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Comments of the referee on the thesis highlights and shortcomings (following the five
numbered aspects of your assessment indicated below).

1) Theoretical background:

The thesis, which examines obligations towards refugees from an ethical standpoint, is by its very
nature largely theoretical. Apart from ethical and philosophical questions (Chapter 2) it discusses
also relevant political ideologies (Chapter 4), as well as theological and legal debates pertaining to
refugees (Chapters 4 and 5). Most important for the author’s argument are clearly the sections
devoted to ethics and political ideologies (i.e. Chapters 2 and 4.1). While the theoretical discussion
in these sections is very well informed and the authors main conclusions are convincing, some of
the arguments appear superficial, confusing or simply unconvincing. Why, e.g. would the existence
of an innate or unchangeable human nature, preclude the existence of free will? Or why should a
belief in the existence of human nature lead to domination, subordination or genocides (p. 12)? On
the other hand, if one accepts the argument that human beings are shaped largely by cultural and
social environment, does it make sense to still use the term “human nature”? Can “human nature”
strictly speaking have different forms (p. 24)? In the same vein, it is questionable whether we can
maintain Locke’s doctrine of natural rights while tossing away its theological grounding (p. 25).

2) Contribution:

Perhaps the most original and interesting aspect of the thesis is the way in which it combines
theoretical discussion of the obligation towards refugees from the positions of ethics and political
theory with empirical research focused on the attitudes towards refugees and “costs and benefits” of
their acceptance for the host countries. The author of this review nonetheless believes that the thesis
as a whole would have been more convincing if its author devoted more space to the discussion of
the arguments of the opponents of the acceptance of refugees.

3) Methods:
The methods used are appropriate for this type of work.

4) Literature:

The list of literature is surprisingly long for a Master’s thesis. The author is clearly well informed
about the existing relevant literature. On the other hand, the engagement with the literature he cites
from could be more critical. On some occasions, the author simply quotes or references (sometimes
highly controversial arguments) without explaining his own position on the issue at hand or, for that
matter without providing some context for the cited argument. E.g. on p. 18 he informs the reader
that “Midgley believes humans are entirely without instincts...” without further explaining this
highly counter-intuitive claim or, for that matter, without clearly stating what he himself thinks
about this issue. Similarly, on p. 13 he states that “Louden describes Kant as looking at humans as
chameleons, creatures who can, through their free choice, be whatever they choose to be.” Again,
this appears to be a highly counter-intuitive interpretation of Kant’s moral philosophy, which would
deserve some form of critical engagement.

5) Manuscript form:
The thesis is clearly structured and written in a clear and grammatically correct language.
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