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RECRUITMENT 
SPECIAL

MATTHEW PRIOR (2L)

In Your Own Words
Comments and feedback on the recruitment 
process from our 2L survey

Preparation
Why did you decide not to participate in 
the 2019 Toronto second year recruit?
Among the students who disclosed their reasons 
for not participating in the recruit, the two most 
common reasons were having already secured a 
summer job, and having no interest in the process 
or the result.

Comments:

• “The OCIs seem like an unnecessary strain 
and competition at an already stressful time. I 
had no interest in participating in what seemed 
like a factory for law students.”

• “The recruit is meant for only very narrow 
paths. I dislike how the CDO makes it seem like 
the be-all and end-all.”

What advice would you give to someone 
participating in the process next year?

Students generally advised that next year’s stu-
dents approach the process cynically, knowing 
that the process is weird and arbitrary, but also 
knowing that it can go well if you trust your in-
stincts and take steps to reduce your stress level. 

Best tips:

• “Carry cash to pay the amazing taxi cab driv-
ers who will get you where you need to be. 
Know that the firms talk to each other. Ask an 
upper-year for their thank you email threads to 
have an example of how to write yours. Carry a 
backup-battery and charger for your phone.”

• “Write a memorable cover letter. Have innu-
merable questions up the back of your sleeve. 
Make jokes and appear relaxed rather than 
gushing about the firm as though you desper-
ately need a job.”

• “Eat. Drink gatorade/coconut water to keep 
hydrated. Don’t have too much coffee. Don’t be 
afraid to ask to use the washroom. Learn the 
PATH. Talk to an upper-year. Have someone 

to message updates to and bounce ideas off of—
probably an upper year would help with that as 
well.”

• “Be with people for calls. It's nice to already be 
drunk, and to have someone to hug.”

• “Trust your gut”

Do you have any comments on 
networking?
The student response to networking was ambiva-
lent. Some students found the process very impor-
tant for information-gathering, learning firm cul-
ture, or showing interest. Other students hated 
networking and found it useless at best. Still others 
could not make up their mind.

Comments:

• “Networking is neither important nor unim-
portant I think.”

• “Networking is valuable to show interest and it 
did help me land OCIs, I think. I don’t know 

how much I learned though.”

• “You have to ball hard! Especially if you didn’t 
go to Upper Canada College, are introverted, 
have average grades, and are helplessly middle-
class.”

• “It isn’t about the networking, it’s about learn-
ing where you want to work so you can be in-
formed. Informed candidates are more confi-
dent and impressive. It’s not about the 
connections as much as what it does for you 
personally.”

• “Networking made literally no difference 
whether I got an OCI from a firm or not. In 
fact, most of the firms that offered me OCI’s 
were firms I did not network with.”

Do you have any comments on the CDO’s 
services during the recruitment process?
Student perception of the CDO in this process is 
generally very positive. A common sentiment was 

Ultra Vires conducted an anonymous survey of the 2L class about the Toronto Recruit. We have summarized their responses to the long-form questions, below. A more detailed breakdown is forthcoming in the January issue.

continued on next page…
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regret at having underused the CDO’s services. 

However, some students had issues with organiza-
tional decisions made by the CDO, including the 
timing of certain information sessions and the or-
ganization of information on the CDO’s website. 
Others found that the CDO was either insuffi-
ciently critical of applicants’ materials, or too fo-
cused on corporate law career paths.

Comments:

• “Thank you for all that you do.”

• “There is a lot of quality information available. 
Better organization would be helpful. I discov-
ered some excellent documents late in the 
game.”

• “Keep in mind that they are balancing students’ 
interests against their own in maintaining rela-
tionships with the firms. That isn’t a bad thing, 
since a good relationship with firms make it 
easier to U of T students to find a job, but don’t 
think that they are solely giving advice based on 
what’s best for you.”

• “The CDO was very helpful, but it can only 
help as much as one asks it to. If one does not 
realize that one should be consulting its staff in 
person, in addition to simply reading the CDO’s 
literature, then one may be at a disadvantage in 
the sense that one may not know one’s own blind 
spots.”

• “I wish they would give us more specifics on 
firms beyond general comments for the process. 
I felt like I knew the general information from 
UTLC and the rest of the services were not su-
per helpful.”

• “They were fine but I think the fear-mongering 
re first choice has got to stop.* I would not credit 
any of my success to them though. I had help 
from other mentors with cover letters/re-
sumes—the CDO was generally useless on that 
front.”

*This comment refers to the advice that candidates should 
only disclose to a firm that the firm is their first choice of 
employer, on one occasion.

Process

What, if anything, would you change 
about the recruitment process?
Students’ most common frustration was the prohi-
bition on firms signalling their intention to make 
an offer. Many students would prefer the New York 
style of recruiting process. Other than these two 
common threads, while students generally did not 
like the process, they disliked it for opposite rea-
sons.

Comments:

• “I wish employers could speak openly about 
their intentions before 5:00 p.m. on Wednesday. 
The places that made me offers said everything 
[...] but it just made things complicated and 
stressful in the meantime.”

• “I would make it more like the New York sys-
tem. Our system is absolutely ridiculous. Even 
though I ended up with a job out of the process I 
also drove myself ill and I don’t know if it was 
worth it.”

• “More time is needed. I wanted to an in-firm 
with everyone but couldn’t! And all offers should 
not be accepted until 9:00 a.m. the next morn-
ing.”

• “I would prefer it all to take place on Monday 
and Tuesday and have all of Wednesday as a 
blackout period to make a decision.”

• “In-firms moved so fast. It was insane and I 

didn’t know which firm to choose in the end. 
Not sure if it would be better to stretch it over 
more time though.”

What did you not want your interviewers 
to know about you?
Many students did not want their interviewers to 
know the specifics of their marital status, personal 
life, or politics. Others did not want their inter-
viewers to know that they were not really interest-
ed in working with the employer or intended to 
leave the job after a short time.

Comments:

• “I didn’t actually want to work for them.”

• “I don’t plan on working with them for very 
long.”

• “How much of an anxious person I am.”

• “How introverted I was in real life.”

• “I was exhausted and just wanted a job.”

• “When asked about what I thought the biggest 
challenge for me would be as a young lawyer, 
my immediate thought was "striking a work-life 
balance".”

Did any firms make you feel 
uncomfortable?
Generally, uncomfortable firm conduct related to 
(1) violating or skirting LSO rules, (2) potentially or 
unquestionably bigoted behaviour, and (3) gener-
ally strange or abrasive behaviour. 
Note that, of the over 100 survey responses, only 
17 students responded to this question. It is not pos-
sible to determine whether there were few uncom-
fortable moments, or whether students were un-
willing to call out inappropriate firm conduct.

Comments:

• “Sexist comments at a reception.”

• “As someone from a different country, several 
partners from a very old and prestigious firm 
would jot down secretive notes or give me weird 
pauses and looks whenever I mentioned any 
government agency or my experiences in my 
home country. This happened even in the con-
text of a discussion of international trade law. It 
has got to be the single most peculiar experience 
in the entire recruit.”

• “There were age-related questions, and quite a 
few questions about family income. In both 
cases, I’m in a slightly atypical situation that 
gives rise to those though.”

Do you have any comments on 
receptions, lunches, or dinners?
Students generally thought that dinners were a 
confusing part of the process. At best, they were 
difficult to prepare for and to navigate, and at 
worst, they were the most obvious example of 
gauging a candidate’s “fit.” However, the general 
consensus was that such events were a necessary 
part of the interview process, and that declining to 
attend any such event hurts one’s chances of re-
ceiving an offer. 

Comments:

• “I think it is incredibly hard to prepare students 
for these events and it isn’t easy to tell exactly 
how candidates are being evaluated at them.”

• “I don’t think it was necessarily the choice of 
activity (dinner, reception, lunch) that made a 
difference, but how much face time you got with 
the employer. For the firm I ended up at, I did 
not give them the supposed all-important din-
ner. I went to their lunch on the Tuesday, their 
reception on Tuesday, and [that day, they] 
asked [me] to come back [...]. It was the face 

time that got me the offer I think, rather than 
the specifics of what time I was giving them.”

• “Not a big fan of them at all, they favour a spe-
cific subset of students over others. They also 
reduce the amount of free time a student has to 
reflect during the three days which is crucial.”

• “I think something important that isn’t talked 
about enough is how much more difficult the 
process is for non-white students, particularly 
non-white female students. It isn’t a surprise 
that the legal profession, at least on Bay Street, is 
a male-dominated industry. I think we all know 
that and that fact is given some attention, may-
be not sufficient attention, but at least some. I 
don’t think much attention is given at all to an 
even more disproportionate statistic. The law-
yers working on Bay Street are predominantly 
white. I’m talking about a 50:1 ratio of whites to 
non-whites. Maybe I’m being too generous ac-
tually… it’s probably worse than that. So why 
does this matter? I don’t think firms blatantly 
discriminate. Maybe some lawyers do, who 
knows, but two very significant factors at the 
interview stage is the candidate’s level of com-
fort as well as their cultural knowledge. We all 
know how important “fit” is to firms. One of the 
lawyers at a dinner I attended said himself that 
it’s all about “connection” in terms of who gets 
hired.”

• “Free drinks are great. Too many free drinks is 
not.”

Do you have any closing thoughts?
Most students thought the process was bizarre and 
stressful, and in need of serious improvement. One 
theme in the responses was the importance of 
treating the process as a collaborative effort, and 
taking the time to relax, reflect, and share infor-
mation with other students in an effort to over-
come the informational asymmetry students face 
throughout the recruit. A few students found that 
the process helped give applicants a good idea of 
firm culture.

Comments:

• “I think finding a supportive group of friends is 
really key. Don’t be afraid of talking to your 
classmates, and I don’t think we should shy 
away from helping each other out as well. So 
much of law school revolves around law stu-
dents competing against each other. The system 
works IF we compete. But the recruitment pro-
cess, even with countervailing protections for 
students, is skewed against us and relies on us 
competing with one another. Firms have so 
much more power, and if students were to share 
information with one another, firms would have 
less of it. Talk to your friends, be open with 
them, come up with questions together, re-
search the firms together—you and your friends 
will come out the other side all the better for it.”

• “I would strongly encourage students to apply 
and interview selectively—it is much easier to 
turn down an employer before the in-firm week 
than it is to string them along after you’ve re-
ceived a positive response (and in some cases a 
“soft offer” in breach of LSO rules) from your 
first choice.”

• “It’s a silly process that doesn’t really do a good 
job of matching people with positions. I’m lucky 
that I ended up somewhere great, but it could 
easily have gone the other way (I had my two 
top-choice firms giving me extremely strong 
signals, but only one ultimately offered me a po-
sition. It just reaffirmed for me that absolutely 
nothing is settled until your phone rings at 5:00 
p.m.). One pleasant surprise was that at some of 
the firms I ended up not [...] clicking with, I ac-
tually met a lot of great people who I hope to 
keep in touch with. So this process does help 
you build a network, which is nice. It also 

showed me how important it was to be friendly 
and professional to everyone, even a firm that 
you are rejecting or is rejecting you.”

• “I am happy [with] where I ended up, but I wish 
I did the articling recruit instead. I felt pretty 
overwhelmed and not ready to commit to a 
firm, or being in Toronto. More voices from 
people who passed up OCIs and were successful 
in the articling recruit would be great to hear in 
advance.”

• “This process is ridiculous and not designed to 
help students make an informed career deci-
sion.”

• “The process is a disaster. It is baffling to me that 
the process has existed in this form for so long, 
when obvious alternatives exist in other major 
legal markets in North America. It is natural 
and understandable for Toronto lawyers to want 
new students to undergo the same useless hazing 
that they did, but at some point, a non-interested 
party needs to go in and fix things. The recruit 
should be about matching great students to 
great firms, not mind games and interest-signal-
ing.”

How did interest in a legal career change?
Students had a range of reactions to this question, 
ranging from excitement at entering a legal career 
having met interesting people who do interesting 
work, to no change at all, to very explicit disgust at 
the prospect of becoming a lawyer.

Comments:

• “I got to meet a few of my law heroines, includ-
ing some who have argued landmark equality 
cases at the Supreme Court. Even though the 
process was rough, I appreciated that and was 
inspired to join their ranks.”

• “I was very impressed by the people I spoke 
with over the course of the week. I am excited to 
work with them.”

• “No difference. Significantly less excited to 
work in Toronto though.”

• “I wanted to be a business lawyer and that's 
what I’m going to be.”

• “I did not know very much about the different 
practice areas in a law firm or what a lawyer's 
job looked like until I began networking.”

• “Fuck lawyers.”

Are you satisfied with the recruit 
process?
Generally the response to this question was based 
on whether the student responding received an of-
fer at the end of the process. That said, even some 
of those who received an offer were annoyed or 
harmed by the process.

Comments:

• “I was given very strong signals by one firm that 
they liked me, and while they never said any-
thing directly I was under the impression they 
would likely give me an offer. This influenced 
how I conducted other interviews and acted to-
wards other firms, and in the end I was left 
without an offer.”

• “Did not get a job despite excellent marks.”

• “I felt grateful to have met so many excellent 
lawyers. I was also pleased with how supportive 
all of my peers were and in turn hope that I sup-
ported them as well as we struggled through it 
together.”

• “I ended up with my first choice and got to meet 
some truly wonderful people from many oth-
ers.”

• “Got a job at the expense of ruining some rela-
tionships. Time will tell if it’s worth it.”

continued from previous page…
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HONGHU WANG (2L)

Allegations and other comments from our survey

Ultra Vires conducted an anonymous survey of 
the 2L class about the Toronto Recruit. The 
Recruit is governed by the Law Society of On-
tario 2019 Toronto Summer Student Recruit-
ment Procedures. 

Relevant Procedures
Procedure B.7. states: “Throughout the re-
cruitment process, firms shall not put undue 
pressure on students to accept an offer of em-
ployment, or to reveal their intention to do so.”

Procedure C.8. states: “No communication 
of offers of employment shall be made prior to 
5:00 p.m. on Wednesday, November 7, 2018 
[...]” 

Firms (allegedly) not following 
procedures
When asked, “Did you experience any employ-
ers not following LSO Procedures?”,  18 of 91 
responses said “Yes”. 

To the follow-up question, “Which 
employer(s) did not follow LSO Procedures, 
and how?” these were their responses: 

Miller Thomson LLP
One respondent said that Miller Thomson 
asked people if Miller Thomson was their first 
choice. Another respondent said that “Miller 
Thomson put[s] lots of pressure to say first 
choice”. 

Jessica Watkins, the Director of Talent 
Management at Miller Thomson LLP, said in 
an email to Ultra Vires: “Miller Thomson is, 
and has always been, committed to complying 
with the Law Society of Ontario Recruitment 
Procedures and Guidelines. Should there be 
any issues arising from the recruit, Miller 
Thomson will deal directly with the Law Soci-
ety of Ontario and the school’s Career Devel-
opment Office, which are the appropriate 
channels for dealing with any matter, and with 
whom we continue to have a strong relation-
ship and ongoing dialogue. We are committed 
to the Recruitment Process and providing stu-
dents with a positive experience, as we take 
this very seriously.”

Paul, Weiss, Rifkind, Wharton & 
Garrison LLP
One respondent said that Paul, Weiss commu-
nicated an offer on Tuesday, November 6 (Day 
2). The LSO Procedures dictate that no offer 
shall be made before Wednesday, November 7 
(Day 3).

In an email statement to Ultra Vires, a spokes-
person for Paul, Weiss, Rifkind, Wharton & 
Garrison LLP said that the firm complied fully 
with LSO Procedures in its recent hiring of 
two students: “The firm extended offers after 
5:00 pm on Wednesday (Day 3), in accordance 

with the LSO Procedures.” 

Stikeman Elliott LLP
One respondent in the survey said that Stike-
man Elliott LLP “asked people if they were 
their first choice and told people they were re-
ceiving offers on Day 1 and Day 2” (November 
5 and 6).

Natasha Bhimji, the Interim Director of Stu-
dent Programs at Stikeman Elliott LLP, said, 
“We certainly were surprised with the response 
to the question because it is not consistent with 
the training and guidelines that we provide to 
our interviewing lawyers on LSO recruitment 
procedures. We expect that our lawyers under-
stand the rules and are expected to comply 
with these rules. That being said, we are not 
actually in the room when the interviews take 
place and we can’t know exactly what was said. 
Every year we reinforce the LSO recruitment 
procedures with the lawyers and will continue 
to do so.”

General comments

• “A major Bay Street law firm and one of the 
"Seven Sisters" both asked how they stood in 
my preferences and indicated they would 
call me with an offer at 5 pm on Wednes-
day.”

• “They won't say it out loud (first choice ques-
tion, communicating offers, etc.)...but isn't 
that just a matter of semantics?”

• “I knew I would get an offer before Wednes-
day at 5 PM”

Comments on the LSO Procedures
Ultra Vires also asked, “Do you have any com-
ments on the LSO Recruitment Procedures?” 

Many students thought the procedures were 
not being followed: 

• “Literally, no one observes them.”

• “They're useless — everyone breaks the 
rules”

• “They're clearly very open to interpreta-
tion.”

• “The rules get broken or bent enough that 
they shouldn't exist.”

• “There are so many ways to skirt the "no of-
fers before 5" rule that it is pretty much a 
cruel joke.”

Many students did not think that the proce-
dures benefitted the students: 

• “I don't see how they benefit students at all”

• “The LSO is misguided in thinking that this 
process makes life easier for students.”

On Firms and LSO 
Procedures

• “This process is fucking terrible and the law 
firms have all the power.”

• “Throw them the fuck out and start again. 
Do exactly what they are doing in New 
York.”

• “It's a collusion that benefits law firms at the 
expense of students. The regulators are 
NOT on our side. We try our best to navi-
gate within the framework, but frankly the 
students would be much better off if the re-
cruitment process was de-regulated.”

Some students found that firms did not follow 
the spirit of the procedures: 

• “I found that technically the firms do follow 
the rules, but the spirit of the rules is not al-
ways complied with. Firms want to know 
your interest level and that is understand-
able [...] I found myself wondering after-
wards if I had accidentally told a firm some-
thing that they were going to interpret as 
"first choice" language. Really I was just try-
ing to tell them I am very interested but still 
deciding.”

• “While I didn't experience firms overtly ask-
ing me to identify them as my first choice, I 
had many firms suggest that it would 
strengthen my application to 'indicate inter-
est' and once I had made a decision I should 
let the firm/student recruiter know. I think 
by default not following up to say that the 
firm was my first choice was taken to mean 
that it was not. While I was able to navigate 
this, it means I was forced to decide on Tues-
day whether I wanted to pursue an offer 
from one of the firms I interviewed with, 
which felt rushed.”

Many others suggested ways to improve the 
procedures: 

• “Intent to call emails make the stress worse. 
Better to know promptly at 8:00 am on call 
day, instead of sitting on pins and needles 
waiting for the waves of impending PFO's or 
ITC's for two weeks.”

• “The fact that firms can't indicate offers is 
detrimental to students. Since we are only 
supposed to "first choice" one firm, it creates 
an information asymmetry [...] where they 
know much more about us than we are even 
allowed to know about them.”

• “If firms can send out ITCs for call day, I'm 
not exactly sure why they can't give out 
ITCs for offers when literally everyone 
knows that firms will still heavily hint about 
this during interviews whether consciously 
or subconsciously. Students may get a strong 
hint that they will get an offer only to then 
have to wait hours agonizing over whether 
that would materialize at 5.”

• “Employers should be allowed to present 

students with the offer once they know to re-
lieve the stress on whether to come back or 
misinterpret signs during the process. They 
do this informally anyways so why not give 
them the option to do it formally to give stu-
dents a sense of relief if they already know 
which firms they are taking. It is also better 
for employers to receive confirmation on 
their numbers as well and focus on other re-
sources if there is a need.”

• “Make it so that we rank our firms and they 
rank their top candidates. None of this first 
choice non-sense and this way it maximizes 
the best outcomes for everyone”

Lastly, one student had more neutral feedback: 

• “First-choice signaling is incredibly awk-
ward and feels overly strategic”

The Law Society of Ontario provided a state-
ment to Ultra Vires: 

While the Law Society receives very few 
direct complaints about breaches or cir-
cumventions of the Recruitment Proce-
dures, the Law Society is alive to the fact 
that many law students may be reluctant 
to come forward and report breaches of 
the Recruitment Procedures when they 
are encountered. As part of its ongoing ef-
fort to ensure the spirit and letter of the 
procedures are understood and adhered 
to, the articling office conducts an annual 
review of these procedures, and in doing 
so, solicits feedback from law schools and 
employers, and carefully reviews anony-
mized comments from students going 
through the process, including the Ultra 
Vires recruitment reports. 

 When considering changes to the pro-
cedures, the Law Society seeks to ensure 
that students are treated fairly and that 
the process enables students an opportu-
nity to consider their employment op-
tions. Should anyone participating in the 
recruitment process wish to make a com-
plaint, the Law Society has protocols in 
place to respond. Any questions or con-
cerns about the recruitment process can 
be directed to the articling office for fur-
ther clarification.

 To help candidates entering the licens-
ing process navigate the resources in 
place to prevent and address harassment 
and discrimination, the Law Society has 
created an information sheet, which is 
available on our website and provided to 
all new licensing candidates. Such re-
sources include the Law Society’s com-
plaints process, the Discrimination and 
Harassment Counsel service, and the 
Member Assistance Program, which is 
available to all law students and their 
families.
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my CV and transcripts for consideration. A day 
after that, the firm appeared on my ‘Applied’ tab 
on UTLC, as I was now number 1 on the waitlist. 
A few days later, I was extended an OCI offer. 
Fast-forward to 5pm on the Wednesday of inter-
view week, and I received a phone call from that 
firm offering me a summer position (which I was 
very happy to accept).

Now, you might wonder—why think of my ap-
plication screw-up as the most important mistake 
I made, given that everything worked out in the 
end? The reason is twofold. First, the firm’s will-
ingness to give me a second chance set the tone for 
the rest of my interviewing experience. I went in 
knowing that it was a place where the people were 
understanding and would let me learn from my 

mistakes rather than punish me for them. Since 
every firm I visited was full of nice, smart, wel-
coming people, this extra bit of knowledge made 
the firm stand out for me in my decision-making. 
If I hadn’t made that initial mistake, I may well 
not have ended up there.

Second, it gave me confidence going into inter-
view week that, although I am still the kind of 
person who sweats the small stuff, I could perhaps 
sweat a little less if everything didn’t go perfectly 
according to plan—which believe me, it didn’t. 
So, the next time you discover a misplaced com-
ma in a cover letter, I hope my experience can 
provide some comfort. Or, if not, it can at least 
serve as a reminder to seriously double check—
no, triple check—your UTLC applications.

Mistakes Happen
ANONYMOUS (2L)

Why I think of my application screw-up as the most 
important mistake I made

To say that OCIs are stressful is an understate-
ment. Any small error or misstep you make can 
feel cataclysmic. From misspelling a firm name in 
a thank-you email to having a high-heeled shoe 
fall off my foot while walking to the elevator, I am 
no stranger to OCI mistakes. But perhaps the 
most important mistake I made was in the appli-
cation process itself.

I had logged into UTLC a few days before the 
official OCI schedule was set to be released since 
I had heard that some results had been posted 
early. Although I was initially happy with what I 
saw, I quickly noticed that one firm I was particu-
larly interested in hadn’t extended me an inter-
view. Upon further investigation, I discovered 
that the reason for this was that I hadn’t actually 

applied to the firm. Although I had submitted a 
viLaw application, something had gone wrong 
and I hadn’t managed to submit the complimen-
tary blank PDFs that UTLC requires (the joys of 
our application system).

At first, I was prepared to cut my losses and fo-
cus on my other interviews. I assumed that if I 
reached out to the firm, they would look at my 
mistake and think: “We have so many qualified 
candidates—why bother with someone who can’t 
even use a computer properly?” However, after 
talking it over with my friends, I decided that I 
didn’t have anything to lose by asking if they 
would still consider my application.

Lo and behold, within a couple of days, I re-
ceived a reply telling me that I should email them 

Myth or Fact: 2L Recruit 
Edition

DARYNA KUTSYNA (2L)

The (completely subjective) recollections of a 2L 
after the Toronto Recruit

Earlier this month, a new cohort crossed the fin-
ish line of the 2L recruit  marathon. I was one of 
said 2Ls, having completed rites of passage rang-
ing from spending two days with my suited-up 
classmates in a crowded conference room to near-
ly crying in the PATH when I got lost on the way 
from my second reception to a dinner all in the 
same night. 

In the spirit of full disclosure, I was one of the 
lucky ones who managed to come out of this with 
an offer from my first-choice firm. Nevertheless, 
the 2L recruit was likely the most stressful time of 
my life. Much of this stress was compounded by 
the advice coming at me from all directions—the 
CDO, upper years, articling student friends, and 
in-the-know classmates.

Some of this advice (in my very subjective ex-
perience) turned out to be a total myth. Other 
scenarios actually happened—but were much less 
scary than I thought they might be. Without fur-
ther ado…

“If you drop a fork/spill something at 
dinner, consider yourself out with that 
firm”: MYTH.
Now, don’t get me wrong here: I’m not saying 
good dinner etiquette isn’t an asset. But when 
you’ve had several interviews and cocktail parties 
before you get to dinner, you are a) hungry and b) 
tired. This combination, despite your best at-
tempts, can sometimes result in dining blunders.

In my particular case, I dropped a bite of steak 
straight past my mouth into my napkin at a din-
ner. I was not proud of this then, and I am defi-
nitely not proud of it now (not entirely sure why 
I’m admitting to it in a UV article). That said, I 
am very excited to be starting at said firm this 
summer. 

“Doing more than a reception and a 
dinner in a single night is not a good 
idea”: FACT.
During OCIs, I talked up my time management 
and multitasking skills so much that I actually be-
lieved myself. I packed two cocktail parties and a 
dinner into one night, and convinced myself that I 
would be at my best during all of them despite a 
6:30am wake-up that morning and a day of back-
to-back interviews. 

Fast forward to liking the first reception so 
much that I stayed way past my “drop-dead” 
time, sprinting in my heels to attend the second for 
exactly 10 minutes (which did not go unnoticed by 
the recruiter), and getting lost in the PATH on my 
way to the dinner. When people told me the week 
is designed to force you to make choices, they were 
probably right.  

“First Tuesday interviews mean you’re 
out at that firm”: MYTH.
It is likely true that requesting your first interview 
on a Tuesday is a signal to the firm, and unfortu-

nately not a positive one. The firm will be aware 
that your Monday is too packed to fit everyone in, 
and the choice has not been made in their favour.

However, a first impression in this case is not 
the only one that matters. If a firm is willing to 
schedule you on a Tuesday, they do see you as a 
candidate to whom they could potentially make 
an offer, and I am aware of several such offers be-
ing made this cycle.

“During the second interview, the firm 
will switch to selling you on them if they 
like you”: FACT.
I didn’t make it to a second interview at all of the 
firms I interviewed with. I also don’t know wheth-
er the firms I didn’t see follow this practice. How-
ever, based on both my experience during the 
second half of interview week as well as what I 
have heard from classmates, firms do seem to 
switch into “sell” mode once they are satisfied 
that you are a good candidate.

Of course, this doesn’t mean that once a firm 
asks you if you have any questions, you can check 
out and assume a call is coming at 5pm, but it is a 
better sign of interest than still being grilled on 
your resume come Wednesday. 

“Don’t drink even a sip in front of 
lawyers – it makes you look sloppy”: 
MYTH. 
Now, this is not to say that getting drunk will 

lead you to a Seven Sister job (though who 
knows—stranger things have happened!) How-
ever,  someone told me during in-firm prep that 
you shouldn’t drink when you’re speaking to 
someone (seems like good advice) or when some-
one is speaking to you (?). 

The question then arises – when do you 
drink, and should you ever have a sip or two or 
just hold your wine glass as a prop instead? I am 
happy to report that I not only sipped my drink 
during receptions, but told some of the lawyers 
about this advice and had it serve as a great ice-
breaker. 

“The recruiters all talk” – FACT (but a 
less scary one than I thought). 
Within three business days of accepting an of-
fer, several other firms I interviewed with 
reached out to congratulate me/ask to stay in 
touch. It is true that the information about 
where I have landed didn’t come from me, or 
wasn’t yet made widely public, but (at least in 
my case) it did not seem like recruiters were 
talking in order to influence where candidates 
will go, but rather about the post-factum results. 

Granted, I also said “first choice” to exactly 
one firm and accepted an offer with that firm. I 
can imagine how, if that was not the case, it 
could make for some very awkward conversa-
tions during and after call day. 
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Toronto 2L Hiring Numbers
U of T, Osgoode fall as Queen’s reaches new heights

Firm Total U of T Osgoode Queen's Western Ottawa Windsor McGill Dalhousie Other Other

Aird & Berlis LLP 8 2 1 1 3 1 Leicester 
University (UK)

Baker & McKenzie LLP 4 1 2 1 Calgary

Bennett Jones LLP 19 3 4 5 1 4 2

Bereskin & Parr LLP 6 2 2 1 1

Blake, Cassels & Graydon LLP 30 11 8 2 1 2 3 1 2

Bogoroch & Associates LLP Did not respond

Borden Ladner Gervais LLP 25 6 4 1 2 5 3 3 1 UBC

Brauti Thorning Zibarras LLP 3 1 2

Cassels Brock & Blackwell LLP 15 3 3 1 3 3 2

Dale & Lessmann LLP 2 1 1

Davies Ward Phillips & Vineberg 
LLP 15 5 1 4 1 1 Harvard (US)

Deeth Williams Wall LLP 0

Dentons Canada LLP 11 1 2 3 1 1 2 1 UNB

Department of Justice (Toronto) 11 3 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 University of 
London (UK)

Dickinson Wright LLP 3 1 1 1

DLA Piper (Canada) LLP 8 2 4

Fasken Martineau DuMoulin LLP 15 1 6 1 1 2 1 1 2 Alberta, UBC

Filion Wakely Thorup Angeletti 
LLP 5 1 1 1 1 1 Lakehead

Fogler, Rubinoff LLP 6 1 1 1 1 1 1 UNB

Gardiner Roberts LLP 4 1 2 1

Gilbert's LLP 3 1 1 1

Goodmans LLP 13 2 3 2 3 1 1 1
University of 
Leeds (UK) 

/ Columbia (US)

Gowling WLG (Canada) LLP 14 3 5 1 2 1 1 1

Hicks Morley Hamilton Stewart 
Storie LLP 7 1 1 2 1 1 1 Lakehead

Koskie Minsky LLP 5 2 1 2

KPMG LLP Tax Law Division 4 2 2

Legal Aid Ontario 10 4 1 1 3 1

Lenczner Slaght Royce Smith 
Griffin LLP 10 3 2 2 1 1 1

Littler LLP 1 1

MAG – Civil Law Division, 
Treasury Board Secretariat, 
Legal Services Branch

forthcoming

MAG – Civil Law Division, Family 
Responsibility Office, Legal 
Services Branch 

forthcoming

MAG – Crown Law Office, Civil forthcoming

MAG – Crown Law Office, 
Criminal forthcoming

MAG – Ministry of Labour forthcoming

Mathews Dinsdale & Clark LLP 4 1 1 2

McCarthy Tétrault LLP 29 9 4 7 3 2 1 1 1 1 Boston University 
(US)

McMillan LLP 12 2 3 1 2 2 1 1

Miller Thomson LLP 13 1 3 2 4 1 2

Norton Rose Fulbright LLP 16 3 4 3 3 1 1 1 Lakehead

Office of the Ontario 
Ombudsman 0

Ogletree, Deakins, Nash, Smoak 
& Stewart, P.C. 2 1 1

Osler, Hoskin & Harcourt LLP 29 9 8 2 2 3 1 3 1 King's College 
London (UK)

Paliare Roland Rosenberg 
Rothstein LLP 4 2 1 1

Paul, Weiss, Rifkind, Wharton & 
Garrison LLP 2

Polley Faith LLP 3 3

Public Prosecution Service of 
Canada Ontario Regional Office 2 1 1

Rae Christen Jeffries LLP 2 1 1

Ridout & Maybee LLP 0

Shearman & Sterling LLP 1 1

Shields O’Donnell MacKillop 
LLP 2 1 1

Singleton Urquhart Reynolds 
Vogel LLP 1 1

Smart & Biggar 2 1 1

Stieber Berlach LLP Did not respond

Stikeman Elliott LLP 22 5 2 7 5 1 1 1

Thorsteinssons LLP Did not respond

Torkin Manes LLP 3 1 2

Torys LLP 22 7 6 5 1 1 1 1

Wildeboer Dellelce LLP 5 1 1 2 1

433 95 93 62 52 37 41 20 11 15

Approximate class size 1496 208 290 200 173 320 245 180 170

% with positions secured from 
Toronto Summer Student 
Recruit

29% 46% 32% 31% 30% 12% 17% 11% 6%

Count of participating employers 58 % employers responding 86%

MATTHEW PRIOR (2L)

These numbers include returning summer students and students who spl it summers as appl icable

see ultravires.ca

see ultravires.ca

see ultravires.ca

see ultravires.ca

see ultravires.ca
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Firm Total U of T Osgoode Queen's Western Ottawa Windsor McGill Dalhousie Other
Year Total U of T Osgoode Queen's Western Ottawa Windsor McGill Dalhousie Other

2018 433 95 93 62 52 37 41 20 11 15

2017 428 110 99 50 49 35 32 19 14 20

2016 375 93 83 44 42 30 33 20 14 16

2015 420 106 84 48 49 32 40 25 18 18

2014 398 97 83 46 48 35 26 27 15 21

... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...

2008 406 85 92 49 42 34 37 23 18 26
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Responsibility Office, Legal 
Services Branch 

forthcoming

MAG – Crown Law Office, Civil forthcoming

MAG – Crown Law Office, 
Criminal forthcoming

MAG – Ministry of Labour forthcoming
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McCarthy Tétrault LLP 29 9 4 7 3 2 1 1 1 1 Boston University 
(US)

McMillan LLP 12 2 3 1 2 2 1 1

Miller Thomson LLP 13 1 3 2 4 1 2

Norton Rose Fulbright LLP 16 3 4 3 3 1 1 1 Lakehead

Office of the Ontario 
Ombudsman 0

Ogletree, Deakins, Nash, Smoak 
& Stewart, P.C. 2 1 1

Osler, Hoskin & Harcourt LLP 29 9 8 2 2 3 1 3 1 King's College 
London (UK)

Paliare Roland Rosenberg 
Rothstein LLP 4 2 1 1

Paul, Weiss, Rifkind, Wharton & 
Garrison LLP 2

Polley Faith LLP 3 3

Public Prosecution Service of 
Canada Ontario Regional Office 2 1 1

Rae Christen Jeffries LLP 2 1 1

Ridout & Maybee LLP 0

Shearman & Sterling LLP 1 1

Shields O’Donnell MacKillop 
LLP 2 1 1

Singleton Urquhart Reynolds 
Vogel LLP 1 1

Smart & Biggar 2 1 1

Stieber Berlach LLP Did not respond

Stikeman Elliott LLP 22 5 2 7 5 1 1 1

Thorsteinssons LLP Did not respond

Torkin Manes LLP 3 1 2

Torys LLP 22 7 6 5 1 1 1 1

Wildeboer Dellelce LLP 5 1 1 2 1
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% with positions secured from 
Toronto Summer Student 
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29% 46% 32% 31% 30% 12% 17% 11% 6%

Count of participating employers 58 % employers responding 86%
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Aird & Berlis LLP 8 2 1 1 3 1 Leicester 
University (UK)

Baker & McKenzie LLP 4 1 2 1 Calgary

Bennett Jones LLP 19 3 4 5 1 4 2

Bereskin & Parr LLP 6 2 2 1 1

Blake, Cassels & Graydon LLP 30 11 8 2 1 2 3 1 2

Bogoroch & Associates LLP Did not respond

Borden Ladner Gervais LLP 25 6 4 1 2 5 3 3 1 UBC

Brauti Thorning Zibarras LLP 3 1 2

Cassels Brock & Blackwell LLP 15 3 3 1 3 3 2

Dale & Lessmann LLP 2 1 1

Davies Ward Phillips & Vineberg 
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Department of Justice (Toronto) 11 3 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 University of 
London (UK)

Dickinson Wright LLP 3 1 1 1

DLA Piper (Canada) LLP 8 2 4

Fasken Martineau DuMoulin LLP 15 1 6 1 1 2 1 1 2 Alberta, UBC

Filion Wakely Thorup Angeletti 
LLP 5 1 1 1 1 1 Lakehead

Fogler, Rubinoff LLP 6 1 1 1 1 1 1 UNB

Gardiner Roberts LLP 4 1 2 1

Gilbert's LLP 3 1 1 1

Goodmans LLP 13 2 3 2 3 1 1 1
University of 
Leeds (UK) 

/ Columbia (US)

Gowling WLG (Canada) LLP 14 3 5 1 2 1 1 1

Hicks Morley Hamilton Stewart 
Storie LLP 7 1 1 2 1 1 1 Lakehead

Koskie Minsky LLP 5 2 1 2

KPMG LLP Tax Law Division 4 2 2

Legal Aid Ontario 10 4 1 1 3 1

Lenczner Slaght Royce Smith 
Griffin LLP 10 3 2 2 1 1 1

Littler LLP 1 1
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Treasury Board Secretariat, 
Legal Services Branch
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Responsibility Office, Legal 
Services Branch 

forthcoming

MAG – Crown Law Office, Civil forthcoming

MAG – Crown Law Office, 
Criminal forthcoming

MAG – Ministry of Labour forthcoming

Mathews Dinsdale & Clark LLP 4 1 1 2

McCarthy Tétrault LLP 29 9 4 7 3 2 1 1 1 1 Boston University 
(US)

McMillan LLP 12 2 3 1 2 2 1 1

Miller Thomson LLP 13 1 3 2 4 1 2

Norton Rose Fulbright LLP 16 3 4 3 3 1 1 1 Lakehead

Office of the Ontario 
Ombudsman 0

Ogletree, Deakins, Nash, Smoak 
& Stewart, P.C. 2 1 1

Osler, Hoskin & Harcourt LLP 29 9 8 2 2 3 1 3 1 King's College 
London (UK)

Paliare Roland Rosenberg 
Rothstein LLP 4 2 1 1

Paul, Weiss, Rifkind, Wharton & 
Garrison LLP 2

Polley Faith LLP 3 3

Public Prosecution Service of 
Canada Ontario Regional Office 2 1 1

Rae Christen Jeffries LLP 2 1 1

Ridout & Maybee LLP 0

Shearman & Sterling LLP 1 1

Shields O’Donnell MacKillop 
LLP 2 1 1

Singleton Urquhart Reynolds 
Vogel LLP 1 1

Smart & Biggar 2 1 1

Stieber Berlach LLP Did not respond

Stikeman Elliott LLP 22 5 2 7 5 1 1 1

Thorsteinssons LLP Did not respond

Torkin Manes LLP 3 1 2

Torys LLP 22 7 6 5 1 1 1 1
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29% 46% 32% 31% 30% 12% 17% 11% 6%

Count of participating employers 58 % employers responding 86%

Failing the 2L Recruit: 
A Success Story

RITA DE FAZIO (3L)

Thirteen OCIs, four in-firms, zero job offers. That 
was the kind of horror story I had heard about again 
and again before the recruit. I just didn’t think that 
it would be my story. 

By the beginning of 2L, I knew that I wanted to 
practice union-side labour law. Despite the fact that 
there was only one union-side firm interviewing in 
the recruit, I felt the social and financial pressure to 
participate. When in-firms came around, I knew 
deep down that I wasn’t particularly interested in 
any of the firms I was interviewing with. However, I 
had connected well with some of the people at the 
firms and decided that I could stomach doing work 
I hated as long as I liked the people I worked with. 

On Offer Day, my stomach dropped as the time 
on my phone went from 5:00 to 5:01.  I knew I wasn’t 
going to get a call. Even though I hadn’t been all that 
invested in the firms to begin with, not getting a job 
seemed like confirmation that I wasn’t cut out to be 

a lawyer. Everyone would know I was a failure. I was 
ashamed. That Friday, I met for coffee with one of 
the partners at a firm I had interviewed with to find 
out what went wrong. “If it’s any consolation, every-
one who met you loved you,” he said. Somehow, that 
made me feel worse.

However, that same part-
ner also suggested that I 
needed to show more of a 
“demonstrated interest.” I 
took his words to heart. I net-
worked and talked my way 
into volunteer spots at both 
Downtown Legal Services’ 
Employment Division and 
Advocates for Injured Work-
ers (AIW) in the second term. I ended up spending 
my summer at AIW and getting great hands-on ex-
perience that made me a better candidate during the 

Looking back, though, not getting an OCI job was one of the 
best things that could have happened to me

articling recruit. Throughout the summer, I asked 
the lawyers I worked with to connect me with others 
in the field and cold-emailed people doing work that 
interested me. It was amazing how many people 
were willing to provide help if I just put myself out 

there and asked for it.
I scheduled 10 interviews 

during the articling recruit, of 
which, I attended 8. I ended 
up with four job offers, includ-
ing one from the firm that was 
my top choice throughout the 
process. 

This time around, I didn’t 
have to feign interest. I only 
applied to places that did work 

that I was passionate about, and that came across 
during my interviews. 

Despite all the challenges, I don’t regret going 

through the 2L recruit. It taught me how to “play 
the game” and lit a fire under me that got me to 
where I am today. I now have that union-side labour 
law job that I had been dreaming of and I’ll be work-
ing with a team of amazing, intelligent people. 

For those who walked away from this recruit job-
less, just know that there’s more than one path to 
success. In the grand scheme of things, your 2L 
summer is not as significant as it may feel right now. 
There will be tons of opportunities next semester, in 
the articling recruit and beyond –opportunities that 
you may find more interesting. Don’t make the mis-
take of letting this experience impact your self-worth 
and self-perception. The OCI process can be arbi-
trary and unfair; some of the brightest, most capable 
people I know walked out of the recruit without a 
job. Looking back, though, not getting an OCI job 
was one of the best things that could have happened 
to me. I hope it is for you too.  

For those who walked 
away from this recruit 
jobless, just know that 
there’s more than one 

path to success.
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On Cal l Day last October, two weeks a f-
ter my 2L OCI’s , my phone d idn’t r ing. 
Out of a l l of my OCIs, I d idn’t receive a 
s ingle in-f i rm. I was devastated. Fast-
forward eight months to the ar t ic l ing re-
cruit , and my phone would not stop r ing-
ing. Not on ly d id I receive over ten 
interv iew of fers , but I a lso came out w ith 
s ix job of fers , one of which happened to 
be my dream posit ion. 

On the Class of 2020 Facebook Group, a 
3L recounted a very similar story. In the 
comments, a dozen more upper years echo 
the same. Clearly, what I went through was 
not a miracle; several of my classmates ex-
perienced the same tumult. So what 
changed for us between 2L and 3L?

 As it turns out , noth ing rea l ly.
 A fter what I saw as my abysmal fa i l -

ure in the 2L recruit , I sunk into a state 
of d isbel ief. For the most par t , I felt my 
OCIs had gone wel l . Was I overly zea l-
ous about publ ic interest work? Was my 
focus on d ivers it y of f-put t ing? Was I too 
Asian? I spira led into thoughts that had 
no purpose, and quest ions that y ielded 
no answers. This was the break ing point 
of my a lready decl in ing menta l hea lth 
s ince 1L . Law school had found yet an-
other way to tel l me I wasn’t good 
enough, that I d idn’t belong, and that I 
would be a fa i lure sadd led w ith a moun-
ta in of debt for the rest of my l i fe. 

In break ing, I found l iberat ion. The 
t rauma of 2L cascaded me down an in-
t rospect ive journey.

I turned to counsel l ing for the f i r st 
t ime in my l i fe. Here, I had the space to 
explore the roots of my d iminished sel f-
wor th, and the absurd ity of my fut i le ef-
for t s in school. I let mysel f be angry at 
the world—I had worked so hard to get 
into law school, and even harder to sur-
v ive in it . Yet , it seemed that no amount 
of work could counter the arbit rary forc-
es that could just as easi ly favour my 
other, equa l ly ta lented col leagues—so 
much turned on circumstance, t iming, 
and luck. Va l idat ion of my anger a l lowed 
me to accept my s ituat ion as it was: sus-
pended somewhere in th is dua l it y of 
mer it and chance. 

Instead, I focused on what I could con-
trol : seek ing out what I actua l ly enjoyed 
doing, and what got me excited about 
law. Dur ing my 1L summer, I worked at 
Downtown Lega l Serv ices and loved ev-
ery moment of it . Upon ref lect ion, I re-
a l ized I had so enjoyed my f i r st summer 
at DLS because I was at t racted to law 

that d irect ly revolves around people, 
and a l l the human drama that enta i l s . I 
leaned into courses that natura l ly inter-
ested me, l ike Wrong fu l Conv ict ions. I 
concentrated my academic energ y on the 
i ssues towards which I felt st rongly, l i ke 
systemic i ssues impact ing the cr imina l 
just ice system. I became a l it t le braver 
about reaching out to lawyers I found 
persona l ly interest ing to chat about their 
career paths, w ith no expectat ion of a 
job at the end of these ta lks—superv i-
sors at DLS, par tners at prominent 
f i rms, and ar t ic l ing students who were 
once in my shoes. I took to hear t the ad-
v ice of those who were most pass ionate 
about their work.

A l l of these seemingly l it t le act s a l-
lowed me to pursue on ly those paths I 
knew I would genuinely enjoy. I u lt i-
mately ended up spending one of the 
best summers of my l i fe in the cr imina l 
d iv is ion at DLS, and the rest , as they 
say, i s h istory.

What I d idn’t rea l ize dur ing the 2L re-
cruit was that it was so much easier to 
sel l mysel f when I knew what I wanted to 
do. Moreover, despite what the CDO 
suggest s , the 2L recruit represents on ly a 
s l iver of the ent ire lega l market . In con-
trast , the ar t ic l ing recruit of fered a 
much wider select ion across many d i f fer-
ent sectors: l it igat ion bout iques, cr imi-
na l defence f i rms, publ ic interest posi-
t ions, and more. Being more at tuned to 
my genuine interest s , I was more par t ic-
u lar about where I appl ied ( instead of 
send ing the same let ter to ten ind ist in-
guishable Bay Street f i rms). When I was 
more intent iona l about my appl icat ions, 
employers could more easi ly see why I 
wanted to be there. And when they saw 
that , I was actua l ly able to “be mysel f ” 
and connect w ith my interv iewers more 
authent ica l ly.

 However, I don’t want to downplay 
the very rea l concerns that underpin stu-
dents’ decis ions to par t ic ipate in the 2L 
OCIs. I understand too wel l the pressure 
created by job insecur it y and the crush-
ing worry of not being able to pay of f our 
enormous law school debt . This pressure 
weighs heav ier for those who face h igher 
barr iers get t ing into law school—part ic-
u larly racia l ized, immigrant students 
from lower socio -economic backgrounds. 
I felt that I had both more to lose, and 
more to prove. The fa i lure to secure a 
big Bay Street posit ion, w ith it s promise 
of f inancia l secur it y and socia l prest ige, 

can make lack of success in the OCIs a l l 
the more d isappoint ing. Unfor tunately, 
my story i s not one that of fers a solut ion, 
on ly a perspect ive. I had to make my 
peace w ith the poss ibi l it y of a lower sa l-
ary than my Big Law col leagues, and a 
potent ia l path of job insecur it y. I s imply 
accept that these are not th ings that I 
necessar i ly have control over; a l l I can 
do is chase what I can control .

 In sum, I d idn’t change anything in 
order to become “more successfu l” in the 
ar t ic l ing recruit—I d idn’t improve my 
resume, network ing sk i l l s , or study hab-
it s . I just had to take some t ime to rega in 
my own voice.

 As I ’ve wr it ten elsewhere in UV, it ’s 
easy to lose s ight of ourselves in th is 
school. Even as I ’m 3LOLing, the con-
versat ions I overhear remind me how 
d i f f icu lt it was to be in th is bui ld ing last 
year. A l l I hear are 2Ls ta lk ing about 
who’s going for cockta i l s where, and 
who’s work ing at which f i rm in the sum-
mer —al l at the expense of the s i lence of 
the other 50% of students who either d id 
not secure any jobs through OCIs, or 
chose not to par t ic ipate at a l l for a myr-
iad of reasons. The normal izat ion of th is 
d ia logue a lmost masks the fact that the 
OCIs are a weird l it t le game—except 
that everyone is prov ided with an un-
even number of pieces, or none at a l l . As 
such, I remind everyone to be mindfu l 
about conversat ions on campus about 
OCIs. I f you’re one of the lucky “suc-
cessfu l” ones, be proud whi le a lso ac-
knowledg ing your for tune in the arbi-
t rary nature of th is process. Most 
important ly, be suppor t ive of each other.

 To those that do feel a l ienated by 
these conversat ions—both the 2Ls re -
cover ing from the recruit and the many 
3L’s who are st i l l in search of an ar t i-
cl ing posit ion—I want to reaf f i rm that 
you d id every th ing r ight . You worked 
hard to get to where you are, and you 
should feel proud of yoursel f for being 
here. There w i l l always be oppor tunit ies 
that come your way. In these oppor tuni-
t ies , there are people who wi l l see and 
appreciate you. 

Congratu lat ions on mak ing it here to -
day, despite a l l the t r ibu lat ions and in-
terna l st ruggles of a profess ion that i s 
inherent ly set up to d isappoint even the 
best and br ightest ! This in it sel f i s your 
v ictory, and one that w i l l propel you for-
ward to the next bet ter phase of your 
l i fe.

SUJUNG LEE (3L)

“Failing” the 2L 
Recruit
Reflection on the law school recruit journey

I didn’t change anything in 
order to become “more 

successful” in the articling 
recruit…  I just had to take 

some time to regain my 
own voice.
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R E C R U I T M E N T  S P E C I A L

NARGIS FAZLI (2L)

My Mental Health and the 
Recruit
Oh… the places you’ll go… the shit that you’ll do: 
an in-firm memoir

Reading Week was a joyous time for me in 1L. For 
the first time in months, I could sleep past 6:00 
a.m. I could eat breakfast, lunch, and dinner. I 
could actually do the readings I may-or-may-not 
have neglected. But in 2L, Reading Week seemed 
more like a nightmare because of In-Firms (cue 
ominous music). 

Prior to Reading Week, there was buzz all 
around U of T Law. I could tell you which person 
would be in-firming where—even if I’d never so 
much as had a conversation with them. It was 
creepy. I was creepy. But I was nervous and being 
nervous makes you do crazy things—like learn ev-
eryone’s schedule for the week, have lawstudents.ca 
open 24/7, and memorize three years of Ultra Vires’ 
recruitment statistics. I was determined to get a 
job, and I knew exactly where I wanted to go: 
Goodmans LLP. 

So, when Call Day came, I (being the overly 
nervous, neurotic freak that I am), scheduled nine 
in-firms, five receptions, two dinners, one lunch 
and a partridge in a pear tree.1 But, most impor-
tantly, on Monday morning at 8:00 a.m., I sched-
uled my first in-firm with Goodmans. 

On Monday, November 5, at 4:45 a.m., I was 
awake. I was ready. Well, almost—I still had to put 
on my suit, my heels, a pound of makeup, and my 
trusty CDO-issued name tag—but otherwise, I 
was totally ready. I left my house at 6:30, commuted 
down to 333 Bay, and bolted up to Goodmans (it 
was 7:15 when I got there, but the sense of urgency 
was real!). Some random dude from Fasken wished 
me good luck in the elevators. But rather than ease 
me, his words made me more nervous—DID I 
LOOK LIKE A NERVOUS STUDENT THAT 
NEEDED LUCK??? I TOTALLY WAS, BUT I 
WAS TRYING REALLY HARD TO GIVE 
OFF MORE OF A HARVEY SPECTER 2 
COOL 4 SKOOL LOOK. Ah well. I arrived at 
Goodmans. 

At 8:01, I met my host. Within two minutes, I 
blurted out the magic words: FIRST CHOICE. I 
went on to repeat those words two more times over 
the course of an hour and a half. If there was skill 
involved in in-firms, I definitely lacked it. On top of 
already having played my ace, I also used finger 
guns, made mad jokes, and used an alarming 
amount of self-deprecating humor—but (to my 
surprise) people liked me, and I was invited back 
for Tuesday. Hooray. I just had to get through the 
rest of the Monday interviews and the evening re-
ception to secure that coin.

Fast forward to 5:30 p.m. I was running from 
my last interview back to Goodmans. I had to 
make a great impression at this reception. In my 
head, I envisioned myself floating ethereally across 
the room, making connections, friendships, and 
majestic first impressions. But, alas, this was not my 
reality. Instead, I entered a small, hot room with 
about 150 people. They were mostly students, all 
already engaged in conversation, all looking fly as 
f***. So I did what any rational student would do: 
I hunted for a lonely lawyer to latch onto. Once I 

found them, I stuck by them and hung onto their 
every word. In fairness, they were mad interesting 
(but srsly, I should not have been such a keener, like 
holy). When the lawyer wanted to eat, I ate. When 
they wanted to drink, I drank. I was basically mir-
roring them.2 And then—it 
happened. 

All my life, I’ve suffered 
from panic attacks. For those 
who don’t know, a panic at-
tack (for me at least), feels like 
death.3 My mind genuinely 
convinces me that I’m dying, 
and my body reacts by doing 
all those things you wouldn’t 
want to do at a reception: 
sweating, crying, shaking 
and, my favorite, going tem-
porarily blind. Yes, you read 
that right, when I have a panic attack, I completely 
lose my vision for about twenty minutes. So there I 
was, standing in a circle of lawyers when it hit. And 
I had absolutely no control. But I was fortunate. 

The lawyers around me instantly recognized 
that something was wrong, and they took me by 
the arm into a separate area. They got me water, 
food, and fresh air. They were nothing short of in-
credible. And I was, of course, mortified. I blew it. 
I couldn’t even handle being in a crowded room, 

how could I be a lawyer at this amazing firm? My 
Goodmans dreams were over. So, I left the recep-
tion, head hanging, and heart hurting.

I went home to my parents and I cried. A lot. I 
was embarrassed. Embarrassed that my mental 

health wasn’t as strong as I 
had thought. Embarrassed 
that I showed vulnerability 
in front of my favorite firm. 
And embarrassed that I said 
first choice to a firm that 
would undoubtedly reject 
me. My parents, not know-
ing anything about the law 
or law firms or the intensity 
of this whole process, laughed 
with me.4 Their laughter 
calmed me enough that I 
could sleep. So, I did, not 

looking forward to my next day at Goodmans. 
When I awoke, I had emails and voicemails 

from lawyers at Goodmans who had heard what 
happened. And guess what? They were checking 
in on me, making sure I was alright. I was slightly 
mortified but also very appreciative. And when I 
went into Goodmans later that day, lawyers were 
saying they heard a lot about me—all positive 
things! My host let me know that my mental health 
issues were okay there. I would be accepted as I was 

and had nothing to be embarrassed about. And for 
the first time, I felt like that was true. I could be me, 
here, at Goodmans.

I’ll spare you the anxiety. On Wednesday at 
5:00 p.m., Goodmans called me. I accepted their 
offer. I had found my fit, and found my people. But 
this story isn’t just a plug for Goodmans—it’s big-
ger than that. Yes, Goodmans was great. But, 
more importantly, the legal field is changing. You 
no longer have to contort yourself to fit into a tiny 
little box. To the 26% of students at the faculty 
who suffer from mental health issues, I want you to 
know that it’s okay. You may be in the minority, 
but you are not alone. You are enough, exactly the 
way you are. The reason you’re in law school is 
that you deserve to be here, and I hope that when 
you go job hunting, you find a firm that recognizes 
your worth. If you ever need an ear, reach out to 
upper years like myself, Yukimi, or anyone you feel 
comfortable with. We want to help! We want you 
to find your Goodmans.

1 Joke’s on me cause I only ended up doing five in-firms, two re-
ceptions, two dinners and a lunch. Ha, ha, ha who was I kid-
ding with the NINE IN-FIRMS?!?

2 I acknowledge that this is incredibly creepy but pls understand 
how scared I was.

3 Not even exaggerating.
4 TBH, it was probably at me, but whatever.

When I have a panic 
attack, I completely 
lose my vision… So 

there I was, standing in 
a circle of lawyers when 

it hit. And I had 
absolutely no control… 
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Class of 2020 Survey Results
SUJUNG LEE (3L), MATTHEW PRIOR (2L), SUHASINI RAO (2L), RORY SMITH (2L), AND HONGHU WANG (2L)

Every year, Ultra Vires surveys 2Ls on a variety of demographic and recruitment data. This 
survey presents the Class of 2020 data. Thank you to everyone who completed the survey. 

The below is self-reported survey data, so the usual caveats apply (see “Grades and Such”). 
This year, we had 117 individual responses from a class size of about 200, for an ~58.5% re-
sponse rate. 

For privacy reasons, every effort was made to keep datasets from being identif iable. Given the 
breadth and depth of the questions asked (and answers reported), there was a large risk that in-

dividual students could be identif ied through a combination of demographic factors, which 
could then link them to their remaining responses. As such, before any analysis was done, re-
sponses were separated into the distinct categories being examined so as to prevent cross-refer-
encing. For example, when looking at age, a separate spreadsheet was created that contained 
only age data, with all other responses having been deleted. Similar measures were taken with 
all the analysis that was performed to minimize the risk of students’ responses being linked to 
their identities.

DEMOGRAPHICS
Age

Sexual Orientation

Gender Identity

Visible Minority

84%
Straight

Prefer not to disclose

Non-Binary

Male

Female

Median age: 24 years

57%
Female

42%
Male

1%
Non-Binary

10%
Bisexual

5%
Gay/Lesbian

1%
Prefer not to disclose

63%
Not a Visible 

Minority

37%
Visible 
Minority
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Ethnicity

Religion

Number of Languages Spoken Languages Spoken

High School Location

Note:
64% of respondents indicated that 
religion was not at all important, 
while the rest were evenly split 
between somewhat important to 
very important. 

RECRUITMENT SPECIAL

10%
Outside Canada

22%
Elsewhere in 

Canada

68%
Ontario
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FAMILY HISTORY

ACADEMIC AND WORK HISTORY

Country of Birth Parents Country of Birth

LSAT Score Years Worked Before Law School 

Undergraduate GPAUndergraduate Program

Median score: 167

Median GPA: 3.8
Measured on the OLSAS scale (cumulative). 

Rounded to the nearest tenth.

RECRUITMENT SPECIAL

83%
Do not have a 

postgrad degree

17%
Have a 
postgrad degree

20%
One parent born 
outside of Canada

38%
Both parents born 
in Canada

42%
Both parents born 
outside of Canada

77%
Born in Canada

23%
Born outside of 

Canada

Prefer 
not to 

disclose

Postgraduate Degree

Private
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FINANCIAL HISTORY
Public or Private High School

First in Family to Attend Law School

Did your expected debt load influence 
the employers you applied to?

Total Expected Debt Upon Graduation

Parental Household Income 

Private

No

RECRUITMENT SPECIAL

43%
No

84%
First in family

57%
Yes

16%
Not first in family

73%
Public

23%
Private

4%
Other/Prefer not to disclose

1%
Prefer not to disclose
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MENTAL HEALTH

POLITICAL AND SOCIAL LIFE

Support for Federal Political Party

Prefer not to 
disclose

Liberal

NDP
Conservative

Green

Varies

Prefer not to disclose

Of those who self-reported mental health 
conditions, 70% indicated that the frequency of 
their experience with the condition increased 
somewhat or significantly while at law school. 74% 
indicated that the severity of their experience with 
the condition increased somewhat or significantly 
while at law school. Personal and academic factors 
were the leading contributors to the change in 
frequency or severity, while extracurriculars and 
financial factors were also cited as contributors. 

Separately, 78% of those who self-reported mental 
health conditions indicated that they accessed 
mental health resources either through the law 
school or the university. 

RECRUITMENT SPECIAL

71%
Do not have mental 
health condition

6%
Prefer not to disclose

23%
Have mental 

health 
condition
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Call to the Bar (Pub Night) Attendance Binge Drinking Frequency

Recreational Marijuana Usage

Study Drug Usage Other Recreational Drug Usage

A couple times
a year

Prefer not to disclose

Prefer not to disclose

Prefer not to disclose

YesPrefer not to disclose

Researchers define binge drinking as having many drinks on 
one occasion: five or more drinks for a male, or four or more 

drinks for a female. A drink is defined as: 12 oz/341 mL 
regular strength beer (5% alcohol), 5 oz/142 mL wine (12% 

alcohol), or 1.5 oz / 43 mL liquor (40% alcohol). 
Source: CAMH.
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17%
Weekly

21%
Weekly

11%
Weekly

11%
Monthly

20%
Monthly

7%
Monthly

41%
Couple times

 a year

32%
Couple times
a year

28%
Couple times

a year

11%
Couple times

a year

31%
Never

26%
Never

52%
Never

84%
Never

4%
Prefer not to disclose1%

Monthly

2%
Prefer not to disclose

2%
Prefer not to disclose

1%
Prefer not to disclose

4%
Yes

94%
No
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Factors Associated with 1L 
Grades and Recruit Success
Nothing predicts anything
RORY SMITH (2L)

Using the data provided from 86 – 113 stu-
dents (exact numbers var ied depending on 
the exact combinat ion of factors used), a 
var iety of stat ist ical models were used to 
try and ident i fy factors that are associated 
with a high 1L GPA and recruit success.1

It is important to note that none of these 
relat ionships are necessar i ly causal.2 In ad-
dit ion, many of the factors have smal l sam-
ple sizes, so drawing conclusions about the 
data is suspect at best. General ly, any anal-
ysis that involved a sample of fewer than 
ten students was excluded to try and mit i-
gate this ef fect.3

Factors Associated with 1L GPA
Only three factors ended up having a sig-
nif icant associat ion with 1L GPA. A higher 

LSAT score is associated with a higher 
GPA (every 1-point increase in LSAT an-
t icipates an average increase of 0.24 GPA), 
whi le older students fare worse than their 
younger classmates (every addit ional year 
ant icipates an average decrease of 0.38 
GPA). Having completed a postgraduate 
degree4 before attending law school a lso 
ant icipated an average GPA decrease of 
1.8.

Despite these factors being signif icant, 
the overal l correlat ion was quite weak (R2 
= 0.13). So whi le the mean 1L GPA in-
creases with higher LSAT and decreases 
with higher age and having completed a 
postgraduate degree, these factors poorly 
explain the var iat ion within the data and 
are cannot be used for accurate predict ions 
of an indiv idual’s GPA.

Signif icant Factors Insignif icant Factors
And in a rather exhaust ing5 set of analy-

sis, the fol lowing factors were found to have 
no signif icant associat ion with 1L GPA:

Gender (p = 0.11)

First to Attend Law (p = 0.31)

Household Income (p = 0.43)

Public or Private High School (p = 0.55)

Undergrad GPA (p = 0.61)

Studying Independently/In Groups (p = 0.72)

Intro/Extroversion (p = 0.79)

Country of Birth (p = 0.95)

Sexual Orientation (p = 0.12)

Political Party Support (p = 0.33)

Race (p = 0.51)

Pub Night Attendance (p = 0.56)

Number of Languages Spoken (p = 0.69)

Undergrad Program of Study (p = 0.76)

Binge Drinking (p = 0.87)

Mental Health Condition (p = 0.99)

Factors Associated with Recruit 
Outcome
The ef fect of 1L grades are the subject of 
their own art icle, so the fol lowing conclu-
sions do not apply to 1L GPA. Looking for 
other factors associated with recruit out-
comes, a similar analysis to the above was 
per formed. In a pretty surpr ising turn (and 
somewhat spoi led by the t it le of this art i-
cle), not a single factor was found to be as-
sociated with recruit outcome with only 
one, l imited except ion. 

This was true for both overal l success 
( i.e., employed or not) as wel l as at every 
stage of the recruitment process. This is in 
contrast to pr ior years, which found that 
factors such as having a commerce under-
grad, high extroversion, or support ing the 
Conservat ive party were al l strongly corre-
lated with recruit success. 

The only factor with any signif icant as-
sociat ion was having a JD/MBA (which 
matched prev ious years’ data). However, 
having a JD/MBA was only signif icant at 
the In-Firm Conversion stage (p = 0.00079), 
a lthough it was not signif icant ly associated 
with overal l employment, nor with success 
at any other stage of the process.

1 The exact technique used depended on the type of data. Backward stepwise 
regression was used for pairs of potentially correlated values (such as age 
and GPA), t-tests and ANOVA were used for comparison of means (such 
as race and GPA), and chi-squared tests were used for binary-type data 
(such race as and recruit success)

2 We also played pretty fast and loose with independence and normalcy 
checks as well. 

3 Sorry, performing arts majors.
4 Unfortunately, the very smart people who created the survey forgot to 

clarify what postgraduate degree meant, as it seems some people inter-
preted as to mean a Master’s Degree or higher, while others thought it 
meant only a PhD. The First-Year Class Profile assembled by the Fac-
ulty indicates that 19% of the Class of 2020 have a graduate-level educa-
tion. 

5  If not exhaustive.

RECRUITMENT SPECIAL
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Stuff About Grades
RORY SMITH (2L)

As students, we all have a nebulous sense that 
grades matter. Most importantly, you want to 
know how you stack up against your classmates 
and what sort of recruitment success can you ex-
pect based on your GPA. And so, with as much 
statistical rigour as I can remember from under-
grad,1 and subject to more caveats than we would 
like, here are the findings for the class of 2020.

Grade Distribution Class of 2020
109 students reported their 1L grades. Of these, 
92 participated in the Toronto 2L recruit and, of 
these, 86 also reported their number of applica-
tion, OCIs, in-firms, and offers. Therefore, ap-
proximately 55% of the 2020 class reported their 
grades. This represents a significant decrease 
from previous years, following the general trend 
of declining response rate.2

However, do not take the reported distribution 
as the actual grade breakdown for the class of 
2020’s 1L year. For one, because the survey tar-
gets all 2020 graduates (i.e., those eligible for the 
2019 Summer Recruit), the data include JD stu-
dents who began 1L in 2017 as well as combined 
degree students who began 1L in 2016. Further-
more, self-selection bias in who responds to the 
survey will further distort the data from the true 
grade distribution.3 As such, the information pre-
sented may not accurately reflect the actual distri-
bution of grades for the 2017 1L class.

There is still value in presenting the data col-
lected; however, the limitations mentioned above 
should be kept in mind. This piece will later ad-
dress the effects of self-selection bias and non-dis-
closure.

As in years past, all analysis considered stu-
dent’s unweighted GPA.4 Unweighted GPA was 
used under the assumption that employers do not 
factor in credit weightings when reviewing tran-
scripts and simply “eyeball it.” Unweighted GPA 
was also used for ease of comparison with report-
ing from previous years. Conveniently, this has 
the effect that every 1-point increase in GPA cor-
responds with an additional “H” on the tran-
script.5

For the class of 2020, the median student has a 
GPA of 27, which corresponds to a transcript with 
6 Hs. Due to credit weightings, it is difficult to 
translate the cutoff for distinction to a pure num-
ber of Hs. Some students with unweighted GPAs 
of 30 did not receive distinction, while others with 
unweighted GPAs of 29 did. Regardless, the cut-
off for distinction was approximately 8–9 Hs. 6

Effect of Self-Selection Bias
As mentioned above, there is a significant risk 
that the sample of students who reported their 1L 
grades is not representative of the student body as 
a whole. To estimate the direction and magnitude 
of any self-selection bias, we estimated the ex-
pected number of each grade given out for a stu-
dent body of 109 students and compared this to 
the grades reported.

Assuming that the grading follows the curve 
published by the law school7 and assuming a class 
size of 200, the expected number of each grade 
across the seven 1L classes can be computed.8 
These assumptions are somewhat tenuous as 
small group professors have the discretion to de-
viate from the strict curve owing to the small 
class size, and even in larger classes, professors 
have some discretion; however, the resulting 
change in the grade distribution is unknown and 
as such, cannot be accurately modeled. Regard-
less, this effect is likely to be small but would re-
sult in the true number of Hs or HHs being high-
er than anticipated by the model below.

Not surprisingly, there is a clear bias to-
wards nondisclosure of lower grades. It is 
unknown if this is because students with 
lower grades did not participate in the re-
cruit and therefore declined to answer the 
survey or for any other number of reasons 
one would not wish to report their grades. 
On average, the 91 students who did not 
disclose their 1L grades had a transcript 
with 0.5 HHs, 1.4 Hs, and 5.1 Ps, for an 
overall GPA of 23.5.9 It is unknown exactly 
how the unreported grades are distr ibuted 
amongst students, so quarti le ef fects cannot 
be computed. However, adding these hypo-
thetical students back into the distr ibution 
changes the overall mean from 26.6 to 25.2, 
which is l ikely a more accurate est imate of 
the true average. Hopefully, this provides 
some measure of comfort to students 
alarmed by an average artif icial ly inf lated 
by underreporting.

Grades and Recruit Success
It is anticipated that higher grades lead to greater 
success in the recruit. This has been the general 
trend in years prior; however, the data for this 
year paints a much murkier picture. The follow-
ing data are only from the 86 students who re-
ported both grades and recruit success, for a re-
sponse rate of 43%.

The analysis considered the three different 
stages of the recruit separately: submitting ap-
plications for OCIs (application conversion 
rate), being selected for in-firm interviews (OCI 
conversion rate), and receiving an offer after an 
in-firm (infirm conversion rate). In addition, it 
also considered whether a student ended up em-
ployed or not (i.e., they received at least one of-
fer; no students turned down all offers). Per-
forming regression analysis between GPA and 
the three different conversion rates, the impor-
tance of GPA at each stage can be assessed. 
Overall employment status was assessed by 
comparing the mean GPA of employed and un-
employed students respectively.

Surprisingly, GPA did not have a significant impact 
on whether a student ended up employed or not. 
Specifically, the GPA of students who received offers 
was not significantly higher than the GPA of stu-
dents who did not receive offers.10 However, there 
was at least one significant finding when considering 

the recruit stages separately.
Unsurprisingly, grades have the most effect when 

converting applications into OCIs; indeed, this is 
the only stage at which grades are significant at α = 
0.05. Grades have no significant impact at either the 
OCI or In-firm stage, although they are particular-
ly unimportant for converting OCIs. This confirms 
the view that OCIs are primarily assessing candi-
dates based on non-academic factors.

Luckily for anyone sweating their grades, over 
half of the people in the bottom quarter of the class 
ended up employed, although this is likely where a 
large majority of the self-selection bias comes into 
play. Alternatively, one could consider the expected 
number of applications necessary to secure employ-
ment from the reported conversion rates. For each 
quartile, these are:

Hopefully, the recruit will seem a lot less daunt-
ing with this knowledge in hand (for those of you 
who would rather do a hundred recruits than have 
to read another page full of charts and numbers, 
thank you just for making it this far). Grades may 
determine your self-worth (bad habits die hard) but 
they are not the end-all and be-all when it comes to 
the summer recruit. Best of luck, Class of 2021!12

1 I expect angry letters from those of you with a statistics background.
2 69% for the class of 2019 and 75% for the class of 2018.
3 As a matter of integrity, it is assumed that no students deliberately misre-

ported their grades.
4 As given in the Academic Handbook: 5 for HH, 4 for H, 3 for P, 1 for LP, 

0 for F.
5 These Hs can be in any combination, for example, 3 HHs and 4 Ps result  

in the same GPA as 2 HHs 2 Hs and 3 Ps, for a total of 6 “H”s.
6 We asked respondents to indicate if they received distinction.
7 15% HH, 30% H, 55% P. With no accurate way to predict the number of 

LPs and Fs, it was assumed that none were given out.
8 Expected = %ofTotal*Number of Students*Number of Classes. Ex. 

(15%)*(200)*(7) = 210
9 Numbers may not align perfectly due to rounding.
10 Although it was close, p = 0.074 in the 2-sample t-test.
11 UV takes no responsibility for students who take these numbers as gospel 

and fail to secure employment.
12 And may the recruiters have mercy on your souls.
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 A Couple More 
Observations on 1L Grades
There’s something fishy with LRW & LPPE
RORY SMITH (2L)

With the sl ight ly more ser ious elements of the analysis over with, here are two of the more 
interest ing observat ions that were found when playing with the data. 

The Most Dif f icult Class
There is probably not going to be a def init ive answer to which class is the most dif f icult1 

and this art icle is not going to provide a whole lot of clar ity. The grading of a l l classes on 
a curve makes it d if f icult for direct comparisons of class average. Barr ing some professo-
r ia l discret ion, the average of each class should be ident ical. However, as a related ques-
t ion, a quest ion was raised as to what classes the top students found the most chal lenging, 
or, at least, d id worse in on average when compared to their other classes. For the students 
in the top 10% of the survey sample, as measured by unweighted GPA, 2 the grades break-
down by class is as fol lows:3

Leaving aside LRW and LPPE (we’l l be ta lk ing about those later), high-performing stu-
dents tended to struggle the most in Torts. In contrast, they saw great success in Property; 
of the students in this sample, a l l but 3 achieved an HH in Property. This isn’t the same 
as say ing that the classes as a whole were more or less dif f icult , but, among every f ive top-
performing students, they averaged barely more than an H apiece in LPPE, but averaged 
4 HHs and 1 H in Property.

Correlations Between Classes
Another quest ion worth answering is how wel l does one’s grade in any one class predict 
their grade in any other class. To do this, the correlat ion in the grade distr ibut ion be-
tween each pair of classes was calculated. For reference, i f every pair of classes had a cor-
relat ion of 1 ( i.e. every student received the same grade in every class4), the GPA distr ibu-
t ion would resemble the fol lowing:

Instead, i f every pair of classes had a correlat ion of 0 ( i.e., a student’s grades in one 
class had no relat ionship with their grades in any other class) the class distr ibut ion would 
look l ike this:5

The grade distr ibut ion reported by the 2020 class can be found in the “Stuf f About 
Grades” art icle. The ful l matr ix of class-pair correlat ions is below

From this, a few things jump out:

1. The correlations are much closer to 0 than to 1, with an overall average of 0.13, although this 
improves to 0.16 if we remove LRW and LPPE. Regardless, all of the correlations are quite weak 
and even the strongest correlation, 0.32, is only indicative (and barely at that) of a moderate posi-
tive relationship. This suggests that, potentially, success in each class depends on a different abil-
ity that is only weakly transferable between classes. Or, if there is a general “law school ability” 
the classes do a poor job of translating it into a grade. Importantly, this does not suggest that the 
grading within a class is random, only that the grade in one class only very weakly predicts your 
grade in another class.6

2. LRW and LPPE have negative associations with several other classes. For example, doing well in 
LRW is correlated with doing poorly in Contracts and Criminal (although the size of this effect is 
essentially zero). Even when not negative, LRW and LPPE have correlations with other classes 
that are very small or essentially zero. Their only decently-strong correlation is with each other, 
and even that would be deemed weak according to the general guidelines. Intuitively, it feels like 
the skills of “doing research” and “writing” should be common to all law classes (and law gener-
ally). However, the data suggest that either LRW is accurately measuring student’s writing skills, 
but having strong writing skills are in no way predictive of success in other classes (bolstered by 
the fact that students in the top 10% by unweighted GPA did second-poorest in LRW on average) 
or LRW is not accurately measuring student’s writing skills, but strong writing skills are still 
transferable between classes. There is just something not quite right with these two courses.7

3. There isn't a significant difference in the correlations between public law classes and private law 
classes. Criminal and Constitutional have the third strongest individual correlation, but Consti-
tutional has a stronger relationship with Property. And while Property and Contracts have de-
cently strong correlations (at least relative to the strength of their correlations to other classes), 
neither have a strong correlation with Torts. The similarities between classes clearly transcend 
the public/private distinction.

While there are probably more interesting tidbits hidden in the data, this endeavor has already 
eaten up far too much of Reading Week (and those term papers aren’t writing themselves). Sadly, 
any other hidden gems will probably have to remain hidden.8

1  For the record, I felt that Torts was the most difficult, although LPPE was the most difficult to stay awake in..
2 This corresponds to an unweighted GPA of 30 or greater. Distinction standing wasn’t used for this analysis as the credit weighting would bias the sample 

against LPPE and LRW as lower weighted classes.
3 The mean difference between classes was significant at p < 0.01.
4 Given the set proportions that the curve assigns grades in, there is no way to have a correlation of 1 without every student receiving the same grade in every 

class.
5 Based on a class of 200. Average of 100 simulated grade distributions.
6 However, if there is a unifying set of skills that lead to success in several classes (as seems intuitively the case) the low correlations found lend credence to the 

idea that 1L grading, if not law school grading generally, is much more random than we would like.
7 In more ways than just the correlations. 
8 Editor’s Note: If anyone would like to delve further into the data, please contact us. 
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