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Dr. John Stackhouse 
Public Lecture

Hegemony vs. Harmony: 
Multiculturalism for Grown-ups

Courtesy of:  www.members.shaw.
ca/jgs88

see HEGEMONY page 3

By: Candace Cho, Law III
On January 31, 2008, when students 

were just recovered from their various win-
ter vacation escapades, settling into term 2, 
but most importantly, not too tired and jaded 
from schoolwork and 
study to listen and 
have a thoughtful 
discussion, Dr. John 
Stackhouse gave a 
insightful and novel 
lecture on multicul-
turalism to enlighten 
the law school student 
body.

The lecture was 
hosted by the CLSA 
(Christian Law Stu-
dents Association), 
and a free pizza lunch 
was offered to lure 
the hungry student 
body to attend the 
lecture.  However, 
given the intrigue that 
the lecture title and 
description garnered, 
perhaps the free food 
was merely a value-added item because the 
event was very well attended, with well over 
60 students showing up for the lecture.

To begin the lecture, Dr. Stackhouse 
began by defi ning culture as “what society 
creates and does”.  He then proceeded to 
outline what he saw as 3 possible models 
of multiculturalism policy that a country 
could practice:  1) Hegemony (multi-
culturalism as co-option), 2) Harmony 
(multiculturalism as cooperation), and 3) 
Anarchy (multiculturalism as affi rmation).  
As the lecture progressed, he eventually 
eliminated anarchy as a third model because 
of his conclusion that it was really another 
form of hegemony.  
Hegemony

Hegemony was defi ned as “multicul-
turalism as co-option”.  Indeed, hegemony 
entails that there be a single overarching 
power and ideology, manifested as “cul-
ture”, which would end up as a basis for 
making decisions for everyone in society.  
While alternative cultures are tolerated, 
they are only encouraged so long as they 
are subordinate and useful to the reigning 
power.  In effect, each culture would not 
be allowed to do what they wanted to do 
because each culture would be reshaped 
and relevatized according to the values of 
the dominant one.  The American melting 
pot policy is an excellent example of this, 
and Canada, historically, has fi t under this 
model.
Harmony

In contrast, “harmony” was defi ned 

as the cooperation of different cultures for 
mutual benefi t.  This scheme requires six 
conditions:  
  (1) Adequate grounds:  Common ideals 
and procedures.

Ex. Cultures have to 
be committed that 
economic prosperity 
and rule of law are 
good things
  (2) Recognition 
of those adequate 
grounds
  (3) Respect for 
those adequate 
grounds
  (4) Compromise 
of certain of each 
culture’s preferences
Ex. Not all statutory 
holidays will be all 
Christian, Jewish, 
Chinese, Confucious
  (5) Tolerance of 
difference beyond 
common grounds 
Ex. Cultures or indi-
viduals may disagree 

on certain issues, but this disagreement is 
tolerated because the pursuit of multicul-
turalism is recognized as an intrinsic good 
that is worth the trouble of toleration
  (6) Restriction of membership to those 
sharing common grounds
By defi nition, not everyone will want or 
can play
Anarchy

In the anarchy model, everybody gets 
to do their own thing without anyone telling 
them what to do (hegemony) – or to make 
compromise (harmony).  Dr. Stackhouse 
listed 2 kinds of situations in which anarchy 
is practiced:  1. In isolation of various cul-
tures with only culturally inconsequential 
contact, and 2) Affi rmation of different 
cultures.

The fi rst situation would only work if 
there were unlimited resources at different 
cultures’ disposal, and unlimited space for 
each group to practice its culture.  Indeed, 
different groups would be allowed to set 
up community within Canada and for each 
group to receive as much money as they 
requested to live in splendid isolation of 
each other to run their own respective com-
munities.  There would in fact be plurality, 
but not mutual benefi t, and Dr. Stackhouse 
questioned whether this was truly a type of 
multiculturalism at all.  While this is the 
model that Canada is currently attempting 
to practice, due to fi nite resources, there is 
inevitably, constant fi ghting between groups 

Aboriginal Legal 
Awareness Week

see FNLSA page 3

Courtesy of FNLSA

By: Karen Osachoff, Law II
Vice-President, FNLSA

Tansi! The First Nations Law Students 
Association (FNLSA) would like to thank 
everyone who participated in our annual 
Aboriginal Legal Awareness Days this year 
which took place on February 12-15, 
2008. Whether you attended our distin-
guished speakers’ 
talks, ate a buffalo 
burger or enjoyed 
the mini powwow 
and round-dance, 
we are so excited 
to have shared a 
piece of our cul-
ture, history and 
legal issues with 
you. To kick off 
the week on Mon-
day, a few of the 
FNLSA students 
headed over to the 
First Nations Long-
house to make ban-
nock for our fellow 
law students. We 
had a Musqueam 
elder join us, and 
we had so much fun 
making our “tradi-
tional” bread. On 
Tuesday morning, 
we handed out our 
prized bannock, with coffee and tea. 

Our first speaker on Tuesday was 
Dr. Bruce Miller who is an anthropology 
professor at UBC. Dr. Miller gave a very 
engaging talk on anthropological engage-
ment with the law. For those of you who 
have taken evidence or are currently taking 
evidence, this discussion was very informa-
tive and exciting because Dr. Miller has 
been an expert witness testifying at trials 
concerning Aboriginal title, border issues 
and accommodation to name a few of his 

experiences. Dr. Miller discussed the re-
cent Chilcotin decision and the victory of 
having a prominent Crown’s star witness 
discredited as an” expert” on aboriginal 
culture because they often testifi ed on the 
topic with no personal experience. How can 
one be an expert on oral history if they have 
never even heard an oral tradition?

Our  second 
speaker on Wednes-
day was David Mil-
ward, a Ph.D can-
didate from UBC 
Law who had an 
interesting talk on 
aboriginal civil 
disobedience. If 
you’ve ever seen 
an Aboriginal pro-
test or blockade, 
it is important as 
a Canadian citizen 
to understand why 
some aboriginal 
people engage in 
civil disobedience. 
At times, it may 
seem like the only 
option since the 
very law that we are 
studying is often 
set up to go against 
Aboriginal rights 

and titles whether 
they are recognized by the Canadian courts 
or not. Just because the Canadian govern-
ments often do not recognize our rights and 
titles, does not illegitimize them. Professor 
Milward had an interesting solution to 
criminal prosecution of Aboriginal people 
found guilty of civil disobedience that was 
brought in the Haida case.

On Thursday, we had a bison bar-b-q! 
For those of you who could make it, you got 
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By: Dia Montgomery, Law I
In preparation for a very special 

Valentine’s Day at Curtis law school, Law 
Students for Choice and Reproductive 
(LSFC) freedom organized their second an-
nual “Condom-gram” delivery service and 
bake sale.  Beginning on Tuesday, February 
12th, for $1.00 students could buy their fel-
low students and faculty a personalized note 
along with a convenient ribbon-wrapped 
gift of chocolates, candy, gum and, most 

importantly, a condom and lubricant pack. 
Nearly two hundred students participated 
in this fundraiser and many happy students 
were the recipients of condom-grams cour-
tesy of their friends and secret admirers.  As 
well, on Valentine’s Day, Thursday the 14th, 
the LSFC held a delicious bake sale where 
numerous Valentine’s Day-themed good-
ies were sold for a donation.  Thanks to all 
those who volunteered their time, baking 
talents and love.  The Condom-grams and 
bake sale were a huge success, raising $250 
for future events, and left many students 
feeling special and satisfi ed.

Valentine’s Day Delights

Ashleigh Keall, Jacqueline Fehr, Brandi Stocks, and Cailean McLean.

9th Annual Guile Debate
Be it resolved: The law IS reason free from passion

Competitors:
  Pro: Matt Brandon and Brittany Skinner
  Con: D.J. Larkin and Mike Berger

Judges:
  The Honourable Chief Justice of British 
Columbia, Lance Finch
  The Honourable Justice Eric Rice
  The Honourable Chief Judge of the 
Provincial Court, Hugh Stansfi eld
  John Hunter QC President of the Law 
Society of BC
  Kenneth Walton, President BC Branch, 
CBA
  Joe McCarthy representing SMALL
  Jenn Lau representing the LSS

Offi cial drummer:
  Wally Beck

Master of Ceremonies:
  Walley Lightbody

Organizing Professor:
  Professor Elizabeth Edinger

The yellow magic school bus

By: Erica J. Olmstead, Law I
On Friday February 15th 2008, reason 

once and for all ascertained sovereignty 
from passion in the law, in the most es-
teemed satirical debate, of the UBC law 
faculty. 

The 9th Annual Guile Memorial Debate th Annual Guile Memorial Debate th

started around 4pm when 40 or so law 
students piled onto a bright yellow school 
bus destined for the Law Courts Inn. This 
short trip reminiscent of grade-school was 
made evermore so, by the nameless com-
petition winner who handed out romantic 
Valentine’s Day heart candies, in an effort 
to win over some last-minute fans and 
belated valentines.

Students, faculty and staff members, 
and legal professionals were welcomed to 
the event by free drink tickets and appetiz-
ing appetizers – mostly this welcomed the 
students. Then, just as people were start-
ing to enjoy themselves, they1 abruptly 
closed the bar and shuffl ed everyone to 
their seats.

The evening began appropriately with 
a tribute to Robert H. Guile. An esteemed 
panel member read the audience a letter 
of recommendation which the Guile-man 
himself had written to the bar association 
for a colleague. Guile’s jocular nature 
shone through his words as they were 
read off the page, explaining the student’s 
level of (in)competence, which might best 
be summed up through the reference that 
“even his wisdom tooth was retarded”.

The night was carried forward by the 
engaging and ever-delightful Wally Beck 

on drum2, as he fortifi ed 
and encouraged our ev-
ery reaction throughout 
the night. 

And so the debate 
began. The issue to be 
argued was the validity 
of the famous quote 
contrived by the most 
powerful Greek God of 
all3, Aristotle – “Is the 
law, really, reason free 
from passion?”

The debate saw 
Mathew R.4 Brandon 
and Brittany L.* Skin-
ner in an immense-
ly heated debate up 
against DJ5 Larkin and 

Mike X.* Berger. This heat turned physical 
between DJ and Mike at the debate’s close, 
as the audience was treated to a mini ‘G’ 
rated peep show, of sorts.

In the end, the justices ruling propelled 
the importance of reason in law to new 
heights, while ceding only to passion’s ex-
istence in the fruit form6. It was the convinc-
ing arguments of Matt Brandon and Brittany 
Skinner which proved triumphant, earning 
them a shared grand prize of $10007.  Run-
ners-up DJ Larkin and Mike Berger each 
received awards of $250.

In his victorious argument, Matt coun-
tered the existence of passion in law, com-
paring such to its existence in love which 
logically becomes replaced by the more 
routine, predictable, perfunctory reason; he 
further reminded us of the name for children 
created out of passion – bastards. His argu-
ment triumphantly ended with the procla-
mation of his position - “la raison avant la 
passion!!” which he generously translated 
for the audience as meaning “grape before 
passion.”

Brittany aided in the victory through 
her exquisite use of fl attery on the justices, 
her allocation of Stansfi eld’s reasoning in 
her own argument, and her high principled 
ethics not not misleading the court.

When the Passion proponents took 
center stage, one couldn’t help but picture 
them as recommended, in passion dressing 
of tight leather, and long whips. This likely 
damaged them irreparably, by distracting 
the audience and judges who may then have 

lost focus and become unable to ascertain 
the relevance of the boisterous arguments 
to the topic at hand.

 All in all the night proved ex-
tremely successful, and was a tremendous 
demonstration of the remarkable comical 
talent that exists within Curtis High, and 
would undoubtedly make Guile proud. A 
sincere thanks goes out to the esteemed 
panel of Judges as well as to the friends of 
the late Robert H. Guile, QC for their gener-
ous contribution to the prize endowment.

Footnotesa

1 I’m not sure who ‘they’ are, but this 
should promptly be investigated so the situ-
ation can be rectifi ed for next year.

2 I know the grammatical use of singu-
lar rather than plural tense on drums sounds 
awkward, but there was only a singular 
amount of drum(s).

3 Copyright Mathew R.(see below) 
Brandon

4 Middle initials made up and added 
for the effect of indicating prominent status, 
and added esteem and prestige

5 The ‘J’ status could not be ascer-
tained, as to whether it was attributable to 
fi rst or middle name, and so it was presumed 
this contestant was ahead of the game, and 
brought in her own middle initial, because 
she knew of the ‘added prestige’ effect 
before hand.

6 Copyright Mathew R. Brandon
7 We’re presuming this means they 

each got $500, but were unable to verify by 
press time. We sort of hope it was divided 
in another manner, because this would be 
more interesting for our readers… also for 
accountability reasons we think the winners 
should submit an expense form outlining 
how these winnings were invested.

Footnote of footnotes
aThe addition of footnotes was re-

quired, as I was unable to stay within the 
compulsory word count limit set on my 
article.

Guile Debate 2008 Winners: Matt Brandon and Brittany Skinner
Courtesy of www.law.ubc.ca
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to receive a certain share of the tax pie.
Thus ruling out the fi rst scenario of 

anarchy as a workable model for Canada, 
Dr. Stackhouse proceeded to discuss what 
the policy of “affi rming” different cultures 
would entail.  In the current politically cor-
rect era of affi rmation, tolerance is seen as a 
bad, grudging word because by defi nition, 
it has negative connotations.  Thus, the 
policy of “toleration” has been replaced 
with the policy of “affirmation” within 
Canada.  However, the underlying problem 
with a policy of affi rmation is that it entails 
that everyone must wholeheartedly agree 
with everything about a culture before one 
affi rms it.  It follows that the number of 
cultures that would be affi rmed would be 
vastly smaller than the number of cultures 
that could be tolerated by any given person.  
This is because each person lives by his or 
her own set of personal values that defi nes 
who they are, where these values would 
prevent that person from affi rming certain 
cultures, but would not necessarily prevent 
them from tolerating the same cultures that 
they disagree with on any level.

Thus, in order for a true policy of affi r-
mation to be followed, affi rmation would be 
restricted to matters of inconsequential pref-
erence (i.e. only to hats and foods) where 
in effect, you are left culturally untouched.  
In the alternative, affi rmation would entail 
society’s membership to be restricted to a 
number of “affi rmable” cultures.  In this 
second scenario, there are huge political 
ramifi cations because it would involve so-

ciety outwardly rejecting cultures that are 
not affi rmable.  Dr. Stackhouse argued that 
this would in fact, be a de facto hegemony.  
Thus, the actual two choices left for Cana-
dians to choose from would be hegemony 
and harmony, since anarchy turns out to be 
an implicit hegemony.

Indeed, Dr. Stackhouse argued that this 
is the fi rst real époque where Canadians 
have to decide what a workable model of 
multiculturalism would look like.  His-
torically, there have been different societies 
that make up Canada who have had and 
still have a cultural agenda:  First Nations 
tribes, French Canadians, and the Christians 
– Catholics and Protestants of different de-
nominations. In the 1970s, multiculturalism 
was touted as the new policy.  Canada did 
not experience that much friction with this 
policy, perhaps because minority groups 
were too small to mobilize.  However, with 
a lowering birth rate and opening of doors 
to immigration, different communities have 
been gaining political thrust in the last 
30-40 years, which cannot be subsumed 
into the Canadian hegemony.  Currently, 
Canada is a liberal, secular hegemony that 
is struggling to set boundaries, if any, on 
the competing demands of different cultural 
groups who insist on government assistance 
to maintain their way of life.

The solution, Dr. Stackhouse contends, 
is surprisingly found in our very own BNA 
(British North America) Act.  Indeed, the 
reason for the general lack of patriotism 
for Canadians in comparison with our fl ag-
waving neighbours to the south is that our 
constitution was not inspired from such 

from HEGEMONY page 1 laudable goals of liberty, fraternity or inde-
pendence.  Rather, Canada, from the very 
beginning, was a country that was forged 
as a pragmatic business contract between 
the provinces, from people who recognized 
that their co-founders were different, who 
saw the price of making compromises to 
work out their ideological differences worth 
building a unifi ed country that would reap 
mutual benefi t for all contracting parties.  
Indeed, as Dr. Stackhouse pointed out, the 
fact that the French version of the Canadian 
national anthem, after translation, actually 
contains words that are different than the 
English version attests to the willingness 
of the founding fathers of Confederation to 
compromise and tolerate each other.

But how might this “harmony” model 
that our Founding Fathers of Confederation 
practiced look like in the Canada of today?  
Dr. Stackhouse believes that the six require-
ments of harmony, (as listed earlier) would 
have to be put in practice:
  (1) Adequate grounds:  ideals and pro-
cedures
  (2) Recognition of those grounds
   o  To be set out in citizenship 
classes, to set out in preambles of statutes
  (3) Respect for those grounds
  (4) Compromise of certain of each 
culture’s preferences
  (5) Tolerance of difference beyond 
common grounds

o Decide how far tolerance goes.  
Ex. You can’t treat poor people or women 
in a demeaning way

o Have some things we will want to 
condemn because we can’t affi rm every-

thing, and especially not elements that are 
antithetical to core elements
  (6) Restriction of membership to those 
sharing common grounds

o Set out grounds in citizenship 
classes and people must agree to terms 
before citizenship is granted

In his conclusion, Dr. Stackhouse 
emphasized how these six requirements 
can only be achieved if Canadians engage 
in open public discussion in identifying 
what being a Canadian really means.  In the 
question and answer period, he set a won-
derful example by fostering an open and 
respectable environment that encouraged 
democratic public debate.  He answered 
all questions with humility, making sure to 
the best of his ability that each question was 
asked was satisfactorily answered and not 
skilfully diverted.  Students left his lecture 
with much to think and ponder about.  As 
future leading citizens as society (at least 
that’s what the law school’s admission 
booklet says), we have a duty to act wisely 
to shape a Canada that is liveable and re-
spectful for all.

Professor John Stackhouse (Ph.D. The Univer-
sity of Chicago) holds the Sangwoo Youtong Chee 
Chair of Theology and Culture at Regent College, 
an international graduate school of Christian studies 
affi liated with UBC. He is also Adjunct Professor in 
the UBC Department of Classical, Near Eastern and 
Religious Studies. Author of seven books and edi-
tor of four more, his commentary on contemporary 
social questions has been featured on most major 
North American TV networks, in newspapers rang-
ing from The New York Times to the Vancouver Sun, 
and in magazines as diverse as The Atlantic Monthly 
and Maxim.

from FNLSA page 1
to eat a prairie staple meat. To the Prairie 
nations, such as the Cree, bison is the meat 
our ancestors relied upon, so to us, it is a 
connection to our ancestry to eat this deli-
cious meat. No, we didn’t hunt the bison 
ourselves, but we wish we had! The pow-
wow dancers and singers that came were 
invited from the Aboriginal community. 
There is strict protocol in inviting tradi-
tional drummers and singers, and we were 
honored to invite them here and have them 
bless our law school with their presence. 
The drum group was Buffalo Wild from 
Saskatchewan and the dancers were Curtis 
Ahenakew from Saskatchewan, and Adele 
Fletcher and Cadence Williams from BC. 

The drum rang loud and proud throughout 
the law school! 

To wrap up the week on Friday, we had 
our fi nal speaker, Merle Alexander from 
Boughton Law Corporation. Mr. Alexander 
talked to us about his extensive international 
and corporate experiences as an aboriginal 
lawyer. He advises clients on the purchase 
and sale of businesses, the structuring of 
joint ventures, limited partnerships and 
corporations, the drafting and negotiation 
of commercial and residential leases both 
on and off reserve lands, the incorporation 
of non-profi t entities, and the negotiation 
of interim measures and impact benefit 
agreements. 

What was exciting about his talk was 
his enthusiasm for Aboriginal law and his 
account that all law students, Aboriginal 
and non-Aboriginal, have a very exciting 
opportunity to practice Aboriginal law. Ab-
original law is more than just about rights 
and titles. A very exciting development 
in international law is the newly adopted 
United Nations Declaration on the Rights 
of Indigenous Peoples passed by the UN 
General Assembly on September 13, 2007. 
While Canada voted against this very 
important document, it will still be the in-

ternational standard that UN countries will 
have to abide by. So to end, I would like to 
thank all law students, staff and professors 
who participated in our Aboriginal Legal 
Awareness Days. The FNLSA is very proud 
to have hosted this event and we would like 
to thank the Musqueam people whose tradi-
tional territory our school resides on.

LSS Elections 2008
Putting Democracy to the Test 

After the Candidates gave their speech-
es during the lunch break in Room 169 on 
Tuesday, February 26th, the LSS Election 
were held in the Interaction Area from 
Tuesday, February 26th to Friday, Febru-
ary 29th. 

According to the current LSS President 
Matt Brandon, the voting turnout this year 
was the highest in the three years he’s been 
here; around 300 students voted.

If you missed the announcement at the 
Phi Delta Phi Beer-up on Friday, February 
29th, here are the results again.

And the Winners are...
*President*

Kelsey Thompson
*Careers Committee Chair *

Stephen Walsh
*Senator *

Brenda Osmond
*Exec Director AMS Relations*

Clare Benton
*Exec Director of Finance *

Dan Barber
*Ombudsperson *

Michelle Bourbonnais
*Academic Issues Directors* 

Dave Georgetti
Neil Kansy
Ted Murray
Keri Rodgers

*Careers Committee CBA Rep.*
Jennifer Poirier

*Grad Committee Director*
Krystle Gill

*Careers Committee Firm Reps.*
Mario Rubio
Zara Rahman

*Careers Committee Social Justice and 
Public Interest Rep.*

Rachel Ricketts
*Director of Sports, Clubs and Devel-
opment *

Adam Alteen

Acclaimed Positions
*VP Student Affairs*

Alexis Omichinski
*Director of LSS Services*

Jeremy Rusinek
*Exec Director of Communications*

Keith Evans
*Careers Committee Secretary/Trea-
surer*

Alison McEwan
*Careers Committee Non-Traditional 
Careers & Professional Development 
Rep*

Tony Paisana
*Careers Committee Head Editor of 
Legal Careers Guide*

Rebecca Tay

**Please note that after two recounts, 
there was a tie for VP Academic between 
Dave Georgetti and Bob Kucheran.  There 
will be a re-vote.

Photos courtesy of Emma Miller
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How Did You Learn 
to Count?

Comments from other fi rst years:

“I see their point; it’s a hassle and re-
ally unfortunate, but it’s part of the assign-
ment to do it in the space allotted.” 

“I understand the importance of pre-
venting academic dishonesty, but does the 
administration have to scare us half to death 
while doing it?”

By: Anonymous, Law I
As members of the fi rst year class, 

we would like to present our view on the 
recent word count controversy and use it as 
an opportunity to open a discussion of our 
concerns and ideas on how to make UBC 
Law a better school.

There was a widespread misconception 
among members of the fi rst year class that 
the word count for our assignments was a 
guideline rather than a strictly enforced rule. 
The reaction by the faculty was 
perceived as heavy-handed. 
Charges of fraud and academic 
dishonesty were made, as were 
comparisons to plagiarizing 
and cheating on exams. Pun-
ishments were arbitrarily cre-
ated and retroactively applied. 
In the process, the first year 
class, already burdened with 
the tremendous pressures of fi rst year, felt 
poorly treated, demoralized and thoroughly 
abused. This prompted widespread discus-
sion among the students about the standards 
in our school and provided the opportunity 
to refl ect on constructive ways to move 
forward.

The actions of those who violated the 
word count were called unprofessional. This 
is our reply:

You tell us we are unprofessional yet 
regularly cancel your classes and sometimes 
don’t even bother to make them up. You 
tell us we will lose marks for submitting 
assignments late yet often yourself miss 
the scheduled return date for those as-
signments by weeks. You fi nd our work 
unsatisfactory yet rebuff our inquiries on 
how to approach it and provide little or no 
feedback for how to improve. You provide 
a glimpse into the interesting aspects of law 
yet make little time for discussion outside 
class and demonstrate little respect for our 
ideas. And most discouraging, you conduct 
your classes with a certain level of disdain 
and disregard for whether we even learn 
the curriculum.

We have worked hard to get here. 
The entrance standards for Canadian law 
schools are high and we competed among 
the nation’s best. We have demonstrated a 
long commitment to academics and leader-
ship in the community. We are the largest 
source of pro bono legal work in the prov-
ince and we run a host of other programs 
and initiatives on top of our already impos-
ing workloads.

We dream big and work hard. We want 
to be leaders and change the world. We want 

Student Response to 
Word Count Controversy

to work among the global elite and chart the 
future. We want to be inspired by profes-
sors who build our potential, support our 
leadership, encourage our aspirations and 
share their experiences. Instead, our classes 
are treated as annoyances and our inquiries 
as distractions from work done outside 
the school. We attend our classes and are 
then sent off with reading lists and work 
assignments while our professors conduct 
seemingly more important work. We are 

pests, not collaborators. 
Social advocates say be 
the change you want to 
see in the world. We tried 
to initiate discussion about 
the word counts and were 
met with admonitions and 
lectures.

We have no power and 
bring no threats. Our concerns 

can be dismissed, our potential ignored and 
our education disregarded. Lip service can 
be paid to leadership and community, while 
you put us in our place and show us the true 
nature of the world.

Or we can start a new chapter. We can 
work together in a meaningful way and 
possibly pave the way to knock Harvard 
off its pedestal. Our limitations exist only 
in our perceptions. We wish to seize the op-
portunity in this unfortunate situation rather 
than let it consume and divide us. 

We propose a set of 3 meetings to 
be held in the second and third weeks of 
March. The meetings will discuss how we 
can institute ways for real cooperation, 
specifi cally, ways to increase the quantity 
and quality of professor-student interaction, 
improve student feedback and professor 
response, and build one community at the 
school that does not separate students and 
professors.

We want to be the change we see in the 
world and we want your help. We offer up 
our potential, our hard work and our respect. 
Use us as the sounding boards for your 
interest in law, the ambassadors for your 
theories and the tools for the improvement 
you want in the community. Regard us as 
collaborators and treat us as equals. Most 
importantly, believe us to be as capable and 
worthy as students from Harvard. Do this 
and we promise to repay you one-hundred 
fold with our future work.

Thank you. 

We wish to seize We wish to seize 
the opportunity in the opportunity in 
this unfortunate this unfortunate 
situation rather situation rather 

than let it consume than let it consume 
and divide us

By: Mike Fink, Law I
Recently, fi rst years were required to 

submit electronic copies of two assign-
ments after the formal due date in order 
to do electronic word counts. This was a 
result of concerns that students were writ-
ing longer papers and claiming they were 
shorter. According to one of the professors, 
the concern was for students who wrote say, 
1700 words, when the limit was 1500.

So, no problem right? There’s prob-
ably only a couple of people who did that. 
The concern is the variety of methods of 
counting words that are used, and have 
been accepted in other forums. One com-
mon method is assuming that titles are not 
part of the body of a paper and that the 
word count only applies to the body. Word 
count 1600? Removing titles, 1560! Next, 
Microsoft Word (2003 at least) also counts 
numbers as words. Have a bulleted list or 
two in your paper? More “words” that are 
not really words (if your word processor 
counts them). Personally, I had a paper with 
over 50 1)s, i)s and a)s earlier this year in 
a Regulatory State paper. Hey we’re down 
to 1510! If you do in-text citation, there are 
more words that are not part of the body 
of a paper. 

Then, there are the more general count-
ing methods. Some people assume a word 
count means +/- 20% from their undergrad 
degrees, where you just say 1500 words. 
Even more strangely, different word pro-
cessors give different word counts. Want 
to lower your word count? Find a copy of 
Microsoft Word 97 to do it. Supposedly, 
the same document, word counted in Word 
2003 gives 695 words, while word counted 
in Word 97 gives 540 words. If we extrapo-
late, you could submit a 1930 word paper 
(counted in Word 2003), as a 1500 word 
paper (counted in Word 97). Ridiculous.

This is not to say that we should all go 
fi nd used copies of Word 97 in order to do 
our word counts. However, students do need 
more concise instructions if professors want 

to keep using word counts to limit paper 
lengths. We could have a faculty standard 
saying that word counts must include titles, 
exclude numbers and be done at a website 
(like wordcounttool.com). I also wonder if 
turnitin.com performs word counts, since 
that service is used in undergrad programs 
at UBC. Another possibility would be to 
change to a maximum number of pages. 
We are already given specifi c instructions 
about font size (12 point), margin size (1 
inch), and sometimes Times New Roman 
is required. If standard requirements for 
these characteristics were created for the 
entire faculty then a maximum number of 
pages would be a much more diffi cult to 
fake, and much easier to check, method of 
verifying paper lengths. Need to verify the 
margin? Have a ruler handy when the paper 
is handed in or marked. Need to check the 
font type and size? Have a page with 12 
point, Times New Roman text on it and do 
a visual comparison. The only issue would 
be in the use of footnotes, although endnotes 
could be used instead.

Whether students get clearer instruc-
tions or not, during the current word count 
investigation, I hope that faculty take into 
account the discrepancies in word count 
methods and other honest reasons for word 
count results. As far as I know, the method 
being used to deal with word count excesses 
is about as fair as it can be. At least some 
papers that register as being too long are be-
ing returned to students with the instruction 
that they cross out the number of words over 
the limit with a pen. This allows people who 
were slightly over to not lose any content. 
At the same time people who were 200 
words over would struggle to not lose points 
they had made and would therefore suffer 
more. This punishes people who lied while 
causing the least amount of hardship to 
people who validly thought they had made 
the word count. Hopefully this is the last we 
hear of word counts, but check your next 
paper a few times just to be safe.

“As fi rst year law students learning 
of constitutional issues and protection in 
law, it was very disquieting to have such a 
tumultuous issue clouded in intimidation. 
Additionally, the lack of cohesion (where 
some professors reacted differently) do 
not allow students equal protection and 
the ability to vindicate themselves from 
the onset.”

“This is why you don’t lie.”**Please note that this does not repre-
sent the view of the entire fi rst year class.
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LSS Aboriginal Law 
Speakers Series
was a Success!

By: Christina Cook, Law II
Director of Academic Issues

The Law Students’ Society Aborigi-
nal Law Speakers Series was a three day 
speakers series that dealt with Aboriginal 
law issues that pertain to the practice of 
almost every area of the law. The speaker 
series was kicked off by the presentation 
by Janelle Dwyer and Tim Howard from 
Mandell Pinder LLP entitled: “Aboriginal 
Law: What EVERY Lawyer in BC Should 
Know.” 

This presentation was very well at-
tended and the speakers were excellent 
as they introduced the topic of Aboriginal 
law generally. Tim Howard gave a brief 
historical overview of the Aboriginal law 
and spoke about how as a non-Aboriginal 
person interested in environmental law, he 
ended up practicing Aboriginal rights and 
title litigation. 

Janelle Dwyer introduced the topic of 
Aboriginal law and how it relates to busi-
ness law generally and natural resource 
development specifi cally. She spoke about 
the importance of First Nations consulta-
tion, compensation and accommodation and 
how industry leaders are now very receptive 
to the notion of working with First Nations 
communities as they see it as the most 
viable and productive way to ensure that 
their business goes forward in a smooth and 
timely fashion. She stressed the importance 
of being aware of Aboriginal legal issues so 
that as a lawyer you can spot those issues 
and deal with them effectively, whether you 
are able to handle them yourself of pass 
them off to a lawyer practicing in the area 
of Aboriginal law. 

Both Mr. Howard and Ms. Dwyer 
stressed the place that Aboriginal law now 
plays in the practice of law in BC, and 
how it is not just a specialty area of the 
law but has become a pillar of the law that 
every competent lawyer in  BC needs to 
be aware of. 

The second presentation of the Law 
Students’ Society Aboriginal Law Speak-
ers Series was generously co-sponsored by 
Career Services. This second presentation 
was on the topic of practicing Aboriginal 
law and we were fortunate enough to have 
Tina Dion, formerly of Blakes, Cassels 
and Graydon LLP and currently in-house 
counsel for Tsawwassen First Nation, and 
Ron Beram, a Senior Crown Prosecutor 
with the BC Ministry of the Attorney Gen-
eral, Criminal Justice Branch. Ron Beram 
began this presentation by explaining how 
Aboriginal law and Aboriginal legal issues 
are pertinent to his practice of criminal law. 
He explained that the justice system has 
no clear answers when it comes to First 
Nations communities and how it is the re-
sponsibility of the justice system to ensure 
people are safe and yet it also must deal with 
the reality that the system is not working 
for a lot of Aboriginal communities. Is the 
answer to allow the communities autonomy 
in dealing with crimes committed on First 
Nations communities; is this better for the 
offender? What about the victims? Do all 
these communities want this autonomy? 
Do all communities have the resources 
to adequately deal with offenders? These 
were the questions that Mr. Beram left 
us with and he commented that these are 
unanswered questions that his offi ce deals 
with everyday. 

The presentation shifted gears when 
Tina Dion gave her comments on the prac-
tice of Aboriginal law. Unlike Mr. Beram, 
Ms. Dion is a First Nations lawyer and 
explained the evolution of Aboriginal law 
that she has witnessed since her time at law 
school in the early 1990s. Ms. Dion offered 
a very personal glimpse of her practice 
as she related what it was like to practice 
Aboriginal law at a large downtown fi rm, 
then move to private practice and then 
her current position as in-house counsel 
for Tsawwassen First Nation. She offered 
practical advice to students and related a 
real story of one of her clients that suffered 
the most extreme forms of abuse in resi-
dential schools. This presentation went to 
the heart of the social ills that are plaguing 
First Nations communities and how these 
communities then come into contact with 
the legal system. 

The third presentation of the Law 
Students’ Society Aboriginal Law Speak-
ers Series was generously catered by Dean 
Bobinski. This presentation was entitled: 
“The Latest Aboriginal Title Decision: 
Tsilhqot’in First Nations v. British Co-
lumbia – What Does This Mean for Law 
in BC?” by Robert Janes of Cook Roberts 
LLP. Mr. Janes spoke to a packed room as 
he charismatically was able to introduce the 
topic of Aboriginal title and rights, bring 
everyone in the room up to speed and deifi er 
this recent BC Supreme Court Decision. 

In just under an hour Mr. Janes ex-
plained the relevance and the meaning of 
the 485 page Tsilhqot’in First Nations v. 
British Columbia decision. He also went 
beyond the decision and effortlessly re-
called other cases and other ratios in order 
to provide the needed legal context. As an 
experienced Aboriginal rights and title liti-
gator, his knowledge of the subject matter 
was astounding. 

This speakers series was well attended 
from students interested in all areas of the 
law as well as professors. The LSS would 
like to thank everyone that came out and 
hopefully these presentations and would 
like to encourage more Aboriginal law 
content at UBC as there appears to be a 
real interest in this topic by the students and 
faculty at UBC Law.

Tim Howard, Janelle Dwyer, Christina 
Cook

Mr. Robert Janes of Cook Robert LLP

Anonymous, Law I (obviously)
My legal buddy warned me that there 

would be a heavy workload in fi rst year 
law, but until the week before Reading 
Week, the stress hadn’t really overwhelmed 
me. Sure the period preparing for and writ-
ing the December exams was stressful and 
sleep was pushed down on the to-do list 
(after eating and before giving my husky a 
bath), but I never felt like pulling my hair 
out or stabbing the person before me in 
line, taking way too long to order a coffee, 
with a stir stick. Maybe it was because I 
knew deep down, they were only practice 
exams and if all my studying didn’t pay off, 
I’d learn to study for and write the exams 
“correctly” for the fi nals in April. 

The week before the “Break” was the 
week that my appellant factum was due. 
It was also the week that I would make 
my fi rst appearance in court (a speak to 
sentence) and my presentation for Crim 
class. Did I mention I had volunteered to 
bake for the LSFC bake sale as well? (see 
page 2). This was of course on top of the 
usual readings assigned in class and pick-
ing up the slack of all those who dropped 
out of LSLAP. Thanks people.

Sure, if everything had gone smoothly, 
it would just be a typical week in law 
school. But no. My client decided to show 
up 10 minutes late, even though we had 
agreed to meet 30 minutes before the hear-
ing time, and also addressed the court when 
the judge asked him if he had anything else 
to add. I admit that was newbie mistake 
though I would have gone over this with 
him had he arrived earlier as agreed. My 
actual speech went pretty well and I even 
received a “good job (other than the newbie 
mistake)” from a real lawyer when I left. 
After that I bused back to campus, the rest 

of the day was fi lled with class, meetings 
with my factum partner and the professor 
to go over my presentation. My learned 
friend had to remind me numerous time 
“intoxifi cation” is not a word. What about 
“intoxifi cability”?

Valentine’s Day started early. There I 
was icing cupcakes I had baked the previ-
ous night, after picking my cousin up from 
soccer practice, at 6am, eyeing the clock 
anxiously to make sure I had enough time 
to eat breakfast and still catch the 7am bus. 
3 hours of sleep is not quite enough. 10 
minutes before my planned departure time, 
I realized my mom decided to recycle the 
containers I was going to use to carrying 
the cupcakes in. Having decided I did not 
want any action being brought against me 
for contaminating the cupcakes with bac-
teria from boxes that had stood outside by 
the garbage overnight, I scrambled around 
the house looking for other containers. 
Since I missed the fi rst bus, by the time I 
got to the Metrotown skytrain station, it 
was already packed with people. People 
who aren’t very nice to someone carrying a 
huge backpack and two boxes of cupcakes; 
in there eyes, I was just taking up more 
room. Long story short, my presentation 
went fi ne and my factum partner and I 
managed to get our factum merged, edited, 
printed and handed it two hours before the 
4pm Friday deadline. 

As I got on the bus to the Guile Debate 
later that day, the stress fi nally lifted and I 
was happy that Reading Week had fi nally 
started. The fact that I managed to pull off 
the week made me smile. Oh, the thought 
of the respondents toiling over their factum their factum their
over the break in addition to the transna-
tional paper helped too.

Legal i: A 1st Year’s Rant
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5th ARIL Conference

Kenneth Bagshaw, the keynote speaker.

Professor Sarra receiving her award from 
Chief Justice Lance Finch of the British 
Columbia Court of Appeal.

UBC’s National Centre for Business 
Law (NCBL) hosted the 5th Annual Review 
of Insolvency Law (ARIL) Conference 
on Friday, February 22nd at The Curtis 
building. The opening reception was held 

the previous night at The Vancouver Club 
and on the day of the conference, registra-
tion started bright and early at 8:15 with 
a complementary breakfast. About 270 
practitioners, judges, acadmics and articling 
students attended the event.

The conference started with the key-
note speaker, Mr. Kenneth M. Bagshaw, 
Q.C., Chief Legal Offi cer with VANOC, 
speaking about the solvency of the 2010 
Olympics and ended with a reception and 
Chief Justice Lance Finch Of the BCCA 
awarding Professor Janis Sarra with the 
Honourable Lloyd Houlden Fellowship in 
Insolvency Research, with 12 different pan-
el presentations to choose from in between. 
Panel topics ranged from “Innovative 
Remedies in Securities Firm Insolvencies: 
Portus Alternative Asset Management” 
to “DIP Financing - Imperical Evidence 
and Current Developments” to “Precision 
and Transparency in the Judicial Exercise 
of Authority”. Panels were held in rooms 
101/102, 177 and the Moot Court Room.

The main organiser behind the con-
ference is Michelle Burchill, NCBL Co-
ordinator, who, through battling with the 
photocopier, working long hours, and re-
placing last minute gift bags, pulled off her 
fi rst conference with huge success. Special 
thanks to Jan Fralick (Account Executive 
at Associations First), a small group of 
volunteers, and all the speakers, panelists 
and sponsors.

From the desk of the 
Editors

It was recently brought to our atten-
tion that the UBC Law community may be 
misinformed with respect to the Legal Eye’s 
position at the law school. 

The Legal Eye is published monthly by 
UBC Law students. Started in September 
2003 by, then law student, Agnes Huang, the
Legal Eye serves as a vehicle for reporting 
on news about the faculty and the broader 
legal community; for sharing information 
about events, student activities and achieve-
ments, as well as for analysis, case com-
mentaries and book/fi lm reviews. It is an 
independent student-run organization. 

The majority of the Legal Eye’s fund-
ing comes from advertising sponsors. We 
receive no funding from UBC Law or the 
Law Students’ Society. However, we value 
our relationship with the faculty and admin-
istration of the law school and have enjoyed 
their support over the years. This support 
has included a designated offi ce in the Law 
Annex, a mailbox in the Curtis building, 
as well as various article contributions. We 
have also received a Law Foundation Grant 
for the purpose of promoting journalism 
within the law school.

However, our relationship with the 
administration in no way affects the con-
tent of the Legal Eye. Since its origins, the 
Legal Eye has strived to be a voice for UBC 
Law students. In our tenure as Editors from 
September 2006 to February 2008, we never 
had cause to censor or prohibit the publica-
tion of any article submitted by a student. 

Recently, in the February issue of the 
Community Chronicle the Legal Eye was 
characterized as requiring “approval from 

the administration” before publication 
and of being a “propaganda machine”. 
These statements are wholly untrue and 
defamatory, to say the least. The Commu-
nity Chronicle purports to “correct” and 
“educate” the law school community. It 
purports to have “integrity”, yet journalistic 
integrity requires research to be done and 
sources to be checked to ensure accuracy. 
Something the Community Chronicle has 
clearly failed to do. 

In answer to their question(s): 
“Do you really believe that we are 

free to express any opinion we have in an 
offi cial forum, as long as it’s done calmly 
and rationally and respectably? What if we 
believe we need a new dean?  Will we be 
able to write a substantial and reasoned 
article on that in The Legal Eye?” 

Yes, you can. In fact, we challenge you: 
put your name on it and we’ll print it. In 
fact, even if you don’t put your name on it, 
we’ll still print it -- as long as it addresses 
the issues you purport to address and does 
not maliciously attack individuals who may 
disagree with your views.  We do, however, 
strongly encourage you to stand by your 
opinions and be bold enough to let people 
know who you are.

The Legal Eye prides itself on its posi-
tion as a forum in which to discuss issues 
affecting the law school and the student 
body. We appreciate the diversity in student 
perspectives and encourage all students in-
terested in sharing their opinions to contact 
us at legal.eye@hotmail.com.
-- Aman Sandhu, Khatidja Moloo, Can-
dace Cho, Law III
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February Revisited
THROUGH THE LENS OF A CAMERA

By: Kaila Mikkelsen & Kerry Parker 
Smith

Career Services wants you to enjoy 
your summer and a well-deserved break 
from law school.  However, application 
deadlines for next summer (2009 summer next summer (2009 summer next
positions & articling positions) are quickly 
approaching and we want you to feel 
prepared.  Please review the information 
below to help you make the most of your 
summer months and start the 2008/2009 
school year prepared.

First-Year Students
• Remember to update your resume 

during the summer and have it reviewed by 
Career Services!  We are available to assist 
you all summer.  Deadlines for second-year 
summer positions begin in September and 
you want to be prepared.

• If you are interested in applying 
for a second-year summer position at a law 
fi rm, start your fi rm research this summer 
and draft your cover letters. 

• Application deadlines for 2009 
summer positions in:

o New York: submit application to 
Career Services by July 24, 2008

o Vancouver: apply to fi rms before 
Sept. 15, 2008 (students should submit 
their applications well in advance of this 
deadline).  Interviews take place Oct. 20 
– 22, 2008 

o Calgary: for On-Campus In-
terview (OCI) fi rms, submit application 
to Career Services in the fi rst week of 
September (non-OCI fi rms have varying 
deadlines).  OCIs on Sept. 24, 2008 

CAREER CONNECTION 

o Toronto: for OCI fi rms, submit 
applications to Career Services in the fi rst 
week of September (for non-OCI fi rms, 
deadline is Sept. 9, 2008).  OCIs on Sept. 
24, 2008

Second-Year Students
• Remember that your articling 

search is a year-long process; start thinking 
about your strategy now.

• 50% of you will obtain articles 
with a small fi rm or sole practitioner so 
start researching smaller fi rms now.  Meet 
lawyers in the community who can pro-
vide guidance with your articling search.  
Start applying to smaller fi rms who may 
hire an articling student.  Use the Smaller 
Firm Employment handout and the Legal 
Careers Guide (formerly the Articling 
Handbook).

• Application deadlines for 2009 
articling positions in:

o Vancouver: apply to fi rms before 
June 30, 2008 (students should submit 
their applications well in advance of this 
deadline). Interviews take place Aug. 11 
– 13, 2008. Offers: 8:00 am August 14, 
2008 (new rule for 2008!)

o Calgary: deadlines vary by fi rm 
(usually early May).  Apply to the Match 
fi rms and the non-Match fi rms.  Register 
for the Match Program by May 16, 2008. 
Interviews take place June 2 – 13, 2008

o Toronto: July 11, 2008. Interviews 
take place Aug. 11 – 13, 2008

Planning Your Summer Holiday Already? 
Don’t Forget About Career Planning This Summer
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Sun Mon Tues Wed Thurs Fri Sat

2 3
Socrates on Trial

Presenter: Prof Stephen Wexler
11:45 am

Moot Court Room

Securities Transfer Act and 
the Implications for BC

Speakers: Mohamed Khimji, As-
sistant Professor, Dalhousie Law 

School
12:30 - 1:30 pm

Cost: $35
Location: Four Seasons Hotel

4
Spring Wine & 

Cheese Reception
6:00 - 8:00 pm

Fairmont Waterfront 
Hotel, 900 Canada 

Place Way, Waterfront 
Ballrooms

5
CFLS Presents “Particu-
larized Citizenship and 

its Perils”
Speaker: Audrey Macklin, 

Associate Professor, 
University of Toronto

12:30 - 2:00 pm
Room 157

6
LBC Firm Tour of 

Fasken Martineau
Tour at 5:00 pm at 550 

Burrard Street

31st Annual Women 
and the Law Dinner

Cocktails at 6:00 pm
Dinner at 7:00 pm

Location: Law Courts Inn, 
800 Smithe Street

Cost: $55

7
UBC Law Semi-For-

mal
Location: Vancover 
Rowing Club at 450 
Stanley Park Drive

Cost: $10

8
Socrates on Trial
Presenter: Professor 

Stephen Wexler
2:30 pm

Moot Court Room

9 10
Socrates on Trial

Presenter: Prof Stephen Wexler
3:00 pm

Moot Court Room

The Law Revue
6:00 pm

Location: Norm Theatre, SUB

11
The Bottom Billion: 

Why the Poorest 
Countries are Failing 

and What Can Be 
Done About It

Speaker: Dr. Paul Collier
1:30 pm

First Nations Longhouse

Neuroscience and the 
Law: A Long-Range 

Forecast
Speaker: Professor Hank 

Greely, Stanford Law 
School

Room 157
1:00 - 2:00 pm

The Law Revue
6:00 pm

Location: Norm Theatre, 
SUB

12
CFLS presents: “Look-
ing Forward: The Con-

tributions of Justice 
Bertha Wilson”

Centre for Feminist Legal 
Studies Lecture Series
Speakers: Prof Susan 

Boyd, Prof Janine 
Benedet, Prof Isabel Grant

12:30 - 1:30 pm
Room 157

13
APLC-LBS Firm Tour of 

BLG
Tour at 4:30 pm at 200 

Burrard Street
Reception at 5:30 at 

Metro Restaurant, 200 
Burrard Street

Law & Society Lecture 
Series

Speaker: Dr. Ann Laura 
Stoler, Willy Brandt Profes-
sor, New School for Social 

Research
5:00 - 7:00 pm
Room 101/102

14
Socrates on Trial
Presenter: Prof Ste-

phen Wexler
7:30 pm

Location: UBC Rob-
son Square

“Reconciling Indig-
enous & Canadian 
Legal Traditions”
UBC Law - First Na-
tions Legal Studies 

Program
Location: Quaaout 
Resort, Chase BC

Annual Trike Race
12:30 - 6:00pm

Court Yard

Professor Muham-
mad Yunus Hon-
ourary Degree 

Conferral and Col-
loquium
8:00 pm

Chan Centre

15
11th Annual 

Hoop-Law Char-
ity Basketball 
Tournament

UBC War Memorial 
Gym (6081 Univer-

sity Blvd)
Starts at 9:00 am

“Reconciling 
Indigenous & 

Canadian Legal 
Traditions”

UBC Law - First Na-
tions Legal Studies 

Program
Location: Quaaout 
Resort, Chase BC

Grad Dinner 
Dance
7:30 pm

Location: Four Sea-
sons Hotel

16
“Reconciling 
Indigenous 
& Canadian 
Legal Tradi-

tions”
UBC Law 

- First Nations 
Legal Studies 

Program
Location: 

Quaaout Re-
sort, Chase BC

17
Law & Society Lecture Series 
- “Lesson From the Local and 
Global on Re-Imagining Ac-

cess to Justice”
Speaker: Janet Mosher, Associ-

ate Professor, Osgoode Hall Law 
School

12:30 - 1:30 pm
Room 149

First Nations Legal Clinic 
Open House

12:00 - 2:00 pm
Location: First Nations Legal Clinic 

at 50 Powell Street

Our Two Systems of Take-
Over Bid Regulation & the 

Hollowing Out of Corporate 
Canada

Speaker: Stephane Rousseau, 
CHair in Business and Commerical 

Law, University of Montreal
12:30 - 1:30 pm

Cost: $35
Robson Square, Room C150

18
Investigating Can-
ada’s Response to 

Human Trafficking: 
Challenges and Op-

portunities
Speaker: Benjamin 

Perrin
12:30 - 2:00 pm

Conference Room 149

19
CFLS Presents “Laws 

of Desire: The Political 
Morality of Public Sex”
Speaker: Elaine Craig, JSD 
Candidate, Dalhousie Law 

School
12:30 - 1:30 pm

Room 157

20 21 22

23 24 25 26
CFLS Presents “SCC 
Round-Up: Annual 
Review of Feminist 

Jurisprudence”
Speakers: UBC Feminist 

Faculty
12:30 - 2:00 pm

Room 157

27
Law & Soceity 
Lecture Series

Speaker: Dr. Rosemary 
Coombe, Canada Re-

search Chair in Law, Com-
munication and Cultural 
Studies, York University

11:30 - 1:30 pm
Location TBA

28
LSS Beer-Up

3:30 pm
Candida’s

29

30 31
Global Banks as Global Sus-
tainability Regulators: The 

Equator Principles
Speaker: Cynthia Williams, Osler 
Chair in Busiess Law, Osgoode 

Hall Law School
12:30 - 1:30 pm

Cost: $35
Location: Robson Square, 

HSBC Room

Bulletin Board


