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AKADEMOS 

DEVELOPING & SUSTAINING AN ALTERNATIVE MODEL FOR TERTIARY EDUCATION 

David Young B.Com (Hons), MA (Hons) & Jenni Goricanec B.Eng (Hons), MSc, Grad Cert Mngmnt 
 

“Forget your perfect offering, There is a crack in everything, That's how the light gets in” 
      Leonard Cohen, Anthem, 1992 
 
 Introduction 

 This paper seeks to reflect on an Action Research (AR) project aimed at developing and sustaining 
an alternative model for tertiary education – Akademos. The paper is organised into 4 sections:  

1. A Call to Re-conceptualise the University: In this section, the theory of environmental types is 
articulated, the responses made by Universities to the current environment are analysed and, by 
and large, rejected, in favour of more contextually relevant strategies. 

2. The Inception of Akademos: An AR process is described, which led to the development of an 
alternative, contextually relevant, model of tertiary education. This model is in the process of 
being implemented, with participants, including the authors, displaying a range of both adaptive 
and maladaptive responses. 

3. Long Cycle Reflections: After 16 months of Action Research, our conclusions are that the group 
is trying to create a Placid, Clustered (Type 2) Institution; in what is, essentially, a Government 
imposed Disturbed, Reactive (Type 3) Operating Environment; within a Turbulent (Type 4) 
global environment; and that this maladaptive outcome is causing the emergence of a Localised 
Vortical field (Type 5 in Type 4) around Akademos. In addition, we draw attention to the 
emergence of a performative contradiction, where the very act of “doing” contextually sensitive 
AR from within this framework, contradicts what one claims to be doing. 

4. Recommendations for Sustaining a Re-conceptualised Tertiary Education Model: The paper then 
reflects on the type of intervention required to adaptively respond to the emergence of this 
Localised Vortical Field. In particular, it further examines the performative contradiction that has 
emerged between, on the one hand, a contextualist framework, expressed through the theory of 
environmental types together with its stress on the avoidance of maladaptive responses and, on 
the other hand, the reinforcement/amplification of the maladaptive responses by the AR 
processes that have been derived from the contextualist framework.   

 
A Call to Re-conceptualise the University  

 In December 2001, a paper called “From Resignation to Active Adaptation - Confronting the 
Managerialist Pathology in Universities”1

 was presented at the Association for the Public University 
(APU) Conference by the authors. The paper explored the nature of Managerialism, and its influence 
on academia, from the perspective of Social Ecology2, as developed by the Australian Open Systems 
thinker and pioneer of Action Research, Fred Emery DSc. Fred’s most significant contribution was 
to apply the contextualist ontology to organisational environments in general, and to their causal 
texture, in particular.  

 
 Fred developed a framework to describe organisational environments and, more importantly, how 

such environments and their component systems co-produce outcomes. His framework has two key 
components  - the classification of environmental types (and, by implication, the classification of 
causal textures) and the directive correlation. 

                                                 
1

  Goricanec J.L. and Young D.L. (2001) From Resignation to Active Adaptation - Confronting the Managerialist 
Pathology in Universities at http://www.akademos.org.au/Documents/Historical/Managerialism.pdf accessed 1st April 
2003 

2  Emery F.E. and Trist E.L. (1973) “Toward a Social Ecology” NY, Plenum Press 
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 Environmental Types 
 Diagram 1, below, portrays the relationships between systems and their environments topologically, 

where "L" stands for "Lawful Relationship", “1” stands for a system, and “2” stands for its 
environment. In this diagram -  

1. L11; are the relationships within the system/organisation (eg the formal and informal relations 
between faculties, departments, managers and academics; staff and students etc)   

2. L12; are the relationships from the system/organisation to its environment [what are often labelled 
as “outputs” (eg the numbers and make-up of failed students, graduated students, PhD Theses,  
the impact on the built environment, the refinement of ideas in currency, the production of new 
ideas, the dissemination of research findings etc etc)] 

3. L21; are the relationships from the environment to the system/organisation, the conditions that the 
specific focus of our interest (ie our university, our firm, our family) must adapt with [what are 
often labelled as “inputs” (eg trends in government policies and funding, community attitudes, 
expectations of year 12 students – and their parents; quality of management and academic staff 
attracted to the university etc)] 

4. L22; are the relationships within the environment, the dynamic conditions that all systems/ 
organisations which share the environment must adapt with. For example,  

• increasing application of technologies to all aspects of life and work,  

• increasing penetration by women into all social economic and political arenas of Western 
societies3,  

• increasing resistance to, and conflict over, the extreme laissez-faire position taken by many 
governments, and institutions (eg WTO, IMF) globally,  

• increasing homogeneity of global culture and increasing conflict over this trend.  
 

Diagram 1: Topology of System and Environment 
 

 
 
It is this last class of relations, the L22, which gives Emery’s framework the status of a socio-
ecological approach, rather than the more traditional closed systems thinking which deals with the 
L11 only (eg Weber4), or historical thinking which focuses on the L22 alone, or immature open 
systems thinking which deals with L11 (L12, L21)  (eg Von Bertalanffy5). 

                                                 
3
  The fact that this trend penetrates all contexts, but is strongly resisted in some contexts (eg senior management of many 

organisations), and the degree to which people will go to resist, are all indicators of its extreme potency. 
4
  Weber M. (1947) “The Theory of Social and Economic Organisation”, NY, Oxford University Press 

5
  Bertalanffy, L von (1950) “The Theory of Open Systems in Physics and Biology”. Science, 3:22-29 
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Now, focussing on the environment (L22) of today, the most important emergent property has been 
the phase change into a “Turbulent” environment. The formal characteristics of Turbulence are 
described below, in the classification of Environmental Types. These types should not be understood, 
simply, as graduations on a linear scale, but as emergent types of causal texturing of the 
environment, each requiring a different class of adaptive response - eg like the different classes (and 
levels) of responses required for the games of dominos, draughts and chess.   

1. Placid, Random Environment: Goals and noxients (things to avoid) are unchanging and 
randomly distributed. In this type of environment, like the economists’ “classical market”, there 
is no distinction between tactics and strategy – the optimal strategy is just attempting to do one’s 
best on a purely local basis. Furthermore, the best tactics can be learned by trial and error - the 
only transactional relations required are L11. Under these (purely theoretical) conditions 
organisations would exist adaptively as single and rather small units.  

2. Placid, Clustered Environment: The environment is still relatively static, but goals and 
noxients exhibit a degree of clustering. It corresponds to the economists’ “imperfect 
competition”. Strategy can now be distinguished from tactics – what the organisation knows 
about its environment becomes crucial for survival - both L11 and L12 are required for adaptation 
e.g. a positional strategy, as exhibited in the development of hill-top city states, controlling 
access, water resources, and arable land immediately below. Further, attempts to achieve an 
objective may lead into areas of danger, while avoiding a difficult issue may lead away from 
potentially rewarding areas. 

3. Disturbed, Reactive Environment: In this 3rd type, the environment becomes dynamic. It 
corresponds to the economists’ “oligopoly”. It is a level 2 environment within which there are a 
number of similar, competing, organisations, and this becomes the dominant characteristic of the 
field. Each organisation has to consider that what it knows can also be known by the other 
organisations. Where the organisation wants to move, in the long run, is also where the others 
will move. Each organisation will wish to improve its own chances by hindering the others, and 
each will know that the others, not only wish to do likewise, but also know that each knows this. 
The organisational response is that of an operation - a planned series of tactical initiatives, 
calculated reactions by others, and counteractions (ie now, L11, L12 and L21 are required). It is 
now more important to define the organisational objective in terms of the ability to make and 
meet competitive challenges, ie. not focusing so much on location, but on the capacity or power 
to move, more or less, at will. The causal texture is then determined by the expectations and 
intentions that guide the moves and counter moves. 

4. Turbulent Environment: The dynamics now emerge, not only from the interactions of 
identifiable component systems, but also from the environment itself. The ‘ground’ is set in 
motion. Three trends contribute to the emergence of these dynamic field forces: 

• The growth of organisations, and linked sets of organisations, to meet level 3 conditions. 
They are so large that their actions are both persistent, and strong enough, to induce 
“autochthonous” processes in the environment. (like the wooden bridge which will, itself, 
resonate as a consequence of soldiers marching over it in step), 

• The deepening interdependence between economic and social goals - to the point where 
economic considerations can come to dominate decision making, and some would claim 
“there is no such thing as society – only the economy” and, concomitantly, that one should 
strive for continual economic growth at the expense of all other considerations. 

• The increasing reliance on research and development to achieve the capacity to meet 
competitive challenge. This leads to a situation in which a change gradient is continuously 
present in the environmental field.  
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 The resulting increased complexity, and the unexpected directionality of causal interconnections, 
produces increased relevant uncertainty about the requirements for adaptation. Individual 
organisations, no matter how powerful, cannot expect to adapt successfully simply through their own 
direct actions. Now, all four possible relations (L11, L12, L21 and L22) must be planned for as a 
prerequisite for adaptation. What is required in a turbulent environment, over and above tactics, 
strategy and operations is Active Adaptive Planning

6, based on an understanding of system-
environment interactions in a turbulent field.  

 

 The Directive Correlation 
 The directive correlation, Diagram 2, is a formalism for describing the process of adaptation, 

involving the interactions between the system and it’s environment.  
 

Diagram 2: Directive Correlation 

t -1    t1   tn 

 Active Adaptive Planning, and situation specific AR,  is best understood through the use of the 
Directive Correlation, as in Diagram 3, below:  

 

Diagram 3: Active Adaptive Planning 
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6
  Emery and Trist 1973, P77  
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 Quoting from Gloster7. “Such a model can be used to guide generation of progressive hypotheses 
about: 

 
a) The nature of the initial system-environment relationship ( L22 , L11) at t-1, prior to a planned 

intervention 
b) The nature of the sought system-environment relationship at t+1 (L22’, L11’) 
c) The nature of the planned interventions at t1 that seek to bring about the sought system-

environment relationship at t+1 (either by changing what the environment is trying to do to the 
system, i.e. L21, and/or what the system is trying to do to the environment, i.e. L12)  

d) The nature of the actual or achieved system-environment relationship at t+1, following 
intervention (L22”, L11”) 

e) The nature of the difference between the desired system-environment relationship at t+1 and the 
actual relationship at t+1 (L22’, L11’ compared with L22”, L11”)  

f) The effectiveness or otherwise of the intervention methodologies and methods (L21, and/or L12)” 
 
 Note that the unit of analysis (or the unit of intention) is the system-in-its-environment - the (L22,L11) 

relationship and, thereby, adaptation is defined as a dynamic relationship, not a state of affairs. 
Further, the (L21, L12) coproduces the future and this, in turn, means that: 

 
“Not only can the system choose responses likely to adapt to the environment, it can 
also seek to reconfigure the causal texture of the environment in a manner likely to 
be conducive to system-environment adaptation over the longer term” 8 

 
 However, in order to address managerialism, within Universities, it was necessary to understand that 

it is best conceived as a combination of what are essentially maladaptive responses to turbulence.  
 

 Maladaptive Responses to Turbulence 
 Within the context of tertiary education, the individual components of managerialism have been 

identified by academics and students of academia9, but a socio-ecological approach, focussed on 
system-environment transactions, enables us to understand why the responses have emerged, how 
they fit together, and how tertiary educators can break out of the pathological dance established by 
the managerialist imperative.  

 
Social ecology argues that there are a set of first order maladaptive responses to turbulence10 and, 
further, that if these maladaptive responses are not extinguished, they will harden into more 
intractable second order responses11. Table 1, overleaf demonstrates that managerialist practices by 
Universities (and elsewhere) directly reflect first order, active (authoritarianism, synoptic idealism, 
evangelicism) and second order (monothematic dogmatism, stalemate, polarisation) maladaptive 
responses to “turbulence”.     

                                                 
7  Gloster M.J. 1999, “A Grounded Socio Ecological Theory of Managing Active Adaptation of Stalemated Social Systems, 

in Localised Vortical Environments”; Lismore, Southern Cross University, Unpublished PhD Thesis p 39 
8  Gloster, op cit, p14 
9  For example “The collegiate model has been largely replaced with a new style of top-down managerialism, which allows 

little space for the voices of academics to be heard. Academics, like general staff, are now treated in the same way as 

workers within private corporations and subject to ever-increasing controls, surveillance and mechanisms of 

accountability.” Margaret Thornton “Governing the Corporatised Academy”, Paper presented to the APU Conference, 
December 2001, p 1 

10  Crombie A.D. (1972) “Planning for Turbulent Social Fields”, Canberra, Australian National University, Unpublished 
PhD Thesis 

11  Baburoglu O.N. (1988) “The Vortical Environment: The Fifth in the Emery-Trist Levels of Organisational 
Environments”, Human Relations, 41(3), pp181-210 



 

 6 

Table 1 - Maladaptive Responses to Turbulence: 
 

Focus of Pathology First Order Maladaptive Second Order Maladaptive 

System Depth 

(L21 or environment → 
system relationships) 

Superficiality (Passive)  
Results from a system’s attempt, in the face of 
a turbulent environment, to reduce complexity 
by becoming indifferent to, or superficial 
about, what the complexity of the environment 
requires of it for adaptation. eg “It’s really 
simple”, “Don’t reinvent the wheel”, “It’s all a 
matter of semantics”, “Just be more positive”  
 
Synoptic Idealism (Active) 
Involves a system’s attempt to reduce 
complexity by futile attempts at over analysing, 
measuring and controlling this complexity. eg 
“VCE ENTER score”, “Performance = number 
of students processed per unit of time”; “Triple 
Bottom Line”; “Number of publications = 
Academic Performance” 
 

Monothematic Dogmatism 
Depth is captured “once and for all” as in 
“The End of History”. Superficial satisfaction 
of the need for overriding values to guide 
behaviour in turbulence. Hence dogma 

becomes the normative base for 

distinguishing right from wrong, good from 
bad. There is a single, crystal clear, truth 
(closed system, closed future) – eg Neoliberal 
dogma, wedded to the so-called knowledge 
economy, applied to Universities12, “The 
market is the answer”; “It’s the bottom line”; 
“The answer is that academics must become 
more business-like”. “You are either with us, 
sonny boy, or against us” (No, not George W, 
but the VC of a prestigious Melbourne 
University);  
 

System Progression 

(L12 or system → 
environment 
relationships) 

Segmentation (Passive) 
Involves parts of a system, in the face of 
environmental turbulence, seeking to go it 
alone, to the detriment of the system as a 
whole. eg Steering Committees as warfare by 
other means; Middle management controlling 
and competing; Monocular focus on School 
/Divisional targets;  

 

Authoritarianism (Active) 
Involves the system trying to coerce its parts to 
work together toward a specified end eg “it’s 
my way or the highway”; Use of increased 
surveillance and psychometrics; “Everything 
goes through me”; “Just get with the program ” 
 

Stalemate  
Represents a ‘crystallisation’ of progression. 
The power disparity is lost. Inability to 
articulate, design and, in particular, pursue 
sometimes even the most mechanical ends of 
the whole system. An obsessive concern with 

the means at almost complete expense of the 
ends. (eg as in “on line education” economies 
of scale versus “value adding” economies of 
scope as competing responses to cost 
pressures etc). The system becomes clinched, 
qualitative progress ceases. Academics and 
managers each see the other as blocking 
progress and, rather than cooperate, engage in 
a bitter, self-indulgent battle for supremacy. 

Lateral coordination 

(Breadth) of the 

System  

(L11 or system → 
system relationships) 

Dissociation (Passive) 
Parts of the system withdraw from, & seek 
isolation from, other parts of the system in the 
face of turbulence. The parts become neutral 
and uncaring toward each other, and 
coordination becomes problematic; “I don’t 
care”; “look after number 1”; “do unto others, 
but do it first”; “Passion/pain is naïve”  
 
Evangelicism (Active) 
Involves parts naively “pulling together” 
around a simplistic belief system, even though 
the system level response is maladaptive eg 
“we are a team”, “we are a community”, “we 
are an entrepreneurial University”, “have faith 
& good things will happen”. “Our aim is 
‘Virtuoso Scholarship’” 
 

Polarisation  
Crystallisation of the breadth dimension 
produces a clear in-group, out-group dynamic, 
viewing the world as ‘us’ (academics) & 

‘them’ (managers). Coupled with the 

dogmatic style it reduces the complex 

intertwining of reality to simplistic, black and 
white, god or devil, terms. eg Where the 
“Entrepreneurial University” is posited as the 
evangelical leading edge, positive and 
negative valence toward this evangelical 
vision provides groups with a (albeit 
pathological) sense of identity, leading to 
‘Blind Giants & the Angry Dispossessed’. 
Produces social enclaves (like gated 
communities), and social vortices (social “no-
go” zones) 

 

                                                 
12  “We want to be one of the Institutions that supply a competitive Australian Knowledge Economy with ‘Knowledge 

Workers’ able to match the best products of the best Universities, anywhere else in the world”, Professor A D Gilbert 
(2001), “The Idea of a University, Enterprise or Academy ?”, Australia Institute Discussion Paper, 39, P8 
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  The Inception of Akademos 

 

 Consistent with the table above, the paper presented at the APU conference proposed a complete 
reconceptualisation of the University, using processes specifically designed to break out of the 
maladaptive traps, in a context where all existing institutions have been thoroughly penetrated by the 
pathology of Managerialism.  

 
 The majority of participants at the APU conference, unsurprisingly, displayed the full range of 

passive maladaptive symptoms (segmentation, superficiality and dissociation) as they discussed the 
possible futures for Universities, in general, and for themselves, in particular. As a consequence, the 
authors approached 3 other presenters whose papers reflected a more activist frame of mind. 
Together with these people, we proposed adopting an Action Research process to both design and 
implement an alternative model of tertiary education.  

 
 Consistent with the principles of Action Research, a group of 25 academics, students and concerned 

people, met to participatively plan the ongoing process. The felt problem was articulated as a 
combination of responses to turbulence, both adaptive and maladaptive. Some examples from the 
records are;  

“.. how does a University cope with the complexity.. People withdraw into a small, 
safe, place.”  

“Heavy discouragement of “deep research” - short-term, specific payback is 
encouraged”   

“People leaving traditional institutions of resistance (e.g. Unions, Associations) and 
some see no alternative”.   

“Contraction of democracy.”   

“Commodification and superficiality in “New Age” philosophy. An ontological safety 
blanket for those who have given up.”   

“.…accommodation/ resignation is increasing – people just happy to churn out 
papers…they are increasingly becoming part of the problem”  

 “.. unwilling to commit to the kind of exercise which today represents – people are 
sceptical about long term thinking, they’ve lost hope”   

 “There is no rationale, no WHY (with regard to Universities). Therefore other logics 
(like managerialism) find it easy to penetrate, and only then do people think about 
why, because it hurts.”   

“Need to focus on the “why” and link with the broader … context. The rationale for 
any organised system has to be couched in terms of its relationships with the broader 
context.”  

“Our target is the symbiosis between Managerialist Stalinism (the betrayal of ideas) 
and Neoliberal Capitalism which combines the worst aspects of both”   

“We have to articulate an alternative model… difficulty with starting again, but it’s 
even more difficult to stand in front of the moving train and try and divert it.”   

“Our group should be interested in things that neo-liberals pre-suppose, but deny (e.g. 
like we need knowledge for the knowledge economy, but privatising it, stifles it)” 
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 The intervention was designed as a 4 stage, modified searching process, with short cycle reflection, 
to evaluate progress, between each step. The phases were: 
1. Values Clarification 
2. Analysis of Environment and System trends 
3. Scenario Development for an Alternative Tertiary Model (Likely, Desirable, Desirable and 

Feasible) 
4. Cycles of Action Planning and Implementation  

 A long cycle group was established to evaluate the process, and its longer-term outcomes.  
  

 Values Clarification  
 A group of 25-30 academics, students and interested parties met at Swinburne University in order to 

establish a set of values (see Appendix 1) that would serve as a policy framework for the active 
adaptive planning to follow. This was felt necessary because of the clear emergence of  second order 
maladaptive responses within Universities – in order to “unfreeze” a clear policy framework is 
required, prior to the application of traditional planning13.  

  
 These values, however, reflect the thoughts of a group that was extremely homogeneous in terms of 

age profile, profession and social values. In particular, the ostensible acceptance of the need for 
heterogeneity of markets, and contextual relevance, could be interpreted as a marketing strategy – a 
way of fitting an a-priori model into the world, rather than a disciplined search for dynamic niches 
(trends) with which we directively correlate. Rather than working from the “outside-in”, therefore, 
the group spent a great deal of time working “inside-out”. 

 

 Analysis of Environment and System Trends 
 The record of this phase of the project reveals the difficulty of herding (academic) cats. While we 

made a concerted effort to increase the diversity of the planning group, based on our observations of 
the values clarification stage, and the numbers did increase, the diversity of the group actually 
decreased. Focusing on the Operating Environment (L21) independent of the system (L11) became 
increasingly difficult – this was an early warning of what Baburoglu calls “surrender to the 
environment” (ie the group found it difficult to differentiate between the inputs to the system, and the 
system itself ) and, concomitantly, it suggested that we could be dealing with localised vortical (see 
below) conditions. The following quotes indicate the feeling of crisis that pervaded the group: 

“Are we seeking reinvigoration or, merely, struggling to avoid disintegration ? 
Nudging at the margins won’t work. We have to articulate an alternative model” “One 
important barrier is that academics are not good at doing stuff.”   

“Is it our task to “undebauch” society, or re-establish the modern equivalent of 

monasteries, to survive as islands during the debauching of scholarship and research, 
and to develop the new frameworks for the post debauched state? In this context many 
of Humboldt's ideas are relevant.” 

“Aggressive = Good. Translates into ‘Get the $’ and ‘beat the others’.…..the 
successful “Aggressive University” is mythical, because decreased transparency 
means we don’t really know how any specific University is performing.” “University 
wants employees not academics.” 

“Strategy to develop research culture: you buy the individuals and they have to be 
obedient and accepting of change, or someone will ‘Whip them into shape’” “Any 

critique is seen as resistance – ‘it’s your problem’, ‘She’s a difficult woman’, ‘he’s 
young and naïve’”.  

“Academics & politicians collaborating with management” “Universities are stuffed” 
“The system has passed the point of no return - not amenable to reform from within” 

                                                 
13  Gloster, op cit 
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 The quotations make 2 clear arguments – Universities have surrendered to the dogma of 
neoliberalism, and, they cannot be reformed from within. However, on the positive side, the scan of 
the external environment forced people to search for existing alternatives to the mainstream 
pathologies. The record reveals that three alternative models were beginning to emerge: 
1. The establishment of “enclaves”, described as something like monasteries 
2. The re-establishment of traditional universities  
3. The establishment of “guilds”, organised on the basis of ones calling and contracted back into the 

system.14 

 It is interesting to note the use of the word “enclaves”. In his 1988 paper Baburoglu states:  
 

 “In polarisation, the parts are charged, positively towards some, negatively towards 
others. When they are positively charged, they form social enclaves..... but 
maladaptive ones.  These enclaves, which are cohesive and well integrated in 
themselves, provide the individual member with norms and values consistent with 
their perception of honour, justice and loyalty ......” (Baburoglu, 1988, p197) 

 
 This desire for an island of stability reflects the polarisation which is becoming endemic in 

Universities, manifested in; a hatred of managers (the “baddies”, the “black & white” thinking), 
ongoing tension between tenured and sessional staff, conflict between “real” academics and support 
staff (like librarians) and, interestingly, the assumption of a completely vortical (apocalyptic) 
environment (the return of the “Dark Ages”). Fred Emery puts these dark visions into perspective: 

 
 “What are the invariants that might characterise Type V environments? ...... As 

individuals, families and communities are sucked into social vortices they are 
confronted by a localised environment dominated by centripetal forces ......Social 
life is dominated by the principle that Hobbes put forward in the 17th century, ‘war 
of all against all’.  If that were the system principle, life in a Type 5 environment 
would be ‘solitary, poor, nasty, brutish, and short’, and it would be only a matter of 
time before the society ceased to exist.  Many societies and cultures have gone this 
way.  Only two tactics have emerged and these are about prolonging individual 
life; they offer no support for the continuation of the institutional structures.  These 

are the tactics of ‘fight-flight’: i) making oneself and one’s immediate family 
socially invisible - playing possum, and ii) attack and rob.” (Emery 1988, pp 1-2) 

 
 It is interesting to note that the quotes on the preceding page, and those used to establish the felt 

problem clearly identify the 2 strategies Emery refers to (eg keep your head down and publish, 
versus the “aggressive”, market-share grabbing, University and bullying, careerist staff). It is also 
interesting to speculate just how much the current political monoculture contributes to the feeling of 
being sucked into and pushed along by uncontrollable forces 

 

Scenario Development for an Alternative Tertiary Model 
 Some new people joined this phase. The scenarios were developed by two sub-groups who then 

came together in plenary. Group 1 was slightly more diverse than Group 2 (it did contain some 
students) and this is reflected in the outcomes. Group 2 displayed what was to become a persistent 
trend – a focus on means (a co-operative), to the exclusion of ends (consistent with a stalemated 
social system). In addition, Group 2 appeared to forget the data which had been collected, in order to 
pursue a vision focussed on means – a vision which was prompted more by pre-existing assumptions 
of cause and effect, good and bad, than by the careful and extensive analysis of system-environment 
trends which had preceded this session.  

                                                 
14

 
 It strikes the authors that this is no different in kind to sessional teaching – albeit with the “safety net” of a guild. 
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 On the other hand, Group 1 did produce a clear vision - a statement of ends capable of re-integrating 
a whole range of differentiated concerns: 

“The Humboldtian Vision:  

• Passing on the culture and traditions 
- creating the future 
- contributing to society   

• Unification of:  
- theory and practice,  
- disciplines;  
- students and teachers;  
- past traditions and the future (not losing old ideas)  

• Sense of place  
- Cultural as well as physical.  
- Allows freedom/choice/movement but within, or from, a base of identity/home; Shift from 

only understanding place as ‘where you are going” to “where you’ve come from”, as well 
- Polycentric, decentralised 

• Collaborative culture; engaged learning – being in the world – reciprocity” 

 As well as a policy prescription for adaptation:  

 “A flexible and opportunistic (adaptive) model which can survive and thrive if the 
economy does crash, or if it continues to stumble along, or if it grows. Must not be 
dependent on the state of the global economy – regardless of the condition of the 
economy it should be able to access resources, as well as attract academics and 
students” 

 However, when the two groups met for the plenary there was a pre-emptive strike for a co-operative 
as “the answer”, rather than a careful analysis of what kind of structure and process could best be 
adopted for achieving the extremely rich vision, and associated policy prescription, immediately 
above. Further, despite the agreement to use a formal AR process, the “Stage 4: Cycles of Action 
Planning and Implementation” was, to a greater or lesser degree, diffused into a more traditional set 
of committees and sub-committees, together with their attendant, and highly orthodox, processes 15. 

 

 Aims and Objectives 
 A small team, essentially the long-cycle group, synthesised the material from the searching process 

into a set of Aims and Objectives16 and, subsequently, they were used to provide a framework for the 
formal establishment of the co-operative. A copy of the Akademos Co-operative brochure can be 
found in Appendix 2, together with “The Akademos Story”. It is important to note that the value, 
“contextual relevance”, and the contextually relevant policy statement, above, were not included.  

 
 A student member of the long-cycle group designed the brochure, the name Akademos (from the 

Greek general who was honoured by having a park named after him – it was this park that became 
the setting for the philosophical “academy” of Plato), and the logo. He also convinced Swinburne 
University Student Union to provide a small, but nevertheless critical, seeding grant. However, 
shortly thereafter, the long-cycle group quietly drifted away, believing that their contributions, and 
the original aims of the group, had both been overtaken by the fixation on means and by a climate in 
which “listening” had ceased. Rather than a sense of dialogue, they found an increasing tendency to 
indulge in the more traditional, but nevertheless maladaptive, practice of strategically timed 
monologues.  

                                                 
15  However, while this paper was being prepared, some members of Akademos appear to have agreed that the whole 

process does need to be re-addressed with a more diverse group. 
16  A complete version can be found at www.akademos.org.au 
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Long Cycle Reflections and Hypotheses 

 
 So far, after 16 months and, partly as a consequence of the ongoing analysis reported in this paper, 

the following long cycle outcomes have emerged17; 

1. An institutional representation of the outcomes, “Akademos”, has been established as a 
cooperative (see http://www.akademos.org.au/) 

2. “Offerings” are being established  

• “Globalisation, Sustainability and Ecology” - a post-graduate cross-disciplinary course which 
will be presented as a traditional seminar series. However, the participants will develop 
papers with the Akademos representatives and these will be peer reviewed, prior to being 
printed as a book.  

• “Create Your Own Future” This is a transition course for post secondary people to learn how 
to learn. This course has had a torturous gestation, having initially been conceptualised as a 
tertiary transition course, two streams of thinking then emerged:  
- A skills based program, involving a traditional teacher-student relationship for mature 

people returning to formal (probably postgraduate) education   
- A “learning how to learn” program, for those young adults who feel they have lost their 

way, involving a facilitator-learner approach. This latter concept appears to be difficult 
for many traditional academics to understand.  

There has been a consistent push to merge these 2 streams, and for the target group to be 
“people like us”.  This reflects what appears to be a unconscious commitment to homogeneity 
- of both course content and target audience. 

• “Philosophy of Mind” (a cross-disciplinary course) and the “Pamphlets Project” 
(documenting Akademos thinking about various pertinent issues to an Australian alternative 
tertiary education provider) are in the very early stages due to personal difficulties.   

• “Readings” Initially, this activity is aimed more at the members of Akademos than at 
external groups. It’s role is to provide a series of meetings where specific chapters of 
canonical, but sometimes problematic, texts are discussed and interpreted (e.g the works of A 
N Whitehead) 

• “Beyond Dilemmas” A series of meetings focussed on the resolution of apparent 
“oppositions”; It is intended to provide a space for a conversation around an identified, 
socially relevant, topic, and to work out any actions Akademos should and could take 

3. However, there are a number of inter-related trends in the project which point towards the 
persistence of maladaptive responses as well as hypotheses about their nature. 

• Continuing reduction in diversity of the participants (keeping cosy in the enclave) 

• A general lack of interest in researching the history of development of Universities in 
general, and Akademos, in particular, despite records being available on the list server. 

• A discontinuity in the searching process as originally designed; search data is ignored, focus 
is placed on means (a co-operative) without articulation of ends, and there is a failure to take 
formal responsibility for the action and reflection cycle (which includes stubborn resistance 
to the public recording of discussions, and a constant slide into committee structures).  

• Contextualising has been reduced. There has been a return to inside-out thinking (instead of 
outside-inside-outside) and very little effort is focused on engaging people outside of 
Akademos in the thinking and activities.  

• Hope has disappeared from the agenda it is being replaced by comfort/habit – this is 
exhibited in choice of venue (a comfortable, traditional library), the focus on socialising and a 
lack of interest in bringing in new members, or new ideas/perspectives.18 

                                                 
17  In the absence of a formal long-cycle group, the authors have taken this role. 
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• Monothematic dogmatism – the normative base for distinguishing right from wrong, good 

from bad – On the one hand, this comes in easily recognisable packaging; “it’s all about 
community development”, or “the answer is a Co-operative University”, but on the other, it 
comes in the guise of the contextualist framework itself. Translating contextualism from a 
theory which has substantial support, into practice, has led to a stubborn and possibly 
intractable performative contradiction. As the cycle between contextualist theory and AR 
practice proceeds, it is becoming obvious that the practice of contextualism, especially in so 
far as it is used to map the external world (the L22), and highlight which trends (L21) to 
respond to, is being experienced by many in the group as an example of the monothematic 
dogmatism we are all seeking to unlock.  

• leading to Polarisation – reducing the complex intertwining of reality to simplistic, black and 

white, terms – Again, there are the relatively common examples; “They are evil”, “We need 
to be different from them”, “SOME people……”. However, the contextualist framework of 
AR is also polarising, since it is not being applied “off the billiard table”. The sometimes 
dogmatic assertion of this framework by people “on the billiard table” acts, in and of itself, as 
a driver of polarisation. The contradiction is, as we stated above both stubborn and possibly 
intractable. 

• and Stalemate – qualitative progress ceases – The most common symptom of this second 
order response is the obsession with means – a co-operative plus a web-site is all we need; a 
policy, governance and procedure Sub-Committee are looking at orthodox policy before 
courses have been designed (ie how, comes before, what and why); together with lots of 
fight/flight and “keep your head down”. However, again, the application of the contextualist 
framework and AR is part of the problem. AR practice is, in itself, a “means” – we would 
argue it is simply good science, applied to complex-organised systems, with high degrees of 
freedom19. However, in an interdisciplinary group which is nevertheless homogeneous (all 
the active participants, with the exception of the authors are employed in Universities) the 
framework-in-practice is often interpreted as just another decision making process, like 
committee meetings.  

In addition, in a context where a significant number of participants seem to identify the 
alternative to authoritarianism (“The Rules”) as laissez faire (“My Rules”), rather than 
democracy (“Our Rules”)20, the situation has become further exacerbated. While a hierarchy, 
formal committee structures and “ex-cathedra” evaluations are somehow seen as ideology 
free, participative AR processes are, sometimes, interpreted as pure ideology. 

  
 From the long-cycle reflection the trend towards localised vortical 21 conditions becomes clearer  

  
 “By the mid 1970s, Emery had extended his conceptualisation of environmental 

types to include environmental type within environmental type, if the 
circumstances at hand warranted such a conceptualisation. For Emery (1997, page 
50), environmental types were stages in an emergent serial order, not ideal types of 
the Weber kind. Emery’s short but illuminating note “Type II Institutions in a 

Type III University Environment within a Type IV World” (Emery, 1975), clearly 
illustrate his conceptualisation of environmental type within environmental type, 
with causal textures applying to ‘an environment’, not just the L22.” (Gloster, 1999, 
pp 63-64) 

                                                                                                                                                              
18  Again, events which have occurred during the writing of this paper indicate that this block may be shifting 
19  That is, social systems - rather than the simple-organised systems of billiards, and solar systems, or the complex-random 

systems of sub-atomic physics and thermodynamics 
20  Democracy is, in fact, the alternative to the opposition between authoritarianism and laissez faire  
21  Gloster, op cit 
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 In so far as the group is attempting to implement the concept of an enclave, with a formal 
cooperative structure, we can hypothesise that we are:  
• attempting to create a Type 2 Institution (eg like a monastery, homogeneous values, identity 

based on language, rites of passage, distinctive competence and referent power, and a hierarchy 
of structure, headed by the old men of the tribe) 

• within an Operating Environment being manipulated by Government as Type 3 (ie neoliberal 
dogma - centres of excellence, competitive free market, user pays, product focussed, and 
subordination to the main plan of, increasingly, on-line, export-oriented, courses).  

• within a Type 4 global environment. 

This is consistent with Emery’s extended conceptualisation and, moreover, one of the key elements 
(ie an enclave) may well be anything but adaptive, not only because of the inherently problematic 
nature of enclaves (see the discussion on page 9, above), but also because, within the enclave, the 
“natural” second order maladaptive responses are, too some degree, being amplified by the energy of 
the contextualist paradigm.  
 
In a situation where there is a deeply imbued sense of authority (if not authoritarianism), a highly 
individualist model of scholarship, and a deep seated fear of  “the mob” (ie uninitiated outsiders, 
those who neither recognise, nor respect, the academic hierarchy)22, polarisation and stalemate have 
become strong “attractors”. As a consequence of all these factors, Akademos is in danger of 
becoming more deeply embedded in the emergent localised vortical field. This possible outcome can 
be seen to accord with Gloster’s 1999 classification, set out in Table 2, below 
 

Table 2 

Gloster’s Classification of Environmental Types 

Level Label Relevant Relationships 

Type 1 Placid, random L11 

Type 2 Placid, clustered L11, L12 

Type 3 Disturbed, reactive L11, L12, L21 

Type 4 Turbulent L11, L12, L21, L22 

Type 5 in Type 4 Localised Vortical L11, L12, L21, L22 

Type 5 Vortical L22 
  
 

 Recommendations for Sustaining a Re-conceptualised Tertiary Education Model 

 
 The authors have presented the Akademos community with these conclusions and hypotheses 

(focussing on the second order maladaptive symptoms of polarisation and, especially, stalemate), 
albeit not in as rigorous a fashion as it is presented here. While the emergent contradiction still 
provokes the very symptoms the AR practice seeks to negate, a significant proportion of the 
membership appears to recognise the need to revisit our founding values, and to spend a serious 
amount of time, in a more heterogeneous setting (people and content), addressing the “world out 
there” rather than Akademos, per se. In addition, this agreement was couched within the context of 
attempting to become more adaptive, trying to avoid establishing our identity by “what we’re not” 
and casting our net of potential planning and decision making processes much wider23.  

  

                                                 
22  For a detailed discussion of this phenomena, under the heading of “The Modernist Settlement” see Latour B (1999) 

“Pandora’s Hope” Harvard University Press, Chapter 1 
23  For example, the processes developed by Russian intellectuals, planners and politicians during the perestroika period. 
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 Having hypothesised that the situation Akademos finds itself in is “a stalemated social system in a 
localised vortical environment within the wider turbulent environment” we can now address some 
options for breaking out of the situation, and to this end we need a framework and methodology. To 
this end, the authors have drawn on 2 key sources: 
1. From Gloster, we get an “assembly of a necessary and sufficient set of methodologies, methods 

and tools for managing active adaptation of a stalemated social system in a localised vortical 
environment within the wider turbulent environment”24

.  

2. From Latour25 and Checkland26 we get a broader perspective on Action Research as applied to 
innovative social technologies. Our experience has led us to reconsider the kinds of questions 
which need to be asked about trying to innovate, using a voluntary group, within a clinched, self-
reinforcing social system.  

 The key feature of Gloster’s contribution is the creation of  “a new system of policies and legal 
dictates, located in that system’s task environment”27, and he suggests that a subgroup of the 
stalemated social system can initiate this. However, the sub-group must establish itself as a formal 
subsystem or subculture, so that it can legitimately seek different outcomes from those being sought 
by the dominant group (in this case the Board).  The sub-group seeks a behavioural response from 
the system that is different from “the established pattern of behaviour, locked in by the self-sealing 
dynamics of the dominant power relations within the stalemated system”.   

 
 The system principle of the purposefully created policy and legal dictate environment is designed to 

first neutralise, then overthrow the system principle of the stalemated social system, so that 
subsequent active adaptive planning can co-produce active adaptation.  As noted in the initial paper 
by the authors to the APU Conference  

 
 “Now is the time for truly innovative solutions to the crisis in tertiary education 

and research to emerge. If tertiary institutions are to escape the dead hand of 
managerialism, this can only be done by illuminating the pathological nature of 
managerialism, and developing active, adaptive strategies and policies to deal with 
it. Such strategies and policies can only be developed, successfully, within a 
framework of contextual searching and planning.”28 

  
 But given the localised vortical environment, it is necessary to neutralise the maladaptive L11 , L12 

and L21 behaviours, using the methodology of active adaptive policy and legal dictate making. While 
there is no possibility of truly “legal” dictate making, it should be possible to achieve this end 
through the use of formal policy prescription – but the policy has to be environmentally driven, 
rather than being driven by the kinds of existing policies which are associated with traditional 
universities 

  
 From Latour, we get a process for linking system and environment together in a way which reduces 

our vulnerability to “surrender to the environment”.  In addition, a combination of Latour’s ideas and 
those of Checkland enables us to design an Action Research process for deliberate and systematic 
unfreezing, followed by traditional adaptive planning, that will permit the participants, outside the 
planning sessions, to act within the contextual knowledge established within the planning sessions.  

  

                                                 
24  Gloster, op cit, p111 
25

 
 Latour B (1999) “Pandora’s Hope” Harvard University Press 

26  Checkland P and Holwell S (1998) “Information, Systems and Information Systems” Wiley  
27  Gloster, op cit, p 108 
28  Goricanec J.L and Young D.L op cit, p 11 
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 A topological model of the process is to be found in Diagram 4, below. Like all design processes, 
successful innovation depends, first, on having a design process that can learn. Within this action 
learning framework, successful innovation is dependent on 5 processes which occur more or less 
simultaneously, and are highly interdependent: 

 
1. Incremental innovation design and development, from concept to “black box” – employing an 

AR approach 
2. Logistics: successfully mobilising the physical resources and other instruments (eg technologies, 

locations, authority and relevant policies) necessary to develop the concept  
3. Colleagues: successfully institutionalising and normalising the solution, through the formation of 

coalitions that will grant the innovation sufficient autonomy for it to emerge from the 
background. 

4. Allies: successfully embedding the solution in the broader social and commercial context, 
through the formation of alliances 

5. Public Perceptions: achieving positive public representation 

 

Diagram 4 

 

Non-Linear Action Research Model 
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 Finally, we can put the 2 perspectives together, to identify the path forward: 

1. Establish a framework, based on the policy dictate that emerged from the search data (ie establish 
“A flexible and opportunistic (adaptive) model which can survive and thrive if the economy does 
crash, or if it continues to stumble along, or if it grows. Must not be dependent on the state of the 
global economy – regardless of the condition of the economy it should be able to access 
resources, as well as attract academics and students”) 

2. Adopt the Latour/Checkland model of Action Research, and systematically develop the 
innovative tertiary institution through the five interdependent processes identified in the diagram. 
The policy framework referred to above should be identified as a critical outcome of the logistics 

loop, L12→L21 (ie the policy should be viewed as an instrument). However, the first logistical 
outcome may well be the adoption of completely new processes and instruments for actually 
carrying out the policy formation activities (at an extended, face-to-face gathering(s)) – like the 
Russian procedures referred to on the preceding page. Teams could then be assigned to all the 
loops and, most importantly, a team has to be made formally responsible for the “hub” (ie. the 
conceptual knots and design processes from which an adaptive Akademos will eventually 
emerge) 

 

 A Question for the ALARPM Conference 
 In the end we must always remind ourselves of what we are aiming to co-produce – a sustainable 

alternative tertiary education model, in a dynamic context. In his book “Acts of Resistance” the 
French sociologist and philosopher Pierre Bourdieu states: 

 
 “And so, if one can retain some reasonable hope, it is that,……, there still exist 

forces which,….., work to invent and construct a social order which is not 

governed solely by the pursuit of self interest and individual profit, and which 

makes room for collectives oriented towards  rational pursuit of collectively 

defined and approved ends”. 
29  

 The question is: How do we get to "collectively defined and approved ends", given the performative 
contradiction between the theory of contextualism and its practice - especially in a context where  

• authority derived from individual scholarship ("distinctive competence") is the core signal of 
achievement (hardly surprising in a system designed for Type 2 environments),   

• structure is seen as a choice between authority and laissez-faire,  

• fear of 'the mob' (especially uninitiated outsiders who do not recognise academic authority) is a 
constant undercurrent  

• and, moreover, the challenges of turbulent to localised vortical environments make it all too 
easy to descend into mutual acrimony and stalemate ? 

                                                 
29 Bourdieu P.(2000) “Acts of Resistance – Against the New Myths of Our Time” The New Press, NY, p104. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX 1 

 

Values 



Values
30

 Which are Adaptive Within Our Shared Environment 

(ie values which should prove adaptive for any institution trying to innovate) 
1. Product differentiation – especially when aimed at suppressed demand amongst the many 

sidelined minorities that the current regime has engendered. 
2. Process differentiation – the process of developing an alternative should reflect an alternative set 

of values.  
3. In the context of differentiation – real quality, innovation, creativity and excellence 
4. Heterogeneity – recognise heterogeneous markets/niches. The overt “need” may be unrelated to 

the eventual outcome. High-lights the difference between planning for expressed needs, and 
planning to satisfy longer term outcomes which then identifies prerequisites (eg In Spain a need 
for a housing collective led to the development of an alternative University). 

5. Smallness – symbiotic, parasitic, exploiting the language game. The “Slow Food” university. The 
Slow life of the mind 

6. Contextually relevant (eg like the Spanish example given above) 
7. Continuity, maintenance of culture and character 
8. Growth which is sustainable, based on sufficient diversity to survive. 
9. Grounded in a community 
10. An emancipatory experience. There are huge numbers of “losers” in the present system and some 

of the best theory is coming from “the wretched of the earth” 
11. Energy, Vision, Passion to get access to resources, Inspiration 
12. Customisation, individualisation, personalisation 
13. Sensible use of technology 
 

Values Specifically Associated with Universities 
1. Autonomy (self management) 
2. Transparency 
3. Face to face contact 
4. Democracy 
5. Relevance to society, Socially Engaged (also see discussion, below, on “truth”), Meaningful 
6. Professional, Professions, Standards, Academic Integrity, Scholarly Principles, Rigorous 
7. Civilising 
8. Just 
9. Collegial 
10. Dialogue and exchange, Critical, Inquiry, Dispassionate – or, is it that we have to be passionate 

about a field of inquiry in order to be dispassionate in our analysis ? 
11. Diversity, Free Speech, Respect for adversaries and valuing difference 
12. A Chorus (as in the Greek Chorus) 
13. Unity 
14. Pursuit of the Truth  - we have a relativised, contextual definition of the truth, on the one hand 

(expressed as adaptive values) and absolutist, modernist truth, on the other (as in “the search for 
truth”). Goals should be: 

• Provide truth 

• Facilitate truth 

• Co-researchers to find the truth 
15. However, it cannot be all “co-learning”. First year students require you to use your authority to 

communicate what you know that they don’t know 
16. Privilege Open Inquiry 
17. Anti-organisational strategies are called for by our shared environment – there is a need to be 

subversive.

                                                 
30

  The reason values are critical is that they serve as coordinating mechanisms within a turbulent environment. They add 
predictability to an otherwise unpredictable set of relationships and enable networks to grow. 
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THE AKADEMOS STORY 
 
Australian tertiary education institutions have 
been stripped of their funding and resources, 
locked in managerial cages and forced to 
compete for market share. Students are seen as 
mere consumers of knowledge commodities. 
Rather than learning, many now buy university 
brands for self-interest. 
 
This malaise is grounded in a deeper cultural 
movement.  All over the world, individuals, 
groups and institutions are falling prey to the 
‘logic’ of mechanism and individualism.  Rather 
than emphasising creativity and justice, the 
agenda is one of consumption, control and self-
interest. 
 
As a consequence of this, and more powerful 
mechanisms of control, people are living in a 
disenchanted, terrifying world.  Cultural life is 
reduced to the lonely consumption of mass-
produced commodities.  Creativity, 
collaboration and freedom are therefore 
corrupted.   

AKADEMOS AIMS 
 

1. Campaign for alternative tertiary education 
in universities, TAFEs and other adult, 
community and further education providers 
with the eventual aim of establishing a co-
operative university. 

 
2. Offer a range of standard and alternative 

academic forums, including seminars, 
lectures and workshops. 

 
3. Undertake and foster continuing exploration 

into the forms of teaching and research, 
community relations and administration, 
management and leadership, governance 
and finance appropriate to our principles. 

 
4. Encourage and protect critique of existing 

ideas, institutions and policies. 
 
5. Foster our aims and principles through 

public advocacy, private support and 
collective action. 

 
6. Form alliances with other, like-minded 

groups and individuals, especially staff and 
student associations and cooperatives 
working in other and related areas. 

 
 
 

AKADEMOS PRINCIPLES 
 

 
Today, just a few narrow ideas dominate 
tertiary education in Australia. 
Competition, individualism, and top-down 
control are applied to produce 
'innovation'. Instead, we believe 
collaboration, integration and autonomy 
foster genuine creation. These are the 
principles we pursue: 
 
Collaboration: between students, staff, 
institutions and government. 
Integration: of people, knowledge and 
the environment. 
Autonomy: of thought and action in fully 
democratic institutions. 
Creation: not just of products and ideas, 
but of ourselves and the world we share. 

 

The Akademos Co-operative was formed in 
2002 by academics, intellectuals, students 
and concerned citizens.   
 
Our goal is to foster a truly Australian 
tertiary education, grounded in intellectual 
autonomy, collaboration and creativity. 

Autonomy Integration

Collaboration

Creation

Adaptive Flexibility

AKADEMOS
Australian Tertiary Education Cooperative

Autonomy Integration

Collaboration

Creation

Adaptive Flexibility

AKADEMOS
Australian Tertiary Education Cooperative
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AKADEMOS 
Australian Tertiary Education Cooperative 

APPLICATION FOR MEMBERSHIP 
 
SURNAME………….………………………………… 
OTHER NAMES……………………………………... 
OCCUPATION………………………….……………. 
ADDRESS………………………………...……..……
……………………………………………………….. 
EMAIL……………………………………………….. 
 
I hereby apply – 
1. To be admitted as a member of Akademos 

Cooperative Ltd and to be allotted ……… shares at 
$20 per share. In respect of such application I lodge 
herewith / undertake to lodge in accordance with the 
rules the sum of  $ …………… 

 
2. * I am 18 years or over 
 * I am under the age of 18 years born on ………… 
 
3 * I do/do not want to be automatically subscribed 

to the Akademos electronic mailing list. 
 
4 If this application is approved and the shares are 

allotted to me I agree to pay all charges required by 
Akademos Co-operative Ltd and I agree to be 
bound by the rules of Akademos Co-operative Ltd 
and by any alterations to the Rules registered in 
accordance with the Co-operatives Act. 1996. 

 
Dated ……………………………………………… 
 
Signature of Applicant…………………………….. 
 
Witness……………………………………………. 
 
Witness Signature…………………………………. 
 
(* strike our whichever is not applicable) 

AKADEMOS CONTACTS 
 

Arran Gare – Chairperson 
agare@groupwise.swin.edu.au 

 
Antony McMullen – Secretary 

 ajmcmullen@groupwise.swin.edu.au 
 

Frank Burden – Treasurer 
fburden@optushome.com.au 

 
Jenni Goricanec – Program and 
Planning (Deputy Chairperson) 

goricanec@patash.com.au 
 

Bill Webster – Publicity 
William.R.Webster@med.monash.edu.au 

 
General Inquiries 

info@akademos.org.au 
 
 

JOIN THE AKADEMOS 
MAILING LIST BY VISITING: 

 
http://lists.myspinach.org/cgi-bin/ 

mailman/listinfo/enclave 
 
 
 

 

Akademos Cooperative Ltd 
ABN: 80720921865 

 
Augustine Centre 

2 Minona Street, Hawthorn 
Victoria Australia 3122 

 
www.akademos.org.au 


