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University 
ploneer 
passes 

In his final annual 
report as president of the 
still-new University of Mis
souri System, Elmer Ellis in 
1965 outlined the University's 
request to the state for $ 53 
million in operating funds for 
the 1966-67 year and the 
University's efforts to explain 
"the urgent need for this amount 
as a minimum requirement for the 
teaching, research, and services 
expected of the University." 

At the time of his death Aug. 
27, 1989, President Emeritus Ellis 
had been in a working retirement for 
23 years ... the University had just 
completed its request for $ 357.3 
million in operating funds from the 
state for the next fiscal year ... and the 
University's president was continuing 
Ellis' tradition of educating state leaders 
about public investment in higher 
education. 

Ellis last November was presented a Curators' 
Award for Outstanding Service, an award created 
recently by the Board of Curators of the four-campus 
University System he designed as president in 1963. 

Medical and dental claims: A 
change in who handles them. 
Page 1. 

Reallocation: Past , present 
and future . Page 2. 

Retirement: State vs. Universi
ty plans. Page 3. 

Flags at University Hall in 
Columbia fly at hal/-staff Aug. 28 

in memory of Elmer Ellis , the 
University of Missouri System's first 

president 
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Insurance claims processing shifts Jan. 
Lincoln National is new administrator for medical, dental plans 

A new third-party adminis
trator for the UM System's medical 
and dental benefits plans takes over 
claims processing Jan. 1, 1990. 
The Board of Curators approved the 
change at its September meeting in 
Kansas Ci ty. 

Lincoln National Life Insur
ance Co. will provide improved 
claims processing and client 
support in addition to a high level 
of sophistication in health cost 
management, data system analysis 
and health care delivery systems, 
according to Ken Hutchinson, UM 
System associate vice president
human resource services. 

"We feel that every five years 
we need to go out and test the 
market to look not only at costs 

but also services that firms provide 
faculty and staff," Hutchinson said. 

Although the UM System 
operates its own medical and dental 
indemnity insurance plans, it 
contracts for certain management 
and administrator services. UM 
System claims are in excess of $31 
million covering more than 30,000 
University employees, retirees and 
dependents. 

Lincoln National will admin
ister both medical and dental 
claims . The company is head
quartered in Fort Wayne, Ind. 
Claims ptocessing will be in Fort 
Scott, Kan. Provident Life and 
Accident Insurance Co. has served 
as the medical claims administrator 
for 10 years and General American 

Life Insurance Co. as dental 
administrator for five years. 

Third-party administrators 
review, analyze and pay all medical 
and dental claims. The service 
provider also coordinates claims 
payment with other insurance 
carriers, Medicare and other federal 
and state health care programs. 

In addition to those basic 
services, Lincoln National will 
maintain detailed data on all claims 
for health cost management repo([s 
and analysis to help the University 
reduce costs for employees. 

Lincoln National's proposal 
was chosen from proposals submit
ted by five firms who met or 
exceeded specifications and were 
considered capable of administering 

Plans for Martin Luther King holiday on hold 
A proposal to make Martin 

Luther King Jr.'s birthday an 
official UM System holiday and co 
eliminate one staff personal day 
beginning in 1992 was withdrawn 
from consideration at the Septem
ber Board of Curators meeting. 
President C. Peter Magrath 
postponed consideration until more 
discussion can be held with faculty 
and staff throughout the U niversi ty 
System. 

Magrath said the recommenda
tion to recognize King through an 
official University holiday has been 
discussed since King's birthday 
became a state and national 
holiday. Magrath noted there have 
been requests for the holiday 
designation but concerns have been 
expressed recently that an addition
al holiday at the expense of a 
personal day would eliminate the 
flexibility many employees enjoy. 

Curator John Lichtenegger 
expressed concern that the 
University's other official holidays, 
except for Christmas, do not 
commemorate individuals. He 

noted that the University does not 
have holidays to mark the birthdays 
of Washington or Jefferson, for 
example. "I would like to see some 
real justification for it, " he said. 

At the request of Curator Fred 
Kummer, the issue will be 
presented over twO future meetings 
to provide enough time for 
thorough discussion and consider
ation before a vote is taken. "The 
cost is something I want to have an 
awfully careful look at," he said . 

The cost for implementing the 
change throughout the System 

would be about $70,000 annually 
in premium pay for employees who 
work in parts of the System that 
would not close, such as power 
plants, dorms and the hospital, 
according to Ken Hutchinson, UM 
System associate vice president
human resource services. 

King's birthday is celebrated 
nationally the third Monday in 
January. Seven of the 17 public Big 
Eight and Big Ten universities 
recognize King's birthday with a 
paid holiday. 

Under the proposal withdrawn 
from the September board agenda, 
the added holiday would not have 
changed the total number of 11 
holiday and personal days for UM 
System employees . Full-time 
administrative, service and support 
employees would have been granted 
three , rather than the present four, 
personal days each year. Official 
University holidays now are 
New Year 's Day, Memorial Day, 
Independence Day, Labor Day, 
Thanksgiving, the day following 
Thanksgiving , and Christmas. 

CBHE hikes salary factor 2% for 1990-91 budget 
The Coordinating Board for 

Higher Education at its September 
meeting passed a 1990-91 budget 
recommendation of 6.5 percent for 
salary increases and an additional 2 
percent for health benefits and 
Social Security for faculty and staff 
in Missouri public colleges and 
universities . University System 
President C. Peter Magrath said 
the increase is favorable but he 
urged additional increases. 

The CBHE makes recom
mendations to the General Assem
bly and the governor on state 
appropriations for public higher 
education in the state. 

"The U niversi ty of Missouri 
System is very pleased with the 
coordinating board's initial recom
mendations on salary and other 
inflationary increases for compensa
tion. The coordinating board will 
be considering later this fall 
additional salary increases for salary 
'catch up' or repair of the base. It 
is our hope they'll recommend the 
other 7 percent that the UM Board 
of Curators has requested for 
salaries," Magrath said. 

Magrath testified at the 
meeting that University funding 

problems cannot be ignored. He 
said good stewardship of state 
funds means recognizing a responsi
bility to coming generations, who 
have the most to lose if financial 
problems are deferred rather than 
solved . 

One of those problems is the 
CBHE funding formula, which 
determines the distribution of state 
funds to higher education institu
tions . 

"I think the formula needs to 
be substantially recalibrated or 
restructured completely," Magrath 
said. 

Magrath again emphasized his 
and the UM System Board of 
Curators' concern about application 
of the formula in past years. 
Increases in funds for the UM 
System have been 19 percent less 
than the average of the other nine 
four-year public institutions. 

The formula is used not only 
by the coordinating board to 
generate its recommendation, but 
also by the General Assembly to 
distribute whatever dollars it 
appropriates for higher education, 
Magrath said. He stressed that, 
almost without exception, appropri-

ated funds have been distributed by 
the CBHE formula . 

Magrath applauds the CBHE's 
continued study of the funding 
formula . "I am pleased that the 
coordinating board continues its 
consideration of revisions to its 
formula, which we think will lead 
to a more equitable distribution of 
state funds to the University of 
Missouri System, " Magrath said . 

Disparity between the CBHE's 
$49. 1 million recommendation and 
the University'S request for $273.9 
million in capital funding remains a 
concern . Magrath justified the Uni
versity'S request by outlining five 
priority areas that need immediate 
attention - maintenance and 
repair, facilities rehabilitation, new 
construction and major renovation , 
capital equipment replacement, and 
compliance with standards. 

Magrath requested that the 
CBHE authorize Higher Education 
Commissioner Charles McClain to 
carry a message to the governor and 
members of the General Assembly 
stating the University'S complete 
capital needs and recommending 
full fund ing . 

1 
the plans . Lincoln National's 
proposal was for a cotal cost of 
$1,418 ,345. 

"With Lincoln's sophisticated 
data reporting system, UM System 
administrators can analyze models 
to manage increas ing medical and 
dental costs . Lincoln's data system 
will allow the University to 
interact with its own data and 
create ad hoc reports and model 
such questions as the impact on 
premiums from changes in deduct
ibles Of in copayments, " Hutchin
son said . 

"Any time a major change in a 
third-party administratOf happens, 
transitional problems can occur. 
While we will make every effort to 

minimize these transitional prob
lems, we ask that employees show 
understanding and patience as we 
go through this transition ," said 
Mike Paden, director of faculty and 
staff benefits for the UM System. 
As in all financial transactions , 
employees should keep photocopies 
of their claims and bills. 

A few specifics 
These questions are among the 

questions employees may have 
about the transition to a new 
claims administrator: 

Will insurance coverage change? 
No . This is not a change in 

benefits . This is only a change in 
administration of benefits. 

When will employees start 
sending claims to Lincoln 
National? 

Employees should continue to 
send medical claims to Provident 
and dental claims to General 
American until Dec. 31, 1989. 
After Dec. 31, 1989, claims should 
be sent to Lincoln National even 
for medical and dental expenses 
incurred during 1989. It is 
recommended that employees 
process accumulated 1989 claims 
early - no later than Dec. l. 
Employees will be advised later 
about how claims still being 
processed will be handled. 

When will University offices get 
new claim forms and envelopes? 

January 1990. 

When will employees receive 
new benefit cards? 

December 1989. 

How will this affect the 
preferred provider organization 
plan? 

Bills will continue to be filed 
directly with Healthlink Inc. for all 
employees except Kansas City 
employees. Kansas City claims are 
filed directly with Preferred Health 
Professionals. 

Some details - such as 
tOll-free telephone numbers 
- are not yet determined. 
More questions will be 
addressed in upcoming 
months, and employees will 
receive a mailing on the 
change. Questions about the 
change may be sent to 
Spectrum. 



Board ponders meaning, future of reallocation 
Board of Curators President 

Edwin Turner would have liked 
colorful fireworks to herald the 
announcement that the UM System 
reallocated $ 5.8 million in fiscal 
1989 for a total of $ 30 million in 
the past four years. But he and 
University President C. Peter 
Magrath settled for more muted 
approaches in their reallocation 
reports given at the September 
meeting of the Board of Curacors . 

Reallocated funds have been 
used to enhance salaries , scholar
ships, libraries and program 
improvements. Enhancement funds 
resulted from reducing or eliminat
ing current activities or programs 
and shifting those sources to higher 
priorities . Other funds were freed 
by more efficient management of 
activities and substituting other 
sources of revenues for general 
operating dollars. 

"We should be proud of that 
achievement (reallocation) by our 
administration, our deans, depart
ment chairs and our faculty and 
staff, " Turner said . 

Turner emphasized that "we 
have .. . minimized" the significance 
of the University'S internal 
reallocation even though this has 
been a priority issue with the board 
the past five years. He recalled the 
excitement and hoopla at the recent 
announcement of the record
breaking $ 3.6 million Kellogg 
grant when the governor and 
several state department heads were 
present . 

"We are proud of that grant , 
and we had reason to celebrate, " 
Turner said, but the $3.6 million 
foundation grant is small when 
compared with the $30 million 
that's been reallocated . "If our 
reallocation success had come in the 
form of an external grant, the 
fireworks would still be exploding ." 

Turner also noted the realloca
tion total is more than double the 
$12 million, multiyear Agency for 
International Development grant to 
UMC in 1988. "We are not 
minimizing the significance of the 
grants . We have to this point, 
however, minimized the significance 
of our own internal reallocation," 
Turner said. 

The University's original goal 
was to reallocate $22 million by 
fiscal 1988, but surpassing that 
goal to reach $ 30 million in 
reallocation makes the University a 
reallocation pioneer among other 
leading universities in the country, 
Turner said. 

"That is a record of which we 
should be justifiably proud. We are 
careful stewards of the resources 
entrusted to us, and we can be 
proud of the quality and scope of 
services we are providing to the 
people of Missouri." 

Reallocated funds aren't 
restricted like grant money, Turner 
noted. "It helps every aspect of the 
University. Our reallocation has 
enabled us to pay more competitive 
salaries than would have been 
possible with the ordinary growth 
in our state and non-state funding. 
It has enabled us to move ahead in 
our eminence and enhancement 
programs such as journalism, 
computer science and telecommuni
cations, commercial agriculture , 
automated manufacturing and 

CUMULATIVE REALLOCATION BY TYPE OF ACTIVITY 
Fiscal Years 1986 - 1989 

UMC UMKC UMR UMSL 

UM 
System 
Admin. Total 

Academic $ 6,127 ,847 $3,471 ,488 $1,821,289 $1,365,980 $ 268 ,378 $13,054,982 

Extension 1,052 ,404 926 255 ,632 298,992 2,288 ,542 3,896,496 

Administrative 3, 673 ,409 1,618, 113 902 ,442 1,084,499 1,54 1,088 8,819,551 

Retirement 1,899 ,676 861 ,009 544 ,181 485 ,620 456 ,104 4,246,590 

TOTAL $12,75 3,336 $5,951 ,536 $3, 523,5 44 $3,235,091 $4, 554, 112 $30,017,619 

Partnerships for Progress." 
Reallocation money remains in 

the budget base and has no strings 
attached. "An external grant 
depends upon actions by other 
decision-makers whom we can 
influence - but never control. In 
the case of our reallocation, as 
Frank Sinatra would say, 'We did it 
our way.' We did it ourselves 
according to our own plans. We 
did not wait for others to help us, " 
Turner said . 

Magrath said that of the $30 
million reallocated , $24. 1 million 
was generated by reducing or 
eliminating programs and services 
and improving efficiency. 

Fiscal 1990 reallocation 
Plans to reallocate $4 .6 

million in fiscal 1990 include 
phasing out operations at the 
University System's Sinclair 
Comparative Medicine Research 
Farm , a facility established 21 years 
ago in southwest Columbia for 
human health-related research, and 
possible changes in the administra
tive and suppOrt structure at 
UMSL. 

"Following a review of the 
farm's activities in fiscal 1988, it 
was realized that the research 
professors' continued investigations 
could be undertaken more effective
ly and at lower cost through 
appointments in regular academic 
units ," Magrath said. 

The three Sinclair Farm 
professors will be transferred to 
academic units, five staff members 
will be transferred co the 
University System's Environmental 
Trace Substances Research Center 
and eight staff positions will be 
terminated. The move will save 
nearly $75,000 in fiscal 1990, and 
it could yield more than $250,000 
in savings as research commitments 
are fulfilled over the next three 
years. 

Magrath said UMSL officials 
are reviewing a consultant's 
recommendations for reorganization 
of that campus's administrative and 
support service structure. The 
consultant's charge was to identify 
opporrunities for improved efficiency 
and for the redirection of 
administrative resources co higher 
priorities . A full report on the 
reorganization will be presented to 
the Board of Curators in October. 

Magrath underlined that 
reallocation efforts have taken place 
in both academic and administra
tive areas throughout the Universi
ty System. 

"During the past four years , 
administrative units have reallocat
ed nearly $9 million, " Magrath 
said . "Recent data presented by the 

Reallocation 
IS only part of 
the solution to 
the longer-term 
revenue problem. 

Coordinating Board for Higher 
Education indicate that the 
University of Missouri System is 
now the most administratively 
efficient public college or university 
in the state . This University is 
being operated on a lean administra
tive base." 

Magrath emphasized that $30 
million is a significant sum -
equal to the total state funds 
commi tted to the Rolla and St. 
Louis campuses of the University. 
The sum is more than the total 
state dollars now supporting the 
University 's three business schools, 
three colleges of education and two 
law schools - combined. 

Turner warned) however, that 
efforts at future massive reallocation 
may be likened to amputating a 
limb . "It may save the patient, but 
it will also mean the patient will 
have restricted ability to function 
and the impairment could be 
severe," he said. 

Magrath agreed that realloca
tion is only part of the solution to 
the longer-term revenue problem 
and that administrators will seek 
added state suppOrt and continue co 
examine non-state revenue sources. 

Curator Sam Cook said the 
reallocation to date is not enough. 
"While these redistributions are 
laudacory, they do not represent the 
sort of fundamental shifts to major 
academic areas which reallocation 
must involve if the University is to 

FISCAL 1989 REALLOCATION 
SUMMARY BY TYPE OF ACTIVITY 

UM 
System 

UMC UMKC UMR UMSL Admin. Total 

Academic $1,039,698 $1,648, 125 $193,947 $370, 111 $3, 251 ,881 

Extension 338,000 105,348 121 ,530 211,084 775,962 

Administrative 972,285 291,117 218,460 34,964 225,947 1,742 ,773 

TOTAL $2,349,983 $1,939,242 $517,755 $526,605 $437 ,031 $5,770,616 

-

attain the deserved reputation for 
academic excellence . 

"I hope this board and this 
administration will offer not only 
our support and cooperation but 
also our leadership to the new 
commissioner of higher education , 
Charles McClain, as he sets upon 
his announced challenge of 
convincing the General Assembly 
that Missouri 's colleges and 
universities are capable of providing 
quality higher education efficiently 
and economically. 

"The level of reallocation 
implied by that effort will be 
massive compared to that upon 
which you have reported, " Cook 
said. 

Cook requested more informa
tion on the destination of 
reallocated funds . Vice President 
for Administrative Affairs James 
McGill said the accounting system 
only tracks the source of reallocated 
funds. In compiling fiscal 1990 
reallocation reports, McGill said, 
efforts will be made to gather 
information from department chairs 
and academic deans about where 
reallocated funds go and how they 
are used . 

Cook expressed concerns about 
the definition of reallocation by 
questioning whether the movement 
of funds from one priority to 
another within the same depart
ment, school or college is truly 
reallocation, as the reallocation 
figures report . 

Curator Peter Raven responded 
by saying, "If reallocating from one 
department to another isn't 
reallocation, then what is realloca
tion? I do object very strongly ro 
the point of view that we must 
abolish schools and shift large sums 
of money around." 

Curator John Lichtenegger 
said it is important to keep in 
mind that reallocation not only 
occurs as a result of directed policy, 
but also results from circumstances 
that occur because of changes in 
student demand and by coincidence. 

Specific examples of 
reallocation: 

• During fiscal 1989, 125 
full-time positions were reallocated 
throughout the System. The 
System presently has 111 fewer 
full-time tenured faculty than five 
years ago. As an indicator of 
reallocation of faculty positions, 42 
academic departments have in
creased by two or more faculty over 
the past five years , and 36 
departments have declined by two 
or more faculty. 

• UMCs College of Communi
ty and Public Service closed, saving 
$110 ,000 per year in administra
tive costs . 

• UMKC redirected $ 1.7 
million in University funds to form 
the School of Basic Life Sciences 
which has attracted another $1.-7 
million in new private, corporate 
support and another $4 .8 million 
in federally sponsored research . 

• UMR closed its Graduate 
Center for Cloud Physics and 
redeployed $275,000 CO other 
priorities. 

• University Extension elimi
nated the equivalent of 30 
positions, eliminated 13 programs 
and moved $ 1.5 million from 
lower to higher priority activities 
in the past three years. 
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Board compares state, University retirement 
The state's retirement plan has 

some provisions that are better than 
the University's retirement plan 
- such as early retirement 
incentives and cost-of-living 
adjustments - but the state pays 
considerably more for its plan, the 
Board of CuratOrs was told at its 
September meeting. 

The University of Missouri 
System is the state's only public 
higher education institution that is 
not part of the state retirement 
system, but the Board of Curators, 
after hearing the report, left open 
the possibility of changing that. 

Following the report from 
System administration comparing 
the University System's retirement 
program with the state plan, John 
Lichtenegger, chairman of the 
board's Resources and Planning 
Committee, requested further 
information on the consequences of 
the University joining the state 
plan. 

The report by Vice President 
for Administrative Affairs James 
McGill resulted from a request by 
Lichtenegger in July that the 
University evaluate its plan 
compared with the state plan, then 
discuss the pros and cons of the 
University merging with MOSERS, 
the Missouri State Employees 
Retirement plan. Lichtenegger's 
request followed the July board 
presentation on proposals made by 
a special benefits review committee, 
including a proposal to significantly 
improve the University's retirement 
benefits. 

The state IS 

paying 50 per
cent more to 
fund a plan 
that's only 20 
percent better 
than the U ni-

. , 
versity S 

plan. 

The state plan, McGill 
summarized, has some attractive 
features, thanks to substantial 
improvements made this decade. 
"Taking plan differences into 
account, the value of the MOSERS 
plan is significantly greater to the 
employee than the current Universi
ty of Missouri System retirement 
plan." 

Because of improvements in 
the state plan in recent years, the 
University's plan is worth between 
72 percent and 83 percent of the 
value of the state plan, depending 
on how cost-of-living adjustments 
are taken into account. However, 
McGill noted, the state is paying 
50 percent more to fund its 
retirement plan. 

The bottOm line, McGill said, 
is that the state is paying 50 
percent more to fund a plan that is 
only 20 percent better than the 
University's plan. 

If the University adopts 
retirement plan improvements 
recommended by the special 
benefits committee, " the value of 
the University plan and MOSERS 
will again be approximately the 
same." 

'The objective 
of the U niver
sity plan is to 
create an oppor
tunity for early 
retirement rather 
than a lucrative 

. , 
IncentIve. 
- Jim McGill 

MOSERS is a $1.5 billion 
trust that provides benefits for all 
state employees and most staff and 
faculty members in other public 
colleges and universities. 

A few years ago, McGill 
noted, there was a shift of most of 
the faculty in the other public 
higher education institutions from 
a state teacher retirement plan to 
MOSERS . 

"In assessing plans, it is 
important to emphasize that the 
goals of employers may differ 
significantly. Such factors as salary 
policy, employee retention, job 
markets and competitor institurions 
play an important role in the 
development of the retirement 
benefit policy of an organization," 
McGill said. "Such is the situation 
in comparing MOSERS with the 
University's plan. While both are 
defined benefit plans, they differ 
significantly in the type of benefits 
which are provided and the 
objectives of each plan." 

Both the state and the 
University retirement plans use 
formulas to calculate the retirement 
benefit, and the two formulas reach 
roughly equivalent benefits for 
"normal retirement," the age at 
which an employee may retire with 
no reduction in the pension 
amount. 

There are substantial differ
ences in early retirement provisions 
between the two plans. The state 
offers strong incentives for employ
ees to retire early. "While this may 
achieve the objectives of the state, 
it would not necessarily be 
advantageous to the University to 
provide such a benefit," McGill 
said, "in part because of the 
projected shortages of faculty in the 
1990s and in part because of the 
very experienced and skilled 
support staff who are over 55 ." 

The University does offer early 
retirement, but it does not 
subsidize the benefit as the state 
plan does. "The objective of the 
University plan is to create an 
opportunity for early retirement 
rather than a lucrative incentive," 
McGill said. 

Other specific comparisons: 

VESTING: University employ
ees are vested after five years of 
service. The state follows a graded 
vesting schedule that ranges from 
50 percent vesting at five years to 
full vesting at 10 years. 

DISABILITY: The University 
plan is somewhat better than the 
state plan for employees with less 
than 15 years of service, but the 
two plans are essentially equivalent 
for others if the employee qualifies 
for Social Security disability 
benefits . 

SURVIVOR BENEFITS: The 
plans provide comparable preretire
ment death benefits for spouses and 
dependent children . The proposed 
improvements in the University's 
retirement plan would significantly 
reduce and, in most cases, 
eliminate preretirement benefits, 
replacing them with expanded life 
insurance protection . After retire
ment, a University employee's 
surviving spouse is paid 50 percent 
of the employee's benefit for the 
rest of the surviving spouse's life. 
The state reduces the pension if the 
retiree chooses survivor benefi ts. 
That makes the University's plan 
better, but the proposed changes in 
the University'S retirement plan 
would make the state and 
University plans comparable. 

COST-OF-LIVING ADJUST
MENTS: The state automatically 
adjusts retirement benefits co 80 
percent of the Consumer Price 
Index and guarantees a cost-of
living adjustment between 4 
percent and 5 percent. The 
University makes cost-of-living 
adjustments on an annual basis , 
either equal to the Consumer Price 
Index or two-thirds of the average 
pay increase for active employees 
- whichever is less. For an 
employee who retired in 1979, the 
cost-of-living adjustment has 
averaged 2.8 percent . 

RETIREMENT PLAN COSTS: 
The University contributes 6 .5 
percent of its payroll to the 
retirement plan; the state contrib
utes 9.9 percent of its payroll. 
"Everything else unchanged , it 
would cost the University over 50 
percent more - $ 10.9 million per 
year - to participate in the 
MOSERS plan," McGill reported. 

Joining the state plan, McGill 
contended, would have pros and 
cons. "If the retirement program 
were controlled by others outside 
the University, it would reduce the 
flexibility the University currently 
enjoys, as well as the ability to 
respond to future needs ." 

Other arguments against 
joining MOSERS: 

- The University would be 
unable to satisfy its objective to 
attain a benefits program compara
ble to Big Ten universities. 

- The retirement and employ
ment objectives of the University 
differ from state objectives by 
addressing matters unique to the 
University, such as compensation 
for summer teaching and research, 
other forms of non-routine 

compensation for faculty, and 
sabbatical, developmental and 
research leaves. 

- The increased costs associat
ed with improvements recom
mended by the special benefits 
committee would better satisfy the 
needs of the University and put it 
in a better position to recruit and 
retain employees. 

The state 
retirement plan 
'looks to me to 
be a better plan.' 

-John 
Lichtenegger 

The biggest advantage co the 
University joining MOSERS would 
be in reducing the administrative 
responsibiE ties associated with 
managing a $600 million trust 
fund . 

Lichtenegger asked McGill to 
provide more information about the 
financial implications of the 
University joining the state 
retirement plan. "It (the state plan) 
looks co me ro be a bener plan," 
Lichtenegger said, "significantly 
better when you look at chat 
cost-of-living increase for retirees. 

"Obviously, we don't want to 
do something that's going to end 
up costing us more money, but it's 
obvious that it's a better plan. I'd 
just like to have a lictle better 
financial analysis of how this would 
impact the University," Lichtenegger 
said, to determine if retirement 
benefit improvements could be 
achieved through the state plan 
without affecting the University 
budget. 

Lichtenegger also questioned 
McGill about the possibility of 
faculty receiving financial bonuses 
from a merger in retirement plans, 
as regional university faculty did 
when they entered the MOSERS 
plan." 

Faculty at regional universities, 
McGill explained, had been 
contributing a small percentage of 
their salaries to their retirement 
plan before joining MOSERS. The 
University contributes 100 percent 
of its employees' contributions; 
University employees contribute 
none of their own money. When 
faculty at regional universi ties 
entered the state plan - which 
contributes 100 percent of a 
member's contribution - the facul
ty received, in effect, a pay increase 
equal to their previous contribution 
because they were no longer 
required to pay into the retirement 
plan. Those faculty members also 
received a lump sum refund of the 
amount they had paid into their 
previous plan, with interest. 

University employees wouldn't 
get that windfall if the U niversi ty 
joined MOSERS, McGill said, 
because there wouldn't be any 
employee contributions to be 
refunded. 
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Sterling perspective revisits past, looks to future 
Editor's note: The following 
condensed remarks by James C. 
Sterling are part of our series of 
reprints of the curator's perspective 
presented at each Board of 
Curators meeting. 

When President Turner asked 
his fellow board members to start a 
series of curator's perspectives, he 
had in mind that each of us, in 
turn, would come to the board 
with our unique and certainly 
varied views on our job in 
governance of the University of 
Missouri. We've heard some; we'll 
hear others. Today, I want to take 
this opportunity to speak to the 
heart, at least from my perspective, 
of what this U niversi ty is and can 
be for the people it serves - most 
particularly the students. And in a 
larger sense, what this University is 
and can be for this state. 

I don't necessarily believe that 
bigger is better, or that we can be 
all things to all people. I know we 
are a big institution with four 
sprawling campuses and a statewide 
extension mission. But at the same 
time I see a great need for public 
education in Missouri, and I 
believe we are not only the best 
equipped to handle this job, it is 
our role to do this. I believe in 
what our land-grant designation 
means, and I believe it is 
important that we really do many 
things for many people. We've been 
at it for 150 years and yet, 
possibly, the greatest challenges lie 
within the framework of the next 
decade. 

So while I believe the basic 
task of the University is to educate 
students, I believe tOO that our 
University can be the greatest 
economic development resource in 
our state. And I believe that while 
research helps bring in dollars and 
expands knowledge, the true reason 
for university research is to make 
our faculty better teachers and to 

give the students learning 
opportunities they would not find 
elsewhere in Missouri. 

And perhaps my most basic 
belief is that most Missourians who 
attend college, or send their sons 
and daughters to us, do so because 
they believe that what happens here 
will help these people earn more 
money and have better lives. It is 
all, basically, about having better 
lives, having more chances at 
success and fulfilling potential. It is 
about getting a job and making a 
living. 

We as a board talk a great 
deal about a number of topics. 
What we should never forget is our 
basic mission - and that is 
guiding policy to provide the best 
education for the greatest number 
of Missouri students as we can. 
There has never been a time when 
a college education is more 
important than it is today, and it 
will be more important tomorrow. 
We should never back away on our 
goals. We sh('luld be the leaders to 
help our University and our state 
move ahead. We have that 
wonderful opportunity, and we 
should not let it slip away. 

We as a board have talked a 
great deal about "R" words -
reallocation, reform and reve
nues - and we'11 talk more -

certainly about revenue. But what I 
want to talk about today focuses on 
people, and my words are "}\' 
words - access and affordability. 

But first, let's look back in 
time to a period when Missourians 
had great justification to believe 
that their state had become and 
would continue to grow as one of 
the leaders on the American scene. 
The year was 1904 and the "it" 
was St. Louis, horne of the great 
Louisiana Purchase Exposition, the 
World's Fair in what is now Forest 
Park. 

A book produced for distribu
tion at the Missouri Pavillion was 
over 500 pages and discussed in 
glowing terms practically every
thing you could want to know 
about this state. In the chapter 
under education it spoke of the 
state financing public schools. It's 
interesting, because historically it 
shows that Missourians had good 
schools and were willing to pay for 
them. I quote: 

"The Missouri constitution 
requires that at least one-fourth of 
the state revenue be set apart for 
public schools. The legislature, 
however, has for years set about 
one-third for the purpose, not 
including amounts for the state 
university and normal schools. This 
is unexcelled by any other state in 
the union." 

And among the things said 
about the University of Missouri, 
consider the following: 

"With its present high 
standing in the confidence of the 
people and consequent strong 
financial support, the University 
should continue to increase its 
usefulness almost indefinitely. The 
average citizen is proud of the state 
university and it is a satisfaction to 
predict that in the not-distant 
future every Missouri child, as he 
looks along the vista of free public 
education, the common heritage to 
all, will see the state university at 
the farther end, entirely free and as 
inviting as the rural and village 
schools." 

Incidentally, at that time the 
book listed 43 colleges in the state. 

A couple weeks ago Missouri
ans mourned the death of the first 
UM System president, Dr. Elmer 
Ellis. He was the man at the helm 
at the time that St. Louis and 
Kansas City joined with Columbia 
and Rolla 26 years ago. His quotes 
reflect the view of Missourians 
during his administration: 
"Privately," according to the 
Kansas City Times, "he mourned 
Missouri's paradox of 'Northern 
aspirations in education and 
Southern expectations in taxes.' For 
all he could accomplish, he left 
state service a disappointed man ." 

He told the graduating class 
at UMKC in 1966 that "Missouri 
faces a dilemma that has only one 
solution. We must cease believing 
that we can get something for 
nothing. Higher education is an 
investment that must be made now 
if we are to profit from it now or 
later. Regrettably, we have many 
citizens who seem proud of 
Missouri's low rank in tax 
investment for higher education ." 

Sometime between the feelings 
of the vibrant, young, aggressive 
state that so proudly rolled out the 
red carpet for the World's Fair in 

1904 and 1954 when Dr. Ellis 
became president of the University, 
our University grew and expanded, 
but the willingness of the people to 

support it waned. We had gone 
through two world wars, a 
monstrous depression and many 
smaller booms and busts. Universi
ty funding had good times and 
bad - bur we never really kept up 
with peer institutions. 

N ow today, 23 years after Dr. 
Ellis retired, we still face the same 
problems of underfunding and we 
still have our University president 
outlining the bleak future if 
something isn't done to intervene . 

This university is 150 years 
old. Over that period of time, 
many individuals have been 
privileged to sit where we sit today 
as curators. These people worked 
with great dedication and often 
personal sacrifice to help govern 
this university through often 
difficult times. I think we do them 
great dishonor today when we talk 
of our university and how it must 
be radically changed - and re
formed - that somehow years 
upon years of poor management 
have brought us to where we are 

Sterling 

today. I think it would behoove us 
to follow in the footsteps of these 
great Missourians and help our 
university move ahead - the way 
the people of this state would want 
it to move and not follow the 
signals of small interest groups, 
primarily politicians, who don't 
want to lead us to greatness 
because it might mean raising 
taxes. What I want to see are 
Missourians with vision, willing to 
step in front and say this is the way 
to invest in our state's future. A 
tax for higher education would be 
an investment in our state's 
economic well-being. 

I believe this type of political 
leadership would find a great many 
Missourians rallying behind them . 
The reason is simple. Missourians, 
like all Americans, love their 
children and want to see them have 
great opportunity. A college 
education, more than ever before, 
is that ticket upward. A young 
person today will not be able to 
achieve what those a generation ago 
could achieve without a degree. 

Let me tell you about my 
family because it may help you 
understand where I'm coming 
from. On one side - my father's 
- were Missouri farmers, coming 
to the state in the 1840s from 
Virginia. On my mother's side 

were Canadians who originally 
came to these shores in 1630 and 
migrated to Ontario in the 1870s . 
None of my grandparents went to 
high school or attended college, 
but I note in an old copy of the 
Bolivar newspaper that my 
grandfather was on the board for 
the one-room country school and 
put a new roof on the building . He 
should. He had 13 kids going to 
school there. My dad was the 
second youngest and none of the 13 
went on to high school. Mostly 
they went to Michigan for jobs in 
the car factories. That's where my 
father and mother met. Her parents 
were immigrants - paying a 
nickel to ride the ferry across the 
Detroit River in 1919, to find jobs 
in the new auto industry. My 
mother went to high school. 

There was never a minute in 
my life when I wasn't runed toward 
college. From the earliest memories 
as a child, I was saving money so I 
could go to college. There was 
never a question in our house that 
I'd go and I'd somehow have a 
better life than my parents. I don't 
know about the better life, but 
most would look at it and say it 
happened. I was the first of the 
grandchildren to go on to college , 
and several others followed along 
within the next few years. Today, 
almost all the great-grandchildren 
are looking at a college education 
as a necessity, the proper start for 
life as an adult. 

I tell you this today for two 
reasons. I would not be where I am 
in life today if it weren't for those 
undergraduate years at the Universi
ty of Missouri , and I believe this 
story could be told about many, 
many Missourians. It isn't unique . 
It's what is happening out there in 
the real world. It is the reason the 
University of Missouri went from 
1,654 students in 1904 to the 
53 ,000-plus we have on four 
campuses today. We must provide a 
broad spectrum of educational 
opportunities because there is much 
need for the product we produce. 
The future of our state is 
dependent on us - and on the 
other colleges and universities of 
our state in the development of our 
work force for the next decade, the 
next century. 

Our University, while excel
lent and world-class in places, has 
never been as good as it could be. 
Missourians have JUSt not funded 
higher education like other states. 
That's nor a secret. It's documented. 
But while I'd like to say we deserve 
more , perhaps we don't. We 
probably deserve to be pretty 
average , and even that might soon 
become an unreachable goal. That's 
all we've been willing to pay for. 
But I contend that coday 's 
Missourians want more - more 
opportunity for their children and 
for themselves - and they are 
going to be demanding that we be 
better. 

I've never met a parent yet 
who doesn't aspire that his children 
have a better life somehow, and 
most know that college is part of 
preparing for that. It doesn't 
matter what color eyes, or color 
hair, or color skin people have, 
they all dream the same dreams. 

(Continued on page 5 . ) 



Sterling perspective 
(Continued from page 4. ) 

They all want opportunity and a 
level playing field for their chil
dren. They all want their children 
to have a chance at success . 

A few days ago I was inter
viewed for Spectrum, the internal 
publication produced for the UM 
System. One of the questions I was 
asked was what was the best thing 
I liked about being a curator, and 
I answered that I liked going to 
graduations. In our busy schedules, 
going to graduations can seem like 
just so much ceremonial bother. 
But I think our being there is 
important to us , in that it keeps us 
in touch with the most human part 
of our position as curators. It gives 
me perspective that what we are 
part of is very important to people. 
It is a thrill to look at the faces 
of the graduates and their parents 
and families, knowing that many of 
these people are the first generation 
of their families to graduate and 
this is a great moment in their 
lives. This is a great success story. 
And to know that we have about 
10,000 new success stories every 
year is exciting . That's what makes 
this all worthwhile. 

Each of these people and their 
families, I believe, have a sense of 
feeling that the University of 
Missouri was important in their 
lives. Some may never feel this 
with the intensity that I do, or you 
do, but down deep they know that 
what we have provided is 
important to them. 

And these people are impor
tant to all of us. For the state they 
are providing the basis for our work 
force for years to come. Keeping 
the best and brightest of the high 
school graduates in Missouri each 
year is important. It is important 
because statistically people will live 

in the region in which they went to 
college . If we lose them to Texas or 
New York, we may never see them 
again. These people are important 
to our state and the vitality of 
our economy. 

I said I would talk about 
access and affordability - our "}{' 
words. But before that, allow me 
to say something about quality. 
Quality does not have to be 
synonymous with smaller, more 
expensive or more elite. Some of 
America's largest research universi
ties are regarded as the best. I 
believe in quality for the same 
reasons most Missourians will say 
they do. They, and I, want to see 
our children have an opportunity 
for quality education, and that can 
be done within the framework of 
where we are headed. 

Access doesn't just mean being 
close to a student's home. It can 
also be construed to mean the 
opportunity to attend schools for 
intellectual and financial terms. 
The University of Missouri already 
has the highest entrance require
ments in the state. Perhaps they 
should be higher, but we have to 
work very closely with the public 
school systems of this state to 
assure that all students have the 
opportunity to achieve at a level in 
high school that allow them an 
opportuni ty to attend the U ni versi
ty of Missouri . 

Along with this we have to 
continue our efforts to enroll more 
minority students and, more 
importantly, help them stay in 
school and graduate . The number 
of black Missourians will continue 
to grow, especially in the urban 
centers. Hispanic numbers are on 
the rise too, particularly in Kansas 
City. Missouri has always been 
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Board welcomes newest curator 
Ed Turner, president of the UM -System Board of Curators, 
administers an oath to G. Andy Runge (left) newest member of tbe 
]Board of Curators, at the board's September meeting in Kansas City. 
RWilge's appointment brings the nine-person board to its first full . 
me~rnbership since Carrie Francke died in May, Runge, a Mexico 
anorney, will serve OQ the board pending his confirmation after the 
General AssembJy COQvenes in January. 

under-represented with black 
students on our campuses, and 
every effort must be made to 
reverse this. Poor youths, black and 
white alike, from the city and 
country, are failing to finish high 
school at an alarming rate. Today, 
about 25 percent of Missouri 's high 
school students will not graduate. 
While we can't solve these problems 
alone, we can be part of the solu
tion. We must not only find ways 
to help more students achieve high 
school diplomas, we must also find 
ways to help and encourage them 
toward college degrees. 

Missouri is below average 
among states in high school 
graduation levels and the percent
age of our students that enter 
college. It would be easy to look at 
the end of the baby boom and say 
that this state is leveling off and 
we need to do less somehow in 
higher education. The important 
thing, I believe, is that we help 
with the high school graduation 
rate and provide opportuni ty for 
more of these students to enter 
college. The past 10 years have 
been faid y flat, after a peak in the 
early '80s, in numbers of students 
in the University of Missouri. 

But a critical statistic is while 
the numbers of high school 
graduates are dropping, the 
number of college students, 
percentagewise, has increased from 
about 40 percent to 50 percent. 
These are the number of Missouri
ans who are graduating from high 
school and moving on to college. 
With the average educational 
requirement for the work force 
increasing, the high school diploma 
is no longer enough. We are going 
to have to produce more people 
with bachelor's, master's and Ph. D. 
degrees and professional degrees . 
Accessibility through continuing 
education for Missourians employed 
in technical fields will be critical. 

With the rapid technological 
changes and international competi
tion, particularly in manufacturing , 
production and information pro
cessing, we provide the key to the 
best quality education because of 
our research mission. All major 
industrial nations will compete for 
markets by participating in research 
and development activities . The 
proportion of students majoring in 
math, science and engineering is 
smaller today than in the early 
1980s, while the employment of 
scientists and engineers has 
increased three times faster than 
tOtal U.S. employment . What is 
needed is nOt fewer engineering, 
math and science programs at this 
time. We need stronger undergradu
ate and graduate level programs on 
all our campuses to serve the needs 
of this state and nation. And we 
need to get students into them. 

Without intervention leading 
to a state tax increase or 
restructuring, the percentage of 
state revenues allocated to higher 
education in the 1990s will 
continue to decline, and state 
support for education at all levels 
will continue to be inadequate to 
support a competi tive Missouri 
economy and to provide appropriate 
improvements in health and in the 
state's social and cultural environ
ment. State support for new 
programs and improvements is not 

likely unless the University can 
show great social and economic 
benefits to the state. 

I think this can happen . It 
better happen, or we'll all be 
in trouble. We can't reach the 
goals we've set through realloca
tion, and we do a public disservice 
when we don't speak the truth at 
every turn. The major newspapers 
of the state are calling for more 
money for education and are 
linking this investment with 
economic development. 

And that brings me to 
afford ability. Missouri 's education is 
truly a bargain, and I think we can 
probably ask the students and 
parents to pay more - if the state 
will pay more. Students are getting 
a lot for their dollars now. But 
even at the bargain we are offering 
education for in this state - and 
we've come a long way from the 
1904 dream of free public higher 
education for everyone - we may 
be pricing ourselves out of the 
range of some of the fine potential 
students . 

I believe the citizens of 
Missouri should be crying out 
about the lack of funding for 
education. Yes, higher education 
funding has improved in Missouri 
in the mid-1980s, but we still lag 
behind most states despite our 
ability to pay. I believe Missouri 's 
students will pay more for quality, 
for opportunity, for what they, and 
their parents, believe is a good 
education. But I believe that this 
has to be tied to the state's higher 
contribution . And the other factors 
of funding can come in then too . 
Personal and business donations 
will come at a higher level when 
something is value-added to already 
good programs . 

Research dollars follow excel
lent faculty, and Missouri's good 
faculty is going to start - continue 
is a better word - coming apart in 
the 1990s. As facuity members 
retire or leave, they are going to 

have to be replaced by quality 
people . That will be the key to 
retaining - or gaining - research 
dollars. And make no mistake -
the quali ty of the faculty is tied 
very closely to the quality of the 
institution. 

That brings us back to people 
again. Curators come and go, ad
ministrators change. Buildings go 
up, and ) sadly) some crumble down 
for the lack of repair dollars. But a 
university will always have the 
people of the faculty and staff and it 
will always have the students. They 
are our product. Somehow we've 
gOt to keep them foremost in our 
minds every day. What we do, we 
have to do for them. Not a few of 
them, but loes of them. And there 
are lots more coming, expecting us 
to do what's right. 

Our goals should be to find 
ways to attract more students to 
the University, help them pay for it 
and ensure they receive a good 
education. 

The Latin motto for our state 
translates to "Let the welfare of the 
people be the supreme law." I be
lieve that the welfare of our citizens 
depends on what those of us in edu
cation do today and tomorrow -
and in the future. Stepping ahead 
boldly, to do the right thing, 1S 

the only acceptable answer. 
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Central computing increases productivity 
If current trends continue 

through 1989-90 , twice as much 
computing power will be delivered 
by the Central Computing Facility 
as in 1987-88 - for a lower cost. 
This would reflect an overall 
productivity increase of more than 
50 percent in two years. 

"This achievement was accom
plished through careful fine tuning 
of the mainframe computers, the 
use of more efficient operating 
systems and the decreasing cost of 
computer technology," says Jim 

McGill, vice president for adminis
trative affairs. 

For the last two years, CCF 
has effected major rate reductions 
because the operating cost of the 
facility has remained nearly 
constant while the amount of 
computing provided has doubled, 
says Chuck Shomper, assistant vice 
president for Computing and 
Information Technology. "This 
translates into good news for all 
users because the price to those 
users who rely on daytime 
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------ Research 
------- Academic Support & Administrative Systems 

computing services such as library, 
student support, alumni develop
ment and other business systems 
has decreased on a per unit basis by 
more than 25 percent, " he adds. 

The primary mission of the 
CCF is to provide computing 
services in support of system-wide 
administrative and academic sup
POrt systems such as libraries 
(LUMIN), student information 
including financial aid and registra
tion, alumni and development, 
financial accounting, and human 
resources. These users pay for most 
of the facility'S costs. 

However, because of the cost 
structure developed to promote full 
use of CCF's resources during 
off-hours, about half of the 
machines' use is for research. These 
users pay about 10 percent of the 
rotal cost of operations. 

Since fiscal 1988, the per unit 
cost of computing decreased for the 
researcher by about 85 percent. If 
the current trend is maintained for 
this year, research use on the 
central computers will be almost 
four times what it was in fiscal 
1988. Greatly reduced rates, 
coupled with the trial use of an 
IBM vector facility, resulted in this 
increase in research computing at 
CCF, according ro Shomper. He 
says that researchers who choose ro 
use the central facility when the 
system is relatively idle, receive a 
95 percent discount during the 
week and are not charged for 
computer time that is used ro 
process jobs over the weekend. 
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