
ページ 備考 ページ 備考

英語 P.5～

ドイツ語 ×

フランス語 ×

英語 P.16～

ドイツ語 ×

フランス語 ×

英語 P.9～

ドイツ語 ×

フランス語 ×

英語 P.20～
窓口公開のみ
(WEB非公開)

ドイツ語 ×

フランス語 ×

9月 ×

2月 ×

9月

2月

9月 P.1～

2月 P.12～

9月 P.1～

2月 P.12～

9月

2月

9月

2月

学内進学入学試験
（経営学研究科との大学院教育
相互協力にもとづく入学試験）

リーガル・
スペシャリスト

2月

飛び級入学試験

リーガル・
スペシャリスト/
公務行政/

法政リサーチ

2月

*選択のなかった科目は掲載しておりません

リーガル・
スペシャリスト/
公務行政/

法政リサーチ

※論文１科目
選択

学内進学入学試験

研究

リーガル・
スペシャリスト/
公務行政/

法政リサーチ

外国人留学生入学試験

試験科目(*)試験科目(*)

研究
※論文２科目

選択

※外国語
１科目選択

2月 P.12～

P.1～

P.12～

※論文２科目
もしくは

論文1科目＋
外国語１科目

リーガル・
スペシャリスト/
公務行政/

法政リサーチ

9月

※論文１科目
選択

社会人入学試験（有資格者）

リーガル・
スペシャリスト/
公務行政/

法政リサーチ

※論文２科目
もしくは

論文1科目＋
外国語１科目

2月

リーガル・
スペシャリスト/
公務行政/

法政リサーチ

社会人入学試験（一般）

一般入学試験

研究

9月 P.1～

法哲学
法史学
法社会学

憲法
行政法
税法
刑法

刑事訴訟法
民法

民事訴訟法
商法

労働法
社会保障法

経済法
国際法
国際私法

知的財産法
政治学
政治史

政治思想史
国際政治論

行政学

外国語

立命館大学大学院
2021年度実施　入学試験

博士課程前期課程

法学研究科
法学専攻

※論文２科目
選択

入試方式 コース 実施月

論文

【表紙の見方】 
×・・・入学試験の実施がなかった等の理由で入学試験問題の作成がなかったもの、または、問題を公開しないもの 
斜線・・・学科試験（筆記試験）を実施しないもの



ページ 備考 ページ 備考

英語 P.25～

ドイツ語 ×

フランス語 ×

英語 ×

ドイツ語 ×

フランス語 ×

英語 ×

ドイツ語 ×

フランス語 ×

英語 ×

ドイツ語 ×

フランス語 ×

９月 ×

２月 P.23～

学内進学
入学試験

研究 ２月

外国人留学生
入学試験

研究
※専門科目
１科目選択

一般入学試験 研究 ２月

法哲学
法史学
法社会学

憲法
行政法
税法
刑法

刑事訴訟法
民法

民事訴訟法
商法

労働法
社会保障法

経済法
国際法
国際私法

知的財産法
政治学
政治史

政治思想史
国際政治論

行政学

※外国語
２科目
もしくは

専門１科目＋
外国語１科目

２月

社会人入学試験 研究 ２月

入試方式 コース

試験科目(*) 試験科目(*)

実施月

専門科目（論文） 外国語

立命館大学大学院
2021度実施　入学試験

博士課程後期課程

法学研究科
法学専攻

※外国語
２科目
もしくは

専門１科目＋
外国語1科目

専門科目１科目
＋外国語１科目

P.23～

×

１科目選択

専門１科目+
外国語１科目

一般入学試験
（司法試験合格者）

研究 ２月

一般入学試験
（法務博士用）

１科目選択

研究

【表紙の見方】 
×・・・入学試験の実施がなかった等の理由で入学試験問題の作成がなかったもの、または、問題を公開しないもの 
斜線・・・学科試験（筆記試験）を実施しないもの
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【出典】
Reprinted from Trust Law in Asian Civil Law Jurisdictions : A Comparative Analysis, 
by Lusina Ho, Rebecca Lee, Cambridge University Press. 
Copyright © 2013 Cambridge University Press.
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【出典】
Krzysztof J. Pelc, "The Politics of Precedent in International Law: A Social Network 
Application", American Political Science Review, Vol.108, No.3, pp.547-564, reproduced 
with permission. Copyright © 2014 Cambridge University Press.
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Reprinted from A Research Agenda for Human Rights, by Michael Stohl, Alison Brysk, 
Edward Elgar Publishing, Inc. Copyright © 2020 Edward Elgar Publishing, Inc.
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〔I〕

Although many changes have occurred subsequently, the Constitution 

drafted in 1787, as supplemented by the Bill of Rights, created the basic 

framework of federal law that persists today. On one level there is ordi

nary law, enacted by ordinary majorities in Congress, state legislatures, 

and local governments. On another level stands the Constitution, as 

higher law, which not only establishes and empowers the national gov

ernment but also imposes limits on what ordinary law can do. 

The status of the Constitution as higher law is crucial to the role 

played by courts, especially the Supreme Court, in the American scheme 

of government. In nonconstitutional cases, such as those involving ques

tions about whether people have committed crimes or broken contracts, 

courts routinely interpret and enforce the law. Given the status of the 

Constitution as higher law, most Americans today probably take it for 

granted that courts should interpret and enforce the Constitution as well。

In fact, allowing the Supreme Court to interpret the Constitution, and 

treating other branches of government as bound by the Court's deci

sions, was a choice. It was certainly not an inevitable choice in 1787, when 

the Constitution was written。 Indeed, critics have sometimes questioned 

whether the Constitution authorizes courts to rule on the constitutional

ity of legislation at all。

Nowhere does the Constitution say expressly that the courts should 

have the power to review the constitutionality of legislatioュNor is “judi

cial review" by any means a logical necessity. 

［出典］

Reprinted from The Dynamic Constitution: An Introduction to American Constitutional Law and Practice, 
by Richard H. Fallon, Cambridge University Press. Copyright © 2013 Cambridge University Press. 
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〔 II 〕

Climate justice envisages intemation叫hum紅i rights stanふnds that are governed
and hnplemented年the rnost accountable, transparent and participato巧
way. This concept of justice airns to t匹at all people.equally and to uphold
their human rights in the和ce of the multiple threats that climate change m的
create、 Climate ju迫ce叫ms to hold stakeholders accountable and recognises
duty-bearers at various lev函of soci試y, including private, corporate, public
and individual aむむors. Evenむhough liabilities have not been defo:ied thus far,
the丘rst step towards achieving cli:rn.ate justice is to identi和the dutyふ蝉匹註

who car巧the responsibility for the causes and in,pacts of di:mate change.
Althoughュ‘sessing如liabili切of eompamies or state actors i$ sti11 in i認
i_?fancy, this issue was high on the agenda at COP2 L For example, if t退tu:ral
fotces directltI O.rmdirectly lmked to climate.chatlge result m the violation of 
an indivやidua1k rights

令
such as the loss of h ousimg oむ work, or their right 

of _ac.�ess to water and food or property, then the- di恥rent dut叫泥．知雰 0T
stakeholde謬 should be held ac..comtable for these violationS But. who am 
these如t砂悶rers? And how should they be held a℃coumtabI成In order to 
叫1erstand the.diffimiも debate about climate justice, it is worth looking at 
thes全 q謳stions.

One way of approaching this is to li:nk.climate justice to the concep誌 of
inte噂ene:rational justice and the'hurnm'l. right to a gre.en fu·ture.'Inter.-
generational justi:Ce call$ upom all of us to consume, act or behave mo匹

匹：sponsibly towards our env王ronment morder to safeguard the basis 
dign珀ed. living for futu.re generations. 

COP21 国連気候変動枠組条約第2i回締約国会議

［出典］

Reprinted from Climate change induced migration and human 
rights:  law and policy perspectives, by Dimitra Manou, Andrew 
Baldwin, Dug Cubie, Anja Mihr, Teresa Thorp, Routledge. 
Copyright © 2017 Routledge. 
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①

O
NLY LIVINGPEOPLE can ‘'own’'something. Once a

person dies, ownership lapses, and the goods and as

sets pass into other hands. There are several ways in which society can deal 

with the property of a dead person. One way would be to cut off any rights 

the dead person might have had and leave the asset up for grabs. Or the state 

could confiscate the property and use it for whatever purposes it chooses. Or, 

to mention· a third possibility, legal rules could dictate what becomes of the 

property—who gets what, and in what proportions. Fourth, we could let the 

dead person decide and honor whatever requests or arrangements he or she 

might have made. 

In fact, our system has elements of all four, though the last two probably 

dominate. Leaving things "up for grabs" is never the rule for property. But this 

is something chat follows from the way our society defines property. An沖ing

that, at death, is up for grabs is simply not classified as property at all. Property 

in general is not an easy concept to define. Every society has its own conception 

of property. Willard Hurst defined property as the "legitimate power to initiate 

decisions on the use of economic assets."· This definition is as good as any. But 

no definition covers all societies at all times. To cake a simple example: if the 

mayor of a city dies, her right to the office lapses; she could not sell it while she
was alive, and she cannot leave it to her children in her will. There will have to 
be a new election unless there is a deputy mayor or some other arrangement 
for choosing a successor. The office of mayor, in other words, is not "property."
But in medieval England, many offices were property, and could be inherited 
and possibly even sold. 

［出典］

Reprinted from Dead hands : a social history of wills, trusts, andinheritance law, by Lawrence M. Friedman, Stanford
University Press. Copyright © 2009 Stanford University Press.
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Reprinted from Principles in Health Economics and Policy, by Jan Abel Olsen, 
Oxford Publishing Limited. Copyright © 2009 Oxford Publishing Limited. 
Reproduced with permission of the Licensor through PLSclear.
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Steven Penney, " Crime, Copyright, & the Digital Age", What is a crime? : defining criminal conduct in contemporary 
society (UBC Press, 2004), reproduced with permission. 
Copyright © 2004 Access Copyright, The Canadian Copyright Agency.
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この問題は、公開していません。
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Reprinted from Evidence for Hope: Making Human Rights Work in the 21st Century, 
by Kathryn Sikkink, Princeton University Press. 
Copyright © 2017 Princeton University Press.
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Reprinted from The Common Law Constitution, by John Laws, Cambridge University 
Press. Copyright © 2014 Cambridge University Press.
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James L. Gibson, “Political Intolerance in the Context of Democratic Theory”, in Russell J. Dalton 
Hans, Dieter Klingemann eds., The Oxford Handbook of Political Behavior, pp. 324-325, Oxford 
Publishing Limited. 
Copyright © 2007 Oxford Publishing Limited. Reproduced with permission of the Licensor through 
PLSclear.
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by Deborah Brautigam,  Odd-Helge Fjeldstad, Mick Moore, Cambridge University Press. 
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