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Welcome to the Summer Edition of Australian Ethics! 

2020 has been an extraordinary year. We have seen bushfires, Royal Commissions 
and an ongoing worldwide crisis caused by the Covid-19 pandemic. Yet it is in just 
these times when ethical thought and action becomes critical. When everything 
is operating smoothly, we often can get away with cruising along with business-as
-usual practices. But disruption and crisis require us to shoulder the responsibility 
of making ethical decisions, doing the best we can in trying circumstances.  

Sometimes, indeed, crisis gives us occasion to see and understand the efforts of 

others. This is obviously so with health workers and scientists fighting the virus—

but even extends to public institutions, with trust in government in Australia cur-

rently at near-record levels. 

Of course, COVID-19 impacted on the AAPAE too. For the first time, we held a vir-
tual conference. Warm thanks go to Adrian Walsh, Sandy Boucher, Simon Burgess 
and Alex Dunn, as well as all the team at UNE for a terrific conference, despite all 
of 2020’s challenges. There were excellent keynotes, contributors from a myriad 
of disciplines, and a topical theme ripe for ethical exploration! 

Thanks go too to all the Executive Committee for all their work throughout the 

year, as they worked under various levels of lockdown, and particularly to our 

newsletter editor, Charmayne Highfield, for producing another thought-provoking 

edition of Australian Ethics. 

This edition begins with Jacqueline Boaks taking us through a fascinating explora-
tion of the ethics of leadership—and of teaching leadership. Next, Alan Cheno-
weth, Donna McAuliffe and Darryl Low Choy describe the myriad streams of envi-
ronmental ethics, with their shared theme of extending moral consideration be-
yond humans. Joe Naimo then recounts the deep ethical concerns with substi-
tute decision-making powers—a case where the very mechanism to protect 
against abuse can create opportunities for mistreatment. Don Clifton and Tanya 
Weiler then follow up their terrific article on teaching ethics in the previous 
(Winter) edition of Australian Ethics, illustrating the applicability of key educa-
tional tools to the COVID-enforced online environment. Finally, reflecting on the 
Royal Commission, Theodora Issa discusses the ethical obligations we owe to the 
elderly.   

Wishing everyone happy holidays, and a good start to 2021, 

Hugh Breakey 
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T here is a very significant focus on leadership, 
and increasingly on leadership ethics, in un-

dergraduate and especially postgraduate business 
courses.  

While there are many questions of applied ethics 
covered in MBA programs and in the business liter-
ature, what is lacking is the more meta ethical 
question of leadership. Namely, what is the ethical 
status of ‘leadership’, (and by extension the ethical 
status of aspiration to it) as it is commonly con-
structed in an organisational setting?   

Additionally, and consequently, there is the ques-
tion of just what is the ethical status of the activity 
of teaching such accounts? What is required of 
them to be morally satisfactory rather than say, 
simply and unreflectively teaching the language 
and tools of leadership as a practical skill? Or, 
worse, the teaching in such classrooms of the lan-
guage and skills of ethics as a kind of sophistry that 
lacks a substantive ethical commitment? 

Those who teach MBA programs know that MBA 
students regularly talk of leadership aspirations, of 
their ‘followers’, in whom they should be and plan 
to be ‘inspiring a vison’ and ‘managing meaning’.  

At worst, and to an egalitarian ear, this can sound 
very jarring. Explicit aspirations to personal power, 
without much acknowledged awareness of the re-
alities of coercive, hierarchical organisational pow-
er structures might fairly be judged a cause for 
concern, especially in the absence of a solid 
grounding in ethics and in the historical abuses of 
power in and out of organisations and large, or-
ganised structures and movements. This jarring 
quality is especially true of those teaching ethics 
who have a grounding in the humanities and histo-
ry, with an awareness of the downsides of such 
coercive power or charismatic influence, as well as 
an esteem for the critical faculties of the individual 
as agent, that clashes with the idea of leaders as 
‘managing meaning’ or shaping the view of reality 
of their ‘followers’. 

On the other hand, there is often a genuine and 
earnest element to such narratives and reflections. 

Any MBA instructor knows that in every class there 
are students—especially those who are more than 
a little advanced in their careers—and often many 
of them, who want to conduct themselves well 
ethically.  They routinely face projects, tasks and 
requirements that produce serious ethical ques-
tions—and they often bring to the classroom 
memories of such ethical challenges that are live 
questions to them regarding whether they acted 
correctly or could have acted more ethically. (This 
‘could’ often has not just the hypothetical sense 
but the capacity sense—that is, was there a more 
ethical option available to them and what were 
the skills they would have needed to acquit it in an 
organisational context?) 

It is in this context that the questions of the ethical 
status of leadership and how it is taught arises. 
The narrative common in such contexts and in the 
literature that underpins and reflects it is that 
‘leadership’ as it is conceived in organisational dis-
course (and generally in contrast to ‘management’) 
is ethical to the extent that, and by virtue of the 
fact that: 

• it is voluntary and non-coercive. That is, 
‘followers’ choose to support leaders rather 
than being required to and leadership is tak-
en to be the manifestation of this ongoing 
support, which can be withdrawn at any 
time; and 

• on some models, because it serves followers 
well.  

This narrative is strongly reflected in, and driven 
by, a founding tenet of leadership studies—that is, 
the distinction between management and leader-
ship. It not only makes leadership seem more be-
nign and benevolent than its rhetorical contrast 
here—management—it can result in its audience 
switching off the very critical evaluations of power 
that are applied to other instantiations and uses of 
power.  

One of the more extreme approaches to this is the 
Servant Leadership model of Robert Greenleaf, 

(Continued on page 3) 

WHAT SHOULD WE BE TEACHING LEADERS? Jacqueline Boaks 
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whose core functions from the leader include 
‘empathy’ for followers, ‘healing’ them (in a spir-
itual sense, to ‘help make them whole’) and 
‘commitment to the growth of people’ (Spears, 
2004, pp.8-9). For Greenleaf, this is core to 
(servant) leadership: “The difference manifests 
itself in the care taken by the servant—first to 
make sure that other people’s highest priority 
needs are being served. The best test, and difficult 
to administer, is; do those served grow as persons, 
do they, while being served, become healthier, 
wiser, freer, more autonomous, more likely them-
selves to become servants?” (Greenleaf, 1970). 
However,  not all approaches 
are this explicit. Others, such as 
the transformational leadership 
model—one of the most popu-
lar since its introduction by his-
torical scholar Burns in the 
1970s—has as its hallmark 
‘transforming’ the motivations 
of followers in order to go be-
yond their self-interest and em-
brace instead the goals encour-
aged by the leader and the 
good of the group.  

In organisational settings, it is taken to be desira-
ble in large part because it is taken to ‘unleash 
passionate motivation’ towards and to embrace of 
such goals. The contrast here is stark and requires 
ethical reflection. In part this is true because while 
the counterpart to transformational leadership, so
-called ‘transactional’ leadership leaves the moti-
vations of followers unchanged—self-interest, so 
leadership is taken as an exchange for what 
‘followers’ are motivated by (financial remunera-
tion, job advancement, better conditions, for in-
stance) in exchange for organisational goals (such 
as greater productivity, innovation etc.) transfor-
mational leadership is ‘transformative’ on many 
accounts to the extent that it ‘transforms’ the mo-
tivations of followers from this self-interest to oth-
er goals. For Burns, these goals were ‘higher levels 
of morality’ as seen in the morally progressive 
causes such as the civil rights movement. As 

adapted to organisational settings though (or real-
ly just transplanted into them without much re-
flection) this becomes transformation into em-
bracing the goals of the organisations over one’s 
own self-interests. This calls for serious moral re-
flection as well as ongoing consideration of what 
side constraints are ethically required here.  

Undeniably though, prudential motivations 
abound.  

Much of the business literature on ethical leader-
ship is both premised on and concludes with the 
assertion that as a manager in a workplace setting, 
treating followers well gets results in terms of effi-
ciency and effectiveness. Much of this literature 

essentially reduces to—
employees work better (harder, 
more efficiently, more innova-
tively, and for longer) when one 
treats them well (as one says 
‘extra discretionary work effort’ 
aka unpaid overtime). But this is 
a prudential, not an ethical 
claim. That is, it shows that it 
serves the interests of the man-
ager (leaders) to treat employ-
ees well, not that one should do 
so for ethical reasons.  It does 
no more than argue that one 

achieves one’s own goals (getting the most effort 
and time from subordinates for the same fixed 
costs) if one treats them with respect and ethical-
ly.  Ethical claims are, classically, other-regarding. 
They require us to go beyond our own self-
interest. 

It may on the whole be preferable for all of us—
employees, managers, onlookers alike—if treating 
people well aligns with the prudential, profit driv-
en reasons of organisations but this is not an ethi-
cal claim. It is more akin to suggesting that a high-
er quality fuel will make my car run better or regu-
lar maintenance on factory equipment increasing 
productivity.  

Increasingly, organisational leadership is seen in 
this way—as benign because non-coercive, re-

(Continued from page 2) 
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A KANTIAN CATEGORICAL SUSTAINABILITY PRINCIPLE 
Alan Chenoweth 

Donna McAuliffe 

Darryl Low Choy S enior Australian & New Zea-
land environmental profes-

sionals were interviewed for PhD 
research regarding the ethics of 
environmental practice, in an in-
terpretive phenomenological 
study. In this relatively new field, 
professional ethics have not previ-
ously been subject to qualitative 
analysis in this manner, nor has 
the relationship between profes-
sional and environmental ethics 
been explored.  

The literature review for this re-
search included moral and ethical 
theory, including the influence of 
the 18th Century German philoso-
pher Immanuel Kant (1724-1804), 
who proposed a secular rational 
basis for morality viz. a combina-
tion of free-willed action and duty, 
as directed by reason. Kant also 
proposed, as a categorical impera-
tive and universalising principle, 
that a person of integrity ought to 
act according to the maxim that 
such actions should become uni-
versal law. This deontological prin-
ciple built upon one of Spinoza’s 
dicta in the previous century that 
‘Those who are governed by rea-
son desire nothing for themselves 
which they do not also desire for 
the rest of humankind …’ (Pinker, 
2019). It also represented a devel-
opment of several other principles 
of equality and impartiality (all 
persons are equal, and one’s per-
sonal interests should not be pri-
oritised over anyone else’s) as 
previously enunciated by Hobbes 
and Locke; and subsequently re-
interpreted by Rawls and Nagel.  

Several ethicists and other au-
thors have tried to interpret or re-

phrase the Kantian categorical im-
perative to include ethical respon-
sibilities for animals, and for the 
natural environment more gener-
ally, but the most satisfying ap-
proach to reconciling Kantian and 
environmental ethics has been to 
look at the categorical imperative 
through a sustainability lens 
(Mulia, 2018). 

The history and evolution of ethi-
cal theory has included a progres-
sive widening of moral considera-
tion, to include for example 
slaves, other races, future genera-
tions, animals and more recently 
(in environmental ethics and 
‘deep ecology’) whole ecosystems 
and the Earth per se. The legal ba-
sis for recognising non-human en-
vironmental entities and granting 
rights to trees, species and popu-
lations, farmed and laboratory 
animals, and natural places gained 
momentum with Christopher 
Stone’s seminal collection of es-
says in 1974 (Stone 2010), and 
culminated in ‘personhood’ being 
legally granted to rivers such as 
New Zealand’s Whanganui River. 

Humanity’s ethical responsibilities 
towards the environment have a 
long history, from pre-literate so-
cieties where survival required 
respect for and management of 
natural resources, to the religions 
that promote mankind’s steward-
ship of a God-given world, and 
more recent philosophers and en-
vironmental writers. The rise of 
environmental ethics marked a 
departure from the main Western 
traditions of ethics (including vir-
tue ethics, Kantian ethics and utili-
tarianism) in that it questioned or 

rejected anthropocentrism i.e. 
that humans are the sole frame of 
reference, as both the effectors 
(ethical agents) and the affected. 
The idea that ethical considera-
tions include the broader environ-
ment (non-anthropocentrism) has 
gained widespread acceptance, 
notwithstanding debate amongst 
ethicists regarding its validity. Alt-
hough some religious traditions 
have included the concept of 
stewardship, and although philos-
ophers have long recognised the 
ethical dimensions of environmen-
tal care, these frameworks have 
been human-centred. For exam-
ple, John Locke regarded the natu-

(Continued on page 5) 
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ral world as humanity’s property, 
although he deplored wasteful 
exploitation of nature; and re-
spect for the environment is de-
rived from those major religions 
which believe that the earth and 
the material world are ‘good’ cre-
ations and therefore should be 
cared for. This is an ancient ide-
al—in India, one of the Edicts of 
Asoka, emperor of the Mauryan 
Empire 268-232BC, whose inscrip-
tions are among the earliest evi-
dence of Buddhism, is ‘There is no 
better work than promoting the 
welfare of the whole 
world’ (Bellah, 2011). 

Various authors have suggested 
ethical frameworks that incorpo-
rate both religious traditions and 
more modern concepts of sustain-
ability, social justice, deep ecology 
and feminist ethics of care. Dis-
tinctions and debates have 
emerged between various strands 
within environmental ethics and 
there are areas of incompatibility 
between environmental ethics 
and animal ethics, theoretical en-
vironmental ethics and pragmatic 
ethics, and between bio-centric 
and eco-centric strands of 
thought. Philosophical ‘outliers’ 
which have little widespread ac-
ceptance but which nonetheless 
influence environmental debates 
include the Gaian philosophy of 
Earth as a living organism which 
maintains a complex life-
sustaining equilibrium; and calls 
for a new philosophy which recog-
nises the Earth is now entering a 
new Anthropocene epoch where 
all natural processes are affected 
by, and must be responsibly man-

aged by, humans. 

Various authors attempted to cut 
through these philosophical differ-
ences by proposing approaches to 
practical ethics, such as 
‘environmental pragmatism’ as a 
basis for natural resource man-
agement decisions and policy de-
velopment,  referring back to 
some of the 1949 ideas of the 
great American forester Aldo Leo-
pold, a seminal figure in environ-
mental ethics. Pinker (2019) also 
argues for ‘eco-pragmatism’, ra-
ther than the full agenda of deep 
ecology, which he regards as a 
counter-Enlightenment move-
ment incompatible with the pro-
gress of humanism. 

All the above ethical strands share 
a common theme of extending 
moral consideration beyond hu-
mans to other living beings, and 
are accordingly perceived in the 
public and political spheres as 
having a similarly subversive agen-
da. Moral consideration is also 
extended to future generations 
through the principles of inter-
generational equity, and incorpo-
rate justice-based approaches to 
global climate change. 

Kant’s deontological categorical 
imperative, with its emphasis on 
universalisability, has been re-
interpreted in environmental phi-
losophy as the duty of everyone 
to act in such a way as to preserve 
the Earth for future generations, 
consistent with the sustainable 
development principles of  inter-
generational equity (Mulia, 2018). 
Accordingly, this principle may be 
re-stated as a ‘categorical sustain-
ability principle’ viz. act only ac-
cording to that maxim that your 

actions, if adopted universally, 
would sustain human society and 
all forms of life indefinitely.  

References:  
Bellah, R. N. (2011). Religion in Human 
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Joseph Naimo 

I ssues regarding abuse and exploitation of the el-
derly and the disabled are persistent themes in 

debates about legal capacity, decision-making and 
guardianship. These debates serve to inform the 
construction of laws, models of assessment, over-
sight requirements or mechanisms, and to empower 
the institutions needed to govern these legal and 
community requirements. The emerging laws serve 
as preventative measures against abuse of persons 
at risk due to decision-making disabilities. It matters 
not whether the decision-making disability for a 
person stems from a cognitive disability or from a 
loss or diminishing capacity to ‘understand and ap-
preciate’ consequent risk associated with such loss 
of capacity.  

Under such circumstances the appointment of a 
substitute decision-maker (SDM) is required to act 
on behalf of the individual with a decision-making 
disability. Assigning an SDM might appear to be an 
appropriate mechanism to ensure minimisation of 
abuse. Unfortunately, and too often, there is an in-
crease of risk when unscrupulous individuals are 
enabled to abuse those for whom they hold power 
over and can hide behind the guise of SDM or 
Guardianship. Remarkably occurring, in many in-
stances, because the victims are unaware of being 
exploited, or because they lack capacity of raising 
concerns against their abusers. More deceptively 
and morally abhorrent cases of abuse and exploita-
tion occur when individuals under SDM orders 
attempt to raise concerns but those concerns are 
instead misrepresented by their SDMs to minimise 
detection. In practice, to redirect attention drawn to 
them, under the presupposition of ‘best interest’ or 
‘paternalistic’ considerations, the individual for 
whom the SDM order is made is often muffled by 
the SDM proffering or insisting upon the administra-
tion of chemical and physical restrictive practices. 
These circumstances usually involve service provid-
ers and clinicians profiteering from such interpreta-
tions and such arrangements, whether inadvertently 
or unintentionally, it is perpetrated by an abuse of 
trust.  

Currently in Australia we are in the middle of two 

significant yet separate Royal Commissions:  firstly, 
the Royal Commission into Aged Care Quality and 
Safety; and secondly, the Royal Commission into Vi-
olence, Abuse, Neglect and Exploitation of People 
with Disability. What we are discovering, and what 
many advocates have long known, is that the statu-
tory institutions assigned oversight responsibilities 
to ensure that abuse, neglect and exploitation do 
not occur, are failing in both their duty of care and 
due diligence to keep in check the service providers 
associated with much of the perpetrated harm, as 
abuse is rife.  

Substitute decision-making arrangements should be 
made when such arrangements are necessary, as a 
last resort, and subject to safeguards. Yet the safe-
guards are rather lax, it must be said. Detrimentally, 
the SDM can assert broader powers beyond sensible 
measures that include thwarting investigations un-
dertaken by family members; remove family mem-
bers from the life of the person for whom an order 
is made; ‘may inappropriately apply a ‘paternalistic’ 
or ‘best interest’ approach to decision-making 
where other approaches are required’; ‘fail to con-
sider the individual’s wishes or make decisions con-
trary to those wishes’; ‘having insufficient contact 
with the individual’; and, ‘sharing insufficient or in-
correct information’. Moreover, to subject the indi-
vidual for whom an SDM order is made to experi-
mental medical treatment in tandem with imposing 
or condoning severe and harmful restrictive practic-
es is absurd. The possibility for such forms of abuse 
is indeed enshrined, for example, within the Guardi-
anship and Administration Act of 1990 of Western 
Australia and subsequent reviews (the Office of the 
Public Advocate in WA is responsible for approxi-
mately 30,000 Guardianship orders).  

The Department of the Attorney General in Novem-
ber 2015 released the Statutory Review of the 
Guardianship and Administration Act 1990 allowing 
the appointment of an SDM to make decisions on 
behalf, and under the notion of ‘best interests of an 
adult, with a decision-making disability’ (2015, p.1).  

(Continued on page 7) 
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However, despite the intention of ‘best interest’, 
the 2015 Review within Part 5–Guardianship 
(which outlines permissible parameters), dilutes 
this objective, specifically: 

Recommendation 24: 

In support of the amendment it is noted that: 

There are instances where a guardian is re-
quired to make a decision which is contrary to 
the wishes of the represented person and 
which may require some compulsion either in 
the provision of medical treatment for behav-
iour management procedures to ensure the 
safety of the represented person or for the pro-
tection of others.  

Recommendation 25:  

That the Guardianship and Administration Act 
1990 is amended to provide that the role of a ple-
nary guardian can also include the authority to: 

 make decisions regarding restraint of the 
represented person including in relation to 
making decisions about chemical and/or 
physical restraint 

 consent to medical research, experimental 
health care, and clinical trials (2015, p.18). 

In light of these recommendations there are addi-
tional concerns regarding normalising both chemi-
cal and physical restrictive practices that are not 
only morally abhorrent, but clinically highly ques-
tionable, as too often undertaken by service pro-
viders and their contracted psychiatrists and 
treating teams, legitimated or endorsed under au-
thority of a collaborating Guardian or SDM.  

Pointedly, the two current Royal Commissions 
have their inception, partly, in the desire to pre-
vent abuse of persons at risk due to cognitive disa-
bility and diminished capacity, which will conse-
quently necessitate broad scale reform to the gov-
ernance institutions and associated service provid-
ers. Insight can be gained by law reformists in oth-
er countries that have previously tackled these 
problems in order to work through the issues. One 
such example is the Law Commission of Ontario 

(LCO) Discussion Paper (2014) which broadly iden-
tifies that “issues of abuse through the law and of 
misuse of the law are connected to every aspect of 
legal capacity, decision-making and guardian-
ship” (LCO, 2014, p.199). Similarly, the Vanguard 
Project Report of 2009 noted that the “corollary of 
trust and power is that it always creates a poten-
tial for abuse. Thus, ironically, the very instruments 
designed to protect a person from some forms of 
abuse also create an opportunity for mistreat-
ment” (p.620). Rather absurdly then, the intention 
by governance institutions to protect the vulnera-
ble also provides the capacity, and one might go as 
far to say, promotes, as enshrined in the Act, cer-
tain forms of abuse whether intentionally or not.      

According to the LCO (2014) “abuse and misuse of 
substitute decision-making powers must be under-
stood in the context in which they occur, which 
most frequently is that of close personal relation-
ships” (LCO, 2014 p. 203). The Report further elab-
orates that: “Our close personal relationships are 
important, not only to our practical needs but to 
our emotional well-being” indeed that “… family 
histories of dysfunction will play out in the context 
of substitute decision-making, just as in any other 
context” (LCO, 2014 p.203). 

In practical terms, what constitutes ‘best interest’ 
closely parallels that of ‘paternalism’ when dealing 
with people with decision-making disabilities, 
since in both cases, it mostly reduces to the inter-
ests of an SDM or Guardian, as realised in their 
decision-making practice, which is the subject of 
concern. Gerald Dworkin, in the Stanford Encyclo-
pedia of Philosophy (2020) defines paternalism as 
“the interference of a state or an individual with 
another person, against their will, and defended or 
motivated by a claim that the person interfered 
with will be better off or protected from harm.” 
The irony here is that in many instances, the per-
petrator of harm can be directly traced back to the 
SDM or Guardian. Do I need to say any more?  

References: For a full list of references, please contact the 
authors direct. 
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DON CLIFTON 

TANYA WEILER 

I n this article, we discuss our 

experience in teaching ethics in 

the on-line setting for a third-year 

undergraduate unit of study 

(‘Course’) in an Australian univer-

sity business school.  

In the Winter 2020 edition of this 

journal, we discussed our ap-

proach to teaching ethics to third-

year undergraduate business stu-

dents in the face-to-face setting. 

In that article we detailed our use 

of blended learning, flipped class-

room, and audience response sys-

tem (Mentimeter) methods, with 

a strong commitment to a values-

driven approach to teaching as 

proposed by Cranton (2001). We 

also discussed how our approach 

was grounded in a structured 

framework—that of Rossouw 

(2002)—which proposes that 

teaching business ethics has three 

complementary objectives: cogni-

tive competence, behavioural 

competence and managerial com-

petence. From there, we detailed 

how we changed the Course con-

tent to be more practical, and less 

philosophical, in terms of the de-

velopment of personal and profes-

sional ethical skills and how we 

pitched the business application 

at the organisational strategy lev-

el, with content aligned to this. 

Other developments we highlight-

ed included (a) the removal of lec-

tures with face-to-face interac-

tions all done through weekly 

workshops, (b) topic content pre-

sented through pre-recorded vide-

os students were expected to lis-

ten to in their own time, and (c) 

changing the assessments by de-

signing them as the key teaching 

tool used in the weekly work-

shops, where assessments shifted 

from being ‘assessment of learn-

ing’ to ‘assessment for and as 

learning’ (Mutch, 2012).  

The student group for the Course 

comprises two cohorts defined as 

either ‘on-line’ in that no face-to-

face classes are provided or ‘on-

campus’ where face-to-face clas-

ses (weekly workshops) are availa-

ble but attendance is not compul-

sory. With COVID-19 restrictions 

in place during the first semester 

of 2020, all students were placed 

in the ‘on-line’ environment with 

face-to-face workshops also mov-

ing to Zoom sessions. In the sec-

ond semester, face-to-face work-

shops resumed.  

How then do we go about teach-

ing ethics in the on-line setting, 

COVID-19 restrictions or not? 

There is ample commentary in the 

literature about specific teaching 

strategies and skills for on-line 

teaching (Siemens et al., 2015). 

However, when we first started to 

think about this as part of the 

overall development for the 

Course we have previously dis-

cussed, we asked ourselves 

whether there really is a meaning-

ful difference between the on-

campus versus on-line enrolled 

student cohorts, if their needs re-

ally are different, and if the teach-

ing approach needed to differ.  

We considered, for example, that 

many students who enrol in on-

campus mode don’t attend their 

scheduled face-to-face classes so 

in this sense, these students can 

be seen as similar to the on-line 

cohort who rely fully on technolo-

gy delivered content. We know 

that many on-line students live 

interstate or overseas so there is a 

time-zone issue to consider. Both 

on-line and on-campus students 

also live locally and have work 

commitments that see them have 

the equivalent of time-zone issues 

to contend with. Some students 

enrol on-line because on-campus 

classes are full, or are overseas 

due to travel restrictions, or simp-

ly cannot get to classes. These 

reasons differ to enrolling on-line 

due to some specific preference 

over on-campus study.  In short, 

we struggled to find compelling 

reasons to treat the on-line cohort 

in ways that were materially 

different to the way we treated 

those studying on-campus, as we 

recognised the student profiles 

had significant overlap.  

Some of the key literature pro-
posals as to what good teaching 
practice in the on-line setting en-
tails include; high levels of sup-
port for student-to-student and 
student-content interactions, co-
operative and collaborative learn-
ing, the use of structured online 

(Continued on page 9) 
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discussions including instructor 
involvement and moderation of 
these discussions, the provision of 
timely and constructive formative 
feedback to all students, scaffold-
ing instruction strategies and the 
use of visually engaging and inter-
active content (Siemens et al., 
2015). Doesn’t, however, this ap-
ply to good teaching practice any-
way? 

Arguments have also been pre-
sented that the workload on in-
structors teaching in the on-line 
setting can be unsustainably high 
and course design and student 
interactions can be quite taxing. 
Again, we asked the ‘why does 
need to be the case?’ question. 
Can’t good course design be ap-
plied in a way that accommodates 
the whole cohort (noting our 
claim above that the on-campus 
and on-line cohorts are not, in re-
ality, all that different) and in a 
way that is manageable from a 
time perspective by instructors?  

Drawing on the idea of Universal 
Design for Learning (Rogers-Shaw 
et al, 2018), we set about the de-
velopment of the Course peda-
gogy with a clear goal in mind—a 
design that accommodated all stu-
dents with one added feature—
face-to-face workshops for those 
who wanted to attend them.  

In terms of Course design, we dis-
cussed the key structural points in 
our previous article as summa-
rised above. In addition, we added 
weekly discussion forums for all 
students, along with weekly quiz-
zes with immediate automated 
feedback. We included both 

‘required’ and ‘additional-
optional’ resources by way of 
readings, web sites and videos. In 
discussion forums, we initiate the 
conversations and reply to every 
comment students make. We also 
conduct weekly virtual classroom 
sessions that all students can 
attend—they are not restricted to 
only those studying in on-line 
mode—with the sessions record-
ed and made available on the 
Course web site. These sessions 
replicate the on-campus work-
shops and use Zoom and Menti-
meter (we screen-share Mentime-
ter) where students join a Zoom 
session and also log-in to Menti-
meter which is the primary driver 
of the session (see our previous 
article for more on the benefits of 
using Mentimeter, which apply 
equally in the on-line setting).  

We also use regular communica-
tion engagement strategies in-
cluding weekly personal commu-
nications to all students, setting 
out what they need to do for the 
week ahead while inviting feed-
back and questions. On comple-
tion of assessed tasks, personal 
emails are sent to all students 
congratulating those who did well, 
encouraging those who passed 
but did not achieve high grades, 
and reaching out to those who 
failed or did not submit, with 
offers of help. All student respons-
es to these communications also 
receive a reply of some form, 
mostly focused on how they can 
continue to do well or improve 
their work. Communications in-
wards from students are almost 
always answered same day and 
often within an hour or two of 
receipt. In short, our communica-

tions with students support the 
literature recommendations in 
being proactive, regular, timely 
and personalised (O’ Shea, et al. 
2015; Stone et al 2016). 

How has it all worked? In terms of 
results, studies tend to show that 
student academic performance is 
similar for on-campus verses on-
line teaching (Siemens et al, 2015) 
and this has been the case for our 
Course—assessment outcomes 
across the on-line and on-campus 
cohorts are indiscernible. The 
same can be said in terms of stu-
dent feedback in terms of satisfac-
tion with the Course itself and the 
teaching experience.  

Student specific feedback re-
ceived from on-line students fol-
lowing the Course deliveries in 
2020 has also been very positive. 
Some examples include: 

“As an external student, the tute 
and lecture records (sic) were 
clear concise and to the point. 
There was no 'waffle' simply to 
occupy the necessary timeslot”. 

“He sent me a direct email atten-
tively seeking any question I had. 
At the time I didn’t have anything 
to ask but really liked knowing 
that teacher was there to help if 
need be. Especially as an external 
student”. 

“[The] feedback and communica-
tion (even with external students) 
is second to none! Honestly, I 
have never experienced anything 
like it. His personalized approach 
and efforts to reach out were 
comforting and reassuring which 
made the content easier to under-
stand”. 

(Continued on page 11) 

(Continued from page 8) 
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I  am not trying to reinvent the wheel, which by the 
way and for those who are curious, was invented 

by the ancient Mesopotamian people around 
4,200—4,000 BC, but instead I wish to amplify the 
ever-increasing chorus of individuals who are ex-
tremely concerned about how we treat our precious 
elderly and who are calling for immediate action to 
improve.  Though this has been the case for a while, 
it definitely has become a critical issue because of 
the COVID-19 situation.   

This silent enemy is damaging the health of all Aus-
tralians. As at mid-December, total known COVID-19 
cases in Australia had surpassed 28,000 with over 
900 deaths.  Certainly, every single individual infect-
ed and every single loss of life to this virus is a trage-
dy.   

Indeed, we have seen drastic images in the media 
providing insights into the suffering of humankind of 
all races, ethnicities, ages and religions.  Similarly, in 
Australia we saw outbreaks in aged care homes that 
resulted in increased loss of life.  Undeniably, we are 
in a better position than that faced by many other 
countries, but the loss of any one life is unaccepta-
ble. This is specifically so, as we are a modern coun-
try that was supposed to be well prepared to re-
duce, if not eliminate such situations. However, we 
as a society have somehow failed to do so, specifi-
cally in relation to the care of our elderly.   

The business of ‘Aged Care’ is a formidable force in 
this country.  The flourishing of this industry was 
achieved through targeted advertising, which ex-
ploited the individualistic culture of Australia.  The 
2018 Royal Commission into Aged Care Quality and 
Safety confirms that trust in the aged-care system 
was misplaced.  As we await the final report, some 
Western Australian aged-care homes have already 
been issued non-compliance notices as it has been 
revealed that more than one hundred elderly Aus-
tralians are being raped, assaulted and even mur-
dered in care facilities every week. There is clearly a 
need to enhance the existence of ethical mindsets 
of those responsible for and who work in this im-
portant sector. This can be achieved through en-

hancing aesthetic spirituality, religious spirituality, 
optimism, harmony and balance, truth seeking, pur-
suit of joy, peace, and beauty, making a difference 
and professionalism; the components of an ethical 
mindset (Issa 2009).   

Indeed, all aged-care workers should seek truth in 
their work, foster joy, peace and beauty in aged-
care homes, promote harmony and balance 
amongst residents and workers, and faithfully act in 
a professional manner, to make a positive difference 
to those in their care.  

In December 2019, under the title ‘Are we really [re]
paying this personal debt? I reflected on the issue of 
caring for the elderly, and the need to show respect 
and to honour them.  I reiterate that call and em-
phasise the need for a change in social attitudes and 
improved public policy.  Certainly, when our parents 
are unable to take care of themselves, it would be 
great to have a system that allowed their children to 
take care of them in the comfort of their home 
where they have created memories. Public policy 
should be vast enough to include a system for those 
who have no children or immediate family members 
to undertake this type of personalised care.  

For me, I would not trust anyone to care for my par-
ent, whilst I am able to do so, though this might lim-
it my movements, my social outings, but it is my du-
ty, and it is what I am required to do through my 
Christian teachings. I cherish the time spent with my 
parents as a time to learn from their unlimited wis-
dom, listening to stories, recalling the good times, 
going through images together, or other interactions 
that might bring a smile to their faces—after all they 
cared for me when I needed care, and it is my duty 
to take care of them, to somehow repay the debt … 
this is life.  

I hope this brief reflection adds to the call in our so-
ciety for better care of the elderly.  

Dr Theodora Issa 
Senior Lecturer | School of Management  
Curtin University, WA 
email: theodora.issa@curtin.edu.au 

OUR PRECIOUS ELDERLY: A SERIOUS DISCUSSION  Theodora Issa 
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“The course is extremely well or-
ganised and plenty of different 
options for learning each topic. 
That is, each topic included audio 
recordings, tutorials, course read-
ings, lecture slides, links to im-
portant websites, you tube videos 
and zoom sessions”. 

Have we created more work that 
we can reasonably manage? Not 
really. The hard part was the ini-
tial setup and yes, it took a lot of 
thinking, research and develop-
ment. We also had to work on 
efficient methods for communi-
cating with students and respond-

ing to their communications to us. 
After a while, we were able to 
build standard responses that ap-
plied in most situations and simp-
ly do a copy-and-paste with occa-
sional minor tailoring. We were 
also able to answer many ques-
tions by referring students to the 
materials we provided such as a 
simple: “No problem—can you 
have a listen to the VC session re-
cording for week X where I go 
over that in some detail and let 
me know if you need anything 
more?”.  

In summary, our approach to on-
line teaching is fundamentally no 
different to teaching students en-

rolled in on-campus mode. To us, 
good teaching is good teaching, 
and a well-designed course and 
teaching approach is required to 
address the needs of students re-
gardless of what specific study 
mode (on-campus vs on-line) they 
are enrolled in.  

References: For a full list of references, 
please contact the authors direct. 
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(Continued from page 9) 

specting of persons, and emerging from the volun-
tary support of followers. But of course this is only 
true to a limited extent. Undeniably managers at 
every level have an enormous amount of coercive or 
at least incentive-based power.  

This hints at a division here—the business and man-
agement schools where such conversations take 
place are often separate from those in the university 
who are engaged with these questions—those in 
the humanities broadly and those studying ethics 
specifically.  This division prevents important dia-
logue.  

It also suggests an opportunity, for those in universi-
ties and outside of them to join in this discussion of 
what I have called the meta ethical question: the 
question of the ethical status of this kind of power, 
framed as leadership in this specific way. 

This meta ethical question which is especially press-
ing for those of us teaching ethics in such fields is—
what should we be teaching such students about 
the ethics of leadership qua leadership? 

This goes beyond (or more properly, should likely 
come before) the discussion of ethics for particular 
scenarios and how to treat subordinates (followers) 
well but discussion is called for regarding what it 
should include. Should it begin with moral philoso-
phy? An epistemic and ethical hubris? To be critical 
of power structures such as those of the organisa-
tion? 

What should the balance and emphasis on these 
be? How should they be framed? 

Ethicists and teachers are not exclusively in a posi-
tion to make this call, nor should they be. Nor 
should only those who structure and market MBA 
programs. There should be input from the rest of 
society, from leaders and students etc. We all have 
an interest in the ways such power is framed inside 
MBA programs and how ethics is taught there.  

References: For a full list of references, please contact the 
authors direct. 
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