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welcome from the organisers
To begin, we hope that you and your loved ones are in good health
and spirits, and that you all are dealing with the present situation we
all find ourselves in as best as possible.
While we would have loved to meet you physically in Amsterdam
at the start of—what already looks like—a beautiful summer, the
present global crisis would unfortunately not allow this. Nonetheless,
and albeit in a virtual environment that is necessitated by the afore
mentioned crisis, we—Akshath, Marina, Sanne, and Stefano—take
great pleasure in welcoming you to the second annual Amsterdam
Graduate Conference in Political Theory. Over the two days of the
conference we hope that we can, in our own limited way, address
two issues that the crisis has highlighted for us. First, while think
ing seriously about politics has always been important, a crisis is as
good a time as any to be reminded of the centrality of politics to our
lives. Especially the centrality of thinking carefully, and deeply, about
political theory. We hope to do this together over the two days of the
conference. Second, even with norms of physical distancing in place,
it does not follow that we need to maintain great social distances be
tween us. Indeed, over the two days of the conference we hope that
we will get to know each other over discussions about our papers, our
more general academic and non-academic interests, and yes, make new
friends with fellow graduate students over food and drinks as well.
Finally, we would also like to emphasise our gratitude to each
and every one of you for agreeing—at a very short notice—to still be
a part of the conference after we made the call to move to a virtual
environment. Thank you very much, and here’s hoping that we all
have an exciting conference!

❧
akshath ∙ marina ∙ sanne ∙ stefano

about the amsterdam graduate
conference in political theory
The Amsterdam Graduate Conference in Political Theory is a joint
enterprise of Ph.D. students from the Vrije Universiteit Amsterdam
(John Stuart Mill College), and the Universiteit van Amsterdam
(Departments of Philosophy and Political Science).
The conference offers graduate students and postdocs the oppor
tunity to present their research in a vibrant intellectual environment
and receive feedback from dedicated discussants. Giving participants
the opportunity to engage with faculty and students from the Univer
siteit van Amsterdam, the Vrije Universiteit as well as the keynote
speakers. Another explicit aim of the conference is to build a com
munity and a network among those Ph.D. candidates and postdocs in
terested in interdisciplinary research. The conference therefore aims to
create an intellectually stimulating environment in which Ph.D. can
didates and postdocs can interact with their peers from around the
world who share this interest.
The first edition of the conference—organised by Uğur Aytaç,
Gerrit Schaafsma, Lea Klarenbeek, and Alex Thinius—took place on
May 23–24, 2019 at the Universiteit van Amsterdam with Simon Caney
(Warwick), and Lisa Herzog (TU München) as keynote speakers.
The second edition of the conference—the present edition—was
scheduled to take place on May 28–29, 2020 at the John Stuart Mill
College, Vrije Universiteit Amsterdam. Given the global health crisis,
and the measures that have been put into place as a response to this,
a physical conference could not have taken place as scheduled. We
have therefore decided to go ahead with the conference in a virtual
environment, with Laura Valentini (KCL), and Karuna Mantena
(Columbia) as our keynote speakers.

❧
amsterdampoliticaltheory.weebly.com
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laura valentini
(london)
Professor Valentini’s work is situated in the field of
contemporary political theory and political philo
sophy. Her research interests include: global justice,
democracy, freedom, human rights, political obliga
tion, the methodology of political theory, and the
relation between political theory, social ontology
and the social sciences more broadly.
Professor Valentini holds a first degree (“lau
rea”) in Political Science from Pavia University
(Italy), and an M.A. and a Ph.D. in Political Philo
sophy from University College London. She has
been a Junior Research Fellow at The Queen’s Col
lege (Oxford University), a postdoc at the Center
for Human Values (Princeton University), a Lectur
er in Political Philosophy at UCL, and till recently
an Associate Professor of Political Science at LSE.
She is now Professor of Philosophy, Politics and
Economics at KCL.
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On public identity
disempowerment
It is well known that social disempowerment can
result from the ascription of certain identities, such
as gender, race, ethnic, or religious identities. In
this paper, I put the spotlight on a related, but dif
ferent form of disempowerment, which affects the
processes leading to the ascription of those identi
ties. This is the disempowerment suffered by those
who are deprived of adequate control over how
they are publicly perceived. I call it public-identity
disempowerment. I offer a general framework for
analysing this type of disempowerment, and dis
cuss a particularly significant instance of it: transparency-appraisal disempowerment. I explain why
transparency-appraisal disempowerment is wrong
ful, and show that it lies at the heart of otherwise
rather different social phenomena, including bully
ing, cultural exclusion, statistical discrimination,
and positive as well as negative stereotyping.

❧
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karuna mantena
(new york)
Professor Karuna Mantena specializes in political
theory with research interests in the theory and
history of empire, South Asian intellectual history,
and postcolonial democracy. Professor Mantena
holds a B.Sc. (Economics) in International Rela
tions from the London School of Economics (1995),
an M.A. in Ideology and Discourse Analysis from
the University of Essex (1996), and a Ph.D. in
Government from Harvard University (2004).
Her first book, Alibis of Empire: Henry Maine
and the Ends of Liberal Imperialism (2010), analyzed
the transformation of nineteenth-century British
imperial ideology. She is currently finishing a book
on M. K. Gandhi and the politics of nonviolence,
tentatively titled Gandhi’s Realism: Means and Ends
in Politics. She is also co-director of the Inter
na
tional Conference for the Study of Political
Thought.
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Gandhi and
the Hazards of Action
Across the twentieth century, a whole range of
Marxist, existentialist, progressive, anarchist, and
anticolonial thinkers and activists wrestled with
the legitimacy and efficacy of new forms of mass
political action—such as the boycott, the general
strike, as well as revolutionary violence. At the
same time, theorists of action—such as Weber and
Arendt—worried about the tragic, fragile, and
unmasterable character of political action. In this
talk, I place Gandhi’s conception of satyagraha
(nonviolent action) within this broader global de
bate on the dilemmas of mass political action and
suggest how satyagraha was supposed to mitigate
and resolve some of the inherent hazards of political
contestation and action.

❧
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session 1:
public reason

Both papers take issues within public reason liber
alism as their point of departure. Afnan deepens a
well known problem by arguing that applications of
this framework at the global level face an important
dilemma. Kugelberg, on the other hand, responds
to the criticism that this framework suffers from
democratic deficits. He shows that this can be miti
gated.
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Maxmillian Afnan
(london)
Maximillian Afnan is a Ph.D. Candidate in
the Government Department at the Lon
don School of Economics. Their thesis asks
whether and how principles associated with
deliberative democracy can be applied at the
global level, and is supervised by Mathias
Koenig-Archibugi. More broadly, their re
search focuses on theories of global democ
racy, comparative political theory, and the
interaction between the two.
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liberal global public reason:
too thick or too thin
Many of the most pressing policy challenges facing humanity—climate
change, migration, disease management, and so on—cross national
borders. As a result, it is widely thought that there are strong epistemic
and moral reasons for conducting political deliberation at the supra
national level. Given this recognition, an important question arises:
What normative principles should govern the conduct of political
deliberation in the supranational public sphere?
One prominent answer—especially within the liberal tradition—
is by reference to a standard of global public reason. Theories of
public reason specify what kinds of reasons and justifications may be
legitimately advanced in public deliberation, as well as what modes
of reasoning may permissibly be used to defend arguments in the
public sphere. The purpose of this paper is to argue that, by their
own evaluative standards, accounts of global public reason within the
liberal tradition face an important dilemma. On the one hand, they
seek to be expansive and rich enough to allow for the generation of
globally applicable solutions to shared problems (desideratum 1). On
the other hand, they seek to avoid imposing on diverse individuals
and peoples policies which they could reasonably reject (desideratum
2). I argue, using only principles internal to their theories, that David
Held’s liberal cosmopolitan public reason is able to satisfy the first
desideratum, but not the second, while John Rawls’ liberal nationalist
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Maxmillian Afnan
public reason can only attempt to satisfy the second by abandoning
the first.
I begin by reconstructing a liberal cosmopolitan account of
global public reason using David Held, before arguing that it is
parochial and therefore runs afoul of the second desideratum. This
is because the comprehensive liberal conception of autonomy—
understood in terms of choosing and changing one’s commitments
and living a reflective life—on which it is grounded is exactly the
kind of culturally specific, metaphysically controversial, value
which a non-liberal individual or political community might reason
ably reject.
I then consider the response that, while this is a problem for
comprehensive liberals such as Held, political liberalism can block
this move because it is compatible with the full range of comprehen
sive doctrines found both within diverse contemporary societies,
and across the world. To this response, I invoke a criterion which
political liberals themselves propose to discriminate between theo
ries of public reason: the ‘anti-sectarian desideratum’. I argue that,
even if one believes that political liberalism avoids sectarianism at
the domestic level, we have good reasons to believe that—given the
diversity of public political cultures extant in the world—applying
domestic theories of political liberalism globally would indeed be
sectarian.
Liberal nationalist public reason, as exemplified by Rawls’ The
Law of Peoples, attempts to circumvent the problem of parochialism
by positing a much thinner set of liberal principles to form the basis
of global public reason. I argue, however, that Rawls is only able to
purchase this defence against the parochialism objection at the cost
of either incompleteness or plausibility in reflective equilibrium, thus
running afoul of the first desideratum.
The principles of the ‘law of peoples’ only allow justifications for
policy that involve violating the political autonomy of a particular
people on three grounds: to prevent international aggression, viola
tions of human rights, or in response to humanitarian catastrophe.
23
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This means that Rawlsian global public reason does not have the
conceptual resources to deal with a whole swathe of international
political problems that are intrinsically global, but which cannot
straightforwardly be described as issues of aggression, human
rights, or humanitarian catastrophe. Using climate change as an
example, I consider each of the principles of the ‘law of peoples’
in turn, arguing that—both individually and collectively—they do
not contain the conceptual resources necessary to ground a global,
coercively-backed framework regulating carbon emissions. I then
consider the objection that this makes the ‘law of peoples’ not
incomplete but merely deferential to the autonomy of individual
peoples, responding that this move makes the theory implausible
in reflective equilibrium. Either way, the theory does not satisfy
desideratum 1.
Attempts to apply liberal theories of public reason at the global
level thus face an important dilemma: either they are too thick
(satisfying desideratum 1 but not 2), or too thin (satisfying 2 but not
1). Liberal cosmopolitanism grasps the first horn of the dilemma,
and liberal nationalism grasps the second, but neither attempt to
apply public reason liberalism to the international sphere is able to
resolve this deep tension.
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henrik D. Kugelberg
(oxford)
Henrik D. Kugelberg is a D.Phil. Candidate
at St Antony's College and a Stipendiary Lec
turer in Political Theory at Mansfield College,
University of Oxford. His thesis, supervised
by David Miller and Zofia Stemplowska, is
about understanding public reason liberalism
as a theory of legitimacy for the real world.
More broadly, his research focuses on the
relationship between theories of democratic
legitimacy, social choice theory, contempo
rary liberal political theory, public reason, and
religion. He holds a M.Sc. in Political Theory
from London School of Economics and a B.Sc.
in Political Sciences from Uppsala University.
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democratic deficits
and how to fix them
From the very start, opponents to public reason liberalism have
called the theory undemocratic. In the exchange between Jürgen
Habermas and John Rawls, for instance, Habermas famously criti
cised the fact that on Rawls’ account of public reason, basic liberties
are ‘withdrawn from the reach of democratic self-legislation’. Thus,
Habermas argued, the writing and re-writing of the constitution
cannot be open, transparent and—ultimately—democratic, since
public reason ‘generates a priority of liberal rights which demotes
the democratic process to an inferior status’.
While this first version of the charge had some initial pull, con
temporary proponents of public reason liberalism are unpersuaded
by it. Jonathan Quong points out that, the ‘objection is misguided’,
since ‘certain fundamental liberal rights and principles – for example,
free speech and freedom of religion – are beyond reasonable dispute’.
It would, therefore, not be desirable to let democratic publics remove
these freedoms, since doing so would be a serious violation of some
of liberalism’s central values. An idea of majoritarian rule without
constitutional guarantees for citizens is not the kind of democratic
autonomy that liberals value. The kind of democratic autonomy that
liberals do value, it is said, is compatible with public reason liberal
ism. Indeed, some proponents hold it to be its central premise: laws
and policies should—in some sense—be justified to all citizens who
live under them. It is argued that this enables a kind of political au
tonomy—citizens are free in the sense that they live under laws that
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Henrik Kugelberg
they could have chosen themselves. Laws that are acceptable to all
citizens are permissibly enforceable. This is the public justification
principle.
There are two main ways of interpreting the public justifica
tion principle. The so-called consensus interpretation entails that
acceptability demands that political decisions be justified with
reasons that are normatively relevant for all citizens. The conver
gence model, on the other hand, holds that a law is justified if all
citizens can accept it for their own, private, reasons. The differ
ences between the two models have been analysed at great length,
with nuanced and thoughtful interventions on both sides. What
has remained unexplored, however, is the structural weakness
that the most well-developed versions of both the consensus and
the convergence view share. In what follows, I will argue that they
are antidemocratic, not because they prioritise liberal rights, but
because they fail to guarantee that citizens can hold their govern
ments accountable.
To make the argument, I will re-describe the consensus and
the convergence views in an unfamiliar way—as modes of making
collective decisions. Doing so, I find that proponents of both views
allow so-called incompletely theorised agreements for making
democratic decisions. That is, they do not require legislators to
agree on which reasons that justify a political decision, only that
the political decision is justified. The consequence is that political
decisions are not conversable—citizens cannot demand and chal
lenge the reasons underpinning state action. This is worrying, be
cause enabling the critical exchange of reasons is one of democra
cy’s central values. Drawing on the discursive dilemma, a central
finding from social choice theory, I show that collective decisions
made like this will sometimes be irrational, which exacerbates the
problem greatly.
I make three key interventions. First, I explain how political
decisions that are made by incompletely theorised agreements are
impossible to hold governments to account for. This result is signifi
27
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cant not just for public reason liberalism, but for any theory of demo
cratic decision-making. Second, I demonstrate how this entails
that we must choose between committing to the most influential
views of public reason liberalism and upholding the opportunity
for democratic accountability. I argue that we should opt for the
latter, while changing our understanding of how public reason lib
eralism should operate. Instead of incompletely theorised agree
ments, we should demand conversable public decisions. In this
way, it is always possible to point to a procedure-independent
reason that justifies democratic decisions, and the reasoning of the
state is public and contestable. Third, I explain how this, in turn,
implies that only the consensus view can be salvaged—modifying
the convergence view in the necessary way will inevitably open the
door to an objectionable form of perfectionism.
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session 2:
(im)migration

Skrbic and Amanti are concerend with a normative
analysis of distinct types of migrants. Skrbic inves
tigates the moral permissibility of rights differen
tiation for migrant workers employed in temporary
labour programmes. Amanti is concerned with
forced migrants. Specifically, she is concerned with
what makes forced migration harmful and distinc
tively different form voluntary migration.
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Aristel Skrbic
(leuven)
Aristel Skrbic is an FWO Fellow and Ph.D.
candidate at the Center for Ethics, Social and
Political Philosophy, Institute of Philosophy,
KU Leuven, under the supervision of Profes
sor Raf Geenens. His research stands at the
crossroads of political and legal philosophy,
combining critical and normative approaches.
In his Ph.D. project, Aristel is developing an
ideology critique of EU law on freedom of
movement of people, with a focus on the ECJ
and its adjudicative methods. This critical
moment is in turn supplemented by a norma
tive project which proposes a more equitable
understanding and practice of free movement
of people.
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reassessing the moral permissibility
of rights differentiation
for temporary workers
This paper is an inquiry into the moral permissibility of rights dif
ferentiation for migrant workers employed in temporary labour
programmes (TLPs). While most TLPs in the democratic Western
states grant workers a package of rights comparable to domestic
workers, they admit many fewer workers than the more restrictive
TLPs practiced in states like Qatar or Singapore. The latter are widely
condemned for violating workers’ rights, as well as abusing their
human rights. However, remittances from these TLPs contribute more
towards global poverty eradication and reducing global inequality
than all transfers from OECD countries to the Global South. This
presents global egalitarians with a dilemma. From the standpoint
of non-ideal theory, immigration is one of the few ways to advance
global equality in the medium term. However, there is a widely recog
nised trade-off between the number of temporary workers admitted
and the package of rights they receive. So, either we advocate for
accepting more temporary workers with rights restrictions and so
compromise on our liberal principles or we defend the current prac
tice of Western states and thus fail to adequately meet our obligations
of global justice.
Development economists such as Milanovic, Weyl, and Rodrik,
are willing to consider rights restrictions in exchange for global jus
tice gains. Some liberal authors, such as Miller and Stilz, also allow

❧
28 May 2020, 13:45–15:15
Session 2: (Im)migration
Discussant: Tamar de Waal (amsterdam)

session 2 · (im)migration

C

for rights restrictions since they consider the status of temporary
workers as essentially contractual which means that in the absence
of coercion they are allowed to forfeit (some of) their rights when
signing up for a TLP. But the overwhelming consensus in the
liberal and liberal egalitarian circles, ever since Walzer’s Spheres of
Justice, is that differentiation of rights between domestic and mi
grant temporary workers is morally impermissible. We think such
a principled rejection of restrictive TLPs is too hasty. We advance
two arguments against the dominant liberal position rejecting
rights differentiation of any kind. We do this not to justify human
rights violations in the Gulf States. Rather, our aim is to reframe
the philosophical debate as a moral tension between persons’ rights
qua workers and their entitlements qua global citizens under con
ditions of extreme scarcity.
The first argument is internal to the Rawlsian framework.
Some global egalitarians, such as Carens, ground their rejection of
restrictive TLPs in the lexical priority between the first and second
principle. Carens treats workers’ rights as liberties falling under
the first principle of justice, while diminishing global poverty and
advancing global equality are expressions of the second principle.
The rights/numbers trade-off is thus a conflict between liberty and
equality, and the lexical priority of the former forbids us to trade
liberties of temporary workers for increasing global equality. We
want to challenge this framing of the trade-off and instead suggest
the tension lies between two aspects of liberty itself. While liberty
in Rawls’s work is usually meant as a formal concept, the worth of
liberty refers to the agent’s actual ability to exercise this liberty.
This complicates the principled rejection of restrictive TLPs since
the conflict between the two aspects of liberty cannot be resolved
abstractly but requires a stipulation about where the social mini
mum lies, and casts doubt on lexical priority under conditions of
extreme scarcity. This suggests a more nuanced assessment of the
permissibility of restrictive TLPs which takes into account the
factual situation of the temporary workers.
32

Aristel Skrbic
The second argument is methodological, taking issue with
one of the general orientations of contemporary analytic political
theory, namely it’s anti-tragic stance. Global egalitarians such as
Carens acknowledge a conflict between competing and incompatible
obligations of domestic and global justice, but end up resolving it
by establishing a hierarchy of obligations. A tragic conception of
human action, on the other hand, tells us that in certain situations
the conflict between various moral obligations cannot be solved.
The basic proposition of tragedy is that whatever action we choose
to take in such situations, we will have committed a serious moral
wrong. While such a vision of the world is present in some disci
plines such as international relations, it is usually ignored by inter
national political theorists. We argue that approaching the conflict of
obligations around TLPs from the tragic perspective would better
capture the normative problem at stake. Just as a global egalitarian
objects to the statists when they place requirements of domestic
justice ahead of duties of global justice, so we ought to reject the
framing of this conflict as one of lexical priority. Instead, we
can acknowledge that either equal treatment of workers in receiv
ing countries or the worth of liberty of those workers left behind
in source countries will be compromised, and that this is a tragic
moral choice for a global egalitarian.
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Laura Santi Amantini
(genoa)
Laura Santi Amantini is a Ph.D. candidate in
philosophy at the University of Genoa (NorthWestern Italian Philosophy Consortium). Her
Ph.D. thesis, supervised by Professor Valeria
Ottonelli, explores the grounds of the forced
migration concept and what is owed to forced
migrants. Laura has carried out part of her
research as Visiting Fellow at the Refugee
Studies Centre of the University of Oxford
and as Visiting Postgraduate Research Student
at the University of Bristol. Along with her
research on forced migration, she has also
been working on populist anti-immigrant
sentiments, assessing some implications they
have for liberal ethics of migration.
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why are forced migrants special?
the distinctive harms of displacement
How theorists conceptualise ‘refugees’, ‘displaced persons’, ‘forced
migrants’ or ‘necessitous migrants’ is largely influenced by the e thics
of migration they endorse. For those who assume that receiving states
normally have the right to exclude immigrants, the forcedness of
movement matters to assess whether the moral claim to admission
may exceptionally trump the right to exclude. By contrast, those who
defend open borders or a human right to immigrate tend to challenge
the distinctions among forced and voluntary migrants.
In this paper, I consider what makes forced migration harmful
and distinctively different form voluntary migration. To do so, I do
not proceed from a prior ethics of migration, nor do I begin from
the issue of whether forced migrants should be given priority in
immigration policies. Instead, I rely on empirical literature in forced
migration studies, ranging from displacement triggered by conflict
and violence to development induced and environmentally induced
displacement and trafficking, to argue that both internally and in
ternationally displaced people experience four distinctive kinds of
harms connected with forced displacement.
Firstly, being forced to migrate results in a loss of control: this
loss may affect control over one’s body, over one’s bodily move
ment, over one’s personal space and most intimate belongings. This
may vary, depending upon the degree of coercion and abruptness
involved. However, forced migration invariably implies a loss of
control over one’s immediate future: while migration can indeed
be an empowering experience if chosen as part of one’s life plan,
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forced displacement is experienced as a disruption of one’s life
plan.
A second harm connected with forced displacement consists
in the loss of one’s Home environment. This is not limited to the
house or dwelling: I conceive Home as a familiar environment where
the person possesses sufficient social and cultural resources to
perceive her personal identity as meaningful and to conceive future
plans. This includes human relations, a set of well-known spatial
landmarks, as well as predictable cultural and social conventions.
Importantly, losing Home is harmful independently from both the
subjective emotional attachments the person may have to that place
and from the objective opportunities she enjoys: what matters is
that the person is forcibly deprived of the environment she used to
rely on. Furthermore, I do not endorse a ‘sedentary’ conception of
the Home environment: indeed, I argue that even nomadic peoples
move within a mobile Home environment and are harmed when
displaced outside it.
Thirdly, forced migration involves a loss of social status and
material wealth. Impoverishment is largely acknowledged in em
pirical literature: forced migrants lose their source of livelihoods
and they usually leave behind most belongings, particularly when
their move is abrupt. However, the loss of status does not simply
follow from the loss of their source of livelihoods, and from the
dependence upon aid to secure basic needs, but also from the loss
of the social roles they used to have and from the loss of relevance
of their skills and knowledge. Thus, even outside camps, forced
migrants often experience marginalization and social exclusion,
which may be exacerbated by the epistemic injustice of not being
recognized as having been forced to migrate in that unfamiliar
environment.
A fourth harm concerns the psychological impact of violent and
traumatic experiences connected with forced displacement, which
undermine forced migrants’ mental wellbeing. While sometimes
forced displacement may be an unintended outcome of violence,
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violence itself may be finalized to expel undesired residents from
a piece of land. Moreover, compared to other victims of violence,
forced migrants experience distinctive psychological distress relat
ed to their move (e.g. caused by guilt or fear for those left behind,
blame and stigmatization for having fled). It is important not to
pathologize forced migrants, as if they all developed mental disor
ders. However, some do suffer from post-traumatic stress disorder,
depression and anxiety related to their forced displacement. More
over, the moral harm involved violent and traumatic experiences
remains, whether or not this gives rise to medical conditions.
In sum, forced migrants (both those displaced within and
across borders) experience distinctive harms, specifically related to
forced displacement. Clarifying such distinctive harms has impor
tant normative implications, because it helps to show why forced
migrants should be set apart from other people on the move, when
assessing what is owed to them.
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session 3:
Republicanism

In this panel one paper challenges republican po
litical theory, while the other one applies it to a
contemporary debate. McHugh offers an account
of structural domination that goes beyond the para
digmatic slave-master case. Pala describes instead a
republican approach to human rights that imposes
clear duties on the international community.
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toward an appropriate
republican regime of human rights
For republicans institutions play a constitutive role vis-à-vis republican
freedom, namely, freedom as non-domination. Freedom as nondomination, in other words, comes into existence only when certain
appropriate institutions are in place. The same, I submit, also holds
for what I call basic non-domination. Basic non-domination is a kind
of republican freedom whereby to count as minimally free individuals
ought to have a secure access to the object of those human rights that
would enable them, qua citizens, to set up a republic in the first place.
Basic non-domination is, as such, a basic citizenship-status made
up of human rights. Hence, this gives rise to the following question:
what institutions are necessary to realise and securely protect the
human rights that compose it? Put simply, how should a republican
regime of human rights look like? In this paper, I show that republi
cans have not provided a satisfactory answer to this question so far.
A new republican regime of human rights, which I outline at the end
of the paper, is thus needed.
The paper is structured as follows. First, I consider the republi
can regime of human rights advocated by standard internationalism.
Namely, an international scenario made up of free—that is, nondominating and non-dominated—states that bear the primary duty
to realise and protect the human rights essential for enjoying basic
non-domination, but whose power over them is constrained by some
not fully binding international institutions. I then show that this
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regime is unable to deliver basic non-domination as a secure status.
Indeed, within it the trumping function of republican human rights,
which requires that when violations occur external intervention in
states’ internal affairs do take place, is not acknowledged. Moreover,
this regime is not able to effectively cope with those global dynamics
falling out of state individual control (for example, climate change)
which, however, enable a variety of agents to violate human rights.
Second, I focus on the decentralised and multilevel humanrights regime supported by transnationalism. Roughly, transna
tionalism maintains that the duty to realise and protect basic nondomination should fall on all those actors that are party of interest
when human rights are at stake, and are capable of discharging it.
None, however, will have final authority over the for-mulation and
enforcement of human rights so as to avoid any concentration of
power. Contra this, I argue that, in the lack of any final authority in
matter of human-rights protection, it is not possible to either avoid
hardly solvable conflicts of competences when human rights are
violated, which would leave insecure basic non-domination; or to
enforce human rights in a legitimate—that is, non-dominating—
manner, namely, in the name of an omnilateral as opposed to uni
lateral will.
Third, I analyse the world republic advocated by political cosmo
politanism. I concede that a world republic, given its sovereign
power, would be capable of effectively constraining state power
over human rights and coping with those dynamics over which
states have little control but that enable many actors to violate
basic non-domination. I contend, however, that this human-rights
regime rests upon, as for its legitimacy, the unfeasible idea of a
global demos. Moreover, it is not well-equipped to address the risk
of global despotism.
Finally, profiting from the negative as well positive lessons
learnt previously, I argue that if there is a republican regime of
human rights that is appropriate to the cause of basic non-domi
nation, it will have to be constitutional internationalism. Namely, a
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regime that, first, grants sovereign states a primary role in matter
of human-rights protection (internationalism). And yet, second, it
constrains state power over human rights through some fully bind
ing and democrati-cally reformed international and supranational
institutions, which, importantly, do intervene when states fail none
theless (constitutionalism). This regime, third, also assigns to certain
interna-tional institutions some primary duties grounded by the
human rights composing basic non-domination, and as for them
treats states simply as their “dischargers” (minimal and non-statist
federalism). Crucially, nonetheless, this regime restricts, constrains
and counterbalances the power of these institutions in such a way
that the risk of engendering domination, let alone giving rise to a
world state, is averted. Constitutional internationalism, finally, is
legitimised by a plurality of state-demoi (demoi-cratic legitimacy).
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rescuing the dominator
in cases of systemic domination
The classic cases of domination, like the relationship between
master and slave, encourage us to think of domination as a dyadic
relationship between two agents. Yet very rarely does domination
take place without support from structural factors, be they mid
dle agents, ideologies or other socio-economic factors. Indeed, in
many instances we may not know who our dominator is, or even
that they have the potential to interfere in our choices. For example,
the single mother in the US who is working three jobs, yet still
struggles to pay her rent and thus is at risk of homelessness; who
precisely, if anyone at all, in this case dominates her? Some, when
considering such cases typically raised by relational theorists such
as Young, have even abandoned any reference to agents in their
notion of domination, suggesting, for instance, that an ideology
itself can dominate. This type of structural view aligns with socio
logical theorists and those that emphasise structural injustices such
as that of oppression. However, it is in conflict with a core tenet of
Pettit-style republicanism; whereby a dominating agent is a neces
sary condition for domination. Lovett has attempted to rescue the
agential nature of republicanism against this critique, however, I
show that his account, which requires a strictly defined relationship
between dominator and dominated, narrows too greatly the remit of
republicanism and cannot rescue the theory from this sociological
critique.
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However, this paper rescues the idea of a dominator: i.e. that
there must be some agent who dominates. Moreover, I do so in
a way that accommodates the complex interaction between agent
and structure in producing domination. This allows for a concep
tion of domination that is sensitive to structural factors (which
may be the source of power of dominators) yet does not lose the
core elements of the paradigmatic cases on which traditional
neo-republicanism is based; the relationship between master and
slave. First, I defend adopting an agent-relative view of domina
tion, resisting allowing for domination by structures themselves,
on the grounds that at the heart of a concept of domination is the
problematic imposition of an arbitrary will, such that an agent is
required. Second, I propose a widening of the definition of a social
relationship within an agent-relative account of domination, as
compared to Lovett’s approach, to incorporate ‘partially strategic’
relationships, in order to account for less proximate relationships
of domination as occur in complex systems. Partially strategic rela
tionships, as I define them, are those in which only one party must
act strategically; only one party is aware of the strategic nature of
the relationship; and the epistemic condition is that the stronger
agent must know that their actions could arbitrarily affect a poten
tial agent or group of agents. Third, I will defend this basis for an
agential definition of domination, first, against the criticism that it
widens domination too greatly, and, second, on the grounds that
it provides a better critical and social account of the interaction
between structures and agents within systems of domination that
affect our everyday lives than existing sociological accounts on the
one hand, and current agential republican accounts such as that of
Lovett on the other hand.
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Ideology and time

This session is about the power of interpretation
and its role in political theory. Kreutz takes the
power of conceptual interpretation—and metho
dology—to the question of ideology’s usefulness.
Folkerts, on the other hand, uses it to trace the
history—and the consequences of that history—
of the idea of state welfare.
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whence and whither genealogical
ideology-critique?
There are various ways in which political theory and ideology can
relate. One way is to think of ideology and political theory as inseparable, and thus integrated, theoretical pursuits. Skinner (1966), for ex
ample, thinks of ideology as a verbal short-hand for political theory;
Gramsci ([1929–35] 2011) effectively gave center stage to the study of
ideology (as hegemony) in political theorizing. Another way to think
about that relation is embodied in Vincent’s (2012) segregation thesis
which, in abbreviated form, says that ideology and political theory are
distinct. Filling in the details myself, the position to be outlined here
will take ideology and political theory to be distinct in virtue of the
former being a subject of study in some methodological approach to
the field of inquiry that is the latter.
The concept of ‘usefulness’ shall be defined as the level of contribu
tion to the overall success of a theory, measured along the usual lines
of theory choice, i.e. fit with the data, explanatory potential, simplicity,
etc (cf. Quine and Ullian 1978). Whether the concept of ideology
in political theory is useful, or not, thus depends on whether includ
ing/studying it contributes to the overall success of a (deliberately
singular) political theory. That, in turn, largely depends on methodo
logical and conceptual issues.
Hence, I take the title question to evoke a comparative evaluation
of methodological approaches in political theory, not an evaluation
of political theory as a discipline in comparison with other relevant
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disciplines such as psychology, sociology, etc. As I lack the space
to make comprehensive comparative claims, it must suffice to in
troduce one such combination of methodological and conceptual
views, namely that of ideology as the default mode of political thought
and the realist approach to political theory, on which ideology is
indeed a useful concept.
The concept of ideology I want to suggest is reminiscent of
Freeden’s definition (1998) of ideology, as well as Geertz’s (1993)
semiotic approach. The default mode approach views ideology as
the ordinary epistemic default mode through which individuals and
groups deliberately or unintendedly understand, and on the basis
of which they act upon, the political sphere—a definition which is
prima facie neutral on whether ideological thought is distorted in
the Marxian sense. It is a definition that exposes ideology as a dis
tinctive force that shapes real politics, and through which the agent
becomes a zoon politicon in the first place
The independence of the concept of ordinary epistemic default
mode from moral values puts it behind the boundaries which
Nozick (1974, 6) drew around moralistic political theory, as the
moralist is usually not concerned with the profane. For the moralist,
then, the default mode concept of ideology cannot be considered
useful. Defenders of the realist side of this Methodenstreit main
tain that political theory should be concerned with the distinctive
forces of actual politics (cf. Williams 2005). If ideology is the default
mode of political thought, and political thought is supposed to be a
distinctive force of actual politics, then realists should consider the
concept of ideology useful, as its inclusion and study is integral to
the realists’ methodological agenda and pertains, inter alia, to the
points fit with the data and explanatory potential.
An answer to the question of usefulness thus depends on
choices in methodology and conceptualization––this is the level of
analysis on which this question can reasonably be posed and has to
be evaluated pointwise. A generalized answer, one that speaks for
political theory as methodologically homogenous discipline, may
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not be possible. The answer to the title question is, as so often: ‘it
depends on what you mean by . . .’.
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interpretations of
social questions through time:
epistemological and normative
implications for state welfare
State welfare proves to be a powerful instrument for economic
equalisation as well as social integration. Among those affected by
measures of state welfare a context is created that possesses a strong
levelling effect on its members, uniting them into an arbitrary yet
inclusive group of welfare recipients setting aside existing differ
ences. At the same time state welfare can have an exclusionary effect
concerning those who stand outside this constructed group. It is
argued that the definition of the welfare group as well as the form
and extent of state welfare regarding the principles of freedom,
justice, and solidarity depends on the interpretation (Deutung) of
the social problems present in the respective society. The theory of
interpretative power (Deutungsmacht) claims that political answers
always exist in a context of conflicting interpretations of the prob
lems at hand. For interpretations are by no means just arbitrary
constructions that can be deliberately changed. They significantly
influence the belief system of the people affected by them. They let
people see and perceive different things. Power of interpretation as
a ‘soft’ form of power modally influences the actions of humans,
predefining epistemic and normative interpretations that consti
tute a space of existing options for thinking, perceiving and acting.
The ideas conveyed by them, in a Weberian sense, lay the ‘tracks’ in
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which actions seem possible or impossible. They act as an enabler
or inhibitor by putting certain options into the realm of percep
tion in the first place. What is perceived as a social problem is not
obvious but subject to the interpretations that are in a hegemonic
position at the time and place the problems arise. Situations that
are not perceived as a social problem and affected individuals that
are not interpreted as belonging to the solidary welfare group do
not cause an immediate reaction of the society or the state.
In the ancient Athenian Polis, the social question was inter
preted as a question of political participation of the full citizens.
Through land distribution and diets their democratic participa
tion was made possible. In contrast, the concerns of the major
ity of the population, comprising women, slaves, and metics, did
not fall into the discourse of the social question and were excluded
from politics. In the Middle Ages those affected by poverty were
integrated into the rigid social order. In the hegemonic Christian
system of belief, however, their poverty was interpreted as Godgiven. Therefore, the resulting church welfare as well as the Chris
tian economy of salvation could only alleviate but not eliminate
the problems. A distinction was drawn between the deserving and
the undeserving poor as well as the apostolic poor who chose this
way of life. Though universally encompassing in its aspiration the
Christian welfare strictly distinguished between alms-givers and
recipients ordered by their deservingness. With the modern age,
increasingly liberal interpretations gained power that understood
the social question as a purely individual problem. Against the
background of contractarianism, possessive individualism, and
Protestant work ethics as well as in interaction with the emerg
ing nation states, a coercive disciplining of the poor began urg
ing them to work and acquire property. Interpreting poverty as
a purely individual problem caused by corrupt or misled morals
severely hindered the development of a solidary community that
could have led to a comprehensive state welfare.
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The proposed presentation seeks to show the interpretations of
social problems through the ages and how the way state welfare
built on these interpretations results in inclusive or exclusionary
consequences. Implications for more recent cases might be drawn
from the still prevalent dominance of elitist democratic, religious
or classical liberal belief systems and their influence on welfare.
C
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Power and accountability

This session is about political power and its rela
tion to merit and accountability. Chan defends an
account of the former within the context of demo
cratic institutions, broadly construed. Jakobi, on
the other hand, analyses the specific case of lotto
cratic systems and what these entail with respect
to the latter relation between power and electoral
accountability.
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meriting political power
Many political roles, except those in the core executive and legisla
ture of established democracies, are distributed according to meritbased criteria. These jobs, including civil servants, technical advisors
for the head of government and so on, allow their occupants to exer
cise political power. Meanwhile, we often make merit claims about
politicians: to say that Trump does not merit the US presidency, for
instance, many are to imply that he does not merit the political power
he has as a president. We also resent the fact that political power is
distributed to those who do not merit it.
These facts create a bunch of interesting normative questions.
First, whereas some political roles allowing their occupants to exer
cise political power are distributed according to merit, which con
ception of merit should inform the distributive procedure of those
roles? Second, to justifiably claim that a person does (not) merit
the political power she has, which idea of merit ought we to have in
mind? Third, what underpins our resentment against people who,
in our view, do not merit their political power? To offer a pro tanto
response to these questions, we need at least a sound conception
of merit with respect to political power. In particular, this concep
tion will enable us, in Miller’s (2001, 178) terms, to ‘have a proper
measuring rod against which to gauge social realities, saying how
far they do or do not conform to meritocratic criteria’. However,
although much has been said about what makes someone deserving
or meritorious of such social goods as jobs and rewards, the suitable
basis for merit claims to power rarely invites serious contemplation.
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My aim in this article is to defend an Aristotelian basis for
merit claims to political power. I follow the Aristotelian assump
tion that merit claims to goods must be based on the characteristic
function of those goods. The characteristic function of political
power, I argue, is justice realisation: the basis for merit claims to
political power should appeal to considerations on whether this
function can be best fulfilled.
Here is my plan. In section 1, I distinguish between three gen
eral bases for merit claims to political power: The Aristotelian
View, The Qualities-Based View and The Consequentialist View.
The Aristotelian View focuses on the instrumental relationship
between an agent and the characteristic function of power; The
Qualities-Based View rests merit claims on one’s exhibition of
certain qualities, whether or not those qualities serve any ends; The
Consequentialist View rests merit claims on the state of affairs
produced by giving power to an agent. The Qualities-Based and
Consequentialist Views, I argue, run into serious difficulties.
Section 2 concentrates on The Aristotelian View. There I ar
gue that the characteristic function of power should be justice realisation, because (a) our deep concern for justice commits us to
the view that the worth of political power is largely attached to its
just exercise, and (b) claims to power must be based on considera
tions that everyone, subject to that power, can reasonably accept,
whereas considerations of justice meet this requirement. I also
distinguish between two varieties of The Aristotelian View: The
Macro-Instrumental View and The Micro-Instrumental View.
The Macro-View says that:
P merits (a specific share of) political power (more than Q),
if assigning (that share of) power to P (rather than Q) will
better realise the demands of justice overall.

The Micro-View says that:
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P merits (a specific share of) political power (more than Q),
if P has a set of qualities enabling herself to use (that share
of power) to realise the demands of justice (better than Q).

I argue that The Macro-View is a better interpretation of The Ar
istotelian View, since it avoids three important objections to The
Micro-View: The Irrationality Objection, The Indifference Objection, and The Trade-off Objection. The Irrationality Objection says
that merit claims based on The Micro-View signal a weird kind
of irrationality; The Indifference Objection says that The MicroView is indifferent to the history of an agent’s qualities, namely
how those qualities came about; The Trade-off Objection says that
The Micro-View is possibly subject to the difficult choice between
meritocracy and equality.
In section 3, I refute two common criticisms of The Macro-View:
The Democratic Objection and The Unaptness Objection. According
to The Democratic Objection, since justice requires that political
power be distributed equally, either merit claims to power are not
worth the candle, or The Macro-View leads to the absurd conclu
sion that every citizen is equally meritorious of power. According to
The Unaptness Objection, The Macro-View, in certain cases, fails
to bring out the unaptness of an individual to have power.
In the final section, I close by discussing two themes: (1) the
proper status of political virtues, namely the virtues that we usually
think exercisers of political power should exhibit, in merit claims to
power, and (2) how we should respond to the interesting normative
questions noted at the beginning of this abstract. I utilise the con
trast between the justificatory and indicative values in my concluding
remarks.
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control and accountability
in lottocracy
Within the last years, some political philosophers have proposed
systems which employ lottery selection of citizens as politicians
instead of ballot voting. The proponents argue, amongst others, that
such systems could reduce dependencies between politicians and the
economy, ensure a demographic representation of the society, and
avoid the problem of (rational) voter ignorance (Guerrero 2014).
In my talk, I address one concern which is raised against all pro
posals of lottocratic systems and which has not been answered yet:
the lack of mechanisms of accountability in lottocracies. It is one of
the most basic assumptions of democracy that the ultimate power,
the control over politicians, should be in the hands of the people. In
a lottocracy, people would no longer have the possibility to elect the
politicians they want to be represented by. Neither would they have
the possibility to sanction unlikeable behaviour by not re-electing
politicians. In my talk, I examine whether lottocracy can be called
democratic and a considerable alternative political system despite
the lack of such control mechanisms.
I begin by distinguishing two control functions elections are
claimed to have: (i) a forward-directed transmission of a concrete
mandate, and (ii) a backwards-directed control mechanism to hold
political agents accountable for their behaviour (i.a. Fearon 1999;
Mansbridge 2009). Second, I discuss three recent proposals which
analyse whether and how lottocracy might establish sufficient ac
countability between citizens and their representatives. Finally, I
argue that lottocracy would not have to be justified for not estab
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lishing mechanisms to sanction politicians retrospectively, since
it focuses on the selection of suitable candidates. I point out that,
nevertheless, any democratic political system requires a possibil
ity for the citizens to influence the subjects of political discussion
and propose to implement elections on topics, combined with a
lottery-selection of politicians. In what follows, I will briefly elabo
rate on step two and three of my talk.
In a recent volume on Legislature by Lot (Gastil and Wright
2019), Brett Hennig (2019) argues that lottocracy could establish
accountability between politicians and citizens better than elec
toral democracy, since it would build on more important account
ability mechanisms such as manifestations, free media coverage
and an independent jurisdiction. I object that although these are
important institutions for establishing accountability, they are not
sufficient to do so without institutionalized, frequent and binding
expressions of opinion, such as elections. Jane Mansbridge (2019)
suggests a more modest defence of accountability in sortitionbased systems. She argues that accountability should rather be un
derstood as explaining the reasons for one’s actions than as being
sanctioned for certain behaviour. Here, I counter that what lacks
in such deliberative accounts is a binding influence of the citizens
on the subject matters of politics. Tom Malleson (2019) argues
that by influencing the selection process, people would to a cer
tain extent have influence on the composition of the assembly and
thus on the represented opinions. Again, I object that this does not
suffice as a mechanism to transform citizen opinions into binding
influence on politicians.
In order to establish how lottocracy might, without elections
of politicians, bring about popular control by the people, I begin
by justifying why the pure selection account, defended by Jane
Mansbridge (Mansbridge 2019), is applicable to the selection of
politicians. I argue that the lottocratic system would be less depen
dent on retrospective accountability mechanisms for two reasons:
(1) The randomly selected members of the parliament would be
replaced every three to four years by a new lottery selection; there
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fore, no mechanism to prevent the re-election of unresponsive
or egoistically behaving politicians would be needed. (2) Within
lottocracies, the concept of representation would be rather de
mographic than mandate-based. While in electoral democracies
politicians ought to represent the interests of their electorate, in a
lottocracy politicians are meant to represent the interests of peo
ple from similar demographic groups. I conclude by arguing that
the pure lottery selection of politicians, although it might ensure
a descriptive representation of the citizenry, disenfranchises the
citizenry from political participation. I propose that implement
ing elections of topics rather than of politicians might overcome
this lack of influence, while at the same time keeping up the advan
tages of abolishing the election of politicians.
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session 6:
Surveillance and exploitation

Starting from Marxist political theory, this ses
sion focuses on increasing our understanding of
economic relations within contemporary society.
Whereas Venkatesh addresses a new type of indus
try initiated by/in/during the digital era, Richard
questions recent neoclassical accounts of exploita
tion, highlighting the absurd conclusions following
from them.
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Nikhil Venkatesh
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Nikhil Venkatesh is a graduate student in the
Department of Philosophy at University Col
lege London. He is supervised by Joe Horton,
Veronique Munoz-Darde and Ulrike Heuer.
His Ph.D. work primarily focuses on the
foundations and implications of utilitarian
ism, the issues associated with aggregation
and collective action, and objections to utili
tarianism from integrity, equality and ‘the
separateness of persons’. He is also interested
in the nature of normativity and morality, and
in Marxism and socialist strategy.
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surveillance capitalism:
a marx-inspired account
Some of the world’s most powerful corporations practise what
Shoshana Zuboff (2015, 2019) calls ‘surveillance capitalism’. The
core of their business is harvesting, analysing and selling data about
the people who use their products. In Zuboff’s view, the first corpo
ration to engage in surveillance capitalism was Google, followed by
Facebook; recently, firms such as Microsoft and Amazon have piv
oted towards such a model. In this paper, I suggest that Karl Marx’s
analysis of the relations between industrial capitalists and workers is
closely analogous to a story we can tell about the relations between
surveillance capitalists and users.
The analogy, in short, is this. Just as workers are driven to sell their
labour-power to industrial capitalists by their need for material subsis
tence, which they cannot meet alone, users have a need for social par
ticipation, which they cannot meet alone, and which drives them to sell
their data to surveillance capitalists. Just as industrial capitalists relieve
the workers’ needs with wages, surveillance capitalists relieve users’
needs with access to their platforms. Rather than producing by com
bining labour-power with capital, they combine users’ data with their
machine intelligence and the data of other users to create products that
they sell (typically to advertisers). The sale price commanded by such
products outstrips the cost to the firms of providing users with access
to their platforms, so surveillance capitalists profit from the interaction.
Furthermore, three normatively problematic aspects Marx found
in industrial capitalism—alienation, exploitation and accumulation—
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reappear in surveillance capitalism, albeit in different forms. Under
industrial capitalism, for Marx, workers are alienated from their
capacity to work, the products of their work, and their employers.
Under surveillance capitalism, users are alienated from their be
haviour, the products of this behaviour, and the surveillance capital
ists on whom they rely. Their behaviour—every click, like, purchase
and friendship—becomes a commodity, data, which surveillance
capitalists transform into a product that is sold to firms that users
may never directly interact with, and certainly do not profit from.
The surveillance capitalists themselves do not care whether what
happens on their platforms is good or bad, whether messages are
true or false, whether a status update announces a marriage or a
death. The people who own and manage these firms thus have the
indifferent, alienated relationship with their users as capitalists have
with their workers.
The industrial capitalist’s exploitation of the worker is associ
ated with two features: (1) the worker’s needs can only be relieved
by making a deal with the capitalist; (2) this deal benefits the capi
talist at some cost to the worker. In the case of the user and surveil
lance capitalism, the need is not (as it is for the worker) subsistence
but social participation. Surveillance capitalists profit. The cost, to
the user, comes in two forms: the first is the alienation described
above; the second is a cost relative to the possible world in which
surveillance capitalist platforms are owned by users themselves. If
they had control of the platforms that facilitate social participation,
they could meet their social needs in such an unalienated way. There
would be no harvesting of data, or if there were it could be used to
improve their lives; the platforms themselves would be designed not
to maximise data harvesting but for their good; they would know
the owners of the platforms, because they would be themselves.
Accumulation occurs in industrial capitalism as firms reinvest
profits derived from labour into their capital, increasing its value.
The capital of the surveillance capitalist is machine intelligence—
the software that uses personal data to predict future behaviour.
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Because it is intelligent (that is, it learns), the more data it receives,
the more accurate its predictions become (Zuboff 2019, 95). Ma
chine intelligence fed on more data, therefore, is more valuable.
Thus, for surveillance capitalists, accumulation—the ever-increas
ing value of their capital—comes through having access to more
data. There is an important difference here. The industrial capitalist
has to invest his profit into his capital to increase its value. Machine
intelligence grows in value simply in virtue of having access to more
data. There is therefore something more automatic about accumula
tion under surveillance capitalism: it is as if a machine in a factory
grew in value simply because more workers had worked on it.
I draw heavily on Zuboff’s work in drawing these parallels.
However, my Marx-inspired account of surveillance capitalism dif
fers from hers over the nature of the exchange between users and
surveillance capitalists. For Zuboff, this is akin either to robbery or
the gathering of raw materials; on the Marx-inspired account it is
a voluntary sale. This difference has important implications for the
question of how to resist surveillance capitalism. Most significantly,
making the consent of users a condition for surveillance capitalists
to appropriate their data will not be adequate to protect users from
being alienated and exploited, nor to prevent the accumulation of
value in the hands of surveillance capitalists. I conclude by describ
ing two alternative ways of resisting what Zuboff calls the ‘coup
from above’ (2019, chap. 18) perpetrated by surveillance capitalists.
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exploitation as price disequilibrium
This paper tries to determine how plausible neoclassical understand
ings of exploitation can be as an operative political concept—that is
one that analyses economic relations from the point of view of justice.
I will focus on the accounts of exploitation that see it as a price dis
equilibrium which still produce consumer surplus on both sides, and
specifically the influential account offered by Alan Wertheimer (and
to a lesser extent, by Hillel Steiner).
I show that his account leads to counter intuitive or bizarre
judgements on the relations between labour and capital in the capi
talist political economy. I discuss two of them.
The first is related to the so called ‘theory of the firm’ in main
stream economics. Since Ronald Coase, the capitalist firm is con
ceived as a legal entity that suspends economic competition between
productive agents for the sake of efficiency gains (in the world of
Coase’s, it replaces markets where markets cannot exist). This means
that wages within the firm are necessarily higher, or at least follow
a different distributive pattern, than the ones that would obtain if
relations of production were competitive. Following Wertheimer,
this would lead to the conclusion that labour exploits capital, and that
labourers exploit each other’s.
The second odd conclusion relies on that exploitation is a mor
alised concept, that is a concept used to make value judgements on
a given type of interaction. Any account of exploitation therefore
grounds a duty to avoid the type of interactions (economic or else)
that it has identified as exploitative. In the framework offered by
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Wertheimer, and following the above, economic agents have a duty
not to incorporate and to maintain market-like productive relations,
despite the ridiculously high costs of transactions and surge in in
efficiency that discharging such a duty would entail.
These judgements, however, are totally consistent with domi
nant neoclassical analyses of labour markets. The Shapiro–Stiglitz
model or the Insider-outsider theory of employment consider for
example that the existence of involuntary unemployment is the
proof of a excessively high cost of labour, meaning that the workers
who are currently employed reap a wage that is higher than the
market clearing rate. What makes these judgements odd is simply
that they give a normative dimension to the limited and empirical
point of view of standard labour economics. A normative theory of
exploitation needs to take a broader perspective, which equilibriumbased accounts inherently lack. Exploitation theorists should be
more than the normative clerks of neoclassical economists.
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Discussant:
Tamar de Waal
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Tamar de Waal is assistant professor in legal and
political theory at the Amsterdam Law School of
the University of Amsterdam. Her dissertation
Conditional Belonging: A Legal-philosophical Inquiry into Integration Requirements for Immigrants
in Europe (2017) won the VWR-prize for best dis
sertation in legal philosophy in the Netherlands
and Belgium. She has published articles in, among
others, Journal of Intercultural Studies, Comparative Migration Studies and Buffalo Human Rights
Law Review. In 2021, her first monograph will be
published by Hart Publishing.
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Nanda Oudejans teaches philosophy of law at the
University of Amsterdam and is affiliated to the
Paul Scholten Centre for Jurisprudence. She has
worked as a senior advisor on statelessness at the
Dutch Ministry of Security and Justice. Her dis
sertation, Asylum: A Philosophical Inquiry into the
International Protection of Refugees, was in the field
of legal and political philosophy. Oudejans’ publi
cations on refugees and migration are in Political
Theory, Constellations, the Netherlands Journal
of Legal Philosophy and the Melbourne Journal of
International Law.
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chair:
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(utrecht)
Yara Al Salman is a Ph.D. candidate in political
philosophy at Utrecht University. Her dissertation
research is about the idea of group ownership and
its value for a just society. Yara has an M.Sc. degree
in Political Theory (with distinction) from the Lon
don School of Economics.
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session 3:
Republicanism

Discussant:
Dorothea Gädeke
(utrecht)
Dr. Dorothea Gädeke is an Assistant Professor in
Philosophy. Prior to joining Universiteit Utrecht in
September 2018 she worked at Goethe-Universität
Frankfurt, Germany. Dorothea’s research focuses
on Republicanism and structural injustices, power
and democracy, especially with regard to develop
ment and the relations between the global north
and the global south.
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Discussant:
Annelien de Dijn
(utrecht)
Annelien de Dijn is Professor of Modern Political
History at Utrecht University, where she chairs
the Political History section. Her research focuses
on the history of political thought in Europe and
in the United States from 1700 to the present. Her
first book is French Political Thought from Montesquieu to Tocqueville: Liberty in a Levelled Society. She
is currently finalizing her second book, Freedom:
An Unruly History, which examines the changing
meanings of freedom from Herodotus to the pre
sent.
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Uğur Aytaç is a Ph.D. candidate in political theory
at the University of Amsterdam. He received his
B.A.s in philosophy and economics from Boga
zici University and his M.A. in philosophy and
economics from the University of Bayreuth. His
research interests lie primarily in methodological
debates in political theory, legitimacy of political
authority, and normative aspects of economic in
stitutions. His secondary interests include moral
philosophy, ideology, and epistemology.
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Power and accountability

Discussant:
gordon arlen
(amsterdam)
Gordon Arlen is a postdoctoral fellow at the Univer
sity of Amsterdam, where he works on Enzo Rossi’s
NWO-funded “Legitimacy Beyond Consent” grant
project. He received his Ph.D. in 2017 from the Uni
versity of Chicago. His published work has appeared
in the European Journal of Political Theory, Polity,
and Inquiry. His book manuscript project, Oligarchs
Among Us, provides a conceptual and normative
account of the oligarchic challenge to democracy,
drawing on a variety of historical and contemporary
sources. In fall 2020, Gordon will be a postdoctoral
research fellow at the Justitia Amplificata Centre
for Advanced Study, Goethe University Frankfurt.
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Discussant:
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Nicholas Vrousalis is Associate Professor in prac
tical philosophy at Erasmus University Rotterdam.
He read economics at Cambridge and received his
doctorate in political philosophy from Oxford.
Since 2017 he has been an associate editor of the
Review of Social Economy. His main research areas
are distributive ethics, Marxism, and democratic
theory.
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❧
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Test sessions:
Etiquette:

Setting up & using Discord.
Dates & times for the
software test sessions.
The do-s and don't-s of
virtual conferencing.

❧
social life
Meal recipes:
Virtual tour:

Optional recipes for lunch and
dinner.
Take a virtual tour of Amsterdam.

software
The software used during this conference is Discord:
Discord is a chat app, similar to programs such as Skype or TeamSpeak, or professional communications platforms like Slack. It
supports video calls, voice chat, and text, allowing users to get in
touch however they please.
Clarifications regarding what is on your screen:

• The far left side of the screen is where Direct Messages and
any servers you have joined will show up.

• The left side of the screen will be either your Friends List or a
list of channels in a server, depending on whether you are on
the Direct Messages screen or a Discord server, respectively.

Underneath these lists will be your username and profile
image, your “online” status, an indication of whether your
microphone is muted, or whether your headphones are “deaf
ened”, and your settings.

• The centre of the screen is where the chat messages are. If

you are on the Direct Messages screen without a chat open, it
will either be your activity page or your Friends List.

• The right side of the screen—if you are on a server or group

Direct Messages—will be the list of members on the server
and their roles. If you are on Direct Messages, this won’t ap
pear.
If you search for something in the search bar up at the top
right, the search results will appear on the right-hand side
and, as a result, hide the member list.

The channels:

• Discord has two type of channels: text and voice channels.
During the conference sessions the voice channels will be
used; during the breaks you are free to join any (type of) chan
nel you prefer.

technical details—software

• During the conference, all sessions will take place in the
“Main conference room”. The organisers of the conference
will initiate a video call in that channel before the start of
the sessions.

• The conference dinner and drinks will take place in the
voice channel “Dining room”.

C

• The other channels (for example, Room 1, Kitchen area,

etc.) can be used to talk to participants of the conference
separately from the main group. You can also talk to some
one on an individual basis by right clicking their name and
clicking “Message” or “Call”.

instructions on setting up discord
1. Access Discord. Discord can either be used in a web browser on
a computer by going to https://discord.com, or by using the Discord application on a computer. The browser-based version is a
good choice if you just want to try out Discord, but the app noti
fies you when there is a new message in a channel or a chat that
you are in.
Note: Although you can also use Discord on your mobile
phone by downloading the Discord app via the Google Play
Store or the iTunes App Store, the mobile app does not al
low you to share your screen.

2. Create an account on Discord. You can create your account on
the Discord registration page, or in the app. You’ll be able to en
joy all of the chat functions Discord has to offer, but it’s impor
tant to claim your account by verifying your email address. This
will ensure that you keep your username and Discriminator
(those four digits next to your user name), as well as remember
all the servers you’ve joined! To claim your account, simply check
the email that you used to create your account. If you do not see
an email, simply click the Resend button in the orange banner at
the top of the app.
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3. Join the AGCPT2020 server. To do this, click the “+” icon at
the bottom of the server list, which is on the left-hand side of
your Discord app. Next, click “Join a server” and enter the fol
lowing link: [e-mail the organisers for the link].
4. “Befriend” the organisers of the conference. This is needed so
that they’ll be able to initiate video calls. If you’d like to initiate a
separate video call with a participant in the conference, you will
need to “befriend” them as well. When the organisers are online,
you can do this by right-clicking their name and clicking “Add
Friend”. Otherwise, click the Home button on the top-left, click
“Friends” on the left-menu, click the green “Add Friend” button
at the top, and type in the Discord Tag. The organisers’ Discord
Tags are:
a.
b.
c.
d.

AkshathJitendranath#2146
StefanoMerlo#1472
SanneGroothuis#2257
MarinaUzunova#2572

guidelines on creating your individual profile
To customise your account settings, click on the cog/gear icon
near your username at the bottom left part of the app. You can use
the settings to, for example:

• Change your username, email, avatar, and password, dis
able or delete your account, or enable two-factor authenti
cation. (Access the “My Account” tab and click the “Edit”
button.)
Note: Discord will only let you change your username two
times per hour. Before you officially press “Save”, you can
double check your icon/username in the preview and see
what it will look like before comfirming the change.
Note: You will not be able to change the 4 digits/numbers
after the username. For this you’ll need to subscribe to the
paid version, called Nitro.
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• Enable two-factor authentication to protect your Discord

account with an extra layer of security. (Acces the “My Ac
count” tab and click “Enable Two-Factor Auth”.)

• Change who can Direct Message you, whose Direct Mes
C

sages get scanned by Discord for safety, who can add you
as a friend, and what data you send to Discord. (Access the
“Privacy & Safety” tab.)

• Edit your Voice Chat settings and whether you press a but

ton for your microphone to activate in voice chats, or change
the camera that Discord accesses for video calls. (Access the
“Voice & Video” tab.)
Note: This tab includes a button for testing/previewing your
video.

• Edit your notification settings. (Access the “Notifications”
tab.)

• Alter the appearance of the Discord window or turn on De
veloper Mode. (Access the “Appearance” tab.)

• Choose your preferred language. (Access the “Language”
tab.)
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test sessions
To allow you to try out your equipment and get comfortable with us
ing Discord, two test sessions will take place. During both sessions
the organisers will be present on Discord to answer any questions you
may have regarding the software. You can join either of the sessions
at any time that is most convenient for you.
If you encounter problems setting up your account and/or trying
to enter the test session, please let us know via e-mail—we will keep
track of our inbox during the test sessions.

test session 1: 25 May 2020 (Monday) at 10:00−12:00 CEST.
test session 2: 26 May 2020 (Tuesday) at 19:00−21:00 CEST.
If you are unable to join either of these sessions but would like to test
your equipment and/or Discord, please send us a message so we can
find a time that would work for you.

conference etiquette
Although many of you will have (extensive) experience joining video
meetings at this point, we thought it might be nice to include a short
refresher on best practices for video meetings.

Preparations
1. Test your internet connection, make sure it is stable and strong
enough. One website that allows you to test your internet speed is
https://www.speedtest.net.
2. Test your audio and video.
3. Familiarise yourself with the video-teleconferencing software
before the meeting, for example during the scheduled test sessions.
4. If possible, find a quiet, well-lit location with minimal background
noise.
5. If possible, turn off messaging applications to ensure that you are
not distracted during the meeting.
6. Join the meeting a couple of minutes before the start.
using the software during the conference
Joining a call. You can join a call by clicking the channel in which
the call takes place. At this point, your video isn’t shared with every
one else in the channel, but you’ll be able to join in the chat with your
voice. To share your video, press the Video button in the bottom left
corner (within the Voice and Video Panel) or the Turn on Camera
button within the video call window.
Note: Joining another channel will disconnect you from the Go
Live session. You can only view one stream, within one voice
channel at a time.

technical details—Etiquette
Sharing your screen. During a video call, you will be able to share
your screen with other participants in the call. To do so, follow these
steps:
1. Join a

voice channel in your server.

2. Press the
Go Live streaming icon in the voice status panel
(near the bottom left corner) and a new window will pop out.
3. Select an individual application window to share, or select an en
tire screen to share.
4. Press the Go Live button at the bottom of the window when you
are ready to share your stream. If you change your mind on which
screen you’d like to share, you can directly switch the screen that
is being shared from the Go Live panel.
Which channel to join. During the conference, all sessions will
take place in the “Main conference room”. The organisers of the
conference will initiate a video call in that channel before the start
of the sessions.
The conference dinner and drinks will take place in the voice
channel “Dining room”.
During breaks, you can use any of the other voice or text chan
nels to talk to participants of the conference. You can also talk to
others individually by right clicking their name and clicking “Mes
sage” or “Call”.
How to mute incoming notifications, users, and channels. While
there is no way to mute the Direct Message system yet, there are
ways of muting single users as well as channels and servers:
1. Setting your account to Do Not Disturb will mute all incoming notifications unless you’re tagged in a message or messaged
directly. Click on your avatar and click on Do Not Disturb.
2. To mute a single user on a server, right-click on the person’s
username and check the Mute button. If you want to unmute
them later, just uncheck the button using the same steps. Muting
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a user means you don’t hear their voice in a voice chat, but they
can still hear you. Blocking someone prevents you from seeing
their text messages; however, you will still hear them if you’re
both in the same voice chat.

C

3. To mute a channel in a server, right-click on the channel that you
want to mute and check the Mute button. You can also click the
alarm bell at the top of the screen. Follow the same steps to un
mute the channel.

best practices for interacting with the others
Mute yourself. When you are not speaking, please mute your mi
crophone. This will significantly reduce background noise for eve
ryone on the call. If you would like to say something during the dis
cussion, let the chair of the session know by typing “Question” and/
or “Comment” in the channel chat. The chair will take stock of eve
ryone who would like to contribute to the discussion and indicate
whose turn it is to talk (at which point you can unmute yourself).
Use the breaks to network. For example, ask some people you
would like to speak to to join you in a separate channel to (video)
chat, or join one of the channels to meet new people.
General tips. Please follow these best practices for videoconfer
encing:
1. If possible, try to prevent having light behind you, especially
from a window, or directly overhead. The best setup is to have
the light facing you.
2. If possible, try to keep things in your background that may be
distracting for you or others to a minimum. For example, a wall
in the background is less distracting than a busy road.
3. If possible, try not to multi-task during the sessions.
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meal recipes
In a traditional conference, we have the luxury of taking a break and
making our way to a lunch, and dinner spot that doesn’t actually re
quire us to do the cooking. With a virtual conference, however, we do
not have such a luxury. Further, given that we will be spending most
of the two days online, we wouldn’t even have the time to cook a meal.
We therefore thought that it would be nice to have a few quick and
easy one-pot meal recipes within the conference booklet that you can
make the night before the conference starts, and which can be eaten
over the two days for lunch and dinner.
Do note that this is strictly supererogatory and not mandatory.
But even if you do not make any of these meals, it would be nice, if
possible, to eat together over the two days of the conference as we
would traditionally do.
A Vegan Option: West African Peanut Stew
Prep Time: 10 mins
Cook Time: 45 mins
Ingredients
1. 1 tbsp olive oil
2. 4 cloves garlic
3. 1 tbsp grated fresh ginger
4. 1 or 2 sweet potato(es)
5. 1 onion
6. 1 tsp cumin
7. 1/4 tsp crushed red pepper
8. 1 can of tomatoes
9. 1/2 cup natural style peanut butter
10. 6 cups vegetable broth
11. 1/2 bunch collard greens (4–6 cups chopped)
12. 4 cups of rice

social life—meal recipes
Optional garnishes
1. 1/4 bunch cilantro
2. 1/3 cup chopped peanuts
Instructions

C

1. Peel and grate the ginger using a small holed cheese grater. Mince the
garlic, and dice the onion. Sauté the onion, ginger, and garlic in a large
pot with the olive oil over medium heat for 2–3 minutes, or until the
onion becomes soft and translucent.
2. While the onion, ginger, and garlic are sautéing, peel and dice the sweet
potato into 1/2-inch cubes. Add the sweet potato cubes, cumin, and red
pepper to the pot and continue to sauté for about 5 minutes.
3. Add the tomato paste, peanut butter, and vegetable broth to the pot.
Stir until the peanut butter and tomato paste have mostly dissolved
into the broth. Place a lid on the pot and turn the heat up to high. Allow
the stew to come up to a boil. Once it reaches a boil, turn the heat down
to medium-low and allow it to simmer for 15–20 minutes, or until the
sweet potatoes are very soft.
4. While the soup is simmering, prepare the collard greens. Use a sharp
knife to remove each stem (cut along the side of each stem), then stack
the leaves and cut them into 1/2-inch wide strips. Place the chopped col
lard greens in a colander and rinse very well.
5. Once the stew has simmered for 15–20 minutes and the sweet potatoes
are very soft, stir in the collard greens. Let the stew simmer for about 5
minutes more, then begin to smash the sweet potatoes against the side
of the pot to help thicken the stew.
6. Finally, taste the stew and add salt or red pepper, if desired. Serve the
stew with a scoop of cooked rice (about 3/4 cup), a few chopped pea
nuts, fresh cilantro, and a drizzle of sriracha, if desired.
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A Meat Option: Teriyaki Chicken and Rice
Prep Time: 5 mins
Cook Time: 30 mins
Ingredients
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

1 boneless, skinless chicken breast
1 tbsp cooking oil
2 cloves of garlic, minced
1 tsp grated fresh ginger
1.5 cups uncooked jasmine rice (any rice works actually, but jasmine
rice works best)
6. 2.5 cups water
7. Vegetables that can be stir fried (use your own imagination here)
8. 1/4 cup soy sauce
9. 2 tbsp brown sugar
10. 1 tsp toasted sesame oil
11. 2 green onions, sliced
Instructions
1. Cut the chicken breast into very small pieces, about 1/2 to 3/4-inch in
size.
2. Add the cooking oil, garlic, and ginger to a large, deep skillet. Cook
over medium heat for about 1 minute, then add the chicken pieces and
continue to sauté just until the outside of the chicken is no longer pink.
Do not over cook the chicken here, it will finish cooking with the rice.
3. Add the uncooked rice to the skillet and continue to sauté for 1–2 min
utes more. You should hear the rice popping. Finally, add the water and
give everything a brief stir to make sure there is no rice stuck to the
bottom of the skillet.
4. Place a lid on the skillet, turn the heat up to medium-high, and allow
the water to come to a full boil. Once boiling, turn the heat down to low
and let it simmer for 10 minutes.
5. While the skillet is simmering over low, prepare the teriyaki sauce. In a
small bowl, stir together the soy sauce, brown sugar, and toasted sesa
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6.

7.

C
8.

9.

me oil. The brown sugar may not fully dissolve, but that's okay. Set the
sauce aside.
After the rice has simmered for 10 minutes, lift the lid briefly to sprin
kle the frozen vegetables on top, then replace the lid immediately.
Make sure the vegetables are spread evenly over the surface. Let the
skillet continue to heat over low for an additional five minute.
After steaming the rice and vegetables together for 5 minutes, turn the
heat off and let the skillet rest with the lid in place for an additional five
minutes.
Give the teriyaki sauce another brief stir, lift the lid on the skillet, and
drizzle the sauce over the vegetables. Make sure to scrape out all the
sugar from the bottom of the bowl. Using a spatula or large spoon,
gently fold the rice and vegetables together until everything is mostly
coated in the sauce. Make sure to scoop all the way to the bottom of the
skillet when folding, as the sauce will sink to the bottom.
Place the lid back on top and let the skillet rest for a final 5 minutes to let
the flavor soak in (heat turned off). Sprinkle sliced green onions over
top just before serving.
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a virtual tour of amsterdam
Amsterdam is sparing with its sun and lavish with its wind—particu
larly so for the foreign visitor. The time when the city truly comes to
life for the first time before the hot months of the summer is May and
there would have been much to explore had we been able to host you.
There is much to explore online too, however, and here we offer you
some suggestions.
The place to go to for all things Amsterdam is Iamsterdam—a rich
website aimed at visitors of the city. Recently, it has added helpful
suggestions on how to discover the city online: from virtual tours,
and interesting short videos, to children-friendly virtual activities.
For an imperfect substitute of strolling down Amsterdam’s sites, we
recommend browsing through the 360-degree views of some of its
highlights, including, among others, the popular central Dam square
and the city Vondelpark. Or why not take a walk down a Google
street view of, for example, the famous Albert Cuyp market? Am
sterdam has been richly photographed and you can easily get a sense
of the city’s street life; just head to the street view of some of Amster
dam’s cosy neighbourhoods such as the hip De Pijp, or the charming Oud West.
Under different circumstances, the second Amsterdam Graduate
Conference in Political Theory would have taken place at the John
Stuart Mill College at VU Amsterdam. The college houses our un
dergraduate PPE programme and you can still experience its atmos
phere by watching one of our students’ video tours or a short campus tour of the university.
In the following pages, we offer you our own selection of Amsterdam
highlights with an impressive online presence.

a virtual tour—fine art

rijksmuseum
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The Rijksmuseum is an indispensable stop
for any visitor of Amsterdam. Founded in
The Hague and moved to Amsterdam in the nineteenth century, the
museum hosts some of the most famous paintings in the history
of Dutch art. Fortunately, the museum’s initiative Rijksmuseum
from home offers a fine selection of resources that will help you
explore the museum’s vault from a distance:
Watch some of the museum’s curated video introductions
to famous items from the vault, including, among others,
Pieter Roelofs on Jan Steen’s The Merry Family (1668),
Maaike Rikhof on Thérèse Schwartze’s Portrait of a Young
Woman, with ‘Puck’ the Dog (1879–1885), Josephina de Fouw
on Nicolaas Muys’ The Family Van Beeftingh (1797), and Jus
tine Rinnooy Kan on Johannes Vermeer’s The Little Street
(1657–1658).
You can also take a virtual tour of the Rijksmuseum’s Gal
lery of Honour—home to such famous paintings as Jan
Steen's The Merry Family, Johannes Vermeer’s The Milkmaid (1660) and, of course, Rembrandt van Rijn’s The Night
Watch (1642).
Finally, a wonderful resource for art enthusiasts of all ages
is the initiative RijksCreative—a series of video tutorials
on how to draw and paint like the great Dutch masters.
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a virtual tour—fine art

van gogh

One can’t visit Amsterdam without stopping by
the Van Gogh Museum which houses the larg
est collection of works by Vincent Van Gogh. The museum has a
selection of resources for exploring its archive and galleries from
home:
Take a virtual 4K tour of the museum to get a rare feeling
of what it is like to roam its floors without the presence of
crowds.
Explore the highlights of the museum which include such
famous paintings as Almond Blossom (1890), Self-portrait as
a Painter (1887–1888) and The Bedroom (1890). Be sure to
also browse the other collections of the museum, including
Van Gogh’s flower paintings, self portraits, landscapes,
and still lifes.
Read one of the freely available books about Van Gogh
and learn more about his love of Japanese art.
Why did Van Gogh cut off his ear? Bregje Gerritse explains. Don’t miss the full series of short video answers
to all sorts of curious Van Gogh questions, as well as the
stories that animate his life.
Finally, the site is full of fun resources for children.
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a virtual tour—cinema

the eye

Housed in a stunning seagull-like building that
overlooks the IJ harbour and Amsterdam’s central
railway station, the Eye Film Institute is a sight to behold. However,
there is plenty to explore online as well. So while you wait for an
other opportunity to sip a cold craft beer on the museum’s beautiful
terrace, be sure to browse through its recommendations:
C

Learn more about the Eye film collection—a wonderful
portrait of Dutch film history. Don’t miss the institute’s
study space which is devoted to all things archival.
A treasure trove of archival films from the museum’s col
lection are freely available online.
Explore the history of Dutch cinema which includes such
prominent figures as, among others, Joris Ivens, Johan van
der Keuken, and Bert Haanstra.
Dutch cinema is famous for its long-running tradition in
experimental film and for its documentary school that
took off in the 1950s. Also, don’t miss the online collection
of the famous IDFA film festival.
Learn more about the annual Eye International Conference devoted to film preservation and restoration.
Finally, the Eye offers a host of resources for children.
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a virtual tour—science

nemo

The Nemo science museum is easily spotted from afar:
the green rooftop of its distinctive building offers a
panorama view of Amsterdam. Home to all sorts of scientific cu
riousities, it is a favourite place for both children and adults alike.
Here are some tips for exploring the museum from home:
Browse through the museum’s curated gallery of experiments that you can carry out at home. These include fun
DIY activities—such as creating a chain reaction or a
super bubble blower—as well as challenging questions—
what is the taste of your nose? how do you hug someone
who is very far away?—and tests of various optical nature.
Take part in the museum’s famous chain reaction challenge by shooting a video or simply watching the videos of
other people.
Learn about the museum’s famous roof which is not only
an excellent panorama-viewing spot but also—during the
summer months—a water fun centre with swimming-pool
and beach activities.
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about the type
❧
dtl haarlemmer
Haarlemmer is a typeface released by the independ
ent foundry Dutch Type Library (DTL). It was
produced by Frank E. Blokland following original
designs created by the famous Dutch typographer
Jan van Krimpen. Van Kimpen started designing
Haarlemmer in 1938 as a tailor-made typeface for
a new edition of the Bible. The Second World War
interrupted the project and, as van Kimpen became
increasingly dissatisfied with Haarlemmer, it was
abandoned. Blokland released the digital version
of this typeface in 1995.
Haarlemmer is used for the main texts in this
booklet, including the abstracts, and biographies.

❧
eb garamond
EB Garamond is a new Garamond-type human
ist typeface designed by Georg Duffner following
Claude Garamont’s original specimen.
EB Garamond is used for the small caps head
ings in this booklet.
To learn more about Dutch typography, read Jan Midden
dorp’s popular Dutch Type (2004).
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Amsterdam, 1688, Frederick de Wit.
The cover includes an element from a map of Am
sterdam by the Dutch cartographer Frederick de
Wit (1630–1706). De Wit, who worked during the
Dutch Golden Age of the seventeenth century, is
famous for his Atlas De Wit (Stedenatlas De Wit): a
collection of painstakingly detailed maps of most
towns in the Low Countries.
A digital version of the atlas can be consulted on the website
of the National Library of the Netherlands.

