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Education Partnership North East 
Hartlepool Sunderland Northumberland 

 

UCU Response to the changes to Job Descriptions: 
Lecturer/Instructor 

 
UCU – Position Statement 

At a meeting with senior managers on 3 May 2022, we stated that we could 
not recommend the changes to our members. This still remains our 

position. 
 

Consultation process with our members 
Across EPNE, we have over 200 members. We have over 100 at both 

Northumberland and (separately) Sunderland, and a smaller number based 

at Hartlepool. 
 

Over the last few months we have had a number of meetings with our 
members. We have had three well attended meetings via MS Teams, which 

all members were invited to. These have been attended by staff based 
across different campuses. Approximately 90-95 of our members have 

been involved in them. 
 

Our representatives have had a number of smaller meetings with groups of 
members, as well as discussions on a one-to-one basis either on the phone, 

via Teams, or in-person. 
 

We invited members to email us directly throughout the process, or to come 
and speak to us. We ran a survey (19-25 May 2022) which had 57 

responses. The overwhelming response has been one of concern about the 

implications of all of the changes. 
 

During the consultation we have continually received questions, comments, 
suggestions and concerns. This document pulls together the feedback that 

we have received, and has led us to the conclusion that we cannot 
recommend the proposals. 

 
The use of the term Lecturer 

We believe that there is an underestimation as to how strongly our 
members feel about the proposals to delete “Lecturer” from the EPNE 

vocabulary, and a un-appreciation of how many people value the title. As 
one of our members who responded to our survey puts it: 
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“Being a Lecturer was something that I have strived to become, 
went to Uni for, completed a teaching degree for, not to become 

a Programme Leader.” 
 

This view was also prevalent amongst other respondents. One of our 
members stated: 

 
“This is the position we studied and applied for…it is well 

recognised and well understood amongst a wide range of 
people/professionals and other organisations.” 

 
Another talked about the term being one which was easily understood by 

all: 
 

“Lecturer is the title which communicates easily to internal and 

external stakeholders what my role is” 
 

The deletion of the term does not have support amongst our members. A 
clear majority favour retaining it – for all who are currently classed as 

Lecturers. Over half of those who responded chose the following phrase, 
from a choice of seven statements: 

 
 I have quite strong views that we should retain the title "Lecturer" 

 
This strength of feeling did not appear to differ from those who are currently 

classed as Lecturer 1 or Lecturer 2. 
 

There was an appreciation that the role of “Lecturer” has changed over 
time, but it was felt that the title still needed to be retained. This was 

summed up by one respondent who stated: 

 
“We do more than just lecture, but I think industry wide this is 

known anyway, without changing the job title.” 
 

Another respondent pointed out that while the word has remained the 
same, what it actually means has changed: 

 
“Given that the term Lecturer refers to a person standing at the 

front of the classroom and lectures to students is an outdated and 
old fashioned view/interpretation of the name, and that the role 

has evolved to become the globally recognised name of a person 
who carries out a teaching role within the FE and HE sectors. This 

is even acknowledged on the National Careers Service website as 
being the definition of the role.” 
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One respondent wrote in detail about why we needed to keep the title of 

Lecturer as it benefits those who we deal with: 
 

“Programme Leader will mean nothing to students who we try to 
recruit from schools. I’ve asked some of my students about being 

taught by a lecturer and what it means to them. They like the fact 
that it is something that links to University and some have said 

that they can identify a positive shift from being taught by a 
teacher and then a lecturer. Students identify the term 

Programme Leader as management, which is something that they 
do not engage with, and see this as ‘other’.” 

 
They continued: 

 
“If the lecturers don’t like it [the proposed new term of PL], and 

seemingly the students can’t identify with Programme Leader, 

why are we doing it? I still don’t get it.” 
 

The attachment to “Lecturer” does appear to run quite deep. Views were 
expressed about how the people that are the sole purpose of the College 

identify closely with “Lecturer”, and know where they stand: 
 

“I am of the view that a student needs to know exactly who their 
English Lecturer, Maths Lecturer, Vocational Lecturer, etc, are. 

‘Programme Leader’ weakens this identification.” 
 

Another respondent said: 
 

“I think that all staff who currently have a lecturer role should 
retain that. In FE, people who teach students, in whatever style 

that might be, are lecturers.” 

 
As UCU representatives, we did not go into this process thinking that we 

would be defending the use of the term “Lecturer” so strongly, but if there 
is one clear message that we have got from our membership, it is that they 

want to retain its use. 
 

Harmonisation 
Our members were clear that they were in favour of harmonising, but they 

questioned the approach that was being taken to do that. When offered a 
series of choices, no-one really favoured the status quo, but there were 

some who responded like this: 
 

“I can’t really see the benefit of this. I would rather things stayed 
as they are.” 
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However, most of those who responded (71%) chose one of these 

statements to illustrate their feelings: 
 

 There is a lack of consistency at present, but I do not think that 
these changes will effectively address the inconsistency; 

 
 I am not against changing and harmonising, but I don't think 

this process will do that; 
 

Only a handful (11%) chose this option: 
 

 There is currently a lack of consistency and I think that these 
changes might help; 

 
We received a number of comments questioning whether there was a 

genuine desire to harmonise. Following a meeting between UCU 

representatives and some of our members in Sunderland Sixth Form, the 
question about continued disparity between Sunderland and Hartlepool 

Sixth Forms was raised. Staff commented that this was not just about terms 
and conditions, but also about other staffing matters, including differences 

in support for marketing, admin and exams. A current proposal within the 
Sunderland Sixth Form to reduce each class by 5 minutes, so the 

accumulated time can be used for additional duties, has raised further 
questions of equity. It was felt strongly that the Programme Lead role would 

exacerbate workload – and other disparities – between Hartlepool and 
Sunderland Sixth Forms. 

 
One group of staff at Northumberland were pleased when they heard that 

harmonisation was to be undertaken across EPNE. In their team there had 
previously been a split in every member of staff’s contract where they were 

employed as a Lecturer/Instructor with a 70/30 split. Being told that this is 

not going to be reviewed and changed as part of this process has, 
understandably, coloured their perception of these proposals. They do not 

feel that this is genuine harmonisation.  
 

One of the responses to our survey questioned the impact of the proposed 
changes and the introduction of the Programme Lead role. 

 
 “I don’t think these changes effectively harmonise anything. It 

seems to create a greater divide and takes away more chances 
for progression.” 

 
Another spoke about the problem of future divisions if there is still either 

the perception (or the reality) of a harmonisation that has left some parts 
of the organisation unchanged and/or inequitable: 
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“If we are going to harmonise; it has to be universal. Everyone 

should be paid the same across all campuses with the same 
benefits and holidays etc. Part harmonisation doesn’t work to 

harmonise a cross-campus partnership, only sows potential 
division and unrest.” 

 
Concerns about additional workload 

It has felt at times that there has been a fixation by many on the proposed 
new titles and the deletion of the term “Lecturer”. However, underlying this, 

it is clear that there are some deeper concerns. These have been revealed 
to us through the consultations, meetings and survey that we have 

undertaken. One of the respondents summed up a fear about the future 
and what these changes might bring: 

 
“My worry is that this will have long term implications 

…Programme leads will become unpaid managers that will in 

essence, start to lead in more than one subject area.” 
 

Another described what the change in title might mean in practice, and 
reflected on possible consequences of the additional detail in the new 

Job Description: 
 

“The title Program Lead, to me, moves the focus away from my 
primary focus, which is to teach. Program Lead I feel is too closely 

linked to management which looks at overarching data analysis. 
I am a teacher, first and foremost.” 

 
The additional workload, pressure, and changed circumstances over the 

last few years – including the run up to and the actual week of the 
inspection – was reflected in some of the responses. One respondent simply 

noted: 

 
“Pressure needs to be taken off, not adding more responsibility.” 

 
A comparison of the JDs of the current Lecturer 2 and the proposed 

Programme Leader is quite concerning. This is why we think that there have 
been so many questions and concerns, leading to a number of people 

stating that they will just stay where they are. 
 

We have asked the question about what happens if there is no agreement 
between us. It has not yet been made clear to us how the College intends 

to move staff from one JD to another where there is either a lack of 
agreement with the trade unions and/or a resistance to doing so from 

individual staff. We are certainly not resistant to change, nor unwilling to 
reach an agreement. But we cannot do so when the bulk of responses from 

our members reveal a deep unhappiness with the proposed changes. 
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The Process 

Less than a quarter of the respondents to our survey said they had been 
invited to an individual consultation. As yet, we haven’t seen figures for the 

number offered or carried out by the College, so we cannot infer anything 
from this. 

 
However, where individual consultations had taken place, the feedback that 

we had made it clear that while information had been exchanged at those 
meetings, there were still a number of issues that had not been resolved, 

and questions that had not been answered. The following responses 
illustrate this point: 

 
“A few of my concerns and comments were just met with – ‘I will 

get clarification on that’ – rather than an answer, so I don’t feel 
much further with my understanding.” 

 

“Many of the questions that I asked were left unanswered or told 
that it would have to be clarified” 

 
“I had questions about the roles and responsibilities in the job 

description. These could not be answered.” 
 

During the collective consultation process, it has not been made clear to us 
how many staff might be upgraded as a result of this change in JDs. 

 
We question whether there will be an equitable outcome if there has not 

been a meaningful analysis of the roles undertaken across the organisation 
as they are actually carried out by individuals in their current jobs. 
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Conclusion 

There is an understanding about the need to harmonise, but there is both 
dissatisfaction with the content of the proposals, as well as scepticism about 

what this is trying to achieve. Many of the responses questioned the focus 
of the proposals, stating that there are indeed issues which need 

addressing, but that what was being proposed were not seen as priorities 
by our members. 

 
One of our respondents summarised this view: 

 
“Changes need to take place as we’ve been doing more and more 

administration on top of teaching, but if they want us to keep our 
professional development as well as be good lecturers, focussing 

on Programme Leaders is not the way to go.” 
 

As things stand, we cannot recommend the proposals to our membership. 

 
We look forward to an opportunity to discuss an agreed way forward once 

there has been the opportunity for the college group to review this 
response. 

 
27 May 2022 

 
Emma Lesley-Boddy 

Yiota Giannakopoulou 
David Meek 

UCU Representatives 
Education Partnership North East 

 
Jon Bryan 

UCU Regional Support Official 

Northern Region 
 
Click here to view a copy of our survey 

 

https://www.surveymonkey.co.uk/r/SH3RZV7

