
1. 
 
As someone who is due to retire this year as a result of EJRA and someone who would have been 
more than happy to continue for a few more years I feel qualified to comment on this matter. 
 
I have worked for the whole of my life in the Bodleian Library, almost exclusively in the Department 
of Western Manuscripts, now Special Collections and will have completed 50 years in September, 
having joined after taking my A Levels at 17. It is, perhaps, not surprising that I have built up a wealth 
of knowledge about our collections and readers and staff have benefited greatly and I have only 
been too happy to pass on my knowledge. The acknowledgements in published works, theses and in 
letters/emails provide an enduring appreciation of the help I have provided and from which I take 
much personal pride, 'reader services' being the all-important element. I have served them well, 
representing readers' interests, sometimes before those of colleagues at work. I have never seen 
readers and staff as separate entities, but rather both parties working together in higher education, 
so not 'us and them'. 
 
Readers are becoming aware that I shall be leaving and many have commented 'who is going to help 
me now' or 'will your successor be able to help in the same way?' Without appearing immodest I 
understand their concern and in all honesty I cannot really provide any reassuring reply. I have no 
idea who my replacement will be or whether my job will exist as it is now. I would willingly pass on 
all my knowledge to any receptive successor. When I set out on my working career, finding a job and 
keeping it was the aim. These days, finding a job for the next step up the ladder is the norm, the next 
step more than likely elsewhere, especially as it is so expensive to live in Oxford. Also younger 
people see working in one place in one job as undesirable. In short we are losing continuity and the 
knowledge of long serving members of staff to the direct disadvantage to readers (academics, 
postgraduates, undergraduates, writers, independent researchers, etc, national and international). 
In Special Collections with its associated complexities required constant staff mediation and 
knowledge is essential for an efficient and responsive service. 
 
As a non-academic member of staff at G7 I am only 2 grades above G5 whose members and those 
lower may happily continue to work after 67. The dividing line is so thin and seems to go against the 
mantra we (management) all learn when recruiting, that the University is one which prides itself on 
equality and diversity, the University promulgated as being an equally opportunities employer EJRA 
clearly does not represent equality to my mind. 
 
Thank you for providing me with the opportunity of making my feelings known. Although I have had 
my own position in mind, I am thinking of my colleagues and readers who would be more than 
happy for me to continue and thus retain my knowledge and hence help. I almost feel like I am 
letting them down when I tell them I have to retire! 
 
Colin Harris 
 
 
 
2. 
 
Although I would be affected by the plan myself I write to confirm my support for the introduction of 
the EJRA (I am over 60) due to the need to provide greater promotion and career development 
opportunities for younger members of staff and so increase the possibilities of enhancing the gender 
balance and ethnic diversity of those in senior roles while avoiding the dangers of the university 
becoming too 'top heavy' in age profile. 



 
 
3. 
 
The EJRA is discrimination on the grounds of age, pure and simple. 
 
You have to stop this before the University’s reputation and finances are seriously damaged. 
 
There are people who are ‘coasting’ or not performing well at all ages and at all levels of the 
University. This needs to be addressed through performance management, and by setting clearer 
expectations for academics. It’s a big topic and will require a full consultation but it can’t be put off 
forever. 
 
If you must have an EJRA then it should be linked to state pension age. 
 
These views are my own and do not represent those of my division. 
 
 
 
4. 
 
Please find below brief comments 
 
Having read the report and the various opinions expressed I must say I on balance support the 
conclusions of the report. Of course many people will continue to be extremely productive beyond 
the age of 67 (I hope to be so for many years) but I would have thought most will be able to find a 
way of continuing to be productive without ‘blocking’ the progress of the next generation. Having 
spent much of my career living and working outside the UK I can see only too clearly the effects of 
not having compulsory retirement ages. 
 
So on balance I am for it (of course, in five years’ time I may feel differently!.... but that’s also how 
we ended up with Brexit). 
 
Kevin Marsh 
 
 
 
5. 
 
I am aware that the recent review has been undertaken not only because of the promise made at 
the implementation of the current ERJA, but also in response to the legal challenge. I understand 
that the University may well be trying to substantially keep the current ERJA, but amending the ERJA 
age to 68 to address some of the pressure to remove the ERJA entirely. For some of us the current 
retirement age is fine, can I ask for assurance that those choosing to retire at the current ERJA age of 
67, or maybe slightly earlier, will not be disadvantaged by the proposed increase to 68, which 
depending on an individual’s birth date can be almost 69. 
 
Unfortunately I will not be able to attend the meeting but would like this to be considered. 
 
Mary Deadman 
 



 
 
6. 
 
I believe that the EJRA should be increased to 70 years. This could be based on an assessment of 
each individual at 67 to assess their productivity and suitability to continue for another 3 years. 
Many researchers, especially in the medical sciences, are very productive at the later stages of their 
careers and have a huge wealth of experience and knowledge that should not be lost. 
 
 
 
7. 
 
At the age of 67, I was appointed a Visiting Fellow in April 2016 for a one year term with the 
possibility of extending that appointment. In September 2016, after only six month, my employment 
as a member of staff of the Ashmolean Museum was terminated because of my age. The Oxford 
rule, EJRA, which has been in place for approximately five years is intended to allow those employed 
at lower levels to rise more rapidly as senior positions become artificially available and I am not 
necessarily opposed, in principle, to this policy. But why are Visiting Fellows included in this policy? It 
is an illogical position as Visiting Fellows hold temporary positions in the University's hierarchy and 
their appointments have no effect on the ability of others to assume higher grades of employment 
or be rewarded with higher scales of pay. 
 
Dr Steven J Cohen 
 
 
 
8. 
 
I'm already retired myself (took early retirement from the University in 2010, and from Worcester 
College in 2011) but still follow this discussion with interest. Of course not everyone is in a position 
to go early, nor should anyone feel under pressure to do so, but I have little sympathy for those 
unwilling to step aside when they reach their mid 60s. The main considerations are (1) 'generational 
justice' (I find the attitude of the determined non-retirers disrespectful of the difficulties of young 
people with worse prospects than the generation above them, facing impossible house prices, 
globalized academic competition, interminable wait to get settled in life, etc.); (2) regardless of the 
competence of individual 60+ academics (and I'm sure many of them will be doing fine), a fixed 
retirement age is our only defence against the introduction of a generalized system of performance 
review – the idea that caused so much (quite correct) antagonism back in 2005 - 'generalized' 
because, if there's no longer a fixed RA, how could one justify any particular point at which to inflict 
the review procedure on individual postholders? That would be discriminatory. So, it would have to 
be for everyone, leading to an intolerable new bureaucratic burden. (The wasted labour all round - !) 
So, please let's leave the fixed RA in place. 
 
Incidentally, I can't agree that any 'conflict of interest' is involved in having a view about this - at 
least no more than is implicit in the normal run of questions that arise for members of a self-
governing institution like ours, and which we normally negotiate without moral anxiety. With thanks 
for your attention. 
 
(Dr) Sabina Lovibond 
 



 
 
9. 
 
If the Head of the relevant Department is in agreement and the member of staff post-retirement age 
has been able to raise funds in open competition with peer review, to support their salary (full or 
part-time) and their research costs, I wonder why the decision for them to be allowed to remain in 
employment also has to be approved by the EJRA committee? 

A related point. As I read the document, it appears that applications to the EJRA committee to be 
allowed to work post-retirement age must be accompanied by evidence that funding is in place to 
cover research costs (presumably including salary). However, when one applies for an external grant, 
for example to the MRC, one has to be able to say that one will be employed by the institution 
where the research will take place. I have received advice that together with the grant application 
one could write to the MRC saying that, if funds are awarded, employment would be provided by the 
institution, subject to agreement being given by the EJRA committee. As someone who has served 
on funding bodies, I believe that such an equivocal statement would decrease confidence in the 
proposal and its PI, and reduce the likelihood of it being funded. 

Philip Cowen 
 
 
 
10. 
 
I am completely against the proposal, I do not believe the ERA is a suitable vehicle for employers to 
use. 
 
Anna Power 
 
 
 
11. 
 
"Age discrimination is one of the great evils of our time. Older people are marginalized and 
disadvantaged in manifest ways in the United Kingdom. To judge a person on the basis of their age is 
to choose an arbitrary characteristic on which to assess them, reducing them to that characteristic, 
rather than recognizing their full humanity.  It shares the evils of sexism and racism in this regard. 
 
It saddens me that Oxford University does not want to join with the stand against ageism and make 
a clear statement against its pernicious effects on our society. By seeking an EJRA, whatever our 
internal reasons for doing so, undermines the efforts of many members of the University and others 
to combat age discrimination in our society. It fails to take account of the impact of our behavior on 
wider society. Tackling discrimination can cost money and can be difficult, but those are not reasons 
against doing so." 
 
Jonathan Herring 
 
 
 



12. 
 
I write to express my strong support for the EJRA, in particular its impact on diversity in the 
University and inter-generational equity. These are challenging issues that require a university-wide 
response, of which I believe the EJRA is an important part, and I am proud that Oxford is taking a 
strong stance on this issue. 
 
I accept that a small number of exceptions may be made to deal with particular circumstances or to 
retain individuals who are net financial contributors to the university (and whose continued 
employment thus does not detract from the objectives of the EJRA) or potentially to adjust the 
retirement age over time to match life expectancy etc., but I urge the Council to ensure that such 
amendments do not undermine the objectives of the EJRA. 
 
 
 
13. 
 
I submitted (or tried to) the following question for the March 7th EJRA event. 
 
"As mid-career semi-faculty, I fully support the EJRA, and rather hope that even if I am considered 
clever and important when I reach 70 in 2045, I won't have lost my humility and sense of 
perspective. That said, retirement does slough off a massive pool of expertise - so why not formalise 
the middle way, by routinely allowing retiring faculty to become emeriti. This might include 
providing associated infrastructure, e.g. offices where the younger generation know where to find 
them. Also, mentorship schemes are routinely oversubscribed; so taking on mentees can be a formal 
requirement for emeriti. Etc etc." 
 
 
 
14. 
 
The EJRA runs counter to Oxford's stated policies against discrimination. 
 
Many times I have heard the statement that the university does not discriminate based on age, 
whereas the EJRA is precisely this. For example, consider the following statement from the university 
policy on discrimination ( https://www.admin.ox.ac.uk/eop/policy/equality-policy/) 
 
"In particular, the University will: 
 
Encourage applications for study and employment from the widest pool of potential candidates.... In 
respect of staff, ensure that entry into employment and progression within employment are 
determined solely by criteria which are related to the duties of a particular post and the relevant 
salary scale; and support career development and progression to ensure diverse representation and 
participation at all levels." 
 
Similar statements occur in the Oxford Unconscious Bias Training course module which is required 
for many staff. 
(http://www.learning.ox.ac.uk/seminar_desc.php?cat=cc&ls=all&cc=MAN/DIV/ONLI&page=19) 
 
Forcing retirement of a person who is 70 years old, who is performing duties as well as a person who 
is 35, can only be interpreted as discrimination (and also reduces the age diversity of our staff). We 
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may decide that we want an EJRA, but it is dishonest to do so while at the same time insisting that 
we do not discriminate. It may be true that legally we are allowed to discriminate based on age, but 
if we do so, we need to be honest about what our discrimination policy is.  In an age where "post-
truth" contradictory statements are running rampant, it is particularly important for the university to 
hold itself to a higher standard. 
 
Steven Simon 
 
 
 
15. 
 
Last September, I was sent a letter giving me "Notice of my retirement date". It was sent by an "HR 
Officer", rather than the Registrar or even my Division or Department Head, as might have been 
appropriate for a Statutory Professor. The letter offered no thanks or recognition for my service to 
the University. Indeed, any request to continue working would clearly be demeaning and include 
loss of my current post. 
 
From 2011 to 2015, in an attempt to plan ahead, I had met three times with my previous Head of 
Division about an extension to the age of 70. These discussions were inconclusive, but subsequently I 
found that numerous exceptions to the EJRA were made while I and others were exploring the issue, 
one exception involving the very people with whom I was talking! Indeed, the University has in 2017 
appointed an Interim Head of the Medical Division, who is over 70 and already once retired, after it 
declared in 2016 that no more exceptions (as opposed to requests to continue) would be made. 
 
"Under the 2010 Equality Act, it is against the law to say, or imply, that you will discriminate against 
anyone - including saying that you are unable to cater for disabled workers. Employers are also not 
allowed to question a candidate's age, sexual orientation, marital status, number of children or plans 
to have children, disability, race or religion." 
 
"Employment justified" exceptions can be made, but Oxford's justification is flimsy and has been 
subject to one exception after another, and numerous requests to continue, with some academics 
receiving sequential reprieves. Based on my treatment and my evolving familiarity with the 2010 
Equality Act, my own view has hardened and I now regard any discrimination on the basis of age to 
be illegal. No longer am I meekly requesting an extension to 70, I simply believe the Equality Act 
should be enforced. Oxford's EJRA, which lies far outside the spirit of the law, should be abandoned. 
I have no problem with performance reviews. Indeed it might allow us to dismiss some of our 
underperforming younger academics and a fraction of the very large number of academic 
administrators. 
 
Fighting the EJRA process is debilitating to an academic during a period when scientific work can be 
at its most fruitful. Time and energy are lost. I have over 100 documents in my laptop relating to the 
EJRA. Some days I receive 10 or 20 emails from concerned colleagues on the subject. Incidentally, 
when I arrived from the USA in 2003, I was informed of the retirement age but told that on the basis 
of impending legislation it would soon be a thing of the past, as it was (and is) in the USA. 
 
The EJRA creates a substantial downside for the University including the break up of front-line 
research groups and the loss of their funding. The ability to recruit academics is being compromised- 
people don't want to be fired at 67, so they don't come here. And again, forced retirement itself is 
detrimental to health, as several studies have demonstrated. Potential and existing financial donors 
will have second thoughts, especially those who have themselves been subjected to the EJRA. Young 
people will not join research groups that are soon to be terminated and as a consequence they will 
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miss out on cutting-edge research experiences. Indeed, just seeing the EJRA happen in front of their 
eyes adds to the list of reservations that deter young people from careers in science. 
 
One special consideration is that I am an experimental scientist. I require laboratory space, students 
and so on (which we pay for), and the University would take these away from me. I can’t write books 
in a gazebo. The University is destroying the ability of experimental scientists to perform as 
academics. For others, forced retirement enhances their ability to work- no more tutorials, 
department meetings etc. For an experimentalist, it is a disaster. 
 
The solution? Despite the overabundance of time and hoards of cash held by the University, I think it 
must be individual and class legal actions. 
 
Of course, I could say more, but I should get back to work ... at least for the time being. 
 
Hagan Bayley  
 
 
 
16. 
 
One of the issues which has not been properly discussed is how the EJRA affects those married women 
with children whose academic careers began in the late 70s and early 80s.  I offer below four personal 
examples as to why we are ‘late developers’ and why a ceiling on our careers at 67 can be quite a cruel 
blow. 
 
First, in the 1970s and 1980s women were bringing up children in a university environment which had 
very limited child care. I started my own doctorate in 1980 when my first daughter was three months 
old; I finished it in 1987 when my second daughter was three years old. I was the only woman graduate 
in the [redacted] who had children; I also had to provide the financial support for the child care (which 
I made mainly through teaching in tutorial colleges).  Hence my (mainly male) contemporaries soared 
ahead and were taking jobs – just as I was completing my DPhil. 
 
Secondly, just as I was gaining lectureships in different Oxford Colleges, in the late 80s my then 
husband was given a post ninety miles away which thus relocated our family home. My commute from 
the Midlands to Oxford took up nearly four hours a day (no M40 in those days), but this meant that 
unless I stayed overnight I could only manage a four hour day in Oxford in order to collect my 
daughters (then aged 4 and 8) from their school by 3.15. There were no academic opportunities 
further north; I had to stay in Oxford if I was to survive academically. But research was impossible; 
teaching was all I could do. 
 
Thirdly, after my divorce I was a single parent from 1992-2000. We relocated to Oxford. My first book 
was published in 1994, and I was successful in gaining a University Lectureship and CUF at [redacted] 
in 1995. But single parenting takes its toll. Although I took up several positions in both the Faculty and 
College, for ten years from my appointment academic production was quite slow. 
 
But by 2005, married again, with children now more independent, my research at last took off. I began 
to be invited to several international conferences as the only British participant and books and articles 
began to proliferate. I was made a Reader in 2008 and Professor in 2014. I was awarded a D.D. in 2015. 
So at this stage in my academic career, aged 65, I am at last coming into my own. I have recently been 
invited to be [redacted] from 2018-19. That will be a year after I shall have to retire under the present 
arrangements. 



 
So the EJRA poses a real threat to older mothers like me: I am at the peak of my career, but about 
ten years too late. Personally I don’t want to extend my working life beyond 2019, when I will be 68 
(in fact the EJRA in its present format disadvantages me by just two months). I fully support the 
argument that younger women in particular, like me in the 1970s, need to have career opportunities 
which people like me are preventing; but I would hope that equal attention should be given to 
women who started their careers in the 1970s and 1980s and who have had a singularly difficult 
time. 
 
 
 
17. 
 
Please may I state that I thoroughly support Oxford University in introducing an EJRA in October 
2011 and revising this in 2015. Moreover I agree with the stated aims of the (revised) EJRA Policy: 

x to safeguard the high standards of the University in teaching, research and professional 
services 

x to promote inter-generational fairness and maintain career progression opportunities 
x to refresh the workforce 
x to facilitate succession planning 
x to promote diversity and equality 
x to facilitate flexibility through turnover in the academic-related workforce 
x to minimise impact on staff morale 

 
Special permission should be sought by those wishing to remain in post beyond 67. 
 
Peter Brown 
 
 
 
18. 
 
I believe that academic staff should retire at or before the age of 67 to allow the succession of young 
colleagues (who become more and more numerous as the years pass) into tenured 
university/college posts. 
 
Retirement at 67 is not only later than the usual 65, but in Oxford it can be followed by emeritus 
research positions in the university and colleges, which allow lecturers who have devoted their lives 
to teaching  joyfully to ‘catch up’ on long-neglected research activities. I can conceive of no reason 
other than financial greed for a person who has been assiduously fulfilling his/her teaching duties 
not to take advantage of the opportunity of doing full-time research after the age of 67. Of course, 
there is no academic motive for someone who has not been fully committed to teaching not simply 
to continue with their research after 67, but on a full salary rather than a pension: thus, the 
proliferation of sabbatical leaves and ‘buy-outs’ from teaching have created this problem. 
 
John Langton 
 
 
 



19. 
 
[Redacted] left Oxford because he was approaching EJRA and did not wish to retire; he went to 
another University.  
 
I feel strongly that, like every other employee in the UK, each individual employed by the University 
should be given the opportunity to decide when they would like to retire - or at least given the 
opportunity to submit a case for having their contract extended. The EJRA is inflexible, restrictive, 
and - in terms of UK law - unfair for employees; it can take no account of individual circumstances. I 
also think it is not necessarily an advantage for the University as a whole and that some faculties and 
sections of the University would benefit from being able to retain staff beyond the age of 67. 
 
Women often come to their careers - or return to their careers after raising a family - late; they also 
tend to be promoted later than their male peers. The EJRA makes no allowances for this. 
 
 
 
20. 
 
I'm not immediately facing retirement and the idea of staying on past the current recommended 
retirement age fills me with a certain amount of horror if I'm being honest (my main fear is not being 
forced to retire but not being able to afford to). 
 
But on basic logical grounds it strikes me that the University has engaged in a quixotic and 
unwinnable struggle. The purpose of the primary legislation is to prevent discrimination based on 
age alone. EJRA is intended to provide some escape from this when there is something peculiar to 
the job that means that advanced age in itself might diminish the capacity to do the job well. This 
would largely relate to physical deterioration. As this is an absurd argument in academia, notoriously 
an occupation where the relatively elderly can still make massive contributions it is more or less 
impossible to argue a job related exception for this profession. 
 
Now we can argue until we are blue in the face that the legislation that prevents us from 
discriminating on grounds of age is wrong headed for all sorts of extremely good institutional 
reasons (diversity etc). I would agree with this. But the law is the law and it is hard to see how any of 
these reasons are specific to universities in general let alone to Oxford in particular. To concede 
these grounds anywhere would undermine the clear purpose of the original equality legislation. So it 
seems blindingly obvious that continuing this fight is a waste of energy and resources. 
 
 
 
21. 
 
Thank you for requesting my view on the future of EJRA. To be brief, I believe that: 
 
 - the retirement age should be chosen by individuals and the University (and not only by the 
University) as long as the individual express their desire to do so and are able to work, with a 
minimum retirement age set according to current procedure (68, then increased as appropriate); 
 
- the scheme should be non-discriminative, and therefore should be applied to everyone working in  
 



the University regardless their salary band, and this should not be a  privilege offered to a (small) 
group of people only. 
 
Dr Jean Debarros 
 
 
 
22. 
 
This is simply to state my preference: I am in favour of an EJRA. The reason is almost entirely 
pragmatic. Anything else leads to complications and unnecessary transaction costs. Also, I've seen in 
the USA that hardly anybody retires any more but gets bought out, sometimes in concomitance with 
a judicial ordeal, so that new staff can finally be hired. That doesn't strike me as reasonable. Instead 
of devoting resources to such madness, people should think hard on how to create opportunities to 
keep retired staff engaged in more productive ways. 
 
Joerg Friedrichs  
 
 
 
23. 
 
Since I will be unable to attend the meeting in March I would like here to voice my strong support 
for the conclusions and recommendations of the review chaired by Irene Tracey. 
 
Richard Boyd 
 
 
 
24. 
 
I write to express my passionate support of the EJRA, which I believe is essential for the University. I 
also support the small increases in retirement age proposed for this year and 2022; what is 
important is that there be a retirement age. 
 
Dr Laura Ashe 
 
 
 
25. 
 
Dear Vice-Chancellor, 
 
I fully support the recommendations of the Review Committee with regard to the EJRA. It seems to 
me that, in due course, the age should probably go up to 70, for the reasons given in the Review. 
 
I am against abolishing the retirement age, and for three fundamental reasons: 
 
1. I quite often hear older academics say that, 'I am just as good as I always was'. In some cases, 
though certainly not in Oxford, this may be sadly true, since they were never all that good. But, for 
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those of real ability, there surely ought to be recognition that, like our other capacities, that of our 
brain does, with occasional exceptions, decline with age. 
 
2. Were we to abolish the retirement age, we would face the awful prospect, as in some Universities 
in the U.S.A., of an aged workforce, with no reason to retire, but an economic card to play, to 
encourage half-pay for semi-retirement, for example. 
 
3. I could not live with myself if I held on to my place here, thus keeping a younger person out of a 
career position at this great University. In short, there is, in my judgment, an element of selfishness 
in the position taken by some older academics. 
 
Having said all of that, let me add that I am now 67, and that I will retire at the end of the present 
academic year, just before I reach 68. That is what I said I would do when I arrived here in 1981, so I 
will do it. Pacta sunt servanda. 
 
Peter Mirfield 
 
 
 
26. 
 
Thank you for inviting me to register my views regarding retirement and the University. 
 
I am a mid career researcher (age 45). I am a clinical research fellow and an honorary consultant 
oncologist in Oxford University Hospitals. I work with several Professors who are in their 60s and 70s 
– all of whom are fully active in their research programmes and, I think, have many more years to 
contribute in cancer research. If they had to retire soon I believe that these particular cancer 
research programmes, and therefore the lives of cancer patients, would suffer as a result. They have 
many useful years left, and as a midcareer researcher I (and many others) benefit tremendously 
from their experience and ideas. 
 
Carolyn Taylor 
 
 
 
27. 
 
As someone who is somewhere in the middle of his career I feel that the EJRA is a vital tool for 
ensuring that we continue to keep a vital workforce, with new ideas, new experience and the ability 
to move forwards. Over the last ten years we have seen people work longer, a reduction in wages 
and those born since 1981 look to be the first generation for a long time to be poorer than their 
parents. By scrapping the EJRA we risk further intergenerational unfairness by removing or reducing 
the opportunities for younger workers to move forward in their careers, as the workers who remain 
on after pensionable age will be the most senior. It is highly unlikely that we will see an even spread 
through the workforce, with more junior members of the workforce more likely to retire. This will 
also reduce the impact of improvements in equality, as whilst we have made great strides forward, 
senior staff remain much less diverse, simply due to the legacy of past attitudes. Whilst I am sure 
that many of the attitudes of the past are no longer entrenched, all evidence shows that any diverse 
group is better placed to innovate, resolve problems and evolve with change, and any homogenous 
group, no matter how they are made up, shows bias towards those of their own kind and their own 
thinking. 



 
However we must take care to ensure that we continue to value employees that are approaching 
retirement age. Too often workers approaching retirement age can struggle to gain or retain  
 
employment, despite being highly skilled and motivated, even when their retirement would be 
significantly further away than the average length of employment. 
 
Paul Moorhouse 
 
 
 
28. 
 
I fully agree with the recommendations made by the working group: EJRA should be retained. If EJRA 
were not maintained it will have a large negative impact on the career prospects of young 
academics. I agree with the plan to extend the EJRA a further year in 2022. 
 
David Bennett 
 
 
 
29. 
 
I am writing to express my support for the recommendations of the EJRA working group: in 
particular that EJRA should be retained and providing better support for all staff nearing retirement 
age. 
 
Professor Bee Wee 
 
 
 
30. 
 
Apologies if this has already been covered as I've not been following the discussions closely. 
 
It seems to me somewhat unfair that the EJRA should be limited just to those employees on higher 
grades, and indeed that the grade boundary seems to have risen from Grade 6 to Grade 8. The staff 
most likely to benefit most from having a years extra income are those on lower grades and lower 
salaries who wish to continue working in order to pay off their mortgage, or to top up their pension 
contributions. Restricting this benefit only to those on higher salaries could rightly be portrayed as 
disproportionately benefiting those best able to look after themselves and would not reflect well on 
the University as a fair and equal employer for all. 
 
Personally, I'm in favour of an ERJA, but only one which is available to staff of all grades. 
 
Nick Barber 
 
 
 
 
 



31. 
 
Unfortunately, I’m unable to attend the meeting on 7 March. With this email I hope to inform you 
that I fully support all recommendations of the EJRA working group 
(http://www.ox.ac.uk/staff/consultations/ejra-review). I am concerned about the impact that 
abolishing the EJRA will have on the dynamics and opportunities of the University. For your statistics: 
I am a 34 years old postdoctoral research fellow employed in grade 8.3. 
 
Lennart Verhagen  
 
 
 
32. 
 
As an employee on Grade 7 I would like to express my concern that the retirement age is set at 68. 

x Although I am a reasonably fit and healthy person (59 next month), as with many people at 
the university and due to high housing costs in Oxford I have a considerably long commute 
to/from work each day which is extremely tiring and stressful. 

x We do not have a good understanding that the current increase in lifespan will in fact 
continue given the ‘known’ factors that have contributed to these stats.   

o The current retirement cohorts have enjoyed excellent healthcare without the 
disadvantages of the current restrictions on medical/surgical care 

o A long period of diet restriction has given them the unexpected advantage of 
suffering from the later 20th and 21stth century problems of diabetes and alcohol 
consumption.  Although it could be agreed that these are products of self-
indulgence, it has only just been recognised as such. 

o They have not suffered the stress of long working hours and having to support their 
children long into adulthood 

o They have not had to take on caring responsibilities of their aged parents to the 
extent that we now commonly do 

o They did not have to help with caring for grandchildren as has become more 
‘normal’ for those that can afford to do so. 

o Although life span has definitely increased it is not necessarily been advantageous as 
such morbidities as dementia and physical incapacity through joint issues etc have 
increased – as have other diseases such as cancer. 

o Who has decided that although the average life span has increased, I would say that 
there are more people with morbidities and dying early (just around age of 
previously expected retirement age) through cancer, that we should all work until 
we drop! 

x Why take jobs away from the younger generation who are already compromised by 
unemployment (I accept this is now slowly changing), low salaries, high housing costs and 
reduced prospects in life? 

x Why not let the current generation approaching retirement age enjoy similar benefits as 
their parents when they have been hard working tax payers for well over 40 years? 

x I cannot believe the reports I frequently hear on the radio that working well through 60s is 
good for your health – at what point does sitting in traffic jams, being exposed to terrible 
drivers and risk of accidents, stressful mornings and evenings coping with public transport 
and hours in front of computer screens and lack of fresh air and exercise benefit anyone? 

 
I would be grateful for a response as well as the option of retiring soon without compromising my 
life style to the extent this late retirement age would impose. 

http://www.ox.ac.uk/staff/consultations/ejra-review


 
Having spent most of my working life nursing I find it incredible that I cannot look forward to a well-
earned rest until the possibility of dementia or else taking its hold (family history) around 70 years of 
age. 
 
At the very least the university should make it compulsory – not discretionary for each department 
to permit part-time hours of work and flexible working.  This is not currently the case and should be. 
 
 
 
33. 
 
Unfortunately I am unable to attend the meeting on 7 March. My main reaction to the report is to 
be surprised at the absence of comment on the legality of the EJRA, which is clearly a serious 
consideration when deciding what Oxford should do now. Unfortunately, up to this point the 
administration has only put obstacles in the way of open discussion on this key issue, no doubt 
because it doesn’t want to weaken its legal position. But such a discussion is essential. 
 
I have no moral objection to having an EJRA which was enforced for everyone. However I think there 
are three powerful pragmatic reasons why Oxford should now abandon it: 
 

(i) It makes no sense for only three UK universities to maintain a mandatory retirement 
age. In particular this puts Oxford in an obviously uncompetitive position when 
attempting to hire or retain senior faculty. 

(ii) The university’s legal position, and that of colleges, is at best dubious. It is already being 
obliged to pay out large legal fees in order to fight appeals and employment tribunals. If 
at some point down the road the university is taken to the High Court and loses the case, 
it will be exposed to serious reputational and financial damage with regard to those who 
have been obliged to retire since the system was introduced. 

(iii) The effect on morale of the extension procedures on those applying and their colleagues 
is damaging to a collegial atmosphere in the university. 

 
I do not believe that abandoning the EJRA would mean that many people would seek to stay in full-
time employment past, say, their early 70s. Retirement is fundamentally an attractive option, but 
those contemplating it may fear losing contact with their university community. I think that a system 
of negotiating pay, hours of work, and other conditions, together with a positive treatment of 
emeriti (with issues such as the ability to supervise research students and apply for research grants 
being addressed) could be a perfectly satisfactory solution for Oxford. 
 
John Ball 
 
 
 
34. 
 
Thank you very much for your efforts in reviewing the EJRA! 
 
I am a junior member of congregation and an early career fellow in the [redacted] I strongly support 
the plan to keep the EJRA in place and the plans to support staff nearing retirement age.  
 
 



 
35. 
 
I am one of those for whom retirement is coming into view, and I feel strongly that the EJRA is a 
good policy for Oxford. I’ve not forgotten something that was mentioned during the first discussions 
of the issue a few years back, namely the information that Harvard was already employing more 
people over 70 than they were under 40. This does not sound like a model we should seek to 
emulate. The frustration of young academics’ hopes of a job opening will have hugely damaging 
effects in the long run, not just on recruitment to posts, but also on recruitment to postgraduate 
study: why would anybody embark on such a career path if the prospects of a job are becoming 
more and more unattainable? 
 
And as it happens, Oxford is well positioned to do something positive about meeting the aspirations 
of those who feel they have much to offer beyond the age of 67, while still recruiting a constant 
stream of new and youthful minds. The complexity of our structures (collegiate as well as Faculty 
and University) can work to our advantage here. There are many, many roles for our Emeriti to 
pursue. Access to libraries makes it possible for research to continue to flourish, especially in the 
Humanities (the question of lab space makes this more tricky in the sciences); and perhaps even 
short-term research contracts could be envisaged for some individuals; there are many teaching 
roles – covering for sabbatical leave, for example – where an experienced individual has much to 
offer; there is a plethora of administrative roles on college and university committees, or in filling 
roles such as Senior Tutor or Dean of Degrees or College Archivist or Editor of the College Record. 
And all of this can be done in a context where recent retirees can continue to hold a University card 
and enjoy ongoing access to seminars and lectures, college facilities and social life. There can be few 
professions where so many individuals already retain an active engagement with their work 
environment long after formal retirement. 
 
Of course this would come with a loss of salary after 67. But opportunities for modest additional 
remuneration on top of a reasonable pension might not be unattractive to some. Many of us have 
had the privilege of an unusually secure and lengthy life of continuous employment, together with a 
fairly decent salary and good working conditions: these benefits should be shared equitably with the 
next generation. Oxford can and should celebrate Emeriti, and the wonderful resource that they 
represent, while fostering and cherishing youthful talent as well. 
 
Julie Curtis 
 
 
 
36. 
 
Thank you for the email and opportunity to contribute on the topic of EJRA. 
 
I would like to express my support for the EJRA and the need for a process such as this particularly at 
an institution like Oxford University. It is an important equity issue that there is opportunity for 
those earlier in their career to acquire more senior positions particularly those which are without 
“end date” and provide the corresponding benefits, opportunities and stability. Having spent a 
number of years in short term and temporary positions, the possibility of gaining a more permanent 
position is a key goal for many and that possibility being available at Oxford is very important for 
retaining high calibre staff (even if it might requires more persistence than moving to another 
institution). Having previously worked elsewhere in the higher education system it is clear to be 
there is greater scope to continue in post beyond an appropriate point due to the overall 



contributions and excellent of wider groups and individual contributions are obscured. Having 
personally witnessed individuals continue in roles beyond an appropriate period to the detriment of 
wider groups and colleagues (including those which they had line management responsibilities) 
reaffirms to me the value of a process like EJRA. Additionally, there are a number of positions at 
Oxford where there would be great attractiveness to an individual to do so. It is also of 
fundamentally value to have movement at senior levels as new individuals being freshness, energy 
and ideas. The EJRA help ensure this. 
 
No system is ever perfect but having a system seem better than none. 68 years old as proposed is 
more than sufficient age in my opinion for the EJRA to apply to grade 8 and above. I speak as 
someone who holds a position where the EJRA would apply should I remain in position by that age. 
 
Jonathan Cook 
 
 
 
37. 
 
I strongly support the proposed EJRA reforms and believe them to be in the best interests of the 
University as a whole. The exceptions process means that senior academics who are still contributing 
substantially and demonstrably to the University are able to remain in post. However, this should be 
the exception rather than the rule. I find the argument raised by some colleagues that senior staff 
members who have experience, e.g. in teaching or a particular research area, should be allowed to 
stay on indefinitely (presumably until they are no longer able to do so) to miss the point entirely: no 
one is immortal and so experience must eventually be passed on or regained if it is not to be lost. By 
keeping on senior staff beyond retirement age you essentially prevent those earlier in their career 
from gaining this experience. In contrast, having a clear, set retirement age focusses the mind of 
those approaching it and allows them to plan appropriately. One would hope that this will 
encourage them to pass on relevant expertise to more junior staff (via mentorship etc.) whilst they 
are still able to do so. In the specific case of research, where senior staff members can feel most 
‘critical’ to a research programme, it will encourage those in senior positions to provide proper, 
timely mentoring and career development to those who work within their research groups (including 
them as CoIs etc.), to the benefit of all. Frankly, if a Principal Investigator has not done this by the 
time they reach the age of 68, it seems highly unlikely that they will suddenly start to do so 
thereafter.  
 
The EJRA proposals do not mean that the experience that senior staff members have is lost at 
retirement: in contrast, it strongly encourages senior academics to pass their knowledge and wealth 
of experience on. Those that wish to continue to contribute to the intellectual life of the University 
remain able to do so, via e.g. Visiting Professorships. They just do so without affecting the 
progression of those who come after them.  
 
 
 
38. 
 
I do have a view. It is this: given that it is now normally illegal to require retirement on grounds of 
age, it seems to me the natural response of a university would be to grasp this opportunity, rather 
than try and thwart the natural inclination of active academics to continue working into their 70s. I 
think the University has been reactive and backward in its approach. 
 



When the head of the MIT applied maths group visited us, I asked him how the non-retirement 
policy had affected universities there: not much, was the reply. There was a slight adjustment, but 
no real consequence. Most places in the U.S. have compensated for non-retirement by introducing 
enticement early retirement packages. There is a financial issue, which can be dealt with in such a 
way, and there is the issue of blocking opportunities for new blood. But I think that the 30-40 year 
time scale of an individual is much less than the time scale over which external circumstances 
change, which rather rules against such arguments. Certainly the notion when I was appointed in 
1985 that Oxford jobs were few and far between is no longer the case; both in my college and in my 
department, the turnover is really quite substantial. 
 
Andrew Fowler 
 
 
 
39. 
 
I absolutely support the University's proposal to retain the EJRA. I am a mid-career female 
researcher and think the committee has done a fantastic job of balancing the needs of people like 
me who need to have the opportunity for career progression with older more senior members of the 
University. I am grateful for the hard work and widespread consultation that has been put in.  Of 
course, there are senior academics who are absolutely still at the top of their field and continue to 
make a substantial contribution. I am very privileged to be working with some colleagues like this. It 
would be very sad to prevent them from continuing with this work due to their age, which is why the 
appeal process is important and appropriate. However, I think the University absolutely must have in 
place a way to prevent older employees continuing in their post by default. 
 
Susannah Murphy 
 
 
 
40. 
 
I was on Council when the current EJRA was approved. I was against it. In my view the EJRA is not 
legal, or at least not within the spirit of the law. 
 
One justification given is intergenerational fairness. However, all change involves intergenerational 
unfairness – in my time, I have watched the retirement age fluctuate between 67, 65, 67, and now a 
proposed 70. This too is intergenerationally unfair, but change and the associated unfairness is 
simply part of life. 
 
Another justification is the refreshment provided by new appointees. It is certainly true that, if each 
individual career is longer, then within finite resources, fewer people can pursue academic careers 
and there can be less turnover. However, to offset this, there are many more academics now than 
when I started (again an intergenerational difference), and as such, in any given year, there will be 
more new appointments into the University than there used to be. 
 
Neither of these points trumps the purpose of the law, which is to allow individuals to keep working 
while they are contributing well to the purposes of the organisation. 
 
Fundamentally, the difficulty that the EJRA is trying to avoid is that of performance appraisal. The 
simple truth (which everyone tries to avoid because it is uncomfortable) is that different academics 



contribute not only in different ways to the University, but also to different degrees. Some work 
harder than others. Some are more effective than others, both in teaching and research. Many (but 
not all) are able to contribute less beyond a certain age (not the same age for all). 
 
The difficulty of performance appraisal is that it encourages “short-termism”, and we have far too 
much of that already, at least in the sciences. It is also uncollegial. 
 
Fundamentally, I think we actually need a discussion of what performance appraisal could look like 
within the University. I would not be surprised if the result of that discussion would be something 
very light touch. It would enable the University to stop paying people who were drawing a salary and 
doing very little at any stage of their career, but accept the inevitable that those who are working 
and contributing should be allowed to continue to do so. 
 
Peter A Robbins 
 
 
 
41. 
 
I would like to comment that I believe the recommendations to be generally very positive. 
 
The plan to remove grade 6 and 7 staff seems sensible in light of the aims. Moving the deadline for 
extension applications to two years may cause some issues with the deadline being missed - with 
careful management and support however it should be possible to minimise the impact of this. 
 
The EJRA remains a key component for succession planning, career development and building 
diversity. 
 
Tom Lake 
 
 
 
42. 
 
As a Grade 6 support staff member, probably the worst grade in the university, I have to suffer the 
imposition of EJRA without the right to have any meaningful input into the decisions being 
considered. 
 
If EJRA is to be justified then in my opinion a fairer system than that currently in place needs to be 
considered. The imposition of the 30th September following ones 67th birthday has obviously been 
chosen to make life easier for the administration to fit in with the outdated concept of the academic 
year. I consider this to be discriminatory of the grounds of an individual’s date of birth. My 
understanding is that if the individual’s 67th birthday falls in October they have the opportunity to 
remain employed in the university for almost an additional year compared with an individual 
who’s  67th birthday is at the beginning of September, the former being able to accrue additional 
pension rights, hence in my opinion discriminatory. 
 
I look forward to receiving feedback on this point as I will be unable to attend the meeting in March. 
 
Keith Belcher 
 



 
 
43. 
 
Broadly I agree with the proposals i.e. despite many of (us) approaching retirement age being able 
and willing to continue, there is a need to replenish. I agree that without EJRA it could become very 
difficult to achieve this. If I understand correctly I also agree with increasing EJRA by one year. 
Rationally, one could make a case for periodic review and alignment or EJRA with any change in 
average life expectancy. Ideally if life expectancy shifted by one year then EJRA might do the same. 
 
Peter Ratcliffe 
 
 
 
44. 
 
I’m not quite sure what kind of feedback is required, so if my feedback is too personal for this 
discussion, please just ignore. 
 
I know by the time I am supposed to retire, 68 (with possible year on year adjustments), I still won’t 
have acquired enough of a pension and/or savings to do so. As a 41 year old, who has only just been 
able to purchase my own flat here in Oxford (after saving 16 years for the deposit), there is no way 
I’ll be able to afford to stop working at 68 (health allowing). I may have to stop working at the 
university, but I will probably continue in the same field working on a freelance/consultancy basis. In 
essence I could end up doing similar work for the university, as a contractor, and you’d have to pay 
me more than if I’d have just been kept on the salary.  Therefore, for my circumstances, I’d prefer 
we didn’t have a set age for retirement. 
 
 
 
45. 
 
I am a strong supporter of the EJRA, and having headed the Computer Science Dept for ten years the 
experience made me firmly behind such a scheme. 
 
I do however have two comments about details of its implementation. 
 
A year ago I submitted an ultimately successful EPSRC proposal for about 1M. There was an 
important role on that project for someone we had identified in advance, and who was genuinely 
the only person in the world who could have done it thanks to his niche expertise and strong 
relationship with our industrial partners.  Despite all my pleadings the university would not let me 
include him as an employee on the proposal because he was 69.  We found a solution and hired him 
as a consultant but for many reasons this is unsatisfactory. 
 
It seems to me that there should not be a blanket ban on hiring people over the EJRA, as there 
appears to be now.  Rather people wishing to make such a hire should be able to appeal to the EJRA 
panel.  If such an option already exists no one told us about it despite our protestations. 
 
Secondly I think that the EJRA panel should be willing to hear cases where the post holder is younger 
than has previously been the case, namely further in advance of retirement. This addresses 
retention issues for staff who may be contemplating a move to a university who may be promising.  I 



had several senior professors grumbling to me about this while I was HoD, one of whose applications 
was not considered because he was about 61 at the time. 
 
Bill Roscoe 
 
 
 
46. 
 
I am surprised at the cautious conservatism of the report.  EJRA is extremely dubious legally, and 
probably illegal:  I have not seen any clear rebuttal of the judgment made by Dame Janet Smith in 
2014. There is no doubt that what is proposed is discriminatory (even if it turns out to be legally so)  
since EJRA  will only apply to staff at grade 8 and above, and only to academic staff ( not for instance 
to bursars and other senior academic staff in the university and colleges, though some may in fact be 
members of Congregation). 
 
The argument about longevity is only a small part of the question (and very cautiously handled here 
in the proposal of one-year increments to EJRA at what appear to be 5 year intervals). The crucial 
change for me in opposing EJRA – as a senior member of staff (a Senior Research Fellow with 
Professorial status) – is the very significant emasculation of pension that follows the 2016 changes to 
USS, which the university did nothing to resist, and which will see a very real reduction in pensions 
compared with the model of expectations on which I was hired and initially chose to take up an 
academic career (which were half of final salary at 40 years service, RPI protected).   And I realize I’m 
one of the lucky ones compared with new entrants.   If the University wants to employ the best, it 
must trust them with continuing to be the best – as every other comparable institution in this 
country except Cambridge does, and of course as tenure in the United States ensures.  One thing is 
to have a tiny pension, another is to be forced to retire into it.  The two don’t add up and I see no 
reason for the best scholars to choose to come to Oxford if that is the situation; or to opt to stay if 
something else comes up.  I have already sat on a professorial committee last year in which the 
chosen candidate gave as one of his reasons for not coming the fact that the pension would be a 
disaster. 
 
The University is entirely right in resisting the insanity of the nation going it alone when it comes to 
Brexit, why does it insist on precisely the model of a narrowly conservative differentiation from 
everyone else in the sector in the matter of retirements? 
 
Jaś Elsner 
 
 
 
47. 
 
I am attaching my letter published in the Gazette at the time of the original review of the EJRA , now 
nearly 6 years ago.  
 
My views have not changed in that time and it seems neither has the University’s attitude towards 
the active retired. I remain active in research though now over 80, and I do not suppose that will be 
particularly unusual in the future. It really is time that the university came to grips with adjusting to 
the obvious major change in the demographic profile of our current population, and considered how 
to take advantage of the increasing number of the active older academics who are well past the 
currently conventional retirement age. 
 



Another reflection of the lack of consideration of how to deal with the active, so called retired, is 
that the upper age limit for membership of congregation is 75. Apart from the fact that this seems to 
me to be an illegal form of age discrimination, so long as the UK still subscribes to the EU convention 
on Human Rights (on the basis of which retirements ages were in principle abolished), what is the 
rationale for such an arbitrary limit even for those, like myself, who are still actively and productively 
involved in university affairs? 
 
Sir Walter Bodmer 
 

 
 
 
 
48. 
 
I see four factors in a discussion and decision. The first is the creation of opportunity for a younger 
generation of academics that occurs with the refiling of posts. The second is the demographic fact of 
greater longevity. The third is the closure of the final salary scheme and the fact that pension 
arrangements here look less attractive. The fourth is the systemic inequalities in pensionable pay 
that are a feature of the collegiate university. It seems to me that raising the retirement age to 70 is 



at least a gesture to satisfying the demands raised by variables 2-4 that will not damage very much 
the first factor or irrevocably sacrifice the interests of younger people to post-holders.  Please feel 
free to post my comment if you wish. 
 
Andrew Kahn 
 
 
49. 
 
I realise that I have missed the deadline, but having just attended the V-C’s Question Time, I wanted 
to add my support to the proposals.  I thought that the Question Time was very well controlled and 
framed, and was very pleased that we had a sensible debate without it degenerating, as the 
Congregation debate had a tendency towards.  The EJRA has to exist in some form to ensure that we 
can meet what must be its primary aim of promoting academic effort by offering the opportunity to 
younger researchers to climb the ladder of academia.  Whether statistically it would only impact on 
small numbers cannot be taken into account, as any blocking of a Faculty position should not be 
tolerated, and who is to say that if the opportunity to serve in perpetuity were offered, how many 
more academics would take the option. 
 
I do think that we need to provide an alternative to the EJRA Exception, which although it is a very 
good scheme which must be rigorously applied (ie promoting excellence in research, and allowing 
active research of merit to continue for a limited time), there are situations where we would benefit 
from an opportunity for the department to continue the ‘employment’ of emeriti on a limited and 
case-by-case basis.  This would allow their continued engagement in and contribution to research to 
the wider benefit, and specifically to the department.  The existence of world-renowned scientists in 
a department does bring positive benefit in attracting new talent, even if they are already officially 
retired.  As was identified, we must, however, be clear that office and lab space would not be a right 
and current Faculty would take precedence - there should also be no, or minimal, cost to the 
department. 
 
I have purposely framed my response in academic terms, as I do not believe that it is an issue which 
is really relevant to academic-related staff; I can think of none of my colleagues who would want to 
extend their working life, and would not welcome retirement by that age! 
 
 
 
50. 
 
Inter-generational fairness is critical. I know many post-docs, who want and deserve academic 
careers, but who are in danger of leaving academia for lack of a permanent job at the right time. 
Young scholars generally cannot wait around for years for a job to come up. As against that, 
academics of retirement age have already had their careers, and do have alternatives - their 
pensions. If abolishing the EJRA means that just a handful of brilliant young scholars have to 
abandon the prospect of an academic career, that's a handful too many. 
 
Fernanda Pirie 
 
 
 
 
 



51. 
 
I’m a 32-year old female researcher, and am strongly against continuation of the EJRA.  
 
While there are many challenges associated discontinuing the EJRA, I do not feel these challenges 
adequately justify an explicitly discriminatory practice. Given that every other university in England 
(with the exception of Cambridge) does not have a EJRA, I feel there are other solutions to these 
challenges, and that these should be favoured over continuing with the EJRA (e.g. annual reviews 
covering plans for retirement to facilitate succession planning; performance reviews where the 
performance of the individual and/or the needs of the University have changed). 
 
In addition, I think abolishing the EJRA would also bring valuable opportunities, such as maintaining 
diversity in terms of age, attracting the best older workers who would appreciate the option of 
continuing working after the age of 68, and maximising morale amongst this group.  
 
Finally, it is unclear how big a difference there would be between continuing and discontinuing the 
EJRA. Only 25% of those that have retired in the last four years, and who responded to a postal 
survey related to the EJRA, stated that they would have wished to stay in employment beyond the 
EJRA if the retirement policy had allowed it (in many of these cases, work beyond EJRA may only be 
for a short period, not indefinitely); while 91% of applications for exceptions to EJRA were 
successful.  
 
 
 
52. 
 
The panel’s report says that  
 
1. The expectation of moving sideways should be maintained, and 
2. It is a mark of a good employer to offer an opportunity for discussion before applying a general 
rule in a particular case 
 
The discussion in (2) is limited by (1) to moving sideways, and not to retaining the substantive post. 
Would it not be a better mark of a good employer to allow a discussion of retaining the substantive 
post? While I recognise that (1) maintains the policy aim of the EJRA, it removes a substantive 
discussion from the employee conversations, and doesn’t recognise that the general argument may 
indeed apply on average, but not to particular cases. 
 
I think the history is that the restriction to moving sideways was made in response to the Dame 
Janet Smith judgment, but it seems to me that we are allowing a single judgment to affect our 
policies here. Given that the review panel looked at evidence, and believes it satisfies the legal 
requirements, can we not draw back from the change that we made under legal duress? 
 
A second implication of (1) is that it leave colleges without an obvious way to follow the university in 
(2). Colleges could create Senior Research Fellowships, but I don’t quite see how they would work, 
whether the holders would be on Governing Bodies, and whether colleges would pay them. Without 
a teaching element, there is no natural university/college distinction in duties, and having a joint 
post would be unduly complicated. The panel says nothing about this difficulty that its 
recommendations would cause colleges, nor how the university would suggest a way out. 
 



Returning to the original EJRA scheme (to the extent of offering to continue the substantive post as 
the main outcome) would therefore (i) allow a more meaningful discussion with employees that 
recognises the moral and legal realities about conflicting considerations and (ii) make the university-
college joint process more obviously designed to match the nature of joint appointments. 
 
Alan Grafen  
 
 
 
53. 
 
As a person affected by these changes, it would have been helpful to extend the EJRA to 70 rather 
than 68 because it greatly affects how I plan my research, i.e. grant applications group size and so 
on.  I am currently 65 and very active in research, so you can see how this impacts on what I can 
plan.  There must be many like me, who are just moving forward at the same time that EJRA moves 
forward.  I hope this feedback is helpful. 
  
 
 
54. 
 
Please note in discussion of retirement age that in some subjects academics get more skills with 
time, until and unless impeded by illness.  This is true in my own subject, field ecology, where more 
years working means more experience of different places, species and environmental changes - 
enabling a more mature detection and assessment of pattern.  I have known ecologists and 
environmental scientists who are better at research and teaching in their 60s than their 50s.  In their 
70s they can write with a uniquely broad perspective. 
 
Clive Hambler 
 
 
 
55. 
 
OVERVIEW 
 
This report does not meet the standards of scholarship that are generally expected from documents 
that bear the Oxford name.  It is full of unjustified assertions, confusions between correlation and 
causation, and sloppy reasoning. It offers reams of unanalyzed or poorly analyzed data that serve 
only to give the conclusions of the report a superficial veneer of being quantitatively supported. It is 
not a reasoned document addressing the complex and deeply problematic issues associated with a 
manifest shortage of academic opportunities for new researchers together with the challenges 
posed by increasing longevity and decreasing value of pension investments. Rather, it is a headlong 
rush to a preconceived conclusion that the EJRA must be maintained at all costs with only the most 
minimal of changes.  It seeks to put the burden of blame for shortage of academic opportunities 
squarely on the shoulders of senior academics, and asks them to bear the full burden of rectifying 
the problem, while doing nothing to show that their sacrifice will be at all effective, and doing 
nothing to address the needs for senior academics to maintain compensated employment that 
allows them to ease into retirement at a pace that suits their intellectual vigour and their ability to 
afford retirement. This is not a document that will serve Oxford well in the long run. 
 



In the end, the report makes some recommendations that offer the smallest possible nod in the 
direction of removing some of the injustice inherent in the EJRA. Notably, it recommends an 
immediate increase of the EJRA to age 68, with later increase by an additional year (though with the 
bizarre stipulation that this will be withdrawn if lifespans fail to increase as projected). It also 
recommends the sensible step of reducing the scope of staff to whom the EJRA is applied.  These are 
better than nothing, but they do not begin to address the full magnitude of the injustice.  The report 
draws the obvious conclusion that, by increasing vacancies, the EJRA probably contributes to some 
extent to the stated goals which supposedly justify the EJRA, but fails to show that the EJRA is a 
proportionate response, and fails to adequately consider alternatives to the EJRA which could better 
meet the stated goals without employing policies that are blatantly age-discriminatory. The report 
fails to even take up any justification for the circumstances of Oxford being so unique that it is the 
only institution in the U.K. other than Cambridge and St. Andrews that maintain an EJRA, to say 
nothing of the vigorous functioning of U.S. universities without an EJRA. It simply stipulates the 
assertion as fact, which is pure hubris, and fails to look at cases where U.K. universities have done 
better than Oxford at building diversity, without the need of an EJRA. It offers no evidence regarding 
the issue of the effect of the EJRA on academic excellence and renewal. 
 
Further, the report fails to address the problems created by the draconian requirement recently 
imposed that faculty requesting extension of employment beyond the EJRA be able to fully cover 
their salaries -- a requirement that renders the entire extension process meaningless, and fails to 
cover the full range of circumstances that would justify an extension of compensated employment. 
Applying this requirement to employees who joined the University under the old rules represents a 
major change in terms of employment, and while arguably legal under the Statutes is a manifestly 
unfair bait-and switch, which creates the strong impression that the University is no longer an entity 
which one can rely on to negotiate in good faith.  It would be one thing to impose the new 
procedures only on new hires, so that at least people would know what kind of deal they are signing 
onto; it is quite another to so fundamentally change the rules midstream. 
 
My summary recommendations for minimal actions that would at least begin to address the 
injustices created by the EJRA are (1) Immediate increase of EJRA to 70, or alternately phased in one 
year per year over three years, with no contingencies regarding continued trend of longevity, and (2) 
Revise the procedure for requesting extension, so as to remove the stringent requirement for salary 
coverage and address a broader range of circumstances justifying extension (including issues of 
preservation of diversity). 
 
INAPPROPRIATE AND DIVISIVE FRAMING 
 
The document in essence sets up the EJRA battle as an uncollegial intergenerational fight, as if the 
needs of younger scholars are fundamentally at odds with the needs of senior academics. In reality 
there are three separate and very serious issues: (1) The need for more opportunities for early-
career academics, (2) The need to increase diversity, and (3) The need to address the problems 
confronting senior academics in the face of increased longevity, increased ability and desire to 
remain intellectually active, and dwindling pension values. These three matters are only loosely 
connected, whereas the document seems to put the blame for all the woes regarding (1) and (2) 
squarely on the shoulders of senior academics.  The problem of insufficient academic opportunity 
for young researchers has more to do with insufficient national investment in higher education than 
with the EJRA.   Diversity is not just a matter to be solved by making more positions available for 
young academics -- there is a need to bring in and retain diversity at all age levels, and an EJRA in 
fact makes it harder to recruit women academics at Statutory Chair and advanced RSIV levels, as 
such individuals are generally older and retirement policies become an issue. The need to find ways 
for senior academics to ease more gradually into their longer retirements while retaining at least 



partial compensation for their work is something that needs to be addressed regardless of its (rather 
minor) effect on vacancies that could in principle be used to increase diversity (but in reality have 
not been effectively used to do so, as the poor results for RSIV's and Associate Professors 
demonstrate particularly strongly). The report does not do anything to address this very serious 
need, apart from some vague wording on what amounts to psychological counseling to make 
unwilling retirees more satisfied with their lot. 
 
Further, it should be recognized that the need for continued academic activity into retirement has 
requirements entirely separate from financial considerations. Even for senior academics who are in 
the fortunate position of being financially secure in retirement, there is a need for continuing access 
to intellectual property (e.g. software) they have developed, computer and lab facilities, and related 
University infrastructure access.  None of these are adequately guaranteed under current University 
policies. 
 
FALSE PREMISES 
 
While the goals of renewal and maintaining academic excellence are indisputably laudable, the 
report immediately jumps to the conclusion that the performance of senior academics detracts from 
this goal.  No attempt is made to justify that assertion.  It may well be true that there are other 
reasons for making more opportunities for younger researchers, but that is far different from the 
assertion that senior academics are lacking in productivity or original ideas.  Many of our most 
successful scientists, for example, regularly venture into new fields every so many years (the great 
[Redacted] being a classic example, but there are many such examples).  A recent study has shown 
that a scientist's most influential paper is as likely to come late in his or her career as early (Science, 
DOI: 10.1126/science.aaf5239). 
 
There are two forms of prejudice and bias in operation here. The first may be called Type I prejudice, 
in which the valid statistical characteristics of a group (older academics, women, blacks) are applied 
to individuals.  This abrogates the right of an individual to be judged on his or her individual merits, 
rather than the aggregate characteristics of the group to which he or she belongs. It would be unjust 
even if the statistical claims about the group had merit. 
 
However, the report has not even justified the implied assertion that senior academics are less 
productive or innovative, so we are more likely to have a case of the more egregious Type II 
prejudice here, in which the asserted characteristics of the group in question are not even true (as in 
noxious assertions such as "women are not good at math.") 
 
So, it may well be good to provide more opportunities for young researchers, but the merits of doing 
so need to be articulated on valid grounds, and not allowed to rest on the unfounded assertion that 
kicking out senior researchers while they are still innovative and productive somehow serves the 
purpose of intellectual renewal and maintaining academic excellence. 
 
INADEQUATE ANALYSIS OF ADVERSE EFFECTS OF EJRA ON WOMEN, AND ON GENDER DIVERSITY 
GOALS 
 
The document makes the insulting and unjustified assertion that women do not want to work as 
long as men. This is based on the statistic that fewer women than men apply to work beyond the 
EJRA. The document correctly notes that women are very under-represented in the higher academic 
positions that tend to have a higher rate of applications for extension, and that women may have 
been discouraged from applying, and may feel that their chances of a successful application are 
minimal.  



 
However, the document dismisses these quite plausible (but inconvenient) explanations without any 
justification or analysis. 
 
Another possibility -- that women may disproportionately be in positions where the prospects of 
raising a substantial portion of their post-EJRA income on grants are slight -- is not considered. 
 
In fact, an examination of actual retirement ages, as reported in the Annex, gives no reason to 
believe that women wish to retire earlier than men. Given the small numbers, the retirement ages of 
male and female statutory chairs are statistically indistinguishable; in fact in 2012 and 2013, the 
average retirement age of female statutory chairs was higher than that of men. Between 2013 and 
2015, the retirement age for female and male RSIV's has converged on 67.  And this is without even 
taking into account the possibility that prejudice against women has discouraged women from 
working beyond the EJRA, even if they wish to do so.  The Annexes do not break out applications by 
women vs. men for individual academic ranks, or poll women to find out why they did not apply for 
extension. In the absence of any such data, the assertions made by the Report are blatantly 
prejudiced speculations. 
 
There are other highly adverse impacts on women and gender diversity that are merely mentioned 
without being given significant attention. A fixed EJRA is inherently unfair to women, who have 
longer lifespans than men, and therefore need to save to support a lengthier retirement. Many 
women need additional time to develop their careers, because of time taken out for child-rearing.  
The EJRA makes it difficult to recruit women to senior academic posts (especially from institutions 
without an EJRA), whereas growing gender diversity at advanced levels provides role models and 
advocates who can help advance the careers of younger women. As an anecdotal example, the 
[Redacted] department built its diversity at the senior level by hiring [Redacted] (holder of the 
[Redacted] and many other accolades) when she was nearing her 60's.  It is extremely unlikely that 
such an individual could be recruited if she were to be forced into retirement at age 67. 
 
 On the other side of the coin, diversity in [Redacted] at Oxford took a hit when world-reknowned 
cosmologist [Redacted] departed for Princeton.  One cannot say that retirement policy was a 
deciding factor in this loss, but the EJRA can't have helped, and in any event policies that give 
departments more resources to help retain important female academics would be a far more 
effective tool for building gender diversity than the EJRA. 
 
On top of that, given the low proportion of women who are awarded positions opened up by 
vacancies, if a senior female academic is forced into retirement, it is most likely that she will be 
replaced by a younger male.  How does that address the goal of building gender diversity? 
 
LACK OF ANALYSIS OF PERFORMANCE REGARDING STATED GOALS AT UNIVERSITIES WITHOUT AN 
EJRA, AND OTHER EVIDENCE FOR CAUSALITY 
 
Given that we don't have a parallel universe to examine in which there is an Oxford without an ERJA, 
the most valuable thing the review panel could have done would have been to examine the 
performance of the comparable UK and North American universities without an EJRA, with regard to 
the stated goals of diversity and academic excellence.  It is a fairly involved task to compile and 
analyze retirement age and diversity growth data for a suitable sample of universities without an 
EJRA in the U.K and elsewhere; it is a task that the review panel should have undertaken, but didn't.   
It is far more than I can manage on my own in the time I have available, but failing a proper 
statistical analysis we can at least get a reasonable idea about how other UK universities are doing 
with respect to gender diversity by examining Athena Swan awards. The University of Oxford, as an 



institution, holds an Athena Bronze award, but so do 89 institutions which don't maintain an EJRA. 
12 institutions that do not maintain an EJRA have earned the Silver level award, a distinction Oxford 
has not yet managed.  There is thus no evidence that lack of an EJRA is an impediment to measures 
favoring gender diversity, at least as measured by Athena Swan performance. Further, Cambridge 
has achieved Silver status, despite maintaining an EJRA that is considerably narrower in scope than 
Oxford's, in that it doesn't apply to "unestablished" academics, which are the equivalent of RSIV's at 
Oxford. 
 
In the absence of controlled studies comparing universities with and without an EJRA, the panel 
cannot infer a causal relation between the diversity growth at Oxford (such as it is) and the existence 
of an EJRA.  The correlation/causation problem is acknowledged by the panel, but then ignored.  For 
RSIV's, which have had no statistically significant diversity group, the Panel cannot even claim 
correlation. 
 
If the Panel has concluded that there is no evidence that the EJRA contributed to stated goals for 
Grade 6/7 staff, and that the EJRA should be therefore eliminated for such staff, why not be 
consistent and drop the EJRA for RSIV's as well, especially in view of the fact that RSIV's do not 
"block" vacancies in the same way that statutory chairs do. The small growth in percentage of 
women in the Associate Professor role also does little to support the contention that the EJRA is a 
proportionate response to diversity goals. 
 
Using the statistics presented in the report, there were 45 vacancies at the statutory chair level that 
became available between 2012 and 2015. Roughly half through retirement.  Only 5 of those 
vacancies went to women. That small proportion indicates that the University has much bigger 
problems to solve in recruiting female statutory chairs than the effect of an EJRA on supply of 
vacancies. The situation at the RSIV level is even worse. 
 
Another thing that casts doubt on the supposed causal relation between the EJRA and diversity 
growth is the trend in diversity growth in the major academic grades following the increase in 
retirement age in 2011. Only gender diversity was measureable, which in itself shows that the 
University's poor performance in diversity goes well beyond the effect of the EJRA on availability of 
vacancies. At the statutory chair level, the percentage of women hovered between 8.8% and 10.3% 
from 2006 to 2010 at a time when the retirement age had been 65 for decades. It in fact began to 
creep up modesty when the EJRA was increased by two years in 2011.  Statistics for Associate 
Professors similarly cast doubt on the assumption of an adverse effect of EJRA increase, and RSIV's 
do not show any significant trend at all. 
 
Evaluating the effect of an EJRA on academic excellence is difficult, but the burden of proof lies with 
those who seek to justify age discrimination in terms of its contribution to maintaining academic 
excellence, and the review committee provides no data whatsoever supporting this assertion. It is 
not hard to find individual departments at UK universities without EJRA's that score as high or higher 
than corresponding Oxford departments in the REF exercise, and top American universities 
consistently were competitive with Oxford and Cambridge in world rankings during the decades at 
which their retirement age was 70, and have continued to do so even after retirement has been 
uncapped altogether. Further, the EJRA provides incentives for academic stars in their prime 
productive years to leave for institutions without an EJRA when they get into their 50's. Since only 
the best academics will have the option of moving to more attractive positions, it is inevitable that 
such losses will work against academic excellence. 
 
 
 



INAPPROPRIATE BASELINE FOR ASSESSING LONGEVITY INCREASES 
 
In settling on an (eventual) two year increase in the EJRA, the report appears to arbitrarily pick 2011 
as the baseline year against which to measure longevity, as the projected increase in life expectancy 
at age 65 between 2011 and 2021 is indeed about 2 years. This ignores the fact that the retirement 
age imposed by the University was 67 in 1970, and even earlier. If 67 was considered a fair and 
economically feasible age at which to impose retirement in 1970, why should that not be taken as an 
appropriate baseline year?  Since 1970, life expectancy at age 65 has increased approximately 7 
years for men and 6 for women, and is likely to increase by yet another year by 2021.  The reduction 
in retirement age to 65 in 1985, in the face of increasing longevity, cannot be taken as a basis for 
judging the requirements of justice in terms of allowing faculty to plan for a dignified and adequately 
funded retirement.  In the face of such massive increases in longevity and decreased value of 
pension provisions, the proposed two year increase of the EJRA (even if fully realized in 2021) is 
wholly inadequate. That makes it doubly egregious to impose the requirement that the additional 
year extension be contingent on continued increase in longevity.  That requirement also puts the 
University in the awkward position of benefiting from things such as continued deterioration of the 
NHS, which would cause retirees to die off younger. What I would consider minimally just would be 
an immediate increase of the EJRA to 70, or at least a phase in that would increase the EJRA to 68 
immediately, 69 the next year and 70 the year after that. That still doesn't adequately make up for 
the longevity and pension situation, but it at least comes close to meeting it halfway. 
 
The argument about EJRA increase "polluting the data" is specious, as it could just as well be argued 
that observing the effect of increased EJRA on the goals of diversity increase and academic 
renewal/excellence are even more valuable than 5 more years of "unpolluted" data. I am not 
particularly impressed by this newfound devotion to data purity, as the current panel has not 
impressed me with its ability to make effective use of the data it has. 
 
EXAGGERATION OF EFFECT OF INCREASED EJRA ON VACANCIES 
 
It is strongly implied that increasing or eliminating the EJRA would cause a severe reduction in 
vacancies, though as in so much of the report, the effect is not actually quantified. The claim that an 
increase of the EJRA to age 70 would result in a "three year hiatus" in progress towards the goals of 
the EJRA is absurd. In reality, increasing the EJRA will have a minimal effect on vacancies, since only a 
minority of vacancies are created by retirement, and only minor proportion of staff currently apply 
to work beyond the current EJRA. 
 
To take the case of Associate Professors and RSIV's, which are less subject to statistical fluctuation 
than the small number of statutory chairs, only 47% of vacancies are due to retirement and not all of 
these would disappear as a result of increasing the EJRA. Under the old extension scheme, 57% of 
academics subject to EJRA-imposed retirement applied for extension (data breaking this out by 
academic category do not seem to be available).  Thus, we can estimate that only 27% of vacancies 
may be lost in the short term if they were immediately increased or completely abandoned. 
Alternately, based on polling numbers given in the report, stating that only 25% of retirees would 
have liked to have worked longer, the loss in vacancies would be only 14%. Even that is only a 
temporary loss, which could be made up for in many ways. The ultimate loss once a steady state is 
reached is considerably lower, since all of those 27% of lost vacancies will eventually be freed up by 
retirement. For example, a 3 year increase in EJRA imposed on top of a 37 year baseline career 
length would only lead to an 8% reduction in annual vacancies (based on a uniform age 
distribution)  even if everybody availed themselves of the extension; based on application rates for 
extensions, the number would be more likely on the order of 2.5% to 5%, again calling into question 



the notion that the current EJRA is a proportionate response. A proper analysis, of course, would 
have to take into account the actual age distribution of the faculty. 
 
There are no doubt better ways to do such projections, but my point is that the review panel did not 
even attempt the most cursory of quantitative projections of such important effects. 
 
PROBLEMS WITH THE EXCEPTION PROCESS 
 
The proposal to increase the advance application time for extension of employment to two years is 
unrealistic, especially in view of the criteria regarding salary coverage and ongoing projects.  It is far 
too hard to predict the funding situation and emergence of new research directions that far in 
advance. 
 
The requirement under the new rules that salary be 100% covered is draconian, and makes a 
mockery of the extension process. As can be seen from the collapse of applications from the 
Humanities, the requirement essentially eliminates the possibility of extension for a huge swath of 
academics at Oxford.  The salary coverage requirement is also more than is required to address the 
goal of providing resources for new hires.  Below the EJRA, academics in disciplines such as Physics 
where grants are relatively generous typically cover about half their salary on grants, though this 
statistic varies from department to department.  Thus, covering 50% of salary would be sufficient to 
justify a full-time post EJRA position, and covering 25% would be enough to justify a half-time 
position. 
 
I note that Cambridge does not have a strict salary-replacement requirement as a criterion for EJRA 
exceptions, as described here: 
 
http://www.hr.admin.cam.ac.uk/policies-procedures/1-retirement-policy/ 
7-procedure-university-officers-continue-employment 
 
If maintaining academic excellence is a goal of the EJRA, then the academic excellence of the 
applicant for extension should be a factor in granting an extension.  If building diversity is a goal of 
the EJRA, then minorities or women should be given favorable treatment when applying for 
extensions. 
 
I note also that the report gives no data on success rate of applicants for extension of the EJRA under 
the new exception process. 
 
OPINION POLLS DO NOT HAVE A BEARING ON JUSTICE, AND DO NOT RESPECT RIGHTS OF 
MINORITIES 
 
Much is made of the opinion polling in the Annex, which shows that a majority believe the EJRA 
should be kept at the present age or lower.  
 
However, there is a substantial minority (38%) who believe it should be hire, and presumably would 
work to a greater age if allowed to do so.  Imposing the will of the majority would trample on the 
rights of this substantial majority.  Age discrimination does not become more just by virtue of having 
majority support. 
 
Raymond T Pierrehumbert  
 
 

http://www.hr.admin.cam.ac.uk/policies-procedures/1-retirement-policy/


56. 
 
I was a “victim” of the EJRA although I did manage to hang on until I was 70, in the autumn of 2013. I 
was the Academic Director of the Begbroke Science Park, a post that has not been filled and I still 
feel aggrieved by the way it was handled by the MPLS Division Head at the time and by the EJRA 
process which I found to be deeply flawed.  
There is a lot of nonsense made of requiring retirement to allow for younger people and more 
diversity, but in my case this has not happened and the University lost a very strong and well-
connected advocate for Innovation for the whole of the region. How ridiculous is that?!  
 
I now work part-time for 4-5 other Universities as well as giving courses and helping students and 
young academics in Oxford University and I have the following observations to make: 

1. I believe the policy being adopted by Oxford University is illegal and wrong.  
2. The illegality of discrimination on the basis of age is very clear. 
3. The policy is wrong because it has not taken account of what Universities are for. Many of 

the elderly academics have a lot of knowledge and wisdom to offer. Oxford seems to have 
lost sight of the true meaning of scholarship and learning. 

4. There is going to be a big loss of research income and opportunity by Oxford University 
because of its dogged determination to follow a flawed process. It is already losing respect 
on a global basis.  

5. There does not seem to have been any positive thinking given to alternative ways of dealing 
with the issue. A sensible approach would have been to consider a form of re-alignment of 
duties and expectations from the age of 60. There are clearly many colleagues who feel that 
their research activity is tapering off at around 60 but there are some outstanding 
individuals who are going to pull in major grants and win prestige for the University. There 
are also some who have a gift for teaching and enthusing younger academics. The University 
should be trying to hold on to this talent and not create the bitter and nasty atmosphere 
that it has done. 

6. The argument for creating more opportunity and diversity is silly and flawed. Universities, 
especially Oxford should pursue the highest standards of learning, scholarship and research. 
Diversity has nothing to do with such objectives!   

 
I care passionately about this University, and I am dismayed to see this important issue not being 
dealt with in a sensible and proper way. In my case it was the complete disinterest and negligence of 
[Redacted] that gave me no opportunity to express any views such as those above. He actually told 
me that he and [Redacted] did not know or understand what I did! I console myself with the fact 
that 5 other Universities have made me so welcome.    
 
I offer these observations in the hope that some, and especially points 4,5 and 6 will be taken into 
account and the whole process changed.  
 
Professor Peter J Dobson OBE 
 
 
 
57. 
 
These comments are provided in a personal capacity as an employee of the University and not in a 
professional capacity.  
 



The EJRA Review group concluded that the two Aims related to administrative and professional staff 
are unnecessary. The evidence showed that nearly all administrative and professional staff choose to 
retire well before the EJRA and don’t apply for extensions.  

As the group has acknowledged that there is not a ‘problem’ for the EJRA to solve with 
administrative and professional staff, then it is arguably not justifiable for the EJRA to apply to 
administrative and professional staff on grades 8 to 10. As the EJRA won’t apply to administrative 
and professional staff on grades 1 to 7, then retaining the EJRA for the most senior staff (many of 
whom are women who reached those grades through promotion and career development) seems 
unfair 
 
 
 
58. 
 
EJRA – You have to have some rules! 
 
I came into the University from commercial Industry about 4 years ago and it’s an absolute must the 
University has an EJRA, below are observations over the last 4 years; 
 

x I am shocked by how widespread poor academic management is across the University, it 
boils down to three points –  
- The majority of academics have no real interest in managing other academics. 
- They have little or no management experience or management training. 
- With academic managers in general appointed through a voting system of some form 

by their peers, there is no will to upset a fellow academic who maybe your manager in 
4 or 5 years. 

 
If EJRA is abolished, then on this premise, to expect there to be some sort of academic performance 
management happening post the age of 67 or 68 in its stead, is just unrealistic and comical. It will 
not happen and certainly would not be consistently applied.   
 

x Managing academic or administrative staff expectations, their career progression, 
succession planning or poor performance is almost impossible in the University, it’s akin to 
climbing a ladder in a straitjacket; 

- Currently with no EJRA for grades 1-5, it means for my department we have at least 5% 
of underperforming staff that are turning up because they get a cheap hot meal every 
day and like the company. They will not retire, we cannot make them redundant as we 
need the post still and the University has no backbone when it comes to implementing a 
sensible useful process to encourage them to retire. Conscientious colleagues are 
working twice as hard to make up for their poor performance. 

- To performance manage just one member of staff would take up 30% of a manager or 
supervisors time because the process is so complex, drawn out and so highly weighted in 
favour of the employee, a marginal improvement in performance destroys the whole 
process and is extensively manipulated by staff.    

- There are some academic colleagues who are also just turning up for the food and 
company. 

- There are academic colleagues who are protesting EJRA not for sensible reasons like the 
continuation of their research but for personnel reasons to preserve their personnel 
status /academic title in their specific field.   

 



The real impact and damage to morale is immense and widespread for those who are working hard 
to make a difference, want to carve out a career in the University and are trying to make it better 
and provide the next generation of research ideas. 
 
I find it absolutely horrendous that an EJRA exemption is being proposed to include grade 6 & 7 as 
well. 
 
You will reinforce the current problem and enhance it, now you will have personnel at the first levels 
of supervision and management also not required to retire, they will block progression and destroy 
the morale of anyone with any promise coming through. 
 
Within a generation Oxford University will resemble and old peoples home and that will be its 
reputation.   
 
EJRA should apply to all regardless of grade or function, if you have value at 67, 68 or beyond then a 
continued position in some format will be obvious and surely be offered. It’s not your god given right 
to stay on if you are not contributing anything of value and still using huge amounts of resource, 
that’s just arrogance and self-interest.  
 
The University is not a bottomless pit of money and resource, wake up and smell the roses!   
 
 
 
59. 
 
The recommendations as outlined at http://www.ox.ac.uk/staff/consultations/ejra-review seem 
extremely welcome, but could I possibly comment on the raising of EJRA to 68? It is, again, quite 
welcome, but surely, the link to pension age is significant, and the robust way to do this would be to 
link the raising of EJRA with scheduled raises to pension age (even if continuing to provide academics 
with extra two years beyond it), rather than anticipate them. This would then imply raising the EJRA 
to 68 for retirements after October 2018 rather than for those prior to that date. That would have 
the added benefit of not disrupting any scheduled succession process for the year 2018, which will 
need to be set in train over the next two terms in order to proceed in timely fashion. 
 
 
 
60. 
 
I am writing with regards to the consultation on the Employer Justified Retirement Age. I am an early 
career researcher on a fixed term contract in the [redacted]. As such, my views on the topic are very 
much informed by my career stage, and I appreciate that they are therefore likely to be biased in 
favour of an outcome that would most suit me. However, in case it is of use, there are, I think, three 
main concerns for an early career scholar with regards to the EJRA.  
 

1. Many early career scholars (including myself) take on a range of short term, fixed term, 
temporary contracts at the start of our career, in the hope that we can use these positions 
to gain the experience necessary to secure a permanent university employment, in the form 
of a lectureship. There are more of us than permanent positions available and this drives 
competition. Abolishing the EJRA will likely mean that even fewer positions open up, as 
there will be little incentive to retire. This will have a knock on effect not just on those of us 
currently in early career positions seeking permanent appointments, but also the graduate 

http://www.ox.ac.uk/staff/consultations/ejra-review


students coming through the system behind us, who will also be attempting to enter the 
employment market.  

2. Abolishing the EJRA will likely make departments even more top heavy (ie, with large 
numbers of professors as opposed to more junior academic positions) than they currently 
are. In practice, because of the reputation and prestige of professors, this tends to place 
administrative and teaching pressure on junior colleagues. This is at a time when they are in 
a position at the start of their career that it would be more useful to focus on building 
research and publishing expertise, as well as quality (as opposed to quantity) teaching 
experience. Being overwhelmed with teaching and administrative tasks may then restrict 
career progression if early career academics do not have sufficient time and support to 
conduct research, publish their work, and apply for grants. 

3. When many of us started our graduate careers, it was in full knowledge that there would be 
more of us than available jobs, but this was a risk we were willing to take, given our 
knowledge of the demographics of many of the departments that we studied in. We also 
started our careers when there was a compulsory retirement age, so we had an expectation 
that more jobs would become available once the baby boomers who dominate university 
positions reached retirement age. The goalposts have been shifted slightly, and whilst this 
concern sounds rather petulant, it does feel a little unfair! 

 
I do appreciate that there will be a range of views on the subject matter, and that people who are 
reaching the EJRA will have very different concerns because of their position. I wish you well in trying 
to find a way to balance the competing concerns that those of us at different stages in our academic 
careers have. 
 
 
 
61. 
 
1. It is vital for the University to do everything possible to maintain the vigour and fecundity of its 
research community by recruiting talented young researchers into permanent, secure positions. It is 
understandable that researchers who are approaching their retirement age may wish to stay in post, 
having a personal preference for this over retirement, sadly this inevitably reduces opportunities for 
incoming younger staff. I believe that the present retirement age is a fair one and any adjustment to 
allow (in non-exceptional circumstances) staff to remain in post beyond this point is wrong. It is 
wrong at the moral level, because it is taking opportunities from younger researchers to benefit 
older individuals who have already enjoyed decades of tenure, but it is also wrong pragmatically: 
The University's standing is based to a large extent on the work of early- and mid-career researchers 
at the height of their abilities, who are the primary creative force from which wholly new ideas and 
methodologies emerge. 
 
2. Opponents of the EJRA give anecdotal arguments citing rare individuals who are doing their very 
best work in their late 60s, profoundly influencing their fields, etc. However I understand that the 
University already has a mechanism whereby an exceptional individual of that kind can, with the 
support of their HoD, stay on for a period beyond normal retirement. This answers those anecdotal 
concerns and it is a commendable mechanism; however its use remain the exception and not the 
rule. 
 
3. The idea of rolling performance assessment was also mooted as an alternative to a fixed 
retirement age. While this sounds fair at first, i.e. that a person should continue in post if they 
remain one of the University's good performers, in practice it would be a time consuming and 
ultimately subjective process to assess all the University's senior staff. Moreover, even if a 65 year 



old is performing as well as a person of that age can reasonably be expected to perform, keeping on 
such an individual inhibits refreshment and rejuvenation of the research community, as stated 
above. 
 
4. It has been suggested (e.g. by [redacted]) that it is acceptable if some proportion of the new posts 
that would be advertised each year, are 'lost' if we were to allow those who want to stay in post past 
retirement to do so. The argument that [redacted] and likeminded colleagues put forward, seems to 
be that as long as the proportion of lost posts is modest, then it is acceptable. But I would argue that 
if even one researcher is denied a career in science because some older researchers wish to stay on, 
this is unacceptable for the reasons given in (1) above -- it is a point of principle, not of numbers. 
That said, the numbers indicate that the problem would be a large one since (I gather) 70% of senior 
posts advertised are due to a post becoming vacant. 
 
5. When the University offers the opportunity for staff to comment on the retirement rules, it is 
inevitable that the group of older researchers wishing to stay on will be vocal contributors to the 
debate. However the converse group, i.e. the younger researchers whose chances of an academic 
career in Oxford are affected, will typically not be well represented -- because many of them are not 
even in Oxford at the moment, and those who are here are concerning themselves with building 
their CV rather than retirement issues. It is for this reason that I felt it important to speak on behalf 
of younger researchers at the Martin School event, and to write this email. 
 
6. It would seem that the University could do more to address the problem of researchers feeling 
they are being rejected/discarded at retirement. Cambridge offers their retiring academics a 
mechanism whereby they can continue to participate in research having retired (and thus having 
freed up their post). This would appear to be an interesting model 
http://www.ahssresearch.group.cam.ac.uk/RGA/RGAapplication/RGAappgeneral/RGAappgeneralpol
icies/RGA-App-General-VRA 
 
Simon Benjamin 
 
 
 
62. 
 
Yesterday I attended the meeting convened by the Vice Chancellor to discuss the Employer Justified 
Retirement Age, (EJRA) and contributed to the discussion. Following the meeting I was asked if I 
would write down the comments I had made. 
 
The essence of my two comments was that the cohort of 60+ academics who were to be affected by 
the new rules, at least in science and particularly medical science, were probably making a 
contribution to the growth of opportunities for younger academics of both sexes that was beyond 
that presented by vacating a University funded position. Below I expand on this but limit my 
comments to medical science about which I know most. 
 
Funding for medical science positions is not a fixed sum of money in any university. It will vary 
according to grant income obtained. This grant income is a major source of support for DPhils and 
Post-docs. Importantly, the capacity to obtain competitive grants is not something that is evenly 
shared by those who undertake research training. In fact, only a relatively small proportion who 
enter the field ever reach the stage of being major grant winners. The same individuals are often 
those who have the strongest current as well as past publication records. 
 

http://www.ahssresearch.group.cam.ac.uk/RGA/RGAapplication/RGAappgeneral/RGAappgeneralpolicies/RGA-App-General-VRA
http://www.ahssresearch.group.cam.ac.uk/RGA/RGAapplication/RGAappgeneral/RGAappgeneralpolicies/RGA-App-General-VRA


The University could check the relevant data but I expect that a meaningful proportion of the grants 
and high impact publications are being contributed by individuals who are close to the point of 
proposed retirement. Their loss may very well reduce rather than increase opportunities for young 
researchers as well as lessening the standing of the University on relevant performance measures. 
 
Allowing those close to retirement to apply for an extension of employment at the time that they 
submit a grant application which would continue beyond the nominal retirement date addresses the 
above problem to some extent.  What needs to be considered, though, is that many important grant 
schemes have very low success rates.  For example, the National Institutes of Health in the U.S., the 
world’s largest funder of medical research, at present only funds 8% of project grant 
applications.  This means that inevitably some of the world’s best researchers will fail at least in 
some of their applications.  In a narrow time window, almost solely due to chance, some of Oxford’s 
best researchers will miss out on key grants.  If this time window coincides with their last year or two 
of employment, then these people who have the capacity to benefit Oxford in the way described 
above will be lost for good. 
 
Terry Dwyer 
 
 
 
63. 
 
Thank you for yesterday’s Q&A session which I found helpful. May I check my understanding of the 
effect on me and my colleagues? 
 
As [redacted] in the [redacted] we are academic-related staff. I am Grade 8, so I would be affected 
by the EJRA, however my colleagues who are Grade 7 would not be (after the proposed changes). 
 
So how does it make sense that they are able to work on for as long as they wish, but I will be 
compelled to retire at 68 or the EJRA? 
 
I don’t expect that my work will be judged “strategically important” enough to make me an 
Exception. 
 
I hope that this sort of question will be covered in future communications, to help people see the 
proposed changes in the context of their effect on the whole staff of the University. 
 
 
 


