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Abstract

In England, Further Education (FE) and Higher Education (HE) are divided in different ways, for example, each belong to different sectors and have different auditing arrangements. However the borders between FE and HE are not clear-cut. There are institutions that straddle both FE and HE sectors (referred to herein as ‘dual sector’ institutions), including Further Education Colleges (FECs) that provide a setting for the delivery of HE and HE qualifications (Parry, 2005). Government plans to widen the participation of historically under represented groups into HE, includes expanding vocational HE qualifications and the role of FECs in the delivery of this provision has recently been confirmed (e.g. DfES, 2006; Foster, 2005). Consequently questions are emerging about how to address the boundaries between FE and HE; how to engender an ethos of HE (i.e. produce something of what is characteristically HE) and develop a culture (i.e. values and practices) that supports and enhances the experience of HE students (e.g. see Jones, 2006). In this paper, I present a work in progress that seeks to draw from ideas within the field of organizational studies (Hernes, 2004) and apply this to the analysis of ongoing case study research undertaken with a ‘dual sector’ institution. 

I argue that changes made to institutional arrangements are seeking to re-draw the boundaries between FE and HE in ways that reflect the institution’s vision to create a community for all learners. However, I explore one curriculum area to present some early findings that exemplify how the re-setting of some of the boundaries is having problematic effects for HE students and their lecturer. I argue that boundary effects are impacting in ways that, for these students, limit the development of an ethos of HE and as a consequence contribute to struggles over what it means to be an HE student within an FEC setting. 
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Further and Higher Education - divisions and divides in England

In England, Further Education (FE) and Higher Education (HE) have historically been divided. West (2006) suggests that the divisions between FE and HE in the English system take many forms, including institutional, classification, funding, research, inspection, accreditation and degree awarding powers. The divisions between FE and HE in the English system and questions about how to manage HE within FE, are comparable to analogous systems in other national and international contexts (e.g. see Gallacher & Osborne, 2005). West (2006) details how within the English system the Further and Higher Education Act (1992) introduced a formal division between the sectors of further and higher education with FECs belonging to the former and HEIs to the latter. There are also different funding systems with FE falling within the responsibility of the Learning and Skills Council and HE being the responsibility of the Higher Education Funding Council for England (HEFCE). Teaching of HE, when undertaken in HEIs, is said to be underpinned by research and it is HEFCE that provides a stream of funding to support research through the Research Assessment Exercise (RAE)
. HEIs are also subject to academic review by the non-statutory Quality Assurance Agency for Higher Education (QAA) while FECs are principally inspected by the Office for Standards in Education and the Adult Learning Inspectorate. Furthermore, HEIs usually have the power to issues degrees in their own name whereas FECs do not but rely on awarding bodies to accredit their student’s achievement on a national basis. However, West (2006) also points out that the divisions between FE and HE do not align exactly. Indeed there is complexity and blurriness of the boundaries between FE and HE (e.g. see Young, 2006; West, 2006; Parry, 2003 & 2005). For example FE colleges are located in the Learning and Skills Sector (LSS) in England, but any higher education teaching they do forms part of the HE sector. Similarly there are institutions based in the HE sector, which include FE as part of their provision. The term ‘dual sector’ institution is used here to refer to such institutions, i.e., those that straddle both the further and higher education sectors. 

Neo-liberal and global agendas underlie the government’s imperatives to expand the provision of HE in England (e.g. DfES, 2003a). The role of FECs in meeting targets of 50% of 18 to 30 year olds in HE by the year 2010 was confirmed in the Foster enquiry (Foster, 2005) and the White Paper Further Education: Raising Skills, Improving Life Chances (DfES, 2006). The expansion is envisaged to take place through the development and delivery of foundations degrees tailored to the needs of students and the economy (DfES, 2003a,) and recent decisions have been made to grant FECs with substantial HE provision, degree awarding powers for the foundation degrees they deliver. The divides and divisions are therefore likely to become more complex and blurry as the expansion of vocational HE and its delivery within the FE sector increases. Furthermore, the changing landscape is giving rise to questions about what HE may mean in the 21st Century and how to support it. The Higher Education Academy (HEA) for example, has launched a HE in FE Project, which seeks to support FECs who offer HE programmes. The project highlights a need for both the FE and HE sectors to address questions of ‘boundaries’ in order to support and extend partnership between FE and HE; the development of understandings of the characteristics of HE and how to engender such characteristics within an FE setting; and to share practical approaches to the creation of an HE culture (e.g. values and practices) which support and enhance the experience of students in HE (see for e.g. Jones, 2006, Wheatherald & Moseley, 2003). Indeed ‘dual sector’ institutions are undergoing a period of rapid change - one where the institutions themselves are in transition. Transitions that involve changes to the balance of FE and HE provision and related institutional arrangements e.g. transfer form one sector (LSS) to another (HE); changes to status, institutional identity; and changes in space and place as buildings are acquired and developed to accommodate increasing numbers of learners (Bathmaker, 2006). 

This raises related questions about how individual students and their lecturers understand what it means to do HE within the context of FE. Historical and current educational policies and funding directives provide discourses and practices through which FE and HE is to be understood and managed within institutions. Despite the impacts of policy and funding directives which may result in the blurring of the boundaries between FE and HE, Bernstein (2000) argues that the ideological boundaries between FE and HE will remain. Young (2006) develops the point further… 

Both the terms ‘further’ and ‘higher’ and the distinction between them not only distinguish types of programme and institution – they also carry out what might be referred to as ideological and “identity” work; they sustain identities and boundaries for both students and teachers and at the same time limit as well as enhance people’s expectations and possibilities’ (p. 3)

It seems that education policy, funding directives and government targets are creating a climate and the means for developing the way in which relationships between FE and HE are organized (e.g. inter and intra-institutional partnerships and collaboration) and the ways in which ‘dual sector’ institutions organize the delivery of HE within FE. In this paper I am interested in exploring possible ways to conceptualize how ‘dual sector’ institutions set and re-set the boundaries between FE and HE at the micro level. I also seek to explore if the boundaries between FE and HE may be impacting on the ideology and identity work of students and their lectures.

Organizational theory of boundaries

Questions about organizational structures and boundaries are fundamental to the field of organizational studies. Concerns for how best to manage boundaries, have traditionally focused on developing an ideal structure for a specific set of environmental factors and have tended to portray boundaries as stable and unambiguous. In more recent decades, debates and issues about organizational boundaries have been explored through spatially informed understandings. This has lead to the development of approaches where boundaries are viewed as being set and re-set in a continual way (with some being relatively more rigid than others) and as a consequence as ambiguous (e.g. Pfeffer and Salanick, 1978), permeable (e.g. March and Simon 1958; Perrow, 1986) and as having multi-facetted natures including the tangible, the ‘invisible’ and the blurred (Hernes, 2004). 

A similar approach seems useful for considering boundaries within ‘dual sector’ institution as it becomes possible to ask where and in what ways the boundaries are being drawn and re-drawn between FE and HE. 
Hernes (2004) provides a typology useful for conceptualizing the multifaceted nature of organizational boundaries and to consider the ‘enabling’ and ‘limiting’ impacts they engender (Heracleous, 2004). The typology proposed consists of a) physical boundaries which are represented by material partitioning and also the regulations and rules within an institution (e.g. college buildings and gates, assessment regulations and recruitment policies etc); b) social boundaries which are given by the social bonding (i.e. the strength of relationship) between people which can be reflected in group or organizational identity. For Hernes, social bonding links to identity because of the boundary that people may draw in relation to other groups. Hence a group or organization can be created out of a need to be socially distinct from other groups or organizations; and c) cognitive boundaries relate to ideas, understandings and beliefs that tend to guide organized actions and activities. In organizations there are boundary conditions within which ‘explanations hold and outside of which they do not hold’ (Weick, 1995, p. 176). 

A second dimension attends to the properties of boundaries, which according to Hernes (2004) encompass, ordering, distinction and threshold effects. In brief, boundaries are ordering devices that act as tolerance limits for human action and interaction within an organization. Crossing an ordering boundary may imply transgression of institutional arrangements or formal rules (physical boundaries), violating social norms (social boundaries) or voicing dissent (cognitive boundaries). Distinction effects relate to the boundaries that demarcate identities. This can include the use of uniform, rituals and language where the distinctions can take on their own significance to those internal and external to the organization. For example, the formation and maintenance of an HE identity can be reflected in, and (re)produced through organizational symbols, artefacts and narratives that reflect, mirror or produce what it is possible for HE and FE to mean within a ‘dual sector’ institution. Distinctions could also be created through cognitive boundaries i.e. beliefs and ideas that act to circumscribe differences and/or similarities between FE and HE.

The third effect relates to thresholds, where high thresholds are thought to signify that an institution may tightly regulate who crosses its physical boundaries (e.g. through admissions criteria or the use of identity swipe cards to gain access into buildings). Social boundaries may act as thresholds in the sense that the people who enter institutions may find it more or less easy to ‘fit’ within that sphere. Cognitive boundaries may reflect the extent to which repertoires of ideas, terminologies and beliefs are accessible to new students, staff and other stakeholders. 

Hernes (2004) usefully plots the types of boundaries, i.e. physical, social and cognitive against the properties of boundaries, i.e. ordering, distinction and threshold, to form a framework of nine different combinations. The framework seeks to provide a means to analyse and explain the phenomena of organizational boundaries. In this paper, I will draw from some aspects of Hernes’ framework to explore what it can tell us about where and in what ways the boundaries between FE and HE are being set within a ‘dual sector’ institution as it implements a series of planned changes. 

The research study and methods

The research this paper is based upon
, forms part of a larger project to investigate the impact of the division between the further and higher education sectors on strategies to widen participation in undergraduate education. The data I present forms part of on-going case study research with four  ‘dual-sector’ institutions in England, and includes longitudinal interview research
 with students as they move between different levels of education (from level 3 to level 4 and levels 5 to 6)
. In this paper, I draw from the case study of one of the institutions chosen for the study because, similar to many FECs in England, it provides a small amount of HE (1.8%). 

In the first part of my analysis I draw from field notes and organizational documents to present two examples of the ways in which the institution has undergone organizational change and consider the physical boundaries that have been re-set in the process. I then present extracts from interviews with two HE students and their lecturer. I have selected their narratives as they offer interesting accounts of some of the changes introduced to re-organize one of the colleges. I draw on aspects of Hernes’ (2004) analytical framework, to re-cast the changes in terms of physical and social boundary setting  and offer an interpretation of the impacts these boundaries may be having on how these students experience and understand HE in this setting. 

Contextualising and analysing boundaries

The Northgreen College is made up of a confederation of three independent colleges in the North of England (Rosham College; Tultry College; and Asterthorpe College & Daiston Campus)
. Northgreen College provides both further and higher education and has around 30,000 enrolments of which 98.2% are in further education (levels 2 and 3) and 1.8% are in higher education (levels 4 and 5). The College formally identifies as a FEC and is located in the Learning and Skills Sector. FE and HE have historically been organised in different ways across the three independent colleges. Figure 1 provides a schematic representation of the current organizational structure and provision arrangements.  Within the institution the term ‘academic’ is used to refer to General Certificate of Secondary Education (GCSEs) (i.e. level 2 FE) and Advance General Education Qualifications (‘A’ Levels) (level 3 FE). The term ‘vocational’ is used to refer to courses that usually offer a more practical learning programme that relates directly to specific jobs or occupational sectors. Examples of vocational qualifications at level 3 (i.e. FE) are the General National Vocational Qualifications, Advance Vocational Certificate of Education and Access to Higher Education. Qualifications at level 4 and 5 (i.e. HE) include Higher National Diplomas and Certificates and Foundation Degrees. 

Figure 1 Schematic representation of Northgreen College 
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During the period following the confederation agreement, key changes have taken place to the way provision is arranged within the institution. ‘A’ Level provision at Tultry College ceased in 2005. The action was taken as part of a larger plan to ‘redevelop and transform the campus with a new purpose built vocational college’ (College Website, accessed March 2007). Hence within Tultry College the physical boundaries have been re-drawn in ways that circumscribe this site as a sphere for the provision of vocational education. Elsewhere, I show the ways in which the removal of academic education at Tultry College has been problematic for learners, particularly those who, to gain entry into a particular university undergraduate degree programme, chose to simultaneously study for both an academic qualification (i.e. ‘A’ Level course at Asterthorpe College) and a vocational qualification (i.e. an Advanced Vocational Certificate of Education, at Tultry College) (see Bathmaker & Burns, 2007). To study both courses, the student was required to travel across the city to attend classes delivered at each of the colleges and due to timetable clashes was also required to study with a total of four different student groups. She also spoke of experiencing differences in the curriculum, assessment requirements and teaching and learning environments and as finding the differences between them difficult to manage.

Other major change within the institution includes the opening of a new building for Rosham College in the north of the city in 2005. The college provides a distinct education to 16-19 year olds, which is contained within a designated sixth form centre; Access to HE and ‘A’ Level courses for adults; FE and HE vocational courses for adults; and provision for 14-16 year olds. This is the third designated sixth form to be created within Northgreen College. Asterthorpe College, in the south of the city, has a designated sixth form centre within its main building and another at the Daiston Campus (situated on a separate site, see Figure 1). Northgreen college perhaps has responded to what Brooks (2005) refers to as a number of pressures in FE that lean towards age segregation, including suggestions made by government that age segregation may improve achievement and that 16-19 year olds should in some way be ‘protected’ in separate institutions or centres. For example, a distinct provision for 16-19 year olds was confirmed as one of five key principles that should underpin the organization of education for this age group (DFES, 2003b). As Brooks notes, by the end of 2001, 58 of the 270 general FE colleges had created distinct sixth form centres (DfES, 2002). Along with calls for distinct provision, there are also more recent imperatives to increase participation of young people through new government targets for 90% of 17 year olds to be in learning by 2015 (DfES, 2005). 

From the current arrangements it seems likely that the vision of Rosham College has embodied the idea of a distinct provision for 16-19 year olds. Furthermore, the Northgreen College set enrolment targets in line with the priorities of the Learning Skills Council to increase the number of enrolments of 16-19 year olds in 2006-07 (Northgreen College Academic Board Meeting Minutes, May, 2005). However, the vision for the Rosham College goes wider than the 16-19 year old agenda, as its aim has been to create a College that can accommodate all learners. For example, the Director wrote ‘we have designed the new building for the Rosham College as a learning village where every student has a home within an overall community’ (Northgreen College Newsletter, July 2003). As part of this plan, the new building replaced two small satellite centres also in the north of the city, re-locating all staff and existing learners into the new building for Rosham College.  

In the next section, I draw from interviews with HE students, Vicky and Margaret and their lecturer, Nicola, who were among those who moved one of the satellite centres into Rosham College in 2005. Nicola teaches on the Art and Design Higher National Diploma (HND) and has worked at the Northgreen College for over ten years and Vicky and Margaret who are studying for the HND qualification and are taught by Nicola. Both Vicky and Margaret were university graduates before they commenced their programme of study at Rosham College. (I consider the significance of their previous experiences of HE in the discussion section of the paper.) 

Examples of physical boundaries 

In the first extract below Nicola talks of how the emphasis and focus at the college is increasingly moving toward education for 16 to 18 year olds. And in the second, Nicola exemplifies the ways in which the lack of car parking facilities impacts for students who have dependents. 

Maxine
: How does your work fit into the college structure? 

Nicola: The HND is not seen as a sort of pinnacle of a course or anything like that, in fact the emphasis in this college since it was built, the new one, has veered further and further away from that towards the 16 to 18 year old. It seems to me to be focussing more and more on youth, which is a little bit disturbing for us because we feel… or some of us feel as if we’ve been led here under false pretences. 

Nicola: We managed to get some sort of concession where some [students] were given a little bit of leeway last year, if there was a child and they had to get to a playground… but… the understanding is that any new student that comes is told there is no parking. But when we were moved here we were told that ‘it’s the Art and Design for the whole city’ and I asked ‘is there parking’ and it was ‘oh there’s lots of parking’ but that wasn’t the case. The Council had put a sort of ceiling figure on how much parking space would be allowed because they didn’t want to bring cars into the city. 

There are perhaps two ways in which the accounts provided by Nicola show how the college is changing. Firstly, there is an increased focus on ‘youth’ and secondly students are not permitted access to the college car park, a rule that Nicola considers to be having an affect on the accessibility of the college. Drawing on Hernes’ (2004) conceptualisation of boundaries, we could consider that the withdrawal of car parking facilities for students creates a physical boundary that has an ordering effect. This is because the reduction in car parking spaces and the removal of the concessions previously made for students with dependents, places a limit around who can and who cannot become a student at the college. The restrictions on parking at the College site may be an issue which is common to other FECs and HEIs both in England and in other countries. However, it is the re-setting of the boundary with the move from the satellite centre to the new college building which is of issue, particularly as Nicola’s narrative draws on the removal of this facility as acting to undermine the notion that the college can be the ‘…art and design for the whole city’. 

In the following extracts Margaret and Vicky talk about the ways in which the studio workspaces in Rosham College differ to those that they had access to at the satellite centre. 

Margaret: You can’t leave a piece of work on an easel (a) because there’s no room, there’s only room for six people to work in the so called studio on the easels, there are over the three years of that course who use the room there are thirty people and there’s a notice on the board saying ‘please do not leave work on easels as the easels might fall over’ - no they won’t. 

Vicky: You had private [studio] space which at Rosham you just do not have. It worked a lot better, which is why there is some nostalgia about the [other] place because it was essentially much more like a university course, where as at Rosham it is more like going back to school. 

From these extracts it seems that in the new building the size of studio space available has been reduced. Drawing from Hernes (2004) we could consider how the re-setting of the physical boundary that creates this classroom, has both distinction and threshold effects. The effect seems to have produced a space that is no longer one that is designated for HE students, as was the case at the satellite centre. Furthermore, the threshold effect is suggested as the boundary has become more permeable to both FE and HE students who now ‘share’ the same studio – it has become a space that is for both FE and HE students. 

Examples of physical and social boundaries

In the extracts below, however Vicky and Margaret, talk about how the rules in place for using the studio do not take account of HE or ‘adult’ learners.  

Vicky: And also we’re not allowed to have a drink in the classroom, they control that you’re not allowed to eat in the classes it’s like being at school. And in fact they don’t actually want you in any of the rooms without a tutor in the room with you. And to treat adults like this is ridiculous. 

Margaret: And then there are other little notices up saying ‘students are not allowed in this room at break times or unsupervised by a teacher’ now the word teacher riles immediately because this is supposed to be a higher education course. It’s a very nanny mentality. 

In these accounts Vicky and Margaret show the physical boundaries or rules that circumscribe the space and place provided for the learning and teaching of art and design at the college. The written language used in the signs displayed around the studio workspaces, draw on education-type narratives more akin to those found in secondary schools - not being allowed to eat in the classes and students are not allowed in this room at breaks times or unsupervised by a teacher. The effects of these ordering devices is to regulate and control the movement of students in and out of the studio and also create norms of how students (and their lecturers) should behave when they are in the rooms, i.e. not eating, (perhaps for reasons of health and safety). However, drawing from Hernes’ (2004) framework we can also conceptualise the setting of social boundaries whereby the identities within this sphere, reflect concepts of students as ‘young’ because they require ‘supervision’ and because they are taught by ‘teachers’ rather than lecturers.     

DISCUSSION

Applying Hernes’ framework to conceptualize the ways in which a small sample of the boundaries between FE and HE have been set within the new building for Rosham College, draws attention to the ways in which organizational boundaries are contributing to creating an ethos premised on ‘younger’ learners and on being ‘FE’. 

Both Vicky’s and Margaret’s accounts raise questions about the delivery of HE within a setting where FE predominates (both in its ethos but also in terms of the size of FE provision). Young (2006, p. 3) refers to how the terms further and higher education ‘sustain identities and boundaries for both students and teachers and at the same time limit as well as enhance people’s expectations and possibilities’. It is perhaps because Vicky, Margaret and Nicola have had prior experience of HE (as learners and for Nicola also as a teacher of HE) that they are able to access, and draw upon, narratives about what HE is – i.e. what they expect it to be about. (I am in the process of developing my case study analysis of the boundaries between FE and HE to include a comparative examination of the narratives about HE given by students who do not have prior experiences of HE.)   

In terms of this paper, I am suggesting that the form of identity work (Bernstein, 2000) Vicky and Margaret engage in is in some ways based on the distinctions they expect to be in place between FE and HE, when actually little distinctions are visible. Perhaps as a consequence of this, their narratives tell a story of ambivalent experiences of being an HE student within this setting. They express an expectation for HE in FE – where the college continues to be accessible by car, where there are discrete and designated spaces within which the study of HE can take place, and where they are not ‘subjected’ to the rules that are drawn up to ‘protect’ or ‘control’ the young. In the absence of these things, a conflict emerges between what they expect to see as constituting HE and what is made available. This tends to be having an affect of undermining, in their view, this particular college as a ‘proper’ setting for HE.   

There are important questions and debates about the divides and boundaries between FE and HE within institutions and how to create an ethos of HE that best supports HE students. In this paper I have presented some work in progress examples of the re-setting of boundaries at the micro level and offer an interpretation which suggests that the setting of boundaries is contributing to creating spheres that are ‘FE’, at the omission of something that these HE students and their lecturer recognize and expect. This analysis explores data of one curriculum area, in one college, within one institution. It would seem highly probably that within each ‘dual sector’ institution in England, the ways in which the boundaries between FE and HE are circumscribed would vary greatly (as each responds to the policy and funding landscape differently). Conceptualizations of organizational boundaries and the analysis of their effects may make a useful contribution to the building of understandings of how the boundaries between FE and HE within ‘dual sector’ institutions are being managed and set in purposive, but also arbitrary ways and the extent to which these may enable and/or limit what HE can mean within these settings.   
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� Further information about the RAE can be found at http://www.rae.ac.uk/


� The work reported here forms part of the project entitled FurtherHigher Project. The project is funded by the Economic and Social Research Council (ESRC) (RES-139-25-0245) and is part of the ESRC’s Teaching and Learning Research Programme.


� All interviews were audio recorded, transcribed in full and anonymised. Supplementing the interview transcripts are field notes from participant observations made of visits to the college including notes of meetings and workshops with staff, photographs and other data sets such as institutional documents and management data.  


� The National Qualifications Framework (NQF) is a credit transfer system developed for qualifications in England, Wales and Northern Ireland. The NQF introduced eight levels of qualification in 2004, ranging from entry level to level 8. Examples of level 3 qualifications include ‘A’ Levels, National Vocational Qualifications (NVQ) 3, BTEC National Diplomas, Certificates and Awards. Level 5 include BTEC Higher National Diplomas and Higher National Certificates. NQF levels 5 and 6 have broad equivalency to the Higher Education Qualification, intermediate level (e.g. Diplomas of HE and Foundation Degrees) and the Honours Level (e.g. Bachelor degrees, graduate certificates and diplomas) respectively. Full details of the qualification frameworks can be found at http://� HYPERLINK "http://www.qca.org.uk/1158_10921.html" ��www.qca.org.uk/1158_10921.html� and � HYPERLINK "http://www.qaa.ac.uk/academicinfrastructure/FHEQ/EWNI/default.asp" ��http://www.qaa.ac.uk/academicinfrastructure/FHEQ/EWNI/default.asp�      


� For the purposes of this paper, pseudonyms have been used to refer to the institution and its colleges and details of references to resources about the institution have been kept to a minimum. 


� All extracts of transcribed text quoted in this paper have been taken from research interviews carried out by 


Dr Maxine Burton, Department of Educational Studies, University of Sheffield.	
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