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ABSTRACT 
 

Universities have immense impact on their communities as well as their local and 

regional economies. The role of public urban universities has changed significantly in 

recent decades as they seek to extend their influence beyond their adjacent communities 

with the intention of achieving recognition from regional, national, and international 

audiences through strong public relations marketing and rankings. Understanding the 

widening scope and mission of modern institutions is essential to explain their approach to 

urban planning and partnership-building in their local communities.  One example of this 

is the attempted partnership between the City of Atlantic City and a public New Jersey 

University to establish a branch campus in an urban center experiencing extreme financial 

distress.  Fraught with conflict, the high-stakes negotiating process to create a new campus 

involved multiple stakeholders, each with a strong need to secure benefits from one of the 

few opportunities on the horizon to rebuild the city’s shrinking economy. The project 

occurred amidst a state government takeover that limited the city’s ability to represent the 

interest of its population, highlighting the complex dynamics of cities ability to build 

community relationships. This dissertation provides an in-depth study of that negotiating 

process based on first-hand participation and interviews with different stakeholder groups 

to gain an understanding of the motives, reasoning and challenging outcomes of this project 

as a window into the role of modern anchor institutions. This contributes to the literature 

on anchor institutions by considering the impact of all external forces on university-

community partnerships.  It identifies the goals, interests, and strategies of the negotiating 

parties, exploring how the university conceives its role as an anchor institution within a 

globalizing world.  



	 ii	

DEDICATION 

I dedicate this dissertation to my Grandfather, Benjamin Hannum, who taught me 

that pursuing higher education is a life-changing privilege. This fact has guided my 

academic and professional passion for educational access and institutional accountability. 

I could have gone anywhere, Dzi, but I chose Temple! 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



	 iii	

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 
 
 I extend my deepest gratitude to the community who supported me in the long 

process of completing my dissertation. My thanks to my committee members Christina 

Rosan, Maia Cucchiara, and Carolyn Adams who provided consistent insight and feedback, 

even as life carried me across the country. Thank you to Lori Shorr for serving as my 

external reviewer. A very special thank you to Dr. Adams who advised me through the 

independent study where I first began my study of Atlantic City and inspired me for four 

years as I turned it into this dissertation.  

 Thank you to my family, especially Mom, Paul, Dennis, and Nana, for encouraging 

(and enduring) my lifetime of outspoken passions and wild dreams. We did it, Mom – thank 

you for inspiring my strength, endlessly believing in me, and always being there when I 

need you the most. Thank you to my chosen family, Jackie and Justin, we’ve grown up 

together and you’ve kept me grounded and laughing through all life has thrown our way. 

Any sanity I maintain is because of you both. To Jack, first you taught me how to be a 

gracious, compassionate leader in higher education and then the true joy of friendship with 

a kindred spirit – BRILLIANT things are ahead for us. Thank you to the teachers who 

believed in me even though I never quite fit the mold - Margery Merwin, Rosemary 

Hamilton, Daniella Kerner, and Rob Fleming.  

 I raise a glass of champagne to Doug Hall who welcomed me into his heart as I 

started my first doctoral level course eight years ago. You have always been there for me 

no matter where I’ve taken us – editing my work, espousing unwavering confidence in me, 

and loving me regardless of how many things I leave on the floor. You are my world and I 

absolutely could not have completed this dissertation without you. I love you the most. 



	 iv	

TABLE OF CONTENTS 
 

ABSTRACT ........................................................................................................................ i   

DEDICATION ................................................................................................................... ii 

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS ................................................................................................ iii 

LIST OF TABLES .......................................................................................................... viii 

LIST OF FIGURES ........................................................................................................... ix 

 
CHAPTER  

1: INTRODUCTION .......................................................................................................... 1  

Problem Statement .................................................................................................. 1 

Branch Campuses ................................................................................................... 5 

Why Should Campuses Engage with Community? ............................................... 11  

Context and Positionality ...................................................................................... 16 

Setting for the Study .............................................................................................. 18  

Research Questions ............................................................................................... 28 

Methodology ........................................................................................................ 29  

Structure of the Dissertation .................................................................................. 29 

Definitions ............................................................................................................ 30   

  Branch Campus ......................................................................................... 30 

  Collaborative and Participatory Planning ................................................. 30 

  Deliberative Democracy ........................................................................... 30 

  Growth Machine ....................................................................................... 31 

  Spatial Context ......................................................................................... 31 

  Stakeholder Analysis ................................................................................ 31 

  Urban Serving Institutions ........................................................................ 31 

2: LITERATURE REVIEW ............................................................................................. 32  

Urban Economic Decline and Revitalization ........................................................ 33  

Campus Planning .................................................................................................. 49 

Models of University-Community Partnerships ................................................... 50  

 Model One: Service Learning ................................................................... 52 



	 v	

 Model Two: Democratic Purpose ............................................................. 53 

 Model Three: Economic Development ..................................................... 54 

Participatory Planning Processes........................................................................... 55 

Summary .............................................................................................................. 61 

3: METHODS ................................................................................................................... 64  

 Research Questions ............................................................................................... 64 

Research Paradigm ............................................................................................... 65 

Settings for the Study ............................................................................................ 68  

Data Collection ..................................................................................................... 69 

Stakeholder Analysis ............................................................................................ 71  

Recruitment of Participants ................................................................................... 75 

Research Materials ............................................................................................... 76   

Data Management ................................................................................................. 77 

Informed Consent ................................................................................................. 77 

Transcription of Data ............................................................................................ 78 

Data Analysis ........................................................................................................ 78 

Coding .................................................................................................................. 79 

Additional Data Analysis Considerations ............................................................. 79 

Role of the Researcher .......................................................................................... 80  

Limitations ............................................................................................................ 81   

Summary .............................................................................................................. 81 

4: PROCESS AND OUTCOMES OF THE UNIVERSITY-COMMUNITY 

NEGOTIATION BETWEEN STOCKTON UNIVERSITY AND THE CITY OF 

ATLANTIC CITY ............................................................................................................ 83 

 Introduction .......................................................................................................... 83 

Background .......................................................................................................... 85 

Atlantic City Casino Reinvestment Development Authority ................................ 89 

Early Negotiations with the City of Atlantic City ................................................. 90  

 The Project Transitions ....................................................................................... 100 

Showboat Acquisition, Conflict, and Sale ........................................................... 102 



	 vi	

 AC Devco and the Gateway Project .................................................................... 105 

 Stockton University: Atlantic City ...................................................................... 107 

 Partnership .......................................................................................................... 109 

 Conclusion .......................................................................................................... 111 

5: HOW DO STAKEHOLDERS PERCEIVE THEIR ROLE IN THE 

DEVELOPMENT OF STOCKTON’S BRANCH CAMPUS? HOW DO THEIR 

DIFFERING ROLES IN THE COMMUNITY INFLUENCE THEIR 

PERSPECTIVES? .......................................................................................................... 116 

Introduction ........................................................................................................ 116 

Background ........................................................................................................ 116 

 Case Study .......................................................................................................... 118 

Atlantic City Government Officials .................................................................... 119 

  Optimism Under New Leadership .......................................................... 119 

  Partnership-Based Urban Strategy .......................................................... 119 

  Conflict Between City and State ............................................................. 121 

  Lack of Institutional Cooperation ........................................................... 121 

 Business and Tourism ......................................................................................... 122 

  Historic Evolution of the Atlantic City Economy .................................... 122 

  Business and Tourism Disconnect from the Institution ........................... 123 

  History of Gambling ............................................................................... 124 

  Division of Economic Zones ................................................................... 126 

Residents of Atlantic City ................................................................................... 127 

  Length of Residence and Connection with the City ................................. 127 

  Role of University and Government in Solving Economic Problems ...... 128 

  Perception of the City in Decline ............................................................ 130 

  Geographic Connections within the City ................................................ 131 

  Lack of Community Engagement in Planning ........................................ 132 

 Stockton University Stakeholders ....................................................................... 136 

  Disconnect Between Students, Administrators, and Faculty ................... 136 

  Role of Competition in Higher Education ............................................... 137 



	 vii	

  Lack of Community Engagement and Understanding ............................ 139 

Conclusion ...................................................................................................................... 142 

  Points of Shared Perspective ................................................................... 142 

  Points of Conflict .................................................................................... 145 

  Perceptions of Stakeholder Relationships ............................................... 149 

6: HOW HAVE RELATIONSHIPS AMONG COMMUNITY, INSTITUTION, 

AND GOVERNMENT EVOLVED OVER TIME? ....................................................... 153 

Introduction ........................................................................................................ 153  

 Growing the Brand .................................................................................. 154 

 Institutional Relationships with Government and Urban Developers …. 158  

Conclusion .......................................................................................................... 160 

7: SIGNIFICANCE, LIMITATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR  

FUTURE RESEARCH ................................................................................................... 166 

Significance ........................................................................................................ 167 

  To the Literature ..................................................................................... 167  

 To the Project .......................................................................................... 170 

 To the Future of the Project ..................................................................... 172 

Limitations .......................................................................................................... 174 

Recommendations for Future Research .............................................................. 175 

Closing................................................................................................................ 176 

REFERENCES CITED .................................................................................................. 178  

APPENDICES ................................................................................................................ 197 

APPENDIX A: STOCKTON ISLAND CAMPUS BRIEF, 2014 ..................... 197 

APPENDIX B: INTERVIEW QUESTIONS FOR  

STAKEHOLDER ANALYSIS .......................................................................... 202 

APPENDIX C: STAKEHOLDER RECRUITMENT MATERIALS ................ 204 

APPENDIX D: STAKEHOLDER MAPPING .................................................. 207 

APPENDIX E: VISUALIZING SHORT ANSWER RESPONSES ................. 209 

APPENDIX F: CODING STRUCTURE .......................................................... 212 

 



	 viii	

LIST OF TABLES 

Table 1.1 Typology of Branch Campuses .......................................................................... 7 

Table 3.1 Research Activities ........................................................................................... 69 

Table 3.2 Stakeholder Analysis, Short Answer Responses on Why Decisions  

Were Made ....................................................................................................................... 74 

Table 4.1 Atlantic City Property Location Assessment ..................................................... 96 

Table 4.2 Chart of University-Community Partnership Engagement Models ................ 114 

 
 



	 ix	

LIST OF FIGURES 

Figure 1.1 Property Use map of Atlantic City, NJ ............................................................ 21 

Figure 2.1 Arnstein’s Ladder of Citizen Participation ....................................................... 57 

Figure 4.1 Timeline of Atlantic City – Stockton University Partnership .......................... 84 

Figure 4.2 Northern Atlantic City After Hurricane Sandy ................................................ 89 

Figure 4.3 Initial Site Recommendations .......................................................................... 92 

Figure 4.4 Northern Location Site ..................................................................................... 93 

Figure 4.5 Central Location Site ....................................................................................... 94 

Figure 4.6 Southern Location Site ..................................................................................... 95 

Figure 4.7 Selected Location for Stockton University Campus ........................................ 98 

Figure 4.8 Stockton University Campus – Screenshot of Interactive Map ...................... 100 

Figure 5.1 Tourism Access Map of Atlantic City ............................................................ 133 

Figure 5.2 Designated Tourism Zones ............................................................................ 147 

Figure 5.3 Map of Residency by Race in Atlantic City 2010 .......................................... 147 

Figure 5.4 Atlantic City Neighborhoods Map ............................................................... 149 

Figure D.1 Stakeholder Mapping: Impact Level on Project ............................................ 207 

Figure D.2 Stakeholder Mapping: Cooperation .............................................................. 207 

Figure D.3 Stakeholder Mapping: Connection to Process ............................................... 208 

Figure D.4 Stakeholder Mapping: Physical Proximity to Campus .................................. 208 

Figure E.1 Visualizing: Perceived Leader of the Project ............................................... 209 

Figure E.2 Visualizing: Reason to Open a Branch Campus in Atlantic City ................ 209 

Figure E.3 Visualizing: Campus Location ..................................................................... 210 

Figure E.4 Visualizing: Perceived Primary Goal of Project .......................................... 210 

Figure E.5 Visualizing: How Success is Measured ....................................................... 211 



	 1	

CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 

Problem Statement 

            Urban universities and their surrounding communities are inextricably linked by 

culture, politics geography, and economics. The sheer scale of university investments in 

urban areas guarantees their impact on neighboring areas. In 2000, U.S. universities held 

over $100 billion in urban land and buildings (Cortes, 2004). The impact of universities’ 

physical development on real estate in surrounding neighborhoods persists over long 

periods of time, as campus growth occurs continuously. Recognizing that reality, some 

urban observers have promoted their role as “anchor institutions,” capable of spurring 

revitalization in areas that private investors may find too risky. The role of anchor 

institutions is increasingly complicated. This can be problematic given that it places a 

significant onus on private institutions to solve urban issues. 

            Universities themselves often tout their economic impact on surrounding 

communities in the form of increased employment, real estate development, and the direct 

purchase of goods and services. Many institutional economic impact studies rely strictly 

on data, using quantitative “impact assessments.” Studies of this kind typically focus on 

institutional investment in expenditures and estimate a multiplier effect of that spending.  

This methodology illustrates how universities largely see their contributions as having a 

trickle-down effect on the community, assuming their spending will ripple outwards. 

Siegfried, Sanderson, & McHenry (2006) identify that these studies are frequently 

conducted by state institutions with the intention of persuading donors or government of 

the value of their institutions.  
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This study factors in history and individual experiences of those engaged in the 

campus, in addition to such quantitative measures, to understand the dynamic of multiple 

stakeholders in a large scale university development project to find the places where these 

relationships may be improved. As Grogan (2008) explains: 

Today the interests of universities and cities are intertwined, but this 
symbiotic relationship goes beyond sheer economics.  There are several 
promising new directions through which universities can further contribute 
to their regions including (1) conducting research that provides important 
data and information to the community, (2) serving as model employers and 
providing unique training opportunities to employees, (3) contributing to 
improving public education in their cities, and (4) participating in public-
private partnerships (p. 12). 

 
This highlights how interwoven the various stakeholders are in an urban space. Each of 

these opportunities presents a way to engage urban stakeholders in meaningful way to 

contribute to more successful project outcomes for multiple populations. 

This case study tells the story of Stockton University’s decision to build a new 

branch campus in Atlantic City, New Jersey, and traces the intensive, but ultimately 

unsuccessful, efforts to establish a strong partnership among campus officials, city 

government administrators and community residents. The project was deeply complicated 

by a 2016 state takeover of the city, limiting the City government’s power to advocate for 

itself. Although this research focuses on one specific institution within an extreme case 

study in a specific city, the story contains lessons that can apply more broadly, especially 

about the factors that may undermine efforts to create strong university-community 

partnerships. The evolving relationship between all the players in Atlantic City experienced 

multiple changed courses as they explored different branch campus models and 

partnerships. 
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When Stockton University first conceived a plan to build an extension in Atlantic 

City, the announcement described a branch campus that would bring new educational 

opportunities to city residents and help revive the faltering economy of that shore town. In 

their announcement brief they stated (Appendix A), “The spending power of students, 

faculty and staff would generate an economic boost for the area” and “It will promote 

access to higher education for the area’s workforce, enabling area residents to prosper in 

the jobs of the future”. The plan laid out in the brief appeared to be consistent with an 

establish pattern starting in the twentieth century of main campus leaders building branch 

campuses to deliver higher education to under-served groups of students living at a distance 

from the main campus. However, as the negotiations between Stockton and the City 

unfolded, it became clear that Stockton’s main purpose was not to bring new educational 

opportunities to Atlantic City residents. Instead, the university intended to offer an exciting 

beachfront experience to undergraduate students attending its main campus, as a way to 

make Stockton more competitive in the higher education marketplace. At the same time, 

the city’s power dynamics were shifting as the State took control of the budget and 

economic priorities for the city.  

To understand why Stockton wanted an urban campus, it is important to recognize 

a shift in the way that university administrators had come to view Stockton’s quiet 

suburban location in Galloway Township as a liability (instead of an asset). This reflected 

the changing landscape of urban spaces becoming desirable, a shift from past generations 

who preferred suburban and rural campuses. The institution, along with the partner AC 

Devco, wanted to offer prospective undergraduates an opportunity to spend several years 

at a resort-style campus with direct ocean access. 
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This study analyzes the process of negotiating and decision-making in order to 

understand the factors leading Stockton to take this unexpected turn in conceiving and 

building its Atlantic City branch campus. This analysis argues that the university’s 

decisions must be seen in the larger context of the neoliberal city evolving around global 

markets and changing marketplace of higher education. That neoliberal marketplace is one 

of ever-increasing competition among colleges and universities for a pool of students that 

is shrinking in the northeastern United States. As some state governments provide smaller 

and smaller shares of public university budgets, administrators are forced to rely more 

heavily on tuition revenues, making student recruitment critical to the bottom line. Within 

that competitive context, student tastes and preferences are focusing increasingly on 

amenities beyond the classroom, including comfortable residence halls with access to 

exercise and entertainment, as well as opportunities for internships, job fairs, and other 

ways of connecting to the job market.  

The project brief (Appendix A) indicated that they hoped to connect their 

undergraduates to internships and jobs in Atlantic City’s tourism and hospitality economy, 

and this was reflected in the location Stockton selected, geographically disconnected to the 

city’s residential communities. As I will show, the campus location that Stockton 

ultimately chose was isolated from the city’s residential neighborhoods - a potential sign 

that Stockton officials and AC Devco valued students’ security and privacy over 

community engagement. The Stockton case supports Grogan’s (2008) observation that 

changes in student demographics and marketplace competition have led universities to 

make decision that prioritize institutional sustainability over the needs of their immediate 

community and this has created tensions between the two. These relationships are further 
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complicated by urban politics and economic control from State and Federal government. 

This study adds to the literature but highlighting how other, non-local actors are engaged 

in urban place-making. Most of the existing literature on anchor institutions focuses strictly 

on local interactions between universities, government, and their surrounding communities 

(Taylor & Luter, 2013; Birch, Perry, & Taylor, 2013; Daniel & Schons, 2010; Grogan, 

2008; Cantor, Englot, & Higgins, 2013). This study adds to that literature by showing that 

large-scale market trends and forces as well as race, class, and power can have important 

impacts on university-community relationships, and that some of those impacts work 

against the traditional model of city and university working together with shared interests. 

That relations is now one of city, university, non-profit developers, city government, and 

local business. These additional players make things more complicated so it becomes 

important to ask questions about how these types of projects can remain accountable to 

local citizens when those representing them are not included in negotiations. 

Branch Campuses 

 The limited existing literature on branch campuses focuses largely on institutions 

expanding into suburban regions and moving away from urban engagement. In contrast, 

this study focuses on establishing a branch campus within an urban setting in order to 

recognize the varying perceptions of stakeholders in community-university relationships 

regarding their role in urban planning. The ability of a branch campus to build a relationship 

with its urban community through engagement necessitates all involved to have an 

understanding of the political and financial forces affecting distressed cities and higher 

education and the ways they impact decision-making and outcomes that sometimes differ 

from institutional intentions and claims.  
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 Branch campuses are typically smaller, off-site locations of an institution. 

According to a study by the Observatory on Borderless Higher Education in 2009, the 

number of branch campuses had increased 43% in a three year period (Observatory, 2009). 

They are multiplying rapidly in U.S. cities, a trend that calls for more analysis of their roles 

and limitations in the landscape of higher education, yet they are missing from the literature 

on anchor institutions. This is potentially due to the fact that branch campuses often lack 

the same physical presence as their parent institutions in their communities since they 

frequently occupy rented spaces in commercial buildings (Dessoff, 2011).  

In 2008, the National Association of Branch Campus Administrators (NABCA) 

developed a survey to better understand the needs of their membership. Through this 

survey, a typology of branch campuses emerged to explain the functionality of these 

spaces. Bebko & Huffman (2011) look at the mission of these campuses through models 

including Cash Cow, Increasing Access, Grow the Brand, Mini Main, University System, 

and Multi-University. A chart of these missions is included below (Table 1.1) and 

highlights a unique typology for each different community relationship. It is important to 

recognize these varying types of branch campuses to better understand the underlying 

intentions for growing a university community in this way. 
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Table 1.1 Typology of Branch Campuses 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
   
 
 
 
*Key to Support Service Terms 
From “Developing a Typology of Branch Campuses: Findings from the NABCA Campus 
and Center Administrator Survey. Phyllis Bebko and Dennis Huffman. 2010.  
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Cash Cow campuses are frequently deemed “centers” instead of a campus and rely 

largely on adjunct faculty to teach a small cohort in high demand offerings. Example of 

this are the many overseas campuses rapidly proliferating across the world. For example, 

Carnegie Mellon University opened an undergraduate branch campus in Qatar. Qatar 

contains a significant educated class of families who like to send their children to highly 

ranked United States universities with international reputations (Siegel, 2013). While many 

universities actively pursue these students to encourage them to study in America, Carnegie 

Mellon opted to increase institutional revenue by putting a branch campus in place, making 

it easier for students to enroll in the university locally. This campus focuses on the idea of 

“intercultural connections” by embracing the mission and rigor of Carnegie Mellon in the 

United States with the cultural values of its international population from over 40 countries 

in Qatar (Carnegie Mellon University Qatar, 2018). 

Increasing Access Campuses focus on providing access to students seeking a 

college curriculum, most often to prepare for the workforce, who cannot attend the main 

campus. These campuses offer additional support services like counseling, tutoring, and 

career development that meet community need. Institutions see this option as a way to 

utilize a branch campus to provide access to students who would otherwise be unable to 

attend the university. One example of this is California State University at Fullerton, 

located in Irvine, California. The distance between this campus and the main Los Angeles 

campus is 30 miles, however Orange County travel times are extremely high due to 

congestion. Cal State Fullerton prides itself on being a driver of workforce and economic 

development in the area. To achieve this goal, they focus on “innovative high-impact 

educational experiences” driven by co-curricular experiences and faculty-student 
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collaborative research. Connected to their local community, they are designated as both a 

Hispanic-serving institution and an Asian American Native American Pacific Islander 

serving institution (Cal State Fullerton, 2018). 

A Grow the Brand campus operates on a more traditional schedule and frequently 

exists in a place with connections to a particular industry, frequently natural resources, 

hospitality, or high-tech business corridors. That allows these institutions to spotlight well 

aligned programs while extending the reach. The University of Connecticut utilized this 

model in the creation of their branch campus at Avery Point in Groton. This campus, 

previously a Coast Guard base, was built as a “center of excellence” in marine sciences 

and oceanography. The institution highlights the ways its unique location, “bordered on 

three sides by water”, enables them to fulfill their mission as a sea grant institution and 

seeks to attract students with specific interests in marine science to a campus where they 

can engage in their research directly on site (University of Connecticut Avery Pont, 2018). 

A Mini Main campus is a larger branch campus of over 2,000 students with 

aspirations of large scale growth and therefore has more extensive staff, resources, and 

offerings. Students can frequently complete their entire degree at a Mini Main campus. The 

University of Minnesota operates a medium size version of its main campus in Duluth. UM 

Duluth was created in response to veterans returning from World War II and utilizing the 

GI bill at their local branch of the University of Minnesota, growing from there into a 

branch campus with more robust offerings. This campus now offers liberal arts and 

professional programs with the promise of a more personalized learning experience than at 

the larger main campus (University of Minnesota Duluth, 2018). 
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A University System campus is very similar but also has its own accreditation and 

independent budget. Pennsylvania State University is an example of this with 23 branch 

campuses. Some campuses focus on access through their chosen locations while others 

prioritize curricular specialties. Each functions as a stand-alone campus but the Penn State 

system maintains control over curriculum and policy at all locations (Penn State University, 

2018). 

A Multi-University center tends to exist on the campus of a two-year lower division 

school where multiple institutions offer coursework designed to promote eventual student 

transfer. Virginia Tech and the University of Virgina co-operate the Northern Virginia 

Center the suburban Washington, DC town of Church Falls. The site is one of 6 campuses 

for the University of Virginia and one of 31 for Virgina Tech (Virginia Tech Northern 

Virginia Center, 2018; University of Virginia Academic Centers, 2018). Each school 

utilizes the shared space for educational and administrative space. This is a comparatively 

low-cost branch campus model. 

Given that there are so many varieties of branch campuses, it is important to 

understand that these campuses vary greatly from their large institutional anchor 

institutions in intention and impact. Additionally, different campuses have their own 

relationships with government and unique missions. This study will contribute to clarifying 

how branch campuses fit into the literature on anchor institutions. Scholars and activists 

have identified how universities can adopt practices and projects that contribute social and 

economic value to surrounding neighborhoods, from community beautification campaigns 

to hiring and procurement policies that favor local suppliers and this applies to branch 

campuses as well (Altbach, 2011; O’Mara, 2012; Cortese, 2003; Keane-Shaw & Alison, 
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1999). A common commitment by branch campuses is to meet the workforce needs of local 

companies by enrolling local residents into their education and training programs. Much 

of the commentary in the professional literature about branch campuses (Cortes, 2004; 

Dessoff, 2011; Altbach, 2011) focuses on serving non-traditional students who are older-

than-average commuting students with family and job responsibilities which they must 

balance against their studies. This often leads to specialized formats like evening and 

weekend classes, significant online curriculum, specialized advising and programming to 

integrate non-traditional students into college life (Hoyt & Howell, 2012).  

This study explores additional ways beyond curriculum that branch campuses add 

value to communities including becoming a dynamic player in urban development by 

redeveloping large parts of the city. By understanding the complex network of stakeholders 

in addition to the varying models of engagement and branch campus theory, this research 

is able to frame a university-community project amidst the literature and the dynamic fabric 

of urban relationships. 

   Why Should Campuses Engage with Community? 

Scholars who have written about the motivations of university administrators for 

engaging with communities both through curriculum as well as external partnerships, can 

generally be divided into two camps. The first is composed of scholars who argue that 

universities carry a social responsibility to provide models of responsible citizenship for 

their students (Harkavy & Puckett, 1994; Alperovitz, 2003; Kauper-Brown & Seifer, 2006; 

Leichner, LaFlam, & Garry, 2009).  In this view, institutions of higher education have a 

moral duty to pursue social equity and justice not only on campus but in the larger society. 

Hodges & Dubb (2012) defined the anchor institution mission, particularly for urban 
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universities, as “the conscious and strategic application of the long-term, place-based 

economic power of the institution, in combination with its human and intellectual 

resources, to better the long-term welfare of the community in which it resides” (p.139). 

They explain, 

Colleges and universities are place-based institutions anchored within their 
communities, and they are increasingly recognized as key contributors to 
urban and community development. Their economic impact cannot be 
overstated. Nationwide, universities employ over two million full-time 
workers and another million part-time workers, as well as enroll more than 
18 million students. In 2006 alone, the nation’s colleges and universities 
purchased over $373 billion in goods and services—or more than two 
percent of the nation’s gross domestic product (p.139).  

 
Universities, of course, are much more than economic engines. They are first and foremost 

intellectual centers with enormous knowledge-producing and problem-solving abilities, 

and they have come to an increasing recognition that by helping to solve real-world 

problems as they are manifested locally, they can advance their core missions of research, 

teaching, and service (Hodges & Dubb, 2012). 

By definition, anchor institutions are tied to a certain location by reason of mission, 

invested capital, or relationships to customers or employees. Put simply, anchor institutions 

cannot move. As a result, the well-being of the anchor institution is inextricably tied to the 

welfare of the community in which it is located. As the United States has shifted from a 

manufacturing to a service- and knowledge-based economy, the economic weight of these 

anchor institutions has grown.  

In nearly all urban cities, universities and hospitals represent the largest anchor 

institutions. For example, a 1999 Brookings Institution paper found that in each of the 20 

largest cities in the United States, a higher education or medical institution was among the 
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top ten private employers. One of the factors encouraging universities to increase their 

community investment includes an intellectual movement that identifies “engaged 

scholarship” as contributing to the university’s core mission, growing pressure to fill social 

service and infrastructure gaps that stem in part from the declining revenue base of state 

and local government while supporting the universities’ role as powerful economic 

institutions (Hodges & Dubb, 2012).  

 A second group of scholars, led by Michael Porter of the Harvard Business School, 

has argued against the position that institutional leaders should view community 

engagement strictly in terms of social responsibility (Porter & Kramer, 2011) without a 

focus on institutional benefit. Porter’s research suggests that the appropriate role for a 

branch campus is a place for an institution and community to construct a mutually 

beneficial partnership around their shared values. One of the challenges in this literature is 

the definition of community with different scholars giving varying weight to residents, 

businesses, government, and other special interest groups. Given that branch campuses 

occupy new spaces for the institution, their clean slate provides an opportunity to be more 

flexible than their legacy campus. Porter is an influential economist who has argued that 

anchor institutions mainly act to advance their own interests, but they can often do so in 

ways that contribute to improving disadvantaged urban communities. Porter’s most famous 

statement of that idea was his 1995 article, “The Competitive Advantage of the Inner City,” 

which argued that even low-income areas of U.S. cities offer many business opportunities. 

That article was said to have convinced the Clinton Administration in Washington to design 

the federal New Market Tax Credit program to subsidize companies that create businesses 

in low-income urban neighborhoods. 
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 Porter also argued that universities, hospitals, and other anchor institutions can find 

many opportunities to advance their corporate interests while simultaneously contributing 

to community improvement. He believed anchor institutions are interdependent with their 

communities and therefore they gained by cooperating with community leaders. In fact, 

Porter & Kramer (2011) recommended against universities basing community engagement 

on the idea of giving back to one’s community as a form of social responsibility alone, 

because in the long run that is not sustainable given that communities are not static. They 

noted that as economic, technologic, and social priorities evolve, universities must be 

malleable enough to grow with the community. Anchor institutions should do that by 

pursuing their own interests in a way that also adds economic stability and opportunity 

desired by the community.  

Over the long term, universities will sustain involvement in a community only if 

they get a valuable return on their investment or in Porter’s terms, universities should 

promote “shared value.” Porter recognized that societal needs define markets more than 

economic needs alone. In this framework, urban struggles including lack of environmental 

sustainability and inadequacies in education eventually lead to higher economic costs to 

business and government, as they are forced to solve problems that could have been 

avoided. For universities, this manifests in the value of investment in innovative practices 

where community defines actual needs to be met by institutional infrastructure and 

curriculum. This investment in an inclusive process of collaborative planning will avoid 

later expenditures in remedying resulting conflict. At a time when universities are part of 

a very competitive market, creating shared value with the community can provide critical 

education and foster a supportive environment. Creating institutional policy that 
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undermines the needs of a community has the potential to be self-defeating if tensions 

between a university and its neighbors influence prospective students and the relationship 

with current students living in the area. This is especially true in a competitive market 

where students can obtain the skills they need to thrive in their community at other regional 

universities.  

 Michael Porter is only one scholar to focus attention on the important ways that 

college campuses share values with their surrounding communities, making it possible and 

desirable to negotiate partnerships with benefits for all sides (Porter & Kramer, 2011; 

Grogan, 2008; Taylor & Luter, 2013). Earlier scholars commonly addressed this topic as 

"town-gown” relationships and emphasized that relationship building depends on finding 

unified aspirations in a locality (Kemp, 2014; O’Mara, 2012, Bruning, McGrew, & Cooper, 

2006). Much of the scholarly vision of shared values was developed prior to current trends 

of market-driven decision making in the globalized higher education landscape that work 

against town-gown partnerships. This case study of Stockton’s experience in Atlantic City 

exposes some of the obstacles created by those trends.  

This study examines the motivations and perceptions of stakeholders including 

university officials in order to see whether university officials and community 

representatives perceived the kinds of overlapping interests that Michael Porter posited in 

order to assess the value and implications of partnerships between the two. Since branch 

campuses (even more than main campuses) have historically designed offerings around 

local needs, we would expect both educational and community leaders to recognize and 

pursue some shared agendas. However, in the case I examine here, officials largely 

excluded community participation in the planning processes by instead working with a 
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private development corporation (albeit with informal government ties) that declared the 

ability to speak for the city’s needs. Through stakeholder interviews, I will build an 

understanding of how the complex urban relationships among residents, government, 

business, and university led them to follow that course of action. In the process, I will 

explore a new type of branch campus, the urban “branding” campus, that departs from the 

traditional branch campus model as outlined by Bebko & Huffman (2011), as this 

illustrates how much institutions have evolved in the globalized economy.  

Context and Positionality 

In 2014, I began studying the complex economic struggles of Atlantic City after 

identifying that the city was being affected by many of the same forces that were affecting 

institutions of higher education, including heightened pressure from increased competition 

between universities, combined with lower levels of government funding. The city had 

begun to see satellite locations of universities emerging but had no complete campus. 

Philadelphia University had begun a partnership with AtlanticCare and their Physician 

Assistant Studies program and Stockton University was renting office space on the north 

end of the island for limited business courses. I began researching the city’s history and 

current affairs. In March of 2014, I met then Atlantic City Mayor, Don Guardian, at a 

community benefit. Not yet aware of the Stockton project, we discussed the similarity of 

challenges between a city with a specialized economy and a university that also must serve 

its own population, that I had been researching. I was approached a week later to bring my 

professional expertise in college administration to the team and accepted a formal 

internship with the Office of Planning and Development. From March to August 2014, I 

worked as a planning intern at the City of Atlantic City’s Mayor’s Office with the task of 
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doing background research for the Stockton University project. I did an assessment of the 

Mayor’s goals with his Chief of Staff, worked with the professional Planning and 

Development team, identified similar case studies, and spent time attending community 

and business meetings in the city. At the end, I presented a report of history, current context, 

and evaluations of varying potential outcomes.  

In 2014, Mayor Guardian was new to office and had identified that he felt the “eds 

and meds” (Birch, Perry, & Taylor, 2013) model being used by other cities was a strong 

one. This model places large anchor institutions including universities (“eds”) and hospitals 

(“meds”) at the center of urban development strategy, expecting their large scale 

investment to trickle-down into the community. Atlantic City already possessed a thriving 

hospital system through AtlantiCare, and this institution remained a consistent draw for 

visitors to the city in spite of declining visitation in the tourism sector. The Mayor 

repeatedly articulated a desire to grow a university partnership in public and private 

conversations including in one May 2014 cabinet meeting where he stated, 

If we look at Cooper and Rutgers in Camden or Penn and Jefferson in 
Philadelphia, we can’t deny the opportunity afforded by these large 
institutional partnerships. There’s no reason we can’t achieve this here in 
[Atlantic City].  

 
Stockton University, located 15 miles from Atlantic City in Galloway, New Jersey, had 

outgrown its campus footprint and had begun renting office space in the city for specialty 

coursework. Mayor Guardian openly identified an opportunity to connect with Stockton as 

partner at a private benefit for Rotary International in Atlantic City in 2014 (Nurin, 2015).  

In a briefing paper released at the time, Stockton University (then Stockton College) 

had indicated its intention to add a branch campus as a means of “advancing southern New 
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Jersey’s economic and social development through education, research, employment 

opportunities, and community partnerships” (Appendix A). That brief also discussed the 

intention of providing education access directly to the community, supporting local 

business, helping to solve city budget problems, and increasing the quality of life in the 

city. This complete brief can be found in Appendix A. In short, it described a branch 

campus focused squarely on meeting the needs of Atlantic City. This brief was released 

prior to the State takeover in 2016 of the City and reflected collaboration with the local 

government that would eventually become impossible under the emergency management 

structure. As I will show, the city’s government leadership and in turn the university’s 

subsequent actions took a different path as the city was overtaken by state management 

and the university explored more independent options presented to them to complete the 

project. 

Setting for the Study 

The City of Atlantic City in New Jersey has seen an economic downturn over the 

last decade as the gambling-centric economy started facing competition nationally, 

regionally and online. Even before gambling, Atlantic City’s history engaged varying types 

of tourism all steeped in corruption (Sokolic & Robert, 2006). Additionally, the city was 

ethnically and socially divided. There was a deep history of racial segregation stemming 

from the early migration of Black workers to the city in the late 19th century creating a 

large working class that continues to dominate the full-time resident population today 

(Johnson, 2002). According to US Census data, poverty levels among Black residents in 

Atlantic City are as high as 73% (Data USA, 2017). The decline of economic conditions 

enabled progressive new leadership to take office in 2014 through the election of 
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Republican Mayor, Don Guardian. Mayor Guardian was elected through a platform of 

commitment to community development, which he had supported through his previous role 

as head of the Casino Redevelopment Corporation, a non-profit dedicated to allocating 

casino profit shares to urban investment.  

The population of Atlantic City is approximately 40,000 full time residents, a 

number that has consistently declined over the last decade with a drop of 2.7% since 2000. 

The median resident age is 35.9 years and the gender breakdown is 48.3% male and 51.7% 

female. The median household income is $25,737, an amount significantly lower than that 

of the state of New Jersey, $70,165. About 37% of the population lives below the federal 

poverty level. Atlantic City is ethnically diverse with 33.1% of residents identifying as 

Black, 27.5% Hispanic, 22% White, 15.3% Asian, and 3.7% other. Out of the population, 

69.6% has completed high school (Data USA, 2017). The resulting loss in taxes creating 

poor fiscal health of the city. 

In addition to the full-time residents, Atlantic City attracts a large visitor 

population. Historically, Atlantic City would see approximately 35,000 tourists annually, 

a number that has been slowly declining since 2007 (Data USA, 2017). In 2015, Atlantic 

City estimated 24,462 visitors. In 2013, the Lloyd D Levinson Institute of Gaming, 

Hospitality, and Tourism at Stockton University conducted a study to further understand 

the tourist population. They found that the majority of visitors are aged 50-64, White, no 

children, with household incomes of $50,000-100,000. The majority of visitors only visit 

once annually for two days, and are seeking a beach vacation as their top reason for coming 

to Atlantic City. The top location to visit is the boardwalk. While only 38% of visitors 

indicated an interest in gambling, 70% stay in a casino during their visit and only 13% of 
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visitors stayed outside of the Boardwalk or marina areas. Of visitors, 71% indicated they 

planned to return to Atlantic City and 61% said they would recommend it to a friend (Data 

USA, 2016). This data helps frame Atlantic City in a light of economic potential as it tells 

us that there remains a population interested in engaging with Atlantic City. The minority 

interest in gambling indicates that the city has other offerings it can promote. The older 

population indicated that the existing amenities are not reflective of the interests of a 

younger population, so potential exists to broaden the city’s appeal to that audience. The 

Boardwalk remained the primary focus of tourist visitation, in spite of its growing level of 

vacancy, making it a space ripe for development. 

The City of Atlantic City is divided into distinct corridors based on on intended use. 

The map shown in Figure 1.1 highlights the varying property uses in Atlantic City. The 

pink area reflects community spaces, anchored by the Boardwalk and beaches. This 

highlights the amount of potential public connection afforded by this vast swath of city-

owned property and how intentionally the city created a distinct district of tourism apart 

from residential areas. The green areas indicate public parks. Again, these spaces reflect 

possibilities for connection and engagement across populations. This map also reflects the 

high number of properties owned by the Casino Reinvestment Development Authority (in 

teal). This organization receives required contributions from the Atlantic City gaming 

industry to be utilized in community and economic development projects with a focus on 

increasing opportunity for additional tourism. The Casino Reinvestment Authority 

(CRDA) will frequently convert these spaces into affordable housing, tourism districts, or 

community space. The CRDA is technically a private, non-profit organization but includes 

government officials on its board. This semi-private organization focuses on the potential 
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for the geography of the city to be collectively utilized to create more engaged spaces and 

connect the more desolate areas of the city with the visitor-perceived highlight that is the 

Boardwalk. Currently, development has clustered along the Boardwalk and main artery 

from the Atlantic City Expressway into the city but this highlights that there is greater 

potential for expansion and engagement that would support the larger urban economy. 

Figure 1.1 Property Use Map of Atlantic City, NJ 

 

 
Politically, Atlantic City also has a complicated history. They had a long history of 

Democratic leadership, with primary elections being more significant than general 

elections as the battle ground for the Mayor position. Unlike his predecessors, Mayor 

Guardian focused his campaign on the city’s large Asian, Hispanic, and low income 

populations. He spoke highly of organized labor (calling Atlantic City “a union town”), 

police accountability (he pressed for body cameras on all officers), and housing policy (he 
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frequently referenced a desire for all projects to be “80/20 market rate to affordable") 

(Nurin, 2015). Additionally, Mayor Guardian was considered an outgoing leader with a 

compelling presence, promising progressive economic development (Nurin, 2015). He 

spoke regularly about his homosexuality, his speech impediment, and his love of bow-ties 

to build a reputation of honesty and openness unlike any previous mayoral candidate. He 

also spoke bluntly about the reality of the city’s economic challenges. In an article for Next 

City magazine in 2014, the Mayor stated his perspective on his position, framing his role 

as one with power limited by economic challenges not reasonably solved with vast tax 

increases, 

I feel like a pastor. I have a great bully pulpit, and I can talk people into 
helping us, but I don’t necessarily have any money. As a city we need to be 
trimming about $10 million a year for the next three to four years, through 
a whole lot of efficiencies and having several hundred fewer employees. If 
we keep doing everything the way we’ve been doing we’d need a 47 percent 
tax increase. 

 
Mayor Guardian’s new leadership took a neoliberal approach to favoring the free 

market by prioritizing the development of new industries in Atlantic City to sustain the city 

moving forward, while shifting power to residents. At the core of the informal strategic 

plan, he spoke regularly about education, primarily the integration of a college campus. 

The Stockton project, based on national examples of “eds and meds” as urban anchor 

institutions, was projected to create a new workforce of administrative, safety and 

academic positions while establishing new businesses to meet the needs of a residential 

student population. The campus as envisioned by the city leaders was very much in line 

with the “Increasing Access” campus type of branch campus (Bebko & Huffman, 2011), 

designed to prepare students for the medical and hospitality industries in the city. In 
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addition to providing college courses for Atlantic City residents, the ideal campus framed 

by the Mayor would also include the necessary support services and peripheral growth to 

support a residential campus community.  

When the Mayor took office, there were a number of city-owned, unoccupied 

buildings at the south end of the island, on the Northern Inlet, and near to City Hall 

(McKeever, 2013). These consisted of abandoned historic buildings and properties cleared 

after the demolition of properties destroyed in Hurricane Sandy. McKeever (2013) outlines 

the extent of damage from the 2012 storm including the destruction of a portion of the 

Boardwalk on the northern edge of the island that caused flooding over 60% of the island. 

Her research concluded that the storm also created a loss of 50,000 potential visitors as the 

city was evacuated and took days for the water to recede from streets (McKeever, 2013). 

One of my first projects with the city was to go photograph these areas and catalog the 

neighborhoods. The southern property was quiet and isolated while the inlet and City Areas 

were more immersed in residential and community spaces. I discuss these areas in more 

detail in Chapter 4. The city offered the potential for these sites as free property to Stockton 

in exchange for employee residency requirements within Atlantic City, dedicated security 

as well as defined contributions to public schools through partnership programs and 

voluntary payments in lieu of taxes (PILOT). These terms were constructed after looking 

at other institutional models for acquiring low cost property in cities and again will be 

discussed in more detail in Chapter Four.  

 As the City and Stockton began informally discussing these options by invitation 

from the Mayor in the summer of 2014 and debating the terms of the project, it became 

immediately clear that Stockton was not focused on the Atlantic City community by their 
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repeatedly public declarations around the desire to focus on the institution’s needs. 

Stockton’s goal was to build a “Grow the Brand” campus evidenced by the intention for 

this branch campus referenced in a local article at the time when then-president Saatkamp 

articulated, “Our intent is to engage in a project that enhances Stockton’s educational 

growth, offerings and cost-containment” (Stockton Times, 2014). At no point did any 

institutional representative mention the engagement of local residents. This primarily 

indicated that the goal was not to educate local residents but to create a unique learning 

opportunity for undergraduates looking for an urban experience. Rather than engaging in 

serious negotiations, Stockton officials declined to negotiate an offer of land from the city 

and instead pursued the purchase and renovation of a large casino to serve as a residential 

campus “within walls” (D’Amico, 2015).  

As my interviews later highlight, the messaging of this proposal angered many in 

the community, frustrated by the proposal’s lack of connection to the city’s important 

needs. Stockton’s move created the perception of the university acting in the same ways 

casinos had behaved – as self-serving centers of commerce taking advantage of the resort 

location. Possibly because Stockton proceeded without consulting the government and 

business communities in this purchase, the institution overlooked a 1988 covenant 

restricting the use of the building to casino-only. That barrier to redevelopment eventually 

triggered protests in April 2015 from students who wanted the urban campus, followed by 

the resale of the building in January 2016, and the firing of the university’s president for 

mis-managing the building’s procurement and institutional finances (Nurin, 2015). As the 

project evolved, stakeholders revealed in interviews that Stockton received little support 

from the business, residential, or government populations in the city, possibly because the 
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university had never invested in building relationships in the way traditional branch 

campuses have. Because of the University’s lack of engagement with the community, for 

many of the people I interviewed, the project’s failure is perceived as being rooted in the 

university’s disregard for the Atlantic City community as evidenced by many stakeholder 

responses. For example, residents I interviewed critiqued, “Stockton seemed only focused 

on its own interests”, “The university didn’t understand the city it was entering into”, and 

“Had they come to my neighborhood to talk about what a school should be, it wouldn’t 

have been in a boardwalk casino”. These sentiments were similarly articulated by business 

owners who noted, “There’s no room for local business in this plan, only school business, 

and that won’t ever appeal to those living here”, “I’m sure it will be like the hospital, 

confining all of its food operations inside, that doesn’t provide opportunity for me. It’s 

telling students not to go out there”. 

 Having declined to engage local elected officials once the first decision was made 

to purchase a private property in the Showboat, Stockton moved on to forge an alternative 

partnership with a quasi-government agency, the private non-profit corporation known as 

the Atlantic City Development Corporation, or AC Devco. Explained further in Chapter 4, 

this organization is technically a private, non-profit, however it has close ties to the state 

government and works closely with them in the allocation of urban land with the intention 

of connecting it to projects in the interest of urban economic progress. The strategy of 

working with AC Devco required little or no consultation with local government, business, 

and community leaders because it relied on private backing (though aided in this case by 

State connections). AC Devco owned several properties on the South end of Atlantic City 

including a former high school and two adjacent properties that would serve as the three 
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primary campus buildings. One of these, a boardwalk property, would become a residence 

hall for approximately 500 students at a cost of $93 million dollars (AC Devco, 2017). On 

another inland property, the university would construct an academic building for 

approximately 2,000 students at a cost of $35 million dollars. An existing public park and 

an adjacent AC Devco parking structure would also serve the campus. AC Devco 

contributed $2 million to the project with another $50 million in county bonds, $18 million 

from the university sale of the Showboat, $70 million in lease-revenue bonds, $6 million 

from South Jersey Gas, and $17 million from the Casino Reinvestment Development 

Authority (CRDA). This organization was founded in 1984 to redistribute casino profits to 

support building and infrastructure improvement in Atlantic City and New Jersey. Unlike 

AC Devco, the CRDA has a direct connection with the city. The current Mayor of Atlantic 

City always holds one of sixteen Board seats in the organization, serving as the singular 

formal connection to city government. One of the most significant components of the 

CRDA is that they have the power of eminent domain and therefore do not require 

government approval beyond the buy-in from the Mayor to assemble land parcels, 

expediting their development capacity. CRDA Executive Director John Palmieri 

articulated the organizations disconnect from government in noting that it “continues to 

make necessary safe and clean investments in the community that city government simply 

cannot. The budgetary problems related to city government are not part of the meetings 

with local industry or the tourism business” (Nurin, 2015). This shows a desire to separate 

from the city in spite of their close connection, reflecting how poorly the government was 

perceived. 
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 For many institutions, it is important to be perceived as engaged with the 

community. As with many other universities, Stockton officials tout in their print and 

digital publications that they have pursued community engagement, and have earned the 

Carnegie Community Engagement Classification by submitting materials specifying the 

nature and extent of their engagement with the community. Carnegie defines Community 

Engagement as the collaboration between institutions of higher education and their larger 

communities (local, regional/state, national, global) for the mutually beneficial exchange 

of knowledge and resources in a context of partnership and reciprocity, based on a survey 

self-completed by the institution. Stockton applied for and received the Carnegie 

designation in 2010 (Stockton, 2017).  

The purpose of this study is to explore how the university engaged with Atlantic 

City, particularly how their goals for community engagement compared with the goals of 

other local stakeholders and how they evolved over time. An important risk is that 

university decision makers may select only the engagement strategies which advance their 

own interests, giving little or no attention to priorities and strategies favored by others in 

the community. In such cases, the university’s list of projects may be lengthy yet still fail 

to seriously engage the community.  This study looks at these issues through the lens of 

the relationship between Atlantic City and Stockton University. By examining this 

situation through conversations with government leaders, university leaders, community 

members, business people and students, this study identifies the goal mis-alignments and 

conflicts that led the university to abandon negotiating with elected officials and instead 

form an alternative partnership with a private nonprofit development corporation with only 

minimal connection to the city, in order to secure the branch campus they had been seeking 
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for years. The promotional website launched for the new campus, opening in 2018, began 

with the following pitch: 

Imagine hearing the sound of the ocean waves lapping on the sand. You 
wake up to the growing sunrise over the Atlantic Ocean. You convince your 
friends to take a jog on the boardwalk or ride your bikes for exercise and 
fun. You come back to your apartment, have breakfast together and then 
walk to your classes, just steps away. That can be your new experience in 
Atlantic City (Stockton, 2018). 

 
This type of marketing evokes a change in focus from education-driven recruitment 

that would draw in focused students, to pitching an experience. This presentation of the 

space also indicates that the campus hopes to attract more students from within New Jersey, 

out of state, and abroad. Rather than serving students who reside in town and would 

commute, the residential campus is marketed as a place to migrate students from the main 

campus in the second half of their degree program, increasing their overall student 

population with the lure of the urban, coastal environment. This highlights the transition to 

a “Grow the Brand” campus model (Bebko & Huffman, 2011). 

Research Questions 

How do university officials navigate the pressures of the entrepreneurial university 

and the demands/needs of the local community in developing a branch-campus partnership 

that meets university and community needs and to what extent do existing models of 

university engagement apply to this case? I look at how branch campuses differ from main 

campuses in planning ideals due to their size, location, and purpose. I explore how 

universities interact with struggling urban governments. I also consider how increasing 

pressures on universities, especially competition for enrollments and revenue, affect the 

likelihood that universities and communities can align with each other as Michael Porter 
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theorizes to find ways to support the economic prosperity of a city without sacrificing the 

existing community completely. 

Methodology 
 
 To critique the evolution of community engagement in higher education 

institutions, I developed a qualitative research structure within the City of Atlantic City to 

engage residents, community development organizers, government leaders, university 

officials, and businesspeople who were impacted by the Stockton University branch 

campus project. I conducted 55 in-depth interviews with key resident, business, 

government, and university informants identified through community meetings, targeted 

outreach and snowball recommendations from other participants. These interviews 

informed a stakeholder analysis with questions about intent, process, engagement, and 

aspirations (Appendix B). I focused on perceptions of the Stockton project, expected 

outcomes, levels of engagement, and attitudes towards community-university 

relationships. This study was designed to engage the stakeholders in the project and 

identify their perceptions of the project. The similarities and differences in responses 

provide insight into the level of engagement in the project and how this impacted the 

outcomes. 

Structure of the Dissertation 

 This format of this research is designed to provide a picture of how universities, 

government, and communities interact in urban spaces and how the complexities of these 

relationships have evolved over time. Chapter Two provides a literature review for the 

study and how they are significant in understanding the evolution and future of university-
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community partnerships. Chapter Three further outlines the methodology for the 

stakeholder analysis study I conducted as well as my role as the researcher. Chapter Four 

explores the process and outcomes of the negotiation in Atlantic City. Chapter Five 

evaluates how stakeholders perceived their role in the process and how their unique 

positions influence their perspectives. Chapter Six focuses on the evolution of these 

relationships over time. Finally, Chapter Seven evaluates the findings of this study for 

significance and potential for continued research on this complex subject. 

Definitions 
 

Branch Campus 

A campus of a college or university that is physically at a distance from the original 

university or college area and often smaller than a main campus. While these are typically 

suburban, this study focuses on urban expansion campuses. 

Collaborative and Participatory Planning 

A planning paradigm focused on involving the entire community in the strategy, 

development, and implementation of urban planning decisions. Various methods exist for 

types of engagement but share the vision that by bringing impacted stakeholders into the 

conversation early in a planning process, outcomes will contain less conflict and may have 

more mutual benefit. (Innes, 1996; Koontz, 2005; Thrupp, Cabarle, & Zazueta, 1990; 

Forester, 1999; Brady, 2005; Cass, 2006; Fleming, 2013; Susskind, 2008) 

Deliberative Democracy 

A form of democracy rooted in the value of deliberation and consensus-building in 

any decision-making process. Including elements of consensus decision-

making and majority rule, deliberative democracy maintains that in deeper discussion and 
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true deliberation is more valuable than voting. The intention is that through dialogue people 

come to understand their interests and find commonality. (Gutmann & Thompson, 2004; 

Pongsawat, 2001; Cass, 2006; Baxamusa, 2008) 

Growth Machine 

Urban growth machine is theory of urban politics that suggests the objective of 

growth unites otherwise disparate city relationships. Its key premise is that groups of 

people and organizations, all sharing an interest in local growth and its effects on land 

values, compete with growth machines in other cities for capital investment, while 

simultaneously attempting to gain local support for urban growth. (Molotch, 1976; Purcell, 

2000) 

Spatial Context 

The physical and built environment that determines potential and limits for tangible 

development and urban community connections. 

Stakeholder Analysis 

A process of gathering qualitative information to better understand the hopes, 

desires, and potential conflicts in situations involving a vast array of constituents with 

varying desired outcomes in a shared space. This tool is used in consensus building to map 

areas of agreement and disagreement. This is also called a conflict assessment. (Schmeer, 

2000; Fraser, Dougill, & Mabee, 2006; Koontz, 2005) 

Urban Serving Institutions 

Colleges and Universities dedicated to a mission of meeting the needs of their 

surrounding urban communities through educational offerings, spatial development, and 

other essential services.	
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW 
 

This study connects ideas of planning, policy and community partnerships for a 

more comprehensive understanding of urban university-community relationships as they 

exist within broader global economic and social changes. While much of the literature in 

this chapter addresses the varying roles played by universities in communities, it lacks 

analysis on how university-community engagement has evolved over time and why 

important changes in institutional strategy have occurred for branch institutions. This 

research examines the reasons cities have relied on universities for economic development 

and how the role of institutions as community partners has changed. The model of urban 

serving institutions fifty years ago largely focused on the institution’s perception of need 

in the community (typically focused on economic growth) and built programs to address 

those needs (Brubacher & Rudy, 1997). A significant amount of literature exists 

documenting the role of urban-serving institutions and the impact on their communities 

and much of it will be reviewed in this chapter as it explores the use of partnerships where 

democratic ideals of equality, freedom, and problem-solving support planning governed as 

communities where all members share in defining the purposes and processes of the group. 

For example, Maurasse (2001) developed one of the first collections of case studies 

examining ways higher educational institutions connect through such democratic 

community partnerships built into their mission. More recent literature evaluates the 

challenges facing modern urban institutions in their relationships with their communities, 

frequently addressing issues of overcoming division and inequity. For example, Porter & 

Kramer (2011) addressed the notion of shared, mutually beneficial, economic prosperity 

over social responsibility as a way for anchor institutions to sustain their involvement in 
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the inner city and applied economic principles to relationships between institutions and 

community, citing the necessity for engagement to be profitable in order for it to continue 

making a positive impact. While the transition in anchor institution relationships have been 

explored conceptually, this inherent change in institutional missions is a shift not fully 

explored in the literature through extensive study given the length of this type of process 

as well as complications of access to all necessary parties. This research in Atlantic City 

has been an ongoing and comprehensive study in urban relationships, rooted within work 

done by scholars in multiple fields of study. Therefore, my literature review spans several 

disciplines. The bodies of scholarship that inform this investigation include (a) urban 

economic decline and revitalization, (b) forms of university-community engagement, and 

(c) participatory strategies used by urban planners. 

Urban Economic Decline and Revitalization 
 

As a result of massive changes in the geography, composition and framework of 

the world economy, globalization has impacted cities immensely. Within 19th century 

industrialization, cities grew exponentially and residents had to adapt to the needs of the 

emerging capitalist society. Anchor institutions (including universities) serve as catalysts 

for knowledge-based and talent-driven urban economies in several ways. First, they attract 

students, faculty, and staff to the region from across the world. These talented individuals 

play key roles in building a strong economy. Similarly, anchor institutions have such a 

large staff that they tend to be some of the leading sources of employment in urban areas. 

Overall, anchor institutions are the largest employer in about 66 percent of U.S. cities 

(ICIC, 2017). Anchor organizations are significant players in their local economies due to 

purchasing power, real estate, employment, and a long-term interest in seeing their local 
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communities thrive. In 2010, the Coalition of Urban Serving Universities identified 48 

universities that serve as anchor institutions in the United States (Coalition of Urban 

Serving Universities, 2010). Their history, relationships, institutional mission, and 

investments root them in their local communities. The sustainability of anchor 

organizations is inextricably linked to the vitality of their surrounding communities. It 

affects demand for their goods and services, employee attraction and retention, business 

operations and overall competitiveness. It is in an anchor’s interest, therefore, to build a 

strong, healthy local economy. 

 Building economic sectors has changed drastically through globalization. 

Globalization is the increasing interconnectedness of world economies resulting from the 

growth of commodities and services being traded internationally, largely through the 

integration of technologies (Jessop, 2002). Economic globalization references the growing 

interdependence of world economies as a result of increased technological connection, 

flow of international capital, and trade of commodities and services across borders. 

Globalization is a continuing trend for world economic development through the 

continuing integration and expansion of markets. Where global trade allowed for the 

exchange of goods across countries, today economies straddle multiple countries 

(Tochterman, 2012). Shangquan (2000) explains that the process of economic globalization 

is one of industrial restructuring. With scientific and technologic development, industrial 

structures of all countries have had to evolve and upgrade. In recent years, this has created 

issues of international inequity where developed countries have entered a new era of 

knowledge economy while developing countries remain tied to labor-intensive industries 

of weak international competitiveness (Martinez-Fernandez & Audirac, 2012). 
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Conversely, there has existed a surplus of productivity since the end of the Cold War that 

has led to increased competition at the international market among enterprises from 

different countries (Shangquan, 2012).  

Technology and infrastructure have now enabled businesses to operate across the 

world and often with little infrastructure (Tochterman, 2012). This is reflected in university 

structures that now include multiple campuses and online offerings. Similar to economic 

structures, institutions now place greater value on the bottom line than geographic 

connection to their students. Where once businesses chose to build economies based on 

physical connection to customers, services, and connection to trade, today those decisions 

are driven largely by financial incentives that may lead to their business being located in 

completely different locations than their customers (Mallach & Brachman, 2010). In order 

to raise their positions and improve their competitiveness at the international market, both 

domestic enterprises and those from other countries have been resorting to mergers and 

acquisitions one after another, which has resulted in tides of industrial restructuring 

(Shangquan, 2000). For higher education institutions, this is reflected in the growth of 

international student populations (WICCHE, 2016). 

In this new global economy, local urban development has disconnected from a 

regional economy to a global one with private firms working across the globe. Cities must 

engage in this new economy and frequently this occurs through incentivizing local 

development with tax reductions or abatements (Blair & Reese, 1999). While the strategy 

of luring individual firms with incentives is seemingly effective, this type of policy largely 

privatizes urban redevelopment with few restrictions on the parameters of these deals, often 

leading to corruption and actually reducing municipal revenues to support services (Klein 
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& Woodell, 2015).  This has created a structure where large cities must now compete 

against one another for businesses to support their economies and the competition is fierce, 

leading city governments to balance finances more carefully and to stretch their limited 

resources (Tochterman, 2012). Doing this in a way that continues to support the ability of 

a community to develop processes and structures which not only meet the needs of its 

current members also support the ability of future generations to maintain a healthy 

community, i.e., the social sustainability of a city, is an immense challenge.  

Political and economic assets in urban cities are largely connected to growth. As 

referenced in the literature on Growth Machines, localities are typically mindful of 

governmental power so they strive to maintain a favorable business climate around taxation 

and labor relationships (Molotch, 2008). The desire for expansion is frequently shared 

among political leadership and therefore growth is a common measure of success.  Cities 

strive to see population growth, increased business activity and land development as ways 

to indicate they are thriving economically. These economic sectors are closely related. For 

example, Molotch (2008) writes,  

Government decision are not the only kinds of social activities which affect 
local growth chances; decisions made by private corporations also have 
major impact. When a national corporation decides to locate a branch plant 
in a given locale, it sets the conditions for the surrounding land-use pattern. 
But even here, government decisions are involved: plant-location decisions 
are made with reference to such issues as labor costs, tax rates, and the costs 
of obtaining raw materials and transporting goods to markets. It is 
government decisions (at whatever level) that help determine the cost of 
access to markets and raw materials. 

 
While this reference refers to changing markets decades ago, it can still be seen today in 

the technology sector with companies like Amazon creating incentive bidding wars 

between cities with the promise of economic prosperity around the campus they plan to 
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build. 

 Sassen (2006) shows that even facing serious challenges, cities have remained 

crucially important places in the globalized world. She discussed geography as central to 

the movement of the people and capital at the center of globalization. Particularly in urban 

space, she noted how globalization takes root in specific places, even while it undermines 

local and national economies. Sassen related the importance of cities directly to their role 

as financial control centers managing producers located across the globe. In a globalized 

world, production activities are scattered across the world. These complex networks of 

production require new financial and creation structures, which often require a highly 

specialized skillset and they are subject to agglomeration economics, so they frequently 

cluster in a limited number of cities to create production nodes of individual specialties 

(Sassen, 2006). This all leads to global cities serving as significant production points of 

specialized financial and producer services that make the globalized economy run. 

Beaverstock, Smith, and Taylor (1999) explain, 

Taking our cue from Sassen (1991), we treat world cities as particular 
‘postindustrial production sites’ where innovations in corporate services 
and finance have been integral to the recent restructuring of the world-
economy now widely known as globalization. Services, both directly for 
consumers and for firms producing other goods for consumers, are common 
to all cities of course, what we are dealing with here are generally referred 
to as advanced producer services or corporate services. The key point is that 
many of these services are by no means so ubiquitous; for Sassen they 
provide a limited number of leading cities with ‘a specific role in the current 
phase of the world economy’ (p. 126). 
 
In Sassen’s view, a world-wide realignment of wealth, class relations and labor 

created the complicated global city. She argues that strategies for local economies had to 

focus on finance, education and workforce development while tackling the physical 
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structure of their spaces; that to improve these areas, cities needed connections to new 

economies; and that city governments had to draw upon new partners, including large 

anchor institutions, while managing the needs and expectations of residential communities. 

This creates a dependence on university anchor institutions to develop and maintain a 

strong economy. 

Richard Florida (2005) is an avid proponent of amenities as drivers of urban 

development citing lifestyle and accessibility as necessities of urban prosperity that we still 

see urban universities utilizing. Florida argues that the advantages of a city, and the urban 

universities within it, are largely determined by its people. Urban success heavily relies on 

being a consumer city for the highly skilled members of the knowledge economy (Glaeser, 

Kolko, & Saiz, 2001) and the ability to construct such is deeply rooted in universities. 

Glaeser argues that Florida’s ideas are not completely unique, noting that in many ways 

they resonated with Adam Smith’s emphasis on the importance of knowledge creation. 

Similarly, the discussion of idea generation in urban economies was addressed by Alfred 

Marshall (Levitt, 1976) and creativity in urban spaces by Jane Jacobs (1961) who both felt 

that creating knowledge was an integral component a sustainable urban community that 

would continue to grow and flourish. Universities as urban neighbors and partners have the 

potential to integrate all of these concepts of urban development and knowledge creation.  

 The challenge becomes balancing the needs of urban residents, social groups, and 

marginalized people with business interests in a way that distributes power equitably 

(Harvey, 2008). Brenner (1998) identified that global policy must actively consider and 

reflect the needs and desires of varying individuals and groups as well as those of larger 

political and economic institutions. He outlined the evolving relationship between global 
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cities and communities, noting the implications for the geography of world capitalism in 

the late twentieth century. Brenner viewed globalization as a shifting of spatial scales 

where local power, anchor institutions and the global market collide into ‘glocal’ state 

seeking to create a competitive advantage in global society. Where the idea of “growth 

machines” (Molotch, 2008) addresses cities as a unified whole of complex individualized 

networks, Brenner perceived the city as lost amidst a larger global network that dissolves 

the geographic boundaries of the city. 

Building a knowledge economy is an attractive option for urban economies because 

it can flourish even in locations that have been abandoned by earlier industries (for 

example, industrial loft districts).  Where many resources face depletion, information and 

knowledge are constantly shared, resulting in evolution and growth through use (Keane-

Shaw and Allison. 1999).  In some ways, the importance of location is diminished by the 

use of technology and virtual marketplaces. Alternately, cities can utilize their geography 

to create clusters of economic development through research institutions such as hospitals 

and universities (Parrillo & Socio, 2014). Within these frameworks, “eds and meds” in 

distressed cities are most likely to adopt the anchor institution model, visioning these 

institutions as enlightened by self-interest in revitalizing their surrounding community 

(Hodges & Dubb, 2012). The expectation here is that universities are invested in a historic 

mission of social responsibility and education that will drive them towards community 

outreach. Unfortunately, this often comes in the form of revitalization efforts that do not 

necessarily favor the community (Hodges & Dubbs, 2012). Additionally, universities must 

serve as economic centers to support their populations and cities see this as added 

community benefit (Goldstein & Drucker, 2006). 
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 Crompton (2015) acknowledged that the shift towards a knowledge-based economy 

is a difficult one for many older industrial cities. This strategy is based on the assumption 

that the knowledge economy pays more than minimum wages and therefore improves 

urban life through tax revenue for initiatives in schools, community development and 

environmental remediation. While this seems reasonable, it is important to consider the 

tendency to decentralize this new form of economic growth machine into pockets of new 

development, leaving those in industrial areas spatially disconnected from education and 

employment opportunities (O’Mara, 2012). Universities are an example of this in that they 

are located in urban spaces but frequently bring in a community of employees and students 

from outside their community on both a residential and daily visitor basis (Parillo & Socio, 

2014). Additionally, the food, retail, and social service amenities they create are typically 

geared towards their internal populations and do not address the greater needs of their urban 

community. 

 In “Approaches to Economic Development” Ihlanfeldt (1999) identified the 

connection between development and community and the challenges around focused 

economic growth: 

The possible costs of economic growth suggest that tax incentives and other 
development policies cannot be initiated in a vacuum. Planning for the costs 
of economic growth can result in auxiliary programs to ensure economic 
development achieves its fundamental goal: increasing the welfare of state 
residents (p. 70). 
 

There are tensions between universities and economic issues around their non-profit status, 

which limits their financial contribution to cities under the expectation that it is impacted 

in greater ways (Eisinger, 1988). Universities are largely tax exempt so they are not directly 

financially contributing to their cities and on top of that, public universities receive state 
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funding. Because of this, institutions have a greater expectation to give back to their 

community. This makes universities an outlier in the conversation on economic 

development (O’Mara, 2012). Universities frequently develop programs within their 

communities which range from student volunteer opportunities to more dynamic programs 

like incentivizing employees purchasing local housing and investment in neighborhood 

schools (Keane-Shaw and Allison, 1999). The type of outreach is determined solely by the 

institution and therefore ranges greatly. 

 The dynamic social fabric of urban spaces leads to planning issues which must 

recognize the vast number of economic networks, shared spaces and overlapping partners. 

This presents a significantly more challenging planning process compared to more 

homogenous suburban or rural communities (Lidsky, 2002). It is possible that in some 

situations problems arise that even good planning cannot remedy. Logan & Molotch (2008) 

argue that the commodification of places and the political economy have a significant 

influence over city growth. They perceive an urban phenomena in the city land market that 

stimulates entrepreneurial desire to acquire additional places. Doing so feeds the growth 

machine. The authors identify that place in indispensable as all of the actions of a growth 

machine are rooted in a physical space, stating that places, “organize life chances in the 

same sense as do the more familiar dimensions of class and caste”. This concept ties to 

social mobility in that the location in which one lives impacts resources they have access 

to and therefore, potentially, their life outcomes. In this way, universities have a particular 

interest in not only benefitting the economy but the students who will eventually engage 

with it. In this study, the relationship between the university and the economy are deeply 

connected. 
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While cities incentivize targeted development and gentrification in desirable areas, 

social services are frequently managed by state and federal programs. This creates a 

disconnect between development and the needs of the citizens. In this situation where state 

and local governments focus on their own economic growth, the federal government is 

frequently expected to support people (Brady, 2015).  

Federal programs have often focused on managing urban decline rather than 

reversing it, an approach that was actually recommended in the McGill Commission Report 

on Urban America (McGill, 1980). That commission stated that the immutability of the 

technology, economic, social and demographic trends in globalization should be accepted 

as inevitable by policy makers. The commission literally recommended that the federal 

government stop helping cities if they were no longer attractive to private investors 

(McGill, 1980). In the decades since, it is clear their recommendation ignored the political 

reality on the ground in aging cities – namely, that elected officials must advocate for state 

and federal support for continued investment in their own cities if they wish to remain in 

office. It also ignored the waste and inefficiency of squandering massive urban investments 

already made by society. In economically challenging and globally competitive times, 

ensuring that these investments are maintained and supported offers the potential for the 

federal government to gain a return on its prior investments (Webber & Karlstrom, 2009). 

More recently, O’Mara (2012) discussed federal impact on urban economies seen in the 

private sector, including large research institutions. The federal government makes 

significant investments in universities and medical centers through its support of students, 

researchers, and the institutions themselves through program including Pell Grants, NIH 

Grants, Research Grants, and the Federal Student Loan program (WICCHE, 2016). One 
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example of this is the expansion of federally funded mid-century urban renewal programs 

in the 1950s and 1960s, which encouraged universities to play a major role in economic 

and physical redevelopment. This federal policy was designed to benefit cities but mainly 

helped to empower these larger institutions in relation to their communities. The resulting 

choices affected land development and caused significant social ripples which are still 

being felt today (O’Mara, 2012, p. 240). 

 In the changing global context of higher education, competition driven by 

decreasing student populations and growing institutional offerings is pushing institutions 

into increasingly important roles within global cities (Wiewel & Perry, 2008). Shifts in 

population have led to fewer college-aged students and declining enrollment while at the 

same time, urban campuses have become desirable (WICCHE, 2016). These factors 

combine to create a high level of competition between urban university campuses. 

Institutions are expected to serve as economic centers and community partners while 

preparing students to actively engage in the world after graduation.  

According to Hoyt (2013) an important source of their power as integral players in 

the city is that they are “rooted institutions”. Institutions of higher education are rooted in 

place with vast investment in their geographic spaces. Unlike many other economic 

centers, their ability to relocate is vastly limited. On the contrary, institutions seeking 

spatial expansion will frequently expand or acquire additional regional branch campuses. 

As a fixed asset, universities are historically interwoven with their communities and the 

undefined idea of public engagement exists at the core of many urban institution missions. 

As mentioned above, starting in the late 1960s deindustrialization led to a knowledge-based 

economy as neoliberalism reduced the role of government in society by transferring control 
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of economic factors from the public sector to the private sector. In this social climate, large 

institutions began to play a greater role in urban structures, particularly those in higher 

education and medical centers.   

In the 1970s, the conversation around urban universities focused on the ways they 

could serve their communities. Universities were seen as having the ability to meet the vast 

needs of the urban community by structuring around the ability to share resources. Blizek 

(1978) presented the idea that academic knowledge sought after by the community but not 

provided in their usual routines could be provided by an urban university. Likewise, 

Gusfield, Kronus, & Mark (1970) discussed increasing urban populations and universities 

evolving in cities as a response to the needs created in that shift. They envisioned urban 

universities as an extension of higher education to serve the needs of large population 

centers. One caveat to this structure they discussed is the differentiation between public 

and “elite” universities, putting the onus of community development only on the public 

schools, recognizing that private institutions have inherently different goals and student 

populations. Szanton discussed the role of the federal government in the evolution of 

university community relationships in regards to the national “urban observatories” 

(Szanton, 2001). Funded by the Department of Housing and Urban Development and the 

Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, this program connected faculty and 

students to urban issues into research projects and hands-on studies examining potential 

solutions to city issues. Established in ten cities, each university research observatory’s 

goal was to collect statistical community information for use by local policy makers. 

Szanton concluded that these programs were extremely optimistic in regards to their 

potential impact, especially given that the undisclosed federal funding was limited (and 
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only offered to the universities, not their direct community beneficiaries) and only provided 

for a short period of time. Problems arose in the lack of understanding of political structure 

and economic dynamics of communities (Szanton, 2001, p. 14). Reasoning around the 

failure of these projects as rooted in optimism and finances echoes throughout the literature 

on university-community partnerships.   

 From the 1970s to 1990s, public and private universities made a compelling 

intellectual case for community-university engagement, fulfilling their academic and 

economic missions through development in their local communities (O’Mara, 2012). 

Benson, Harkavy, & Puckett (2000) discussed the concept of “neighborliness” of 

universities being at the heart of civic responsibility and engagement. They addressed the 

conceptualization of universities as moral institutions, exemplifying societal values. In 

their perspective, social responsibility was not a tool for anchor institutions to connect but 

their end goal. Severino (1995) looked at the role of universities from the 1970s to 1990s 

and addressed the complexities of urban institutions, identifying that they are uniquely 

placed aside their suburban and rural academic peers. She evaluated the historic evolution 

of urban universities and critiqued the perception of urban universities as lesser academic 

institutions and blamed institutional fear and misunderstanding of their urban neighbors 

for the ambiguity in defining the role of urban universities. Alexander (1993) looked at the 

evolution away from priorities of serving defined urban needs in the late 1980s and early 

1990s through an exploration on enrollment practices and the reliance on test scores as a 

way to raise student quality. Alexander notes this as a shift from the focus on serving 

students to serving the institution’s needs. This came at a unique time when, conversely, 

literature on the importance of community collaboration and engagement becomes more 
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prominent. For example, Chavis and Wandersman (1990) discussed the importance of 

engagement in community perception and the social and economic drivers of urban 

partnerships with institutions.  

 The focus of institutions of higher education to external perceptions in the 1980s 

and 1990s was a dynamic shift. Zemsky, Wegner, and Massy (2015) noted that declining 

post-boomer populations combined with dwindling state and federal support began 

impacting enrollments and the associated financial structure. They discussed how 

universities were not designed to tackle these financial hardships within their institutional 

structure so a shift towards increased administration began to occur. Bok (2009) discussed 

that while this is largely considered to be driven by university presidents desire to manage 

institutions in a more business-like fashion, it had as much to do with the demands of 

students and alumni, utilizing their enrollment and financial support as justifications for a 

stake in decision making. As institutions added amenities, additional administration was 

necessary to manage these services. Externally, Bok (2009) noted that influence also came 

from corporations looking to sponsor research and programs, sports clothing companies 

paying for logo rights on uniforms, and other similarly profitable initiatives that evolved 

amidst the development of publicity departments to expand institutional marketability. The 

recognition of economic opportunity in the institution created a significant shift away from 

mission and community driven decision-making. Zemsky, Wenger, and Massy (2005) 

aptly described this phenomenon, noting that “the curriculum has given way to a 

marketplace philosophy: it is a supermarket where students are shoppers and professors are 

merchants of learning. Fads and fashions, the demands of popularity and success, enter 

where wisdom and experience should prevail (p. 126)”. Institutional rankings became 
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paramount for students selecting colleges and institutions reacted by developing metrics of 

assessment to highlight their strengths. 

 By the 2000s, economic globalization had begun changing the role of higher 

education by creating more domestic and international competition across institutions as 

they no longer relied strictly on a local student pool. Universities and hospitals competed 

more vigorously against each other, constantly working to enlarge their market territories 

and working on financially beneficial partnerships, seeking out research and development 

contracts with corporations, and recruiting more international students who could afford to 

pay full tuition (Hoyt & Howell, 2012). Maurasse (2002) criticized institutions of higher 

education for shifting away from ongoing partnerships to community service models driven 

by faculty and students investing in small projects and noted the lack of sustainability in 

such individualized partnerships. Partnering with other local community institutions has 

become part of the survival tactic of institutions looking to stand out among their 

international peers as the most engaged, place-based institution (Birch, Perry, & Louis 

Taylor Jr., 2013). This type of partnership is easy to point to in marketing but does not have 

the same social or economic impact of earlier urban-serving missions where universities 

were building programs around the needs of their community, even though those may not 

have been perfect. Maurrasse (2002) also called to point that universities looking to sustain 

profitability unabashedly targeted students outside the community and molded their 

campuses to fit the desires of their intended market. In this way, community service 

projects continued because they are of interest to a student body with limited 

comprehension of greater urban needs. He summarized this complex relationship, stating 

that “the core academic mission holds one set of priorities; economic aspects of the mission 
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drive another set of priorities” (p. 9). Institutions were also inherently economically 

connected with the local job market in regards to creating a sustainable workforce within 

their institution, drawing in new residents and creating a vast consumer market of local 

goods and services – a unique challenge given their tax exempt status. Balancing these 

elements is essential in defining the role of educational and research institutions in the 

economy of their cities in urban redevelopment strategies (Trani & Holsworth, 2010). 

 In a more competitive market, universities have begun to restructure. Universities 

have the potential to become “relevant” in the 21st century economy through a mix of 

innovation, stewardship and the development of talent through human capital (Klein and 

Woodell, 2015). The strongest component in this trifecta is innovation where Klein and 

Woodell articulated the importance of cultivating in both students and faculty an 

intellectual orientation being “collaborative, transdisciplinary, problem-solving and risk 

tolerant” (p. 12). These skills allow graduates to interact with their post-university 

community (locally, nationally and globally) in meaningful ways towards economic 

prosperity on a larger, more inclusive scale. Goldstein and Drucker (2006) sought to find 

measurable ways to determine the impact of urban universities on their regional 

communities, focused mainly on direct professional partnerships and research activities. 

Their empirical study highlighted the complexities of the economic relationship between 

institutions and urban regions even as they acknowledge complications, flaws and 

limitations in their methods. Their most significant conclusion was recognizing the 

increase in average regional earnings connected to university teaching, research and 

technology. This contributed to the valuation of universities as places creating both social 

and economic capital. 
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 While higher education institutions have the capacity to serve as centers of 

economic change, this relationship has not always been positive. The shift to a knowledge 

based economy is rooted in globalization and the idea that higher skilled jobs are most 

likely to remain in the United States (Grogan, 2008).  That places a high premium on skills 

and education, often disadvantaging lower-skilled workers and those without access to 

educational opportunities (McGahey and Vey, 2008). While institutions have continued to 

garner more economic power, and act in ways less beholden to the residential communities 

where they exist, it is important to recognize that much of this comes from their desire to 

remain competitive in a difficult urban economy. Institutions are no longer competing 

locally but instead within a global market, shifting their focus outward and away from those 

with whom they share urban space (Trani & Holsworth, 2010). This has led to many 

conflicts around institutional development and the definition of anchor institutions. Trani 

& Holsworth focused on tangible real estate development, including the economic impact 

of built environment growth of universities and the housing, retail and entertainment needs 

of their population. They addressed the importance of universities acting as entrepreneurial 

partners, looking at the economic needs of their communities and building programs and 

spaces to enable their communities to flourish. One of the key questions in all of this 

literature is how to understand the economic impact of universities. 

Campus Planning 

Campus planning is especially important as it guides institutional decisions with 

regard to the physical, spatial implications of its presence in a city. Those decisions can be 

more complicated than for the average public, private, or non-profit developer in that they 

must take into account both residential and transient community members as well as 
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specialty interests in research, programming and missions that vary by academic 

department. Building consensus both across a diverse university community is a 

complicated, time intensive process. Factoring the community in as well provides an 

additional challenge. Often, universities will spend several years building an institutional 

plan. That process can seem in perpetual motion without moving forward (Webber & 

Karlstrom, 2009). The external impact of local, state and federal governments further 

complicate this process. Managing them carefully is complicated, especially when 

government officials are used to occupying positions of power (Warren 2001, 95). 

 Parrillo & Socio (2014) addressed the impact of large institutions as employers of 

a vast array of citizens as well as drivers of associated economic growth through informal 

networks nurtured by these new economies. One example they cited is technology and the 

creation of firms to support the unique and vast technological needs of large institutions (p. 

4). Another unique facet of their study is the inclusion of enrollment data. While Trani & 

Holsworth (2010) and McGahey & Vey (2008) focused on the impact from institution 

outward, Parrillo & Socio (2014) also factored in where students come from and what kind 

of impact that had on urban economies, concluding that an institution that brought students 

in from its own region had a different impact than one drawing from a national pool. They 

noted that understanding where students come from and where they end up after graduation 

is a missing component of the literature. This would paint an even broader picture of 

economic impact. 

Models of University-Community Partnerships 
 

Partnerships between higher education and urban communities have a history as 

long as the institutions themselves. Benson, Harkavy, & Puckett (2011) discussed ways in 
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which universities are uniquely positioned to pursue community development as a goal that 

is central to their mission and rooted in their establishment. Their perception was that an 

anchor institution’s partnership with its community is a building block towards a more 

democratic, equitable and just society. For most of their early history, urban institutions 

sought to build peaceful relationships with their community as a core tenet of their values 

however as economics have changed, these same institutions have largely shifted to self-

preservation with expansion plans often seeking to overtake neighborhoods rather than 

engage them (Farquharson, 2013).  

 Universities hold an elite status because they control strategically located campuses 

(especially with urban branch campuses) but also as longstanding providers of education 

research and other forms of public goods (Tochterman, 2012). These components of higher 

education are not only important to institutional status and identity but confer legitimacy 

in the community. Boyle & Silver (2005) write about projects that connect universities and 

communities, 

Community partnerships encourage activity that effectively promotes 
societal welfare and conforms to altruistic ideals, which allows these 
partnerships to contribute to the legitimacy of the partnering institutions. … 
University Community Partnerships provide legitimacy to universities 
because they offer the real possibility of a revitalized neighborhood, as well 
as the idealized benefit of poverty amelioration through the participatory 
model. (p. 246) 

   
How these partnerships are actually carried out varies greatly between institutions, with 

some choosing to build connections and others seeking to close themselves off.  

 Models for engagement with community have varied greatly. Across the literature, 

it seems universities have conceived of their role in three primary ways: service learning, 
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democratic purpose and economic development. In each of these models resonates the 

common theme of deliberative democracy along with socially equitable participation.  

Model One: Service Learning 

Most universities engage their communities with a focus on increasing student 

interaction with the community and sharing specialized resources (Bruning, McGrew, & 

Cooper, 2006). Utilizing this approach, engagement frequently consists of volunteering, 

student teaching and community development internships. Bruning, McGrew, & Cooper 

(2006) identified that universities benefit from these partnerships as these service-learning, 

real-world experiences are considered of high intrinsic value. Students acquired skills that 

fit into the goals of urban university missions including leadership and civic responsibility. 

At the same time, communities were exposed to students whose talents and alternative 

experiences had the potential to introduce a new dynamic, perhaps mistakenly assuming 

this would be positive. 

 In a model of service learning, the university perceives itself as addressing urban 

problems, including the need for educational access and community development 

resources. Horvat & Shaw (1999) wrote extensively about this pedagogical model, 

explaining that by connecting students with the community, the university assumes these 

students will pass on to the community the specialized skills they have acquired at the 

institution. The university must carefully select the community partners to ensure they are 

willing to mentor the students and remain in contact with the university regarding the 

partnership experience. Gearan (2005) presented five principles for this model that 

concisely summarize types of shared resource university-community partnerships 

including (1) advocating for participation in public service across campus, (2) speaking out 
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in favor of contributing to public good, (3) supporting university-community 

collaborations, (4) developing opportunities to increase ongoing service activities and (5) 

supporting service learning as a means of integrating social responsibility with academic 

study (p. 34). Gearan posited that students are eager to learn and to have an outlet to put 

that knowledge to use. The democratic nature of university culture promotes students’ 

concern about social issues and commitment to contributing to a more equitable society. 

The intention of this model hinges greatly on the idea that the community would benefit 

by osmosis with little definition in regards to more quantitative measures of impact. 

 One of the greatest challenges in this type of university-community partnership is 

building trust. The development of new social capital is unlikely in contexts of distrust 

(Rusch, 2010). Goddard, Salloum, & Berebitsky (2009) framed trust around benevolence 

and the necessity to put others’ needs in front of your own. This is a great challenge for 

universities who benefit from service learning without formal regulations over these 

relationships.  

Model Two: Democratic Purpose 

In this model, outlined by Hartley (2009) and Benson, Harkavay, & Puckett (2011), 

a university uses a planning process to evaluate the distinct needs of urban residents and 

constructs an institutional framework that seeks consideration for community needs 

alongside institutional needs. The special responsibilities for a university embarking on 

this model are the importance of engaging democratic purpose from first inception. A 

university-driven plan that only integrates community once all the university priorities are 

in place will produce the same tensions as any existing institution given the replication of 

the university-first, community-second perception. The democratic model requires 
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methods of participation conducive to equity in planning through an inclusive nature. An 

example of this is considering barriers such as language and culture and ensuring those 

involved in partnerships feel understood by utilizing translators, culturally specific 

vernacular, and meeting in a comfortable space (Colombo, 2006).  

 Even evaluating partnerships is difficult. Ferman & Hill (2004) noted that research 

about partnerships comes “almost entirely from the higher education perspective, leaving 

unanswered major questions about how community partners view and evaluate such 

partnerships, about why they enter into them, about the usefulness of such partnerships in 

supporting community development activities” (p. 242). Done correctly, various 

community partnerships models can provide equal footing to all partners in the design and 

evaluation of programs. 

Model Three: Economic Development 

Klein & Woodell (2005) and Parillo & Socio (2014) framed the idea that 

institutions of higher education have the ability to address a number of economic elements 

in their urban spaces. First, the campus itself creates jobs, a housing market and a 

population to contribute to the local economy. Modern universities are vast economic 

complexes serving both residential and transient populations across students, faculty, staff, 

and administrators. The daily needs of those populations have resulted in campuses rich 

with business, culture, entertainment, and food options and served by transportation routes, 

public utilities, and safety officers. In all of these elements exist the potential for job 

creation and economic growth for the city.  

 Second, universities have the potential to link urban communities to what Keane-

Shaw & Allison (1999) referred to as learning regions, helping to connect local residents, 
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through education and research, to rapidly changing global economies (p. 896). Shaw & 

Allison (1999) pointed out that universities contain immense resources for the evaluation 

of economic growth. The culture of research evaluation inherent in academia provides 

opportunities for engagement from faculty and students in the campus economic 

development process. Agyeman & Evans (2003) identify that utilizing existing 

relationships with the community to create a dialogue with the community is an opportunity 

to practice the social equity tenets that are so ingrained in academic work, therefore this 

presents a place of natural connection between university and community. 

 While many university resources may, as a secondary purpose, meet the needs of 

the community, it is also important to include community-specific assets. Keane-Shaw & 

Allison (1999) noted that it is essential that the university economy actually be accessible 

to the community. They indicated that this largely falls on those responsible for space 

planning but also stems largely from an inclusive development process recognizing that 

residents who feel part of the process are more likely to engage with the final outcome. The 

methods utilized in the planning process therefore play a significant role in the outcomes.  

Participatory Planning Processes 
 

An example of the value of community engagement can be found within the 

literature on participatory planning processes. A recurring theme in this body of research 

is the necessity to recognize power structures at play in society and the ways they impact 

decision-making. All players in any planning process are looking for places where they 

feel their opinions are valued and outcomes reflect their needs and desires and this is 

especially true within universities who have a dynamic field of stakeholders from students 

to neighbors to government. Barber (2003) referenced this quest for power and control as 
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a core tenet of American society in his discussion of participatory democracy. Planners 

work on issues with people, and effective planners must consider widely varying interests, 

perceptions, commitments and understanding of spaces. Fainstein (2000) emphasized the 

importance of including the role of a planner in communicating across constituents, often 

as a mediator while working towards a model of spatial relations rooted in equity.  

 Cortese (2003) argued that universities are ideal drivers of urban planning given 

that they are dealing with many complex and interdependent structures that exist in society. 

Yet an important question is whether anchor institutions can pursue their own goals while 

understanding the local ecology deeply enough to invest meaningfully in their 

communities. Some observers are skeptical of participatory processes led by large 

institutions. Sanoff (2000) broke planning methods into two categories – pseudo-

participation and genuine participation. Pseudo-participation included domestication-

involved informing, therapy, and manipulation as well as assistencialism involving 

placation and consultation. Genuine participation included cooperation involving 

partnerships and delegation of power as well as citizen control involvement complete 

empowerment (p. 8). Arnstein (1969) developed a “Ladder of Citizen Participation” as a 

deliberately provocative summary of the relationship between government and community. 

This ladder serves as a guide to recognize who holds power during decision making. It has 

sustained in planning literature as collaborative planning continues to suffer from 

challenges of equity and power. 
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Figure 2.1 Arnstein’s Ladder of Citizen Participation 

 

 

Deliberative practitioners learn as they act with others in practical situations. 

Participatory planning empowers people by securing their confidence in the process and 

the integrity of decision making towards action (Thrupp, Cabarle, & Zazueta, 1990); 

reduces complicated legal battles by addressing space conflicts up front (Tarnay, 2004); 

and saves time by bringing involved parties together to build consensus at once rather than 

through multiple negotiations (Innes, 1996). Innes & Booher (2003) discussed the potential 

for relationship building and learning as outcomes of participatory processes. They 
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highlighted the value of these connections externally as well with the aspiration of a 

planning process to unite the community not only around the issue at hand, but more 

broadly in regular community interactions. 

 Commentators may use different words to describe the process including inclusive, 

deliberative, participatory, collaborative and other terms. It is important to note that 

“participatory” and “deliberative” are not always synonymous (Forester, 1999).  

Participatory processes focus on collecting a vast array of constituents to identify pertinent 

issues for consideration in planning decisions. Deliberative processes are designed to 

provide opportunity to people to change their perspectives and learn from one another. 

Deakin (1999) talked about this process and connects it to social equity, citing the work of 

Krumholtz (1986) to utilize deliberative planning to improve circumstances of racism and 

poverty.  Social equity necessitates an understanding of other people’s needs which can 

only be garnered through inclusion. It is therefore important to recognize the distinction 

between participatory and the more vital deliberative planning processes, especially in the 

context of urban universities where decisions have a direct impact on the vast community 

in and around the institution. 

 As Forester (1999) explained, planning calls for learning about others as well as 

about issues, what should be done and what can be done. When planners deliberate with 

residents, they shape public learning as well as public action. By choosing whether to share 

or withhold information, encourage or discourage public participation, planners can nurture 

public hope or deepen citizens’ resignation (Forester, 1999). Unfortunately, enabling 

positive collaborative discussions is not an easy task. Fung & Wright (2006) evaluated at 
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length the challenges around developing effective planning processes and engaging 

varying constituents in meaningful ways.  

 Some efforts at participatory planning have been very successful including some 

post-Sandy disaster relief planning processes explored by Brady (2015). This example 

highlighted a natural shift to participatory planning to meet the goals of a citizens-first 

intention from the state. One of the biggest contributions of this project was the decision 

to make time to do things right. Whereas many planning processes are rushed, this more 

measured, inclusive, and thoughtful approach allowed for careful consideration of all 

stakeholders and more sustainable outcomes.  This lesson carries over well to institutional 

planning where the impact of planning decisions spread to greater urban environments. 

Brady concluded that if effective structures are developed and put in place, communities 

“can work in concert with their representatives to confront, together, the hard choices that 

need to be made to arrive at a safer, improved community that serves its residents and the 

city at large” (p. 96). 

Another participatory concept heavily utilized in the design world is charrette 

planning, a deliberative process designed to address the unique complications, needs and 

physical relationships of universities. The term “charrette” comes from the beaux arts as a 

reference to the “little cart” used to collect student projects. In this way, the concept of a 

charrette is to place various constituencies and their ideas together in a moving and 

evolving forum (Fleming, 2013). This collaborative method applied to campus and 

community planning begins by identifying and gaining buy-in from the university, local 

government, residents, community leaders, public school representatives, police and safety 

officers, representatives from local business and any external subject experts relevant to 
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the particular university-community relationship at hand. Constructing this group of 

collaborators requires intimate knowledge of a city.  

 For example, in Atlantic City, New Jersey, casinos have long held significant 

power, so ensuring engagement with those involved in this industry is essential to avoid 

othering a group of stakeholders with detail historic knowledge of the local economy and 

a continued interest in the sustainability of the city. In identifying such players, it becomes 

clear that there is also a secondary ring of community development organizations tied 

directly to the casinos (Brady, 2015). In this study, they contain some of the most influential 

stakeholders in the city including the Casino Reinvestment Development Authority, which 

controls the money given to the city by the casinos for community investments (Braunlich, 

1996). It is through building connections and spending time in the community that such 

special interest groups can be identified.  

Charrette leaders seek to build consensus and take the time to meet individually 

with stakeholders to ascertain their individual interests, hopes and concerns within the 

project. This method is similarly reflected in the conflict assessment model discussed by 

Ferman & Hill (2004). The key argument for deliberative planning is that through dialogue 

individuals come to better understand one another’s interests, which lead to more creative 

and equally beneficial outcomes (Susskind, 2008). This background work, while time 

intensive, is essential in the deliberative planning process as it provides a framework for 

the project at hand. It assumes inclusion of key topics to all constituents and also helps 

create a relevant vernacular for discussions. Understanding the unique perspectives of 

diverse interests is a delicate process that must be rooted in respectful and earnest 

conversations. While Fleming (2013) discussed a single planning session over several days, 
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Pearsall, Lucas, & Lenhardt (2014)  and Brady (2015) supported the value of creating a 

tiered process of small charrettes building on individual interest and then moving towards 

combining groups leading up to a city-wide charrette. A benefit of this is the ability to build 

consensus among groups with similar interests so they can work together in subsequent 

planning sessions. This allows larger issues to be tackled without the accidental exclusion 

of any smaller partners (Pearsall, Lucas, & Lenhardt, 2014). For example, in Atlantic City, 

New Jersey, there are many struggling schools but no structure for them to be regularly 

communicating. Creating a venue for discussion within the K- 12 academic community 

would enable a clearer understanding of systemic issues, shared needs and types of 

planning solutions which would impact them all (Brady, 2015). Once specialized groups 

like this are identified and participate in small scale charrettes, they would begin to be 

combined through multiple rounds depending on the subject. In this way, by the time a 

large scale city-wide charrette would occur, stakeholders would be familiar with the 

process and would recognize the impact of their contributions (Fleming, 2013).  

Summary 

The literatures of economic decline and revitalization, university-community 

engagement, and participatory planning all help to illuminate the forces at play in campus 

development. By recognizing that institutional decision making is a result of an array of 

external forces, including many at the global level, it is possible to better understand what 

motivates both university decision-makers and city leaders. The major debates in the 

literature focus on the best way to engage communities as well as the correct intention for 

doing so. In the end, separating economic gain and community development is futile as 

both goals in tandem are the true aspiration. This study contributes to that conversation by 
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highlighting the unique priorities of stakeholders and connecting the places they overlap 

and must cooperate in their shared urban space. 

The Mayor and others with responsibility for Atlantic City’s future recognized that 

casinos could no longer be the only engine driving the city’s economy, given the expanding 

competition from gaming centers both inside and outside the U.S.  On the other side of the 

negotiation, Stockton officials were increasingly concerned about competition in the higher 

education market, as prospective students had many choices. 

This study raises critical questions about the existing literature concerning anchor  

institutions, especially about how anchor institutions interpret their social responsibility.  

Social responsibility is an ongoing theme for institutions of higher education; however. 

there exists no litmus test to determine what this means. Much of the literature suggests hat 

the goals of anchor institutions should be informed by an ethos of social responsibility.  

According to Benson, Harkavy, & Puckett (2007): 

For universities and colleges to fulfill their great potential and really 
contribute to a democratic revolution, they will have to do things very 
differently than they do now. To become part of the solution, higher eds 
must give full-minded devotion to the painfully difficult task of 
transforming themselves into socially responsible civic universities and 
colleges. To do so, they will have to radically change their institutional 
cultures and structures, democratically realign and integrate themselves, 
and develop a comprehensive, realistic strategy (p. 84). 

 
That statement assumes that institutions are striving for a goal of engagement rooted in 

historic missions. However, examination of modern institutional engagement suggests that 

in a competitive, globalizing economy, this may no longer be a primary goal. Taylor & 

Luter (2013) write,  

In some ways, declining economic conditions can in fact accelerate the 
democratic devolution movement. The, often discrete, efforts of many 
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institutions, non-profits and community based organizations will be 
increasingly strained by economic realities. It will be increasingly necessary 
for organization and institutions to rethink how they work and how best to 
generate the funds needed to run their operations. This context can catalyze 
greater efforts to build partnerships and collaborations to address social 
problem, rebuild communities, and strengthen local economies. And anchor 
institutions are critical to the potential success of these collaborative 
possibilities. 

 
This study seeks to identify the range of expectations held by different stakeholders as they 

considered the prospect of a new university campus in Atlantic City to understand the 

dynamics of institutional, community and government partners in urban redevelopment. 

Direct participation in the development of this project and interfacing with all the 

connected constituents provided a deeper understanding than would have otherwise been 

available about how anchor institutions interact with communities, particularly how they 

balance their declared commitment to to meet the needs of impacted communities with 

their desire to remain competitive. 
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CHAPTER 3: METHODS 
 
 In this chapter, I describe the methods utilized in this study. Building off the 

literature around anchor institutions, community partnerships and economic globalization 

outlined in the literature review, this study was designed to build an understanding of the 

varying perspectives of stakeholders in the planning process around a Stockton University 

branch campus in Atlantic City in the context of institutional relationships with their 

surrounding urban community. This extreme case study occurred during a time of 

economic unrest where the state took over control of the city for emergency management, 

impacting the local government’s relationship with its city. Gaining this understanding will 

contribute to the future of university-community planning processes through a dynamic 

understanding of impact across stakeholders in large scale urban institutional projects.  

 This chapter begins with research questions and the research paradigm for this 

study including the setting for the study, the data collection process, and the background 

for the use of a detailed stakeholder analysis. This will be followed by the procedures and 

methods for recruiting participants, building research materials, data management 

techniques, obtaining consent, and transcribing data. This chapter looks at the data analysis, 

coding, and additional considerations. procedures around detailed analysis. Finally, it will 

evaluate the role of the researcher, limitations, and summary of this study. 

Research Questions 

The analysis of the data collected in this study sought to answer the following 

research questions through the evaluation process of university-community engagement. 

The intention of these questions is to understand the goals of varying stakeholders in 
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participating in this project, how they differ, what they share in common, and how it 

informed the decisions made throughout the evolution of the project. 

RQ1: What did elected officials want to achieve in negotiating with Stockton University  
about the proposed branch campus in Atlantic City? 
 
RQ2: What did Atlantic City’s business community expect to gain from the Stockton 
campus project? 
 
RQ3: What did Atlantic City residents expect to gain from the Stockton campus project? 
 
RQ4: What did Stockton University representatives want to achieve, and why did they 
abandon negotiations with city leaders, preferring to partner with a private nonprofit 
development corporation to plan their campus? 
 

Research Paradigm 

This study builds a strong understanding of historic institutional choices rooted in 

their political, social, and economic climates through a case study of the Atlantic City 

Stockton project. This serves as an example of the many external factors that influence a 

project of this scale as well as the impacts on the surrounding community. In addition to 

interviewing university personnel, I conducted interviews with members of the Atlantic 

City community in order to develop a stakeholder analysis that captured the full extent of 

those impacted by this project. External partners are often left out of considerations of 

anchor institution projects in spite of their being impacted. By including perspectives of all 

those impacted, it possible to gain a greater understanding of the full impact to better plan 

in future projects. I worked with all this information in Atlas TI and built visual 

representations of the data including timelines, charts, and maps to create a clear picture of 

this complex process to accompany my research. Atlas TI allowed for the identification of 

commonly used phrases and topics to frame areas of priority within and across groups.  
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 Utilizing a single in-depth case study assists in understanding how universities 

conduct relationships with urban communities by closely following an institutional process 

in great detail over a significant period of time. Instead of reflecting back on summaries, 

conducting research as the project unfolded and engagement through the interview of 

stakeholders, allowed for a better understanding of the nuanced changes that occurred 

through the planning process. Case study research allows for appreciation of complex 

situations and the possibility to learn from a real-world scenario by understanding the 

context and conditions around an array of connected topics (Yin, 2012). While looking at 

multiple cases enables the researcher to identify common trends, focusing on one particular 

case allows a deeper exploration of relationships among the multifaceted partners whose 

interests are engaged.  

Case studies are ideal for descriptive and explanatory questions and they are seen 

as the best way to understand not just what is happening but why (Yin, 2012). While other 

methods may allow the researcher to observe and describe behavior, the advantage of in-

depth study of a single case is the opportunity to interact directly with major actors and 

decision makers to explore why they acted as they did. Corbin & Strauss (2014) recognized 

that “research is a continuous process of data collection, followed by analysis and memo 

writing, leading to new questions and more data collection” (p. 240). This observation 

applies to studying the dynamic relationships between universities and their communities 

and suggests why reviewing past cases at random, reviewing documents, or simple 

surveying are not able to provide a complete understanding.  

The content of the interviews began with an assessment of the individual’s 

association to the project, their direct role (if any) in the planning process, and their initial 
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point of connection. This allowed for the categorization of each participant and the 

assurance that the group was representative of all the stakeholder populations. I asked each 

participant to summarize the project from their perspective and indicate perceived 

challenges, paying attention for queues on their level of investment and individual 

perspectives in a natural way before moving to more guided questions. I asked each 

stakeholder who they engaged with, how they perceived university-community 

partnerships, and how they were made aware of the project to assist in mapping 

connections. I then asked a series of questions targeted at ascertaining their perception of 

the process including who they saw as the leader of the project, the major goal, the priorities 

of the City and of Stockton, the outcome they observed and/or expected, the impact on 

them directly, and how they felt their contributions were valued. These questions provided 

insight to the varying levels of engagement across stakeholder groups. Each participant 

discussed what they saw as barriers to the project and how they would measure success. 

While these answers varied greatly, they collectively informed ways to measure success in 

this type of project. I asked about their overall perception of both the City and University 

in the context of the project and the resources they saw as necessary to complete a project 

of this scale to better understand each participant’s comprehension of the urban planning 

structure. I collected the aspects they found surprising, the challenges they perceived 

moving forward, what they would change in the process, whether their value in this type 

of partnership, and what expectations they hold for a university and its branch campuses.  

This series of questioning was particularly valuable in understanding expectations 

versus reality, especially in the context of the literature focused on the mission of 

institutions to serve their communities in a democratic fashion. In-depth interviews allow 
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for an understanding of motivations not obtainable through other methods. In a single study 

of this scale, it is possible to allow the data to guide the research and to be broken down 

into manageable and relatable concepts and understanding (Corbin & Strauss, 2014).  

Settings for the Study 

My respondents in the City of Atlantic City were recruited from community 

development organizations, business, government and university representatives in the 

City of Atlantic City. The goal was to speak with stakeholders who participated in the 

negotiations and/or were impacted by it to assess their level of involvement, perception of 

the projects goals, and reality of engagement. Research was conducted via phone, Skype, 

and on-site at each individual’s request. Site locations were all either within the City of 

Atlantic City or on the nearby campus of Stockton University in Galloway, New Jersey.  

Recruitment of 55 participants was feasible given the large community involved in 

this Atlantic City project and resulted from initial outreach to 125 individuals involved in 

the varying capacities. I spent two full weeks on site conducting interviews and an 

additional 40 hours conducting remote reviews between September 2016 and February 

2017. I completed the interviews independently based on my qualifications that include 

professional interviewing experience as well an understanding of interviewing and 

participatory planning methods obtained through my education in Sustainable Design and 

Geography & Urban Studies. 

The City of Atlantic City and Stockton University both offered conference space to 

host interviews; however, I chose instead to accommodate the location of each subject’s 

preference in order to maintain a comfortable setting for each individual.  
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Data Collection 

My research began with analysis of my first hand observations of the Stockton-

Atlantic City planning process. I began working with this partnership project through the 

an internship with the Mayor’s office in 2014 and continued my engagement with city and 

university stakeholders throughout my fieldwork and beyond. Participant observation is an 

integral piece of this study as it allows for engaging, rich explorations of a university-

community partnership as it develops in a real-world setting (Horvat, Weininger, & Lareau, 

2003). I strived for the opportunity to be immersed in the life of the community not only 

through collecting documents, tracing ongoing activities and evolutions of relationships, 

and developing an analysis of the goals and strategies as transcribed below in Table 3.1.  

Table 3.1 Research Activities 

Dates Activity Location 

January 2014-March 2014 
Historical and Current Events 
Research Atlantic City, NJ 

March 2014-August 2014 
Planning and Development 
Internship Atlantic City, NJ 

August 2014-May 2016 

Engagement in Town Hall, 
Rotary International, and 
Casino Reinvestment 
Development Association 
Meetings Atlantic City, NJ 

August 2014-August 2015 
Planning and Development 
Research Atlantic City, NJ 

May 2016-September 2016 
Institutional IRB Submission 
and Review Philadelphia, PA 

September 2016-May 2017 
Semi-Structured Stakeholder 
Interviews 

Atlantic City, NJ and via 
Telephone from 
Chicago, IL 

May 2017-November 2017 
Analysis and Dissertation 
Writing Chicago, IL 
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My work initially began under the Mayor’s office, a role that concluded in August 2014. 

While my early insight came filtered through the lens of the Mayor’s office, upon leaving 

I spent time researching the varying stakeholder groups to position myself in as non-biased 

place a position as possible. Engaging with stakeholders long after any direct engagement 

with the Stockton-Atlantic City partnership contributed to my ability to develop a holistic 

perspective and an understanding of the context where the project operated. Throughout 

the research, the focus remained on the larger scope of the process as it is not a single event 

that is of interest, but rather how the city, university and community have both acted and 

been impacted by a long sequence of events. 

I began my work with Atlantic City through a Planning and Development 

Internship from March 2014 to August 2014. This formal internship with the City of 

Atlantic City provided me access to the early negotiations between the city and Stockton 

University. I worked in the Office of Planning and Development for eight hours a week 

and did an additional eight hours a week of research remotely. My projects primarily 

focused on case studies around branch campuses and anchor institutions to help the city 

understand the full potential for this type of project to have positive impact on the 

community. I also developed a host of options for the community growth piece of the city’s 

proposal including safety, investment in K-12 schools, payment in lieu of taxes, and 

employee residency requirements. After completing my formal internship in August 2014, 

this opportunity allowed me to be engaged as desired in the process, making me a 

stakeholder in the early process of this research. I continued providing occasional 

background research support and attending phone meetings regarding planning 
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developments. Throughout this process, I experienced the varying projects unfold for a 

robust timeline of project events, detailed in Chapter 4. 

Outside of the connections to government, I joined an Atlantic City based Rotary 

Club in September 2015. Through this organization, Atlantic City businesspeople work 

together on local community service projects. This organization enabled connections with 

business and community development organizations while gaining a deeper connection to 

the city. This group was integral in building a cohort of varying interview subjects. I also 

engaged with the Casino Reinvestment Development Association (CRDA) by attending 

their monthly public meetings beginning in January 2015. The CRDA uses casino 

contributions for investment in Atlantic City’s residential, commercial, cultural, and social 

landscape. The organization holds regular meetings to discuss new and ongoing projects 

and I catalogued notes from these meetings with special focus on issues around education. 

Perhaps most significantly, I engaged in miscellaneous public Neighborhood 

Meetings & Town Hall Forums from August 2014 through June 2016. The city hosts an 

array of community-based neighborhood meetings and town hall forums on special projects 

and topics. I have catalogued these with notes on topics and relevant players in each 

subject. 

Stakeholder Analysis 

Given the intricate network of stakeholders in the Atlantic City – Stockton 

University project, focusing analysis on multiple interests and roles is essential to 

understand the larger context of the situation. It is for this reason that I chose a formal 

stakeholder analysis. Stakeholder analysis is a process of systematically gathering and 

analyzing qualitative information to determine whose interests should be taken into account 



	 72	

when developing and/or implementing a policy or program (Schmeer, 2000). Stakeholder 

theory stems from a conception of both for-profit and non-profit corporations as operating 

not purely for the benefit of themselves, but for other facets of society as well. This method 

is appropriate since the study examines the relationships between Stockton University and 

its external constituencies. 

 The main objective of formal stakeholder analysis is to identify the goals and 

expectations of each stakeholder group whose interests may be affected by a corporate 

initiative or project.  Schmeer (2000) explains, 

Policymakers and managers can use a stakeholder analysis to identity the 
key actors and to assess their knowledge, interests, positions, alliances, and 
importance related to the policy. This allows policymakers and managers to 
interact more effectively with key stakeholders and to increase support for 
a given policy or program. When this analysis is conducted before a policy 
or program is implemented, policymakers and managers can detect and act 
to prevent potential misunderstandings about and/or opposition to the policy 
or program. When a stakeholder analysis and other key tools are used to 
guide the implementation, the policy or program is more likely to succeed 
(p. 4).  

 
Once the data were collected, the goal of the analysis was to create a conflict assessment 

(Susskind, 2008) to identify the degree of alignment, the potential for negotiation, trading, 

and compromise as a way to assess the viability of the initiative or project. 

 Analysis of stakeholders traditionally centers around mapping relationships for 

strategic management. This method allows for all involved parties to be included in 

evaluation in a systematic way. I used this form of analysis to understand the populations 

that affect or are affected by partnership decisions. In her discussion on the role of 

stakeholders in academic analysis, Bjørkquist noted that this type of corporate 

methodology is very applicable to higher education as universities and other corporations 
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face similarly complex demands (Bjørkquist, 2011). The state, city, industry, businesses 

and residents all have interest impacted by higher education and have adopted their steering 

mechanisms from the private sector so the stakeholder vernacular is familiar.  

 While typically utilized in business, this method of analysis enabled the 

identification of stakeholders affected by a proposed action, the impact of the stakeholder 

on any project and the impact of the project on each stakeholder. Identifying these roles 

allowed for assessment of how the process impacted each group uniquely. This method 

balances demands of stakeholders with obligations of project managers and ensures no one 

is overlooked in the process. While much of the planning literature discusses the important 

role of consensus building and integrated planning processes, stakeholder analysis provides 

the means to identify whom to bring to that table and prepares corporate strategists to 

anticipate conflict.  

 The stakeholder analysis method involves identifying multiple layers of 

constituents. These include primary stakeholders who are directly impacted by the action 

at hand, secondary stakeholders who are indirectly impacted, and key stakeholders who 

belong to either of the prior groups and have significant influence over those groups. 

Analysis of the short answer responses is included below in Table 3.2. 
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Table 3.2 Stakeholder Analysis, Short Answer Responses on Why Decisions Were Made 
 

 

I conducted semi-structured interviews with residential, business, student, 

government and higher education players in Atlantic City from September 2016 to May 
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2017. I conducted a total of 55 interviews, with subjects in each of seven constituent 

groups. These included City Officials and Staff, Atlantic City Residents, Atlantic City 

Business Leaders, Community Development Organization Leaders, Stockton 

Administrators, Stockton Students, Stockton Faculty, and both permanent and vacation 

residents. The interviews focused on how knowledge and expertise were gained to build a 

productive solution. Many questions compared anticipated outcomes with actual results 

and the reasons there are discrepancies between them. These interviews continued to lead 

to new connections as stakeholders suggested others to connect to and I continued 

interviews until I obtained a distribution reflective of all the varying population groups in 

the city. 

Recruitment of Participants 

In order to recruit participants after IRB approval, I began by reviewing notes from 

the community and government meetings I had attended during my prior work in the city. 

This provided me with a robust list of community development organizations, social 

services, businesses, government representatives, and individual community members 

numbering 60 contacts. In addition, I developed a list of 15 contacts at Stockton University 

that I had interacted with through the planning process, had served as public representatives 

of the school in news and media, or administrators in offices engaging in community 

projects. Through internet research, I obtained contact information and sent emails with 

the following text: 

“Based on your involvement in the planning process around a Stockton 
University branch campus in Atlantic City, you are invited to participate in 
a dissertation research project entitled, The Evolution of Institutional 
Community Engagement Strategies at Urban Universities from Urban 
Serving to Institutional-Focused in a Globalizing World: A Study in 
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Atlantic City, New Jersey, being conducted by Nicole Hall, a PhD 
Candidate in Geography & Urban Studies at Temple University. If you are 
willing to participate in an anonymous interview for one hour at a time and 
place of your choosing, please contact Nicole Hall via nicoleh@temple.edu 
or 215.718.7981.” 

 
Through these emails, I received additional recommendations for people I should contact. 

This method of snowball research continued throughout the actual interviews as well. 

Snowball research is one of the most commonly utilized research methodologies as a means 

to grow an organic base of participants (Chang, 2013). I quickly found that Atlantic City 

consists of many close-knit communities, and people I spoke to in all stakeholder groups 

tended to suggest others for certain questions. Since this study is designed to understand 

the connections in the community and how their relationships impacted their engagement 

and perception of the project, following these leads led to stakeholder connections within 

networks that echoed the larger, organic urban network. 

Research Materials 
 
 The stakeholder analysis was conducted based on a verbal survey of 25 questions 

outlined in Appendix B. These questions were designed to evoke equivalent responses 

across the varying constituencies to construct consistency of responses for analysis. I felt 

it was important to phrase all stakeholder questions in a way that would work for every 

group without being skewed or leading towards any particular agenda. Each question 

provided a prompt for the interviewee to reflect on their own positionality and answer 

freely without being pointed in a particular direction, being sure to ask how they “feel” 

about or “perceive” things as opposed to asking a more pointed question that would 

indicate there was a correct answer.  Questions began by allowing the stakeholder to align 

themselves within the project and assess their basic knowledge of the scope. These 
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questions focused on them individually and contributed to building a comfortable rapport 

between us. In the middle section, questions focused on feelings and perceptions of the 

project and the impact on the individual’s community. This allowed stakeholders to talk 

about subjects they were most passionately focused on and could speak comfortably about. 

The final third of the questions led stakeholders to discuss bigger picture aspirations on the 

city scale. The focus here was bridging the understanding of stakeholder’s individual 

needs, the project’s needs, and the ways these could potentially intersect to advance the 

city towards economic stability, sustainable growth, and prosperity for all its citizens. 

These questions tended to be more challenging as they required thinking beyond their 

individual’s comfort zone. However, having the first two sections as a foundation allowed 

them to more easily posture on the future. 

Data Management 

Data were utilized to support this study. All data, including interview notes and 

voice recordings, were kept on a password protected computer and backed up to a password 

secured external hard drive in a locked room daily. Detailed recorded interviews, notes and 

observations from Stakeholder Interviews were analyzed on my personal, password-

protected computer utilizing Atlas TI. 

Informed Consent 
 

I began all interviews with an explanation of the research and the background for 

the questions and had participants complete a consent form either physically (for in-person 

interviews) or by offering verbal consent (for skype and phone interviews). All participants 

were provided with the consent form and information about the project via email, mail, or 
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fax prior to the interview. Participants were not personally identified in the research. The 

consent form, recruitment materials, and project information correspondence are included 

in this study (Appendix C). All interviews were confidential with subjects only discussed 

in this research within collective groups or through general descriptions of their 

involvement (i.e., “An Administrator at Stockton” or “A community member of Atlantic 

City”). 

Transcription of Data 
 
 All interviews were transcribed through a combination of the TranscribeMe 

software as well as my own manual transcripts and verifications of automated transcription. 

These were then all uploaded into AtlasTI for analysis on recurrent themes and phrases 

across the entire population as well as within individual stakeholder types. The interviews 

totaled approximately 50 hours of interview time. All basic information including time, 

date, and location of interviews was stored in a log along with basic demographic 

information for consideration and evaluation in Microsoft Excel. 

Data Analysis 
 

Throughout this study, I maintained detailed field notes, observations, memos and 

reports from my fieldwork in Atlas TI. I recorded and transcribed notes and observations 

from stakeholder interviews in Atlas TI. Since stakeholder analysis is well aligned with 

stakeholder mapping, a process allowing the visualization of the constituents, I also created 

a process of mapping based on impact, connection, potential for cooperation, importance 

for buy-in, and other specialized topics (Appendix D). All of this analysis was created to 

identify commonalities across groups in how they were engaged and what their 
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expectations for this type of project should be. By comparing responses within stakeholder 

groups and subgroups, against the overall responses, and between certain groups, I was 

able to identify patterns of engagement and gain a deeper understanding of the ways the 

project engaged and ultimately impacted the varying populations of the city. 

Transcriptions were evaluated for references to why particular decisions were 

made. This enabled conclusions made in the stakeholder analysis to have more substantial 

significance in the field. I have presented this analysis in a combination of written and 

visual comparisons (Found in Table 3.2 & Appendix E). 

Coding 

Throughout the interviews, I took notes reflective of the elements where I felt 

participants were most engaged and passionate and that resonated most with the greater 

research. I entered these notes separately into AtlasTI to inform the analysis of my initial 

impressions. I utilized these outcomes along with the core themes in the questions to 

identify themes in my initial coding framework. Utilizing the process of structural coding 

outlined by Saldana (2015), I developed a hierarchy of codes and subcodes to umbrella the 

larger analysis of the transcripted interviews, highlighting a category of other for 

specialized evaluation when data did not fit into the prescribed categories. This structure 

was based on a combination of research and the output from Atlas TI regarding phrasing 

commonalities. The final coding structure can be found in Appendix F. 

Additional Data Analysis Considerations 
 
 One of the greatest challenges in the interview process was building rapport with 

the various constituencies. I faced immediate skepticism from community members who 
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frequently experience external parties coming in with ideas for the community. Once 

explaining that my intention was to understand and learn, the vernacular often changed to 

interviewees airing grievances with other parties. From university officials and 

businesspeople, I had to work through prescribed public relations responses. With 

government officials, I had to break away from their existing knowledge of my work from 

my time spent as an intern with the city. By asking the same questions to all groups and 

engaging in active listening over participatory conversation, I sought to create a 

consistency in response and ensure credibility and trustworthiness. I also sought to outline 

my own perceptions and the forces that inform them and documented them separately in 

my transcription.   

Role of the Researcher 
 

Qualitative researchers in the social sciences often emphasize the importance of the 

engaging in practices of reflection with one’s various identities and how these define and 

inform one’s research (Liong, 2015). I came into this research with a uniquely diverse 

background. As a non-traditional student, I am always concurrently wearing the hats of a 

doctoral student and a higher education administrator. Early conversations in the 

recruitment process of interviewees often relied on the subjects’ interest in finding 

commonality and having so many varying potential points of connection enabled these 

relationships. As a geographer, I was particularly intrigued by the possibility of building 

spatial connection and my familial roots in the Atlantic County region proved to be a factor 

I had not anticipated being of importance. I feel this reinforced much of the core findings 

of this study around the commitment to place in the urban landscape. 
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Having a prior connection to the city through my work with the Mayor’s office 

created challenges around perceived conflict of interest. In this way, I was careful to 

position myself as a researcher interested in the entire project. I made sure that none of my 

history or relationships were discussed during the interviews and I sought out stakeholders 

with whom I had no direct personal connection. I was also careful to ensure no bias was 

evident in any of the questions, having them all reviewed by external parties. Ultimately, 

regardless of my work with the city, my interest in this project was one of gaining insight 

and understanding on this complex process and all those directly involved. 

Limitations 
 

The most significant limitation in this study was the perceived inability to make 

significant assertions about urban institutions of higher education in general based on an 

individual case. It was important to rely on existing literature along with the direct 

observational work in order to address larger policy issues, including the triangulation 

between plans, policies, and news reporting to confirm a complete picture. I also found it 

important to consult the significant studies already in existence about anchor institutions at 

varying points in time and weave them into the analysis of the Stockton case. While this 

particular case is very specific, the vernacular and issues at hand are representative of the 

culture of higher education and I am confident the diverse group of stakeholders and the 

triangulation of their perspectives contributes to the literature on this topic. 

Summary 
 
 Through 55 interviews with stakeholders representing all the impacting social, 

political, professional, and academic groups in Atlantic City, NJ, this study examined the 
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process, outcomes, and implications of an urban community-university partnership. The 

following chapters outline the key findings of the study and show how this work fits into 

the greater literature on understanding the evolution of universities from a focus on their 

urban communities to their own prosperity in an ever-changing global landscape. 
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CHAPTER 4: PROCESS AND OUTCOMES OF THE UNIVERSITY-COMMUNITY 
NEGOTIATION BETWEEN STOCKTON UNIVERSITY AND THE CITY OF 

ATLANTIC CITY 
 

Introduction 
 

 This chapter outlines how the process developed along with consideration for the 

goals regarding what Stockton and the city were each looking for in their shared 

partnership. Research around higher-education-community partnerships largely speaks to 

the perceived value of these relationships through the eyes of the university partner. The 

literature references the moral and civic obligations of universities to their communities 

(Hackney, 1994; Boyer, 1994), focuses on the benefits to faculty and students in engaged 

communities (Ferman & Shlay, 1997; Hill & Dougherty, 2002; Stoecker, 2001; Strand, 

2000), and explores issues that confront researchers in this work (Bartelt, 1995; Benson & 

Harkavy, 2001; Harkavy & Wiewel, 1995; Hill & Dougherty, 20025; Stoecker, 2002; 

Strand, 2000; Walshok, 1995). This study began with the goal of understanding the 

complex system at work in university-community partnerships with questions regarding 

their evolution in the globalizing world in order to understand their implications on 

institutional decision making in this case study. 

 In this particular study, it was first essential to understand the historic context of 

Atlantic City and the weight of economic decline on the project, creating uncertainty that 

impacted all potential outcomes. Additionally, it was vital to recognize that the University 

existed under complex pressures of its own from both the State and the increased level of 

competition in higher education discussed earlier. Collectively, this presented a partnership 

with outside forces at play, including the intervention of emergency management in local 

government limiting their power, working against cooperative decision-making where 
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compromise would be necessary. This situation is not unique to Atlantic City and Stockton 

University and indicates how great the challenges are for any type of similar project. In 

this chapter, I will highlight the complex networks within the City of Atlantic City and the 

ways each individual dynamic played a part in defining the larger narrative. I will present 

this history and story from the beginning of my own connection to Atlantic City as this 

project was first placed on the table for discussion. A timeline of this project can also be 

found below in Figure 4.1. 

Figure 4.1 Timeline of Atlantic City – Stockton University Partnership 

 

 

November	2014
Mayor Don	Guardian	is	elected	
on	the	promise	of	community	

focused	prosperity.

April	2014
City begins	closed	door	talks	
with	Stockton	representatives	
regarding	a	branch	campus	on	

the	island.

May	2014
City	presents three	plots	of	

land	for	consideration	and	the	
university	selects	southern	

location.

May	2014
City	begins	proposing

stipulations	around	property	
transfer.

June	2014
Stockton	announces	plans	to	
open	a	campus	in	Atlantic	City

without	detail.

December	2014
Stockton	anounces	purchse	of	
Showboat	Casino.	Covenant	
restricting	use	declared.

January	2015
State	appoints	economic	
emergency	manager	to

Mayor's	office.

April	2015	Stockton	President	
resigns	over	Showboat	failure.

May	2015
Atlantic	City	Development	
Corporation (ACDevco)	

created.

November	2015
Stockton	sells	Showboat.

January	2016
State	takes	control	of	all
Atlantic	City	finances	and	

utilities.

February	2016
Stockton	announces	plans to	
partner	with	ACDevco	on	

development	of	$100	million	
branch	campus	and	PILOT	

program.

September	2017
Stockton	begins	promoting	
new	campus	with	a	focus	on	

its	beach	location.

January	2018
Mayor	Frank	Gillam	takes	

office	after	winning	election	
from	Don	Guardian	in	

November.

February	2018
Stockton	announces	

partnership	with	South	Jerey	
Industries	and	a	project	cost	

rise	to	$220	million.

August	2018
Stockton	campus scheduled	to	

open.
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Background 

One of the most significant components of Atlantic City’s history is its economic 

decline. Started as a beach resort in 1853, the city was connected by rail to Philadelphia 

and drew over 500,000 visitors a year by the early 20th century (Braunlich, 1996). The 

Boardwalk, constructed in 1870, connected the community of hotels and attractions along 

the beach and created a distinct tourism district. In the 1920s, corruption within the city 

thrived during prohibition with illegal liquor sales, gambling, and prostitution openly 

funding government kickbacks on significant construction projects. Post-prohibition, this 

culture continued through the growing nightclub scene (Braunlich, 1996). 

 Post World War II, the city was hit particularly hard by economic decline as less 

disposable income was available and the growth of automobile culture made it easier for 

guests to come and go without staying overnight or visit other shore points more easily 

than they could when limited by rail travel. Perhaps more importantly, the resort town was 

impacted by jet service that enabled easy access to shore points in Florida and the Bahamas 

(Braunlich, 1996). The city had one of the largest Black populations in the country, largely 

reliant on the gaming industry for employment, creating vast economic hardship in a 

divided city (Johnson, 2002). As the city’s gambling industry began declining, it was these 

low wage workers that were impacted most significantly. 

By the 1970s, hotels were closing while poverty and crime rates vastly increased 

(Simon, 2007). In an effort to revive the city, voters passed a referendum to approve casino 

gambling in Atlantic City in 1976, leading to a tourism and construction boom (Braunlich, 

1996). While this led to Atlantic City becoming one of the most popular tourist destinations 

in America, it also increased the urban struggles of the city’s resident population who 
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suffered from a distinct division between the resort district and surrounding areas as well 

as the continued corruption funneling money to government leadership and casino 

businesses only (Johnson, 2002). There are many disadvantages to relying on gambling as 

a primary industry. Joseph Rubenstein (1991), a Stockton Professor, wrote at length about 

the problems with constructing a gambling culture, identifying that casinos produce little 

residual benefits for the local economy given their inherently inward-focused nature. 

Casinos frequently even go so far as to design parking corridors with limited interaction 

with the surrounding community (Braunlich, 1996). Given that all amenities are confined 

within the building, there is little need to support surrounding businesses. Rubenstein 

writes, 

The economic decline in Atlantic City appears representative of a 
generalized cycle of resort experience. The mechanism of casino gambling 
to revitalize the city has had mixed results. Most apparent is the 
contradiction between successful casino development and a lagging non-
casino redevelopment. This is seen most vividly in the failing commercial 
district and in the vacant, deteriorated lots of the remaining developable 
acreage (p. 70). 

 
Rubenstein accounts for this pattern in several ways. First, the long history of prioritizing 

boardwalk development over the inner city. Second, the profitability of the casino sector 

being ensured through state deregulation that considered gambling a cornerstone of overall 

urban renewal. Third, the failure of the state and local governments to protect local 

commercial and residential property from selective reassessment and rezoning 

(Rubenstein, 1991). This created an environment of particular challenge to low-wage 

residents. 

Casino culture in the United States shifted in the 1990s with the redevelopment of 

Las Vegas and the addition of gambling in other states. Atlantic City was particularly 



	 87	

impacted by the decision to allow casinos to be built in nearby Philadelphia in the early 

2000s as this created direct competition for them. Bryan Simon (2007) wrote about this 

era: 

In May 2002. New Jersey Governor James E. McGreevey announced “a 
major plan” of “neighborhood beautification’ for Atlantic City. His 
proposal called for the destruction of “the five worst blocks near the casinos 
and corridors.” After these buildings are cleared away, the glass towers and 
parking decks would probably be the only structures left in these 
neighborhoods. The city would get nothing. And it is this paradox between 
casino-led economic development and urban stagnation that continues to 
shape Atlantic City (p. 210).  

 
The city attempted to develop a new tourism culture with the creation of an outlet corridor, 

the addition of high end mall shopping within the casinos, and the expansion of the 

convention center. With the recession in the late 2000s, new development and growth in 

Atlantic City halted completely. Coupled with a reduction in disposable income and 

reduced tourism in southern New Jersey, the city saw the greatest social and economic 

decline in its history (Simon, 2007). 

In 2010, the city sought to signal a new era with the opening of the Revel Casino. 

The new resort struggled with issues around neighborhood relations, construction setbacks, 

and financial problems. In an effort to salvage the project, New Jersey Governor at the 

time, Chris Christie, offered $261 million in tax credits to complete the project, a hotly 

debated decision in a State with immense budget struggles at the time (McKeever, 2013). 

The massive property was open less than a year before filing for bankruptcy and eventually 

closing. 

In October 2012, Atlantic City’s problems were further exacerbated by Hurricane 

Sandy, a massive superstorm that caused wide-spread power outages and flooding across 
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the island city. Hurricane Sandy struck on October 29, 2012, causing unprecedented 

destruction as 80 mph winds and record storm surges wreaked havoc across the East Coast, 

flooding tunnels, destroying homes and leaving more than 8 million without power and the 

superstorm is one of the costliest to ever hit the region, with property damages estimated 

around $20 billion (Salvatore & Kattalia, 2017). In one beachfront neighborhood, Breezy 

Point, fires after the storm destroyed blocks of homes. While Hurricane Sandy did not 

destroy Atlantic City's boardwalk or casinos in any meaningful way, it did cause plenty of 

destruction for Atlantic City residents and workers. Atlantic City is a town with a lot of 

basement apartments and flooding was an issue for a lot of residents (McKeever, 2013). In 

many cases, dilapidated buildings were torn down rather than repaired, creating vacant 

spaces later utilized for the development of the Stockton branch campus. 

This was the landscape inherited by Mayor Don Guardian when he took office in 

2014. The total property value had plummeted from $20 billion to $11 billion and the 

mayor himself identified in an early interview that, “It’s going to be a real dark tunnel for 

a couple years” (McCrone, 2014). The aforementioned areas of neighborhood destroyed in 

the name of “beautification” remained empty lot, perceived by many local residents as 

reminders of their perceived value by their government who would prefer nothing instead 

of local residents. Figure 4.2 illustrates this desolate landscape. It was in response to these 

conflicted feelings that the “eds and meds” model evolved as a new frontier for the city 

from an optimistic mayor who perceived a university to be an ideal partner. 

 

 

 



	 89	

Figure 4.2 Northern Atlantic City After Hurricane Sandy 

 
Northern Atlantic City after Hurricane Sandy, blocks from the beach streets were 
indiscernible from the sand that washed up in the storm. 

 

Atlantic City Casino Reinvestment Development Authority 

In response to the teetering economic landscape in Atlantic City, a number of 

strategic organizations have come into play over the years to help balance the needs of 

community, businesses, and government. Since 1984, $1.5 billion has been invested into 

the City of Atlantic through the Casino Reinvestment Development Authority (CRDA) 

(CRDA, 2018). While the organization has had some successes, including the housing and 

retail development around the Northeast Inlet, the agency has been widely criticized for 

investing in politically connected projects while leaving large depressed areas untouched 

(Mikle, 2013). 
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When the 1977 Casino Control Act passed, a caveat included that all casinos 

reinvest 2% of their gross gaming revenue annually to the city. When none of the casinos 

had contributed their share by 1984, the CRDA was created by legislators along with a law 

giving casinos the choice to pay 2.5% of its revenue to the state or to reinvest 1.25% of 

revenue in the community through the CRDA (Rubenstein, 1991). Since 1984, the Casino 

Reinvestment Development Authority has invested over $1.8 billion from the casinos in 

over 400 projects across the state. In Atlantic City alone, the CRDA have invested over 

$1.5 billion with nearly $750 million since 2011 (CRDA, 2018). In a 2013 USA Today 

article, Mikle (2013) explains the history of the organization: 

Initially, CRDA focused on developing low- and moderate-income housing 
in the city, but in 1993, the Legislature expanded the type of projects the 
authority could fund. A previous prohibition on using CRDA funds for 
casino development was removed by legislators, allowing CRDA to provide 
funding for casino hotel rooms. Recently, CRDA has shifted a substantial 
portion of its funding to economic development projects aimed at helping 
keep the city competitive with other tourism and gaming destinations.  

 
Unfortunately, along with the revenue growth for CRDA projects came urban challenges. 

The arrival of casinos has not fixed the deep-seated social problems plaguing a city where 

nearly 30% of residents live below the poverty line as of 2017. Atlantic City also saw 

increased expenses from a rise in tourism, including more criminal activity and greater 

stresses on infrastructure, including local roads. The city has more than 300 police officers 

(Mikle, 2013). 

Early Negotiations with the City of Atlantic City 

In May 2014, I began working as a planning and development intern for the City 

of Atlantic City to evaluate the impact of a branch campus of Stockton College (Stockton 

College was elevated to University status in 2015). The project had not been publicly 
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announced or contracted at this point, existing primarily as one of many potential capstone 

projects for the new mayor.  

Throughout 2014, the city looked at the varying populations impacted by an 

endeavor of this scale and ways to ensure positive impacts on all populations in regards to 

economic growth, property value increases, higher test scores in schools, and increased 

population. I worked with the Mayor’s office under the supervision of Elizabeth Terenik, 

Director of Planning and Development for the City of Atlantic City, coordinating weekly 

with her, City of Atlantic City Mayor Don Guardian and the Chief of Staff for the City of 

Atlantic City, Chris Filiciello on issues and research around their negotiations with 

Stockton College to open a campus in Atlantic City. Much of this section is based on my 

personal experiences and the timeline collected in my final research paper on the 

experience created in 2014 with permission from those involved.  

Project planning began with research and field visits on available sites and impact 

assessments on the surrounding communities. The city planning team visited three sites of 

vacant land created through destruction of dated housing projects, flooded areas, and space 

cleared for earlier infrastructure projects in Atlantic City.  

Portions of these sites were available to the city due to vacancies created by either 

direct damage in the aforementioned Hurricane Sandy (2012) storm that devastated the 

area or neighborhood decline due to extensive loss in that storm. The flooding during Sandy 

(as well as previous storms) of many properties led to demolition, creating open spaces 

throughout the city as well as many blocks with a lone surviving house or two amidst 

otherwise ghostly blocks.  
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Each of the properties was similar in size with a perimeter of approximately 1 mile 

each.  

The first property sat at the far north end of the city, the second a few blocks west 

of City Hall, and the third on the South side of the city. This began with research and field 

visits on available sites and impact assessments on the surrounding communities when I 

was working with the Planning and Development Office in 2014. The team including the 

Director of Planning and Development, two planning staff members, myself and another 

intern visited three sites in Atlantic City (Figure 4.3). 

Figure 4.3 Initial Site Recommendations 

 

 

The northern property encompassed the area between Oriental Avenue, New 

Hampshire Avenue, the Boardwalk and South Rhode Island Avenue. This space consisted 

of open lots and a few dilapidated buildings. At the north end, there were a few occupied 

3

2

1

Initial Researched Locations for Atlantic City-Stockton University Partnership
Nicole Hall, 2014
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homes and one mixed commercial/residential building within this space. These were 

excluded from the parcel.  

This location sits at the very northern edge of the boardwalk with access to both the 

ocean and the bay. It also sits in the shadow of the former Revel Casino building, 

unoccupied for years after only a brief opening. 

Figure 4.4 Northern Location Site 

 

The perceived benefits of this location were that it contained the most cohesive 

collection of empty properties, making it a blank canvas for Stockton to design a campus. 

Additionally, the location was close to the boardwalk while still maintaining autonomy. 
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The hope for this space would be that the campus could physically bridge the tourism and 

residential areas. 

The second option, west of City Hall in a more central location, included three 

properties adjacent to the Drexel Avenue Park along Absecon Boulevard between Baltic 

Avenue and North Virginia Avenue. This space, was near a relatively modern complex 

encompassing a community center, the new Pennsylvania Avenue School, and the Boys 

and Girls Club of Atlantic City. This space was easily accessible to the northern highway 

entrance.  

Figure 4.5 Central Location Site 

 

The perceived value of this site was connection to the newly redeveloped 

government square and neighborhood investment projects. In this location, the university 

would have the most direct access to the city and community. 
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The third property, at the southern end of the Boardwalk and city, contained a 

combination of vacant lots and historic properties including the Masonic Hall and the 

Fireproof house adjacent to O’Donnell Memorial Park at North Albany Avenue and 

Atlantic Avenue. That parcel did not include the park however access to it was a benefit 

for a potential student population. This space was easily accessible to the southern highway 

entrance. 

Figure 4.6 Southern Location Site 

 

 

The perceived value of this location was the ability to bring life to the southern edge 

of the tourism district, the portion struggling most from casino and hotel closures. The 

surrounding area had become desolate, creating space for crime in the adjacent park.  
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Informal recommendations from the city’s team were unanimously focused on the 

second property. In additional to contributing to the redevelopment in the city hall area, it 

would have presented an ideal point of connection between the campus and the community 

through the adjacent schools and community centers. This assessment was made based on 

the fact that this was the only of the three locations with adjacent residential, business, and 

government communities. This option also provided convenient access to the Atlantic City 

Expressway and the Atlantic City train station. It therefore presented advantages for both 

the campus and the city as illustrated in Table 4.1 from my research working with the city. 

Table 4.1 Atlantic City Property Location Assessment  

PROXIMITY 
AND 

LOCATION 

Beach and 
Boardwalk 

Access 

Highway 
Access 

Train 
Access 

Public 
Parks 

K-12 
Schools 

Residential 
Community Government 

Northern HIGH MID LOW LOW LOW MID LOW 
Central LOW HIGH HIGH HIGH HIGH HIGH HIGH 

Southern HIGH HIGH LOW HIGH LOW LOW LOW 
 

Early in the discussions with Stockton, the college selected the southern property 

as the one they would consider. This property located right off the Boardwalk had a greater 

perception of safety, and beach access as well as the potential of a connection to the 

Atlantic Club, a vacant casino-and-hotel adjacent to the property.  

While concerns regarding that lack of connection to the city were identified by the 

Mayor’s office, negotiations would not continue without a concession on location. In a 

stakeholder interview with a member of the university leadership regarding the southern 

property location, he stated, 

The location was perfect for the campus because there was nothing around 
it. We could build there and it would become the student’s space without 
having to worry about safety the way we would have if we were downtown. 
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It also meant that there were less residents so we could avoid conflict from 
building a campus in a residential space. 

 
Conversely, in an interview with a city employee, this decision to select the southern 

property was described differently: 

Stockton was clearly in charge and the selection of the location is a great 
indication of that. Choosing to be at the southern edge of the city was not 
indicative of an institution trying to engage its community. At that point 
they may as well have been in [the next town south]. 

 
This presented the first indication of diverging paths for the city and University.  

At that point in 2014, the city’s research focused on university-community 

partnerships and ways the university could be held to contribute to the city, a task I was 

given as part of my fieldwork with them. After examining a variety of case studies of 

universities which had both achieved and failed at building strong relationships with their 

communities, the city began recommendations for the Stockton campus. Throughout the 

summer, an ongoing negotiation process occurred that explored economic and social 

policies while also experiencing the chaos of casinos quickly folding. One member of the 

city planning team discussed this time period, 

We were steeped in research about ways we could each benefit from the 
project. We were proposing new things every day and much of it was in 
response to everything going on downtown. Casinos were closing and 
[Governor Chris Christie] was sending in accountants to scrutinize our 
books. We were trying to make this project work but nothing felt like it was 
being well received. 

 
In interviews, city officials explained that the city had offered the physical space to 

the university as an incentive to bring a campus into the city. While no final amount was 

ever chosen, this conversation varied from no cost beyond taxes and closing fees, to 65% 

of the fair market land value. In return for the city government facilitating the land transfer, 
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stipulations were placed on Stockton with the intention of ensuring a successful project for 

both parties. Figure 4.7 shows a map developed by the Mayor’s office in 2014.  

Figure 4.7 Selected Location for Stockton University Campus 

 

The desires the Mayor made in return for no cost property were a guarantee of 60% 

of employees being Atlantic City residents, support of a university housing program for 

employees and staff, the integration of mixed use spaces with commercial spaces which 

appeal to both the campus and local communities, a dedicated security force and 

investment into the public school system.  
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As the summer of 2014 went on, Stockton continued to attempt to chip away at 

each of these, requiring additional support information. This presented a complex 

stalemate. Stockton, needing a place to expand due to limitations on its current campus 

imposed by surrounding state lands, needed the space in Atlantic City. Pinelands 

regulations had limited expansion on the Stockton main campus in Galloway Township. 

By the same token, Atlantic City, seeking to create a new economy with employment 

opportunities, needed Stockton. In interviews, Stockton officials explained that the 

university was looking for an urban space to compete with Rutgers Camden, while Rutgers 

expressed no interest in securing a location in Atlantic City.  

Stockton was already operating small satellite programs at the former Verizon 

building on Jimmie Leeds Road, the Carnegie Library in Atlantic City, Kramer Hall in 

Hammonton, and the Sam Azeez Museum in Woodbine. Stockton had also partnered with 

Philadelphia University (now Jefferson University) and Reliance Medical Group to start a 

two-year physicians’ assistant program in Atlantic City (Stockton, 2018). That program 

was beginning with 24 students in 2015 with plans to expand to about 80 students total 

(Stockton, 2018). University planners stated that students in those programs would be 

encouraged to live in the city. 
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Figure 4.8 Stockton University Campuses – Screenshot of Interactive Map 

 

All these initiatives highlighted Stockton’s commitment to an Atlantic City expansion so 

that city officials felt confident in their negotiations for the properties in early June. 

The Project Transitions 

On June 15, 2014, a small article appeared in the Press of Atlantic City newspaper 

(D’Amico, 2014) in which Stockton President Herman Saatkamp announced that Stockton 

planned to open an Atlantic City campus and was looking into purchasing the Atlantic 

Club, a vacant hotel property location at the southern end of the Boardwalk. That signaled 

Stockton’s determination to pursue the southern option and to ignore the Mayor’s 

preference for the location west of City Hall. President Saatkamp was quoted in the article 

stating,  

The changing landscape in Atlantic City makes it more important than ever 
to diversify the economic base in Atlantic City as well as provide four-year 
degree and higher educational opportunities for the many employees being 
displaced,” the statement said. “A college campus complete with housing 
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and surrounding businesses would be a significant asset to these needs. In 
an effort to promote these changes, Stockton continues to look at 
opportunities — both casino sites and other sites — in Atlantic City. 

 
While Saatkamp didn’t name the other sites or identify the collaboration in place 

with the city, it was the first public notification of anything relating to this project. His 

reference to the changing landscape in Atlantic City likely was in regards to the rapid 

closure of casinos at the time including the Atlantic Club, the Revel, and the Showboat. 

This article created a buzz in the city but was also taken as a challenge – insinuating the 

college would purchase property rather than meet the expectations the city had laid out. As 

one government employee engaged in the project indicated,  

Talks had quieted and then I remember that article where [President 
Saatkamp] talked about a new campus. It came out of nowhere and had 
everyone wondering whether they were talking about a city project or 
something separate. We hadn’t been included in that press release 
conversation. 

 
In the public, the perception of this project seemed more favorable. One member of a local 

community development explained,  

We thought that was great. A campus in the city would bring us the benefits 
that Camden saw. A new group of people. Maybe some museums to follow. 
Or some stronger magnet schools. Maybe infrastructure. Stockton has a 
good reputation, we all know someone that went there. It made sense. 
 
In August, Nick Talvacchia, an Atlantic City lawyer and creator of the Atlantic City 

Boardwalk Reinvestment Corporation, was introduced to the Mayor’s project team. Nick 

was working on projects to help grow the boardwalk into a space attractive to both tourists 

and local residents. With the potential Stockton campus as the southern anchor of the 

boardwalk, he was very interested in combining efforts and interested in elements of 

community engagement in planning decisions. Earlier research and case studies 
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contributed to the research foundation for talks with Stockton regarding the agreement 

between them and the city (Atlantic City Reinvestment Corporation, 2014). The city began 

to research payment in lieu of taxes as a system for Stockton to fund the items the city felt 

were so important to a campus without the University having to be directly responsible. 

While I collected information and case studies on these programs as part of my fieldwork, 

the focus remained on stressing the importance of a university directly engaging the 

community. It was at this point a charrette series was first proposed to engage community 

members. As conversations continued about land, payment, and community feedback, 

Stockton also began exploring alternative options for its branch campus on the island. By 

September, talks between Stockton and the government had stalled as the city began to 

focus its energy on avoiding emergency management and the university started exploring 

alternative private options. 

Showboat Acquisition, Conflict, and Sale 

In December 2014, Stockton announced its purchase of the shuttered Showboat 

Casino from Caesars Entertainment Corporation for $18 million (Nurin, 2015). The 

funding came from the college’s investment fund and was touted by President Saatkamp 

as, “by far, the best opportunity I have ever seen. It meets the mission of the college for 

students and the community” (D’Amico, 2014). Plans released at the time indicated a 

mixed-use facility with retail on the first floor, a hotel, dorm rooms, and classrooms with 

the goal of accommodating 4,000 students – a significant increase from the 8,700 on its 

main campus (Stockton, 2014). This student body would represent approximately 10% of 

the city’s population – a significant increase in local population. While Atlantic City is 

accustomed to growing with a tourist population, the support services for a residential 
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population were not in place (Nurin, 2015). In regards to its connection to community, 

Stockton indicated in those plans that the new campus would work with the Casino 

Reinvestment Development Authority to grow a neighborhood in surrounding buildings 

using an allocated $17 million from their casino funding (Stockton, 2014). 

Shortly after the sale was finalized and plans announced, the neighboring Trump 

Taj Mahal casino announced it would enforce a 1988 legal covenant that restricted casino 

properties from being repurposed into anything but another casino. Trump’s parent 

company, Trump Entertainment Resorts, expressed fear that a campus located amidst the 

casinos would lead to underage students drinking and gambling, creating liability and 

costly fines. Trump’s insistence on enforcing this covenant created a host of problems for 

Stockton (D’Amico, 2015). Students upset that the Taj Mahal was blocking the branch 

campus they’d been heavily promised by the institution, protested in favor of their “Sto-

boat”, pleading for a resolution. Their change.org petition stated, 

The Stockton University community refuses to sit by and permit one 
billionaire to hold the futures of Stockton, Atlantic City, and thousands of 
people hostage. Thus, a particularly engaged group of students, faculty, and 
staff have developed the “Save Our Sto-Boat” coalition, designed to secure 
for Stockton the Showboat and to secure for Atlantic City a brighter future.  

 
Stockton argued that Caesars should have resolved the 1988 covenant before selling the 

building. In an attempt to resolve the conflict, Stockton briefly considered having a casino 

on the ground floor with the institution above it before deciding instead to sue Caesars 

Entertainment Corporation for selling its vacant building to Stockton even though Caesars 

knew that the covenant prevented it from being used as anything but a casino. (This lawsuit 

was later dropped when the property was resold.) One alumni I interviewed, who was a 

student during this project, talked about this time: 
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There were a lot of promises being made to us. Dorms were full and they 
said the new campus would solve that. Same thing with food options, 
parking, classroom space. The new campus was constantly being pushed as 
the solution to every problem. When suddenly it was falling part… Well… 
Where does that leave us. Everyone was fighting for that campus because 
without it we were just stuck with the problems we had. I don’t know that 
anyone cared how it was resolved as long as it was. 

 
 Amidst immense public blame for the challenges around the Showboat on April 

2015, Stockton President Harvey Saatkamp announced his resignation, effective August 

31st (D’Amico, 2015). His resignation came largely in part to a report released later by the 

Stockton Board of Trustees (D’Amico, 2015). The independent investigation they 

commissioned cited Saatkamp’s “haste to obtain approval of the deal” and failure to inform 

the Board about the legal hurdles in converting the Showboat into a branch campus 

(Gibbons, 2015). The report also detailed a series of meetings and exchanges involving 

Saatkamp, Atlantic City casino executives, and Jon F. Hanson, the real estate magnate and 

Gov. Chris Christie’s top adviser on sports and gaming issues. They included a meeting in 

Morristown in September 2014, in which Hanson suggested Showboat to Saatkamp as a 

means of expanding in Atlantic City (Gibbons, 2015). This would have occurred just as 

Stockton stopped conversations with the City of Atlantic City. 

While all of this was happening, Stockton received little support from the Atlantic 

City community or government. One government employee I interviewed explained that 

at a June 2015 meeting of the Atlantic City Boardwalk Reinvestment Corporation, it was 

identified that had Stockton been more engaged with the business community, they would 

have been given advanced caution regarding the covenant and potentially come to a 

resolution before purchasing the property. 
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In July 2015, Stockton President Saatkamp publicly acknowledged that the 

purchase of the Showboat had been a mistake (D’Amico, 2015). The university attempted 

to sell the property to developer Glen Straub for $26 million only to have the sale fall 

through because the covenant and deed restriction issues remained unresolved after the 90 

day window they had to resolve.  

In November 2015, Stockton completed the sale of the Showboat to developer Bart 

Blatstein of Tower Investments for $22 million. As of the writing of this study, the property 

has yet to be fully reopened and exists only as a hotel, the casino floors and music venues 

still branded from the previous iteration yet empty. This represented a significant loss for 

Stockton, given that the institution had spent approximately $8 million dollars in 

maintenance during its brief ownership (D’Amico, 2015).  

AC Devco and the Gateway Project 

 As Stockton negotiated its way out of the Showboat project, the state had begun 

involvement with the City of Atlantic City through an advisory commission on gaming, 

tasked with analyzing the resort city’s financial deficit to create a “rescue strategy” in the 

form of an emergency manager. Governor Chris Christie’s involvement in city affairs was 

not welcomed by Mayor Guardian’s administration nor many citizen residents given the 

focus on the casinos above the citizens (Nurin, 2015). One resident explained, “Christie 

was upset he wasn’t profiting off the city the way he had under prior Mayors”. A local 

business owner similarly noted, “Christie was used to getting kick-backs for new projects 

and that wasn’t happening. He can pretend that’s about the people but it’s only about him”.  

 After months of threatening, in January of 2015 the state sent in an emergency 

manager to assist Atlantic City with its budget woes. This was unwelcomed by the Mayor’s 
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office who was still in its early stages of restructuring around the financial burden it 

inherited. In January of 2016, the state took control of the city’s finances and utilities, 

rendering the Mayor’s office powerless as a partner in any economic decision-making.  

In 2016, the state legislature passed Bill 1715 to exempt casino’s from their 

obligation to pay property taxes to the city. Legislators justified this nine-year exemption 

from 2016-2025 by citing the decline of tourism which had reduced casino revenues. 

Designed by state government to help the economy, this had the effect of placing the city’s 

tax burden disproportionately on residents given that they were provided no tax relief. 

In the spring of 2015, the state had also created the Atlantic City Development 

Corporation (AC Devco) modeled on a similar organization in New Brunswick. The goal 

of this group was to foster public-private partnerships based on the public policy goals of 

the city. It absorbed the vacant and abandoned land under city control. Interestingly, the 

Chairman of the Board for the organization was Jon F. Hanson, the same real estate 

developer and Christie advisor who was found to have been pressing Saatkamp to purchase 

the Showboat. It was evident in interviews that this connection fueled concern about the 

organization and its direct connection to the state being indicative of state-driven priorities 

over the local economy. 

In February 2016, Stockton and AC Devco unveiled a plan to construct a new, 

multi-building campus in the southern Atlantic City Chelsea neighborhood, the same area 

where Stockton had preferred to be located in early talks with the Mayor’s office (Stockton, 

2016). Stockton’s investment in the branch campus was to be $18 million dollars, the same 

amount it paid originally for the Showboat. The remainder of the funding was designated 

to come from the NJ Economic Development Authority ($70 million) and the Casino 
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Reinvestment Development Authority ($17 million) (AC Devco, 2018, CRDA, 2018). AC 

Devco also maintained ownership of a parking garage and an $87 million student housing 

building (operated by Stockton) (AC Devco, 2018).  

The agreement also included a PILOT ordinance for Stockton requiring them to 

contribute $670,000 in their first year and increasing to $1.9 million in year 30. While 

Stockton had ended talks with the City when a PILOT was first addressed in 2014 in favor 

of purchasing an isolated property without such contribution, in the end they would pay a 

higher rate than any of the options initially proposed by the city. While this has the potential 

to benefit the city, history has shown that monies procured by the government with the 

intention of community benefit have always ended up funneling into the tourism industry 

first. Like many previous iterations of this type of voluntary investment, the PILOT 

program lacked any strict guidelines for community development. 

 By February 2018, the cost of the project had risen to $220 million and a footprint 

of 675,000-square-feet that also included a six-story office tower for the energy company 

South Jersey Industries (Stockton, 2018). With regard to community engagement, the 

extent of connection proclaimed was the inclusion of a mural by community members. 

“[The new campus is] not just a project, it’s a neighborhood, but it’s also a community,” 

Christopher Paladino, President of AC Devco said. “We try to find unique ways to find 

folks who live here to put their mark on it” (AC Devco, 2018). This superficial connection 

to community is greatly different than the original plan constructed with the Mayor’s office 

and reflective of many university-community partnerships focused on individual projects. 
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Stockton University: Atlantic City 

 In September 2017, Stockton launched a webpage dedicated to its new branch 

campus. The marketing for the campus focused on the beach location with slogans 

including “Beachfront Living & Learning”, “Beach Bags & Backpacks”, “Books & 

Boards,” and “Catch the new wave of opportunity at the new Stockton University campus 

 in Atlantic City.” This rhetoric reflects the “Build the Brand” model of branch campus 

planning identified earlier with a clear focus on the location over the engagement with the 

city or the connection to the existing university.  

 At the bottom of the online list of campus features is a segment of the branch 

campus messaging that addresses community engagement. Projects include expanding 

Stockton’s Educational Opportunity Fund to bring “promising young men and women 

from economically and educationally disadvantaged backgrounds” to Stockton’s Atlantic 

City campus. This program, which has supported eligible students on Stockton’s main 

campus for a number of years, does not receive any financial support from Stockton but 

instead gets its funding from the state. Another highlighted community project was 

Stockton’s lead role in organizing a career fair to inform city residents about entry-level 

positions in the city. Examples of opportunities available included cashier positions at 

ShopRite, customer service call center positions at Bally’s, and Atlantic Cape Community 

College culinary programs. Brian Jackson, Chief Operating Office of Stockton’s Atlantic 

City campus stated in a press release, “This is part of Stockton being an anchor institution 

in Atlantic City. These are the types of things that we can take the lead on as part of our 

commitment to Atlantic City and South Jersey.” This statement ironically highlights the 

disconnect between the university and community, especially given that no jobs or 
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educational opportunities at Stockton were included. The third highlighted project is the 

48 Blocks festival, run by the Atlantic City Arts Foundation, Stockton is a financial sponsor 

(Stockton, 2018). 

 Each of these projects reflects minimal engagement from the institution and no 

increased connection beyond existing efforts through their main campus. The choice to 

include community engagement on the website is indicative of the desire for universities 

to proclaim a democratic connection outlined in my literature review. That said, the actual 

work they are doing does not reflect a process of inclusion of the community but a service 

model with primary benefit to the students and faculty participated as outline by Ferman 

(2005). 

Partnership 

In reflecting on the process towards a partnership, there is much to consider on how 

individual players impacted outcomes. In the original negotiation between the City and 

Stockton, Mayor Guardian and his team were under immense pressure to make some type 

of significant change in Atlantic City. While the focus on “eds and meds” seemed a logical 

choice, neither the Mayor nor his planning and development team were familiar with the 

complexities of a university. The decision to bring me on as a planning and development 

intern based on my background in university-community partnerships was the only 

reflection of attempting to understand a university from the inside and I served in an 

extremely brief and menial capacity in the scope of the project. This is reflective of how 

little experience the city had with this type of project as well as how vastly underestimated 

the complexities of working with a university were for the Mayor’s office. Many of the 

conversations in the Mayor’s office centered around community engagement and growing 
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a presence in Atlantic City. The decisions made by Stockton University indicate an 

institutional focus, driven by the necessities of the university in regards to space and 

competitive recruitment. The fact that the Mayor’s office limited negotiations to 

conversations and background research without producing a formal agreement also reflects 

the faith they had in a shared vision of partnership. They were also restricted in their 

ultimate contribution given the emergency management taken on by the state that limited 

their ability to focus on this type of new project in favor of focusing on basic economic 

restructuring. One government consultant summarized, 

The Stockton project was informal. I think there were a lot of assumptions 
about the power of the Mayor. I also think Stockton felt they had the upper 
hand. The Mayor’s office too. It was challenging because both groups were 
navigating new territory. … There wasn’t a textbook for this. I don’t know 
who could have helped them. 

 
For Stockton University, the Atlantic City project was more pragmatic. They 

needed more space and a competitive edge in relation to their peer State institutions. 

Opening a campus in Atlantic City was an opportunity for them to expand their brand to 

encompass both an urban and suburban market as well as capitalize on the idea of a resort 

institution. Marketing a campus around the connection to beach culture is a unique strategy 

in a space where universities will generally focus on academic rigor and resources. For 

example, in 2015, Best Value Schools released a list of the “30 Most Beautiful Coastal 

College Campuses”. While these may have outstanding beach locations, none of their 

online marketing highlights this as a primary reason to attend. At the time of writing, the 

campus had yet to open so only time would tell the success of Stockton’s unique strategy. 
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Conclusion 

 The Stockton project is reflective of the immense change experienced in higher 

education in the past decade. Universities finding themselves in a newly competitive 

environment must be more aggressive to meet the desires of their students and to remain 

financially stable. Similarly, the project highlights the challenges of city governments to 

build mutually beneficial community partnerships with large, complex institutions. 

Government and universities both have dynamic constituencies to whom they must 

respond. At the same time, cities must deal with their own economic stressors that impact 

their ability to advocate for their citizens in large partnerships. Communities are frequently 

at the center of these relationships but significantly less empowered to demand necessary 

change.  

 The outcome of this project will likely benefit Stockton in that it will provide the 

extra space needed as programs and the student population have outgrown the existing 

campus. While no figures have been released, the local economy will also see financial 

benefit from the institution as students, faculty, and staff on campus bring a new population 

to the Boardwalk culture. Inevitably, time will bring business investments to accommodate 

this new population. The city government will benefit by collecting the negotiated Payment 

in Lieu of Taxes, although there has been no specified use. 

 The group least likely to benefit is the Atlantic City residential community. While 

the city government must continue to posture ideas of community engagement, now under 

state control and under new mayoral administration, its priority on community participation 

is likely to return to the superficial versions of engagement seen in its past history. Stockton 

has openly (though likely inadvertently) displayed its lack of commitment to, or 
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understanding of, its new urban community through its declared instances of community 

engagement and lack of plans to engage in a deeper way. All of the projects they discuss 

require little to no actual community engagement. 

 An ideal university-community partnership is a complicated premise. In interviews, 

the answer to my inquiring about what this should look like led to the most varied 

responses. One student suggested, “Universities should have to enroll a set number of 

students from the city” while another stated, “They should just live peacefully together. 

Respect each other’s space.” One Stockton faculty member told me very succinctly “The 

university contributes immensely to the local economy.” while another gave me an 

extensive plan for engagement: 

I’ve always advocated for a community center. Institutions do so much with 
local community programs, it seems reasonable to dedicate campus space 
for that. It would provide opportunities for students and be a gesture of good 
will to the community. There’s certainly space for this in Atlantic City. 
 

Success is more easily measured in financial gains than social change. The lack of 

community engagement in the negotiations between Stockton and the City of Atlantic City 

are reflected in the messaging around the current campus and the many choices made in 

the process. As community members indicated, the entire Showboat debacle could have 

been avoided had more community members been included in conversation. Similarly, the 

location of the campus, intentionally secluded, directly impacted resident perspectives of 

the motives of the institution, correct or not. Residents said, “That area is hardly in the 

city.”, “I think that location was intentionally cut off.”, “They wanted to connect to the 

beach, not the city.” Conversely, one vacation resident gratefully pointed out, “At least that 

won’t bring more traffic”. The way the campus is being marketed as a beach campus is not 



	 113	

designed to attract local residents as students and this will greatly impact regional 

enrollment patterns, potentially excluding a significant student pool that could bring much 

desired diversity to the institution.  

This dynamic story shows how many moving pieces go into a project of this scale. 

Both the city and university are experiencing immense pressure as place-based institutions 

within a globalizing economy. Unfortunately, as both remained so focused on individual 

needs, it seems they lost perspective on their collective community and the impact (or lack 

there of) created by their decisions for the community. It is possible that had the project 

included more feedback from community members, the final decisions might not have 

changed. That said, by including the community, residents would have felt more engaged 

by the project, rather than othered by its exclusion of them. Ideally, their input would have 

provided clarity on the challenges, needs, and dynamic community within which the 

campus will exist and enable connections that would benefit all parties. 

The literature on community-university partnerships covers vast arrays of 

engagement strategies reflective of the challenges these relationships face. This study can 

serve as a roadmap for negotiating these challenges. One integral factor to this story is the 

connection to government. Many university-community partnership studies neglect to 

consider the inextricable role of government in a project of scale in an urban space. The 

chart above breaks down levels of participation models and the potential outcomes for each 

group. When creating this chart, I felt it essential to include government as the third partner 

as a link between all parties. This chart, created during my fieldwork and based on my 

research, highlights parameters of varying levels of engagement from all parties involved 

in this project with the ideal outcome being equitable benefits to all impacted populations. 
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Table 4.2 Chart of University-Community Partnership Engagement Models 

 UNIVERSITY GOVERNMENT COMMUNITY OUTCOME 
REALITIES 

Community 
Driven – 
Community 
influences 
prioritization of 
university-
community 
partnership 

Community 
has leading 
voice in 
setting 
university 
priorities 

Community has 
leading voice in 
setting city 
priorities 

Community 
making 
decisions over 
partnership 

Community creates 
difficult to action goals, 
university does not 
complete project 

Community 
Empowerment – 
Community 
develops 
initiatives and 
takes to 
university to 
build partnership 

Creates 
partnership 
around 
community 
interests 

Supports 
community, 
represents their 
interest in 
partnership with 
university 

Community 
creates ideal 
plan for 
partnership, 
presents to 
government 

Community and 
Government come to 
consensus, struggle to 
get buy-in from 
university without 
compromise 

Collaborative 
Partnership – 
Each partner 
identifies needs 
and work 
together on a 
strategy to 
address all 

Identifies 
needs, takes to 
government 
and 
community, 
combines with 
their needs 

Identifies needs, 
takes to 
university and 
community, 
combines their 
needs 

Identifies 
needs, takes to 
university and 
government, 
combines their 
needs 

Successful partnership 
that represents interests 
and provides benefits to 
each partner 

Community 
Participation – 
Communities 
influence 
priorities but do 
not participate in 
final planning 

Evaluate 
community 
needs, develop 
partnership 
with 
government 

Evaluate 
community 
needs, develop 
partnership with 
university 

Priorities 
collected early 
on and used as 
guide for 
project 

Few community needs 
included in final 
project, feeling of 
community 
empowerment over 
actionable items 

Community 
Reaction – 
Create a plan, 
hear government 
and community 
feedback, 
potentially 
amend 

Develop plan, 
present to 
government 
and 
community, 
decide if 
further action 
is necessary 

Receive plan, 
provide input 

Receive plan, 
provide input 

Likely university will 
consider government 
input over community. 
Community will not 
feel empowered in 
process. 

Trickle Down Decision-
maker 

Included in 
decisions at a 
final stage, not 
consulted. 

Not included in 
decisions, not 
consulted. 

Isolated institution, 
does not meet 
government or 
community needs, does 
not receive community 
support, creates 
strained urban 
relationship 
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The history of nearly all university-community parts are short-term in nature, 

creating frustration and cynicism for those involved in the process. Part of this is dictated 

by the immense cost of these projects and the desire to become profitable quickly after 

investment. Communities typically have the lowest ability to contribute funding and may 

therefore be perceived as less integral partners.  

In the case of Atlantic City, funding and the economic benefit were key factors in 

the success of the project for both the university and government given their limited 

budgets. For a planning process to be truly inclusive, universities and government would 

have to accept some level of financial responsibility for the support of the community. True 

community engagement implies the need for a structured process to be in place to represent 

community needs and hold university partners accountable for their decisions. In the 

stakeholder interviews I conducted, I was able to garner a more complete representation of 

the needs in the City of Atlantic City beyond those identified by the city government and 

university either together or individually. The potential for effective university-community 

engagement strategies would be significantly enhanced with community-led advocacy 

groups to provide similar insight on the urban climate. 
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CHAPTER 5: HOW DO STAKEHOLDERS PERCEIVE THEIR ROLE IN THE 
DEVELOPMENT OF STOCKTON’S BRANCH CAMPUS? HOW DO THEIR 

DIFFERING ROLES IN THE COMMUNITY INFLUENCE THEIR PERSPECTIVES? 
 

Introduction 
 

 A key component to engagement in planning is meaningful engagement with the 

community, wherein participants are involved in the process, not simply provided with 

information about decisions. How do residents rationalize the changes they experience? 

What do they understand to be the cause? How are they impacted by changing 

demographics? How do vast changes in the core business of a city impact residents, 

including those not engaged through employment in that industry? In Atlantic City, varying 

stakeholder groups with unique histories have experienced their urban lives differently, and 

fashioned their hopes for change accordingly. For example, casino executives hope for 

change in the renaissance of their industry while local residents are focused on 

neighborhood schools and safety. By understanding their different experiences and the 

historical changes the city has experienced, we gain a better perspective on their differing 

perspectives coming into this project and the impacts they had on the Stockton campus 

proposal. 

Background 

Most cities were created out of some specific utility to greater society, however, 

Atlantic City’s inception was connected to it being the most direct beach from Philadelphia. 

Over the decades, as disposable income and leisure time became more readily available, 

the city branded itself as “the world’s playground”, turning idle time into a business 

(Paumgarten, 2015). While the city was thriving at the turn of the twentieth century, the 
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abundance of hotel industry jobs with a wealthy clientele also led to a severely segregated 

city (Paumgarten, 2015) where the full time inhabitants of the city were either wealthy 

business and casino owners or low level employees. As the city evolved through 

prohibition and legalized gambling, the income disparity continued. As tourism declined, 

jobs did as well, leaving the city with a large population of tourism industry workers living 

below the poverty line (Paumgarten, 2015). As addressed earlier, neglect of the city has 

been attributed to corruption and mismanagement in city government, the suffocating 

effect of the casinos, and a poorly run State government. The troubling history of the city 

set the stage for Mayor Guardian’s new vision for the city and the associated Stockton 

University project. 

One of the challenges faced was the ability of the government to create meaningful 

relationships with its citizens given the restrictions placed on them by the state that 

prevented them from making any financial investments. Clarence Stone popularized the 

term “urban regime” to explain that urban governments can only spur important projects 

and policies changes when government officials create broad coalitions of non-

governmental actors to help design and support those projects.  He pointed out that in the 

U.S., local governments don’t generally control enough resources to act by themselves, 

especially in the realm of economic development.  So they have to enlist business leaders, 

developers, civic activists, newspaper editors, cultural leaders, and community pillars. 

Urban regime theory assumes that the effectiveness of local government depends greatly 

on the cooperation of nongovernmental actors and on the combination of state capacity 

with nongovernmental resources. He stated, 



	 118	

Instead of the power to govern being something that can be captured by an 
electoral victory, it is something created by bringing cooperating actors 
together, not as equal claimants, but often as unequal contributors to a 
shared set of purposes (p. 26). 

 
In this way, economic well-being is contingent on private investment. Stone wrote that to 

be effective, governments must blend their capacities with those of various 

nongovernmental actors given that the act of governance requires the cooperation of private 

actors and the mobilization of private resources. 

Case Study 

 In this chapter, I evaluate the stakeholder interview responses from Atlantic City 

residents, Stockton University officials, community members, those involved in business, 

and government officials to understand common themes and perspectives among these 

groups as I seek to answer the following research questions: 

RQ1: What did elected officials want to achieve in negotiating with Stockton University 
about the proposed branch campus in Atlantic City? 
 
RQ2: What did Atlantic City’s business community expect to gain from the Stockton 
campus project? 
 
RQ3: What did Atlantic City residents expect to gain from the Stockton campus project? 
 
RQ4: What did Stockton University representatives want to achieve, and why did they 
abandon negotiations with city leaders, preferring to partner with a private nonprofit 
development corporation to plan their campus? 
 

 This chapter addresses the differing cultural narratives in Atlantic City by drawing 

on a theoretical understanding of planning and economic development models to better 

understand citizen perception on the differing views of what a community-university 

partnership should like in this branch campus development project. 
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Atlantic City Government Officials 

In this section, I focus in particular on the responses from Atlantic City Government 

Officials. This included those in both elected and administrative positions. While most 

respondents were directly connected influencers of the project, others had more peripheral 

connections, carrying out facets of the project without contributing to decision making. 

Optimism Under New Leadership 

When talking to nine government officials, I heard clear and intentional rhetoric 

around change. My interview group included professionals at all levels of city government 

with one at state level, many of whom focused on the fact that the current Mayor came into 

his position without political or business ties and built his campaign around the residents 

and their needs. One senior planning official explained his perception of the new Mayor’s 

vision and commitment to the city,  

The Mayor sets the tone for everything that’s going on in our government. 
Mayor Guardian cares about the community. When he’s working on 
projects, his focus is making the city a place for everyone, not just visitors. 
It’s created some challenges to change the political culture but he brought 
in a new staff and we’re all here because we believe in his vision and want 
to support the change he’s proposed. 

 
This sentiment highlights the internal vision for Atlantic City and the fact that Mayor 

Guardian had entered office without the typical ties to business and tourism that led 

previous administrations to take focus off residents. The office’s intention was to construct 

a new team beholden first to its residents. 

           Partnership-Based Urban Strategy 
 

While no formal strategic plan was ever released by the Guardian administration, 

one of the key components of the Mayor’s plan according to the various members of the 
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City of Atlantic City government officials interviewed was creating partnerships among 

government leadership and communities, schools, and business with whom they shared the 

city. The government had historically relied on town hall style meetings in order to 

disseminate information but that process had led to individualized resident strife around 

the feeling of being excluded from the decision making process and only receiving 

information once plans were finalized. A staff member with the planning and development 

department described the new model: 

[The Mayor] immediately began inviting in different parties to city hall. He 
would sit down with business leaders and residents at the same table to open 
that conversation. It was a little jarring sometimes but by the end there were 
clear changes in those relationships. These were people that had never 
spoken before. To do so with the Mayor was even more unlikely [in the 
past]. It was really the start of something new and everyone was excited 
when Stockton officials started to be invited in. There was so much talk 
about education as a key component to improving the city. 
 

In this way, stakeholders saw Mayor Guardian was starting something new in the city. A 

Mayor focused on the community and education was not typical in Atlantic City and while 

much of this focus was still on relieving the economic challenges faced by the city, it was 

a change rhetoric from the focus on casinos and tourism. Community members made it 

clear that these meetings did not always go well but the fact that the Mayor was seeking to 

engage the university and community at all was repeatedly acknowledged as being a much 

needed step in identifying common concerns and ambitions. One city councilmember 

explained that there was a permeating belief that including community members in 

planning and development would open them up to new ideas, stating, “we hoped to move 

to a process where planning projects began in the community to really understand our 
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citizens and let them guide us”. In this way, the government was looking to move towards 

an approach of consensus building. 

Conflict Between City and State 

Beyond the Atlantic City community, the City of Atlantic City government also 

sought support from the state. Residents spoke of the struggle to make ends meet in a 

declining post-casino economy and ways in which the city counted on the state amidst a 

budget crisis. “The state just wasn’t on our side” explained another member of city council, 

“They were happy to profit from our successes but pulled back when we needed them.” He 

later explained, 

The state leadership thought they could figure it out. It didn’t matter that 
we’d been trying, they thought they’d just send in an expert and tie a neat 
bow around a complicated situation. Instead, it put us back. Having to 
explain the culture to someone new. Some expert. He was less connected 
than we were and even further away from understanding why that was a 
problem.  

 
State oversight of the city historically led to the reduction of government positions, the 

paring down of essential services like fire and police, and increased taxes. The consensus 

among the people was that reduction in essential services is not good for the community or 

the perception of the city, a key component to growth.  

Lack of Institutional Cooperation 

As addressed earlier, when the City first began working with Stockton University, 

an informal proposal was made to utilize a parcel of city managed land for the branch 

campus. The city perceived the university as a partner with an interest in engaging with the 

Atlantic City community however the perception shifted as the project moved along. As 
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one government planning team member explained, the university made the decision to 

pursue a private partnership by ceasing communication with the city without explanation,  

They supported the branch campus from the start but there was no interest 
in contributing to the city. We had some asks around safety, taxes, and 
infrastructure that would help us all but they felt that making a private 
purchase for campus space would eliminate those contributions. Instead it 
ruined them. Had they not closed the line of communication with us, they 
wouldn’t have been so unsuccessful. We could have worked together. 

 
This was a common sentiment from government officials and one that was often articulated 

with great frustration and criticism of the institution. This reflects earlier sentiments from 

residents and business at the exclusion of external perspectives in institutional planning. 

Business and Tourism 

In this section, I focus in particular on the responses from those involved in the 

business and tourism sector of the city. These included regular visitors, small business 

owners, and professionals in the gambling, real estate, and tourism industries. Given the 

significant ties between Atlantic City’s tourism economy and its fiscal sustainability, this 

particular group is inextricably woven into the prosperity of the city. 

Historic Evolution of the Atlantic City Economy 

Much like individual respondents, those engaged in business and tourism in 

Atlantic City frequently talked in terms of time, dividing the history of Atlantic City before 

the economic crash of the late 2000s from the period after the crash. While the consensus 

among the nine stakeholders I interviewed was that in the earlier period business had 

experienced far more lucrative times, these reflections were also consistently peppered 

with stories about issues of corruption, lack of safety, and a great divide between the 

residential community and the tourism industry. A member of AC Devco spoke about her 
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perception of the goals of the Stockton project, noting that there is a continuous cycle of 

government corruption: 

Every time Atlantic City experienced a new plan for development, it was 
driven by a desire to profit individuals at the top of the economic pyramid. 
There was a lot of government corruption and a lot of control given to the 
gaming and tourism industry. One would hope that a university would 
approach this differently. Of course there’s a benefit to the institution but 
education create opportunities to engage the urban landscape from a more 
discerning perspective. Academics tend to understand the web of 
connections and universities today are better equipped to engage with 
community. The casinos and the leisure piers before them had a far more 
specific target population and they were looking for an influx of money 
without consideration for creating a financially sustainable city. I don’t 
think the current administration is that short sighted. 

 
This quote from a member of an organization who later partnered with Stockton highlights 

the value a university could find in engaging the community. 

Business and Tourism Disconnect from the Institution 

Most intriguing about this group was how little they were connected with the 

project from Stockton University. While Stockton officials had frequently touted 

connections to business and tourism as a highlight of the project, the city’s business 

organizations all indicated a complete lack of engagement with some members knowing 

nothing of the project beyond the failed purchase of the Showboat Casino. One local real 

estate broker explained, 

I had heard rumblings about a campus on the south end of the city and was 
excited at the prospect of developing that area. It makes sense because it’s 
a direct line to their campus and neighboring Ventnor has plenty of feasible 
housing options for students. That whole area has been done since Sandy so 
it made sense for a development project. When they instead bought the 
Showboat, we were all shocked. It didn’t make sense for real estate and the 
idea of putting students in the casino zone seemed to be asking for trouble. 
I don’t know how that happened but had the university talked to anyone in 
real estate here, they wouldn’t have made that decision. 
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Similarly, a tourist shop owner on the boardwalk was similarly in the dark about the project, 

highlighting the fact that communications around the project were not focused on the 

inclusion of the business community, even those on the boardwalk who would be impacted 

more significantly by the project. He stated: 

I had no idea they were putting a campus in the city. It doesn’t seem the sort 
of place students would want to be. I guess it wouldn’t really matter to me 
though, students aren’t going to be coming in here during the summer so 
why bring me into that conversation. My only concern would be getting 
pushed out and I’m sure they weren’t thinking about that. 

 
This highlights the fears of gentrification and the potential impact on a community brought 

on by the influx of a new population to the city. The only group that indicated a perceived 

impact were gambling industry officials who felt that the acquisition of the Showboat 

casino was an attack on gambling culture and the beginning of the end of the casino 

industry.  

History of Gambling 

One casino executive talked about the fact that gambling culture in Atlantic City 

began in 1976 with an investment in the casino industry as a solution to slowing southern 

New Jersey tourism. Voters supported this initiative with its promise of job creation and 

community investment. That transformed the city from a declining tourism location to a 

culture of high end casinos. By the early 1990s, casinos began opening across the country, 

including Philadelphia in 2006 and Atlantic City was unable compete. He summarized,  

Atlantic City had a monopoly in the east with Vegas as its only competition. 
The weakest casinos have closed but the strongest are still successful and 
tax rates here are lower than other new markets. Atlantic City has always 
figured it out. 
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This sentiment reflects how many challenges businesses have endured to enable the 

cautious optimism reflected in his feeling that the city will “figure it out”. This sentiment 

was prevalent among casino employees though one small business owner questioned their 

motives telling me that the casinos are “always saying how everything will be fine” while 

refusing to acknowledge that the economy is in decline or thinking more creatively towards 

potential solutions. This sentiment was echoed across stakeholders in all categories who 

shared this perception. One local entrepreneur summarized, 

[City Government] believes that the money will trickle down to our 
communities and small businesses if the casinos are doing well. In the 40 
years of gambling, we have yet to see that happen. That broken model won’t 
suddenly start working. 

 
 One creative solution was the expansion of the Tanger Outlet shopping area, 

flanked on the south side by a large Bass Pro Shop that was touted as a crowing jewel in 

the city’s recent urban plan. When I spoke to an administrator of the shopping collective, 

he spoke about immense cooperation with the Atlantic City government, touting the project 

as a collaboration between them.  

They [Atlantic City] came to us. They wanted to grow the corridor coming 
in to the casinos and we presented the ability to do it all at once rather than 
negotiating individual contracts. Bass [Pro Shops] came in after and really 
solidified the commercial zone. It’s thriving. It’s good jobs for the 
community and a connection between the casinos and convention center, 
which is a space no one would have ever walked through previously. 

 
This account of the project reflects the commitment to developing the commercial corridor 

in the city and the ability to expedite the process to meet a defined goal. This was a rare 

project for Atlantic City in that it was completely disconnected from the casino industry 

and its resulting successes reflect opportunity outside that historic realm. 
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Division of Economic Zones 

While the complex created the commercial corridor desired, local small business 

owners were quick to point out that the promise of increased business in Atlantic City did 

not include them. This was seemingly supported by the fact that no one I spoke to outside 

of small business owners included them in discussion of the greater economy. A local 

working artist talked about one of these project: 

I saw in the news that they had created a central market of artisan goods. 
When I went to visit, it was a bunch of artists from outside the city, people 
who could afford the rent. We have a strong community making right here 
but no one knows that. How would they? The city certainly doesn’t and 
even if they did, allowing us space in there wouldn’t bring them the money 
they need to fill their pockets. 

 
A local commercial realtor explained that the city is focused on bringing in business for 

tourists and keeping them within a confined portion of the city. She said that the new 

development was promoted as being good for the whole city but that it hasn’t created a 

market for space around the outlets or in nearby neighborhoods. In fact, there is a greater 

divide than ever in the tourism and local economies. 

 Reasonably, the Stockton University project was perceived similarly by the 

business community as the one around the Tanger Outlets and Bass Pro Shops. Again, 

representatives touted the promise of a new business district and increased populations in 

the city but the local perception across business owners was that it would not impact them. 

The perception was overwhelmingly one of disconnect. One local caterer told me she 

assumed the university would bring its own businesses and food suppliers so there was no 

potential place for her. Conversations with the business and tourism communities reflected 

that the respondents generally had very low expectations of city government given the 
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history of corruption and the dominance of the casinos. One employee at Boardwalk Hall 

explained, 

I take the jitney here every day and no matter what changes up here on the 
Boardwalk, my ride to work is the same. It’s empty aside from some Police 
patrols. There’s nothing they can take from us that they haven’t already so 
they don’t see any reason to give us anything either. 

 
This statement reflects a perception that the government doesn’t perceive the workers as 

valued community members the same way it does business. This also highlights the spatial 

divide between the city’s residential areas and the business districts.  

 
Residents of Atlantic City 

I asked eight full-time and six part-time resident respondents to discuss their role 

in the development of a Stockton University branch campus. In this section, I will focus in 

particular on the responses from Atlantic City residents. These respondents were all full 

time residents with no professional ties to the City government of Atlantic City or Stockton 

University. While some respondents worked in the city, there was no overlap between this 

group and the latter group of industry professionals. 

Length of Residence and Connection with the City 

One thing that came up in almost every interview despite it not being asked in the 

survey was the length of time participants had been living in Atlantic City. Residents with 

a longer history in Atlantic City typically harkened fondly to the past, linking economic 

opportunities at the casinos with a better quality of life. Residents who moved into Atlantic 

City in the last 5 to 10 years generally had a more positive feeling about the current state 

of affairs based on improved infrastructure, community programming, and safety. Newer 

residents also spoke about Atlantic City in regards to other cities or national climates while 
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long-time residents tended to compare the city only to its own prior iterations. One black, 

male, 38-year-old life-long resident addressed this divide: 

Everyone likes to say it was so much better back in the day, but was it 
really? If my kids want to walk to the park, I let them. I couldn’t do that 
when I was a kid. Sure, there may have been jobs but they were terrible. My 
Mother didn’t even make minimum wage at the Trop [sic] and worked 70 
hours a week. Even driving out of here, I’m home with my children more 
than she ever was. 

 
This resident took a job outside the city after being unable to find work in the city. He was 

reflecting the quality of life his mother had versus what he experiences today given that 

most jobs at casinos were low wage positions with long hours. This resident had a job 

outside the city to which he commuted but chose to remain living in Atlantic City. Contrary 

to this perspective is one of a 24-year-old black, female resident of two years who 

explained, 

I moved here last year from Philadelphia for a position at the convention 
center. I commuted for six months but I was amazed how much more home 
I could find here for less money and there’s more community than I 
imagined. It feels like a big neighborhood as opposed to the broken up 
places in Philly. I really enjoy it here, especially in the summer. 

 
These quotes indicate the division among residents’ opinion of the city as correlated with 

their personal history in the city highlighting optimism among new residents. This also 

highlights the evolution of the local economy and the increased reliance on opportunities 

outside the city. 

Role of University and Government in Solving Economic Problems 

Conversations frequently harkened to financial and employment changes with the 

overwhelming view of all residents I interviewed being that the Stockton project was 

supposed to solve many of the city’s economic problems. The most commonly addressed 
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economic challenges include dwindling job availability connecting to the decline of casino-

based tourism, limited year-round opportunities, high state taxes that continue to increase, 

and rising insurance costs due to coastal flooding. One white, 42-year-old, female resident 

of 7 years in the Chelsea neighborhood talked about her neighborhood experience, 

reflecting on the bad publicity Atlantic City receives versus the actual experience of living 

there as a resident: 

This used to be the place to be but now everyone thinks we’re living in filth. 
We were spared the razing they saw up North and we have a great 
community. We’re not wealthy tourists. We come from all over and live 
here together, it’s a nice community. We get all the work done that no one 
sees in this town. If the city blew up again tomorrow, we’d probably be 
pushed right out. It’s fine if people think we’re a ghetto, it’ll keep them out. 

 
This indicates her feeling that the perception of the neighborhood being a ghetto effectively 

prevents gentrification. In response to my questioning regarding how success of the project 

could be measured, there was a nearly unanimous connection to the city ‘making money’ 

and in turn saving the economy, similar to the idea of growth machines referenced earlier. 

One interesting trend I noted here was the perception among residents that the economic 

problems were the fault of the city government, not the casino industry or external 

economic changes. This reflected a lack of understanding of the ultimately limited power 

of the local government. In particular, when I inquired about the responsibility Stockton 

held for improving the community, more than half the responses from residents twisted 

this back to a conversation about the government held the most responsibility. One resident 

replied, “The school isn’t in charge, our government should be.” This reflects the desire of 

community members to have their interests represented by the government, something that 

was challenging during this case study as the state government took control in 2016, 
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limiting the local government’s ability to prioritize resident issues by putting all efforts 

toward fiscal stabilization. It was clear that citizens felt connected to the government and 

that it had a duty to them. When asked to identify the priority of the city government, a 

male, Latino, 65-year-old resident of 30 years expressed frustration that the government 

had not created more jobs for residents, 

Who the hell knows. You would think it would be making money but I don’t 
see them saving our work. All those casinos sitting empty and they’re just 
letting it happen. I’m past the point of leaving this place so what now? You 
gonna just pay me to sit here? It doesn’t make sense. You should be figuring 
out to make us new jobs. Otherwise everyone is just gonna keep leaving. 
I’ll still be here and what good am I to them? 
 

This resident felt trapped in the city after living there for such a long tenure and put pressure 

on the city to solve the problem of unemployment in the city. The project at Stockton was 

not perceived as a place of job creation given the conceptualization that it would only be 

creating higher level academic positions not accessible to most residents. Even though a 

campus would likely create service positions, the general perception of residents is that 

these would not be made available to them. 

Perception of the City in Decline 
 

The vernacular of threatening to leave was consistent and frequently carried over 

into to the question of whether Atlantic City students would be likely to enroll at a Stockton 

branch campus. While participants from the university and government touted the branch 

campus as being an ideal opportunity for residents, residents connected attendance to a 

better economic climate, drawing the question of whether a university even had the 

potential to save the city at all. Frequently, residents scoffed at this question asking me why 

a student would want to stay in a “dying” city with no opportunities for gainful 
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employment. One 45-year-old, mixed race, mother with two teenagers talked about the 

institutional access for her sons, 

My boys have worked in Atlantic City since they could. They know what 
the opportunities are here for them. Even if they wanted to climb the ladder 
into running the town, they’re going to have to learn how to do that 
somewhere else first. If they stay here, they’ll be stuck. Stockton College 
[sic] won’t help them out. 

 
Instead of perceiving Stockton’s branch campus as a place from which to launch into the 

world, residents recognized the vast expense of higher education and also spoke about it as 

though attending would mean choosing to stay in Atlantic City forever. The residents I 

interviewed perceived college as a bridge to leave the city so this particular campus 

generally seemed antithetical to them. 

Geographic Connections Within the City 

In addition to economic concerns stemming from consistent decline in business, 

tourism, and the connected professional opportunities, many residents also addressed 

location as a factor. They spoke about a university campus as a zone built for others, just 

as the area surrounding the boardwalk is perceived as being a place for tourists and 

outsiders. While residents talk about jobs on the boardwalk, it is clearly not a space they 

would frequent otherwise. One white, 52-year-old resident who moved to Atlantic City as 

a teenager and works at the Borgata explained, 

I’ve worked [at the Borgata] since it opened and they’ve been good to me. 
I’ve been promoted and they’ve hired friends of mine as well. It’s not a 
place I’d ever go to on my own time. It’s not a place for me. Those 
customers come from the North and have money to throw away. If I had 
that kind of money, I’d be paying bills and helping my kids with school. I 
wouldn’t be spending it on nonsense. I’m not who the casinos are looking 
for.  
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Other employees expressed concern at workers leaving the city for residences in nearby 

towns, highlighting the fact that school and housing quality is better in neighboring towns. 

One 39-year-old black, male, resident of ten years employed in the city explained, 

The professional class doesn’t live here anymore. They work here but then 
they go home to Galloway or [Egg Harbor Township] where they can get a 
nicer home, send their kids to a better school. It’s a better quality of life. 

 
This highlights the perception that Atlantic City cannot provide the same level of services 

and amenities that neighboring towns can due to the lack of financial stability. 

Lack of Community Engagement in Planning 

When talking about the branch campus, most residents knew only of the short-lived 

discussion about locating the campus in the former Showboat casino. One mixed race, 20-

year-old female resident told me that, “They put that school on the boardwalk because they 

don’t want us there” while gesturing in a circle to indicate her community. This highlighted 

a resonating feeling of segregation in the city, deeply rooted in the history of Black 

residents being relegated to low level service positions throughout its history and 

exacerbated by the physical geography of the city. Residents frequently echoed this 

sentiment, indicating that the city viewed tourism as its main population of concern. This 

divide is also a spatial one where residents and tourists are physically divided. Casinos face 

the boardwalk or the bays, highways allow visitors to bypass crossing through 

neighborhoods (shown in Figure 5.1). Visitors can get to all of the tourism zones without 

ever passing through a residential neighborhood. Given that tourism is such a significant 

source of income for the city, it is more frequently addressed in news than other urban 

concerns. A number of residents attributed this to the idea that residents were a burden on 
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the city and tourism provided potential that one resident summarized as, “The tourists bring 

money and we all just take it away.” 

Figure 5.1 Tourism Access Map of Atlantic City 

 

 

When I talked to residents about their role in the process, I received a vast array of 

responses. Some said they had not been engaged; others talked about occasional town hall 

meetings over the years where finalized plans were presented to them with big promises. 

One 35-year-old, Latina, woman discussed lengthy meetings her union held to talk about 
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the impact on her casino employment (framing the project as trying to push out the 

gambling industry completely): 

This is my livelihood and bringing a school in means one less place where 
I could work. They’ll come along having their own staff.  

 
 A number of community activists spoke to their role as holding the city 

accountable for anything happening with the branch campus, feeling that if this campus 

was expected to benefit the city as a whole, the government should ensure that actually 

happens. One 22-year-old, black, female public school activist expressed concern that a 

university would be as self-serving as the casinos when she told me, 

This is what we voted for, someone who promised to find a new way to 
grow our city. If that’s a college campus, fine. But they have to make sure 
it’s not just [conceptually] another casino with a different purpose.  

 
Of all the varying answers, one common thread was that answers reflected 

individual interest. Rarely was there a “we” or discussion of community interest. One 40-

year-old, black mother talked in detail about job prospects for her son and the challenges 

she expects to face if he has to leave the city for employment elsewhere,  

I’m sure he won’t stay here. He’ll find work someplace else and I’ll be here 
alone, relying more on the city than ever. That’s not good for me. That’s not 
good for my neighbors. We’ll all be in the same situation with no one to 
look in on us. 

 
Instead, it seemed each individual responded out of passion rooted in historic anger of 

resident treatment. They perceived personal clarity in regards to what was happening with  

no interest in participating. Residents talked about city government by referencing 

individual issues such as a singular complaint they had and how it was handled, seeking an 

explanation and resolution as opposed to making connections to more systemic issues. 

These ranged from acts of vandalism, to neglect of a disability in the classroom, an 
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incorrect tax bill, and a dispute with a neighbor over informal parking rules, to name a few. 

One resident elaborated on their frustration with city programs that are difficult to navigate, 

I was promised reduced taxes when I moved into my house but the amount 
of paperwork to get it done was awful. I had to go to the [government 
offices] but they’re only open during the day. I can’t do that. I can’t take 
time off work. Now I have tax bills outstanding. You know the city doesn’t 
care. 

 
Residents in Atlantic City were accustomed to being excluded from planning and 

development in the city, with the maximum level of inclusion typically being town hall 

meetings were finalized plans were presented. Coming from a long history without any 

type of collaborative planning methods, residents were not accustomed to functioning as a 

collective unit. They had little experience with community gatherings or residential 

advocacy. For many families, their individual unmet needs were so significant, they had 

little time to consider greater community development. General resident perception was 

that they had no direct relationship negotiating with the university. Instead, they perceived 

the city government as having primary responsibility for protecting their interests as its 

own as they negotiated with Stockton. One local resident and teacher explained, 

[City leadership] knows what we need. They talk about it all the time. Better 
schools, more jobs, safety, affordable homes, transportation, food stores. 
Now they need to figure out how to make it happen. If they don’t, and they 
probably won’t, I’ll vote for someone else next time. We all will. Maybe 
one day someone will figure it out. 

 
While this is a reasonable expectation for citizens to have of their government, the 

unfortunate reality was that the government was also ultimately removed from being a 

player in the project. After conducting much negotiation in private, backroom meetings, 

their efforts were ultimately negated by the state who prevented any such deals after their 

2016 takeover. Had the university and government together envisioned a more inclusive 
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process, they could have utilized a collaborative planning process to create a structure for 

community members to understand their shared desires and goals and develop platforms 

to work together in a united front. The government had explored the option of a more 

collaborative meeting, holding one early town hall meeting hosted by the Mayor at the 

Boys and Girls Club where residents were encouraged to come with individual 

commentary so the process ended up being inherently driven by individual needs without 

consideration for the larger group needs. Once Stockton took over leadership of the project 

in 2015 (highlighted in the timeline in Figure 4.1), there were no further community 

meetings. Defending individual interest against government and business has a long history 

in residential Atlantic City that has been historically governed with industry leaning 

corruption and continued with this project as Stockton assumed a similar role. 

Stockton University Stakeholders 

In this section, I focus on the responses from 11 members of the Stockton 

University community. Half of this group were administrators involved in either the 

original branch campus or the current iteration. I also included faculty, administrators, 

students, and alumni who had engaged with the project in some direct capacity. 

Disconnect Between Students, Administrators, and Faculty 

Respondents connected to Stockton held widely varying perspectives on the 

campus project. One consistent factor they identified was the necessity to move beyond 

their existing campus. It was clear that the needs of the institution in regards to space and 

philosophy were beyond what could be available on their existing suburban main campus. 

Faculty spoke about the need for additional space, students talked about access to food and 

entertainment amenities, administrators talked about remaining competitive with their state 



	 137	

institution peers (primarily the urban campuses of Rutgers and Rowan). One Stockton 

administrator explained the increased competition they were experiencing and how the type 

of student they were recruiting had changed, 

Students used to choose Stockton because it was safe. It was in their 
backyard, their uncle went there, it wasn’t expensive… Now students want 
high tech classrooms, luxury dorms, food courts with name recognition, 
entertainment… It’s a different landscape. And we’re competing against 
institutions with campuses in Camden and Newark where they have all of 
these things and big cities within easy reach. We’re not so rural that we can 
tout that as a value so we need access in Atlantic City to remain competitive 
and give students the amenities and opportunities that will bring them in. 
Higher ed is competitive now. We have to be competitive in the market. 

 
This also reflects the shift in demographic preferences over time that have taken cities from 

places of perceived danger to locations of desirability given greater access to culture, jobs, 

and the global economy. 

Role of Competition in Higher Education 

This idea of being competitive was pervasive in speaking to administrators. The 

world of higher education has grown increasingly competitive with declining 

demographics, expanding university offerings, financially driven enrollment decisions, and 

student desires for more campus amenities. In Southern New Jersey, the market is 

particularly saturated. Institutions must compete with the plethora of institutions in nearby 

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania as well as with the 66 institutions in the State of New Jersey. 

One adjunct faculty member explained, 

Stockton is 1 of 11 public institutions in the state and the third smallest. I’ve 
taught at a number of them and Stockton is a hard sell. It used to have a 
reputation for being the easy place to get into, but now that’s not the case. 
We have less resources here, less diversity of courses. It’s a hard sell. 
Especially to local families whose kids want to get out of the shore towns. 
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A local teacher had articulated this as well, noting that social media has connected students 

to a perspective of the world they never used to have. Seeing all that’s out there for them 

makes staying in their hometown seem a less appealing option. The majority of Stockton’s 

competitors exist in an urban landscape or within close proximity to Philadelphia or New 

York, giving them an inherent advantage in attracting students looking for the amenities 

and professional development afforded to them elsewhere. The idea of competition also 

echoed in their responses regarding Stockton’s role in the community. One advisor spoke 

on his experiences with students: 

I talk to students who ask me to help them find internships they can do while 
they’re in school, to replace their part time jobs. They tell me about a friend 
at Rutgers who shuttles in to New York twice a week. It’s harder for them 
to find that here. They need a car and even so, that’s quite a commute. Many 
students pursue summer opportunities but that means finding alternative 
housing that can be costly. This means that less students take on internships 
so they are less prepared entering the work force. We would love Atlantic 
City to thrive and be a place where students could find that opportunity and 
we hope to be part of that growth. 

 
That particular respondent appeared to be looking at the institution as having a role of 

corporate social responsibility. However, for the majority of the eight administrators that I 

spoke to, the idea of community engagement focused on tangible things the campus would 

supply for its students that might also have secondary benefits for the community. The 

following conversation with an administrator was characteristic of this perception and 

reflective of the perception of how financially challenged the city is: 

Q: Do you think Stockton University bears any responsibility for improving 
the community beyond campus? If so, how much and what kind of 
responsibility? 
 
A: A university is like a city unto itself. It has to provide services for health, 
dining, safety, entertainment, and so on. We bear responsibility for 
providing those services to students so we can’t expect the city, especially 
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Atlantic City, to do it for us. Building out a branch campus means that we’re 
bringing everything with us. 
 
Q: So, beyond campus, do you think there would be engagement? 
 
A: That’s what I mean, we’d have to bring all of those services to the city.  

 
The perception that the university must provide all of its own services is slightly 

misleading. Urban institutions will frequently have their own security and dining services 

to meet the extensive needs of their students but it is impossible to disconnect completely 

from an urban space. The university recognizes that it cannot completely rely on the city 

government for support, that students will leave campus to explore the space and they will 

then rely on public and private services in the city. The responsibility to keep students safe 

and provide them with amenities must be a collective effort between universities, 

businesses, and the local government. 

Lack of Community Engagement and Understanding 

Administrators who were more closely linked to the project tended to give more 

political answers and spoke to the opportunity for students to volunteer in the community 

though no one that I spoke to had a particular project or community in mind. Similarly, 

faculty tended to provide examples of particular students who had done some type of 

volunteer community worker in Atlantic City as samples of ways the university could 

provide services to the city. A professor talked about some of these programs: 

Our Student development Office does some great work connecting students 
to the community. They identify projects including neighborhood cleanups, 
preparing food for food kitchens, hosting food and coat drives, all those 
sorts of things. It’s important that the students know they can impact the 
community.  
 
Q: Do they identify the projects or are they influenced by community need?  
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A: Both. We have many organizations we’ve supported for a long time.  
 
Q: Do the students ever participate on projects with community members?  
 
A: Of course, all the projects directly impact the community. 

 
This exchange captured the general perception of community engagement. Even after my 

further inquiry, respondents typically continued to frame engagement work as one sided – 

students helping the community through specific projects, rather than genuinely integrating 

and understanding the community and its needs. While it is possible to orient these project 

in a more collaborative space, those I interviewed did not indicate inclusive processes.  

Three administrators and one faculty member told me they did not think the 

University had any responsibility to the community beyond campus, focusing instead on 

their responsibility to their students. One administrator engaged in community work 

responded to my inquiry as to whether the university bears any responsibility for improving 

the community beyond campus by stating a priority to their own students first, 

A university can serve as an example for the urban community and often 
students will choose to engage in service projects, those are very important 
to this generation. Our priority is to serve our student population. If that 
means allowing them opportunities in the community, we can assist them 
in doing so but we also have to maintain our pedagogical priorities so we’re 
mindful of that in approving such projects. 

 
While it is impossible to deny that institutions have impact on the world through the 

education of their students, it is short sighted to not perceive meaningful connections to the 

community within which students are rooted. Part of this for Stockton may be that their 

Galloway campus is isolated from any surrounding community however this relationship 

will be very different on their urban campus in Atlantic City. 
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 When I spoke about city-university tensions in planning the campus, the eight 

Stockton stakeholders were almost exactly split in half with all administrators and some 

faculty blaming the government of the City of Atlantic City and all students and some 

faculty blaming the school administration. Administrators were quick to point out that 

many of the problems Stockton faced resulted from patterns built up during prior 

administrations’ negotiations with casinos, frequently pointing to a history of corruption. 

One administrator told me a fact I later verified, that 5 of the past 9 Atlantic City Mayors 

had pled guilty to some type of crime. These ranged from corruption to illegally collecting 

veterans’ benefits. Naturally, this is not a history that inspires confidence, regardless of the 

present Mayor. One administrator talked about their new initiatives: 

For years we were trying to find a place in Atlantic City but project 
approvals had always come with a caveat of what it will bring financially to 
the city. Instead of embracing anyone who would take a risk on investing in 
the city, they continued to operate like it was the 1970s where palms were 
regularly greased to get projects moving. As a university, we can’t and 
won’t do that.  

 
There was no recognition of governmental partnership building in the process with four 

administrators even noting that working with the government would be akin to continuing 

corruption in the city. On the other hand, students pointed to the institution’s desire for a 

flashy boardwalk campus as unnecessary and cited the desire for good press over the 

interest of the institution. Nine of the eleven students I interviewed referenced the fact that 

the President was fired over the project as indication that it was administrative error that 

resulted in the failure of the project. One student explained, 

The whole project was conceived behind closed doors. Many of us found 
out about the Showboat purchase through the news, not the university. 
When they started having forums to discuss it with us, it didn’t seem like 
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there was a real plan but we were excited about the prospect of a campus on 
the beach. Then it just unraveled. It was really disappointing. 

 
The draw of a campus on the beach was a recurring theme with the students I interviewed, 

envisioning a campus rooted in social play as much as academic life. For students currently 

on a quiet, isolated campus, this concept had piqued great interest. 

Conclusion 

  Stakeholders that I spoke to with connections to the city through community 

development organizations and local businesses had a deeper connection to the Stockton 

project than residents without those associations. Across stakeholders who live and work 

in the city, there was a vested interest in the prosperity of the community and a deeper 

connection to current events. They expressed a commitment to the project and its success 

with the intention that it would benefit their interests. Community development 

organization and local business stakeholders spoke about the importance of a 

comprehensive plan for Atlantic City and frequently referenced the potential benefits a 

university could bring to the residents of Atlantic City. (This ran counter to the 

aforementioned perspectives of individual residents.) This group narrowly measured the 

success of the project in terms of direct growth for their individual enterprises, indicating 

that the project would have done well if their business thrived or if their community 

organization’s direct needs were met. The measures of success were perceived in far 

broader terms by all stakeholder groups. 

Points of Shared Perspective 

One of the most significant themes across stakeholder groups was that economic 

growth is a necessity for the future sustainability of the city, again relating back to the 
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earlier discussion of growth machines and economic growth being central to urban 

sustainability. This manifested as a desire for jobs from community members, a structure 

of resources for students from Stockton officials, a consistent customer base in the business 

and tourism sector, and a sustainable tax base for the government to provide necessary 

services. Respondents saw the Stockton branch campus was conceptually tied to the 

economy as a provider of potential new business, infrastructure, and neighborhood 

population growth. Across interviews, stakeholder groups frequently referenced their own 

contributions to economic development and the expectations they had for the other groups. 

In discussions around a branch campus, many of the responses focused on direct impact to 

the individual or small community through localized efforts including food stores, banks, 

and street cleanup. All of the groups had numerous members indicate that it was the 

responsibility of the government to define solutions for the city’s economic struggles, 

including many city officials. In regards to Stockton, this was echoed in the idea that the 

City of Atlantic City and the State of New Jersey should be financially incentivizing the 

campus. 

 A common point addressed by stakeholders was the history of Atlantic City’s 

changing economy. They recognized tourist desires as fleeting, citing the city’s evolution 

from the culture around amusement piers to gambling to outlet shopping as evidence that 

the whims of tourist desires do not lead to a sustainable economy. All of the stakeholder 

groups alluded to this and their desire for a long-term economic solution that would revive 

the city and also be able to hold up through time. One resident noted, “We need something 

that won’t change with tourist whims” while a hospital employee said, “We need a solution 

that doesn’t rely on a tourism market that could dry up.”  However, there was a divide on 
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how much responsibility Stockton University should carry for the city’s future, with many 

stakeholders across groups indicating the institution had no urban responsibility. Examples 

of economic solutions included reviving the pier attraction culture that first brought people 

to the city, bringing in a professional sports team, providing tax credits to entrepreneurs, 

and following the growth model of Camden to invest in hospitals and higher education 

(also known as “eds and meds”). The Stockton branch campus fit well into this model. Two 

stakeholders suggested increasing public transit access to Philadelphia in order to position 

Atlantic City as a commuter neighborhood, allowing workers to live in the resort town at 

a lower cost. 

 Stakeholder groups also shared similar perspectives on the importance of 

partnerships. When I asked stakeholders about the value in community-university 

partnerships, there was a natural connection to collegiate education and K-12 education in 

the city. This also resonated in regards to my questions about what responsibility an 

institution bears in its city and how many local citizens a branch campus should expect to 

enroll. The consensus was that the university should support the public school system as a 

feeder. Even among members of the Stockton community, secondary education was 

inextricably linked to the university. Though not explicity defined as an institutional 

priority, it was echoed in many conversations. One alumni spoke about her own experience: 

I had a tutor from Stockton in my high school and she was amazing. She 
made higher ed seem exciting and that pushed me to do well enough in 
school to get there. 

 
A high school teacher echoed this connection: 

Stockton should be a place where students can go locally to start to see 
themselves as college students. It should be accessible to them. Many 
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students can’t afford to go away to school but we have the ability to give 
them a quality experience here. 

 
Across populations, the desire to educate local students and position them for success is 

shared. Many residents did not envision Stockton as a place to do so whereas the institution 

and local educators saw potential in that connection. 

Points of Conflict 

Conflict across stakeholders was far more common than shared perspectives. Most 

significant were the different positions taken by stakeholders on what they defined as 

feasible and reasonable contributions to be made by the other groups. It was common for 

those I interviewed to skew their answers towards what other stakeholder groups should be 

doing differently above identifying what their own contributions should look like. Personal 

responsibility both for investing time and energy in the city as well as acknowledging 

shortcomings within their own stakeholder group seemed a greater challenge and 

something I had to frequently guide the interview to return to. Even as these conversations 

related to the value of a partnership between Stockton and the city, stakeholders discussed 

the potential impact to them personally, their family, their business, their development 

plan, etc. It seemed far easier for stakeholders to find fault in the contributions, or lack 

thereof, from others. This indicated a lack of connection and conceptualization of the other 

groups as well as an unwillingness to accept responsibility. The government stakeholders 

were the least likely to place blame, most likely out of an inherent desire to remain 

politically correct. That said, they all politely acknowledged ways they felt other groups 

could have done things differently and indicated that the university had not pursued a 

partnership as desired. 
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Had there been additional deliberative sessions or more transparency or 

government leadership, it is possible the community would have understood the positions 

and interests of the various stakeholder groups, however the lack of a process meant that 

there was a lot of blame being circulated. This indicative of a real planning failure. The 

Mayor’s office had responsibility for the failure to lead the process early on or even to 

make public statements about it. The project was not brought into the political sphere and 

this lack of transparency led to the public perception that the project was independent of 

government support or connection. 

 Another common topic of conflict centered around the city’s physical geography 

and neighborhood divide. Atlantic City is distinctly divided between residential and 

commercial spaces and this was frequently addressed. When discussing the potential 

branch campus, I frequently received questions about where it would be located with the 

indication that the answer would impact the response. Stakeholders spoke often of spaces 

they perceived as welcoming while also addressing the places they felt unwelcome or 

detached from. A number of residents talked about certain places being “for tourists” where 

residents felt local people were not welcomed due to the intention of creating an 

atmosphere of wealth and glitz. The map in Figure 5.2 highlights the designated tourism 

zones in Atlantic City. Similarly, the map in Figure 5.3 highlights the racial breakdown of 

the city. Comparing these two maps make it particularly clear how racially divided the city 

is and how the Black and other minority populations are clustered in the areas outside the 

zones of tourism, in the spaces bypassed by transportation routes. 
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Figure 5.2 Designated Tourism Zones 

 

Figure 5.3 Map of Residency by Race in Atlantic City 2010 
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These spaces are divided into varying uses but share the common traits of being along the 

edges of the city with direct connection to arterial highways. Each of these connects with 

a corridor that provides visitors with a distinctly curated path in and out of the city, 

exposing tourists only to these designated zones of tourism. The southern “gateway” is the 

location of Stockton’s island campus, clearly anchoring it within the tourism space of little 

racial diversity. 

This structure of planning in Atlantic City impacted the development of residential 

and commercial spaces where businesses catering to local residents were not placed in 

tourism areas. This is not completely unique to Atlantic City. It was a frequent occurrence 

across my interviews for points of spatial connection to be tied to points of shared 

perspective as well with those having some shared geographic history being perceived as 

more conceptually connected in their hopes and desires for the city. For example, long-

time residents I interviewed in the area southwest of the casinos shared the perspective that 

only their neighborhoods were their own and that the casinos were spaces for tourists. 

Alternately, the long-time residents of the area I interviewed on the northern edge of the 

casinos felt more connected and spoke more about the casinos as their neighborhood. The 

map below shows the island from the same perspective as the previous map however breaks 

the space down by neighborhoods for comparison. Feelings around the branch campus 

were often correlated to how close it would be to the stakeholder’s home or business. The 

two communities shared similar demographics and economic relationships with the casinos 

but their geographic proximity to the boardwalk informed their perspectives. Similarly, 

business stakeholders were more likely to be supportive of the new tourism downtown or 

the new Stockton campus if they were geographically closer to it. 
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Figure 5.4 Atlantic City Neighborhoods Map 

 

Perceptions of Stakeholder Relationships 

It was clear from all the stakeholders I interviewed that each felt their group was 

the most vital and central to the success of the city and that the prosperity of a branch 

campus would be considered in a similar context, highlighting a personal focus. Even as 

many questions pushed towards conversation of interconnectedness, responses tended to 

center on both the vitality and challenges of one’s individual community over those of the 

comprehensive urban community. Even as groups articulated outcomes for the city and 

university, these focused on smaller scale interventions as the places deserving of priority. 

Examples include pressing for local community centers as opposed to a city-wide program 

to support community programming or a desire for separate food stores rather than pressing 

the existing locations to cater to those other than tourists. While this could be somewhat 
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tied to human nature, the prevalence of a “we” vernacular in an exclusive way was overtly 

displayed. Talking about the university highlighted this divide as it was always discussed 

as an outside party needing to share space effectively over becoming part of the 

community. This indicates that people identify more with neighborhoods than with Atlantic 

City as a whole. 

A key component of my stakeholder interviews was understanding the residential 

community in Atlantic City and its engagement in the Stockton project. In the media and 

in my time with the City, there was always significant discussion around the interests of 

the government, business, and education facets of the project but little regarding individual 

residents. My findings support much of the prior research on university-community 

relationships that consideration for the community is often built around uninformed 

perceptions of community need, not the reality. The stakeholder interviews showed a 

recurring theme of residents feeling left of out of the conversation or only receiving 

information after decisions had been made. Even those who talked about engaging through 

town hall meetings and focus groups articulated the perception that decisions had been 

made and they were being informed why decisions would be beneficial without community 

input. Many residents indicated little knowledge of the project and held the view that it 

would not impact their community. For many residents, this stemmed from the idea that 

university communities were not spaces for them, especially among low income residents 

without a college education. Even with regard to the children of these residents, higher 

education was not perceived as a potential next step, except for a small percentage who felt 

community college was a possibility.  No one I interviewed felt that the Stockton campus 

would enroll a significant number of AC residents.  
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 Another important finding was that citizens do not believe the university bears 

significant responsibility to their community, or has an obligation to construct a defined 

role in the community. On this point, citizens do not differentiate between branch campuses 

and main campus institutions. While residents did not perceive themselves as being 

involved in the process, they also were not seeking a desire to be included. The line between 

community and university was so significant that for many residents, our conversation was 

the first time they had considered the two as connected. This was a vast departure from the 

conception of university responsibility discussed earlier in Chapter Two.  

 The stakeholder interviews highlighted the divide between the varying urban 

populations in the City of Atlantic City and the resulting disconnect of the Stockton 

University branch campus. Many of the core issues are shared including economic 

development and stability, education, community relationships and geographic 

connections. There was severe fragmentation across the stakeholder groups, and that 

undermined the local government’s ability to promote its vision of broad economic and 

community development in the Stockton project. The city has been so historically intent 

on cooperating with the casinos that mayors have not built the broader “urban regime” that 

Stone (1993) described and was referenced earlier in this chapter. In their 2006 empirical 

study, Griswold & Nichols support this theory as they highlight that the presence of casino 

gambling in communities reduces social capital. Unfortunately, conflict between powers 

in the city has created a cultural divide between urban residents and those entering the city 

for tourism that is challenging to bridge. In contemporary cities, government alone cannot 

accomplish economic development. 
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In Chapter Two, I explored the in-depth histories of urban universities and their 

role in supporting their community. Today, urban universities’ primary impact on 

community tends to be focused on economic development as supported by the “eds and 

meds” hypothesis presented earlier. Beyond that broadly-constructed impact, it is difficult 

to generalize about what universities can contribute to communities in specific instances. 

Even well-intentioned university officials lack a consistent paradigm for what university-

community partnerships that actually serve the community should look like. For example, 

the brief that Stockton originally released as well as their current website indicates that 

they did view their campus as having community connections. Universities, unsure of what 

their communities need, are prone to making assumptions and defining a role around 

marketing optics. As the knowledge economy has grown, institutions must strive to educate 

students with theory, professional applications, and a sense of global impact both socially 

and practically. This can be a challenging task as institutions must also compete in a global 

market that positions students to evaluate institutions based on amenities as well as 

curriculum. An institution’s ability to provide these elements of higher education impacts 

marketability, a key component of institutional sustainability today.  
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CHAPTER 6: HOW HAVE RELATIONSHIPS AMONG COMMUNITY, 
INSTITUTION, AND GOVERNMENT EVOLVED OVER TIME? 

 

Introduction 

This study explored how one institution of higher education connected to its urban 

context of a complicated political arrangement, history of distrust, and state takeover, 

directly and indirectly, socially, economically, politically, and spatially. The research was 

based on 55 stakeholder interviews with residents, businesspeople, government employees, 

Stockton University community member, and community development organizers, 

engaging in 4 public forums in the City of Atlantic City in New Jersey, and extensive 

research on historic university-community relationships. The fieldwork yielded important 

insights about the system of institutional, government, business, interpersonal, and 

individual factors that influence urban community relationships with their university 

neighbors. These included the impact of government economic stressors on community 

development, the challenges of meaningful community engagement, and the evolution of 

university priorities for sustainability in a global economy, discussed in this chapter. With 

the increasing discussion of social diversity in the context of social justice and pressing 

social concerns, expectations for institutions of higher education to use their resources for 

external contributions have been more heavily scrutinized (Sassen, 2006). It is in this 

context that university-community partnerships now have the potential to find a balance 

between urban anchor, academic center, and a strong competitor in the higher ed market. 

Horvat & Shaw (1999) showed that tensions between universities and communities were 

well-documented and resulted from urban universities being so closely linked 

geographically to external populations.  
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In this chapter, I review the evolution of decisions around Stockton University’s 

goal to pursue a branch campus and the shift in their relationship with the government 

during this process in an effort to better understand how urban stakeholders perceive their 

role in the city and their commonalities and differences. I discuss the relationships between 

students and their urban campuses and the impact on the physical campus, deeply rooted 

in a changing global marketplace where they are consumers driving a new educational 

marketplace. Finally, I address the implications for the literature, the study’s limitations, 

and places for future research. 

Growing the Brand 

At the start of the Stockton University island branch campus project, it was 

projected as a classic branch campus with the intention of serving Atlantic City and 

educating urban students. This was evidenced in their project brief where they outlined, 

“Stockton is committed to advancing southern New Jersey’s economic and social 

development through education, research, employment opportunities and community 

partnerships” (Appendix A). As the university disconnected from negotiations with the city 

government, the project evolved into the “Grow the Brand” (Bebko & Huffman, 2011) 

model that continues to frame the project. The project’s relationship with the city 

government was strained by a state economic takeover in 2016 that crippled the city’s 

ability to negotiate for its citizens. In an effort to set itself apart from its peer New Jersey 

state institutions, the Stockton campus sought to distinguish itself through a connection to 

the urban beach resort, recognizing that many of today’s students are more interested in an 

urban experience than the isolated suburban Galloway Township campus. As promotion 

for the new campus evolved, it became clear that the new campus was not intended to serve 
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Atlantic City residents as a primary goal. Instead, it is a new kind of branch campus, not 

designed specifically for the Atlantic City residents (although they might benefit), but 

designed as an amenity of the main campus to help grow its brand.  

 This study highlights the reasons why universities have begun to establish urban 

branch campuses, providing a cautionary tale for city leaders about the motivations that 

drive such projects. This is a shift in the reasoning to establish a branch campus. Where in 

the past, this type of campus could be used to be to help the struggling inner city, now that 

cities are attractive, it uses the resources of the city without the same kind of social mission 

to improve the city. The anticipated economic impact is rooted less in tax revenue or 

community investment and more in the promise of jobs and economic growth through 

bringing new people into the city. Early on, there were assumptions from the government 

that the university was interested in being a collaborative partner when in fact, their goal 

for the project was more self-serving, focused on being more marketable to students. In 

fact, this is especially relevant as evidence grows to show that more institutions are 

investigating urban campus options around the perceptions as urban cities being more 

culturally dynamic and home to greater economic opportunity. As early as 2014, articles 

began to surface about the shift to urban campuses. In the Chronicle of Higher Education, 

Selingo (2014) explained, 

Students need access to off-campus opportunities to apply their classroom 
learning in the real world during the academic year, through internships or 
research projects. Those hands-on opportunities, which increasingly 
differentiate colleges from one another, require a vibrant local economy 
with a diversity of employers and nonprofit organizations. 

 
This article highlighted that institutions, especially public universities in sparsely 

populated areas were seeing declines in net tuition revenue. Since large institutions are 
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thoroughly rooted in place, one way to combat these shifts in student preference is to 

develop urban partnerships, branch campuses, and flexible curriculum that allow students 

to engage in an urban environment for some portion of their studies.  

 The Stockton case also highlights the increasingly important role that amenities 

play in college recruitment. Historically, when faced with competitive pressures, academic 

administrators have responded by diversifying academic offerings and increasing academic 

quality.  Increasingly, however, institutions are focusing on amenities such as recreation 

facilities, student centers, and wellness centers. A study by the Martin Center for Academic 

Renewal (2002) notes,  

A recent National Bureau of Economic Research (NBER) paper found, 
perhaps not surprisingly, that demand for high-quality academics is limited 
to only the best and brightest students, while wealthy students with low 
academic aptitude have the strongest demand for recreational amenities. In 
such an environment, university leaders likely feel financial pressure to 
cater more to the lowest common denominator. 

 
In the complex market of higher education, less selective, non-elite schools such as 

Stockton University are under even greater pressure than elite schools to improve 

amenities. Jacob, Stang, and McCall (2017) identify that the market dictates campus 

planning decisions: 

Preference heterogeneity has important implications for the postsecondary 
market since it results in different colleges facing very different resource 
allocation incentives depending on the characteristics of students on their 
enrollment margin. More selective schools have a much greater incentive to 
improve academic quality since this is the dimension most valued by their 
marginal students. Less selective (but expensive) schools, by comparison, 
have a greater incentive to focus on consumption amenities (pp. 3-4).  

  
This is an important finding given that universities make strategic choices based on 

market demand. Historically, institutions that feared losing students would respond to 
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declining demand by increasing academic quality. The growing role of amenities in college 

choice changes this framework, driving institutions to focus more on amenities. The 

emphasis on amenities has significant impacts on university construction programs. 

According to a study by College Planning and Management, American colleges spent 

$10.9 billion dollars on construction projects in 2013 (Newlon, 2014). This type of 

planning and decision-making strategy has much broader societal implications as students 

obtain more loan debt to cover rapidly increasing tuition.  

Today, the rising urban profile of urban campuses and their urban connections have 

become part of a larger conversation around Innovation Districts, described in an article 

for Brookings by Beyer (2017) as, “dense enclaves that merge the innovation and 

employment potential of research-oriented anchor institutions, high-growth firms, and tech 

and creative start-ups in well-designed, amenity-rich residential and commercial 

environments.” Envisioning universities as part of a new urban network is a significant 

shift in historic institutional goals, especially as large real estate developers have begun 

driving much of this change. In many places, institutional clusters in cities have allowed 

developers to further expand the cultural amenities and housing options for students across 

schools. Additionally, connecting students to Innovation Districts provides potential for 

the internships now considered essential for post-graduate career success. In an article for 

The Washington Post, Selingo (2016) explains, 

An important part of going to college is building the foundation of a social 
and professional network students can use in starting a career. That network 
can be constructed at a college anywhere through classmates, professors and 
alumni, but a school in a large community or metro area can give students 
opportunities to extend the network well beyond the campus. This wider 
network of contacts can provide even students at less prestigious colleges 
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an extra boost in the job market that the name on the degree alone can’t 
furnish. 

 
As university tuition continues to climb along with rates of student debt, gainful 

employment after graduation is increasingly of concern to students in their college 

selection process. Urban institutions have a clear advantage in such a competitive market.  

It is clear through interviews and Stockton University’s decision to utilize a ‘Grow 

the Brand’ model that they were acutely aware of the changing higher education 

marketplace. Furthermore, the choice to highlight the resort aspect of the city, indicates 

Stockton’s desire to set itself apart from the other state universities in New Jersey. With a 

direct train line to Philadelphia, they could have opted to build on that connection but likely 

recognized that Rutgers University, another New Jersey public university, has a firm grip 

on the Philadelphia market. Defining their role as an urban institution is a significant 

change and ongoing challenge for Stockton. 

Institutional Relationships with Government and Urban Developers 

With so many competing interests, campus planning efforts are frequently divided 

throughout the university with the only cohesive plans existing within broad, long-term 

strategic plans (Lidsky, 2002). Government and urban developers are frequently engaged 

in aspects of these planning processes. One of the most distinct shifts in this case study was 

the decision of Stockton University officials to abandon negotiations with the Mayor’s 

team to acquire private property through city government and instead to work with the 

private, nonprofit AC Devco. This agency, while intended to operate independently, is 

largely influenced by the state government ties of its leadership. Given that AC Devco 

raised money for the project from private investors as well as the state controlled CRDA, 
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this eliminated the university’s need to respond to the city’s interest in public benefits. The 

privatization of the project through working with AC Devco was a significant shift as it 

highlighted the institution’s focus on their individual interests over connecting with the 

city. The location of the campus within a tourism zone and branded centrally on its 

proximity to the beach indicate a marketing strategy beyond simply being an anchor 

institutions contributing the urban economic growth. Stockton’s shift to work with new 

partners highlights the divide between the institution and the city. It also highlights how 

ineffectual and powerless the city was in the process. This presents a problem for 

democratic decision-making given that the city is tasked with representing its citizens in 

the most direct way. This also raises important questions for urban planners who are 

interested in steering particular types of development projects and using them for economic 

growth. 

Throughout this project, the city was at odds with the State of New Jersey due to 

its financial struggles and differences in political priorities. In November 2016, the State 

of New Jersey under the leadership of Governor Chris Christie, took control of the city’s 

financial decision making and control of city utilities in order to ensure profitability for the 

state. Atlantic City had been struggling to stay within its budget and the state, accustomed 

to relying heavily on casino revenues, had begun to experience its own budget crisis as 

well. This takeover crippled the city government’s ability to serve as an advocate for its 

citizens or negotiate in any way with Stockton. That takeover was deeply contentious with 

opponents, led by then Mayor Don Guardian, who argued that focusing on increasing tax 

revenue and privatization of utilities was not in the best interest of long term social and 

economic growth in the city. The takeover put the state in complete control of Atlantic 
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City’s finances through the remainder of Mayor Guardian’s Mayorship. Current Governor, 

Phil Murphy, who took office in January 2018, voiced his desire to return control to the 

city as part of his campaign and has begun work to do so.  

It was during that period when the state was pressing for takeover that Stockton 

University made the shift away from its partnership with the city government due in part 

to the perception that the city had become an unstable partner. A significant difference 

between the two partnerships was the level of contribution to the Atlantic City community, 

with AC Devco making no stipulations around urban investment outside of a PILOT 

(Payment in Lieu of Taxes) agreement. In the previous section, I noted the growing 

relationship between private developers and urban universities. While AC Devco has 

informal state connections, it still functions in the manner of a private developer, focusing 

on profitability and the university’s construction agenda rather than the city’s larger urban 

vision for a thriving community and stable economy anchored by the hospital and 

university. This highlights the shift from urban-serving to institution-serving missions of 

universities over the last 50 years that I discussed in Chapter 2.  

Conclusion 

 In a competitive marketplace, universities are increasingly structuring themselves 

around the desires of college students. As the relationships among universities, cities, and 

communities have evolved, one of the greatest challenges has been defining impact. 

Gumprecht (2003) identified that, “Nowhere else in the world are so many towns 

dominated by colleges and universities as in the United States” (p. 55) and proceeded to 

explore this impact on space and economies. He aptly identified that campus communities 

are unique urban spaces. While they may seem to be separate enclaves, university 
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campuses inevitably have impacts on neighbors. Students expect significant amenities, 

high levels of safety, internship opportunities, and a dynamic urban experience to build 

value into their educational experience. Campus planners must now factor these elements 

into their spatial and conceptual considerations. A prime example of this was Stockton’s 

initial decision to purchase the Showboat Casino to follow the resort model of completely 

insulating the campus from any interaction with the city. This represented the first 

departure from the partnership with the city and a step towards locating the campus in a 

tourism zone. Had the covenant issue not come into play, it is likely the final campus 

location would have been in this central boardwalk location in spite of opposition from the 

surrounding casinos. The plan for this campus location was much like a casino with all 

amenities enclosed in one building, inaccessible to community members. 

 Stockton’s marketing approach is an example of the “experience economy” at 

work. Pine & Gilmore (2013) argue that with the abundance of goods and services available 

in advanced economies, consumers have increasingly valued experiences – from 

Disneyworld to movies, museums, festivals, videogames, cruises, etc. Affluent households 

are increasingly willing to pay producers who provide them with enjoyable, interesting, 

and valuable ways to use their time. The economists label that marketplace of producers 

“the experience economy.” They discuss that a key to marketing experiences is perceived 

authenticity, meaning that consumers make purchases based on how real they perceive an 

offering to be. They write, 

In envisioning engaging experiences, you can and should consider a 
multiplicity of dimensions. These include the multisensory nature of 
experiences, their level of personal meaningfulness, the way the experience 
is shared with others (if at all), the intensity and duration of various 
experiential elements, complexity (or simplicity), plus untold other 
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characteristics of how people spend time. Cultural considerations and 
national and local sensitivities, as well as the prior life experiences of 
guests, all impact how people perceive experiences. Our belief is that no 
matter how viewed, any dimension of enjoyment usually translates into the 
experience being more memorable (p. xxi). 
 

The vernacular of this sentiment is very well aligned with college admission vernacular. 

Students are not only consumers of the education they receive but also the experience 

afforded to them by their college career. Individual student desires impact the type of 

location they choose, the opportunities promised, or the community they perceive. For 

Stockton, the City of Atlantic City and its beaches and Boardwalk have been commodified 

for the students.  

In his study of visitor economies, Peter Elsinger (2000) identifies that tourism, 

hospitality and other services for visitors are frequently touted as being a necessary 

economic driver to support community needs. He addresses that in reality, the amount of 

fiscal and political resources that go into visitor-serving projects often takes away from 

energy being allocated to day-to-day urban issues. The growth machine model is essentially 

a trickle down model that states that tax revenues will help support public services while 

the institution also potentially creates jobs and services for the community. The challenge 

with a university is that it does not contribute to tax revenues. PILOT programs, job 

creation, and economic development are the most common venues for financial 

contribution. Visitors have great demands, and a strategy that places the primary 

responsibility of economic growth in the hands of outsiders means their needs rise above 

those of residents. This type of decision making has the potential to damage community 

relationships. One way to look at college students from out of town is to see them as an 

element of the visitor economy. Not surprisingly, the institutions and businesses that cater 
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to students place the interests of their “customers” above the interests of local residents. 

One example of this is Stockton’s decision to seek private funding given the challenges of 

working the Mayor’s administration. 

 Hartley (2009) wrote about the public and democratic core of higher education and 

the necessity for the work of our universities to prepare the world to tackle tests of our 

democracy in the globalizing world. This is echoed by Benson, Harkavy, & Puckett (2011) 

who linked the democratic transformation of America directly to the evolution of 

institutions of higher education – arguing that they have been failing in this role. The 

Stockton project, given how siloed its planning process was, could be perceived in this 

way. Dewey (2004) championed the idea of schools as a place to grow a democratic society 

based on racial, social, and economic justice. Benson, Harkavy, & Puckett (2007) reflected 

on the work of Dewey and acknowledged that American colleges and universities bore a 

responsibility to to develop democratic schools and communities and stood to benefit from 

doing so. Boyle & Silver (2005) also recognized this potential but focused on the realistic 

outcomes of “community empowerment” initiatives and their tendency to benefit 

institutions over the community. Overall, the general consensus is that democratic purpose 

is an integral component to successful university-community partnerships.  However, 

executing such a model is extremely difficult. 

 Recognizing the complex divide between development and citizen interest, it is 

clear why high-amenity universities would seek private investors to finance expensive 

construction projects. While universities may perceive this as beneficial in moving projects 

forward and allowing them to focus on their individual goals, it inevitably also requires 

them to increase student tuition and fees to repay their private investors or development 
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corporations. In the end, that contributes to the increasing cost of higher education, an 

ongoing national problem for the whole industry. 

 The aforementioned state takeover of Atlantic City’s financial operations also 

potentially played a role in the desire to utilize private investment. This type of takeover is 

a changing feature of the university environment given its impact on the ability to be 

supported by its local government, especially in distressed cities like Detroit, Camden, and 

Atlantic City. When state leaders see democratically-elected leadership as incapable of 

balancing tight budgets and install state-controlled managers, this leads to university 

leaders perceiving little potential benefit from negotiating with government. City officials 

without the control of resources or ability to make decisions, they are no longer perceived 

as valuable partners. As this happened in Atlantic City, it provided all the more incentive 

for Stockton to abandon negotiations with the City Government to focus on the State level 

influence through AC Devco.  

 The pattern of development observed in this case study has similarities with many 

institutional growth projects across the country. As institutions feel the rising competitive 

pressure of a dwindling market, their decision-making becomes increasingly self-serving. 

No longer can institutions afford to focus on their local community alone for enrollment 

growth. The realities of urban university-community relationships are less optimistic and 

more complicated than what Michael Porter believed. Cities are not the only players in 

university development. Universities have competing interests and are more focused on 

self-survival than their local community. While he identified the economic potential of 

large anchor institutions, the concept of mutually beneficial investment in both community 

and institution proved particularly challenging in this study. The ‘Grow the Brand’ model 
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puts institutional interests over those of the city and in spite of an open line of 

communication with the city, Stockton University chose to open its island campus through 

private investment, allowing it to focus on its own needs. The university chose the best 

offer from urban stakeholders, demonstrating the limited power of the city government and 

the importance of outside players in the growth machine. While the city will still see some 

financial benefit from the new campus, there exists no way of ensuring that any financial 

gain will trickle down into the community. In Atlantic City’s past, this has not happened. 

Today there are more stakeholders involved including those of external corporations, the 

state, and the university. This has changed the role of anchor institutions and complicated 

their relationship with cities. In this new era, the city government needs to be able to 

negotiate against private interest and clearly identify any defined goals for community 

impact of a project.	
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CHAPTER 7: SIGNIFICANCE, LIMITATIONS, AND  
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH 

 
This study started by quoting Michael Porter’s optimistic assertion that the interests 

of urban campus leaders and community leaders converge in important ways, providing 

opportunities for fruitful collaborations that can serve both parties’ interests at the same 

time. It is likely that from a process and overview perspective, Porter would have 

appreciated this type of large-scale community-university partnership. Unfortunately, my 

analysis, case study research, and stakeholder interviews around the collaboration between 

Stockton University and Atlantic City did not support Porter’s optimism. In the end, the 

outcome was extremely complicated and did not reflect a collaborative and mutually 

beneficial outcome but a hard push for economic development with less consideration for 

the city’s residents. In the end, the city received a PILOT (a Payment in Lieu of Taxes for 

$670,000 in year one, increasing to $1.9million in year 30) and the promise of economic 

development but the success of these in regards to benefitting the residential community 

of the city remains undefined, relying on a trickle down model with no designated 

investment. It is possible this funding could support schools or community projects. This 

research identified several features of the changing urban landscape for government and 

universities that suggest the Atlantic City case is not an aberration, but rather the result of 

changing forces in the global marketplace that may well affect other universities and city 

governments. 

A driver of the shift for institutions to be more focused on their own prosperity is 

the heightened competition for students in the higher education marketplace, as state and 

federal governments reduce financial support for institutions. Universities are establishing 
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urban campuses, not necessarily to provide access to place-bound students, but rather to 

satisfy the demands of undergraduates who increasingly want urban experiences.  

Competition pushes university administrators to emphasize campus amenities in order to 

distinguish their campus experience for prospective students. Lidsky (2002) identifies that 

financial climates, urban resources, and the expanding market of university competition 

influence planning decisions. Campus leaders are making large-scale investments in 

physical plant, which shifts their attention toward investors instead of their immediate 

community. Such large-scale shifts affect the way universities relate to urban communities, 

calling into question Michael Porter’s prediction of “natural” collaboration that framed 

partnerships as practical and mutually beneficial.  

Significance 

To the Literature 

While much literature exists on university-community relationships, it largely 

examines particular institutional situations, planning methods, and urban development 

histories through a theoretical framework. Similarly, research on educational policy and 

collaborative planning also focuses on particular scenarios through a lens of specialized 

academic understanding. Utilizing a qualitative approach, this research explored the 

complex dynamics of universities, communities, business, tourism, community 

development organizations, and the government as a project unfolded. Without knowing 

how things would end, I observed and interacted with the individual stakeholders without 

the impact of hindsight. The benefit of that process was to provide me with early indications 

of the different stakeholders’ goals and interests, as well as a chance to observe the different 

participants’ shifting positions over time.  By tracing the process of developing a university 
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in Atlantic City, New Jersey, this study contributes to a more complex understanding of 

how various stakeholders interact and perceive their roles in shared urban spaces. Large 

scale projects impact many and this can be hard to gauge from the perception of any one 

stakeholder. This study highlights how varying stakeholders perceive project planning and 

outcomes through the lens of their own lived experience and history, focusing on how each 

relationship impacted their life over that of the city. In this way, the importance of 

considering a vast array of perspectives in a planning process allows for the most holistic 

understand of broader community perceptions and desires. 

By utilizing a stakeholder analysis model, this research also expands the literature 

by connecting theories across urban planning, political theory, social geography, and urban 

education to the experience of individuals and groups within the urban landscape. 

Universities often operate out of their own historic experience and existing proven 

methods, but this research challenges those dynamics and reframes institutions as active 

players in their urban landscapes on an even playing field with other stakeholders. This 

study provides insight on the changing institutional dynamics in urban government and 

higher education as well as shifts in urban culture that have led to the increasingly large 

disconnect between institutions and their surrounding communities. While there has 

always been a divide between the two, this case study highlighted that as institutions shift 

to positioning themselves to be competitive in a global market, they are less focused on the 

implications on their own community. 

This study builds on the literature about branch campuses and the role of 

universities in urban development. The existing research primarily looks at them as places 

that expand college access to students who are place-bound and cannot attend main campus 
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classes.  Branch campuses are often expected to play a role in developing or reviving local 

communities (Dessoff, 2011). This study, however, evaluated universities as independent 

economic centers whose branch campus development may be driven by their own 

institutional needs and the preferences of their prospective student pool. While I identified 

connections to community partnerships, they were largely designed to support the learning 

goals of curriculum over the more complex needs of the surrounding urban community. In 

most cases these were not systemic but instead depended on individual faculty initiatives. 

The concept of a university growing around the needs of its urban community was 

foundational for many institutions in the late 19th century but there is little examination of 

why this changed and the impact of that transition (Trani & Holsworth, 2010). 

 Utilizing a qualitative approach, this study works from the inside, examining the 

political, economic, and social context for university expansion projects in the 21st century. 

By observing multiple phases of the project through the eyes of the stakeholders involved, 

this study allows for important insight into branch campus expansion in an urban setting. 

By highlighting the disparate needs of all the constituents, it develops a more dynamic 

understanding of how layered urban social geography is and how this landscape is impacted 

in key areas by university-community agreement and conflict. The key findings of this 

study are how complex the dynamics of urban partnerships are. Anchor institutions may 

be perceived as an economic driver in cities but their ability to do so hinges deeply on their 

desire to do so and how that informs the relationships they build with government, the local 

business community, and residents. 

 This study also highlights the failure of city government to lead a successful 

consensus building process, suggesting that wider use of consensus building and 
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collaborative planning processes could be useful for community-university development 

but is a significant challenge. While such practices are becoming more standard in business 

and design, institutional leaders often perceive community engagement as a one-way 

relationship. Admittedly, Stockton’s decision to abandon negotiations with the city of 

Atlantic City appears to be an extreme example of one-way decision-making given that it 

was largely influenced by the city’s inability to be an effective partner through informal 

backroom dealings and further more under state control. Yet it often takes an extreme case 

to illustrate the pitfalls of ignoring best practices, in this case focusing on the challenges of 

those in power striving to fulfill their own goals as priority. 

 The unique situation in Atlantic City serves to fill a critical gap in the literature with 

data regarding the planning, implementation, and failure of a dynamic social and spatial 

experiment as the city grapples with remediating the damages and taking next steps to 

ensure a positive outcome. As universities have evolved into significant players in their 

urban landscapes, they typically have immense histories and existing practices that limit 

their strategies. The case study of a new project allows for examination of university-

community partnerships in a contemporary context with a focus on the development of 

current social-spatial relationships over time. 

To the Project 

Resolving the complex and longstanding issues in the city of Atlantic City is a 

complicated task and one no individual stakeholder could solve alone. That said, there are 

a number of recommendations that could help get the city on track to a stronger 

community-university bond with greater connection between Stockton and business, 

tourism, and government. Coming into the community as a stranger, my external 
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perception of the city was that of a shore-point with a legacy of thriving tourism that could 

no longer compete in the ever-expanding Jersey Shore market. The government was 

frequently touted as being in the pocket of a corrupt casino-centric tourism industry and 

few residents of the city were employees within that system. Stockton University seemed 

like an outside player, looking to mimic its peer Rutgers to remain competitive in the state 

university system. This research showed that this vision is shared by many within the city 

community. However, in reality, the four groups of local stakeholders I interviewed 

described a complex city filled with passionate residents, a dedicated business and tourism 

economy, an institution looking to thrive in its local community, and a government excited 

to incite positive change. Atlantic City has a long history of being perceived as a failing 

and problematic city due largely to a fractured civic structure where the stakeholder groups 

I interviewed are not working together and therefore unable to position themselves to 

pursue positive urban growth. Each promotes its own interest, ignoring the others out of 

negative assumptions. 

 In the earlier literature review, I looked at methods of collaborative planning and 

the usefulness of integrated design charrettes to bring communities together. Given the 

varying perspectives in Atlantic City along with the shared goals, replacing the existing 

structure of rare town hall meetings with a collaborative consensus building process would 

enable the disparate stakeholder groups to better understand one another and find ways to 

make urban planning choices to meet the interests of all involved. Many of the negative 

perceptions expressed in interviews reflected assumptions about the intentions of other 

stakeholders. Without an opportunity for interaction, it is logical that people would weave 

their own vernacular around the situation. Collaborative planning would allow for a forum 
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of deliberative, democratic debate to address concerns and differences of opinion in a more 

productive and less speculative way. Perhaps most importantly, it could help address the 

divide between state and local government which played a significant role in the outcome 

of this project.  

Much of the stakeholder analysis in this study allowed for the understanding of the 

individual groups, their priorities, and their differences, a collaborative planning process 

would enhance the collective understanding of the City of Atlantic City as a next step in 

their path towards urban development. In many cases, stakeholders held shared interests 

that could have been identified in a more inclusive process. Doing so would require 

additional commitment from all participants with a desire to include all stakeholders and 

genuinely consider their desired outcomes. In this particular case, the residents relied on 

the city to advocate for them while the local government’s hands were tied by the state who 

restricted their ability to make any new investments. For this reason, the university took an 

alternative path with private funding, allowing them to focus entirely on their own desires. 

To the Future of the Project 

At the time of publishing this study, Atlantic City is at a turning point. This research 

began with a new mayor and the launch of the Stockton branch campus project. In the time 

since, the project as Mayor Guardian envisioned it failed and brought a change in 

administration at the university. As the project was retooled with new partnerships and the 

city placed into emergency management, Stockton University is now set to open its 

privately funded, ‘Grow the Brand’ campus in August 2018. In government, the mayor did 

not win re-election so a new team has assumed leadership with the promise from new state 

leadership to allow the city to return to independent governance. As the terms of this 
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relationship are sure to change, this research can serve to provide the historic context and 

recent history as lessons in the evolution of university-community partnerships in support 

of engaging citizens in all stakeholder groups to work in a collaborative way. It will be 

interesting to see what challenges the Stockton-Atlantic City relationship faces as students 

begin moving in. It is my hope that future projects in Atlantic City will be more considerate 

of the urban landscape and inclusive of the needs of the community.  

 While it is likely that institutions of higher education, including Stockton 

University, will continue to serve their own needs and interests above others, work can 

continue towards growing mutually beneficial relationships with the city including greater 

community investment and a commitment to the education of local students. While many 

residents themselves indicated that they did not expect to be consulted, their exclusion was 

still reflected in many of the challenges of the project. The deep history of decisions being 

made without community impact continues to influence public perspective on belonging 

in this type of planning. For many residents, the idea of inclusion is so foreign that 

envisioning the benefits is impossible. That said, this research recognizes that many 

community desires could have informed less tumultuous decision making and changed the 

focus of the project to be beneficial to more than the Stockton student body. Work is more 

likely to succeed on a grander scale if it proceeds within a mutually agreed-upon framework 

like a charrette. A formally structured charrette model can begin to align the different 

stakeholders’ interests and values through a process of mutual engagement. For example, 

this research highlighted how disconnected individual residents felt in the urban planning 

process, contributing to their perception that the campus project was irrelevant and not for 

them. Collaborative planning would allow residents to have an early voice in the project to 
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both contribute as well as to feel included and find points of connection between their 

interests and the project to avoid the disconnect experienced in this research. 

Limitations 

The intent of this study was to observe how university-community relationships 

have evolved over time and the reasons they have shifted from urban-serving to institution-

serving. This particular study focused on an individual instance of university-community 

negotiation in Atlantic City, NJ that involved Stockton University. As each city and 

institution varies in geographic place, type of institution, urban culture, state and local 

policy, economic situation, and demographics, the results would be similarly diverse.  

 Another limitation from this study is the limited stakeholder group of 55 and their 

group division into government, business, university, and community. While every attempt 

was made to create a distribution within each group reflective of the population, the limited 

group sizes would not allow for a deeper understanding of commonalities and divisions 

within the groups along lines of race, gender, profession, family structure, economic 

background, and other specific qualities. Similarly, the study limited participation from 

anyone who may represent multiple categories. For example, a community member who 

also taught at Stockton was excluded. It is possible that those straddling multiple 

stakeholder groups would hold a completely different set of perceptions and conclusions 

from their unique experiences. 

 The final limitation was my role as an outsider in the community who also began 

with an insider view as a stakeholder with the city. While I had an opportunity to work 

inside the government early on in the exploratory phase, my contact with the remainder of 

the project was limited to observation. In the timeline of this study, it is evident how much 
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time I spent investing in understanding the culture of the community. Ultimately, I came 

into the stakeholder selection process first through the connections I made in my internship 

with the City of Atlantic City, snowballing, and external research. While all attempts were 

made to build vast and complete invitation list, as an outsider, there are likely facets of 

each stakeholder group community with whom I had no connection or access and were 

therefore unintentionally excluded. 

In consideration of all of the limitations, as with most social science research, not 

all of the findings are generalizable but instead serve as a case study for the necessity of 

understanding individual communities in the context of institutional decision making. 

Recommendations for Future Research 
 
 This study was rooted in academic research on the history of community-university 

relationships and a very particular case study in Atlantic City, NJ. To continue this 

research, I recommend a larger study that would look at similar stakeholder groups across 

varying types of campus expansion projects. While I anticipate that many of the findings 

in this study would resonate, I believe there are greater complexities that would come to 

light through more comprehensive research however while the case here is very unique, 

the themes are present in other cases. One example of this was addressed in my limitations 

where I identified that the necessity of breaking down stakeholder groups excluded the 

potential for stakeholders who fell into multiple categories. I posit that the big picture could 

be more thoroughly understood through these complex perspectives and is an area worth 

exploring further.  

 In experiencing the divide between perceptions of stakeholder groups, another 

recommendation for future research is to expand on the historic literature by further 
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investigating the perceptions of communities. In this research, I found that the perception 

of those at Stockton University varied immensely from those of the community. Given that 

most research on the topic of university-community relationships exists within the 

academic framework, it is possible external perceptions were not shared. In continuing to 

compare the current state of university-community relationship, especially through 

stakeholder interviews, it is essential to develop a historic baseline with similar metrics. 

 Finally, while this research study makes recommendations for potential planning 

processes that would be more inclusive and assist with building stronger university-

community relationships, research is necessary to explore the implementation of this type 

of process. As Atlantic City has learned from the complications with the Stockton 

University project, meeting the needs of every stakeholder in an urban space is extremely 

difficult. While this led them in another direction, it is clear there are different challenges 

in private funding that will surely impact the new campus. This study can serve as a 

baseline for comparison between the two models for institutional planning. 

Closing 

While it is likely that institutions of higher education, including Stockton 

University, will continue to construct their urban engagement around the ever-growing 

pressures in the enrollment market, work can continue towards identifying way to grow 

mutually beneficial relationships with the city. For urban governments, “eds and meds” 

will surely continue to be perceived as economic drivers towards a sustainable economy 

however they must recognize their necessary role in guiding these partnerships towards 

intended outcomes. Anchor institutions such as “eds and meds” are considered impactful 

primarily because of the economic benefits created in their large scale. Community benefits 
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most frequently occur through a trickle down model, not direct engagement. 

Accomplishing a project of a large scale in partnership with government can be extremely 

challenging given the vast number of external forces weighing on the political landscape. 

This case study allows for examination of university-community partnerships in a 

contemporary context with a focus on the development of social-spatial relationships 

throughout history and promotes the idea that collaboratively, the united citizenship of any 

city can change the urban landscape. For institutions, branch campuses do not operate 

exactly like anchor institutions. They are anchored in other communities and are using their 

branch campus to keep the main campus alive. In Atlantic City, Stockton University and 

the City of Atlantic City were both under immense economic pressures. Each responsible 

for unique populations, they desired a point of connection but struggled with the reality of 

urban politics and fiscal limitations to accomplishing a perfect, mutually beneficial, 

partnership. For urban citizens, it is essential to engage with the large institutions and 

government bodies that control the city and remain aware of the many challenges faced in 

constructing a productive and prosperous city.  
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APPENDICES 
 

APPENDIX A: STOCKTON ISLAND CAMPUS BRIEF, 2014 
 
FAQs on Stockton---Island Campus   
 
How will the development of a Stockton---Island Campus in Atlantic City affect 
tuition and how will students benefit?  

• There is no effect on tuition rates because the December 2014 purchase of the 
former Showboat casino hotel was a cash transaction using reserved investment 
funds. No debt was issued and no state---appropriated funds used in this 
purchase. (NOTE: Only about 10 percent of Stockton’s operating budget is 
provided by the State of New Jersey.)  

• The $18 million purchase was an extremely economical way for Stockton to 
grow. The Island Campus provides students with exceptional facilities that 
would be prohibitively costly to build as new construction. For example, 
Housing #5 on the Galloway campus cost a total of $48 million and 
accommodates 320 students. The Island Campus, which includes many 
educational, community and income---generating facilities in addition to its 
residential space, can provide 852 rooms for over 1,600 students with options for 
more.  

• An Atlantic City full---service campus offers students opportunities to take part 
in hospitality, health science, marine science and other industry research and 
analysis, and provides access to professional mentorships, internships and 
employment in a world---class setting. At the same time, it provides businesses 
and service providers in the Greater Atlantic City region a well--- trained, 
college---educated workforce.  

• The development of a degree---granting campus and University City in Atlantic 
City supports Stockton’s mission to advance the region’s educational, social and 
economic development.  

• It is well documented that economic opportunities and safe, secure 
neighborhoods grow up around urban institutions of higher learning. Close to 
home, examples such as New Brunswick and Philadelphia exist.  

• The purchase provides students with more geographic access to college classes, 
more flexibility for working students, and distinctive facilities in an oceanfront 
setting.  

• The ability to renovate the former Showboat casino enables Stockton to offer 
students new programming and residential options by the fall of 2015.  

• The facility provides Stockton with a new revenue stream in its hotel and retail 
amenities, much as the Stockton Seaview Hotel and Golf Club has done. 
Stockton Seaview’s operations have also contributed to student scholarships.  

• The prominence of the Atlantic City location will enhance the public’s 
awareness of the quality, value and distinction of a Stockton degree.  
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How will faculty and staff be affected?  

• Stockton will honor existing contracts with faculty and staff, who will also 
benefit from working in new world---class facilities.  

• Online and hybrid courses and flexible scheduling will benefit faculty as well as 
students.  

• The new location offers additional opportunities for research in a variety of 
fields, such as marine science, business, hospitality and tourism, criminal justice 
and social work.  

  
Will the Stockton---Island Campus be a branch campus? 
Within the classifications delineated by the Middle States Commission on Higher 
Education (MSCHE), the Island Campus will initially be either an instructional site or 
additional location, not a branch campus. The longer---term plan is to grow into a branch 
campus. 
MSCHE defines a branch campus as a location that is “geographically apart and 
independent from the main campus of an institution.” A branch campus is considered 
independent “if it is permanent; offers courses in programs leading to a degree, 
certificate, or other recognized educational credential; has its own faculty and 
administrative or supervisory organization; and has its own budgetary and hiring 
authority,” according to MSCHE. 
Manahawkin, Woodbine, and Hammonton are Instructional Sites because at this time, no 
programs can be completed at those sites. Meanwhile, the Carnegie Center is considered 
an additional location since it offers at least 50 percent of one or more programs at the 
site.  
 
What programs will be offered at the Stockton---Island Campus? 

• The Stockton---Island Campus will offer innovative scheduling with full--- and 
part---time faculty, as well as administrative, support and security staff. 

• Limited sessions will be held in Summer 2015, with more academic programs 
beginning in Fall 2015. Within five---10 years, the student body is expected to 
grow to at least 4,000 full---time equivalents, with a full complement of faculty 
and staff to support that. 

• Stockton’s shuttle system will be expanded to include both the Galloway and the 
Atlantic City campuses. 

 
The schools and programs below are among those being considered to be offered all or in 
part in Atlantic City: 

• Stockton’s Hospitality and Tourism Management program, with potential for this 
School of Business program to grow into its own school; 

• Some Programs from The School of Arts and Humanities, utilizing the site’s 
excellent performance venues and offering degree programs including Studies in 
the Arts with art history, dance, music and theatre; and the Visual Arts, with 
illustration, design, photography and more; 
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• Communication Studies, including public relations, general media and media 
production; Marine Science and the Professional Science Master’s degree in 
Environmental Science; 

• The newly developed Physician Assistant Program, in partnership with 
Philadelphia University, provides students with the opportunity to earn a 
bachelor’s degree from Stockton’s School of Health Sciences and a master’s 
from Philadelphia University in five years. Similar programs often take six years 
to complete; 

• Stockton’s most rapidly growing program, the B.S. in Health Sciences, may offer 
direct entry for freshman students as well as an advanced---entry program for 
upper---class students through agreements with several of New Jersey’s 
community colleges; 

• Stockton also is assessing plans to develop an Urban Studies program that will 
include both urban planning and urban education; 

• On the graduate level, Stockton may offer master’s and/or doctoral degrees in 
Physical Therapy, Occupational Therapy, Communications Disorders, Business, 
Social Work, Criminal Justice, Education, Instructional Technology and 
Educational Leadership; 

• An accelerated MBA dual---degree program with a Health Administration track 
could also be offered; 

• Graduate programs in Criminal Justice, with both its homeland security and 
forensic science tracks, are under consideration; 

• The VETeach program, which enables student veterans to earn a B.A. in 
Psychology, elementary (K---6) certification and middle school specializations in 
math, science, language arts, social studies at an accelerated pace. 

• An adult degree---completion program under consideration could offer 
bachelor’s degrees in Business, Computer and Information technology, and 
Critical Skills for the 21st Century, with late---day or evening classes to 
accommodate individuals already working, returning to the workforce or 
interested in changing careers. These would include a mix of online/classroom 
work and accelerated completion options; 

• A semester (or accelerated) study for visitors studying on visas; 
• Professional community education for adults, an extension of the School of 

Graduate and Continuing Studies, including executive---style training and 
continuing education courses in human services, health services, food service 
and safety, and management. 

 
How will the hotel be operated? 

• Stockton hopes to reopen the hotel as early as spring 2015. We are negotiating 
with Wyndham Hotels, which recently purchased Dolce Hotels and Resorts, 
operator of the historic Stockton Seaview Hotel and Golf Club, to operate the 
Island Campus hotel. 

• In the summer months, when fewer students are on campus, more hotel rooms 
will become available to visitors, enhancing the potential for revenue. 
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• Some areas of the property will be leased out as restaurant and business 
opportunities. 

• These will be for---profit entities subject to state and local taxes. 
 
How will the surrounding region benefit? 

• Stockton is committed to advancing southern New Jersey’s economic and social 
development through education, research, employment opportunities and 
community partnerships. 

• A residential campus and University City will provide both direct and ancillary 
jobs. 

• It will promote access to higher education for the area’s workforce, enabling area 
residents to prosper in the jobs of the future. Studies show that by 2020, 68 
percent of New Jersey jobs will require post---secondary education. 

• Development of a University City will encourage new and existing businesses to 
provide services and invest in facilities for the neighborhood’s workers and 
residents. 

• Universities in urban centers such as Philadelphia, Houston, Tampa, Nashville 
and Providence, RI have attracted new businesses interested in higher 
education’s research capabilities and a ready pool of educated workers. 

• In addition to the taxable portions at the complex, Stockton intends to negotiate a 
payment in lieu of taxes with the City of Atlantic City. 

• The spending power of students, faculty and staff would generate an economic 
boost for the area. For example, the Island Campus and University City are 
within 1.5 miles of The Walk, a premier shopping and dining destination that 
would draw from the college community. Other businesses expected to expand 
or develop around the University City area would include food service outlets 
and grocery stores, bookstores, office supplies, computer and phone stores. 

• Stockton’s operating budget will add to the expenditures in Atlantic City. While 
the operating budget is not finalized, the impact on the community is expected to 
be a standard multiplier of 2.4 dollars for every annual budget dollar Stockton 
spends.• Providing a safe, secure environment around an institution of higher 
learning enhances the quality of life for all residents. 

• The plans include community access to conference spaces, meeting rooms and 
workforce development areas. 

 
Describe Stockton’s longstanding relationship with Atlantic City 

• Stockton has partnered with the City of Atlantic City, the Casino Reinvestment 
Development Authority (CRDA) and others to promote civic, economic and 
cultural progress. 

• The college, the city and the CRDA renovated and expanded the Carnegie Center 
at 35 S. Dr. Martin Luther King Blvd. at a cost of $5 million, opening it for 
classes and community events in 2004. Since then, more than 7,800 students 
have taken over 450 classes at Carnegie. Last year, the center hosted more than 
315 community, governmental, or business---related programs. 
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• The Stockton Business Development Center, based at the Carnegie Center, has 
counseled more than 500 small business clients over the past year. The SBDC 
helped to create over 275 jobs and helped to retain nearly 600 jobs last year. 

• The Lloyd D. Levenson Institute of Gaming, Hospitality & Tourism, also at the 
Carnegie Center, informs the travel and tourism Industries as well as the public 
sector through research, reports and conferences on issues that affect these major 
Atlantic City, Atlantic County and New Jersey industries. 

• Stockton has become a primary partner in development of the Arts District, a key 
part of the city’s redevelopment plans. College facilities within the city’s new 
Arts District include: 

--- Dante Hall Theater at 14 N. Mississippi Ave., which offers cultural and civic events 
and serves as a venue for the Bay---Atlantic Symphony, Stockton’s orchestra---in---
residence; 
--- The Noyes Arts Garage of Stockton College at Mississippi and Fairmount avenues, 
home of the African American Heritage Museum of Southern New Jersey, a gallery of 
the Noyes Museum of Art of Stockton College and artists’ studios and retail shops. 

• The Stockton Center for Community Engagement works with area schools, 
government and civic groups to provide community gardens, an after---school 
homework completion program, and meals for 2,500 families a year through its 
Campus Kitchen student training project at Atlantic City High School, among 
other projects. 

• The college operates the nationally recognized Champions of Youth program in 
conjunction with the Boys and Girls Club of Atlantic City. Students who are at 
risk of not completing high school are supported with mentorship and training. 
Every student who has completed the program has graduated from high school 
and gone on to college or other professional training. 

• Stockton faculty members have provided expertise, research and analysis to civic 
groups to help them target and resolve community issues such as neighborhood 
crime and access to government services. Wendel White, Distinguished 
Professor of Art, teamed with the Coalition for a Safe Community, the Atlantic 
County Prosecutor’s office, the city Housing Authority and the Atlantic City 
Library to provide young city residents with photography training, cameras and 
an exhibition of their work. 

• The Island Campus will allow the college to establish a new Stockton Center, a 
central location for existing centers that could include the Lloyd D. Levenson 
Institute for Gaming Hospitality and Tourism, the William J. Hughes Center for 
Public Policy, the Stockton Center for Community Schools, the Child Welfare 
Education Institute and the Stockton Center for Community Engagement and 
others. 
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APPENDIX B: INTERVIEW QUESTIONS FOR STAKEHOLDER ANALYSIS 
 
What is your association to the Stockton-Atlantic City project? 
 
What is your role in the process? 
 
How were you first connected with the project? 
 
How would you summarize this project? 
 
What are the challenges for this project? 
 
What other stakeholders did/do you engage with during the process and what were/are 
their roles? 
 
How was/is information communicated to you? 
 
Who do you perceive as the leader of this project? 
 
What did/do you feel was the major goal of this project? 
 
What do you feel are the priorities of Stockton? Of Atlantic City? 
 
What did/do you feel will be the actual project outcome? 
 
What benefits do you hope the project produces for people like you? 
 
What barriers have made accomplishing the project goals most difficult? 
 
Do you feel your contributions have been valued in this process? 
 
How do you think success is measured in this project? 
 
Did this project alter your perception of Stockton University/Atlantic City? 
 
What resources do you feel are necessary to accomplish project goals? 
 
What have you found most surprising about this project? 
 
What challenges continue to face this project moving forward? 
 
Would you engage in a project like this in this future and what recommendations would 
you make for alterations? 
 
Do you feel there is value in a partnership between Stockton and Atlantic City? 
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Would you expect the Stockton Campus to enroll a significant number of A C residents 
as students? 
 
What do you think the role of a university in an urban community should look like? 
 
Do you think Stockton university bears any responsibility for improving the community 
beyond campus? If so, how much and what kind of responsibility? 
 
Is the University’s community engagement different at a branch campus than at its main 
campus? If so, how? 
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APPENDIX C: STAKEHOLDER RECRUITMENT MATERIALS 
 
C.1 Consent Form 
 
Title of Research:  The Evolution of Institutional Community Engagement Strategies at 
Urban Universities from Urban Serving to Institutional-Focused in a Globalizing World: 
A Study In Atlantic City, New Jersey 

Principal Investigator and Department: Christina Rosan, Geography and Urban Studies 
Co-Principal Investigator and Department: Nicole Hall, Geography and Urban Studies 

Why am I being invited to take part in this research? 
We invite you to take part in a research study because you are actively involved in the 
Atlantic City and/or Stockton University communities. 

What should I know about this research? 
• Someone will explain this research to you. 
• Whether or not you take part is up to you. 
• You can choose not to take part. 
• You can agree to take part and later change your mind. 
• Your decision will not be held against you. 
• You can ask all the questions you want before you decide. 

Who can I talk to about this research? 
If you have questions, concerns, or complaints, or think the research has hurt you, contact 
the research team at:  

Nicole Hall       Christina Rosan 
3rd Floor Gladfelter Hall, Temple Univ   309 Gladfelter Hall, Temple Univ 
1115 W. Berks Street     1115 W. Berks Street 
nicoleh@temple.edu     christina.rosan@temple.edu 
215.718.7981      215.919.1032 
This research has been reviewed and approved by an Institutional Review Board. You 
may talk to them at (215) 707-3390 or e-mail them at: irb@temple.edu for any of the 
following: 

• Your questions, concerns, or complaints are not being answered by the research 
team. 

• You cannot reach the research team. 
• You want to talk to someone besides the research team. 
• You have questions about your rights as a research subject. 
• You want to get information or provide input about this research. 

 
Why is this research being done? 
The goal of the study is to measure the impact of the Stockton University project on the 
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city of Atlantic City. This information will serve as a case study in understanding the 
evolution of institutional community engagement strategies at urban universities from 
urban serving to institutional-focused in a globalizing world. 

How long will I be in this research? 
We expect that you will be involved in this research for one hour for the additional 
interview with the possibility of a follow-up interview of one additional hour, if 
interested. 

What happens if I agree to be in this research? 
Being in this study involves answering questions posed by the research team about the 
Atlantic City and Stockton University communities and projects. Interviews will be 
conducted in-person or by phone at a location convenient to the research participant. You 
will be asked if you will agree to have your interview audiotaped. If at any point you 
would like to withdraw from the study, you may do so by emailing Nicole Hall at 
nicoleh@temple.edu. 

Is there any way being in this research could be bad for me? 
This research will involve answering questions about complex community 
relationships and may cause minimal psychological discomfort.   

What happens to the information collected for this research? 
The subject's participation and all information collected from participation will be kept 
confidential with subjects only discussed within collective groups or through general 
descriptions of their involvement (ie “An Administrator at Stockton” or “A community 
member of Atlantic City”). Nicole Hall will share her research findings in the form of her 
dissertation and other published reports with any interested party upon request. The final 
dissertation will be available on-line and can be shared as well. To the extent allowed by 
law, we limit the viewing of your personal information to people who have to review it. 
We cannot promise complete secrecy. The IRB, Temple University and its affiliates, and 
other representatives of these organizations may inspect and copy your information.  
Please sign below if you agree to have your interview audiotaped.  

   

Signature of subject  Date 
  

Printed name of subject 
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C. 2 RECRUITMENT EMAIL 
 

“Based on your involvement in the planning process around 
a Stockton University branch campus in Atlantic City, you 
are invited to participate in a dissertation research project 
entitled, The Evolution of Institutional Community 
Engagement Strategies at Urban Universities from Urban 
Serving to Institutional-Focused in a Globalizing World: A 
Study In Atlantic City, New Jersey, being conducted by 
Nicole Hall, a PhD Candidate in Geography & Urban 
Studies at Temple University. If you are willing to 
participate in an anonymous interview for one hour at a time 
and place of your choosing, please contact Nicole Hall via 
nicoleh@temple.edu or 215.718.7981.” 
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APPENDIX D: STAKEHOLDER MAPPING 
 

Figure D.1 Stakeholder Mapping: Impact Level on Project 

 

Figure D.2 Stakeholder Mapping: Cooperation 
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Figure D.3 Stakeholder Mapping: Connection to Process 

 

 

Figure D.4 Stakeholder Mapping: Physical Proximity to Campus 
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APPENDIX E: VISUALIZING SHORT ANSWER RESPONSES 
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APPENDIX F: CODING STRUCTURE  
Project Association and Role 
Connection to Project and 
Stakeholders 
Community outreach 
Professional 
Personal 
Generational change 
Neighbors 
Business 
Urban development 
Economic development 
Disconnect between FT/PT residents 
Vacationers and tourists 
Direct impact 
Indirect impact 
Desire for resources 
 
Project Goals and Priorities 
Institutional 
Economic 
Political 
Community 
Physical space 
Market competition 
Educational access 
Community development 
Campus isolation 
Physical infrastructure 
Public transportation 
Energy company 
 
Project Challenges 
Necessary Resources 
Connection 
Neighborhoods 
Geographic location 
Community understanding 
State influence 
History 
Gambling 
Perceptions of city 
Safety 
Climate and storms 
Natural disaster planning 

 
Leaders 
University 
Government 
Residential 
Business 
Private development 
State 
Changing leadership 
Community 
 
Communication 
Value of contributions 
Intentional outreach 
Individual benefit 
Community 
Top-down 
Visual communication 
Timing 
Meeting locations 
Public announcements 
 
Outcomes 
Personal benefit 
Barriers 
Measuring success 
Surprises 
Future engagement 
Perception of institution 
Disconnect 
External focus 
Tourism 
Building the brand 
State takeover 
Private development 
 
Value of Community-University  
Partnerships 
Expectations 
Role of Stockton in community 
Branch vs main 
Community impact and reputation 
Economic stability 
University-community disconnect 
Othering 
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