
    POLI 4P34/5P34 

 Comparative Judicial Systems 

  Faculty of Social Sciences 

 Winter 2021/22 

Instructor: Matthew Hennigar Class Time: Fri 9:00-11:50am 

Office:  Plaza 343 Classroom: MCD-304 

Phone: 905 688-5550 ext. 4474 Office Hours: Before Jan 31: by appt. via Zoom;   

E-mail: matthew.hennigar@brocku.ca After Jan 31(?): Fri 10-11am & by appt. 

 

COVID Reminders 

 

 Please remember to wear a mask on campus and in class, except briefly to take a drink. If you 

have a medical exemption from masking, please be prepared to show it to your instructors 

 Complete the self-assessment using the Brock Safety app every day before coming to campus 

 If you have any COVID symptoms, please do not come to class; accommodations will be made 

 

Course Description 

 

The seminar this year will examine several themes related to comparative judicial systems, including 

the global expansion of judicial power and rights-based judicial review, the relationship between 

judicial review and democratization, and the role of courts in authoritarian regimes. Most importantly, 

we will investigate via a comparative perspective the conditions necessary for the “judicialization of 

politics” in democratic, non-democratic, and transitioning states. Although the course primarily uses 

a seminar discussion format, this will be supplemented with in-class small group activities and mini-

lectures by the instructor. Jan 10-30 will be online via Zoom, in line with Brock’s rules.  

 

Course Learning Objectives 

 

Students will be expected to leave the course with a greater understanding of the role of courts 

around the world and the intersection of law and politics. More specifically, students will be 

expected to: 

 demonstrate a critical understanding of leading issues in this area, including: why countries 

establish independent courts and judicial review of rights; what encourages courts to embrace 

rights; the role of courts in authoritarian systems; how courts can help or hinder democratization, 

the development of the rule of law, or civil conflict; judicial selection methods; judicial 

independence and accountability; the legitimacy of judicial review; and the most prevalent 

models of judicial organization. 

 through the research paper, develop a sustained argument about an aspect of the judiciary using 

the comparative method and leading scholarly sources, in a manner consistent with academic 

integrity 

 articulate their understanding of the course material both in writing and verbally in a seminar 

environment 

 engage respectfully with the class in discussions and debates 
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Required Texts (available in Brock bookstore) 

 

Charles R. Epp, The Rights Revolution: Lawyers, Activists and Supreme Courts in Comparative 

Perspective. Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1998. 

 

This course makes heavy use of e-resources on Sakai; apologies in advance for any inconvenience. 

 

Course Requirements 

Seminar Participation  30% 

Memos   20% 

Dossier & Presentation 10% 

Research Proposal  10% (due in class, February 28, 2022) 

Term Paper   30% (due Wednesday, April 6, 2022 by 4:00pm) 

 

Requests for extra work will not be granted (ex., seminars missed without an acceptable explanation). 

 

Seminar Participation 

As a seminar, this course is based on the active involvement of all participants. Accordingly, 

attendance at weekly seminars is mandatory, and you should complete assigned readings before class 

and be prepared to contribute meaningfully to in-class discussion. You will be graded on your ability 

to make original points, to engage other students’ comments, and to incorporate the readings in your 

comments. NOTE (after Jan 30): Smart phone use is not permitted in seminar; they are a distraction 

and texting during a discussion shows disrespect for other students. As several seminar readings are 

in electronic format, laptops and tablets can be used but please don’t let them become a distraction. 

 

Memos 

You will write seven short (500-600 word) memos throughout the term, which analyse the readings 

for a particular seminar. To clarify, this means you have some choice. Doing these memos helps 

ensure that class participants are prepared to engage in productive discussions. The memos should 

not simply summarize the readings, but integrate them—what are the central arguments of the 

readings, and how do the readings relate to each other? Memos must be submitted to me via the 

Messages function in Sakai for this course by 5pm Sunday before that seminar.  

 

Dossier & Presentation 

Starting in week 2, 1 or 2 students per week will individually present a brief (max. 10 minutes) 

overview of a country and its judicial system, along with a 1-page handout (via Sakai). The dossier 

should answer: 

1. democratic system, non-democratic, or somewhere in between? 

2. if democratic, type of system (republic, Westminster parliamentary, etc)? 

3. civil code or common law system? 

4. federation or unitary government? 

5. ethnically or religiously divided society? 

6. written constitution? bill of rights? 

7. judicial review? By Supreme Court or Kelsenian constitutional court? How initiated? 

8. how are judges selected? (very briefly) 

9. any major attacks on judicial independence or authority in recent years? (briefly) 
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The dossier presentation schedule is as follows: 

Week 2: France, England (note: ignore Scotland and N Ireland’s separate systems) 

Week 3: Israel; Mexico if a second 

Week 4: Chile  

Week 5: US; Costa Rica if a second 

Week 6: India; Netherlands or Japan if a second 

Week 7: Australia, New Zealand 

Week 8: Turkey, China 

Week 9: South Africa, Germany 

Week 10: Russia; Poland or Hungary if second 

Week 11: Spain  

Week 12: International Criminal Court; European Court of Justice or ECHR if second 

 

Research Proposal   

The research proposal is 3-4 pages (4P34)/5-6 pages (5P34) in length PLUS a preliminary 

bibliography, and is due in class. The research proposal will discuss (1) the central question to be 

explored in the paper (see suggestions below); (2) the basis of comparison for countries selected; (3) 

a tentative thesis statement; and (4) a brief review of the relevant literature. You should aim for 6-10 

sources, which should be primarily academic books and journal articles. All topics must be approved 

by the instructor. Make sure to keep your returned proposal, as you will need to submit the graded 

copy with your term paper. 

 

Research Paper Requirements 

The length of the term paper is 15-17 pages (4500-5000 words) for POLI 4P34 and 20-22 pages 

(6000-6500 words) for POLI 5P34.  The term paper must be double-spaced with standard margins 

and a 12-point font.  The term paper is an independently designed research project by the student and 

is based on the research proposal submitted during the term. The term paper must be a 

COMPARATIVE project that considers a minimum TWO (2) countries and a maximum FOUR (4).   

 

Here are a number of possible topics—you are not restricted to these, and in most cases, it will be 

necessary to narrow the suggested topic: 

 Are courts able to enforce “positive” socio-economic rights? 

 Does Epp’s explanation for judicial rights revolutions travel to other countries/contexts? 

 Have courts helped or hindered efforts to combat the COVID-19 pandemic? Why might that be? 

 Judicial independence – what’s it mean? How secured? How much is enough? 

 Why do political actors empower courts? Under what conditions?  

 Why do political actors adopt judicially-enforceable bills of rights? 

 Reforming the judiciary (to promote independence, rule of law). Why undertaken? When successful? 

 The role of courts in democratic transition/new democracies 

 Rule “by” law – the role of courts in non-democratic states 

 “Strong-” vs. “Weak-form” judicial review; “Commonwealth model”. Can weak-form really exist? 

 Why are some courts institutionally “weak”? (ex: Japan, N.Z., U.K., 1993 Russia) 

 Concrete vs. abstract judicial review—should courts do one or the other, both? 

 Role of the courts in federal / quasi-federal systems 
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 International courts—creation, enforcement powers, effectiveness 

 Alternatives to judicial review of constitutional rights 

 Judicial appointment systems – pros/cons; democratic input vs. greater “professionalization”, etc. 

 

Penalties for Late Assignments 

A FIVE (5) PER CENT PER DAY penalty will be assigned for late papers (except memos and 

dossiers, which are not accepted after the due date). Extensions of due dates are granted only in 

circumstances that are beyond the student’s control, such as the Accommodations listed below. Time 

management problems are not grounds for extensions. Start early! Papers more than one week 

overdue without documentation will not be accepted. 

 

 

Brock University Academic Policies 

 
Important Dates:  The last day to withdraw without academic penalty is Friday, March 4, 2022. You will receive 

at least 15% of your final grade by February 25, 2022. 

Intellectual Property Notice: All slides, presentations, handouts, tests, exams, and other course materials created 

by the instructor in this course are the intellectual property of the instructor. A student who publicly posts or sells 

an instructor’s work, without the instructor’s express consent, may be charged with misconduct under Brock’s 

Academic Integrity Policy and/or Code of Conduct, and may also face adverse legal consequences for infringement 

of intellectual property rights. 

Special Accommodation: The University is committed to fostering an inclusive and supportive environment for 

all students and will adhere to the Human Rights principles that ensure respect for dignity, individualized 

accommodation, inclusion and full participation. The University provides a wide range of resources to assist 

students, as follows:  

 

 a) If you require academic accommodation because of a disability or an ongoing health or mental health 

condition, please contact Student Accessibility Services at askSAS@brocku.ca or 905 688 5550 ext. 3240.  

 b) If you require academic accommodation because of an incapacitating medical condition, you must, as soon 

as practicable, inform your instructor(s) of your inability to complete your academic work. You must also submit 

a Brock University Student Medical Certificate. At the time of your medical appointment the health professional 

will provide you with the virtual medical certificate that you will need to forward to the instructor. Please note that 

Student Health Services appointments are limited at this time, therefore please forward this medical certificate 

within 7 days of the initial contact with the instructor. The University may, at its discretion, request more detailed 

documentation in certain cases. If you are unable to write a scheduled examination due to an incapacitating 

medical condition, you must follow the process set out in the Faculty Handbook III:9.4.1.  

 c) If you are experiencing mental health concerns, contact the Student Wellness and Accessibility Centre. 

Good2Talk is a service specifically for post-secondary students, available 24/7, 365 days a year, and provides 

anonymous assistance: http://www.good2talk.ca/ or call 1-866-925-5454. For information on wellness, coping and 

resiliency, visit: http://brockmentalhealth.ca/mental-well-being/.  

 d) If you require academic accommodation on religious grounds, you should make a formal, written request to 

your instructor(s) for alternative dates and/or means of satisfying requirements. Such requests should be made 

during the first two weeks of any given academic term, or as soon as possible after a need for accommodation is 

known to exist.  

 e) If you have been affected by sexual violence, the Human Rights & Equity Office offers support, 

information, reasonable accommodations, and resources through the Sexual Violence Support & Education 

Coordinator. For information on sexual violence, visit Brock's Sexual Assault and Harassment Policy or contact 

the Sexual Violence Support & Response Coordinator at humanrights@brocku.ca or 905 688 5550 ext. 4387.  

mailto:askSAS@brocku.ca
https://brocku.ca/university-secretariat/faculty-handbook/section-3/#9.4_Deferred_Examinations
http://www.good2talk.ca/
http://brockmentalhealth.ca/mental-well-being/
https://brocku.ca/human-rights/sexual-violence/
mailto:humanrights@brocku.ca
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 f) If you feel you have experienced discrimination or harassment on any of the above grounds, including 

racial, gender or other forms of discrimination, contact the Human Rights and Equity Office at 

humanrights@brocku.ca.  

 

 

Tentative Schedule and Readings 

 

Please Note: All the readings are from the Epp book or via our Sakai page, https://lms.brocku.ca. 

 
Jan 10: Introduction and Judicial Structures 

Tom Ginsburg, ‘The Global Spread of Judicial Review,’ in Keith Whittington et al, eds, Oxford Handbook of 

Law and Politics (Oxford: OUP, 2008), Part 1. 

Alec Stone Sweet, Governing with Judges: Constitutional Politics in Europe (Oxford: OUP, 2000), chpt 2. 

Martin Shapiro, Courts: A Comparative and Political Analysis (Chicago: Chicago UP, 1980), 1-8; 17-24; 28-

36. 

 

Jan 17: Judicial Selection 

James L. Gibson and Michael J. Nelson, ‘Judicial Elections: Judges and their ‘New-Style’ Constituencies,’ in 

Lee Epstein and Stefanie Lindquist, eds, Oxford Handbook of U.S. Judicial Behavior (Oxford: OUP, 2017).  

Doris Marie Provine and Antoine Garapon, ‘The Selection of Judges in France: Searching for a New 

Legitimacy,’ in Kate Malleson and Peter H. Russell, eds, Appointing Judges in an Age of Judicial Power 

(Toronto: UTP, 2006), 176-195.  

Kate Malleson, ‘The New Judicial Appointments Commission in England and Wales: New Wine in New 

Bottles?,’ in Malleson and Russell, eds, Appointing Judges in an Age of Judicial Power (Toronto: UTP, 

2006), 39-55. 

 

Jan 24: The Judicialization of Politics 

Ran Hirschl, ‘The Judicialization of Politics,’ in Oxford Handbook of Law and Politics (Oxford: OUP, 

2008), Part 1.  

Tom Ginsburg, ‘The Global Spread of Judicial Review,’ in Oxford Handbook of Law and Politics (Oxford: 

OUP, 2008), Part 2.1 and 2.2. 

Tom Ginsburg, Judicial Review in New Democracies: Constitutional Courts in Asian Cases (Cambridge: 

Cambridge University Press, 2003), chpt. 1 (21-33). 

Ran Hirschl, ‘The Political Origins of Judicial Empowerment through Constitutionalization: Lessons from 

Four Constitutional Revolutions,’ Law & Social Inquiry 25 (2000), 91-139. 

 

Jan 31: Legitimizing Judicial Power 

Alexander Hamilton, James Madison and John Jay, The Federalist Papers (1787-1788), Nos. 47, 48, 51, 78.  

Aharon Barak, ‘The Role of the Supreme Court in a Democracy,’ Israel Law Review 33:1 (1999), 1-12.  

Alec Stone Sweet, Governing with Judges: Constitutional Politics in Europe, ch. 5.  

Alex Walen, ‘Judicial Review in Review: A four-part defense of legal constitutionalism,’ I-Con 

(International Journal of Constitutional Law) 7:2 (2009), 329-354. 

 

mailto:humanrights@brocku.ca
https://lms.brocku.ca/
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Feb 7: Successful Judicial Rights Revolutions: A Case Study 

Epp, The Rights Revolution, 1-70; 207-210. 

 

Feb 14: Weak or Failed Judicial Rights Revolutions: A Case Study 

Epp, The Rights Revolution, 71-110; 197-205; 210-217. 

 

Feb 21: READING WEEK – NO CLASSES 

 

Feb 28: Alternatives to ‘Strong-Form’ Judicial Review of Constitutional Rights 

Mark Tushnet, Weak Courts, Strong Rights: Judicial Review and Social Welfare Rights in Comparative 

Constitutional Law (Princeton, NJ: PUP, 2008), 18-42.  

Stephen Gardbaum, ‘Reassessing the New Commonwealth Model of Constitutionalism,” I-Con 8:2 (2010), 

167-206. 

Janet Hiebert and James Kelly, Parliamentary Bills of Rights: The Experiences of New Zealand and the United 

Kingdom (Cambridge: CUP, 2015), 401-412. 

 

Mar 7: Rule by Law: Courts in Authoritarian Regimes 

Tamir Moustafa and Tom Ginsburg, ‘Introduction,’ in Tom Ginsburg and Tamir Moustafa, eds, Rule by Law: 

The Politics of Courts in Authoritarian Regimes (Cambridge: CUP, 2008), 1-21. 

Tom Ginsburg, ‘Administrative Law and the Judicial Control of Agents in Authoritarian Regimes,’ in Rule 

by Law, 58-72. 

Martin Shapiro, ‘Courts in Authoritarian Regimes,” in Rule by Law, 326-335. 

Esin Örücü, ‘The Constitutional Court of Turkey: the Anayasa Mahkemesi as the Protector of the System,’ 

The Journal of Comparative Law 3:2 (2008), 254-268.  (entire volume of this journal a PDF on SAKAI) 

Note: Things have changed a lot in Turkey since 2008, with the rise of Erdogan and the failed 2016 coup. 

See Dilek Kurban, https://verfassungsblog.de/think-twice-before-speaking-of-constitutional-review-in-turkey/  

 

Mar 14: Courts and Democratization I 

Irwin Stotsky, ‘Lessons Learned and the Way Forward,’ in Siri Gloppen et al., eds, Democratization and the 

Judiciary: The Accountability Function of Courts in New Democracies (London: Frank Cass, 2004), 198-

202. 

Rebecca Bill Chavez, ‘The Rule of Law and Courts in Democratizing Regimes,’ in Oxford Handbook of Law 

and Politics (Oxford: OUP, 2008), Parts 1, 3 and 4. 

Jennifer Widner, ‘How Some Reflections on the United States’ Experience May Inform African Efforts to 

Build Court Systems and the Rule of Law,’ in Gloppen et al., eds, Democratization and the Judiciary, 27-45.   

Heinz Klug, ‘South Africa’s Constitutional Court: Enabling Democracy and Promoting Law in the Transition 

from Apartheid,’ The Journal of Comparative Law 3:2 (2008), 174-184; 189-193. (entire journal volume on 

SAKAI) 

Tom Daly, The Alchemists: Questioning our Faith in Courts as Democracy-builders (Cambridge: CUP, 

2017), Chapter 2 (67-86 only). 

 

 

https://verfassungsblog.de/think-twice-before-speaking-of-constitutional-review-in-turkey/
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Mar 21: Courts and Democratization II 

Tom Daly, The Alchemists: Questioning our Faith in Courts as Democracy-builders (Cambridge: CUP, 

2017), Introduction (p.1-7 only); Chapter 2 (86-105), Chapter 7 (Sections 1, 3(A-C), and 4-7 only) .  

Alexei Trochev, ‘Courts as Losers: The Impact of Constitutional Crises on Judicial Power in Russia and 

Ukraine,’ APSA 2009 Toronto Meeting Paper, available at SSRN. 

Kim Lane Scheppele and Laurent Pech, ‘What is Rule of Law Backsliding?’ Verfassungblog, 2 Mar 2018, 

https://verfassungsblog.de/what-is-rule-of-law-backsliding/    

Kim Lane Scheppele and Laurent Pech, ‘Why Poland and Not Hungary?’ Verfassungblog, 8 Mar 2018, 

https://verfassungsblog.de/why-poland-and-not-hungary/  

 [For more background on recent events in Poland, see Pech and Scheppele, 

https://verfassungsblog.de/poland-and-the-european-commission-part-iii-requiem-for-the-rule-of-law/, and  

Tomasz Tadeusz Koncewicz, https://verfassungsblog.de/farewell-to-the-polish-constitutional-court/] 

  

Mar 28: Courts in Federations 

Elisenda Casanas Adam, ‘The Constitutional Court of Spain: From System Balancer to Polarizing 

Centralist,’ in Nicholas Aroney and John Kincaid, eds, Courts in Federal Countries: Federalists or 

Unitarists (Toronto: UTP, 2017), 367-403. 

Robert Schertzer, ‘Federal Arbiters as Facilitators: Towards an Integrated Federal and Judicial Theory for 

Diverse States,’ I-Con 15:1 (2017), 110–136. 

Summary, R (Miller) v. The Prime Minister and Cherry v. Advocate General for Scotland [2019] 

Daniel Halberstam, ‘Comparative Federalism and the Role of the Judiciary,’ in Oxford Handbook of Law and 

Politics (Oxford: OUP, 2008). 

 

April 4: Supranational Courts  

Gary Bass, ‘War Crimes Tribunals,’ in Oxford Handbook of Law and Politics (2008). 

Richard Goldstone, ‘ICC and Ad Hoc Tribunals,’ in Thomas G. Weiss and Sam Daws, eds, Oxford 

Handbook on the United Nations (2nd Ed) (Oxford: OUP, 2018). 

Payam Akhavan, ‘Are International Criminal Tribunals a Disincentive to Peace?: Reconciling Judicial 

Romanticism with Political Realism,’ Human Rights Quarterly 31:3 (August 2009), 624-625; 634-654.  

Karen J. Alter, ‘The European Court and Legal Integration: An Exceptional Story or Harbinger of the 

Future?’ in Oxford Handbook of Law and Politics (2008).  

 

Supplemental Reading Material (for further interest or term paper research) 

 
Campbell, T., K.D. Ewing and A. Tomkins, eds (2001) Sceptical Essays on Human Rights. Oxford: OUP. 

Campbell, T., J. Goldsworthy and A. Stone, eds (2006) Protecting Rights Without a Bill of Rights: Institutional 

Performance and Reform in Australia. Aldershot, Hants, England; Burlington, VT: Ashgate. 

Cappelletti, Mauro (1989) The Judicial Process in Comparative Perspective. Oxford: Clarendon. 

Cuoso, Javier, Alexandra Huneeus, and Rachel Sieder, eds (2010) Cultures of Legality: Judicialization and Political 

Activism in Latin America. Cambridge: CUP.  

de Visser, Maartje (2014) Constitutional Review in Europe: A Comparative Analysis. Oxford: Hart Publishing. 

Erdos, David (2010) Delegating Rights Protection:  The Rise of Bills of Rights in the Westminster World. Oxford: 

Oxford University Press. 

https://verfassungsblog.de/what-is-rule-of-law-backsliding/
https://verfassungsblog.de/why-poland-and-not-hungary/
https://verfassungsblog.de/poland-and-the-european-commission-part-iii-requiem-for-the-rule-of-law/
https://verfassungsblog.de/farewell-to-the-polish-constitutional-court/
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Finkel, Jodi S. (2008) Judicial Reform as Political Insurance: Argentina, Peru, and Mexico in the 1990s. Notre Dame, 

Ind.: University of Notre Dame Press. 

Follesdal, Andreas and Geir Ulfstein (2018) The Judicialization of International Law: A Mixed Blessing? Oxford: 

Oxford University Press. 

Ginsburg, Tom (2003) Judicial Review in New Democracies: Constitutional Courts in Asian Cases. Cambridge: 

Cambridge University Press. 

Ginsburg, Tom and Tamir Moustafa, eds (2008) Rule by Law: The Politics of Courts in Authoritarian Regimes. 

Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Gloppen, Siri, Roberto Gargarella and Elin Skaar, eds (2004) Democratization and the Judiciary. London: Frank Cass. 

Guarnieri, Carlo and Patrizia Pederzoli (2002) English editor C.A. Thomas. The Power of Judges: A Comparative Study 

of Courts and Democracy. Oxford: OUP. 

Helmke, Gretchen (2005) Courts under Constraints: Judges, General, and Presidents in Argentina. Cambridge: CUP. 

Helmke, Gretchen and Julio Rios-Figueroa, eds (2011) Courts in Latin America. Cambridge: CUP. 

Hilbink, Lisa (2007) Judges beyond Politics in Democracy and Dictatorship: Lessons from Chile. Cambridge Studies in 

Law and Society. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.  

Hirschl, Ran (2004) Towards Juristocracy: The Origins and Consequences of the New Constitutionalism.  Cambridge, 

MA: Harvard University Press. 

Kapiszewski, Diana, Gordon Silverstein and Robert Kagan, eds (2013) Consequential Courts: Judicial Roles in Global 

Perspective. Cambridge: CUP.  

Kavanagh, Aileen (2009) Constitutional Review under the UK Human Rights Act. Cambridge: CUP. 

Klug, Heinz (2000) Constituting Democracy: Law, Globalism and South Africa's Political Reconstruction. Cambridge: 

CUP. 

Lazarus, Liora, Christopher McCrudden, and Nigel Bowles, eds (2016) Reasoning Rights: Comparative Judicial 

Engagement. Oxford: Hart Publishing. 

Patapan, Haig (2000) Judging Democracy: The New Politics of the High Court of Australia. Cambridge: CUP. 

Russell, Peter and David O’Brien, eds (2001) Judicial Independence in the Age of Democracy: Critical Perspectives 

from around the World. Charlottesville: University Press of Virginia. 

Sadurski, Wojciech, ed (2002) Constitutional Justice, East and West. New York: Kluwer Law. 

Sadurski, Wojciech (2014) Rights before Courts: A Study of Constitutional Courts in Postcommunist States of Central 

and Eastern Europe. 2nd ed. Dordrecht, The Netherlands: Springer. 

Schwartz, Herman (2000) The Struggle for Constitutional Justice in Post-Communist Europe. Chicago: U of CP. 

Shapiro, Martin and Alec Stone Sweet (2002) On Law, Politics and Judicialization. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Sieder, Rachel, Line Schjolden and Alan Angell, eds (2005) The Judicialization of Politics in Latin America. London: 

Palgrave Macmillan. 

Stone, Alec (1992) The Birth of Judicial Politics in France: The Constitutional Council in Comparative Perspective. 

Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Stone Sweet, Alec (2010) “The European Court of Justice and the Judicialization of EU Governance”, Living Reviews in 

European Governance 5(2): http://www.livingreviews.org/lreg-2010-2  

Tate, C. Neal and Torbjorn Vallinder, eds (1995) The Global Expansion of Judicial Power. New York: NYUP. 

Trochev, Alexei (2008) Judging Russia: The Constitutional Court in Russian Politics, 1990-2006. Cambridge: 

Cambridge University Press. 

Wind, Marlene, ed (2018) International Courts and Domestic Politics. Cambridge: CUP.  

See also hundreds of articles available electronically through Brock library: enter e-journals, and search all 

journals by “judicial”. The International Journal of Constitutional Law is particularly good. 

http://www.livingreviews.org/lreg-2010-2
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DEPARTMENT OF POLITICAL SCIENCE 
 

STATEMENT ON ACADEMIC MISCONDUCT 

Academic misconduct is a serious offence. The principle of academic integrity, particularly of doing one’s 

own work, documenting properly (including use of quotation marks, appropriate paraphrasing and 

referencing/citation), collaborating appropriately, and avoiding misrepresentation, is a core principle in 

university study. Students should consult Section VII, “Academic Misconduct”, in the “Academic Regulations 

and University Policies” entry in the Undergraduate Calendar, available at http://brocku.ca/webcal to view a 

fuller description of prohibited actions, and the procedures and penalties.  Information on what constitutes 

academic integrity is available at https://brocku.ca/academic-integrity/.  

 

This course may use Turnitin.com, phrase-matching software. If you object to uploading your assignments to 

Turnitin.com for any reason, please notify the instructor to discuss alternative submissions. 

 

 

POLICY ON LATE ESSAYS 

 
The policy of the Department is that essays received by the instructor or deposited in the Political Science 

Department essay box after 4:00 p.m. or at a time designated by the instructor, of the date on which they were 

due will be penalized two per cent for each day late from Monday through Friday and five per cent for the 

period from Friday 4:00 p.m. to Monday 8:30 a.m., and that no paper will be accepted two weeks after the due 

date. Papers are last collected from the essay box each weekday at 4:00. Instructors may establish more 

restrictive deadlines or more severe penalties in particular courses – check the course outline.  Extensions 

of due dates are granted only in circumstances that are beyond the student’s control, such as health problems 

that are supported by a medical certificate, or other, clearly equivalent situations. 

********* 

An essay is considered received when the original hard copy (printed-not disk) of the paper is in the hands of 

the instructor or in the box outside the Political Science Department’s office.  (ALL ESSAYS MUST 

INCLUDE A TITLE PAGE WITH THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION CLEARLY MARKED: 

STUDENT NAME OR NUMBER, TA and INSTRUCTOR’S NAME, COURSE NAME and NUMBER). 

 

Having an essay date-stamped by security, or the library, or anyone else does not constitute receipt of the 

essay by the Political Science Department.  Instructors may require that essays be submitted electronically 

through turnitin.com.  In this case, students must consult with the Instructor on what constitutes a late essay. 

********* 

Time management problems are not grounds for extensions. You are strongly urged to avoid these penalties 

by beginning to work on essays early in the term; by setting your own target dates for completion that are 

several days before the due date; and by carefully budgeting your time.  

 

 

POLICY ON RETURNING MARKED ESSAYS 

 
Marked essays will normally be returned during class meetings or at the final examination.  Students who are 

not in class to receive their essays or do not receive them at the final examination can obtain them in two 

ways: 

 directly from the instructor during his/her office hours (unless the instructor specifies in the course outline 

or by notice on his/her office door that this option is not available), and/or 

 directly from the instructor on specific days and at specific times announced in class or posted on his/her 

office door. 

Note:  Essays that are not picked up within six months after the end of term will be shredded. 

http://brocku.ca/webcal
https://brocku.ca/academic-integrity/

