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Welcome 

 

From every member of the Manchester Centre for Political Theory (MANCEPT), we would like 

to extend you a warm welcome to Manchester for our annual Workshops in Political Theory, one 

of the largest annual gatherings of political and moral philosophers worldwide. 

 

MANCEPT is among the strongest and most active research groups in analytical political theory 

in the UK, with a long tradition of international excellence. Based in the Politics department at the 

University of Manchester, it provides a vibrant forum for ongoing research and education within 

political theory, being home to a diverse range of researchers that includes academic staff, 

postdoctoral and postgraduate researchers with interests across the discipline. Beyond the 

Workshops, it has also for more than a quarter of a century hosted the Brave New World 

conference for postgraduate research, alongside frequent one-off conferences on specific research 

topics and a bi-weekly seminar series that runs throughout the academic year. 

 

Thank you for your contributions to this year's edition of the Workshops. We hope you will enjoy 

your time here and that we will have a chance to welcome you back to Manchester again in the 

future as part of our wider activities. 
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Democratic Legitimacy and the Real World 

Room – Roscoe 2.10 

 

Matej Cíbik (Central European University, Vienna); Attila Mráz (ELTE Eötvös Loránd 

University, Budapest) 

Even the strongest democracies in the Global North and West fall short of the ambitious ideals 

set by democratic theory. Around the world, liberal democracies face rising challenges—from 

populism and oligarchy to the growing threat of autocratization—moving many ever further away 

from these ideals. Moreover, electoral but non-democratic regimes have expanded globally. 

How does political philosophy make sense of these trends? Do the tools and frameworks 

developed in analytic political philosophy still respond to our realities? This panel explores new 

directions in political philosophy and theory, inviting contributions that examine key issues and 

propose fresh approaches to the established debates concerning democratic legitimacy, authority, 

and the ethics of political participation—with particular attention to the above phenomena. 

The expanding literature on non-ideal theory (e.g., Hänel & Müller 2024) has examined what 

theories of justice can say about institutional reform in societies that fall far short of just ideals, as 

well as the ethics of political action under conditions of severe injustice—from voting to civil 

disobedience and even uncivil resistance. However, there is still much room for similar reflection 

on how normative theories of democratic legitimacy and authority (e.g., Applbaum 2019, 

Buchanan 2002, Christiano 2008) can help us think about (re)building or (re)forming democratic 

institutions in flawed or non-democratic contexts, and how democratic ideals should guide political 

action in such settings. 

Realist approaches to democratic theory have stressed the need to theorize deeply flawed 

democracies as well as outright non-democratic regimes, calling for more nuanced perspectives on 

legitimacy, authority, and political action in such cases (e.g., Bagg 2022, Jubb 2024, Schedler 2021, 

Szűcs 2023). Meanwhile, scholars outside the realist camp have also questioned whether ideal 

theories of democratic legitimacy and authority (e.g., Christiano 2008, Kolodny 2014, Habermas 

1973) provide the right tools for analyzing autocratic regimes, democratic backsliding, or de-

democratization (Wolkenstein 2023), or for guiding political action under autocracy (e.g., Kirshner 

2014, 2022). Yet, while these realist and critical perspectives offer valuable insights, they leave us 
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in need of more normative reflection on these non-ideal conditions with an action-guiding 

ambition—particularly in ways that connect back to democratic ideals. 

This panel seeks contributions that critically examine the concepts, theories, and arguments used 

to justify or challenge the legitimacy, authority, or moral value of liberal democracies. Our aim is 

to explore how these frameworks apply to deeply flawed democracies or non-democratic regimes. 

Ultimately, our goal is to develop a theoretical toolkit that is both empirically grounded and morally 

ambitious—one that allows us to better understand and evaluate under-theorized regimes, their 

institutions, and guide political actions within them. 

Paper topics include but are not limited to: 

● Concepts and ideals of political, democratic legitimacy and authority as they bear on non-

ideal conditions, imperfect or defective democracies and “soft” authoritarian systems. 

● Explanations of how imperfect or defective democracies and “soft” authoritarian systems 

hold on, lose or construe their claims to legitimate power by using concepts and ideals of 

democratic legitimacy. 

● Different justifications of democracy and democratic rule, especially as applied to 

imperfect or defective democracies. 

● The value of elections, their legitimacy and authority, as well as their role in creating or 

maintaining regime-legitimacy and authority (if any) in non-ideal conditions. 

●  Ethical norms governing the conduct of individuals (e.g., candidates), collective agents 

and institutions (e.g., parties, civil society organizations, press and media) around elections 

in non-ideal conditions. 

● The ethics of political participation and non-participation, including electoral and non-

electoral forms, in imperfect or defective democracies and non-democratic regimes. 

● The ethics of civil and uncivil disobedience and resistance against autocratic, illegitimate, 

or partially legitimate regimes. 

 

Wednesday 3rd September 

 

11:00-12:30 Registration 
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12:30-13:30 Lunch 

13:30-14:00 Welcome Speech 

14:00-16:00 Session 1 (Foundations) 

Virginia Foggo: Democratic Legitimacy without Authority 

Matej Cíbik: The Consequences of Delegitimation 

16:00-16:30 Tea and Coffee Break (optional) 

16:30-17:30 Session 1 (continued) 

Peter Verpoorten: An Exploration into Liberal Democratic Authority, 

Legitimacy and Sovereignty 

17:45-19:00 Wine Reception 

19:30 Conference Dinner 

For those who do not wish to attend the conference dinner: optional snacks and further 

drinks 

Thursday 4th September 

 

10:30-11:30 Session 2 (Popular Agency, People’s Power, and Populism) 

Maxim van Asseldonk: Constituent Power in the Real World: Legitimacy and 

Popular Agency 

11:30-12:00 Tea and Coffee Break (optional) 

12:00-13:00 Session 2 (continued) 

Karolina Jedrzejczak: Populism as a Solution to Affective Costs of Paying 

Attention 

13:00-14:00 Lunch 

14:00-16:00 Session 3 (Democracy More Realistically?) 

Vincenza Falletti: Rescue Democracy: Reflections on Political Competence 

Timothy Siew: Procedural Explainability and Agonistic Democratic Legitimacy 

16:00-16:30 Tea and Coffee Break (optional) 
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16:30-17:30 Session 3 (continued) 

Giacomo Brioni and Jacopo Marchetti: Democracy for Real People? A "Realistic" 

(non-Realist) Behavioral Account of Democracy 

19:00 PANEL DINNER at MyLahore Manchester 

(British Asian cuisine, with vegetarian and vegan options) 

14-18 Wilmslow Rd, Manchester M14 5TQ (ca. 15 min walk from the 

campus) 

Full menu here: https://www.mylahore.co.uk/wp-

content/uploads/menus/manchester-menu.pdf 

 

Friday 5th September 

 

9:30-11:30 Session 4 (Legitimacy and Non-State Actors) 

Elizabeth Kahn: Legitimacy for Activists 

Attila Mráz: Voters’ Role Morality in Democratic vs. Undemocratic Elections 

11:30-12:00 Tea and Coffee Break (optional) 

12:00-13:00 Session 5 (De-Democratization and Beyond Democracy)  

M.F.N. Giglioli: Surveillance, Legitimacy, and the Turn to Democratic 

Deconsolidation 

13:00-14:00 Lunch 

14:00-16:00 Session 5 (continued) 

Attila Mráz & Antoinette Scherz: Disobedience in the Real World: A Scalar 

Theory of Justified Resistance in Flawed Democracies and Electoral 

Autocracies 

Rob Jubb: Reaching the Threshold 

16:00-16:30 Tea and Coffee Break (optional) 

16:30-17:30  

17:30 End of Conference 

https://www.google.com/maps/place/data=!4m2!3m1!1s0x487bb18827e75033:0xd97139b0a08d2301?sa=X&ved=1t:8290&ictx=111
https://www.mylahore.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/menus/manchester-menu.pdf
https://www.mylahore.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/menus/manchester-menu.pdf
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Economic Democracy:  

Normative and Practical Challenges 

Room –  Roscoe 2.3 

 

Bernardo Ferro (University of Coimbra); Hannes Kuch (Goethe-Universität Frankfurt); 

Pedro A. Texeira (Centre Marc Bloch, HU Berlin) 

  

It has often been noted that the liberal democratic model prevalent today in most Western 

societies is not truly democratic. While the principle of popular sovereignty is usually upheld in 

the political sphere, the same does not hold for the economic sphere, where many crucial 

decisions regarding production, investment and resource allocation are left to a minority of 

powerful economic agents. And this problem is nowhere more palpable than within capitalist 

enterprises, where most workers have no say on how their work is organized, assessed or 

remunerated. 

In the last decades, the dramatic rise in inequality and corporate global power has led to renewed 

calls for the democratization of the capitalist production system. Drawing on a long socialist 

tradition, scholars such as David Schweickart, Richard Wolff and Bruno Jossa have advocated 

some form of economic or industrial democracy, i.e. the extension of political democracy to the 

economic realm with the aim of overcoming the existing power gap between corporate 

shareholders and employees. More recently, these debates have broadened as political theorists 

like Elizabeth Anderson and Isabelle Ferreras incorporated republican and liberal-egalitarian 

insights into justifications for workplace democracy. At the same time, renewed attention has 

been given to earlier thinkers from distinctly non-Marxist traditions, including John Stuart Mill 

and John Dewey. 

Some approaches to economic democracy propose moderate reforms, such as a two-chamber 

corporate governance model where capital and labour are represented separately. In other, more 

ambitious variants, economic democracy requires the generalization of worker-directed 

enterprises, where decisions about production, investment, sales and income distribution are 

collectively made by the entire workforce. However, some theorists call for a broader 

transformation of the economic sphere, combining worker self-management with the creation of 

a national investment fund, the limitation of private ownership or a tighter regulation of 
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international trade. Others push even further, questioning whether markets and democracy are 

fundamentally compatible or championing participatory forms of democratic planning. 

The goal of the present workshop is to rethink economic democracy in all of its dimensions, but 

we are particularly interested in discussing three aspects that have been at the centre of most 

recent debates: 

  

a) The normative justification of economic democracy 

Most scholars advocate economic democracy as an antidote to capitalism’s harmful social effects, 

but not all agree on their relative importance: some highlight the need to abolish domination at 

the workplace, eliminate wage exploitation or reduce inequality, while others focus on 

capitalism’s inherent instability, its tendency to reduce effective demand or the threat it poses to 

political democracy. 

  

b) The institutional meaning of economic democracy 

Different normative justifications suggest different institutional designs, which reflect different 

views on the exact scope of economic democracy, its compatibility with the market’s competitive 

pressures, or the alternative between worker codetermination and some form of social 

ownership of common productive resources. 

  

c) The transition to economic democracy 

The success of economic democracy does not hinge only on its theoretical soundness, but also 

on its political and economic feasibility. Accordingly, different road maps have been proposed 

for the institutional transition to a democratic economy, differing on the pace of transformation, 

on its social and economic costs, on the reforms that must be enacted to ensure its success and 

on how they accommodate some of the ongoing developments in the economic sphere (e.g. 

digitalization, artificial intelligence, changes in international trade). 

  

 

Thursday 4th September 
 

10:00-10:30 Registration and Welcome 

10:30-11:30 Session 1 

Bernardo Ferro (Universidade de Coimbra): Mapping Economic Democracy 
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11:30-12:00 Tea and Coffee Break 

12:00-13:00 Session 1 (continued) 

Lenart Nici (York University): The Impossible Socialism: Redux 

13:00-14:00 Lunch 

14:00-16:00 Session 2 

Angus Hebenton (University of York): The Case for Democracy in the 

Workplace: Republican or Relational Egalitarian? 

Vincent Harting (LSE): Egalitarian Corporatism and the Problem of 

Oligarchy 

16:00-16:30 Tea and Coffee Break 

16:30-17:30 Session 2 (continued) 

Philipp Stehr (TU München): A Right to Strike in Democratic Corporations 

 

Friday 5th September 
 

9:30-11:30 Session 3 

Laura Opolka (TU Dortmund): Market Power: A Blind Spot in Non-Ideal 

Theory of Justice? 

Hugo Till (University of Oxford): What is Wrong with Asset Manager 

Capitalism? 

11:30-12:00 Tea and Coffee Break 

12:00-13:00 Session 3 (continued) 

Gaard Kets and Tjidde Tempels (Radboud University Nijmegen): Workplace 

Democracy: Collective Wisdom as Catalyst for Corporate Climate Action? 

13:00-14:00 Lunch 

14:00-16:00 Session 4 

Luca Hemmerich (Goethe-Universität Frankfurt): Economic Democracy for 

the Voiceless 
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Oliver Lane-Porter (University of Queensland): A Tax on Data as an 

Experiment in Economic Democracy 

16:00 End of Conference 
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Education in Childhood and Beyond 

Room – Roscoe 4.3 

 

Tammy Harel Ben Shahar (University of Haifa) 

 

Philosophical discussions of education and schooling have traditionally focused on childhood. 

Children were historically considered “adults in the making”, and schools were considered 

central in their cognitive, professional, and moral development. Recent years have seen 

significant changes in these discussions, branching out in at least two interesting directions.  

The first involves blurring of the boundaries of childhood and adulthood, extending 

philosophical inquiries in education to adult education and lifelong learning. In certain aspects, 

children are more mature and developed than ever before. Yet, in other aspects childhood is also 

consistently extending into adulthood, and with it the years of education and training needed for 

adult life. Corresponding the extension of childhood, philosophical questions that focused 

exclusively on K-12 education, are increasingly explored with regard to post-secondary 

education. For example, philosophers engage in discussions around widening and equalizing 

access to higher education, including a defense of a universal right to higher education. There is 

also growing interest in the aims of higher education and the division of labor between K-12 and 

higher education in promoting the individual and social goals of education. Additionally, the 

principles and duties of educational justice are being applied, mutatis mutandis, to institutions of 

higher education, raising interesting debates about the support universities are required to 

provide students, regulation of student life on campus, campus free speech, desirable educational 

outcomes, and more.   

Another direction in which the philosophical discussion of education has developed involves the 

growing literature on the nature of childhood and its implications for education. Thus, 

philosophers have debated whether there are unique goods associated with childhood, what they 

consist in, and what duties they create. Another issue involves children’s developing capacities 

and autonomy, and how these should be considered in decision-making. These debates (and 

others) have significant implications for core issues in the philosophy of education. For, 

obviously, our account of childhood will affect how we conceptualize schools and their goals; 

how we design schools and educational practices within them; how we envision relations 

between children and adults (parents, educators) in schools; what powers children should have in 
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educational decision-making; how we should accommodate individual differences in 

development and talent; how we should balance school and play; and more.   

Drawing on emerging perspectives on education as a lifelong preoccupation, the workshop aims 

to provide a friendly and supportive forum for exploring issues related to education in childhood 

and beyond. 

 

 

Wednesday 3rd September 

 

11:00-12:30 Registration 

12:30-13:30 Lunch 

13:30-14:00 Welcome Speech 

14:00-16:00 Session 1 

Nethanel Lipshitz: Educational Interests and Egalitarian Distributive Justice: 

The Case of Gifted Children (full paper) 

Asa Melander: Promoting fruitful discussion on equity in education that 

includes potential high achievers  

16:00-16:30 Tea and Coffee Break (optional) 

16:30-17:30 Session 1 (continued) 

Tammy Harel Ben Shahar: The temporal aspects of ability development  

17:45-19:00 Wine Reception 

19:30 Conference Dinner 

 

Thursday 4th September 

 

9:30-11:30 Session 2 

Ram Rivlin, Proxy-Consent and Moral Education in Children and (other) 

Incapacitated Persons 
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Darius Weil: Justifying the Practice of Teaching in K-12 American Schools 

(full paper) 

11:30-12:00 Tea and Coffee Break (optional) 

12:00-13:00 Session 2 (continued) 

Iason Papaioannou-Turner: On the Pursuit of Intrapersonal Excellence and 

Education (full paper) 

 

13:00-14:00 Lunch 

14:00-16:00 Session 3 

Adam Weiller Gur-Arye: Teacher-student relations and moral education in 

Socrates' geometry lesson to the slave-boy (full paper) 

Matthew Clayton: Moral Education and Self-Rule 

16:00-16:30 Tea and Coffee Break (optional) 

 

Friday 5th September 

 

9:30-11:30 Session 4 

Nynke Douma: Supplementary Education and Equality of Opportunity in 

Education: Exploring the Concept, Assumptions and Impact  

Adam Swift: Discussion  

11:30-12:00 Tea and Coffee Break (optional) 

13:00-14:00 Lunch 
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Fundamental Questions on Affective Injustice 

Room – Roscoe 2.5 

 

4-5 September, Manchester 

  

Affective injustice – suffered by individuals “in their capacity as affective beings,” i.e., capable of 

experiencing, interpreting, regulating, and expressing affective states and emotions (Srinivasan 

2018) – has been attracting growing interest among normative political theorists and philosophers 

in the last decade.  

The nascent yet burgeoning affective injustice literature has thus far primarily centred on 

identifying relevant cases. For instance, some have focused on invidious forms of “affective 

dilemmas,” whereby oppressed groups’ members are forced to either suppress their warranted 

emotions – e.g., anger, resentment – or risk exacerbating their disadvantage (Archer & Mills 2019; 

Srinivasan 2018). Others have analysed troubling cases of “emotional imperialism” and “violations 

of affective rights,” such as when members of social groups who have suffered injustices in the 

past are pressured to participate in the emotional rituals of historically dominating cultural 

majorities – e.g., socially mandated public displays and expressions of grief and mourning for fallen 

soldiers (Archer & Matheson 2020; Archer 2024). Others still, have highlighted unequal – e.g., 

gendered or racialised – distributions of distinctively emotional burdens in social interactions – 

e.g., emotion work to regulate one’s (or others’) emotions so that others are spared efforts or 

embarrassment (Liebow & Glazer 2019; Villa 2024).  

With a few exceptions (Gallegos 2021; Whitney 2018), several theoretical questions concerning, 

e.g., the nature of affective injustice, its precise conceptualisation, and – more generally – its place 

within broader (egalitarian) social justice theories remain severely underexplored. This is 

problematic since the field of normative affective injustice theory is ripe for theoretical 

development, as the rich, long-standing research program on the affective and emotional 

dimensions of social, cultural, and political life in several cognate social science disciplines suggests 

(e.g., Ahmed 2004; Hochschild 1983, 2016).  

Against this backdrop, the panel investigates issues related, but not limited, to the following points: 

definitions of affective harms, disadvantages and injustice (and relationships between them); how 

affective injustice relates to other types of injustice – e.g., epistemic injustice, structural oppression; 

accounts of “affective rights,” their normative grounds, possible correlative duties or 
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responsibilities; normative and prescriptive analyses of emotion-related social practices and norms 

– e.g., external emotional regulation, emotion-centred stereotyping; role of emotions and beliefs 

in constituting affective injustice; affective injustice and political movements, practices of 

citizenship, institutions (e.g., state, workplace, education); collective dimensions of affective 

injustice. 

Convenors: Rossella De Bernardi (University of Genoa) and Quân Nguyen (University College 

Dublin) 

 

Wednesday 3rd September (Affective Injustice panel not in session) 

11:00-12:30 Registration (it stays open later!) 

12:30-13:30 Lunch 

13:30-14:00 Welcome Speech 

14:00-16:00 Session 1  

Free to attend other workshops (list available on MANCEPT website) 

16:00-16:30 Tea and Coffee Break  

16:30-17:30 Session 1 (continued)  

Free to attend other workshops 

17:45-19:00 MANCEPT Wine Reception 

19:30 MANCEPT Conference Dinner  

Thursday 4th September 

9:30 Start of Affective Injustice panel 

 Session 2 (9:30-11:30) 

9:30-10:30 Shiloh Whitney (Fordham), The Injustice of Affective Injustice 

10:30-11:30 Samuel Kramer (Köln): Pure Structural Injustice? Power, Responsibility, and 

Affective Injustice 

11:30-12:00 Tea and Coffee Break  
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12:00-13:00 Session 2 (continued) 

Pilar Lopez Cantero (Antwerp): Distributive Affective Injustice 

13:00-14:00 Lunch 

 Session 3 (14:00-16:00) 

14:00-15:00 Shené de Rijk (Johannesburg): Toxic Positivity and Affective Injustice 

15:00-16:00 Hannah Lee (Groningen): The Hermeneutical Stakes of Affective Injustice 

16:00-16:30 Tea and Coffee Break  

16:30-17:30 Session 3 (continued) 

Daniel Vespermann (Heidelberg), Sanna Tirkkonen (Helsinki): Existential Injustice: 

Structural Wrongs to Affective Dispositions  

19:00 – Panel dinner at Bundobust Brewery, provided by Research Ireland  

St James Building, 61-69 Oxford Street, Manchester, M1 6EQ 

https://bundobust.com/locations/manchester-brewery/   

 

Friday 5th September 

 

 Session 4 (9:30-11:30) 

9:30-10:30 Alfred Archer (Tilburg), Affective Justice: A Relational Egalitarian Approach 

10:30-11:30 Sandra Timmerman (Twente): Algorithmic Emotional Injustice: Affective Harms 

in Human-ChatGPT Interactions 

11:30-12:00 Tea and Coffee Break  

12:00-13:00 Session 4 (continued) 

Aymeric Leroy (Sciences Po): Simone de Beauvoir and the Affective Injustice of 

Ressentiment 

13:00-14:00 Lunch 

https://bundobust.com/locations/manchester-brewery/
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14:00-15:00 Session 5 

Sibylle Léonard (Sciences Po): Affective Paternalism and the Politics of Regret: 

Emotional Normativity in Women’s Reproductive Lives 

15:00 – End of Affective Injustice panel 

15:00-16:00 Free to attend other workshops 

16:00-16:30 Tea and Coffee Break 

16:30-17:30 Session 5 (continued) 

Free to attend other workshops 

17:30 End of Conference 
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Imagination as Resistance: The Liberatory Forces of 

the Mind against Epistemic Injustice 

Room – Roscoe 2.8 

 

Somreeta Paul (University of California, Santa Cruz) 

A particularly compelling case of epistemic injustice arises when there is a deficit in our shared 

tools of social interpretation, the collective hermeneutical resource, such that marginalized social 

groups are at a disadvantage in making sense of their distinctive and important experiences 

(Fricker, 2007). However, hermeneutical injustice persists when marginalized groups have 

produced their own interpretive tools to make sense of those experiences, which Goetze calls 

‘hermeneutical dissent’ (2018). This, in relation to testimonial injustice, is a relatively new interest 

in epistemology that deserves further exploration. For instance, there are cases where the ones 

who are hermeneutically resourceful are, in fact, hermeneutically (and thus epistemically) 

harmed. They possess the conceptual repertoire to comprehend their experience and initiate 

successful communication, but instead become the victims of misinterpretation, appropriation, 

neglect, and, in the process, epistemically harmed. On the other hand, the ones who are 

hermeneutically deprived or can afford to be so, through their privileged racial, gendered, 

cultural, and class hierarchy, become the epistemic violators. Further, epistemic violators not 

only can be ignorant of their epistemic limitations but also ignorant of their ignorance (epistemic 

meta-ignorance). This can cause the oppressed to be disinterested in introducing their concepts 

to the worldly collective of hermeneutical resources because confinement and privacy can 

protect their repertoire from hermeneutic imperialism and appropriation. In light of these recent 

developments in epistemology literature, one might wonder how it can be ameliorative. As 

Medina proposes, it is the responsibility of all agents, both belonging to hermeneutically 

deprived and hermeneutically resourceful communities, but especially the deliberate or non-

deliberate epistemic violators, to prevent hermeneutical death. But what are these 

responsibilities, and how do we initiate them? What and how revolutionaries like Sojourner 

Truth’s definition of women (1851), Maria Laguna’s “loving perception” (1989), Audrey Lorde’s 

“Poetry is not a luxury,” or Hansda Sowvendra Shekhar’s “The Adivasi Will Not Dance” (2015) 

have in common that contributed to the hermeneutical expansion and prompted epistemic 

friction? Most importantly, how can we, as individual epistemic agents, do the same, no matter 
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which category we belong to? Medina (2012) and Amy Kind (2025) have recently explored this 

social dimension of imagination. A change in resistant belief and comprehensive epistemic 

friction can be achieved by resistant imagination at the personal, interpersonal, and collective 

levels by virtue of its inherent ability to accommodate counter-moral situations. They can act as 

liberatory exertion to shatter epistemic hegemony and strategic ignorance. Further, imagination 

can aid empathetic perspective-taking, which is critical for just democratic deliberation. Broadly 

construed, it can be the responsibility of the socially privileged to channel imagination into 

empathetic perspective-taking. Or it can be the responsibility of the socially marginalized to 

articulate their experiences that help the socially privileged to engage with them. I aim to explore 

the benefits and risks of this line of thinking. 

  

 

Wednesday 3rd September 

 

11:00-12:30 Registration 

12:30-13:30 Lunch 

13:30-14:00 Welcome Speech 

14:00-16:00 

14:00- 14:30 

14:30-15:00 

 

15:00- 15:30 

15:30- 16:00 

Session 1 

Somreeta Paul: Can Imagination change our social beliefs? 

Matilde Ferrucci: How Standardized Imagination Can Still Be a Means of Struggle 

Against Epistemic Injustices 

Jiani Zhong: Free Will as an Essentially Contested Concept: Which 

Conception(s) Can Catalyze Non-Retributive Revolution? 

Q&A 

16:00-16:30 Tea and Coffee Break (optional) 

16:30-17:30 

16:30- 17:00 

17:00-17:30 

Session 1 (continued) 

Francesco Cagnin: Imagining Together, Resistance, and Understanding 

Q&A 

17:45-19:00 Wine Reception 
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19:30 Conference Dinner 

 

Thursday 4th September 

 

9:30-11:30 

9:30- 10:00 

 

10:00-10:30 

10:30-11:00 

Session 2 

Teófilo Reis: Dancing history against the grain: an epistemic reading of the 

Brazilian Carnival 

Michaila Peters: Elegiac Imagination: The Antidote to American Fascism 

Q&A 

11:30-12:00 Tea and Coffee Break (optional) 

12:00-13:00 

12:00- 12:30 

12:30- 13:00 

Session 2 (continued) 

Kieran Salt: Imagining accurately: empathy or sympathy 

Q&A 

13:00-14:00 Lunch 

14:00-16:00 

14:00-14:30 

14:30-15:00 

 

15:00-15:30 

Session 3 

Asia Sakchatchawan: Authenticity as a relationalist virtue 

Rochat Florence: Complementary approach to the epistemic benefit brought by 

fiction: how narrative recourses and fictional worlds can help us in critically 

assess epistemic claims 

Q&A 

16:00-16:30 Tea and Coffee Break (optional) 
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Integrating Politics and  

Philosophy of Science from Below 

Room – Roscoe 2.9 

 

Alejo Stark (University of Utah); Pedro Monque (University of North Carolina at 

Charlotte) 

  

The relationship between science and politics has long been a subject of philosophical debate. 

Today, ideas about what science is and its epistemic value for society matter deeply for the world. 

We face a situation where scientific denialism can trigger an equally problematic scientific 

authoritarianism. More than ever, there is a need to integrate political philosophy and philosophy 

of science to put forward a compelling vision of how science can help us navigate our present 

ecological and political crises. The task ahead entails critiquing the colonial and capitalist values 

that guide scientific practice without losing science’s contributions to human flourishing. 

  

The goal of this workshop is to consider what a compelling vision of science that tackles today’s 

crises might be. To this end, we will bring together political philosophers and philosophers of 

science. These two groups, we believe, do not dialogue enough. Yet, debates about “natural 

limits” and “planetary boundaries” that divide green and red thinkers (e.g. Kohei Saito, Matt 

Huber, Kate Raworth, Giorgos Kallis), or how a poor understanding of the philosophy of 

science keeps economics trapped in a dismal formalism (e.g. Clive Spash), and the way in which 

social movements and indigenous peoples have worked to reconceptualize science and propose 

better practices in light of colonial histories (Robin Kimmerer and Sandra Harding), these all 

show the relevance of philosophy of science for political philosophy and vice versa. Many of the 

pressing questions of today (be they about ecological limits, reproductive rights, or 

democratizing knowledge) require an integratedunderstanding of both political philosophy and 

philosophy of science. A naïve understanding of science can be just as dangerous to political 

proposals as a naïve understanding of politics is to those concerned with defending science’s 

epistemological status today. 
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Both of us (Alejo Stark and Pedro Monque) work at the intersection of political philosophy and 

philosophy of science. Stark has worked with Zapatista communities in Chiapas, Mexico, to 

show that they do not reject scientific knowledge or see it as inevitably dominating. Monque 

works with environmental activists in Venezuela and asks how novel concepts from Latin 

American social movements (e.g. extractivism) enable a different diagnosis of the environmental 

crisis. We recently collaborated on a panel for the History of Science Society that confirmed to us the 

fruitfulness of discussing “political philosophy of science from below,” especially from a Latin 

American perspective. We want to continue this conversation but expand our focus to anyone 

interested in envisioning a compelling vision for science given today’s challenges. 

  

Some questions: (1) What is the role of the sciences in struggles for emancipation and in 

addressing our current political and ecological crises? (2) How have activists, social movements, 

and indigenous peoples theorized the role played by the sciences in their domination? (3) Which 

debates today suffer the most from a lack of awareness about the history and philosophy of 

science? And (4) How might an integrated understanding of political philosophy and philosophy 

of science help us to articulate a non-dominating vision of science and its epistemological status? 

  

Wednesday 3rd September 

11:00-

12:30 
Registration 

12:30-

13:30 
Lunch 

13:30-

14:00 
Welcome Speech 

14:00-

16:00 

Session 1 

Daniel West – “Why Political Theory Needs Ecology: The Case for 

Ecological Realism” 

Ela Tokay – “Devouring the Other: Scientific Rationality and the 

Domination of Nature in an Age of Climate Control” 

16:00-

16:30 
Tea and Coffee Break (optional) 
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16:30-

17:30 

Session 1 (continued) 

Karoliina Pulkkinen – “Legitimacy Through Outputs: How Science and 

Technology Can Contribute to Nondemocratic Legitimization” 

Rory Kent – “Scientism, Ideology, and the Division of Cognitive 

Labour” 

17:45-

19:00 
Wine Reception 

19:30 Conference Dinner 

Thursday 4th September 

9:30-

11:30 

Session 2 

Obed Frausto Gatica – “Political Philosophy of Science and Standpoint 

Theory. Differences and Similarities” 

Ambrosio Velasco Gómez (and Cesar de Rosas) – “Critique of 

Epistemocratic Colonialism and New Republican Intercultural 

Paradigms” 

11:30-

12:00 
Tea and Coffee Break (optional) 

12:00-

13:00 
EARLY GROUP LUNCH (or emergency reschedule slot) 

13:00-

14:00 
Lunch 

14:00-

16:00 

Session 3 

Christian Castro-Martinez – “From the Salt Flats to Scientific 

Sovereignty: Lithium and the Making of a National Project.” 

Alejo Stark – “Political Movements and Scientific Communities: 

Zapatista Lessons for Political Philosophy of Science.” 

16:00-

16:30 
Tea and Coffee Break (optional) 
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16:30-

17:30 

Session 3 (continued) 

Jamie Shaw – “Stakeholder Theory and the Limits of Democracy: 

Lessons from Extension Programs in Agriculture” 

Friday 5th September 

9:30-

11:30 

Session 4 

Nicole Whalen and Pedro Monque – “Agrarianism, Degrowth and 

Ecological Limits” 

11:30-

12:00 
Tea and Coffee Break (optional) 

12:00-

13:00 

Session 4 (continued) 

Kyle Ferguson – “Scope, Hope and the Social Cost of Carbon” 

13:00-

14:00 
Lunch 

14:00-

16:00 

Session 5 

Whole Group Roundtable on Integrating Politics and Philosophy of 

Science from Below 

16:00-

16:30 
Tea and Coffee Break (optional) 

16:30-

17:30 

Session 5 (continued) 

FREE TIME (or emergency reschedule slot) 

17:30 End of Conference 
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Intimate Utopias: What do they look like,  

and how do we get there?  

Room – Roscoe 2.2 

 

Luke Brunning (University of Leeds); Sophie Goddard (University of Leeds) 

  

There have been many attempts to imagine utopian societies, but these efforts often focus on 

changes to the public sphere; to how we work, how society is structured, and how we will be 

governed. Less attention has been directed to changes in our intimate lives. This workshop aims 

to explore the future of intimacy in all its forms – from friendship, family life, romantic 

relationships or collegiality. What does good intimacy look like? What social, legal, cultural, or 

personal changes are required to enact these futures? How are we currently being held-back? Is 

utopian intimacy possible?  

  

 Wednesday 3rd September 

  

  

11:00-12:30 Central registration 

12:30-13:30 Lunch 

13:45 Introductions 

14:00-16:00 

 Session 1- Consent  

●      Lucy Shanahan – (University of Leeds) – ‘Ideal 

Consensual Non-Consensual Sex’ 

  

●      Laurin Tirpitz – (Humboldt University) – ‘(Sexual) 

Consent – Finally a liberation for all?’ 

16:00-16:30 Tea and Coffee Break 

16:30-17:30  Session 2 – Self-esteem  
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●      Sanat Sogani – (Central European University) – ‘Why 

Personal Relationships Cannot And Should Not Bear The 

Weight Of Supporting People’s Self-Esteem’ 

17:45-19:00 Wine Reception 

19:30 Conference Dinner 

 Thursday 4th September 

  

  

9:30-11:30 

 Session 3 – Intimacy and AI  

●      Jasmine Gunkel – (University of Western Ontario) – 

‘AI, Pseudointimacy, and Why Intimacy Matters’ 

  

●      Max Lewis – (Yale University) – ‘AI, Intimacy, and 

Narrative Agency’ 

11:30-12:00 Tea and Coffee Break (optional) 

12:00-13:00 

 Session 4 – Self-disclosure  

●      Alex Fisher – (Tilburg University) – ‘The Ethics of 

Self-Disclosure in Online Dating’ 

13:00-14:00 Lunch 

14:00-16:00 

 Session 5 – Posthumous intimacy  

●      Nathan Barrett – (University of Leeds) – ‘Till Death 

(Don’t) Us Part: Sex, Robots, and the Ethics of Posthumous 

Intimacy’ 

  

●      Helena Ward – (University of Oxford) – 

‘Conversations with Grief-Bots’ 

16:00-16:30 Tea and Coffee Break (optional) 

5pm  Pub (Venue TBC) 
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7pm  Workshop Dinner 

 Friday 5th September 

  

  

9:30-11:30 

 Session 6 – Dating apps  

●      Erinne Paisley – (University of Copenhagen) – ‘“Send 

Me a Screenshot!” Collective Feminist Sense-Making in 

Dating App Cultures’ 

  

●      Sam Mace – (University of Leeds) – ‘Swiping left on 

internet dating- A case for deliberative in-person dating’ 

11:30-12:00 Tea and Coffee Break (optional) 

12:00-13:00 

 Session 7 – Friendship  

●      George Surtees – (University of Sheffield) – ‘On 

Valuing Aesthetic Features of Your Friend’ 

13:00-14:00 Lunch 

14:00 End of workshop (or coffee / pub)  
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New and Old Methodological Challenges in 

Normative Political Theory 

Room – Roscoe 3.3 

 

Leonardo Menezes (University of Minho) 

Recently, there has been a notable surge in scholarly attention directed towards the 

methodological difficulties inherent in political theory, especially regarding its practical relevance: 

What is the relationship between political theory and political practice? How can one decide 

what political practices are morally right? What is the proper role or feasibility considerations in 

normative political theory? And of democracy? Political theorists now face growing demands to 

articulate and critically examine the methodologies and theoretical perspectives they employ in 

their research, leading some to suggest innovative techniques and strategies for exploring 

political theory. This ‘methodological moment’ (Floyd, 2022) is prominently reflected in both 

academic literature and the ongoing dialogues among theorists at significant forums. 

Debates surrounding the role of ideal and non-ideal-theory (Simmons, 2010; Valentini, 2012; 

Sen, 2006; Stemplowska, 2008; Swift, 2008), realism and moralism (Rossi & Sleat, 2014; Geuss, 

2005; Erman & Möller, 2018; Leader Maynard & Worship, 2018), fact-sensitivity and fact-

insensitivity (Miller, 2016; Cohen, 2003; Pogge, 2008; Lippert-Rasmussen, 2017), as well as the 

relevance of feasibility constraints (Gilabert, 2019; Lawford-Smith, 2013), have played a crucial 

role in carving out space for original political theory projects. Yet, other methods of inquiry, 

analysis, and argument that political theorists apply in their research have only received fleeting 

attention. 

The aim of this workshop is to push the frontiers of methodological innovation. The 

development of new methodological approaches in political theory is significant for both 

reevaluating long-held practices and for addressing the unique and complex challenges that 

contemporary societies must navigate. In this context, innovation transcends merely revitalising 

scholarly discussions; it focuses on creating approaches that can better address pressing global 

challenges and evolving social dynamics. Such developments might provide a more refined 

perspective for engaging with essential political topics, such as immigration, the challenges of 

multiculturalism, climate change, the exercise of free speech, and the pursuit of global 

distributive justice. Also, innovative methodologies can enhance the inclusivity of political 
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theory, allowing for a broader representation of varied viewpoints. Numerous approaches 

historically adopted in normative theory have been shaped by Western or Eurocentric lenses, 

which may not fully capture the complexities found in global experiences. Finally, numerous 

political theorists engage in their work not solely for the sake of ‘pure’ theory, but also with the 

intention of persuading both the citizens and policy-makers to bring about changes in society. 

In this workshop, we will explore the implications of these various methodological challenges 

and approaches to political theory. We welcome papers that could explore, among other topics, 

  

• The shortcomings of mainstream methodologies in addressing contemporary challenges 

such as global migration and climate change, while also suggesting modifications or 

enhancements to these methods  

• The ways in which methodological advancements can incorporate decolonial, indigenous, 

and non-Western perspectives to enhance inclusivity within political theory, providing 

insights that are informed by a range of historical and ethical dimensions  

• The interplay between ethics and public policy, and the potential benefits and drawbacks 

of combining empirical data and policy-makers dilemmas with normative considerations   

• The purpose of developing innovative methodological approaches in political theory 

such as ethnography, phenomenology and discursive perspectives  

  

Wednesday 3rd September 

11:00-12:30 Registration 

12:30-13:30 Lunch 

13:30-14:00 Welcome Speech 

14:00-16:00 Session 1 

16:00-16:30 Tea and Coffee Break 

16:30-17:30 

Session 1 (continued) 

James Pearson (University of Amsterdam): ‘The Limits of 

Genealogical Critique: Nietzsche on Context, Culture, and 

Flourishing’ 

17:45-19:00 Wine Reception 
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19:30 Conference Dinner 

 

Thursday 4th September 

9:30-11:30 

Session 2 

Elizabeth Kahn (University of Durham): ‘The Imperative to 

Engage’ 

Anna Milioni (University of Montreal): ‘Minimum residence 

requirements for accessing citizenship’ 

11:30-12:00 Tea and Coffee Break 

12:00-13:00 

Session 2 (continued) 

Leonardo Menezes (University of Minho): ‘Re-framing 

Problem-Oriented Approaches: Towards a Global South 

Migration Ethics’ 

13:00-14:00 Lunch 

14:00-16:00 

Session 3 

Johann Go (University of Strathclyde): ‘The Role of the 

Public Political Philosopher Adviser not Proselytiser’ 

Paul Raekstad (University of Amsterdam) : ‘How to Judge 

Political Values? 

16:00-16:30 Tea and Coffee Break 

16:30-17:30 

Session 3 (continued) 

Jonathan Floyd (University of Bristol): ‘Methods and 

Methodology in Political Philosophy (or should that be 

political theory)?’ 

 

Friday 5th September 

9:30-11:30 

Session 4 

Aatif Abbas (Colgate University): ‘Inclusive Contractualism 

and Adaptive Preferences’ 
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Andrew Stewart (Chapman University): ‘Justifying Political 

Philosophy’ 

11:30-12:00 Tea and Coffee Break 

12:00-13:00 

Session 4 (continued) 

Edmund Handby (Duke University): ‘Artificial Intelligence 

as a Method of Normative Political Philosophy’ 

13:00-14:00 Lunch 

14:00-15:00 

Session 5 

Janusz Grygieńć (Nicolaus Copernicus University): ‘Against 

Dystopophobia: Theoretical Frameworks for the Politics of 

Collapse’                      

16:00-16:30 Tea and Coffee Break 

16:30-17:30 
Session 5 (continued) 

  

17:30 End of Conference 
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New Directions in Human Rights Theory 

Room – Roscoe 3.4 

 

Jesse Tomalty (University of Bergen); Kerri Woods (University of Leeds)  

Human rights occupy a prominent place in international and national politics. We may be 

witnessing the destabilization of previously dominant global norms, including, importantly, human 

rights as a marker of legitimacy and as principles to be upheld universally. Yet, the purported 

inviolability and inherent dignity of the human person remains a powerful and inspiring idea taken 

up by activists and political leaders across the world.   

Over the past few decades, human rights theory has burgeoned into an important area of study, 

encompassing a variety of questions about the nature, justification, content, scope, and 

implications of human rights. 

While progress has been made in articulating different positions and debates within human rights 

theory, many fundamental questions about human rights remain unanswered, notably concerning 

their normative source and authority, and the connection between human rights theory and 

practice. 

Furthermore, despite its global relevance, human rights theory has so far been dominated by 

Western scholars working mainly in the liberal, analytic tradition. This represents an important 

limitation on our understanding of human rights, which may be challenged as well as renewed by 

engagement with and between diverse and global philosophical perspectives.  

This panel will bring together researchers from different theoretical traditions and positions with 

the dual aim of taking stock of human rights theory to date and reflecting on its future. To this 

end, we welcome contributions that advance ongoing debates within human rights theory, as well 

as those that identify and take up questions and perspectives that have been overlooked or 

underexplored. 

 

 

Wednesday 3rd September 
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11:00-12:30 Registration 

12:30-13:30 Lunch 

13:30-14:00 Welcome Speech 

14:00-16:00 Session 1 

Jesse Tomalty and Kerri Woods: Justifying Human Rights as the Rights of 

Humans 

Ciara Luxton: Justifying human rights to the basic equality sceptic: a bundle 

account of equal moral status 

16:00-16:30 Tea and Coffee Break (optional) 

16:30-17:30 Session 1 (continued) 

Valérie Topf: The Essentialist Fallacy as a Principal Cause of Speciesism’ 

Ø Please pre-read 

17:45-19:00 Wine Reception 

19:30 Conference Dinner 

 

Thursday 4th September 

 

9:30-11:30 Session 2 

Saladin Meckled-Garcia: What comes first? Reasons vs interests in grounding 

human rights? 

Ø Please pre-read 

Adina Preda: Justification of human rights 

11:30-12:00 Tea and Coffee Break (optional) 

12:00-13:00 Session 2 (continued) 

Jan Turlej: Rethinking the Definition of Human Rights: Circularity and Social 
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Recognition 

Ø Please pre-read 

13:00-14:00 Lunch 

14:00-16:00 Session 3 

Sare Temel: The Right to Have Rights: The Transformation of Human to 

Citizen 

Ø Please pre-read 

Pablo Serra-Palao: Exploring the role of vulnerability in the philosophical 

foundation of human rights 

16:00-16:30 Tea and Coffee Break (optional) 

16:30-17:30 Session 3 (continued) 

Free session   

19.00 Workshop dinner at Zouk - please confirm attendance 

https://zoukteabar.co.uk/  

 

Friday 5th September 

 

9:30-11:30 Session 4 

Dan Corrigan: Human Dignity and the Right to Equal Political Participation 

in East Asian Context 

Letizia Konderak: Rights at the Borders of the Legal and Political Realm. Views 

from Other Species and Foreign Places 

Ø Please pre-read 

11:30-12:00 Tea and Coffee Break (optional) 

12:00-13:00 Session 4 (continued) 

Funding discussion: sketch of a proposal from Jesse and Kerri - anyone else 

with funding plans is welcome to also make a short presentation with Q&A 

https://zoukteabar.co.uk/
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13:00-14:00 Lunch - our workshop closes 
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Partial Aggregation:  

Foundations, Concepts, and Mechanisms 

Room – Roscoe 3.5 

 

Lea Bourguignon (LSE); Jonas Harney (TU Dortmund); Milan Mossé (UC Berkeley) 

 

Many believe that we ought to save many people from full-body paralysis rather than save 

a single life, but that it would be wrong to prevent countless headaches rather than saving a single 

person’s life. Those judgments are in tension. The first favours an aggregative moral ideal, according 

to which burdens can be added up in moral reasoning, so that they together outweigh a more 

severe burden. The second favours an anti-aggregative moral ideal, on which sufficiently large burdens 

retain priority over any number of smaller burdens. Theories of partial (or limited) aggregation aspire 

to reconcile these judgements in a principled way. Their broader interest lies in the prospect of 

settling long-standing debates in ethical theory, for example between contractualists and 

consequentialists, regarding when and why the numbers should count. 

While early work in partial aggregation arrived at conclusions regarding whom to save by 

forming and breaking ties among individuals’ claims to be saved (Kamm 1993, Scanlon 1998), 

recent theories have developed restrictions on how different kinds of claims can inform such 

conclusions, depending on their relevance to each other and to the decision at hand (Voorhoeve 

2014, Tadros 2019, van Gils & Tomlin 2020, Rüger 2020, Steuwer 2021, Hart 2022, Mann 2022, 

Zhang 2024). The literature has just begun to explore the range of cases that a theory of partial 

aggregation would need to address, for example those involving heterogeneous groups (Tomlin 

2017, Horton 2018, Tadros 2019, van Gils & Tomlin 2020), multiple options (Mann 2022), non-

fixed populations (Harney & Khawaja 2023), quasi-competition (Tomlin 2017, Mann 2021), and 

risk (Horton 2017 & 2020, Lazar 2018, Walen 2020, Francis 2024). Meanwhile, it remains an open 

question whether partial aggregation is compatible with individualist moral theories like 

contractualism (Scanlon 1998, Zhang 2024), or whether instead such theories lead to skepticism 

about moral aggregation of any kind (Taurek 1977, Otsuka 2000, Munoz-Dardé 2005, Muñoz 

2024). Indeed, some have suggested that the difficulties attached to partial aggregation motivate 

full-blown moral aggregation, with practically no restrictions at all (Parfit 2011, Halstead 2016, 

Horton 2018). 
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The proliferation of recent work on partial aggregation suggests a number of pressing open 

questions, including the following: 

- Is partial aggregation consistent or does it collapse into either Full Aggregation or 

skepticism about aggregation?  

- Can partial aggregation be reconciled with individualist moral theory? What makes a moral 

theory “individualist” in the relevant sense? What is the best formulation of the so-called 

“individualist restriction”? 

- What are moral claims, and how do they relate to reasons? What does it take for claims to 

be relevant to each other or to one’s decision? How should claims be balanced, added up, 

cancelled, or otherwise combined? 

- What do we expect from a theory of partial aggregation? How should we assess a theory’s 

extensional adequacy and its explanatory power? 

- Do moral and political philosophy call for distinct theories of partial aggregation, or will a 

unified account suffice? How does partial aggregation bear on public policy? 

The panel provides a forum to discuss all of the above and further matters on partial aggregation 

more generally. 

 

 

Wednesday 3rd September 

 

11:00-12:30 Registration 

12:30-13:30 Lunch 

13:30-14:00 Welcome Speech 

14:00-16:00 Session 1: Foundations and Concepts 

Léa Bourguignon (LSE), Jonas Harney (Dortmund University), Milan Mossé (UC 

Berkeley): Individualism and its Limits 

Campbell Brown (LSE): Innumerate Aggregation 

16:00-16:30 Tea and Coffee Break 

16:30-17:30 Session 1: Refinements 

Jonas Harney (Dortmund University): Global Reasons to Satisfy Locally Relevant 
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Claims 

17:45-19:00 Wine Reception 

19:30 Conference Dinner 

 

Thursday 4th September 

 

9:30-11:30 Session 2: Fairness and Equality 

James Goodrich (University of Wisconsin-Madison): What Makes Welfare Irrelevant? 

James Hart (Oxford University): Partial Aggregation, Broomean Fairness and 

Heterogeneous Groups 

11:30-12:00 Tea and Coffee Break 

12:00-13:00 Session 3: Refinements 

Tomi Francis (Oxford University): Variable-Population Partial Aggregation 

13:00-14:00 Lunch 

14:00-16:00 Workshop Discussion: Future Directions in Partial Aggregation 

 

 

16:00-16:30 Tea and Coffee Break 

 

Friday 5th September 

 

9:30-11:30 Session 4: Justifying Partial Aggregation 

Russell McIntosh (UC Berkeley): What Explains Justifiable Aggregation 

Bastian Steuwer (Ashoka University): Aggregation and the Separateness of Persons 

11:30-12:00 Tea and Coffee Break 

12:00-13:00 Session 4: Justifying Partial Aggregation 

Annette Dufner (Bielefeld University): Limited Aggregation: A Person-Neutral 
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Defense 

13:00-14:00 Lunch 

14:00-16:00 Session 5: Beyond Relevance? 

Martin Sjöberg (Lund University): Partial Aggregation and ‘The Clean Break 

Objection’ 

Jakob Lohmar (Oxford University): Partial Aggregation, Bounded Aggregation, 

and the Severity of Wrongs 

16:00-16:30 Tea and Coffee Break 

16:30-17:30 Session 5: Beyond Relevance? 

Alex Voorhoeve (LSE), Norihito Sakamoto (Tokyo University of Science): Limited 

Aggregation: A New, Egalitarian Approach 

17:30 End of Conference 
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Philosophy of Degrowth 

Room – Roscoe 3.2 

 

Caleb Althorpe (Utrecht University); Catarina Neves (Utrecht University)  

 

The concept of ‘degrowth’ and a degrowth economy are increasingly being proposed as a solution 

to a range of challenges facing contemporary political communities: such as deepening 

environmental crises, growing wealth and income inequalities, and pervasive corporate power. 

Given the lackluster response to these crises in recent years, the call to move beyond growth and 

GDP is part of a wider set of movements aiming to rethink and challenge the central assumptions 

that make up modern capitalist systems. Yet so far debates about degrowth have been dominated 

by ecological economists, political scientists, and policymakers, with political theorists and 

philosophers only beginning to examine the host of normative and ethical questions raised and 

touched upon by degrowth proposals (Rose, 2020; Rose et al. 2022; Parr 2024; Plunkett 2024).  

Proponents of degrowth argue that it is fundamentally misguided to use growth-based measures 

like GDP as indicators of human and economic development (Durand, 2024; Gomez-Baggethun, 

2022; Schmelzer, Vetter and Vansintjan, 2022; Jackson, 2021; Hickel, 2020). Instead a degrowth 

economy would, as one leading proponent puts it, be a “planned reduction of energy and resource 

use designed to bring the economy back into balance with the living world in a way that reduces 

inequality and improves human well-being,” with a particular focus on targeting the economies of 

the Global North (Hickel 2021). To achieve such an aim, degrowthers argue for the 

implementation of a range of policies and initiatives: including descaling ‘excess production’, work-

time reduction policies and the abolishing of some forms of work (Bärnthaler & Gough, 2023), 

the promotion of new ways of living (Gough, 2023; Soper, 2020), the redistribution of income and 

wealth at a global scale, the implementation of an unconditional basic income (Cosme et. al., 2017), 

promoting non-profits and cooperative enterprises, the localization of financial institutions, and 

monetary reform (Dittmer, 2013).  

The aim of this panel is to contribute to the growing philosophical literature on degrowth by 

exploring normative questions about degrowth’s aims, the institutions required to realize it, and 

its political implementation.  

We invite contributions that address, but are not limited to, the following topics:  

• The normative values achieved by growth and their contingency.  



 44 

• The relationship between a degrowth economy and democracy (including economic 

democracy).  

• Degrowth and distributive justice.  

• The relationship between degrowth and calls for a post-work society.  

• Ethics of planning production and economic descaling.  

• Degrowth and environmental ethics.  

• Degrowth and global and/or intergenerational justice.  

• Degrowth and corporate governance.  

• The political justification and feasibility of degrowth proposals 

 

 

 

Wednesday 3rd September 

11:00-12:30 Registration 

12:30-13:30 Lunch 

13:30-14:00 Welcome Speech 

14:00-16:00 Session 1 - Degrowth and Wellbeing 

Luc van Vliet - Traversing the Fantasy of Growth: Libidinal Economy and the 

Strategic Impasse of Degrowth 

Gideon Frey - Is more stuff always better? Post-growth as public value-

satiability 

16:00-16:30 Tea and Coffee Break (optional) 

16.30-17.30 Session 1 – Degrowth and Wellbeing (continued) 

Stuart White - Alternative hedonism and civic virtue: can degrowth be a 

feasible, legitimate and desirable liberal republican politics? 

17:45-19:00 Wine Reception 

19:30 Conference Dinner 
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Thursday 4th September 

11:00- 13:00 Session 2 - Degrowth and Economic Democracy 

Susan Erck - The Arbitrary Rule of Financial Kings: Degrowth and the 

Democratization of Finance 

Caleb Althorpe - Degrowth and the Values of Democracy 

13:00-14:00 Lunch 

14:00-16:00 Session 3 - Degrowth and Policy 

Jamie Draper - Green Industrial Policy and (De)growth 

Sine Bağatur - Relational Productive Justice: Rethinking Trade and Work in a 

Degrowth Framework  

16:00-16:30 Tea and Coffee Break (optional) 

16:30-17:30 Session 4  - Degrowth and Economic Policy (Continued) 

Catarina Neves – Three Challenges for Degrowth  

 

Friday 5th September 

 

11:00-13:00 Session 4  - Growth and Justice I  

Lukas Fuchs - Justice and the Governance of Techno-economic Growth 

Jeff Caroll - Growth, Wealth and Moral Problem-Solving 

13:00-14:00 Lunch 

14:00-15:00 Session 5 - Growth and Justice II 

Peter Dietsch and Thomas Rixen - The normative political economy of zero 

growth 

16:00-16:30 Tea and Coffee Break (optional) 

17:30 End of Conference 
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Political Philosophy of Crime and Criminalisation 

Room – ALB G.020 

 

Koshka Duff (University of Nottingham); Paul Gorby (University of St Andrews)  

  

Across the political spectrum, ‘criminal’ is used as a slur. Insofar as a person is deemed criminal, 

they are assumed to lack political consciousness and motivation for their actions. Political 

philosophy has traditionally started from the perspective of the state, or in its more radical 

moments, the citizen; in both modes, it neglects the standpoints of criminalised subjects.  

This derogatory and depoliticising approach to ‘the criminal’ has been problematised from a 

variety of perspectives. Abolitionist, decolonial, and queer critiques have been sharpened by 

global uprisings against police violence such as Black Lives Matter. In recognising that the law is 

constructed and maintained for the purposes of upholding particular forms of social power – 

including hierarchies of race, class, gender, disability, species, and sexuality – critical theorists and 

movements encourage us to reassess criminalised agents as potential figures of political 

resistance, transformation, and liberation.  

Alongside the general depoliticisation of crime, we see an equal and seemingly opposite hyper-

politicisation of certain groups deemed criminal, particularly those demonised through racially-

coded categories of ‘illegal’ migration and ‘terrorism’. As critical security and migration scholars 

point out, however, this hyper-politicisation serves a similar purpose of excluding racial 

capitalism’s ‘others’ from the sphere of legitimate political contestation.  

The marginalisation of crime in political philosophy today might seem surprising when we 

consider how major figures in the history of political thought, from John Locke to Hannah 

Arendt, sought to tie together their thinking about the political and the criminal. Their 

interventions shaped discourses that remain relevant today, posing us the challenge of untangling 

their emancipatory promise from their carceral consequences.  

We propose three main avenues of inquiry for the workshop, while equally welcoming 

contributions that engage its themes in other ways.  

1. Criminalisation as depoliticisation 

The first avenue will consider how contemporary political theories and public discourses operate 

to depoliticise acts and agents of criminality, and groups deemed criminal. It will question who 

gets labelled as criminal and why, attending to the ways criminalisation can silence and 
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marginalise counter-normative subjects along multiple axes of oppression. Correspondingly, it 

will consider what roles criminalised activities, persons, and groups might play in political 

resistance.  

2. The criminal as enemy 

The second avenue will consider framings of the criminal as social enemy – a hyper-politicisation 

which equally serves to exclude the criminalised from the political community. How are racist 

and ‘civilisational’ discourses of crime and criminality deployed to legitimise border violence, 

‘counter-terror’ laws, and other securitising measures? How are tropes of the enemy within, and 

labels like ‘domestic extremist’ and ‘aggravated activist’, used against civil disobedients, social 

movements, and modes of life which challenge heteronormative racial capitalism?  

3. The criminal in the history of political thought 

From Beccaria’s On Crime and Punishments and Bentham’s panopticon to Marx’s critique of the 

criminalised lumpenproletariat and Goldman’s anarchist ambivalence towards the ‘unfortunates’ 

she met in prison, notions of crime and criminalisation have long been vital to political 

philosophy. The workshop’s third avenue will contemplate the position of the criminal in the 

history of political thought, asking how centring crime and criminalisation might get us to 

reassess major and marginalised thinkers in the philosophical canon.  

 Dual session structure: two 20-minute presentations back-to-back, 10-minute pause for reflection, 

40-minute discussion session (90 minutes total) 

Single session structure: 20-minute presentation, 10-minute pause for reflection, 30-minute 

discussion session (60 minutes total) 

Roundtable structure: 10-minute presentations back-to-back from discussants, 10-minute pause 

for reflection, 20-minute conversation guided by Chair, 20-minute audience-inclusive discussion 

session (90 minutes total) 

 

 

Wednesday 3rd September 

 

11:00-12:30 Registration 

12:30-13:30 Lunch 

13:30-14:00 Welcome Speech 
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14:00-14:30 Introduction to the Workshop and Ice-Breaker 

14:30-16:00 Session 1 

Kieran Dunn: Prison Intellectuals, Hyper-Politicisation, and Self-Contestation 

Serrin Rutledge-Prior: Politics of Presence in an Era of Mass Incarceration  

16:00-16:30 Tea and Coffee Break  

16:30-17:30 Social event for workshop participants (chill museum visit) 

17:45-19:00 Wine Reception 

19:30 Conference Dinner 

 

Thursday 4th September 

 

10:00-11:30 Session 2 

Cloé Devalckeneer: The Criminal as Sacrificial Enemy: Punishment and the 

Restorative Horizon  

Joey Whitfield: Lekil Chapanel: The Abejas of Acteal and the Creation of True 

Justice 

11:30-12:00 Tea and Coffee Break  

12:00-13:00 Session 3 

Tony Baugh: A Theology of Crime: On Personhood, Illegitimate Capitalism, 

and Neo-Hegemonic Culture 

13:00-14:00 Lunch 

14:00-15:30 Session 4 

Roundtable: Contested Meanings of Crime and Criminalisation 

Discussants: Koshka Duff (Chair), Suwita Hani Randhawa, Joey Whitfield, Emily 

Ferrante 

16:00-16:30 Tea and Coffee Break 
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After 18:30 Informal dinner for workshop participants   

 

Friday 5th September 

 

10:30-11:30 Session 5 

Paul Gorby: Messiah, Madman, Criminal: Political Theologies of Redemption 

and the Critique of Legal Reason 

11:30-12:00 Tea and Coffee Break  

12:00-13:00 Session 6 

Wanda Canton: An Enemy Among Us? A Critique of the Criminalising 

Community 

13:00-14:00 Lunch 

14:00-15:00 Session 7 

Koshka Duff:  ‘Get In the Protest Pen’: The Limits of the Right to Protest and 

the Production of the Docile Protester  

15:00-16:00 Session 8 

Group discussion of next steps  

16:00-16:30 Tea and Coffee Break  

16:30-17:30 - 

17:30 End of Conference 
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Post-Work as Political Thought: Establishing and 

Questioning the Boundaries of a Tradition 

Room – Roscoe 2.4 

 

Ben Turner (Queen Mary University of London); Jonjo Brady (Queen Mary University of 

London) 

  

Post-work ideas have generated considerable attention over the last decade. Whilst automation 

has driven numerous concerns surrounding the future of employment, it has also inspired 

utopian visions of a world where work is radically reduced and in which individuals have greater 

freedom to pursue flourishing beyond the workplace. Whilst some of these proposals have arisen 

from political theory, much of post-work thought is situated within cognate disciplines or is 

aimed towards a wider, public readership. Consequently, the place of post-work within political 

theory is currently unclear. This workshop interrogates the significance of post-work within 

political thought and aims to give shape to future political theory within and related to post-work 

thought. 

It does so by asking three questions. First, what claims characterise post-work political theory, do 

they form a coherent tradition, and what distinguishes the political theory of post-work from 

other approaches to work in the discipline? Post-work may be seen to consist of a tightly defined 

set of positions, but it may also be understood as a loose constellation of views related to work 

that might not formally be considered as ‘post-work.’ The prevailing narrative ascribed to post-

work is pursuit of the radical reduction of working time through automation, but it also 

encompasses a range of other concepts and policies that can be separated from the automation 

thesis, including the critique of the work society, basic income and new forms of public 

ownership. The primary aim of this workshop is to interrogate the boundaries of post-work and 

to explore whether it represents a distinct space within the wider political theory of work. 

Second, does post-work rest on a distinct canon of authors and texts? Whilst post-work is 

usually associated with recent claims about automation, a range of authors used the label of post-

work prior to the turn of the millennium. Moreover, post-work thinkers draw heavily on a range 

of other theorists and schools of thought, including but not limited to Keynes, Gorz, Italian 

Autonomism, Anti-Work thought, the Wages for Housework Movement, social reproduction 
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theory, and Degrowth economics. The secondary aim of this workshop is to explore and 

understand how these and other intellectual trajectories shape post-work political thought, as 

well as their bearing on the relevance of post-work discourse today. 

Third, does post-work theory have significance for political theory beyond the topic of work? 

Many post-work ideas rely on explicit or implicit claims regarding the concepts of obligation, 

legitimacy, equality, distribution, justice and autonomy insofar as they concern work. Some of 

these discussions might represent innovation within the discipline, influencing debates beyond 

work. The tertiary aim of this workshop is to explore post-work’s wider significance. 

  

 

Wednesday 3rd September 

11:00-

12:30 
Registration 

12:30-

13:30 
Lunch 

13:30-

14:00 
Welcome Speech 

14:00-

16:00 

Session 1 

Olly Colvin: Herbert Marcuse and the Spectres of the Post-Work 

Tradition (Pre-Read) 

Medbh Hughes: Work, Leisure, and Mass Culture in Adorno’s Early Work 

(Pre-Read) 

16:00-

16:30 
Tea and Coffee Break 

16:30-

17:30 

Session 1 (continued) 

Orlando Lazar: Is Post-Work Marxism a Contradiction in Terms? (Pre-

Read) 

17:45-

19:00 
Wine Reception 

19:30 Conference Dinner / Workshop Dinner (venue tbc) 
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Thursday 4th September 

9:30-

11:30 

Session 2 

Peter J. Hulme: A Post-Work Rawlsian Property-Owning Democracy 

(Pre-Read) 

Xihe Ouyang: Egalitarianism in a Post-Work World: A Glimpse (Pre-

Read) 

11:30-

12:00 
Tea and Coffee Break 

12:00-

13:00 

Session 2 (continued) 

Jonjo Brady: Post-Work, Anti-Work and the State (Pre-Read) 

13:00-

14:00 
Lunch 

14:00-

16:00 

Session 3 

Michael Cholbi: The Necessity of Necessity: Post-Work Liberation and its 

Critics 

Kevin Gillan: Futures Found and Lost? Revisiting Post-Work Imaginaries 

in an Era of ‘Polycrisis’ 

16:00-

16:30 
Tea and Coffee Break 

16:30-

17:30 

Session 3 (continued) 

Ben Turner: A Post-Work Obligation to Work? From Objections to Basic 

Principles 

18:30 
Dinner/Drinks with Degrowth Panel at 

https://www.thetaphousemanchester.co.uk 
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Social and Political Issues in Philosophy of Language 

Room – Roscoe 4.4 

 

Jesper Olsson (University of Graz); Tim Grasshöfer (Heinrich Heine University 

Düsseldorf)  

 

In recent years, there has been a growing interest in the philosophical debate on language and its 

political relevance. Emerging from what can be called the socio-political turn, these discussions 

range from descriptive analyses of different phenomena (such as dogwhistles, figleaves, code 

words, slurs, propaganda, hate speech, silencing and more) to normative works on possible 

solutions of how to manage the harmfulness of such phenomena (e.g., see Anderson and Lepore 

2013a; 2013b; Saul 2018; Khoo 2017; Langton 1993; Kukla 2014; Anderson and Barnes 2023; 

Stanley 2015). Importantly, this also includes foundational methodological questions about how 

to best do social and political, or non-ideal, philosophy of language, raising questions about how 

well the so-called normative and descriptive dimensions can be kept apart (Beaver and Stanley 

2018; 2023; Keiser 2022; Mühlebach 2022).  

Central to the field is the concept of social meaning, which concerns how language constructs and 

reinforces social identities and carves out our social world. For instance, it has become a key 

concept to understand linguistic phenomena such as dogwhistles and code words, analyzed by 

scholars like Stanley (2015), Khoo (2017, 2021), Henderson and McCready (2018, 2019, 2024), 

and Saul (2018, 2023). The methodological questions raised in this regard include a critique of 

how standard theories in linguistics and philosophy of language, which are primarily centered on 

information exchange, rely on idealizations that leave out socially and politically significant 

aspects of language. In response, Beaver and Stanley (2023) pursue a non-idealized philosophy of 

language to better account for the social dimensions of linguistic practice. Nowak (forthcoming) also 

criticizes standard conceptions of language in these fields. He argues that social meaning is a 

pervasive feature of linguistic activities deserving of philosophers’ attention, advocating a 

pluralistic explanation of this kind of meaning. In a similar vein, Keiser (2022) develops a 

metalinguistic framework that accommodates non-standard linguistic phenomena not primarily 

aimed at exchanging information.  

On the more explicitly normative side, philosophers such as Wyatt and Popa-Wyatt (2024) 

explain how social and political speech may lead to social norm changes, consequently leading to 
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the undermining of norms governing, for instance, hateful and oppressive speech, and that a 

combination of established theories is needed to understand such changes. Relatedly, the debate 

on linguistic (in)justice explores how social identities can promote linguistic violence (Baker-Bell, 

2020) and how individuals’ language-related actions may cause serious and collective harms 

(Song, 2023). Pertinent to the overall discussion are also questions of whether, and if so, how to 

impose constraints on language to limit (hate-)speech (Yong, 2011). 

As laid out above, socio-political aspects shape and are shaped by language in the way that they 

can cause social norm-shifts, injustices and harms. This, in turn, can facilitate further 

downstream effects on democratic processes and decision-making, by influencing public 

discourse. The aim of this panel is to promote discussions investigating these issues, thereby 

bridging the gap between political theory and philosophy of language. By bringing together 

contributions discussing the descriptive, normative and methodological issues (including on the 

question of whether descriptive-normative distinctions can be drawn so easily) of the socio-

political aspects of language, it will stimulate discussions on this newer social and political 

direction in philosophy of language. As such, we endorse inter- and intradisciplinary submissions 

from philosophers of language, political theory, and related fields. 

 

 

 

Wednesday 3rd September 

 

11:00-12:30 Registration 

12:30-13:30 Lunch 

13:30-14:00 Welcome Speech 

14:00-16:00 Session 1 

Jordi Fairhurst Chilton (Universitat de les Illes Balears) and Seunghyun Song 

(Tilburg University): Righting a linguistic wrong: The Case of Slurs 

Alba Moreno Zurita (University of Santiago de Compostela) and Sergio Guerra 

(University of Granada): Neutral counterparts as pernicious idealizations 

16:00-16:30 Tea and Coffee Break (optional) 
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16:30-17:30 Session 1 (continued) 

Dan Zeman (University of Porto): Forms of Reclamation and Derogatory 

Content: In Search of a Unitary Approach 

17:45-19:00 Wine Reception 

19:30 Conference Dinner 

 

Thursday 4th September 

 

9:30-11:30 Session 2 

Ivan Cerovac (University of Rijeka) and Julija Perhat (University of Rijeka): Can 

slurs exacerbate polarization? 

Tim Grasshöfer (University of Düsseldorf): I didn’t mean that – Deniability in 

Political Discourse 

11:30-12:00 Tea and Coffee Break (optional) 

12:00-13:00 Session 2 (continued) 

Philipp Schwind (University of Zürich) and Krystina Schaub (University of 

Stuttgart): The Struggle for Recognition of Credibility: A Recognition-

Theoretical Approach to Epistemic Injustice 

13:00-14:00 Lunch 

14:00-16:00 Session 3 

Jesper Olsson (University of Graz): How Dogwhistling Influences Social Norms 

Justina Berškytė (Manchester University) and Mihaela Popa-Wyatt (Manchester 

University): The Volume of Misogyny is Silencing 

16:00-16:30 Tea and Coffee Break (optional) 

16:30-17:30 Session 3 (continued) 

-- 

 

Friday 5th September 
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9:30-11:30 Session 4 

-- 

Chris Cousens (University of Glasgow): Workplace Relations and Artificial 

Speech Acts 

11:30-12:00 Tea and Coffee Break (optional) 

12:00-13:00 Session 4 (continued) 

Isabella Bartoli (University of Oslo/University of St. Andrews): How Non-

Epistemic Values Influence Meaning Determination: A Challenge to Social 

Externalism 

13:00-14:00 Lunch 

14:00-16:00 Session 5 

-- 

-- 

16:00-16:30 Tea and Coffee Break (optional) 

16:30-17:30 Session 5 (continued) 

-- 

17:30 End of Conference 
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The City as a Normative Political Space: Institutions, 

Relations, and Republicanism 

Room – ALB G.019 

 

Verena Frick (University of Göttingen); Nir Barak (Ben Gurion University); Daniel 

Guillery (LSE); Alessandro Piazza (Politecnico di Milano); Ben Rogers (LSE) 

  

While mainstream political theory has long focused predominantly on the nation state, it has largely 

been silent about the city. Slowly, however, the city is gaining prominence in political theory, 

particularly concerning classic themes such as democratic innovations, citizenship, commoning, 

social movements, migration, environmentalism, and justice and inequality. As the world 

urbanises, and cities play a greater role in world affairs the city demands greater theoretical 

attention. 

The workshop is thus guided by the assumption that the city is not merely a microcosm 

of the national community or a nation-state en miniature, but rather a distinct entity with its own 

governance structures, power dynamics, and forms of injustice. Building on this premise, it 

assumes that the distinction between ‘seeing like a city’ and ‘seeing like a state’ is essential for 

understanding how urban spaces shape political issues – particularly those surrounding political 

action, community, and social equality. This new perspective calls for a reassessment of our 

normative political theories in relation to urban life, moving beyond the mere application of 

established theories to urban contexts. It instead invites us to address the city’s distinct socio-

spatial dynamics and examine how they shape the constitutive conditions of living together and 

acting politically in the city. By taking the socio-spatial character of cities seriously, and the values 

and relationships they make possible, our workshop aims at interrogating and, if necessary, revising 

established concepts and theories and developing criteria for making normative judgments about 

urban political practices. 

We welcome papers that engage with city-focused analyses in contemporary political 

theory, exploring how prioritizing the political and institutional form of the city reshapes our 

theoretical frameworks. Contributions may address, but are not limited to, the following themes: 

● Concepts: How does our understanding of fundamental political concepts such as freedom, 

community, citizenship, equality, solidarity or political agency change when ‘seeing like a city’? 



 58 

● Theories: Which theoretical resources in (normative) political theory and beyond are 

particularly helpful to approach the city and city-related phenomena such as protest, segregation, 

residential displacement or exclusion? Among others, we welcome contributions that explore the 

implications for urban contexts of: a) Civic Republicanism: How far does the republican tradition 

offer a historical and conceptual grounding for thinking about the city as a space of active political 

engagement, self-rule, and collective freedom? b) Relational Egalitarianism: How can cities 

promote relationships of equality rather than entrenching social inequalities? What does it mean 

to design a city of equals? And how do urban spaces and institutions contribute to relational 

inequality? 

● Problems: How do injustices, or other moral/political problems, look when seen from the city 

rather than from the nation state? In what ways do city organisation, infrastructure, planning, or 

politics generate injustice or inequality? 

● Institutions: What institutional innovations are needed to mitigate urban challenges (e.g. 

democratic innovations, commoning) and what is the proper place of cities in the institutional 

fabric of democracy (e.g. issues of urban autonomy, regionalism)? 

● Methods: What methodological challenges arise in the context of a political theory of the city, 

and what approaches have proved successful (e.g. grounded normative theory, ethnographic 

approaches to political theory, public reflexive equilibrium)? 

 

Programme (Name in bold is the presenter; name in italics is the discussant. Everything in black 

is the general timetable set by MANCEPT for the workshops as a whole; everything in red is 

content of our particular workshop. In some cases, MANCEPT sessions are a little longer than 

the sessions we have scheduled, so our breaks are slightly extended.) 

 

 

Wednesday 3rd September 

 

11:00-12:30 Registration 

12:30-13:30 Lunch 

13:30-14:00 Welcome Speech 

14:00-16:00 Session 1 
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14:00 – 14:40: Ben Rogers ‘Re-urbanising republicanism; Re-publicanising 

urbanism’ Joe Hoover 

14:40 – 15:20: Michael Ziv Kennet ‘Civic Republicanism in the Political 

Thought of Barber and Bookchin’ Marta Wojciechowska 

15:20 – 16:00: James Hickson ‘What can radical municipalism learn from 

republican political theory?’ Michael Haus and Marlon Barbehön 

16:00-16:30 Tea and Coffee Break  

 

16:30-17:30 Session 1 (continued) 

16:40 – 17:20: Corey Liam Schuck ‘Republicanism and housing’ Daniel 

Guillery 

17:45-19:00 Wine Reception 

19:30 Conference Dinner 

 

Thursday 4th September 

 

9:30-11:30 Session 2 

9:30 – 10:10: Alessandro Piazza  ‘What is enough? Rethinking sufficiency in 

transport through Relational Egalitarianism’ Erika Brandl 

10:10 – 10:50: Verena Frick ‘Public space and the city. Why democrats 

should worry about the shape of urban public space’ Avner de Shalit 

10:50 – 11:30: Pilar Lopez Cantero ‘Affective rights to the city’ Bettina 

Lange 

11:30-12:00 Tea and Coffee Break  

 

12:00-13:00 Session 2 (continued) 

12:10 – 12:50: Jonas Faria Costa ‘The Favela and the Privilege-City: An 

agency-based account of injustice in cities in the Global South’ Michael 
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Ziv Kennet 

13:00-14:00 Lunch 

14:00-16:00 Session 3 

14:00 – 14:40: Erika Brandl ‘Generational sovereignty and city building’

 James Hickson 

14:40 – 15:20: Loren King ‘"Is It Safe to Swim There!?” (Imaginative) 

Planning for Urban Water Futures’ Pilar Lopez Cantero 

15:30 on: leave conference site for walk around Manchester 

Followed by workshop dinner to be arranged by us 

 

Friday 5th 

September 

 

 

9:30-11:30 Session 4 

10:00 – 10:40: Joe Hoover ‘Reclaiming the City from the Urban’ Nir 

Barak 

10:40 – 11:20: Michael Haus and Marlon Barbehön ‘The Political Subject 

of the City and the City as a Political Subject’ Loren King 

11:30-12:00       Tea and Coffee Break 

12:00-13:00 Session 4 (continued) 

12:00 – 12:40: Bettina Lange ‘The ‘x-minute’ neighbourhood as an 

alternative normative space for distributive justice and individual autonomy’

 Corey Liam Schuck 

13:00-14:00 Lunch 

14:00-16:00 Session 5 

14:00 – 14:40: Daniel Guillery ‘Travelling on the edges: marginalisation and 

hierarchy in transportation systems’ Ben Rogers 

14:40 – 15:20: Nir Barak ‘Fragmented City-zenship: personal safety, 

policing, and urban space’ Verena Frick 
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15:20 – 16:00: Avner de Shalit ‘Informal regulations by city-zens and 

the principles of city of equals’ Alessandro Piazza 

16:00-16:30 Tea and Coffee Break  

 

16:30-17:30 Session 5 (continued) 

16:40 – 17:20: Marta Wojciechowska ‘Why London Struggles?’ Jonas 

Faria Costa 

17:30 End of Conference 
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The Ethics of Academia 

Room – ALB G.016 

 

Kritika Maheshwari (Deft University of Technology); Martin Sticker (University of 

Bristol); Brian Berkey (University of Pennsylvania) 

  

The recent resurgence of interest in the ethics of academia has sparked important debates about 

the ideals and everyday practices within academic institutions. These debates often center on the 

tension between the aspirational goals of academia—such as truth-seeking, public service, and 

intellectual integrity—and the socio-political and institutional constraints that shape academic life 

today. This panel contributes to these conversations by focusing on specific ethical challenges 

faced by academics in their professional roles. These include, but are not limited to, the 

following areas: 

• Special Relationships: Academics regularly navigate complex relationships—with students, 

colleagues, and the public—that involve competing demands. For example, increasing 

attention to student well-being and duties of care must be balanced against the pressures 

of overwork and the ongoing financialization of higher education. 

• Power and Accountability: Academics play crucial roles in peer review and hiring processes. 

Yet both formal and informal power imbalances can disadvantage junior or marginalized 

scholars, raising serious ethical concerns about fairness, transparency, and accountability 

in academic gatekeeping. 

• Academic Freedom and Public Responsibility: Academic research is expected to inform public 

debate. This raises questions about the responsibilities academics have toward the public, 

as well as the boundaries and obligations of academic freedom. 

• Invisible Labour and Exploitation: Much of academic work—such as refereeing journal 

articles, reviewing grant applications, and committee service—is unpaid, unrecognized, 

and often performed beyond contractual obligations. Meanwhile, private corporations 

frequently profit from these contributions. This prompts critical questions about the 

ethics of academic labour and whether certain aspects of academic work should be 

considered exploitative. 

• Diversity and Justice: Academia remains disproportionately white, male, and middle-class. 

This lack of diversity raises not only questions of justice and access, but also epistemic 
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concerns about how it impacts the core functions of academia—such as teaching, 

research, and institutional credibility. 

• Academic Institutions and Campus Protest: Recent student protests have renewed urgent 

questions about the role of academics and academic institutions in moments of political 

unrest. What responsibilities do faculty have toward protesting students? How should 

institutions balance commitments to academic freedom, free speech, and political 

neutrality—especially when student activism challenges institutional interests or state-

aligned narratives? The growing crackdown on student expression and faculty solidarity 

has highlighted the ethical stakes of institutional responses and the precarity of dissent 

within the academy. 

  

 

Wednesday 3rd September 

11:00-12:30 Registration 

12:30-13:30 Lunch 

13:30-14:00 Welcome Speech 

14:00-16:00 

Session 1 

Peter Gildenhuys: Corruption at Colleges and Universities 

Aisha Qadoos: Morally Blameworthy Academics 

16:00-16:30 Tea and Coffee Break (optional) 

16:30-17:30 
Session 1 (continued) 

Daniela Cutas: The Ethics of Research Co-Authorship 

17:45-19:00 Wine Reception 

19:30 Conference Dinner 

 

Thursday 4th September 

9:30-11:30 
Session 2 

Thomas Spiegel: Academia’s Class Problem 



 64 

Santosh Kumar: Reimagining the Ethics of Academia: Addressing 

Caste Discrimination in India’s Public Universities 

11:30-12:00 Tea and Coffee Break (optional) 

12:00-13:00 
Session 2 (continued) 

Richard Pettigrew: The Imperative of Lifelong Education 

13:00-14:00 Lunch 

14:00-16:00 

Session 3 

Josette Daemen: Fair Educational Assessment in the Age of GenAI 

Rebecca Buxton: On Being Suspicious of My Students 

16:00-16:30 Tea and Coffee Break (optional) 

16:30-17:30 

Session 3 (continued) 

Alix Dietzel: Soul Love: A Sexual Ethics of Pedagogy for 

Philosophers 
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The Philosophy and Political Economy of Food 

Room – HBS G32 

 

Ben Ferguson (University of Warwick); Johanna Jauernig; Laura Gelhaus (University of 

Warwick) 

Important issues in food, from how it is produced to how it is consumed, are addressed in different 

ways by different disciplines. For example, when studying food production in the context of 

climate change, political scientists are best placed to analyse current institutional frameworks and, 

importantly, identify a network of relevant agribusiness and environmental interest groups as well 

as their power in the policymaking process. Economists not only add to the study of interest 

groups, but also can quantify relevant externalities, and are crucial for establishing the cost at which 

different policy options are and could be pursued. However, both analyses could fall short without 

insights from environmental and consumer ethics to provide a normative perspective on relevant 

cost-benefit considerations. Different disciplinary approaches bring important tools and 

viewpoints to the table, and the complexity of food systems warrants a multi-, pluri- and 

interdisciplinary approach. 

 

Wednesday 3rd September 

 

11:00-12:30 Registration 

12:30-13:30 Lunch 

13:30-14:00 Welcome Speech 

14:00-16:00 Session 1  

Kebadu Mekonnen: Harvesting Inequality: Land Grabbing and Distributive 

Justice 

Ben Richardson: Guilty Consumption? Harriet Martineau's Political Economy 

of Slavery and Sugar 

Byron Hyde: Why You can Eat a Cow But Can’t Have Sex with One: 

Understanding Inconsistent Moral Beliefs: Implications for Animal 
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Advocacy 

16:00-16:30 Tea and Coffee Break (optional) 

16:30-17:30 Session 1 (continued) 

Karina Shyrokykh, Jesine Lindahl: Bread Production in Ukraine During Russia’s 

Full-Scale Invasion: Challenges and Lessons for Crisis Preparedness 

Open discussion: A PPE perspective on the global food system 

17:45-19:00 Wine Reception 

19:30 Conference Dinner 

 

Thursday 4th September 

 

9:30-11:30 Session 2 

Joshua Jarvis-Campbell: Is Veganism not Good Enough? Industrial Plant 

Agriculture and Unnecessary Harm  

Leonardo Nanni: A New Argument Against Bening Carnivorism (TBC) 

Michael Greer: Shifting Desires Around Food in the Ozempic Era: Towards a 

Bioethics of Semaglutides and GLP-1 Agonists  

11:30-12:00 Tea and Coffee Break (optional) 

12:00-13:00 Session 2 (continued) 

Jennifer Brown: Theorising Food Sovereignty 

Adalgisa Martinelli: Food Sovereignty and the Common Agricultural Policy   

13:00-14:00 Lunch 

14:00-15:00 Wrap-up: Challenges and opportunities for studying the PPE of Food 
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The Procedural and Recognitional Dimension of 

Climate Governance 

Room – HBS G33 

 

Simon Kräuchi (University of Fribourg); Ivo Wallimann-Helmer (University of 

Fribourg); Gwendoline Bossert (University of Fribourg) 

Environmental justice is often understood as distributive, procedural and recognitional justice. In 

climate ethics, much of the debate focuses only on questions of distributive justice. In this 

workshop, we aim to explore what procedural and recognitional justice would add to the 

established climate ethics discourse. The main focus of this workshop will be on climate 

governance, i.e. the political institutions and structures designed to implement climate change 

policies. Such structures have a significant impact on the livelihoods of those affected because 

they regulate climate action – be this as part of mitigation, adaptation, or even loss and damage 

policy. 

The workshop invites contributions on but not limited to the following topics: 

• What is the general merit of procedural and recognitional justice for climate ethics? 

• What roles should procedural and recognitional justice play in the different policy areas 

(mitigation, adaptation, loss and damage)? 

• Who should be included in the process of implementing climate justice? 

• What may be adequate formats to include people and communities in the 

implementation process of climate justice? 

• What roles should recognitional and procedural involvement play in determining the goal 

of climate justice? 

• Under which conditions are international climate institutions legitimate? 

• What roles should non-human individuals and collectives play in the implementation of 

climate policy? 

  

 

Wednesday 3rd September 
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11:00-12:30 Registration 

12:30-13:30 Lunch 

13:30-14:00 Welcome Speech 

14:00-16:00 Session 1 

Cristobal Bellolio: More (Liberal) Democracy to Handle Climate Change 

Gwendoline Bossert: A care ethics approach to fair climate governance 

16:00-16:30 Tea and Coffee Break 

16:30-17:30 Session 1 (continued) 

Stephen Riley: Principles of Intergenerational Legal Justice: Justifying a Joint 

Body of Principles Bridging Two Discourses of Justice 

17:45-19:00 Wine Reception 

19:30 Conference Dinner 

 

Thursday 4th September 

 

10:30-11:30 Session 2 

Richard Endörfer: Ask Them, Nicely: Mainstream Versus Progressive De-

Risking Approaches to Climate Policy 

11:30-12:00 Tea and Coffee Break 

12:00-13:00 Session 2 (continued) 

Ivo Wallimann-Helmer: Climate Justice and Democracy. 

13:00-14:00 Lunch 

14:00-16:00 Session 3 

Simo Kyllönen and Ninni Suni: The procedural, the recognition, and the epistemic 

justice. Why just climate transitions need them all? 

Simon Kräuchi: Move or Stay: Who Should Decide on Managed 
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Environmental Relocation?  

 

16:00-16:30 Tea and Coffee Break 

19:00 Workshop Dinner 
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The Shifting Politics of Commercial Culture 

Room – HBS G34 

 

Roxan Degeyter (KU Leuven) 

In recent years, corporations have increasingly taken political stances on divisive issues such as 

#MeToo and #BlackLivesMatter. The practice has been termed corporate political advocacy 

(CPA) (Baur and Wettstein 2016), corporate social advocacy (Abitbol et al. 2018; Dodd and Supa 

2014), brand activism (Cammarota et al. 2023), or CEO activism (Branicki et al. 2021; Chatterji 

and Toffel 2019; Feix and Wernicke 2024). Academic debate focusses on defining the criteria for 

legitimate CPA emphasizing the need to avoid “woke-washing” (e.g. Vredenburg et al. 2020) and 

ensure integrity (e.g. Wettstein and Baur 2016). 

Last months, a growing backlash against progressive CPA has emerged. Conservative figures 

like Robert Starbuck and investors like Vivek Ramaswamy have pressured major corporations, 

including Disney, Apple, and McDonald’s, to roll back ESG and DEI policies. What began as 

resistance to progressive engagement could escalate into demanding corporations to adopt overtly 

conservative positions, which has become more plausible now that business leaders like Elon 

Musk started to use openly endorse conservative policies and candidates.  

As it becomes more prominent, conservative advocacy cannot be treated as an afterthought, as 

nothing more than a reactionary market correction excluded from CPA definitions. The shift raises 

key questions about how CPA legitimacy is assessed: if both progressive and conservative activism 

are ideological expressions of the same phenomenon, frameworks must evaluate CPA through 

procedural and deliberative criteria rather than ideological content.  This panel welcomes 

theoretical, normative, and empirical approaches from political theory, philosophy, law, 

economics, and communication studies that critically examine CPA beyond ideology and assess 

implications of both its forms for democratic governance.  
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Wednesday 3rd September 

 

11:00-12:30 Registration 

12:30-13:30 Lunch 

17:45-19:00 Wine Reception 

19:30 Conference Dinner 

 

Thursday 4th September 

 

10:30-11:30 Session 2 

Saura Masconale: Economic and Political Objections to Moral Capitalism  

11:30-12:00 Tea and Coffee Break (optional) 

12:00-13:00 Session 2 (continued) 

Elettra Repetto: From Greenwashing to NOwashing. The Corporate 

domination of politics 

13:00-14:00 Lunch 

14:00-16:00 Session 3 

Roxan Degeyter: Beyond ideology: a content-neutral analysis of CPA  

Aaron Ancell: Could Corporations be Political Representatives? 

16:00-16:30 Tea and Coffee Break  
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Theories of Public Reason 

Room – HBS G35 

 

Gabriele Badano (University of York); Blain Neufeld (University of Wisconsin-

Milwaukee) 

This panel seeks to bring together those working on issues related to public reason, broadly 

conceived. Public reason is an influential framework for understanding how liberal democracies 

can make fair decisions for diverse citizenries. There is now an extensive literature around public 

reason: Alongside John Rawls’s well-known account, variants of the idea have been developed in 

the work of Gerald Gaus, Jonathan Quong, Andrew Lister, Kevin Vallier, Christie Hartley, Lori 

Watson, and others. 

This panel will have a broad remit within this topic. So, we will explore competing justifications 

of public reason and other classic debates internal to public reason liberalism. However, we will 

also explore newer topics like the role of political parties, the media, and political activists within 

public reasoning. We will also discuss key issues related to political liberalism that go beyond the 

role of public reason within it. Examples include the question of whether the liberal state should 

concern itself with problematic informal norms, for instance governing intimate relationships. 

 

Wednesday 3rd September 

  

  

11:00-12:30 Registration 

12:30-13:30 Lunch 

13:30-14:00 Welcome Speech 

14:00-16:00 

Session 1 

Collis Tahzib (University of Southern California): Can Political 

Liberalism Adequately Critique Culture? 

Shiying Li (University of Wisconsin-Madison): How Political is 

the Personal: Political liberalism, State Intervention, and Intimate 

Relationships 
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16:00-16:30 Tea and Coffee Break (optional) 

16:30-17:30 

Session 1 (continued) 

Blain Neufeld (University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee): Public 

Reason, Abortion, and Citizens of Faith 

17:45-19:00 Wine Reception 

19:30 Conference Dinner 

 

Thursday 4th September 

  

  

9:30-11:30 

Session 2 

Joana Pinto (Minho University): What Public Reason Demands of 

Political Parties? A Brief Comparative Theoretical Analysis 

Gabriele Badano (University of York): Militant Political 

Liberalism, the Media, and Democratic Erosion 

11:30-12:00 Tea and Coffee Break (optional) 

12:00-13:00 

Session 2 (continued) 

Andrei Bespalov (Pompeu Fabra University): Fake News, 

Conspiracy Theories, and Epistemic Disobedience: A Public 

Reason Perspective 

13:00-14:00 Lunch 

14:00-16:00 

Session 3 

Anthony Reeves (Binghamton University): Original Authority and 

the Claim to Public Justification 

Kyle van Oosterum (University of Oxford and UCL): Civic 

Solidarity and Public Reason 

16:00-16:30 Tea and Coffee Break (optional) 

16:30-17:30 Session 3 (continued) 
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Xintong Wei (University College Dublin): Beyond Reasonable 

Disagreement: Rethinking the Epistemic Basis of Public Reason 

 

Friday 5th September 

  

  

9:30-11:30 

Session 4 

Jacopo Morelli (University of Modena-Reggio Emilia): Agreement 

and Action: Rethinking Public Reason for Real Democracy 

Vikas Beniwal (University of Mississippi): Rethinking Rawls’s 

Public Reason as a Solution to the Assurance Problem 

11:30-12:00 Tea and Coffee Break (optional) 

12:00-13:00 

Session 4 (continued) 

Zsolt Kapelner (University of Oslo): Agenda Setting and Public 

Reason 

13:00-14:00 Lunch 
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Theorizing Conflict, Agonism, and Realism in 

Democratic Thought 

Room – HBS G6 

 

Dulyaphab Chaturongkul (KCL); Gianni Sarra (KCL) 

 

The nature, normativity and phenomena of conflict in politics have come to occupy a central role in 

democratic thought over the years. Polarization and populism, which thrives on the antagonisms of identity 

politics, have placed currently existing democracies under tremendous stress. Is conflict of such an intense 

and irreconcilable kind inevitable in democratic society? Is this for better or worse? What can democrats 

learn from conflicts that are left untreated? Do such predicaments call for substitutes or radically new 

understandings of democracy? What implications does an understanding of conflict have for how we view 

political ethics?  

Agonism emerges as the main intellectual paradigm through which conflict is given its most systematic 

treatment in democratic theory and practice. Agonists focus on how conflict need not be viewed as some 

pathological dysfunction but instead as a potentially positive force. Is this the right approach to conflict?  

Another candidate, political realism, is being revived as an alternative to so-called moralistic and/or 

idealistic approaches to political theorizing, which stand accused of glossing over the realities of political 

conflict and contestation. What can realist political theory say about our arguments for or against democracy 

in times of such stress? How can or should we theorize conflict from a realist perspective? Carlo Burelli 

(2021), for example, has opted for a realistic conception of conflict, wherein conflict is categorically distinct 

from mere disagreement or reasonable forms of disagreement. Conflict so-understood can neither be 

settled nor valorized by appealing to the ‘burdens of judgment’ (Rawls) or the demands of ‘value pluralism’ 

(Berlin).   

Another way of vexing this issue is to ask whether or how agonism and realism can meaningfully interact. 

Manon Westphal (2022), an agonist, recently argued that agonism can both offer a democratic supplement 

to realist standards of legitimacy and draw on realist justifications like contextualism at the same time when 

describing its normative ‘baggage’.   

More broadly, political-ethical concepts like adversarial ethics, power structures within democracy and 

compromise, not to mention legitimacy, can be further enriched by adopting similar kinds of exercise. How 

we understand conflict seems to affect the answers to debates such as how we treat our adversaries, view 

the compromises we make and treat inequalities in bargaining power.   
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The aim of this panel is to bring together agonistic, realist and democratic theorists who are interested in 

questions of conflict in contemporary democracies. We invite papers which include (but are not limited to) 

discussions of:  

● The relation between the political as a realm of conflict, coercion and contestation and the ethical 

broadly conceived;  

● The extent to which political disagreement/conflict is desirable and/or inevitable for democracy;  

● Ethical demands on our political conduct in conditions of conflict;  

● Normative aspects of agonism and realist standards of legitimacy;  

● Opposition and countervailing power in democracy;   

● How contemporary focuses of democratic theory and political ethics, such as elite capture, 

populism and questions of adversarial ethics, interact with conflict;  

● Modus vivendi versus overlapping consensus;  

● Justification and analysis of different types of compromise. 

 

 

Wednesday 3rd September 

 

11:00-12:30 Registration 

12:30-13:30 Lunch 

13:30-14:00 Welcome Speech 

14:00-16:00 Session 1 

Gianni Sarra (King’s College London): Climbing the greasy pole: The nature of political 

careers 

Manon Westphal (TUM) and Janosch Prinz (Maastricht): What is oligarchic democracy? 

16:00-16:30 Tea and Coffee Break (optional) 

16:30-17:30 Session 1 (continued) 

Dulyaphab Chaturongkul (King’s College London): Ideological compromise and agonistic 
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compromise 

17:45-19:00 Wine Reception 

19:30 Conference Dinner 

 

Thursday 4th September 

 

9:30-11:30 Session 2 

Ulrich Willems (Munster): The concept of compromise revisited. An exercise in 'doing 

realist political theory’  

Carlo Burelli (Eastern Piedmont): Realist democracy in an ageing society: The political 

conflict over social reproduction 

11:30-12:00 Tea and Coffee Break (optional) 

12:00-13:00 Session 2 (continued) 

Karl Lembit Laane (Tartu): Hans Kelsen's Kantian approach to democratic reform: 

Bridging the legitimacy gap 

13:00-14:00 Lunch 

14:00-16:00 Session 3 

Max Smith (Chicago):  Conflict beyond partisanship: Towards a republican theory of 

conflict  

Asli Akbas (Istanbul): Neo-republican contestation: An interpretation of conflictual 

civility 

16:00-16:30 Tea and Coffee Break (optional) 
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16:30-17:30 Session 3 (continued) 

Kate Long (York): Designing out domination? Agonism and the democratic limits of 

mini-publics  

 

Friday 5th September 

 

9:30-11:30 Session 4 

Mian Xu (St Andrews): The Machiavellian liberty: Niccolò Machiavelli on the moral 

significance of political conflicts 

Melanie Erspamer (LSE): A Machiavellian method: Conflict and the persistence of the 

particular 

11:30-12:00 Tea and Coffee Break (optional) 

12:00-13:00 Session 4 (continued) 

Callum Watts (King’s College London): Diplomatic dilemmas: The ethics and norms of 

international dialogue. 

13:00-14:00 Lunch 

14:00-16:00 Session 5 

Matthew Haji-Michael (Central European University): Political pessimism, politics, and 

ethics  

Jamie Ranger (Potsdam): Anarchical realism 

16:00-16:30 Tea and Coffee Break (optional) 

16:30-17:30 Session 5 (continued) 

Ben Cross (Wuhan): Some (more) realism about refugees: Functional normativity and 

imperialism  

17:30 End of Conference 
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