
BUILD THE UNION! ♦♦♦ FIGHT EDUCATION 2030! ♦♦♦ BACK CASUAL STAFF!  

A Sober Assessment: No Need for Cuts  

‘The university needs to maintain its cash levels to support 
around six months of its operating activities (£105m) with a 
minimum requirement of four months (£70m).’ 

All Staff email, May 2022 

Take the May statement, reproduced above: in 
reality, four months is not the minimum require-
ment for a healthy institution. If we are talking 
about the governance of the sector, and the ex-
pectations of the OfS, dropping down to one 
month in reserves would trigger a ‘reportable 
event’, while the Charity Commission suggests that 
holding three months’ worth of cash is prudent. De 
Montfort, with approximately  £120m stashed 
away, massively exceeds the OfS baseline and the 
amount of money recommended by the Commis-
sion: so why does executive management insist 
that it needs to retain such high levels of liquidity? 

First, the ‘obligation’ argument is supposed to 
nullify the suggestion that we should use reserves 
to cushion the deficit (itself a convenient excuse 
for cuts). Next, it allows senior management to tell 
two different stories: staff are offered the worst-
case scenario, in the belief that this will help per-
suade them to accept redundancies, while a more 
balanced, upbeat assessment - emphasising stabil-
ity - is reserved for external assessors like Moody’s 
agency.  

Although no one is suggesting that HEIs should 
not hold cash in the bank, the constraints placed 
on the institution are essentially self-imposed: this 
means that redundancies, and the general degra-
dation of our staff base and morale, are being 
pushed through for an entirely different reason 
than the cautionary tale spun to education work-
ers.  

Before we get into that, and the VC’s latest tar-
gets, we should note that capital spending at De 
Montfort does not seem to have been reined in 
(which might be expected in an institution worried 
about financial liabilities), and that the numbers of 
staff placed at risk are easily matched by the num-
bers of new posts advertised. So how does that 
save money? The mass exodus of teachers and re-
searchers does not seem to be factored into the 
savings that redundancies were supposed to se-
cure, adding more weight to the argument that the 
actual motivation lies elsewhere. 

Redundancies and market manoeuvres 

If we all agree on one thing it is probably the 
unseemly haste and confusion that marked the 
redundancy process. Rank and file HR staff were 
forced, at short notice, to chase data sets that 
should have been in place long before the proce-
dure began. Those placed ‘at risk’ found that their 
roles had been mis-described and their achieve-
ments downplayed. Compounding these difficul-
ties was the lamentable lack of consistency across 
Faculties, as though they were operating without 
coherent central direction. In some cases, senior 
managers did their best to treat staff concerns se-
riously, while others seemed bewildered, bored or 
disinclined to engage.  

This is what happens in any industrial, commer-
cial, or charitable sector, when there is no credible 
reason for making cuts - in lieu of clear criteria, 

By far the weakest aspect of the inconsistent arguments used to justify 
the latest round of cuts, is the one that underpins the whole exercise - 
the notion that the university is under financial duress, and subject to 
external obligations that limit its room for manoeuvre.  



institutions fall back on the judgement of people 
who are, understandably, not very keen to take 
personal responsibility for the ensuing mess.  

Going sub-prime 

This brings us to the real purpose of the whole 
enterprise, which began with the hollow myth of 
empowerment, before moving on to the imposi-
tion of block teaching, pay and recruitment freez-
es, research cuts, voluntary severance, and now 
what is obviously just the first round of redundan-
cies.  

It looks like the intention is to gather resources 
for the move to sub-prime education, and to im-
press prospective partners in the private sector. 
Hence the high level of reserves and the creation 
of DMU London. To those who suffer from debili-
tating impatience, we can see the attraction: in-
stead of dealing with long-term challenges in 
Leicester, why not start afresh, but this time with-
out the inconveniences of heavy duty, world-
leading research, highly motivated professional 
services, dedicated manual workers, capable lec-
turers, and committed trade unionists?  

New targets 

It would be unfair, perhaps, to suggest that 
DMU London means that the quest for improve-
ment has been entirely abandoned. The question 
is how we might fulfil the latest set of ambitious 
targets, just announced in the VC Weekly email. 
Two examples will suffice. 

One major goal is that, for REF 2028, the univer-
sity should produce outputs of sufficient quality to 
secure a place in the top half of UK HEIs. All well 
and good, but if this is a serious aim, then it might 
not be best served by ridding ourselves of prestig-
ious research staff and offering the ‘risible RISA’ as 
a low-grade substitute for a decent scheme.  

Another challenge is to move, within five years, 
from a total of 54% of staff (or survey respond-
ents?) who are prepared to recommend DMU as a 
good place to work, to 90% of the cohort. In this 
case, then the fervent hope must be that this will 
not be achieved by ‘managing out’ anyone who 
disagrees with the sub-prime trajectory favoured 
by the current regime, thus boosting the percent-
age of those who think it wise to keep their heads 
down and go with the flow.  

As the current round of compulsory redundancy 
reaches its chaotic dénouement, the collective ex-
periences of affected staff provide quite a worrying 
insight into the structural weaknesses that contin-
ue to affect our ability to maintain basic functions. 
Solving the fundamental problems faced in our 
working lives would be the first sensible step in 
developing the ‘long-lasting excellence’ that we 
have just been told is an essential prerequisite for 
future success. Demoralising staff and downgrad-
ing our offer will probably lead in the opposite di-
rection.  

Not in the union yet? Sign up at ucu.org.uk/join 

The branch Organising Committee follows the          
A E I O U of union organising. That is, to: 

• Agitate against poor treatment of staff from man-
agement 

• Educate about why it’s in all our interests to be 
more effectively organised 

• Inoculate against potential misinformation from 
management 

• Organise staff members 

• Unionise – recruit new members to the branch and 
enable greater union activity from those who are 
already members 
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For workplace help and support (Casework Committee) 
contact: ucu@dmu.ac.uk 

Get in touch with the branch Organising Committee at: 
DMUnionise@gmail.com 

Branch website at: ucudemontfort.wordpress.com 

UCU DMU branch on Twitter at: twitter.com/UCU_DMU 
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