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Introduction:

This paper seeks to explain the creation of University Campus Suffolk, a brand-new higher education provider in the East of England.  This project is presented as being in contrast to a trend within post-compulsory education towards hybrid delivery: where higher and further education courses are delivered within the same institution.  It is argued that the UCS project is a response to regional and local imperatives which explain why the creation of a new institution has been preferred to the expansion of existing hybrid delivery.
The development of a new institution in Suffolk has required two potential competitor universities to come together and work as equal partners.  This paper seeks to begin to explain and analysis this strategy through the use of a model of joint ventures developed for the business world.
Background:

Following the recommendations of the Dearing inquiry (NCIHE, 1997), further education colleges (FECs) were invited to take a leading role in this expansion of higher education provision.  This built on a long tradition of relatively small volumes of higher education being supported in FECs and other specialist institutions such as agricultural colleges.
In recent years, a consequence of this increasingly important role for FECs has been the rise of institutions which may be described as ‘dual-sector’ (Garrod and Macfarlane, 2006) or ‘hybrid’ (Smith, Bathmaker and Parry, 2007).  In these institutions, both further education and higher education courses are taught even though the institution itself is placed formally within only one of the sectors.  The emphasis on widening participation in higher education and in meeting the Government 50% target for 18-30 year old participation in higher education has increased the prominence and role of such hybrid institutions.  It has also extended the range of models of practice from HE in FE, to regional arrangements and partnerships, and new systems of governance and management which reflect the non-traditional nature of the HE curriculum offered.
One reason for the expansion of hybrid provision – especially where it is HE delivered in an FE setting – has been a policy and market drive to attract certain types of students (Widdowson, 2005).  Such students prefer to study in familiar surroundings, close the support of their family and will often organise their studies so as to avoid debt as far as possible.  Indeed, the DfES White Paper, Raising Skills, Improving Life Chances (2006) states that 10% of HE learners study within an FE setting.  In addition, these learners are more likely to be part-time than those studying in an HEI; an indication that the FE environment may be more effective at meeting the needs of a certain group of students.
One of the key advantages of the hybrid institution is that in many cases they bring higher education closer to the student.  In the case of Suffolk, the absence of a resident university meant that hybrid organisations were particularly important, with all the FECs in the County providing an element of higher education.  Their presence meant that students did not have to travel out of the County in order to continue their studies.  Nevertheless, on the 1st August 2007, a new institution was created in Suffolk, University Campus Suffolk, an HE presence in the County formed as a partnership between two leading universities: the University of East Anglia and the University of Essex.
In other counties previously without a ‘university’, different models of expansion have been adopted.  The Combined Universities in Cornwall facilitates the universities and colleges with provision in that County coming together as an “unincorporated association” with a stated aim of “developing and expanding higher education in Cornwall”.  At the other end of the Country, the University of Cumbria, formed by the amalgamation of St Martin’s College, Cumbria Institute of the Arts and the Cumbrian campuses of the University of Central Lancashire, has given the County a university of its own, complete with degree awarding powers.
Given an increasing trend towards hybridisation in English post-16 education, why was the University Campus Suffolk model chosen ahead of other alternatives?  The reasons lie with the particular characteristics of the East of England; the regional imperatives which drove forward the UCS project and the aspiration of the local community for a HE presence and a dedicated new FEC. 

The University Campus Suffolk Solution:

The model chosen for the development of University Campus Suffolk is unique amongst English institutions.  Formally, UCS is a wholly owned subsidiary company of the Universities of East Anglia and Essex, and is a Company Limited by Guarantee.  Informally, UCS operates as a semi-autonomous ‘university’.
At its creation on the 1st August 2007, continuing students on higher education courses at each of the Further Education Colleges in Suffolk became students of University Campus Suffolk.  In addition to a new intake of students who applied directly to UCS, these became the first students at this new institution.  Delivery is dispersed across the County, with campuses at each of the Further Education Colleges.  Central services and the majority of delivery is centred around the ‘hub’ in Ipswich.
The creation of University Campus Suffolk was part of a restructuring and repositioning of the post-compulsory education system in the Ipswich area (Bathmaker and Thomas, 2007).  On the 1st August 2007, when UCS was created, the large hybrid institution Suffolk College ceased to exist and the further education activities were reformed under the banner of Suffolk New College.  Both these institutions are part of a significant economic redevelopment in Ipswich and together constitute the Ipswich ‘Education Quarter’.
In Suffolk, the requirement to provide more higher education places and to widen participation in higher education amongst its population was ‘solved’ by the creation of a new HE-only institution, rather than the expansion of successful hybrid delivery within FECs.  The reasons for making this choice lie in a series of regional and local imperatives.

Three of these imperatives may be identified from work conducted by the East of England Development Agency (EEDA):

· The region suffers from lower levels of applications to university than the national average and that this situation is worse in rural areas;
· Students from the East of England are more likely to study outside the region than students from other regions;
· The East of England suffers from a ‘brain drain’, particularly into London, with students either not returning after study, or choosing to work outside the region.

In response to these drivers, EEDA and the Association of Universities in the East of England proposed an increase of 39,000 higher education places in the region to the Higher Education Funding Council for England (EEDA, 2006).  The creation of University Campus Suffolk was recognised as an important part of this expansion programme.  The motivation for the expansion of higher education provision in Suffolk is in part a response to the regional demands, themselves a reflection of national policy objectives.  
The selection of the UCS model as the way of expanding provision is a response to imperatives at a more local level.  The most significant of these is the lack of a resident university within the County.  The absence of its own HEI was seen to be having a significant impact on the economy of the County, even though high-quality higher education was being provided in the FECs and there were university and research presences at facilities such as BT’s Adastral Park.  Work done in preparation for the UCS project proposal estimates that the lack of a university in the County costs the local economy approximately £1 million per week. 
For the County of Suffolk there is additional value in the creation of a resident university that exceeds that which would be created by increasing the number of students taught at its further education colleges.  The university project is seen in the County as a major driver of economic development and a crucial part of regeneration activities based around the waterfront area of Ipswich.  

The development of UCS is also a response to the needs of the local economy which currently suffers from lower proportion of adults aged between 16 and 49 than the national average.  Recent work at University Campus Suffolk (CREATE, 2007) suggests that a normalised population distribution would result in 25,000 more adults in this age group in the local area.  As EEDA suggest, many of these young people leave the region to attend university and/or to search for well-paid jobs.  UCS has an important role to play as catalyst for attracting inward investment leading to the creation of high-skilled jobs in the local area which will attract qualified young people to the region.
Placing the UCS Solution in a Theoretical Setting:

The creation of University Campus Suffolk represents a major reshaping of the higher education landscape in Suffolk and is an important development for the East of England.  More than this, the creation of this new institution is interesting because it brings two potentially competitor institutions coming together to participate in a joint venture of this sort for the first time.
This reshaping is contrary to the trend within tertiary education (that is, further and higher education taken together) for institutions increasingly to seek to combine the delivery of both further and higher education.  Indeed, the creation of the University Campus Suffolk has meant that one of the country’s largest ‘mixed-economy’ institutions, Suffolk College, has closed and reformed as Suffolk New College.  Elsewhere, there is expansion, particularly of higher education within further education, fuelled to some extent by the introduction of Foundation Degrees.  The prospect of some Colleges being granted awarding powers for foundation degrees (Further Education and Training Act, 2007) is only likely to see greater growth of higher education within the further education sector.
The peculiarities of the case of University Campus Suffolk explain why the development of higher education in Suffolk is following a different pattern to developments in the rest of the tertiary education system.  In the following analysis, a theory developed by Borys and Jemison
 (1989) for use in understanding joint ventures in the business world is adapted for use in this setting.  This theoretical approach helps to draw out some of the key features of the University Campus Suffolk solution and to further explain some of the causes and challenges of this approach.
Four major areas of challenge are suggested by Borys and Jemison:

· Value Creation

· Joint Venture Purpose

· Boundary Definition

· Joint Venture Stability

Borys and Jemison understand that value creation is the primary motivating force behind the creation of joint ventures.  They claim that the parent organisations come together to form the joint venture when they can see that doing so will create value that each partner could not achieve in isolation.  In the case of University Campus Suffolk it is clear that neither the University of East Anglia nor the University of Essex would have wished to take on a project alone but rather saw added value in a collaborative approach.  

Whilst each of the parent institutions is seeking to expand within a competitive environment, additional constraints in this case prevent them from doing so in isolation or without entering into this joint venture.  These factors were identified above as ‘regional imperatives’.

The creation of a joint venture between two independent and competing institutions has the potential to create conflicts of interest and make keeping an appropriate balance of practice between the two challenging.  The venture’s purpose serves to legitimise the actions of the sovereign institutions and acts as an incentive for those within the ‘parent institutions’ to maintain commitment to the venture and to seek solutions to challenges as they occur.

In the case of University Campus Suffolk, the stated purpose, to deliver high-quality higher education across the county of Suffolk, legitimises the actions of both the University of East Anglia and the University of Essex.  It is this institutional (and shared) commitment to this purpose which enables leaders at these institutions to legitimise their actions to stakeholders and the wider community of interest.
The creation of a new joint venture between two sovereign institutions requires a number of boundaries to be defined or redefined.  Not least amongst these is the boundary between the parent institutions and the joint venture itself.  In the case of University Campus Suffolk this task is made more complex by formal and legal requirements associated with operating in the higher education sector.
Whilst in many ways University Campus Suffolk operates as a separate organisation it relies on its parents for many of the quality assurance and strategic aspects of its day-to-day running.  Degrees are joint awards of the University of East Anglia and the University of Essex.  Nor is UCS directly funded by HEFCE, rather its income from this source comes through UEA on behalf of the two parent universities.  This situation is different in respect to a major contract to deliver nursing and other allied health professional courses where the income is direct to UCS.  In both these areas, the boundaries are clearly defined and each institution understands their role and the limits of their role.
In other areas the boundaries are less clearly defined creating management challenges for UCS.  One example of this, the curriculum offer at UCS, is in part determined by the management teams in place in Suffolk, however final planning approval is required from the parent universities to address concerns regarding unhelpful competition.  Where the proposed offer at UCS can be seen as competition by either or both of the parent institutions mechanisms to address potential tension are required so that a clear and common understanding of the purpose of the venture and its boundaries is held by all the partners.  Boundary definition in these cases can only be achieved through reference to the purpose of the institution.
The final issue that Borys and Jemison identify as a challenge for joint ventures concerns their long-term stability.  There is an inherent instability where competing organisations come together to create a joint venture of this sort.  This may result from differences in expectations, institutional values or commitment.  
In the case of University Campus Suffolk, the stability of the institution, and of the partnership between the two parent universities, is maintained through the influence of extrahybrid organisations such as the Higher Education Funding Council for England and the East of England Development Agency.  The commitment of these agencies to the UCS project helps to ensure that the competing universities remain committed to the project in the long-term.

The analytical framework provided by Borys and Jemison helps to understand how two potential competitors have been able to come together to create a new joint venture.  Overall, it is clear that a shared commitment to the project and an appreciation that the benefits of the University Campus Suffolk could not be achieved in isolation can be used to justify the involvement of each party.  This framework also helps to make clear that the definition of boundaries (of all sorts) remains a key challenge to the ongoing success of the venture.
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