






Skip to main content


Accessibility help




We use cookies to distinguish you from other users and to provide you with a better experience on our websites. Close this message to accept cookies or find out how to manage your cookie settings.







[image: Close cookie message]











Login Alert













Cancel


Log in




×























×



















[image: alt]









	
	
[image: Cambridge Core Home]
Home



	Log in
	Register
	Browse subjects
	Publications
	Open research
	Services
	About Cambridge Core
	

Cart





	

Cart


	
	


	
Institution login

	
	Register
	Log in
	
	

Cart













 





[image: Cambridge Core Home]
Home













 




















	
	
[image: Cambridge Core Home]
Home



	Log in
	Register
	Browse subjects
	Publications
	Open research
	Services
	About Cambridge Core
	

Cart





	

Cart


	
	


	
Institution login

	
	Register
	Log in
	
	

Cart













 



 

















Hostname: page-component-6b989bf9dc-lb7rp
Total loading time: 0
Render date: 2024-04-10T16:08:30.671Z
Has data issue: false
hasContentIssue false

  	Home 
	>Journals 
	>European Journal of Risk Regulation 
	>Volume 9 Special Issue 1: Special Issue on Judge-M... 
	>A Law and Economics Perspective on Judicial Risk Regulation



 	English
	
Français






   [image: alt] European Journal of Risk Regulation
  

  Article contents
 	Abstract
	Footnotes
	References




  A Law and Economics Perspective on Judicial Risk Regulation
      
Published online by Cambridge University Press: 
22 March 2018

    Josephine VAN ZEBEN   
 
 
 
 
 

    	Article

	Metrics




 Article contents    	Abstract
	Footnotes
	References


 Get access  [image: alt] Share  

 [image: alt] 

 [image: alt] Cite  [image: alt]Rights & Permissions
 [Opens in a new window]
 

 
  Abstract
  This special issue provides several perspectives on the potential and limits of judicial risk regulation as a mechanism to redress actual and perceived regulatory failures. Central to this inquiry is the legitimacy of the court system to act as a risk regulator, specifically as compared to governmental actors. This article focuses on the question of institutional competency of juridical risk regulators from a law and economics (“L&E”) perspective. L&E scholarship will be used to help to understand the relative strengths and weaknesses of courts as risk regulators and helps us decide when courts may act as substitute risk regulators and when they are better positioned as complements.
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