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PluriCourts: The Legitimate Roles of the Judiciary in the Global Order
Since the end of the Cold War, states have established a cascade of international courts and tribunals (ICTs). They range over the dispute settlement mechanism of the WTO, the International Criminal Court , the International Tribunal for the Law of the Sea, regional human rights courts such as the European Court of Human rights, and investment arbitration under the Centre for Settlement of Investment Disputes (ICSID). A fundamental aim in the early years of dispute settlement was to replace wars with peaceful dispute settlement. The new ICTs cover a multitude of areas and serve functions that go far beyond dispute settlement and protection of peaceful relations between states.
Some hail ICTs as institutional or constitutional constraints on an anarchic system of states, as islands of effective world governance whereby states have established institutions to address common objectives. Still too dependent and weak relative to states, multinational corporations and other non-state actors, ever new ICTs are called for to address challenges ranging from climate change to corporate wrongdoing (Jackson 1998).
To others this global judiciary suffers from several legitimacy deficits. Skeptics question whether ICTs achieve their intended effects, and charge that insofar as ICTs make law, they usurp and circumvent accountable legislatures. ICTs ‘judicialize’ and ‘hollow out’ the powers of sovereign states, with little in the way of accountability or checks and balances familiar from domestic constitutional arrangements. Indeed, the anarchy among states may simply be replaced by turf wars among the mushrooming ICTs.  
The primary objective of PluriCourts is to determine the present and legitimate future roles of this emerging global judiciary in the international and domestic order. Assessment depends on the origins of the ICTs, their differing structure, and their effects. PluriCourts therefore asks why states decided to establish ICTs for some challenges - but not others; how they operate; and how well they promote the objectives of their founders, different as those expectations may be, e.g. for the WTO compared to human rights courts. PluriCourts draws on these findings to scrutinize the legitimacy of ICTs, assessing the concerns of the proponents as well as those of the critics. PluriCourts then explores and assesses models for the future development of ICTs and their relationships to the domestic legal order, including national judiciaries. 
Multidisciplinary teams of legal scholars, political scientists and political theorist will study individual ICTs, their interaction with other ICTs, and with domestic courts, the national legislature and the executive powers, in five different sectors. PluriCourts will yield a wealth of international publications and a sustainable boost for teaching and research on these topics, central to globalisation and internationalisation, at several Norwegian institutions of higher education. In addition, PluriCourts will also offer well founded policy suggestions for improving ICTs: Where they should be supplemented and which future scenarios to promote. 
State of the Art and Value Added 
To address these questions PluriCourts stands on the shoulders of the best work done in international law, international relations and international political theory, and benefit from their combination. For instance, much research has been carried out about how some of the ICTs work. Two of the major contributions of PluriCourts is to undertake comparative research among the ICTs, and to connect these findings to broader, important explanatory and justificatory issues pertaining to the ICTs. PluriCourts asks new questions, about the legitimate role of each ICT and of their combination critically regarded as a global judiciary. Can they contribute to resolve international needs, while fulfilling relevant standards of legitimacy?
International legal theory has traditionally studied particular ICTs, their judgments, and effectiveness in resolving disputes in specialized issue areas, such as the European Court of Justice, regional human rights courts (especially the European Court of Human Rights), and the WTO Dispute Settlement Understanding (DSU).  A recent concern is the fragmented international judicial system and possible problems related to conflicting jurisdiction and jurisprudence between international courts. The Project on International Courts and Tribunals (PICT) at the New York University School of Law and University College London (Sands, Shany), and the project International Law in Domestic Courts (ILDC) at the University of Amsterdam (Nollkaemper) resemble PluriCourts, but do not focus on the legitimacy of ICTs. More theoretical studies on the legitimacy of international law, such as Global Administrative Law at the New York University School of Law (Kingsbury, Krisch), and the ever-increasing literature on the constitutionalisation of international law, fail to focus on ICTs.  The Max Planck Institute for Comparative Public Law and International Law (Heidelberg) is host of the project The Exercise of International Public Authority by International Institutions which studies the public authority exercised by international institutions, including international courts (von Bogdandy). PluriCourts combines these differents strands when studying the legitimacy of ICTs in a multi-level context. 
The best international relations (IR) research has already integrated international legal and social science scholarship to explain the growth of ICTs. Rationalist IR theory has asked why states establish such constraints on themselves and why states comply even with weak ICTs. Research has hitherto tended to focus on a single ICT or one issue-area such as trade or human rights, or the European context (though with exceptions such as xx). PluriCourts combines these to tease out theoretical implications and general conclusions about origins, structure and consequences of particular ICTs, as well as the complex interactions of ICTs across issue areas and levels. Other relevant research concerns the feasibility and stability of institutions (Zurnxx), highly relevant for assessing ICT reform proposals, eg how ICTs may foster cooperation but also creates new opportunity spaces for political conflict. 
In normative international political theory and political philosophy, several researchers have addressed institutions beyond the nation state, partly as a "cosmopolitan turn" in political philosophy. Some sketch sweeping cosmopolitan blueprints for global order reform, where courts are central (Held, Caney?). Other strands address single constitutional principles that should inform global legal reform processes: human rights. Buchanan 2004, or international protective and restorative action Beitz 2009. Yet other legal or philosophical theorists consider individual reform proposals: a World Court of Human Rights (Nowak, 2007; Scheinin, 2006; Ulfstein, 2008), or accepting the ECtHR as a European Constitutional Court (Ryssdal 1991 (update ref!), or a ‘cosmopolitan court of global corporate wrongdoing’ (Caney 2006, Jackson 1998). PluriCourts will draw on and combine such contributions, whilst avoiding the criticisms that normative theorists fail to appreciate how international courts work, and how they shape rather than end political contestation (Hessler 2005, Peters…. ).
Methodology  
PluriCourts combines descriptive, explanatory and normative elements to gain traction on the comparative, multi-level and multi-disciplinary nature of the primary objective. Scholars in international law, international relations and political philosophy – and international political economy and the sociology of law where relevant - connect previously disjointed literatures. PluriCourts secures methodological standards within each discipline, by ensuring a critical mass of each of the three main disciplines that cooperates within five research themes in five issue areas. PluriCourts includes both qualitative and quantitative empirical research, large-n and case studies, and process tracing. The political theorists use standard methods of normative reasoning, especially ‘wide reflective’ or ‘pragmatic’ equilibrium (Daniels 2003; Follesdal 2009, Fung 2007). The legal scholars employ recognized methods in international law, applicable methods in the respective national jurisdictions, as well as comparative legal methods.
PluriCourts incorporates and expands on the ERC Advanced Grant project MultiRights, (www.multirights.net) (2011-2016) at the Law Faculty, University of Oslo, which studies the legitimacy of multi-level human rights conventions. It considers several reform proposals for global and European human rights organs in the form of four plausible models, ranging from Primacy of National Courts to a World Court of Human Rights. Four Contested Constitutional Principles of legitimacy, critically revised, are used to assess these models: Human Rights values, the Rule of Law, Subsidiarity, and Democracy. PluriCourts draws on these efforts and expands the focus by addressing ICTs in five different sectors and how they interact; and brings to bear further principles of legitimacy.
Research Plan  [This section will be cut so that the total is 15 pages]
PluriCourts consists of five interrelated Research Topics (RTs) in five sectors pursued by international research teams that contribute to the primary research objective concerning the legitimate roles of the ICTs as part of an emerging global judiciary.
The five sectors are chosen because ICTs have very different origins, design and effects in different areas. The division between different sectors allows PluriCourts to respect the specificities of different ICTs while allowing for comparisons, and asking which bases of legitimacy are of particular relevance to the ICT, and whether there may be similarities between models for the future development of legitimate ICTs in each sector.
The starting hypothesis for the Research Topics is that central actors such as politicians, judges and NGOs assess ICTs according to several possible aspects of legitimacy:  Consent and democratic and representative influence; the Rule of Law including independence of the judiciary, due process, transparency and finality; Subsidiarity; Compliance and Effectiveness; Global Justice and Respect for Human rights values.  
5 Sectors
PluriCourts compares ICTs in five substantive sectors at various territorial levels and studies their interplay. They are selected to vary on salient aspects given our research objectives: a) number of levels – national, regional and/or global and how they interact; b) the subjects regulated: states, individuals, international organizations, and/or corporations; c) the legal authority of ICTs, from the ‘strong’ Int’l Criminal Court and ad hoc int’l criminal tribunals which sentence individuals, over the European Court of Human Rights and the WTO dispute settlement system which pass binding judgments and decisions, to ‘weak’ non-binding settlement of individual complaints under UN human rights treaty bodies and non-compliance procedures under environmental agreements. d) the roles of the ICTs in dispute resolution and in developing law, such as the int’l criminal tribunals accused of pronouncing as “customary” international criminal law formerly unheard of (Milanovic); e) their relationship to legislative and executive bodies at international, regional and national levels, including the use of ICTs as ‘enforcement’ mechanisms; and f) their claim to relative hierarchical supremacy, human rights often touted as central to the ‘constitutionalization’ of international law.
The International Court of Justice (ICJ), the principal judicial organ of the UN, is perceived by many as the most authoritative judicial organ. This is often linked to the general jurisdiction of the court, an element that truly distinguishes the court from its fellow colleagues, even though the disputes before the ICJ involve states only. Also many comparative studies in international law involve the ICJ. It is interesting for PluriCourts to study the ICJ for comparative purposes, but also its interaction with specialized ICTs, and how ICJ deals with new issue areas, such as international environmental law and human rights. The European Court of Justice (now the Court of the European Union, CJEU) is not in itself a focus of PluriCourts. The CJEU is, however, important both as a comparative example of an advanced international court interacting with other EU organs and with member states, and because it increasingly engages in issues beyond the European context, i.e. the multi-level aspect of PluriCourts.
International human rights
In international human rights various international courts and treaty bodies assume different social functions, especially by giving standing to individuals at the international level, and their judicial review functions in particular are on the rise. Regional human rights courts are prominent examples. PluriCourts here draws on the findings of the MultiRights project, which scrutinizes some of these issues. PluriCourts go, however, beyond MultiRights for instance by comaring the European regime with that of the Inter-American human rights regime. New optional protocols for various international human rights conventions have recently been adopted or are currently being negotiated. In agreeing new procedures, questions of legitimacy have become imperative. States have started to question the legitimacy of the overall set up of the individual complaint procedures. They have started questioning, for example, the professionality of the members of those treaty bodies, etc. PluriCourts also studies the efforts of overcoming the fragmented institutional structure of international human rights, such as the proposal of the High Commissioner of Human Rights to established a ‘unified treaty body’, the proposals of a World Court of Human Rights, and the efforts related to EU accession to the European Convention on Human Rights. 
International trade law
Dispute settlement under WTO is of a traditional bilateral character. It is, however, not served by a traditional court but rather by a Dispute Settlement Understanding (DSU) with its panels and the Dispute Settlement Body. The members may apply countermeasures to enforce a binding settlement. Both the organisational, procedural and substantive aspects merit scrutiny, including involvement of third parties through formal intervention and use of amicus curiae, and the system’s interaction with other sectors, such as the environment and human rights.   But also the relationship to the national level is of interest, i.e. decisons regarding prohibitions against use of subsidies and protection of patents in medicine.
International criminal law
In a sense this field is opposite international human rights law by subjecting individuals to international responsibility. It raises special concerns regarding selectiveness in geographical engagement, due process, inter-action with the UN Security Council and the relationship to national courts through the principle of complementarity. One issue of interest is the emergence of ‘Gender Crime’ in the 2008 Rome Statute recognizing rape as an individual crime and a crime against humanity and as a war crime, based on the ‘law making’ of the ICTY and ICTR. (ref)
International investment law
This area is of particular interest as non-state actors, i.e. multinational corporations are the main actors in this field, and enjoy procedural rights in international law. There is concern that this may severely curtail legitimate national needs for regulation i.a. concerning welfare, use of natural resources and environmental protection. The number of investment arbitrations has increased, especially under the auspices of The International Centre for Settlement of Investment Disputes (ICSID), yielding a plethora of allegedly inconsistent awards that is said to create a legitimacy crisis and calls for a standing appellate body (Frank 2005, Ratner 2005). The arbitration decisions are furthermore generally confidential and raise transparency concerns. This field raises particular research questions central to PluriCourts, but it is equally reason to ask whether international law should recognise international obligations by international corporations (CSR) and subject them to international control by ICTs. (ref Ruggie etc).

International environmental law
There are currently no specialized courts in the area of international environmental law. In this field, non-compliance procedures have become of essence to deal with multilateral issues involving a need for preventive rather than reparative approaches, and providing assistance and capacity-building rather than sanctions in cases of violations. But environmental problems are also increasingly addressed in existing international courts and tribunals. Even though the obligations incurred are highly political, current questions circulate around the set up of joint institutions, and around the question on how to integrate the various actors in a sensible way. This end, in turn, may be reached by the establishment of independent organs with power to control national implementation of international climate change obligations, such as under the Compliance Committee with its Facilitative Branch and Enforcement Branch established under the Kyoto Protocol. Among the issues addressed is whether some judicial body would be necessary, efficacious, and realisable to handle some of these concerns (Ulfstein and Werksman 2005, 39-65).
5 Research Topics
The five sectors identified above will each be subject to examination based on five Research Topics (RTs). RT 1-3 discuss aspects of legitimacy to explore the ICTs’ Origins, Structures and Effects, respectively, for their normative assessment. RT4 draws on these analyses to critically assess the actual charges concerning the  legitimacy of ICTs, drawing on different, partly incompatible, normative theories of legitimacy. RT5 builds on the other RTs to develop and critically assess several plausible and sustainable models or scenarios for the respective ICTs, as well as their mutual interaction, and interaction with domestic courts, to be further developed as part of the RT. The upshot is a better understanding of which proposed scenarios or models of ICTs might constitute sustainable improvements, assessed by duly developed standards of legitimacy for international law.
Research Topic 1: The Origins of ICTs
RT1 studies why and how states establish ICTs with certain powers in certain sectors - while not in others; what is the reasoning behind the design, composition and procedures of the specific institutions; how do states and non-state actors plan for the multiplicity of ICTs. And what roles do non-state actors play? ICTs signal the legalization and judicialization of international politics: why do states increasingly rely on legal procedures and mechanisms in their cooperation and in the design of international institutions (Goldstein et al 2000)? 
1.1 Why ICTs? The legal aspects
The legal research by PluriCourts on the origins of ICT’s is mainly concerned with principles and rules regulating their competencies, their mutual relationship, and the interaction of the ICT’s with the national level in the five defined sectors. 
First, PluriCourts asks how states and other stakeholders have had ambitions on how to define the substantive scope of the ICTs; who should have standing; whether they should have compulsory jurisdiction; whether they should have powers to enact binding judgments; and their composition and procedures.  
Second, the creation of ICT’s concerns aspects of regionalization and the so called fragmentation of international law: with ever more ICT’s set up at the regional and international level, double standards might develop, or regional approaches to, for example, human rights law might ensue. PluriCourts examines how stakeholders have addressed these issues in establishing ICTs. 
Finally, PluriCourts  ask which strategies states and non-state actors had  concerning the relationship of states and individual actors with these ICT’s. States may have to find solutions on how to accommodate and implement ICT decisions at the national level. This bears the question of which of the existing structural solutions which link national to international law –usually monist or dualist– are best suited to incorporate those new developments. On the other hand, national legal systems also have to accommodate for an interpretation and implementation of international law at the national level. Finally, also agreements on ICT’s may have to develop principles which ensure that ICT decisions are followed and implemented at the national level. 
1.2 Why do states create ICTs? IR theory
ICTs pose a old IR puzzle anew: Why have sovereign states created and acceded to independent, international courts who constrain them - in some areas – while other urgent issues such as refugees lack an ICT. PluriCourts’ span of sectors allow testing of such explanations as the type of coordination problem, disagreements on diagnosis or solutions (Scharpf), or sheer political feasibility. Realist theories may dismiss ICTs as epiphenomenal to underlying power distributions, (Goldsmith and Posner 2005; Mearsheimer 1994).). Ideational and constructivist theories assume that governments’ normative commitments engender ICTs for free trade or human rights (Moravcsik 2000; Zangl 2008). Institutionalists stress the information states gain through ICTs (Carrubba 2009; Kono 2008). Regime type, domestic political conflicts, or blame shifting may also explain commitments to ICTs (Moravcsik 2000; B. A. Simmons and Danner 2010a). Answers help assess the political feasibility of alternate future models.
Research Topic 2: The Structure of ICTs 
RT 2 addresses relevant aspects of the ICTs’ organization, composition and procedures, such as rules of recruitment, formalised opportunities to influence decisions by central actors such as states, individuals or NGOs. PluriCourts similarly considers the interplay of these ICTs.
The findings allow assessment by such principles as Rule of Law and Democracy.
Some aspects are common to many ICTs, but others are unique to each, - they have at most ‘family resemblance’. Central topics include organizational, procedural and substantive elements; including the political context of each ICT in relation to legislatures, executives and other judiciaries, and how they allow for exercise of power at various stages of the policy cycle PluriCourts pays particular attention to the complexities wrought by multi-level regulation between the global, regional and national level, by the interplay among the sectors, and how this emerging global judiciary affects the received domains of law and politics  PluriCourts will also draw on the pervasive discussions of the alleged legitimacy deficit of EU law in a comparative context.
2.1 The Structure - LAW
The legal structural aspects of ICTs are three-fold: How they are organized, composed and their rules of procedures in terms of due process and transparency; Procedural aspects of their interactions with other ICTs; and Procedural aspects of their interactions with domestic courts. 
Organization, Composition and Rules of procedure. PluriCourts studies how ICTs satisfy requirements of independence and necessary expertise , due process guarantees and transparency. To what extent is gender a factor in recruitment (Grossmann) – and does this affect the judgments and outcomes? It also examines how their composition and process depend on their mandate, the parties, and the specific substantive area they are meant to serve: whether they can hand down binding judgments or non-binding recommendations, whether they are of an inter-state character or human rights courts open for individuals, global or regional, etc. 
Interactions with other ICTs. The hierarchical order of national courts serves the finality, consistency, and implementation of the courts’ decisions. Since ICTs are not organized in a hierarchical order, PluriCourts studies to what extent this may create competing jurisdictions between different ICTs, and conflicts between and inconsistencies in their decisions. It is also examined to what extent ICTs are a possible threat to sectors that are not endowed with ICTs. The need for complementarity between different ICTs, or a horizontal or vertical integration between ICTs will be studied.
Procedural interaction with domestic courts. While the principle of subsidiarity militates in favour of decisions by national courts, the need to avoid national bias and to ensure effective implementation of international law are arguments in favour of ICTs. PluriCourts studies how the problems connected with jurisdiction between ICTs and national courts are regulated through the requirement of exhaustion of local remedies and, in international criminal law by the principle of complementarity. We also examine ‘internationalized’ criminal courts and the procedure of preliminary rulings by the CJEU, and finally, the non-binding decisions rendered by human rights treaty bodies, leaving the final decisions to national courts. The different techniques accommodating the procedural relationship between the international and national level is scrutized.
2.2 Institutional design and interaction across sectors – Political ScienceIR theory should explain not only why states create ICTs, but also why they design ICTs just so (Fehl 2004) - which affect the ICT’s legitimacy, compliance and effectiveness. Some explain design variation by the functional requirements of certain complex problems ( Abbott & Snidal 2000):judicial functions such as criminal enforcement or constitutional and administrative review may require more impartiality,  private access or compulsory jurisdiction, than dispute resolution (Alter 2006; Shelton 2009; Caron 2006).
A second research question is why some ICTs expand their authority, witness ECJ and ECtHR activism. Are power-hungry  judges absent state reigns a sufficient explanation? (Helfer and Slaughter 2005; Keohane, Moravcsik, and Slaughter 2000; Posner and Yoo 2005). Or might governments rationally create ICTs whom they cannot control, for the sake of relations with their domestic publics (Carrubba 2009)? Or are they caused by transnational advocacy networks and epistemic (Alter and Helfer 2010; Risse, Ropp, and Sikkink 1999; Simmons 2009; Voeten 2007; 2008)? A third puzzle is the interaction amongs ICTs in different issue-areas and regions, and the resultant opportunity space for themselves and other political actors ranging from cooperation, borrowing and conflicts among overlapping ICTs to states’ forum shopping. 
The range of sectors lets PluriCourt generalize findings beyond existing important research – and provides input for explaining compliance and effectiveness in RT 3.2.
Research Topic 3: The Effects of ICTs
RT3 considers the effects of the ICTs by several standards, including their stated objectives and de facto impact. The effects include the legal content of their findings, compliance by states, and effectiveness of their decisions. Why do domestic courts, other organs of the states and other actors comply with the judgments and decisions of some ICTs more than others? Why do they regard them as binding legal authority, to what extent, with what effects? How do domestic organs such as courts influence some ICTs? 
3.1 Compliance and Effectiveness – Law
PluriCourts will study legal questions concerning effectiveness and compliance with ICT decisions It will address issues like the development of new interpretation techniques by ICTs, possible conflicting interpretations of international law across levels in the five selected sectors, or the acceptance of new interpretations across ICTs, and by national states. It will also study the effects of new characteristics of an international legal system. PluriCourts will examine to what extent ICTs interfere with domestic constitutional organs, especially national courts, but also the legislature and the executive.. It will also study the epistemic authority of the ICTs: what characterises the modes of reasoning of these judiciaries, compared to domestic judiciaries and other expressions of ‘public reason’?  How do their concepts, principles and distinctions diffuse and migrate ? To what extent does such migration of legal reasoning compensate for formal dualism between the international and domestic legal order? On the other hand, do national courts influence the reasoning of ICTs? Do ICTs and national courts in practice work as an integrated judiciary despite belonging to different legal orders?
Drawing on the comparative research carried out in RT 3, PluriCourts will therefore provide room for discussions and evaluations on the current implementation mechanisms in the five sectors under assessment. 
3.2  Compliance and Effectiveness – IR Theory
Most normative accounts of legitimacy hold that legitimate rules should be obeyed, and should be effective. Hence PluriCourts adresses puzzles of compliance, and the complex issues of effectiveness as they feed back into legitimacy. Why do states endure costly compliance with ICTs that lack enforcement? Why do some ICTs secure more state compliance than others, and – somewhat independent of this: why do some of them promote or achieve their objectives better than others? Research challenges include how to track effects of states acting ‘in the shadow of the courts.’ Somewhat competing explanations to be assessed include coercion, self interest and normative persuasiveness of the ICT’s ruling. Standing tribunals, compulsory jurisdiction and private access may further the independence of ICTs, inducing compliance (Alter 2006; Kono 2008; Zangl 2008). Deliberation – public reason-giving – at various stages may also boost social acceptance of the ICT or its rulings (Deitelhoff 2009; Gastil, Lingle, and Deess 2010; Petersen 2009; Risse 2000), as may (mis)match with domestic institutional features such as the legal tradition (common law, civil law, and Islamic law (Powell & Mitchell).
Another puzzle concerns effectiveness: whether ICTs and compliance therewith helps solve or manage the initial problem (Young 1999). Is the degree of legalization and judicialization a relevant variable (Kono 2008)? The sectors are selected for systematic testing of such theories, drawing on RT 2.1 and 2.2 on institutional design features and RT4: whether normative standards or social perceptions of legitimacy help explain compliance. The findings concerning effectiveness in turn contribute to assess the output aspects of legitimacy. 
Research Topic 4: Legitimacy Deficits?
PluriCourts examines the critiques claiming ICTs suffer from “legitimacy deficits,” be it a matter of the institutions, their procedures or substantive output. Such concerns help specify which aspects of ICTs the other RTs study to assess such claims. Why is there talk about the legitimacy of ICT's, what is it about - and how might it matter? RT4 will also contribute to the theories of legitimacy of international and multilevel law which must critically reconstruct principles of legitimacy familiar from domestic settings. 
4.1 Claims of legitimacy deficits of ICTs
RT4 takes stock of political debates about the legitimacy deficits of ICTs to inductively map how, when and where various actors raise such concerns in various forums: in foreign policy statements, parliamentary debates, official governmental reports, and mass media. There are competing views about the diagnosis ‘legitimacy deficit’ applied to the global judiciary,  about symptoms, criteria for improvement, and  hence about reform proposals for institutional reform.
Elite interviews, public opinion surveys,  and mass media content analysis help refine and test our working hypothesis that several complaints of illegitimacy are misguided, due to a lack of understanding of how ICTs work, or their effects within multi-level institutional complexes, or due to improper extrapolation of standards developed for domestic courts within democracies.
4.2 Debated Aspects and Theories of Legitimacy
PluriCourts studies various defined aspects of legitimacy  to find their most defensible specification, which will then be brought to bear on each ICT and on models that combine them in different ways. A working hypothesis is that Normative standards of legitimacy appropriate for ICTs must express and promote the same fundamental values as do such standards for domestic institutions –fundamentally revised to serve for a global judiciary. The findings help determine what ought be done to alleviate such legitimacy deficits there may be, such as adjusting procedures, institutions or treaty norms. 
The provisional list of CPLs is presented below. Normatively convincing specifications of the principles draws on the findings of RT4.1 together with theories of legitimacy of international law. Such alternative theories of legitimacy offer competing ways to fit the different aspects of legitimacy together in more or less consistent arguments. Each of them asks whether and how the authority exercised by ICTs can be justified to those subject to that authority, be it states or individuals. They give different accounts of how the aspects of legitimacy interplay, how they should be interpreted and specified, and give them different relative weight (cf Reflective Equilibrium). Their elaboration in PluriCourts also provides opportunities to test their plausibility or validity: The bottom-up approach of RT4.1 allows empirical testing of these normative claims, such as whether those ICTs which provoke most concern indeed are the gravest violators of normative standards of legitimacy.
	For PluriCourts, some salient tensions are between so called ‘cosmopolitan’ normative theories, (Pogge, Caney..); community-focused theories stressing the significance of states (Miller etc); and between ‘ethical’ accounts (Griffin 2009; Tasioulas 2007; Tasioulas 2010) and other ‘political’ or ‘institutional’ accounts (Rawls 1999 ; Beitz 2009; Raz 2010). A central task is to lay out the intricate relationship between legality, social compliance and normative justifiability – e.g. why perceived normative legitimacy enhances compliance (Zürn 2005).
PluriCourts here draws on MultiRights’ findings regarding human rights conventions and assesment of prominent accounts of normative legitimacy. 
Central albeit vague aspects of legitimacy to be studied and revised include:

[bookmark: _GoBack]Consent and democratic and representative influence. The origin of ICTs in state consent is sometimes thought to grant them sufficient normative legitimacy based on some principle of sovereignty and legality.  Although duly ratified through democratic procedures in each state, independent ICTs, especially those engaged in judicial review, are often thought to violate another popular Principle of Legitimacy, namely democratic accountability (Waldron, Bellamy). This is even more important where ICTs are involved in active lawmaking through dynamic interpretation. PluriCourts will explore how well each of the ICTs, and in combination, can stand up to the best formulation of these worries, in light of what makes democratic arrangements valuable. In this respect, no only democratic legitimacy at the point of ratification is of relevance. It is also of interest to explore to what extent ICTs are responsive to public sentiment in individual cases and in their general practice, notwithstanding their independent character. Various approaches to the relationship between democracy and legitimacy will be addressed, including the reinvigorated ‘Republican’ tradition (Pettit 1997).

Rule of Law values are deeply contested. PluriCourts is especially concerned with the value of Legality – that the ICTs must operate within constitution-like constraints etc; due process; the need for Predictability rather than indetermination due to fragmentation, independence of the judiciary, and transparency. Standing in some tension to these, that the rule of law should prevail, rather than the rule of men – the rule of members of international judiciaries in particular. A further Rule of Law principle is accountability, which need not be toward democratically authorised bodies, but can also be ensured through legal checks. Various arguments for such accountability sit more or less comfortable with different theories of legitimacy, and are satisfied in varying degrees by each ICT. One  working hypothesis is that ICTs and the global judiciary can play important roles as recipients and bestowers of legitimacy in multilevel legal orders in complex ‘diagonal’ checks and balances , beyond the ‘horizontal’ familiar from domestic constitutional theory.

The principle of subsidiarity regulates the placement and/or use of authority within a political or legal order, and holds that the burden of argument lies with attempts to centralize authority. PluriCourts expands on MultiRights on this issue, to explore both the justification and implications of Subsidiarity, for instance as it is used to protect appropriate – and inappropriate - discretion for national authorities, and how to prevent undue activist interpretations by the ICTs. A central question addressed by RT2 and RT5 is whether ICTs are at all compatible with subsidiarity values: why, if at all, should treaty bodies and courts exist and have such powers as they do, over domestic legislators, executives and judiciaries? Different interpretations of subsidiarity have strikingly different institutional implications regarding the objectives of the polity, the domain and role of subunits, and the allocation of authority to apply the principle of subsidiarity itself. They are brought to bear on the ICTs, particularly those ICTs constraining domestic politics, lawmaking and national courts.

 Compliance and effectiveness Compliance is a complex principle: several theories of legitimacy regard it both as a condition for normatively binding commands, and as a dependent variable, since compliance is alleged to be in part a result of perceived legitimacy. Effectiveness concerns the kinds of effects wrought by ICTs: how they affect actions of states, domestic courts, individuals and other actors, for instance in ways that contribute to resolve certain common problems or promote other objectives. These are largely identified by RG4 with regard to whether the ICTs actually affect actions in the stated direction (Underdal, effectiveness criterion, Y. Shany: http://www.effective-intl-adjudication.org/.etc). This is a distinct issue from the question of compliance: states may fully comply with a treaty, whilst its objective may remain out of reach. Among the issues here are the phenomena at the European level, such as the great opposition of states against the finding of the Chamber of the ECtHR in the Lautsi case. They might also concern questions mostly at the substantive law level, including interpretation of substantive human rights. 

Other contested ‘output’ principles includes consideration of ‘global justice’ or ‘fairness’ (Franck 1995, Follesdal 2011). Another central research issue is the alleged trade off between ‘input’ legitimacy and effectiveness. For instance, democratic accountability bound by electoral cycles may prevent politicians from longer term self binding which is in citizens’ best interest – e.g. in the form of ICTs.
 
Global Justice and Respect for Human rights values. Theories of global justice address how benefits and burdens should be distributed globally, across state borders. Many theories agree that such international requirements of justice include some obligations regarding minimal human needs, especially during humanitarian crises. There is more disagreement about the appropriate standards of socioeconomic distributive justice, to assess the impact of international trade and investment regulations. To what extent is equality and fairness relevant demands of justice in the findings of ICTs? (Franck 1995, Nagel 2005, Pogge, Follesdal 2011). For PluriCourts, some salient tensions are between so called ‘cosmopolitan’ normative theories, (Pogge, Caney..) and community-focused theories stressing the significance of states (Miller etc); and between ‘ethical’ or ‘interactional’ normative theories, and ‘political’ or ‘institutional’ accounts  (Griffin 2009; Tasioulas 2007; Tasioulas 2010, vs Rawls 1999 ; Beitz 2009; Raz 2010).The ICTs will also be assessed in part in light of how well they are likely to protect human rights values – such as securing protecting human dignity, civil and political rights and other vital interests, including economic, social and cultural rights and needs, and gender equality, against certain kinds of threats. The findings of MultiRights are integrated at this point. 

PluriCourts will specify these criteria in various ways consonant with the most plausible theories of legitimacy, so that they can be brought to bear in the other research topics concerning the Origins, Structure and Effects of ICTs. The findings will also thereby advance the theoretical frontier of discussions about the Legitimacy of International Institutions. During the 5+5 years, PluriCourts’ scholars will first draw on these findings of RT4 to hone the research agenda of the other Research Topics, and then systematically feed back their findings toRT4.2. The empirical findings about compliance, effectiveness, attitudinal preconditions etc. will also help assess the theories of legitimacy.
Research Topic 5: Models 
This RT explores how ICTs might best develop and respond to present societal and global needs in legitimate ways. If there are problems with ICTs, how can they be mitigated? Which legal rules and qualitative changes may provide solutions? The reconfiguration of our global legal order, and the reforms required, are subjected to the legitimacy standards developed in RT4. This RT engages all three disciplines throughout, but each discipline takes the lead regarding 5.2, 5.3 and 5.4, political theory, political science and international law, respectively.  
Presently, scholarship offers a plethora of different explanations of the current world order and the functions of Courts within it, and scenarios of their future development. There is a need to relate questions of legitimacy to those visions and to the importance, functions and functioning of courts within that order, and that elaborate the integration between the ICTs and the  domestic judiciary as a division of labour. –Answers must also be informed by legal and social science research about the institutional and cultural preconditions for such independent yet reliable bodies.
PluriCourts will also consider whether new ICTs can and should be part of the solution for new problems, or whether existing ICTs should expand their briefs. Many appear to think so, since there appears to be an increased demand in some quarters for courts. Is this optimism plausible?  
This research topic draws on the results gained from RT1, RT2, RT3 and RT4 to explore, elaborate and assesses different scenarios for the future development of ICTs in each of the five sectors and the web of ICTs as a whole. Each of the models respond to the fragmentation, and to what appears to be an emerging, somewhat independent and more interdependent web of international courts and other bodies in a multilevel legal order. What are the implications for the classical division between domestic and international law?
Throughout, RT5 focuses on those aspects of the models that are most relevant for their legitimacy, by the standards and principles laid out in RT4. All of the models increase consistency and order, but other constitutional principles are satisfied to different degrees by each. 
5.1 Models: Intergovernmentalism, Self Regulation, Cosmopolitanism, GAL [To be developed] 
The models vary along salient issues in light of the aspects of legitimacy applicable to the set of ICTs, such as subsidiarity, human rights protections, and grand theories of legitimacy: 
a) a dimension of attempts at maintaining a national- international distinction – or toward full integration/globalisation (Zurn, Kumm); 
b) formalization
b) more authority placed with the centre or decentralized; 
c) with different substantive contents – eg cosmopolitan, liberal, socialist, conservative, or islamist. 
The following models are exemplars, to be refined, rejected or replaced in light of the research in the other RTs. They differ with regard to several crucial issues laid out in the other RTs, namely how they structure the relationship between national, regional and global ICTs interacting in a particular field of law; the roles of non-state actors, and the accommodation of ICTs of different sectors.

The elaboration of models by legal scholars and political scientists pays special attention to the following aspects that are salient for the questions concerning legitimacy:
· procedures, jurisdiction and the multi-level interplay between the five sectors; as well as 
· the relationship between the ICTs, and toward the various national bodies;
· how they regulate central non-state actors including individuals (eg with regard to international criminal law); companies (eg regarding human rights, investment); and international organizations.

….   And present some candidate models
These models will be developed by scholars from all three disciplines) [The following will be honed down and expressed in a more explorative tone..] Some proposal sometimes argued is that states should re-gain control over the international courts and tribunals by specifying their task by substantive and procedural treaty provisions; through deciding whether or not to ratify, including making reservation, and opting out; and through election of judges. Dualism between the international and national legal order may also represent a means for national control, as are ways for states to maintain ‘kompetenz-kompetenz’ over the international courts, and ultra vires acts. This scenario implies that intergovernmentalism has been left behind and that the ‘masters of the treaties’ are currently not in control. PluriCourts seeks to assess this claim on the basis of empirical investigations of whether and when that is actually the case, in the different cases of international courts and tribunals. Insofar as this scenario is appropriate, some particular challenges are then to maintain sufficient and relevant autonomy of the courts; how to address the coexistence of democratic and authoritarian states – possibly through an association of democratic states? (Christiano)
 One scenario that may improve on the present tangled web of ICTs is a global order characterized by informal self-regulation, where legal powers are redistributed across various levels of governance (Nico Krisch?). Allocation of such powers may occur informally, through considerations of subsidiarity and efficiency, further ensuring non-domination by any site of power by human rights and rule of law. For international courts and tribunals, this may entail powers to establish their own rules of procedure; they may undertake measures to ensure the quality and consistency of their judgments; or they may apply ethical considerations. The development of networks of judges (Slaughter) may foster professional standards of judgemanship and legal method that provide effective checks on judges’ autonomy – without any body claiming or enjoying primacy. But again, such networks might not boost legitimacy, but rather consolidate the unchecked power of ICTs.
	Several further models that strenghten formal and institutional aspects above the state level elaborate various forms of constitutionalism, in part by drawing on comparative research on constitutionalisation in various countries, and in the European Union (Elster et al., 1998); Follesdal 2002Follesdal 2002). The regulation of non-state actors such as corporations and international organizations is secured, albeit not necessarily by mechanisms of political or legal accountability but rather eg by NGO pressure.
International courts and treaty bodies may be part of a global constitutional order with clear federal and confederal characteristics eg guided by the Principle of Subsidiarity (Hoffe, Follesdal). In particular, human rights are protected also by organs above the state, be it regional or the UN. This model will presumably fit better with federal states than with unitary states; regional treaties may also be easier to handle in such a multi-level order than in some alternatives. It remains to be seen how the different sector courts and treaty bodies can be accommodated, and tensions resolved. Problem areas include the status of authoritarian states, and the relation to non-state actors.
	A further alternative model may explicitly include centralised legal and political bodies, the former to resolve problems of fragmentation eg in the form of a World Court on Human Rights, and other World Courts. The latter includes organs for direct democratic accountability at the global level eg in the form of a global parliament (Held, ….). Some might even regard this as the demise of nation states, replaced by a world state. Such a model reduces the risks of conflicts of law, and enhance the democratic control of politics and law, and allows for more inter-state redistributive arrangements – at the increased risk of abuse of such powers, and with more demanding preconditions regarding attitudes of other-regardness.
Global Administrative Law (GAL) developed at NYU Law School (eg Kingsbury, 1998); and the new debate on the constitutionalization of international law (Klabbers et al., 2009, and Dunoff and Trachtman (eds), 2009, Kumm….). PluriCourts is especially concerned to explore the implications for ICTs in a multilevel international order. GAL has emphasized the need for accountability by international institutions. This approach finds  for international courts and tribunals, e.g. through rules of procedure, dialogue with national and international politicians and judges backed by formal reactions or sanctions, etc. 
International courts and tribunals may also be seen as part of an international constitution (Cf Kumm?), subject to certain constitutional principles such as rule of law and protection of human rights; yielding final judgments rather than competing judgments, inter-acting with national courts, legislative bodies and executive organs in regulated ways. While PluriCourts does not assume that the present ICTs are or should become part of a global constitution, we will systematically explore and assess whether central norms and concepts such as ‘Constitutionalism’ and ¨Constitution’ can and should be applied to the ICTs as a whole; whether such descriptions as ‘constitutionalisation’  are category mistakes, misapplications or whether they rather illuminate some tacit assumptions also about legitimacy claims of the sovereign state

5.2 Assessment of the models: Normative Legitimacy
A central research topic is to determine on what grounds each model may base its claims to legitimacy. Each of them are elaborated enough to also determine several of their institutional and attitudinal preconditions, and the likely incentives and abuse, drawing in part on comparative, historical analysis of treaty regimes. For instance: is there sufficient agreement about the need for such new developments, possibly involving formal or informal sanctions; are the opportunities for collective will formation and trust present – or likely? Is international ‘solidarity’ feasible, judging eg from comparative studies of foreign aid commitments, EU redistributive policies, etc.? Are there new sectors or issue areas where ICTs must be developed, for the global judiciary to maintain legitimacy? For instance, if we have courts mainly for markets, but not for regulating markets, this is hardly sustainable. Similarly, can a global judiciary maintain legitimacy if it does not discourage aggression? 
Political philosophers also contribute to assessment of each of the models by the revised contested standards of legitimacy transposed for this emergent legal and political world order. Among the central issues are
· The ‘balancing’ among international courts is a politically sensitive issue: how to make this sufficiently responsive to the best interests of citizens? In democracies, such contentious issues are decided by majority rule among accountable politicians.  How might such issues be politicized in ways that enjoy support? is there anything functionally equivalent..?
· the necessity of democratic accountability.
5.3 Assessment of Feasibility and Stability
Among the issues of particular concern are ‘feasibility’ and ‘stability,’ addressed mainly by political scientists but supplemented by political theory and legal scholars: how realistic is it that these models can be brought about, given the interests of various veto players, the costs etc? Which of the models are ‘realistically utopian’ (Rawls ref)?
A further issue to be explored is ‘stability’ concerns: if a model is in place, what ‘stabilizing mechanisms’ are likely to keep it in place? The research will include studies of the preconditions for sustained compliance, and the incentives they create, including exploration about what institutions are required, as well as the cultural preconditions (cf Zurn, Nagano, Patomäki on cosmopolitan democracy).
Deliverables: Publications, Dissemination, Policy Advice, Teaching 
Status as a Centre of Excellence is crucial for PluriCourt to attain its several scientific and outrearch objectives. PluriCourts will publish single journal articles but also special journal issues and tightly edited multi-authored books, which the Team has long experience with. 
PluriCourts will invite Norwegian and international policy makers to dialogues and knowledge transfer relevant for reforms of individual ICTs and the system of ICTs as a whole, including sequels to the Interlaken process, the ICC review process and […]. Participants include Parliamentians, members of the Council of Europe, judges in national apex courts and  in relevant ICTs; - several of whom will join the International Advisory Board. 
PluriCourts will maintain an active profile in Norwegian and international arenas for popular debates, such as Nytt Norsk Tidsskrift, Morgenbladet and Klassekampen. 
PluriCourt will also contribute to MA and PhD teaching at the relevant U of Oslo faculties.
National Cooperation
PluriCourts will include outstanding Norwegian scholars as residents, workshop participants, faculty of the Graduate Programme, and as curriculum developers. Funds will allow them to integrate PluriCourts findings in their teaching at undergraduate and graduate levels, drawing on the experiences of Harvard University’s Program on Ethics in the Professions. These model curricula will be available for BA, MA and PhD training in the various disciplines. 
International Cooperation
PluriCourts will bring together the internationally best researchers in this area, many of whom are on the International Advisory Board. Younger researchers may intern or participate at central Courts and Tribunals, such as the ECtHR [, … [check!]; all may benefit from an exchange visiting scholars program, including reciprocal  semester abroad for all PhDs and Post-docs at PluriCourts and at the Consortium Partners. 
International Graduate Programme
PluriCourts’ International Graduate Programme will ensure medium term diffusion internationally to the next generation scholars: the 18 PhDs and PostDocs in the team, joined by others at research institutions in Norway, Consortium partners and globally. It will offer week-long advanced lecture series in law, political science and philosophy, with which the Core Team the Board have proven experience -  including with the acclaimed Ethics Programme of the Research Council of Norway. Arenas for work in progress include a network among Consortium Partner PostDocs meeting annually. Women will be especially urged to join the training offered for career planning, teaching and application writing, and the U of Oslo workshops on research leadership. A mentor programme will coach to enhance their academic careers, including ways to promote full gender equality. 
Organization and Management 
PluriCourts will be physically and administratively within the Department of Public Law at the Faculty of Law, University of Oslo. 
Main management structure
PluriCourts will be managed day-to-day by a Core consisting of onedirector and one deputy-diector and seven scholars, each responsible for, respectively one of the five sectors, and for RT 4 and 5. The director and deputy-director have proven experience in managing multi-disciplinary research teams at the Norwegian Centre for Human Rights, at the Centre for Advanced Study at the Norwegian Academy of Science and Letters, and in multiple volumes and book series. They meet annually with an active International Advisory Board. Andreas Føllesdal will be director the first 3 years with Geir Ulfstein as deputy-director (co-existant with MultiRights), and the two functions will be switched the two last years. A similar arrangement is envisaged for a new 5 year period. 
International Advisory Board and Consortium Partners  
The International Advisory Board consists of A) Outstanding scholars most of whom  join PluriCourts as regular part-time professors, and whose institutions may join as Consortium Partners –to be negotiated. B) experts drawn from the Council of Europe, national apex courts and relevant ICTs and international organizations. The Board 
- assesses goal achievement and future direction, 
- ensures efforts to secure gender equality in recruitment and in research 
- secures optimal international cooperation and knowledge transfer as indicated above.
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Integrative activities
A central challenge for PluriCourts is to exploit the value added of the multi-disciplinary team working on multiple reseach topics. Since each RT draws on the findings of the others, PluriCourts includes several arenas for sharing findings, hypotheses and refined research agendas. The five sectors and the five RTs maintain a seminar, workshops and other occasions for mutual learning. To foster multi-disciplinary and inter-RT dialogue and updating, PluriCourts will have a weekly seminar for work in progress, commented by a scholar from a different discipline, and on methodological issues. Each year concludes with publication-oriented workshops bringing together all RTs and the results of each year. This allows stocktaking regarding the project’s main conclusions. The whole team is joined by members of the International Advisory Board in Annual workshops discussing recent findings and their implications for PluriCourts as a whole.
Gender Aspects 
In addition to addressing certain especially salient issues in the substantive part of the project (eg the gender aspect of the ICC), recruitment and follow-up efforts will target women, and encourage acquiring competence as professors as quickly as possible. PluriCourts aims to have 40% women among the senior and junior researchers including PhDs, also in political science and philosophy which suffers from a larger gender imbalance than does legal studies. The international Advisory Board plays an important role in this endeavor. The Co-directors have long standing proven commitment in promoting women students toward academic careers. PluriCourts will include a mentor programme to ensure that younger scholars are coached in the unwritten rules of academic life that may hinder full gender equality. 
PluriCourts team
In addition to the director and the deputy-director each of the five sectors is staffed with
- 1 full time head, several hired on the basis of international calls
- 1 international guest researcher in residence at all times 
PluriCourts also has 
- 6 international part–time professor visiting regularly every year to provide both comments on research and advising as well as participation at (bi)annual workshops. 
3 3-year postdocs, staggered hiring: 2 first year, 1 year 2, 2 year 4 etc, 
- 3 PhD fellows with 3+1 years funding  - hired in year 2, year 5 and year 8, one of which is funded by the Faculty of Law
- Two visitors from within the U of Oslo, and visiting professors from Norwegian universities, 1 semester each, who will integrate these topics into their teaching at undergraduate and graduate levels [More persons from UiO funded?]
- 1 Head of Office, with special responsibilities during start-up, reporting, 
- 1 research consultant, of which 50% is payed by SFF, 50% by the Faculty of Law, to assist the Graduate School 
- 3 research assistants, 50% time starting in year 1, renew continually. 


Budget – 
Supplemental funds: 
- University of Oslo provides some funds eg in the form of infrastructure,  
- during 2011-2016, MultiRight will be an integrated part of PluriCourts. The total budget of MultiRights is 21 mill kroner, from the European Research Council.
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NB: Det må også inn midler til midlertide opphold for forskere fra Norge som vil lage nye undervisningspakker etc; og midler til opphold for utenlandske PhD og PostDocer for 5 måneders opphold!
Milestones, Deliverables [To be added]
Year 1: RT 1-4 and team on Legitimacy starts.
Year 3: each RT: 1 anthology or special issue of peer reviewed journals. Each PostDoc will have published at least three articles in recognized international journals; and have participated in the UofOslo’s workshops on research management; and will have completed a semester abroad. 
Workshops concluding year 3 fine tunes and adjusts the research agenda for each RT, overseen by the International Advisory Board. 
RT 5 starts
Year 4: 3 PhDs will be defended..
Year 5: RT 5 draws together work from RT 1-4, which continue with adjusted agendas....
....
Feasibility and Risks, Research Ethics and Environment
PluriCourts’ main risks stem from its strengths: multi-disciplinarity and breadth of competence required.  Feasibility: The director and co-director have extensive experience in multi-disciplinary research management, including ‘Should States Ratify Human Rights Conventions?’ (www.follesdal.net/ratify.htm), and ‘The Legitimacy of Multi-Level Human Rights Judiciary’ MultiRights (www.multirights.net). They have proven ability throughout the process from stating research puzzles, identifying team members, interdisciplinary exchange, to publication - inter alia in 4 book series with Cambridge UP..
Risks: PluriCourts is designed in light of the directors’ experiences to limit and manage risks concering three central scarce resources: Difficulties of multi-disciplinary cooperation and communication will be handled by the directors drawing on their past experience of running similar projects, e.g. with preparatory and conceptual workshops. Time delays: The research design allows PluriCourts to regain any unlikely delays, with minimal loss for the whole: RT 4 will draw on MultiCourts which is well under way by the end of Year 1, and can and will be regularly and updated. RT 1-3 and 5 will draw on MultiCourts as necessary and are sufficiently independent of each other for staggered starts if required. Personell uncertainties: The Core and Board members all have a proven track record of timely delivery to joint projects such as workshops, book chapters etc. The research design allows flexibility for those changes that can be expected, ranging from parental leave to shifts in employer: Visits and some subthemes may be rescheduled. 
PluriCourts will not involve research on animals, humans, or human embryos, nor the use of local resources in Developing Countries. It will not have any direct military use or have the potential for terrorist abuse. Any sensitive data collection will comply with applicable laws and the rules of the Norwegian Committee on Research Ethics for Social Sciences (NESH), for which Follesdal served as Director 1991-1994. As to the external natural environment, PluriCourts may indeed enhance effective international protection efforts.

The University of Oslo, during and post SFF how much is needed here?]
PluriCourts will be based at the Faculty of Law at the University of Oslo. The Faculty will provide the necessary suite of offices and infrastructure for hosting visiting members, as well as support staff for seminars and workshops – and expertise required for reporting to the Research Council as required. 
PluriCourts will contribute to the Faculty of Law by internationalizating research, especially on international courts and their relationship to the national level. It will provide higly competent teaching personnel as well as capacity to supervise students at PhD and master level. It will also bring in candidates for recruitment at the Faculty.
Organization Post SFF
- integration into the Faculty of Law, as a free standing centre such as the Centre for EU Law, or within a department such as the Department of Public and International Law or by integrating relevant persons (with leave) in the Faculty of Law during the time of Pluri Courts.
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