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The History of Post-War 
Economic Legal Reform

A Boy, a Grenade, and 
the Rule of Law

By: Eric Gauf, Law I
With only eleven months elapsed since 

the Legal Eye last ran a story on Omar 
Khadr, articles about his case can’t quite be 
termed an annual tradition.  At this point, 
one branch of Khadr’s case is approaching 
some sort of terminus, as on November 
13th, the Supreme Court of Canada is 
scheduled to hear the Government of 
Canada’s appeal against an Ontario court 
order that the govern-
ment seek Khadr’s 
repatriation. 

By now many are 
loosely familiar with 
Omar Khadr’s case, 
but the situation has 
signifi cantly evolved 
since his name first 
g r a c e d  C a n a d a ’s 
newspapers seven 
years ago.  The skel-
eton of the facts is that Omar Khadr was 
present in an Afghan compound that was 
assaulted by US soldiers, a grenade was 
thrown, a US soldier died, and Khadr was 
the only person left alive following the 
fi nal assault.  He was wounded, immedi-
ately captured, and detained at Bagram 
Airforce Base before being transferred to 
the US facility at Guantanamo Bay, where 
he remains incarcerated. 

Initially, there appeared to be solid rea-
sons for his detention – the original reports 
had Omar Khadr as the only remaining 
person in the compound when the grenade 
was thrown.  Subsequent information, 
however, points to another living combat-
ant in the compound who was actively 
resisting, as opposed to Khadr, who was 
apparently curled on the ground and shot 
in the back.

Over the past seven years, the struc-
ture of the tribunal system for “unlawful 
combatants” has been crumbling faster 
than it can be patched together.  Ram-
pant accusations of abuse have also been 
made throughout the process.  As well, 
the Obama administration has moved to 
close the Guantanamo facility, although 
concrete measures for doing so have yet to 
appear.  Suggestions have been made that 
the American administration is willing to 

release Khadr to Canada, but the Canadian 
government has opposed such a transfer, 
hence the specifi c terms of the issue before 
the Supreme Court. 

In Canada, Khadr is represented 
by Dennis Edney and Nathan Whitling, 
prominent defence lawyers in Edmonton.  
In interviews, they tend to phrase their 
defence of Khadr in terms of the rights of 
detainees, the rights of Canadian citizens, 

and the rule of law 
– essentially, Khadr 
represents one of the 
most crucial outliers 
of the legal system, 
and the vigorous de-
fence of his case is 
key to the defence of 
our collective rights.  
Anecdotally, the case 
has not been without 
personal cost, as ele-

ments of the US administration have made 
life miserable for the lawyers defending 
clients in Guantanamo, including record-
ing solicitor-client meetings, seizing notes 
from those meetings, and using the many 
hoops of the US immigration and security 
system to detain and search the possessions 
of those lawyers while in transit. 

As important as Khadr’s case is for 
these issues, I would argue that the details 
of his detention are almost a sideline, and 
his Canadian citizenship is most relevant 
in that it forces us to confront the wider 
picture of the Afghanistan confl ict.  What 
we have in front of us is the detention, 
use as an intelligence asset (with all of the 
dehumanizing behaviour bound up in that 
term), and prosecution of an individual 
for his reputed actions against a foreign 
soldier.  This stands in fairly stark contrast 
to another trial that paralleled Khadr’s 
in the media for the fi rst few years: the 
trial of Slobodan Milosevic.  The existing 
(fl edgling) system of international justice, 
drawing on the 1945 experience and ap-
plied to the confl icts of the 1990s, focuses 
on arraigning and trying the most senior 
responsible fi gures for the widest scope 
of crimes, targeting what could be called 
the command structure that planned and 

By: Jason Banack, Law III
Upon arrival at the MBA House I was 

shocked to see a bzzr queue. According to 
Google Earth, the front 
door of MBA house is 
precisely 1.752 miles 
from UCLL. I know 
for a fact that pro-
fessor Ramsay likes 
to squeeze every last 
drop from his Fri-
day afternoon classes, 
leaving a MAXIMUM 
of 20 minutes for 1Ls 
to get their tickets and 
form a line. The point 
is that they beat a 14 
minute/mile pace, 
which just qualifies 
for the 80+ category 
in the Boston Mara-
thon (www.boston-
marathon.org). The 
fact that the first year 
desire for gratuitous bzzr is enough to drive 
a marathon fi nish is a true testament to the 
veracity of the admissions process.

The selection of cold beverages was 

exceptional. In addition to the usual line-
up of Molson bzzr, Growers coolers and 
Big Rock cider, the bar was able to offer 

cold cans of Alberta 
Genuine Draft. Hav-
ing grown up in oil 
country, I am very 
familiar with this 
particular brew; and 
was just as shocked 
to see how many 
people were drink-
ing it. Speaking on a 
condition of anonym-
ity, one student com-
mented on a prior 
experience with this 
fiendish lager: “it’s 
the only bzzr that’s 
made me sick before 
drunk”. Keen to re-
live the days when an 
hour of work at mini-

mum wage ($5.90/hr 
in Alberta) would buy a six pack, I picked 
up two and headed off to get a sense of the 
crowd. 

By: Colin Simkus, Law III
Agreements are about compromise: 

trading autonomy for an objective. Inter-
national agreements (treaties, covenants, 
pacts) are about compromising sovereignty 
in exchange for stability or some other 
goal. For instance, after the volatility and 
economic anarchy of the Great Depression, 
and the hostility of Second World War, 
the world community created the Bretton 
Woods System to coordinate currencies, to 
bind all signatory nations to phased tariff 
reductions, and to commit themselves to 
an interventionist Keynesian model. The 
main philosophy underlying the system 
was that governments needed to control the 
post-war economy, and that international 
institutions, such as the International Mon-
etary Fund (IMF) and World Bank, were 
needed to help coordinate the international 
economy. Governments actively controlled 
the levers of unemployment and infl ation; 
through government subsidies, Crown 
corporations, and international funds they 
managed a political compromise that led 
to a reindustrialization of the developing 
world and the growth of the middle class.

However, after the advent of stagfl a-
tion (a perilous combination of infl ation 
and economic stagnation induced by a 
spike in oil prices), massive government 
defi cits, gas shortages, and an industrial-

ized manufacturing decline led to a lack of 
confi dence in governmental management 
of the economy. The 1980s saw the Reagan 
revolution, and the emerging international 
belief that government management was 
the problem. The notion was that govern-
ments are too busy with moral and political 
objectives to properly stimulate the market’s 
purifying “creative destruction”. In a sig-
nifi cant philosophical change, the IMF and 
World Bank went from being institutions 
that helped the world community create 
New Deal–era institutions to, instead, help-
ing those countries dismantle and deregulate 
that New Deal era interventionism. 

In exchange for development assis-
tance and—most crucially—international 
loans, the IMF and the World Bank urged 
nations to adopt policies of privatization, 
competition reform, tax reform, investor 
protection, property rights protection, and 
economic liberalization. In other words, the 
focus became the paring down of govern-
ments. The hope was that these economic 
reforms would coincide with democratiza-
tion, republican governments, and a free 
press. The Washington Consensus, as these 
economic reforms became known, stemmed 
from a belief that entrepreneurial people, 
freed from the yoke of socialist leaders (in 

“ Essentially, Khadr rep-“ Essentially, Khadr rep-
resents one of the most resents one of the most 

crucial outliers of the le-crucial outliers of the le-
gal system, and the vigor-
ous defence of his case is 
key to the defence of our 

collective rights”

What Can It Teach Us?

Image: www.naccnt.ca/events/247/
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Shauna Labman:

Shauna Labman, who obtained her 
LL.M from UBC in 2008, has not pursued a 
traditional career in law. She is now a Ph.D. 
student studying refugee issues under the 
supervision of Catherine Dauvergne.  Her 
dissertation research explores the intersec-
tion of rights, responsibility and obligation 
in the absence of a legal scheme for refugee 
resettlement.  Shauna is a Trudeau Scholar 
and holds a Canada Graduate Scholarship 
from the Social Sciences and Humani-
ties Research Council.  She is co-chair of 
UBC’s Graduate Student Migration Net-
work and has been the teaching assistant 
for Law 377 (Immigration) for the last two 
years.  After  completing her undergrad at 

UBC in English and Religion in the late 
1990s, Shauna earned her law degree from 
the University of Victoria, served as a law 
clerk to Madam Justice Karen Sharlow at 
the Federal Court of Appeal, and was called 
as a member of the Law Society of Upper 
Canada.   Shauna then headed to India for 
a consultancy with the United Nations 
High Commissioner for Refugees (UN-
HCR). Her work with UNHCR involved 
conducting refugee status determinations 
of Myanmarese asylum seekers and pre-
paring resettlement referrals for Afghan 
refugees.  This work motivated Shauna to 
return to Canada for graduate studies, and 
in preparation she took a position with the 
Canadian Embassy in Beijing to gain an 
appreciation of Canadian diplomacy and 
policy considerations.  Shauna has pub-
lished in the areas of refugee law, human 
rights and discrimination.   E-mail: shauna.
labman@trudeaufoundation.net

Arun Mohan:

Currently a Master of Laws (LL.M) 
candidate at UBC, Arun has been research-
ing the Olympics and human capital since 
he completed his LL.B at UBC in 2006 
He writes extensively on the rise of sus-
tainability as a value within the Olympic 

Graduate Law Student Profi les
Movement and on the implementation of 
workplace wellness programs as an innova-
tive labour market strategy in Canada, the 
United States, and internationally. His LL.M 
thesis explores how work-life balance can 
be nurtured among those in the legal pro-
fession and justice-related sectors (such as 

the judi-
ciary and 
p o l i c e ) . 
Arun also 
s p e a k s 
on these 
topics in 
many fo-
rums. He 
has done 
c o n s u l t -
ing work 
for 2010 
G a m e s 
S p o n s o r 
Teck Re-
s o u r c e s , 
VANOC, 
a n d  t h e 
IOC, and 

is currently a member of the CBA-BC 
Work-Life Balance Section. Arun in also the 
Law Faculty Graduate Studies Committee 
LL.M Representative.

Upon Recommending Polygamy Charges
Case Comment: Blackmore v. BCAG (2009 BCSC 1299)

By: Ted Murray, Law III
On September 23rd Madam Justice 

Stromberg-Stein of the British Columbia 
Supreme Court quashed polygamy charges 
against Winston Blackmore and James Oler, 
the leaders of the Fundamentalist Latter day 
Saints community of Bountiful in south-
east British Columbia.  Judging by the com-
ments on several online news stories, this 
decision was seen by at least some members 
of the public as “a blow against common 
decency” or of polygamy being “endorsed 
by the Canadian courts!”  In fact, this ruling 
represented nothing so dramatic; it was a 
narrow procedural ruling concerning the 
proper statutory interpretation of the word 
“fi nal” in s. 7(5) of B.C.’s Crown Counsel 
Act.  As Stromberg-Stein J. herself said at 
para. 5: “This judicial review has nothing to 
do with the merits of the alleged offences”.  
The substantive legal issues that arise in this 
case remain unresolved for now, however 
and they will have to be resolved through 
a different procedure

Background
For at least twenty years the prohibi-

tion on polygamy contained in s. 293 of the 
Criminal Code has been openly fl outed in 
Bountiful.  Although the RCMP had recom-
mended charges as far back as 1992, the 
Criminal Justice Branch of the Attorney 
General’s offi ce was unwilling to approve 
charges as, based on several internal and 
external legal opinions, they believed that 
s. 293 was unconstitutional as it violated the 
guarantee of freedom of religion in s. 2(a) of 
the Charter of Rights and Freedoms.  There-
fore, the Criminal Justice Branch did not 
believe there was a substantial likelihood of 
conviction if charges were approved.

For the next fi fteen years the opin-
ion of the Criminal Justice Branch was 
unchanged.  Finally, in 2007, after the 

Tom Garbett:

Tom, originally from Birmingham, 
central England, comes to UBC having 
worked as a corporate solicitor in London 
for four years.  He received a B.A. from 
Cambridge University, an LL.M. in Com-
mercial Law from Birmingham University 
and has just completed an M.A. in English 
Literature with the Open University.  In a 
slight change of direction, he is writing his 
UBC thesis on regulation of the theatre, 
under the supervision of Sharon Sutherland.  
Tom is easily recognizable by his English 
accent and Victorian-style sideburns.

RCMP again recommended charges and 
the Criminal Justice Branch again did not 
approve those charges, Attorney General 
Wally Oppal directed the Assistant Deputy 
Attorney General (ADAG) to appoint a 
special prosecutor under s. 7(1) of the 
Crown Counsel Act.  This special prosecu-
tor, Richard Peck, Q.C., believed that s. 
293 was likely constitutional, however he 
did not recommend charges.  He instead 

concluded that a reference to Court of 
Appeal would provide an “authoritative 
and expeditious judicial resolution of the 
legal controversy surrounding polygamy” 
(para. 21).  Furthermore, he warned that 
any prosecution would “face a number of 
obstacles, resulting in a cumbersome and 
time-consuming process” (para. 20).

Unsatisfi ed with Peck’s conclusions, 
then Attorney General, Wally Oppal, di-
rected the ADAG to retain Leonard Doust, 
Q.C., to review Peck’s report.  Doust, 
retained as an ad hoc prosecutor under s. 
4 of the Crown Counsel Act, essentially 

reached the same conclusion as Peck: that 
s. 293 was likely constitutional and that the 
issue should be determined by reference to 
the Court of Appeal, rather than criminal 
prosecution.

Again unsatisfi ed 2008 Oppal directed 
the ADAG to appoint Terrance Robertson 
Q.C. as an ad hoc or special prosecutor in 
May 2008.  Robertson was retained as a 
special prosecutor with a mandate similar to 

Peck’s .  
Robert-
son ul-
timately 
a p -
p r o v e d 
charges 
aga ins t 
B l a c k -
m o r e 
and Oler, 
w h i c h 
resulted 
i n  t h e 
hearing 
b e f o r e 

S t r o m -
berg-Stein 
J.

Decision
The co-accused both brought petitions 

under the Judicial Review Procedure Act 
seeking declarations that the appointment 
of Robertson was a nullity, quashing his 
appointment, and quashing his approval of 
the charges against them.  The legal basis 
for the petition was that, based on the lan-
guage of s. 7(5) of the Crown Counsel Act, 
Peck’s decision to not approve charges was 
“fi nal” and the statute therefore prohibited 
the Attorney General from “prosecutor-
shopping” by appointing successive special 
prosecutors.  Section 7(5) provides that 

“the decision of a special prosecutor with 
respect to any matter within his or her 
mandate is fi nal,” with the exception of an 
internal appeal process under s. 4(4) that 
was not used.

Madam Justice Stromberg-Stein relied 
on both the “plain and ordinary meaning” 
of fi nal and “the context of the scheme and 
object of the Act, having regard to the pur-
pose and the intention of the Legislature” 
to determine that the use of “fi nal” in s. 
7(5) did, in fact, prohibit the appointment 
of Robertson.  The plain and ordinary 
meaning of fi nal was “ultimate … not to 
be undone, altered or revoked …. [and] 
conclusive” (para. 50).  The legislative 
intent underlying the Act was determined 
largely by reference to the Owen Report 
from 1990, which had recommended the 
creation of the special prosecutor position 
to “promote public confi dence that the de-
cision to prosecute political and sensitive 
cases will be made according to the same 
standards as other cases, absent political 
infl uence” (para. 37).  Although the Owen 
Report was more specifi cally focussed on 
cases involving members of the govern-
ment, Oppal’s clear desire to have charges 
approved in this matter directly engaged the 
purpose of the Act.

The Attorney-General and the Crown 
made several arguments asserting that the 
use of the word “fi nal” in s. 7(5) did not 
preclude the Attorney General from appoint-
ing successive special prosecutors.  The 
Attorney General relied claimed that s. 7(5), 
in conjunction with s. 7(4), had two main 
functions: preserving the independence of 
special prosecutors by providing for their 
independence “except through overt, public 
Gazetted decisions” and that it operated as 

Image of Winston Blackmore, a religious leader of the polyga-
mous community of Bountiful, shares a laugh with six of his 
daughters and some of his grandchildren in April last year.  
(Jonathan Hayward/Canadian Press/CBC)

See Polygamy Charges page 6
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The French-Enlish Debate continues in Quebec after 
SCC strikes down controversial English School Law

I fi rst encountered a loyal subject of 
the Leafs Nation. Hockey talk is a fi xture of 
the Bzzr-Up crowd, and I would have been 
remiss not to participate and report. My 
opening gambit was an attempt at detente: 
“it’s been a rough start, but they’ve still 
got something the Canadiens don’t have: 
a solid core 
o f  young 
p l a y e r s , 
p o t e n t i a l 
to improve 
. . . and a 
black and 
white pho-
to of their 
last Stanley 
Cup”. We 
agreed to 
take a week 
off school 
if the Leafs 
could make 
it to ten games without a win.       

I then learned that Lindsay Clark’s 
and Isabel Henkelman’s presence was pre-
ordained by supernatural forces. These two 
young women were en-route away from 
campus when Ms. Henkelman (who was 
driving) indicated to Ms. Clark: “I need 
a sign that I should go to this Bzzr-Up”. 
They were then instantly struck by another 
vehicle reversing out of a parking stall 
(causing Ms. Clark to shout a G-rated non 
sequitur, “heavens to Betsey!”). Although 
there was no damage to either vehicle, Ms. 
Henkelman felt that this was the sign she 
was looking for. 

A number of representatives from 

Blakes LLP (the sponsoring firm) were 
also in attendance. Articling students James 
Chen, Karine Oldfi eld, Christina Adam, 
Steve McKeom, and Mike Steinbach all 
spent time talking with our students about 
their experiences at Blakes. I had a brief 
discussion with Mr. Steinbach, where he ex-
pressed his satisfaction with the workload, 

variety of projects 
and opportunities 
for mentorship at 
Blakes. In addi-
tion, I was able to 
reach Mr. Steve 
McKoen (a mem-
ber of the Blakes 
student commit-
tee, adjunct pro-
fessor at UBC Law 
and fellow afi cio-
nado of Alberta 
Genuine Draft) 
for his comments: 

“We feel particularly blessed to have been 
given Lawctober Fest, and [to] support law 
students and MBAs drinking together in 
harmony”. 

The Lawctoberfest spirit was best per-
sonifi ed by 2L Adam Flanders. Mr. Flanders 
exchanged his tickets to top off an authentic 
Belgian beer stein (33.8 fl uid ounces) with 
honey lager. He was fairly certain that his 
family crest was represented on the cup 
and certainly did them proud.  He was later 
caught drinking out of said stein with his 
right hand, prompting an observant rugby 
player to call “buffalo!”

In a salute to all who attended, I offer a 
traditional German toast: Prost! (translation: 
it will help).    

From Law-ktober page 1

favour of the invisible hand) would lead to 
development and prosperity.

Countries in Central Europe, Latin 
America, and East and South-East Asia that 
followed these principles attracted foreign 
direct investment and experienced phenom-
enal growth. South Korea experienced the 
“Miracle on the Han (River),” China’s econ-
omy doubled within a decade, and Gucci, 
BMW, and McDonald’s became household 
names in countries that were once sleepy 
backwaters. An entire generation of people 
leapt forward a century in time and emerged 
from subsistence agriculture to participation 
in a global economic system. The unleashed 
power of the free market led to a rate of eco-
nomic growth with which the Eastern Bloc 
c o u l d 
not keep 
pace, and 
t w e n t y 
y e a r s 
ago this 
m o n t h , 
the peo-
ple of the 
“Second 
World” 
v o t e d 
(again) 
w i t h 
t h e i r 
feet and 
c h o s e 
the Reagan (neo-liberal) model. The fall of 
the Berlin Wall appeared to be a testament 
to the Washington Consensus.

However, this growth came at a cost. 
As the countries in the developing world 
modernized at a blistering pace, their 
national governments—stripped of their 
strong taxation power—were unable to 
repay their debts and were powerless to 
avert asset bubbles, currency volatility, 
corruption, and excess risk-taking. In most 
countries, the belief that “stock market 
and state” should be as separate as “church 
and state” led to an uneasy blind eye being 
turned to fi nancial institutions. The Latin 
American debt crisis and the Asian fi nancial 
crisis raised signifi cant concerns about the 
appropriateness of an international model 
that actively discouraged governments 
from providing governance. After all, the 
original model in 1945 had committed them 
to govern more not less. 

Now, in our current crisis, we see 
the negative consequences of regulatory 
minimization and oversight gaps on even 
honest market participants. Clearly, the 
trend away from governance must be 
reversed, and there must be more defer-
ence to the reality that sovereign political 

societies have a role to play in regulating 
the social-economic balance. As we look 
towards the completion of the Doha round 
of trade talks, I suggest the following. It is 
indisputable that we benefi t when we share 
the best that every part of the world has to 
offer. We need a framework where honest, 
transparent entrepreneurs can invest ethi-
cally, free from fear of harassment, undue let 
or hindrance, or arbitrary expropriation on 
the basis of rank protectionism or favourit-
ism by an abusive government. That is the 
danger the Washington Consensus rightfully 
tried to prevent.

However, we have learned very clearly 
in the last 15 months that the state must be 
able to play a strong and active role in the 

economy, not 
only a reactive 
role, but also a 
preventive and 
precautionary 
one. If state-run 
fi rms can better 
hedge against 
long-term risks, 
then they should 
not be demon-
ized. If a robust 
state can help, 
then respon-
sible and trans-
parent increases 

in taxes may well 
be prudent. French President Nicolas Sar-
kozy and UK Prime Minister Gordon Brown 
have both suggested that the Washington 
Consensus is dead. In an era of Sovereign 
Wealth Funds and developing-world Crown 
corporations, governments are back into the 
economy and here to stay.

It was encouraging to see that, last 
month, the IMF agreed—at a meeting in 
Istanbul—to stop attaching strict deregula-
tory strings to its loans. In reality, every 
country has different needs and should 
be able to each serve those needs as its 
populace determines. But those diverse 
countries still need to respect each other’s 
entrepreneurs. Ultimately, I would say that 
we, the world community, are waking up to 
a new realization: When the New Deal–era 
nations agreed to put their trust in the IMF 
and World Bank in 1945, their goal was not 
to make themselves as passive as possible, 
but to achieve through those institutions 
what the individual governments could 
not: provide a guiding hand to the invis-
ible hand, so that a dynamic yet balanced, 
transparent, and sustainable global economy 
would emerge. 

From History page 1

By: Audrey Lim, 3L
The Supreme Court of Canada has very 

recently declared Quebec’s Bill 104, which 
bars certain students from attending Eng-
lish-language schools, unconstitutional. 

This French-English dispute has been 
going on for as long as our country is old 
- and this case is only another notch in the 
Canadian timeline. There will be many 
more disputes in the future, and despite 
this ruling, this particular issue is far from 
resolved.

A brief backgrounder is necessary. 
Quebec has strict language laws that re-
quire most children to 
attend French-language 
schools. If they want to 
attend English-language 
public schools, they have 
had to meet a long list 
of criteria and provide a 
“certifi cate of eligibility.” 
One loophole around this 
in the French Language 
Charter made students 
who had attended English private schools 
eligible for the English public system. 

Enter Bill 104. Adopted by Quebec 
in 2002, the bill purported to close this 
loophole. This legislation was soon chal-
lenged by a group of Quebec parents, and 
was struck down by the Quebec Court of 
Appeal in 2007  for violating Section 23(2) 
of the Charter of Rights and Freedoms, 
which provides that “any child ... receiving 
primary or secondary school instruction in 
English or French in Canada, [has] the right 
to ... receive primary and secondary school 
instruction in the same language.”  The 
written decision has yet to be released, but 
apparently the Supreme Court of Canada 
agrees. 

This decision seems to have only 
compelled Francophones to cling tighter 
to their beloved language, as evinced 
by the government’s responses. Quebec 
Culture Minister Christine St-Pierre said 
she is “disappointed and angered”, Parti 
Quebecois Leader Pauline Marois urged the 
provincial government to denounce the rul-
ing, and Premier Jean Charest said he hopes 
the legislative response will underscore the 
“primacy of the French language” as a “key 
value” in Quebec society.  It is clear that 
this ruling has not deterred them in their 
opinions at all. 

So why did Que-
bec adopt Bill 104 in 
the fi rst place? Why try 
to restrict access to the 
English public school 
system? The Quebec 
Court of Appeal has 
acknowledged Que-
bec’s unique position 
as the lone Franco-
phone province in a 

largely Anglophone continent. Along with 
the increase in immigration in the past few 
decades, the Quebecois are now, more than 
ever, protective of preserving their Franco-
phone society. Especially for immigrants, 
effective integration into Quebec communi-
ty requires some cultural immersion, which 
invariably includes French schooling. It is 
deeply regarded that Quebec and Canada in 
general ought to preserve the Francophone 
community and culture. The 2005 SCC case 
of Solski (Tutor of) v. Quebec (AG) notes 
that “the desire to reserve an important 
place for [the two distinct language com-
munities] in Canadian life constitute[s] one 
of the foundations of the federal system that 
was created in 1867.” 

However, as noted by Hilton J.A., the 
importance of maintaining “a vigorous 
Francophone society” cannot overshadow 
the minority language education rights en-
shrined in sections 23(2) of the Canadian 
Charter,  which is what both the Quebec 
Court of Appeal and Supreme Court of 
Canada held occurred through Bill 104. 

The Quebec provincial government 
has been given a year to redraft an amend-
ment to the French Language Charter in a 
way that no longer violates section 23(2) 
of the Canadian Charter. This leaves the 25 
families who made the initial challenge in 
an awkward limbo. This case is deemed a 
‘partial victory’, as although the impugned 
legislation was struck down, their personal 

cases are simply sent back to the Minister 
of Education for a reassessment. And by 
the time the government makes a legislative 
response, who knows what will happen.

Indeed, there does not seem to be 
a clear winner or loser in this case, and 
perhaps the adversarial mentality being em-
ployed is inappropriate – this case is a prime 
demonstration of the tricky equilibrium that 
must be established to end this long-running 
issue. However, history demonstrates how 
elusive this objective is. If ever the right bal-
ance between the preservation of Quebec’s 
Francophone community and minority 
language education rights is to be found, it 
will ultimately be through cooperation, not 
adversarial challenges.“a vigorous Francophone “a vigorous Francophone 

society” cannot overshad-society” cannot overshad-
ow the minority language ow the minority language 
education rights enshrined 

in sections 23(2) of the 
Canadian Charter”

Image: globalsociology.com/tag/global-imaginary/
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By: Jarrett Plonka, Law III
Anyone who knows me, or who has 

read my columns gracing this publication, 
knows that the word “contrarian” is a con-
venient adjective. I’m the guy who wrote 
international law papers slamming interna-
tional law, the guy who almost invariably 
agrees with the dissents in judgements, and 
the guy for whom Monty Python’s Argu-
ment Clinic sketch holds a dear spot in the 
inner folds of his heart.

So when a friend of mine here in 
Lyon asked me if I was interested in see-
ing Jacques Vergès, of course I jumped at 
the chance.

Vergès, to make a gross understate-
ment, is what one of my professors here 
calls “a controversial guy”. And consider-
ing that his recent 
choices in legal 
clients don’t even 
break the top fi ve 
controversial fi g-
ures he has de-
fended—he tried 
to volunteer to 
defend Saddam 
Hussein and Slo-
bodan Milošević, 
for instance—you really can’t resist the 
opportunity to see the guy in person. The 
man’s client list stirs the pot and risks an-
gering the blood. It is a veritable who’s who 
of bad men so extensive that it is almost 
absurd, as though he landed on the planet 
full of evil wax fi gures from one episode of 
the British classic Red Dwarf and started 
freely dispensing legal advice. We are talk-
ing Carlos the Jackal, Pol Pot, Tariq Aziz, 
and Klaus Barbie, as well as those who 
deliberately distributed HIV-tainted blood 
to French blood banks in the 1980s.

So, needless to say, my friend and I 
hopped on the train in anticipation of this 
roving tour of Vergès featuring a two-hour 
monologue of excerpts from his latest book, 
Sérial Plaideur. After traveling an hour or 
so south of Lyon by train and bus we found 
ourselves in a packed theatre in the village 
of Annonay watching Vergès on stage 
speaking with an authority only bred into 
good advocates and bad politicians. For a 
guy born in a country that no longer exists 
and at a time when the Chief Justice of 
Canada was Francis Anglin, he maintained 
an impressive energy throughout the entire 
performance.

But what could such a man possibly 
offer a law student?

Well, for one, the relative value of 
what we call “justice”. As law students, 
we’re often taught to approach the law in a 

Literature, History, and Iconoclasm:

relatively uncritical way - the law is what it 
is, the courts are never wrong, and we obey; 
through critical studies infi ltrates the educa-
tion at UBC Law every now and then to give 
students a taste of independent thinking. 
Vergès, on the other hand, takes the matter 
to a whole new level. By refusing all legal 
authority as his starting point, he 
has a fascinating perspective on 
the law that he faces as a lawyer, 
which I believe bolsters his advo-
cacy skills.

For instance, Vergès started 
his monologue discussing the 
trial of Joan of Arc, a particu-
larly useful example given her 
unparalleled status as a unifying 
fi gure in French society. Certainly, 

we generally 
accept Joan of 
Arc’s trial as 
a show trial 
today, but as 
Vergès pointed 
o u t ,  o b e d i -
ence to the law 
would say oth-
erwise: Joan of 
Arc was tried 

according to theological law - a 
perfectly valid legal authority at 
the time (some might even say 
the international law of the time). 
The legal forces against her were 
doctorates in theological legalism 
from the University of Paris, Europe’s 
very best at the time. And she did commit 
a mortal crime according to contemporary 
laws when she chose to wear her armour 
(the alternative being nudity and risking 
rape in her prison cell), a direct and evident 
mortal sin. It was for this she was burned 
at the stake.

The point, Vergès says, is that strict 
legality is not necessarily justice. And he 
illustrated the point well with subsequent 
examples. Perhaps if you dislike the ex-
ample of a Medieval Catholic saint you may 
be more interested in one of his clients, an 
Algerian terrorist in the 1950s who burst 
out laughing when sentenced to death by a 
French military court because the sentence 
showed the absurdity of it all - “military 
courts are to justice what military bands are 
to music”, Vergès quipped. And of course, 
the Devil’s own advocate represented his 
share of young French women being pros-
ecuted for procuring abortions against the 
law of the state at the time, all on the same 
principle.

This leads me to the second point: 
Vergès’ bold iconoclasm is bolstered by a 

trait vaguely reminiscent of Justices such 
as Mme. Justice L’Heureux-Dubé – the 
ability to put a human face on those being 
defended. It is cheap and inferior advocacy, 
Vergès maintained, to try and advance other 
outrageous arguments based on race, sex, 
social situation, or anything else which 

may deny responsibility for one’s acts. 
Saying that the person was forced into an 
act infantilizes them, zombifi es and dehu-
manizes them. Psychologically it distances 
the defendant from “us”, which enables 
punishment through the arm of the law.
Rather, Vergès argued that it is better for 
justice, advocacy and the truthto embrace 
the humanity of those being defended, be it 
Carlos the Jackal or a woman who procured 
an illegal abortion. “I often wonder how 
they were doing thereafter, how their family 
had developed”, he mused; about whom I’ll 
leave you to guess.

The key to the Vergès approach is to 
fi ght the law; to place one’s self in the shoes 
of the defendant for the purposes of advo-
cacy. This is the radical and postmodern 
approach they teach in Law in Context in 
second semester, but they contextualize it 
as defending someone from a sympathetic 
and oppressed category only, such as in 
R.D.S.. Even the critical minds running 
Law in Context refused to countenance 
this approach too extensively, lest it ever 
help defend Klaus Barbie, to whom Vergès 

(publicly) assigns as much moral culpabil-
ity as another client of his, a businessman, 
who committed suicide out of disgrace from 
his failed business. It is for this reason that 
Vergès declares he holds a special place 
in his heart for Julien Sorel (a character 
in Stendahl’s Le Rouge et le Noir), who 

refuses to grovel for his life 
while on trial and instead de-
nounces the trial which puts 
him to his death. Vergès is well 
versed in literature and history, 
and it shows.

Perhaps the fi nal lesson 
I got from Vergès, then, is 
what more realistic neutral-
ity and advocacy looks like, 
a goal of true equality before 
the law. We’ve all had those 
conversations in social situa-
tions where someone who has 
distinctly not been through the 
professional conduct session 
of Law in Context tells us that 
they could never be a criminal 
defense lawyer because they 
just couldn’t countenance 
helping a criminally accused. 
And we calmly explain that 
the system only works when 
everyone gets a fair trial, and 
that everyone’s presumed 
innocent until proven guilty 
and you need not endorse the 
alleged actions of the accused 

in order to defend them. Aside 
from being eroded during civil contexts (in 
which it suddenly becomes fashionable to 
refuse to work for corporate clients for what 
we would like to imagine are principled 
reasons instead of a gut reaction), this prin-
ciple suddenly disappears for most of us at 
some point. Most Canadians will agree that 
everyone is innocent until proven guilty and 
that everyone deserves a fair trial, through 
partially because the axiom is phrased that 
way and not as “Klaus Barbie and Carlos the 
Jackal deserve a fair trial and are innocent 
until proven guilty”.

At the very least, it was a fascinating 
evening with a world-famous advocate. As 
a postscript, at the fall of the curtain, my 
friend and I took a page from the Vergès 
book and ignored signs directing us out in 
order to go backstage and address ourselves 
to the man as law students. He warmly 
received us and indulged our requests for 
autographs and photos. But immediately 
after, we sat outside on a bench kicking 
ourselves for not having anything more 
intelligent to say to him. Oh well. At least 
I have his autograph.

“We are talking Carlos “We are talking Carlos 
the Jackal, Pol Pot, Tariq the Jackal, Pol Pot, Tariq 
Aziz and Klaus Barbie, as Aziz and Klaus Barbie, as 
well as those who delib-
erately distributed HIV-
tainted blood to French 

blood banks in the 1980s”

Image of Jacques Vergès. (http://www.krtrial.info)

Lessons in Advocacy from the Choice Counsel of Mass Murderers
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The Robert H Guile, Q.C. Memorial Debate 
Emphasizing Humour in the Law

TRYOUTS
Tryouts will be held on Friday, November 20, 2009, in the Grad Ballroom, 

Graduate Student Centre, and will start at 4:00 pm.
Interested students should send an email to edinger@law.ubc.ca. 

At the tryouts, each student will have 5 minutes to speak, either pro or con, to 
the resolution:

RESOLVED THAT ‘TIS MORE THAN REASON THAT GOES TO
PERSUASION

The panel of 5 to 7 judges for the tryouts will comprise faculty members, 
representatives of Bull Housser and Tupper, the sponsors of the accompanying 

social event, and former Guile Debaters. The panel will select the 4 students who, 
in their opinion, display the greatest wit and humour and those 4 students will 

compete as partners in the fi nal round of the Debate.

FINAL
The fi nal round of the Robert H. Guile, Q.C., Memorial Debate will take

place at the law Courts Inn on January 22, 2010. The Debate fi nal will be
followed by a reception.

The winners of the Debate will each receive a prize of $500. The
runners up will each receive a prize of $250.

Ask Megan
By: Megan Alexander

Question: Is it a bad idea to become 
romantically involved with someone 
who is in my small group?  She doesn’t 
really know who I am – yet – but I am 
highly considering making a move. 
- Besotted

Dear Besotted,
Answer: No – that is a great idea.  That 

has never turned out badly for anyone.  If 
it had, I would have surely heard about it.  
Make your move.  Here are some sugges-
tions for you!

1) You need to get yourself noticed - 
join the Law Review, chicks dig that.  Also, 
answer as many questions as possible in 
class, follow your answer with a personal 
anecdote about yourself so that she will get 
to know a little about you.

2) Write her a note, entitle it “Writ of 
Summons”, then sit across the room and 
stare at her until she comes over and talks 

to you.  Then when she comes over say, 
“What? I just wanted to start the action”… 
Wink.  But run away before she can raise 
any objections.

3) Find out where she’s from, and 
fi nd out some racy legal facts about that 
province. Talk about them loudly in con-
versation right behind her, this will be 
exciting to her. 

4) Convey her the deed to Blackacre.  
She will be impressed that you own Black-
acre.

5) Send her a Facebook message.  If 
you do this while sitting behind her in class 
you can follow it up with an analog poke, 
so that she will know to respond.

Let me know how it goes! 

Question: I’m in fi rst year, and I’m 
scared about Christmas exams. I don’t 
understand anything so far.  Is it true 
that they really don’t count?  Sincerely, 
Confused.

Dear Confused,
Answer: It’s about time you got some 

good news.  They really don’t count.  I 
believe its some sort of Christmas present.  
Yes.  George Curtis started it.  His ghost still 
demands they take place.  George Curtis 
is okay with it if you don’t study.  But he 
would like you to know that if you don’t, 
you are going to have to work twice as hard 
next semester.  And if you are asking such 
a question, it means you are not the kind 
of person who will do that.  Do yourself a 
favour and study.

By: Rink Lagerhorn; Law III

Dear Rink La-
gerhorn,

I 
thought that 
b e i n g  i n 
law school 
w o u l d  b e 
attractive to 
women, but 
ever since 
I’ve started, 
I’ve had the 
biggest dry 
streak of my 
l ife.  What 
am I doing 
wrong? 

- Dateless On Undergraduate   
  Campus, Help!

Well, Douch, 
A lot of guys, either consciously or 

unconsciously, choose to go to law school 
in the hopes that it will improve their value 
on the dating market. After all, let’s face 
it, most of us aren’t exactly Adonises, and 
a little bit of money and power can’t hurt 
when you’ve got the odds stacked against 
you on the looks or personality front. But 
while the cachet of snagging a law school 
guy might appeal to many women in theory, 
when faced with the prospect of actually 
hooking up with the pale, neurotic, sleep-
deprived and malnourished real deal, most 
women come to their senses and choose 
to pass. 

Knowing this, here are a few simple 
tips to help you avoid some of the more 
common pitfalls Law Students fall into, 
and be more like Matt McConaughey in A 
Time to Kill, and less like Bob Loblaw from 
Arrested Development. 

1 – Don’t argue. Seriously, nothing 
ruins a date more quickly than treating 
your conversation like it’s a fact pattern, to 
be dissected, analyzed and argued over. If 
someone wants to call a tomato a vegetable, 
who cares if it’s actually a fruit? 

2 – Talk about emotions & passions. 
Most guys aren’t very good at this in the 
fi rst place, but law school makes it worse. 
I don’t even think I felt an emotion through 

Dating Advice from Rink 
Lagerhorn, Professional Dating 

Master
the month of October.

Talking about emotions doesn’t mean 
engaging in 
some weepy 
therapy ses-
s ion about 
t h e  d e e p 
seated inse-
curities that 
led you to 
UBC Law. I 
mean talking 
in paragraphs 
t h a t  s t a r t 
with, “You 
know what 
I  l ove…” , 
“You know 
what pisses 
m e  o f f … ” 

“You know what I found hilarious??” 
Usually these lead to good conversations, 
and they usually get the topic off of law 
school.

3 – Don’t talk about school, or the law. 
Does trust law make your heart go afl utter, 
and get weak at the knees? Well, it doesn’t 
turn women on either. It’s pretty common 
for non-law students to ask you for details 
about school or law, as an effort to make 
conversation. They are either being polite 
or naive; do not confuse this with actually 
being interested in the subject. I don’t mean 
to say you can’t talk about law school in a 
general sense, just don’t get too deep into 
it. If you actually try to explain the respon-
sibilities and obligations of a trustee, your 
conversation will be about as interesting as, 
well… trusts class. 

4 – Don’t be a braggy tool. There’s 
nothing wrong with being in law school, 
and most people think it’s pretty cool, but 
if that’s all you have going for you, you’re 
screwed. Whatever you do, don’t be a 
douche and try and drop that you’re in law 
school early on in the conversation. It’s ultra 
tacky, and trust me, women can tell when 
you just slip it in there.  You don’t need to 
hide your good, braggable qualities, but at 
least let a woman feel like she pried it out 
of you. If a woman is interested in you, 
she will ask what you do, and what you’re 
taking, which is the perfect time to mention 
you’re in law school. 

Green Tips of the Month:
- Reduce fl yer and paper waste - Go to a post offi ce near 

you to request a Canada Post sticker for your mail box. Now 
you don’t have to check your mailbox so often.

- File - Print - Properties - Print on Both sides. Less paper, 
less weight, less mess, less Mr. Tree.

- Buy and sell used books - These exist remember? And 
Vancouver is full great used book stores.
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CAREER CONNECTION
Summer employment after fi rst 

and second year - Yes it does exist 
outside of the larger fi rms!

By: Kerry Parker Smith and Pamela 
Cyr  (Career Services) and Tracy Wa-
chmann (Public Interest Coordinator)

Many second-year law students just 
completed interviews for summer positions 
at the larger Vancouver and Calgary fi rms 
and some will soon be travelling to Toronto 
for second interviews.  These processes are 
highly competitive and the vast majority 
of second-year students will not be work-
ing at a big law fi rm this summer.  In fact, 
each year only 25% - 30% of second-year 
students secure summer positions through 
this process.  Jobs at law fi rms for fi rst-
year students are virtually non-existent in 
Vancouver, and are even more diffi cult to 
obtain in Calgary and Toronto.

So what do fi rst- and second-year stu-
dents do with their summers?

A major employer of fi rst-year students 
is the UBC Faculty of Law.  The available 
positions include research assistant posi-
tions with faculty members, the Canadian 
Journal of Family Law, the UBC Law Re-
view, and various other faculty departments.  
Other sample employers for fi rst-year law 
students include:

1. Internships (e.g. United Nations or 
Pivot Legal Society);

2. Private Organizations (e.g. Best Buy 
Canada); 

3. Government Organizations (e.g. 
Worksafe BC); and

4. Public Interest Groups (e.g. LSLAP, 
BC Coalition to Eliminate Abuse of Seniors, 
West Coast Environmental Law and Alli-
ance for Arts and Culture)

The Public Interest Work Placement 
Project will fund 6 summer 2010 positions 
for UBC Law students.  These positions will 
be posted in late February or early March 

2010.  Summer 2009 organizations include 
Prisoners’ Legal Services and West Coast 
Domestic Workers’ Association.

A major employer of second-year 
students is LSLAP.  Other public interest 
groups also provide employment to second-
years, including through the Public Interest 
Work Placement Project mentioned above.  
Many second-year students will secure re-
search assistantships with UBC Law faculty 
members.  In the past, second-year students 
have also secured positions with govern-
ment organizations including WorkSafe BC 
and the Department of Justice in Vancouver.  
Finally, there will be approximately 15 
summer 2010 positions available at law 
fi rms in smaller B.C. communities through 
the Rural Education and Access to Lawyers 
Program (www.realbc.org).  

For more information please see the 
Summer Employment after First Year 
handout and visit the Job Postings on 
Symplicity at www.ubclawcareers.com.  
Try to evaluate your current experience 
and look for a summer opportunity that 
develops and strengthens your skills.  We 
also strongly encourage students to take ini-
tiative and contact law fi rms, corporations 
and organizations with whom they would 
be interested in working this summer.  It’s 
never too early to start thinking about it; 
although most employers do not hire sum-
mer students until February, March & April 
so remember to stay realistic.  

Students who are considering oppor-
tunities with public interest organizations 
should refer to the Public Interest Opportu-
nities and Public Interest Funding Options 
handouts and consider making an appoint-
ment on Symplicity at www.ubclawcareers.
com to meet with Tracy Wachmann (Public 
Interest Coordinator).  

If you are interested in applying for a 
Canadian Clerkship, please take note that 
application deadlines range from Novem-
ber to February.  

The Career Services Offi ce has pre-
pared a handout Judicial Clerkships 2011-
2012 which contains information about 
applying for clerkships, interview prepa-
ration, application deadlines and names of 
former clerks.  This informative resource is 
available at the Career Services Offi ce and 
online in Symplicity’s Document Library 
at www.ubclawcareers.com.  

Various courts will be attending UBC 
law to present information sessions for in-
terested students.  Please watch for emails 
from Career Services for more information.  
Also, remember to check out the Career 
Services Calendar and Job Postings on 
Symplicity at  www.ubclawcareers.com 
where dates for information sessions are 
listed and additional court information has 
been posted.

Kerry, Pam, and Tracy welcome the 
opportunity to review your clerkship ap-
plication materials.  Students may book an 
appointment with a member of the CSO 
team on Symplicity at www.ubclawcareers.
com. 

Clerking Information

directed the confl ict rather than the actions 
of individual soldiers.  

The point is not to confl ate the two 
trials – while I could point and shout about 
how what’s happening with Khadr violates 
everything we’ve built as far as an inter-
national justice system goes, the argument 
fails on so many grounds that it’s not worth 
making.  Khadr was captured in an active 
combat zone, and his detention needs to be 
seen in that context.  I bring up Milosevic as 
a comparison because the 1990s concept of 
international justice was a fl agship moment 
for the idea that no one was above the law, 
and that the law was the best means to seek 
justice, fragile though it may be.  Khadr’s 
case gives us as Canadians an entry point 
into the new system, a system that without 
Khadr we could quietly ignore as some-
one else’s problem.   The new (or reborn 
old) reality is that leaders are assassinated 
rather than arrested, low-level persons are 
detained for their use as intelligence assets, 
and charges are brought to justify their 
continued detention, rather than as the 
primary cause. 

Omar Khadr had value to the US Mili-
tary as an intelligence source.  His father, 
until his death in 2003, was an acknowl-
edged fi nancier for the Al-Qaeda network.  
Khadr has been interrogated multiple times, 
on several occasions by Canadian intel-

From  A Boy, a Grenade page 1

ligence personnel.    Others have been de-
tained based on information gained in these 
interrogations – information that turned out 
to be completely false – produced by that 
basic prisoner’s instinct to satisfy their cap-
tor, to make it stop.  Khadr’s existence is 
an embarrassment to the Canadian govern-
ment, a living reminder of their complicity 
in the dark side of the “War on Terror”. 

The arguments that will be made on 
November 13th are important. The issue of 
the Canadian Government’s responsibilities 
to its citizens who happen to be out of the 
country has arisen in several recent cases, 
and the details are somewhat fascinating.  
I’d point anyone interested to a pair of ar-
ticles posted on Osgoode Hall’s thecourt.ca 
- just search for Khadr.  At the same time, if 
you narrowly focus on the details of Khadr’s 
case, you lose sight of the broader situation 
with which his existence has forced us to 
grapple: the changes wrought by the legal-
istic framework that the Bush government 
created to, I’ll be blunt, provide cover for 
the more extreme actions in the “war on 
terror.” These changes are not temporary.   
Omar Khadr’s individual guilt, innocence, 
or location may not matter to many of us, 
but his existence makes it impossible for 
Canadians to ignore the wider picture.  It 
is in our backyard, and we should be talk-
ing about it. 

From Polygamy Charges page 2

a privative clause providing the special 
prosecutor with the same immunity from 
judicial review as Crown counsel.  In the 
alternative the Attorney General argued 
that the decision to approve charges is not 
subject to judicial review, that Peck’s deci-
sion was not 
“final”, and 
that a subse-
quent RCMP 
investigation 
created a new 
mandate for 
Robertson.  
The special 
prosecutor’s 
a rguments 
were largely 
akin to those 
of the At-
torney Gen-
eral, with the 
exception of a 
division argu-
ment of powers that the Crown Counsel 
Act, if the petitioners were correct in their 
interpretation, violated the doctrine of fed-
eral paramountcy by making the Criminal 
Code unenforceable.  All these arguments 
were rejected by Stromberg-Stein, J.  

Having accepted the interpretation of 
the meaning of “fi nal” in s. 7(5) proposed 
by the petitioners, and rejected all the 
arguments of the Attorney General and 
the special prosecutor for the legality of 
Robertson’s appointment, Stromberg-Stein 
J. concluded that the Attorney General 
lacked jurisdiction to direct ADAG to ap-
point Robertson.  As a result, she granted 
the relief requested by Blackmore and Oler, 
essentially throwing the charges out.  

Aftermath
The quashing of the charges against 

Blackmore and Oler represented something 
of a worst-case scenario for the Attorney 
General.  As Peck had predicted, it now 
appeared that procedural wrangling would 
delay prosecution of the accused for years 
on end if Stromberg-Stein J.’s decision were 
appealed.  Even if an appeal of this ruling 

were successful, a different interpretation 
of s. 7(5) of the Crown Counsel Act would 
only further delay resolution of the crucial 
issue, the constitutionality of s. 293 of the 
Criminal Code.

Recognizing the pointlessness and po-
tential futility of 
an appeal on the 
quashing of the 
charges against 
Blackmore and 
Oler, the current 
Attorney Gen-
eral, Mike de 
Jong, announced 
last month that 
rather than ap-
peal, he would 
use the refer-
ence procedure 
that had been 
recommended 

by both Peck and 
Doust.  However, 

rather than following their recommendation 
to send such a reference to the B.C. Court 
of Appeal, as is the usual practice, de Jong 
instead sent the reference to the B.C. Su-
preme Court.  Although the Constitutional 
Question Act allows for references to either 
court, it does not appear a reference has ever 
been sent to the Supreme Court.

The disadvantage of sending a refer-
ence question to the Supreme Court is 
obvious: given that the constitutionality of 
s. 293 of the Criminal Code will ultimately 
need to be determined by the Supreme Court 
of Canada, it appears to only add a delay of 
another year or two to the process.  What 
weighs in favour of referring the question 
to the trial court, however, is its ability to 
hear evidence from live witnesses.  Hearing 
about life in polygamous communities from 
live witnesses ensures that the reference will 
not “simply pit legal academic against legal 
academic.”  Whether one feels the Attorney 
General should have emphasized quickness 
or effectiveness in choosing which court to 
use, at least a process is now underway to 
at long last determine whether criminalizing 
polygamy violates s. 2(a) of the Charter.
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Sun Mon Tues Wed Thurs Fri Sat
1 2 3

12:30 – 1:30 pm, UCLL 
Rm 174:

CFLS Lecture Series
A Case Study of the Chal-

lenges of Social Justice 
Lawyering: Litigating Sex 

Workers’ Rights
Speaker: Katrina Pacey 

Lawyer, PIVOT Legal 
Society

4
12:30 - 1:30pm, UCLL 

Room 101: 
What To Do With A 

Law Degree Panel Pre-
sentation

5
12:30  - 2:00 pm

The Honourable Madam Justice Rosalie Sil-
berman Abella

The Ballroom, Thea Koerner House Graduate 
Centre

6371 Crescent Road

6
LSS Bzzr-Up

(Sponsored by Law-
son Lundell)

7

8 9 10

12:30 – 1:30 pm, UCLL 
Rm 174:

CFLS Lecture Series
TBA 

Speaker: Shelagh Day 
Community Organizer, 

Legal Researcher

11
Remembrance Day

12
12:30 - 1:30 pm (UCLL Room 103): What 

Not To Wear: Professional Attire Etiquette

12:30, UCLL 101
Centre for Global Environmental and 
Natural Resource Law presents:

 “Climate Law & Policy in North America: 
Prospects for Regionalism”
Associate Professor Neil Craik

School of Environment, Enterprise and 
Development (SEED), University of Waterloo

5 - 6:30 pm, Green College Coach House
Law & Society presents:

“(Re)establishing the Rule of Law: Human 
Rights Intervention as Law-Making”

Speaker: Elizabeth Bruch
Faculty Associate in Law & Social Policy 

at Valparaiso University School of Law
Ph.D. Candidate Sociology, UBC

13
LSS Bzzr-Up

Guile Debate
(sponsored by Bull 

Housser Tupper)

14

15 16 17
12:30 - 1:30 pm, UCLL Rm 

107: Practising Law in 
the Fraser Valley present-

ed by Baker Newby LLP

 12:30 – 1:30 pm, UCLL 
Rm 174:

CFLS Lecture Series
Challenges & Triumphs 

for Female Refugee 
Claimants in Canada

Speaker: Annabel Webb 
Justice for Girls 

18
12:30 - 1:30, 

UCLL Rm 174: 
BC Courts: Clerking 
Information Session

19
12:30 - 1:30 pm (UCLL Room 174):
 International Internships Seminar

20 21

22 23 24
12:30 – 1:30 pm, UCLL 

Rm 174:
CFLS Lecture Series

Exam Tips
Speaker: UBC Feminist 
Faculty and Upper Year 

Students
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