
From a group of                       

concerned 

academics at UEA 

 

To the Vice-chancellor, the Registrar and Director of HR,  

We, the signatories of this letter are drawn from a range of faculties and schools across the 

University of East Anglia.  We are proud to work at a university that takes pride in its role within the 

academic and local community. It is because of our pride and commitment to the university that we 

feel the need to express our alarm at how the proposed changes to our USS pension are being dealt 

with at UEA.  In particular we are uneasy about the confrontational stance that is taken with the 

proposed UCU industrial action, which received a strong mandate from the wider academic 

community. UEA has developed into the institution it is by establishing strong relationships between 

its management and its staff, which for fifty-one years has been based on mutual respect in working 

together to create a strong and confident university for staff, students and the local community. We 

are confident that the executive team recognise this endeavour and in light of this we would like to 

raise some issues for concern.  

1. A number of pre 1992 university institutions including Cambridge, Oxford and Warwick have 

made public their responses to the USS/UKK consultations on USS reform. The Oxford 

document (http:alturl.com/up2p5) outlines its critique of the USS proposal.  

 

2. We are also aware that Oxford and other Russell Group universities have set up working 

parties and internal consultations to investigate these issues further as they are concerned 

about the impact a diluted pension would have on recruitment and retention in an 

international labour market. We wonder whether UEA has investigated these issues in its 

own response to the USS and UUK consultation?  

 

3. We would expect that UEA would want to instigate its own consultations in this area. The 

absence of any consultation and the hurried decision to align itself with a particular side of 

the debate despite evidence to the contrary of the veracity of those arguments has been 

devastating for staff morale and trust. 

 

4. Statistical justification for the proposed USS reforms have also been challenged. In a letter to 

the Times Higher Education Supplement these reservations have been outlined from 

Professors of Mathematics and Statistics at a range of highly ranked institutions have 

espoused serious concerns with the UUK proposals in particular the flawed assumptions that 

have been used to justify the USS proposals.  See the letter at: 

http://www.timeshighereducation.co.uk/comment/letters/false-assumptions-of-the-

uss/2016525.article  

 

We feel real concern that senior management are pressing ahead with actions in their 

communications while not challenging the claims made by USS and the Employers Pension 

Forum. Therefore in the interests of mutual trust and collegiality, we wonder respectfully 

whether enough thought is being placed in the senior management responses to what is 

clearly a complex and challenging issue.  

 

http://www.timeshighereducation.co.uk/comment/letters/false-assumptions-of-the-uss/2016525.article
http://www.timeshighereducation.co.uk/comment/letters/false-assumptions-of-the-uss/2016525.article


5. The email from the vice-chancellor was distressing and disturbing in its dismissal of the real 

concerns that staff have with this issue and the partial arguments being presented. We fail 

to understand why UEA’s senior management feel the need to respond to action short of a 

strike (ASOS) by withholding 100% of employee pay. Other institutions have taken different 

approaches, for instance Imperial College are withholding 25% for partial performance. We 

regard UEA’s executive team anti-union response as intemperate and disproportionate in a 

democratic environment that aims to develop respectful and productive relationships 

between management and staff.  

 

To sum up we are plainly worried that the long-term relations between senior management 

and staff will be irretrievably damaged if the executive team: 

 

1. Continues to align itself so strongly with a view that runs counter to the ethical interests 

of the staff; 

 

2. Fails to create space for internal discussion and true consultation about the important 

issues surrounding the proposed USS reforms and ignores the partiality of the argument.  

 

3. Takes an increasingly aggressive and escalatory fashion to the proposed industrial 

action: ‘do different’ is not a mandate for a return to a style of industrial relations that 

has long been discredited. This is not appropriate for an institution that has been 

developed along democratic lines and relationships of mutual respect, thereby 

threatening to undermine the principles along which the university has been founded.  

 

The executive team will be aware that like many institutions, what happens on a daily basis 

requires the staff to go above and beyond what they are contracted to do.  They do this 

regularly because they are proud to be UEA people. However, the autocratic and distrustful 

manner in which the university has responded to the industrial action and its failure to 

investigate the partial argument of the USS reforms threaten the good relationships that 

have been established over fifty years. We as UEA people feel bewildered by this turn of 

events and how the ethos and goals of the institution seem to be set aside by the recent 

actions of the executive team.  

 

We look forward to hearing from you.  

 

Yours sincerely,  

 

The undersigned 

 

In order to add your name to this open letter please send an email  

openletterfromUEAacademics@gmail.com   and indicate if you are willing to have your 

name published as a signatory. 
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