Submission to Senate Employment, Workplace Relations, Small Business and Education Reference Committee

The capacity of public universities to meet Australia’s higher education needs

Executive Summary and Conclusions

The Research School of Social Sciences in the Australian National University was created as a centre which would play a national role in conducting research into economic, social and political issues of national importance to Australia.  It was expected to make a major contribution to the debates over social issues including those that might have policy relevance.  It has been generously funded to pursue that task.  It has now been corrupted from those ambitions and is in the control of a cabal who appear not to understand its remit or who are determined to pursue their narrower agenda.

The existence of the Research School of Social Sciences is anachronistic and anomalous in the Australian higher education system and ought now to be closed with its resources being applied to research in the social sciences elsewhere in the national system.

The main points that emerge from this submission are that:

A. The Australian National University should be reviewed to explore what role it should now play in the national public university system.

B. Those elements of the Institute of Advanced Studies (IAS) within the Australian National University which no longer play the role set for them in the rationale for the creation of the Australian National University in the Australian higher education system should be closed and new ways should be sought of encouraging research on issues of national importance to Australia.

C. The legislation establishing the Australian National University should be amended as a matter of urgency to establish a grievance process to give staff and students access to an independent Ombudsman or University Visitor.  The process should cover personal grievance issues and those relating to the procedures within the University.

D. The Research School of Social Sciences now has no particular commitment to focusing on issues of national importance to Australia.  Its position as a block funded general school is anomalous.  It should now be closed.

E. As a matter of urgency and notwithstanding any reviews of the Institute of Advanced Studies as a whole, the staffing and appointment practices of the Research School of Social Sciences should be reviewed during the close down phase.  Particular attention should be paid to the issues arising from the appointment of partners and spouses.  The lessons learned should be applied to other elements of the IAS.

F. The University should be enjoined to ensure that it observes its own rules for reviews of the Departments and Programs that constitute the various Schools and Centres of the University.

G. Departments and Programs within Schools or Centres of the University which have been satisfactorily reviewed ought not to be reviewed again until all Departments or Programs in the same School or Centre have been reviewed.

H. The conditions under which income derived from consultancies carried out by academic staff may be accounted should be reviewed as a matter of urgency.

I. Staff making donations to the University should not have access to their donations for their personal activities or interests.

J. Consultancies or Research Contracts in which the University or its staff does not retain editorial control should not be counted as 'research income'.

K. The University should not undertake research programs or projects for which the research agenda and staffing come under the control of external agencies or corporations.

L. In the interest of strengthening research in the social sciences and eliminating a serious source of corruption in the Australian university system the Senate Committee should recommend to the Australian Government that:



i. The component of the ANU's budget allocated to the RSSS should be excised from the budget allocation of the ANU.



ii. A fund sufficient to maintain the Noel Butlin Archive should be identified in that sum.



iii. The sum so identified should be transferred to a university in the national public university system prepared to maintain the Noel Butlin Archive.



iv. The balance of the sum excised from the ANU budget allocation identified in Recommendation (L i) above (i.e. the total less the amount needed to fund the Noel Butlin Archive) should then be allocated as a national fund to finance a series of short term Social Science Research Fellowships in the universities in the public university system.



v. The funds for the Social Science Research Fellowships should be allocated between universities in proportion to the numbers of academics in the social sciences in each university.

Introduction

Much of the recent public debate over the operation of Australia’s universities has focussed on issues of cheating and on the pressures on staff to pass students to ensure that full fee paying students continue to be enrolled and produce revenue for the university.

My experience as an academic has not given me direct experience in these aspects of university administration although I have had colleagues complain to me about the pressure that they have been under to pass students.  I believe them to be truthful but am not in a position to reveal their names or the institutions they belong to because they have a genuine concern that they will be victimised if they speak out.

Academic colleagues have also complained about the pressures they are under to attract external funds.  They have expressed the anger they feel when appointments are made and promotions given largely on the claims that particular individuals are successful in attracting external funds.  Academic staff also complain of the constraints they feel due to the need perceived by their senior administrators and of the system of funding to minimise their cooperation with colleagues from other institutions for fear that they will be penalised in this competitive era.  They have even engaged in competitive practices designed to disadvantage academics in other institutions not to advance knowledge but to advance their own careers or to secure funding for their department or program.

This submission focuses on policies and practices that come under terms of reference


(c) public liability consequences of private, commercial activities of universities;


(e) the factors affecting the ability of Australian public universities to attract and retain staff in the context of competitive local and global markets and the intellectual culture of universities;


(g) the regulation of the higher education sector in the global environment, including:



ii. external mechanisms to undertake ongoing review of the capacity of the sector to meet Australia’s education, training, research and social requirements; and


iii. university governance, reporting, structures and practices.

Research School of Social Sciences

Although I believe that many of my observations and experiences might be replicated in other institutions, I will confine my remarks largely to the Australian National University (ANU) and within that institution mainly to the situation within the Research School of Social Sciences (RSSS).  In confining my remarks to the RSSS I in no way imply that the practices of that School are replicated elsewhere in the Institute of Advanced Studies (IAS).

The RSSS deserves special examination because it consumes a large amount of public money and it was created as part of the Institute of Advanced Studies to have a national role and focus on social and policy issues of importance to Australia.  It no longer plays that role.

1. In respect of term of reference (c): public liability  The RSSS exposed the University to a public liability and the taxpayers of Australia to a continuing burden.

It has done this by staffing practices including:

i) the practice of appointing people to positions, including senior positions, which have not been advertised,

ii) making appointments to unadvertised positions when the persons appointed were unsuccessful applicants for advertised positions,

iii) making appointments to unadvertised positions in ad hoc fields which do not relate to the rationale for the RSSS within the ANU,

iv) making appointments to continuing or tenured positions simply because they have brought in some short term consultancy,

v) making appointments of relatively senior academics to junior and or short term positions, such persons then being given the advantage of incumbency and the tacit understanding that a more senior and or tenured position would be advertised for which they would be a strong candidate and that this would be done to give the appearance of open competition,

v) promoting staff to more senior gradings and consequent increase in salary even when they had produced little additional output over what they had produced at the time of their initial appointment,

vi) giving limited advertisement to positions in order to give advantage to someone by limiting the field and letting it be known that the position was 'XX's job'.  In at least one case a Chair was advertised drawing a field of only two candidates.

The RSSS has had a particularly advanced form of pastoral care in that it has appointed partners or spouses to academic positions to ensure that it obtained the services of a particular scholar.  This practice has sometimes caused embarrassment when the highly valued scholar has resigned from the School.  It has also meant that the School's research agenda has been distorted to accommodate to the interests and capacities of spouses.

The practice of appointing people without prior funding being approved or identified in a Program budget has led to apparent deficits in the RSSS.  These artificially created deficits have then been used to justify axing approved Programs and activities - including those which have been subject to rigorous international review - to bring the RSSS budget back into balance.

These practices have become knowledge common enough to result in the RSSS having difficulty in attracting and retaining staff of high calibre.

2. In respect of term of reference (g ii): Review mechanisms

As would be expected in a university of national significance the ANU has established processes to review its activities in whole or in part.  It has established review processes, which automatically come into play when a Professor or Program Head nears retirement age.  Unfortunately, the RSSS does not seem to be required to operate in a manner consistent with the reviews.

It is also incomprehensible that Vice-Chancellor Terrell whose task it was to provide leadership and oversee the good governance of the University did not seem able to abide by its rules.

I offer two illustrations of the failure to abide by the outcomes of review processes:

Noel Butlin Archives of Labour and Business

The RSSS established the Noel Butlin Archives of Labour and Business history in accordance with the rationale for its foundation, its obligations and its continuing mission.  This Archive had been assembled over a long period and was the product of a truly national cooperative effort by scholars from a large number of universities and research centres as well as trade unions, businesses and social and community groups.

On the initiative of Professor Brennan, then Director of the RSSS, the RSSS established a committee to review the Archive, its function and operation.  The review committee included senior academics and the heads of the Australian Archives and the Australian National Library.

The review recommended that the RSSS accept its continuing responsibility for the maintenance and development of the Archive.  This recommendation was endorsed by the RSSS Faculty.

With no further discussion the current Director, Professor McAllister proposed the closure of the Archive at his first Faculty meeting in 1997.  Because of the complete control the Director has over budgetary matters and because of the traditional period of grace open to new Directors, the Faculty, under pressure and in protest, narrowly accepted his proposal.  The decision was vigorously opposed by scholars from all over the world, and by trade union, business and social groups.

The Vice-Chancellor endorsed the decision.  Responsibility for the Archives was then shifted from the RSSS to the ANU Library.

This sequence of 'initiatives', first by the Director RSSS McAllister then by Vice-Chancellor Terrell, breached a set of moral and legal obligations.  The first moral obligation relates to the compact between the Australian National Library, the Mitchell Library and the ANU through the RSSS.  Under this compact the RSSS would establish and maintain a research archive available to all scholars.  The second relates to the moral compact involving the national collaborative effort of a large number of scholars, union officials, business officers, community associations and individuals who were encouraged to deposit records and other materials in the Archive.  These deposits were made on the understanding that the records would be preserved and made available to scholars, national and international, for the study of Australian society.

The legal obligations relate to the donors.  In many cases the unions and businesses donating their records no longer exist.  There are also deposits by individuals and community associations that no longer exist.  All were assured that their records would be preserved.

The RSSS has behaved as though the records were at the disposal of the Director when they should be seen as being held in trust and preserved for the nation as part of the national university system, to remain accessible to national and international scholars in the manner they were prior to 1997.

The current temporary reprieve offered by the ANU is not a basis on which the Archive can or should be expected to survive or function.

In my view, because the RSSS cannot see its way to accord the Archive the support necessary for it to function effectively as an important part of the public university system, the Archive should be transferred to another university which is prepared to maintain it.  The ANU's budget and that of the RSSS should then be reduced by an appropriate amount, and that amount transferred to the university that accepts it as a national obligation.

A fuller account of this illustration may be found at APPENDIX 1

Review of Political Science, Sociology and Urban Research Programs

In November 1997, at the request of the Director RSSS, Vice-Chancellor Terrell commissioned a review of three Programs in the RSSS - Political Science, Sociology and the Urban Research Program.  The Review was constituted in a manner inconsistent with the University's own rules for the conduct of reviews. The three Programs also objected to the creation and composition of the Review Committee.  The review, however, produced a report in mid 1998 that reflected well on the performance of the three Programs concerned.

Following its consideration of the Review Report Faculty resolved, nem con, that the three Programs should not be further reviewed for five years or until all other programs had also been reviewed.  The favourable report was endorsed by all the levels of governance within the University, including its Council, in mid 1999.

Notwithstanding this favourable review and the favourable assessment of the Program in the earlier reviews of the RSSS in 1978, 1988 and 1995 or the endorsement by Council of the quality of its research and of its continuation, the Urban Research Program (now restyled the Urban and Environmental Program (UEP)) became the target for attack by the Director in mid 1999.

Using a Strategic Planning Committee that had not been constructed in accordance with Faculty rules, Director McAllister engineered a recommendation from the Committee that, although outside its remit, recommended the closure of the UEP.  The assessment of the UEP sought no new evidence, no external assessments, and no references that could lead the Committee to such a recommendation.

Vice-Chancellor Terrell was aware of the departures from the University's own rules governing reviews.  However, he chose to ignore them as well as the results of the major national review he had commissioned.  Moreover, he wrote to hundreds of academics and others from around Australia and internationally who had expressed alarm at the possible closure of the Urban and Environment Program, saying that: 'the University in general and the Research School of Social Sciences in particular, places a high priority on promoting scholarly research on the natural and built environments.  There are no plans to limit this area of scholarly research or to close the Urban and Environment (sic) Program.'  In spite of his expressions of support for urban and environmental research, Vice-Chancellor Terrell entered into the School's discussion of the Director's proposal effectively to endorse it and thereby influence the outcome.

The final vote to close the UEP was attended by several Faculty members who had been threatened that their own Programs would be cut if they did not support Director McAllister, some had never attended Faculty meetings before.  Most of those who spoke in support of the Director had benefited from his largesse, did so subsequently, or held appointments which had contributed to an alleged budget deficit (The School was not in deficit nor was a deficit in prospect - indeed, by the end of 2000 the School was some three million dollars in surplus).

Such actions do not generate respect for the deliberative processes of a university.

Following the closure of the UEP, Programs that had supported its continuation were subjected to pressures that led in the case of Sociology to the closure of that Program within a year even though it, like the Urban Research Program, had been favourably reviewed.  In the case of Political Science the negative attitudes displayed by the Director to the Head of that Program was a major factor in his early departure to a prestigious Chair overseas.

A fuller account of this illustration may be found at APPENDIX 2 

3. In respect of term of reference (g, iii): university governance.  One of the problems besetting universities is that attempts are now made to justify departures from the established norms of collegial behaviour on the grounds that the alleged straitened circumstances which universities now experience forces them to adopt managerial techniques which are inconsistent with the traditional approaches to the good governance of universities.

Australian universities by and large came out of the 'God Professor' era about forty years ago and became more democratic.  In this new environment it was difficult to appoint people on grounds of mateship.  It was difficult to make appointments without advertising them.  Procedures were adopted to ensure that the excesses of the old system of cronyism and patronage were eliminated.  The institutions were run more as communities of scholars.

One feature of this mode of operation was that Faculty meetings in the RSSS involving all members of Faculty were held regularly to conduct its business.  Most issues were brought before full Faculty meetings and the Director gave full reports.  The new managerialism, now common, has resulted in fewer meetings of Faculty.  Faculty meetings, when they are held often have difficulty making quorums and are treated as 'information only' occasions.  Only small groups are invited to take part in real decision making.  Senior managers prefer to conduct business with as little material as possible in written form to avoid the possibility of it becoming the subject of Freedom of Information requests.  It also allows them later to change their position or reneg on agreements because the questions at issue were 'not in writing'.

Democratic engagement within the community of scholars is now endangered.  The new mantra that 'the managers must be allowed to manage' has become the rationalisation for cronyism, nepotism and unbridled vindictiveness.  It is often accompanied by self-congratulatory posturing and the pursuit of narrow lines of inquiry, with little tolerance of or support being given to alternative or conflicting points of view.

We now have a situation where junior staff in the RSSS where they are likely to be on short term appointments, dare not protest or dispute a course of action for fear that they will not have their appointment extended or that they will not get support for appointments elsewhere once their term has expired.

Even relatively senior academic staff in RSSS have been threatened with dire consequences if they fail to support the Director's proposals.

Directors have sole discretion over the allocation of the School's resources and can ignore the wishes of the Faculty in the direction and nature of the School's research agenda.  Because the Director sits on appointments committees, he (until now the Director has been male) can shape the staffing of the various Programs in the School, even overruling or ignoring the preferences of those in the Programs.  That is, the Director can not only decide the allocation of the budget level of a Program he can also act as more than the chair of a selection committee to pursue the appointments of those he prefers.  Because of his powers to determine the membership of selection committees, he can facilitate the appointment of friends to positions, including continuing or tenured positions.

To some degree the central administrations of universities allow departures from the requirement to observe due process in appointments or traditional management processes because of the perceived need to generate additional funds.  These additional funds are allegedly needed because of cuts in government expenditure.  Senior academics are valued for their perceived ability to generate external income regardless of the excellence or otherwise of appointments they make or of the directions in which they take the research agenda of the School.  That is, the availability of external funds dictates the research agenda and shapes the staffing in ways not necessarily related to debates about the direction the School should be pursuing.

In the case of the RSSS the formal structures of the School have been corrupted in the way it has responded to the dictates of external agencies.  The term 'Centre' has traditionally been used to refer to an academic body established as a consequence of deliberate policy or initiative from the centre of the University and implying a degree of continuity.  In RSSS the term has been applied to commercial ventures like the Centre for Democratic Institutions (CDI) which was established as an Australian Government initiative.  According to 'the Minister' the CDI gives practical effect to the government's commitment to good governance and human rights.  Whatever its rationale, however good its intentions, it is not an academic research centre as normally understood by that term and it has the effect of politicising the University.

The Australian Taxation Office research contract which funds the Centre for Tax System Integrity similarly serves as an extension of government.  It does this in the sense that its research agenda and staffing is largely determined by the Australian Taxation Office.  Its major research project on the Compliance Model is an ATO initiative and a significant proportion of the staff 'on the ground' are officers seconded from the ATO.

There are other illustrations of the way the School has departed from its rationale and now engages in government consultancy work which could be undertaken in any one of a number of places but which serve to incorporate the RSSS into becoming an extension of an arm of government.

In each case the term 'Centre' was sought to confer a status that they did not deserve on the activities carried out in them.  The University and School has undertaken many research projects running over periods of five to ten years but has never had to respond to the dictates of an external agency as to how it should be styled.

This problem is pervasive within the RSSS.  Research directions have recently been shaped more by whether external funds can be found for research in an area.  RSSS research priorities have been articulated in anticipation of external funds becoming available so that the RSSS is able to say that its plans are receiving external support.  This support is then used to justify major research commitments.  Rather than be derived from a debate about the research needs of the Australian society, opportunistic responses are presented as the desirable direction for research.  It resembles the story of the drunk 'looking under the street lamp' as an approach to setting the research agenda.

Moreover, the School's governance has been also been compromised by a system of management that has come under the influence of a small clique whose members have strong personal connections.  At times this clique has appeared to act in concert and to favour particular and narrow academic fashions and ideological positions.  Rather than focussing on issues of national importance to Australia, the School's senior members have preferred to set the research agenda and approaches according to what is perceived to be the leading concerns in selected overseas universities.

This has lead to a heavy emphasis being given to theory in the Political and Social Theory Program and the excessive development of Philosophy.  It has also led to the Law Program focussing on tort law when the main justification for including Law in the School was so that it might focus on Australian constitutional and public law.  These are only three illustrations of the many ways the RSSS has departed from the rationale for research into the social sciences in the ANU on issues of national importance to Australia.

In some Programs or areas of research the domestic closeness of leading members inhibits short term or junior staff and scholars from critical engagement.  There are Programs in which leading members are partners or spouses of other members.  There are strong cross Program friendship linkages, including close personal relations, which make it difficult for people to be critical.  Even senior staff have been inhibited from making critical remarks or disagreeing with members of the ruling clique for fear of retribution.  The propensity of senior staff to force out those with whom they disagree has led to a climate of fear.

On the one hand the RSSS has become a consultancy operation dependent on the attitudes, dispositions and requirements of government agencies with an attendant loss of independence while on the other it has become a general school much of whose research agenda simply ignores issues of national importance.  That is, the rationale for the RSSS has evaporated.

4. In respect of term of reference © commercial activities of universities.  Consultancies and private funding of research

The cuts to university funding and the pressure placed on universities to restrain salaries has now led to greater engagement by academics in consulting.  Some universities even indicate that staff may supplement their income by engaging in consulting.  The consulting may be undertaken for government or for private firms.

Some staff in some disciplines have engaged in a limited amount of consulting for a long time but the current level of consulting raises a number of issues.  Few academics who engage in consulting activities appear to repay the university for the time they or their research assistants spend on consulting activities nor do they recompense the university for the equipment and facilities they use or for the contributions made to their superannuation.  In any event the accounting practices of universities have not routinely revealed the level of consulting or the extent to which consultants have repaid the universities for their time or use of facilities. This problem is bad enough in university departments with normal teaching responsibilities but is readily abused in situations where staff is allegedly engaged full-time on research.

In some cases, especially where they have long run, research only, appointments, academics have been able to generate significant personal income.  Interestingly, in the social sciences this may come from those who have carried out or directed surveys, including social attitude surveys, paid for by the public purse by selling the results or the interpretation of the results of those surveys while making it difficult for other academics to gain access to the survey results without their permission.

One concern arising from the current level of consulting is whether the academics involved give sufficient attention to their primary obligations to conduct research or to teach.  When universities allow academics to 'buy out' their time and are temporarily (sometimes for long periods) replaced by a junior staff member, their teaching obligations are given a lower priority and their basic research may suffer as well.

In some cases an academic may make a 'donation' to the university from their consulting activities and receive an appropriate tax exemption.  It is not unknown for these 'donated' funds to then be credited to an account to which the 'donor' has, in practice, exclusive access.  Such funds are often used to fund trips overseas and for a variety of purposes suiting the personal preferences of the 'donor'.  Use of the 'donated' funds in this way may well be inconsistent with the Tax Act and/or with the university's own regulations.

Another device is for the academic to arrange for funds for his or her services to be sent to them in cheques made out to the University.  The cheques are then paid into an account to which the person providing the service effectively has sole access and can be used for a variety of activities including travel under conditions better than the university would normally afford.  There is no record kept that the funds accumulated in this manner have not had tax paid on them but the academic concerned may then treat them as 'tax free' funds for their own use.

Yet another device is to undertake to give seminars or lectures or provide a service for which a fee and travel and living expenses may be offered.  Rather than take the fee, and pay the appropriate taxes, the person giving the seminars or lectures or providing the service may suggest that their spouse/partner/friend have their fares, accommodation and entertainment paid for instead.  In this way the lecturer or service provider is able to have a tax-free holiday with his or her spouse/partner/friend.  The transaction does not appear in any account of the lecturer/provider's university.

In some cases the consulting income 'donated' to the university is used to fund research activities with the 'donor' claiming special consideration for promotion or for a salary loading.

It is also not unknown for the 'donations' paid into special accounts by staff to receive additional funds from the university.  In this way the 'donations' are used to leverage scarce university funds to support the research interests of the staff 'donor'.  This practice can, and does, have a distorting effect on the research agenda of the university.

A similar practice is for external donors to make donations to a university to support a particular line of research.  The donation may be conditional on the university matching the donation.  This approach to the funding of university research also can and does distort the research agenda of the university.

The current approach to the funding of public universities exacerbates these situations.  It has also led universities to describe consulting activities as 'research contracts' so that they may inflate one of the components of the formula used to disburse research funding.

In some areas fieldwork resources are so tight that even junior staff are informed that if they want funds to attend conferences they are expected to raise them from consulting activities.

The RSSS provides examples of all these practices among its leading scholars.

The RSSS has also engaged in practices that cannot be described as collegial.

In this competitive era it has not been unknown for a Program in the RSSS to provide a congenial 'home' for an academic from another university who bids for research contracts in competition with a second Program within the RSSS.  In doing so the first Program siphons off some of the funds due to the 'external' academic as the fee for 'laundering' the research contract.  At least one Program in the RSSS invented the practice because the impost levied on research contracts by the external academic's university was higher than that levied by the RSSS Program.  The process also enables the 'external' academic to gain access to expenses, at a rate higher than their home university would allow.  This arrangement even happened when the second Program in the RSSS came under the general leadership of the Head of the first Program in the RSSS.  In at least one case the 'external' academic then sought access to research findings and resources of the second Program in order to undertake the contract.

Protests voiced at the dubious legality of some of the practices and the distortion of research effort flowing from others are countered by the claim that the cuts to university budgets have forced managers to adopt or condone the practices and that it would be better for the protesting academic to learn to live with the distortions.

5. Intellectual Property and Control of Research

One serious problem which has emerged from the sponsorship of research by external agencies whether private or private corporations or government departments or agencies, is that research carried out in the universities under their sponsorship is increasingly likely to meet with problems of the ownership of the intellectual property.  Government research contracts, as a matter of course, require academics to accept editorial control of their reports or papers by the sponsoring department or agency.  Occasionally ways may be found around this condition but the principle remains anathema to the notions of free and open inquiry and leads inevitably to increasing involvement by government in the running of universities and the politicization of their agendas.  In accepting government intervention in the staffing of research projects, the setting of agendas and what can be published, the RSSS has now been seriously compromised.

Similar difficulties often arise with research carried out for private corporations who demand control over and ownership of the research output.  In this way they are able to suppress research findings they feel might conflict with their business interests and retain control over that which, they believe gives them advantage over their competitors.

Government and private sponsors of research want the imprimatur of the university that produces results they find congenial, and they want to suppress those that are not.

This outcome is most easily achieved through the granting of consultancies which are then claimed to be research contracts, thereby producing the impression of independence and integrity implied by the notion of a research contract.

The deliberate blurring of this distinction between consultancies and research contracts favoured by academics keen to increase their income, power and influence, and the clients granting the consultancies serve to mislead the public and to downgrade the activities of the bodies such as the ARC which allocate funds according to competitive assessment of bids for funds.

Comment

While it is true that universities have had their budgets cut, it is not clear that in cutting their budgets governments have expected or required them to behave in unprincipled ways.  There seems to be no direct linkage between the level of funding and the ability of universities to maintain a commitment to high quality research and teaching and to due process.

The cuts to budgets have, however, led universities to feel the need to raise revenue from a variety of external sources.

One conclusion that can be drawn is that several aspects of the operation of the Institute of Advanced Studies (IAS) within the ANU are now anachronistic.  Australia now has a more fully developed tertiary education system with many more research centres than it had when the IAS was founded.  The role of the IAS must be changed to reflect this changed situation.

For the IAS element in the ANU to have a continuing role it must become more integrated into the academic system as a whole

There remains a case for centres, activities or facilities only one of which can be afforded nationally.  These must be part of the national public university system.

In the natural sciences there are several examples of large complex and expensive pieces of equipment which need to be maintained and managed as an integral part of the national public university system.  The way the ANU maintains facilities at Mount Stromlo and Sidings Springs is one very useful illustration of that role.  There are others.

The way the ANU, through the RSSS, supported the Noel Butlin Archives was an appropriate analogue of a facility in the social sciences open to all.  In this case, clearly the same principles were not applied.

There are also unique multi disciplinary centres engaged on long run research programs which, again, need to be supported as an integral part of the national public university system.  Centres like the National Centre for Epidemiology and Population Health and the Centre for Resource and Environmental Studies are useful illustrations of this need.

However, there is an extremely weak case for the privileged position of disciplinary based activities in Schools like the RSSS.  The RSSS has departed from its founding rationale and become more discipline based.  It has simultaneously eschewed the role it played in supporting national activities such as the Noel Butlin Archives.  Its continued existence has to be questioned.

There is no special case to be made for the privileged treatment accorded scholars in Economics, Political Science, Law or History.

The Philosophy Program and Political and Social Theory Program are telling examples.  In the initial formulation of the RSSS, it was thought that there might be a need for a political and social philosopher or two who would work on the political and social theory issues emerging from the research program of scholars elsewhere in the RSSS.  They were seen very much as having a 'service' role in the research activities of the School.  They were not seen as core social scientists but it was thought they might play a useful peripheral function in the research program of the School.  In the event the RSSS now has a major concentration in technical aspects of analytical philosophy.

The recent creation of the Political and Social Theory Program marks another development in this separation from social issues, focussing instead on theory divorced from praxis.

In most cases, the productivity of the scholars in these areas is not appreciably better or of higher quality than that of academics in the same disciplines elsewhere in the Australian public university system where staff also have to teach.  It may be argued that severing scholars in these disciplines in the RSSS from teaching reduces their influence, quality and utility and contributes to their display of self-congratulation.  The separation of scholars in conversational disciplines like Philosophy, and in abstract activities like political and social theory, from teaching leads to their impoverishment as scholars and limits the opportunities of giving students access to their self announced greatness.

Demography is a special case only because it functions to some extent as part of the national foreign aid effort, it is not a core social science discipline.  Moreover, in so far as work is undertaken on the demographics of the Australian population there are scholars in a other universities whose work is of at least as high a quality.

Apart from the Australian Dictionary of Biography, which continues to hew to the line set in the RSSS's original remit, most of the rest of the RSSS is preoccupied with government directed 'research'.  The Centre for Democratic Institutions, for example, works under a Head who had no reputation in either teaching or research but who owes his appointment to direct government intervention in his appointment.  The Centre for Tax System Integrity conducts research for the Australian Tax Office.  Its leading staff member was appointed without advertisement and owes her later promotion to tenured or continuing appointment in RSSS to the fact that she 'brought in' a large consultancy.

The Centre for Economic Policy Research was created as a device to channel more resources into Economics following its disastrous assessment in the 1978 Review of the School.  Competition for the Chair and 'headship' of that Centre was so low that only two applications were received for the position.  It is hard to conceive of a privileged 'research only' position attracting so little interest.

The RSSS was conceived by its founders, and certainly by the man most responsible for the creation of the ANU, as being a powerhouse of ideas for Australian society.  Ironically his name is borne by the building in which the RSSS is housed.  He expected the RSSS to contribute not only to scholarship but also to the exploration of issues of national importance to Australia.  The number of scholars in the RSSS who have any recognition in the media or any reputation for engaging in public exploration of issues of national importance to Australia is small.  The lights have gone out.

Some of the corruption exhibited by the RSSS may be due to the small pool in Canberra for academics in the social sciences and humanities.

A better way to use the resources governments provide to the ANU for research in the social sciences would be to excise that component from the ANU's budget allocation.  A first step would be to identify the funds needed to maintain the Noel Butlin Archive and locate it wherever it was best for the national public university system.  The remainder should then be allocated as a fund to finance a series of short term Research Fellowships in the universities in the national public university system.  The funds might then be allocated proportionately according to the numbers of academics in social sciences in each university.  This would enable the social science community in each university to decide who should be given the opportunity to undertake research and who needed relief from teaching.  Limits could be set on the period for which such fellowships could be held.  Such an initiative would be a major step in developing a research culture across the social sciences in the Australian higher education system.

Under such a scheme the scholars in the social sciences in The Faculties of the ANU would of course receive their share of resources to enable them to continue to produce at a level which in some cases is so high it is an embarrassment to the RSSS.

6. In respect of term of reference (g iii): Reporting and representation

Inflation in the economy is regarded as something that must be kept under control.  This is not a discipline leading members of the RSSS practice.  Projects and Programs routinely overstate their output.  It is not uncommon for projects to include in their list of publications output which was published before the projects to which they are attributed were even conceived.  Nor is it uncommon for the same publications to be attributed to more than one project or Program, or for them to claim publication of papers not even remotely connected with the subject of the project.

"Blowing you own trumpet" is, of course, a well established practice but does not belong in organisations that are supposed to pursue objective knowledge.

The problem with this kind of inflation is that those outside the School usually have little time to check the claims of high productivity and rely on simple gross counts of publications for their assessment of the level of output.

The School has taken this device to a new level in the activity of the Research Evaluation and Policy Project.  This dubious exercise helps justify the 'internationalisation' of the research interest of the School.  In fact, the nature of the source of the data it purports to report on biases the direction of the outcome of its investigation.  Research which has as its major focus exploration of Australian social or policy issues is systematically under reported in this data base.  Research policy, which relies on the reports of this exercise, does not even come into view.

It is ironic to note that little of the output from this Project is published in refereed journals.  That which has been was largely written by an overseas scholar who has since left the project.

This Project is seen as politically useful to the School because it helps foster the claim that the ANU in general and the RSSS in particular is highly productive compared with scholars elsewhere in Australia.

7. In respect of term of reference (giii): practices.  Appeal Processes

The ANU does not have a University Visitor or Ombudsman.  It is excluded from coverage by the Commonwealth Ombudsman.  The ANU has created an ad hoc process whereby someone with an alleged grievance can have his or her alleged grievance investigated by a senior member of the University's Executive.  This is hardly a process designed to instill confidence in a complainant that he or she will receive an impartial hearing.  This is especially the case when complaints may be made against the activities or decisions of a senior officer of the University.

Individuals are exposed to retribution by ambitious, ruthless officers and they are forced to defend themselves at their own expense whereas those against whom complaints may be laid have all the resources of tax payer funding at their discretion to prosecute their ambitions and persecute those who would question them and their actions.  The only form of harassment recognised by the University is sexual.  There are no avenues for addressing other forms of workplace harassment or grievance.  Two personal illustrations of victimisation and vindictiveness may be found at APPENDIX 3.

Many of the issues discussed in this submission were brought to the attention of senior officers in the ANU who however declined to take any action other than to deflect attention away from the issues presumably in the hope that they would go away.  I am prepared to provide evidence on this point should the Committee decide to explore the issues.

This submission has offered evidence and argument from my personal observations and experience.  I believe, however, that they are symptomatic of a deep malaise within the Research School of Social Sciences and some aspects of the administration and governance of the Australian National University.

APPENDIX 1. Noel Butlin Archives of Labour and Business 

The RSSS established the Noel Butlin Archives of Labour and Business history in accordance with the rationale for its foundation, its obligations and its continuing mission.  This Archive had been assembled over a long period and was the product of a truly national cooperative effort by scholars from a large number of universities and research centres as well as trade unions, businesses and social and community groups.  The Archive had long been seen as a central responsibility of the RSSS as part of its remit to support research of national importance to Australia.  As a research archive it provided a facility unavailable through other archives in Australia.  The Archive is no less important a source of information to improve the understanding of the history of Australian society as are the university's telescopes to understanding the history of the origin of the universe.

On the initiative of Professor Brennan, then Director of the RSSS, the RSSS established a committee to review the Archive, its function and operation.  The review committee included senior academics and the heads of the Australian Archives and the Australian National Library.

The review recommended that the RSSS accept its continuing responsibility for the maintenance and development of the Archive.  This recommendation was endorsed by the RSSS Faculty.

With no further discussion the current Director, Professor McAllister proposed the closure of the Archive at his first Faculty meeting in 1997.  Because of the complete control the Director has over budgetary matters and because of the traditional period of grace open to new Directors, the Faculty, under pressure and in protest, narrowly accepted his proposal.  The decision was vigorously opposed by scholars from all over the world, and by trade union, business and social groups

Nonetheless, responsibility for the Archives were then shifted from the RSSS to the ANU Library.  This move of the Archives from an active research environment thereby removed one of the main justifications for the existence of the RSSS.

Vice-Chancellor Terrell was made aware of the national and international significance of the Archive.  He responded to the situation by making an 'offer' to match funds raised externally to fund their continuation. This response stands in stark contrast to another section of the University, which had failed Vice-Chancellor Terrell's 'market tests, but was bailed out and its debts forgiven.

When the appeal for donations to be matched by the University failed to reach the target set by Vice-Chancellor Terrell, the process of emasculating the Archive proceeded, including the reduction of staff, weeding of the collection and reduction of further acquisitions to established collections.

This sequence of 'initiatives', first by the Director RSSS McAllister then by Vice-Chancellor Terrell, breached a set of moral and legal obligations.  The first moral obligation relates to the compact between the Australian National Library, the Mitchell Library and the ANU through the RSSS.  Under this compact the RSSS would establish and maintain a research archive available to all scholars.  The second relates to the moral compact involving the national collaborative effort of a large number of scholars, union officials, business officers, community associations and individuals who were encouraged to deposit records and other materials in the Archive.  These deposits were made on the understanding that the records would be preserved and made available to scholars, national and international, for the study of Australian society.

The legal obligations relate to the donors.  In many cases the unions and businesses donating their records no longer exist.  There are also deposits by individuals and community associations that no longer exist.  All were assured that their records would be preserved.

The RSSS has behaved as though the records were at the disposal of the Director when they should be seen as being held in trust and preserved for the nation as part of the national university system, to remain accessible to national and international scholars in the manner they were prior to 1997.

The current temporary reprieve offered by the ANU is not a basis on which the Archive can or should be expected to survive or function.

APPENDIX 2. Review of Political Science, Sociology and Urban Research Programs

In November 1997, at the request of the Director RSSS, Vice-Chancellor Terrell commissioned a review of three Programs in the RSSS - Political Science, Sociology and the Urban Research Program.  The Review was constituted in a manner inconsistent with the University's own rules for the conduct of reviews.  The three Programs also objected to the creation and composition of the Review Committee.  However, the review produced a report in mid 1998 that reflected well on the performance of the three Programs concerned.

The Urban Research Program came out of the review and the Faculty's response to it better than the other two Programs.

Following its consideration of the Review Report Faculty resolved, nem con, that the three Programs should not be further reviewed for five years or until all other programs had also been reviewed.  The favourable report was endorsed by all the levels of governance within the University, including its Council, in mid 1999.

Notwithstanding this favourable review and the favourable assessment of the Program in the earlier reviews of the RSSS in 1978, 1988 and 1995 or the endorsement by Council of the quality of its research and of its continuation, the Urban Research Program (now restyled the Urban and Environmental Program (UEP)) became the target for attack by the Director in mid 1999.

Using a Strategic Planning Committee that had not been constructed in accordance with Faculty rules, Director McAllister engineered a recommendation from the Committee that, although outside its remit, recommended the closure of the UEP.  The assessment of the UEP sought no new evidence, no external assessments, and no references, which could lead the Committee to such a recommendation.

Several post hoc justifications were advanced for Director McAllister's initiative including an alleged budget deficit in the School, the impending retirement of the Head of the Program and the alleged need to direct more of its attention to other areas of policy, claiming that there was no longer need to focus on urban research issues.

In respect of these three reasons it has to be pointed out that:

i. there was no School budget crisis and to the extent that any pressure on the budget existed it came from the appointment of people to unadvertised, unfunded positions elsewhere in the RSSS.  Moreover, by late 2000 the School was some three million dollars in surplus.

ii. the issue of the retirement of the Head of the Program had been one of the reasons for the initial review in 1997/1998 and had been considered fully and favourably by the Review Committee in making its recommendations.

iii. the duplicity of the proposition that the RSSS should no longer focus on urban research issues was revealed after the Strategic Planning Committee had reported when it became evident that during its deliberations Director McAllister had held secret negotiations with two of its seven members to create a new housing and urban research group.  This initiative was announced on the same day that the Strategic Planning Committee reported that there was no need to continue research on urban issues in the RSSS.  This new group was to apply to become a centre in the proposed new Australian Housing and Urban Research Institute (AHURI).  The fact that the University had to put up $80,000 per year to be accorded membership and to identify and designate an academic of Associate Professor or above to spend half their time working on research identified and controlled by the AHURI Research Director also indicated that there was no budget crisis.

Neither of the two Committee members had any substantial reputation for research in the field.  Both were also known to be concerned that Director McAllister might cut their budgets if they did not support him.  One had earlier not been appointed continuing Head of his Program by Director McAllister and had explained to me the difficult position he was in because he believed his Program would be cut if he did not support the Director's recommendation.  He is now Director of the ANU Centre of the Australian Housing and Urban Research Institute.

Vice-Chancellor Terrell was aware of the departures from the University's own rules governing reviews.  However, he chose to ignore them as well as the results of the major national review he had commissioned.  Moreover, he wrote to hundreds of academics and others from around Australia and internationally who had expressed alarm at the possible closure of the Urban and Environment Program, saying that: 'the University in general and the Research School of Social Sciences in particular, places a high priority on promoting scholarly research on the natural and built environments.  There are no plans to limit this area of scholarly research or to close the Urban and Environment (sic) Program.'  In spite of his expressions of support for urban and environmental research, Vice-Chancellor Terrell entered into the School's discussion of the Director's proposal effectively to endorse it and thereby influence the outcome.

The final vote to close the UEP was attended by several Faculty members who had been threatened that their own Programs would be cut if they did not support Director McAllister, some had never attended Faculty meetings before.  Most of those who spoke in support of the Director had benefited from his largesse, did so subsequently, or held appointments which had contributed to the alleged budget deficit.

Such actions do not generate respect for the deliberative processes of a university.

Following the closure of the UEP, Programs which had supported its continuation were subjected to pressures which led in the case of Sociology to the closure of that Program within a year even though, it like the Urban Research Program had been favourably reviewed.  In the case of Political Science the negative attitudes displayed by the Director to the Head of that Program was a major factor in his early departure to a prestigious Chair overseas.

APPENDIX 3

Victimisation and vindictiveness: Two personal illustrations

Illustration 1. The vindictiveness of some key officers in the ANU, including the RSSS, is illustrated by my experience over the use and abuse of funds donated by me to the ANU for research purposes.

Briefly, the story is that I made a series of donations to the ANU to fund research into urban research issues in Australia.  The ANU accepted them for that purpose. I had no right to have access to the funds and could not personally benefit from them.  Nor did I seek to.

As a matter of customary right the ANU gave control over the funds to me to use for purposes agreed within the Urban Research Unit/Urban Research Program.  In the early days of the fund I was asked to advise on their investment.  The funds remained university funds.  They were only ever used in accordance with the rules.  The funds accumulated to $400,000 by January 1998.

Although all previous Directors had, for twenty-five years permitted me the customary right to use the funds for the purposes of the Program I headed Director McAllister, throughout 1998 and 1999, refused all approaches to use the funds for Program purposes.

When the Program was closed at the end of 1999 by Director McAllister on the grounds that there was no further need for the RSSS to focus research on urban issues, I was transferred to the Centre for Resource and Environmental Studies (CRES).  I sought to have the funds transferred to the control of the Director of CRES to continue research into urban issues in accordance with purpose for which I had made the donations and had subsequently carefully husbanded them.  They were properly University funds that could be transferred to CRES.

Director McAllister, having denied all requests for permission to use the funds for legitimate university purposes, including appointment of staff to the UEP proposed to Vice-Chancellor Terrell that the funds be used to help fund the creation of the housing and urban research group referred to above.  That is, he proposed to directly reward two members of the Strategic Planning Committee who supported his initiative to close the UEP using funds I had donated to the University without either asking me whether I felt that was consistent with the intentions of my donations or informing me that that was his intention.  I am unaware that any other scholar in the School or elsewhere in the University has been limited in the way they have exercised customary control over funds they have donated to the University.

In the event, Director McAllister, secured the support of Vice-Chancellor Terrell who chose to ignore all the evidence about the provenance of the funds and transferred them to a central fund under his control without any discussion with me about the purposes to which the funds could be used or how they should be disbursed.  Professor Jackson, the Director of the Institute of Advanced Studies (DIAS) himself on leave from the RSSS Philosophy Program, advised Vice-Chancellor Terrell that the funds were generated by the UEP and were intended for research into Australian urban issues.  However, he incorrectly advised that the funds 'were generated in large part by cooperation between the RSSS and the UEP'.  The DIAS then recommended that the interest on the funds should be made 'available on a contestable basis to support research in the IAS which has an applied, Australian focus with preference given to work on urban issues widely construed'.  Some consideration of a short term way of handling the funds was to give preference to a bid by me 'first up given his (my) role in generating the funds' while I remained on the campus with the intention of transferring them back to RSSS once I had left the University.

These actions, initiated by Director McAllister and supported by both the Director of the Institute of Advanced Studies (who did not seem to act impartially in the matter), and by Vice-Chancellor Terrell denied me the customary rights I had exercised without dissent since 1973.  I believe the advice was given with the intention of diverting the funds away from purposes for which they had been donated and to give them to a School that had explicitly said there was no further need to focus on urban research.

Just before vacating his office, in a Clintonesque manner and without discussion with me, even though he knew I had a continuing interest in seeing that the funds were applied to ongoing research into urban issues in Australia, Vice-Chancellor Terrell allocated a significant proportion of these funds to the RSSS.






---000---

Illustration 2. In attempting to deflect attention away from the issues of process I raised in my Private and Confidential letters to the Chancellor, who steadfastly refused to play the role of Ombudsman or University Visitor, I was pressured to undergo an ad hoc personal grievance process.  Under protest I responded to an appeal from the Chancellor (Professor Baume) to submit to such a personal grievance process even though the bulk of my complaints were not personal.  That process involved me meeting with Professor Pashley who reported to the Vice-Chancellor (Professor Terrell) that in his view there was evidence that both Vice-Chancellor Terrell and the Director RSSS Professor McAllister had breached my privacy.  Although as a condition of participating in the process I had been promised a copy of his report, Professor Pashley declined my requests to make one available on the grounds that he had been instructed by the 'legal people' not to do so 'as there might be litigation'.  I have now been forced to seek a copy of Professor Pashley's report under Freedom of Information legislation, thereby incurring expenses which should not have been imposed on me.  The report claimed that two of the issues raised by me were 'of a sufficiently serious nature and can be properly identified to enable your office to take appropriate action' (attachment 1).  I have yet to be advised of the Vice-Chancellor's response.

I have also lodged complaints with the Commonwealth Privacy Commissioner against Vice-Chancellor Terrell that he had breached my privacy (attachment 2).  I was told by my supervisor that complaints to the Privacy Commission were irrelevant because it had no real power and that any adverse decisions by the Privacy Commissioner would come too late to affect decisions already taken within the University.

This may well prove to be an accurate prophesy.  Although I have been advised that the Privacy Commission has concluded that Vice-Chancellor Terrell had breached Information Privacy Principles (attachment 3) there has been no acknowledgment of this by the University

APPENDIX 3, Illustration 2, ATTACHMENT 2 - part a

THE AUSTRALIAN NATIONAL UNIVERSITY
[image: image1.png]



Research School of Social Sciences
CANBERRA  ACT  0200  AUSTRALIA

Urban and Environmental Program
TELEPHONE:
+61  2  6249  2297


FACSIMILE:
+61  2  6249  0312


EMAIL:  Patrick.Troy@anu.edu.au
Privacy Commissioner

Human Rights and Equal Opportunity Commission

GPO Box 5218

Sydney NSW 1042

Compliance and Complaints Director




24 November 1999

Dear Director,

I write to complain of a breach in my privacy by the Vice-Chancellor of this University.

I have been in communication with both the Vice-Chancellor and Chancellor of this University over a number of matters.  The most recent event concerns a letter the Vice-Chancellor wrote to me on the 5 November 1999.  Someone, acting with the authority of the Vice-Chancellor, faxed the letter to the Canberra Times on the same day.  The letter was sent from the Public Affairs Division of the University.  The same Division issued a Media release dated 8 November quoting at length from the same letter. 

I did not receive the Vice-Chancellor's letter until mid morning on the 8 November.  I did not learn of the Media release statement until it was brought to my attention on the 9 Novemeber.

I then wrote to the Chancellor on the 10 November protesting this behaviour and asking him to admonish the Vice-Chancellor for it.  I also wrote on the same day to the Vice-Chancellor protesting his behaviour in releasing the correspondence and on his trivialising of the contents of my letters to the Chancellor.

On the 10 November the University administration arranged to have copies of the ANU Media Release stuck on the doors to the Tearoom where they remained for a week.  This action was meant to intimidate and embarrass me.  Many colleagues protested to me about the action.  It is the first time in over thirty years such action has been taken.  I attach a copy of the 'set' of letters and the media release, which relate to this incident (Attachment 1).

More generally, I am not confident that my privacy is being properly regarded.  There was another incident in 1998 when moves were made to have me removed from the Headship of the Program on alleged grounds of ill health.  On that occasion copies of a claim for medical assistance by me were made available to some of my colleagues.  I protested, at the time, that the document was private and confidential and should not have been made available or used in the manner it was.  The initiative ceased following an approach from my lawyer.  But the fact remained that my privacy had not been respected.  I am prepared to make available the documentation relating to that incident.  I raise it because I am concerned that issues of due process do not appear to be highly valued in this University.

I have not approached the Australian National University's Privacy Contact, Mr. Barry Yau.  I have not done so because the ANU's legal office, where he works, was involved in the issues which arose from the attempt to remove me from my position and because I regard my appeals, in the form of my approaches to the Chancellor of the University, as more than appropriate 'internal' considerations of the situation.  This is no reflection on the capacities or standing of Mr. Yau

I seek your advice on what avenues are open to me to seek to correct the Vice-Chancellor's behaviour.

I also seek your assistance in bringing to the attention of this University the fact that privacy is a right of staff.

If it is within your remit, could you please advise the University that its mediation processes in relation to personal grievances are flawed and should be remedied by the appointment of an ombudsman?

Further, if it is within your remit, could you please advise the University that its procedures for responding to complaints about lack of due process must be clarified and that they are not to be confused with personal grievances?

I would be pleased to discuss the issues with you or to provide additional information.

Yours faithfully

Patrick Troy AO

Professor and Head 

Urban and Environmental Program

APPENDIX 3, Illustration 2, ATTACHMENT 2 - part b
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Research School of Social Sciences
CANBERRA  ACT  0200  AUSTRALIA

Urban and Environmental Program
TELEPHONE:
+61  2  6249  2297


FACSIMILE:
+61  2  6249  0312


EMAIL:  Patrick.Troy@anu.edu.au
Privacy Commissioner

Human Rights and Equal Opportunity Commission

GPO Box 5218

Sydney NSW 1042

Compliance and Complaints Director




1 December 1999

Dear Director,

Further to my letter of 24 November.

I write to complain of another breach in my privacy by the Vice-Chancellor of this University.

On 30 November the Vice-Chancellor wrote to me replying to my letter to him of the 22 November.

The Director of this School, to whom the letter was not copied and who should not have had access to personal correspondence addressed to me, asked the Vice-Chancellor for permission to circulate the Vice-Chancellor's letter to me.

Permission was granted and the Vice-Chancellor's letter was then circulated to all members of academic and general staff of this School.

The ostensible reason for this action was my response to a report in the Canberra Times of 28 November in which it was claimed that I had not responded to the Vice-Chancellor's offer of access to an assessment process to hear alleged personal grievances.

I enclose a copy of the Vice-Chancellor's letter released to the staff.  You will note that it does not answer the questions I asked in my letter to the Vice-Chancellor of 22 November.

This infringement of my privacy by the Director and Vice-Chancellor is another illustration of actions taken by the Vice-Chancellor to influence, to my disadvantage and that of my Program, the decisions of the Faculty of the Research School of Social Sciences.  They have an immediacy of impact because Faculty meets today at 2.00 pm to discuss the proposed closure of my Program.

It would be helpful if you notified the Vice-Chancellor and the Director, RSSS that a formal complaint has been lodged.  Any delay may well result in a denial of natural justice to me and my Program.

Yours faithfully

Patrick Troy AO

Professor and Head 

Urban and Environmental Program

APPENDIX 3, Illustration 2, ATTACHMENT 3
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Dear Professor Troy 

Apologies for the delay. I have chased the matter and the Director, 

Compliance has signed a letter dated 5 February 2001 addressed to the Vice 

Chancellor. The letter sets out the Director's views on why there was a 

breach of the Act and provides for resolutions that would meet both your 

request and provide avenues by which the University could better apply the 

provisions of the Act. I will be waiting for a reply from the University.

Yours sincerely

Phillip Rehn



-----Original Message----- 

From: Patrick Troy [mailto:Patrick.Troy@anu.edu.au] 

Sent: Tuesday, 30 January 2001 9:51 

To: Phil Rehn 

Subject: Re: 


Dear Mr Rehn,

I am trying to bring these issues to finality so would appreciate 

information on the stage you have reached in responding to my complaints 

and in particular in your finding that the ANU breached Information Privacy 

Principles 9, 10 and 11.

Your early advice would be appreciated.

Patrick Troy

At 11:45 AM 11/30/00 +1100, you wrote: 

> 

> Dear Professor Troy 

> 

> Just a message to update you on the status of your complaint. I have 

>drafted a letter to the ANU in relation to your complaint. The letter is a 

>preliminary view and advises ANU that there has been a breach of 

Information 

>Privacy Principles 9, 10 and 11 and asks for their response and proposed 

>actions to resolve the matter. The letter is at the draft stage only and 

has 

>to be cleared by the Manager, Complaints before being sent. I will advise 

>you of the response from ANU. 

> 

>Yours sincerely 

>Phillip Rehn 

>Office of the Federal Privacy Commissioner 

> 
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