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My research interests are quite varied. My original academic training was actually in philosophy rather than law. I turned to law a little bit later in life, at the ripe age of 26 I decided to become a lawyer. Before that I’d been studying philosophy for probably more years than was good for me. I ended up doing a PhD in philosophy while finishing my law degree so whenever I approach legal questions it tends to be from a sort of philosophical angle. So most of my published research has been in the sort of philosophy of law, philosophy of punishment area. So my most recent publication is a book on remorse, looking at the philosophical angles of that particularly in relation to sentencing. The sentencing of convicted persons is obviously a very controversial, very sensitive area. One of the things that often gets a lot of controversy in the newspapers is whether the offender has remorse for his or her actions and so I was trying to explore the different rationales for why we might think a person does deserve some mitigation for their remorse. Perhaps even more pointedly, if someone doesn’t feel remorse we think that they deserve to get more punishment and the law varies quite a lot on that from jurisdiction to jurisdictions. 
So the next project that I’d like to work on would be a book on criminal seriousness. This relates to the issue of how seriously, how harshly we should punish people for their crimes. A very common, intuitive, plausible view is that we should punish people in proportion to the seriousness of the wrongs they do so the more serious the crime the more serious the punishment so if you commit murder that should be life in prison or 25 years or whatever it might be. And if you commit a much lesser offence you know theft or bad language it public that should be punished by a much lighter sentence.

Now everyone agrees on this really even though we might disagree about the particular years in prison. Everyone agrees that that principle of proportionality’s important but trying to get a clearer understanding of you know philosophically, at the deep level what it means for something to be a serious crime, there's a lot of room for disagreement there and I’m hoping to try and shed a bit more light on it by looking at the angle of human rights, trying to understand the seriousness of crimes and the wrongs that they constitute in terms of the human rights that are breached in criminal offending. I’m not the first person to look into this topic but I think there’s certainly room for more exploration.

Students generally, whenever I talk about a practical example, will listen much more closely and attentively and they can tell when you’re talking about something practical and real. So it gives it a much more concrete focus, it gives it a much greater plausibility than a merely abstract problem. So I try in the questions I set for exams, the essay questions, I try to give them a much more practical setting. So it’s not just an essay of you know the law on abortion needs amending, what do you think? You know critically discuss. It’s a very open agenda. I try to give a more concrete focus by saying you’re a policy officer working for the Law Reform Commission, you’ve been asked by the Attorney-General to provide a report on this area, please provide your report. So the students will end up writing about the same sort of thing, looking at the same sort of research material but they’re putting the problem in a much more concrete, realistic perspective and I think my experience in practice helps me to provide plausible examples of that because I’ve done that kind of work so I think that very much helps to give my teaching that more practical orientation.

End of recording
PAGE  
1

