Unfortunately, nei

ther of us was given an opportunity to say anything. 

The curators took the unusual step of going into executive session, without 

even the president, to consider the University's budget. The morning dragged on 

as we cooled our heels waiting for the board members to act. At noon they 

recessed for lunch, and Doyle Patterson asked Weaver and me to join him. He 

recounted his unsuccessful efforts to improve the position of the medical school in 

the priority rankings---efforts that had received no support whatever. lo It was 

clear to me that when news of thi s got out my posit ion as the University' s 

representative in Kansas City would be untenable. I I I turned to Weaver and said, 

"John, either I go back to Kansas City with an adequate recommendation for the 

medical school or I don ' t see how I can go back as Chancellor. " 

Weaver clearly understood my problem, and I knew I could count on him for 

SUpport. I had an opportunity during the lunch hour to visit with several members 

of the board individually, explaining to them what an imposs ible situation their 

7. 1 was in California, attending a seminar for new university presidents and chancello rs 
sPonsored by the American Counci l on Education, and was on the phone with Wilson several times a 
day as we tried to develop strategy to work ourse lves through the thicket !Ilto which we seemed to be 
heading. Wil son, a notoriously earl y ri ser, seemed to be quite unaware of the difference in time 
between Columbia and San Francisco. 

8. Billings expressed his opposition to accepting the private funds in thi s way: " I think this will 
constitute an irrevocable commitment on behalf of the University, and 1 do not intend to commit 
myse lf to going forward with the medical school until such time as the Missouri Legislature assures 
us we wi ll have the money to operate and maintain a medical school." (Kansas CiTy Times. August 2. 
1969.) 

9 . Board of Curators, Minutes, August I. 1969. 
10. This is confi rmed by ibid .. September 26. 1969. 
II . It should be pointed out that neither board nor comm ittee meetings were open to the public 

and that adm in istrative recommendations likewise were not matters of public record . 
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action had created for the University in Kansas City and for me personally. When 

the board reconvened after lunch its members were still in executive session, but 

Weaver and I were invited to join them. Bill Myers moved to reconsider the 

budget previously adopted, "because of additional information." Avis Tucker 

seconded the motion, and it was carried by a vote of five to three. 12 I was given an 

opportunity to speak, and, as I had with individual members earlier, I pointed out 

the depth of feeling in Kansas City about the medical school and the nature of the 

support for it. It was becoming clear that a majority of the curators at least would 

like to find some way out of the dilemma. The only question was how. Finally 

Judge Brady found a solution that seemed to be acceptable-to remove the 

medical school from the operating and capital budgets and submit it as a separate 

package. This would put the medical school before the governor and the legisla

ture, and would avoid any priority comparison with other university programs. 13 I 

indicated that I thought this would be acceptable to the supporters of the medical 

school in Kansas City. There then followed two motions to achieve this. The first , 

on the operating budget, passed by a vote of five to four; the second, on the capital 

budget, by six to three . 14 

The story of that day in St. Louis never before has been told . Suffice it to say 

that I went back to Kansas City feeling that I had won an important victory , and it 

is true that after the decision in St. Louis there was never any question of board 

support for the medical school. Moreover, the decision to submit the medical 

school, both for operations and for capital, as a discrete item made it easier to 

handle in the legislature than it would have been as part of the University's 

regular budget. 

As it turned out , the medical school needed all the help it could get in the 

legislature. The University had persuaded federal officials to set aside $8,856,643 

for construction, subject to an appropriation of $4,026,100 by the state. When the 

voters turned down a tax-revision measure, the odds seemed heavily against 

getting the money. Governor Hearnes did not include the sum in a budget he 

presented to the special session of the legislature that convened after the failure of 

12 . Supporting the motion, in add ition to Myers and Mrs. Tucker, were Oliver Ferguson , Fred 
Kling, and Patterson; oppos ing were Billings. Pleasant Smith, and John Sam Williamson. Judge 
Robert Brady, who had been absent from the morning sess ion, abstained. 

13. Judge Brady later recalled that originally he had been opposed to starting a med ical school 
in Kansas C ity, but as a result of di scuss ions with Dr. Dimond and others from Kansas City he had 
changed his mind . (Phil Connell , Interv iew with Robert G . Brady, July 28, 1986.) Brady 's efforts 
were critical to the outcome of the discussions in St. Louis. 

14. Voting yes on both motions were Brady, Ferguson, Myers, Patterson , and Tucker; voting no 
on both were Billings. Smith, and Williamson. Fred Kling opposed the motion on the operating 
budget, but when it pas ed he made the motion to separate the medical school from the capital 
budget. and supported it. (Board of Curators, Minutes, September 26, 1969.) 
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the tax bill , but he gave Lieutenant Governor Morris the green light to go after the 

money in the legislature. 

With a lot of persuasion orchestrated by Morri s and Stark, and with legi sla

tive leadership provided by Gladys Marriott and William Phelps in the House and 

by Jasper Brancato and Donald Manford in the Senate, the leg islature approved 

the legislation , removing the last barrier to the establishment of the school. l S 

While all of the political activity was going forward , Grey Dimond, who in 

September 1969 had been appointed provost for the health sciences, and Rich

ardson Noback, in addition to being at the center of the political effort, were hard 

at work shaping an innovative, six-year curricu lum for an altogether new kind of 

community-based medical school. In September 1970, fifteen high-school gradu

ates were enrolled and the experiment got underway-an experiment that in time 

developed into a program of medical education that became a national model. 

The struggle over the medical school diverted attent ion from the long-range 

plan, but the plan also was pushed into the background by budgetary constraints 

that made it virtually impossible for the University to achieve its major object ives. 

As a supplement to the long-range plan, an ambitious exercise in physical plan

ning was undertaken with the assistance of William L. Peirera and Associates of 

Los Angeles. Preliminary plans were deve loped for all of the campuses, and they 

were carried forward in detail for St. Louis, but the project was not completed. 

Despite this, the exercise was a useful one because it gave campus and system 

leaders an opportunity to think about the physical environment of the University 

under the leadership of a highly creative group of people. I found the association 

particularly stimulating . 

III 

Another major development-although by no means as important as the 

establishment of the medical school-occurred in connection with the problems 

faced by a residence center operated by Central Missouri State University in 

Independence. The center, located across the street from the Truman Library , had 

been built with bonds issued by an entity known as the Jackson County College 

Committee. CMSU was to operate it without cost to the state. It turned out , 

however, that the institution included Independence students in the total enroll-

15 . Marriott. Phelps. Brancato. and Manford were key playe rs in the effort because they were 

on Ihe approprialions committees. Olhers who were particu larly he lpful were Kansas c il y area 
Senators Jack Gant and William B. Waters. Richard Southe rn o f Monroe Ci ly. and Albert Spradling 
of Cape Girardeau. The Kansas Cifr Sial" . June 5 . 1970. contains a good brief accounl of the 

legis lal ive hi sto ry of Ihe establishrne,;t o f the School of Medicine. 
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ment it reported as the basis for its state appropriations. This created quite a stir 

among legislators, who had been concerned for some time about the accuracy of 

CMSU 's enrollment reports. Governor Bond, with considerable legislative sup

port , asked the University to take control of the center-Bond had promised 

during his 1972 campaign that he would support a four-year institution in Inde

pendence, and placing a University of Missouri campus in the city would appear 

to fulfill that pledge. 
Brice Ratchford , delighted to find something on which he and the governor 

could agree and always interested in opportunities to expand the University ' s 

mission, favored the idea from the beginning, although he was careful not to 

commit the University prior to studying the proposal. He asked me to head a study 

group to examine the possibility of the University taking control of the Indepen

dence center. We assembled a heterogeneous assortment of people, consisting of 

representatives of UMKC, the central administration, the Jackson County College 

Committee, CMSU, the legislature, and the governor ' s office. We had a difficult 

task . Although considerable support existed in Independence for the transfer

both among members of the college committee and among legislators from the 

area-the residence center as operated by CMSU had served the needs of a 

substantial number of Independence residents, and there was some fear that the 

University with its more rigid requirements would not be as responsive to those 

needs as CMSU had heen. Moreover, the Commission on Higher Education was 

opposed to a four-year institution in Independence, and members of the board of 

curators were far from enthusiastic about the prospect of adding another claim on 

the University 'S budget. 

I asked UMKC Provost Wesley Dale to coordinate the work of the task 

force, which consisted of providing information on which I could base a recom

mendation to the president. On October 9, 1973, after three weeks of intense 

activity by task force members, I submitted a long report to Ratchford, with the 

recommendation that " the University respond positively to the Governor's re

quest that the Independence Residence Center become a campus of UMKC and 

that the University assume responsibility for its operation at the beginning of the 

summer sess ion 1974, provided that the institution is assured of adequate funding 

for the conduct of University level work on the campus as a part of UMKC. " 16 

Ratchford forwarded my recommendation to the board of curators with his 

endorsement ,17 and we moved quickly to develop a plan for Independence to be 

16. Letler. Olson to Ratchford . October 9, 1973, UA/KC, 1/6/1,6 1/ 18. 
17. Lener, Ratchford to Olson, October 10. 1973, UA/KC, 1/6/1 , 61/18. Ratchford did take exception 

to my recommendation that we begin to offer a program in the Adm inistralion of Justice at Indepen
dence. The St. Loui s campus had such a program , and Ratchford fe lt that the dec ision on offering il 
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submitted to the curators in November. I took the position from the beginning that 

the residence center should not be considered as a separate entity, but simply as 

another of UMKC's campuses, along with Volker and Hospital Hill. All of us 

were concerned that the transition be accomplished with as little shock as poss ible 

to the residence center's faculty and students. We wanted to continue the courses 

that were appropriate for the University and phase out those that were not (such as 

secretari al sc ience). In addition we wanted to add courses in arts and sciences, 

business, and education. The center appeared to offer particular potential for the 

cooperative program in engineering that UMKC was developing with the Colum

bia campus. 

We knew from the beginning that we would have to operate on a tight 

budget. We were given $40,000 in planning money and an initial annual appro

priation of $903 ,000, plus student fees, out of which we had to pay $165,000 
toward retirement of the Jackson County College Committee 's debt--one of the 

great advantages of the transfe r in local eyes was that the State of Missouri would 

payoff bonded indebtedness in the amount of approximately $800,000.t 8 None of 

us were particularly sanguine- Ratchford wrote, " You and your colleagues have 

a very difficult job in front of you. " t 9 

Despite the difficulties, we went ahead. Under the leadership of Wesley 

Dale, greatly assisted by Raymond Williamson, who had been in charge of the 

center for CMSU and who moved to UMKC as an assistant provost for the 

Independence Center-shortly to be renamed the Harry S. Truman Campus of 

UMKC20_a campus committee put together a curriculum and a plan of opera

tions that were ready to go at the beginning of the 1974 summer sess ion. 

In a final report on the transfer, Dale wrote: 

A lthough the Unive rs it y of Missouri did not ask for the respons ibility of the 
Independence campus. it has planned carefully and consc ientiously for this respon
sibility, and the Harry S. Truman Campus is helping to meet the ed ucationa l needs of 
Greater Kansas City . In retrospect, thi s new campus represent s the consummation of 
unique efforts on the pan of ed ucators, business and profess iona l leade rs, and area 
legis lators to secure the benefit s of quality programs for the fourth largest city in the 

State of Missouri .2 1 

-at UM KC shou ld awa it the completion of the Academic Plan. Ultimate ly the program was approved. 
18. See Memo. Jackson A. Wright to Olson. October 2. 1973. UA/KC. 1/6/ 1. 61 / 16. 

19. Le tter, Ratchford to Olson. April 2. 1974, UA/KC. 1/6/1.6 1/ 18. 
20. I recall that. when I te lephoned Mrs. Truman to ask if she wou ld g ive her consent to hav ing 

the board name the campus after Mr. Truman. she rep lied. with characteristi c modesty. "Do yo u 
rea ll y thin k they wo uld do that?" (See Lette rs. Ol son to Mrs. Harry S. Truman . April 8. July 3 1. 

1974. UA/KC. 1/6/ 1. 61 /18.) 
2 1. Ms. allached to Memo. Dale to Linda Talbott. December 26. 1974. UA/ KC. 1/6/1. 34. 
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The Truman Campus developed slowly, but it continued to provide the kind 

of educational opportunity Dale mentioned, and it also demonstrated the validity 

of the view that an urban campus should be able to deliver its instructional 

programs at various sites in a metropolitan area. Although it continued to provide 

a variety of programs, the campus found its most effective use as a site for the 

cooperative engineering program operated jointly by the Columbia and Kansas 

City campuses . 

IV 

Along with establishing the medical school on Hospital Hill and the Truman 

Campus in Independence, we were able to make significant additions to the 

Volker Campus. In 1973 the School of Education moved into a new, highly 

innovative building, equipped with what for the time were the most advanced 

instructional facilities, including computer terminals, a television distribution sys

tem , and a multimedia auditorium. An addition to Haag Hall filled in the south 

quadrangle on the Volker campus by connecting Haag Hall and the Geology 

Building. A museum established with the assistance of Dr. Richard Sutton en

riched the Geology Building, and we rebuilt the fountain that once had graced the 

front of the structure. Additional capital improvements included a parking struc

ture , a bookstore, an animal laboratory , and an air-conditioning system. We also 

rebuilt many of the walks and drives and generally spruced up the campus, which 

during UKC's last years had badly deteriorated. 

Our major capital improvement efforts, however, were those associated with 

a new law school and a center for the performing arts. The law school , despite the 

improvement in standards that had occurred under Dean Patrick Kelly 's leader

ship, had run into accreditation problems with the American Bar Association , 

whose Committee on Legal Education was particularly critical of the school ' s 

facilities. The building at Fifty-second and Rockhill had seemed quite adequate 

when it was completed in 1950, but it proved woefully unable to accommodate a 

steadily growing enrollment. There was high demand for legal education in the 

late 1960s and early 1970s, and the school's improved reputation made it increas

ingly attractive to students from all over the state. After prolonged and tedious 

negotiations , the bar association threatened to remove UMKC from its list of 

accredited law schools unless better facilities could be provided. I concluded that 

the threat was real , and though I hated to be pressured by accrediting associations, 

with the approval of President Ratchford we jumped the school to the top of our 

capital improvements li st. Pat Kelly was highly regarded by lawyers throughout 
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the state and was most effective in marshaling support for the new building. The 

project enjoyed considerable popularity in the legislature-the fact that several 

legislators, including Senators AI Spradling and Richard Webster, had sons in the 

school didn ' t hurt-and while obtaining money is never easy in Jefferson City, 

the appropriation went through with little di ffi culty. When completed, the law 

school was the largest in the state. Its Leon E. Bloch Library commemorated the 

first of what was to be a number of major gifts to the University from Henry and 

Richard Bloch, and a number of Kansas City law firm s gave generously to furni sh 

office and teaching suites in the building. 

The Perfonning Arts Center was an entire ly different matter. The need was 

as great as that assoc iated with the law school , but many leg islators had little 

apprec iation fo r the arts-the center was frequently referred to as " that singin ' 

and dancin ' building in Kansas City"-and we knew from the beginning that we 

would have to raise private funds to augment any state appropriation we might 

hope to get. To lead the fund-raising-the most ambitious effo rt of its kind the 

University had undertaken up to that time-we assembled a blue-ribbon commit

tee of Kansas City civic leaders consisting of Eugene Strauss, chair, Paul Henson, 

vice chair, Dutton Brookfield, Cliff C. Jones, Robert Patte rson, and Charles Price. 

Early in the campaign, Crosby Kemper, Jr. , offered to give $S million toward 

the project if we would name the building in honor of his mother and include a 

concert hall that would accommodate the Kansas City Philhamlonic, thus enlarging 

and changing the whole nature of the project. 22 We raised approximately $3 million 

in addition to the Kemper gift, and in 1975 the legislature appropriated $6.8 million.2:l 

Then the roof fe ll in . 

When the bids were opened, we learned that the architects had underesti

mated the cost by more than $2 million. We wo uld have to raise more money or 

scale down the building, or both . At thi s juncture, Kemper withdrew his gift , and 

the entire project seemed headed for failure. I stated that all of the pledges would 

have to be returned and we would start over. The Uni versity of Kansas C ity 

trustees, led by W. Coleman Branton , undertook a crash campaign to renew the 

pledges, and the architects were set to work redes igning the project to e liminate 

the large concert hall. Casting a shadow over all of thi s frenetic acti vity was the 

prospect of los ing the hard-won state appropriation. 

22 . I must confess that I had misgivings from the beginning abo ut try ing to accommodate the 
PhilhamlOnic in a university bu ildi ng, bu t the prospect seemed so dazzling that I tho ught somehow 
We could work o ut the operationa l deta ils once the build ing was completed. That. in retrospec t, was 
a ll1i stake. 

23 . Much of the pri vate money was ra ised through small d inners that Vera and I gave for 
prospective donors. at which vario us members of the staff- particularl y Patric ia Mc ilrath and 
Jall1es Costi n-discussed what the new center would enab le the Univers it y to accomplish in the art s. 
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Despite many pressures to divert the money to other uses, Brice Ratchford 

steadfastly held to the position that we would seek reappropriation of the funds as 
the University 's top priority for capital improvements. That view prevailed with 
the curators, and, after intense lobbying by Kansas City business leaders, espe

cially Miller Nichols and Jack Morgan, the legislature reappropriated the funds . 
Adding further to the success of the effort, Helen Spencer contributed $2 million 

to make possible the beautiful Spencer Theater. 

The law school and Performing Arts Center were both fini shed after I had 

become president, but I always thought of them as products of my years as 
chancellor. Brice Ratchford was particularly helpful in connection with both, 

especially with the Performing Arts Center. His steadfast insistence on the reap
propriation of funds for the Performing Arts Center, despite enormous budgetary 

pressures and personal difficulties that would soon culminate in his resignation, 

was a key element in the final appropriation. 



7 
ROLE AND SCOPE-

AND CONTINUING CONTROVERSY 

W hen the curators named Brice Ratchford interim president, the common 

wisdom around the system held that he would be just that, and the board 
in due course would appoint someone else to fill the presidency on a permanent 

basis. As is frequently the case, the common wisdom proved to be wrong. Ratch

ford lost no time in developing and consolidating his position as the University's 
chief executive, and it was clear from the beginning that he would not be a 

"caretaker" interim president. To those of us who worked closely with him, it also 

Was clear from the outset that he was pursuing a course that would result in the 
removal of the word interim from his title. 

The University faced many complex problerp.s-problems of credibility grow
ing out of the months of student unrest, of program and mission resulting from an 

explosion of knowledge and technology, of organization and governance growing 

out of continued concern about the management of the four-campus university 
and the role of its various components, and of the financial future of the institution 

as it coped with Missouri's perennial unwillingness to provide funds adequate to 

meet the expanding needs of higher education. Ratchford was quite sure that the 
ten-year plan adopted in 1967 was not an adequate guide for the seventies-it was 

. too much a compilation of campus aspirations and not enough a plan for utilizing 

limited resources. Moreover, it was overly optimistic with respect to the institu
tion's future growth. 

Ratchford asked Paul Nagel, an historian who had been dean of arts and 
sciences at the University of Kentucky and who had succeeded Vernon Wilson as 
vice president for academic affairs, to · conduct extensive discussions around the 
system. Nagel spent most of a day in my office. We had a wide-ranging discus

sion, touching on everything from Tiger football (in which he confessed little 

95 
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interest) to the quality of the hi story departments on the four campuses. I had few 

problems with the academic plan of 1967-it served UMKC's present and future 

needs in a way that was basically sat isfactory-but I recognized that it probably 

did not go far enough in meeting the needs of the total University in the decade of 

the seventies . I indicated to Nagel that I surely would support an effort to recon

sider the plan. Shortly after Nagel completed his discussions , Ratchford an

nounced that he had decided that the most effective thing he could do during hi s 

months as interim president was to begin a process of institutional reappraisal that 

would provide some background for the decisions the new president would have 

to make. 

Accordingly, in early January 1971 he convened a group of administrators 

and faculty members for a three-day meeting at Golden Eagle Resort, a rustic 

retreat near High Hill , a small town about fifty miles east of Columbia. Included 

in the group were the vice presidents for academic affairs , research , and exten

sion, the chancellors, the deans of faculty, and the elected leaders of the campus 

faculties . Joining me as representatives of UMKC were Provost Wesley Dale and 

Elmer Horseman, chairman of the University Senate. It was an interesting assort

ment of people, and after some initial reserve the group plunged into its task with 

considerable enthusiasm. Ratchford demonstrated great skill as a discussion leader, 

and the careful staff work, done by Paul Nagel , greatly facilitated the group's 

deliberations. 

Under the general theme " Preface to Decision," the group prepared a series 

of questions relating to miss ion , program, resources, organization, and gover

nance. These were to be widely distributed for discussion and recommendations. 

Meanwhile , Ratchford took steps to improve the University 's planning machin

ery. He had heard much cri tici sm at High Hill of the Educational Advisory 

Council as a planning and decision-making body, faculty members particularly 

arguing that it was too heavily loaded with nonacademic administrators . In re

sponse, he announced in February the establishment of a body to be known as the 

Academic Planning Council, consisting of the three academic vice presidents 

(academic affairs, research, and extension) , the four chancellors, and himself. 1 

The " High Hill group " reconvened in the spring at Golden Eagle Ranch to 

consider the replies received from the questions developed at the earlier meeting, 

and during the summer the Academic Planning Council developed a document 

that was issued in September as " Preface to Decision. " By that time the word 

interim had been removed from Ratchford 's title. 

I. When I became pres idenl. 10 reduce duplicalion , I merged Ihe APC. as Ihe Academic 
Planning Counci l was called, wi th Ihe pres idenl 's staff. restoring the name cahil/er. 
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II 

The presidential search process had been carried out in complete secrecy , 

although faculty members and administrators from all of the campuses were 

involved. A search and screening committee, consisting of six faculty members 

and four deans, was appointed in December. In April it submitted a list of 

candidates, which the board referred to a five-member selection committee. This 

committee was to submit the names of two to five candidates to the full board for 

final selection. 2 As the selection process neared a conclusion, it became clear that 

the board was badly divided between those who wanted to select Ratchford and 

those who were opposed to his selection. At a special meeting in St. Louis on June 

II , called for the purpose of interviewing candidates, the board by a vote of five to 

four tabled a motion by Judge Billings, who was serving as chairman of the 

selection committee, that Ratchford be appointed. 3 

On the evening before the regular June meeting in Columbia, the board met 

again to consider the se lection of a president. After a great deal of di scussion 

Theodore McNeal moved, with Judge Brady providing the second, that the origi

nal ten members of the search and screening committee be instructed to submit a 

"a new list of 15 names ... of persons who would be willing to accept the 

Presidency of the University of Missouri. " This motion was defeated by a vote of 

five to four, and Judge Billings's motion of June II was removed from the table 

and passed by a vote of five to four. 4 

I was in Columbia for the board meeting; at about ten in the evening a letter 

from Judge Billings was delivered to my hotel room. It advised me of the action of 

the board and stated that the selection committee had concluded not to interview 

any internal candidates in the process. Actually, thi s was the first time I had been 

told that I was among those being considered for the posi tion. 

In any event, by a margin of one vote C. Brice Ratchford became the 

fifteenth president of the University of Missouri . It was not an auspicious begin

ning, and in retrospect may seem to have been an augury of difficulties to come. 

Yet Ratchford assumed the mantle of leadership as though it had been conferred 

2. Serving on the se lection committee were board members William H. Billings, Fred Kling. 
and Avis Tucker. Elmer Horseman represented the search and screening committee, and James W. 
Stephens. a Rolla graduate from Lee 's Summit , was the alumni representati ve. 

3. The minutes of the meeling do not indicate who was interviewed or how the members voted 
on the motion to tab le. The motion to appoim Ratchford was seconded by William C. Myers. The 
motion to table was made by Judge Brady and seconded by Irvin Fane. (Board of Curators, Minutes. 
June II . 1971.) 

4. Voting yes were Billings. Kling. Myers, Tucker, and Smith: vOling no were Brady, Fane, 
McNeal. and Williamson. (Ibid., June 12. 1970.) 
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unanimously, and within a short time some of those who had been opposed to his 

appointment were among his strong supporters. Irvin Fane and Robert Brady, for 

example, both voted against Ratchford , but during their terms as president of the 

board of curators worked well with him and expressed high regard for his abilities.5 

III 

Ratchford was busy on many fronts-as any university president must be

but the early part of his administration was dominated by his effort to reshape the 

University through what came to be known as Role and Scope. As has been 

indicated, he had begun the process of reorganization while still serving as interim 

president-a process that resulted in the document " Preface to Decision. "6 

As Ratchford wrote in the foreword, " Preface to Decision " was not a plan of 

action; rather it was designed " to clarify our concerns, identify some new goals, 

and discover more about the strengths and weaknesses of our values. "7 The 

document, developed by the Academic Planning Council from responses to ques

tions that had been generated by the High Hill group, contained little that was 

controversial. It was a philosophical treatise, discussing the nature of education 

and the functions of a public university in a technological society. It discussed 

organization and governance at some length, and that di scuss ion can be looked 

upon as something of a blueprint for the rather considerable decentralization of 

authority that occurred during the Ratchford administration. There was some 

specificity in the discussion of academic programs. The document stated: 

All campuses of the University can claim some high quality programs. The 
academ ic opportunities for undergraduates are found to be good on all four cam
puses. However, these are always in need of improvement. 

The Ph. D. programs, on the other hand , are generally regarded as an area of 
weakness. 

5. I recall , for example, that Judge Brady, speaking informally at the last board meeting over 
which he presided as president , went out of his way to praise Ratchford and with hi s customary 
candor sa id that originally he had been opposed to his appo intment, but had come to see that he had 
been mistaken in his opposition. 

6. Paul agel recalled that he and Ratchford had long discussions about the best way to shape 
the Universi ty to enable it to respond to the changi ng env ironment in which higher education would 
exist in the seventies and beyond-an environment that would be characterized by shrinking re
sources. He also recalled that Ratchford was influenced by the thinking of Lewis Mayhew of 
Stanford, a well-known authority on higher education , with whom he had a long conversation during 
a visi t Mayhew made to Columbia. agel, it is fair to say, encouraged Ratchford to undertake the 
effort that became Role and Scope. (Phil Connell , Interview with Paul Nagel, December 15, 1986.) 

7. University of Missouri , "Preface to Decision," September, 197 1, foreword. 
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The caliber of the extension program is viewed as strong. This may be due to efforts 
at integrating extension service with the other academic functions of the University. 

Some professional schools were regarded as having strong programs. 

Finally, the document reported, "There is an overwhelming opinion in the Univer

sity that a review mechanism for academic programs needs to be initiated . ... 
Many persons believe external opinion should govern the reviews."8 

As "Preface to Decision" was being distributed, the Academic Planning 

Council was at work on plans for the development of Role and Scope statements 
on each unit within the University system and for appraising the university 's 

academic programs. The plans were completed at an all-day meeting on Septem

ber 16, and the process got underway. The chancellors and University-wide divi
sion directors were to submit Role and Scope statements on each of their units by 

November I; a University-wide statement was to be considered and presumably 

adopted by the Academic Planning Council on December 20. The instructions 
were brief and unequivocal. The statement, which was not to exceed three pages, 
double-spaced, was to " include an assignment of priorities, using the concept of 

justification from Base Zero." It was to be based on the following assumptions: 

"(a) The University of Missouri will be comprehensive but no individual campus 
will be; (b) each campus will have programs ranging from the freshman year to 

the doctorate in some areas." 
The plan for appraising academic programs established an ambitious three

year schedule for the evaluation of all of the University 's academic offerings. The 

evaluations were to be by discipline rather than by campus; they were to be 
comprehensive, involving elaborate self-studies' and visits by teams of scholars 

from around the country. Oversight was to be provided by an evaluation steering 

committee chaired by Vice President Nagel and consisting of one academic 
administrator from each campus: Wesley J. Dale, UMKC; Robert McFarland, 
UMR; John McGowan, UMC; and Everett Walters, UMSL. Four major areas 

were scheduled for 1971-1972: engineering sciences, biological and health sci
ences, schools of education, and all disciplines in which the University had more 

,than one doctoral program. 
Before the appraisals were begun it was expected that the curators would 

have made "fundamental decisions about the role and scope of each campus." In 
announcing the program to the faculties, Ratchford said: 

. .. the University faces a difficult hut challenging future. With new opportun ities 
before us and a desire to improve the quality of our endeavors, we have no choice but 

8. Ibid .. 14-15. 
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to submit our present commitments and activity to painful evaluation. Only by 
making the four campuses partners in one university and by determining where and 
to what extent our various academic programs can hereafter best be offered, will the 
University of Missouri become a place where teaching, research, and service truly 
thrive . 

. . . What lies ahead doubtless will profoundly affect all of us.9 

In developing UMKC's Role and Scope statement, we concentrated on the 
missions set forth in the plan of 1967-the perfonning arts, the health sciences, 

and programs relating to urban concerns-which we were carrying forward and 

which had become rather finnly fixed in campus thinking. We proposed an 
expansion of degree programs in these areas, and at the doctoral level in certain 

disciplines in the arts and sciences. We had little to give up, although we were 

prepared to sacrifice a program in general engineering with which we were having 
accreditation problems. 

When the campus Role and Scope statements arrived, it was clear that the 

chancellors intended to maintain all of their current programs, and perhaps add 
some new ones. On November 23, the Intercampus Faculty Council engaged in a 

lengthy but generally inconclusive discussion of Role and Scope, at the end of 

which Ratchford decided that he would take the responsibility for writing a draft 
statement to which the Intercampus Faculty Council and the Academic Planning 
Council could react.I Q 

On December 14, Ratchford issued a "tentative version" of a Role and Scope 
statement-a plan that would have made draconian changes in the University and 
particularly on the Columbia campus. Specifically, and most damaging, Columbia 

would no longer offer doctoral work in the social sciences (except history, which 

was classified as one of the humanities), mathematics, or the physical sciences. 
Doctoral programs in the social sciences were to be transferred to a graduate 

center to be operated cooperatively by St. Louis and Kansas City, and those in 

mathematics and the physical sciences to a center operated jointly by St. Louis 
and Rolla. The future of engineering and of the doctoral programs in the biolog

ical sciences was left somewhat in doubt, pending the results of evaluation." 

The chancellors and members of the Intercampus Faculty Council received 

9. University of Missouri, President's Bulletin. October 15, 1971. This set out the general 
features of the plans for program evaluation. More detail , and a statement with respect to plans for 
developing a statement on Role and Scope, can be found in Letter, C. Brice Ratchford to the 
Chancellors, September 17, 1971, with enclosures. 

10. Intercampus Faculty Council, Minutes, November 23, 1971. The campus Role and Scope 
statements are appended to a memorandum from Ratchford to the Intercampus Faculty Council, 
November 15 , 1971. 

II. University of Missouri, President's Bulletin , December 14, 1971. 
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advance copies of Ratchford 's statement. It created consternation everywhere, but 

at Columbia it produced a veritable explos ion . Professor Owen Koeppe, chairman 

of the Faculty Council, called the report "devastating "; many faculty members 

felt that it had produced the greatest crisis in the recent hi story of the University. 

Faculty members were particularly critical of the president 's timing in the issu

ance of the statement, charging that to release it during the final examination 

period and just before the Christmas holidays was a blatant attempt to make it 

difficult for the faculty to react. At a hastily called faculty meeting, attended by 

more than fourteen hundred persons-the largest attendance at any faculty meet

ing in hi story-the faculty expressed shock at the dismemberment of graduate 

programs without consultation, declaring that the document damaged credibility 

of the whole process and undermined faculty confidence in the administration. 

They urged the president to withdraw the document. The college deans called on 

the president and the curators to take no action until the program reviews were 

completed. Herbert W. Schooling, despite his tenuous position as interim chancel

lor, presided over the faculty meeting and was given a standing ovation after he 

disassociated himself from the document , saying that " MU 's future was more 

important than personal ambition." 12 The December meeting of the Intercampus 

FaCUlty Council was given over almost entirely to a di scuss ion of Role and Scope. 

The members individually expressed themselves in opposition to the president 's 

statement , and there was general agreement that the document did not reflect their 

November discussions. They urged the president not to submit it to the board until 

it had been completely reviewed and revised. They agreed , however, that the 

chairman should make only a short, noncommittal statement to the press.13 

Ratchford 's initial response to the uproar was to say, "I sent it out for 

reaction. I wanted it. I think people are overreacting. The pattern is not set in 

concrete. If people do not like what was sent out, I would like a lternatives." 14 

Every point in the document was negotiable, but the process would have to 

Continue. " We are committed to a role and scope study for each campus," Ratch

ford told Henry J. Waters, publisher of the Columbia Daily Tribune. The process 

could not be tabled. l s While not commenting on specifics, Avis Tucker, president 

of the board of curators , sa id that the board supported the concept of a single 

university and the basic idea of the Role and Scope program. 16 

12. Unless otherwise indicated, sources for facu lty and other reactions to Role and Scope are the 
Columbia Daily Tribune and the Columbia Missourian . 

13 . Intercampus Faculty Counci l, Minutes, December 20. 1971. 

14. Columbia Missourian , December 15 , 1971. 
15. Columbia Daily Tribun e, December 16, 197 1. 
16. Ibid .. December 19, 197 1. Ratchford, it should be noted. had the fu ll support of the board of 

Curators for his program of institutional reappraisal. 
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It was clear, however, that the document could not survive as it was written. 

The Columbia campus was in a state of rebellion so severe that , had it continued , 

Ratchford ' s effectiveness would have been severely jeopardized . (As it was , 

Ratchford never really recovered from the loss of credibility he suffered at UMC 

from the issuance of the December 14 document.) On the other campuses there 

was neither great support nor great opposition, but there probably was more 

support than opposition, particularly on the urban campuses, which stood to gain 

substantiall y from the plan. 

Although the December 14 document caught me as much by surpri se as it did 

everyone else, I saw much to favor in the plan because it would benefit UMKC, 

and I expressed my general support.t 7 I knew, however, that the proposa l to divest 

UMC of so many graduate programs would not survive, and should not. Underly

ing the hostility on the Columbia campus to the document was a widely held 

belief (particularly in the College of Arts and Science) that it reflected what might 

be called" an extension way of thinking," that programs could simply be picked 

up and moved, without regard to library facilities, laboratory facilities , or related 

departments that could provide support. Many on the faculty believed that Ratch

ford 's ex tension backgro und made him unable to understand the necess ity of such 

support facilities. It should be pointed out , however, that although Ratchford 

assumed responsibility for the draft statement , it was basically the work of Paul 

Nagel , who had a c1e3r understanding of the requirements of graduate education. I 

took Ratchford 's statement that he issued the document to secure reaction at face 

value , and I was prepared as a member of the Academic Planning Council to help 

sa lvage the proposal. 

Under Nagel's leadership , various staff groups were set to work rev ising the 

plan. Everything was negoti able , as Ratchford had said , but he was determined to 

maintain the concept of a single universi ty on mUltiple campuses and the idea of 

cooperation among the campuses. In May, the board approved a general docu

ment entitled "The University of Missouri : Its Future. " This was an interim , 

preliminary paper designed to put the planning process back on track. There was 

to be no mi stake about the basic policy . A prologue stated: "The basic policy of 

the University of Missouri , as stated by the Board of Curators on many occasions. 

is: 'The Univers ity of Missouri is a single institution with four campuses, each of 

which is a component of the whole. '" No spec ific campus assignments were 

made, but doctoral programs-the source of the trouble in the earlier document

were to be offered " through an administrative structure which for a particular 

17. UlliI-ersity Ne il 'S, January 20. 1972. carried a major story contrasting my support wi th the 
opposition be ing ex pressed on the Columbia campus, 
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discipline will involve the qualified faculty of that discipline from each of the 

campuses." III 

In December, "The University of Missouri: Its Future" was reissued, with 

three rather specific sections added to the original philosophical statement: Doc

toral Programs, Role and Scope, and Campus Academic Plans. 19 In contrast to the 

document of the previous December, the assignments of campus missions were 

fairly broad and somewhat tentative-all of us on the Academic Planning Coun

cil, with the possible exception of Paul Nagel, felt that the draconian approach of 

the initial document would have to be modified , and as we worked through it in 

what seemed like an interminable series of all-day meetings , the emphasis shifted 

away from the elimination of programs. Certain programs were mandated for 

each campus; others were permiss ive. These designations were to serve as guides 

to the development of campus plans that were to be constructed under the assump

tion that resources would be limited, and that quality would have to take prece

dence over quantity . Although there were intimations that some programs might 

be moved or eliminated as a result of the planning process, only one was sched

uled for elimination-general engineering at Kansas City. I had felt for some time 

that thi s nonaccredited program should be abandoned, and actually recommended 

that it be scheduled for elimination in the document. It was replaced by a program 

in engineering operated jointly with UMC, which became a fully accredited, 

highly successful example of intercampus cooperation. 

The knotty problem of doctoral education was solved by the creation of a 

University doctoral faculty as the entity through which all doctoral degrees were 

to be awarded. This was not to be a corporate faculty body in the traditional sense, 

but was to be simply a means of identifying faculty members who were qualified 

to participate in doctoral education anywhere in the University. General supervi

sion of doctoral education was to be in the hands of a University doctoral council, 

consisting of the four graduate deans and two faculty members from each campus 

appointed by the chancellor. More direct supervision was to be provided by 

intercampus discipline or sector coordinating committees. The objective of all of 

this was to provide as much flexibility as possible for both faculty and students, 

and to facilitate if not mandate intercampus cooperation. This compromise, never 

really accepted at UMC, was little used, although occasionally it provided an 

opportunity for a faculty member from one of the other campuses to participate in 

dOctoral education. 
To bring the process to a conclusion, the program reviews were to be com-

18. Board of CuralOrs , Minutes. May 26. 1972. 
19. University of Missouri , President's BIII/erill . December 9. 1972. 
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pleted by November I, 1973, and each campus was to submit a plan to the 

Academic Planning Council that would generally include: (I) the extent the campus 

proposed to be active in each academic discipline; (2) the time span for accom

plishing program development or enrichment; and (3) the importance of each 

program by priority listing. The Academic Planning Council was to have inte

grated these plans into a University plan by January 15 , 1974. 

This schedule proved to be too ambitious. The need to involve numerous 

campus and intercampus groups in the discussion of various drafts slowed the 

process, and the program reviews took longer than had been anticipated. These 

reviews must rank as among the most comprehensive and thorough efforts ever 

undertaken in an American university . Participants included, in addition to faculty 

members from all of the campuses, di stinguished academicians from all over the 

country. The process , though expensive and time-consuming, produced much that 

was useful , and the very act of looking at programs in the context of what was 

being done on the other campuses of the system sharpened insights that hitherto 

had been vague and generali zed. 

By the summer of 1974, the program reviews had been completed, the 

doctoral faculty had been organized, and the academic plan was ready for consid

eration by the board of curators. The board adopted it on August 2 with little 

discussion. Subsequent portions covered extension and research and provided for 

certain administrative adjustments, but they were somewhat anticlimactic. The 

heart of the plan, and the portion that had been contested for two and a half years , 

was the section setting forth philosophy and describing the degree programs of the 

University-Role and Scope. 

The academic plan classified the University 's degree programs into three 

categories: candidates for deve lopment , those to be continued at present levels, 

and candidates for reduction or termination . The programs were then organized 

into twenty-two subcategories and laid out on spreadsheets that graphically de

scribed the programs and plans for each campus in each category. Most of the 

programs, as one would expect, fell into category two, and relatively few pro

grams were scheduled for reduction or elimination, other than as a result of 

changes in terminology and the cleaning up of catalog language. The most impor

tant category, of course, was the first , which included programs scheduled for 

development as resources became available, either through reallocation or the 

acq uisition of new money, and here there was careful discrimination in accor

dance with the overall miss ion of the University and the miss ions of the various 

campuses. As the document stated: "The purpose of the University Academic 

Plan is to have degree programs which can be supported adequately with available 

resources. Some programs will be more dynamic than others; some will have 
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more complex missions than others. However, all programs to be carried forward 

will seek excellence within the extent of their charge. "20 

The academic plan was designed for the period 1975-1985, with the provi

sion that it was to be reviewed periodically. We undertook a comprehensive 

review in 1980, but made relatively few changes. 

Because the plan was born in controversy , and because it was developed 

through a process that seemed to produce a great deal of paperwork and numerous 

false starts, an air of cynicism grew up around it that failed to do it justice. The 

academic plan served the University well during a period of restricted-and, in 

light of the demands upon the institution, reduced-resources, serving as the 

framework for orderly change. In particular, it provided a guide to the develop

ment of new or expanded programs--during the decade of its existence, none, 

except for optometry in St. Louis, were approved that were not in Category I. 

Many people were involved in the plan' s creation-Vice President Nagel and the 

campus provosts were the working engineers-but the architect was Brice Ratch

ford , who possessed both the administrative skill and the persistence to drive the 

University into a planning mode that would help it make difficult decisions on a 

somewhat rational basis. 

IV 

But Ratchford paid a heavy price in the Pfocess. As I have mentioned, he 

never really recovered the credibility he lost on the Columbia campus with the 

original Role and Scope document , and as he became embroiled in other contro

versies his support around the system and in Jefferson City withered away. 
His relations with Christopher (Kit) Bond, who had been elected governor in 

1972, always were prickly , and the inevitable differences between president and 

governor over such matters as the university 's budget occasionally took on a 

highly personal cast. They erupted into a widely publicized conflict in the winter 

,of 1975-1976 during the annual struggle over the budget. The governor, relying 

On a formula developed by the newly created Coordinating Board for Higher 
Education, submitted a budget that favored the state colleges and universities 

much more than the University of Missouri. In the executive budget hearing, 

Ratchford criticized the formula on which the budget was based as failing to 

recognize the special needs of the University. He told the governor, " I understand 

20. Ibid., May 24, 1974. 
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the revenue situation within the state. But I think the University of Missouri is at 

least entitled to equity."21 

The plea for equity irritated the governor and created quite a stir around the 

state. Lieutenant Governor William Phelps, a graduate of the University , almost 

broke up an alumni meeting we were holding in Jefferson City to build support for 

the University 's budget by his pointed criticism of Ratchford 's leadership. The 

supposed conflict between the governor and the president was in the press almost 

daily , particularly in Columbia, where the media thrive on controversial news 

about the University. 

Despite the controversy, Ratchford was able to secure a small increase in the 

operating budget, plus $25 million for a number of important capital projects , 

including the law school and the center for the performing arts in Kansas City. At 

Ratchford's request, I spent considerable time in Jefferson City during the spring 

of 1976, lobbying legislators on behalf of the University-an experience that in a 

few months would stand me in good stead. 

The experience also dramatized for me Ratchford 's worsening physical con

dition . It was clear that the continued controversy was beginning to take its toll. 

Hi s once-robust health, weakened by chain-smoking and a growing dependence 

on a!cohol--complicated by heavy medication for hypertension and other prob

iems-had deteriorated to the point that it became a matter of serious concern to 

his assoc iates and members of the board. 

Through it all, the criticism continued, increasing in frequency and noise level , 

especially in Columbia, where the media turned every unfavorable comment about 

the University or its leadership into headline news. On the other campuses, partic

ularly Kansas City and St. Louis, Ratchford remained relatively popular, being 

perceived as seriously concerned about the development of the urban campuses. 

That perception, it might be noted, was also present in Columbia and was part of the 

basis for the hostility with which many members of the faculty and local administra

tion viewed University Hall. Within University Hall , something of a siege mentality 

developed among the principal officers of the central administration as they sought 

to deal with what seemed like a steady stream of bad news. 

Then, on April 13 , UMC's student newspaper, the Maneater, publicized a 

state-relations plan written by Jack Hamilton, the University' s director of commu

nications. It was a discuss ion draft that had not been adopted and was marked 

"confidential. " That, more than the contents of the plan, seemed to fire the flames 

of controversy. The plan itself provided for the use of hundreds of extension 

21. "Slatement by President C. Brice Ratchford , the Univers ity of Missouri , before the Gover
nor on the 1976-77 Appropriation for Operations, Jefferson City, Tuesday , December 9, 1975," UA/ 
UW: A62512. fil e I. 
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workers and volunteers throughout the state to lobby for increased appropriations 

for the University, and to work for the election of legislative candidates known to 

be friendly to the University and receptive to a state tax increase, something 

Ratchford had been advocating for several months as essential to providing ade

quate support for the University and other state institutions. That evening Ratch

ford was in Jefferson City to restify before the Senate Appropriations Committee, 

and he was roundly criticized by members of the committee. Recalling a letter

writing campaign that Ratchford had organized among extension workers in 1973 

to protest cuts in the University's budget, the senators-particularly Richard 

Webster, powerful Republican from Carthage-harshly criticized this new effort 

to use extension personnel in political activity. The next day Ratchford was in 

Governor Bond's office and was publicly criticized for the plan, especially for 

involving University personnel in pushing for a tax increase that the governor had 

campaigned against while running for office. 

Ratchford's opponents on the Columbia faculty moved quickly to take ad

vantage of the problems caused by the state-relations plan, petitioning Chancellor 

Schooling to call a meeting of the general faculty-which under the rules he was 

required to do-to consider a resolution expressing lack of confidence in the 

president of the University and requesting the board of curators to remove him. 

Almost nine hundred faculty members showed up for the meeting the afternoon of 

April 29. After protracted, acrimonious discussion, the faculty approved the reso

lution by a vote of 610 to 255 . Word of the vote reached Ratchford and the board 

in Rolla, where they were beginning their regular two-day monthly meeting. The 

board held a long executive session that night" part of it with Ratchford, and 

though no report of the meeting was ever given, word got out that Ratchford 

learned that he no longer had a majority of the board with him. The next morning, 

Ratchford, visibly shaken and suffering from the flu , had breakfast with a few of 

us and then returned to Columbia before the corporate meeting.22 The board took 

no formal note of the faculty resolution, although Irvin Fane, immediate past 

president, was highly critical of the faculty action-which, it should be noted, was 

not supported by faculties on any of the other campuses.23 

22. On the morning of April 29. the University Cabinet , meeting in Rolla, unanimously passed a 
resolution of support for the president , but that was little noted nor. in the end. of much value. 

23. Ratchford retained strong support on the Kansas City and Sl. Louis campuses, both of which 
felt advantaged by his view of the University 's future. At Rolla there was considerable dissatisfaction 
With the Ratchford administration----directed as much against Paul Nagel, vice president for academic 
affairs, as against Ratchford personally-stemmi~g from Role and Scope; individual faculty mem
bers apparently made some of this di ssati sfac tion known to individual members of the board. 
although there was no public statement of any kind. (See, for example, Phil Connell. Interview with 
Mer( Baker, July 14, 1986.) 
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A. G. Unklesbay, vice president for administration, took over the presidential 

duties at the board meeting, and for all practical purposes he continued to fulfill 

them during the ensuing weeks. There was a pleasant interlude when Ratchford 

went back to Rutgers University to receive a national 4-H award, but for the most 

part he did not participate in public activities. He simply was too ill to discharge 

the normal functions of his position. About the middle of the month, he advised 

John Hall Dalton, president of the board, that he was thinking of resigning, and 

Dalton called a special meeting of the board for April 21. Ratchford arrived at the 

meeting with a letter of resignation, which, after a four-hour closed session, the 

board accepted. 24 

Although there was considerable feeling within the University community 

that, despite his rather considerable achievements, Ratchford had ceased to be an 

effective president, many greeted the news of his resignation with regret. John 

Hall Dalton said, " I think it [the resignation] will hurt the university because I 

think there are many , many people like I who think Dr. Ratchford has done a good 

job. And also, I think his resignation comes at a very critical time. It 's going to be 

a difficult time." Governor Bond in a formal statement said, "On behalf of all the 

people he served through the university over the years, we extend our warm 

thanks and wish him well in his future pursuits. "25 

For days there was speculation in the media about the " real" causes of 

Ratchford ' s resignation. In his own statement, Ratchford said: 

I see no reason for a recitation of the University'S progress and accomplish
ments of the last six years. I would be the first to admit that some mistakes were 
made as new programs were drafted and launched. This was inevitable as we moved 
off in new directions. 

A former president of a large state university recently observed: " I think it 
should be clear how, for a universi ty president as for any other political chief 
executive, credibility and support are inevitably, gradually ground away. For every 
ac tion he takes, whether right or wrong, successful or not , some are displeased and 
disenchanted .. , 

After much agonizing and soul-searching, I have come to the conclusion that 
now is the time for me to step aside so that the University can consolidate its gains 
and assess its future course. This obviously can be done best by a new leader, 
unmarked by previous struggles. 

I want to be very clear that this is not a decision I make because of any event or 
events of recent days. As long as a year ago Mrs. Ratchford urged me to step aside 
from the presidency. She sensed the growing strain and stress which I was experienc
ing. My physician has been firm in insisting that I not push myself further in the 

24. The chancellors. obviously, were not at the meeting. Shortly after he left the meeting 
Ratchford called me to report his resignation. 

25. Coillmhia Daily Trihune . May 22, 1976. 
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exhausting regime of the pres idency. He has convinced me it would be dangerous 
and foolish to do so. Thi s weighed heav ily in my decision to resign at this time.26 

As one who served with Ratchford , as a campus chance llor, throughout his 

presidency, I see no reason not to accept his statement at face value. Ratchford 

was controversial from the beginning, and his presidency at times seemed like a 

roller coaster of ups and downs; it also was a time of substantial achievement. 

Ratchford furthered the concept of one university-very dear to the heart of the 

board-by making it more workable. He also brought about some very substantial 

additions, notably the Independence campus at UMKC and the Marillac campus 

at UMSL, plus a number of important capital improvements. Somewhat iron

ically, perhaps, his most important achievement was the one for which he was 

most severely criticized-Role and Scope, which put into place a system plan that 

served the University well for years after it was adopted. 

In the important matter of persuading Missourians to provide adequate ongo

ing support for their state university he was unsuccessful-but then, so were the 

presidents who preceded him and those who fo llowed him. 

26. Copy of statement in author 's possession. Except for quotations, I have not cited sources for 
my account of the events leading up to Ratchford 's res ignation. They were we ll covered by the 
COlumbia press, and I was in a position of participant and close observer. A fa irly good summary
although part of a heavily biased seri es- is an article by Lee Scanlan . " Ratchford's Res ignation: The 

UntOld Story," ColumiJia Daily Trihune. April 26, 1977. 
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T he only other action taken by the curators at the time they accepted Ratch

ford's resignation was to ask Vice President Unklesbay to continue to ad

minister the affairs of the University as acting president , indicating that they 

probably would name an interim president at their next regular meeting, sched

uled for May 29, 1976. The Columbia press immediately began to speculate on 

poss ible appointees. My name was among those bandied about, but it was sug

gested that I probably would not be appointed because I was "viewed by many as 

a poss ible contender for the permanent appointment." Moreover, as an uniden

tified curator said , it was speculated that I probably would not want to " leave 

[my] comfortable seat" in Kansas City for the interim presidency.' 

Vera and I surely were "comfortable" in Kansas City, where we had many 

good friends both on campus and in the community . Although I did not think of 

myself as a "contender" for the presidency, one could not help but be interested in 

the University 's top posi tion-I did not want to rule myself out of consideration 

by taking the interim presidency. In any event, I assumed that Unklesbay-a 

seasoned, highly respected administrator- would be offered the position, and I 

gave no further thought to the matter. Then, a few days before the May board 

meeting, Irvin Fane, a di stinguished Kansas City lawyer, immediate past president 

of the board, and a man for whom I had the highest respect, called to see if he 

could come out to my office and visit with me. He walked in , closed the door, sat 

down, and got ri ght to the point. The curators, he said , were interested in whether 

I would accept the interim presidency if it were offered. 

I do not recall my immediate response, but after a long and frank discussion 

in which lrv assured me that accepting the interim presidency would have no 

effect upon my position vis-a-vis the permanent post-indeed, he reminded me of 

I. Columhia Missourian . May 23 , 1976. 
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the University's tendency to advance an interim president to the presidency

I told him that I would talk it over with Vera and let him know in the morning . 

Vera actually had much more at stake than I did . She enjoyed living in the 

chancellor's residence at 5106 Cherry, which provided a lovely, comfortable 

home; she was active in the cultural and social life of Kansas City; she had been to 

Columbia frequently and knew that living there would not be the same as living in 

Kansas City. Nevertheless, as she always did when she sensed there was some

thing I wanted to do, she said we should try it-we could always come back to 

Kansas City if it didn't work out. I called Irv the next morning to tell him that I 

would accept the position if it were offered to me unanimously . He asked that I 

keep myself available to meet with the board on Thursday evening. 

On Thursday, we were at the Ramada Inn in Columbia, where board mem

bers and out-of-town chancellors stayed during the meetings. About nine o'clock 

the phone rang and John Hall Dalton, president of the board, asked if I could come 

down the hall and meet with the curators. They were all there, but none of the 

board staff was present. Dalton opened the conversation by saying that the board 

wanted me to serve as interim president, beginning June I. The meeting lasted for 

about an hour, during which I was assured that the decision was unanimous and 

that the curators wanted an active rather than a caretaker interim presidency. They 

thought the search process for a new president would take about a year, and they 

assured me that the interim presidency would have no bearing on my relationship 

to that process. They also made it clear that they expected me to continue to 

maintain the concept of a single university with multiple campuses. 

The next morning the board worked out th~ details, and Dalton announced 

the decision at the public meeting. Also at that meeting, the curators adopted a 

$206.3 million operating budget for 1976-1977 and, as part of the budget, ap

proved a $30 per semester fee increase-something of a harbinger of events to 

Come. Of special interest to me, they approved the final design for the Performing 

Arts Center at UMKC. 

II 

At the press conference following the meeting, principal interest centered on 

whether I would be a candidate for the presidency--<:onventional wisdom as 

expressed in the press the week earlier had held that I would not be appointed 

interim president because I probably would be a candidate for the permanent 

position. Dalton said · the appointment neither meant that I would get the perma

nent post nor precluded me from consideration. I expressed the view that a 
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position of this sort should seek the person rather than be sought after, and that it 

was my expectation that I would return to Kansas City after my term as interim 
president. I maintained this stance throughout the interim presidency, and ques

tions about my "candidacy" for the permanent post seldom surfaced. 

Normally, Vera and I returned to Kansas City immediately after board meet

ings, but we decided to remain in Columbia until Saturday. I spent Friday after
noon visiting the offices in University Hall and conferring with Vice President 

Unklesbay and members of the president's staff, asking that they stay on.2 Most 

of my time, though, was spent on the telephone. Brice Ratchford called to offer 

congratulations, and so did Governor Bond. Vera and I knew Kit and Carolyn 

Bond reasonably well, and we had many mutual friends in Kansas City. I was 
optimistic that the governor and I would be able to work together in a friendly 

fashion , but I knew that his stance against any tax increase would make it difficult 

for the University to secure adequate funding. 

Saturday morning we played tennis on the University courts for about an 

hour and then drove back to Kansas City to begin to prepare ourselves for a 

summer of commuting. We planned ultimately to use the president's house, but 

we had agreed that the Ratchfords should continue to occupy it until late summer. 

Fortunately, through the good offices of Bess Schooling, wife of the Columbia 

chancellor, we were able to use the lovely home of Jack and Kay Matthews in the 

Grasslands area just west of the campus.3 Assistance with summer housing was 

just one of many courtesies extended us by Bess and Herb Schooling, who went 
out of their way to welcome us to Columbia and to smooth our transition to life in 
the community. Without their help our early months in Columbia could have been 

much less pleasant than they were-after all, we were "outsiders," and it had 

never occurred to many people that someone from a campus other than Columbia 

would assume the presidency even on an interim basis. Moreover, there was 
always some tension between the campus and the central administration. 

Sunday evening Wendell Caskey picked me up in one of the University 's 

venerable Aerocommanders for a quick trip to Columbia, so that I could begin my 

duties early Monday morning, June 1.4 I had asked the vice presidents and other 

2. Phil Connell , executive assistant, and Bessie Hume, executive secretary, remained with me 
until I retired, filling their roles with grace, tact, energy, and unflagging loyalty. 

3. Jack Matthews was former dean of students at UMC and something of a legendary figure on 
the campus and in the community. 

4. I had used university aircraft some as chancellor at UMKC, but that was the first of innumer
able trips in and out of Columbia in all kinds of weather and at all hours of the day and night. The 
University's three pilots-Wendell Caskey, Harold Franke, and Don Stout-were experienced vet
erans who always got us-Vera frequently flew with me-through to our destination, although they 
did not hesitate to tell us when the weather was too bad to fly . In the early eighties, with the pilots 



Il1lerim Presidel1l 113 

staff members who reported directly to the president or to the board to meet with 

me at nine o'clock. I opened the meeting by asking all of them to stay on and 

soliciting their cooperation in the difficult months ahead. I had worked with them 

as chancellor and knew them all to be competent profess ionals, dedicated to the 

welfare of the University.s As it turned out, all of the vice presidents remained in 

their posts during my interim presidency, although some of them were nearing 

retirement. Jack Hamilton, director of communications, resigned to accept a simi

lar position at the University of Pennsylvania. I did not fill his position, but asked 

Guy A. Horton, his assistant, to assume the duties on a temporary basis.6 

The central staff, then , was well in place, but there was one vacancy that had 

to be filled-the position of University lobbyist. Following Stirling Kyd' s resig

nation, Ratchford had generally assumed responsibility for legislative relations, 

with the help of Virgil Sapp of the Extension Division. Sapp wanted to retire, and 

I knew that I could not go through a legislative session without help. At the same 

time, I felt it improper to appoint someone permanently to the post. Finally, I 

asked Guy H. "Bus" Entsminger, vice chancellor for development on the Colum

bia campus, to assume the responsibility on a part-time basis. Entsminger, a 

former All Big Eight quarterback, was well known throughout the state and 

popular with the alumni. Along with Ratchford , he had worked some for Ellis in 

Jefferson City. He was more controversial in the Capitol than I had assumed,7 but 

he did a credible job. Entsminger's appointment was part-time as well as tempo

rary, and I asked Duana Linville , director of alumni activities at UMKC, to work 

with him on a part-time basis. 

To take my place at UMKC the curators appointed Provost Wesley J. Dale 

nearing retirement and the airc raft aging dangerously, we phased out the a ir operations. re ly ing 
instead on charters: (Elmer Ellis was fond of te lling me that he attributed hi s loss of hearing to the 
many hours he spent in small a irplanes while president. ) Frequently we drove to destinations in 
various parts of the state-the back seat of the car provided a comfortable office or resting place with 

Bill Reid and later Emuel Taylor at the wheel. 
5. There were six vice presidents: Melvin D. George, academic affairs; A. G. Unklesbay, 

administration; Dale Bowling, business; Carl Scheneman, extension; Ray Bezoni , finance; and Ar
dath Emmons, research. In add ition to the v ice presidents and the director of communications (Jack 

Hamilton). the group included two pe rsons who reported directly to the board but who worked very 
c lose ly with the president: Jackson A. Wright, genera l counse l, and Catherine Hunt, secretary to the 

board. 
6. In a sense , I was sorry to see Ham ilton leave-he was a bright , stimulating person who was 

interesting to be around-but I made no effort to di ssuade him. He was abrasive and frequently 

impOlitic in hi s 'remarks . Given his authorship of the ill-fated " state relations plan." his continued 

usefulness in a public re lations capac ity was limited. 
7. Senator Warren welliver from Columbia, for example, was particularly di senchanted with 

the appo intment-it turned o ut that En tsminger had worked for hi s opponent. something I should 

have known, but didn ' t. 



114 Serving the University of Missouri 

acting chancellor. Dale had worked closely with me, first as dean of the gradu

ate school and then as provost; while he was not a particularly popular admin

istrator, I believed he was the best person available to hold things together 

during my absence-he knew the campus and he was willing to make tough 

decisions.8 

With Dale 's appointment and those in the central administration, I thought 

personnel problems were behind me, but in November, Raymond L. Bisplinghoff, 

chancellor at the University of Missouri-Rolla, resigned to take a position in 

industry. Although I was disappointed, I was not surprised. Bisplinghoff, ap

pointed chancellor in 1974, had been associate director of the National Science 

Foundation and dean of engineering at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology. 

He provided excellent leadership for the campus and was highly respected in the 

community,9 but his personal ties were all in the East, and he never seemed at 

home in Rolla. After consulting with the faculty, I asked Jim C. Pogue, a pro

fessor of English whom Bisplinghoff had appointed provost, to serve as interim 

chancellor. Although it seemed unlikely that an English professor could provide 

leadership for an engineering campus, Pogue was a highly popular, effective 

administrator. lo Had he been an engineer, he might well have been appointed 

chancellor. 

Although I hesitated to make permanent appointments as interim president, I 

did reorganize the groups that gave advice to the president, eliminating the Aca

demic Planning Council (which, despite its name, consisted solely of administra

tors) and the Administrative and Fiscal Council and transferring their functions to 

a restructured University Cabinet. The cabinet was reduced in size from sixteen to 

twelve by eliminating a number of administrators and adding the chair of the 

Intercampus Faculty Council. This was the first time that a faculty member had 

been included in the University's top-level advisory group; the appointment also 

called attention to the central role of the Intercampus Faculty Council. II 

8. At first , I somewhat naively assumed that I would be able to spend a considerable amount of 
time in Kansas City. I soon learned that my trips to UMKC, as to Rolla and St. Louis, while not 
infrequent , would usually be hurried and that my relationship with UMKC had to be similar to that 
with the other campuses. Wes and Pat Dale did not move into the chancellor 's residence but used it 
for social functions , performing their responsibilities wi th grace and thoroughness. 

9. See, for example, a column by Edward W. Sowers in the Rolla Daily News, November 21, 
1976. 

10. As was the case with the Dales, Jim and Marilyn Pogue did not move into the chancellor's 
residence, but used it for soc ial functions, which, like the Dales, they handled most effect ively. 

II . As restructured, the cabinet consisted of the four chancellors, six vice presidents, the 
Unive rsity 's general counsel, and the chair of the Intercampus Faculty Council. Phil Connell served 
as secretary , and Guy Horton attended the meetings as an observer. 



Interim President 115 

III 

Actually, I had little time to ponder organizational matters; I found myself 

immediately immersed in what had become the central preoccupation of the 

university president-the budget. The $206.3 million budget adopted by the cura

tors for 1976-1977, which in<;luded a fee increase to help make up for a shortfall 

in state appropriations, provided for a salary increase of only 4 percent-woefully 

inadequate in view of the rate at which the University had been falling behind 

national and regional averages-we were now seventeenth among the Big Eight

Big Ten institutions with which we sought to compare ourselves. I concluded that 

for 1977-1978 we would have to concentrate on salary improvement as our top 

priority, with increases in money for badly needed supplies and equipment

especially scientific equipment-as a close second . There were many other urgent 

needs, but in view of the state ' s financial condition and political disposition they 

would have to be deferred. 

To meet state-imposed deadlines, the board would have to adopt the 1977-

1978 budget request at its July 23 meeting. The finance committee was scheduled 

to meet July I for preliminary consideration of the package-I had asked that the 

committee hear the requests of the four chancellors rather than delaying its first 

consideration of the budget until I had prepared a recommendation, an unusual 

step that I took because I was both new and interim. The meeting, something of a 

harbinger of things to come, erupted into a controversy between board members 

and Arnold Grobman, chancellor of the University of Missouri-St. Louis. Grob

man, making his first budget presentation as chancellor, included a request for 

funds to operate a school of optometry, despite the fact that the Missouri Coor

dinating Board for Higher Education, a year earlier, had turned down a request for 

the school. When questioned about the matter, Grobman indicated that he thought 

the coordinating board probably would change its mind. The curators, unenthusi

astic from the beginning about a school of optometry, had actually been somewhat 

relieved by the CBHE action. In any event, Grobman was admonished that he was 

not to bring forward a request for funds to operate a school of optometry until it 

had gone through regular University approval channels. Board members were 

also irritated by Grobman's request for funds to bring UMSL " up to parity" with 

the other campuses. 12 

12. For a di scussion of the meeting, see Columhia Daily Trihune. July 2, 1976. Board members 
almost always reacted negalively to intercampus comparisons advanced by a chancellor in support of 
his or her budget. Grobman ' s position during the summer of 1976 was tenuous at best. Despite the 
fact that he was new, he had irritated a number of board members and had been the subject of 
Unfavorable editorial comment in St. Louis. I be lieved, however, that even with all thi s he could 
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Despite this distraction, the budget moved forward on schedule. Much of the 

preliminary work had been done, and all that remained were decisions with 

respect to the size and major components of the state request. We finally agreed 

upon $147.8 million, an increase of approximately 16 percent, providing a boost of 
11 percent for salaries and 8 percent for expenses and equipment (generally 

referred to as E&E). The only money for program expansion consisted of $750,000 
for research in energy and food production.13 Although the concentration of the 
request on a relatively few items represented a departure for the University in its 

budgeting, the curators approved my recommendations without change. 

They had to do so before the coordinating board had announced the guide
lines by which it would develop its budget recommendations to the governor. We 

tried to work with the board' s staff during the summer to encourage them to 

develop a formula that would take into account the University 's special needs in 
research , graduate education, and extension, but to no avail-when the guidelines 

were issued in October they provided a budget base that was actually less than the 

University's current appropriation! This was patently ridiculous, and we were 

able to persuade the board to override its staff recommendations and to approve 
an appropriation of $136 million, an increase of approximately $9 million, or 7 

percent, but still far short of the $20 million increase we had requested. 14 

We next went to work on Governor Elect Joseph P. Teasdale, who had upset 
Kit Bond in his bid ,for reelection. Teasdale was from Kansas City and I knew him 

slightly , but he was a complete unknown as far as the University was concerned. I 
found him to be friendly and receptive, but it soon became apparent that he would 
not go above the coordinating board 's recommendation. 

develop into a strong and effecti ve leader fo r the St. Louis campus. Moreover, I felllhat il would be 
disastrous 10 continue the rapid turnover in the UMSL chancellorship that had plagued the campus 
from the beginning. I came to his defense, therefore, as I would on a number of occasions in the 
future---despile the fac l that he often seemed to be working al cross-purposes wilh Ihe reSI of the 
University. 

13. The appoinlment of a chance llor from an urban campus as interim president was greeted 
wi th some misgivings by the agricullural leadership of the state. Very early in my term I sought 
meetings with agricullural leaders to listen to their concerns and to assure them that I shared those 
concerns. The fact that I had grown up in a small farming community in Iowa and as graduate dean 
at Ihe University of Nebraska had had some involvement with agricultural res\!arch may have 
reassured them somewhat. In any event , I soon enjoyed the suppon of Ihe agricultural leaders 
throughout the state. (See Cordell Tindall , "Visiting over Missouri," Missouri Ruralist , OClober 23 , 
1976.) 

14 . The coordinating board also adopted a motion by Eugene Strauss of Kansas City to the 
effecl Ihat if state revenues exceeded currenl projections sufficiently, Ihe board would recommend 
that the University be provided with an additional $3.8 million for funher salary and wage improve
ments. There was little likelihood Ihat this would happen, bUI the aClion was imponanl because it 
represented a recognition by the board of the University 's salary problem-a recognition that was in 
marked contrast to the attitude of the board ' s staff. 



Interim President 117 

It was clear that our only hope for a further increase lay with the General 
Assembly-which in the recent past had seldom exceeded the governor's recom

mendation. Legislators generally had greeted my appointment with positive re

marks, and my early contacts with the legislative leadership also produced posi
tive results. The problem, however, was the age-old one of inadequate revenues, 

and predictions emanating from Jefferson City gloomily suggested that the 
University would be lucky ' to receive an appropriation equal to the governor's 
recommendation. 

On top of all this, the process was beset by an incredible number of distrac

tions, anyone of which could have derailed our efforts completely. Perhaps the 
most explosive was Weldon Spring. 

This eight-thousand-acre tract in St. Charles County at the western edge of 

the St. Louis metropolitan area had been part of seventeen thousand acres com
prising a World War II ordnance plant. The University had acquired the site from 

the federal government in 1948, under an agreement which provided that the pur

chase price of $253,250 would be fully discounted if the University used the land 
for agricultural research for twenty years. Originally it was thought that the 
University would acquire the total tract of land owned by the federal government 

in the area-the full seventeen thousand acres comprising the ordnance plant

but a committee from the College of Agriculture concluded that the University 
could make effective use of only about eight thousand acres. The remainder was 

purchased by the conservation commission and developed into the August A. 

Busch Memorial Wildlife Preserve. 
As soon as the University acquired the pr9perty the College of Agriculture 

instituted a number of long-term research projects in beef-cattle management and 

timber culture. By the early 1970s these for the most part had been successfully 
completed, and because of budgetary restrictions the College of Agriculture began 

to phase out its programs at Weldon Spring. Some of the land was used by the 
biology and geology departments on the St. Louis campus, but most of it was 
leased for grazing. 

Weldon Spring was rapidly developing into an embarrassment for the Uni-
. versity. Here was a magnificent tract of hilly , wooded land lying adjacent to the 
state's largest metropolitan area, and the University could not seem to think of a 

good use for it.' 5 At the urging of Pleasant R. Smith, board member from Mexico 
and chair of the physical facilities committee, the curators in 1974 commissioned 

15. In 1967, an ad hoc commiuee appointed by Weaver had recommended the establishment of a 
l11ajor campus at Weldon. Spring, involving faculty from both Rolla and St. Louis. Nothing was ever 
done with the report, but it raised expectations and continued to be discussed, particularly at St. 
LOUis . (See Touhill , The Emerging University.) 



118 Sen'inK the Uni versity of Missouri 

HOK Associates, Inc., prominent St. Louis architects, to develop a land-use 

plan for the site. The twenty-year restriction had long since passed, and the 

University was free to develop the site for uses other than agricultural research or 

to sell it. 
The latter alternative caught the imagination of both Ratchford and the 

curators. In a preliminary report HOK suggested that if approximately twenty-five 

hundred acres were developed into a multiuse commercial, industrial, and resi
dential site, the University could realize about $63 million. This seemed like 

manna from heaven to an institution consistently strapped for funds. Ratchford 

asked the cabinet to develop plans for spending the money, and for a time we 
were happily engaged in planning what to do with more money rather than trying 

to figure out how to get along with less! 
From the beginning, however, there was an air of unreality about the plans. 

When word of the University's intentions got out, conservation groups and others 

in the St. Louis area began to mount an attack. Senator Joseph Frappier of St. 

Charles asked the attorney general whether the curators had the authority to sell 

the land without legislative approval, and was told that they did. He then intro

duced a resolution, signed by thirty-two senators, calling upon the curators to 

keep the land in public ownership.16 Not content with this, early in the 1977 
legislative session he introduced a bill that would prohibit the University from 

disposing of any tract of land larger than five hundred acres without legislative 

approval. Although the bill was aimed at Weldon Spring, it would have affected a 
dozen parcels of property, mostly farms used for agricultural research, the major

ity of which had been received as gifts. 

Van Williams of Liberty, who had become president of the board in July, 
joined me in testifying against the bill. We argued that it would interfere with the 

University 's ability to manage all of its real estate and would discourage people 

from giving farms to the institution. Although we did not appear to be making 
much headway with members of the Education Committee, before whom we were 

testifying, they did not vote on the bill immediately, waiting instead for the 

outcome of negotiations then underway between the University and the state 
conservation commission. The conservation commission had long coveted the 

property, but the curators had refused to discuss a possible sale with them. I 

persuaded the board to change its mind and permit the administration at least to 

discuss the matter. It seemed to me that a sale to the commission, if we could get a 

16. In transmitting a copy of the resolution to John Hall Dalton, president of the board of 
curators, Frappier commented ... As you will notice, 32 of the State Senators co-sponsored this 
Resolution and I feel confident that you share the Senate 's desire to proceed cautiously with any 
plans to dispose of the Weldon Springs property. " (Letter, May I, 1975, UA/UW: A6236, f. 2.) 
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reasonable price, might be the best use we could make of the Weldon Spring 

tract-it was clear that we would never be permitted to sell any of it to a private 

developer or develop it ourselves. 
The members of the conservation commission proved to be tough negotia

tors. They argued that they really shouldn't pay anything for the land, that it ought 

simply to be transferred as . a matter of public policy from one state agency to 
another. Our position was greatly weakened when on March 5, with banner 

headlines and front-page photographs, the Columbia Missourian revealed that 

during the past two years the University had permitted a private contractor to cut 
some two hundred large trees, mostly high-grade oak and walnut, for a fee of 

$15,000. Obviously, here was a case of careless and incompetent management. 

Although the University officials who were involved pointed out that the tree

Cutting was simply good timber management and that the sales helped defray the 
expense of maintaining the land, Speaker of the House Kenneth J. Rothman of St. 

Louis called it "shocking" and, in view of the University's negotiations with the 

Conservation commission, "a breach of good faith." He said he would demand a 
full accounting of all the University's farming and logging operations at Weldon 

Spring. Osal Capps, associate director of the conservation commission, suggested 
that the University had not secured expert advice on which trees to cut, adding, "if 

We're talking about aesthetic values that close to St. Louis, it would be better for 

Us to make the decision." 17 

I was taken completely by surprise, and the first surprise was followed by 
others. In my initial report to Rothman I assured him that the 200 trees originally 

reported were all that had been cut. A few days later, I learned that the number 
Was not 200 but 753! Obviously, a serious credibility problem was developing. I 

immediately called Rothman and asked if I could come see him. Within the hour, 

I was in the speaker's office in the Capitol. It was not a very comfortable meeting, 
as I had to outline obvious failures in the University's management and informa
tion systems. It was very profitable, however. Rothman appreciated the fact that I 

had acted quickly to correct my earlier report and commented on a number of 
Occasions that this action helped establish my credibility with him and with the 

. legislature. 

IV 

The Weldon Spring controversy continued to bubble for some time after the 
Word interim had been removed from my title. Indeed, it tended to dominate the 

17 . St. Louis Globe-Democrat. March 5-6, 1977. 
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board meeting at which that was done, and several more thereafter. Moreover, it 
was a factor in accelerating my appointment. 

When they appointed the presidential search committee, the curators an

nounced that they would conduct a national search, and that the process probably 

would take more than a year. I kept myself rigorously aloof from the whole 

matter, and the press exhibited only occasional interest in the process. As I have 
indicated, at the time of my appointment as interim president I faced numerous 

questions about my "candidacy" for the presidency. Then in October there was a 

flurry of stories about the possibility that I would become president of the Univer

sity of Nebraska to succeed D. B. Varner, who was retiring. Those stories grew 
out of press accounts emanating from Lincoln to the effect that I was " high " on 

the list of those being considered. I had been contacted by members of the 

Nebraska search committee, but told them that I was just getting into my job at 

Missouri and could not consider anything else; to eliminate further speculation I 
issued a brief statement to that effect. That prompted further questions about the 

Missouri presidency, but I declined to comment. 
Actually, several members of the board, including President Van Williams, 

expressed pleasure that I was not considering the Nebraska post, but, until early in 

March, I had no contact whatever with the search committee. On March 15 , two 
days before a regularly scheduled board meeting, I met with the Presidential 

Selection Committee at the O' Hare Hilton in Chicago. I assumed that the commit
tee was meeting with several candidates at that time, but I had no idea who they 
were, and to this day do not know. 18 I met with the committee for about two 

hours; the conversation as I recall it was friendly and quite general. I knew 

virtually all the members of the committee, and some of them were old friends; 

there was no need, therefore, to spend time getting acquainted. 19 Immediately 

18. Van Williams. president of the board and chair of the search committee, later announced 
that the committee had interviewed five persons. but he refused to give the names of the four in 
addition to myself. He also refused to divulge the site of the meeting. Names of the finalists reached 
the Pres idential Selection Committee through a Presidential Screening Committee consisting of 
representatives of all campuses. This group, in tum , had received nominations from committees on 
each campus. (Some months after the decision was made I learned that the committee had received 
scores of letters from influential Kansas Citians urging my appointment. As I was nearing retirement , 
Catherine Hunt , secretary to the board of curators, gave me the file-now a treasured document 
among my personal papers.) 

19 . Members of the committee were Curators C. R. Johnston, Wallace R. Stacey, Rex Z. 
Williams, and Van O. Williams; Roben Bader, dean of the College of An s and Sciences at UMSL. 
representing the administrat ion; Wheadon Bloch, professor of education and former dean of students 
at UMKC, representing the faculty; Philip Bledsoe. a senior at UMC, representing the students; and 
Ruth Blake of Kansas City, representing the alumni. Van Williams later described the interview 
process: " We were very fonunate in our last three interviews. We thought shall we do them in Kansas 
City or St. Louis, and we finally decided that Chicago was where we were go ing to do it. ... I was 
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after the interview I flew back to Columbia to prepare for the upcoming board 
meeting. 

When the board gathered in St. Louis on March 17 for its regular monthly 
meeting, I had no idea that they were about to move on the presidency-more

Over, I was so preoccupied with the problems of Weldon Spring and the budget 

that I hardly gave it a thought. The corporate meeting of the board was scheduled 
for ten o'clock Friday morning. The board arranged an executive session in the 

conference room of the 1. C. Penney Building at UMSL and asked me to be 

present, but to remain in the anteroom until I was called for. At this point, it 

dawned on me that this was it, that they were either going to name me president or 
tell me they had decided on someone else. In a few minutes I was asked to join the 

group; as soon as I had taken my seat, Van Williams turned to me and said, "You 

have just been elected president of the University, and unless you turn us down we 
intend to announce it at the meeting this morning." 

I do not recall precisely the nature of the conversation that ensued, but I do 

remember that I expressed surprise that the search process had been completed so 
far ahead of schedule. The curators assured me that the search committee had 

completed its work, and they saw no reason to delay the decision. Indeed, several 

board members suggested that because of the problems the University was facing 
with such matters as Weldon Spring, extension,20 and the budget, it was important 

to name a president as soon as possible. They had made their decision and did not 

Want to delay the announcement. As I had done when offered the interim presi
dency, I asked if the decision was unanimous, and I was assured that it was. 21 

Vera and I had discussed the matter from time to time; while we would have -able to get the candidates to meet us on a specific date, which was very fortunate-it's difficult to get 
that caliber of gentlemen together at one time. They all flew in , and we did our interviews, and Jim 
Was the last one, and we had a set of questions . .. I think it is always wise to have at least some basic 
ones. And I remember that Jim had served nine months as Interim President at that time. I always 
Started off the dialogue, and the first question that was asked was, 'Why do you want to be President 
of the University of Missouri?' ... and they all gave good answers .... In Jim 's case I said, ' Having 
served nine months, what in the hell do you want to be President of Ihe University for?' And he gave 
me good dialogue back on that. " (Phil Connell, Interview with Van Williams, June 10, 1986.) I wish I 
Could remember what I said. 

20. See below, pp. 143~7 . 
21. Pleasant Smith, whose term had expired, but whose successor had not yet been appointed, 

Was not at the meeting. He called me later in the day to say thaI he had no idea the presidency would 
be taken up or he would have been there to cast his vote for me. In addition to Smith, the terms of 
JOhn Hall Dalton and Irvin Fane also had expired, but Governor Teasdale had not yet appointed their 
sUccessors. There were suggestions that the board should not have acted with so many appointments 
pending, but the governor himself expressed pleasure with my appointment and said that he had no 
problem with the process: "The curators operated in the best interests of the university. I am happy 
that the experienced board made this decision now, rather than the new curators who would come in 
Cold." (Columbia Missourian . March 25,1977.) 



122 Serving the University of Missouri 

been perfectly happy to return to Kansas City, we had decided that if the presi

dency were offered, 1 should take it. The months as interim president had given 

me a good understanding of what the position entailed, and what the board 

expected. There was no need to prolong the discussion. 1 accepted on the spot. 
We went almost immediately into the large classroom in the Penney Build

ing where the corporate session was to be held. Board meetings in St. Louis 
usually were well attended by students, faculty, and other spectators, so the 

audience was fairly substantial. 1 was sorry that Vera had not been alerted so she 

could be present. As 1 walked in, however, 1 saw her sitting in the audience 

between Myra Williams and Bernice Fane-she later reported that they had 
insisted that she go to the meeting with them without telling her why! 

Van Williams's announcement at the end of the meeting caught everyone by 

surprise-not so much the announcement itself as its timing. Most University 

staff and observers had felt that the decision would not be made until midsummer. 
Guy Horton, who was handling public relations, had a particularly difficult time 

dealing with the media. He did a great job under very awkward circumstances, 
and the response around the state was gratifyingly positive. 

1 had not had time to prepare a formal acceptance speech, but 1 did warn all 

who were present that the years ahead would not be years of great growth as had 
been experienced in the recent past, that we would need to spend our time trying 
to develop quality ,through the reallocation of resources rather than expanding 

programs. 1 also said, "I come to this position in view of my experience the last 
9V2 months with a considerable degree of humility. "22 

Because of a typographical error in a very friendly story about my appoint

ment that Victor Volland wrote for the St. Louis Post-Dispatch, it was reported 
that 1 had become "650 years old in January. "23 At times in the years ahead 1 

wondered if it had been a typographical error after all. 

22. University of Missouri, Spectrum. April I, 1977. 
23. St. Louis Post·Dispatch. March 20, 1977. 



9 
PEOPLE IN THE PRESIDENCY 

V era and I had been "camping out" in the president's house in Columbia 

since August 1976. We now moved quickly to complete the transfer from 

the chancellor's residence in Kansas City. Since both houses were well furnished, 

about all we had to move were clothing, books, and personal effects-plus a 

considerable amount of furniture that we transferred from storage in Kansas City 

to storage in Columbia. I 

The new president 's house was an attractive, pleasant place in which to live,2 

although we probably would not have found it so if we had had small chi ldren at 

home. It was essentially a public house, with virtually no private living area. Our 

daughters were grown, though, and away from home; for the two of us the house 

worked very well , and its setting, high on a bluff overlooking Hinkson Creek and 

iSOlated from the campus and the community by woods and meadowland, pro

vided a restful haven from the demands of the presidency. The house was well 

staffed, with a cook, a houseman, and a part-time gardener; in addition a student 

Couple lived in a small apartment on the lower leveI.3 During our interim months 

We had concluded that if we took the position on a permanent basis Vera would 

need help with the heavy social demands of her role. Fortunately for us, with Kit 

I. The Missouri practice of furnishing houses for its chance llors and president-in keeping with 
general custom around the country-has both adv-antages and disadvantages. It provides a residence 
that is adequate for the demands of the position, but at the same time the family finds it necessary to 
PUt its own furniture in storage. or disperse it among children, and is deprived of the normal 
oPPOrtunity to build equity in a home-a deprivation that becomes painfully apparent at retirement. 

2. The house as it exists today bears little relationship to the one we occupied. Peter and Diane 
Magrath greatly enlarged the building, adding a swimming pool and other accoutrements. 
. 3. The cook, Tony Valdivones, had served the Ratchfords and stayed with us during our entire 

lime in Columbia, continuing after we had departed. Gene Apon and Mike Hull served successively 
as housemen and John Stone as gardener. With the unfortunate death of Mike Hull , the job of 
houseman was restructured and filled by Susan diCharo. The student couples were: Greg and Ann 
liummel , Barbara and David Long, Paul and Wilma Graham, and Mark and Carolyn Ward. 

123 
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Bond's defeat for reelection, Sally Sprague, who had ass isted Carolyn Bond in the 

Governor's Mansion, became available. She worked with us until we retired, 

managing the house and its heavy schedule of social events with skill and grace. 

II 

Immediately upon my appointment I faced the problem of replacing severa l 

of the vice presidents. Ray Bezoni , vice president for finance, had reached retire

ment age and was stay ing on on ly at my urgent request; Dale Bowling, vice 

pres ident for business, also was nearing retirement. During my months as interim 

pres ident I had determined that the central administration should be streamlined 

by reducing the number of vice pres idents.4 In particular, I was convinced that the 

vice presidencies for business and for finance should be consolidated. 

Because of the urgency of finding a replacement for Bezoni , I had begun 

searching for someone while serv ing as interim president. The search process had 

identified a real comer in nonacademic administration , James R. Buchholz, the 

forty-one-year-old vice president for business and finance at the Rochester Inst i

tute of Technology in New York. His wife, Marilyn, had grown up in southwest 

Missouri ; both were graduates of Drury College in Springfield and were inter

ested in returning to Missouri. We retitled the position vice president for adminis

trati ve affairs and offered it to Buchholz with the understanding that ultimately he 

would be given responsibility for all nonacademic administration. He accepted, 

and his appointment was announced at the same meeting at which I was appointed 

president.5 When Bowling retired in 1978, Buchholz took over the functions of his 

office, bringing in Thomas L. Hussey, a former colleague at the Rochester Insti

tute of Technology, as an associate vice president.6 

A. G. Unklesbay, vice president for administration , also was nearing retire

ment. He took early retirement in February 1979 when an opportunity arose for 

him to head the American Geological Institute in Washington , a position that 

recognized both his administrative abilities and his high standing among the 

4. This view was supported by the results of a study of the central administration that two 
members of the Columbia faculty , Jay Goldman. professor of industrial engineering, and Richard 
Wallace, professor of political science, conducted at my request. 

5. I made the offer, pending board approva l, just hours before the March board meeting was to 
convene. I was uncomfortable because, while I thought it possible that I would become president , in 
my mind it was far from a sure thing. The board, however, was comfortable, and Buchholz apparentl y 
was wi lling to take the chance that the whole arrangement might unravel. 

6. Bezoni had also served as treasurer of the Universi ty, a post that had ex isted since the 
institution ' s estab li shment and that reported directly to the board of curators. Donald S. Holm. an 
assistant vice pres ident for finance, who had done much of the day-to-day work as treasurer. was 
appo inted to the position , and in that capaci ty reported directly to the board. 
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country's geologists. I decided to eliminate the position of vice president for 

administration-"Unk's" contributions derived primarily from the sound advice 

he was able to give the president rather than from the specific tasks he performed. 

I divided those tasks among Buchholz; Phil Connell, my executive assistant; and 

Melvin D. George, vice president for academic affairs. 
George, a former professor of mathematics at UMC whom Ratchford had 

brought back from a deanship at the University of Nebraska as vice president for 

academic affairs, had emerged as an outstanding academic leader. Increasingly as 

interim pres ident I had come to rely on his judgment and abilities and had steadily 

enlarged his area of responsibility. Although young-he was only forty-he had 

gained the confidence of the faculties to a degree that few administrators ever 

achieve, and he had boundless energy. When I arranged for Ardath Emmons, vice 

president for research , to return to teaching on the Columbia campus,? I assigned 

the administration of research to George. In 1979, when Carl Scheneman resigned 

as vice president for extension, I asked George to assume responsibility for that 

highly controversial activity. 

I had thus reduced the number of vice presidents from five to two and had 

achieved the goal of streamlining the central administration. George and Buch

holz were extraordinarily capable young men who worked well together and with 

their counterparts on the campuses; they also worked effectively with the various 

committees of the board for which they served as principal staff. I trusted their 

jUdgment implicitly-I seldom overruled a recommendation in which they both 

concurred. 

For the sensi tive job of representing the University in Jefferson City, I 

selected Duana Linville, who had been working with Bus Entsminger on a part

time basis. She had already established herself in the Capitol , where her jolly 

good humor and street-smart political savvy won friendship and respect for her

self and the University. She continued to represent the University in Jefferson 

City until I retired , effectively facilitating my relationships with members of the 

legis lature. 

Guy Horton was doing a competent job as director of public information, and 

I asked him to continue. He possessed good judgment; hi s low-key approach and 

Unassailable integrity won the respect of media representatives throughout the 

state . Phil Connell continued his role as executive assistant, with hi s duties being 

expanded considerably after Unklesbay ' s retirement. 
My small central staff remained with me until I retired. They fornled a 

7. Emmons had a good reputation as a nuclear engineer and had built the Universi ty's reactor. 
the largest campus-based reactor in the nation. but he was uncomfonable wi th the decentra li zed style 

of administration I was trying to achieve. 
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cohes ive, happy group, loyal to each other and to me, We began each week with a 

Monday morning staff meeting-they called themselves "the Monday Morning 

Gang"-at which each participant advi sed the others of hi s or her schedule for the 

week and raised issues of which the group should be aware, George, Buchholz, 

and I then retired to my office, where we dealt with policy issues requiring a 

presidential deci sion , These discussions were based on an agenda that had been 

ci rculated in advance, frequently accompanied by position papers; occas ionally 

one or the other of the vice presidents would call in a staff member to provide 

additional information and expertise , Sometimes these meetings lasted only an 

hour; sometimes they took all morning, Whether long or short , they provided an 

efficient means of expediting the work of the central administration, 

Two other persons with whom I worked close ly were Jackson A. Wright, 

general counsel of the University, and Catherine Hunt, secretary to the board of 

curators, The general counsel and secretary had always reported directly to the 

board, At times in the past, thi s had created some little difficulty for the president , 

particularly in the case of the general counseL I had no diffi culty at all with the 

arrangement Jackson Wright , general counsel until he retired on December 31, 

1983, was a distinguished lawyer who had been president of the Missouri Bar 

Association. He always kept me fully informed of lega l matters coming before the 

board and di scussed hi s recommendations with me in advance, Some faculty and 

staff found him too conservative for their taste, but I learned that I could rely on 

hi s advice with confidence, The same was true of Robert Ross, a law professor at 

UMC, who succeeded Wright Likew ise, Catherine Hunt was careful to consult 

with me in working out board schedules and mak ing arrangements for board 

activities, 

My experience as chancellor had convinced me that it would be an advantage 

to the Un ivers ity if we could establi sh a Washington office to facilitate our 

relationships with the Missouri congress ional delegation and the various federal 

agencies from which we received grants and other forms of ass istance , I consu lted 

with Stanley Fike, Senator Stuart Symington ' s executive assis tant. Senator Sy

mington had announced hi s retirement, and I thought there might be someone in 

hi s office who could fill the bilL Stan recommended Sandra Moody, She was well 

and favorably known on the Hill and in the executive agencies and , in addition , 

was a native Missourian. I followed Stan 's advice~nthus i astically seconded by 

the senator-and for the duration of my presidency Sandra Moody provided 

effecti ve representation for the Univers ity in the nation 's cap itaL R When for 

8. I did not foresee at the time that one of the major preoccupations of my retirement years 
wou ld be a biography of Senator Symington- which I hope to fini sh not too many years after thi s is 

published. 
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family reasons she wanted to convert to part-time, we hired Heather Dillinger, 

who had been my secretary at UMKC and who had worked for a number of years 
in the Department of Education. She, too, proved to be highly effective. 

III 

Reporting directly to me, in addition to members of my central staff, were 

the four chancellors. These campus chief executives were key figures in the gov

ernance of the University , and they, along with the vice presidents, were the most 

important appointments the president had to make. The chancellors and the vice 
presidents also were the only appointments requiring board approval. 

At the time I became president we were searching already for a chancellor at 
Rolla to replace Raymond Bisplinghoff, who had resigned. There also was an 

immediate need to appoint a chancellor at Kansas City to fill the post I had 
vacated. We were able to move more quickly at Kansas City than at Rolla. 

The Kansas City search committee, consisting of representatives of the fac

ulty , the administrative staff, the student body, the central administration, the 
alumni, and the University of Kansas City trustees,9 soon identified three candi

dates whom they were prepared to recommend. We invited the three and their 

wives to Columbia to meet members of the central administration; during these 
visits, one of the candidates clearly emerged as the front-runner: George A. 

Russell , vice chancellor for graduate education and research at the University of 

Illinois-Urbana. He had impressive credentials:, a physics Ph.D. from the Massa
chusetts Institute of Technology, service as a naval officer, and a highly success

ful teaching and administrative career at Illinois, Telephone conversations with 

friends at Illinois confirmed the strong impression provided by his vita and the 
interview. Moreover, he and his wife, Ruth Ann (whom Vera liked immediately), 

had grown up in southeast Missouri and were well acquainted with the state. 

Nevertheless, I asked the board 's executive committee-Rex Williams (presi
dent), Van Williams (immediate past president) , and Dr. Wallace Stacey-to join 

,me in interviewing two candidates, Russell and one other. These interviews 

confirmed earlier impressions, and on August 8, 1977, we offered Russell the 
Position. He accepted immediately and began work in November. 

Russell came on strong-too strong for some tastes I O-but after a year or so 

9. I had long felt that it was unfo rtunate that the trustees were not included in the process by 

Which I was selected as chancellor. 
10. At his first board meeting, for example, he told the curators that facilities at UM KC were 

"totally inadequate." (Kansas City Times. November 19, 1977.) Again, Governor Teasdale vetoed an 
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he settled into an administrative style that commanded respect, if not always 

affection, and rapidly improved both the quality of the faculty and the Univer

sity's contribution to the life of the community. He became an outstanding leader 
in Kansas City and developed a reputation as one of the strongest administrators 

in the entire University system. In 1991, when C. Peter Magrath, who succeeded 

me as president, resigned to become president of the National Association of State 
Universities and Land Grant Colleges, the curators asked Russell, despite the fact 

that he had reached the age of seventy, to assume the presidency. At this writing, 

he is tackling the challenges of his new position with the skill and vigor he 
brought to the chancellorship. 

The process of finding a chancellor went much more slowly at Rolla than it 

had at Kansas City. I rejected all of the persons recommended by the search 
committee on the grounds that none of them was qualified for the position. Then, 

with the help of the faculty leadership, who despite the fact that I had rebuffed 

their first efforts were interested in finding a well-qualified person and were 
prepared to help me do so, I reconstituted the search committee with the charge 

that it was to begin anew. I felt no urgency in making an appointment because Jim 

Pogue was doing an excellent job as acting chancellor-indeed, as I have indi
cated, had he been an engineer or a scientist I am sure we would have offered him 

the position. 
We finally sett,led on Joseph M. Marchello, provost for the Division of 

Mathematics, Physical Sciences and Engineering at the University of Maryland
College Park. Marchello, Eke Russell, possessed impressive credentials-a B.S. 
from the University of Illinois, a Ph.D. from Carnegie-Mellon University, 

and teaching experience at Oklahoma State University and the University of 
Maryland. He was only forty-two years old, but at Rolla over the years the 

chief executive--director, dean, or chancellor-frequently had been a relatively 
young man. J J 

Marchello and his wife, Louise, were instantly popular in the town of Rolla 

and among alumni all over the country, but on campus, despite the fact that the 

search committee had enthusiastically recommended Marchello, his brusque ad
ministrative style ruffled more than a few feathers, particularly among the older 

members of the faculty. Likewise, his inability to delegate responsibility-reflec
tive in part of the relatively small size of the campus-resulted in a too-rapid 

turnover among his senior administrators. As time went on, however, he smoothed 

appropriation for an improvement in the air-conditioning system at UMKC because he took offense 
at Russell ' s harsh criticism of his budget. 

11. See Christensen and Ridley , UM-Rolla. 
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out his campus relationships , earning respect for his emphasis on quality and his 

ability as a fund-raiser. 12 

While finishing the search for a chancellor at Rolla, we were also in the 

process of searching for a chancellor at Columbia, the University ' s oldest , largest , 

and most complex campus. Indeed, we finished the process at Columbia several 

weeks before announcing Marchello ' s appointment at Rolla. 

Herbert Schooling, who had been chancellor since 1971 , would be sixty-five 

in 1978 and announced at the beginning of the 1977-1978 academic year that he 

wished to retire not later than August 31 , 1978. I knew from the start that this 

would be the most complicated search process of the three---due in part to the 

size, traditions, and complexity of the Columbia campus, and in part to the fact 

that unlike the other campus communities , where the news media paid relatively 

little attention to what transpired at the University , UMC's activities were subject 

to intense scrutiny from a host of reporters, many of them students or young 

staffers just out of the School of Journalism. Moreover, while the board was 

Content to let its executive committee give final approval to the appointments at 

Kansas City and Rolla, the entire group wanted to be involved in the Columbia 

decision. Further complicating my own relationship to the process, the board had 

three new members-Robert Dempster, Daniel Brenner, and William Doak

Who had replaced three persons whom I knew well and on whom I had come to 

rely for support in critical issues: John Hall Dalton, Irvin Fane, and Pleasant 

Smith. 

I asked the search committee to give me three to five unranked names of 

persons whom they would recommend. The position attracted a good deal of 

interest, and the committee, after consultation with me, submitted six rather than 

five names, all from off-campus. I knew all but one of the persons on the li st; 

unlike the situation at Rolla where I rejected all of the persons recommended, I 

Was confident that from the six possibilities I could bring a strong recommenda

tion to the board. Shortly after I saw the li st, the names of the candidates (with 

pictures) appeared in the Maneater, and from that time forward the process was 

very public. 
I soon narrowed the list to two: Barbara Uehling, provost at the University of 

Oklahoma; 13 and Morton Weir, vice chancellor for academic affairs at the Uni-

12. Marchello was particularl y effec live in persuading corporations and wealthy alumni 10 

SUPPOrt the campus building program. Likewise, both Joe and Louise Marche llo exhibited an effec

tive interest in enhancing the qualit y of the campus through the tasteful renovation of the o lder 

buildings and the deve lopment of such landmarks as the Stonehenge replica. 
13 . When Uehling 's name and picture were public ized the common wisdom around the campus 

was that she was s imply the search committee ' s " token woman." I knew otherwise. I did not know 
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versity of Illino is- Urbana. I could have recommended comfo rtably either candi

date, a lthough I leaned toward Weir, who had stronger academic credentials. 

After di scuss ing the matter with Board Pres ident Rex Williams, however, I de

cided to ask them both to meet with members of the board . We arranged the 

meetings at the Airport Marriott in St. Louis for Saturday, February 18, less than 

week before the regular February meeting, scheduled fo r the following Friday. 

(The February 18 sess ion was not a regular meeting of the board , and not all of the 

members were present, but most of them were.) After the interviews it was clear 

to all present that the obvious cho ice was Uehling. There was some concern about 

how the state would react to the appointment of a woman, but that was soon set 

as ide. It was agreed that I would talk to the absent board members and , if they 

approved, would try to work out an arrangement with Uehling so that the appoint

ment could be announced at the regular February board meeting. After a week of 

frenetic activity on my part and intense speculation in Columbia, I went to St. 

Louis with an agreement from Uehling that if she were appointed by the board, 

she would accept. The board , meeting in a brief executi ve sess ion, quickl y and 

unanimously accepted my recommendation, and , at the beginning of the corpo

rate meeting, I announced the dec ision. As the Columbia Missourian put it , "At 

1:58 P.M. Friday, Uni versity Pres ident James Olson peered out over hi s glasses, 

those in the room he ld their breath , and suddenly the week that was was over. ... 

At that instant the speculation that had hypnotized the medi a and captivated the 

University ended as abruptl y as it began. And finally , Barbara Uehling could 

emerge from the mystery of her status as a candidate ." 14 

Uehling's appointment captured the imagination of the campus and the state. 

She was the subject of innumerable feature articles, and as the first woman to 

head a major land-grant campus she became a national ce lebrity. 15 Fears that 

Missouri was not ready for a woman in such an important pos ition proved ground

less-I did not rece ive a sing le negati ve comment about the appointment '6- and 

she arri ved on campus August I to be greeted by much goodwill and considerable 

curios ity. 

The new chancellor soon confirmed her reputation as a dec isive, no

nonsense admini strator. One of her first major achievements was to establi sh an 

her wel l. but Gene Budig. then pres idenl of Ill inois State Uni ve rsity at Normal- and now chance llor 
of the Universi ty of Kansas-had appoi nted her dean of the College of Art s and Sciences and was 
enthusiastic abo ut her adminislrative abili ties. Budig was a c lose friend whom I had watched develop 
at the University of ebraska and fo r whose judgment I had high regard . 

14. Columbia Missourian , February 25 . 1978. 
15. The University of Chicago and the Univers ity of Texas were both headed by women. but 

ne ither was a land-grant univers il Y. 
16, TIle Manealer carried a rather crude. juven ile. sexist cartoon for which the editor apologized. 
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organization and appoint people who could convert the University Hospital from 

a money-losing embarrassment that had created both fiscal and political problems 

for the University into an enterprise that could fund parts of its much-needed 

renovation and expansion from self-generated income. l 7 Although the results 

pleased both president and board members, she stepped on a number of toes in the 

process and created considerable ill will on the campus. Over the next several 

years, as she tackled an unending series of difficult problems-usually arriving at 

a successful solution--she developed a fairly long list of enemies, and as the 

years wore on her ability to achieve substantial results was weakened. Even so, I 

continued to support her in most things, and to take pride in her appointment. 

IV 

With the University'S senior administrators all in place, I reorganized some

what the staff groups with which I related. As interim president I had abolished 

the Academic Planning Council , turning its functions over to the University 

Cabinet, to which was added the chair of the Intercampus Faculty Council. I soon 

found the cabinet too large and diverse to be helpful in arriving at decisions 
regarding many difficult issues confronting the University, particularly as they 

related to the budget. For advice on budgetary matters I increasingly turned to the 

vice presidents and the chancellors, organizing them into a group called the 

General Officers of the University . Our meetings were quite informal-Phil Con

nell was present to take notes that served as minutes, and Guy Horton sat in so that 

he could keep apprised of what was go ing on-and the discussions were wide

ranging, vigorous, and uninhibited. I never wanted to be surrounded by "yes

men," and I surely wasn't with this group! 

Throughout my administrative career I had sought ways to involve faculty in 

important decisions. As president I found a ready-made entity in the Intercampus 

Faculty Council. Consisting of three representatives from each campus, this twelve

person group provided me with a good opportunity to gain facuIty perspectives on 

the issues before us . The members of the group elected their own chair and kept 
'their own minutes. They met once a month during the academic year. Usually 

they held a short executive sess ion, but during most of their day- long meetings 

Vice President George and I were in attendance. On the rare occasions I could not 

17. Uehling abo li shed the position of provost for the health sc iences, which I had long thought 
was superfluous, and provided that the director of the hospita l should report directly to her. To 
manage the hospi ta l she brought in Robert Smith. an experienced hospi ta l administrator from Califor· 
nia. Smith, Uehling, and Vice President James Buchholz worked well together in bringing about 

improved management of the hospital. 
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be present, George carried the flag for the administration-he was much liked and 

highly respected by the faculty, and I am sure the council members felt no sense 
of deprivation when he met with them alone. Although the IFC refused to think of 

itself as a representative body in the legislative sense, its members gradually came 

to the point where they would take positions on their own behalf, and those 

carried great weight with their campus colleagues. I consistently enjoyed their 

support and understanding for what I was trying to do. Moreover, I enjoyed the 

meetings; they gave me an opportunity to interact informally with members of the 

faculty---opportunities that came all too rarely. Once a year Vera and I entertained 

the members and their spouses at dinner; we look back on those occasions as 

among the most pleasant we held in the president 's house. 

From the beginning of my tenure I searched for a way to meet regularly with 

representatives of the more than fifty thousand students for whom the University 

existed. I began meeting with the four student body presidents for breakfast the 

day of each regular monthly board meeting. By definition , the student body 

presidents maintained an adversarial relationship with the administration, but 

these meetings served to defuse issues before they erupted, and on occasion I was 

even able to gain grudging support for such measures as fee increases that I felt 

were necessary in view of continued budgetary problems. I was surprised and 

pleased when, at our last meeting before I retired, they gave me a plaque com

memorating my service to the students of the University. 

v 

The most important group with which I had to deal, of course, was the board 

of curators. 18 These nine persons, appointed by the governor and confirmed by 

the Senate for six-year terms, had absolute authority over the University, subject 

only to the laws of the state and the United States-and their constitutional status 

exempted them from the provisions of many state laws and regulations. Indeed, 

the only question facing the curators was how they chose to exercise their author

ity. Fortunately, over the years they had delegated broad powers to the presi

dent-including most business contracts and all appointments except the vice 

18. The following persons served on the board of curators during my years as president: 

James S. Anderson, Springfield; Barbara A. Berkmeyer, Chesterfield; W. L. (Bert) Bates, Kansas City; 
Daniel L. Brenner. Kansas City; William G. Cocos, SI. Louis: John Hall Dalton, Kennell ; Robert A. 
Dempster, Sikeston ; William T. Doak. Vandalia; Jeanne V. Epple, Columbia; Irvin Fane, Kansas 
City: Richard Fisher. SI. Louis; Kenneth Heath, East Prairie; C. R. Johnston. Springfield: Charles E. 
Kruse. Dexter: David W. Lewis, SI. Joseph: Marian O. Oldham. SI. Louis; Larry Robinson , Spring
field: Doug Russe ll. Lebanon: Tom K. Smith. SI. Louis: Pleasant R. Smith, Mexico; Dr. Wallace R. 
Stacey. Independence; Van O. Williams. Liberty; Rex Z. Williams, Rolla; Howard Woods , SI. Louis. 
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presidents and chancellors. As a result the president of the University of Missouri 

has greater administrative authority than the heads of most public institutions in 

the country. As the system matured, success ive presidents had increasingly dele

gated greater authority to the chancellors; in line with my belief that decisions 

should be made as close to the action as possible, I further increased the delegations. 

Aside from the necessity of submitting curatorial appointments to the Senate 

for approval, the only other limitations on the governor 's appointing authority 

were constitutional provisions that not more than five of the nine members could 

be from the same political party and not more than one could be from a single 

congressional district. The makeup of the board usually refl ected some effort to 

balance the various demographic and economic characteristics of the state 's popu

lation, although there was never more than one African American on the board at 

anyone time during my presidency, and of the twenty-three board members under 

whom I served only three were women. Occupationally , the board was dominated 

by representatives of business and those who had close ties to busi ness (lawyers 

and bankers); during my tenure, this group numbered fourteen, accounting for 60 

percent of the total. There were, in addition , four farmers , two community volun

teers, one doctor, one publisher, and one clergyman. Fifteen were graduates of the 

Columbia campus, and three of the University of Missouri-Rolla. Five had not 

attended the University of Missouri , although all were college graduates .' <) 

Traditionally , the governor had consulted with the president in making board 

appointments. With Warren Hearnes, however, thi s practice stopped, and the 

president could consider himself fortunate if he was given the name of the appoin

tee before it was announced publicly. Fortunately, the governors with whom I 

dealt (Bond and Teasdale) were always punctilious in providing me with advance 

notification. Consultation with the pres ident may not have resulted in better 

curators, but it kept the process from being so overtly political. Curatorial ap

pointments are among the most prestigious plums available to the governor-the 

job doesn' t pay anything and the work for the conscientious is heavy, but there are 

numerous perquisites, including two free press-box tickets to Tiger football games

and governors can hardly be blamed for using them to reward their friends and 

. political supporters. 
Needless to say, the curators chosen by such a process vary considerably in 

their abilities, their qualities of mind and character, thei r di spositions, and their 

willingness to assume the heavy responsibilities of the position. New appo intees 

19. In its occupational and demographic characteristics the board of curators is comparable to 
the governing boards of other public institutions in the country. a lthough business representation is 
slight ly greater, that of minorities and women . s light ly less . (See COl11positi o/l of' C Ol'el'lIi llg Boards . 
1985 [Washington, D.C.: Association of Governing Boards. January 19R6 1.) 
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frequently come to the board with little understanding of the complexities of the 

University, and occasionally with the notion that they can use their position to 

advance this or that parochial interest within the institution. After a few months, 

however, most develop a workable understanding of the University and its prob

lems, and those who had come with a narrow focus usually broaden the ir horizons 

to include the entire University . This was surely the case with the boards under 

which I served.2o 

During Ratchford 's administration the curators had begun to follow the 

state's open-meetings law, with executive sess ions being limited to personnel 

matters, real estate purchases, and litigation. Because these constituted some of 

the most difficult and controversial issues facing the board, the executive sessions 

frequently were long and heated. Reporters covering board meetings were sure 

that we were discussing prohibited topics , but that was not the case. Occasionally , 

a member would wander afield , but with the aid of Jack Wright we were able to 

bring the discussion back to its proper focus. 2 1 

I made every effort to prevent board members from being surpri sed. Before 

each meeting, Vice Presidents George and Buchholz would go over the agendas 

with the chairs of the committees to which they served as staff. I went over the 

ent ire agenda with the president of the board , and when something particularly 

complex or controversial was coming up I would call each member of the board to 

let him or her know about it. Also, if something controversial was going to hit the 

media, we tried to inform board members in advance . Guy Horton was good at 

sensing potential difficulties, and usuall y, after consulting me, he made the calls 

to board members himself. 

The board changed officers every year, and most board members served as 

president during their term of office. In an earlier day, the board occasionally 

reelected a president to a number of annual terms, and , contrary to current prac-

20. I have often been asked to compare the board of curators with the board of regents of the 
nivers ity of Nebraska. whose members are elected rather than appointed. Although the quality of 

the individual members may be comparable, appointed boards. it seems to me. are more cohes ive and 
less political than those that are e lec ted. As executive director of the Nebraska Ci ti zens Commiss ion 
on Higher Education . a position I held for a few months after re tirement , I recommended that the 
board of regents of the Uni vers ity of Nebraska be appointed rather than e lected- a recommendation 
that was tota ll y ignored. 

21. Closely re lated to the open meetings law was the req uirement that public records be open. 
We took the position that the only records affec ted by the law were those of the board of curators 
it se lf. and that neither records nor meetings of Univers ity bodies subordinate to the board were 
covered. We were sued by the Columbia Trihune on thi s issue. We prevailed in court , but the matter 
remained a sore spot in re lations between the Uni versity and the press. Despite thi s, I tried to open the 
Uni vers ity ' s business as much as poss ible- we a lso had confident iality of information laws with 
which to contend. I met freq uently with representatives of the press and enjoyed generall y good 
re lations with them. 
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tice , governors often reappointed board members who served with particular 

distinction. Although I got along well with every person who served as president 

of the board during my tenure, on occasion I reflected wistfully on the long-term 

relationships enjoyed by Daniel Read with Board President James S. Rollins in 

the 1870s and by Elmer Ellis with James A. Finch in the 1950s. 

For every university president, relationships with his or her board are key 

ingredients in success or failure. Vera, who greatly facilitated our association with 

board members and their spouses, described the situation thi s way in a chapter 

entitled "The Delicate Relationship with the Board, " which she was asked to 

Contribute to The President's Spouse. published by the National Association of 

State Universities and Land Grant Colleges: "The president can survive diffi

culties with the faculty, with students, with alumni and with almost any other 

group associated with the university so long as he retains the support of the board, 

but if he loses the support of the board he cannot long survive, no matter how 

popular he may be with other groups. "22 

There are inevitable tensions between president and board, particularly in 

difficult times, and they were surely present during my administration. On the 

whole, though, we were able to conduct our business in an atmosphere of cor

diality and mutual respect, and throughout my tenure I enjoyed the confidence of 

the board. 

22. Vera Ol son. "The Delicate Relat ionship with the Board ," in Joan E. Clodius and Diane 
Skomars Magrath . eds., The President's Spouse-Volunteer or VO/lillleered. 63-69. Vera and I were 
honored by the Committee of Pres idents ' and Chance llors' Spouses of the National Association of 
State Universities and Land Grant Colleges for our role as exemplars of the presidential partnership. 
At the time of my retirement. the board of curators passed a special resolution of appreciation for 

Vera's contribution to the life of the University. 



10 
MAJOR-AND SOME MINOR-ISSUES 

T here was little opportunity to savor the pleasures of my appointment to the 

pres idency-I was too heavily preoccupied with issues left over from the 

Ratchford years and from the months of my interim pres idency. The most press

ing, as ide from the unrelenting struggle with the budget, were Weldon Spring, the 

School of Optometry, and the Extension Division. 

II 

As I have di scussed, the University had been subject to continuing criticism, 

particularl y from St. Louis, for its plans regarding the Weldon Spring tract and for 

the way in which it had managed the site. The trees at Weldon Spring figured 

prominently in the board meeting at which I was appointed pres ident, and the 

controversy surrounding the land would claim the attention of board and pres ident 

fo r well over a year. 

At the March 17 board meeting, I reported formally that we had seriously 

understated the number of trees cut and assured the curators that we were moving to 

establish better controls over the property. To provide more direct, hands-on admin

istration, I transferred management of the property from the College of Agriculture 

at Columbia to John Perry, vice chancellor for administrative affairs at the Univer

sity of Missouri-St . Louis. Meanwhile, Speaker of the House of Representatives 

Kenneth 1. Rothman ordered a legislative investigation, and the state auditor con

ducted a formal rev iew. Both reports were highly critical of the University 's man

agement of the property. The state Senate passed a bill prohibiting the University 

from dispos ing of any tract of land consisting of more than fi ve hundred contiguous 

acres without legis lative approval. Arguing that this would seriously interfere with 

the University's ability to manage its real estate and could well inhibit prospective 

136 
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donors from giving land to the insti tu tion, we were able to get the fig ure changed to 

twenty-five hundred acres before the bill finall y became law. 

During all of thi s we were trying to negoti ate the sale of the propert y to the 

state conservat ion commi ss ion. As I have indicated, the re was considerable fee l

ing that the Un ivers ity sho uld simply transfer the land without compensation. 

Because of a recentl y passed dedicated tax , however, the conservation commis

sion had money to pay fo r land acqui sitions. and I argued that they should pay the 

Uni versity a fa ir market price. They re luctantl y agreed, and each of us appointed 

an independent appra iser. The two appraisa ls were quite far apart: the Uni ver

sity's appra ise r arri ved at a figure of $ 16.1 million; the commi ss ion 's . $ 11.1 

million. The commi ss ion agreed to sp li t the difference and offered the Uni ve rsity 

$ 13.6 million. I recommended acceptance. but C. R. Johnston, pres ident of the 

Mi ssouri Farm Bureau and c lose ly attuned to po litical rea lities, was the onl y 

Curator who supported me. Some, recalli ng the high re turns envisioned when the 

Uni versity was considering commerc ial deve lopment of the land , thought the 

pri ce was too low: others, influenced by the argument that the Uni versi ty should 

retain the land for poss ible future use , opposed a sa le at any price. 

T he response fro m Jefferson City was predictable. Infl ue ntia l legis lato rs

includ ing Speake r Rothman-accused the Uni versity of negoti ating in bad faith ; 

the House considered a reso lut ion requesting the Uni versity to reconsider its 

action; the Senate trimmed a million do ll ars from the Uni versity's budget in direct 

response to the board's acti on. 1 I would have liked to retain all o r part of the land , 

but it was clear to me that there was no way to do so witho ut seri ously damaging 

the Uni versity . Fina ll y, we worked out a compromise whereby the Uni versity 

wo uld retain seven hundred ac res and se ll sevent y-two hundred ac res to the 

Conservation commi ss ion fo r $ 12 million-about the same pe r-ac re price as the 

orig ina l offer. 

From the beg inning of our di scuss ions with the conservation commiss ion I 

had been dete rnlined that the Uni versity should use whatever money it rece ived to 

create an endowment fund to support fac ulty research and creati vity. Although 

there was some pressure to di vert the money to a variety of cap ita l projects, the 

board authori zed the establi shment of the We ldon Spring Fund , the income fro m 

which was to be used sole ly to support faculty research and creativity. We 

established an intercampus committee to a llocate the funds, and each year approx

imate ly $ I million was di stributed to fac ulty on the four campuses . 

I. Senator Joseph Frappier. who in trod uced the amendmen t. argued that $ 1 mi lli on represen ted 

the interest the Un ive rsity wou ld have earned had the board accepted the commission 's offer. 

(Collllllhia Trihlllle. Marc h 19. 197H.) I fou nd the act ion distress ing because the House had provided 
an increase of $ 1.4 mil lio n 10 improve fa <.: u lt y sa lari es. and thi s c ut would w ipe out most of that. 
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III 

Another hardy issue related to the establishment of a school of optometry at 

St. Louis. There had long been interest in having such a school in Missouri . The 

American Optometric Association was headquartered in St. Louis, but neither 

Missouri nor any of the surrounding states provided training in optometry. From 

the beginning those who favored the idea wanted the school incorporated into the 

University. The University , however, was not enthusiastic; the ophthalmologists 

in the medical schools were disdainful of optometry as a profession, and many 

administrators were wary of the burdens the school would impose on an already 

overburdened budget. Despite discouragement from the University, the American 

Optometric Association vigorously pursued the idea and soon gained support 

from many St. Louis legislators. A number of curators were unenthusiastic, and 

the governor was opposed. Brice Ratchford found the issue particularly difficult 

to manage. He was always interested in finding ways for the University to expand 

its services, he was keenly aware of the need to add programs at St. Louis, and he 

was sensitive to the views of powerful St. Louis legislators who wanted the 

school. At the same time, he was painfully aware of the University 's budgetary 

needs and the fact that the board members who were not absolutely opposed were 

unenthusiastic at best. He took the position, therefore, that he did " not object to 

starting a School of Optometry, but there must be a clear understanding on the 

part of State Government and the General Assembly that it must be fully funded." 

His efforts to maintain this stance contributed to the controversy that charac

terized his administration. 

When I became interim president, the matter seemed to be on hold . The 

coordinating board had rejected "for now" a proposal to establish a school , and, it 

will be recalled, the board of curators ' finance committee had severely criticized 

Arnold Grobman for including the school in his budget proposal for 1977-1978. 

My first intimation that the issue was still very much alive came on Janu

ary 6, 1977, when Van Williams and I were in Jefferson City to testify against Sena

tor Joseph Frappier 's bill restricting the University 's freedom to manage its real 

estate. Senator Harry Wiggins of Kansas City asked Williams, Curator Dick 

Johnston (who was also at the hearing), and me to stop by his office. He told us 

that he was much interested in establishing a school of optometry at St. Louis and 

wanted to work with me and the board of curators to bring that about. We told him 

flatly that we were opposed to it. Regardless of the need, we simply could not 

afford it. I knew from our conversation, however, and from a follow-up letter? 

2. Letter, Wiggins to Olson, January II , 1977, UA/UW: A6235 f5. 
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that he proposed to move ahead. I knew, too, that with Wigg ins 's interest, the 

school had much more than St. Loui s support. 

In May, Wiggins formally reopened the issue by introducing leg islation to 

provide planning money for a regional school of optometry to be located at 

UMS L. We felt that we had no cho ice but to agree to jo in the coordinating board 

in the planning effort and soon found that Bruce Robertson, the new commis

sioner of higher education, was not so much interested in studyi ng the issue as he 

was in developing a strategy to bring the schoo l to fruition. The coordinating 

board did not share the commissioner's enthusiasm and authorized him to support 

legislation providing for a regional school of optometry "onl y to the ex tent it 

enjoys the support of the University of Missouri. "3 

As for the University, we remained wary of proposal s to establish an expen

sive new program without the ass urance of adequate funding and within a budget 

that provided most inadequately for our ongoing programs. In Jan uary 1978 the 

curators adopted a reso lution urging "caution in the establi shment of a School of 

Optometry until such time as adequate funding for ex isting programs as well as 

for the proposed School of Optometry can be prov ided." 

It was becoming painfully clear, however, that, adequate funding or no, the 

Univers ity soon would find itse lf with a school of optometry. T he proposal simply 

had too much momentum and too much statewide support. I reluctantly came to 

the conclusion that outright opposition to the whole idea was no longer produc

tive--even though I continued to feel that the enthusiasts were overstating the 

need fo r optometri c tra ini ng in Missouri and the surrounding states. The best we 

could do was to try to keep some semblance of fiscal rea li sm in the process. That 

We were ab le to accompli sh. 

During the 1978 sess ion the General Assembly passed and the governor 

Signed a bill authori zing the coordinating board to enter into agreements with 

other states to estab li sh " a regional co llege of optometry," with the understanding 

that the annual operating costs and the amortization of any capital costs not 

funded by the federa l government would be borne equally by the participating 

states-the legislation assumed that 75 percent of the construction costs would 

come from federal sources. The Uni ve rsity was "authorized to develop an accred

itab le structure of a college of optometry at the Unive rsity of Mi ssouri- St. Louis," 

With the understanding that no students we re to be admitted until the agreements 

and federal funding had been secured. 

3 . Melvin George. "Notes from Meeting of Coordinating Board lor Higher Education. Decem
ber 10. 1977:' UA/U W : A-6235. f. 5. Vice Pres ident George usuall y auended the meetings o f the 
COord inating board as the Uni versi ty's observe r. Hi s notes provided valuab le- and frequentl y enter

taining- account s of the de li be rations of that body. 
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In testifying before the Public Health and Safety Committee of the House of 

Representatives on the proposed leg islation (House Bill 1691 ), I stated that the 

University did not di spute the finding that Missouri needed more optometrists, 

and that we also supported the regional approach to optometric education. I 

indicated, however, that we "deemed it improper for the University to request 

funds to develop a school of optometry in view of the difficulties we face, as a 

result of financial constraints, in sustaining existing programs."4 

The scheme envisioned in HB 1691 was doomed to failure from the begin

ning. Although Robertson had been sanguine about hi s ability to negotiate agree

ments with other states , he was unable to do so. A number of states expressed 

interest in contracting with Missouri for student spaces , but, as might have been 

expected, none was willing to enter into the kind of agreement required by the 

leg islation. Providing further di scouragement, the Health Manpower Counci l re

jected the application for federal funds. While the commissioner 's efforts were 

failing , the University had successfully developed the " accreditable structure " 

ca ll ed for in the leg islation. We were ready to open the school whenever funding 

became ava ilable. More than a year would elapse, however, and many compli

cated negotiations would ensue, before that came to pass. 

Robertson 's failure to find even one state willing to join Missouri in estab

li shing a regional school created an increasingly awkward situation. Legislative 

supporters of optometry were demanding action; the University held to the posi

tion that without regional participation and federal money there was nothing we 

could do under the current legislation. In an effort to reso lve the impasse, I met 

private ly with Representative Wayne Goode of St. Louis, chair of the powerful 

Ho use Appropriations Committee and a reliable friend of higher education. As I 

had surmised, he was not an enthusiastic supporter of optometry as a high-priority 

item for UMSL but had gone a long with the regional concept as a way of 

providing optometric ed ucation without an undue drain on Missouri ' s resources. 

He was much more interested in the overall development of UMSL than in 

concentrating too much on optometry. We agreed to stay with the regional con-

4. "Testimony of James C. O lson. Pres ident. Un ivers it y of Missouri System. at the Public 

Health and Safety Committ ee Hearing on January 25. 1978," UA/U W: A1154. f. 27. Arnold Grob
man. chance llor at UMSL. wo uld have prefe rred a more aggressive stance. He saw a schoo l of 
optometry as a way to add to UMSL 's limited prog ram offerings: moreover. he could hardly have 
done other than work wi th St. Loui s political leaders who were genera ll y enthusiasti c supporters o f 
the schoo l. I understood this-I well remembered my own re lationship . as chance llor at UMKC. to 
the establ ishment of the School of Medicine. I did. however. have to re in in Michaele Ho uston. 
Grobman's spec ial assistant for publ ic affairs. who frequent ly embarrassed us by taking positions not 
in confo rmit y with those the board and I were espolls ing. I finall y asked that she no longer represent 
the Uni versit y in any way in Jeffe rson C it y. 
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cept for a while at least; he would see how far Senator Thomas Eagleton, who was 

pushing the matter in Washington , was prepared to go to provide federal money. 

My initial conversation with Goode took place on March I. On March 14, 

Grobman and I met with him for about an hour in hi s office. He reiterated his 

comments of March I, and after extended di scuss ion we agreed that the proper 

course would be to do everything possible to secure federal support but , if that 

were not forthcoming , to abandon the project rather than have Missouri undertake 

it alone. After a number of di scussions with Goode and with Senator Harriet 

Woods of St. Louis, a strong proponent of the school of optometry, I arranged for 

the two of them to meet with the board of curators , sitting as a committee of the 

whole. That extraordinary meeting , held May 24 in Columbia, was designed to 

discuss not only optometry but also the board 's larger plans for the St. Louis 

campus. The board adopted the following statement: 

The Board of Curators of the University of Missouri , in the Academic Plan 
adopted in 1974, recogni zed that the St. Louis campus should have a broad spectrum 
of programs in the arts and sc iences. several profess ional schoo ls, and programs 
unique to a metropo litan campus. In accord with that plan, the Board recently 
approved a Ph.D. in Politica l Science5 and it now reaffirms its intent to continue to 
expand program opportunities on the St. Loui s campus for the res idents of the 

metropolitan area . 
The University has attempted to implement a regiona l School of Optometry in 

St. Loui s under HB 1691. Unfortunate ly, the lack of federal funding and the fa ilure to 
arrive at contracts with other states apparentl y make it imprac tical to proceed on 

optometry at this time. 
The Board will request appropri ations for additional programs on the St. Loui s 

campus in the following areas: 
I. Health Sciences , including program s in the allied health areas such as nursing 
and medical technology. The Board of Curators rea ffirm s it s commi tment to 
establish a reg ional School of Optometry as provided in HB 1691 when ade

quate federal funding becomes available. 
2. New areas of instruction in the School of Business Administration , such as 

Finance and Hotel Management. 
3. Expanded teaching and research in Labor Re lat ions . 

5. Further exacerbating re lations between the Uni vers it y and the coordinating board. and partic
ul arly between the Univers it y administration and the commi ss ioner. the coordinating board re fu sed to 
approve the Ph.D. in politica l science for UMSL, bas ing it s refusa l in part on strong oppos ition from 
St. Loui s Uni vers ity , which assert ed that the program was not needed and wo uld provide undue 

competition for existing programs. At one time. we serious ly cons ide red turning the matter over to 

the courts, but decided not to test our constitutiona l status over that issue at that time. Additionally . 

the proposal for a Ph.D. in politica l sc ience at UMSL reopened the questio n o f Ro le and Scope and 
worsened re lations between Columbia and St. Loui s. Political sc ience at UMSL. however, seemed to 
me to be one area in which we needed to modify the authorit y of the Ro le and Scope p lans-the 

department was exceptiona ll y strong. and c learl y qualified to offe r doctora l work. 
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4. Fine and perfomling arts. 
We understand that the administration is develop ing a budget request for 1980-

81 that con tains some of these programs and that others wi ll be included in the near 
future. It is understood that spec ific program proposals will be reviewed in accord 
wi th establi shed Uni versity procedures and will be subject to approval of the Board 
of Curators and adeq uate funding6 

Before adjo urning, the legis lature appropriated $200,000 for the first -year 

costs of a school of optometry , and in September, large ly through the efforts of 

Senator Eagleton, and particularly Marcia McCord of hi s staff, federal start-up 

ass istance in the amount of $170,000 was provided by the Hea lth Manpower 

Council. The mo ney was minimal, but because of the availab ility of eas ily re

mode led space on the Marillac Campus-a small private school adjacent to 

UMSL that, during Ratchford 's administration , the curators had purchased with a 

$5 millio n state appropriation-we felt that we could fund the beg innings of a 

schooP The on ly stumbling block was the requirement in HB 169 1 for reg ional 

partic ipation. Robertson was no closer to s igning up another state than he ever had 

been, and most of us at the University despa ired of hi s ever being successful. 

Finally , on February 13 I called Goode and Senator Edwin Dirck, chair of the 

Senate Appropriations Committee, a lso from St. Loui s, to te ll them that we had 

concluded that it was unwise to proceed further with plans for the school and that 

I would recommend to the board that we suspe nd planning. They were not happy, 

but they understood our problem . Grobman was upset with the decis ion , and I told 

him that he could speak to the question at the board meeting . He made an eloquent 

plea, but the board , led by President Dick Johnston, approved the recommenda

ti on, six to three. The deci sion brought prompt legislative action. Amid criticism 

of Robertson, the curators , and me,8 the legis lature quickly passed a bill intro

duced by Representative Jay Russell of St. Louis removing the reg ional require

ments and appropriating an additional $200,000 in start-up money . With thi s, I 

recommended that the board rescind its ban on further planning and permit 

Grobman to move ahead toward the admission of students in the fall of 1980. The 

6. I had a very nice letter from Senator Woods , with whom I had somewhat prickly re lations 
from time to time, in which she said : " You have a difficult job in balancing the needs of all the 
campuses. I can understand why so many people feel you are extremely effecti ve in [his difficult role . 
I agree with them ." (Letter, Woods to Olson, May 29, 1979, UA/UW: 1\ 54, f. 6.) 

7. Dean Jerry Chri stensen was particularly effecti ve in adapting space, hiring a fac ulty, rec ruit 
ing students, and developing a curriculum under conditions of excruciating uncerta inty. (See Touhi ll . 
The Emerging Uni versity. 260-6 1. ) 

8. Senator Woods criticized me for not noti fy ing her in advance of my recommendation to the 
board. Al though I had notified the chairs of the two committees concerned, she had a point, and I 
regretted the oversight. 
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board acceded, and the School of Optometry opened on August 26 with thirty-six 

students, including twenty-three Missouri residents and sixteen from other states.9 

At the dedication ceremonies on October 12, I reminded the audience present 

that the support expressed in the legislation, which made poss ible the opening of 

the school , would have to continue in the years ahead if we were to develop a 

School of Optometry in which we could all take pride. Unfortunately , most of the 

effort required to bring this about devolved on the University , with relatively little 

continued legislative recognition of the needs of the school. We did go on to build 
a very respectable School of Optometry , but as I had feared and warned, that 

development came at the expense of other needed-and in some respects more 

important-programs at the University of Missouri-St. Louis. 

IV 

Another major issue grew out of the controversy surrounding the University's 

embattled Extension Division. "Extension" as a part of the University's mission 

dated back to the early years of the twentieth century when professors occasionally 
ventured outside Columbia to give lectures and teach short courses in various parts 

of the state. The University Extension Division was created in 1910. With the 

passage of the Smith-Lever Act in 1914, the University embarked on a substantial 
federally funded program of "cooperative extension" designed to benefit the farm

ers of the state. Every county had its extension agent, 4-H programs flouri shed in 

the rural schools, and the state 's farmers came to depend on advice and ass istance 
provided by the county agents and the College of Agriculture. Brice Ratchford , 

appointed dean of extension in 1959, was a mover and shaker who saw clearly that 

if extension were to continue as a viable entity in the late twentieth century it would 

have to recognize the needs of the state's urban as well as its rural population. He 

created an extension program that was a pioneering national model , but in so doing 

he alienated many farmers and farm organizations who were afraid that broadening 

the extension mission would reduce the value of its service to agriculture. 

The extension controversy followed Ratchford into hi s presidency and was 

.an important element in the conflicts preceding his resignation. His critics in the 

legislature charged that he favored extension at the expense of other University 

programs and that he used the county agents and friends of extension to lobby the 

legislature. There was a grain of truth in both charges. As federal support for 

extension declined, he used state funds to make up part of the shortfall ; the county 

9. Actually, the demand from other states was greater than we had expected. The Missouri 
residents were more persistent. however- all twenty-three of them graduated. while only eight of the 

nOnresidents finished. 
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extension councils were politically active and frequently made their views known to 

their local legis lators-many legislators remembered with great irritation a massive 

letter-writing campaign to protest an effort to cut the extension budget in 1973. 

I found the extension issue to be even more troubling than our highly pub

licized problems with the trees at Weldon Spring . As Don Keough, an astute 

observer of the Jefferson City scene, wrote, "The core of the festering di spute 

between the University of Missouri and the state legislature is dissati sfaction over 

MU's extension division"; the di spute had " roots deep in Missouri 's political 

past. " To restore the Universi ty's relations with the leg islature , I would have to 

"throw a bone or two to the growing pack of critics in the Mi ssouri General 

Assembly. The bone they clearly want is a significant cutback in the budget of the 

extens ion division. " 10 

I knew that the extension budget could be reduced somewhat without seri

ously interfe ring with its basic services, but I wanted above all to avoid having the 

legislature try to accompli sh it through a line-item appropriation. One of the great 

strengths of the University was the fact that over the years it had received its 

operating appropriation in a lump sum that the curators could di stribute as they 

saw fit. Period ically there had been ta lk of trying to change the process, but the 

Univers ity had been able to forestall the effort by asserting that its constitutional 

status prohibited the legis lature from mak ing line-item appropriations. During the 

1977 sess ion, Senator Donald L. Manford of Kansas City , chair of the Senate 

Appropriations Committee and an ardent foe of extension, obtained an opinion 

from Attorney General John Ashcroft that the University 's constitutional statuS 

did not prohibit the leg islature from making line-item appropriations. 

We decided not to contest the matter on constitutional grounds-we might 

have won the battle , but we probably would have engendered continued legisla

tive enmity that would express itself in smaller appropriations. A more effective 

plan, I thought , was to make the argument for a lump-sum appropriation on policy 

grounds-the board of curators was better equipped to allocate funds to specific 

Uni ve rsity programs than was the legislature . Although I was able to persuade 

Manford to increase hi s original figure to that approved by the house-$1 36 

million- I made little headway on the line-item question, and the bill passed by 

the Senate included spec ific line-item appropriations for ex tension, administra

tion , and research. Manford moderated hi s position during the deliberations of the 

conference committee, appointed to work out differences in bill s passed by the 

two bodies, and they removed the spec ific appropriations for admin istration and 

research (restoring the amounts to the lump-sum figure), but they would not give 

10. CO/lll llhia Trihllll e. February 21, 1977. 
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on extension. Initially it appeared that we would have to eliminate about seventy

two pos itions. Ultimately, that number was reduced to sixty, but even so the 

process was excruciatingly difficult for an ex tension service that for years had 

experienced nothing but growth-I am sure the trauma assoc iated with adminis

tering the cuts contributed to Carl Scheneman's dec ision to take earl y retirement. 

He accomplished the task, though, and with relati vely few negati ve consequences. 

Indeed, extension emerged stronger than it had been before-the cuts were ac

companied by an administrati ve restructuring that greatl y improved the efficiency 

of the operation. Moreover, we were able to convince the doubters in the leg isla

ture that we could accomplish genuine reductions, and I heard very little about 

line-item appropriations during the rest of my tenure. 

Extension faced more than budgetary cri ses. Strong support existed in both 

the House and the Senate for a thorough investigation of the whole operation, and 

during his campaign for governor Joe Teasdale had promised that if elected he 

would investigate extension. We were thus faced with the prospect of multiple 

investigations, which would make dreadful demands on staff ti me and could we ll 

produce a cacophony of conflicting recommendations that would have been im

possible to follow. Fortunately, I was able to persuade the gove rnor and the 

legislative leadership to join in conducting a single invest igat ion. 

To head the study the governor se lected Cordell Tindall of Fayette, publi sher 

of the Missouri Ruralist, a graduate of the College of Agriculture, and knowledge

able about both the work and the politics of extension. I knew we would receive a 

full and fa ir investigation-and we did . The Extension Study Commiss ion, as it 

was called, took about nine months to complete its work . During that time, Vice 

President Scheneman and his staff cooperated fully; I met with T indall on 

several occas ions, and I was asked to be present when the commiss ion presented 

its report to the governor. The report was essentiall y favo rable, and none of its ten 

recommendations was particularly draconian- three of them dealt with other state 

institutions and were addressed to the coordinating board. 11 I assured the gover

nor that we would give the recommendations the most careful consideration and 

Would report to him within a year. 

. The Tindall report gave the University a go lden opportunity. If handled 

properl y, it might enable us to emerge from the thicket of cri ticism in which 

extension had been trapped and get on with the important work of the ex tension 

mission. I knew that to do that we could not rely simply on a staff-prepared 

response. I decided to turn the report over to an outside committee composed of as 

II. The commission 's report was una nimous, bu t appa ren tl y the members had a diffi cult time 
reachi ng consensus. See Randy McConnel l. Co/wl/hia Tribune. Apri l 13 , 1978. 
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impress ive and representative a group of Missourians as poss ible. To chair the 

comm ittee I called on Clifford Hardin, my former boss at the University of 

Nebraska, who since hi s resignation as secretary of agriculture had been living in 

St. Louis, where he served as vice chairman for research of Pet , Inc. He was not 

familiar with the situation in Missouri , but no one in the country had had more 

diverse contacts with extension. His appointment gave the committee instant 

credibility , and he was joined by an impressive group of colleagues. 12 In add ition 

to the comprehensive review comm ittee, we appointed six external review teams 

(agriculture, business-industry-Iabor, community-public sector, continuing educa

tion, home econom ics, and 4-H youth) to conduct detailed studies of various 

ex tension activities. Altogether we involved forty-six persons from outside the 

University who gave many hours of their time to complete an inordinately com

plex task on a very tight schedule. On March 14, 1979-a year to the day from the 

study commiss ion 's report-I filed an interim report with the governor, complete 

except for final approval by the board of curators. By June the curators had had an 

opportunity to review the document, and I filed a final report on June 29. In due 

course the governor sent me a brief note acknowledging receipt of the report with 

thi s comment: " I am confident that yo ur administration is taking the steps neces

sary to guarantee efficiency and effect iveness in the program." 13 

With thi s I felt that we had put the extension issue behind us; I received very 

few questions from legislators or others regarding the mission and efficiency of 

ex tension. 14 The invest igations had had a positive effect and had served to remind 

Missourians that , as the comprehensive review team wrote, the University 's ex-

12. The members of Ihe commillee , in addi ti on to Hardin , were: Charles F. Curry. Kansas C ity 
rea ltor and fo rmer pres iding judge of the Jackson County Court : William Douthit , pres ident of the 
Urban League o f SI. Loui s; Freida Powers of Windsor, president of the Missouri Ex tension Home

makers Assoc iat ion; Flint McRoberts of Montice llo . owner of McRobert s Farm: Fred Kling of 
Albany. allo rney and fo rmer member of the board of curators: Danie l G. Aldrich, Jr. , chance llor of 
the Un ive rsit y of Cal ifornia at Irvine; and Charles E. Bishop, president of the Uni versi ty of Arkansas. 

Representing the campuses were: Joseph Doerr, dean o f the UMKC School of Education: James 

Halligan. dean of the UMR School of Engineering: E. Terrence Jones , UMSL associate professor o f 
politica l sc ience: and Edward Runge, chair of the UMC Department o f Agronomy. Albe rt Walker 
represented Lincoln Un ivers it y. 

13. My report and Governor Teasdale 's response may be found in UA/UW : A6250, file 6 . 

14. Curator Robert Dempster o f Sikeston remained a persistent foe o f extension's nonagricultural 
programs. arguing that too much money was spen t on what he defined as frivo lous courses. He created a 
furor among women at the University and around the state when, in an exchange abo ut the extension 

budget at the July 1979 board meeting, he said , in response to a statement from me that there were strong 

pressures from a ll over the state for more extension courses, "You didn ' t resist enough . It 's like the girl 
who said she was raped. She didn't res ist enough." Women' s groups picketed a number of subsequent 
board meetings and demanded Dempster' s removal. The governor re fu sed to accede to their demands. 

but Dempster issued a length y apology after meeting with the governor. (Rolla Daily News. Septem

ber 13. 1979.) The controversy was wide ly covered in the press of the state. 
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tension system was ., generally regarded as one of the strongest and most effective 

in the country today." 

Throughout the controversy, one of the major points of contention was over 
the administration of extension, and I asked the comprehensive review team to 

give particular attention to administrative matters. On the basis of their recom

mendation , I decided not to replace Schoeneman, when he retired August 31, with 

a vice president. Rather, I transferred responsibility for extension to Melvin 

George, vice president for academic affairs. This reduced the number of vice 

presidents, and, more important, had the effect of relating extension more closely 

to the academic side of the University. 

Although some in extension had misgivings about the new arrangement, 

their fears were soon allayed. George, in addition to being a superb administrator, 

related well to the diverse constituencies served by extension and soon established 

a high degree of credibility and popularity . The county extension offices became 

effective contact points for the entire University, and I found the Extension 

Advisory Council, a group of laymen from all parts of the state, appointed by the 

president , a useful and pleasant group with which to meet on a regular basis. 

v 

In addition to the major issues growing out of Weldon Spring, optometry, 

and extension, many others demanded time and attention-frequently in inverse 

ratio to their relationship to the educational miss ion of the institution. None fit that 

description more than the controversy swirling around a new football ticket policy 

adopted at UMC. 

Intercollegiate athletics at Missouri traditionally had been largely self-support

ing. Because football provided most of the revenue, whoever was athlet ic director 

needed to maximize the gate receipts at Memorial Stadium. In 1976 we decided to 

fill in the south end of the stadium , increasing the seating capacity to 78,000. 15 

The next step was to try to obtain more money per seat. Most universities with 

15. This was accompanied by considerable controversy, and one that hit me in the early months 
of my interim presidency. The least expensive plan . and the one favored by the athletic department, 
was to fill in the north end. That , however. would have destroyed the big rock M that had been a 
fixture at Memorial Stadium since 1927 and was dear to the hearts of several generations of alumni. It 
was clear from the beginning that cold economics would lose on this one-and they did. Frankly , I 
found it difficult' to understand why the athletic department had advanced the idea in the first place. 
Van Williams, who was president of the board a t the time. recalled that it was one of the most 
Controversial issues to come before the board during his tenure. (Phil Conne ll , Interview with Van 
Williams , June 10, 1986.) The addition was financed with a bond issue that was to be amortized by a 

Surcharge on tickets. 
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major football programs had plans requiring substantial contributions for seats in 

the prime areas, and when Dave Hart of the University of Louisville became 

athletic director he developed such an arrangement for Missouri. Compared with 
plans in use at many other schools, it was a modest program, but it involved a 

marked change in the way things were done at Mizzou, exacting a contribution of 

$250 per seat for every seat over two held by a single person in the prime seating 
area, and limiting the total number of seats in the area one person could hold, even 

with contributions, to ten. Persons who did not already hold seats in the prime 

area were required to make a contribution before they could purchase their first 

seat. The objective was to increase contributions and increase the number of 

donors by making seats available to more people-some individual ticket holders 

controlled as many as fifty seats before the policy went into effect. Although the 

setting of prices for football tickets normally was delegated to the athletic depart

ment, Chancellor Uehling, sensitive to the political ramifications of anything that 

affected fans' rights to their seats, discussed the proposal with me, and I decided 

that we had better run it by the board before it was adopted. 

The board expressed little concern about the policy, so we gave Hart the green 

light to proceed. We might as well have told him to blow the dome off Jesse Hall! 

The uproar was instant and explosive. I received more letters than I did on any other 
single subject during the eight years of my presidency; Uehling's office was del

uged; poor Hart wa~ vilified from one end of the state to the other. There was even a 

legislative investigation. Hart stood his ground, however, and Uehling supported 
him, as did 1. 16 In due course, the storm passed, and, what was more important, the 

policy seemed to be working. During the first year, the number of donors increased 

by 50 percent and contributions to the athletic department doubled. Hart' s aggres
sive and sometimes abrasive manner did not win him many friends, but through a 

combination of effective fund-raising and careful management he maintained and 
improved upon a sound athletic program during a period of rapidly escalating costs. 

In another area and on a different campus we faced a similar although much 

shorter-lived contretemps. This grew out of a decision by UMSL Chancellor 
Arnold Grobman to permit a St. Louis theater company to present Christopher 

Durang's Sister Mary Ignatius Explains It All on the campus. The production was 
supported by the Missouri Arts Council, and the play had been presented in a 

number of cities around the country to mixed reviews but no great controversy. 

Archbishop John L. May, however, took offense at the play and publicly de

nounced the University for permitting it to be performed on campus. The arch-

16. As the letters started to roll in , several members of the board individually suggested to me 
that perhaps we should reconsider the policy, but they seemed content with my explanation of what 
we were trying to do, and the matter was not raised in a board meeting. 
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bishop 's denunciation was taken up by others and soon found its way to Jefferson 
City-and to the hearing room of the Senate Appropriations Committee. 

The controversy erupted there during a hearing on the University 's 1983-1984 

budget. I had just finished my formal presentation when the committee started in on 

Grobman, who had been asked by Senator Edwin Dirck, committee chairman, to 
join me at the hearing table. The committee members took turns denouncing the 

play and the University for permitting its performance. I tried several times to 

bring the conversation back to the budget, but to no avail. Finally, Senator Dirck 

asked Grobman point-blank if he was going to permit the play to be performed. 
When Grobman answered " Yes," Dirck turned to me and asked if I was going to 

overrule Grobman. When I answered "No," he abruptly adjourned the hearing. 

As we left the hearing room Grobman and I were surrounded by reporters, 
sensing a story that would make banner headlines. I was determined to stand firm 
on the issue, but I did not want to engage in a public argument with members of 

the committee. The story made headlines, and the controversy produced capacity 

crowds at the play, but it soon died down without having any effect on the 
University 's budget. Senator Dirck was a good friend of higher education, and I 

was confident that, having made his point for the benefit of his predominantly 
Roman Catholic constituency, he would deal with the University's budget on its 
merits-in a few days he assured me that this would be the case. 

VI 

A continuing issue-both important and 'closely related to our educational 
mission, and one on which we were never able to make what some felt was 

sufficient progress-related to our efforts to improve opportunities for minorities 

as students, faculty , and staff members. This is not to say we did not make 
progress-we did , particularly when one considers the cultural heritage of Mis

souri , a slave state before the Civil War, and the fact that black students were not 
admitted to the University until 1954. Most of the public criticism of the Univer
sity 's efforts focused on Columbia amt St. Louis, despite the fact that these two 

. campuses were more aggressive in their efforts to recruit minorities than were 
either Kansas City or Rolla. l ? UMC-"Old Mizzou"-had a long history of 

discrimination which black leaders in the state could not forget. Barbara Uehling 
moved aggressively to recruit minorities, but she was only moderately successful. 

17 . UMKC did not have as many black students as UMSL but was subject to less criticism. 
UMKC was panicularly effective in recruiting minorities for its profess ional schools, and the medical 
school became a national leader in this regard . UMR had in place a minority engineering program 
that provided scholarships for minorities and was moderately effecti ve. 
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Columbia did not provide an appealing environment for urban blacks, and ves

tiges of racism lingered on the campus, occasionally expressing themselves in 

unsavory ways. At St. Louis , Arnold Grobman, like Uehling, instituted a series of 

positive programs aimed at increasing minority participation on the campus. He 

was more successful-by 1980 UMSL enrolled more black students than any 

other institution in the state , including Lincoln University. The curators generally 

supported administrative efforts, but except for Marian Oldham of St. Louis did 

not see them as high priorities. Oldham, a prominent St. Louis civic leader who 

had gone to the University of Michigan on a state scholarship in the days before 

blacks were admitted to the University of Missouri , kept the matter of minority 

recruitment and retention consistently before her colleagues and the administration. 

In 1979 Missouri was cited as one of thirteen states in violation of federal 

desegregation laws in their colleges and universities. Included among the institu

tions in violation were our Columbia and Rolla campuses. We worked carefully 

with the Office of Civil Rights in Kansas City to produce plans for removing the 

citations, and by 1980 had developed goals and timetables that were acceptable to 

both the regional and the Washington offices. 

Finally, an issue that we were able to resolve to our complete satisfaction was 

the removal of the censure the American Association of University Professors had 

levied against UMC for the unfortunate action of the board involving certain faculty 

members as a result of the trouhles of 1970. The AAUP maintained that part of the 

problem derived from the fact that the University' s tenure regulations, which had 

been adopted in the 1950s, did not provide sufficient procedural and other safe

guards for faculty in situations that could lead to dismissal. Working with faculty 

groups, the general counsel , and the Washington office of AAUP, Vice President 

George, through the exercise of enormous tact, diplomacy, and patience, developed 

a new set of tenure regulations, saluted by AAUP as a national model. 

VII 

All of the foregoing demanded time, thought, and, on occasion, as much 

diplomacy as I could muster. Issues such as these frequently develop suddenly, 

and often are unintended consequences of well-meaning attempts to solve particu

lar problems-such as the tree-cutting crisis, which grew out of efforts to manage 

timber at Weldon Spring. Whatever their origin, they constitute the stuff of which 

a university president 's days are filled. 
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BOARD PRESIDENTS UNDER WHOM I SERVED 

Van O. Williams John Hall Dalfon 

Wallace R. Stacey Barbara Berkmeyer Rex Z. Williams 
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BOARD PRESIDENTS UNDER WHOM I SERVED 

David W. Lewis C. R. Johnston 

Daniel L. Brenner William T. Doak William G. Cocos, Jr. 
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MY PRINCIPAL LIEUTENANTS 

James R. Buchholz, Melvin D. George , 

Vice President for Administrative Affairs Vice President for Academic Affairs 
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SENIOR ADMINISTRATORS 

A. G. Unklesbay Carl N. Scheneman Jackson A. Wright 

Dale O. Bowling Ray Bezoni Ardath Emmons 
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THE CAMPUS CHANCELLORS 

Barhara 5. Uehling, Columbia George A. Russell, Kansas City 

Joseph M. Marchello, Rolla Arnold B. Grobman , 51. Louis 
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VARIOUS ACTIVITIES 

Vera and I with Governor and Mrs. Kit 
Bond 

Vera and I in the mine at Rolla 

Truman Library Institute: left to right, Joseph R. McGee (seated), John W. Snyder, 
myself, Averell Harriman, Charles Murphy, and Margaret Truman Daniel (seated) 
(courtesy of the Harry S. Truman Library) 
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WITH THE BOARD OF CURATORS, 1983 

Back row: left to right , Doug Russell, Jeanne Epplf7, Kenneth Heath , Larry Robinson, 
William H. Bert Bates, Tom K. Smith , and Marian G. Oldham. Front row (seated): 
David Lewis, myself, and William G. Cocos, Jr. 
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VERA AND I WITH MEMBERS OF 
THE COMMITTEE ON THE OLSON FUND 

FOR THE ARTS 

Standing: left to right, Judge James I. Finch, Helen Finch, Frances Freeman , Flavius 
Freeman, Michael Pulitzer, Arnold Grobman (host chancellor), Eugene Strauss, David 
Lewis, Herbert Schooling; seated: left to right, Vera , myself, Gerre Strauss, Natalie 
Lewis, Annabelle Schooling 

TIME PASSES 

At my appointment as Chancellor, 1968 At my retirement, 1984 



11 
THE BUDGET-

SOME TEMPORARY SUCCESSES 

F or every president of the University-from Lathrop struggling to make do 

with fewer than $25 ,000 per year to Ratchford struggling even harder to try 

to stretch more than $250 million over the needs of the institution-the effort to 

secure adequate financial support had been the major preoccupation and the 

Source of greatest frustration. It was true, also, for me-as it has been for my 

Successors. 

The people of Missouri have never supported their University in a manner 

commensurate with its need , let alone their expectations for it, and as the institu

tion grew the gap between need and support steadily widel'led. The creation of the 

four-campus system in 1963 exacerbated this , condition. To be sure, Governor 

Dalton, exercising leadership of a kind that rarely emanates from the executive 

office, pushed through an increase in the sales tax to support the addition of 

campuses in Kansas City and SI. Louis, but the additional revenues soon proved 

inadequate to meet the needs of the expanding institution . Moreover, the parochial 

interests of the two cities, with their large representation in the General Assembly, 

created external political problems with respect to planning and budgeting that 

had not been present before. 

II 

The president 's most visible relationship to the budget occurred in Jefferson 

City , in hearings before the coordinating board, the governor, and various legisla

tive committees, but these public appearances , often occupying only a few min

utes, were buttressed by countless hours of labor by many people on the campuses 

159 
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and in the central administration to prepare a document that ran to many tightly 

printed pages. The final product was the result of innumerable conferences, in
volving the chanceJlors and the vice presidents, together with their aides, as we 

sought to hammer out the request. The process was driven by state-imposed 

calendars that required the president to submit a budget for board approval more 
than a year before it would take effect. Ultimately, the president was responsible 

for the whole thing, but I confined my direct involvement to decisions regarding 

the guidelines to be used in developing the budget and the size and basic compo
nents of the final figure. 

As mentioned earlier, immediately upon becoming interim president I be

came immersed in the budget process-first, putting the final touches on the 
asking budget for 1977-1978, and then trying to get it approved. It was, as I have 
indicated, a humbling experience. By the time I became president, I had appeared 

before the coordinating board, the governor, and the budget committees of both 
houses of the legislature. I had also dealt with the distractions created by the 

controversies over Weldon Spring and extension. Everyone was friendly to the 

new boy in town. but I learned that kind words do not necessarily translate into 
financial support. I also learned from bitter experience that in Missouri the most 

important step in the whole process is the governor' s recommendation. The 
legislature occasionaJly reduces the governor's recommendation, but it rarely 

exceeds it-the gove-mor's ability to exercise a line-item veto puts a damper on 
legislative largess. In my first budget, we wound up with the figure Governor 

Teasdale had recommended-$136 miJlion, an increase of $9 miJlion, less than 
half the amount we had requested-and we had to work hard to achieve that 
figure . I 

Well before the 1977-1978 request had made its way through the legislature, 
we were at work on the budget for 1978-1979. There were many demands com
peting for places in the request, but I decided early in the process that we would 

concentrate our efforts on trying to secure funds to meet our two most urgent 
needs: improving salaries and providing more adequately for supplies, equipment, 

and the day-to-day costs of running the University. I looked upon salary improve

ment as the top priority. 
Since the late sixties, the University 's relative position with respect to sal

aries had declined markedly. A number of indices could be used, and none of 

them was completely satisfactory-at least in convincing skeptical legislators 

I. The struggle provides a good illustration of the effect specific controversies can have on 
budgetary discuss ions. In this case, as indicated, the basic problem was with extension, although we 
had some di fficulty as the result of an effort by Representative Steve Voss meyer of Sl. Louis to 
develop a formula for the University independent of that produced by the coordinating board. 
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who tended to distrust comparisons-but it seemed that a reasonable, easily 

understood comparison would be the seventeen other schools in the Big Eight 

and Big Ten athletic conferences. They were schools with which we could 

legitimately seek to compare ourselves academically, and they were in compa

rable midwestern states. Although we had made some progress during the past 

year, in that group of schools we did not rank very high-thirteenth in average 

salaries; sixteenth in total compensation (salaries plus benefits). In three years I 

wanted to move to a position near the middle of the group, where we had been 
in 1970. 

This seemed like a fairly reasonable goal-indeed, some argued that it was 

too modest-but it would require a !O percent per year increase, and given 

Missouri's revenue situation I knew it would be difficult to achieve. We decided 

that our chances of success would be improved if we could demonstrate that we 

were prepared to help the state achieve our goal through a combination of seeking 

additional nonstate revenue and reallocating funds by reducing current expendi

tures. The process of reallocating funds as part of the budget-building process was 

new to higher education-at least in Missouri-and while it was never fully 

accepted on the campuses I strongly believed that it was an important tool in 

exercising responsible fiscal stewardship. Strictly incremental budgeting, where 

the process consisted solely of requesting additional funds for everything the 

institution was doing, was a practice whose time had passed. Most of the realloca

tion was from administrative and service expenditures to academic programs, and 

I am proud to say that the process worked. By 1984, the year in which I retired, we 

had achieved such reallocations in an annual amount of $10.5 million-Vice 

President Buchholz said that he knew of no institution in the country that had 

equaled this record of overhead redirection. 
To assist in developing an understanding of the budget, we separated the 

request for the University Hospital in Columbia from the general operating 

budget. Although the hospital performed important educational functions , its 
budget was primarily for health care, and to include it with that for the general 

operations of the University created confusion both in the institution and in the 

legislature. 
The budget request as adopted by the curators for 1978-1979 provided for an 

increase of $24.2 million, of which $14.9 million would come from the state, $4.5 

million from an increasE in student fees , and $4.8 million from reallocations. Of 
the total, $15 million was targeted for salary increases and $3 .1 million to meet 

increased costs of supplies and equipment, with the remainder going to provide 

modest improvements in the campus libraries, research programs on all campuses, 
health science programs at Columbia and Kansas City, and agricultural programs 
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at Columbia. In addition we asked the state to provide $12 million of a $40 million 

budget for the University hospital. In terms of percentages the request was smaller
II percent as opposed to about 15 percent-than it had been in recent years, but 

we hoped that with our new strategy it would net more new money. It did , but 

only after a very strenuous six months of persuasion and negotiation. 

The first hurdle-review by the coordinating board-was passed easily, as, 
amid praise for our new approach, the board approved 99 percent of our request. 
We ran into difficulty, however, in the governor ' s office. Although a personal 

conversation with the governor resulted in an increase of $1.7 million over his 

staff's initial recommendation, his final figure provided an increase of only 8.1 

percent, $4.7 million less than our request. In addition, he slashed the capital 
improvements budget from $29.8 million to less than $2 million. Apparently our 
new strategy was not going to work, after all. 

The next step in the process was to argue the case before the House Budget 

Committee's Sub-Committee on Higher Education, a group that I had found fairly 

difficult the year before. To my pleasant surprise, Steve Vossmeyer, committee 

chair, who had been highly critical of the University the prior year, was fulsome 

in his praise for what we were trying to do, and under his leadership the commit
tee approved an appropriation of approximately $138 million, which gave us 

money for a 9.6 percent salary increase. The recommendation was approved by 

the full committee and ultimately by the House itself. Although the money did not 
come quite as we had requested it-the bill included $1.4 million for a special 
"faculty quality improvement fund," which I was to administer-it was only 0.4 

percent short of our original request, which was cause for quiet rejoicing in 

University Hall. 
We still had to face the Senate. This body was traditionally more difficult for 

the University to deal with than the House-and it was clear that the tradition 

would continue. Aside from their normal fiscal conservatism, many senators were 
irritated by the curators ' refusal to move on the sale of Weldon Spring to the 

conservation commission, and it appeared for a time that we would lose a million 

dollars simply because of that. In any event, as finally passed, the Senate bill was 
$2.4 million short of what the House had provided. Fortunately, through the 

leadership of Wayne Goode, we were able to get the entire amount restored by the 

conference committee, although the Senate conferees remained unenthusiastic 
about the faculty quality improvement fund and the committee, arguing that the 

University was being unduly favored , added a total of $1.7 million to the budgets 

of the regional colleges and universities. Despite the fact that the budget was $1.7 
million more than he had recommended, Governor Teasdale approved it, includ
ing the faculty quality improvement money . 
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III 

Success in Jefferson City was tempered somewhat by grumbling on the 

campuses. particularly at Columbia, over the reallocation process. Columbia had 

been used to a fairly laissez-faire administration with such funds as became 

available being distributed somewhat evenly over all campus programs and activ

ities. As a result, the deans and other administrators were quite unused to making 

difficult decisions. Everyone was in favor of higher salaries, but they were not 

prepared to accept the necessary trade-offs. The faculty leadership understood the 

need, however, and when we were able to demonstrate that most of the reductions 
would come in the administrative and support areas, there developed at least a 

grudging acceptance of the process. 

Likewise, there was some uneasiness about the faculty quality improvement 
fund. Traditionally, salary money was allocated to the campuses and usually down 

to the schools, colleges, and other administrative units for distribution to individ
uals. The new fund, however, was appropriated specifically for allocation by the 

president to provide increases to selected members of the faculty over and above the 

increases made possible by the 8.5 percent increase in the salary pool contained in 

the regular appropriation, and I knew that I would be held personally accountable 
for its distribution. There was no way, of course, that I could have made an 

informed judgment about several thousand faculty members, but, under a plan 

developed by Vice President George and the campus provosts , we provided supple
mental salary increases, ranging from five hundred to two thOjlsand dollars, to about 

one-third of the faculty. To be eligible a faculty member must have received an 

above-average increase from the general salary allotment-in other words, we were 

not going to permit the quality improvement funds to be treated as part of the 

general salary pool. The effort made it possible for the University to be more effective 
in retaining its high-quality faculty and in attracting new people of promise. It also 
contributed to a greater salary differentiation among faculty members, a condition that 

I had long felt was important to improving the quality of the institution.2 

'. 
IV 

Our success in 1978 convinced me that we should continue along the same 
general lines-that is , submit a highly disciplined request, concentrating on sal-

2. The University traditionally had set salaries on the basis of merit rather than on the basis of 
seniority or specific salary scales. Deans and departmental chairs did not apply the merit principle with 
equal rigor, and in many years the money available for salary increases was insufficient to permit a 
significant recognition of merit. As a result, salaries were both too low and inadequately differentiated. 
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aries and general operating expenses, with a recognition of the University 's respon

sibility to fund some of its requirements through additional nonstate revenues and/or 

internal reallocations. We knew that we would be building the budget in a trouble

some environment: on the one hand, the value of every dollar we received was 

seriously eroded by inflation; on the other, neither the govemor nor the legislature 

seemed prepared to provide sufficient revenue to make it possible for state institu

tions to maintain-let alone improve-the quality and quantity of their services. To 

broaden internal understanding of the problems and to give faculty , staff, and 

students an opportunity to participate in the effort, we decided to hold public 

hearings on each campus during the budget-building process. These were time

consuming, but on balance they seemed worthwhile. At least they opened up the 

procedure and gave us a chance to discuss the problems the University faced. 

Our total request for the general operating budget, including both state and 

nonstate funds, was $235.2 million, an increase of $23.7 million. Of this, $16.4 

million was to accommodate inflation, and we proposed to fund $4.7 million of 

this through an increase in student fees and internal reallocation. For the improve

ment of salaries and wages-again our top priority-we asked for the second year 

of the three-year program we had begun the year before, although, because of our 

success the previous year, we were able to reduce our request from 10 percent to 

9.5 percent. In accordance with President Carter's urging to hold salary increases 

to a maximum of 7.5 percent, we further reduced our request to that figure. We 

were confident that other institutions would do the same and that if we received 

the money requested we could continue to move toward our goal. We also asked 

for approximately $3 million to offset cost increases in our expense and equip

ment budgets, plus $1.3 million to cover above-normal costs of fuel and utilities . 

Finally, we requested modest sums-a total of $7.6 million-to fund improve

ments in teaching, research, libraries, the health sciences at Columbia and Kansas 

City, and food and energy programs at Columbia and Rolla. 

Although Governor Teasdale praised the University for " its farsighted and 

responsible action which recognizes that institutions must look to themselves to 

find funding for programs in the future as other sources of revenue necessarily 

decrease," and though he treated the University better than most other institutions, 

he recommended only about half of the increase we had requested. Most serious 

from my perspective was a reduction in funds for salary increases from 7.5 

percent to 5.5 percent. This, I warned, would derail our salary-improvement 

program and, together with his other cuts, would seriously undermine our efforts 

to establish a partnership with the state to fund the University's operations.3 

3. Randy McConnell , reporting on the board meeting in St. Louis in which I discussed the 
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We had a strenuous-but in terms of the budget, generally satisfactory

winter in Jefferson City. The House increased the governor's recommendation by 

$4.9 million to $152.5 million in state funds, and the usually conservative Senate 

actually raised that figure to $152.9, making it possible for the University to 

provide salary increases of 7 percent. We were soon reminded, however, that in 

budgetary matters the governor usually has the last word. As part of the largest 

veto in the state's history, the University lost $2.5 million from its legislative 

appropriation. We still had an increase of 9.5 percent and were able to provide 

wage and salary increases up to the limits provided by the Carter guidelines, but 

we had to cut back on a number of badly needed program improvements. 

We had considerable difficulty in getting board approval for the revised 

operating budget, particularly on the Columbia campus-difficulty that presaged 

more serious problems as we sought later to further reduce the University's 

operations in response to inadequate state support. In scaling back program im

provements to accommodate the governor's veto, Chancellor Uehling cut new 

programs in agriculture and veterinary medicine to protect additional funds for 

basic instruction in the arts and sciences, increased library purchases, and more 

nursing school faculty to accommodate increased enrollments. Curator Dick John

ston, who normally was one of my strongest supporters on the board, was partic

ularly upset with the plan-agriculture and veterinary medicine were his two 

principal interests-and was able to persuade the Finance and Physical Facilities 

committees to recommend that the budget be sent back for reconsideration. We 

were already into the new fiscal year, and I argued that we simply could not make 

changes at this late date and that, in any event" we should not make them on an 

off-the-cuff basis. We prevailed, but with only a vote to spare. We were meeting 

at the Lake of the Ozarks, and it was at this session that Robert Dempster made 

the remark that got him into so much difficulty . 

v 

The same meeting at which the ,curators approved the revised operating 

,budget for 1979-1980 also brought approval of the asking budget for 1980-1981. 

Despite the veto, the University asked for a general operating appropriation of 

$174.7 million, an increase of 15.9 percent. The amount seemed large, but I 

argued that it was a conservative request, designed to preserve the institution's 

quality . As before, most of the increase would go for improvements in salaries 

governor's budget, commented that) had used "atypically strong language." ) stated bluntly. ") see 
no evidence that Missouri is in such difficult straits that it must sacrifice the future to survive the 

present. " (Columhia Trihune. January 20, 1979.) 
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and wages and to help stave off the ravages of inflation in our expense and 

equipment budgets. Also, as before, the budget included a student fee increase 

(approximately 7.5 percent) and called for the reallocation of current expenditures 
(approximately $4.4 million) . It also dealt with the probable loss of $1.7 million in 

federal capitation funds from the budgets of our health-science schools.4 

It was obvious from the beginning that the budget would face tough going in 

Jefferson City, despite the fact that the state had a $300 million surplus-the 

governor proposed to return a large portion of that to the people through a tax cut. 

This had been part of the reason for his extraordinarily large veto, and it was 

ev ident in his new budget recommendation, which provided only $169 million. 

Legislative attention was distracted by the controversy over the proposed school 

of optometry at UMSL, but in the end, contrary to our earlier expectations, the 

legislature appropriated and the governor approved the sum of $170.4 million, an 

increase of $19.7 million, or 13 percent, the largest single-year increase since the 

decade of the sixties. We were able to provide a 9.5 percent salary increase and 

add some funds to the beleaguered expense and equipment budgets, but much of 

the new money had to go to meet the needs generated by an increasing enroll

ment--despite predictions of a slowdown the University enrolled 54,401 students, 

the highest number in history. 

VI 

Although the increase for 1980-1981 had exceeded our initial expectations, it 

was becoming increasingly clear that the University was losing the battle against 

inflation. Our budget request fo r state appropriations for 1981-1982 amounted to 

$204.4 million, an increase of $34 million, of which $21.3 million was to cover 

inflation. We also proposed a 12.5 percent student fee increase, the largest, to that 

date, in history. In addition to salary adjustments to cover inflation, we asked for 

compensation improvement funds that would provide a total salary increase of 

12.6 percent. The coordinating board recommended an increase of $32.4 million, 

fairly close to the total of our request. Newly reelected Governor Kit Bond, 

however, had other ideas. Faced with seriously declining revenues and a conser

vative electorate that seemed in no mood to support higher taxes-in 1980 voters 

4. In the late s ixties and early seventies , the federal government, in order to encourage univer
sities to expand the ir offerings in health-science education, provided for "capitation" funds as 
incentives fo r increased enrollments. By the late seventies , on the assumption that the country had an 
adeq uate supply of health-science professionals , the fu nds were beginning to be phased oul. We knew 
that Missouri still had shortages in these fields and that the demand for health-science education in 
the state was cont inuing to increase , and so we asked the legislature to make up the loss. 
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had approved the unfortunate Hancock Amendment , which seriously limited the 

state ' s ability to find new revenue-submitted a budget that prov ided for no 

increases whatever in appropriations for state institutions. Moreover, he reduced 

appropriations for the remainder of the 1980- 1981 fiscal year by 3 percent

approximate ly $5 million for the University. We had anticipated thi s action and 

had budgeted for it ; as a result , we were able to ride out the rest of the fiscal year 

without undue difficulty. The prospect of a year with no increase was another 

matter, even though the University was much better off than other state agencies 

because we depended on the state for onl y about 43 percent of our tota l budget. 

We soon learned that our situation would be much worse than simply having to 

try to deal with inflation with no increase in state appropriations. The legislature 

appropriated a standstill budget of $ 170.6 million , but the governor, upon signing 

the measure, announced that he was withholding 10 percent of a ll state appropria

ti ons-for the University that meant $ 17 million . With the beginning of the nex t 

fiscal year just days away, we had no choice but to hasti ly put together a seriously 

modified operating budget. 

Not since the great depression of the 1930s had the Univers ity faced a 

financial cri sis quite like thi s. Obviously, it was no time for business as usuaP 

The rea llocations that had been a way of life for years would have to be acceler

ated and intensified; expenditures would have to be cut wherever poss ible; pro

grams would have to be reduced or e liminated; some personne l might have to be 

laid off. Most diffi cult of a ll for me personally was to abandon the projected 

salary and wage increases- we had built a small increase into our standstill 

budget-because I knew that would slow down the program of salary improve

ment which I fe lt was critica l to mainta ining the Univers ity's quality . 

During a summer retreat with the chancellors and vice pres idents- we didn ' t 

go off to the Lake of the Ozarks or some other resort but simply met in Columbia 

to save money-we concluded that with the prospect s of adequate state support 

be ing what they were we would e ither have to downsize the Uni versity or let it 

drift into dreary med iocrity . We opted for the former as the only viable choice. 

Our immed iate concern was how 1.0 get through the year in the face of the 10 

percent reduction. I concluded that we might still provide a midyear salary in

crease-high inte rest rates, the bane of the economy generall y, were benefiting 

the University because we kept our private funds , more than half of our total , fully 

and profitably invested-and following the retreat I directed the chancellors to do 

so. I wrote: 

5. We decided that thi s was a good time to abandon thc to ng-standing prac ti ce o f giving 
legis lalOrs free tickets to the home football gamcs at Co lumbia . It was a small matter. but it got lots of 

attention from the media and se rved to dramat ize our financial condi tio n. 
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Although th is is something of an emergency exerc ise , as we a ll apprec iate, it 

must be looked upon as part of a long-range problem. I expect. there fore, as you pl an 
fo r 198 1-82, you will do so in the context of 1982-83, 1983-84 and beyond, and that 
as you seek to find money fo r salary adjustments. you will do so by reduc ing the 

quantity o f what you do rathe r than the quality. In particular, we must avoid solving 
the longer range S&W problem by transfers from E&E. 

Not only must our pl anning be done in the context o f the years immediate ly 
ahead , but we must now make spec ific pl ans for 1982-83 and 1983-84 so that we can 
indeed res tructure o ur ac ti v ities to prese rve and even enhance the qua lity of the 
Uni vers ity in a time of severe ly limited resources and in part icul ar, leve l or reduced 
real do ll ar public support from both the state and fede ra l governments . .. . 

As we seek to build and maintai n qua lity in a time of retrenchment , we must 
make sure that we build up some prog rams even while we are reduc ing and/or 
e liminating others . A staff of high qua lity is the most essentia l ingred ient in the 
maintenance and enhancement of qua lity. That requires not onl y adequate compen

sation, but also adequate support in othe r areas as we l1 6 

For 1982- 1983 , as a worst-case scenario, I wrote that we should assume that 

our appropriation would be no more than fo r 198 1-1982, before the IO percent 

withholding, that fees would be increased by 17 percent, and that other nonstate 

income would increase through grants, gifts, and other sources. For the next two 

years we would need to assume that state appropriations would not increase more 

than the consumer price index and that student fees would increase onl y to 

achieve the average of the Big Eight and Big Ten schools. 

I continued: " I regard these as worst case assumptions which will severely 

limit the scope of university services to the people of the state. You may be sure 

that I will do my utmost to see that our asking budgets are achieved. Prudence 

would dictate, however, that in light of the revenue situation and prospects for the 

immediate future, we proceed with these assumptions. "7 

During the summer and fa ll we worked to refine our plans and develop an 

understanding of what we were trying to do. All agreed-though not with the 

same degree of fervor- that improved compensation remained our top priority, 

and consensus developed that we could no longer depend upon across-the-board 

reallocations to achieve our goals. Instead of " nickel-and-diming" everything into 

mediocrity, we should consider the poss ibility of greatly reducing or eliminating 

some programs to strengthen others. I di scussed the matter with the board of 

curators at almost every meeting. In a hearing before the House Appropriations 

Committee, I warned that " we recognize that a restructuring of the University is 

required in the absence of adequate support from the state," reminding the legisla-

6. Memorandum. O lson to the Chance llors. July 27, 198 1. UA/UW : A6341. fil e 13. 
7. Ibid . 
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tors that, " to the extent we have to eliminate or reduce programs or limit enroll

ments, we will not have the same kind of institution . . .. There will be disappoint
ments to the people of the state who will not have access to the same number of 

programs and will not receive the same level of services that Missourians enjoy 

today." 

Increasingly, in my talks around the state I had mentioned the need for 

increased revenue as the only solution to Missouri 's seemingly endemic prob

lems, and in this hearing I urged the legislature to consider changes in the revenue 

structure-in other words to increase taxes. s Although I was not criticized as 

Ratchford had been for suggesting the same thing , my efforts had no greater 

impact. Missourians simply were not ready to consider an increase in taxes to 
preserve the quality of their institutions-and they continue to be unwilling to do 

so, as evidenced by the overwhelming defeat of Proposition B, a measure de

signed to increase support for education at all levels, in 1991. 

8. "Statement by Preside nt James C. Olson at the House Appropriations Hearing." Novem

ber 17 , 1981 , UA/UW: A1l54 , file 12. 



12 
THE BUDGET-MINOR SUCCESSES, 

CONTINUED FRUSTRATION 

T he planning process was carri ed a step forward, and in a sense institu 

ti ona li zed, at the December board meeting, where I read a long statement

subsequentl y printed and wide ly c irculated-in which I di scussed the problems 

fac ing the Uni versity and outlined in detail the manner in which we we re planning 

to dea l with them . I began by rev iew ing the steps we were taking to preserve the 

quality of the institution in the face of re lentl ess inflation and the continued 

re fu sal of the state I)f Missouri to prov ide adequate support fo r its institutions, 

noting the serious and steady dete rioration of the Unive rsity's condition since 

1970- if our state appropriation had onl y kept up with inflation it would have 

been $ 186 million rarhe r than the $ 165 million we then were receiving for the 

general operation of the Uni versity and the UMC hospital. At the same time, since 

1970 the Uni versity had : approved fo rty-fi ve new degree programs, opened a 

second School of Medic ine in Kansas C ity, initiated a School of Nursing in 

Kansas C ity and schools of Nursing and Optometry in St. Loui s, ass umed respon

sibility for the Independence Res idence Cente r, and occupied seventeen major 

new build ings . I added: 

By no means do I sugges t we erred in responding to the demands which led to 

the additi ons o f respons ib ilities over the past 10 years o r so . The po int is that beyond 
the to ll taken by infl ati on, the added respo nsibilities have further reduced the ability 
of the Uni vers it y to support the full range o f ac ti viti es of the Uni versity as it ex ists 
today . I think it is complete ly accurate to say that when the ne w programs, new 
schools, new buildings and other new responsibilities were acq uired , the Uni ve rsity 
and state government shared the ex pectation that state appropri ati ons and other types 
of revenue would increase according ly. But the fac ts are that the expectation has not 
been met and that the re is now no bas is for continuing to ex pect that it will be. 

170 
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I re ite rated the opinion that we could no longer achieve the required reduc

tions through across-the-board reallocations, but could achieve our goals of re

taining and building qua lity only by unde rtaking less. I reminded the board that 

we were already reviewing all University programs in accordance with the fol

lowing major criteria: ( I) the quality of the program ; (2) the contribution of the 

program to the campus and University missions; (3) the need for the program or 

act ivity ; and (4) financia l considerations. Without attempting to forecast what 

spec ific proposa ls might emerge from the process. I suggested the following as 

examples of the types of actions that might be taken: limiting enrollments in 

spec ific programs ; increasing admission standards; combining programs within a 

campus or even among campuses; reducing the range of options in selected 

degree programs; di scontinuing entire degree programs and eliminating depart

ments , schools, and colleges; reducing or eliminating low-yie ld research pro

grams: reducing or eliminating programs in extension; and, finally , further stream

lining administrative, service, and support functions. I concluded: 

As the planning processes in which we are now e ngaged move forward. we wi ll 
be bring ing to you recomme ndatio ns which eme rge. The dec is ions you w ill be asked 
to make w ill be difficult , painful , and , in some cases. controversia l. We will need 
your he lp and support as we move toward preparing the University to ma intain 
program quality and to address difficult dec isi ons about the future. This is the 
approach we are taking. If it does not meet with your gene ral approval, we should 
know it now. 1 

There was extended discuss ion, with most members of the board participat

ing. I did not ask for a vote , because we were presenting a process rather than a 

recommendation , and everyone unde rstood that spec ific proposal s would come to 

the board for approval before being implemented . At the conclusion of the discus

sion , I said , "Mr. Pres ident, members of the board , may I assume then that the 

sorts of things that I have outlined, the general thrust of what I ' ve outlined, meets 

with your general concurrence? " There was a nodding of heads in the affirmative, 

and Daniel Brenner, president of the board , replied , " I think we all understand 

what our problems are. You 've got the ri ght to proceed along the lines suggested 

in maintaining a high quality school with what resources are at hand. " 2 

We immediately began to work toward the objectives outlined. At the ir 

December meeting the curators had approved reductions in med ical and dental 

enrollments in Kansas City , and in February they approved the capping of Rolla ' s 

I. "UM Pl ans for Program Modification." reprint o f statement by James C. O lson. Board o f 

Curators meeting. December 17. 198 1. UA/UW: A635 1. fil e 2 1. 
2. Board o f Curators. December 17. 198 1. tapes. 
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total enrollment at seven thousand. We ran into trouble in March, however, when 

we recommended a reduction in medical enrollment at Columbia. Yielding to 

pressure from alumni and others who were afraid that we would reduce the supply 

of doctors available to rural Missouri , the board, led by Robert Dempster, chair of 

the Finance Committee, refused to accept the recommendation. 

II 

But we were developing other and more serious troubles at Columbia. Chan

cellor Uehling, recognizing that both the problems and the opportunities were 

greater at Columbia than on the other campuses, had for several months been 

engaged in an elaborate process of program review, involving faculty members , 

administrators, students, and nonacademic staffs . The process, headed by Provost 

Ronald Bunn, a thoughtful , mild-mannered political scientist whom Uehling had 

recruited from the State University of New York at Binghamton, identified four 

areas for further study to determine whether they should be reduced in size or 

eliminated altogether: the School of Library Science, the College of Public and 

Community Services, and certain areas in the College of Education and the 

College of Home Economics. 

Although the proposal went further than I thought necessary , I felt that it 

deserved careful , rational study. It soon became clear, however, that the "further 

study " Bunn' s proposal called for would not be conducted with any degree of 

rationality . There was an instant uproar from the affected areas. Indeed, there had 

been nothing like it since the preliminary draft of Role and Scope had been 

released a decade earlier. Those affected mounted mass ive campaigns among 

alumni and others against any reductions whatever in their programs. Uehling and 

I were called before both the Senate Committee on Education and a Special 

Interim Committee of the House of Representatives to defend our actions. I was 

fairly blunt with both committees . I talked about ways in which the University had 

sought to increase nonstate income, then added: 

But the Univers ity of Missouri is a publicly-supported institution, and the key to its 
success is the state appropriation . Over the years , when the state has had the money, 
the General Assembly has been generous toward the Univers ity. Given the current 
status of the state economy, Missouri 's tax structure and the Hancock Amendment, it 
is difficult for many of us to foresee any real dollar increase in general revenue 
collections for the state in the next two to three years. In view of this, I have asked 
that we base our management planning on a conservative, realistic set of circumstances.3 

3. Remarks at the Senate Education Committee, April 26, 1982. and before members of the 
Mi ssouri House, May 19.1 982, UA/U W: A1I 54. fi les 9, 10. 
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No act ion was taken as a result of e ither of these hearings. Indeed , most of 

the leg islative leaders were generally supportive of what we were trying to do. 

Moreover, despite the sound and fury emanat ing from the affected departments 

and their alumni , there was good support from the fac ul ty leadership and many 

thoughtful people around the state. I was becoming painfully aware , however. that 

several mem bers of the board were beginning to waver in their backing of the 

effort. 

[n part, board attitudes toward the process reflected a grow ing disenchant

ment with Uehling's leadership , both on campus and among certain curators. Few 

questioned her ability, and , as [ have indicated, most of her dec isions were sound , 

but many of them were controversial , and she developed a certain rigidity in her 

approach to people and problems that a lienated some of the curators.4 Bob Demp

ster was one of her most vociferous criti cs, and he used the Finance Committee 's 

April meet ing in Roll a as a fo rum for every disaffected person who wanted to 

speak. There was genera l d issati sfact ion with thi s sess ion, and in May, Marian 

Oldham, chair of the Academic Affairs Comm ittee, arranged fo r an ex tended 

discuss ion of planning on the Columbia campus. T his gave Uehling a more 

reasonable fo rum, but she d id not win many converts , and , on June I, she aban

doned the effort. Although I had supported her, I knew from conversations wi th 

board members that it would be folly to try to get approva l of the changes she was 

considering, and I , in tum , advised the board that, aside from a recommendation 

that enrollment in pharmacy at UM KC be red uced from eighty-two to sixty-two 

per class , I would bring before them no fu rther recommendations for enrollment 

reductions or program e limination in connection with the 1982- 1983 operating 

budget or the 1983-1984 leg islat ive request. The board, for its part, unanimously 

adopted a reso lution approving the administrati on ' s decision and stating that it 

would not " terminate any academic departments of the Univers ity System so le ly 

for financial reasons in the fo reseeable future. " 

Although most of the difficulty had cen tered on the Columbi a campus, the re 

were serious problems at St. Louis as wel l. Over the years, Arnold Grobman had 

alienated many faculty members, particularl y in the College of Arts and Sciences, 

with his strong support of new programs, especia ll y optometry and nursing, at 

what was perceived to be the expense of UMSL 's more tradit ional offerings. 

There were a lso complaints that Grobman did not involve the faculty suffi cientl y 

in campus decision-making. Conditions reached the boiling point in the winter of 

1982-/983 when the Faculty Counci l protested the chancellor's reallocation guide-

4. See, for example . "To the Brink and Back." Columhia Dailv Trihune. January 3 1. 1982. 
Some curators wanted to dismiss her. but I w Id them natly that they would have to fire me first. 
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lines, and some members began circulating a petition demanding his res ignation. I 

tri ed to meet with the fac ulti es on each campus at least once a year, and my 

regular meeting with the faculty at UMSL, scheduled for February 23, turned into 

something of a free-for-all. While admitting that I had differences with Grobman, 

I stated unequivocally that he retained my support and that, in my opinion, efforts 

to force his res ignation were not in the best interests of the campus.s 

III 

The controversy over Grobman died down, just as did the uproar over 

prospective program cuts at Columbia, but the problems at the root of both 

remained. When the curators announced that no academic departments would be 

terminated " solely for financial reasons," they recognized that the University 's 

financial problems had not gone away . The ir solution was a continuation of the 

kind of belt-tightening that had gone on for more than a decade, plus continued 

efforts to obtain more money, from both state and nons tate sources. They simply 

were not willing to make the necessary tough decisions to do otherwise. 

The leg islature provided no increase for 1982-1 883 , and earl y in the year 

Governor Bond announced that he was withholding 5 percent of the total-the 

state ' s revenues still were not equal to the demands of the appropriation. Our 

budget, including salary increases , was already committed, and I felt that we 

could not go back on those commitments. Our solution was an 11.2 percent 

surcharge on student fees for the second semester. This understandably was not 

popular with the students, and despite the fac t that Missouri 's fees were not above 

the average for comparable midwest schools, I was becoming weary of constantly 

hav ing to compensate for the state's failures at the expense of the students. The 

board , though sharing my weariness, approved the recommendation. 

The surcharge, unfortunately, became permanent when it was built into our 

budget for 1983-1 984.6 That budget, consisting of a total state request of $197.8 

million, an increase of $27 .3 million, or nearly 14 percent , again ran into the 

state's unremitting revenue situation. Governor Bond recommended an increase 

5. I was not happy with the session. Facult y d iscontent was evident in many heated comments 
about the University's fa ilure to prov ide adeq uate support for UMSL, and nothing I said seemed to 

make any d iffe rence . One senior facult y member was quoted as say ing, "This was not the pres ident 's 
finest hour. ·· I would agree. 

6. Also in 1983, we modified the fee structure by permitt ing individual campuses to charge 
di fferen tia l fees in the ir profess ional schools. The plan was strongly supported by Russe ll and 
Marchello but opposed by Uehling. Although historica lly the Unive rs ity had charged ide ntical fees 
for s imilar programs on all campuses, I became convinced that condit ions d iffered enough from 
campus to campus to justify d iffe rentiated fees. 



The Blldgel--Millor S // ccesses. Comill //ed FmSlrmioll 175 

of onl y about $2 million, plus some spec ial research programs, and , despite our 

bes t effort s, the governor 's recommendation became our final appropriation. 

Meanwhile, the curators, following their refusal to consider the elimination 

of academic departments, established a Long-Range Planning Committee. Orga

ni zational manuals all stress the importance of the board 's parti c ipation in the 

planning process, but the board of curators had never pos itioned itse lf to do so 

except through the exercise of the veto. The board had three new members, 

however-Jeanne Epple from Columbia, Larry Robinson from Springfi e ld , and 

Doug Russell from Lebanon-and they, together with some o f those who 

remained--espec iall y Dav id W. Lew is and Tom K. Smith- were more attuned to 

planning as a board function than some of the ir predecessors had been. After 

several months in which nothing was accomplished, the members of the commit

tee dec ided to involve the administration more close ly in the process. They hired 

an outside consultant , and we asked Richard Wallace, a UMC political sc ienti st 

who had worked close ly with Vice Pres ident George-and who subsequently 

became vice president for academic affairs-to supervise the operation. The 

effort , which took about a year. resulted in a workmanlike plan for the future, with 

stress be ing placed on planning as a continuous process. The plan contained little 

that was new, in terms e ither of diagnos is or o f prescription. The key, as it had 

always been, was state support , and the prospects for adequate state support did 

not seem much brighter than they had in the past. 

I had a strong sense of deja vu as I sat through the planning meetings. 

Moreover, I was somewhat disengaged from the process-just as it was beginning, 

I had announced my intention to retire as of June 30, 1984. At the time I was 

appointed, I had assumed that I would retire when I became sixty-five, the Uni ver

sity's mandatory retirement age for administrators. In line with national policy, the 

Uni versity had changed the age to seventy, and as I approached my sixty-fifth 

birthday a number of curators, fac ulty members, leg islators, and others expressed 

the hope that I would stay on. I did so, but as the months passed and as the prospects 

for achieving my budgetary goals by the time I was seventy appeared remote, I 

decided there were other things I would rather do than continue the unremitting and 

unrewarding struggle for adequate state support-and the hi story of the University 

in the years following my retirement has borne out my ass umptions.? 

7. For more on my retirement. see bc low. pp. 202-4. In hi s memoi rs. Elmcr Elli s al so d iscusses 

his d isappo intment at not be ing able to secure adequate state suppo rt fo r the Uni versi ty. He thought 
that with the add ition o f campuses in Kansas C ity and SI. Lo ui s. greater state support might be 
forthcoming . .. But in that I was d isappointed. as ne ither I nor my successors have been able to 
OVercome il. Consequentl y we continue to have to operate where the tax support for the state 
uni vers it y is one o f' the lowest pe r capita in the nation ." (Elli s. Road fO Emailll .l'. 23 1. ) 
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I should add that the last budget effort for which I had responsibility-that 
for 1984-1985-provided an II percent increase, the second largest the University 
had received during my administration. Indeed, this and the 13 percent raise 

received for 1980-1981 were the largest increases received since the early years of 
the Weaver administration. This increase, while giving me a considerable sense of 
personal satisfaction-a number of legislators told me, somewhat facetiously I am 

sure, that they wanted my last appropriation to be a good one-must be kept in 
perspective. It was less than half the amount we had requested. 

IV 

Although we failed to achieve adequate operational support, this story of the 

budget would not be complete without some mention of successes in the areas of 
capital improvements and research. Nothing is ever easy in the Missouri General 

Assembly, but over the years the University had experienced relatively less diffi
culty in obtaining funds for buildings than for general operations. Indeed, that was 

a part of our problem-since 1970 the University had constructed seventeen major 

buildings, totaling 1.2 million square feet of new space, but our annual appropria

tions seldom recognized the cost of maintaining those buildings. Buildings repre
sented something tangible, something much more easily understood than the need 

for improved faculty salaries or for an increase in the expense and equipment 

budget. Moreover, almost every new building project had a constituency ready to 

lobby for it. Although we tried to develop our capital request on a rational basis

Jim Buchholz and Tom Hussey crafted a system of analyzing needs that won 

plaudits throughout state government and around the nation-the capital budget 
was much more political than that for general operations; the curators never 

changed administrative priorities in the latter, but on occasion they did so in the 

former. Likewise the legislature sometimes played fast and loose with our priori
ties. Generally speaking, though, our practice was to place a building on a priority 

list and let it work its way to the top as projects ahead of it were funded.s Always 

at the top of the list was support for the preservation and rehabilitation of existing 
structures. This was usually funded-at least partially-and in some years, when 

revenues were particularly short, it constituted the total appropriation. 
Growing out of their experience with the Performing Arts Center at UMKC, 

8. A notable exception to the rule that funding usually followed a project ' s place on the priority 
list was a badly needed addition to Ellis Library at UMC. This was the top priority project for neW 
construction in the first capital budget I submitted; it was not funded until 1982, as curators and 
legislators moved other projects ahead of it. In a sense, the library was like the operating budget-it 
had general support but no powerful constituency. 
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governors and legislators came to look much more favorably on capital requests 

that carried a substantial nonstate component than on those that had to be funded 

entirely by the state, In the fifties and sixties, many buildings, particularly in the 

sciences, received substantial federal funding , but by the seventies thi s source had 

virtually dried up-the last major building to receive a significant federal grant 

was the medical school at UMKC. From the seventies onward, nonstate funds 

came from private contributions and/or revenue bonds. 

Chancellors Russell and Marchello were particularl y skillful in securing 

nonstate funds for capital projects. Russell , working with Buchholz and Hussey, 

developed a creative plan for funding more than half of a $ 16 million recreation 

center with revenue bonds; Marchello, in the most successful fund-raising drive 

conducted on any campus during my presidency, secured private funds to help 

support a mineral engineering building, an engineering management building, and 

an auditorium, music and alumni center. The practice of securing private funds to 

support building projects was not as well established at Columbia as it was at 

Kansas City and Rolla, and it was practically nonexistent at St. Louis. The most 

controversial building with which I dealt was that for the law school at Columbia. 

Tate Hall , built in the 1920s, was totally inadequate-indeed the American Bar 

Association was threatening disaccreditation if it was not replaced. For some 

reason, however, the project-in contrast to the law school at UMKC, which had 

received wide support-was quite unpopular in the legislature. I knew we would 

need the carrot of private funds if we were to have any hope of securing state 

support . Ultimately, the UMC Law Foundation raised $2 million to accompany a 

$15 million state appropriation. 

Even by raising private funds, however, we found it difficult to secure 

money for many badly needed capital projects. Although there was no di sposi tion 

anywhere to raise taxes-the Hancock Amendment was used as an excuse, and it 

might have inhibited the state 's acquisition of additional revenue9-there was 

Some sentiment in the legislature for a bond issue to support capital projects. It 

was clear, however, that if such a proposal had the remotest chance of being 

approved, it would need strong gubernatorial support. After wavering for a while, 

Governor Bond came out vigorously for a proposal to put before the voters a $600 
million bond issue to finance capital projects in all parts of state government , 

including, of course, higher education. 
Not since the 1950s had the University encountered such a golden oppor-

9. Beginning in 1982, in almost every speech I made. I urged repeal of the Hancock Amend
ment . which in my judgment was doing more to inhibit Missouri ' s growth than any other s ingle 
thing, I would have liked to see the state exceed the Hancock lid and test it in court , but thi s idea 

found little support in Jefferson City. 
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tunity . Although some held the view that the University should not be overtly 

involved in such a directly political matter, I took the position that we had no 

alternative to becoming involved.1o I served on the Governor's Steering Commit

tee, making speeches and writing letters on behalf of the amendment; our devel

opment people raised funds to support the effort; and we " loaned" Duana Linville

who had been effective in promoting the idea-to the governor to coordinate the 

campaign. Help came from everywhere: Donald Castleman, a good friend of the 

University at Rolla, served as campaign treasurer; the Alumni Alliance worked 

with great effectiveness; and various individuals, especially Bus Entsminger of 

UMC, Don Brackhahn and Michael Mardikes of UMKC, Frank Mackaman of 

UMR, and Dan Sullivan of UMSL, were particularly helpful in what became a 

systemwide effort. 

The amendment passed in a special election on June 10, 1980. Although 

precise amounts would have to be appropriated by the legislature, we calculated 

that over the next five years, according to the language of the amendment, higher 

education would receive a total of $141.57 million, of which the University would 

get $102 million. The construction made possible by the bond money occurred 

after my retirement, but I took great satisfaction in the role the University had 

played in the effort to make it possible. 

v 

Another point of light in the general gloom surrounding the University' s 

finances was the Research Assistance Act, passed by the legislature in 1981. I tried 

whenever possible to emphasize the importance of research in the University 's 

mission-it was research, after all, that distinguished the University from the state 

colleges and universities. I had insisted that funds from the sale of Weldon Spring 

be placed in an endowment to support faculty research and creativity, and as part 

of the Weldon Spring process we created a Presidential Research Award to be 

given each year to a person whose research , in the judgment of the selection 

committee, was particularly noteworthy. Also, we encouraged an expansion of the 

curators professorship program, which provided ways to recognize outstanding 

scholars through salary increments and research assistance. When it seemed, 

therefore, that the legislature might be receptive to appropriating money specifi

cally to support university research, we moved quickly to bring it about. We had 

the full cooperation of the coordinating board, and particularly Stanley Koplik, 

the new commissioner, who was much easier to work with than Bruce Robertson 

10. I reminded the doubters of Elmer Ellis's role in the successful bond campaign of the 1950s. 



Th e Budgel--Minor Successes, COl1linued Fruslralion 179 

had been. We made the point that University research was critical to the economic 

well-being of the state, and it was that which gave the greatest credence to the 

measure among legislators. As finally worked out, the $1 million fund gave 

$750,000 to the University and provided $250,000 to be awarded by the coor

dinating board to all the state co lleges and universities for "applied projects." The 

legis lation, passed in 1982, required that grants be matched by fu nds from non

state sources-presumably business and industry-thus providing the state with 

good leverage. 

To adm ini ster the fund we appointed a committee, consisting of representa

tives of industry as well as of the University under the leadership of UMKC 

chancellor George Russell. Russe ll was rapidly mak ing a name for himself as a 

leader in demonstrating the importance of university research to economic devel

opment, and under his guidance the committee was able to attract a number of 

important projects. The University ' s administration of the fund received general 

approval, and the legis lature reappropriated it on a regular basis. 

We were generally successful in making the point that University research 

was essential to economic development. University efforts, plus the University's 

notable research record and the successful example of the Research Assistance 

Act, were factors in encouraging the leg islat ure, with the governor's support , to 

establish the Missouri Corporation for Science and Technology, an organization 

des igned to encourage economic development through greater involvement of the 

colleges and universities of the state in development-related research activities. 

The corporation was to be governed by a board consisting of representatives of 

the universities, business and industry, and the general public. I was nearing 

reti rement when the first board was appointed, and I was pleased when Governor 

Bond asked me to serve as a public member. 

Thus, near the end of my administration I was beginning to see ev idence that 

both the governor and members of the General Assem bly were beginning to 

develop an understanding of the University ' s importance to the welfare of the 

state. Unfortunately , the steps taken to implement the understanding were short 

and tentative. Given the state's revenue situat ion-a direct result of an inadequate 

tax structure-there was little more they could do. Unfortunate ly, as I have 

mentioned before, there was little di spos ition to change the tax structure that had 

crippled Missouri for so many years. 



13 
PROGRESS IN A TIME 

OF FISCAL RESTRAINT 

P reoccupation with the rather dreary facts of the budget can leave one with the 

impression that nothing was ri ght with the University, that nothing good ever 

happened to the institution. Such, of course, is far from the truth . As [ have said 

elsewhere, paralle ling the strugg le with the budget as an enduring theme of the 

University's hi story has been-somewhat paradox ically- a commitment to qual 

ity that has enabled the Uni versity of Missouri to develop into an institution of the 

first rank in it s region and earl y on to take its place among the leading research 

uni versities of the country. 1 

As [ was nearing retirement , [ commented to a reporter: ''I'm very pleased 

with the way in which we've been able to stretch the resources made available to 

us. [ guess in the final analys is [ would like to be remembered fo r efforts-and on 

the who le successful effo rts-to preserve and maintain the quality of the Uni ver

sity, parti cul arly in its central areas of teaching and research. "2 

Friends and co lleagues generall y acquiesced in thi s request, and in addition 

suggested areas other than financial in which the Uni versity moved forward 

during the eight years [ served as its president. The credit goes to many talented 

and capable people who served with me, and in recounting our progress I am 

pay ing tribute to the ir achievements. 

II 

Even in the financial arena, the story, as has been indicated in earlier chap

ters, was not all doom and gloom. Although appropriations were never equal to 

I . James anel Ve ra O lson. The Ulli"ersil)" of Missol/ri: All IlIl/slraled HiSTOry. vi i. 

2. Missouri- The Ulli"ersilr of MissOl/ri SVSlefll. June 1984 , p. 3. 

IRO 



Progress in a Time of Fiscal Restraint 181 

our needs, we were fortunate in that we depended on the state for only about half 

of our operating budget. The rest came from tuition, fees, research grants, gifts, 

and other income resulting from the operation of the University. We were not 

required to deposit these funds with the state treasurer, but were able to manage 

them on our own. High interest rates plus very artful management by James 

Buchholz and his associates, particularly Donald Holm, treasurer of the Univer

sity , made it possible for us to achieve substantial income from our nonstate, 

institutional funds . Moreover, we were able to ameliorate somewhat the effects of 

budget reductions imposed by the governor through an arrangement that Buch

holz worked out with the governor ' s staff, whereby we received our quarterly 

allocation of state funds at the beginning rather than at the end of the period. 

Buchholz would then invest this money at high rates, securing funds for our 

current operations by utilizing the University's ability to borrow at tax-exempt 

rates. 

These operations involved millions of dollars-for several years during the 

Bond administration we regularly carried short-term debt of $50 million or more. 

Buchholz also was highly effective in driving down expenses, on big and small 

items, particularly in the administrative area, through skillful management of both 

the human and physical resources of the institution. As a result, by 1984 the 

University had achieved an annual reallocation of $10.5 million in administrative 

costs to the institution 's principal miss ions. Particularly effective were Buch

holz 's attempts to combat inflation, especially in energy costs. 

As the result of these efforts, carried on with little fanfare-perhaps too 

little-we were able to provide salary increases for faculty and staff in every year 

but one. I took pride in the fact that even in the face of the 10 percent cut levied in 

1980 we were able to increase funds avai lable for salaries by 5 percent. 

III 

I have mentioned private funds almost in passing. They are important, even 

in a public university , but usually they are dedicated to specific projects-scholar

ships , professorships, buildings, and individual programs-and they cannot be 

looked upon as a substitute for state support. The University of Missouri was 

laggard in the development of effective private fund-raising activities . For many 

years the board and the administration took the position that because the Univer

sity had access to public funds it should not compete with other institutions for 

private support. Beginning with John Weaver, however, the University assumed a 

much more aggressive stance with respect to private fund-raising. Both Weaver 
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and Ratchford had difficulty in developing an appropriate division of labor between 

the campuses and the central administration-and so did 1. After a false start or two, 

I concluded that private fund-raising could best be carried on by the campuses, with 

the central administration providing only a minimal amount of coordination. In any 

event, our private funds steadily increased-by the early 1980s private gifts to the 
University of Missouri amounted to about $18 million annually. 

I have mentioned elsewhere the important new buildings added to the cam

puses during my administration. Many of these buildings were constructed in part 

with private funds, and the "partnership" concept became a significant element in 

securing state capital funds. Moreover, new construction has always had a greater 

appeal in Jefferson City than operations or maintenance. This attitude has enabled 
the University to add important buildings to its physical plant but has put corre

sponding pressure on the institution's regular budget. 

New programs likewise found support in Jefferson City-witness the School 
of Medicine in Kansas City and the School of Optometry in St. Louis. Again, 

these represented progress but resulted in severe pressures on our regular budgets. 

I took considerable satisfaction in the operations of the Weldon Spring fund 

that we were able to create from the proceeds of the sale of our Weldon Spring 

land to the state conservation commission. We distributed most of the money

about a million dollars a year-to individual scholars through a committee headed 
originally by Chancellor Russell. As I have indicated, we also granted annually a 

$10,000 stipend as a Presidential Research Award to an outstanding scholar 

selected by the committee. We tried to use the award ceremony as an opportunity 

to call attention to the importance of research in the life of the University; the 
quality of the recipients simplified the task: Karl Nolph, UMC, medicine; Laird 

Scheerer, UMR, physics; Jacob Leventhal, UMSL, physics; and Sam Werner, 

UMC, physics. (I am reminded as I write this that the University is particularly 
strong in physics.) 

The Presidential Research A ward served to emphasize the importance of the 

faculty-not just faculty research-in the life of the University. I have mentioned 

elsewhere my efforts to involve the faculty in University governance. These were 

furthered in an imaginative and effective way by Vice President George through 
the appointment of administrative associates from faculty ranks to serve tempo

rarily in the office of the vice president for academic affairs. They carried out 

valuable projects but most important provided another source of faculty perspec
tive on issues facing the University. The experience also gave the associates some 

insights into the workings of the central administration. 3 

3. David MacDonald, professor of psychology at UMC, served as the first administrative 
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IV 

Throughout the University, dedicated , competent people improved existing 

programs despite budgetary restraints . Nowhere was that more evident than in the 

health sc iences, both at Columbia and at Kansas City . 

I have mentioned improvements in the management of the UMC hospital 

effected under the leadership of Barbara Uehling and Jim Buchholz. Not only 

did the hospital cease its financial hemorrhaging, but with Robert Smith ' s man

agement net revenue improved to the point that the hospital itse lf was able to 

finance a substantial remodeling and upgrading of the entire facility. In addition , 

we were able to secure outside resources to fund a number of new facilities: state 

appropriations made poss ible a new building for the School of Nursing; state 

money plus a gift from Dr. John O. Lottes of St. Louis made possible a new 

health sc iences library; Cosmopolitan International , in recognition of the need and 

the important clinical leadership of Dr. Thomas Bums, conducted a national 

campaign to provide funds for the construction of a diabetes center; Blanche 

and George W. Peak of Columbia made poss ible the establishment of a bum unit, 

thus augmenting the services of the nationally recognized Rusk Rehabilitation 

Center. 

New facilities were matched by innovat ive new programs. Dr. Frank Mitch

ell worked tirelessly to establish the hospital as a Level I Trauma Center and 

organized a helicopter service to cover mid-Missouri-he insisted that I take one 

of the first rides as we were dedicating the new serv ice. Sinct' the days of Vernon 

Wilson, the School of Medicine at Columbia had been a leader in the field of 

medical technology, and the tradition continued. UMC became the site of the first 

federally funded National Center for Health Services Research , with an excep

tionally gifted team of researchers including Dr. Donald Lindberg, professor of 

pathology ; Sam Dwyer, professor of bioengineering: and Jay Goldman, professor 

of industrial engineering. The interdisciplinary fl avor of this team dramatized an 

important and too-little-apprec iated quality of the Columbia campus: its ability to 

mount meaningful interdisciplinary efforts. UMC is one of the few schools in the 

nation to combine agriculture , engineering, and the health sc iences on one cam

pus; wherever possible we encouraged faculty to work together across disciplin

ary lines. 
At Kansas City, the innovative new medical school struggled to ga in recog-

associate. He was succeeded by Howard Mancing. chair of the Department of Romance Languages at 
UMC: Dale Neuman, professor of po litica l science at UMKC: Nancy Marlin. professor of psycho l
ogy at UMR: and Mark Burkholder. professor of hi story at UMSL. nfortunate ly, financ ial con

straints caused us to suspend the program. 
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nition-as chancellor and as president I had an opportunity to observe firsthand 

the almost Luddite conservatism of the American medical establishment, partic

ularly as represented by the Liaison Committee on Medical Education. A new 

medical school building and a connected teaching hospital were completed, fac

ulty and staff were recruited, students were graduated (and doing well in major 
residencies), but still the Liaison Committee kept the school on probation. Finally, 

on July II , 1977, I was advised that the Liaison Committee had removed the 
school from probation and granted full accreditation. The committee not only 

granted full accreditation, it was most laudatory in its comments.4 By that time, of 

course, UMKC's medical school was well on the way to becoming a national 

model. 

v 

An important characteristic of the medical curriculum at UMKC was the 

external experience it provided for both students and faculty-in communities as 

diverse as small towns in rural Missouri and remote villages in rural China. 

Student expeditions to the Peoples Republic of China grew out of Grey Dimond 's 
intense interest in and extensive involvement with the Chinese people, and they 

were part of an ever-widening interchange between the University of Missouri 

and various institutions in China. In 1978 Vera and I, together with George and 
Ruth Ann Russell, led a group of faculty members and prominent Kansas Citians 

on the first of numerous trips to China conducted under the auspicious of UMKC. 
Although I was unable to take further trips, I encouraged the initiative and was 

pleased to see it develop into a full-blown exchange program involving both 

students and professors in the arts and humanities as well as the sciences. Another 

result of these early initiatives was the sister-city arrangement worked out be
tween Sian and Kansas City. 

Much of the University' s relationship with China was carried on in the name 
of Edgar Snow, famed author of Red Star over China and other important inter

pretations of the Chinese revolution. Snow, a Kansas City native, had attended the 
School of Journalism in Columbia; he was a close friend of Dimond and his wife, 

Mary, who were instrumental in establishing the Edgar Snow professorships that 

annually bring to UMKC distinguished Chinese medical practitioners and other 
scientists, humanists, and artists. Wherever possible I encouraged UMKC to share 

these visitors with the other campuses, particularly Columbia. When they came to 

4. Dimond, Take Wing! , 350-58, describes the painful process of accreditation from the per
spective of the school' s founder. 
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Columbia, Vera and I usually entertained them in our home along with appropri

ate members of the Columbia faculty . 

UMC' s involvement with China, it should be noted, was of longer duration 

than that enjoyed by UMKC, dating back to the 1920s. Under the leadership of 
Dean Roy Fisher, the School of Journalism established scholarships named in 

honor of Edgar Snow that enabled students from China to pursue their studies at 
UMC. Occasionally, some of them would appear at my press conferences, and I 

was impressed by the vigor with which these young people, who had lived all 

their lives in a repressive society, pursued their investigative reporting. I often 

wondered how they got along after they returned home-a visiting Chinese pro

fessor once told me that he thought it would be better to send American teachers 
to China rather than sending Chinese students to America. 

Relationships with China were further solidified when Mel George led a 

four-campus delegation to the Peoples Republic in the fall of 1980, resulting in 

exchange arrangements for both faculty and students with the universities of 
Zengzhou, Lanzhou, and Anhui. 

China was by no means the only country with which the University devel
oped close relationships. The University of Missouri had long been involved in a 
fa irly wide variety of international activities. The College of Agriculture at Co

lumbia for many years had been a lead~r in international education, research, and 

development; the Department of Art History and Archeology at UMC enjoyed a 

wide reputation for the quality and scope of its excavations of classical sites in the 
Mediterranean area; the College of Education conducted an important and highly 

successful program of educational development in Thailand. At Rolla the School 
of Engineering was heavily involved in Vietnam, Latin America, and the Middle 

East;5 in 1981 the campus instituted an exchange with University College, Dublin, 
funded in part by the Smurfit Group, an Irish company with large interests in the 

St. Louis area. UMKC inaugurated a pioneering exchange program with Moscow 
State University. UMSL developed strong ties with universities in Taiwan, partic

ularly in teacher education, with Arnold and Hulda Grobman being well known 
and well liked in the Republic of China. Every campus had substantial numbers of 

I 

. foreign students and participated in foreign exchange programs. 
John Weaver, who was much interested in furthering the University's inter

national involvement,6 established a system Office of International Studies, based 

5. I had an opportunity to view firsthand a Rolla program that provided graduate education in 
engineering management to the employees of ARAMCO in Saudi Arabia, when I was asked by the 
company to come to Dahran to confer the firs t degrees awarded in the program. 

6. Weaver was responsible for establishing the University 's connection with the Wilton Park 



186 Serving the University of Missouri 

in St. Louis. We soon learned, however, that while international efforts frequently 

required presidential involvement they were best conducted by individual depart

ments, schools, and colleges, with intercampus coordination, if appropriate, car

ried out at those levels. 

But there were occasions when presidential involvement was required. Un

like Americans, many foreigners, particularly those in the Far East, are impressed 

with "authority figures" and like to deal with the chief executive whenever 

possible. Vera and I made a visit to Japan in connection with UMC's exchange 

program with Sophia University, and two to the Republic of Korea in connection 

with exchange arrangements there. Many citizens of South Korea, including some 

who are very well placed in business and government , are graduates of the 

University, and they did everything possible to facilitate our visits and make them 

pleasant. On our visits to Korea and Japan we were accompanied by Professor 

Soon Sung Cho of UMC and his wife, Ann. They both came from well-placed 

families in Korea and, in addition to being delightful traveling companions, 

opened many doors for us. Among pleasant memories of Korea are those of the 

ceremonies associated with an honorary degree awarded me by Kwangju Univer

sity. After the ceremonies were concluded, I was asked to plant a tree in front of 

the Student Center. A few years later, I was pleased to observe that the tree was 

flourishing, and I am told that it still stands. 

VI 

The University 's wide-ranging international activities were reflective of its 

leadership role in higher education. I have described developments in the health 

sciences. Other areas made progress as well. 

I took particular interest in the College of Agriculture at Columbia. It was the 

only entity of its kind in the system, and through the Cooperative Extension 

Service it reached into virtually every farm in the state. Likewise, it maintained 

close relationships with Missouri 's impressive agribusiness industry, especially in 

Kansas City and St. Louis. It had many friends in the General Assembly. The 

deans of agriculture had always been statewide figures, and that surely was true of 

those who served during my tenure'? 

conferences, conducted under the auspices of the British Foreign Office at the Wilton Park estate 
south of London. 

7. Traditionally. deans of agricu lture at Missouri had enjoyed long tenures. During my years , 
however. through a peculiar set of circumstances, there were three deans. Elmer Kiehl, who had 
served since 1960. was nearing retirement and accepted an appointment in Washington; Max Lennon, 
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The college developed an imaginative program under the rubric Food for the 

21st Century to bring together many of its research and teaching programs in a 

coordinated multidisciplinary effort designed to help solve some of the world's 

most pressing problems. 

The Department of Animal Sciences was particularly strong, despite woe

fully inadequate facilities. A large new research facility provided a major and 

much-needed impetus. The same was true for the Department of Agricultural 

Engineering; we were able to persuade the state to provide funds for a large new 

building to replace a structure that dated back to the tum of the century. An area of 

major strength was agricultural economics-the department to which Brice Ratch

ford returned after he resigned the presidency. Among its more significant achieve

ments was the establishment, jointly with Iowa State University, of the federally 

funded Agricultural Policy Institute, which uses sophisticated computer modeling 

techniques to project the impact of existing and proposed farm legislation and to 

predict the effects of the world market, interactions among commodities, the 

weather, and other factors on farm income and commodity prices. The Agri

cultural Policy Institute was but one of a number of programs established primar

ily to meet the needs of business, industry, and government as the University 

sought to share its faculty and staff expertise with the broader community. 

At UMKC, a joint effort with United Telecommunications, Inc. (now the 

Sprint Corporation) helped develop instructional programs and research in com

puter and telecommunications technologies , thus paving the way for a major 

communications research center on the campus-UMKC became the head

quarters for a systemwide program of teaching by television. Also at UMKC, the 

School of Business and Public Administration established the nation 's first uni

versity-based facility for education and research in direct marketing; it soon was 

serving a national corporate clientele. 

At UMR a number of centers and institutes , such as the Center for Techno

logical Development and the Institute of Applied Mathematics, provided signifi

cant support for Missouri ' s high-tech industrial development. The Institute for 

Surfactant Chemistry was one of only a few facilities worldwide doing basic 

.research on the molecular structure of surfactants , thus making it possible for 

industries to replace many toxic solvents with water. The faculty at Rolla also 

pioneered in the teaching of robotics to undergraduates. 

who replaced him , resigned to become a vice president at Ohio State Univers ity and later president of 
Clemson Universi ty. To succeed him , Roger Mitchell. a former member of the facu lty, was lured 
away from a vice presidency at Kansas State University. At this writing, he is still in office and thus 
restores the tradit ion of longer-tenured leadership in the co llege:: . In the interims between deans, 

George Smith served wi th great effectiveness. 
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UMSL, along with UMKC, took its urban mi ss ion seriously, and the Center 

for Metropolitan Studies , under the leadership of James Lowie, an expert in 

conflict reso lution, provided effective assistance to various governmental entities 

in the St. Louis area. 

I took great sati sfaction in the growth and strengthening of the arts on all of 

the campuses. Under the leadership of Vice President George-an enthusiastic 

and infornled devotee of music-those responsible for arrang ing performances 

worked together to take advantage of " block booking," thus making it poss ible 

for the University to attract outstanding performing groups at favorable rates. The 

concert series at UMC enjoyed notable growth , serving mid-Missouri with pro

grams of exceptional quality. More important , the campuses steadily improved 

the quality of their educational offerings in the arts, particularly UMKC, which 

had long been the Univers ity's premier campus for the arts, and UMC, which had 

a venerab le tradition of excellence in art , art hi story, and theater, and where there 

was marked improvement, especially in music . UMC's development in the per

forming arts was hampered by the lack of an adeq uate fac ili ty ; I have always 

regretted that we were unable to find the funds to bui Id a sui tab le center for the 

performing arts at Columbia, such as we had at UMKC and such as has recently 

been provided at UMR. I am pleased to have been part of the initial effort to 

secure funds for Rolla ' s Cast leman Hall , a major addition to the University ' s 

cultural resources. 

The University ' s four FM radio stations provide an exceptional cultural 

resource for the state. We were able to upgrade all of them to 100,000 watts, tying 

them together by microwave, with an uplink at UMKC that makes it poss ible for 

the University's stations to feed mate rial to National Public Radio. Although each 

station has its own interests and format, all of them included serious music as a 

major segment of their daily programming. I regretted that the University had 

never developed a public television station , but I was di ssuaded from trying to do 

anything about it by assurances from the School of Journali sm that the operat ion 

of a commercia l network affiliate served its educational mission more effectively 

than a public station could. 

In the vi sual arts , creat ive people turned unlikely facilities into exciting 

exhibition spaces. At UMC, the old Chemistry Building on Francis Quadrangle, 

dating from the late nineteenth century, was turned into one of the most interest

ing small museums in the Midwest, providing, for the first time, adeq uate space 

for the outstanding collection of anc ient art and art ifacts assembled by Saul and 

Gladys Weinberg. It also provided good space for the Universi ty ' s small , but 

high-quality , collection of paintings and sculpture , as we ll as space for trave ling 

exhibits. At UMKC, the old Science Building had been turned over to the Depart-
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ment of Art and Art History while I was chancellor; the department built a gal
lery that became one of the best small exhibit spaces in Kansas City for contempo

rary art. At UMSL, Jean Tucker turned a classroom (Number 210 in Lucas Hall) 

into Gallery 210, which regularly mounted exciting shows, particularly in photog

raphy . 
Developments in the humanities, like those in the arts, gave me considerable 

cause for satisfaction. Even though funds were chronically short, we were able to 

make considerable improvement in the libraries, the essential tools of humanistic 

scholarship. Some of this came from the reallocation of funds to the libraries' 

acquisition budgets,8 some from technological improvements that streamlined 

operations and linked the libraries together through a computerized catalog. Near 

the end of my administration, the General Assembly provided funds for a badly 

needed expansion of Ellis Library at UMC. 

The University benefited from its close relationship with the State Historical 
Society of Missouri , located in Ellis Library. The society, an independent organi

zation founded in 1898, was attached to the University for budgetary purposes by 
the Governmental Reorganization Act of 1974, but its board continued to have 

basic operational responsibility. Having served as director of the Nebraska State 

Historical Society for almost a decade, I naturally had much interest in the 
organization. I have mentioned that when I arrived at UMKC the campus Alumni 

Association gave me a life membership in the State Historical Society of Missouri 

as a welcome present. Of particular importance in the interinstitutional relation

ship was the Western Historical Manuscripts Collection, operated jointly by the 
University and the society. In the early 1980s, various people at UMSL and UMC 

mounted a strong effort to have the collection decentralized. Although generally I 

favored moving operational authority to the campuses wherever feasible, I knew 

that in this instance decentralization was not a good idea. The collection is a 
statewide resource, and it was being managed so that faculty members on all 

campuses had equal access to its very important materials.9 

I took particular satisfaction in the University 's publishing activities. I have 

discussed the establishment of New ,Letters at UMKC. David Ray continued to 
broaden the journal 's appeal while at the same time maintaining its quality-in 
1982 it was named one of the three best literary magazines in the country. In 1977, 

8. In 198 1, Ellis Library jumped from tifty-third to forty-sixth among members of the Associa
tion of Research Libraries in size of holdings. Admittedly, this was not a ranking that gave me much 

sat isfaction, but I was pleased to note the improvement. 
9. I recall that Elmer Ellis, who meticulously refrained from giving me unsolicited advice, came 

to my office during the heat of the controversy, along with Lewis Atherton , di stinguished professor of 
history at UMC, to urge that I not yield to the pressure for decentralization. 
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KCUR, UMKC's radio station, began broadcasting New Letters on the Air. Soon 

the program was being heard nationwide on National Public Radio. 

That same year the English department at UMC launched The Missouri 

Review, a journal of poetry, fiction, and criticism. I welcomed the effort and 

provided some discretionary money to help the project get started. The investment 

paid off handsomely. From its first issue, the Review, edited by Larry Levis and 

Marcia Southwick, achieved national interest and approbation. The Review also 

helped students gain experience in literary editing, providing graduate students in 

English the opportunity to participate in the process of manuscript selection. 

Capping the University's publishing efforts is the University of Missouri 

Press, founded in 1958 by William Peden of the UMC Department of English. By 

the time I became president it was well established as one of the country's major 

university presses. I was happy to see its reputation continue to build. Edward 

King, its director during my years, is a book designer of unusual talent, and the 

press, in addition to enlarging its reputation for publishing high-quality scholarly 

manuscripts , garnered numerous awards for book design. 

VII 

The foregoing, I realize , is highly selective and anecdotal. It does not do 

justice to many areas of the University where dedicated, able faculty and staff 

labored to maintain and improve the quality that has long been the institution 's 

hallmark. They continued to do research and to publish. They steadily increased 

the amount of outside support they were able to secure for their efforts-from 

1977 to 1983, for example, annual federal support increased from $23 million to 

$46 million; private gifts increased from $6.8 million to $16.5 million. Above all , 

they continued to devote their best efforts to teaching large numbers of bright 

young people-about 50,000 annually-for whom the four campuses of the Uni

versity of Missouri represented golden opportunities for both preparation and 

fulfillment. 



14 
THE CAMPUS WAS 

THE STATE- AND BEYOND 

E arlier I di scussed campus-system relationships from the perspective of the 

campus. I shall now di scuss them from the perspective of the system, and as 

I refl ect on the changes that occurred in my attitudes and ways of doing things as I 

made the transition from chancellor to pres ident I am impressed with the truth of 

the old saw describing where you stand as a function of where you sit. To put it 

another way, when you move from campus to system administration you suddenly 

reali ze that you are " they." 

One of the first things you learn when you become a system president is that 

you have no campus-at least in the traditional sense of the word-and that you 

probably will have particularly complicated relationships with the campus on 

which your office is located. University systems by definition are organizations of 

more than one campus, and throughout the country where systems have been 

established they have for the most part been imposed on existing institutions. To 

be sure, new campuses occas ionally were created as part of the process-for 

example, the University of Mi ssouri- St. Louis-but in most instances a system 

represented a new element in an existing organization, and frequently a fairly old 

one, as was the case with the University of Missouri- Columbia, which had been 

in ex istence fo r 124 years when the four-campus system was created. Although 

universities like to think of themselves as agents of change-from other perspec

tives they sometimes are described as "hotbeds of radicali sm"- they are highly 

Conservati ve organizations. As someone once sa id , " In a university noth ing can 

ever be done fo r the first time." 
So it was in the fifties and sixties when the first big state systems, including 

Missouri 's, were created. They grew out of the state university , such as the 

University of Cali fornia at Berke ley or the Uni versity of Missouri at Columbia, 

191 
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and frequently, in the beginning at least, were administered by the campus chief 

executive and his staff, as Elmer Ellis did at the University of Missouri. When 

separate administrative structures were established they were almost always housed 

on or near the senior campus-sometimes, but not in Missouri , referred to as the 

" flagship campus." Faculty and administrators on the campus, however it was 

designated , kept a wary eye on the new monster in their midst , concerned that it 

not usurp time-honored prerogatives. 

The system executive for his part generally came out of academia, had spent 

most of hi s career on a campus, and knew that it was there that the real work of 

the University was accomplished. Moreover, he had chosen his profession in the 

first place, and had remained in it, because he enjoyed the life of the campus and 

appreciated its many advantages. The temptation to involve oneself in campus 

affairs was ever-present. 

II 

When I became president of the University of Missouri , I recognized the 

severe tensions that had existed between the central administration and the Co

lumbia campus, and while I knew that I could not eliminate them entirely I was 

determined to minir.1ize them as much as possible. Also, as I have mentioned, 

Herbert Schooling did everything possible to smooth my relations with the Co

lumbia campus and facilitate my introduction to the community. Likewise, Bar

bara Uehling, while properly conscious of her prerogatives, understood the need 

for smooth relations between the campus and the central administration. 

We lived in Columbia, however, I and we could not have ignored the campus 

had we desired to ; as time went on Vera and I worked out a number of ways in 

which we could relate to campus activities. We enjoyed music , and as often as 

possible we attended performances in the excellent concert series put on by 

Professors William Bondeson and Donald McGlothlin. We also attended plays 

and lectures and frequently participated in special events held at the Museum of 

Art and Archaeology. Frequently, we entertained visiting artists and patrons at the 

president 's house. The events that gave us the greatest opportunity to entertain 

fr iends and supporters from around the state were the Tigers ' home football 

games, and we had large numbers at the house for brunch before each game, 

I . Vera and I panicipated as actively as our schedules permitted in the civic and organizational 
life of Columbia, with Vera being considerably more active than I. Likewi se, we avai led ourse lves of 
the superb medica l ca re avai lab le at the University Hospital. We found wonderful people in Colum
bia and developed a number of enduring friendships. 
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coordinating our lists with the chancellor, who entertained similarly on football 

Saturdays .2 

Aside from these activities and inevitable personal associations, I was care

ful to maintain the same relationship to the Columbia campus as to the others. I 

insisted that all matters coming to me make their way through regular channel s 

just as they did from the other campuses. At least once a year I met with the 

Faculty Senate or other governing body on each campus, but the chance llor was 

always present. Likewise, the chancellors attended the budget sess ions we held 

annually on each campus. The chancellors at Kansas City, Rolla , and St. Louis 

were generous in their invitations to Vera and me to attend important campus 

functions, and we accepted as many as possible-we knew from our experience at 

UMKC that our presence was appreciated. The curators and I insisted that the 

awarding of degrees was a presidential function , an insistence that required me to 

participate in about eight commencements each year. 3 

Contrary to popular perception , the University was far from being a mono

lithic structure with a rigid hierarchy of authority. The curators had almost abso

lute authority over the University , and they had delegated much of it to the 

president. They and I knew, however, that it must be exercised with great care. 

Faculty members in any good university do not consider themselves as employees 

in the traditional sense of the word-rather they think of themselves as profes

sionals who practice their specialty through institutions in which they rightfully 

share the responsibilities of governance.4 

Although there were many systemwide committees-including especially 

the Intercampus Faculty Council- faculty members generally participated in the 

governance of the University through their individual campuses. The extent to 

which thi s occurred varied from campus to campus, because a key element in my 

theory of system governance was to delegate as much as poss ible to the chancel

lors, including decisions as to how his or her campus was to be organized. The 

pres ident was to establish general principles; the chancellors were to administer 

their campuses in accordance with those principles. Likewise, [ tried to encourage 

2. It will be reca lled that! found myse lf heavily involved in the controversy surrounding the 

Change in the football ticket po licy. Chance llor Uehling used to like to say that the two of us had 
di vided responsibility for the foo tba ll team by agreeing that when they were winning they were Oli r 

team and when they were los ing they were hers I 
3. The curators varied in the ir enthusiasm for attending commencements, but we usuall y had 

two and sometimes more at each exerc ise. Board pres idents tried to attend every commencement 

d uring the year they served in that capac ity. 
4. I was a lways amused- when not comple te ly frustrated-by demands that the Uni vers it y be 

run more li ke a business. I reca ll with pleasure a comment made by Curator Irv in Fane in response to 
such a demand by one of hi s colleagues. He reminded the board that the Uni vers it y "was more like 

the Metropo litan Opera than it was the Metropo litan Life Insurance Company."' 
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as much intercampus cooperation as possible, but I soon learned that the success 

of such efforts depended on consensus rather than fiat. s 

III 

Essentially, as the contents of this book would indicate, the president was an 

external figure , dealing primarily with the board of curators, the coordinating 

board, the governor, the legislature, educational organizations, and the commu

nity at large. University Hall , which housed the central administration-a sterile, 
unimaginative office building wedged between UMC's football practice field and 
golf course-dramatized both the president 's isolation from the academic life of 

the campus and the bureaucratic aspects of university administration. Effective 

presidential leadership required that the president resist the temptation to micro
manage the vast enterprise for which he had ultimate responsibility-fifty thou

sand students, ten thousand faculty members, ten thousand support personnel , 

endowments totalling $64.5 million, a retirement fund of $263 .6 million, an 
annual budget approaching $500 million. I took advantage of every legitimate 

opportunity to participate in the life of the campuses, but happily I found the 
external activities that filled my days challenging and usually interesting. 

I tried to keep in. as close touch as poss ible with the people of Missouri who 

were interested in the University-parents, alumni, community leaders, and others. 
An effective way to accomplish this was to visit communities throughout the 

state, scheduling a two- or three-day trip about once a month when the legislature 
was not in session. I hesitated to make extended commitments during legislative 

sessions-I never knew when I would have to cancel everything for a quick trip to 

Jefferson City. Guy Horton arranged for the trips; he and Duana Linville usually 

went with me. A normal schedule consisted of speeches to service clubs, cham
bers of commerce, and alumni groups, with visits to local newspaper offices and 

with local legislators. If a curator lived nearby he or she frequently joined me, and 

some took active roles in arranging for my visits to their areas.6 Generally we 
worked close ly with county and area extension offices-I found most of the 

people who staffed those offices to be dedicated , loyal , and competent profes-

5. By way of example, the Columbia and Kansas City campuses cooperated most effecti ve ly in 
developing an engineering program at Kansas Ci ty, but the Rolla and SI. Louis campuses were never 
able to do the same thing in SI. Louis. 

6. Bob Dempster of Sikeston and Dave Lewis of SI. Joseph were active in arranging for me to 

vis it their communities, with the result that I visited those two communities at the far comers of the 
state more frequently than any others, except for SI. Louis and Kansas City. Vera usually accom
panied me-indeed, they insisted that she do so--and the visits included pleasant social functions. 
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sionals, well acquainted with their communities and usually well regarded by their 

fellow citizens'? 

IV 

Officially, I dealt with the coordinating board more frequently than with any 
group other than the board of curators. The University, while recognizing the need 

for some form of statewide coordination of higher education, had always held the 

coordinating board at arm 's length as an agency that threatened to impinge on 
the curators' constitutional authority. John Weaver had serious problems with the 
commission on higher education, CBHE's predecessor organization, and Brice 

Ratchford had even more serious problems with the coordinating board. I had 

similar difficulties, particularly in the early years of my administration. 
I got along fairly well with board members themselves-indeed some of 

them, such as Virginia Young of Columbia and Eugene Strauss of Kansas City, 

were good friends-but the early commissioners proved difficult to work with. 
With the arrival of Stanley Koplik as commissioner of higher education, relation
ships improved markedly. Koplik, a thoughtful, creative administrator, was much 

less confrontational than his predecessors had been; moreover, he understood the 
University's premier position in the state's higher educational system, and the fact 

that its budgetary needs were quite different from those of the other public 
institutions. He worked well with Vice Presidents George and Buchholz, with the 
result that many matters that earlier had created awkward disputes were resolved 

informally and amicably. 
Shaila Aery, appointed commissioner when Koplik resigned to become ex

ecutive secretary of the Kansas board of regents, was more aggressive in asserting 

the coordinating board's authority, but we continued to enjoy cooperative rela
tionships with the board and the board staff. Aery had been brought to Missouri 

from Oklahoma by Barbara Uehling as a special assistant; she soon moved to the 
coordinating board as deputy commissioner, developing a reputation as a coura
geous, highly competent administrator. Achieving a high degree of credibility in 

. the legislature, she became an effective advocate for higher education-as effec
tive as one could be, given the state's revenue situation-working well with 

Duana Linville on behalf of appropriations bills. 
Serving as something of a counter to the coordinating board was the Council 

7. I hoped that a by-product of the trips would be to help raise the morale of the field staff. They 
took a severe buffeting during the extension controversies of the seventies, and many of the local 
offices suffered personnel reductions as a result of the budget cuts we were forced to levy against 
extension. Through all of this, though, they maintained a high degree of institutional loyalty. 
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on Public Higher Education (COPHE), organized under Ratchford 's leadership 

when the Missouri Association of Colleges and Universities broke up over the 

issue of student grants. COPHE's membership consisted of the University and all 

the public four-year and two-year colleges and universities in the state. Aside 

from the common denominator of public control, it was a fairly heterogeneous 
group with little to hold it together except common concerns about financial 

support-and even here the spirit at times was one more of competition than of 

cooperation. The University served as the organization's fiscal agent and paid 

about half the costs, with the remainder being divided among the other institutions 

according to a formula based on enrollment. COPHE's executive director-Tom 
Richter, onetime head of public relations for the University-maintained an office 

in Jefferson City, organized meetings, and kept the membership apprised of 

legislative and other pertinent news. One of the organization's major efforts was 

to try to work out an efficient means of "articulation" or transfer between the 
community colleges and the four-year institutions, to try to stave off legislatively 

mandated transfers. Although most University administrators recognized the 

need, we found it difficult to enter fully into a general articulation agreement. In 
accordance with sound academic practice, course and degree requirements were 

the province of the faculties of the various schools and colleges, and ad
mission requirements were a part of this. We found it impossible to obtain com

plete unanimity and so did not sign the agreement. Nevertheless , we were con

cerned with maintaining good relations with the community colleges and 

providing opportunities for their graduates to transfer to the University; in re
sponse to that concern we conducted periodic conferences for junior-college 

advisers. We also found ourselves continually explaining the situation to irate 

legislators. 
Although the University made little use of COPHE's services, I felt that the 

organization played a useful role. I regularly attended its meetings-which pro
vided good opportunities for the development of mutual understanding, and on 

occasion grew into forums that enabled the public sector of higher education to 

present itself to the state at large-and I served as president of the group for two 

terms.8 As time elapsed, the membership developed greater cohesion, and in the 
early eighties it formed a fairly solid phalanx behind Shaila Aery in support of 

appropriations for higher education. 
I felt all along that we had more in common with Washington University 

than with any other institution in the state and that it would be to the advantage of 

8. Chancellors Grobman and Marchello also served terms as president; Russe ll and Uehling 
evinced lillie interest in the organization. 
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higher education if we could create a structure that would let the state 's two major 
research universities exercise some sort of joint leadership. I visited with Chancel

lor William Danforth about the possibflity on a number of occasions and found 

him equally concerned. The issues that had led to the demise of the Missouri 

Association of Colleges and Universities had long since been resolved. COPHE 
and the Missouri Association of Independent Colleges and Universities worked 

together with increasing ease; inertia seemed to be all that stood in the way of 

bringing the public and private sectors back together. In 1983 Danforth and I 

issued a joint invitation to the heads of all postsecondary institutions in Missouri 

to meet in Columbia to consider the possibility of cooperative efforts to further 
higher education in the state. The meeting was well attended, and our initiative 

was favorably received; an organizational meeting was held at Washington Uni

versity , and Missourians for Higher Education came into being. Retirement pre

vented further participation on my part , but I have observed with satisfaction the 
group ' s growing influence.9 

v 

In addition to statewide organizations, I devoted considerable attention to 

regional , national, and international activities. Over the years the Big Eight schools 
had sought ways to work together in areas other than athletics, although the organi

zations that developed were not necessarily limited to members of the athletic 

conference. The longest lived and most successful of these efforts was the Mid
America State Universities Association (MASUA), established initially to pro

mote cooperation in graduate work. The work of the organization was carried on 
largely by graduate deans-I had been an active participant as graduate dean at 

the University of Nebraska-although the heads of the member institutions con
stituted the governing board. I took my tum as chair, and all of the Missouri 

campuses participated in MASUA's various activities, one of the most important 
of which was the Visiting Scholar Program, in which faculty from member 

. schools lectured on other member campuses. 
A number of the MASUA schools also organized a consortium to facilitate 

cooperative international efforts in agriculture, banding together to administer 
large-scale, federally financed programs to foster agricultural development in 

third-world countries. Missouri had played a leading role from the beginning, and, 

9. Among the memorabilia I cherish is a plaque from Missourians for Higher Education honor
ing me " for having the foresight and devotion to work toward the cooperative effort of Mi ssouri 's 

Higher Education Institutions." 
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following his resignation as president, Brice Ratchford provided significant lead

ership in this effort. 10 

Another regional organization in which the University played a leading role 

was the University of Mid America (UMA), founded by Ratchford and Woody 

Varner, president of the University of Nebraska, to foster experiments in educa

tion through television. UMA, which included, in addition to most of the Big 

Eight schools, the universities of Illinois, Iowa, and Minnesota, flourished as long 

as federal money was available, but when that dried up during the Reagan years 

the effort collapsed. I had the dubious distinction of serving as chair of the board 

when we decided that we could no longer continue the effort. I I 

Still another regional organization in which I was actively involved was the 

Mid-America Arts Alliance (M-AAA), a consortium of arts councils and individ

uals from a number of midwestern states designed to further opportunities in the 

arts for the people of the region. As chancellor at UMKC, I had participated in the 

organization 's establishment, and for a number of years as president I served as 

chair of the board, continuing that activity after retirement. M-AAA, with offices 

in Kansas City, included the states of Arkansas, Kansas , Missouri, Nebraska, 

Oklahoma, and Texas; it developed into one of the country' s strongest regional 

arts organizations. 

A responsibility related to the arts that I particularly enjoyed was serving as a 

trustee of the Nelson-Atkins Museum of Art in Kansas City. William Rockhill 

Nelson had directed in his will that the trustees of the museum were to be the 

presidents of the Universities of Kansas , Missouri, and Oklahoma. From the 

beginning the presidents fulfilled their responsibility by electing annually three 

"university trustees" who assumed responsibility for the management of the 

gallery. Vera and I had both enjoyed a close association with the gallery during our 

years in Kansas City, and the annual meetings, at which we elected the university 

trustees and reviewed the work of the year, were most pleasant occasions. 12 

Another presidential role, not quite stated but well established in practice, 

10. As graduate dean at Nebraska, I spent a fortnight in Colombia, South America, reviewing 
cooperative programs in agricultural education and extension in that country. Vera was with me, and 
in Cali we ran into Elmer Ellis. then just retired from the University of Missouri , who was conducting 
a study for the Rockefeller Foundation. 

II. There were some very creative people involved in UMA, and I have always felt that had the 
federal government been willing to fund the experiment for a while longer they would have found a 
formula for success. When UMA dissolved, we transferred the assets, such as they were. to a new 
organization , the Open University of America. headed by Donald R. McNeil, who had been president 
of UMA, but in a few years, that effort , despite a distinguished national board. also failed. The 
country had not yet found ways to make effective use of television in higher education . 

12. Following retirement , I served for a term as chair of the Society of Fellows. the gallery 's 
principal support group. 
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was serving as president of the board of the Harry S. Truman Library Institute in 

Independence.13 Elmer Ellis had served as the first president , continuing into 

retirement. When he felt that he must resign because of his loss of hearing, 

Charles Murphy, formerly special assistant to President Truman, was elected to 

the post. Upon Murphy 's death in 1981, the board turned to me, and, like Ellis, I 

continued to serve as pres ident after my retirement. 14 In a somewhat related area, 

I served for a term as chair of the Department of the Army's Historical Advisory 

Committee-a position Ellis al so had held. 

The University-and hence its president-was involved in numerous na

tional as well as regional organizations. Perhaps the most important was the 

Association of American Universities, an elite group of half-a-hundred public and 

private research universities, organized primarily to further graduate education and 

research. Member institutions could be represented only by their chief executive. 

Meetings were held twice a year, once in Washington and once on a member 

campus. The group was small , most members were accompanied by their spouses, 

and the organization exhibited many characteristics of a comfortable club. Nev

ertheless, because of the size and prestige of the member institutions it exerted 

substantial influence. I served for a time as chair of the Committee on Graduate 

Education and, on occasion, testified for the association before various congres

sional committees. Missouri was a key state in the formulation of national educa

tional policy , largely because of the influence of Representative E. Thomas Cole

man, ranking Republican on the House Education Committee, and Senator Thomas 

Eagleton, chair of the Senate Sub-Committee on Higher Education. The educa

tional establishment viewed both (correctly) as reliable friends of higher education. 

Considerably larger was the National Association of State Universities and 

Land Grant Colleges, consisting of more than a hundred public institutions with 

agricultural, research, and extension miss ions. The University of Missouri

Columbia was the traditional member. During Ratchford 's administration the 

Kansas City and Rolla campuses were admitted to membership; it was a matter of 

some frustration that we were never able to secure membership for UMSL

although Arnold Grobman served for a time as chair of the organization's Divi

sion of Urban Affairs. NASULGC, as it was called, maintained a large Washing

ton office and lobbied heavily on the Hill and with various executive agencies. I 

13. The presidenl of Ihe University of Missouri , as well as the heads of a number of other 
midweslern universities , was designaled in the institute ' s bylaws as a member of the board. Ellis, as 
an historian and a great adm irer of President Truman , enjoyed his assoc iation with the inslitute, as did 

I-for the same reasons. 
14. In 1991, after hav ing held the position for a decade, I told the board members that they 

should find someone else to serve as president. They acquiesced in my request, granting me the title 

presidenl emeri tus, their first use of the emeritus designation. 
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regularly attended the meetings and participated in the Council of Presidents, but I 

was not particularly active in the association. Missouri was well represented by 
deans of the colleges who were active participants. IS 

The umbrella organization was the American Council on Education, consist

ing of all postsecondary institutions in the country, public and private, ranging 
from the smallest liberal arts college to the largest research university. ACE, more 
than any other organization, spoke for higher education. During most of my years 

as president, its chief executive was a Kansas City native and graduate of the 
University of Missouri, Jack Peltason. I served on ACE's Committee on the 

Status of Women in Higher Education-Missouri had a very active state commit

tee, and the University had taken a leading role in advancing the interests of 
women. Peltason was much interested in forging links between higher education 

and the business community; as a means to that end he organized the Business

Higher Education Forum, a small group consisting of presidents of major univer
sities matched with chief executive officers of major corporations. I persuaded 

Paul Henson, chair of the board of United Telecommunications, Inc. (on whose 

board I served), to join the original group as my corporate counterpart. Henson, a 

respected figure in the communications industry, became an active participant in 

the forum and one of its leading members. The forum met twice a year, usually in 

a resort setting, with spouses in attendance; the meetings provided good oppor
tunities for leaders in higher education and business to become acquainted and 

served to break down some of the stereotypical views that tended to permeate the 

thinking of both groups. The forum was well financed by the corporate members 
and was able to develop a number of influential position papers on important 

national issues. 

I was involved with other national groups as well--educators have a pen
chant for attending meetings. John Weaver had been instrumental in founding an 

informal organization of system executives-at first consisting of the heads of the 

country's nine original systems. Ratchford continued to participate in tbe meet
ings of this group, as did I; they provided good opportunities for people with 

similar responsibilities to get together, and in the sixties the system structure was 

new enough to make everyone feel like a pioneer. As the multicampus system 
grew in popularity, however, the number increased to the point that to have 
included them all would have made the organization quite unwieldy . Moreover, 

we concluded that we saw each other often enough in other settings as to make 
special meetings unnecessary. 

15. When Peter Magrath, my successor at Missouri , res igned in 1991 , it was to become president 
of the National Association of State Universities and Land Grant Colleges. 
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When I became president I learned that the board of curators had resigned 

from the Association of Governing Boards. At my urging the curators reinstated 
their membership. I encouraged them to attend the association's meetings, and 

occasionally accompanied them. These gatherings provided members of govern

ing boards with a good opportunity to obtain fresh perspectives in higher educa
tion and think through tDe responsibilities of board membership. 

I was fairly active in matters of institutional accreditation, serving as a 

commissioner of the North Central Association of Schools and Colleges and 

participating with some frequency in accreditation visits. I served as a member of 

the founding board of the Council on Postsecondary Accreditation, an organiza

tion designed to set and maintain standards for the various accrediting associa
tions.16 After retirement I was asked to serve on a special joint committee of 

COPA and the American Bar Association to consider ways by which the process 
for accrediting law schools could be improved. There was wide dissatisfaction
at least among university presidents-with the bureaucratic rigidity in which the 

process was enmeshed. I had experienced it in full measure in connection with the 

reaccreditation of both the Columbia and Kansas City law schools, and accepted 
with alacrity. There was good will on both sides, we benefited from excellent staff 

work by the executives of both associations, and we were able to reach an 

agreement on some simplification of the procedures. 
I have mentioned elsewhere the University's involvement in international 

activities. The University also participated in the affairs of the International 

Association of Universities. During my years as chancellor and president Vera 
and I attended the association's quinquennial, meetings in Montreal, Moscow, and 

Manila. These gatherings were interesting, but they were also frustrating to most 

of the American delegates, who found it tiresome to sit through long speeches 
from representatives of communist countries extolling the virtues of their particu

lar economic and educational systems. As an offshoot of IAU, a number of us 

participated in trying to organize an Inter-American Association of Universities to 
provide a vehicle for cooperation among the universities of the Americas. Al
though Jack Peltason of ACE was interested, and several people, including Peter 

16. The accrediting process is not well understood either within or outside academia. It is a 
voluntary process established by the institutions themselves , involving general accreditation through 
the regional associations (such as North Central) and specific accreditation of professional schools 
and programs, usually by the profess ional associations-for example, the American Bar Association 
and the American Medical Association. There are those who charge that professional accreditation is 
primarily a means by which the professional school deans bring pressure on their administrations for 
more money. I soon learned that talking about the threat of disaccreditation was not particularly 
helpful in the legis lature. Despite all this, the process of voluntary accreditation is a good one, much 
to be preferred over a system of governmental accred itat ion. 



202 Serving the University of Missouri 

Etzkorn, Associate Dean of the Graduate School at UMSL, worked hard at it, the 

organization never jelled. 

More successful were the relationships developed as part of Partners of the 

Americas. Missouri had as its partner the state of Para in Brazil. All campuses 

participated to a degree, but the University 's leadership was provided by UMR 
and especially Bobby Wixson and Eunice French, who were active in organizing 

meetings, exchanges, and research programs. 

VI 

As I reflect on the foregoing I am impressed with the variety that permeated 

my life as president of the vast and complex enterprise that is the University of 
Missouri . Variety adds spice to life, but it also takes its toll , and the variety of the 

position, which became frantic at times, contributed to my decision to retire. 

To give the board time to find a replacement, I announced my intention 

fourteen months before my retirement was to take effect. Illustrative of the state

wide nature of the presidency, my announcement was made at a board meeting in 

Rolla-I had been appointed at a meeting in St. Louis. The months leading up to 

my retirement were filled with pleasant surprises , as the various campuses gener

ously took cognizance of the event: at Columbia, the faculty held a reception at 

which Vera and I were presented with a remarkably fine sculpture by Robyn 
Armer, a student at UMC; at Rolla, the Marchellos gave a community-campus 

dinner at which the engineers presented a slide show chronicling the life of the 

Olsons from childhood in Iowa to retirement in Missouri; at St. Louis, Arnold and 

Hulda Grobman arranged to have the Kammergild Quartet give a concert in our 

honor; at Kansas City, George and Ruth Ann Russell hosted a reception welcom
ing us back to Kansas City. 

Union Electric Company of St. Louis gave Vera and me their first award for 

contributions to the arts in Missouri . The lovely plaque was accompanied by a 

complete collection of all the recordings the St. Louis Symphony had made under 
the baton of Leonard Slatkin. 

The board of curators, commemorating our interest in the arts, established 

the James and Vera Olson Fund for the Arts. Although the board members were 

quite secretive about it, the project seems to have originated with Melvin George, 
Guy Horton, and Sally Sprague, aided and abetted by David Lewis, then serving 

as president of the board. A committee, chaired by Jim and Helen Finch of 
Jefferson City, Flavius and Frances Freeman of Springfield, Mike and Ciel Pu
litzer of St. Louis, and Gene and Gerre Strauss of Kansas City, raised the money 
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to establish an endowment to provide support for the arts on all of the campuses, 

with special emphasis being placed on intercampus cooperation. A gala luncheon 

to announce the establishment of the fund , held in St. Louis in connection with my 

last board meeting, capped the pleasant and heartwarming events that marked the 

last months of my presidency. 

It was an enormous privilege to serve as the sixteenth president of the 

University of Missouri , but I am content now with my office at UMKC-gener

ously supplied by the board of curators, President Peter Magrath, Chancellor (now 

President) George Russell, and Chancellor Eleanor Schwartz-and with the word 

emeritus in my title. 

Life in retirement has been more active than the foregoing paragraph would 

imply. Immediately upon leaving the presidency I served for a time as executive 

director of Nebraska Citizens for Higher Education, a group established by Gov

ernor Robert Kerrey and a number of influential Nebraskans headed by E. N. 

Thompson of Lincoln and Willis Strauss of Omaha. I then became president of 

the Civic Council of Greater Kansas City, an organization made up of the chief 

executive officers of Kansas City's largest corporations. I was acquainted with 

many of the members from my days in Kansas City, but this opportunity to work 

closely with them on behalf of the community provided me with a good under

standing of their abilities and concern for the city. They are an impressive group 

of business leaders. I particularly enjoyed working with the three persons who 

served as chair during my tenure: George Dillon, chair of the board of Butler 

Manufacturing Company; Barry Myers , president of Centerre Bank of Kansas 

City; and Irvine O. Hockaday, president of HaJlmark Cards. 

After a couple of years I found that the heavy schedule of meetings involved 

in Civic Council work cut too deeply into time for research and writing to make it 

possible for me to continue-Vera and I were under contract to the University of 

Missouri Press to produce an illustrated history for the University's 150th anniver

sary, and the deadline was rapidly approaching. Moreover, I realized that I needed 

to decide whether I was going to continue in administrative work or spend my 

time as an historian-I chose the latter. 
I did continue to serve on a number of pro-bono boards, particularly in the 

arts. The Mid-America Arts Alliance asked me to return for a second stint as chair 

to help with the assimilation of Texas into the organization and the development of 

a long-range plan. Governor Ashcroft asked me to fill an unexpired term as vice 

chair of the Missouri Arts Council, and then appointed me to a full, five-year 

term. I also served on the board of trustees of the Kansas City Art Institute, and I 

continue to serve on the board of trustees of the Midwest Research Institute. 
I served on the board of United Telecommunications, Inc. , and Centerre 
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Bank of Kansas City until reaching the mandatory retirement age. I continue to 
serve as an advisory director of the Uhlmann Company of Kansas City. 

I follow with interest the careers of Melvin George and James Buchholz, the 
two young men who served me so well as vice presidents of the University. 
George, after a period as interim president prior to Peter Magrath 's arrival, be
came president of St. Olaf College in Northfield, Minnesota; Buchholz resigned 
to become vice chancellor for business affairs at Washington University; he is 
currently a partner in a financial consulting firm headquartered in Portsmouth, 

New Hampshire, and has recently established an office in Springfield. Both 
continue to do well. They, with their spouses and other members of my immediate 
administrative family, gather in Kansas City each year to celebrate what they call 
The Annual Jim Olson Surprise Birthday Party. It is a highlight of the year for 
Vera and me. 

Upon the resignation of Peter Magrath, George Russell , who succeeded me 
as chancellor at UMKC, became the eighteenth president of the University of 
Missouri . He faces the same problems as confronted all seventeen of his prede

cessors; his record at UMKC provides the basis for a belief that he may have 
greater success in solving them. I take pride in his appointment as chancellor, and 
I have high hopes for his complete success as president. 



BIBLIOGRAPHICAL NOTE 

I have tried to keep citations of sources to a minimum, consistent with the need 
to provide access to the sources of quotations and of critical facts. The princi

pal source for this memoir is my memory, buttressed by notes and my own files, 

which are deposited in the University of Missouri Archives. I made extensive use 

of the files of my predecessors, John Weaver and C. Brice Ratchford, also 
deposited in the University Archives, as well as the minutes of various University 

organizations. The minutes of the board of curators, a basic source, are kept in 
the office of the secretary to the board, and Catherine Hunt greatly facilitated my 
use of these important records. I have used a number of University publications, 
especially Missouri: The University of Missouri System, President 's Bulletin, and 

Spectrum. 
From the Western Historical Manuscripts Collection I have used the Warren 

E. Hearnes Papers and the Charles N. Kimball Papers. 
Elsewhere I have acknowledged the interviews conducted by Phil Connell. 

For this memoir I have used those with Merl Baker, Dale Bowling, Robert G. 

Brady, C. Brice Ratchford, and Van Williams, 
Various Missouri newspapers were particularly valuable. For the most part, 

I accessed them through personal scrapbooks and the University clipping service. 

The newspapers used were: 

Columbia Daily Tribune 
Columbia Missourian 

Kansas City Star 

Kansas City Times . 
The Maneater (UMC student newspaper) 

Rolla Daily News 
St. Louis Globe-Democrat 
St. Louis Post-Dispatch 
University News (UMKC student newspaper) 
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(MASUA). 22, 197 
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ti es . 196, 197 
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and Uni versit ies. 197 
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90 
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ogy. 179 
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Murphy. William P .. S I 
Myers. Barry, 203 
Myers. William C. 2 1. 26. 47. 88; Carl yn. 26 

Nagel. Paul. 72114. 9S- 96. 98116 99, 102. 103. 
lOS 

Nash. Patrick J., 63112 
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(NA IA ).63 
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Land Grant Colleges (NASULGC). 128. 135, 
199 

Nat ional Students' Association. 49 
Nebraska Ci ti zens for Higher Education. 203 
Nelson, William Rockhill. 198 
Nelson-Atkins Museum of Art , 49. 198 
Neuman, Dale, 40. 183113 
New Lelfers, 66. 189; New Lellers O il Ihe Air. 

190 
Nichols. Miller. 2 1. 60-6 1. 62. 82. 94: J. C 

Nichols Company. 60 
Nixon. Richard. SO. S I 
Noback. Richardson K .. 84. 89 
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Colleges. 20 I 

Office of Civil Rights, ! 50 
Office of International Studies, 185 
Oldham. Marian. 132111 8. 150. 173 
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Olson. Sarah. 22, 23 
Olson. Vera. 22- 27 passim. 37. 44,63. 64.78. 

79. 931123, 110. III. 11 2. 121. 122. 123. 124. 
127. 132. 135 , IS6. IS8. 184, 186. 192. 
19211 1. 193, 194116. 198. 202. 204 

Open University of America. 198111 I 
Opwmetry. School of. UMSL. lOS, 115. 136. 

138--43: accred itation. 140 
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Patterson, Doyle, 19,2 1, 26.53 , 7 \. 87: Marilyn, 

26 
Patterson, Robert, 61 . 93 
Paul, Ron. 63112 
Peace Coalition, 52 
Peak, George W., 183 ; Blanche, 183 
Peck, Raymond A., 6 
Peden, William, 190 
Peirera, William L. , and Associates, 89 
Peltason. Jack, 200, 20 I 
Performing arts, 82, 93 , 100. 188-89, 192; 
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theater, 148--49 
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Perry, John , 136 
Peterson, Paul, 7111 2, 8 
Pharmacy. School of, UM KC, 33 
Phelps, William, 89, 89n 15, 106 
Phi Delta Kappa, 59 
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Planning. 60, 82-89, 98-99,102- 9, 114, 141 --42. 

167- 75. See also Role and Scope 
Pogue, Jim c., 114, 114n10: Marilyn, 114nlO 
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UMSL. 141 
Powell , George E., Sr. , 62 
Powers. Freida, 146n 12 
"Preface to Decision," 96, 98, 99 
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Presidential Selection Committee, 120, 120n 18 
President 's Spouse. The, 135 
President ' s residence, 18, 112, 123. 132, 192 
Price, Charles, 93 
Public Health and Safety Committee, 140 
Pulitzer, Mike. 202; Ciel, 202 

Ratchford, C. Brice,S, 5n4, 6. 61/ I 0, 32, 35, 60, 
62, 65 , 67 , 69.70,70113, 7 \. 72. 90- 11 3 
passim , 11 8, 125. 133. 136, 138, 142, 143, 
159, 169, 182, 187, 195, 198. 199.200 

Ray, David, 66, 189 
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Reasoner. Harry. 5 I 
Regional Medical Program, 86 
Reid, Bill, 52. I 13n4 

Reinert, Pau l, 4n3 
Republic of Korea, 186 
Research, 2. 3 1,33,34, 58, 104, 11 6- 17, 127, 

137, 164, 176, 182, 187; Research Assistance 
Act, 178, 179 

Retirement: of Elmer Ell is, IS ; of James C. 
Olson, 175. 180,202--4 

Reub, AI , 31 
Revzin, Marvin, 3 1 
Richter, Tom, 18, 72114, 196 
Robertson, Bruce, 139. 140, 142, 178 
Robinson, Hamilton B. G. , 9, 2 1, 24, 30, 31 , 82, 

84; Kitty, 24 
Robinson, Larry , 132n 18, 175 
Rockhurst College, 2, 3 
Role and Scope, 40, 95-105 passim , 107n23, 

109, 14 1115, 172. See also Planning 
Rollins, James S., 135 
Rollins Field,S I 
Ross, Robert, 126 
Rothman, Kenneth J., 119, 136, 137 
Runge, Edward, 14611 12 
Rusk Rehabilitation Center, 183 
Russell , Doug, 132n 18, 175 
Russell , George A., 15n27, 33, 127, 128, 177, 

179, 182, 184,202,203, 204; Ruth Ann, 184, 
202 

Russell, Jay, 142 

St. Louis Globe-Democrat , 17 
St. Louis Post-Dispatch , 122 
SI. Louis Symphony, 202 
SI. Louis University, 3, 4, 141n5 
SI. Paul School of Theology, 8 1 
Sapp, Virgil , 12, 113 
Scheerer, Laird, 182 
Scheneman, Carl , 72n4, 1\3115, 125, 145, 147 
Schmelzer, Charles and Charline, 26 
Schooling, Herbert W., 50n10, 101 , 107, 11 2, 

129, 192; Bess, 11 2 
Schwada, John, 14, IS, 18, SO, 5 1,5 I n 12, 52, 53, 

68, 72 
Schwartz. Eleanor, 203 
Schwartz, Norman, 63n2 

Scofield, Carleton, 7, 9, 26, 30, 35, 58, 66, 67, 
82 

Scott , Sam, 66 
Senate Appropriations Committee. 107, 142, 

144. 149 
Senate Committee on Education, 172 
Slatkin, Leonard, 202 
Smith , George, 187n7 



Index 213 

Smith, Pleasant R., 117, 121n21 , 129, 132nl8 
Smith, Robert, 131n17, 183 
Smith, Tom K., 132n 18, 175 
Smith-Lever Act, 143 
Snow, Edgar, 184, 185; Red Star over China, 

184 
Sorby, Donald, 33 
Southern, Richard, 89n 15 
Southwick, Marcia, 190 
Spencer, Georgia, 64 
Spencer, Kenneth A. , 82; Helen, 62, 82, 94; 

Foundation, 82; Theater, 94 
Spradling, Albert, 89n 15, 93 
Sprague, Sally, 124,202 
Stacey, Wallace R., 71 , 120n19, 127, 132nl8 
Stark, Nathan J. , 62, 83,84,85, 85n4, 89 
Starr, John, 26; Martha Jane, 26, 64 
State Historical Society of Missouri , 62, 189 
Steinhardt, William, 36 
Stephens, Joseph W., 97n2 
Stevens, Joseph, Jr. , 63n2 
Stone, John, 123n3 
Stout, Don, 112n4 
Strauss, Eugene, 93, 195, 202; Gerre, 202 
Strickland, William, 30, 33 
Student Action League, 43 
Students, 18- 19, 55,62,132, 172, 194; 

dormitory intervisitation, 50; fees, 91, 164, 
166,168, 174; minority, 48, 57,64-65, 149-
50; optometry, 139; student couples
president' s residence, 123; UMC, 49-55; 
UMKC, 42--49, 62; UMSL, 14 

Students for a Democratic Society (SDS), 43, 45, 
46, 48, 49 

Sullivan, Dan, 178 
Sullivan, William, 53 
Sunderland Foundation, 82 
Sutton, Richard, 92 
Sweeney, Leo J., 36 
Symington, Stuart, 126 
Symposium on Dissent, 47 
System-Campus relations, 6--21 , 27·-28n8, 30, 

36,44--46,68-72,101 , 103,109, 182, 191-94 

Taylor, Emuel, 113n4 
Teacher Education, Division of ( 1964), II 
Teasdale, Joseph P. , 116, 121 n21, 133, 145, 160, 

162, 164 
Tenure, UMKC, 53, 55-56, 150 
Tindall, Cordell, 145 
Tolson, Beatrice, 26 
Transitional Year. UMKC, 65 

Trustees. See University of Kansas City: trustees 
Tucker. Avis, 2 1, 71 , 88, 97n2, 101 
Tucker, Jean, 189 

Uehling, Barbara, 129-30, 13In17, 148, 149-50, 
165, 172, 173, 183, 192, 193n2, 195 

United Telecommunications, Inc. , 187 
University Associates, 25 , 25n5 , 59. 61 
University Cabinet, 18, 107n22, 114, 131 
University Hall , 6, 18, 106, 194 
University Hospital , 161 , 162, 192nl 
University News, 42, 43, 44 
University of Kansas City, 2, 3, 4, 7, 7n 12,20, 

25, 29. 30.32, 33, 35, 58, 59; Conservatory of 
Music, 32; trustees, 3, 4, 8n 13, 20--21 , 23-26, 
59--61 , 69,71,81 , 127; Real Estate Acquisi
tion Program, 60--61 

University of Mid America (UMA), 198 
University of Missouri Board of Curators, 1-21 

passim, 24-25, 30, 32, 39,44--45, 47, 50--55, 
59--60, 67, 70--71 ,85-88, 90,97-98, 101-2, 
106--8,110, III , 112-15, 118, 120--22, 125, 
126, 127-29. 131 - 35, 136, 140n4, 141--42, 
144, 170--74, 194. 201-3; composition of, 
132n 18, 133; Finance Committee, 115- 16; 
rules and regulations, 49 

University of Missouri Central Administration, 
6, 8, 12, 18,39.44--45,59--60.67-72,85,90. 
112-13.124-27, 182, 200 

University of Missouri Press, 190, 203 
University Review, 66 
University Senate, 39. 44 
Unklesbay, A. G., 18, 23n2, 72, 108. 110, 112, 

113n5 , 124-25 
Urban Affairs, Division of, 199 

Valdivones, Tony. 123113 
Vanlandingham, A. Basey, 86 
Varner, D. B. (Woody), 120, 198 
Veterinary Medicine, School of (UMC), 165 
Vietnam, 42, 43, 48, 50, 185 
Visiting Scholar Program, 197 
Voland, Victor, 122 
Volker Campus, 60, 84n3, 91. 92 
Voss meyer, Steve, 160111 , 162 

Wadsworth, Homer. 9. 24, 83, 84. 85 
Wagner, Richard, 24, 61 
Walker, Albert, 1461112 
Wallace, Richard, 124114. 175 
Walters, Everett, 99 
Ward. Mark and Carolyn. 123113 
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54, 55, 58,65 , 67, 68, 69, 70, 7 1, 72, 82, 85, 
85114, 86, 87, 88, 18 1, 185, 195 , 200; Ruberta, 
18, 1811 34, 2 1, 23 

Webster, Richard, 93, 107 
Weinberg, Saul, 188; Gladys, 188 
Weir, Morton, 129-30 
Weldon Spring, 117, 1171115, 11 8, 11 811 16, 119, 

121 , 136, 144, 147, 150, 160, 162, 178, 182; 
Weldon Spring Fund, 137 

Welliver, Warren, 11 3117 
Werner, Sam, 182 
Westermann, Edwin 1. , 30, 34, 66 
Western Historical Manuscripts Collection, 189 
Whaley, Randall M., 10, 101120, 2 1, 2 11138, 23, 

27 , 30,69, 72: Mim, 10 
Whitener, Joy, II 

Wickersham, Bill , 51,53, 5311 16, 54 
Widmar, Gary, 44, 49, 52 
Wiggins , Harry , 138- 39 
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Williams, Rex Z., 12011 19, 127, 130, 13211 18 
Williams, Van, 71 , 11 8, 120, 120111 8, 120111 9, 

121 , 122, 127, 1321118, 138, 1471115; Myra, 
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Williams, Walter, 16 
Williamson, John Sam, 47 
Williamson, Raymond, 9 1 
Wilson, Curti s, 12 
Wilson, Vernon, 6, 18, 83 , 86, 86116,87117 , 95 , 
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Wi xson, Bobby, 202 
Women 's Center, UMKC, 64 
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Women ' s groups, protests, 146 
Woods, Harriet, 141 . 142116, 142118 
Woods, Howard, 132111 8 
World War II , 2, 12 
Wright, Jackson A., 11 3115, 126, 134 
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