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entitled 

  
  

‘The first man who, having enclosed a piece of ground, bethought himself of saying 
“This is mine”. . . was the real founder of civil society. From how many crimes, wars, 
and murders, from how many horrors and misfortunes might not any one have saved 
mankind, by pulling up stakes, or filling up the ditch. . .’ Rousseau, 1755 

  
‘For to live in a political realm with[out] . . .authority . . . means to be confronted 
anew . . . by the elementary problems of human living together.’ Arendt, 1954 

  
  

The idea of a ‘culture of entitlement’ has recently been used by the British Prime Minister to 
criticize those who rely upon welfare benefits. His apparent ignorance of the forms of 
‘entitlement’ which structures position of social and economic privilege was aptly called out 
by the Archbishop of Canterbury who suggested that it was, in fact, the behavior of bankers 
that exemplified such a ‘culture’. While both of these positions present a ‘culture of 
entitlement’ as if it were a self-evident slur, a more general notion of entitlement continues 
to saturate and structure political discourse. From claims about the correct system for the 
distribution of wealth to who is entitled to speak or be heard, we frame many of our political 
expressions in a language of entitlement often with little reflection on what is being 
imported in its use. This stream seeks to encourage a conversation exploring and critically 
engaging with the work that entitlement does (and undoes) in our contemporary political 
thought. 
  
A premise of this call was that entitlement presupposes a legitimizing order, a nomos to 
which one impliedly refers when entitlement is invoked. It was also a premise of this call 
that its invocation not only presupposes a legitimizing order, but, in its iteration, also lends 
legitimacy to the orders it presupposes. This call, of course welcomed a challenge to these 
premises. 
 
  



 

 
 
 
London Conference in Critical Thought 2014 – ‘entitlement’ stream convened by Victoria Ridler 
‘Animal rights’ vs ‘animal liberation’: Just semantics, a false dichotomy or mutually exclusive goals? 
By Grietje Baars 
 
The language of ‘rights’ is ubiquitous, in politics, among social movements and in general public 
discourse. Law’s – and in particular, rights claims’ emancipatory potential is rarely interrogated. To the 
contrary, by virtue of our belief in law/rights as a weapon or tool in our fight, we fight for the ‘right to 
have rights’. This even extends to rights for non-human animals, in the ‘animal rights’ field. On the 
other hand, there are, increasingly, activists fighting for ‘animal liberation’ who eschew rights language 
altogether, favouring what they see as a ‘politics of action’ over a ‘politics of demand’ (Day 2006). 
Indeed, activists in the latter camp, frequently identifying as anarchist, at times employ extra-legal 
tactics to, for example, physically liberate animals or damage animal testing labs. In this paper I 
examine the animal rights and animal liberation discourses in the UK and the US. I ask a cluster of 
interrelated questions. First, to what extent are ‘animal rights’ and ‘animal liberation’ structurally 
mutually supportive, or mutually exclusive goals? To answer this question I examine the (structural?) 
relationship between animal exploitation and capitalism – and the relationship between capitalism and 
law and rights discourse (e.g. Torres 2007). Building on the assumption that animal rights, insofar as 
these depend on formal legal recognition and fulfilment rather than a philosophical notion of natural 
rights, are structurally incompatible with animal liberation, I move on to examine activists’ tactics.  
As a clear connection or even overlap between animal rights and animal liberation activist communities 
can be identified, I ask whether in practice, rights discourse, legal reform or animal rights-motivated 
litigation can serve a tactical purpose in the service of animal liberation. Additionally, I examine the 
apparent contradiction within the actions of those who deliberately combine direct action and legal 
action in aid of animal liberation (for example, D-locking oneself to a facility so as to get arrested and 
make a legal claim in court around a facility’s ‘illegal’ operations). Finally, I ask to what extent the 
popular, but (I argue) false ‘rights vs violence’ dichotomy serves to push animal liberation activists 
towards legal tactics and rights discourse – in other words, to what extent does this ideological 
expression serve to ‘domesticate’ animal liberationists? Moreover, ultimately, when trends like ‘free 
range’ and even veganism go mainstream (Gross 2013), is this not in fact exactly what allows animal 
(and other) sacrifice to continue? A final question then, is in today’s law- and rights-suffused and 
‘carceral state’, what space is left for animal liberationist activism to disrupt the animal rights strategy? 
Richard J.F. Day (2006) Gramsci is Dead, London: Pluto 
Bob Torres (2007) Making a Killing: The Political Economy of Animal Rights, Oakland: AK Press. 
Aeyal Gross (2013) Vegans for (and against) the occupation, Ha’aretz editorial 14 November 2013. 
London Conference in Critical Thought 2014 – ‘entitlement’ stream convened by Victoria Ridler 
 
  



 “The Right of the Strongest” and the (Non)Entitlement Logic of the Neoliberal 
World.  

 

Abstract 

In the context of the current economic and political crisis, an array of minority views 
of politics face the dominant paradigm of the “balance of the system”, which 
unconditionally advocates for the maintaining of the economic neoliberal status quo. 
This papers deal with this general question: what logic lies behind this neoliberal 
paradigm? What can political philosophy say about the current economic and 
political nomos?  

The aim of this paper is to show the deep philosophical logic of neoliberal discourse, 
based on the central – though latent – idea of “the right of the strongest”. Drawing 
on both political theory, this paper also advances some suggestions for a cross-
disciplinary inquiry. Therefore, through some key theoretical moments in the history 
of political thought – from the ancient thought of Thucydides and Plato, Hobbesian 
modernity, to the contemporary thought of Friedrich Hayek – this paper stresses 
both the logic and the features of the idea of “the right of the strongest”, underlying 
its relevance in the understanding of current affairs. Moreover, it shows that the 
hegemonic “there is no alternative” argument is also based on this philosophical 
logic.  

Finally, the paper suggests that it is through this linkage between philosophical and 
discursive analysis that we can reach a broad theoretical understanding of the 
ideological patterns of the (non)entitlement logic of the neoliberal world.  

  



 

 

Class and privilege: the impossibility of painless description 
 
"Where reasonable people are united over the behavior of the unreasonable, one can always 
presume something displaced and not yet worked through, painful scars." 
- Adorno, Minima moralia 
 
Recent conflicts on the left on the interrelation of sex, race and class have recently been 
characterized by (often caricatured) confrontation between the concepts of privilege and of 
class. In this talk, I'm going to examine both of these concepts in relation to each other, and 
how they are mutually constitutive of each other's perceived weaknesses. 
 
I think there are different ways in which these terms are used, a value determined by their 
very different histories, both recent and in full historical breadth. Privilege derives from 'private 
law', 'privata leges', and signals a contractual exception from aristocratic (both familial and 
manorial) relations. Under modernity, the accusation of privilege was then reversed, and used 
by the bourgeoisie to lambaste the aristocracy for their exception from the contractual, 
bourgeois state of things. What I want to draw out of this is that privilege was always a term 
bound up with dynamics of what we now term social class. 
 
Class also has roots in the confrontation of absolutism and the market, although this 
background has been covered over by the marxist use of the term. Marx's use of the term 
class is, I argue, quite peculiar, and provided him with problems throughout his writings, ones 
which were never resolved. That the final chapter of the posthumously edited and published 
volume 3 of Das Kapital trails off on the question of class is but one indication of this.The 
other context of class  - a context which I believe Marx meant to confront and satirise - is that 
of classification, a method of knowledge more tightly bound up with domination based on 
'race' and 'sex' (among other qualities of and expressions of human life). 

 
I have no desire to defend or save either term, but wish to present how these histories 
contribute to their crushing weight. 

 

  



Entitlement and Critique 

 

 

Tarik Kochi, University of Sussex 

 

The paper takes as its starting point Pierre Hadot’s Philosophy as a Way of Life: 
Spiritual Exercises from Socrates to Foucault (Oxford: Blackwell, 1995). In this work 
Hadot attempts to reclaim for modern philosophy the importance of the Hellenistic 
traditions of philosophical-spiritual exercises (Socratic, Stoic, Epicurean). Hadot asks 
us to think of the role of philosophy in terms of the aim of cultivating  a particular 
way of living and being. This is opposed to a now dominant tendency within modern 
philosophy (and critical theory) in which the aims and practice philosophical 
reflection (in logic, epistemology, analytic legal theory, or ‘radical’ political/critical 
theory) is divorced from the everyday life and mode of living of the philosopher or 
critic. Within legal theory, one contemporary inheritance of this line of thinking is in 
the work of Shaun McVeigh in his insistence upon the questions of ‘office’, ‘lawful 
conduct’ and ‘taking responsibility for the law’ (S. Dorsett and S. McVeigh, 
Jurisdiction: London, Routledge, 2012) 

In some respects the idea of spiritual exercises can be thought of as the attempt by 
the individual to re-organise the geography of their mental space and to take up a 
form of conduct guided by this geography. Taking a cue from Henri Lefebvre’s 
caution that ‘mental space’ cannot be divorced from physical space, nor from the 
wider operation of the social and modes of production within capitalism (The Social 
Production of Space, Oxford: Blackwell, 1991), we should consider the problematic 
fate of such spiritual exercises under conditions of the commodification and 
bureaucratisation of labour.  

In the thinking through these questions the paper hopes to examine what 
responsibilities (if any) might be attached to the contemporary social/legal/political 
critic, who, holding a privileged space in the university may feel ‘entitled’ to engage 
in critique. 

  



Entitlement and Money 

Francesca Coin 

 

This paper analyses the role of evaluation in producing entitlement. In recent years, 

audit culture, evaluation and assessment have been described as the distinctive 

technologies of neoliberalism. Usually the analysis of neoliberalism lays on the 

Foucaudian notion of governamentality that describes the body as a biopolitical 

construction based on economic rationality and competition. Drawing on Deleuze's 

interpretation of Nietzsche and Lazzarato's most recent critique to the notion of 

governamentality, I look at entitlement as capital's ability to validate or dismiss 

conduct. Deleuze argued that Nietzsche's work always leads to an interpretation – the 

point of view of a third party that evaluates action from the standpoint of the 

advantage which he draws or can draw from it. In this paper I look at money as the 

interpreting subject: the “universal creditor” (Lazzarato) and the source of all values. 

A force powerful enough to define what's true or false, right or wrong and give 

legitimacy to any given phenomenon or event. Money as the subject of command sets 

the benchmarks for conduct, hence validating or dismissing it, giving or denying 

entitlement. Praising efforts to labor competition it contributes to the production of a 

subjectivity that is more and more bipolar, split between the pursuit of legitimacy and 

the glorification of self-exploitation.  
 


