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The founding administrators and faculty at Stockton began 
collegiate political life full of idealism and optimism. We 
would work together in good spirit without the usual forms of 
interest politics—faculty, students, administrators, unions and 
management. In the first year, the faculty rejected the initial 
invitation of the "mild" association, the New Jersey Education 
Association (NJEA), to be our representative in contract 
negotiations: We didn't need a union; we would work it out 
ourselves. A year later we joined the more radical union, the 
American Federation of Teachers (AFT). What happened? 

This essay endeavors to answer this question by looking at the 
history of governance at Stockton from the faculty's perspective. 
It focuses on changes in governance and the reasons for these 
changes rather than on the substantive matters taken up by the 
different governance structures. 

THE CONTEXT 
Stockton began its life at a time of an extraordinary convergence 
of political factors. It was a time of rich external and internal 
political culture for a college to begin its efforts to fashion 
collegiate governance. The larger culture of the late Sixties was 
marked roles. This model was at odds with the beginning 

structure of governance at Stockton and provided some of the fuel 
for early disputes over governance. The senior administration had 
put in place (top-down) the governance structure that the faculty 
inherited. In other words, to the question "Who decides who 
decides?" the answer was "the administration." The initial model 
of governance at Stockton made no allowance for a distinctive 
faculty voice in governance. Still another cultural factor was 
brought into Stockton—consensus decision-making. Some 
faculty and administrators had studied its efficacy, and several 
faculty members were practitioners in this Quaker tradition. 
Others thought consensus decision-making was inefficient and 
downright foolish. 

Finally, Stockton existed in the state of New Jersey, which was 
heavily unionized and had statewide coordination. Both of these 
external units limited the autonomy of Stockton and therefore 
played a role in internal governance. It was in this political 
culture that the Stockton founders established Stockton's system 
of governance. 

CORPORATE GOVERNANCE: THE EARLY YEARS 
Administrative Working Paper #1 was initially seen by most 
faculty and administrators as a master stroke of design. It was clear 
that the early planners thought governance was fundamental to 
the effective operation of the college. The early planners crafted 
a design for unitary (corporate) governance centering on the 
College Council. The College Council was to serve as the principal 
governing council with Collegia (described below) providing 
smaller political/social groups. Throughout those early years, the 
official documents clearly asserted the authority of the president 
and the Board of Trustees as the legal, accountable authority. 
Those same documents also resisted the normally constituted 
authorities of faculty and students as distinct interest groups. 

The College Council had broad authority to deal with matters of 
instruction, co-curriculum, advisement/information, personnel, 
finance, and campus planning. It met monthly and was made up 
of ten students, ten faculty, and ten staff (seven from unclassified 
staff and three from classified staff). The selection of members 
was a random drawing from among those willing to serve one-
year terms and limited to two consecutive terms. The intent was 
to create a group that felt minimum constituent responsibility 
but maximum college responsibility. The emphasis throughout 
was to perform an advisory role to the president and the board 
and not to presume to have decision-making authority. The 
College Council was to be a substitute for the traditional interest 
groups (faculty and students). 

The planners resisted the traditional governance groups of faculty 
and students (senates or assemblies). This lack of special structure 
discouraged the leadership that normally is represented through 
these traditional groups. Also, the absence of departments and 
the chairs normally associated with departments further reduced 
the natural faculty leadership associated with departments. In 
most colleges, the "layer" of departmental chairs provides a check 
on the concentration of power in the senior administration. 
Stockton's program coordinators, who rotated every year or two, 
were not the equivalent. 

Almost immediately, these "natural" groups began to assert 
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themselves. By April of the first year the faculty began to call 
its 



recognition of faculty and student structures would improve the 
genuine sharing of decision-making. The new president seemed 
attuned to the traditional forms of governance and embraced 
the efforts underway to make legitimate the distinct voice of the 
faculty. The 



legitimate structure of governance. 

The Middle States Report of 1990 ended with a note suggestive 
of the state of governance at that time; 

One final word of wisdom? Perhaps the key phrase should 
he "shared vision, shared governance." Stockton has many 
admirable and unique accomplishments and many excellent 
and fiiresighted objectives fi)r its future. At this time, however, 
the Study Team has missed the sense of an integrated planning 
process that takes the academic and educational process as its 
centerpiece. We would close by encouraging the President, 
who had already made remarkable progress at Stockton; the 
faculty, which is exceptional for its creativity and loyalty to the 
institution; and the College's many able administrators to fully 
integrate its planning process into the ongoing life of the College. 

In response to the conditions of that time, acknowledged 
by the Middle States Report, a group of former moderators/ 
presidents wrote an extended paper on the state of governance 
and planning at Stockton—"As We See It." It was critical of 
governance in general and planning in particular as not being at 
all collaborative and open. 

As the College continued to admit more students and hire more 
faculty, the inefficiencies of the town meeting form of governance 
was becoming increasingly evident. 

REPRESENTATIVE GOVERNANCE: 
THE FACULTY SENATE 
In 2008, the Faculty Assembly approved the creation of a special 
task force on governance. It was charged with considering 
alternate forms of governance in an effort to improve the faculty's 
contribution to the conduct of the College. The charge included 
the serious consideration of a Faculty Senate. The Assembly, 
in the past, had considered and rejected the idea of a senate. 
However, the time seemed right. 

The task force, based upon its further deliberation and 
conversations with colleagues, fleshed out a 



of constituent leadership. 
5. Faculty bodies, like assemblies or senates, can work effectively 

with faculty unions if the will is present. 
6. Similarly, if good people operate with good will, virtually any 

structure can be made to work. However certain structures 
are more conducive to good working relations than others. 
Structure does affect function! 

7. Consensus decision-making may require a culture of 
consensus. A Quaker college, like Earlham College, can make 
consensus governance work with ease, while a college like 
Stockton, with its different culture, finds it difficult and even 
unsatisfactory, except in small councils. 

These are some of the lessons we have drawn from our efforts in 
governance. We are left with some questions as well: 
1. Could the unitary governance (the College Council) have 

worked with a different cast of characters in a different time? 
With a less authoritarian president, a faculty that was more 
accepting of the necessity for significant accountability to 
external audiences, and in a time when faculty and students 
were less inclined to test limits, perhaps the College Council 
could have worked. Perhaps, if the council was made up of 
elected representatives who therefore had political legitimacy, 
it would have had a better chance. 

2. Will the operation of the Faculty Senate, as a subset of the 
entire faculty, create a further sense of alienation in the rest 
of the faculty? Can the senate structure gain the efficiencies 
of a small manageable governing body while creating a sense 
of involvement and responsibility in the faculty as a whole? 

3. Will a senate, with its implication of the involvement of senior 
faculty, be true to its name? Will long-term faculty step up? 

It is my humble opinion that the governance that has evolved 
at Stockton after forty years will be effective. The current 
governance structure acknowledges the legitimate interests 
and perspectives of interest groups through its separate bodies, 
while moving in the direction of greater collaboration among 
the bodies. The structure seems right, but its effectiveness will 
ultimately depend upon the good will of the players. 

A Rainbow-colored Sign 
From the first of my day-long interviews in WQ 201, I knew this 

was the right place for me. Ifelt very much at-home with several of 
the people who interviewed me that day, noticing the kind of jewelry 

the women wore (Beth Olsen was wearing some Bakelite, Claire 
Lopatto and GT Lenard had on earrings like the ones I make), 

and even enjoying the kinds of questions I was asked (not the usual 
"Where do you see yourself five years jrom now?"). By the end of the 

day, when I was interviewed by my boss-to-be, David Carr, I was 
exhausted. I made mistakes in my responses and could barely sit up 

straight. But somehow, I got that "good vibe"from David, thinking 
he might be a good boss, and that he might think I was the 

best candidate for the position. 

That was in the summer of2002. That was the summer my mom 
lay in a coma in an Arizona hospital afier suffering a burst brain 

aneurysm several months earlier. I made three trips to Phoenix that 
summer: the first to see if there was any brain activity lefi in her; 

the second to be with my sister, brother and stepfather at her bedside 
when they removed her from the ventilator; and the third to come 

back with my son, Nick, to participate in her memorial service. 
During the second trip, the morning after my mom died, I got an 

early morning (Phoenix time) phone callftom David Carr offering 
me the job. I asked if I could have a few days to talk to my husband 
and make a decision, but David needed an answer within 24 hours 
for the imminent Board meeting. Jeez, I thought, my mom just died 

and I have to make a life-changing decision! Then I focused back 
on the way I felt during my day on campus, and knew at 

once what my answer would be. 

My first day driving to Stockton — we lived in the Trenton area at the 
time — I found a new route that seemed most direct, rte. 539. I was 
nervous, starting a new job, and still grieving over my mom's death. 

As I drove the hour and a half trip, I thought that it was almost 
magical that I got the job offer just after my mom died, as if she 

had a hand in making it happen for me. I get mystical in my beliefs 
during emotional times, but am usually more of a non-believer. 

As I got to within about 10 miles of the Garden State Parkway 
on 539,1saw a large, rainbow-colored sign for a truck company. 

Phoenix. And then I smiled to myself. My mom was reassuring me 
that yes, in fact, she was accompanying me on the trip to Stockton, 

where she knew I would be happy. 

Deb Dagavarian 
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