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WOMEN’S RIGHTS IN TRANSNATIONAL LAW 

Professor Rebecca J. Cook  

Faculty of Law, University of Toronto 

Fall Semester, 2017  

3 Credits 

 

COURSE OUTLINE 

 

Mondays 2:10 pm – 4:00pm (with Sept 15 deemed as Monday) 

 

 1.     Sept 11:   Gender Challenges in International Human Rights Law 

 2.     Sept 15 (Fri):  Rewriting Judgments from Feminist Perspectives 

 3.     Sept 18:  Rewriting Judgments about Women in International Human Rights Law 

 4.     Sept 25:  Discrimination against Women and their Equality in International Human 

Rights Law 

 5.      Oct 2:   Discrimination against Women in the Exercise of their Right of 

Conscience   

 6.     Oct 16:   Discrimination against women and men in the military 

 7.      Oct 23:    Discrimination against women and men in the military 

 8.      Oct 30:   Discrimination against Women in the Design and Application of Criminal 

Law: Mercedes Cavallo, doctoral student, U of T Faculty of Law 

 9.  Nov 13:   Discrimination against Women in the Design and Application of Criminal 

Law 

10.    Nov 20:   Discrimination against Indigenous Women 

11.     Nov 27:   Discrimination against Indigenous Women 

12.     Dec 4:   Wrap Up 
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COURSE DETAILS 

Contact Information: 

Rebecca Cook    rebecca.cook@utoronto.ca, 416 978-4446, J380 available by appointment 

First Term: 3 credits; 2 hour classes 

Schedule: Mondays 2:10 pm – 4:00pm (with Sept 15 deemed as Monday) 

Course satisfies “Perspective” or “International/Comparative/Transnational” requirements 

 

Text: Casebook 

 

Evaluation:  

80% written work in the form of three short papers (about 2,100-2,500 words each, which is 

about 9 pages) analyzing the reading materials assigned for class and integrating learnings from 

previous classes.  

Learning Objective: Demonstrate an understanding of how to rewrite a judgment from feminist 

perspectives in international human rights law 

 

80% written work in the form of three short papers (about 2,100 -2,500 words each, which is 

about 9 pages) rewriting three judgments for three different classes. Students can choose from 

five different classes.  A limited number of students may arrange with the professor to write a 

SUYRP in the course. If a student completes the SUYRP, that paper will constitute 80% of the 

grade and will replace the three short papers.  Short papers are due by 6 pm Sunday the day 

before the class in which the judgment is to be discussed, via email to: 

rebecca.cook@utoronto.ca.  

Please see Writing Guide below for further information on evaluation of written work. The 

University of Toronto provides a number of writing resources: www.utoronto.ca/writing. 

20% class participation will be evaluated as follows: 10% contributions to class discussion, 5% 

performance during on-call days; 5% attendance. If you have to be absent from class, you are 

still responsible for the readings and asking a classmate for notes, and integrating the readings 

and discussion into the reflective papers. On-call days will require students to introduce one of 

the reading materials assigned for the class.  

Email Policy:  

Email will not be used as an alternative to meeting with the course instructors before or after 

class or by appointment. Email inquiries will be responded to only in exceptional circumstances. 

Please ensure you consult the syllabus and other course materials before submitting any email 

inquiry. All email messages must include in the subject line the course identifier and a concise 

and clear statement of purpose [e.g. Women’s Rights Seminar: short paper]. Inquiries of interest 

to all students will be addressed in class. 

  

mailto:rebecca.cook@utoronto.ca
mailto:rebecca.cook@utoronto.ca
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WRITING GUIDE 

Requirements: 

• Three Short Papers (about 2,100 -2,500 words each, which is about 9 pages) analyzing the 

reading materials assigned for class.  

• Submission: Short papers are due by 6 pm Sunday the day before the class in which the judgment 

is to be discussed, via email to: rebecca.cook@utoronto.ca. 

• Short papers will be used in class to guide discussion of the materials.  

• Graded short papers will be returned after class or in the next class with comments and a grade. 

Objective: Active Reflection and Critical Engagement with the Reasoning of a Decision 

Short papers should actively reflect on the reasoning of an assigned decision of a court or human 

rights tribunal by critically engaging with the court’s reasoning other materials (or any part of 

the material) assigned for that class. Do not summarize or describe the decision or reading. 

Analyze the decision and the relevant reading. Additional research is not required. 

Assume for purposes of your short comment that you are the judge and are rewriting a particular 

decision. Short papers may: 

 Question and reflect on the meaning and uses of language or concepts of a decision; 

 Examine how the reading reinforces or challenges hierarchies, constructions and relations 

in a decision;  

 

 Investigate the assumptions, values and interests (related to, for example, gender, race 

and ethnicity, or sexual orientation) underlying a decision;  

 

 Articulate conflicts, contradictions or uncertainties in a decision; 

 Problematize the assumptions or analytic framework of a decision.  

Assessment Criteria: 

Short papers will be assessed on: analysis, structure, and style. 

Analysis: Clearly state at the outset your thesis or argument. What is of utmost interest is not 

your conclusion, but your reasons for drawing your conclusion. You must back up all assertions 

with reasons. 

While it may be helpful to introduce the decision, your paper must go beyond description. You 

MUST analyze the decision and draw conclusions from your analysis. 

Take an even-handed approach; so, although you are expected ultimately to draw a conclusion, it 

is often helpful to canvas alternative positions and arguments in the course of your paper and to 

rebut these to the extent that they are inconsistent with your arguments. 

mailto:rebecca.cook@utoronto.ca
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Use examples to illustrate your arguments. These may be cases, events, or hypothetical 

examples, where appropriate. 

Some degree of originality is important. You are expected to develop your own thoughts and 

analysis, and not describe the thoughts and analysis of others. 

Structure: Structure is essential to a clear and well-argued paper. You should include an 

introduction and a conclusion. You should outline your structure in your introduction. 

Arguments should be clear and logical and ideas should be linked coherently. Subheadings are 

useful in delineating structure and moving from one idea or argument to the next. Each 

paragraph should have something relevant to say about your thesis or argument. If it does not, 

ask yourself or try to explain why you have included that paragraph. 

Style: Clear expression, good presentation, accurate grammar and spelling, and appropriate use 

of vocabulary are essential. 

Citations and Referencing: 

For the accepted legal citation style at the University of Toronto, Faculty of Law, see the 

Canadian Guide to Uniform Legal Citation (referred to as the “McGill Guide”) or the Bora 

Laskin Law Library website. 

All use of others’ language MUST be indicated in quotation marks and referenced. Use of 

others’ ideas should be fully referenced. Failure duly to acknowledge the work of others 

constitutes plagiarism and is a serious academic offence. 

Plagiarism 

Students might be required to submit their course essays to Turnitin.com for a review of textual 

similarity and detection of possible plagiarism. In doing so, students will allow their essays to be 

included as source documents in the Turnitin.com reference database, where they will be used 

solely for the purpose of detecting plagiarism. The terms that apply to the University's use of the 

Turnitin.com service are described on the Turnitin.com web site.  

Turnitin.com is an electronic resource that assists in the detection and deterrence of plagiarism. 

Each submitted paper is checked for textual similarity using millions of resources stored in the 

Turnitin.com database. Once analyzed, originality reports are generated within 5-10 minutes for 

instructors, highlighting questionable areas. Using this information as well as any other relevant 

information, it is then up to the individual instructor to determine if these passages represent 

plagiarism. 

Additional writing resources are available: http://writing.utoronto.ca/ 

  . 

http://writing.utoronto.ca/
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