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Report in from benefit 
review committee. Page 1. 

A systemwide committee has 
completed review of employee 
benefit programs and is recommend
ing the first significant changes 
in the retirement programs in over 
three decades , along with several 
other major recommendations for 
administrative review. Among 
them are a new retirement benefit 
formula , dissolution of the $100 
deductible option in health care 
insurance and a proposal for a 
U niversitywide wellness program. 
The changes could mean greater 
University investment in some 
areas and savings in others. Read 
about the committee's report on 
page 1. 

One curator's perspective. 
Page 2. 

UM System positions itself 
to enhance resources. Page 3. 



Committee makes employee benefits recommendations 
Following months of study, a 

Systemwide committee has recom
mended major improvements in 
retirement pay along with various 
other changes designed to make the 
University of Missouri System's 
employee benefits program more 
competitive . 

The report has been submitted to 
UM President C. Peter Magrath for his 
review. 

"The committee reviewed all 
faculty and staff benefits," says Mark 
Burkholder, UM-St. Louis professor of 
history and chairman of the committee 
composed of faculty, staff and 
administrators. 

"The centerpiece of the report is a 
greatly enhanced retirement program ," 
says Burkholder, "which, if adopted, 
would make the University competi
tive with peer institutions." 

The package of recommendations 
represents a restructuring of benefits at 
the University of Missouri , particularly 
the retirement program, according to 
Ken Hutchinson, UM System associate 
vice president-human resources. 

"For the first time in over three 
decades , significant changes are being 
proposed in both the formula for 
calculating retirement benefits and 
retirement pay options available to 

faculty and staff," Hutchinson says. 
Basic retirement pay will be 

increased by over one-third, with 
amounts varying based upon average 
salary and the payout options the 
faculty or staff member chooses. (See 
examples.) 

Other committee recommenda
tions include a 100 percent employer
provided disability protection program , 
changes in levels of uncovered medical 
expenses (deductibles) and post
retirement medical premiums, creation 
of before-tax flexible spending accounts 
for "tailoring" benefits packages and an 
enhanced life insurance program that 
would allow cash values to accumulate 
and to move with employees who leave 
the University. 

Some highlights of the committee's 
recommendations: 

Retirement Benefits Exam pIes 
These examples assume an employee retires at age 65 with an average salary of $25,000.· after 15 years of service or 

after 30 years of service. Surviving spouse pension options assume both employee and spouse are 65 years of age. If a 
surviving spouse is younger than the employee, then the surviving spouse's pension would be reduced. 

Present Retirement Plan Proposed Retirement Plan % Improvement 
Annual Pension Annual Pension Over Present Plan 

15 years service $5,568 $7,987 
30 years service $11,136 $15,975 

50% surviving spouse 
pension option 
15 years service 

Employee $5,568 $7,340 
Surviving Spouse $2,784 $3,670 

30 years service 
Employee $11,136 $14,681 
Surviving Spouse $5,568 $7,340 

100% surviving spouse 
pension option 
15 years service Same as the 50% $6,791 

Employee surviving spouse. $6,791 
Surviving Spouse (No other options 

30 years service are available under 
Employee the present $13,582 
Surviving Spouse retirement plan.) $13,582 

Retirement 
Retirement payments at age 65, 

with 30 years' service, should be 
competitive with peer institutions, or 
approximately 64 percent of average 
salary, as defined by the plan. This 
will require an adjustment of the 
present formula (1 percent of average 
pay plus 0 .6 percent of average pay in 
excess of $4,800) to 2.13 percent of 
average pay. 

Earl y retirement benefi ts should 
be enhanced through reduction of 
retirement pay by 3-113 percent for 
each year of retirement prior to age 
65. Under the present plan, yearly 
reductions are significandy greater. For 
an employee with 20 years of service 

and average pay of $25,000, the 
present formula would provide $4, 545 
per year at age 55. The proposed 
formula would provide $7, 100 per 
year - a 64 percent increase . 

A variety of payment options 
should be made available to retirees . 

At present, spouses of deceased retirees 
receive 50 percent of the pension. 
Depending upon the option chosen, 
the level of pension payments might be 
reduced in favor of greater long-term 
protection for survivors. (See examples.) 

There would be no cap on the 
years of service to be counted in 
calculating retirement benefits. The 
current limit is 35 years. 

In the event of a vested 
employee's death prior to retirement , a 
surviving spouse should receive a 
benefit equal to double the employee's 
annual payor 50% of the lifetime 
pension, whichever is greater. If the 
vested employee has no spouse , the 
beneficiary will receive a death benefit 
equal to double the employee's annual 
pay. 

43.4% 
43.4% 

31.8% 
31.8% 

31.8% 
31.8% 

22% 
143% 

22% 
143% 

choice of three health care deductible 
levels - $250 , $500 or $ 1000 -
rather than the present deductibles of 
$ 100 or $500. Higher deductibles 
result in lower premium costs. 

The University's contribution to 

future retirees' post-retirement medical 
premiums should be related to the 
retiree's age and years of service to the 
University. This would result in the 
University making smaller contribu
tions to retirees with fewer than 30 
years' service and those who retire prior 
to age 65. 

Employees should pay differing 
rates for coverage of one child or 
coverage of twO or more. There is now 
no such difference in family health 
insurance premiums. The committee 
recommends that the University'S 
savings from these changes be used to 

fund other benefit enhancements in the 
report. 

Other recommendations 

The demographics of the University 

Cost of living adjustments in 
retirement pay should be determined 
by the performance of the retirement 
trust fund, thus making such 
adjustments consistent with arrange
ments at peer institutions . Cost of 
living adjustments are now determined 
annually. 

The University should provide 75 
percent of the educational fee for 
courses taken by employees at other 
accredited institutions, if the courses 
are nOt offered by the U niversi ty or are 
nOt offered at times available to the 
employees. At present, employees are 
not reimbursed for courses taken 
outside the University. 

Tlrle committee evaluating the 
University'S benefit programs used 
these data in developing its recom
mendations: 

• The population of the United 
States is aging. Between 1900 and 
1985, life expectancy rose by 28 years 
while bil'fh rates declined. 

• A higher number of employed 
women and a continuing trend toward 

earlier retireIJlent has changed the 
nati0o's work force. In 1944, 30 
percent of women age 25 to 40 were 
employed. By 1987 that percentage 
ha@ grown to 73.3. 

• Of the University System's 
tenured faculty, 57 percent are 49 
years of age or older. Nationally, more 
than one-third of faculty are 50 or 
older, with many expected to retire in 
the next 10 to 15 years. 

• The portion of the UM System 
population over age 40 increased from 
35 percent in 1978 to 40 percent in 
1988. 

• The UniverSity System has a 
tOtal benefit-eligible population of 
12,800. 

• Fifty-one percent of the UM 
System employee population is 
teaching, research, administrative or 
professional staff; 49 percent are in the 

officeltechnical, service and mainte
nance categories. 

• Fifty-one percent of the UM 
System employee population is female; 
49 percent is male. 

• Sixty-seven percent of the UM 
System employee population is 
married ; 33 percent is unmarried. 

• The average years of service for 
the current Unive,rsity retiree popula
tion is 18.1 years. 

• Eighty-eight percent of the 
University population participates in 
the medical benefits program (includ
ing health maintenance organizations); 
57 percent participate in the long-term 
disability program. Sixty-eight percent 
participate in the flexible benefits 
program. 

• In evaluating and designing an 
effective benefits program, a critical 
element is its comparabi~ity with plans 
offered by other employers with whom 
the University competes . 

The primary comparative group 
for the Universiry's professional staff is 
the Big Ten universities. Taken 
together, recommended enhancements 
of staff benefits should bring the 
University'S program to at least the 
average of the public Big Ten benefit 
plans. 

Life insurance 
The committee recommends that 

the University augment the current life 
insurance program by using its 
purchasing power to provide employee 
paid, low cost life insurance of the 
type which would build up cash values 
and which employees could continue 
should they leave the U nversity. 

Long-term disability insurance 
The present long-term disability 

program, for which the employee now 
pays 59 percent of the premium, 
should be discontinued in favor of a 
program whose entire cost is paid by 
the employer. 

The basic coverage would provide 

benefits at 60 percent of pay and 
optional coverage could raise the level 
to 85 percent. Should employees want 
levels higher than that provided by the 
basic plan, it would be at their 
expense. 

Length of service to the 
University should accumulate while a 
person is on long-term disabili ty leave. 
This would provide a higher 
retirement benefit at age 65, when the 
protection of the long-term disability 
program expires. 

Health care benefits 
Employees should be offered a 

A flexible spending account 
should also be established to provide 
tax advantages for employees who pay 
for dependent care. Employees pay the 
full cost of such services . The 
University should study the need for 

child care facilities on each of its 
campuses. 

Uniform parental leave policies 
should be adopted and implemented 
throughout the University. Funding 
should be given further study. Informal 
parental leave programs are now 

independently administered on each of 
the campuses . 

A formal wellness program - to 
include services in areas such as weight 
control, stress management , substance 
abuse and fitness - should be 
developed and implemented through
Out the University and should be 
subsidized by the University. 

A long-term care program should 
be developed and implemented 
throughout the University, but should 
be funded entirely by employees. No 
long-term care program is now 
available. 
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One curator's perspective ... 
Editor's note: This is the third of our series 
of reprints of curators' presentations at the 
Board of Curators meetings} this one from 
Dr. Eva Louise Frazer. 

It is appropriate that I have the 

opporrunity [Q share my perspective 

during our Rolla board meeting . For 
me, this is where it all began . It was 

May 1985, and I was in my first year 

of marriage , my first year of medical 
practice and I had just been appointed 

to the University of Missouri Board of 
CuratOrs. 

In this very room I was sworn in 

as a member of the board . I entered 

my position at that time with an open 

mind , anxious to be a part of one of 

the most important foundations of the 
state of Missouri. 

Universities are places of learning, 

and I can assure you that in my four 
years on the board I have received a 

grand education; in fact, perhaps I 

should have been charged tuition. All 
of the vestiges of classroom learning 

are present. At each board meeting 

there are presentations , which are the 

equivalent of lectures . We are given 

vast amounts of reading material -
what I think of as homework - and 

our performance is constantly tested 
and assessed, though in a much more 

public format than I recall in my 

semesters as a student. 

On occasion we are called before 

our peers to give presentations. This 

presentation has been disguised as a 

"perspective ." The most obvious 
difference, though, is that my 
performance in this setting has far 

greater implications than it did as a 

student of the University. 
The decisions that we as a board 

make affect many, and right now the 
decisions being made at each board 

meeting affect the citizens of the state 
and thus the future of the state itself. 

Many of these important decisions 

and issues have been discussed by my 
colleagues on the board. The financial 

crisis facing this University and what 

we as a board can do about it have 

been the focus of all of our thoughts 

and many of our comments - and 
rightly so. The financial starus of this 

University has to be of monumental 

importance for those who serve as 

stewards of the University of Missouri. 

Our staff and administration have 

spent many deliberate hours devising a 

well-structured, realistic plan for 
repairing the University after many 
years of financial starvation. 

The five-year financial plan is not 

a frivolous wish list . It is a practical 

assessment of the University's needs , 

and therefore, in reality, the needs of 

the citizens of this state and the State 

itself. 
At our recent board retreat in 

Kansas City, we as a board reaffirmed 
our support and commitment to the 

University 'S long-range plan. But this 

is not the focus of my comments today. 

The University has several other 

critical issues , some of which are 

directly or indirectly linked to its 

financial status . And these merit 

attention also. Of these critical issues 

facing the University of Missouri, I 
will focus on two - deferred 

maintenance and repair and minority 
student and faculty recruitment and 

retention. 
There is a book published by the 

Association of Governing Boards 
entitled, "Crumbling Academe ." In its 

preface the author states: "The halls of 

academe are crumbling. Buildings , 

grounds and utilities of America's 

campuses of higher education are in a 
dilapidated condition endangering life 

and property." It is no real consolation 

to know that this is a national 

problem . 

During my tenure on the Board 

of Curators , I have had numerous 

opportunities to tour buildings on the 

University of Missouri 's four campuses 

that meet that description. Deferred 
maintenance and repair. It is not a 

glamorous topic , not one I'm cold that 
sparks great fund drives . But the 

reality is that this $1. 3 billion state 

treasure - the University of Missouri 

- is in great need of funds to restOre 

and repair its infrastructure . Each year 

I have wirnessed our staff's careful 

preparation and submission of the 
University budget to the Missouri 

legislature and to Gov. Ashcroft . And 
each year I have been astOnished by the 

mere pittance sprinkled intO our 
budget for this vastly important state 

need - deferred maintenance . 

The cost of continued deferred 

maintenance has risen precipitously in 

the face of unmet needs. I have 

statistics here that show that in 

1983-84, we requested $12.2 million 

for deferred maintenance. In 1984 we 
requested $2 1. 1 million for deferred 

maintenance . Going on, in 1986 -

$30 million; in 1987 - $53 million. 

I think it's clear there is a pattern 

here , and if you look at our 1988-89 

request of $70 million, you can see 

that deferred maintenance is costing us 
a great deal. There has been a 
geometrical increase over the years. In 
light of the state's financial crisis , it 

appears that once again our request is 
to be met in a miserly fashion. 

Assuming there were no deferred 
maintenance, permanent funding for 

maintenance and repair annually would 

be approximately 1.5 percent of the 

value of the physical plant. The 

current approved appropriation from 

state resources of $4 .9 million does not 

meet this request for ongoing 

maintenance and repair, much less our 
deferred maintenance needs . As 

funding for higher education has 
diminished over recent years, universi

ties across the nation have maintained 

their ability to function by reducing 

staff compensation and limi ting 

deferred maintenance . There is now a 

crisis in these two greatly neglected 
areas. The magnitude of the problem 

can be seen on all of the University of 

Missouri campuses as buildings built 

on the average of 40 years ago, and 

some we learned today as early as 

1903, deteriorate at an alarming rate. 
We as financial stewards of this 

University have w move forward w 
address this dilemma. Having identified 

aud researched the problem, we are 

now faced with the important question 

of how to address this issue. I must 

commend Chancellor Monroe for 

making deferred maintenance and 

repair the UMC campus's immediate 

capital priority. Drastic steps such as 

placing a moracorium on new 

buildings will be necessary if we are to 

challenge this problem in a construc

tive manner. In the words of 
Chancellor Monroe , "The time is right 

to advauce this very critical concern." 
Indeed the time is now. Knowing that 
state resources are severely limited , 

other potential resources must be 
reviewed. 

Once again I will refer to the 

Association of Governing Boards' 

research on capital renewal and 

replacement. Outlined in their text, 

"Crumbling Academe, " are suggestions 

for addressing this problem in the face 

of gross underfunding by state 

resources. 
We must lo.ok w the utilization 

of unrestricted gifts or gifts restricted 

to plan usage. These dollars would 
allow the greatest flexibility for use in 

this area. In combination with this 

reserve, the possibility of transfers 

from auxiliary enterprises and endow

ment income should be reviewed . 

Other potential sources of funding 

would include student fees and fund 

raising. Recog nizing that deferred 
maintenance is not considered a 

g lamorous fund-raising concept, we 

must find a way to glamorize it. There 

is a great potential resource in this 
effort among our alumni, corporations 

and foundations . The most drastic 
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suggestions raised include the potential 
of converting University assets, taking 

potential University treasures and 

selling them , using those fu nds tOward 

deferred maintenance and then debt 

financing . 
Although it is reasonable for us w 

expect the scate to want to play the 
crucial wle it should in financing the 

repair and maintenance of its greatest 

resource, it has become appalling ly 
clear that this need will not reasonably 

be met by the University'S appropriat

ed budget . As we address this critical 

problem , we must continue to educate 

our legislative leaders in this area. 

They must know that we are not 
simply talking about leaky roofs or 

unattractive structures ; we are talking 

about buildings that are rapidly 

becoming unsafe arenas for academic 

endeavors - buildings that will 

endanger life and property. The first 

step in this process is making deferred 

maintenance a priority issue . 
A second critical issue facing the 

University of Missouri System is the 
recruitment and retention of minority 

students and faculty. University 

systems across the nation take pride in 
being instirutions that foster diversity: 

diversity in the background of its 

students and faculty ; diversity in ideas 

and expertise. Universities are arenas 

for freedom of speech , philosophy and 

constitutional rights . Yet on our 
University of Missouri campuses, for a 

variety of reasons , we have been unable 

w create ethnic diversi ty in any fashion 
reflective of the population we serve. 
The number of minority students and 

faculty at this four-campus university 

remains despairingly low. Despite the 

education department's decision that 

the University System is in compliance 

with federal civil rights laws, the goals 

of these laws to increase the number of 

m inority students on our campuses has 

not been met. Despite the fact that 

this system is no longer under scrutiny, 

we have nOt met our own goals in this 

effort. 
The reasons behind our inability 

to recruit minority students and 
facu lty are numerous . To quote Dr. 

Christopher Edley, president and chief 

executive officer of the United Negro 

College Fund , "There are factOrs Out 

there tOday making it more difficult 

for blacks to enter and stay in college 

than 20 years ago. Those facmrs 
include federal student a id cutbacks, 

escalating college costs , a de-emphasis 

on affirmative action and , in some 

cases, hostile environments on predom
inan tly white campuses. Unless 

something is done about the problem 
now, black Americans will be faced 

with the frightening prospect of a less 

educated population in the future." 

Though understanding these 

reasons is important to modifying 

unsuccessful endeavors, emphasis must 

not be placed on our failure, but on 

our commitment to future success. 
Blacks constitute 11. 7 percent of 

the population ; Hispanics , 6.4 percent ; 

and native Americans, 0.6 percent. 

Using statistics from one of our 

campuses, only 2.7 percent of students 

awarded baccalaureate degrees in 1988 
were black . And of the entering 

freshmen in 1988, only 4 .1 percent 
were black . In 1987, 0. 4 percent of 
our professors were black. I do not 

have statistics on our Hispanic or 
native American populations , but I 
suspect these numbers are much lower. 

This is no longer a "minority 

issue ." If statistics are valid , a majority 
of new workers entering tbe work force in 
sbort order will be non-Caucasian. Either 

we begin now to teach and train a 

productive citizenry, or we prepare to 

pay [he ensuing financi al burden that 

will be reflected in lost productivity 

and in governmental supplements. It is 

clear that our commitment to 

recruiting minority students has to 

begin before the senior year of high 

school. We must be involved in the 

educational exposure of students at the 

elementary and early secondary 

educational levels if we are to be 

successful. 

We have a natural role to play in 

(he education of teachers, but we also 
have a responsibility to the students. 

This bridg ing, to borrow Chancellor 

Barnett's term , of the educational 

system is exemplified in the UMSl 

Bridge Program . It should be noted 

that other universities have also 

involved themselves in programs such 

as this , usually mentoring programs 
where their professors go to other 

elementary and secondary schools and 
take on educational roles at these 

levels . It will be programs such as this 
that involve the University in 

education of students early on that will 

close the educational gap for minori ty 
students. 

In addition, we must learn how 

to establish better m ethods for 

selecting minority students in our 

admissions process . Student Curator 

Michael Dodig spoke effectively to the 
problem inherent in relying on certain 

rig id criteria in evaluating students 

from disadvantaged school systems. Yet 

we continue to rely on criteria such as 

standardized tests proven to be 

inaccurate predictors of performance for 

minority students. Quoting Robert 
(Continued on page 3.) 



Committees start work on options for the future 
Although two comminees appoint

ed by President C. Peter Magrath have 
seemingly different mandates, both are 
intended to create a better University 
System. One committee is planning 
strategy to increase financial support 
for the University System and the 
other is planning changes to provide 
quality within [he limits of the 
existing budget. 

The so-called Option Two 
Committee, headed by University of 
Missouri-Kansas City Chancellor 
George Russell, is developing a specific 
strategy for a tax increase campaign. 
The committee consists of faculty and 
staff from the four campuses and 
University Extension. 

University of Missouri-Rolla 
Chancellor Martin Jischke is chairman 
of the Option Three Committee. This 
committee will recommend a process 
for managing the University System 
should the effort to increase revenues 
fail to produce sufficient results by 
July 1990. 

Both commi trees were created as 
a result of a special Board of Curators' 

meeting April 29 and 30 at Kansas 
City International Airport. The 
curators agreed that the University 
System should move toward excellence 
by either gaining increased financial 
support through a tax increase or by 
making changes in the University 
System's structure to provide excellence 
in fewer areas. The status quo option, 
maintaining all current programs and 
continuing current policy within the 
existing budget, was rejected. The 
curators decided this option would lead 
to a slow decline in quality. 

The committees will report 
direcdy to Magrath, who in turn will 
work closely with the general officers 
before making recommendations to 
curators later this year. 

In his charge to Option Two 
Committee members, Magrath said: 
"This group should submit a plan with 
basic assumptions, specific objectives , 
staffing and advisory structures to 
reach the objectives, an implementa
tion plan, timeline and budget." The 
plan will define the University 
System's role in conjunction with other 

Curator's Perspective (Continued/rom page 2.) 

Atwell of the American Council on 
Education: "At least twO barriers 
within our control discourage minori
ties from applying to college - the 
role of test scores in the admissions 
decision-making process and narrow 
recruiting practices . On the average, 
minorities score poorly on standardized 
tests . The inappropriate use of tests in 
the face of unequal educational 
opportunities in the public schools has 
created a problem that must be 
addressed. One negative effect of our 
too rigid use of standardized tests is 
unintentionaily to screen Out minority 
students who have the potential to 
succeed. 

"Secondly, college recruiters for 
selective institutions tend to concen
trate on the wealthy, suburban schools 
and ignore the inner-city schools that 

are a source of qualified and 
high-potential minority candidates . We 
should require our admissions offices to 
spread their nets more widely." 

We must also place a greater 
emphasis on retention of students once 
they enter our campuses. Financial aid 
is critical to the retention of minority 
students, just as appropriate orienta
tion and counseling programs are 
necessary to provide adequate support 
for these students . Some of these 
students may come from households 
living on $10,000 to $15,000 per 
year. This income, in part, is often 
generated by the student. The financial 
burden, as well as the psychological 
stress placed on these students, can be 
immense. I am personally aware of 
several students who were unable to 
maintain their grade point average as 
they struggled with a medical school 
curriculum and a full -time job - a 
job they held not just to pay their 
educational fees, bur also to provide 
funds in order to supplement their 
family'S low income. 

In order to create a receptive 
environment for minority students, we 
need to address recruitment and 
retention of minority faculty members 
who will serve as the role models for 
these students, in addition to creating 
much needed diversity among our own 
faculty. This effort should start by 
enlarging the pool of qualified 
minority graduate students. Methods 

such as providing fellowships and 
mentOring programs should be 
pursued. Some of these graduate 
students will stay on at the institutions 
where they train. Because of the 
shortage of minority faculty, competi
tion is fierce. Funds must be available 
to provide competitive salaries if these 
highly sought faculty members are to 

be recruited. Once these faculty 
members are on campuses, department 
heads should attempt to prevent the 
typical overload of committee work 
that minority faculty frequently face as 

department heads attempt to place 
representative minority groups on their 
numerous committees. Minority facul
ty members are also expected to take 
on additional student service duties, 
which can again detract from their 
ability to fulfill tenure requirements. 
When minority faculty members 
assume these additional responsibilities, 
methods should be available by which 
their teaching load can be reduced and 
these extra duties can be credited 
coward the tenure process. 

To summarize, my perspective 
focused on twO critical issues facing 
the University. The first was an 
escalating problem of deferred mainte
nance and repair that is rapidly 
approaching catastrophic proportions. 
The second critical issue was 
inadequate recruitment and retainment 
of minority students and faculty. 

In considering my perspective as a 
curator, I reflected on many things the 
University does well. We do a great 
deal with extremely limited resources . 
We have a talented, proficient staff and 
faculty that have continued to perform 
exceptionally well in the face of 
funding shortages. We have been able 
to recruit an outstanding group of 
leaders represented by each of the four 
chancellors and our University 
president . 

I chose, though, to discuss two 
areas of critical importance to the 
University that merit immediate action 
and where we as a board, with the 
assistance of administrators and staff, 
can make a significant and positive 
difference. When I look back on my 
service to the University, I would like 
to know that I had done all that was 
possible to make the University a safe, 

private and public colleges in the 
campaign effort to raise funds for 
higher education, and it will 
recommend roles in the campaign for 
Missouri's civic, business, professional 
and political leaders . 

The Option Three group will 
look at a wide range of measures that 
include restructuring the University 
System through program elimination 
or consolidation and student fee 
increases. The recommendations from 
this committee will not include a list 
of proposed program Cuts. Magrath 
will use the committee's general 
recommendations to prepare his report. 

The three options that curators 
reviewed were presented by Magrath, 
who said seeking additional funding 
through a tax increase was the best 
option for the University System and 
the state. He believes a tax increase for 
higher education is possible. 

"I believe that an investment tax 
increase is needed. 1 think it's 
possible," he said. "We have enormous 
resources if we wish to invest them." 

Bur Magrath admits that a tax 

receptive environment, conducive to the 
proliferation of knowledge and ideas 
just as any great university should be. 
Within our grasp is the ability to 

achieve greamess. But we must be able 
to reach higher and to look within 
ourselves for the strength of that 
accomplishment. Without doubt, there 
are challenges ahead, but challenges I 
have always been told represent 
opportunities - opportunities that are 
to be met and to be conquered. I 
would like to close by reading a poem 
that I wish I had written. It was 
written by John Masefield, and it's 
entitled "The University." 
There are few earthly things more beautiful 

than a University. 
It is a place where those who hate ignorance 

may strive to know, 
where those who perceive truth may 

strive to make others see; 
where seekers and learners alike, 
banded together in the search for 

knowledge, 
wiLL honor thought in aLL its finer ways, 

wiLL welcome thinkers in distress or in 
exile, 

will uphold"ever the dignity of thought and 
learning and 

will exact standards in these things. 
They give to the young in their 

impressionable years, 
the bond of a lofty purpose shared, 

of a great corporate life 
whose links will not be loosed until they die. 

They give young people that dose 
companionship for which youth longs, 

and that chance of the endless 
discussion of the themes which are endless, 

without which youth would seem 
a waste of time. 

There are few earthly things more splendid 
than a University. 

In these d.ays of broken /ron tiers and 
collapsing values, when the dams are 

down and the floods are making misery, 
when every future looks somewhat grim 

and every ancient foothold 
has become something of a quagmire, 

wherever a University stands, 
it stands and shines," 

wherever it exists , the /ree minds of men , 
urged on to full and fair inquiry, 

may still bring wisdom into human affairs. 
Let us always be certain that 

wherever the University of Missouri 
stands, it also shines. 

increase campaign - even for higher 
education - is nOt automatic. 

"I think the hardest course of 
action, the toughest choice, is for us to 
aggressively seek the investment that is 
needed. That's an effort that will really 
test our resolve," Magrath said. "But 
if the will and wallet can't be put 
together, my firm recommendation is 
that we consider dramatic reductions 
and examine drastic tuition increases . 
I've been there before, and it's not fun, 
but sometimes you have to do it . 

"If we are to have a smaller and 
more expensive university, if fewer 
educational tools are what we have to 
work with to do the best possible job, 
then our mission has got to continue 
to be to do the best we can with what 
we have with excellence. Excellence is 
our objective. The fundamental issue is 
that Missouri (will) not be getting the 
University it deserves. 

"I think (Option Three) is a 
better choice than a slide into 
mediocrity," Magrath said. "I think 
it's a poorer choice than being the 

University the state deserves, needs 
and can afford, though ." 

Curators reaffirmed their support 
of a five-year financial plan to add 
$ 147 million to the University 
System's base budget . The money 
would be used to bring faculty salaries 
to a competitive level , upgrade 
libraries and academic computing 
facilities and make program improve
ments. The University System would 
generate $30 million and look to the 
state for $ 117 million. 

CuratOr Ed Turner, president of 
the board, described 1989 as "another 
year of shortfall of our plans 
- another year of disappointment that 
our plans cannot be achieved because of 
drastic underfunding ." 

Magrath forms 
committee to help 
increase funding 

A faculty commirree from all 
campuses of the University of Missouri 
System and University Extension has 
been formed to advise President C. 
Peter Magrath on plans to increase 
funding for higher education. 

Magrath worked with the 
Intercampus Faculty Council to 
appoint the group, which is called the 
Faculty Advisory Commirree to 

Increase Funding for the University of 
Missouri System. He said the com
mittee will work with him in the 
months ahead "to secure significantly 
increased funding for the University." 

Magrath says it will be critical 
that the efforts of faculty, staff, 
students and alumni are coordinated 
when making a major push for 
increased funding. "The faculty, staff 
and students can contribute enormous
ly in communicating our needs and in 

pointing Out why the University is so 
critical to improving the quality of life 
for all Missourians, " he said . 

Commirree members are Gordon 
Kimber, William Bondeson and Allen 
Hahn, UM-Columbia; Edwin Bailey, 
Timothy Taylor and Harris Mirkin, 
UM-Kansas City; Donald Askeland, 
Lance Williams and Robert Wolf, 
UM-Rolla; Mark Burkholder, James 
Doyle and Frederick Pearson , UM-St. 
Louis; and Charles Gamble, University 
Extension. The committee also 
includes Richard Wallace, UM System 
vice president for academic affairs. 
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Budget calls for 6 percent pay hike 
Budget plans approved by the 

University of Missouri System Board of 
CuratOrs at their June meeting call for 
an average salary and wage increase of 
6 percent for faculty and staff in 

1989-90. 
Under salary and wage principles 

adopted by the board, salary 
adjustments will be made on the basis 
of merit and/or market circumstances; 
individual salary adj ustments may be 
above Ot below the aggregate average 6 
percent increase. 

There will be no upper limit on 
salary increases in cases of unusually 
high quality performance for teaching, 
research and extension staff as well as 
administrat ive and professional staff. 
Administrative and professional staff 
performing at a satisfactOry level must 
be paid at least the minimum of the 
pay range for the position. 

Office, technical service and 
support pay range minimums and 
maximums will be increased by 2 
percent. Employees at or above the 
maximum may receive an increase not 
exceeding the percentage of increase in 
the range. Increases for represented 
service and suppOrt staff will be 
announced following the establishment 
of wage rates. 

CuratOrs approved a $433 million 
budget for 1989-90 that includes 
contingency plans should Gov. John 
Ashcroft v:..ithhold more than 3 percent 
of the University's state appropriations. 

The budget before withholding is $34 
million larger than the 1988-89 
budget. Most of the increase - more 

than $20 million - will be applied 
to a 6 percent average pay increase and 
a 6.5 percent increase in staff benefits . 

If the General Assembly, meeting 
in special session, does not increase 

revenue to replace money owed to 

federal pensioners, Ashcroft has said he 
will Cut $23 million from the 
University System's state appropriation. 
Although the University 'S fiscal year 
begins July 1, the General Assembly 
will not convene until July 5 to 

discuss the revenue shortfall. 
President C. Peter Magrath told 

curatOrs the budget was developed 
under the assumption the U niversi ty 
would receive its full appropriation, 
less 3 percent . "We wi ll withhold 

authorization to expend any additional 
funds except on costS that are 
unavoidable," Magrath said. "In 

particular, salary increases and program 
improvement funds will be withheld 
until the new state appropriations are 

released. 
"This budget reflects a commit

ment to the human investment 
- faculty and staff salaries - that we 
need to maintain a great U ni versi ty," 

Magrath said. 

SMSU administrator to head 
newly combined UM office 

Larry Gates, a veteran administra
tor at Southwest Missouri State 
University, has accepted the position of 
University of Missouri System assistant 
vice president for budget and analytical 
services. He will assume his duries 
Sept. l. 

Gates will lead an office that 
combines twO previous UM System 
offices, the budget office and 
institutional research. 

"Several months ago, former vice 
president for academic affairs Jay 
Barton and I recognized there would 
be administrative and economic 
advantages in combining the offices," 

says James T. McGill, UM System vice 
president for administrative affairs. 

Gates has nearly 20 years of 
experience in both budgets and 
institutional research at SMSU, and his 
institutional planning background will 
increase the University'S capabilities in 
that area . He will be in charge of all 
System administrative responsibilities 

in preparing budgets, budget request 
material for the Coordinating Board for 
Higher Education and support material 
for the president and general officers. 

Additionally, Gates' office will 
prepare enrollment projections, student 
dropout and attrition analyses and 
faculty and staff salary studies. Gates 
also will gather and organize material 
comparing the UM System with other 
public research universities. 

Gates says he and his wife are 
excited about joining the University of 
Missouri System and look forward ro a 
long and rewarding association with 
the University. "I hope to make quick 

and significant contributions to the 
University'S mission," Gates says. 

When he arrives in September, 
Gates will meet with campus-based 
budgeting and institutional research 
staff and campus senior administrative 
officials as soon as he can. 

"I am delighted we were able to 

attract Larry Gates to the University," 

says McGill. "His nearly 20 years of 
progressively responsible administrative 
duries , especially in budget planning 
and institutional research, provide a 
perfect fit for this combined office." 
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