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9.30-9:55
Opening Speech with Professor Veronica Rodríguez-
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10.00-12.00 Panel Presentations Zoom Links 1 & 2
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13.00-15.00 Panel Presentations Zoom Links 1 & 2
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Panel 1 - Link 1

LAW OF CONSENT AND CHOICE 

OF COURT AGREEMENTS  

10.00-12.00 A.M. 

Chaired by: Dr Christopher 

Taggart

Aygun Mammadzada(University of 

Southampton)

Matilda Carter (University College 

London)

Choice of court agreements under the 

Hague Convention on Choice of Court 

Agreements and Brussels Recast 

Regulation: implication perspectives 

post-Brexit

Respecting authenticity in 

substituted decision-making

Commentator: Thekli Anastasiou Commentator: Katy Peters

LAW AND PHILOSOPHY  

13.00-15.00 P.M. 

Chaired by: Dr Stephen Bero

Sonia Cruz Davila (King's College 

London)

Daniel Peixoto Murata (University 

of Surrey)

Separation of powers and its value for 

contemporary democracies

Ronald Dworkin on Legal and 

Moral Obligations - A Criticism

Commentator: Dr Mikołaj

Barczentewicz
Commentator: Dr Ambrose Lee

PHILOSOPHY AND HUMAN RIGHTS  

15.30-16.30 P.M. Chaired by: 

Andrea Priorelli

Mallika Balakrishnan (University of St. Andrews)

Towards a teleology for international human rights law

Commentator: Professor Veronica Rodríguez-Blanco

https://surrey-ac.zoom.us/j/92424891968


Panel 2 - Link 2

INTERNATIONAL FINANCIAL

AND COMPANY LAW

10.00-12.00 P.M. Chaired by:

Maria Louca

Xiayang Chen (University of 

Glasgow)

Neven Kočila (University of 

Zagreb)

How can we improve the rating 

quality of credit rating agency?

The new online company 

formation process in Croatia-the 

challenges of digitalization

Commentator: Dr Ira Lindsay Commentator: Dr Marton Ribary

INTERNATIONAL CRIMINAL

LAW AND SECURITY

13.00-15.00 A.M. Chaired by:

Caterina Fabiani

Patryk Gacka (University of Warsaw) Ye Feng (University of Glasgow)

Contingency of international 

criminalization

Shaping international law in 

cyberspace: a comparative 

study

Commentator: Dr Melissa Hamilton
Commentator: Dr Arman 

Sarvarian

POLICY AND HUMAN

RIGHTS

15.30-16.30 P.M. Chaired by:

Benita Mathew

Andrea Pelliconi (City University of London)

Demographic engineering: the need for a human rights-based 

assessment

Commentator: Chantal Frindall

https://surrey-ac.zoom.us/j/95107449009


Aygun Mammadzada

University of Southampton

Aygun Mammadzada is a final year
PhD researcher at the Institute of
Maritime Law, Southampton Law
School, fully-funded by the
University of Southampton. Her
research is on “Provision of party
autonomy by the Hague
Convention on Choice of Court
Agreements 2005: comparative
analysis with the EU Brussels Recast
Regulation and New York
Arbitration Convention”. Aygun has
presented her research at several
international and local conferences,
and recently had research stays at
the Max Planck Institutes as a
Konrad Zweigert Visiting Scholar.
Apart from her research she is the
Managing Editor of Global
Constitutionalism, published by the
Cambridge University Press.

Matilda Carter

University College London

Matilda is a third year PhD student
in political theory at University
College London. Her research is
inspired by her decade long career
in care for people living with
dementia and is concerned with
challenging academic narratives
around the condition.

Sonia Cruz Davila

King's College London

Sonia Cruz Davila is a Law Research PhD
student at The Dickson Poon School of Law
in King's College London. She completed a
bachelor's degree in Philosophy at the
public university of the city where she grew
up, Morelia, Mexico, as well as a master's
degree in Analytic Philosophy at the
University of Barcelona, Spain. She is
currently in the second year of her PhD.
The tentative title of her doctoral
dissertation is “The Fair Shape of
Democracy: The Implications of the
Doctrine of Separation of Powers for the
Arrangement of a Democracy”. The aim of
her research project is, on the one hand, to
analyse the consequences that can be
drawn from the idea that democracy is
intrinsically valuable for our understanding
of the principle of separation of powers
and, on the other hand, to assess the
implications that such understanding of the
principle can have for the arrangement of a
democracy. Her intention is to argue that
the fact that democracy shows an equal
respect for the capacities of judgment of
citizens has consequences both for the way
in which the theory of separation of powers
is understood and for the way in which
democracy should be designed.



Daniel completed his LLB, MA from
University of Sao Paulo, Brazil.

Currently, he is a PhD candidate at the
University of Surrey. Working on a
dissertation that argues that legal
philosophy needs to be an “impure”
philosophy, that it must open itself to
the richness of human experience and
the unavoidable messiness that it
entails. My research interests lie in
moral and legal philosophy, with
emphasis on the role of emotions,
attachments and character on
practical reasoning.

Mallika Balakrishnan is an Indian-
American philosophy graduate
student interested in human rights,
Latin American politics, and
sustainable change. In May 2019,
Mallika graduated from Agnes Scott
College with a Bachelor of Arts in
Philosophy and Political Science. As
a recipient of a 2019 Marshall
Scholarship, she is currently
studying for a Master of Letters in
Moral, Political, and Legal
Philosophy through the St Andrews
and Stirling Graduate Programme in
Philosophy. In the future, Mallika
hopes to contribute to human rights
advocacy and social justice work in
Latin America and the Caribbean.

I’m a fourth-year PhD student in law
from University of Glasgow. My PhD
thesis is A Comparative Study of
Credit Rating Agency, between the
US, EU and China. My research
interest is Financial Regulation and
Commercial Law.

Daniel Peixoto Murata

University of Surrey

Mallika Balakrishnan

University of St. Andrews

Xiayang Chen

University of Glasgow



Neven Kocila graduated from the Faculty of
Law University of Zagreb, where he
obtained law degree in 2014. During the
study, Neven was awarded the Dean’s Prize
for the Best Student Paper.

After the conclusion of the legal
traineeship, he passed the Croatian Bar
Exam in 2017 as well as the Croatian
Notary Exam in 2019.

He has been working for the last 5 years as
a counsellor in reputable notary public
office in Zagreb.

Neven has been a Ph.D. candidate at the
Faculty of Law Zagreb for the last 3 years, in
the field of corporate and commercial law.
In addition, he has also lectured at Karlovac
University of Applied Sciences for the last 9
months. Within daily work and Ph.D. study
his research interests are primarily focused
in the area of commercial, company and
enforcement law, and as a Ph.D. candidate,
he has written a few scholarly papers and
essays on these subjects. Until now Neven
has published six papers in domestic
journals, of which three scientific reviews.

He has been involved in few seminars,
workshops and educational events
connected to his professional interests.

Ph.D Candidate at the
University of Warsaw
(Poland), Visiting Researcher
at the Center for
International Criminal
Justice, Vrije Universiteit
Amsterdam (Netherlands),
Senior Research Associate
for the Public International
Law and Policy Group
(PILPG). Research interests:
international criminal law,
philosophy of law.

Neven Kočila

University of Zagreb

Patryk Gacka

University of Warsaw

Andrea Pelliconi

City University of London

Andrea is a PhD candidate at City,
University of London and she is
recipient of a City Doctoral
Studentship to support her research.
She holds a Master of Laws from
Bocconi University, Milan and an
Advanced Master in Human Rights
from Sapienza University, Rome. She
specialises in human rights, migration
and asylum law, humanitarian law, and
her current research focusses on the
impact of demographic engineering
in terms of human rights and it’s
correlation with forced migration and
internal displacement. Before joining
City, Andrea worked at the Italian
Embassy in the US and in two law
firms based in Italy and Malaysia, she
held a Legal Research Fellowship at
the International Bar Association’s
Human Rights Institute and
collaborated with the Business and
Human Rights Resource Centre.



The Role of Law in Challenging Times
From the rise of polarised politics and the decrease of confidence in institutions, to
the global shifts in economic power and technological development, the law must
deal with a world that is increasingly becoming more and more complex. In these
times of complexity and change, the law must respond to diverse challenges by
incrementally regulating, proactively restructuring or even radically transforming
established institutions and practices. These times demand insightful reflection
about the role of law in governing society, economy, environment, technology,
security and other fields. Submissions may include any original contributions that
examine a broad range of issues and challenges ranging from human rights,
climate change, Brexit, cybersecurity, the refugee crisis, crises faced by
international dispute resolution institutions, domestic institutions etc., and how the
law could respond to these challenges. This conference intends to foster theoretical
and interdisciplinary reflection about the role of the law, and participants are
encouraged to submit abstracts that fall under this broad theme of “The Role of
Law in Challenging Times”.



Choice of court agreements under the Hague Convention 
on Choice of Court Agreements and Brussels Recast 
Regulation: implication perspectives post-Brexit
Aygun Mammadzada

University of Southampton

The Hague Conference has played a remarkable role in cross-border litigation and cooperation in civil and 
commercial matters and among all other significant developments the Convention on Choice of Court 
Agreements was achieved in 2005. Whereas the Brussels Recast Regulation has ensured legal certainty and 
predictability in the European Union, the Convention was drafted as the first global treaty enforcing choice of 
court agreements and resulting judgments at an international level.

This study examines effectiveness of the Hague Convention while reflecting key provisions of the Brussels Recast 
Regulation. In the discussions I will firstly outline the background leading up to coherences between the 
frameworks. Relevant to this point I will highlight that whereas the Convention contemplated respective rules of 
the Brussels I Regulation, the later Recast Regulation intended to obtain alignment with the Convention. 

Against this interface, I will identify distinctive features of each instrument. It will bring the substantial part of the 
paper where I will critically assess efficiency of the frameworks in ensuring predictability. In this context, I will draw 
a particular line on considerable effects of Brexit on dispute resolution and emphasize increasing importance of 
the Convention in that landscape.

The Convention will generally be appraised as a universal treaty of ultimate relevance for judicial cooperation 
between the EU and United Kingdom. On the other hand, existing gaps will be underlined as hurdles blocking 
certainty and harmonisation.

Proceeding on this track, the paper will seek to give several recommendations to prevent potential risks and 
stimulate a discourse about adjustments between the instruments which would be applicable post-Brexit.



Respecting authenticity in substituted decision-making
Matilda Carter

University College London

If a person has an advance directive demanding that life-saving treatment is withheld when
they have progressed to a certain stage of dementia, but they appear to be living happily
despite this advancement, should it still be respected?

In bioethics this is cast as a clash between the principles of respecting autonomy and
beneficence. The former favours a substituted judgment standard, while the latter favours a
best interests standard. On the traditional view, we should respect advance directives in all
circumstances, out of respect for autonomy. Rebecca Dresser argues, on the other hand, that
because the identity of the person has fundamentally changed, they are no longer
autonomous and the principle of beneficence applies. On Ronald Dworkin’s more nuanced
view both the respect for autonomy and beneficence recommend upholding the directive.

In this paper, I argue that we should be guided neither by the principle of autonomy nor by the
principle of beneficence. Executing an advance directive is not something decisionmakers do
to a person living with dementia, it is something that they do for them; it is a socially exercising
capacity that they do not have. Taking a relational egalitarian view, I argue that this relationship
tends to domination if the capacity is not exercised in reference to authentic values.



Separation of powers and its value for contemporary 
democracies
Sonia Cruz Davila

King's College London

Among most constitutional lawyers and democratic theorists, there is a common assumption that
contemporary democracies require some kind of division or separation of powers in order to avoid
the abuse of power and protect the liberty of all their citizens. For the most optimistic, the
importance of the separation of powers for contemporary democracies goes beyond this and refers
also to the promotion of efficiency in the exercise of power. For the most pessimistic, however,
nothing about the separation of powers actually ensures that the power of the state will not be
abused, that the liberty of individuals will not be violated or that the exercise of certain political
functions will not be inefficient; on their view, what makes the separation of powers important for
contemporary democracies is rather that it contributes to the consolidation of the rule of law.

The aim of this essay is to argue that the disagreement among lawyers and theorists about the
importance of the separation of powers can be adjudicated to the lack of clarity about its precise
meaning. In the first section, I compare and contrast different senses in which the separation of
powers has been considered important.

In the second section, I argue that, in order to determine the importance of the separation of powers,
it is necessary to clarify the precise meaning of the concepts separation and powers, and that such
meaning can only be elucidated if it is also determined what exactly makes democracy valuable. In
the last section, I conclude that the separation of powers is both instrumentally and intrinsically
important, and that such importance consists in denouncing the lack of democratic legitimacy of
certain political actions (thus demonstrating the need of restructuring certain political institutions)
and in showing respect for the capacities of judgment of all the citizens.



Ronald Dworkin on Legal and Moral Obligations – A 
Criticism
Daniel Peixoto Murata

University of Surrey

In this essay, I will analyse Ronald Dworkin’s the idea that legal obligations are a particular
kind of moral obligations. According to Dworkin, the only kind of proper reason-giving
obligation is of moral nature, and therefore only a community imbued of moral value would
be able to provide agents with real obligations. Availing myself from resources developed by
the moral philosopher Bernard Williams, notably his discussion on practical reason, I will
argue that the Dworkinian proposal is not enough to explain legal normativity or what I refer
to as the reason-giving character of the law, the capacity that law has of providing reasons for
action for agents. I will begin by presenting Dworkin’s argument in favour of legal obligations
as moral obligations. This starts with a picture of the “moral community” and relies heavily on
Dworkins’ interpretive method. From this, I will criticise Dworkin’s theory. The gist of the
criticism developed in the paper is that Dworkin endorses an overly moralised view on
obligations, a view that ignores that people can feel obligated by demands that are not moral
and that spam from the concrete motivations that agents might have, like their attachments
and commitments. It is not my purpose to claim that Dworkin is wrong tout court, merely that
his account leaves out something important, and that if we only have his account, then we will
have a distorted view of legal normativity and of obligations in general.



Towards a teleology for international human rights law
Mallika Balakrishnan

University of St. Andrews

The genesis story for the domestic rule of law can take several paths, ranging from natural law
theory to legal positivism. However, international law, at least more so than domestic law, can
generally be argued to have been created for a purpose. As a result, international human rights
law is ripe for analysis by means of artifactual teleology; in other words, international human
rights law can be analyzed as an artifact with a guiding and specific role. However, while legal
philosophy abounds in discussions of what grounds the normativity of domestic law,
teleological analysis and generally normative analysis of international law is sparse.

In this paper, I propose that an application of teleological theory to the framework of
international human rights law opens new dimensions for reflection on how state actors and
global governance institutions should utilize international human rights law in response to
global political crises. I examine some potential reasons why debates of legal normativity and
teleology have, in general, been limited to the domestic sphere. Drawing on existing debates
about legal normativity and teleology at the domestic level, I extend the analysis to the
international level. I suggest that applying these debates to the case of international human
rights law gives us new angles from which to debate about what grounds the force of
international human rights law, and I suggest how this may impact debates around realizability,
enforcement, and responsibility in the use of international human rights law in contemporary
global political situations.



How can we improve the rating quality of credit rating 
agency?

Xiayang Chen

University of Glasgow
Credit ratings are published by credit rating agencies (hereafter ‘CRAs’) and used by investors to assess the
default rates of bonds. Credit ratings are utilised to reduce the information asymmetry between investors and
bonds arose so that investors can make investment decision. However, they have been criticised that during
the financial crisis of 2007-8, they failed to reflect accurate default risk of bonds, especially in the structured
finance.

It is worth underlining that numerous types of conflicts of interest exist in credit rating industry. Conflicts of
interest create various incentives for staff and CRAs and as a consequence, they are more likely to use lax
standards in favour of their customers, especially in issuer pays model. As a result, the public credibility of
credit ratings is undermined. Many scholars argue that the conflicts of interest cause the poor quality of ratings.
However, after the comparison of default rates of credit ratings in corporate bonds and structured financial
products during financial crisis, this argument proved invalid. This paper put another explanation that the
complexity of structured finance and the irrationality in procedures of rating in structured finance cause the
high default rates.

This paper critically evaluates the main issues affecting the accuracy of credit ratings and the independency of
CRAs in the EU, US and China. Before the recent financial crisis, in the US, CRAs were protected by the First
Amendment to the United States Constitution in the long periods, as rating was deemed as an ‘opinion’ and
thus protected by the freedom of speech. Later in 2010, the Dodd-Frank Act deleted the exclusion that CRA
cannot be sued by the private cause. Also, the relevant provisions were recently introduced in the EU.
Importantly, the Regulation (2013/462/EU) formally introduces civil liability regime into regulatory framework,
in order to improve rating quality. China, on the other hand, lacks a systematic legal framework regarding to
credit rating industry. However, China has a strict legal limitation in structured finance, and it is believed that
because of that the rating failure in structured finance did not affect Chinese domestic financial market during
financial crisis of 2007-8.



The new online company formation process in Croatia – a 
step forward to Digital Single Market
Neven Kočila

University of Zagreb

Until April 2019, the shareholders in the Republic of Croatia were able to establish a company by
using notaries as intermediaries between the shareholders and the court register. To modernize the
Company Law, amendments to the Companies Law Act enabled the completely new concept of
establishment of a company remotely using digital tools, harmonizing Croatian legislation with the
modern requirements of Directive (EU) 2019/1151. The establishment of a company is possible
without notaries as intermediaries, using the new Internet Application "START" under the E-Citizens
system, abolishing numerous bureaucratic barriers repulsive to foreign entrepreneurs. This process,
at least in theory, strengthens the fundamental right of the European Union - the freedom of the
establishment. The aim was to facilitate digitalization in company law based on the "one stop shop"
principle with automatic exchange of data between institutions and banks, in favorem of
shareholders on the EU level. In that context, the main legal issue herein is to answer in theoretical
framework whether the exclusion of notaries as intermediaries in Croatia continues to provide
adequate legal certainty in order to avoid fraud and misuse in the establishment process.
Furthermore, try to determine how attractive such a new process would be to foreign
entrepreneurs in the future and the role of law in regulating some certain contentious issues (e.g.
control of the identity and legal capacity of domestic and foreign natural and legal persons as well
as the authorized person online, inability of system to verify the real and informed clients decision
online). Moreover, in this paper also shall be discussed who of the involved actors should be
responsible for the wrongly given information on the online establishment process, as well as for
the eventual damage to the company by (not) paying the shareholders contribution.



Contingency of international criminalization
Patryk Gacka

University of Warsaw

Modern criminalization processes are no longer geographically limited to states and their domestic legal
systems. The emerging multinormativity exemplified by domestic, regional, international and transnational
criminal law is therefore no longer debatable. Nor is it, as it seems, particularly controversial that the criminal law
had to move beyond traditional state borders to face truly global challenges. What remains less clear, however,
is where exactly the normative boundaries of these new sub-systems of criminal law should be drawn.

This is a neglected issue. Although it is true that in recent years a growing scholarly attention has been paid to
criminalization (its principles and scope) with respect to domestic regulations, surely the same cannot be stated
about the inquiries into the scope and character of international criminal law. In this regard, the existing
scholarship seems to be dedicated mainly to differentiating domestic from international crimes (and vice versa),
without, however, reflecting more broadly on the principles of criminalization that should apply to the latter
group of offences.

In this paper, I would like to challenge this traditional and widely accepted paradigm (“of course we need
international criminal law”) by offering a ‘revisionist’ account of international criminalization. To that end, I will
demonstrate why the substantive part of international criminal law is genetically incoherent which leads to its
both under-, and over-criminalization. Apart from briefly describing the scope of international criminalization
with respect to the four core international crimes (normative part), I will also engage with those philosophical
studies (see below) where similar questions have already been raised without being, however, satisfactorily
answered (critical part). On these bases, I will then build my own argumentative narrative aimed at clarifying (but
not codifying) principles of international criminalization as contrasted with domestic criminalization. In
conclusions, I will – once again – underline why there is a need for a more comprehensive account of principles
that (should) account for processes of international criminalization. How are we going to respond to global
challenges in an informed manner without them?



Shaping International law in Cyber Security: From Perspective of 
Power Distribution
Ye Feng

University of Glasgow
The development of ICT has reshaped the lifestyle and behaviour of human society, which merged the so-called” fifth
domain” in the world: The Cyberspace. The nature of this space makes the security issues international. Thus, Actors
engage in different forum try to influence and shape the international law to cope with risk and uncertainty of this field.
However, with the unbalance distribution of political power, technical capacity, states may have different attitude and
position in shaping the international law or applying existed international norm, For instance, there is prominent gap
between the United States, China and Russia; EU and UK also hold different position in many aspects of this area. UN
GGE failed to make consensus in 2017 is somehow a consequence of this divergence. Meanwhile, many private sectors
engaged in this area and produce their own initiative such as Google or Microsoft. It seems that, power distribution
among different actors, may be a good point to explain those divergences.

This thesis tries to articulate how is the future imagined in cyber security international law from perspective of power in
political, international scholarship and technical distribution. In turn, this thesis also tries to cover how the “distributive”
international law in cyber security effect the distribution of risk and benefits in this area around the world.

I will try to expand the thesis in three parts: First, distribution in political powers will be focused. In this chapter, the
attitude and initiatives of states which have great technical power will be examined. The main source may include
international position document, transboundary cases. Gaps between west and east in cyber security issue might be
attributed to power distribution. Second, the distribution in legal scholarship in cyber security international law will be
reviewed. Tallinn manual 2.0 will be the start point of how does the legal scholarship distribution in this field. The
consensus and divergence in this manual may reflect the distribution of scholar thoughts. Other specific area
(international space law) might be good example for academic group introduce legal standard. Third, the distribution in
technical power will be considered. Those huge technology companies which have deep technical background also
participated in the shaping of international law, thought they are not “international law subject”((Digital Geneva
Convention advocated by Microsoft; Cybersecurity Tech Accord), (“Right of forgotten” Google Spain v AEPD and Mario
Costeja González).



Demographic engineering: the need for a human rights-
based assessment

Andrea Pelliconi

City University of London
Demographic engineering (“DE”) is the State-sponsored practice of purposely modifying the demographic composition
of a given territory by means of forcible displacement or by more subtle policies. It has been deployed extensively in
history and continues to be crucial in contemporary geopolitical agendas, dictating the outcome of armed conflicts and
influencing the balance of power in strategic zones (e.g. Syria, Turkey, Myanmar). Often, this practice has significant
global consequences: DE is just as important as climate change as a contributing factor to asylum seekers’ mobility.

Despite its relevance, DE has only been studied by historians and political experts to explain socio-political
developments, while a comprehensive legal assessment has never been delivered. Legal scholarship generally deals
with the refugee crisis only with the tools of refugee law, therefore applying human rights and humanitarian law in the
perspective of protecting asylum seekers’ rights and establishing the recipient States’ duties. International law lacks the
means to establish a responsibility upon the States of origin that intentionally provoke mass migration of part of their
population, unless the threshold is reached to qualify those actions as international crimes such as ethnic cleansing. The
time has come for international lawyers to analyse this unexplored grey area and to investigate the compliance of DE
with international human rights standards, in order to make the rule of law prevail over the rule of power.

This paper will address this question with a normative approach, arguing that existing human rights norms should be
interpreted as to prevent States from implementing actions and policies that de facto compel the exodus of targeted
ethnic groups or minorities. This view is premised on the humancentric doctrine of international law, which
acknowledges the necessity of a shift from centrality of State sovereignty to centrality of State responsibility towards its
own inhabitants.


