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Dear Review Committee 

 

Submissions to the Review Committee on a proposed finding of ‘serious conduct’ against Dr 

Tim Anderson by Provost Stephen Garton, and as a result to suspend him from his position as 

Senior Lecturer. 

 

1. This matter arises because of a confrontation over principles regarding public comment. I regard 

the demands placed on me by FASS Dean Annamarie Jagose and Provost Stephen Garton as an 

illegitimate campaign of censorship; Stephen Garton has constructed my refusal to be censored as 

‘misconduct’. 

 

2. I think there is little dispute on the facts and no real need for witnesses; most of this matter can be 

read from the paper. However Stephen Garton might be called to clarify his views and use of the 

criteria for censure. I will represent myself. 

 

3. My research and publications have been in controversial areas, in recent years ‘hybrid warfare’ 

and propaganda for war. I have been abused and slandered many times by media and lobbyists who 

oppose my views. In face of these attacks I reserve the right to criticise and respond, in a disciplined 

way.  

 

4. Of course some people will be ‘offended’; but this cannot be a defining criteria for academic 

‘misconduct’. ‘Offensiveness’ is an arbitrary and low standard. Over the past decade I have 

published research articles on war crimes committed by the Australian military in both Iraq and 

Syria; no doubt some find the mere suggestion of this offensive. Upsetting some people comes with 

the territory of controversial areas. That is why, I suggest, our university has a defined and high 

standard of intellectual freedom for controversial areas.  

 

5. I told Stephen Garton (5 July 2017) that I made my criticisms (mostly of journalists engaged in 

war propaganda) based on my statements being ‘factual, in the public interest and with no abuse’ 

(FPINA). That formulation, I argued, was consistent with the academic freedom provisions of the 

university’s enterprise agreement (currently EA s.315), which protect the right of academic staff to 

express ‘controversial views’, so long as they do not ‘engage in harassment, vilification and 

intimidation’.  

 

6. He disagreed. In his 2 August 2017 letter Stephen Garton completely ignored the EA ‘academic 

freedom’ formulation and rejected the criteria I set out. Instead, he lowers the bar of criteria for 

‘misconduct’, censuring me for statements said to be “intemperate … not fair and reasonable … not 

appropriate … derogatory … [and/or] offensive”. After I again raised the academic freedom 

principle in my letter to Frank Strbik and Stephen Garton (22 August 2018), Provost Garton 

recognised clause 315 (19 October 2018) but without reference to its actual wording (i.e. the right 

of academic staff to express ‘controversial views’, so long as they do not ‘engage in harassment, 

vilification and intimidation’). He maintained his emphasis on offensiveness along with some other 

arbitrary and vague notions. 
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7. I suggest the Committee must clarify the appropriate criteria for censure, having regard to the 

agreed standards of the university. I say that ‘offensive’ (along with ‘intemperate’, ‘inappropriate’, 

‘not fair’, etc) is an arbitrary and inadequate standard. Such expressions have simply become the 

vehicles for Stephen Garton to repeatedly attempt censorial intrusions into my private and 

professional expression, according to his own personal views. 

 

8. It is not that I have disregarded the sensitivities of the university, while working in controversial 

areas. I have self-funded around ten recent trips to war zones (Syria, Palestine, Iraq, Iran and North 

Korea). Even though my research publications are credited to the university, I have taken ‘annual 

leave’ during these visits. I am well aware that university managers are afraid of controversy and 

adverse publicity. Further, I have generally not included the wars on Syria, Iraq and Palestine in my 

teaching materials. Students would have difficulty with current sources. However in 2017 I did add 

an optional seminar ‘After the war on Syria’, and in 2018 a ‘Reading Controversies’ seminar, to my 

teaching materials. I consider the latter a valuable and distinctive pedagogical addition.  

 

9. A second confusion in the censorship attempted by Stephen Garton is the conflation of statements 

critical of Israel with anti-Jewish racism. A state is not the same as a people and no state can be 

immune from criticism, nor from unfavourable comparisons. He does not seem to recognise this 

simple fact. 

 

10. In two recent instances Provost Garton accuses me of ‘misconduct’ for elements of background 

graphics said to disrespect the state of Israel. One concerned some Arabic inscriptions on a Yemeni 

badge worn by a friend, in a photo of a group of friends at lunch in Beijing (Graphic A1). The 

second concerns the perception of fragments of a Nazi swastika mixed with the Israeli flag (only 

partly seen at high magnification), in the background of a graphic which is about reading the 

casualties of Israeli attacks on Gaza (Graphic B1).  

 

11. In both the (1) ‘Friends at lunch in Beijing’ photo  (Graphic A1) and the (2) ‘Casualties of 

Israeli attacks on Gaza’ info-graphic (Graphic B1), Provost Garton ignores the substance and 

context of each post, seeking to draw meaning from an obscure fragment in the background of each 

post. I say this is illegitimate: seeking to impose meaning and censure without proper and full 

contextual reference. 

 

12. In the case of the ‘casualties of Israeli attacks on Gaza’ info-graphic  (Graphic B1), this is an 

educational slide taken from a ‘Reading Controversies’ series. There are two sets of information in 

the slide, neither of which are recognised by Stephen Garton in his censorial letters (19 and 26 

October 2018). His attack on a background fragment fails to recognise that this slide (a) identifies 

sources of evidence to interpret casualties and civilian casualties of the Israeli attack on Gaza, and 

(b) explains principles of identifying interest and using evidence in controversies. Provost Garton’s 

attempt to intervene in this teaching material, without showing an understanding of its content, 

further disqualifies his attempt at censure. 

 

13. Contrary to the near hysteria over an ‘altered’ Israeli flag, there are no specific analogies 

between Zionism and Nazism in the ‘Casualties of Israeli attacks on Gaza’ info-graphic  (Graphic 

B1). Nor indeed is there any Nazi swastika visible in the graphic, at normal magnification. I do 

make one such analogy (on racial ideology in Nazi Germany and in Israel) in my research chapter 

‘The Future of Palestine’. Provost Garton refers to but neither discusses nor criticises this article. 

 

14. Although prohibition of criticism and boycott of the Jewish state is now ‘on the agenda’ in the 

USA – and with both Israel and the USA withdrawing from UNESCO because of its supposed 

‘anti-Semitic’ practice – it would be scandalous to suggest that the state of Israel is exempt from 
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academic criticism. Despite the efforts of the Israel lobby, there can be no ‘Palestinian exception’ to 

the principle of free speech and the right to criticise states. 

 

15. Stephen Garton’s objection (2 August, Particular 8) to my graphic depicting the late Senator 

John McCain as a ‘sponsor of al Qaeda’ (and in comments a ‘war criminal’) suggests no public 

figure can be accused of criminal behaviour unless convicted of such by a tribunal, and to do so 

merits censure by the university. I say this is false and absurd, implicitly suggesting that (for 

example) Adolf Hitler could not be accused of war crimes. In the absence of due process actual 

evidence can form a reasonable basis for reasonable accusations. I provided such evidence in my 

info-graphic. 

 

16. I rejected the secrecy demands of Dean Jagose and Provost Garton, firstly because I saw them 

as illegitimate and abusive at the outset. No abusive person can legitimately demand unconditional 

collusion in secrecy. The abusive nature of the process stems from (a) the partisan and asymmetrical 

nature of confidentiality demands, and (b) the refusal to recognise established intellectual freedom 

rules.  

 

17. The second reason I reject the secrecy demands of Dean Jagose and Provost Garton is that their 

actions are matters of public interest in an area in which I am a published researcher. I publish in the 

area of hybrid war and propaganda for war, and this has included the role of the corporate 

university. Further, all the material claimed as confidential (the censorship and ‘misconduct’ 

correspondence) is discoverable (and in fact discovered, along with other material, by several GIPA 

applications) according to law.  

 

18. Despite my rejection of the secrecy demands, and despite a large number of media smear stories 

against me, I published little of the detail of this 2017-2018 correspondence until Provost Garton 

moved to expel me from the University. At that stage I believe I was entitled to explain in some 

detail the abusive process run against me for the previous 18 months. I find his attempt (7 

December 2018) to censure me for writing about his actions in expelling me from the university as 

bizarre. 

 

19. NTEU industrial officer Simon Kempton pointed out the problem of partisan confidentiality 

demands in his 24 August 2018 letter to the Provost:  

“university action to inform the media that the investigation was taking place was without 

doubt inappropriate and in breach of confidentiality obligations that the university has tried 

to enforce. The NTEU believes that the university should make a formal and public apology 

to Dr Anderson and also acknowledge that this inappropriate release of information has an 

affect [sic] on his life and may damage his career.”  

 

20. That abuse led me to issue a concerns notice under the Defamation Act, on 8 September 2018. 

This correspondence appears in Appendix A2. I also lodged a bullying application against Dean 

Jagose, for her repeated attempts to censor my public comments. That correspondence also appears 

in Appendix A2. I did this in an attempt to seek all possible remedies within university procedures.  

 

21. I suggest that conflict in this matter has been driven by two managers who have failed to 

acknowledge established intellectual freedom principles and who, in current circumstances, seem to 

pay more attention to lobbyist pressures than to academic freedom. In my view this creates a 

conflict of interest which needs a remedy. The abuse of my rights has been accompanied by a 

totally predictable and unnecessary scandal over the university’s lack of commitment to free speech.  

 

22. To protect the university I suggest a referral process whereby any staff-manager conflict over 

intellectual freedom be submitted to an independent individual or body for adjudication, before 
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aggressive action which may damage both careers and the university’s reputation. I also suggest a 

similar independent process to hear complaints against university managers. My experience made it 

clear that the university’s bullying process is not an independent one, but rather a process which 

reports to managers yet makes no report to complainants. 

 

23. I also submit that Provost Garton’s finding of ‘serious misconduct’ (and his linked attempt to 

remove me from my position as Senior Lecturer) be overturned, as it was based on erroneous and 

inappropriate grounds. I suggest the committee clarify for management the correct, relevant 

principles. 

 

24. I did not expect the university to defend me from the gutter press. I was not surprised, for 

example, when university managers did not congratulate me (in 2018) for having my book The 

Dirty War on Syria published in ten languages. I understand that managers are afraid of 

controversy. However I did reasonably expect that they would not collaborate with the gutter press 

and lobbyists to abuse my rights. 

 

25. I attach a list of relevant letters, from 2017 and 2018 (Appendices A1 & A2), along with a 

graphic presentation of highlights of the censorship campaign (Appendix B). 

 

26. I ask that the Review Committee make these recommendations to university managers: 

 

a. that there be in future no media releases or leaks to the media over supposedly ‘confidential’ 

investigations of staff; 

 

b. that mere ‘offensiveness’ of a public comment is an insufficient criteria for censure of an 

academic’s public comments; 

 

c. that the Enterprise Agreement standard for intellectual freedom in controversial matters (s.315) 

be reaffirmed as appropriate; 

 

d. that the University recommit itself to a high standard of academic freedom; 

 

e. that there should be no attempts at censure academics over private criticism of managers, if that 

criticism is not abusive or threatening; 

 

f. that it be affirmed that no state is above criticism, that Israel is no exception, and that criticism of 

states must not be confused with inciting racial or community hatred; 

 

g. that a referral or arbitral process involving an independent person or body be established to (a) 

hear staff complaints against managers, and (b) attempt resolution of academic-manager conflict 

over matters of intellectual freedom, before such conflict escalates; 

 

g. that Provost Garton’s decision to uphold ‘serious misconduct’ charges against Dr Tim Anderson - 

and to suspend him from his position of Senior Lecturer - be reversed;  

 

h. that the university issue a public apology to Dr Tim Anderson for his suspension on erroneous 

and inappropriate grounds. 

 

yours sincerely 

 

Tim Anderson (Dr) 

 


