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Preface

This is a true account of events that occur at five universities; and especially those that occur
at the University of Newcastle in NSW Australia. Our story concludes in 2005 but according
to judicial findings (Independent Commission against Corruption in New South Wales
(ICAC) March 2005) and recent newspaper reports (July 2010, February 2011), little seems to
have changed.

Newcastle University NSW, established in 1965, had been a University College in the
University of New England for Arts Faculty subjects and a college in the University of New
South Wales for Sciences, Architecture and Engineering. Ten years on and it had a Medical
School and was flourishing.

I joined the University in 1966 as a Teaching Fellow initially on a one-year appointment after
graduation from the University of Durham and | have a Masters Degree and a PhD from the
University of Newcastle NSW. As a member of the academic staff for nearly 30 years, | feel
entitled to be concerned about the events that occurred, I claim a qualified privilege to report
these matters truthfully and with evidence.

The story is about the failure of an institution to properly carry out its public duties, its lack of
public accountability, its repeated breach of regulations, its disregard of evidence and its
disdainful attitude to the right that everyone has to natural justice.

There are many pages of primary source evidence and media reports in the appendices. Each
letter, each document in those appendices was given to senior academic or administrative staff
of the university promptly on receipt: they ignored them or hid them from the Council, even
from their lawyers | believe. They are the backbone of the story.

A Foreword is written by Professor Kim Sawyer, an advocate for change in the laws and
attitudes that relate to the rights and the protection of whistleblowers. He has written widely
on the subject over many years, has been interviewed by Government Committees and has
himself experienced what he calls “‘the inversion of an academic career’ for speaking out: in
one case against financial fraud. An Epilogue presents an article from The Bulletin magazine,
1986, with permission of the author and the Australian Consolidated Press. An Afterword is
written by Olga Parkes: a reprint of an article published in 2006 in The Whistle. A brief
chronology appears in Appendix E. To read what is written here as an unfolding mystery,
Appendix E should not be looked at — until such time as confusion takes over completely!

That it was possible for a few people to destroy what John Milton once called the *quiet, still
airs of delightful studies’, or words to that effect, defies my understanding.

D N Parkes

New Lambton Heights NSW
February 2011

Return to Contents




Foreword

In 2001, I testified before a Parliament of Australia Senate Committee Inquiry into Higher
Education. More than 100 academics made individual submissions to the Committee. Among
them was submission 320, the submission of University of Newcastle Professor Don Parkes.
The Committee’s Report was entitled Universities in Crisis. Professor Parkes’ submission,
explained why universities were in crisis. Yet it was never referenced in the Report.

It is most unlikely that Professor Parkes would ever have made a submission to the
2001Senate Inquiry without Coral Rita Bayley-Jones. Bayley-Jones was a PhD student
accepted into the Geography Department at the University of Newcastle in 1980. Professor
Parkes was to be her supervisor. His decision to accept Bayley-Jones as a student inverted his
academic career. Doctored! is the story of that inversion. It is the account of a supervisor,
bound by the principles of scholarship, discovering that scholarship no longer matters. As
many have discovered, the modern university is not a sanctuary of truth. Rather, it is a
corporation constrained by the risk of doing the right thing. Whether in grading, in
disciplining cheats or awarding degrees, the modern university nearly always succumbs to the
litigious student. The modern university is simply afraid to do what it should do. It is
abrogating its charter.

Doctored! is a story of fraud and how it perpetuates. Fraud should never be underestimated.
It is not costless, and it is not victimless. And fraud always needs accomplices. Coral Bayley-
Jones had many accomplices, too numerous to mention, but equally culpable. Those
accomplices, their cowardice, deception and cover-ups, underwrote Coral Bayley-Jones.
Fraud perpetuates when good people do nothing.

I learnt of Professor Parkes’ pursuit of the truth though the media. I learnt of the apology
which came 20 years too late. When | read Doctored!, | thought of how many other
anomalies are occurring in our universities every day. Regrettably, those anomalies continue
to be suppressed, because of the fear of the many. Only when the singular one, the Professor
Parkes, is heard, will universities become universities again.

Dr Kim Sawyer
University of Melbourne

Return to Contents




Introduction

I have never thought of myself as a ‘whistleblower’. | was just an employee of a university
who did what I thought | was supposed to do: specifically, supervise and report according to
regulations on the performance of a PhD candidate. | do not see “Doctored!” as a book about
the yeas and nays of whistleblowing as such, but clearly it involves that process.

An article by Kim Sawyer written in 2002 seemed to touch on many issues that develop in my
book though he had had no direct knowledge of them. | am therefore grateful to Professor
Brian Martin, to Whistleblowers Australia; the publishers of the article and to Kim Sawyer for
permission to use those parts of the article (Part 1 of 2) that | feel can contribute to a better
appreciation of the public significance of the actual events that occurred. The full text of
Sawyer’s article is available in the 2002 July issue of the Newsletter of Whistleblowers
Australia Inc. It can also be downloaded from the internet at

http://www.bmartin.cc/dissent/contacts/au_wba/

When | began to write this story I too found that Kafka’s Joseph K. was a subject of
relevance, so | began the first chapter of the book, as now, with words from the first sentence
of The Trial; as does Kim Sawyer in his article: though we have used different translations of
the book it seems.

I have also had to make some changes to the pronouns used by Kim Sawyer; from his first
person “I”, to a third person, [he] or [his] or [him]. Hopefully this reduces your possible
confusion between Professor Sawyer and me. All other words, an occasional clause apart to
lead into a new paragraph or sentence, are as Kim Sawyer wrote them.

Whistleblowing and The Trial: A Kafkaesque experience by Kim Sawyer opens with the
words, Someone must have been spreading lies about Josef K for without having done
anything wrong he was arrested one morning.” — F. Kafka (The Trial, Chapter 1). And he
continues that ‘[he] first encountered Josef K in 1980 in the last months of [his] doctorate.
Through Kafka, [he] experienced the bewilderment of K, the ordinary yet exemplary bank
official arrested for no apparent reason at the start of The Trial. Vicariously, [he] experienced
K’s isolation, his need to justify himself, his uncertainty, and the arbitrariness of the law and
the institutions which judged him.

“The trial of Josef K is the trial of most whistleblowers. When a person blows the whistle on
malfeasance, they are effectively arrested and judged. Not formally, but certainly implicitly.
Whistleblowers are judged by the perpetrators of the malfeasance, they are judged by the
bystanders, they are judged by those with no duty or interest in the problem, and they are
judged by themselves. Their trial begins when they blow the whistle, and their bewilderment
parallels the bewilderment of K. The question of Why recurs for a whistleblower just as it
does for K. Why are allegations never fully investigated, Why are the laws or codes not
applied, Why are the bystanders not supportive and Why is there never an independent
investigation [my emphasis] ? Why though is the whistleblower always remembered, but not
always the perpetrator? As for Josef K, the trial of the whistleblower is as much a trial within
themselves as with an external party. And often, whistleblowers fail both trials.


http://www.bmartin.cc/dissent/contacts/au_wba/�

The trials of K and the whistleblower are, of course, not exactly the same. The whistleblower
has less uncertainty. The whistleblower(s) at least knows why they have been arrested. They
blew the whistle. The whistleblower’s trial is usually longer than the trial of K, and is usually
sequential.

A whistleblower typically refers allegations to an internal point in an organisation, then
externally, for example to an ombudsman, and finally to the justice system, parliament and
the media. The whistleblower is not summarily executed. Rather, they suffer a slow
debilitation consisting of employment detriment, employment loss, relationship dissolution,
and loss of self-worth. Survival for the whistleblower is not about surviving the stabbing of
two “old ham actors” in a quarry, and dying “like a dog” as for [Kafka’s Joseph] K. Rather,
survival for the whistleblower is more akin to surviving a cancer.

Notwithstanding these differences, the trials of K and of the whistleblower are underscored by
many common characteristics. Like K, the whistleblower pursues truth when truth is not
always required, like K, the whistleblower is exposed to the same arbitrariness of the law, and
like K the whistleblower harbours a sentiment, expressed in The Trial’s final line “It was as if
the shame of it should outlive

him.”” All whistleblowers hope that the shame will outlive them.

K and the whistleblower experience a sense of inversion. Inversion occurs at all levels. The
usually exemplary employee becomes a pariah, innocence becomes self-guilt, the insider
becomes the outsider, the bystander becomes a betrayer and the erstwhile healthy organisation
becomes cancerous. In testifying before the Senate Select Committee on Public Interest
Whistleblowing in January 1994, [Sawyer] summarised [his] own sense of inversion as a
whistleblower “The exercise of whistleblowing is really akin to removing a cancer, typically a
cancer that is growing in a public institution. The whistleblower identifies the cancer,
attempts to remove it, and then is attacked by it. The whistleblower is characterised variously
as a troublemaker, a zealot, a crusader, a pursuer of trivia, and those are the most acceptable
designations. There are many observers of the harassment, but virtually no preventers. The
whistleblower must at all times behave honourably; the cancer can behave as it likes, it has
all the power. The whistleblower, however, must be ethical, rational and not excessive.
Unsurprisingly, whistleblowing is not usually successful.”

The story of whistleblowing is often a story of unrealised expectations and the adjustment to
those unrealised expectations. A whistleblower typically receives a series of negative
judgements, and with each disappointment, a new set of expectations is formed. Thus
whistleblowing is a sequential process of expectations, judgement, disappointment and new
expectations. The whistleblower is always seeking the High Court similarly to Josef K who
asked the question just before his execution: “Where was the High Court he had never
reached?”

In our story, “Doctored!” it is nothing as lofty as a decision of the Australian Federal High
Court that is sought but adherence to the resolutions of a statutory public body: a university
council.

Kim Sawyer continues; ‘without prior knowledge of what happens to whistleblowers, a
person would blow the whistle with at least three expectations. First, that the truth (or falsity)
of their assertions would be fully investigated. Secondly, that any inquiry into their assertions
would follow due process, that is to be independent and independently verifiable and to be



based on principles of common law. Thirdly, that they would suffer no retribution, unless
their assertions were false. That is the ideal world which whistleblowers often expect, and it is
the world that [he, Sawyer] expected when [he] first blew the whistle in 1992.

Kim Sawyer tells us that he has been a whistleblower on two occasions in Australian
universities [and that] the two cases are best summarised in [his] submission to the 2001
Senate Inquiry Into Higher Education (Submission 91). In “Doctored!” we read of three
submissions that | made to the same Federal Senate 2001 Inquiry (Submission 320 a, b, c),
each was accepted and granted ‘privilege’ and we shall see what happened in due course.

In the first case Sawyer and 15 colleagues expected that their assertions would be fully
investigated: their expectations were never fulfilled.

He writes that, “in relation to [his] academic complaint, [he] had similar expectations that the
truth (or falsity) of the complaint would be fully investigated. Instead, despite advice from the
University solicitor that a prima facie case existed, the complaint was dismissed by the Vice-
Chancellor. [He] and the other complainants were then charged with serious misconduct for
disobeying an instruction of the Vice- Chancellor to reveal the names of persons to whom
[they] had communicated the allegations. [They] appealed to the Governor of Victoria, who
appointed the Chief Justice of Victoria to hear the matter. The Chief Justice determined that
[they] had no basis for appeal, because the University had not passed statutes enabling staff to
be members of the University. [Sawyer] appealed again to the Governor to hear the substance
of the complaint directly. He rejected [the] appeal.

The matter of the academic complaint was submitted to the two Senate inquiries into Public
Interest Whistleblowing, and to the 2001 Senate Inquiry Into Higher Education. The second
whistleblowing committee which reported in 1995 concluded by supporting [his] request that
an independent consultant look at the matters [he] had raised, and suggest regulatory changes
to the education system so that these events could not reoccur. The recommendation was
never carried out.

In [his] testimony to the Senate Inquiry Into Higher Education, [he] attempted to have the
academic complaint finally resolved, and to have the colleagues who supported [him] fully
exonerated. In [his] testimony, [he] showed, through the tabling of affidavits, that the Vice-
Chancellor who judged the complaint had not consulted those individuals who could have
shown the complaint to be true, namely an Editor, a referee, and the complainants themselves.
The details of [his] testimony were put to the Vice- Chancellor’s successor who appeared
before the same committee. She indicated that, ““I would like to take that question on notice,
and we will respond in full.”” She never did. [He] wrote to the Senate Committee to request a
response. [He] did not receive a reply.

The expectation that [his] assertions would be properly investigated, and that due process
would be followed were inverted within a few years of the assertions being made. It was the
decision of the Chief Justice which caused the most significant change in [his] expectations.
Just as Josef K was never required to attend the court in person, so [he] was never given the
opportunity to face the Chief Justice. Instead, the court proceeded in a virtual reality, in a
domain of correspondence between lawyers and judges. [Sawyer] was the person on trial, yet
[he] was not able to make direct representations and the decision against [him] was based on a
technicality which was itself an infraction of [his] right of appeal.
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A whistleblower often confronts this virtual reality, and it causes an inversion within. Most
whistleblowers have a particularly strong adherence to the rule of law, to the importance of
statutes and codes and to the principle of independence and due process. This adherence to the
rule of law often explains their path. For a whistleblower, the malfeasance that they first
confront is bad, but the virtual reality that they subsequently face is infinitely worse. It was
the decision of the Chief Justice which changed [his] path. [He] realised that [he] had become
a person of no importance and that was reflected in the decisions against [him], in the failure
to implement recommendations of Senate Committees and in the non response to [his] letters.
Josef K reaches a similar point when discussing his plight with the priest. He asserts (The
Trial, p.236),

‘But I’m not guilty,” said K.. It’s a mistake. How can a person be guilty at all? Surely we are
all human beings here, one like the other.’

‘That is right,” said the priest, ‘but that is the way the guilty are wont to talk’

‘Are even you prejudiced against me?’ K asked.

‘No, I’m not prejudiced against you,” said the priest.

‘I’m grateful to you,” K said. ‘But everybody else who is concerned in these proceedings is
prejudiced against me. They make even those who aren’t involved prejudiced against me. My
position is getting more difficult all the time.’

‘You are failing to understand the facts of the case,’ the priest said. ‘The verdict does not
come all at once; the proceedings gradually merge into the verdict.’

And so it is for the whistleblower. The proceedings as exemplified by their arbitrariness, by
the failure to implement recommendations, and by the non-responses of individuals, gradually
become the verdict.

Throughout “Doctored!” we come across examples of many, perhaps all of the points drawn
by Kim Sawyer. However | do not attempt to relate back to each of them. “Doctored!”, for me,
is a story of a university in crisis, a story that is possible only because it is founded on lies,
depends on lies and uses them, ruthlessly. Support for such a strong allegation is found in the
letters and documents that are presented in the Appendices. They are essential reading if a
proper understanding is to be gained, especially the letters: they should be read in full and the
dates themselves are often the most crucial part of the evidence. In “Doctored!” we meet
malfeasance, misfeasance and non feasance: a potent cocktail of abuse by authorities at all
levels of the university system and these days of its political masters.

Return to Contents




11

Chapter 1
In the beginning

Kafka’s story of Joseph K., in The Trial, begins with the words,
“Somebody must have been telling lies .....”

Other translations use slightly different words, as we have seen the one used by Kim Sawyer
reads as; “ Someone must have been spreading lies ...” and yet another, in a Penguin Classics
publication reads: “Somebody must have made a false accusation against Joseph K. ....”
Even the back cover of the Penguin Classics publication uses a different wording of that
quotation of the opening sentence of Kafka’s first chapter; “Somebody must have laid false
information against Joseph K., for ....”

The gist is the same in each instance, Joseph K.’s troubles with the truth, with justice, with
imprisonment and finally his execution, murder in fact, all derive from and depend on the
telling of lies, but of course to be effective lies must be accepted as well as told.

There is a quotation, also on the back cover of the Penguin Classics version, written by
Mordecai Richler for the British newspaper Daily Telegraph: with an apposite choice of
words that suits our story well: Joseph K’s. experiences in Kafka’s ‘prophetic novel
anticipates the insanity of modern bureaucracy ...” University councils, their Senates and
Committees are also bureaucracies, sometimes including quite vicious and ambitious people
who are busier ensuring their own futures under a regime of changing bosses, than they are of
attending to the matters of law set out in their various statutes, bye-laws and resolutions.

The words from the first translation quoted above, ‘someone must have been telling lies’, best
suit my purpose and they could have been used as the title for this story.

This university story has a paradox within it: it is a true story based on lies.

Sawyer writes that, ‘Like K., the whistleblower pursues truth when truth is not always
required’.

My experience precisely: it is suitable lies, believable lies, even seemingly kindly lies, and
especially lies that can confuse that are most sought; that are required. They are often released
as press statements or internal memos or as replies to letters from concerned parties or as a
‘gag’ from the chair in an important committee when the truth is approaching too rapidly.
You know the stuff, “Everything is being done to arrive at a solution to ...”, “There is an
Inquiry underway” but no mention of the terms of the Inquiry and probably not related to the
initial concern anyhow. “Can’t say anything, the matter is sub judice’, that is a very popular
one and usually meaningless.

A subtitle, “A Remarkable Story Indeed” could have been taken from a letter by Newcastle
NSW Vice Chancellor D.W. George but the ‘remarkable story’, referring to the earliest phase
of this story in fact, was either not remarkable enough or it was just too remarkable.
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‘Doing Time’

During the mid 1980s and through the 1990s, if one had an academic problem that required
administrative attention; then at the University of Newcastle NSW too often, one became the
problem’. As a serious enough problem one could end up in gaol, as was the case for Dr.
Michael Spautz. Vice Chancellors and others will not give much attention to you, will not
treat you as a colleague, or pay much real attention to the problem that you have raised: you
become the problem and that is how they relate to you. Nevertheless, it is really quite easy to
overcome the predicament: cooperate; just leave it to the powers that be: promotion and
positive references await for such cooperation.

At about the time that our story was kicking in, Dr. Michael Spautz was sent to prison for 76
days in the high security, 150-year-old Maitland NSW gaol. He was an American, a Senior
Lecturer in the Faculty of Economics and Commerce. Spautz fought the University all the
way to the High Court of Australia because he was not satisfied that due process had been
followed in the handling of reports of alleged plagiarism in the work of a newly appointed
professor. Spautz was required to undergo psychiatric assessment and was eventually
dismissed. He continued the fight.

Maitland gaol was a nasty place, high security prisons are nasty places, usually for nasty
people. Dr. Spautz was not a nasty person. | knew him for many years and have often looked
back, with some shame at my “bystander role’: though he was always openly welcome in my
office; we met where and as we wished and together with my good friend Richard Dear from
the university’s computer centre, we gave him many sheets of computer print-out paper on
which to ‘roneo’ copy his “in vita veritas’ letters distributed to hundreds of staff and students.
The reason for his imprisonment was clamed to be non-payment of an account. That’s
believable? Technically probably ‘yes’, it is believable: but it was draconian, a ‘teach him a
lesson’ sort of punishment. The university was well connected.

Fourteen years later, in 1996, he received a paltry sum of $75,000 for wrongful imprisonment;
he was never reinstated in the University. These matters are published in more detail by
former Newcastle Professor, John Biggs and appear on the internet at:

http://www.uow.edu.au/~bmartin/dissent/documents/sau/sau09.html

John Biggs also briefly covers aspects of the story in Doctored!

More or less the same senior administration that had acted against Dr. Spautz was to be
involved in this story about a University in crisis, but such a crisis does not develop merely
through an accumulation of excusable mistakes.

The next few pages introduce the key player in this story and provide cameo sketches of a
student, her perverse behaviour and her interactions with academic and administrative
structures, each having a bearing on the bewildering events that were to lie ahead of these
earliest days. But this is not a story about a student: it is a story about the many failures of a
university to manage deceit and about the indifference of Vice Chancellors from a number of
universities to exchange of information in a search for the truth and in the support of
standards and justice. They are a club of which few should be proud to have been members:
but there were some exceptions.


http://www.uow.edu.au/~bmartin/dissent/documents/sau/sau09.html�
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The “incorrigible Bayley-Jones”
Picture date is from around 1980 — Aged 39

The story begins in Leeds in the 1960s, and then moves on to far away
Australia in the early 70s where the University of Western Australia and
later Murdoch University have the pleasure of her company, she is Coral
Rita Bayley-Jones.

Through letters and documents we get glimpses of the chaos that
accompanied her. We also get a feeling for the difficulties she brought
upon herself and the pain that she caused to others. She had been able to

influence and mislead, sometimes with frivolous ease, sometimes by dark
insinuation, lies and threats, at least nine firms of solicitors, three University Chancellors and
four Vice — Chancellors, though a fifth was to become involved.

Bayley-Jones had added many letters to her original BA degree from the University of Leeds
but even that BA was to be described mischievously and there appear to have been difficulties
in its award. Each later higher degree was at best irregular and at worst, a fraud.

Coral Rita Bayley-Jones may be Coral Rita Jones and some have suggested that she may
have been married once and that is where the hyphenated ‘Bayley-Jones’ comes from. She
has used both names from time to time. There is no middle initial ‘B’ when “Jones’ alone is
used. On the other hand she may have been just who she said she was, Coral Rita Bayley-
Jones.

She was born in England in Sale, Cheshire, on 11 August 1941. She became an Australian
citizen in 1979, though then a permanent resident in UK. Her 1979 naturalization was
essential for fulfilment of the plans that lay before her.

Her parents were Mr. and Mrs. Thomas Arthur Jones, no ‘Bayley’. Their address was
“Alwoodly”, 5, Clappentail Park, Lyme Regis, Dorset, England and is included here because
it was to be used on many occasions in letters and official documents; though by dates of
postage and other circumstances it became clear that letters were probably being written in
another place then sent to that address in an envelope, addressed to her parents, with a
personal note included, and then posted onwards to show the Dorset stamp mark and date. No
doubt her parents will have thought she was simply being sensible and saving postage.

Her Curriculum Vitae omits dates where they might be inconvenient and inserts dates, when
convenient. If we take the application submitted to Newcastle (1979) as a starting point it tells
us that she went to school at Leeds Girls High School, but no dates. She goes on to Leeds
University from where she states that she completed her degree in 1961. She claims to have
been awarded a good honours degree, but no Class or Divisions are given. In applications for
postgraduate enrolment and scholarships, it is the Class of the degree that matters most. In
fact it turns out that she was awarded a lower second class degree. That is insufficient to gain
any scholarships or postgraduate research positions at British or Australian universities at the
PhD level, and was insufficient for most Master’s Degrees at that time, certainly insufficient
to gain a competitive scholarship or bursary. She also gave as a date, ‘1979 completed’ for a
higher degree she was claiming to hold that would, she presumably hoped, render as
unimportant her initial poor BA.
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She was appointed as a Sub-Warden of Halls of Residence at least two universities while also
enrolled as a student. She never held a position for more than a few weeks or months before
difficulties arose, including dismissal. She was rejected twice for upgrade of a registered
Master’s candidature (MA) to a PhD in the mid 1970s.

Though we concentrate on the University of Newcastle in NSW Australia from the time of
her application in October 1979, it is helpful and very interesting to note the earlier years in
Western Australia.

How she survived from the time of her graduation at the University of Leeds involves a story
to which most respond with disbelief. From one university a Head of Department wrote,
“While she was here, chaos reigned”. However only two of the Universities involved
behaved with any sort of decency. Three others, each with varying degrees of involvement in
the problems that she presented behaved very poorly.

Bayley-Jones frequently achieved her objectives by litigation and threats and often by telling
and writing lies. Through her sometimes quite seductive persuasiveness, she was also able to
obtain awards and incidental funding, seemingly on demand.

One simple but effective way that she used to gain support was to claim the possession of
another award from a prestigious supporting body: once UNESCO no less. Bayley-Jones
seemed to believe that she actually held these “glittering prizes’; to claim was to have
achieved. Falsified applications for graduate student positions together with an extraordinary
cunning to include just sufficient information to give her a reason, if questioned, to explain
away the concern, was a repeated strategy but success in her deceptions depended upon
finding others who would, for various reasons, support or appear to support her. This story
unfolds the paucity of determination to challenge deceit at a number of Universities.

The University of Western Australia - 1970s

I am indebted to a former staff member at the University of Western Australia for most of the
information that follows in this section of the story about Bayley-Jones’ candidatures in
Western Australia.

r She was appointed as a demonstrator, by the head of department,
Professor Martin Webb, whilst he was on study leave in the U.K
[1970]. At that time, post war through to the mid seventies, it was
not uncommon for applicants to be interviewed in UK by a
member of the department concerned. It was much less costly.

Bayley-Jones arrived in WA before Professor Webb returned from
UK and she quickly established a good working relationship with the acting head who was
also to be her supervisor. She enrolled in a MA. At the end of her appointment she was
awarded a research scholarship in an unusual way: the Deputy Vice Chancellor awarded the
scholarship.

At UWA she had to fill in an application and in it she falsified her Leeds University honours
level (stated 2A - the minimum requirement - but had in fact been awarded a 2B).

She also complained that the University scholarship did not provide enough money and so she
was appointed as a research assistant to her supervisor, Mr. David Scott, with her only



function being to do her Master’s degree: also unusual. Many other deserving students would
have been delighted at such a response to their desire for ‘“more funding’.

At the end of the period of her research assistantship, but before completing her Master’s
degree programme, she applied to do a Ph.D. The University told her that her appointment
would end but that her Ph.D. application would be considered on its merits. An administrator
is then directed to investigate the candidature of Miss Bayley-Jones’s application and he
establishes duplicity, fraud and more. Possibly along with other improprieties that further
detailed enquiries were to discover:

a. Falsification of Leeds qualifications, being that she held a lower second-class degree and
not an upper second, which is a standard minimum for postgraduate research at PhD. level.

b. On being told of her claim to UWA that she held a 2A degree it appears that her referees
were surprised and it was suspected that she might have spent some time socialising with one
of them at a conference and therefore believed that he would support her - to her surprise no
doubt - he didn't.

c. Her proposed PhD supervisors believed that they were only temporary appointees,
appointed only until her M.A. supervisor, Mr. David Scott, returned from study leave — she
claimed to have proposed them because he was not qualified to supervise Ph.D. students.

Various staff then contacted the administrator in charge of the investigations, about other
matters which included:

False lost jewellery insurance claims (two years running for the same
jewellery). Falsifying per diem allowance for attendance at a conference.
Misuse of telephone and postage for overseas phone and mail.

Asked why she had earlier stated that she had Honours 2A from Leeds she explained that her
Leeds supervisor had supplied a reference which stated that she had 2A, but that she had now
destroyed the reference. These details were not to be followed up because the administration
felt that it had finished with her at that time (or thought it had), but the administrator was
persuaded by a colleague to write to Leeds, giving her explanation. They immediately sent
back copy of the only reference she had been given which clearly indicated Honours 2B. It
also seemed that from the tone of the reply that there was another story at Leeds. Anyhow one
must ask, ‘Where was her official testamur?’

“Another story at Leeds?’ That is also my feeling and as the story unfolds the reasons for such
a feeling will reveal themselves. Indeed there are so many similarities ahead that you may
well wonder if there is some careless repetition in my writing.

Her application to upgrade to a PhD was later rejected’. However, during these administrative
investigations there was only rather grudging and reluctant approval from the Deputy Vice
Chancellor, though more positive approval from the Registrar’: and in due course the Deputy
Vice Chancellor required the administrator to cease action on all matters relevant to his
‘academic’ area as Deputy VC, but the Registrar instructed continuation on those matters that
were clearly the responsibility of the Registrar’s department.

15
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That should have been the end of the matter but Bayley-Jones then applied for the
airfare back to the U.K. as she had been appointed from there. The

University jumped at this and paid a full normal fare. Subsequently it was

discovered that she had gone to a travel agency and converted this to a cheap return fare.

It seems likely that a lot of the University's behaviour was brought on by an extreme fear of
bad publicity similar perhaps to the Orr case in Tasmania some years earlier. That seems to
have been the general view held.

So, after refusing her enrolment for a PhD the University of Western Australia believed that
they had finished with her. However as was discovered later she had returned to Australia
(1977) and the University of Western Australia extension service had used her to teach a
course. She had presented herself as a Murdoch University student. The extension service
(“‘extra mural’ or “distant teaching’ as it is sometimes called) was advised not to use her again.

Those following the matter then discovered that she was still using UWA resources such as a
library carrel. The privilege was terminated immediately but she was allowed to use those
services that were available to students of the recently established Murdoch University.

A self confessed indiscreet remark by an administrator at UWA to a Commonwealth
Department of Education employee, resulted in the discovery of further misconduct, notably:

a) Bayley-Jones was [also] enrolled full time in a postgraduate diploma from the Western
Australian Teachers College.

b) Bayley-Jones was enrolled full time as a Masters student at Murdoch University where her
application stated Honours 2.

It was also found through Commonwealth enquiries that:

¢) She had a full time research scholarship from Murdoch University.

d) She was receiving TEAS [Tertiary Education Assistance] for the Diploma course for full
time study’ and as any reasonable person would know it is not practical to undertake two
FULL-TIME courses at once, let alone to do so ‘legally’ according to funding regulations and
university bye laws. As a self-funded student some accommodation might be made to allow
for more than one full-time course to be undertaken concurrently: but never without
permission.

e) She had accepted a further stipend, the equivalent of TEAS, from the Department of
Tourism but it was administered by the Education Department and in case she was caught, she
dropped the 'Bayley' part of her name when accepting this. It is an interesting, if somewhat
shallow cover. One or two local newspaper reports of ‘research’ she claimed to be doing in
out of the way places in Western Australia also named her as Miss Jones.

There also appears to have been some overlap between these awards and unemployment
benefits. The Education Department therefore sought the return of their monies and stated
that it was the clearest case they had had for taking action under the Crimes Act, rather than
the Student Assistance Act, but nothing was done because it was an election year. Murdoch
University stuck with her even though they had been advised of several of these matters. An
administrator from the University of Western Australia felt that her Murdoch candidature
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probably overlapped with her candidature at a British University at this time and that she may
have submitted the same material for both degrees.

Surprising to me has been the revelation that so many people were unaware that she had
actually been awarded her Murdoch MPhil degree, among them a supervisor who was to
become a Vice Chancellor: but more of this much later, and as the story unfolds the lengths
to which universities will go to cover up uncomfortable matters takes some believing.

Letters to Newcastle’s Vice Chancellor some years later and especially one from Dr. Kevin
Frawley, warn that this is a dangerous person [1.1], and he reports on an extraordinary scene
when she came to his house in Subiaco; when asked to leave ‘she became increasingly
distraught, screaming abuse and threats at myself and my wife’.

It is helpful to put this cameo report of her violence into this account of the early days in our
story. The events took place in 1975 before he took up a position at James Cook University
and specifically they relate to an investigation into Bayley-Jones’s plagiarism of his Honours
thesis work in Western Australia. It is understood that she was suspended from her studies for
a year at a Secondary Teacher’s College: a diploma was awarded eventually but not from the
University of Western Australia, as was to be implied in future letters from Bayley-Jones,
including application forms.

Do her threats to Frawley [1.1] have just a hint of blackmail about them? It seems so to me,
did so to others, and is by no means an isolated example. Her violence took place in his home,
in front of his wife. Frawley was no doubt frightened for his family and his career.

Murdoch University Western Australia -

1970s

At Murdoch University Bayley-Jones undertook an MPhil in
the School of Social Inquiry. Although not far from the
University of Western Australia there was no Geography
Department at the newly established (1973) University. This
was to be a boon to Bayley-Jones. Here was a place to hide
technical inadequacies in geographical research and
especially so in these years when a strong quantitative approach was expected to be adopted.

Elsewnhere in her applications she acknowledges a Professor Kerr, Professor of Economics in
the School of Social Inquiry as her supervisor; an economist with no qualifications in the field
of her thesis. When the inevitable difficulties arose she would claim that her supervisors “did
not understand her and she demanded a change’. Specifically she would contrive events that
would force or at least encourage the supervisor to resign. She did this at Murdoch and at
three other universities. She claimed to have been awarded the first Murdoch University
higher degree, but many, including a former Murdoch supervisor who must have replaced or
been replaced by Professor Kerr, were not even aware that it had ever been awarded.

In her Murdoch Masters thesis we find the first reference to Mr. David Scott and he is
acknowledged as follows (bold italic);

“Mr. D. R. Scott, Senior lecturer of the Department of Geography, University of Western
Australia and former colleague for invaluable advice and encouragement in the initiation and
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early stages of the whole project when the major tasks of collecting data seemed almost
overwhelming”.

However it is an acknowledgement relating to data and statistical procedures that is to prove
to be the most telling in her future. She wrote only that she was “grateful to Mr. R. Bell, for
suggestions concerning the statistical procedures.....”” We shall see that she was rather short
on the acknowledgement due to this academic.

Salford University UK — late 1970s

Her Salford candidature is also to have difficulties but some of
those difficulties were really of Salford’s own making. She
submits falsified data to Salford, she uses and substitutes data that
have been collected from ‘other’ surveys, alters dates and her
thesis submission is rejected in 1979. Upon appeal for
compassionate consideration she is allowed to re-submit a year
later and to ‘return’ to Australia for 6 months on the strict
condition that ‘no Australian data’ are to be used. Her Salford
thesis data were purportedly based on surveys in her hometown:
Lyme Regis. We shall have more to write about this candidature.

Newcastle University NSW - 1979

In her 3-page initial letter to Newcastle NSW dated 9 October 1979, she implied the ‘award’
of a Master’s degree from Salford University UK by claiming,

“MSc. Urban Studies by coursework and thesis, University of Salford just completed” [1.2].

e LM L e L

No mention of its rejection.

She avoided all reference to her time at
the University of Western Australia but
presented a Diploma in Recreation
Studies as though it was awarded from the
University of Western Australia, by
writing simply “Western Australia’.
Clearly by omission it was intended to
mislead and be intentionally ambiguous.
There is no such educational institution as
‘Western Australia’. It was certainly : gl
assumed by the Newcastle NSW authorities to be the Unlver5|ty of Western Australla

| was to be told years later that other Australian Universities had received an identical letter of
application, but more thorough enquires and their good fortune to have colleagues who had
been students or staff at the University of Western Australia led to warnings and an

immediate rejection of her application. Some six months after her enrolment at Newcastle
NSW, a former Newcastle NSW Honours graduate, Garry Werren, visited Newcastle and
warned me about her. How did he know? He came to know about her because Dr. Frawley
was now also a lecturer at the same place as Werren: then known as The Royal Military
College at Duntroon in Canberra: a campus of the University of New South Wales for
academic subjects and he had told Werren of her time at UWA and Murdoch.
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Her enrolment at Newcastle NSW having been completed, referee’s reports accepted and with
no evidence beyond a general character sketch, accurate though it was to turn out to be no
action could be taken against her enrolment. Nobody in Australia knew anything of the
Salford University material: that was to become known later. | told Professor Robinson; he
was Head of Department; of Werren’s ‘warning’ and naturally enough he too felt that it all
sounded “very odd’ and said he would talk with colleagues about it, but he added that even
though “care had to be taken” that she did not claim she was being defamed, he would be
“watching her closely”. He died in 1983 a year before the matters of this story came to a head
(1983). His replacement was a fill-in position while the Department awaited the advertising of
the now vacant Chair. This was to take a damaging length of time. Robinson a former
President of the Institute of Australian Geographers would not have tolerated the events that
were to occur.

In her letter of application, apart from Mr. Smith her Salford University supervisor, who was
also to be under some pressure according to reports from a senior Salford colleague, Bayley-
Jones offers up Mr. Scott and Mr. Hill as referees. Her letter goes on to make some interesting
claims: three and a half months to complete her Murdoch Master’s degree. At an Australian
University this suggests questionable procedures at the least and begs the question about
fieldwork, data preparation and analysis and much more. If the thesis was not completed in
three and a half months, then her statement is a lie. The statement was not questioned by the
Newcastle NSW administration at that time nor later when serious difficulties developed and |
pointed to these anomalies as matters of concern that should be given serious consideration..

Her reference to her Murdoch thesis external examiner Professor Logan [1.3], later to become
Vice Chancellor at Monash University is mischievous because Logan will have assumed that
Murdoch had supervised the work properly. In three and a half months normal procedures
cannot possibly have been followed. She was to show that she had very little understanding,
or competence in statistical analyses as reports from academics at other universities were to
confirm. Her letter of application to Newcastle NSW ends:

- —
F 1y H oW

T shopld like to pursiwe & Doctorate in the socig-urban field with
recreation and/or planaing comnonenis (socic and peoprashical leanings).

I will promose a prospanne op Tam lexible to suggestions: T trust

the dbove gives o suificient iden of @y -ceevabilities and interescs.
T ghould be most profeful 1T wou could advise me concerning supervision.

Tlease rrply to the above afdross with arplication forms if anprovriate

Tours sincerely, : o
Gorol B. Fayloy—dnncs q" ';D 1 ?
e r~——— e —

= =

Tam - eficinls igr o Ops=onweeliy Suard.

Shortly after that initial letter to Newcastle in October 1979, she wrote to me on the 3" of
November 1979 [1.4] and in the second last sentence she writes that ‘[she is] prepared to
propose a program or be guided by [my] ideas as [i] | have localized knowledge of what has
been done and what the current potential is’.
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Very strange don’t you think, from someone who had claimed to have completed two
Master’s degrees. Nothing else was known about her.

On the crucial matter of her declaration of ‘willingness to be guided’, reality was to be very
different.

Our story now travels sequentially to cover the years 1980 to 1984, as those events were
experienced from Newcastle NSW. We then move into a ‘parallel universe’ of extraordinary
events that were to be rejected and treated with disdain in one University and with the
propriety that would be expected, in the other.

Return to Contents

.... Letters and documents referenced will be found in Appendix A



Chapter 2
Here there and everywhere

On February 4 1980, shortly after enrolment and her first Australian Commonwealth
Scholarship payment, Bayley-Jones wrote to the Assistant Secretary at Newcastle University,
P. Farley from her home address in Perth [2.1]. She packs a lot into the letter and her
obsequious style was to be the hallmark of many more to come: for instance, “In particular |
am attracted by the privilege of working under the direction of Dr. Parkes ...”” The letter was
not signed. She was proposing a trip to UK and Europe, already arranged, including financial
support from the British Council to do work in Hungary.

If as she claims in the letter, she had indeed received four [other] award offers surely she
would tell us who had made them. It was untrue as | came to know that no other Australian
University to which she had sent the ‘same’ letter of October 9 1979 had offered her a place.
However, | save some face from the fact that | had been overseas since the end of November
1977 through until January of 1979 and then committed to work in remote areas of Australia,
more or less until the end of 1979 and little connection was being made with geography
departments in Australia. Closer study of the typed address showed that that original letter of
application had been over-typed after white-out deletion.

A thesis topic was far from settled and she had said that she was ‘open to suggestions’ in her
November 3 1979 letter to me. Any thesis topic suggestions that I might make to her would
not have required any time in Hungary but the British Council ‘award’ was already settled
and had been used in part to gain her Newcastle NSW acceptance and Commonwealth
Scholarship. | had had a brief telephone call with Peter Farley and my call to Perth was also
quite brief. She was adamant, even slightly aggressive, that the time in Hungary was already
allocated and could be important to her thesis but that there was also a great deal of work to
be done in Western Australia, ‘catching up’ as she put it, on developments there since her
Murdoch thesis was completed and preparing her data and other material for her [as yet
undecided] Newcastle NSW PhD thesis proposal.

The final paragraph of the letter [2.1] is also very odd because a three to four month
suspension of her Scholarship is to be requested, taking effect less than 3 months after her
enrolment on January 25, 1980. This suspension would, she argued, enable her to
‘accomplish’ more than just the program for the British Council implying that some of her
time would be spent on doing other things that had already been planned. Had she provided
details it may not have been necessary for her to suspend her award and therefore technically
speaking, her Newcastle NSW enrolment. Something else of importance had to be fitted in to
this time and an enrolment at Newcastle, during this time could be a problem.

She was giving the impression that financial support was not necessary for her return fares to
UK or for her subsistence. She was a ‘mature’ student, aged 39 and her personal financial
circumstances were obviously not our concern. Her Commonwealth scholarship was worth
about $10,000 annually plus various allowances for fieldwork and preparation of the final
thesis copies. All in all this was surely a very agreeable position for a postgraduate student to
be in: no financial problems, an overseas trip, a scholarship to come back to when needed.

21
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Every member of the University’s academic staff and all postgraduate students were issued
with a copy of the LEGISLATION volumes and could easily access a copy in departmental
offices. They were not a secret.

Section 4(b) was particularly significant to our story.
Other Regulations restricted the amount of time that a

THE UNIVERSITY OF NEWCASTLE

o = ] student could be away from the campus and the
| 2 %5 minimum length of time before a thesis could be

o -l submitted for examination.

Research at other places (4(b)) was not allowed without
permission from the Doctoral Degree Committee and of
course must not overlap with the topic of the PhD
program. This turned out to be an important Regulation
because the Newcastle NSW PhD was a research degree
~ | with no examined course work included. Concurrent
L e enrolment elsewhere for any topic is not covered as the
PhD degree is awarded only for full-time student
S ' enrolmeqt gnd the Common_vvee}lth Student Assistance
’ Act prohibited even an application for any other awards
without permission. PhD candidates enrolled for a full
time program in Australia were not permitted to be
enrolled for any other degree programs, under any circumstances. If the PhD program
required study in another degree program, the PhD program would have to move to a Part-
time status and the Commonwealth award would be immediately withdrawn, with financial
penalties and an appropriate enquiry as to the reasons for the change.

Additional coursework within the University might be required, for instance in statistical
methods and in the use of statistical packages and computer centre procedures but normally
would not have been subject to examination. Such coursework was intended to benefit the
student when specific skills were lacking and to maintain the standards of the university’s
degrees. In this case the university had already been advised in her application of 1979 that
Professor Logan of Monash University, her external examiner at Murdoch University, had
stated that her statistical analyses had approached those of a “‘doctorate’ and so any such
additional coursework should not be necessary. Whether he actually said that is not known.

Bayley-Jones and | met at Perth airport in February of 1980 while | was en route from
fieldwork in the CRA mining township of Paraburdoo. With the good news that her
Newcastle application had been accepted and a Commonwealth Scholarship awarded she was
very chirpy and in her words, ‘wide open to suggestions as to the thesis.’

We sat at my gate lounge and chatted. Asked why she was in Australia at all after finishing at
Salford, she said that she had many close connections with Western Australia and was
catching up on them and as the British Council ‘Fellowship’ (most would describe it as a
‘grant’) had been made before the Newcastle offer came through she was therefore not
altogether clear about the exact timing and duration of the program in Hungary and therefore
she had felt it was the “proper thing to do to suspend her award.” That seemed reasonable
enough to me.
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During the period 1979-1980 she might indeed have visited Hungary on a tour of some sort
but she did not have a lecturing program or one that could be construed as an independent
field research programme and when | made enquiries of the British Council they were unable
to confirm that an award had ever been made. There may have been a contribution to travel
expenses as ‘student support’: but to a student enrolled “where’ at that time, she wasn’t then at
Newcastle and her Salford degree had been completed in July 1979, she claimed.

On the tour of Hungary, whenever it took place, she had taken a photograph that included a
group of ‘geographers’ who were also on the tour: one was Professor Terry Coppock of
Edinburgh University (far left in photograph). He reappears later in our story in a role that
would not have pleased Bayley-Jones.

My flight was due to leave Perth, she gave a cheery wave and she was not seen again until
August: in normal circumstances, nearly a quarter of the candidature would be over. On the
long flight to Sydney, | was feeling just a bit uneasy about educating this particular ‘Rita’,
Coral Rita Bayley-Jones.

On March 7™ 1980, she wrote to me from her private address in Mosman Park, Perth,
addressed to Alice Springs. Her letter to me is retyped below as the original copy, done on a
typewriter that clearly needed a new ribbon, did not reproduce too well. The last line or two
and the signature have been inserted into the copied page. Her rather splendid apartment on
the beach at Mosman Park/Cottisloe is shown in the picture from Google. It may of course
replace a shack of weekender that she struggled to rent.

76 Marine Parade,
Mosman Park,
WESTERN AUSTRALIA 6012

Dr. D. Parkes,

Department of Geography,
The University of Newcastle,
c/o 2 Bacon Street,

ALICE SPRINGS.

'"f?"tf
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Dear Don,

Just dropping a note to let you know what has eventuated since our ‘phone calls. February
seems to have flown and | remember you saying that you would be returning to Newcastle in
March.

First, 1 am fully enrolled. I am enclosing a reply to Mr. Farley’s letter of the 25" January. |
have been informed that the commencement dates of the programme under the British
Council Fellowship have been put back by approximately two weeks, but the Hungarian
Cultural attaché do not give final approval on timing to the British Council until about one
month beforehand. To be ready and to allow for changes I shall be going over to the UK at
the end of April (30th), and I shall be working here until then.

So far, I have been working intensively catching up on reports/Legislation changes etc. which
have occurred since | left for the U.K. in August 1978. There seems to have been a flurry of
activity or rather several research projects have reached culmination, such as the Final
Report of the House of Representatives Select Committee on Tourism. | also wrote for and
have received copies of papers presented at the I.A.G which promised to be of interest to me,
so | did not miss out too much there. All told, I have not had many moments to spare. As
formally staff, | am fortunate to have validity as ongoing user of both Murdoch and U. W .A.
libraries. | am fairly good at ferreting out what’s been recently coming off the production
line. I just wanted to check that you are happy for me to work free lance along these lines or
if you had any specific items which you wished me to cover.

Hope your time in The Alice has proved successful,
Best wishes

1 7 .
{idWJLC {ga%fﬁfy.CJ$14i§

Coral R,Bayley-Jones

7th March,1930
Sihcerely
** The picture of the Bayley-Jones apartment, overlooking the beach at 76 Marine Parade,
Mosman Park . She never provided an apartment number **

She had written to tell me, for whatever reason, that the British Council program had been put
back by two weeks and she would now be leaving Australia at the end of April. No mention
of any of the matters discussed at the airport in February, no question of coming across to the
Eastern States to talk further about her candidature. There seemed to be another agenda. |
came to think that I had been lax over her supervision during this time but she had been very
persuasive.

Having left Alice Springs for Paraburdoo, an iron-mining township in Western Australia, |
wrote to Bayley-Jones at her Mosman Park, Perth address on March 20. Whether she was
actually still in Australia is by no means certain, there was eventually a reply. Paraburdoo is a
remote, inland mining town in the Kimberley area of North West Western Australia. | wrote
that | looked forward to her arrival in Newcastle NSW and asked about her reaction to
developing her thesis “in the arid zone ...... based at Alice Springs [as] it may be possible for
me to get some support, viz. housing in Alice Springs from the ANU’. At the time, apart from
work in the mining town as part of a consultancy with University architects for the mining
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company CRA, | was also in Alice Springs on a program with the United Nations University
(Tokyo), relating to the desertification of Australian arid lands and semi-arid lands. At the
time Alice Springs was developing as a tourist node but the impact of intensive tourism on
desert ecosystems was little understood. This seemed like a good opportunity for Bayley-
Jones. However she was not of a like mind: not so ‘flexible’ any longer it seems. The reasons
for her indifference, rather than an outright rejection at this stage were to become very clear.
My letter had concluded with a suggestion that we could meet again in Perth, date and time
suggested.

-

On Friday March 28 I will be at Ferth airport beiween

7.5%am and 1.05 pm, en route from Paraburdoo to Alice. I lezve

Ferth on Ansett flight AN255 for Adelnide. If you can get to the

Anseti desk and have me paged we will have z good chance to meet,

In her reply (May 3 [2.2]) to my letter of March 20 five weeks earlier, time for a letter to be
posted to UK and a reply returned to Perth in an envelope ready for posting as though from
Perth, she wrote from a UK address in Dorset. “Very sorry to have missed you at the airport”,
she claims to have had some difficulty arranging to meet me at Perth airport because | had
not given any dates or times and my letter had arrived too late anyway. Apparently I had not
made it clear as to precisely what day and at what time we might meet: odd really as the
paragraph seems clear enough that I would be at the airport on March 28 between 7.55 am
and 1:05pm and she had obviously received the letter, given her opening sentence. The letter
from Paraburdoo (March 20) would have arrived the following day or within the next couple
of days because the mining company delivered its mail to Perth very promptly through its
own rail and air transport system, before linking with the Australian mail services.

Her letter of May 3 [2.2], taken at face value was acceptable: she also reports that she had lost
her luggage en route using Pakistan Airways through no fault of her own: that happens,
though | recall being just a bit concerned as to why the letter informing her of the date and
time for a meeting at Perth airport was described by her as having a postmark dated 16 April
and arrival date 22 April when it had been posted on March 20th.

Apart from this May 3 letter we heard nothing more of her during the Australian autumn and
winter of 1980.

On site at Newcastle University NSW Australia 1980

She arrived in Newcastle NSW in August, nearly 8 months after registering; via Perth where
some would have greeted her with consternation: others and one in particular would have
been anxious to know ‘how things went’.

Her escape at Perth airport a few months earlier would surely have left her feeling that
‘Parkes’ and distant Newcastle NSW would not know what was actually happening during
her absence. She had told them that she was busy with updating her Western Australia data
before she left and although her enrolment had been suspended, she would be busy doing
work for her Newcastle PhD. As ‘you will see when | return’. Just a little hiccup over naughty
old *Pakistani Airways’ [2.2] (sic), and a ‘what else would you expect Don?’ had provided a
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sort of alibi and an opportunity to write me an essentially social letter and she could feel that
she had been open and courteous: could she “‘get anything for [me]’? ... that sort of thing.

She was met at Newcastle’s Broadmeadow rail station and stayed with us, my wife and three
young daughters for more than a week and during this time | helped her to buy a car: it had
not been a good idea apparently ‘to bring [her] Triumph sports car over from Perth and so it
was being looked after by a friend.’

Finally, after she had turned down various opportunities for student level accommodation, |
finally found accommaodation for her at the University’s Edward’s Hall. She was also to be
given the part-time role of sub-Warden as she was a mature and experienced graduate student
and claimed to have had such a role at St. Catharine’s College at the University of Western
Australia, a mere 5 or 6 years earlier.

Within weeks she was to be asked to leave due to trouble and general disturbances that she
had caused and on making further enquiries the Warden of the Hall had established that she
had been dismissed as a sub-Warden of St Catherine’s College in the University of Western
Australia. He reported this to her head of department, Professor Robinson. However as the
matter was not an academic one, it was of no consequence to her candidature. More
accommodation had to be found. She was left to sort that out and had already made some
friends in Newcastle by November 1980.

It was hard to know what to make of all this. For the first few months she was very visible in
the Department and had a carrel in the postgraduate room with six or seven other graduate
students, including a PhD student of mine, Paul Tranter. Paul was to be appointed as Tutor to
the Department of Geography at the Royal Military College, Duntroon Canberra where Kevin
Frawley, whom she had threatened in his home in Perth years before, was now based.

On her arrival in Newcastle NSW she had described her time overseas as ‘very productive,
‘enabling her to complete a first draft of her thesis’ a copy of which she was to give me in
November after | had read and commented on a 24 page research proposal purportedly
prepared since her arrival. | had returned it on 20 October with hand written notes. She then
gave me a “first” draft of her thesis, ““So you see Don, | didn’t waste my time in Europe even
though I was on a suspended scholarship. The draft is one that | have been preparing
independently over a number of years and of course it was not all prepared while I was
away.”

She closed the door of my office as she left, saying: “What happened to those reports I sent
to you Don?”” | called after her as she strutted off, heels clicking on the aggregate concrete
floors,

“There were no reports Coral.”

Her citations and references were a worry, very dated. For the first time, since her early days
at the University of Western Australia doing a Masters thesis that was never completed, she
was now in a Geography department once again. At Salford and Murdoch, no geographers
had been ‘officially’ involved. | wrote a note on her submission, ““At this stage it must be
made clear that the data to be used in this thesis have not already been used and ““examined’
and awarded a higher degree!”” That was November /December 1980.
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The draft had some 500 pages of single spaced, manual typewritten pages and included many
photocopies of computer printout of statistical analyses using a Statistical Package for the
Social Sciences called SPSS. It was also used in the Newcastle NSW computing centre. There
were however many differences from version to version of these packages in line with the
rapid changes in computing power at that time. This detail relating to various ‘versions’ was
to loom large in years to come. In this huge draft, she had taken no notice of anything I had
written on her 24-page October proposal and her declaration that she wished to submit her
thesis more or less immediately was simply absurd.

Postgraduate Regulations
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spaeinl . pormission by the She had spent the year busily on her thesis and

;! I;EE:J:T;T{:TKIE :LI»"L"E":-'”' Iluz:-; was now simply “checking out the possibilities
another imstitution approved by for submission”. From her point of view her
the Dostoml Begres Coms | thesis topic was now decided, she had given me
an outline and a draft and it was to be a cross-
cultural study in tourism and urban processes, and she hastened to impress upon me that |
would see the relevance of the British Council Fellowship and the Hungarian fieldwork.
Indeed some Hungarian material, mainly photographs of the travel group were included. If
there was such an award then she was in breach of the Commonwealth postgraduate
regulations anyhow as she had accepted an award while holding a Commonwealth
Scholarship — but then of course she would argue that she had ‘suspended’ it. Anyhow, the
material was of such a low standard that I told her that it should be excluded from the thesis:
perversely this did not seem to be a problem. Asked what further consideration she had given

to my proposal that she work in Central Australia, she said, ““It could still be included”.

Apart from information in her letters, nothing was known of what she had really been doing
in England and ‘Europe’ in April, nor what she had been doing in Perth since her enrolment
had commenced, on January 25" 1980 and Commonwealth payment made to her. In the
October, following her arrival on campus the University News had made quite a fuss of her.
She had a good opportunity to promote herself [2.3]. ““As a PhD student she expects to work
at this University for about three years™ [let’s overlook that she had just told me that she
only needed six months before submission]. “She elected to take up a Commonwealth
Scholarship at the University so that she could work with Dr. Don Parkes, leading researcher
in the developing field of chronogeography”.



28

It is interesting that she told the University News that she expected to be around for ‘about
three years’ and a reference to chronogeography — never mentioned in the draft that she had
given me, all 500 pages of it and nothing in the earlier 24 page proposal.

In the few discussions we had had, she seemed to have little understanding of the developing
field of chronogeography and no knowledge of the related mathematical modelling by
Lenntorp (Lund University, Sweden). Therefore and according to our Higher Degree
Regulations, I suggested that she might like to attend my senior year undergraduate program
of 60 hours of lectures and additional tutorials during the academic year, 1981.

The suggestion caused an extraordinary and somewhat alarming outburst,
“How dare you require me to undertake undergraduate work!”

It did surprise me because it was out of character with the cooperative tone of letters: recall ‘I
am right with you in thinking ... and flexible’.

She strutted off to Professor Robinson and he called me to his study later in the day. He
admitted that he too had found her manner and forceful rejection of the idea to be very odd
indeed. He had told her that if I insisted he would support me. I did insist. He did support me.
The start of the 1981 academic year was still a month away.

Interesting developments were to overtake us and she did not attend a single lecture. The level
was advanced and directly on the topic of chronogeography about which she knew absolutely
nothing but had already agreed to incorporate into her thesis. She had told University News
that she decided to come to Newcastle because | was there. Chronogeography was what | did.
This was all very odd.

A 1981 “tour de farce’

Rather than spend her time working on her Newcastle thesis during the Australian summer
months of 1980-1981 she went off to Perth without telling anyone, not even in a casual
coffee-time conversation with other postgraduate students. Well, it turns out that she was
actually setting herself up for her next trip overseas: this time to the USA.

On the 26™ of February 1981, she wrote [2.4] an application to submit a research ‘paper’ for
consideration for the award of the US based Wesley Ballaine Travel Research Award,
administered through the Texas A&M University. Her letter to Dr. Claire Gunn presented her
topic as, Urban Areas as Tourist Sources.

It was a requirement of entry that applicants must be ‘students’ at the time of the submission
and she writes [2.4] that, ““I am currently enrolled at the University of Newcastle ... pursuing
tourism research.” She named me as the supervisor for her PhD program but the degree or
diploma for which the applicant was currently enrolled could not be the basis for the award
submission. On the copy of her complete submission in 1981, which | was not to see until
later when she gave it to me in error; she states that the work was done the previous year
(1980). Unless it was done in the first 25 days of January, she was indeed submitting work
done as during her PhD enrolment. The suspended scholarship time may be linked to this slip

up.

She wrote on 26 February 1981 forwarding the submission under separate cover. That was an
odd move | felt. In addition, the letter had no sender’s address on it and she does not sign the
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letter but uses merely an initial. That initial is not correct: she has CR-J: at least it should
have been CRB-J. It is NOT her writing. | did not notice this until much later in the
candidature when her writing became especially familiar to me through her many memos and
letters [2.4].

SUBMISSION FOR THE WESLEY BALLAINE TRAVEL RESEARCH AWARD

CORAL R. BAYLEY~-JONES FEBRUARY 1981

LEVEL OF STUDY MASTER'S THESIS LEVEL

QUALIFICATIONS: B.A. HONS. GEOGRAPHY
POSTGRADUATE DIPLOMA IN EDUCATION

POSTGRADUATE DIPLOMA IN RECREATION
(first in Australia,1976)

MASTER OF PHILOSOPHY (tourism,1978)

MASTER OF SE€IENCE {tourism,1979)

CURRENTLY ENROLLED (SINCE 1980) AS A COMMONWEALTH SCHOLAR

AT THE UNIVERSITY OF NEWCASTLE,NEW SOUTH WALES,AUSTRALIA
FOR A DOCTORATE UNDER THE SUPERVISION OF ASSOCIATE
PROFESSOR,DR DON PARKES.

THE PRESENT SUBMISSION FOR THE WESLEY BALLAINE TRAVEL
RESEARCH AWARD REPORTS ON WORK UNDERTAKEN IN WESTERN
AUSTRALIA IN 1980. THE SUBMISSION DOES NOT COMPRISE ANY
ASSESSED PART OF MY PRESENT DOCTORAL PROGRAMME AND,
ALTHOUGH IT MAY BE REFERRED TO, IT WILL NOT COMPRISE ANY

Arguing persuasively, she told us that if
she could crack this “prize’ as she called
it; rather than an ‘award’ just to be on
the safe side within Commonwealth
Scholarship restrictions; she would have
the chance to undertake further data
collection in the USA for her PhD. She
would be able to collect US and
Canadian data and extend her database
for similar analyses to be undertaken,
obviously on her return to Newcastle
thereby extending the work already
done in her Murdoch and Salford
theses. In 1981, this seemed plausible.
She would do this fieldwork work
immediately after collecting the prize,

PART OF MY PH.D. THESIS.

as the prize also gave her some
‘spending money” and return airfares were to be covered. The date given for the award of the
Salford thesis is 1979 and this is not true: but is intended to gain her financial and other
benefits.

In Bayley-Jones, we are however dealing with a person who holds an Australian Federal
Government Scholarship that is worth around $50,000 over 4 years additional to payment of
all fees.

She was well aware of what she was actually doing in the summer of 1979 and she knew very
well that it was not as claimed. | do not know what the legal term is but I call it fraud. She has
written a letter and submitted an application to the Wesley Ballaine Travel Research Award in
the USA and it is intended to deceive to gain her an award and all the curriculum vitae
advantages that go with such awards.

She had had to persuade the US prize assessors that the work she was submitting for
assessment had NOT been submitted for a degree. The Commonwealth Department gave her
special permission to apply and to attend the “prize — giving” and her scholarship award need
not be suspended this time. They offered their congratulations on being offered the
opportunity. She won the prize and would leave Australia by the end of May to be in Las
Vegas for the award winning ceremony. For some weeks she was to be continuously absent
from the campus yet again, busy upgrading her data base and preparing her research plans for
the USA and Canada. We were to hear nothing from her for weeks.
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The paper entitled "Urban Areas as
Tourist Sources’’ by Coral R. Bayiey-
Jones. University of Newcastie. New
South Wales, Australia, won First Place
in the annual TTRA student research
paper contest. This entitled her to round
trip transportation to the annuat meeting
in Las Vegas, complimentary registration

N

and lodging, a certificate. and a $300
prize.

This study was viewed by the judges as
innovative, well researched. and well
written. Much tourism research today is
oriented to the destinations of tourists
whereas this deals with the origins of
tourists in urban areas. The student util-
ized proper survey research techniques
and subjected them to appropriate statis-
tical analysis. This certainly is a worth-
while contribution, not oniy to Australian
research literature but also to that of
other parts of the worid as we seek better
understanding of tourists.

Her supervisor on this study was Dr.
_Don Parkes. Associate Professor, Depart-

On 30" July 1981, | wrote to the Assistant Secretary
(Postgraduate Studies), Mr. Farley. She had been away
for a long time and there had been no contact from her

[2.5].

In early August, a very long letter arrived [2.6]. There
were six handwritten pages of explanation of all that
had happened in the USA and Canada. It had the date
July 31, 1981, addressed from her parent’s home in
England and it included copy of the announcement of
her prize as published in the USA TTRA News. She
had said that she would not be submitting any of this
work in her Newcastle PhD but | am given as her
supervisor.

The report of the TTRA in their official newsletter
concludes: **Her supervisor on this study was Dr. Don
Parkes, Associate Professor, Department of
Geography, University of Newcastle” [NSW
Australia]. Others told me that from their experience,

ent of Geography, University of New-

the sewing of confusion was her forté. Her comfort

< stie.

zone was always protected by chaos. Texas A&M
University, in administering the award clearly had no idea where or when the study was
undertaken. | had not supervised a single word of the submission.

Her July 31 1981 letter was sent from her parent’s address in England and recounts her
exploits in the USA and Canada while on full scholarship money as well as a $350 claim for
out of pocket expenses that was later to be paid out of departmental postgraduate funds. In
real terms, that was equivalent to the average wage for a week.

The scanned copy of the letter [2.6] is not always clear so | shall refer to some of the points
but it needs to be read in full because it is crucial to an appreciation of the events that are to
occur.

She *spiralled onto an all-time high ...” so she writes on page 1 [2.6]. What rubbish. This
letter was where | really began to have doubts about her “sanity’. It was littered with half-
truths, seductive suggestions and self-applause and as we came to know, even the details of
her submission for the US TTRA award were to prove to be deceitful.

Whether the letter was actually written from the address in UK is not at all clear, but it seems
likely that it was a prompt response to the telegram that assistant secretary (postgraduates)
Farley had sent to UK on July 30th following my letter. It is unlikely to have been a mere
coincidence but such a long letter would not look like a mere response, as such.

She is laying the foundations for the next stage of her overseas trip though we were not to
know this yet: we thought that she was going to UK to prepare her British comparative data,
USA having just been done leaving only Australia to complete upon return. On the final page,
we get to the real point of the letter — she ‘needs’ to stay an extra 6 months, in her words,
“even if it takes six months™.



She writes on her fifth page [2.6]; ““I had a xxxxgram [sic.] from the Secretary to my parents
asking if they knew when | would be in Newcastle. I think the best thing is for me to write and
suggest Peter Farley checks with you Don,”

When the word xxxgram is checked under magnification, the word cable has been carefully
deleted. Therefore, it was a cablegram arriving the same day that it had been sent due to time
differences with UK. Her letter to me had been written on July 31, i.e. the next day. It was not
to be seen as in any way a panic reaction to Farley’s xxxgram. Just a coincidence to her way
of thinking that Farley had written her an *aerogram’.

It was her intention that the letter would be a spontaneous and lengthy proof of her busy and
rewarding experiences, from which of course we would all benefit. All I had to do was pass
the story on to Farley. As time went by, she became ever more familiar. The description of
her work in the USA and the proposed work in the UK, collecting data for her “cross cultural
topic’ seemed acceptable if somewhat exaggerated. It is worth looking at some of the points
that she makes in more detail because they are all to become known to the Newcastle
administration. Not a whisper of an apology for not being back in Australia, this was touring
for research rather than research for tourism: a tour de farce (sic) was under way.

She writes, “At last on terra firma and beginning to look ahead for the next schedule in
Britain ... | never imagined that | would be able to accomplish so much or have the
opportunities that came my way. | was certainly a celebrity. | had such a superb welcome and
the sessions were so interesting to me in research terms that | spiralled onto ‘an all-time high
...... as a result I knew I couldn’t go wrong. | thought up my points as | showered for the
Banquet and left the arrangement of the wording to come al fresco in tune with the mood of
the audience .... | did not expect the acclaim I received .... About a hundred people sought me
out afterwards to congratulate me .... The result was | was showered with invitations .... to
visit Universities and Institutes all over the United States and Canada .... | decided to spend
the amount from the department on buying a bus pass which took care of all the travel
throughout the USA and Canada .... Whilst | was at the Conference | heard of the World
Tourism Conference for this year ...

FWell, did you ever ... J
Then along came a request that was to play a big part in her candidature.

“What | would like to do, Don, as | am in close proximity, is to go to that World Conference
on Tourism. It is to be held from the 13-19 September at Cardiff Wales... | need to get on to
the British literature again but this wont be so difficult as the American [because] | picked up
and updated whilst | was in Salford, but that was 1978/1979.” [There were to be no related
references to any American literature or data in any of the thesis drafts she was to give to me].

““I hope to get my comparative British data organized too whilst I am here which means going
up to Salford ... ““.

““I hope this keeps you informed of all I am doing. What | would like, if possible, is to request
a bit of my research allocation in order to attend the World Conference at Cardiff. It is
horribly pricey but normal for conferences in Britain in 1981.”

31
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We are seeing the development of what was to prove to be a classic Bayley-Jones strategy. It
develops into what must be one of the most brazen examples of deception and academic
treachery ever to have been undertaken by a postgraduate student, to be exceeded in its
improprieties only by the manner in which the University was to respond when questions,
initially about the duration of her absence, had to be asked.

Her letter continues and a copy was given to the administration. The Cardiff Conference is to
loom large in the deceitfulness of candidate and administration in time to come. Now in 1981
they had been given a record.

“| feel it [The Conference in Cardiff in September 1981] will be another remarkable
opportunity ... for the doctoral thesis, involving as it does Western Europe and North America
... the cost is £235 [about $500 AUD] (single) for the week ... | should be pleased if it is
possible to arrange help here .... 1 had a xxxgram from the Secretary to my parents asking if
they knew when | would be back in Newcastle .... | think the best thing is if Peter Farley
(Assistant Secretary to Registrar) checks with you Don from time to time...”

A month later, in reply to my response to her saying that she was certainly ‘busy’, she wrote
back on Saturday 29 August 1981, addressed from her parent’s home address 2.6(b). Her
parents lived about 500 kilometres from Salford where she had claimed to have earned her
MSc. in 1979: recall *just completed” in her Newcastle application and now she would use
that as a base for collecting her Newcastle PhD “British’ data.

“Dear Don,

Thanks for your letter which came over fast. Yes, | am busy; | am working on a paper ....
Have amassed ‘oodles’ of up to date literature .... Thought | would attempt the enclosed
application for a Fellowship .... There can’t be that many females doing higher degrees in
Australia .... There remains references three: (Sic.) one from David Scott and two from
Newcastle._(1 haven’t used Murdoch as you can imagine) [my emphasis] ... | have placed on
... [the record]... that I receive living expenses from the Commonwealth ...

I have no idea why she did not want to use Murdoch for a reference. This was very strange;
after all she had trumpeted her 3 and half month thesis time and the *“first’ to be completed,
when applying to Newcastle. Perversely she even implies that | know the reason when she
writes, “as you can imagine”. This information became known to the administration: she was
never questioned by them about its meaning.

As a trusted referee she used her former colleague and the supervisor of an unsuccessful
postgraduate enrolment at the University of Western

Australia. Note also that she does not say it is a Scholarship because she knows that holding
another award would breach the requirements of the Commonwealth Scholarship that she
holds.

What happened there? Of course, being scrupulous in her attention to detail relating to
finances and records she has made it clear that she is receiving per diem support, making it all
appear ship shape and legal, but of course it is not a per diem support, which is usually taken
to be a somewhat temporary arrangement for a special purpose.

I had written a comment in the margin of the letter in 1981, it is not easy to read, it says,



“No Coral I cannot imagine what you are talking about ....”
She continues on the next page of that letter,

“Many of these [Fellowships] go to medics of course, women like humanitarian causes hence
the style of the research plan [proposed]. Anyway would you write some reference blurb for
me and send it direct to [Address in Queensland]. Would you request Professor Robinson to
do the same for me too, please. See. You’re not rid of me temporarily even at 13,000 miles.

She uses the word “blurb” to imply a level of growing familiarity with me; she appears very
confident and now she would like to be able to say,

“l was always in touch with you Don while away working towards my PhD.”

In her answer to Question 3 of the Freda Bage submission she carefully omits some and
adjusts other details. No mention is made of the Commonwealth scholarship, just a ‘living
allowance’. She claims that she began “doctoral training at the University of Newcastle, New
South Wales in August 1980°. This of course is not accurate and she had been careful to
establish on other occasions, when it suited her, that she had started her Newcastle PhD on 25
January 1980. When | asked her about this, she said that she ‘only meant to be honest Don
because as you know I had suspended my Scholarship so it really did not exist and we never
met officially until I came to Newcastle NSW in August!’

Then she begins the second paragraph of her answer to Q.3 with, “The present researcher
undertook the first higher degree in tourism (MPhil.) in Western Australia”, but does not
mention Murdoch University, so when and precisely which University does she have in mind?
Is she trying to give the impression that her MPhil was awarded from the University of
Western Australia: perhaps because it was better known or perhaps because there were
difficulties at Murdoch: more than one senior person was to imply that there were.

She then displays her disregard for truth when she refers again to her TTRA award in Las
Vegas because she knows that she had cheated to gain it. The paper had appeared to satisfy
the conditions of the award because the degree on which it was based had indeed ‘been
submitted for examination’ but it had been re-submitted to Salford University in June of the
previous year after an initial rejection in 1979 and had had nothing at all to do with her
reference that implied that it was under my supervision, and “undertaken in Western
Australia in 1980”.

She knew, and Mr. Scott her referee presumably knew what the real situation was with that
Salford degree. She also claims that,

“The researcher will return later this year to Newcastle University ... “ [she continues by
laying out her financial needs, one being a sum of $2240.00 for her to apply a ‘model’ that
she had developed] ...

“and a further amount of $600 would be used for return travel to Western Australia from
Newcastle NSW and within the state in connection with field survey ventures ...”

She continues: “the field questionnaire work and data processing is not easy to cost at this
juncture (very approx. $1100). | am not requesting living expenses which | should receive

33
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from the Commonwealth award. | have indicated above the amount I urgently need to
continue my doctoral work ...”

In the final sentence of her letter of application, she writes “following completion of the PhD
which | envisage as no later than 1983, | am intending to continue in tourism/recreation
research and to seek a full-time academic post.” At least she has adjusted her sights from 6
months to a further two years or so. | wrote a reference on her behalf on 11" September 1981.

By November 1981, it was time for submission of annual reports for the University and for
the Commonwealth. At my request, P. D. Alexander the Registrar/Secretary of the University
wrote to Bayley-Jones: the Assistant Secretary, P. Farley, signed the letter. The picture shows
her address in Lyme Regis. Copy was very poor so it is retyped here:

Miss C. Bayley-Jones
5 Clappentail Park
LYME REGIS
DORSET

UK

Dear Miss Bayley-Jones,

I have obtained your address from your supervisor, Associate Professor Don Parkes in the
Department of Geography.

I understand from Professor Parkes that you have extended your short trip [my emphasis] to
the United States to enable you to collect further information related to your thesis but must
explain that I am concerned about the length of your absence from the University.

As a PhD candidate in the University, your research studies are to be pursued under the
direction of your supervisor and while you have been sending material to Professor Parkes, it
IS now some time since you have been in person-to-person contact with him. Your PhD report
on your progress is overdue and | enclose a further report form for your completion.

You are also the recipient of a Commonwealth Postgraduate Research Award and you might
recall that the research award conditions make specific provision for a student to undertake
studies overseas while continuing to receive research benefits [my emphasis].From my
records, you did not suspend your research award and did not make any request to the
Commonwealth Department of Education for permission to have research award benefits
continue to be payable while you were overseas. Your short trip to the United States to
receive the Tourist and Travel Association Award has now become a five-month absence and
it is possible that the Department of education would regard you as having violated the
conditions of your research award. Your scholarship report on progress form is also provided
and a second report is enclosed for your completion.

In view of the above, | would suggest that you arrange to return to the campus at Newcastle
at an early date and would appreciate return of the outstanding reports and advice of your
intentions as soon as possible.

Signed P. Farley



She replied on November 23 from her parents’ address in UK, enclosing a copy of the report.
There was no evidence that she was not working on her thesis but nor was there any actual
evidence that she was doing so. | was concerned and added, ‘to the best of my knowledge she
Is making satisfactory progress’ in my recommendation that she be allowed to continue. My
report was made on December 2 1981 [2.7].

Amazingly she claimed, ““A final draft of most of the thesis has been completed now. I
envisage that the final draft will be ready in six months.” That would be by the Australian
autumn or early winter of 1982, a mere 2 years and a few months after enrolling in January
1980 and just 20 months after first arriving on campus in Newcastle, having been away for 9
months or more of that time. Extraordinary, but from her letters and reports, plausible.

Her description of the work that she had been doing during the year included ‘fieldwork’ but
not what it actually entailed, where it was done and so forth is not mentioned and had not
been discussed with me at any time during her absence. | wrote a hurried note to her on
December 2 1981 [2.8] “... | can say no more than that you must return by the end of the year
... note you are giving a seminar on December 16™.... you will be back by the end of
December.”

She wrote again from her parents’ home in Lyme Regis and is clearly not too pleased with the
way matters are developing,

*“....Received your letter and one from Farley ... Hope all my hard work is not going to be in
vain. Farley is unaware that | had been negotiating for study period in Britain with
Commonwealth Dept. and that | had been informed that there was no need to suspend my
Award if I am continuing with my research (which I am) ..”

She is covering herself well but she had never mentioned to me that she had been negotiating
with the Commonwealth, on anything. As we shall see, she almost certainly had not been
doing so, apart from her initial advice to them about the TTRA award in the USA, for which
they had kindly sent her ‘best wishes and congratulations’. She could not have cared less.

She doesn’t seem to be quite so courteous about Assistant Secretary Farley as she has been in
the past, no more ‘Please tell Peter ...” She then writes that she is cancelling her rental
accommodation as of December 17" and returning but expresses concern that Professor
Robinson has not yet agreed to fund the Cardiff Conference. Rental accommodation indeed.
Not a single letter from UK ever came from an address other than that of her parents in Lyme
Regis. Why? Because that would have betrayed her real whereabouts: on the other hand, why
should that have been a problem to someone who was working so hard on her thesis?

Finishing the letter, the last that | receive from UK she writes, “Please pass on to Peter
Farley that I may be a bit unusual but that I am a hard worker and it’s the product which
counts and that I am not bumming around Europe as a tourist!”

Professor Robinson as head of Department had been kept in touch with all her letters and
wrote on the report; “Miss Bayley-Jones is progressing well with her work. | have no
hesitation in recommending renewal of the award. Signed and Dated 3/12/81”. The report
would be held on University and Commonwealth files.
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Bayley-Jones finally arrived back in Newcastle NSW in January 1982, not in December as
she had been instructed to do and as | had told the Commonwealth she would. She had
probably been in Perth. Again, one is left wondering why she would have to do that. | was
told that she may have returned via Bali, with a friend.

On 8" February 1982, she gave me a paper that purported to explain the significance of work
done during her absence as claimed in her Ereda Bage Foundation application. She then
requests further support from the department to travel to Western Australia. Once again she is
pushing for opportunities to be away from the Department. There is more happening in her
life than the preparation of thesis drafts and applications for funding: but what can it be?

Two years into her candidature and during the early part of 1982 Bayley-Jones is seldom
present in the department. She does find time to give me another enormous thesis draft, once
again of some 500 pages, single spaced and it is more or less the same as she had shown me
in 1980 when she had proposed a six month submission but it now includes a chapter that is
derived almost entirely from my lectures that were available as recordings on cassette tapes
through the university library. She also had made mischievous changes in her manuscript
from a book I had published, with co-author Dr. N. J Thrift, in 1980, Times, Spaces and
Places: A Chronogeographic Perspective, John Wiley, 527 pp. The manner in which she was
to plagiarise our published work was alarming but for this submission to me | put it down to
being a first draft and did commend her on the improvement over the draft that she had shown
me in 1980 and in January 1981 before she had left Australia, at which time there had been no
reference to the chronogeographic component of her thesis. She was also to use the comments
that | had made in margin notes on her manuscript in a mischievous way, as being her own.
By the start of the 1982 academic year, it was getting very hard to grasp what was going on in
this candidature and | reminded her of the need to attend my lectures in chronogeography. She
did not refuse this time, she just did not bother to attend and complained that she was already
writing up her thesis and it was a pointless exercise to attend undergraduate lectures.

During 1982 little happened for most of the year. She was seldom in the Department except to
see me and then usually only after cancelling arrangements that had already been made,
sometimes delaying for weeks. Then on the 29" of September, the new Head of Department,
now Associate Professor Irwin since Robinson’s retirement, wrote a letter to the Bursar
asking that she be paid for presenting a paper, as a Newcastle PhD student, to a Conference in
Cardiff, Wales in September the previous year during her extended absence [2.9].

Someone had put pressure on him. He had previously refused to make this payment when she
had first applied in February 1982. Now the covering of those costs would be used as proof;
so far as she was concerned; that she had been very busy in England and she had always had a
reasonable expectation that the Cardiff Conference costs would be covered because
permission to attend, after first being raised in her July 31st 1981 letter, had never been
denied and payment now formalised it.
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was not normal to list all those letters
and on looking carefully at the title page,
it was clear that there had been some
editing after “Department of
Geography.” Some text had been erased
and then replaced but no attention had
been given to the quality of the
presentation. Surely, it would not have
taken very much effort to retype the title
page. The erasure marks are visible on
the copy. This was not a good enough
presentation for a PhD student over the
university’s name and | told her so.

She said she had been unable to do
better without any typing services
available to her while in England and
had had to do it all herself, from her
parents’ home: there were no typing

facilities available in the rented place (somewhere) that she claimed she had had to vacate?
The paper itself was dreadful and | had a long talk with her about its content and relationship
to the thesis she was supposed to be preparing.
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Shortly after she had returned in January 1982,
I had asked her to present that paper as a
Postgraduate Seminar. She refused, saying that
she had developed beyond this. In a matter of 3
or 4 months, she ‘had developed beyond this!”
She never gave a single seminar in Newcastle
NSW. On the other hand, she liked to give the
wider and very public impression that she was
an interested and productive postgraduate
student of the university as in the picture
showing deep and sincere concentration
looking at my three dimensional surface
computer generated census maps with
programmer Peter Young of the Computer
Centre and a staff member, Peter Irwin, taken

during “Map Week” in October 1982. (University News)

The year finished with no further excitement though she had moved to rent the furnished
house of a staff member who had taken sabbatical leave with his family. The move was to
bring her as a neighbour to a senior academic at the University, the Deputy Chair of the
Senate and Foundation Professor of Sociology. He was to play a pivotal role in the events and
decisions that lay ahead: similar perhaps to those of the Deputy Vice Chancellor at the
University of Western in the 1970s who appears to have awarded her a scholarship and

special consideration on a number of issues.
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At the end of 1982, she had a visitor from Perth, it was Mr. David Scott and she was eager for
me to meet him. Olga (my wife) and | were invited to her rental house, neighbouring the
Deputy Chairman of Senate and we also went to a movie together. Another friend of hers was
also at dinner as a guest; he was Mr. D. C. Money, from UK. Mr. Scott was quiet. He did not
visit the Department to my knowledge and that of itself was very strange. All the way from
distant Western Australia, having written a reference for a Newcastle PhD student who had
previously been his student, though unsuccessful, he had no interest to visit. As a former
Acting Head at UWA and a founding member of the Institute of Australian Geographers as |
recall, it would surely have been a courtesy to visit and give a seminar, or a lecture at least.

The new year of 1983 brought no sign of any willingness to undertake the data analyses that |
had insisted upon. On 18 April 1983, | wrote to her rather more formally [2.10]. Among other
directions | wrote:

“It is essential that you lodge copies of the data tapes which you use in Chapter 5 with a
registered account at this University’s Computing Centre.”

She had sent me copy of a letter that she had written to the Assistant Secretary, requesting an
extension of her scholarship. I concluded,

“Your immediate task, assuming you receive an extension to your scholarship, is (i) to
recompose the drafts of the first seven chapters (ii) to get your tapes sent to Newcastle so that
we can reassess the analyses which you need to include in your thesis (iii) to have a complete
draft of Chapters 1-7 (+8), prepared by the middle of October 1983.” [2.10]

I wished her to know that an extension should not be assumed and was emphatic about the
need for her to run her data analyses on the Newcastle system.

She insisted that she had done all the analysis that she was prepared to do: that was it. Feeling
uneasy about my continual nagging that she must process her data on campus as required by
the Regulations; unknown to me she had written to the Director of the Computing Centre at
Salford University on November 23" 1982. A reply to that letter [2.11] arrived towards the
end of January (now into 1983) and she eagerly gave me copy in early February, saying
something along the lines;

““See Don, here’s a letter to prove my use of computing facilities at Salford as a student and
when | was allowed to be there in1981”".

But the reply had not been written by the Director, as she would have wished in order for
more authority and status to be assigned to it and the work done had been related to her MSc
programme at Salford and nothing to do with her Newcastle PhD enrolment and ‘research’
that she was undertaking towards it, while absent in 1980-1981.

None the less so far as she was concerned it was evidence that she could use computers and
process ‘lots of data’ and anyhow, right now she was far too busy writing up the draft that
would include all of the chronogeographic material that | was “pestering’ her to include
thereby showing that any additional coursework was, as she had claimed, entirely
unnecessary.
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Data on which analyses had been undertaken, as shown in
tables and on many pages of computer print out, were all
produced elsewhere; never on campus in Newcastle and
these matters demanded action as her candidature time was
running out. She must replicate these analyses for me.

| kept stressing that if she did not do as | had instructed her to do and more or less
immediately | would have no option but to recommend that the Doctoral Degree committee
should instruct her to show that, according to the Regulations ‘the greater part of the work
described’ had been completed subsequent to enrolment’.

She made all sorts of excuses for not doing so and challenged me to deny that I was implying
that she had not processed the data herself, though of course, as she had said, not in Newcastle
NSW. I should have been well aware of that, she said, from the letters she had written while
doing her PhD research in 1981 in UK and the letter from the Salford Computing Centre had
confirmed that. This was harassment and | would be held responsible, she threatened.

The University of Western Australia’s “Western Australian Regional Computing Centre’
replied on 26 May 1983 [2.12] to a letter from Bayley-Jones that appears not to have been
dated, there was rather bad news for her but she did not tell me. Unfortunately for her |
received copy of that letter from UWA some time later as questions about data and the
independence of the analyses became ever more serious matters. She denied whatever she
needed to deny and fabricated stories at will and always in such a way as to confuse. The
statistical analyses that she was presenting in her Newcastle theses, clearly shown on the
photocopies of the original print out, were evidently from an out dated SPSS package as
could be seen by the different format used for output: as in changes between PCT and % for
instance. | estimated the date of the particular version she had used to be 1976. This was to be
confirmed later.

One acting head of department at another university was to write that when she was on site
with them ‘chaos prevailed’ .... It might seem rather unnecessary to be making such heavy
weather of these matters but it needs to be remembered that we are dealing with a
postgraduate student who has already received over $30,000 of Commonwealth funding,
payment of all fees to the university, conference and other travel funds: a conservative
estimate would put these costs alone above $50,000 and yet there was nothing, absolutely
nothing to show for it except a petulant and extraordinary refusal to do what all postgraduate
students are usually excited to do — show off their analyses: move eagerly towards
confirmation or rejection of statistical hypotheses.
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From May through to October she was supposed to have been adjusting her thesis draft and
processing data but she was still not doing so and the computer records for the department
were to show that. In June she wrote to me,

“Dear Don,

From careful examination of your helpful suggestions following your recent perusal of my
work, 1 would like to establish that we both have the same understanding with regard to the
totality of the thesis .... See chapter 8, last section ...”

Though not labelled as such this section was to become known as Section 8.4. The
importance of this fact is entirely based on its date, June 1983. She had completed the section,
had already written it in June 1983: this declaration cannot be over - stated in order to have a
proper appreciation of the mischief that was to follow, from student and University
administration alike.

Then on October 7™ 1983, she wrote to me requesting a reference for yet another application,
this time for what amounted to a UK based post-doctoral award, a Commonwealth Fellowship
[2.13]. “My intention is, therefore to follow the present undertaking [NOT SPECIFIED AS A
NEWCASTLE PhD] by applied research in tourism planning for a doctorate at
Loughborough ... During the time of the T.T.R.A., award, when | was invited to speak at the
A.LE.S.T (scientific experts in tourism) [!!] ... . Let’s be clear about this: Newcastle paid for
her to attend that Conference in CARDIFF and you have seen the title page and noticed as |
did that there were some erasures and over-typing, though clearly stating that the author,
Bayley-Jones is a Newcastle NSW postgraduate student. This is the first mention of
Loughborough: why not Salford as that was where she had done all her work to date and
where all her data had been processed. In Chapter 4 you will come across this Conference
again.

Now, in October 1983 and having in mind that she had so much work to do including the re-
analysis of her data: in answering Q18 of the pro forma for the Fellowship application she
wrote: “... which | am shortly submitting as PhD. Thesis at the University of Newcastle,
Australia (April, 1984).”

| asked her to help me out with an explanation so that I could write a more accurate report for
her. She replied that, ‘during the time her award had been suspended in 1980 she had visited
Loughborough because she knew that there was an interest there in tourism and urban
research through a lecturer there, but no name was given. Loughborough was also very close
to Salford where she had completed her MSc. the previous year 1980; not as originally
claimed, in 1979.

This was getting to be very confusing but that was probably her intention: a sort of divide and
rule approach: her mental state was disturbing. Whatever the underlying cause for this
bewildering place she was putting me into; there were other things to do than muse over the
ever more weird antics of this strange woman. She was not only beginning to irritate me and
waste a great deal of my time, she was also making me feel very uneasy; even physically
unsafe in her company. | wrote a reference and did not give her a copy as | would usually
have been pleased to do for my students [2.14]. In my recommendation paragraph | wrote “...
I do not feel able to recommend her for a Commonwealth Scholarship [and Fellowship Plan
award] to be held in Britain, from 1984 ... If her thesis is accepted, ... she would be better
placed to apply for this award in 1984, for 1985 in Britain.”



Reaching the latter part of 1983 her annual Commonwealth and University research report
had been completed and a recommendation was made that she be allowed to continue but with
concerns on my part.

Then on December 14, 1983 Bayley-Jones made a mistake that should have had immediate
and serious consequences. As had already happened at the University of Western Australia,
she had been making extremely heavy use of the Departmental postal account, frequently
sending large packages. This was expensive. The head of department had therefore told her
that any mail that was not addressed to a University would not be sanctioned and may be
opened in her company, for explanation. A letter to Mr. Scott was one such interception.
There had been many others to the same person, at the same address in Perth and the
University post office records confirmed this because they usually required additional postage
stamps. Addresses were therefore recorded. There were also letters and bulky ones at that,
which were sent to the UK ‘private’ address that has loomed so large in letters to date. The
letter was addressed to Marine Parade, Mosman Park/Cottisloe, Perth. Perhaps the addressee
was collecting mail on her behalf because this was her address as used in her letter to
Assistant Secretary Farley, in January 1980 [2.1]

That particular letter dated 14" December 1983 was to be very revealing as she was asking
Mr. Scott to help her to interpret some data that she purported to have just analysed using the
Newcastle University computer centre. But why not just ask me? Her handwritten letter
[2.15] with the over-written copy of explanation translates to:

“Dear David,

Hurry up with the crossword this week because here’s a teaser par excellence. | have looked
at this one .... I’ve ‘n’ possible dimensions with all sorts of associations and spots before the
eyes into the bargain.

Do you remember US doing a scaling using M-D-SCAL once before [my emphasis] and
coming at it quite differently but between us making up the [...unclear word...] to the clusters.
This one is a KYST version which is a sub-version of M-D-SCAL and in my metropolitan
survey ....... Would you like to venture an interpretation ...?”

[KYST are the initials of the statisticians, Kruskal, Young, Shepherd and Torgerson
responsible for this particular technique. When asked she had no idea what KYST meant].

In fact she hadn’t been doing any new analyses at all. The Director of the Computing Centre,
Mr. John Lambert had been persuaded to have printout from another system (technically a
lower diagonal matrix of correlation coefficients) prepared so as to be suitable input for the
local system so that a computer-library routine (for cluster analysis) could be undertaken on
those data: the source of which was completely unknown. The input data values were not
raw/original data but derived data from an unknown source in so far as my supervision, on
behalf of Newcastle University NSW was concerned. They could have come from anywhere.

John had not been told that the work was for her PhD thesis. Had he been told this he would
have contacted me and told me about the somewhat unusual request, unusual also because the
source document looked old and the format was out-dated. What he thought he was doing was
merely arranging for his Computing Centre to prepare the data in suitable format for
replication of some work that she told him had been done in Salford but was now required for
a paper she had been ‘invited’ to submit to a Journal in France: rubbish: this analysis was to
be used in her thesis and furthermore would provide the ‘evidence’ that she needed that she
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had used the local computing system, and competently. The intercepted letter was crucial to
understanding her behaviour and Mr. Scott had been doing this sort of favour for her in the
past or so it seems from her letter content. Whether Mr. Scott fully understood what she was
asking of him is of course not clear. He may just have been a nice guy; trying to be helpful to
someone he had known for a very long time.

There was indeed to be an article published in a French Journal, whether based on this
material or not is not clear, but it provides one of her more amusing faux pas as we shall see.
Without the interception of her mail there would have been a record in her departmental
computer account under the GGCRBJ, that she had indeed processed data. The results from
the analysis were to be included in her final thesis draft but now she had to explain the letter
to Professor Irwin.

She was allowed to make a copy so that she could ‘explain’ each part of it. She did so in part
by overwriting her explanation on the copy that she had been allowed to make, thereby
making the actual words she had written more or less illegible as can be seen in the copy
[2.15]. For instance she wrote,” This person [Mr. Scott] is in the Dept of Geog UWA and
whom | was employed by for 2 years on tourism research on the order of the Vice Chancellor
because of discrimination re; teaching loading for 3 years. It was during that time that |
undertook my major tourism surveys in WA building up my data base which I am currently
drawing on in relation to the historical model of WA.” Professor Irwin then authorised the
letter as’ it contained material that was related to her academic work” and ”Dear David” was
indeed a senior lecturer at the University of Western Australia where “of course’ she had been
a member of staff and an unsuccessful graduate student before coming to Newcastle NSW.

Professor Irwin was still acting as her supervisor at this time as | was officially on study leave
for six months, though in the department quite regularly.

I was only to get access to this material from Departmental files a year or two later. Her
extraordinary cunning in overwriting the original letter with her explanation really beggars
belief. However, for Professor Irwin at that time there was no reason to believe that she was
doing anything unreasonable, costs apart. He did not have the background to be able to
question her use of this statistical method and the Director of the Computing Centre at that
time was not known to have been involved. Dated 14 December 1983 she had written
requesting Scott to interpret analyses for her: interpretations that she could not make for me
[2.15]. I was now becoming pretty sure that | had a fraud on my hands but proving it would
not be easy and there would be risk.

Why did Bayley-Jones write to a private address regarding such academic matters rather than
address the letter to the Department of Geography at the University of Western Australia?
Why did she not refer it to me as her supervisor, if necessary through Professor Irwin, if the
matter was so urgent? Why the difficulty in interpretation, remembering her claims about
Professor Logan’s examination comments about her MPhil from Murdoch - “approaching
Doctoral standard’.

The KYST cluster analysis was done using the Bayley-Jones computer account GGCRB in
Geography. Until now she had not made any use of the computer centre and the following
account shows this clearly, up to December 1 1983, a total cost of $3.25. | was responsible for
managing all departmental computer system usage and was Faculty representative on the
computer user’s committee and so had had access to all these records on a monthly basis.
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With her claimed experience and the pages and pages of tabulated results in her thesis drafts,
she should have had no difficulty sorting this out by herself.

Computer Centre account for Geography GG-R0000 (Research), Bayley-Jones, Username
GGCRB, 1 December 1983. This cost $3.00 and had a connect time of 53 minutes using only
60.7 cpu-seconds. Not a lot for a nearly 4 year old PhD costing $3.25! The truth is that she
had no idea how to interpret these results despite her slick summary in appendices. These
summaries turn out to be no more than verbatim copies of the summaries that are included in
the statistical package manuals, without acknowledgement and overlap many old editions.

She seems to be panicking, but why? I insisted on a replication of all her analyses and they
must be undertaken at the computing centre on campus under my supervision. | also asked her
why she had refused to present a single postgraduate seminar during her time with us. She
did not comment beyond saying that she was always too busy writing up her work.

In her later use of these data, prepared for analysis by Lambert and interpreted by Scott there
is to be no acknowledgement to either of them. Professor Logan’s comments as examiner of
her Murdoch thesis are beginning to sound hollow: just whose work had he been examining?

On December 21 1983, | sent a letter to her as a result of having had her very old 80 column
computer cards copied onto VAX compatible tapes for her [2.16]. She was not pleased at
this development of course because she might now be caught out, well and truly. Now what
would she do to avoid this awkward development. She was furious and had a defiant hate in
her eyes that was really quite frightening. | was now well and truly a threat to her.

“Don. All my data are on punch cards but I was told that there were no card reading
facilities at the university when | arrived”, or words to that effect. That is true but she had
also claimed to 