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Preamble

I am grateful for information from officers of the Committee and understand that  the powers of the Committee do not include relief on any of the details raised here. Furthermore, I have not marked this submission as CONFIDENTIAL because it might reduce opportunity for the Committee to pursue its objectives. 

.

Because the University of Newcastle NSW is still involved in the matters that I use for illustration of my submission, I consider that the references I make to events spanning a 17 year period are relevant to the terms of the Committee. I have made every effort not to reveal names and identities. They are of themselves, not important to the substance.

Privilege against legal action (Parliamentary Privileges Act 1987, Section 16) summarized also as para 8 in the guidelines on ‘How to make a submission to a Senate Committee inquiry’, satisfies me that it is safe to make this short submission. I remain concerned on the matter of personal safety and that of my family and properties. 

The Committee is respectfully asked to accept that the focus of this submission is upon the actions of of senior administrative and academic offices at the University of Newcastle NSW. Their handling of the conduct of a PhD candidature illustrates grounds for serious concern about accountability, governance reporting and more, in our universities.

Items underlined and italic are citations, usually from print evidence held: most of which is available in the Petition of March 1986, as Annexures. The Petition is a public document and can be obtained from the University of Newcastle NSW as a matter of right. I do not hold an unmarked copy.

It might be asked, 

“Why, if material presented here has been submitted elsewhere, is this submission relevant?”  

I believe that The Senate Committee Public Universities Inquiry can only become aware of these 

matters if  they are reported here and will add to the base of information upon which 

recommendations will be made when its Report is published. The other jurisdictions in which these 

matters were considered had very specific briefs and Orders were made upon them, expecting that the 

University would then act properly to settle the matters. They have also been superceded by events 

about which we have very little information. There is a need for the Committee to know. 

Submission begins

I submit that the University of Newcastle NSW, continues to fall short of the standards expected of a public University. 

I submit that this is principally due to the wrongful exercise of lawful authority by senior administrative and academic officers, in the period 1984 to the present coupled with  the activities of a graduate student that included breaches of Commonwealth law, under the Student’s Assistance Act of 1981 as amended: at least.

I submit that together they have caused serious damage to the good name of the University of Newcastle NSW, to its staff and students. All have been powerless to intervene: all possible steps within the statutes and bye-laws were used. 

The matters began in October of 1984 when I wrote my required report to a Faculty Doctoral Committee. Among other things I requested the Committee to direct the candidate, a Commonwealth Scholarship holder, with permanent residence in UK to replicate analyses presented in a final thesis draft and answer other questions. (Registration forms of a British University 1980 show a permanent address in Lyme Regis, Dorset and British citizenship. Australian citizenship is claimed for the Commonwealth Scholarship.) Repeated requests were refused. I would not allow the thesis to be submitted for examination. The report was never considered, I understand on the advice of the university solicitors. This prompted a successful Petition to the Visitor, Sir James Rowland, as Governor of NSW, supported by Counsel Mr. Geoff Shaw QC and the University Staff Association.

The Visitor was satisfied ‘from the petition and annexures that the petitioner had pursued the particular matters with diligence with appropriate bodies within the University …. He concluded as follows:

I make the following orders:

(a) Declare that the Doctoral Degree Committee failed …..by not considering the petitioner’s 1984 report on the student’s progress.

(b) Order that the University of Newcastle and the Doctoral Degree Committee …. Shall take no steps to direct the examiners to continue with the examination of the thesis submitted to them ….. until or unless the supervisor’s report of Associate Professor Parkes, produced in 1984 is considered ….’

The full Petition and Judgement is available by right to anyone, from the University of Newcastle NSW. The Petition and Judgement in the appeal put by the student is also available of course. I was not allowed to make submissions to that Petition: being excluded by the University.

By late 1986 the situation had deteriorated sufficiently for a respected national weekly to be able to write a long and detailed article based on documents I provided. It’s fears about standards and procedures at Newcastle have proved correct.  The University’s weakness has come back to haunt it as it continues to face threats and demands for compensation. The show goes on, nearly 17 years later, amid the usual shroud of secrecy, procrastination and sophistry from the University’s management. A Doctoral degree was awarded in 1994 but the magazine report remains unchallenged! The University had dismissed the candidate after the Orders of the Visitor were carried out and a new Vice Chancellor was in residence. Appeals against the reason for the dismissal were launched amid astonishing threats and claims. On a technicality, perversely enough engineered I believe by the administration of the University: the dismissal was reversed and the thesis finally submitted, I believe entirely improperly, for examination. The remainder of this submission addresses this point.   

I submit that the degree was gained because of the successful use of threats, fraud and deception. A former member of Council told me that he would give evidence at any formal hearing in which he had Privilege against legal action. He told me that during a conversation in the Staff Club, the Deputy Chair of Senate in the company of the Secretary (Registrar) of the University and the Director of Research said, ‘that their approach would be to take whatever steps had to be taken to ensure the thesis went for examination. The University was on safe ground: the student could sue Parkes if it failed’. The person who made this declaration to me was also President of the Staff Association and a Senior Lecturer in Chemical Engineering. He took an early retirement at age 60 and sadly passed away, after a long and brave fight against cancer, some years ago in Wales. There was no ‘formal Visitation’ and no Council Inquiry, therefore no opportunity for the declaration to be made. 

I submit that the degree should be withdrawn. Mechanisms for the withdrawal of the Degree almost certainly do exist on the grounds of misconduct. However, the University of Newcastle NSW will say it does not have the power to do so.  If the University of Newcastle is correct in this view that it can do nothing to reverse the position, then this Senate Committee of inquiry should find ways to make such a step possible: at all our Universities. In a nutshell: a degree achieved by misconduct should be withdrawn, regardless of the time span involved. 

Newcastle and Australia’s shame is that a British University expelled the same candidate for the same thesis, in 1985, within days of getting the information about the Newcastle enrollment, in 1985.

They too were to be deluged by solicitor’s letters and claims for compensation. Nothing was paid. Nothing will be paid. I have evidence in letters by the candidate that make it absolutely clear that the intention was to submit the thesis to the British University, having used an Australian Commonwealth award to fund the study. Claims were even made (12 September 1984) to the Department of Education and Youth Affairs Letter ref. No 010.33648 from the Department, for payment for typing and binding and payment into a bank account at the University of Newcastle Commonwealth Bank. The Account number is held.

On 2nd August 1984 I wrote as follows to the candidate (who was to claim that I only supervised the first draft of the thesis (1994 acknowledgements in Newcastle thesis)), “ I enclose copy of the University of Newcastle requirements for preparation and submission of higher degree theses…. also a statement on the appointment of examiners. … I am still awaiting Chapter 8.4… “
There were no replies. I wrote on 27 August 1984, “ …. I completed reading of the material you gave me in June….I have delayed writing my report on the 800 pages which you have given to me…. Because your Registration continues until April of next year, you do have plenty of time. However I understood that you were eager to complete your work and submit your thesis…”
Only two weeks later, on 12 September 1984 the Newcastle candidate whom I had been trying to contact, wrote to her UK University as follows:

“The Australian commitment [UNESCO Fellowship of which there is no UNESCO record], has been completed and therefore I am now taking up my fully paid up registered postgraduate place. On the question of supervision, should [name of existing UK supervisor] withdraw from supervision, I should request the Departmental Committee to appoint a replacement.  As I have indicated, a largely nominal supervisor is now required only ….”

This sounds like precisely the same strategy that had been set up for Newcastle and had been used at another British University and at another Australian University where there was supervisor resignation .

On 29th October 1984 I wrote to the candidate as follows, “It is now 4 months since I completed my reading and marking of your final thesis draft”. As is shown elsewhere the candidate was writing to the UK University at this time with letter addressed from an UK permanent address. It would not be hard to check movements in and out of the country, one imagines.

On 28 June 1985 the following was written in a letter to me, from the UK University, “We received a letter this morning saying that [..] would be returning to [UK University] in August. … we are terminating [..] ‘s registration with us and banning [..] from the Department ..”

The same thesis had been prepared at both Universities. There can surely be no other interpretation put on these statements by the Newcastle candidate except the claim that 2 different theses were being prepared. Hardly likely and especially with the same titles! Anyhow, if this was so the Commonwealth award regulations had been breached and a great deal of money needs to be refunded, including that paid to the University of Newcastle NSW. I believe it was Mr. Paul Keating as Prime Minister who once estimated a PhD degree cost $72,000 to complete. I do not recollect if this was per year or not. For the University’s sake I hope not!

All this at the time (October 1984) when I was trying to complete supervision in Newcastle NSW and was awaiting replication of data analyses and other directions to be carried out before allowing the thesis to go for examination.

All the above detail and there is much more is presented to satisfy the Senate Committee that material evidence can support the matters raised and  because of the evidence, serious issues regarding proper behaviour by the University, supervision (including mine of course),  and the candidate should have been investigated. 

The Senate Committee is respectfully asked to inquire into the broader implications of events at Newcastle NSW. In particular as to why a resolution of Council that there be an inquiry (1988 April) has never been carried out. In April 1995 the Secretary and Registrar of the University wrote to me as follows, “Your claim that the Council has refused to hold an independent inquiry into the matter is not accurate. At a meeting of the Council on 21 August 1992 it was agreed that no action be taken in respect of the Inquiry approved in April 1988 until the candidature was completed. As the candidature has now been completed the process of establishing the Inquiry is presently in train”.  It is now 2001. The train has not moved and the University has no intention that it shall. Some might say we have a state of anarchy here. Certainly such behaviour can only bring disrepute and distrust upon a University. 

Capitulation to threats

I submit that the University of Newcastle NSW has capitulated to threats of legal action and conspired to divert those threats against me. But I am not singled out, this would have happened to any individual who challenged the system. Indeed Newcastle NSW experienced another case (a few years earlier under the same ‘administration’) in which a senior lecturer, not a member of the staff association, was expelled. He began by questioning aspects of a doctoral thesis held by a recently appointed Professor. He was marginalized, vilified, required to undertake psychiatric testing and even imprisoned. There is not much else that could be done. Whether he was right or wrong our public Universities should be unable to act in this manner against an individual. Similar access to legal support by the university, should be available to the ‘whistle blower’ as to the University officers involved.

The Senate Committee of inquiry to higher education should aim to design and legislate for structures that are strong enough to resist the onslaught of ambitious, incompetent or even well meaning but mistaken adminstrators/academics and inadequate but determined students.  

Four other universities in UK and Australia involved

The matters surrounding the events at Newcastle University NSW are not merely of a local or even national significance. Rather they involve at least three and possibly four other Universities, two of which are in UK.  Any University’s ‘capacity to meet Australia’s higher education needs’ depends, in the end, on the accreditation (confidence) of the international community.  Many outstanding academic staff and students will inevitably suffer because the real situation in all of this is well known and Newcastle has done nothing to put it right. The Senate Committee inquiring into higher education has such an opportunity, by requiring senior administrators of the University to present themselves to the hearings and answer questions. 

The flight to lawyers, acquiescence to deceit and misleading of external examiners

The flight to lawyers as a gag on discussion can reach farcical levels at times. The Deputy Vice Chancellor of the University of Newcastle NSW claims that the University has been advised that it  cannot direct correction of  a mischievous lie, printed in a thesis acknowledgment because the author has copyright. This is a very different situation to that at British Universities where, according to the Vice Chancellor of one at which the same person was a candidate: “ownership of all examinable material, including theses, resides [in the University]. “ 
Australian academics can be seriously damaged it seems because degree candidates can write whatever they please and the University is unable to intervene.

In the submitted Newcastle thesis, the candidate writes to acknowledge my ‘supervision of the first draft ‘ when in fact I supervised the final draft and refused to have it examined because of its poor quality and doubtful validity, but examiners were never told that, and the University will not remove the statement.

Another example of deceit, one I had required to be removed from a second draft read in 1983, was obviously unrecognizable to the self appointed replacement supervisor, assuming that he did indeed read the thesis before hastening to send it off for examination.  Examiners were also deceived and will have assumed that the ‘finding’ was an example of the candidate’s capability. It was not.

Page 165 of the Newcastle thesis  reads “.. is further explored by means of time-geographic notation. Strictly, it should be described as chronogeographic because Kolaja’s notions of recurrent and innovative behaviour (brought to the researcher’s notice by Thrift (1977,95) but not part of the time –geographic model of society) are included [6].”
Point one is that there is no citation of the source of the term ‘chronogeographic’. The correct source is Parkes,D.N. and Thrift,N.J 1980, Times,Spaces and Places. A Chronogeographic Perspective, John Wiley and Sons 1980,  527pp.

Point two is that the replacement supervisor has failed to recognize that the candidate is showing no understanding at all of Kolaja’s work which is not related to the chronogeographic model that Thrift and I developed.

Point three is found by looking at the deceptive wording in relation to Professor Thrift. He did not ‘personally’ (as is implied I feel) draw the candidate’s attention to the work of Kolaja: I did so and this is clearly written in my supervisor’s comments to work presented in 1982! Furthermore when reference is made to Thrift 1977 page 95, this is what is found: “Acknowledgements Tommy Carlstein (Lund [Sweden]) and Don Parkes (Newcastle, Australia) helped in every way to bring this essay to fruition … “ The candidate has assiduously avoided reference to me. I would add that had the thesis been suitable for examination, Professor Thrift of the University of Bristol would have been an examiner!

 But there is more, in this short example. When reference is made to footnote [6] as directed by the candidate the following is found on page 326 of the thesis: 

“Most of the argument is based on Kolaja’s theory and it would seem Hagerstrand et al are entirely unaware of it. The concepts of capability, coupling and authority constraints are ‘time-geographic’..”

These words are taken DIRECTLY from my notes written on the thesis draft 1982. I wrote the following: “ Be careful not to use the term time-geographic too loosely. Most of your argument is based on Kolaja’s theory and to my knowledge Hagerstrand et al [ie. Time-geography] are entirely unaware of it. The concepts of capability, coupling and authority constraints are of course “time geographic”.
In 1983 the candidate presented another draft. Now in a footnote numbered 4. It was precisely as included in the thesis submitted for examination and awarded a PhD. Yet in the draft submitted to me I wrote: You make it sound as though you “discovered” Kolaja! We know the real antecedents however!  Sorry – but this is not acceptable. My comments in 1982 should not be represented in this manner”
The candidate shifts off me to refer to Thrift but needs to plagiarize my comments. Hagerstrand and his group at the Royal University in Lund Sweden were among the most highly respected groups in the discipline. I had spent time at Lund and had edited three volumes of work with a person from that University. The issue is important and illustrates the paucity of the supervision given by the Newcastle replacement supervisor. Out of his depth and with other agendas perhaps. We shall never know.

Abuse of power, exclusion of evidence at a Discipline hearing, false statements

One of many examples of the abuse of power, and of sophistry in its justification, is found in the procedures of a Discipline hearing at the University of Newcastle NSW after materials were stolen from my office, rather well described in the article of 1986. The Discipline hearing, that I had demanded, found that the student had acted acceptably in looking for materials. This disregarded the fact that my entire confidential report to the Doctoral Degrees Committee had also been stolen. I resigned as supervisor (As noted elsewhere each of the candidate’s supervisors are prone to resignation. Convenient it seems). 

A part of the defence made by the candidate was that opportunity to take up an ‘appointment’ was being delayed. There was no appointment. It was a return to the UK to submit the same thesis in UK that was in fact the reason for the candidate searching my office and stealing materials: a search for a draft thesis and my comments and with the Commonwealth Scholarship over, no need to hang around. The candidate was later to run into a spot of bother at the British University. Fees had not been paid and the University there had already  said that enrollment was void, even before finding out about the Newcastle position! No surprise then that the candidate mounted a last ditch stand to defend, tooth and nail, the last chance to obtain the coveted Doctorate. 

Unsuitable to supervise PhD.  Quality of control of thesis production.
The replacement supervisor, was an unsuitable but convenient appointment. The usual reason for selection of a supervisor to a research PhD is the supervisor’s reputation through published work. Such work typically becomes a significant element in the bibliography of the thesis: whether supporting or denying the findings. It also tells external examiners something about the quality control of the thesis production. A PhD thesis is not a mere Report. One might describe it to a lay person as a great idea, meticulously attacked by the person who had the idea, to establish that it is still a good idea! But fraught with the risk of failure.

So far as the suitability of the replacement supervisor is concerned (more or less self appointed, in fact), I did not find a single reference to his published work in my reading of  the thesis. This is so even though it took a further 9 years to be submitted, between 1985 and 1994! He certainly did not require data analyses to be replicated in Newcastle as I had reported was an essential requirement before the thesis was even considered for examination. The data were processed many years earlier in Western Australia, estimates are about 1975 or 1976. 

Data analyses

Registration marks on faded computer printout, submitted to me with thesis drafts, were confirmed by the manufacturer to have been produced many years previous to the enrollment at Newcastle.  On 13 October 1986, Moore Business Forms & Systems Division wrote, “..we can say that any computer paper with the writing “Lamson Paragon Paraflo Ref: 1115 on the side would have been produced prior to 1977” . The suggestion to follow this clue came from an interested third party.

Then, an unsolicited letter dated 29 September 1986 from an academic at another Australian University declared  that he prepared the data analyses, at a fee, for the candidate while working in Western Australia in the 1970s. He wrote,  “ At the time I felt my contribution to the thesis was perhaps more than it should have been [Master’s thesis at an Australian University]. I instituted various analyses (such as discriminant analysis) that I designed, but I believe that [..] only included some of this work… Unfortunately we ended up disagreeing about my fee for the work and as a result I protected the files I had created with passwords until such disagreements could be resolved. They never were….” 

This material was presented to the acting vice chancellor in Newcastle NSW on October 2, 1986 and his ‘Confidential’ note to the Vice Chancellor confirms this, he wrote that, “He had received yesterday, October 1 1986, a letter that informed him that data included in [..]’s thesis were likely to have been data which another person had processed on her behalf….”

Why did the replacement supervisor not follow this up? He knew of this! He had even stronger grounds to support my view of a year earlier, without the benefit of the information from Melbourne. Why was this work not acknowledged by the candidate, as is proper academic reporting practice?  No checks at all were placed on the final thesis supervision and external examiners can have had NO IDEA of this background.

There were similar concerns about data analyses expressed by the Dean of a second British University in a letter to Newcastle, 2 October 1984, ” I have now to add that the acceptance of the thesis was not straightforward, for rather similar reasons to those which implicitly underlay your letter. Suffice it to say that […] returned to Australia for personal reasons after the successful completion of the course work part of [the]r course. [..]  returned after some six months and submitted the dissertation, which the supervisor allowed to go forward, even though he and the candidate knew that [..] had been expressly forbidden to undertake a topic on Australia because of the Board’s view that such work could not be properly supervised from Britain.”  

And from a staff member from a third British University who attended a seminar given by the candidate. He writes on January 3 1987, having read the magazine article, late 1986, that when the candidate was asked to explain some technical aspects of the analysis “reporting results from INDSCAL, the MDS algorithm, I became wary when [..] didn’t seem to be able to answer my questions on this…” Recall that this seminar is given on an Australian Commonwealth Scholarship, and nobody there knows that this is so.

While holding a Commonwealth award the Newcastle candidate obtained a MSc in 1980, months after claiming it was completed (1979). The letter of application to the University of Newcastle NSW is dated 9 October 1979 and addressed from UK and states, “MSc. Urban Studies by coursework and thesis, University of ….. just completed 1979”. This was untrue. It was submitted in June 1980 and difficulties have been outlined above. A Commonwealth Scholarship was awarded on the understandable recommendation of the University of Newcastle NSW. Why however was nothing done to discipline the student for lying and no steps taken to have the award terminated or caution exercised to have data analyses properly replicated?

Rejection of advice to appoint an expert consultant supervisor

The Doctoral Degree Committee, in particular the replacement supervisor, rejected completely the appointment of a consultant or co-supervisor, suggested by the Dean, on my informal recommendation. This person was frequently cited in the thesis. This rejection was despite the fact that University Regulations approved that procedure. I submit that the candidate was asked about this procedure by her replacement supervisor and upon hearing the name of the person, found a reason to threaten if he was appointed. Under more normal circumstances he would have been one of three external examiners. External examiners and supervisor would have accounted for a substantial component of the citations made. There would have been a strong and fair examination with no room for mischief. 

UNESCO Fellowship, SSRC (UK) and  Australian Commonwealth Scholarship – not on.

With the coursework and thesis MSc awarded by one British University during the time of holding a Commonwealth award, the Newcastle NSW candidate then made an application to yet another British University, to enroll as a PhD., student, within days of the completion of studies in June 1980. Research was to be undertaken in Australia with UNESCO funding. UNESCO have been able to confirm no such funding: but there was an Australian Commonwealth Scholarship to help eek out a living while in UK where the candidate had submitted that she was a ‘UK permanent resident’. Enrollment forms signed by the candidate are held. Permanent residence and British citizenship would have meant lower fees of course. The British University wrote, on 31 July 1985, “ [….] informed us that ….work on finding funding was interrupted by .. visit to Australia to work on the ‘UNESCO’ research project. When [..] was back here in 1981 …”  The basis upon which the Commonwealth award was made is not known: citizenship or ‘permanent residence’ status. Can one actually have two ‘permanent’ residences as a basis for gaining awards?

There was also an application made to Britain’s SSRC in 1981 while a registered student at the British University where a PhD was being undertaken. The SSRC wrote to the British University in December 1981 for a reference:

“Dear Professor B…,

Research Visits for Social Scientists

Ms Name 

The above applicant has applied to SSRC for an award under the terms of the scheme….. returned to us no later than 23 December 1981. Signature International Activities Secretariat”
The University of Newcastle never sought more details. 

Newcastle thesis  and British thesis draft

The replacement supervisor at Newcastle never sought advice or guidance from me on academic matters in the thesis: even after the university was informed that I had received a copy of the submission of a 413 page first draft of the SAME thesis to a British university. I had reported to the Vice Chancellor that there were at least 90 pages of identical text in the 200 pages I read before giving up. A signed transcript of the meeting is held. It is irrelevant that these events occurred a long time ago: the matter is not resolved. I am advised that ‘mediation’ continues.

Excerpt of submission by Newcastle PhD student, to British University, September 12 1984 in response to a request from UK supervisor, sent to Australia (supposedly in relation to unfounded UNESCO project) :

“Title PhD Thesis: A Space-time geography of tourism

Cross – cultural application of a unifying dynamic conceptual model …..

I have a complete draft … I have no procedural difficulties … I shall be attempting to complete Chapter 8 and epilogue now so that my supervisor will be be able to see the whole draft … by December this year…[1984].

If this arrangement had been kept , we would have all been saved a lot of trouble!

In a later section (4) the following claim is made, 

“Submission of thesis draft as a basis for PhD (413 pages) to [ UK supervisor] ……. August 1981 …. I did not receive any documentary assessment from [UK supervisor] so I subsequently changed research direction somewhat (see 10 below)”……

In Section 5 the following claim is made,

“ paper completed under supervision of [UK supervisor] for the first tourism conference in Britain for 25 years of the A.I.E.S.T… Cardiff.”

Unfortunately for the Newcastle student busily working away in UK on a Commonwealth Scholarship, the same Conference was to be paid for as a claim on 29 September 1982, by Newcastle University, $300.00 on a/c number 65/040/093/135. 

In late in 1983 the Newcastle candidate wrote to the British University requesting a new title be given to her registered project. In essence, the Newcastle title at that time.

On 16th August 1984, after submitting her FINAL draft of 8 chapters to me as supervisor in Newcastle, [..] was writing as follows to the British University, “….. I am returning and have bought my return flight ticket which, if satisfactory with you, I am fixing for October. …. What I have been doing here on the side in relation to my PhD is very considerable and I am looking forward to taking up the threads again with [UK supervisor’s name] ….and I am looking forward immensely to returning home to [UK University name]” 
On the 22nd October 1984 addressed from a home address in UK, the candidate writes in defence of non payment of fees, as follows to the British University Assistant Registrar,

“ Could you explain why there is now a fee required by the University and for what purpose? I have been writing up my thesis for this year and according to your form ‘there is no need for …registration. According to your form I have three years … in which to submit the thesis without incurring a late fee….”

At about this time, October 18th  1984 I was writing to the Newcastle candidate at her New Lambton Newcastle address, asking for her to answer my questions and make an appointment to see me in relation to her Commonwealth Scholarship report and thesis Final draft.

That’s gratitude for you! Just what we were supposed to do at Newcastle if the thesis had been immediately returned by me, is beyond imagination! Perhaps wave goodbye at Kingsford-Smith.

No amount of  fast footwork about enrollment at two universities being OK, as was claimed to be the only ground for dismissal, is tenable. On the basis of Schedule II of the Doctoral Degrees Regulations, 4a and 4b operating at that time, the grounds for dismissal were clear. Research was undertaken at another establishment without permission. The Commonwealth award disallows this, 1981 Act .


The Council Report s119:85, withdrawn, also stated this very clearly.

Why have lies to Council been unchallenged ?
Through solicitors the Newcastle candidate made demands and threats for withdrawal of S119:85. As though that of itself were not sufficient, the candidate lied (December 1985). Here is one of the statements presented by solicitors on behalf of their client:

“2. It is falsely alleged [in S119:85] that our client was working on a thesis for another academic institution whilst enrolled in the Newcastle University for the PhD.

….. our client wishes to avoid litigation ….. [but] ….no practical alternative but to commence legal proceedings against the University”.

This hardly sits comfortably with the evidence. The threats worked well however and appear to be doing so to this day: in Newcastle NSW at least.

The Report was withdrawn and never referred to again by the University. 

Concluding comments

This Senate Committee inquiry has provided an opportunity for the issues to be raised again in a form that will hopefully deliver stronger legislation and guidelines, for all Australian Universities. In Newcastle we deserve better: Australia deserves better: the international community deserves better. 
Documentary evidence including names and dates, can be delivered to the Committee. Petitions to the Visitor and 

the Judgements should be obtained from the University of Newcastle NSW. Council Report 119:85 should also be 

sought from the University.  

Submission ends

__________________________________________________________________________________

Dr. Donald Nicholson Parkes

106 Grandview Road

New Lambton Heights

NSW 2305
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Fax (02) 49 577212
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