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Welcome to the Winter Edi on of Australian Ethics! 

It’s been a busy me lately for the AAPAE. We’ve just finished for the first me 
running an applied ethics stream at the annual conference of the Australian Asso-
cia on of Philosophy at the Australian Catholic University in Melbourne. We had 
almost twenty presenta ons, stretched over all four days of the conference, 
across a wide variety of topics connected to our stream’s theme of Power, Equality 
and Accountability. The days were long—running from 9am to 6.30pm each day—
but it was terrific to have an hour for each paper, and there was lots of frui ul dis-
cussion in the Q&A. Thanks to everyone who helped organise the stream, espe-
cially Adam Andreo a. While it was a great experience, we’re hoping next year to 
return to an in-person AAPAE Conference. 

In upcoming events, the AAPAE is suppor ng the 2023 AAPAE Ter ary Ethics Olym-
piad, which is a terrific opportunity for ter ary students to learn how to argue 
construc vely about ethics. If you or someone you know might be interested in 
taking part or coaching a team, see p.5 for more informa on and links. Feel free to 
email me with any queries you might have (h.breakey@griffith.edu.au). 

Thanks once again to Charmayne Highfield for another thought-provoking issue of 
Australian Ethics.  

This edi on covers a broad compass of important ethical issues. Kim Atkins ex-
plains the moral importance of ‘collec ve delibera on’ as a mechanism to con-
front work’s inevitable challenges in a way that supports the workers’ psychologi-
cal and social safety and concrete freedom. Sunil Savur takes us out of this world 
in his discussion of space ethics, applying ethical thinking to the host of challeng-
ing issues that space explora on and u lisa on raises. He asks whether we can 
learn from our mistakes on Earth to do be er in space. Peter Davson-Galle tackles 
the ambiguity of the term ‘respect’. He argues that the term is so slippery that we 
would do be er to dispense with it, and simply ar culate the par cular type of 
a tude or behaviour which we propose. Chand Sirimanne emphasises the im-
portance of resilience in the face of the world’s dark reali es, and how key ethical 
and religious understandings that originally accompanied mindfulness can help us 
develop this deeper wisdom. Finally, Joe Naimo considers the 2022 Disability Roy-
al Commission Research Report—Complaint mechanisms: Repor ng pathways for 
violence, abuse, neglect and exploita on. He argues for the need for a na onal 
redress scheme for historical abuses against those with disabili es.  

Hugh Breakey 
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COLLECTIVE DELIBERATION:  
THE HUMANE FRONTIER OF MANAGEMENT  

Kim Atkins 

C ollec ve delibera on (CD) is 
a recent entrant to manage-

ment in Australia. It is a form of 
collec ve considera on and deci-
sion-making that deploys a series 
of related insights about the na-
ture of working, drawn from phi-
losophy and psychoanalysis. It has 
the ul mate aim of embedding 
deep human wellbeing in the 
workplace.  

CD is heavily influenced by the 
Hegelian concep on of “concrete 
freedom”: a state of affairs where, 
a) the reflec ve human subject 
has control of her/his internal pro-
cesses to a degree that allows 
them to be ‘in tune’ with oneself; 
and b) the external world is such 
that it allows the reflec ve subject 
to find oneself at home in it, 
alongside fellow subjects. Con-
crete freedom is expressed in a 
dynamic equilibrium between the 
internal states of the self-
regula ng subject and the ex-
ternal demands and opportuni-

es of the social, physical world 
such that the human subject 
can thrive qua human subject.   

In the modern workplace, this 
equilibrium is found, ideally, in 
the alignment of a worker’s 
psycho-social wellbeing with 
workplace prac ces and cul-
ture. To date, management stud-
ies have almost en rely failed to 
imagine any connec on between 
workplace wellbeing and concrete 
freedom (a notable excep on is 
Solari, 2018). However, employers 
across Australia now have legisla-

ve obliga ons to promote the 
psycho-social safety of their work-

ers, so alignment of psycho-social 
wellbeing and the workplace cul-
ture is impera ve, and CD offers 
the way ahead. 

CD’s psychoanaly c influences 
come from the field of the 
‘psychodynamics of work’, in par-

cular, the work of Christophe 
Dejours (Dash pour & Vidaillet, 
2017). Dejours’ insight was that 
working demands a specific kind 
of psychic effort, and when a 
workplace facilitates the exercise 
of this effort, working is convivial, 
coopera ve and produc ve; work-
ers are engaged and commi ed; 
and the workplace is safe, innova-

ve and health-promo ng. To this 
end, CD offers a structured pro-
cess for bringing about and sus-
taining psycho-social safety in the 
workplace. In order to understand 
how, we first need to understand 
Dejours’ theory of what working 
is. 

Dejours tells us that at its heart, 
working requires a par cular type 
of psychodynamic effort in order 
to turn the abstract posi on de-
scrip on of a job into the reality 
of work outcomes. That effort is 
expended across physical, cogni-

ve, emo onal, moral and inter-
personal domains. More specifi-

cally, “working consists in bridging 
the gap between the prescrip ve 
and the real. ... the way to go 
from the prescribed to the real 
must always be invented or dis-
covered by the working subject. 
Hence ... work is defined as what 
the subject must add to the pre-
scrip on to reach the objec ves 
that are assigned to him 
[her]” (Deranty, 2017). 

In short, working means bringing 
one’s posi on descrip on “to 
life” (Petriglieri & Petriglieri, 2022) 
by bridging the gap between the 
abstract and lived reality. Howev-
er, to do this, the worker must ne-
go ate numerous obstacles that 
occupy the gap, e.g., workspaces, 
technology, equipment, policies, 
regula ons and, of course, other 
people with their points of view, 
expecta ons and behaviours. 
Dejours calls this occupied gap the 
“real” of work; and because it 

poses a kind of resistance to 
the worker’s efforts, success in 
working is “overcoming the re-
sistance of the real”.   

But overcoming resistance 
requires complex psychic effort, 
namely, simultaneously iden -
fying, coordina ng, monitoring 
and assessing one’s own cogni-

ve, physical, psychological, 
emo onal and interpersonal 
states and behaviours with those 
of colleagues who are themselves 
exercising the same kind of psy-
chic effort, in a physical and ins -
tu onal context. It is no exaggera-

on then, to say that working is 
always complex, no ma er how 

(Con nued on page 3) 

... working means bringing 
one’s position description  

“to life”  
by bridging the gap 

between the abstract  
and lived reality. 
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mundane the tasks may seem. 
Whether it is pu ng bread rolls 
into plas c bags on a produc on 
line or planning the next moon 
mission, work is complex because 
of the psychic demands it makes 
on the individual. This is precisely 
why any workplace can become 
dysfunc onal and  psychological 
harm can occur in any workplace 
se ng. 

Dejours maintains that in facing 
the resistance of the real we draw 
upon our innate prac cal intelli-
gence to understand the challeng-
es before us and solve the prac -
cal problems working poses. Each 
person brings their own unique, 
crea ve ra onality to bear on the 
real. However, because working 
requires coordina on with other 
people, and other people are part 
of the real of work, success can 
only be a collec ve achievement. 
Success in work—and therefore, 
workplace wellbeing—is achieved 
when workers share, recognise, 
understand and support each oth-
er’s efforts and know-how in their 
striving to overcome the re-
sistance of the real. For this rea-
son, colleagues’ regard for each 
other as competent workers is 
essen al to psychic wellbeing in 
the workplace. In the absence of 
peer esteem, workers are stuck in 
a losing struggle against the re-
sistance of the real and fail to 
achieve a healthy equilibrium.  

This is one reason why work prac-
ces that force individuals to com-

pete against each other are de-
struc ve to persons and ul mate-
ly, to the organisa on’s ability to 
adapt and grow. 

Working inevitably elicits defen-
sive strategies: unconscious cop-
ing strategies that aim at keeping 
the individual safe. Defensive 
strategies can be healthy when 
they allow the worker to endure 
and even celebrate the suffering 
entailed by working, for example, 
through the social value and self-
esteem that comes from being 
regarded as a hard worker or a 
‘fixer’. However, where a worker is 
unable to exercise their prac cal 
intelligence or be recognised in 
the collec ve effort to overcome 
the resistance of the real, they will 
develop increasing maladap ve 
strategies that can lead to psychic 
disintegra on. Just as work suc-
cess is fundamentally a collec ve 
achievement, so is work failure. A 
humane workplace is one where 
the crea ve know-how and prac -
cal intelligence of workers is open-
ly shared and brought to bear on 
decisions about workplace prac-

ce, policy and culture. And this 
requires a process of collec ve 
delibera on. Ul mately, the rea-
son why we should prac ce CD is 
because that really is the way to 
create a psycho-socially safe work-
place.  

So, what does CD look like? CD is 
a process to establish an environ-
ment of ‘containment’, where 
workers are genuinely safe to ex-
pose their feelings and vulnerabili-

es, and par cipate in decision-
making, openly, respec ully and 
authen cally. The form that CD 
takes in any workplace can look 
different, but it will be a process 
that can demonstrate six princi-
ples: 

1. The contribu ons of each per-
son in formula ng and sharing 

their account of their subjec-
ve experiences in doing the 

work are recognised as having 
genuinely revelatory power. 

2. When individuals genuinely 
engage, new ideas can emerge. 

3. All par cipants have to agree 
beforehand that failures in the 
workplace do not simply result 
from incompetence or ill will, 
but also from genuine difficul-

es in doing the work (the real 
of work), that no-one yet has 
shown how to fix. 

4. Everyone must speak effec ve-
ly of their personal experience 
regarding difficul es in carrying 
out their work. 

5. Everyone must have an authen-
c curiosity for what others 

may say about their subjec ve 
experience of the work. 

6. Communica on must genuine-
ly search for understanding of 
what is/might go wrong.  

Only when these principles are 
embedded in how the work is 
done, and CD becomes itself part 
of the real of work will a work-
place truly be able to say that it 
promotes the psycho-social safety 
and wellbeing of its staff. 

However, the real of work con-
tains barriers to CD. Some of 
those lie within the individual, 
some lie between individuals and 
some func on at the level of the 
workgroup; many are unconscious 
and defensive. Because CD entails 
examining and relinquishing mala-
dap ve defences, people are un-
derstandably reluctant to do so 
unless the environment is safe for 
them.  

(Con nued from page 2) 

(Con nued on page 5) 
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A SEMINAR ON SPACE ETHICS 

T he Interna onal Space Uni-
versity (ISU, h ps://

www.isunet.edu/) in Strasbourg, 
France is a non-profit ins tu on 
dedicated to promo ng the 
peaceful explora on and develop-
ment of space through intercultur-
al and interdisciplinary space edu-
ca on. To further advance space 
educa on globally, the ISU in con-
junc on with the University of 
South Australia (UniSA) has pre-
sented the Southern Space Stud-
ies Program (SHSSP) since 2011. 

The SHSSP embodies the interna-
onal, intercultural and interdisci-

plinary educa onal philosophy of 
the ISU, and provides a mul disci-
plinary understanding of the key 
ac vi es and areas of knowledge 
required by today’s space profes-
sions. Areas such as: space sci-
ence, explora on, applica ons 
and services; human spaceflight 
and life sciences; space systems, 
engineering and technologies; 
space policy, economics and law; 
space humani es, communica-

ons, arts and culture; and space 
business and project manage-
ment.  

The ISU and UniSA invited me to 
deliver a lecture-seminar on 
‘Space Ethics’ at the 12th edi on of 
the SHSSP hosted at the Mawson 
Lakes campus of UniSA in Ade-
laide in early 2023. The seminar 
was a ended by 38 par cipants 
from 15 countries comprising pro-
fessionals in industry, govern-
ment and the defence services 
as well as graduate researchers 
and later-stage undergraduate 
students.  

A er the successful James Webb 
Space Telescope launch in 2021 
and the Artemis-I in 2022, several 
other test flights and missions are 
planned for 2023—such as the 
OSIRIS-REx spacecra  returning to 
Earth with an asteroid sample and 
a mission to another asteroid to 
learn about its composi on and 
determine if iron and/or nickel are 
present. Also in 2023, a new mis-
sion to Jupiter, Blue Origin’s 
(Amazon) plan to launch 3,000+ 
satellites, a mission to find life on 
Venus, more lunar landers and 
other commercial ventures such 
as Musk’s SpaceX and more op-

ons for the cashed-up space 
tourist. 

The SHSSP was, therefore, an op-
portune me to discuss space eth-
ics. Space ethics is key to under-
standing how we should behave 
and conduct ourselves in space. 
Sadly, the history of humankind in 
the explora on of Earth has 
shown that humans are capable of 
unethical, unsustainable and irre-
sponsible conduct in the search of 
“new” land and resources. The 
ques on is, on reflec on and with 
hindsight, can we do be er in 
space? My lecture began with eth-
ical theories and concepts and 
then elaborated on some specific 

ethical issues in space explora on. 
Some of the content delivered 
was developed in collabora on 
with Dr Jacques Arnould, Ethics 
Advisor for the French Space 
Agency,  Centre na onal d'études 
spa ales (CNES). Key points about 
space explora on raised were: 

 Evolved from being a “poli cal 
status” to “furthering science” 
to “understanding where we 
came from” to “big business” 

 Is it poli cally and economically 
worth it? 

 Is it good?  If so, why and for 
whom?  

 Can we trust ourselves to heed 
the lessons of the past and do 
be er now and into the future 
(be er than we have done in 
the past)? 

Using a combina on of concepts 
such as u litarianism, deontology, 
virtue ethics, stakeholder theory, 
sustainable development and re-
sponsible leadership, the seminar 
explored specific space issues, in-
cluding: 

 Space debris  

 Military use of space 

 Protec ng Earth from asteroids 

 Search for Extraterrestrial Life 
(ETL) 

 Responsible explora on 

 Commercialisa on, priva sa-
on and new na ons  

 Long voyages to planets and 
stars 

(Con nued on page 5) 

Sunil Savur 

Just because we 
can do certain 
things in space, 
does not mean 
that we should 
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An environment that is safe to 
prac ce CD is one of containment: 
“Containment occurs when the 
context absorb(s), filter(s) or man-
age(s) difficult or threatening 
emo ons or ideas—the con-
tained—so that they can be 
worked with … Containment tem-
pers disturbing affect and releases 
people’s capacity to process and 
integrate unpleasant experiences 
rather than deploying defenses … 
When containment is available, 
people can trade valuable fic ons 
for uncomfortable truths, tolerate 
diverging views, and experiment 
with a way of rela ng, and a fu-
ture, different from the familiar 
past” (Petriglieri & Petriglieri, 
2022). 

Crea ng an environment of con-

tainment is a collec ve achieve-
ment. It demands skilled par ci-
pa on and processes that allow 
people to be “being psychological-
ly present” to each other (Kahn, 
1992). When we are psychologi-
cally present, we are: 

 A en ve and open to others’ 
words, behaviours, and experi-
ence, and not distracted or 
closed down by our own anxie-
ty or defensiveness 

 Connected to other people and 
their concerns in such a way 
that we can empathise 

 Integrated as a person our-
selves so that we can engage 
by drawing upon the appropri-
ate parts of our own character  

 Focused on what other people 
need, within the boundaries 

constructed by the work role, 
situa on, and rela onship, and 
not hiding from reality. 

Through these processes, CD pro-
motes and protects psycho-social 
safety in the workplace. It allows 
the expression of concrete free-
dom by enabling workers to 
achieve a dynamic equilibrium 
between their internal efforts and 
states and the external demands 
and opportuni es of their work-
place. Embedding the prac ce of 
CD is the humane fron er of man-
agement. 

Dr Kim Atkins 
Educa on Manager 
Fervid Partners 
Email:  
kimwithfervidpartners@gmail.com 

References: Please contact the author 
direct for a list of references. 

(Con nued from page 3) 

 Human se lements on the 
Moon, Mars and beyond 

These issues were discussed with-
in the context of the UN Outer 
Space Treaty (OST) of 1967 that 
specifies the principles governing 
the ac vi es of states in the ex-
plora on and use of outer space 
including the Moon and other ce-
les al bodies. Further agreements 
and conven ons in 1968, 1972, 
1975 and 1979 elaborate on the 

rescue of astronauts, return of 
astronauts and objects launched 
into outer space, liability for dam-
age caused by space objects, the 
registra on of objects launched 
into outer space and the govern-
ing of ac vi es on the Moon and 
other celes al bodies. 

We know what we should do, it is 
now up to everyone in the global 
space community to ensure that 
we apply what we have learnt 
from our earthly mistakes and 
avoid ac ng unethically (or failing 

to act) as we venture beyond our 
home—just because we can do 
certain things in space, does not 
mean that we should.  

Dr Sunil Savur 
Lecturer 
University of South Australia 
Email: Sunil.Savur@unisa.edu.au 

Dr Savur teaches PG courses in Business 
Ethics, Strategy & Ethics, and ESG at the 
University of South Australia, Adelaide. 

References: Please contact 
the author direct for a list 
of references. 

(Con nued from page 4) 

The AAPAE Ethics Olympiad will be held via Zoom on the 5th of October 2023. Graduate 

and Undergraduate University students are invited to enter teams to represent their ter ary in-
s tu on. Any ter ary ins tu on can par cipate, but there is a maximum of two teams from each 
ins tu on allowed to enter. During the day, all will be involved in a series of three heats where 
they will be scored according to set criteria that rewards, clear, concise, respec ul discourse 
around interes ng ethical cases. Gold, Silver and Bronze medals will be awarded to the top three 
teams.  For more informa on, visit: h ps://ethicsolympiad.org/?page_id=1458  
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THE “R” WORD 

M y message here will be that 
what is meant by ‘respect’ 

is obscure, the obscurity can 
cause confusion and mis-
communica on, clarifica on is 
pointlessly me-consuming and it 
is be er to just avoid the jargon, 
even if it gives one a nice warm 
glow inside. Why not just put 
one’s point using whatever con-
cepts one would appeal to were 
one to be asked what one meant 
when one spoke of respect? Given 
the poten al that there is for mis-
understanding, the elements of 
that defini onal story would prob-
ably have to emerge sooner or 
later and it might as well be soon-
er and pre-emp vely of ques ons 
being asked as to what was 
meant.  

To see why I think that there is a 
problem with ‘respect’, I will offer 
some analy cal comments. I am 
not going to give a laborious con-
ceptual analysis of ‘respect’ in its 
mul ple applica ons and mean-
ings. What I will do instead is 
choose one scenario for one pro-
fession and suggest that similar 
sorts of problems (to those arising 
in our illustra on) would arise also 
in many other scenarios and pro-
fessions. 

So, consider the case of a social 
worker, Paul, working in an indige-
nous community which has s ll 
retained much of its tradi onal 
belief system concerning the 
workings of the world, religion 
and morality. Paul is instructed by 
his superiors that, in carrying out 
his work, he must be respec ul of 
these tradi onal beliefs. Just what 

is he being instructed to do?  

Two things are worth dis nguish-
ing immediately: how one thinks 
is one thing and how one behaves 
is another. 

On the face of it, respect looks like 
a mental quality, a mental a tude 
towards something or someone. 
So, on this line of analysis, Paul is 
being instructed as to what to 
think. What, then, would count as 
Paul engaging in respec ul think-
ing concerning these tradi onal 
beliefs? 

One thing that can be swi ly ruled 
out is the sugges on that Paul is 
being instructed to think their be-
liefs to be true (if what we have in 
mind are descrip ve proposi ons) 
or to share their ethical code (for 
moral proposi ons). I will focus 
just on the case of descrip ve 
proposi ons, although some of 
the discussion applies to moral 
ones as well. 

The descrip ve components of 
their belief system might be simp-
ly false, or, at the very least, with-
out any clear warrant as true. It is 
somewhat strange, indeed fu le, 
to ask Paul to override his ra onal 
facul es and adopt a set of beliefs 
that he realises to be false or 
without jus fica on. Such belief 
shi s are not subject to such im-
pera ves. Even if someone told 
me that I would die unless I be-
lieved that the earth is flat, I can’t 
just sit down and change my be-
lief as an act of will. So whatever 
else mental respect might involve, 
it had be er allow that one might 
‘respect’ another’s descrip ve be-
liefs despite thinking them false or 

irra onal. 

It is worth raising, and rubbishing 
(without intellectual ‘respect’ in 
any sense perhaps) one view that 
some mes gets appealed to here. 
It amounts to a form of rela vism 
about truth. So, we get this sort of 
thing said: ‘Paul should realise 
that, although the indigenous be-
liefs are beliefs that are not true 
for him, they are true for them’. 
Even if ini ally appealing, one 
should realise that this is ridicu-
lous as soon as one begins to push 
things a bit. Say that one of the 
tradi onal beliefs is that the earth 
is flat (and that Paul shares the 
modern scien fic view that it is 
‘round’, or, to be more precise, an 
oblate spheroid). Is it being 
claimed that he should believe 
that, although it is true for him 
that the world is round, for them, 
it is true that the world is flat? 

This seems contradictory. If to say 
that a belief is true is to say that it 

(Con nued on page 7) 

Peter Davson-Galle 

Lots of professions 
waffle on about 

respecting clients, 
or cultures, or 

beliefs, or ... ; quite 
what might this 
come down to? 
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captures some aspect of what re-
ality is really like, then, as the 
world can’t be both flat and 
round, saying that the indigenous 
belief system (or that par cular 
bit of it) is true for them can’t be 
using ‘true’ in any such ordinary 
way. (Note that one could allow 
that someone thinks something to 
be true without at all being com-
mi ed to the view that it is true.) 
Given this perversity of usage, I 
suggest that one doesn’t even 
consider confusing the thinking of 
all concerned by talking in this 
‘true for him but not for me’ type 
of way. There is a considerable 
literature on the topic of rela ve 
truth (including a book by me: 
‘The Possibility of Rela ve Truth’, 
Ashgate, 1998) but it is a quite 
technically complex topic and I 
would suggest discre on is the 
be er part of intellectual valour 
here. 

So, if respec ng their belief sys-
tem’s descrip ve proposi ons 
can’t mean believing all of them 
to be true (or ‘true for them’) be-
cause some will be false and/or 
irra onal, what could be meant? 

All that might be meant is thinking 
that, although some of what they 
believe is false, nonetheless, that 
is their business and it is no part 
of Paul’s business to ... well, 
what? If he thinks their belief to 
be false then, as we have seen, 
presumably that is okay. So, per-
haps the idea is that he is to be-
lieve that people should not have 
their false beliefs challenged, that 
they should be able to con nue to 
be deluded without being made 
aware of why their beliefs are 

false. I have said that ‘respect’ is a 
muddly no on but even in some 
fairly un-analysed and intui ve 
sense, this sounds more like an 
exercise in patronising, than re-
spec ng, someone’s beliefs. Why 
should they be deliberately kept 
from knowing the full story on 
some ma er (the shape of the 
earth, in our illustra on)? Why 
would one want Paul to believe 
that such a policy of con nuing 
their ignorance is a good thing? 

Perhaps the mo va on here is 
that, if indigenous believers were 
apprised of the correct story, then 
they might change their views. 
But so what? Isn’t the move from 
ignorance to knowledge an intel-
lectual step forward? Perhaps the 
idea is that ‘ignorance is bliss’, 
that an abandonment of false be-
lief might lead to a loss of cultural 
self-confidence, social breakdown 
or whatever. It is not clear, howev-
er, that a culture based on false-
hood is worth preserving. And on 
the debate goes. 

My point is that it looks lovely to 
say that Paul should ‘respect’ their 
(descrip ve and false) beliefs but 
if the unpacking of that goes 
down a path such as the above, 
then the ‘loveliness’ of what he is 
being asked to think becomes 
highly conten ous. 

In any event, how is it a proper 
professional ethical demand upon 
Paul to try to dictate his a tude 
to the ques on: ‘should people be 
able to con nue in false belief 
without any a empt to apprise 
them of the objec ons to these 
beliefs?’? 

In short, if expec ng or demand-
ing that Paul respect others’ be-

liefs amounts to trying to con-
strain Paul’s own thinking, his 
views as to the proper reac on to 
false believers, then is such 
a empted censorship of his 
thought really able to be sani sed 
by calling it a demand for re-
spec ul thinking? 

As I have said, all that I intend in 
all of the above is to ‘start some 
hares running’ and suggest that 
demanding that Paul be respec ul 
of others’  (descrip ve, but false) 
beliefs looks odd if it is a change 
in his mental a tude that we are 
demanding. 

Perhaps, though, it is not re-
spec ul thinking that is demand-
ed but respec ul behaviour 
(including verbal behaviour). So, 
even if Paul thinks that the indige-
nous belief system is primi ve 
rubbish and that only the wilfully 
dim-wi ed would not have 
chucked it on the scrapheap of 
false theories long ago, he had 
be er, qua respec ul social work-
er, keep those thoughts to himself. 
So, it is not mind control but be-
haviour control that is intended. 
And, as a ma er of professional 
ethics (as opposed to general 
agent ethics), even if it is a good 
idea for a deluded indigenous 
group to have their false descrip-

ve proposi onal beliefs chal-
lenged at some stage by someone 
(perhaps those in educa onal in-
s tu ons), it might be insisted 
that Paul, qua social worker, 
should be no part of such intellec-
tual remedia on. It is, then, not 
so much that Paul should respect 
their false descrip ve beliefs as it 
is that he should treat the believ-
ers in a certain way – “with re-

(Con nued from page 6) 

(Con nued on page 11) 
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Chand R. Sirimanne 

W ith the threat or promise 
of AI taking over the world 

and becoming our exterminator 
or saviour, at no me in our histo-
ry have we needed a universal set 
of ethics so urgently. But why are 
we so allergic to ethics? It is a 
worthwhile topic to ponder. Soci-
e es and civilisa ons cannot exist 
without ethical standards–all have 
legal systems arising from ethics 
and religious beliefs. This conflu-
ence of ethics with the unappe s-
ing labels of ins tu onalised reli-
gions combined with our worship 
of materialism, science and tech-
nology is probably the main rea-
son for the image problem. More-
over, legal systems rarely embody 
the best aspects of humanity–
caring, compassion, selflessness 
and acceptance of others. Ethics 
has become increasingly lacklus-
tre in a darkening world where 
unbridled hedonis c conduct and 
lifestyles are admired and emulat-
ed. Thus, a system of ethics with 
illumina ng, spiritual and thera-
peu c quali es, that transcends 
legal systems, untainted by reli-
gious dogma, cultural and na on-
alis c delusions and materialism 
is needed.  

There are of course laws, guide-
lines, codes of conduct and ethics 
embedded in every profession, 
business and workplace. But peo-
ple tend to keep within these 
guidelines mainly out of self-
interest–protec ng one’s job, re-
taining customers, avoiding com-
plaints and lawsuits, in a quest to 
improve the bo om line–crea ng 
a culture of insincere public rela-

ons, vacuous co-opera on and 

cking boxes. Other contribu ng 
factors include galloping consum-
erism and unprecedented devel-
opments in science and technolo-
gy that have elevated materialism 
to the status of a super religion. 
Today, the a tude that ethics is 
outdated and superfluous is prev-
alent in almost every part of the 
‘free’ world.  

Our overall disenchantment with 
ethics is also reflected in the me-
dia and even in the language we 
use for ethical conduct, such as 
‘goody goody’, ‘goody two shoes’, 
‘Choir Boy’, ‘Boy Scout’, ‘prude’ 
and ‘woke’, used by some as de-
rogatory terms for advocates of 
acceptance, equality and jus ce 
for all. Harmful conduct towards 
oneself and others is widely por-
trayed as fearless, admirable, hu-
morous, interes ng and even 
glamorous in literature and other 
media, whereas ethical behaviour 
is rendered as boring, lifeless, m-
id and stul fying. In Australia, self
-destruc ve ac vi es, such as ex-
cessive drinking, drug use and 
gambling, are tacitly accepted or 
even condoned as larrikin behav-
iour ignoring the damaging conse-
quences for individuals and socie-
ty.  

Undoubtedly science and technol-
ogy have brought immense bene-
fits–cures for innumerable diseas-
es, longer life expectancy and 
countless comforts. In combina-

on with this, a rela vely long pe-
riod of peace and prosperity par-

cularly in the West have irrevo-
cably changed our perspec ve on 
the nature of existence. Not so 
long ago, old age, illness, suffering 
and death were accepted as inex-
tricable parts of life whereas now 
the prevalent view is that science 
and materialism as the replace-
ment for God will provide solu-

ons to all human ills. One of the 
posi ve aspects of religions is en-
gendering acceptance of the dark 
reali es of life and the resilience 
that comes with this acceptance. 
Instead, materialism and rampant 
consumerism promote the idea 
that happiness is the fulfilment of 
all desires and our inalienable 
right.  

Once ins tu onalised, however, 
religions gradually lose their lumi-
nous spirituality, and their most 
superficial, dogma c and ritualis-

c characteris cs are emphasised, 
shaped by poli cs, ethno-cultural 
and na onal iden es with intol-
erance of others. Hence, it is both 
necessary and desirable to shed 
the toxic, delusional and harmful 
layers of religions but retain their 
ethical and spiritual quali es. Fur-
thermore, we need to upgrade 
ethics to integrate the rights, tol-
erance and liberal a tudes 
achieved through be er 
knowledge and great struggles 
over me making them much 

(Con nued on page 9) 
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more inclusive, flexible and com-
passionate. 

Karl Marx’s famous ‘opium’ com-
ment in his Cri que of Hegel's Phi-
losophy of Right (1843) is o en 
quoted to jus fy disdain of reli-
gion although the rest of the text 
sheds light on his more under-
standing stance: “…Religion is the 
sigh of the oppressed creature, 
the heart of a heartless world, just 
as it is the spirit of a spiritless situ-
a on. It is the opium of the peo-
ple. The aboli on of religion as 
the illusory happiness of the peo-
ple is required for their real happi-
ness…”. There is of course merit in 
his observa on as indicated by 
much of history, but unfortunate-
ly the decline of religions with ma-
terialism, science and technology 
as alterna ves for a majority have 
not been a great improvement 
because now we have a burgeon-
ing mental health crisis coupled 
with health care systems buckling 
under numerous burdens. Conse-
quently, the drugs and addic ons, 
both legal and illegal, that has re-
placed moderate religion are 
more harmful.  

Looking at religious faith and eth-
ics purely from a therapeu c per-
spec ve, it is worthwhile no ng 
the research indica ng religious 
people have be er mental well-
being, enhanced physical heath, 
and longer life expectancy. A cru-
cial factor could be the communi-
ty connec ons it provides, and 
even a ending a place of worship 
and prayer–a ny oasis of silence 
and rest for the ego and a glimpse 
of something higher than the rat 
race. From a psychological per-

spec ve, belief in an omniscient 
deity or dei es looking a er one 
has been shown to be an effec ve 
coping mechanism when facing 
the many tribula ons of life. Most 
of all, belief in an a erlife has a 
strong psychologically therapeu c 
benefit (illusion or not) as more 
research from medical profession-
als demonstrates (e.g., Dr Bruce 
Greyson’s A er, 2021), as the fear 
of death lies at the heart of all our 
anxie es and much me and 
effort are expended not to con-
front the inevitable.  

From an ethical stance, belief in 
an a erlife (heavens, hells of all 
religions, rebirth, reincarna on, 
dependent origina on) tends to 
be, for many, an incen ve for eth-
ical behaviour and a deterrent for 
harmful ac ons. In Buddhism 
where an overseeing deity is ab-
sent, kamma (karma) and depend-
ent origina on play this role of 
deterrent. Interes ngly, despite 
the overall popularity of Bud-
dhism in the contemporary West, 
kamma, dependent origina on 
and morality that are the founda-

on for medita on, are the least 
popular and o en discarded as-
pects. In addi on, the ubiquitous 
mindfulness used today in psycho-
therapy adapted from the Bud-
dhist sa , is overall disengaged 
from its source where it is an in-
trinsically ethical (benevolent) 
mindset rather than simply 
awareness. Thus, the immeasura-
ble therapeu c value of ethics for 
psychological health is ignored 
ci ng paternalism and impeding 
individual liberty although harm-
ful behaviour has not only legal 
and social ramifica ons but gives 
rise to destruc ve guilt, remorse 

and self-hate.  

Science, technology and religions 
are not the crux of the problem–it 
is undoubtedly us, their creator. 
Given the noxious history of ins -
tu onalised religions, a new sys-
tem of ethics, minus the bigoted 
and discrimina ve aspects, needs 
to be developed and taught from 
the earliest stages of educa on. 
All religious commandments and 
precepts are contained in the 
Golden Rule–non-harm to self and 
others, applicable to both real and 
virtual worlds as mo ve is key. 
Already young children are taught 
secular mindfulness, adding genu-
ine compassion, understanding 
and acceptance of oneself and 
others to these teachings can gen-
erate the ethics we need to illumi-
nate the darkness of the world.  

Dr Chand R. Sirimanne  
Email: 

csir0184@alumni.sydney.edu.au   

Dr Chand R. Sirimanne currently works as 
a researcher, freelance writer and medi-
ta on teacher in Sydney. Her focus is on 
the therapeu c aspects of Buddhist psy-
chology, medita on and ethics, and  on 
the way Buddhism is evolving in the 
West.    
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T he history of disability is a his-
tory of trauma from inhu-

mane treatment and dehumanis-
ing prac ces. Descrip vely and 
pervasively, there exists an uncon-
scious bias which manifests di-
chotomously between ability and 
disability. The result of which di-
chotomises ‘normal and abnor-
mal’ into dis nct categories. This 
renders having a disability as un-
desirable, which detrimentally 
serves to dehumanise persons 
with disabili es. This generates an 
a tudinal opposi on to inclusion, 
and consequently, people with 
disabili es are typically viewed as 
lesser-able, lesser-human or 
worse, and indignantly, as abnor-
mal. This might explain, though 
not jus fy, why the litany of 
abuse, violence, and despicable 
treatment of people with disabili-

es con nues to this day.  

Not surprisingly, that is what has 
been revealed in the Royal Com-
mission into Violence, Abuse, Ne-
glect, and Exploita on of People 
with Disabili es is merely the p 
of the iceberg. Sadly, persons with 
severe disabili es are s ll subject-
ed to various forms of restric ve 
prac ces, including depriva on of 
liberty, as well as chemical, physi-
cal and psychological abuse. In-
flicted harm is amplified through 
poor care management, enabled 
by systemic injus ces, manifestly 
evident, by the failings of the safe-
guard ins tu ons.  

The Disability Royal Commission 
Research Report – Complaint 
mechanisms: Repor ng pathways 
for violence, abuse, neglect and 
exploita on (November 2022) 
(hereon Report) iden fies the sys-
temic problems a ributed to the 
failures impac ng the lives of peo-
ple with disabili es. In summary, I 
consider three factors iden fied in 
the Royal Commission Report that 
require priority rec fica on. They 
are: a) The Structural Drivers of 
Violence and Complaint Mecha-
nisms. b) Complaint Mechanisms, 
Equality before the Law, and Le-
gally Authorised Violence. e) A 
Na onal Redress Scheme. 

Among the structural drivers of 
abuse, violence and exploita on 
experienced by people with disa-
bility, in part, results from segre-
ga on and ins tu onalisa on. 
Somewhat insidiously, complaint 
mechanisms, even when designed 
with good inten on according to 
the Report “… can be poorly 
equipped to deliver either individ-
ual rec fica on or the large-scale 
transforma onal change required 
to address and prevent violence, 
abuse, neglect and exploita-

on” (2022, p2). Compounding 
ma ers, in achieving equality, in-
clusion, and jus ce, become ap-
parent from the Report’s second 
conclusion, b) Complaint Mecha-
nisms, Equality before the Law, 
and Legally Authorised Violence. 
The examina on exposed func-

onal problems with the com-
plaint mechanisms rendering 
them not fit for purpose. Since the 
purpose they fulfil fails to capture 
and prevent inflicted harm. Evi-
dently occurring “… because many 
complaint mechanisms are non-
independent and combine regula-
tory oversight with complaint res-
olu on processes. They are thus 
poten ally established with a poli-
cy goal to regulate services and 
maintain codes of conduct, and 
not necessarily designed to re-
spond to violence, abuse, neglect 
and exploita on from a vic m-
centred and jus ce-focused per-
spec ve” (2022, p2). In other 
words, two standards of jus ce 
are in play, one for abled bodied 
persons (in this case, service pro-
viders, and safeguard ins tu ons), 
and the other, a masked version 
that obscures the lives of people 
with disabili es and treats them 
disdainfully as a result of inappro-
priate, if not dysfunc onal, safe-
guard ins tu ons. The moral fail-
ings in what has been exposed is 
reprehensible.   

So how can equality of jus ce and 
inclusion be assuredly obtained 
for persons with disabili es? That 
aim, as the Report concludes, may 
require, e) A Na onal Redress 
Scheme. The structural injus ces 
and associated discrimina on that 
people with disabili es have been 
historically subjected to is fuelled 
by a pervasive ableist a tude. 
The Royal Commission iden fies 
there is a need for “… govern-
ments and society to acknowledge 

(Con nued on page 11) 
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spect”, so to speak. 

This looks like progress; at least 
we have some sort of grip on 
what might be meant here. The 
analy cal elements that seem to 
have emerged so far are that Paul 
is not to say that their beliefs are 
false (even if he were to give rea-
sons) or behave in any other man-
ner that suggests that the beliefs 
are false. Perhaps though, it is a 
weaker sugges on: that, although 
he cannot ini ate such remarks, 
he is able to offer them if asked 
things like: ‘do you think, as we 
do, that the earth is flat?’ It is 
hard to see what he could do but 
say: ‘no’. Perhaps he is supposed 
to dissemble as to the belief-
worthiness of various views and 
offer something more 
“diploma c” like: ‘no, but of 
course that is just my point of 
view and I recognise that there 
are other beliefs, like yours, that 
are equally legi mate’. But this is 
to ask him to lie in his teeth. The 
belief that the earth is not flat is 

not just his view and the rival ‘flat-
earth’ view struggles to be called 
‘equally legi mate’ if by that is 
meant anything like that it sa s-
fies defensible standards for the 
jus fica on of belief claims.  

So, is he just to say: ‘no’ (and 
nothing more) on the grounds 
that it would be disrespec ul to 
say anything further? Perhaps so, 
but perhaps this is being, in an-
other sense, dis-respec ul. Again, 
it sounds close to being patronis-
ing in that it sounds like the topic 
of the falsehood (even the near 
certain falsehood in our scenario 
case) of their beliefs is one to be 
avoided as, well, what? — too 
threatening to their self-image, or 
self-respect, or cultural stability or 
something of that sort? Anyway, 
the idea is that the truth of the 
ma er isn’t something they could 
cope with. 

Anyway, I hope that the above 
‘talking aloud on the page’ ana-
ly cal exercise illustrates how a 
fairly common professional “buzz 
word” is problema c in ways that 

can be simply overlooked by 
thoughtless sloganising in its 
terms. Of course, the above is on-
ly illustra ve and by no means 
cons tutes a thorough analysis. 
Such an analysis is beyond the 
scope of this note and, as I have 
said, problems could be avoided 
anyway by simply and explicitly 
saying just what it is that one 
wants Paul to do using less junk-
jargon (and saying whatever it is 
that one would appeal to if asked 
what respec ng meant). 

Mr Peter Davson-Galle 
BA (Hons), MA, PhD  

Quondam Lecturer in Philosophy 
of Educa on,  
University of Tasmania  

Email: p.davsongalle@utas.edu.au 

Peter Davson-Galle is a re red academic. 
His discipline is (analy c) philosophy and 
a sub-discipline is philosophy of educa-

on.  A relevant publica on is: Reason & 
Professional Ethics, Ashgate, 2009 
(especially Chapter 8, Babble & Murk). 

References: Please contact the author 
direct for a list of references. 

(Con nued from page 7) 

the role of historical injus ces 
commi ed against people with 
disability in crea ng the condi-

ons for current mass scale vio-
lence” (2022, p3).  As such, the 
Report concludes that a “Na onal 
Redress Scheme would serve an 
important role as both a form of 
transi onal and transforma ve 
jus ce, and as an addi onal path-
way for repor ng violence, abuse, 
neglect and exploita on that is 
historical in nature” (2022, p3). 

Likewise, as indicated in the Re-
port, an immediate necessary step 
is to secure “… an independent 
complaint mechanism to respond 
to violence, abuse, neglect and 
exploita on, with strong per-
ceived independence, neutrality, 
transparency, trustworthiness, 
effec veness and capacity to sup-
port and recognise the voice of 
complainants” (Report, 2022, p3). 
No independent complaints agen-
cy exists anywhere throughout 
Australia. An omission, in itself, 
damnable for the wilful ignorance 

betrayed in what, arguably, cons -
tutes negligent conduct from 
those responsible to protect and 
uphold the safety of persons with 
disabili es.  

Dr Joseph Naimo 
Email: jnaimo@optusnet.com.au 

Researcher in Philosophy and Profession-
al Ethics, Activist and Advocate for Disa-
bility and Mental Health 
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