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By: Chris Ferronato, Law III 
As if classes and extra-curricular activ-

ities were not enough to keep a law student 
busy, one law student decided to also write 
a book along the way.  Christian Pearce is a 
third year law student and co-author of  En-
ter the Baby-
lon System: 
Unpacking 
Gun Cul -
ture  f rom 
Samuel Colt 
to 50 Cent. 

T h e 
b o o k  e x -
plores hu-
m a n i t y ’ s 
re lent less 
obsess ion 
wi th  guns 
and its con-
nection with the hip hop world.  Christian 
and his co-author Ronald Bascunan con-
ducted over 200 interviews to support their 
research, which included speaking with 
rappers, gun manufactures, law enforce-
ment, politicians, and academics.  Literary 
critics have praised the work, noting its 
well-written, has a conversational tone, and 
provides a fascinating illustration of how 
entrenched gun culture is within a North 
American context.  

On October 16th, the Canada Council 
for the Arts announced that Christian’s book 
was a fi nalist for the prestigious Governor-
General Literary Awards, placing Entering 
the Babylon System among Canada’s top 
literary works.  The winners of the awards 

will be announced on Tuesday, November 
27th  in Montreal, with each winner re-
ceiving $25,000 along with the esteemed 
recognition.

Christian is also co-founder and senior 
editor of Toronto-based Pound Maga-
zine, Canada’s 
largest hip hop 
publication.  
T h e  m a g a -
z ine  en te r-
tains readers 
with various 
articles on rap 
music, hip hop 
culture, and 
social justice.  
In his work as 
a journalist, 
Christian has 
had unique ac-
cess into the music industry, such as his 
recent one-on-one interview with rapper 
Kayne West, including backstage access 
to his performance at GM Place.  His book 
was actually an outgrowth of a column in 
the magazine and is an attempt to continue 
his aim of  “reasserting hip hop’s stature as 
a political and cultural voice.”

Fellow students have persuaded Chris-
tian to hold a Reading this month at the law 
school, giving students and staff a chance 
to learn more about the book and have a 
conversation on the subject-matter.  The 
event is scheduled for Friday, November 
23rd at 12:30pm in Room 157. All students rd at 12:30pm in Room 157. All students rd

and faculty are welcome to attend.

Law student among 
Canada’s top authors
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By: Khatidja Moloo, Law III
The tale of two cars...

Two cases, both alike in scenario, were 
heard before the fair Supreme Court Jus-
tices.  Both cases involved a motor vehicle 
being used, not to commit a offense but 
rather, to aid and abet in the commission 
of a offense. The issue in the two compan-
ion cases: Citadel General Assurance Co. 
v. Vytlingam, 2007 SCC 46 [Vytlingam] 
and Lumbermens Mutual Casualty Co. v. 
Herbison, 2007 SCC 47 [Herbison] was 
whether the injury caused to the plaintiffs 
was suffi ciently connected to the use of the 
motor vehicle to allow recovery from the  
defendants’ auto insurance agencies.

In Vytlingam, Mr. Vytlingam, an 18 
year old, was driving back from a spring 
break trip to Florida with his father.  As 
they were passing through North Carolina, 
two thrill seekers dropped a boulder from 
an overpass onto the Vytlingam’s car. As a a 
result, Mr. Vytlingam now requires 24 hour 
care.  The two thrill seekers, Todd Farmer 
and Anthony Raynor had transported the 
boulder to the overpass by using their car.

In Herbison, Mr. Herbison and his 
nephew were walking across a farmers’ fi eld 
to their hunting stand just before dawn on 
November 2, 1999.  As they were walking, 
the defendant, Mr. Wolfe, was using his 
Nissan pick-up truck’s headlights to illu-
minate the same fi eld. Mr. Wolfe used his 
headlights to illuminate the fi eld so that he 
could see deer and hunt from there.  As Mr. 
Herbison was walking, Mr. Wolfe mistook 
him for the tail of a deer and shot. That shot 
destroyed Mr. Herbison’s hip.

Mr. Justice Binnie writing for the 
court stated that “insurance policies must 
be interpreted in a way  that give effect to 
the reasonable expectations of both insured 
and insurer.” That being said, the claim for 
damages from the two automotive insurance 
companies was denied to the plaintiffs. The 
Supreme Court however, did not want this 
ruling to send out a message that coverage 
by auto insurers can be denied where one is 

a victim as a result of a motor vehicle being 
used for criminal activity. Mr. Justice Bin-
nie stated “Innocent drivers, or pedestrians, 
should not be denied indemnity if struck by 
a getaway car transporting bank robbers 
from the crime scene.”

“How can we tolerate two systems of “How can we tolerate two systems of “
justice? One for citizens and one for oth-
ers”...Charkaoui revisited

Here is a quick background on Charka-
oui. He was a permanent resident in Canada, 
suspected of being a terrorist, and as the 
laws were then, he was given a security cer-
tifi cate, detained indefi nitely but granted a 
hearing before a judge regarding his “terror-
ist ties” and then deported back to the situ-
ation which caused them to seek refuge in 
Canada in the fi rst place. Unfortunately all 
the information that the judge and that the 
Crown had remained a mystery to both him 
(Charkaoui or any other terror suspect) and 
his lawyer. Therefore this regime known as 
securities certifi cates (sections 76-78 of the 
Immigration and Refugee Protection Act) 
was challenged before the Supreme Court 
of Canada in early June 2006. In February 
2007, the Supreme Court of Canada ruled 
that the secret evidence was unconstitu-
tional.  They gave Parliament one year to 
remedy the situation.

On Monday October 22 2007, the 
Conservative government introduced new 
security certifi cate legislation bill which 
would create “special advocates.” The spe-
cial advocates would be lawyers who could 
challenge the secret evidence held by the 
Crown.  The special advocates remedy has 
been tried in Britain but the special advo-
cates there say they felt frustrated because 
often times they were not able to ask the 
suspect about the evidence against them.  
The main debate in Canada behind the 
bill therefore will be whether or not more 
interaction between the special advocate 
and the suspect will be permitted by the 
legislation.

This just in...
from the SCC

By Renata Germann, Law III
It is hardly a novel occurrence for the 

legal profession, and in particular lawyers, 
to be at the receiving end of harsh criti-
cism or even insults.  After all, depressing 
though it may be, it was Shakespeare who 
penned: “First thing we do, let’s kill all the 
lawyers.” Centuries later public esteem of 
the legal profession doesn’t seem to have 
improved all that much. In particular, this 
past summer it appeared that criticism was 
reaching a fever pitch. 

What makes this summer’s round of 
criticism particularly interesting is that 
it wasn’t confi ned to the practice of law 
in Canada, nor was it strictly confi ned to 
‘reality.’ Negative, and sometimes contro-
versial, headlines blazed across national 
and international media and even across 
entertainment and literature pages. 

Faced with this barrage of negative 
publicity what are we, law students set to 
join the profession in the next few years, to 
do? The numerous condemnations present a 
daunting picture. While the temptation may 

be to take the easy route of inaction or to 
dismiss the criticism as vitriol from a few 
disgruntled individuals, it is vitally impor-
tant that we be conscious of what criticism, 
exaggerated or not, is on everyone’s lips.

Canada
The August 6th edition of Maclean’s

magazine ran a cover story raised legal 
hackles across the nation. The headline 
was unavoidable as it proclaimed authori-
tatively: “Lawyers are rats.” There was no 
indication that the headline did not represent 
the magazine’s own view but was rather 
an opinion held by a featured interviewee, 
Philip Slayton. 

The magazine’s attention grabbing 
technique certainly worked and the Cana-
dian Bar Association (CBA) immediately 
released a scathing press release in an at-
tempt to counteract the portrait depicted 
of the profession in the article. Ostensibly, 
the article was run to promote a new book 
by Philip Slayton, an ex-Bay Street lawyer 
and former law professor, Lawyers Gone 
Bad: Money, Sex and Madness in Canada’s 

Much ado about 
lawyers

see LAWYERS page 6

Correction: In the October 2007 issue a reference to R. v. Sharpe
([2001] 1 S.C.R. 45, 2001 SCC 2) was incorrectly cited as R. v. Sharp
in the article titled “Justice Binnie on the art of advocacy”.
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By: Tyson Stiege, Law III
Do you like the idea of public sex? If 

you do, John Ince wants you to say so out 
loud. The 53-year old leader of the Vancou-
ver-based Sex Party aims to develop a sex-
positive culture, where “sexual education is 
encouraged throughout the lifespan, where 
sexual research is richly funded, and where 
the principles of liberty and tolerance gov-
ern the social regulation of sexual expres-
sion to the same extent as they govern the 
regulation of religious or political expres-
sion.”  So proclaimed the Sex Party’s 2006 
federal election fl yer, a four-page leafl et 
that the Canada Post Corporation refused 
to circulate in January of that year.

“Sex positivity”, says Ince, “is being 
enthusiastic about erotic expression in the 
same way people are enthusiastic about 
music, food, home design or whatever.” For 
Ince, the sexual health of a community has 
an impact that stretches far beyond sexual-
ity itself; it has political implications. The 
very act of repressing sexual expression 
creates an internal hierarchy within the 
individual where desire is made obedient 
to the authority of taboo. This internal 
hierarchy leads people to create external 
hierarchies as they unavoidably manifest 
their embodied behaviour in the public 
realm in areas seemingly unrelated to sex. 
Ince thinks that greater sex-positivity will 
lead to greater egalitarianism whereas sex-
negativity will lead to authoritarianism in 
aspects of public life.

The fl yer, contained a brief introduc-
tion to the party, its platform, a “sexual 
IQ” test (the answer to question 4, to give 
an idea of the content, is anywhere from 
“one teaspoon to one tablespoon”), and 
three sex-themed images. It was rejected 
from Canada Post’s Unaddressed Admail 
Program. Admail is a direct mail service for 
delivery of fl yers and other printed matter 
to Canadian households and businesses. 
Admail delivery requires no specifi c ad-
dress or addressee, but may sometimes be 
addressed “Occupant” or “Resident”. 

The Sex Party took action against 
Canada Post’s refusal to circulate the fl yer, 
deciding to make a federal case of the mat-
ter -- literally. On October 15 they took 
Canada Post to court on the ground that 
the crown corporation’s decision and the 
policy upon which that decision was based 
are contrary to the Canada Post Corpora-
tion Act and in violation of freedom of 
expression in section 2(b) of the Canadian 
Charter of Rights and Freedoms. The Sex 
Party seeks a court order quashing Canada 
Post’s refusal to deliver, and requiring the 
fl yer’s distribution. The three-day hearing 
at the Vancouver Federal Court is currently 
pending decision. 

In the meantime, the Sex Party has 
garnered no shortage of media attention. 
Comedian and U.S. Presidential candidate 
Stephen Colbert, wielding a colossal dildo 
(and blushing like a school-girl) paid lip 
service to the Sex Party’s cause celebre
on a recent edition of the Colbert Report. 
CTV, Reuters and other press agencies 
have devoted less carnivalesque coverage 
to the trial.

The question of what should be the 
government’s role in facilitating or stifl ing 
expression, is at the heart of the dispute. 
Canada Post’s 2005 Customer Guide states 
that it “will not knowingly deliver offen-
sive articles that contain sexually explicit 
material.” The Sex Party has challenged 
this policy, and another more general one 

that Canada Post will “retain the right to 
refuse any item that it, in its sole discretion, 
deems unacceptable”. Ince argues that this 
discretionary policy and its application to 
materials of a sexual nature is both ultra 
vires Canada Post’s constituting statute, and 
unconstitutional according to the Charter
section 2(b) protection of “freedom of 
thought, belief, opinion and expression, 
including freedom of the press and other 
media of communication.”

“It’s not an appropriate way to protect 
the offended sensibilities of a tiny number of 
people”, says Ince. Instead, he says, house-
holds should either affi x stickers indicating 
a generic prohibition of junk mail on their 
post-boxes or throw those materials that they 
dislike in the garbage after receiving them. 
“Don’t cut the expression off at the source; 
cut it off at the end-user”, says Ince, “if you 
don’t like it, get a fi lter”.

Canada Post maintains that it was right 
to refuse delivery of the fl yer because there 
is in fact a right to exercise discretionary 
authority to be found in the Canada Post 
Corporation Act, if given a purposive inter-
pretation in favour of the attainment of the 
statute’s objects. It also says that the fl yer 
could potentially harm young children who 
view it, and that the Criminal Code’s obscen-
ity provision, section 163, applies to graphic 
images, even if non-violent, depending on 
the risk of harm posed by them. The risk of 
harm posed by the Sex Party’s fl yer, says 
Canada Post, creates an additional risk for 
Canada Post that it would be in violation of 
the obscenity law should they distribute it. 

Janet Toddington, a lawyer for Canada 
Post, was quoted last week by Court TV 
News, saying “we’ve never questioned the 
tastefulness of the material. We’ve never 
suggested to the party that it is obscene 
or pornographic”, although Canada Post’s 
Memorandum of Fact and Law fi led with the 
B.C. Supreme Court registry does, in fact, 
suggest that the material may be criminally 
obscene. Toddington and Canada Post focus 
on the children. “We see that parents should 
have a choice of when and how children 
are introduced to sexual material, and we 
respect that.” 

2nd-year law student Aileen Smith 
wasn’t offended by the fl yer and found it 
comical. “If it was an invitation to an orgy 
maybe I would have a problem with that, 
but it’s talking about a sex positive envi-
ronment”. Nor is Smith concerned about 
children being exposed to the fl yer. “My 
particular parenting philosophy will be open 
about sex, moreover, they are portraying 
sex in a positive way”, said Smith, adding, 
“if it stimulates conversation, that’s good.” 
Ince agrees. “Any parent that says they 
can’t expose their kids to sex is letting their 
children down.”

In response to the Sex Party’s claim un-
der section 2(b) of the Charter, Canada Post 
says that the provision does not confer the 
carte blanche use of private property or even 
public property as forums for expression, 
and that The Sex Party neither has the right 
of unfettered access to government services 
and property nor the unqualifi ed right of 
unlimited distribution of their expressions 
to private residences and mailboxes. At all 
times, says Canada post, it was open to The 
Sex Party to use Unadressed Admail to send 
the fl yer enclosed in a plain envelope with 
a warning on the outside such as “Adult 
Content” or “For Mature Audience”, and 
this is what they should have done. 

“Canada Post sees it as a privilege to 
deliver messages to the homes of all Cana-
dians”, says Toddington, “and we think it is 
our responsibility to ensure that a reason-
able community standard is respected.” But 
it is unclear whose standard best represents 
the community. Ince says that so-called 
community standards are often invoked in 
defence of a tyranny of the minority.  While 
a large number of people might be exposed 
to a given sexual expression, generally only 
a minority will actually complain. It is the 
disproportionate response of institutions to 
those few complaints that is that harms the 
rest of us, Ince would say.

3rd-year law student Gloria Ng says 
that she wouldn’t personally be offended if 
she received the fl yer in the mail, adding “I 
can see how it would be a concern for par-
ents just because children might be looking 
at the pictures without understanding it is a 
pamphlet from the Sex Party. Personally, I 
think that we have to be wary about what 
is being censored and who is doing it, 
because if we don’t question it, it creates 
the potential danger of just accepting what 
someone else is telling you that you should 
or should not be exposed to”. 

Matthew Cleary, a 3rd-year law student 
doesn’t fi nd the fl yer offensive but thinks it 
might not be age-appropriate for children. 
“It might be better if they could package 
it in a format where it isn’t immediately 
accessible to children”. In general, Cleary 
thinks that Canada Post’s status as a crown 
corporation should afford them only a 
limited discretionary power to pick and 
choose what does and what does not get 
delivered, but that in cases of graphic con-
tent it would in many cases be preferable 
to require an envelope with a disclaimer. 
“It’s like smoking on a bus; it’s not fair to 
just impose your expression on people who 
may be shocked or offended.”

 While the prohibition can apply to 
material regardless of the political, artistic, 
educational or commercial value of the 
content expressed, an organization promot-
ing any one of these endeavours would 
be hard-pressed to find the bright-line 
demarcating a form worthy of censorship 
from one worthy of distribution. It seems 
to be a shifting standard based on the now 
abandoned I can’t defi ne it but “I know it 
when I see it” test of U.S. Supreme Court 
Justice Potter Stewart in Jacobellis v. Ohio
(1964). Canada Post, Ince alleges, has ap-
proved the distribution of images featuring 
literal representations of the full frontal 
male nudity of a child as well as an issue 
of a pamphlet called The Prophetic Word
featuring the headline “The Plague of this 
21st Century: the consequences of the sin 
of homosexuality (AIDS)”. The Prophetic 
Word was distributed despite complaints 
from the postal workers charged with 
handling the materials.

How did the three images on the Sex 
Party fl yer measure up in comparison to 
these? The fl yer featured one image of a 
male torso viewed from the back fl anked 
by a pair of female legs wrapped around 
just above the hips in a copulative embrace; 
a second image of a door-knocker which 
looks like a winged, disembodied erect 
penis; and a third image which was an ab-
stract drawing or painting of two stick-fi g-
ures engaged in the sexual position  known 
in the vernacular as the “sixty-nine”. Per-
haps not terribly salacious or risqué stuff 
in an era of cable-television cartoons like 

Drawn Together and South Park; Global 
News put the images featured in the fl yer 
on-air during prime time and received not 
a single viewer-complaint. 

 “Sexually explicit” is not defi ned 
in either the Customer Guide or in the Can-
ada Post Corporation Act, although under 
the challenged-policy, it is sexual explicit-
ness and not offensiveness, the intention 
to arouse, actual arousal or the presence of 
illegal obscenity that is the criterion upon 
which a Canada Post decision-maker will 
decide whether to distribute or prohibit 
the distribution of Admail. This vagueness 
in the standard of review, says Ince, leads 
Canada Post to apply their censorship policy 
in a way that is inconsistent and unfair for 
its arbitrariness. More importantly to Ince 
it enables de facto the censorship of any 
content that Canada Post for any reason 
does not want to deliver. 

The arbitrary application of Canada 
Post’s discretion, argues Ince, has lead 
reviewing officials to both permit and 
alternatively to censor non-pornographic 
nude or sexual images, and has lead to 
the dissemination through Admail of texts 
that many do fi nd offensive. This is best 
addressed, thinks Ince, by adopting illegal 
obscenity as the clear standard for limiting 
expression through the post and putting all 
other responsibility for censorship in the 
hands of the recipient. For someone like 
Ince, who believes that the normalization 
of sex in the public space is the key to 
achieving wider liberty in areas seemingly 
unrelated to sex, putting the fl yer in an en-
velope with a disclaimer would have been 
to engage in the type of behaviour that his 
political party exists to oppose.

 “Illegality should be the standard 
[for a refusal to distribute], not [Canada 
Post’s] discretion”, says Ince. “Take the 
Steiner decision where the Post refused to Steiner decision where the Post refused to Steiner
deliver a fl yer that was critical of the Post. 
In Steiner, the court said that the Post cannot 
regulate content, especially where the gov-
ernment has already regulated it [through 
the criminal law].” 

The Sex Party goes postal with freedom of 
expression case

Photo courtesy of www.ideacityonline.
com

John Ince is the leader of The 
Sex Party. To view the pamphlet 
in question see http://www.the-
sexparty.ca/the-fl yer-canada-

post-prohibited.
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Dan Barber is the Director of Sports, 
Clubs and Development for the Law Stu-
dents’ Society.  Although the job title con-
notes fun and frivolity, do not be fooled.  
As Dan’s name is on all our liquor licences, 
he is legally mandated to remain sober 
throughout all the LSS’ licensed events!  
This month we have asked Dan to clarify 
some of the apparent vagaries of the Liquor 
Control and Licensing Act 

-- Matt Brandon, LSS President

By Dan Barber, Law II
“I could get used to the idea of drink-

ing at school.”  
“Free beer??? I’m there!” 
“If I could have drunk at school, I 

would have had perfect attendance in 
Grade 9.”

These are some of the overheard snip-
pets at beer-ups this year.  Whether fi ctional 
or pure fantasy, these quotes cut to the heart 
of one of the most charged issues at the 
Faculty of Law, and the entire University 
of British Columbia.

According to the Liquor Control 
Regulations, the RCMP must approve the 
application for a Special Occasion Licence 
before that licence is issued.  Two years 
ago the University RCMP detachment ap-
pointed a new offi cer to act as our Police 
Liquor Licensing Delegate.   After decades 
of benefi ting from a rather “loose” applica-
tion of the existing liquor laws in British 
Columbia, our new campus authority began 
to take a far stricter (draconian?) approach 
to the issuance of liquor licences to campus 
groups.  Each UBC Faculty is granted two 
Special Occasion Licences per month.  This 
remains the same whether you are the 600 
students in the Faculty of Law, or the 11,000 
students in the Faculty of Arts—Suckas!  

Two licences per month is the pro-
vincial recommendation for the issuance 
of Special Occasion Licences.  Although 
exemptions have been given in the past, 
our new Police Liquor Licensing Delegate 
has been, shall we say, less than receptive 
to entertaining such an exemption. 

Naturally, the RCMP is concerned 
about a host of safety concerns that arise 
from drinking on campus, as should any-
one who has taken torts.  This concern, 
much like the foam of a shaken can of Pils, 
spills over to how police are enforcing our 
licensed events.

Identifi cation tends to rile some stu-
dents at beer-ups.  However, the law in Brit-
ish Columbia is clear here as well: while in 
a licensed area, two pieces of identifi cation 
are required for anyone appearing under the 
age of 25, one of which must be govern-
ment-issued photo identifi cation.  As a rule 
of thumb, unless you are older than Matt 
Brandon, HAVE TWO PIECES OF ID!

While mandated carrying of govern-
ment identifi cation may be a rallying call 
for nihilists and extreme libertarians every-
where, leaving licensed areas with alcohol 
generally riles larger demographics, such as 
smokers and people who use the restroom.  
For 75% of beer-ups, the licensed area is 

Candida’s only.  This means that you 
must either fi nish your drink or leave it in 
Candida’s when smoking or frequenting 
the restroom.  If you have any concerns 
about leaving an unopened drink, chug 
it!* All too often I cry at the end of beer-
ups because of the amount of leftover 
alcohol in the face of my stone-cold, 
licencee-required sobriety.

These small steps will help the Fac-
ulty of Law regain a sterling reputation 
in the eyes of the campus RCMP.  The 
Law Students’ Society has been under 
closer scrutiny since found in violation 
of licensing regulations last year.  Let’s 
not give them a reason to shut us down 
again.  Remember that when Kelsey or 
I remind you to leave that pomegranate 
Growers in Candida’s, we don’t do so 
because you’re drinking a pomegranate 
Growers. We do so because we like to 
continue to see the sparkle in fi rst years’ 
eyes as they taste the hoppy goodness of 
a sponsored beer.

*The LSS does not endorse the chug-
ging of beer.

More information on Special Occa-
sion Licences can be found at http://www.
pssg.gov.bc.ca/lclb/applicants/sol/index.
htm

Did You Know?... The LSS’ 
attempt to facilitate non-drinking so-
cial events on non- Bzzr-Up Fridays 
has nothing to do with furthering the 
administration’s “non-drinking agenda”?  
It’s true!  If it were up to us, honest to 
God, we would have a Bzzr-Up each 
and every Friday.  But it’s not up to us.  
Non-drinking social events are our way 
of taking the lemons life has given us (the 
RCMP’s new enforcement of the number 
of SOLs we can get) and making (non-
spiked) lemonade out of them.  Sadly, 
this is the best solution we could think 
of.  If students have better ideas please 
let us know.  We’re more than open to 
suggestions.

Fun SOL Fact:
The reason all our advertisements say 

“BZZR” instead of “BEER” stems from s. 
15(7) of the Liquor Control and Licensing 
Regulations which states:

“a person must not in any advertise-
ment or other promotion of an event indi-
cate that liquor will be sold or served.”

Circle Your Calendar – Upcoming 
Events:

Nov. 9th (3:30 - 6pm)-  Bzzr-Up
(hosted by Soccer and the Ski & Snow-
board Clubs)

Nov. 16th (3:30-6 pm) –       
Guile Debate and Bzzr-Up (Bzzr-Up 
generously sponsored by Bull, Hauser & 
Tupper, and hosted by Women`s Rugby)

Nov. 16th (TBA) – Post-Guile 
Party (sponsored by the International 
Law Society)

Check out the offi cial LSS website at 
www.ubclss.org  for more event listings, 
information about the contest, and oh so 
much more!

SOL’s at the law school

Dan Barber, Law II and Jen 
Lau, Law III
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By: Erica Olmstead, Law I 
Last week, fi rst year students set aside 

their 1400 page property and constitutional 
law textbooks in order to put all they’ve 
learned so far into context; into the context 
of professionalism and ethics.

Professionalism is practically seen as 
being synonymous with the legal profes-
sion, so its relevance and importance in 
bridge week was fair enough. The place in 
our discussions held by ethics on the other 
hand, was somewhat less clear... Perhaps 
after seemingly centuries of neglect and 
disregard by the profession, the university 
had fi nally acknowledged the importance of 
teaching such a topic to the coming genera-
tions of legal scholars.

Jokes, articles and television con-
sistently demonstrate a public extremely 
skeptical of the place ethics hold in the legal 
profession. The joke told by ex-Bay Street 
lawyer Philip Slayton in the “Lawyer’s 
are Rats” article of the August 6th edition 
of Maclean’s Magazine, epitomizes this 
popular perception:

“There’s this ancient lady who shuffl es 
into her lawyer’s offi ce and asks for a new 
will. He says fi ne, and charges her $200. 
She hands him a wad of bills and shuffl es 
out, leaving him counting the money. She’s 
given him $300. So now he has a real ethi-
cal dilemma: should he tell his law partner 
or not?”

Lawyers are often critically targeted by 
the public as being amoral, greedy, proud, 
self-indulgent, arrogant and well, you get 
the idea. The Maclean’s article mentioned 
above resonated these ideas as fact, prompt-
ing a huge outcry from those in the legal 
community. This was a clear demonstration 
of how keen those in the legal profession 
are to defend their honour.

In fact, the legal society goes to 
great lengths to uphold their public im-
age and protect the integrity of the fi eld. 
The regulations the society has in place 
hold its members to a higher standard of 
responsibility than that expected of private 
citizens. Members are held accountable for 
any conduct which might undermine public 
confi dence in the profession, or which is 
deemed to be against the best interest of the 
public, in administrative proceedings held 
by benchers of the law society. This is over 
and above the repercussions one is subject 
to in a common court of law. 

This method of deterrence and remedy 
is both commendable and signifi cant in its 
efforts to ensure that ethics in the profession 
are upheld and recognized... not that, as but 
one member of the public, I knew of this 
process before last week, but its existence 
is nonetheless noteworthy.

Further serving to counter these popu-
lar public perceptions are the majority of 
lawyers who give up much of their own 
personal and professional time to help serve 
individuals, their communities and society 
at large. A countless number of lawyers 
have been there for an infi nite number of 
people to help them through the most dif-
fi cult and complex times of their lives. In 
fact, a large number of individuals enter 
the profession solely because of their com-
mitment to humanity and to the betterment 
of society.

Legal ad-
vocates will 
point out the 
bias of pub-
l ic  opinion 
against law-
yers and their 
ethics, indi-
cating they 
h a v e  b e e n 
provoked and 
exacerbated 
by the focus-
i n g  m e d i a 
coverage on 
f e w  s e l e c t 
individuals, 
who tarnish the 
reputation of the 
entire profession. 

In light of this, one might conclude 
that public perception (mine included) has 
been gravely misguided as to the paramount 
signifi cance of ethics in the profession. 
Surely there is more to these widespread 
perceptions than the mere stubbornly un-
wavering public memory of a few historical 
wrongdoings by lawyers.

Rather than come away from this 
contextual week of professionalism and 
ethics convinced of the true place of ethics 
in the profession, and how I might adapt 
accordingly, I came away with a few re-
alizations, and even more questions. I did 
not, however, learn any new invaluable sets 
of ethics, or methodologies to uphold the 
existing ones I have. 

I was briefl y reminded of the impor-
tance attached to the ethics my mother 
taught me long ago – don’t lie, cheat or 
steal. However apart from this, I found my 
existing idea of the ethics I hold merely to 
be confronted by the objective legal set of 
“ethics” which were presented to me.

In order to do one’s job adequately one 
must remain objective about the cases one 
is working on. To do so, one cannot become 
emotionally involved with, or attached to 
one’s clients and their cases. There are two 
sides to every situation, and it is a lawyer’s 

job to objectively look at the situation in 
order to make the best decision for their 
client. One cannot let passion and emotion 
cloud one’s judgment or affect one’s reason. 
Furthermore, no lawyer would hold up 
very long, mentally or emotionally, if they 
internalized all of their client’s burdens. The 
importance of such can be compared to that 
of a surgeon’s ability to deal with blood and 
death. If you can’t do it, maybe you’re just 
not cut out for the profession.

So maybe the perceptions I hold dem-
onstrate my incompetence to work within 

t h e  l e g a l 
profession. 
Likely, how-
ever, there 
is more to it 
than that. As 
a naive and 
fresh recruit, 
my percep-
tions are still 
more aligned 
with those of 
the general 
public than 
those of the 
profession, 
and this may 

be where my di-
lemma arises. 

These ethical values which are pro-
moted and valued in the legal profession 
are blaringly inconsistent with those of the 
private citizen, who want and need their 
lawyers to be passionate about their per-
sonal issues. Perhaps it is this inconsistency 
which further contributes to the negative 
public perception of lawyers.

While understanding this necessitated 
push to not internalize or be overly passion-
ate about the cases and issues with which 
one is involved, one must consider the 
downside to such an approach.

Lawyers are widely seen as occupying 
a privileged position in terms of their status 
and power in society. They have a sig-
nifi cant position in society in terms of their 
capabilities and level of awareness regard-
ing social realities and means for change. 
Along with this position comes a degree of 
heightened expectations from the public as 
to a lawyer’s place within society.

Can these expectations be fulfi lled and 
satisfi ed by one who is not passionate about 
and connected to the issues with which 
they are dealing? While many would argue 
that this is in fact completely possible, and 
lawyers do in fact rise daily to such expec-
tations, I propose the need to examine the 
situation in relative terms.

In terms of one’s overall contribution 

to society, including and extending beyond 
one’s careers, imagine how much more 
could be and is accomplished by those 
who are passionate about and devoted to 
the issues they work within and around, as 
opposed to those who look at the situation 
from a distance.

It is obvious the profession is full of in-
dividuals dedicated to helping and contrib-
uting to the greater good, but it is different 
when passion is ingrained in the work one 
does - when one consistently executes and 
lives one’s ethics and passions, rather than 
taking them to be merely another dispens-
able factor in work or life.

Might this not also further extend to 
the type of person one is and would like to 
be in general: a neutral objective observer 
versus a passionate heartened fi ghter? Can 
a person truly separate the personality they 
choose to adopt in their profession from 
that of their private life, especially when 
they have a career so incredibly consum-
ing and central to their life? In such a case, 
can a person really learn to turn passion, 
empathy, and objective ethics on and off 
like a light switch?

Further to this is the underlying sig-
nifi cance of competition that exists in the 
adversarial system. Rather than take the 
importance of maintaining an objective 
standpoint as being central to the cause of 
justice, it is all too often manipulated to en-
sure a ‘win’ for the client who has adequate 
fi nancial backing.

The importance of legal processes is 
not what is being questioned here, but rather 
its shortcomings. This might be exemplifi ed 
in criminal law, where the O.J. Simpsons of 
the world get away with murder. Clearly 
lawyers of the world might have stepped in 
where it was obvious the all mighty justice 
system had failed on a technicality.

And lastly, what of those entering the 
profession solely because they would like 
to use their work to contribute to areas in 
which they are deeply passionate? What if 
one wants to care about and be involved 
with the cases they are working on and 
people they are working with. Essentially, 
what if one doesn’t want not to care? 

It’s easier to say such an objective out-
look and approach are simply necessities, 
than it is to fi nd a better way. Upholding 
the ethics valued by the general public over 
those valued by the law society ought to be 
of primary importance. Perhaps if the legal 
profession simply stuck to advocating that 
which is in the best interest of society over 
and above all else, namely the importance 
of objectivity, such an inconsistency of eth-
ics wouldn’t exist, and public perceptions 
might begin to improve.

Law students get crash course in basic ethics

Cartoon courtesty of http://www.americans-working-to-
gether.com
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By: Brenda Belak, Law III
While many of us enter law school 

because of our desire to work for the more 
equitable realization of rights in society, we 
are sometimes left wondering whether our 
legal systems and our legal training provide 
the capacity to meet that lofty aim.  This ten-
sion between aspiration and reality was the 
focus of UBC President Stephen Toope’s 
speech, “Law and Social Change:  The Role 
of Universities,” at the fi rst annual fund-
raising dinner for Lawyers’ Rights Watch 
Canada (LRWC) held on October 4, 2007.  

For UBC law students, this was an op-
portunity to see President Toope, noted in-
ternational human rights scholar and former 
Chair of the United Nations Working Group 
on Enforced or Involuntary Disapppear-
ances, address the role of the law school in 
advancing human rights.  President Toope 
described law as the foundation upon which 
respect for human rights is built; however, 
his emphasis was on process:  “Social 
change is meaningless without a system of 
law….  But law cannot achieve noble ends 
by itself; it must be more than the coercive 
application of rules. Change requires action, 
not just legal declarations.”  

These observations were particularly 
fi tting at an event in support of Lawyers’ 
Rights Watch Canada. Lawyers’ Rights 
Watch Canada has engaged UBC law stu-
dents through Pro Bono Students Canada 
as assistants to its country monitors, who 
intervene in specifi c cases when advocates 
are under threat, which is how I became 
involved with the organization.

President Toope’s thoughtful remarks 
refl ected both his rich critical perspective 
and his personal experiences.  He was in-
troduced by former Quadra MP and current 

UBC Community Affairs Vice President 
Stephen Owen, who noted that President 
Toope completed his undergraduate degree 
at Harvard, his law degree at McGill, and a 
PhD from Cambridge, becoming the young-
est dean in the McGill’s history in 1994.  
President Toope was an observer in the fi rst 
post-apartheid elections in South Africa and 
served as the fact-fi nder in the Maher Arar 
Commission of Inquiry, in addition to work-
ing on other Canadian government panels.  
Human rights law has been his passion and 
his life’s work.  

President Toope highlighted the fail-
ure of political will in bringing about the 
realization of substantive change, citing 
Darfur, Burma and the missing women 
in Vancouver’s downtown eastside as ex-
amples of that failure.  The efforts of the 
International Criminal Court and tribunals 
in Bosnia, Rwanda and Peru, he said, have 
remained largely symbolic initiates with 
relatively marginal effects.  He noted that 
while the international community has 
succeeded since World War II in creating 
a system of human rights treaties, often 
their enforcement mechanisms lack teeth.  
This is particularly in the case of the Con-
vention on the Rights of the Child and the 
Convention on the Elimination of all Forms 
of Discrimination Against Women, where 
committees are limited to forwarding their 
views to governments that actively resist 
implementation.

President Toope observed that efforts 
are also hampered by a critical lack of re-
sources.  Describing the Working Group on 
Enforced and Involuntary Disappearances, 
President Toope said that in 2002 a handful 
of voluntary staff were in charge of inves-
tigating 55,000 active cases.  Remarkably, 

in only two years, they were able to resolve 
28,000 of them.  President Toope related a 
personal experience that brought home to 
him the signifi cance of this work, when he 
located a disappeared man in a Nepalese 
prison who believed he had been forgotten 
by the outside world.

While commenting on the frustration 
that arises in the face of these challenges, 
President Toope cautioned against attempts 
to enforce moral conduct through coercive 
means, criticizing the present approach of 
the American administration as working 
outside the legal framework and noting, “… 
every time we cut corners, we undermine 
the rule of law.”  He remarked on the inter-
national erosion of the idea that government 
power needs to be constrained for rights 
to fl ourish.  We must also guard against 
expanding the notion of human rights to 
encompass too much, he said, to ensure that 
the meaning of the term is not diluted.

President Toope applauded Canada, 
which is known for its foreign aid and for-
eign policies, for achieving a recognition 
that human beings matter for themselves, 
which is codifi ed in the Charter and ac-Charter and ac-Charter
knowledged in the real gains that have 
been made in women’s rights and queer 
rights.  At the same time, President Toope 
recognized that government inaction on 
Aboriginal issues has left the Aboriginal 
community “without hope or a sense of 
community.”

How do we move forward, both at home 
and internationally?  President Toope’s an-
swer is that we must engage in social action 
to endow the normative framework we have 
laid out with real capacity.  Our goal should 
be to promote change within a shared sys-
tem of norms and aspirations as a mutually 

constructed process, rather than a product.  
Citing Habermas, he stated, “Rights are 
relationships, not things.”  

And this, according to President Toope, 
is the role of the university:  to develop these 
understandings and relationships. UBC’s 
Mission Statement calls on its students and 
faculty to value diversity and to be agents 
of social change.  President Toope talked of 
the educational goal to create “exceptional 
global citizens” who will take what they 
learn into the world.  The university and the 
law school in particular play a crucial role 
in providing students with the skills, moral 
convictions and vision to act, “to transcend 
borders in the name of our common human-
ity.”  President Toope discussed potential 
additions to the UBC curriculum that would 
give students more opportunities to par-
ticipate in cooperative actions, including 
economic exchanges in businesses based 
in African countries and in the downtown 
eastside.  Starting in January 2008, together 
with Lawyers’ Rights Watch Canada, UBC 
will also be reaching out to the community 
by co-hosting a series of public lectures on 
international human rights law at Robson 
Square, with former Supreme Court Justice 
L’Heureux-Dube as the fi rst speaker.

I found President Toope’s comments 
on human rights as relationships particu-
larly resonant in the wake the distribution 
of GuerillaLawNews at the Law Faculty 
the week before his speech.  Law school 
presents us with an opportunity not only 
to master substantive principles and pro-
cedural tools, but also to engage with each 
other as classmates and future colleagues in 
actively creating a shared understanding of 
what the law is.  

 Law, societal change and universities 
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CoRe Speaker Series
Tuesday, November 6, 2007
4:00pm - 5:15pm
UBC Faculty of Law (rm. 101/102)
Phone: 604.827.5024
Email: coreclinic@hotmail.com

Jerry McHale, Q.C., Assistant Deputy 
Minister, Justice Services Branch, Ministry 
of Attorney General will speak about the 
role of confl ict resolution in the reform of 
BC’s justice system.

Jerry is a member of the Justice Re-
view Task Force. This is a great opportunity 
to learn more about the extensive reform 
work being launched throughout BC’s 
justice system.justice system.

M. Jerry McHale, QC is the Assistant 
Deputy Minister, Justice Services Branch 
in the British Columbia Ministry of At-
torney General. Mr. McHale served six 
years as Director of the Dispute Resolution 
Offi ce in the Ministry. For over a decade, 
he practiced as a barrister and solicitor, 
and mediator in family and commercial 
law. He was a founding board member of 
the Mediation Development Association 
of British Columbia, the University of 
Victoria Institute for Dispute Resolution 
and the Canadian Bar Association Alternate 
Dispute Resolution (Victoria) Section.Dispute Resolution (Victoria) Section.

Legal Profession.
Slayton attacks the legal profession on 

several fronts, including many criticisms 
that have been levied before. It has become 
purely a business “interested in profi t, not 
interested in making judgements, not inter-
ested in providing access to poor people or 
even middle-income people” and thus the 
practice can be “fundamentally undemo-
cratic.”  Slayton accuses the average lawyer 
in big fi rm practice of being required to “put 
aside whatever kit bag of values, principles 
and ethics he may personally subscribe to 
and concentrate on making it possible for 
clients to do what they want to do.” In ad-
dition, he alleges that padding bills is “com-
mon practice” and criticizes the disciplinary 
processes of Canadian law societies. 

The swift CBA response “condemned 
in the strongest possible way” the article as 
painting “a distorted, one-sided and sensa-
tionalized picture of the legal profession.” 
CBA President J. Parker MacCarthy, Q.C. 
said in a statement that “[b]y cherry-picking 
the worst cases of lawyer misconduct, the 
article has tarnished the reputation of thou-
sands of professionals who are honest, hard-
working, and community-minded people.” 
The Maclean’s article was summed up as 
being “a broadside against the legal profes-
sion that doesn’t tell the whole story.” 

Following the release of the CBA’s 
statement Maclean’s published a follow-
up interview on their website with Philip 
Slayton to get his reaction to the raging 
controversy. Slayton said his aim was to 
“extract general ideas [surrounding the 
legal profession]: the amoral nature of 
legal practice, the gross defi ciencies of the 
regulation of lawyers, the sense of misery 
that pervades the legal profession.” 

Asked his thoughts on the condemna-
tion of the CBA, Slayton responded that 
in the printed interview he “touched on a 
number of important, substantive issues on 
how the profession is regulated: the nature 
of legal practice, why lawyers – many law-
yers at least – are unhappy, and particularly 
the problem of access to justice.” 

Slayton’s rebuttal refers to one of the 
other major criticisms frequently levelled at 
the profession – justice is leaving the ‘ordi-
nary’ person behind. In May, at a reception 

at the Sheraton hotel in Saskatoon, Chief 
Justice of the Supreme Court of Canada, 
Beverley McLachlin said that the cost and 
complexity of the judicial system is leaving 
ordinary Canadians out. She asked: “How 
can we make sure that ordinary Canadian 
men, women and children actually can af-
ford to go to court, can have their day in 
court, and can feel at the end of the day that 
justice has been done?” 

She acknowledged the challenges 
faced by the court system: access problems, 
long trials and delays. Because many people 
fi nd the costs of participating in the justice 
system fi nancially impossible, up to 44 
percent of people represent themselves in 
some courts. 

Australia
 The critique that the practice of 

law has become too much of a business 
that is concerned only with profi t rather 
than with people had new, and interesting, 
fuel added this summer. On May 21st Slater 
& Gordon, an Australian personal injury 
law fi rm, became the world’s fi rst publicly 
traded law fi rm. The Melbourne based fi rm 
made the move in order to fi nance new law-
yers and offi ces. It raised A$35 million. 

 Observers note that law fi rms need 
capital to expand and fund cases and are 
now beginning to grapple with public of-
ferings in the same way investment banks, 
another industry once dominated by private 
partnerships, did more than 30 years ago. 

 The move by Slater & Gordon
has engendered international interest, and 
criticism. The interest lies in the economics: 
the number of transactions in large fi rms is 
increasing and the requirement for capital 
may be such that partners simply cannot 
provide it. The criticism has been described 
as the ‘perpetual confl ict.’ Without dis-
regarding a multitude of other concerns, 
the issues currently being discussed focus 
on the possibility of stock sales forcing 
lawyers and fi rms to put shareholders’ in-
terests above their clients, and the possible 
creation of confl icts between solicitor-client 
privilege and the Securities Commission’s 
disclosure requirements. 

 Law fi rms going public is truly still 
in its fl edging state – but make no mistake, 
it is a move that is set to only become more 
prevalent in the years to come. As this oc-
curs expect the debates and critiques sur-
rounding it to heat up. Even now, another 

Australian fi rm is set to follow in the foot-
steps of Slater & Gordon with an IPO later 
this year. In the U.K., the Legal Services 
Bill currently before the House of Lords and 
which is expected to receive royal assent 
later this year, would allow law fi rms there 
to list shares, as well as allow non-lawyers 
to become partners in law fi rms. English 
pundits have already warned that the move 
will force fi rms to be one hundred percent 
more like businesses.

England
Publicly expressed discontent with 

the practice of law, by lawyers and former 
lawyers, was not confi ned to Canada this 
summer. In June it was announced that the 
work-life balance of U.K. lawyers was to 
come under scrutiny by The Law Society 
of England and Wales. As part of its review, 
The Law Society intends to examine why 
record numbers of lawyers appear to be 
leaving the profession. Contemporaneously 
with this announcement a City lawyer, who 
had recently left practice at a top London 
law fi rm, anonymously spoke to the BBC, 
giving a very candid and harsh description 
of her life as a solicitor, her views on the 
profession, and why she personally chose 
to leave. 

She revealed that she originally chose 
to become a solicitor because of her belief 
in the power of the profession to make a 
difference. “I regarded it as a vocation in 
which I could make a real difference to 
clients’ lives. Most importantly, it was about 
justice, ethics and integrity.” 

She goes on to describe how the con-
stant sense of scrutiny, the pressure to put 
in additional time at weekends and late 
nights at home, the ‘regular’ long hours 
(from 6am to 11pm), the fi rm culture where 
‘lunch is for wimps’ was the credo, where 
the sacrifi ce of a social life was standard for 
professional success and an overall feeling 
of isolation all contributed to her ultimate 
disillusionment. 

“I have come to realise that it is nothing 
like [what I thought] – it is all about ego, 
money and soulless, ruthless commercial-
ism and exploitation, invariably at the 
personal expense of those working for the 
true “Fat Cats.” It is every man for himself, 
hang the consequences.”

The lawyer’s revelations sparked a 
fl urry of comments on the BBC’s website, 
with laypeople and legal professionals all 

joining the debate. A common theme in 
the responses from those outside the pro-
fession was ‘yes it all sounds awful, and 
we’d feel sorry for you if you didn’t charge 
us £500/hour.’ Many legal professionals 
echoed the critiques, while yet others were 
of the mind that it was a personal choice 
no one forced on the solicitors leading the 
life she described. Interestingly, few of the 
expressed opinions called for a change in 
fi rms’ operations, expectations or internal 
policies.  

Fiction
Disenchantment with the practice of 

law was even splashed across entertain-
ment and literature pages in the summer 
newspapers. One of the most popular books 
of the summer was a satire of life at a large 
corporate law fi rm, narrated blog-style by a 
high-powered and frustrated hiring partner 
at fi ctional U.S. fi rm. 

Jeremy Blachman’s debut novel, 
Anonymous Lawyer, delves behind the 
façade of a corporate law offi ce to reveal a 
frightening and unpleasant world. The novel 
that tells the tale of a lawyer living a lie, but 
posting the unvarnished truth anonymously 
online, has garnered lavish praise from 
many quarters. 

Though meant to be humorous the 
novel does little to detract from the horrifi c 
life scathingly depicted through exagger-
ated truths. As fi ction, the veiled criticism 
of the practice of law is easy to disregard, 
but perhaps like all good satire, we should 
allow it to make us think instead.

The above are merely cursory over-
views of some of the criticisms currently 
being faced by the legal profession. While 
fascinating, they can present a daunting, and 
even depressing, prospect to law students. 
Mr. Justice Binnie of the Supreme Court 
of Canada, during his recent visit to UBC, 
offered timely and sage advice regarding the 
unhappiness of many members of the pro-
fession – advice that we should all take to 
heart. Our careers, he said, how we practice, 
and ultimately our professional happiness, 
are our own responsibility. They will be 
whatever we make of them. 

By entering practice informed of what 
problems exist, we can make informed 
choices, do our best to instigate changes, 
and most importantly, discover how we 
each can be happy with our practice of 
law.  

from LAWYERS page 1
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October Revisited
THROUGH THE LENS OF A CAMERA

The Law Alumni 
Association Distinguished 

Speakers Fall Lunch:
Featuring Brian Burke

(General Manager and Executive 
Vice-President of the Anaheim Mighty 

Ducks)

Time: 12:00 pm
Location: Four Seasons Hotel, 791 

W. Georgia St.
Cost: $60

Attire: Business Dress

A limited number of student tickets 
will be available. Please contact Chris 

at alumni@law.ubc.ca 

Thanks to all of you who provided your 
Halloween pictures for the paper.      

I am forever greatful.
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Bulletin Board

By: Emilie LeDuc, Law III
On Friday, October 19, 2007, UBC Law Students for Choice and Reproductive Justice 

(LSFC) hosted their hugely successful Root-Bzzr Float-Up.  Over 75 students came out 
to learn more about LSFC and to enjoy free cookies, ice cream, pop, fl oats, and board 
games!  From 
3pm – 5:30pm 
Candida’s was 
full of sugar-
fueled law stu-
dents playing 
Monopoly, Set-
tlers, Carcas-
sonne, Crani-
um, Risk, Triv-
ial Pursuit, and 
Balderdash.

The LSFC 
R o o t - B z z r 
Float-Up was 
poss ib le  be -
cause  of  the 
LSS’s initiative 
to encourage non-alcoholic social events at the law school.  

LSFC is part of a large network of Law Students for Choice and Reproductive Justice 
groups across Canada and the US that are dedicated to education and activism in the 
fi eld of reproductive rights and health.  The club provides pro-choice law students with 
the opportunity to ensure that a new generation of lawyers will be prepared to success-
fully defend and expand these rights.  We hope to generate discussion around the issue 
of access to the reproductive rights that many people take for granted.  We believe that 
everyone should have equal access to these rights and that a right is only as valuable as 
the ability to exercise it.

For more information about LSFC, or to join our mailing list, please email us at 
lsfc_ubc@yahoo.ca

Root bzzr fl oat up
By: Kaila Mikkelsen & Kerry Parker 
Smith

Do You Choose the Firm or Does the 
Firm Choose You?  

Career Services was proud to host Gary 
Mitchell, Managing Director of GEM Com-
munications, on October 10th for an infor-
mative seminar for students on understand-
ing the employment possibilities in today’s 
marketplace and assisting them in getting 
off to a successful start by fi nding the right 
opportunity.  For many law students, taking 
the fi rst professional step into their legal 
career can be overwhelming and it can be 
diffi cult to differentiate between the fi rms.  
Gary has consulted for various Vancouver 
law fi rms and he has a sound knowledge of 
the current issues within the fi rms from the 
perspectives of their management teams, 
partners, and associates.  Gary’s interac-
tive seminar provided practical guidance 
on personal career planning, information 
about fi rm culture and trends in fi rm man-
agement, and how law students can begin 
to gain control of their legal careers while 
in law school.  

Feedback from students who attended 
Gary’s session was extremely positive.  
Students felt that Gary’s unique perspective 
was extremely relevant to new lawyers.  He 
helped explain the abstract concept of “fi rm 
culture” in a more concrete manner and 
he provided students with helpful tools to 
gather information about whether the fi rm 

is a place they really want to practice.  He 
provided tips on how to put a career plan 
together, he was realistic about the problems 
in the market for young lawyers, and he 
suggested steps law students can take now 
to avoid those problems and build success-
ful careers.

You can see Gary’s website at www.
gemcommunications.ca  Career Services 
looks forward to hosting Gary next semes-
ter for another interesting seminar.  Don’t 
miss it!

Clerking Information
If you are interested in applying for 

a clerkship, please take note that applica-
tion deadlines range from November to 
February.  

The Career Services Offi ce has pre-
pared a handout “Judicial Clerkships 2009-
2010” which contains information about 
applying for clerkships, interview prepara-
tion, application deadlines and names of 
former clerks.  This informative resource is 
available at the Career Services Offi ce and 
online 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 Ser-
vices job board at www.ubclawcareers.com
where additional court information has been 
posted under the heading: “Clerking.”.

Kaila and Kerry welcome the oppor-
tunity to review your clerkship application 
materials.

Career connection

Sun Mon Tues Wed Thurs Fri Sat

1
12:30-1:30 pm Second Career Law 

Students Panel 

Marlee Kline Social Justice Lecture
Time: 6:00pm-7:00pm

Rm101/102

Business Law Speakers Series - Risk 
Regulation and its Role in Securi-

ties Markets

2
6-10 pm Environmental 

Negotiation Competition 

Peter Burns Mock Trial 
Times: 9:30 am to 12:30 pm 
and 1:30 pm to 4:30 Moot 

Court Room

3

4 5
Business Law Speakers Series - The Use 
of Commercial and Insolvency Law as a 

Tool for Development
Robson Square, HSBC room

6
Go-Global Exchange Program 
Time: 12:30-2:00 pm, Rm102

 
 CoRe Speaker Series - 

“The role of conflict resolution 
in the reform of BC’s justice 

system”
Time: 4:00 - 6:00 pm

Location: Room 101/102 

7
CFLS Presents “Prostitution and 
the Harms of Harm Reduction”
Speaker: Janine Benedet, As-

sociate Professor, UBC Faculty 
of Law

12:30 to 1:30 pm
room 157

8 9
 3:30 - 6pm

  Bzzr-Up (hosted by Soccer 
and the Ski & Snowboard 

Clubs)

10

11 12 13
12:30-1:30 pm Public Interest 

Law Luncheon 

14
The Liu Institute for Global Is-

sues presents:
Prof. Benjamin Perrin “Armed 
and Dangerous?” Time: 12:30 

pm
Location: Boardroom, Liu Insti-

tute for Global Issues

15

Securities Offerings in the Global 
Marketplace: Europe, United States 

and Asia
Vancouver, Robson Square, 12:00 

– 3:00 pm

16

3:30pm -6 pm  
Guile Debate and Bzzr-Up 

(Bzzr-Up generously 
sponsored by Bull, Haus-
er & Tupper, and hosted 

by Women`s Rugby)

17

18 19
Criminal Law Forum 

Law Courts Inn 
6:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m.  

RSVP by November 13th with Gareth 
Coghlan at CSO

Business Law Speakers Series 
Speaker: Ms. Trish Zuccotti, Chief 

Accounting Officer and Controller, 
Expedia, Inc., 

Time: 12:30pm -1:30 pm
Robson Square, HSBC room

20
 

21
 Evening Client Counselling 

Competition Try-Outs

22 23
12:30pm

Room 157
Enter the Babylon System: 
Unpacking Gun Culture 

from Samuel Colt to 50 Cent

Prof Lorne Sossin, U. of T.
Time: 12:30 – 1:30 pm

Location: Green College, 
Coach House

24

25 26
The UBC Human Trafficking 

Working Group 
12:30 - 1:30 PM

Rm 101/102

27
Law Alumni Association 

Distinguished Speakers Fall 
LunchDoors open at 12:00 

noon, lunch served at 12:30 
p.m.

Location: Four Seasons 
Hotel

28 29 30


