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In addition, and more importantly, the definition of good character is
linked to morality and ethics. It is one’s ability to do the right thing—to
act in the right way—which constitutes one’s good character.?’ This is also
expressed in the idea that good character requires the possession of virtues.
As the Law Society of Upper Canada goes on to say: “Good character
connotes moral or ethical strength, distinguishable as an amalgam of
virtuous or socially acceptable attributes or traits which undoubtedly
include, among others, integrity, candour, empathy, and honesty.”** Good
character is thus defined not simply as a matter of moral behaviour, but also
as a matter of having the virtues which will result in moral behaviour.

Character is not fixed, however. The Law Society of Upper Canada
has consistently emphasized that character can change with time, and
that the relevant question is the character of the applicant at the time of
application, not some prior moment; the relevant test is the applicant’s.
“good character at the time of the hearing.””! The Law Society notes that
the “transition from being a person not of good character to one of good
character is a process, not an event. It may or may not happen to someone
who was not of good character.”?

All of these aspects of character are reflected in the definitions given
in the various Law Society of Upper Canada decisions and, as well, by
the frequently cited definition offered by then bencher (and now retired
Justice) Mary Southin in her 1977 article addressing how the good
character requirement is administered in British Columbia;3?

29. Inarather perplexing quotation the Law Society of Upper Canada stated the relationship between
character and behaviour in this way: “Dr. Klassen described the relationship between character and
behaviour, stating that behaviour flows from character. In 1994, the applicant displayed bad behaviour
from which an inference could be drawn about bad character. In 1999, the applicant displayed good
behaviour. The question for Dr. Klassen was whether this was the result of a conscious decision on the
part of the applicant to change his behaviour without an underlying change of character (in which case,
his earlier behaviour was related to transient factors), or whether that good behaviour flowed from the
applicant’s bad character as yet unchanged.” Preyra v. Law Society of Upper Canada, [2000] L.S.D.D.
No. 60 at para. 33 (QL) [Preyra #1]. The relationship between behaviour and character is discussed
more below with respect to the principles applied to determine who has, and who does not have, good
character.
30. P (DM), supra note 28 at 22. The Law Society has also described good character as “inevitably
. judged or perceived as a bundle of virtues™: In the Matter of an Application by Michael John Spicer
for Admission to the Law Society of Upper Canada, Reasons of Convocation, May 1, 1994 at para. 23
[Spicer]. .
31. Preyra#l, supranote 29 at para. 8
32. Ibid. at para. 42.
33. With the significant exception of the LSUC’s emphasis on mutability of character, which Southin
expressly fejects: “I have never seen any evidence that the character of grown men and women
improved with age.” Southin, supra note 4 at 135.
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Character within the Act comprises in my opinion at least these
qualities:

1. An appreciation of the difference between right and wrong;

2. Themoral fibre to do that which is right, no matter how uncomfortable
the doing may be and not to do that which is wrong no matter what
the consequences may be to oneself;

3. A belief that the law at least so far as it forbids things which
are malum in se must be upheld and the courage to see that it is
upheld.® :

An applicant of good character should, then, be someone who, in his
or her individual personality, has demonstrated behaviour consistent with
the possession of moral virtues, and the courage to act in furtherance of
them and the law’s morality. ‘

Given this definition, how do the law societies determine whether an
applicant has this character? The approach used in the various published
decisions, and in the LSM Guidelines, is to focus on the applicant’s
current character as evidenced by past misconduct but also, and more
importantly, as demonstrated by information about the applicant’s current
conduct, reformation and rehabilitation. The applicant has an obligation
to demonstrate, on a balance of probabilities and through “clear and
convincing proof based on cogent evidence,”* that he or she is currently
of good character, taking into account: “a. the nature and duration of
the {prior] misconduct; b. whether the applicant is remorseful; ¢. what
rehabilitative efforts, if any, have been taken, and the success of such

34. Southin, ibid. at 129.
35. Law Society of Upper Canada v. Birman, 2005 ONLHP 6, [2005] L.S.D.D. No. 13 at para. 6
[Birman #1].
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efforts; d. the applicant’s conduct since the proven misconduct.” Also of
apparent relevance are circumstances which mitigate the otherwise morally
doubtful prior conduct, including, for example, strains experienced by the
applicant at the time, and alcohol addiction or use.”’

The most significant uncertainty about the standards against which
an applicant’s character will be judged is the specific relevance of the
likelihood of future misconduct. On the one hand it appears, as discussed in
the previous section, that the prevention of future misconduct by admitted
. lawyers is central to the entire existence of the good character requirement.
In at least one case a person was denied admission in part because the Law
Society was not satisfied that he would not re-offend.* On the other hand,
there exists a strong reluctance to base character determinations on this
consideration. Indeed, the Law Society of Upper Canada has stated on
numerous occasions that an applicant is not required to demonstrate that
he is at low risk of acting badly in the future:

Convocation respectfully believes that the relevant and applicable test is
not whether the risk of further or future abuse by an applicant upon the
public trust is too high, but simply whether the applicant has established
his or her good character on the balance of probabilities. Mr. Rizzotto did
not need to demonstrate good character beyond a reasonable doubt, nor
was he obligated to provide a warranty or assurance that in the future he
would not breach the public trust. The Act does not permit a Committee
to apply any other test than that relating to the question of an applicant’s

36. Ibid. at para. 15. The LSM Guidelines, supra note 23, list fifteen considerations to be taken into
account: 1. the applicant’s candour, sincerity and full disclosure in the filings and proceedings as to
character and fitness; 2. the materiality of any omissions or misrepresentations; 3. the nature and extent
of the applicant’s voluntary treatment or rehabilitation; 4. the applicant’s current attitude about the
subject of their disclosure (e.g. acceptance of responsibility for the renunciation of past wrongdoing,
and remorse); 5. the applicant’s subsequent constructive activities and accomplishments; 6. evidence
of character and moral fitness including the reasonably informed opinion of others regarding the
applicant’s present moral character; and [sic] 7. in light of the entire record of the applicant, whether
admission of the applicant would adversely affect the confidence of the public in the legal profession
in Manitoba as an honourable, ethical and competent profession; 8. the nature and character of any
offences committed; 9. the number and duration of offences; 10. the age and maturity of the applicant
when any offences were committed; 11. the social and historical context in which any offences were
committed; 12. the sufficiency of the punishment given for any offences; 13. the grant or denial of a
pardon or discharge for any offences committed; 14. the number of years that have elapsed since the
last offence was committed, and the presence or absence of misconduct during that period; 15. the
extent to which the applicant has made restitution and to which, if known, the restitution was made
voluntarily at the initiative of the applicant, or as a consequence of the order of the Court.

37. Birman #1, supra note 35. See also: Law Society of Upper Canada v. Levesque, {2005] L.S.D.D
No. 38 (QL) [Levesque] and Law Society of Upper Canada v. Schuchert, [2001] L.S.D.D. No. 63 (QLY
[Schuchert]. For a contrary view of the relevance of stressful circumstances, where the Committee
emphasized the need for a lawyer to be ethical even when under stress, see Law Society of Upper
Canada v. D’Souza, [2002] L.S.D.D No. 62 (QL) [DSouza].

38. P(DM), supra note 28.
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good character.”

With this uncertainty noted, however, it appears that the general matters
of relevance to the determination of good character are straightforward.
They relate to the nature of past misconduct, the circumstances which may
mitigate it, what the applicant has done to address past conduct by way
of reform or rehabilitation, and other information about the applicant’s
current moral character.

4, How is the good character requirement applied in specific cases?
From the limited materials available there thus appears to be a relative
degree of consensus with respect to the purposes of the good character
requirement, the definition of good character, and the standards for assessing
character. When, however, one reviews the reported decisions this clarity
quickly evaporates. In this section I will, after providing a summary of the
notable decisions, indicate the wide variation in the treatment of applicants
whose past raises issues of character.

a. A brief history of the application of the good character requirement
The very first reported decision on the good character requirement is a
1950 decision of the British Columbia Court of Appeal, Martin v. Law
Society of British Columbia.®® In' Martin the Court held that the Law
Society of British Columbia was entitled to refuse admission on the basis
of character because the applicant was an admitted communist. The Court
held that adherence to the socially destructive goals of communism was
inconsistent with admission to the bar.

Martin is, however, something of a stand-alone decision. There are
no other reported Canadian good character decisions from any time prior
to 1989, and no other reported Canadian decisions either prior to 1989 or
thereafter in which the political beliefs of an applicant have resulted in her
exclusion. Further, Martin has played no precedential role—it has never
been cited—in subsequent good character decisions.

“In the modem era, the first decision of note is the 1989 decision of the
Law Society of Upper Canada in P(DM).# The applicant, DMP, had been
convicted of offences related to sexual acts with two children. One of the
children was a profoundly deaf eight-year-old girl whom he had met while
working as a school bus driver, and with whom he engaged in sexual acts

39. In the Matter of an Application for Admission to the Law Society of Upper Canada by Joseph
Rizzotto, Reasons of Convocation, September 14, 1992 at para. 32 [Rizzotto] [emphasis added]. See
also Preyra #1, supra note 29 at para. 8.

40. [1950] 3 D.L.R. 173 [Martin].

41. Supranote 28.
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until she was sixteen. The second child was his seven-year-old biological
daughter, with whom he engaged in sexual activities from the time that
she was four years old. In assessing DMP’s character the Law Society
-heard evidence about the offences and also about his troubled life. It also
received a variety of highly favourable character references, including
_ several from lawyers in the law firm for which DPM articled. Additionally,
the Law Society heard expert evidence. Some was supportive and to the
effect that DMP was “not at risk for future sexual misconduct, is truly
remorseful, and is indeed cured,”? while other expert evidence strongly
challenged this conclusion. Finally, the Committee heard disconcerting
evidence from DMP himself. In particular, the Committee was troubled
by DMP’s testimony that he had reached a reasoned conclusion that his
- sexual acts were not wrongful, despite his knowledge that society would
condemn them:
‘Mr. P pointed out that as a university student majoring in philosophy
he had taken an ethics course which had helped him to rationalize that
the only reason for prohibiting adult sexual activities with children was
to protect infants from potential harm. So long as he acted lovingly
towards children, causing them no palpable physical or emotional harm,
it was quite permissible for him, he thought to demonstrate his “love”
by engaging with them in sexual conduct. Thus, if he were guilty of a
crime, it was nonetheless a victimless crime. Having persuaded himself
that because of his love for them D and X had suffered no injury or pain

Mr. P believed he was free to act as he pleased irrespective of society’s
strictures.”

Based on this evidence, and after setting out the principles discussed in
earlier sections with respect to the definition, purposes and standards of
the good character requirement, the Committee refused to admit DMP.
They concluded that they were “not satisfied” that he had changed the
“moral code and structure of beliefs” which allowed him to engage in this
wrongdoing.*

Three years after its decision in P(DM) the Law Society of Upper
Canada considered the application of Joseph Rizzotto.* Mr. Rizzotto
was employed by the municipality of Frobisher Bay and while there he
committed election fraud—he forged ballots—in an attempt to keep the
incumbent mayor in office. Mr. Rizzotto’s forged ballots were identified.
He was charged and convicted after a guilty plea, briefly imprisoned and

42. Ibid. at 14.

43, Ibid. até6.

44. Ibid. at 24,

45. Rizzotto, supra note 39.
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released. Upon his release he attended law school at Windsor. He was not
asked about any criminal convictions by Windsor and did not disclose any.
In addition to information about his conviction, evidence was received
by the Law Society concerning the community’s continued outrage over
the offence, from professors at Windsor who attested to Rizzotto’s good
character, and from Rizzotto himself. The original Committee rejected
Mr. Rizzotto’s application for admission, relying on his non-disclosure
of the offence to Windsor, the continued community outrage, a lack of
confidence that he would not again breach the public trust, and a general
lack of faith in his credibility. The Committee’s decision was overturned
by Convocation who admitted Rizzotto. Convocation viewed the
Committee’s lack of confidence in a future breach of the public trust as
irrelevant (for the reasons cited carlier on the applicable standards). It
held that there had been too much emphasis on the severity of the original
crimes and the non-disclosure to Windsor, and insufficient emphasis on
the references from his professors at Windsor.

Louis Rajnauth was another applicant whose character was viewed:
variably.*s Prior to and during law school Mr. Rajnauth committed
insurance fraud against two insurance companies. In addition, he attempted
to affect the criminal proceedings against him by discouraging potential
witnesses from testifying. The Committee was presented with evidence
about the crimes and aiso about Mr. Rajnauth’s rehabilitation. Two of the
Committee members viewed Mr. Rajnauth as rehabilitated, but one did
not. The minority opinion was accepted by Convocation who declined to
admit Mr. Rajnauth. This decision was upheld on judicial review.

At around the same time the Law Society of Upper Canada also
declined to admit Michael Spicer.*’” Mr. Spicer was a graduate of the
University of Saskatchewan law school who was admitted by the Law
Society of Upper Canada as a student-at-law. He was, however, denied
admission as-a member as a result of an allegation that he had sexual
intercourse with a twelve-year-old student during his previous career as
a teacher. Mr. Spicer had been acquitted of this offence; however, the
student gave testimony before the Law Society Committee which was
supported by corroborative evidence. The Committee concluded “that
Mr. Spicer breached his fiduciary duty by engaging in sexual intercourse
with his 12-year-old pupil...[and] that Mr. Spicer was neither honest nor

46. Rajnauth, supra note 25.
47. Spicer, supra note 30.
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candid when testifying under oath”.*® These findings of fact were held to
- be “dispositive” on the issue of Mr. Spicer’s character.* o

Another important decision comes from Quebec. On November 16,
1990, after an altercation in which his mother swung at him with a baseball
bat, Sébastien Brousseau stabbed her forty times and slit her throat. On the
advice of psychological experts the Crown charged Mr. Brousseau with
manslaughter. He was convicted and briefly imprisoned. Upon his release
in 1992 he attended law school but had difficulty obtaining admission
to the bar examination school. The Barreau du Quebec consistently (on
five occasions) refused to enrol Mr. Brousseau because of the severity of
‘his past misconduct. It did this despite receiving considerable evidence
supportive of his rehabilitation and character.®* On May 31, 2006, after a
number of judicial review proceedings with respect to its decisions, the -
Barreau agreed to enrol Mr. Brousseau.’!

In his application for admission to the Law Society of Upper Canada
Joseph Schuchert presented a criminal history more extensive but less
serious than Mr. Brousseau’s. Mr. Schuchert had been convicted of four
counts of mischief, one count of break and enter with intent to commit
theft, and two counts of theft under $1000. He was also convicted of
welfare fraud in the United States, was discharged from employment
and was “evicted from numerous premises, both private and public,
due to disruptive behaviour.”’? Mr. Schuchert had been pardoned for his
convictions in Canada. The Committee additionally heard evidence about
his troubled childhood, the substance abuse which coincided with his
criminal convictions, his significant period of sobriety and freedom from
criminal convictions prior to his application, and the treatment which he
had received. Finally, the Committee received a number of very supportive
character references. This history, when combined with the panel’s
assessment of Mr. Schuchert as a witness, led the Committee to conclude
that he was presently of good character and should be admitted.

The next case addressed issues of dishonesty outside the criminal
context. Alan Preyra had falsified his academic record in applying for
articling positions with prospective employers. He was also not completely

48. Ibid. at para. 48.
49. Ibid. at para. 52.
50. This evidence is mentioned in the 2001 decision of the Quebec Court of Appeal which overturned

the then Professions Tribunal decision permitting Mr. Brousseau to enrol and restored the negative

decision of the Barreau: Brousseau v. Barreau du Québec (2001) 200 D.L.R. (4*) 470 at 487 (Qc.
C.A)) [Brousseau].

51. Tu Thanh Ha, “Quebec killer wins right to become lawyer” The Globe and Mail (7 July 2006),
online: <http://www.theglobeandmail.com>.

52. Schuchert, supra note 37 at para. 6.
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open with various people in his life, including his employers, until just
before the Law Society of Upper Canada’s hearing into his application.
In the first hearing into his application’® Mr. Preyra gave information
about his stable home life and supportive information from his articling
principals. However, there was extensive expert evidence presented which,
while mixed, was in general not supportive. In particular, a psychologist
testified that Mr. Preyra had, in his view, attempted to manipulate the
psychological testing and “was still overly vulnerable to engaging in
duplicitous impression management to a dangerous degree”. After this
hearing the Committee declined to admit Mr. Preyra:

The applicantengagedin duplicitous behavior overalong period. He failed
to be entirely honest about it for four years. This was not a single lapse
of judgment resulting from a stressful situation. Even after being caught,
the applicant had several opportunities to admit his misrepresentations to
all that he should have. He did not do so. As recently as one year before
the hearing, the applicant was still misrepresenting the truth to people
close to him, and was still failing to be honest with his articling principal,
and even with his own lawyer.

Mr. Preyra’s application came before the Law Society again in 2003.% On
this occasion Mr. Preyra was able to provide more supportive evidence
than previously. He had continued to work at the same law firm, members
of whom testified as to his honesty and competence, had had a stable and
successful family life and had received ongoing psychological counselling.
He completed further psychological testing without trying to manipulate
the results and obtained an outcome consistent with improvement in his
psychological functioning. On this basis the Committee concluded that it
was “satisfied, on the balance of probabilities, that Mr. Preyra is now of
good character.”* .
Falsification of academic records was also viewed negatively by the
Law Society of Upper Canada in considering the application of Cheryl
D’Souza.’ Ms. D’Souza provided an altered transcript to a law firm with
whom she was seeking employment. She provided an accurate transcript
to the law firm after the alteration was noticed. She maintained to the firm, .
and to the Law Society to whom the firm reported the incident, that the
provision of the altered transcript was negligent but inadvertent—she had
changed the grade in anger when she received it and in anticipation of an

53. Preyra #l, supra note 29.

54. Preyrav. Law Society of Upper Canada, [2003] L.S.D.D. no. 25 (QL) [Preyra #2].
55. Ibid. at para. 103.

56. D’Souza, supra note 37.
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appeal, but had not intended to provide it to a third party. This evidence
was not believed by the panel who also noted that she was not prepared
to admit her error. Based primarily on this assessment of her credibility,
and her failure to take responsibility for her actions, Ms D’Souza was not
admitted.
‘ The remaining cases of relevance to this analysis of the good character
requirement were issued by the Law Society of Upper Canada in the last
few years. In the first, the Law Society considered the application for
admission of Barry Miller who, when he was a physician in Manitoba, had
a sexual relationship with a patient and was consequently erased from the
Manitoba register of physicians.’” He moved back to Ontario and attended
law school. He was not entirely forthright about what had occurred on his
initial application to the Law Society of Upper Canada for admission as
a student-at-law. After completing his articles in 1999, Dr. Miller did not
immediately apply to the Law Society for admission as a member. He
~ instead went through a period of therapy which resulted in favourable
expert testimony being entered on his behalf, in addition to other positive
character testimony which was provided. The totality of this evidence led
. the Law Society Committee to conclude that “Dr. Miller was a man of -
honesty, integrity and empathy”.*

In Law Society of Upper Canada v. Stevens,” the Law Soc1ety
considered the application for membership of Stacey Stevens who was
facing six criminal charges arising from her actions as a commissioner
of oaths while a student at law. The charges had not yet proceeded to
trial, and portions of the decision dealing with the circumstances of the
charges are excised from the Law Society’s decision. Counsel for the Law
Society conceded, however, that the Law Society was unable to prove the
criminal allegations on clear and convincing evidence. On the basis of the
presumption of innocence and the twenty-two favourable character letters
she provided, Ms. Stevens was admitted.

The Law Society of Upper Canada also admltted Alden Birman. Mr.
Birman was accused of sexually harassing an assistant at his law firm.
Mr. Birman never admitted that the harassment took place. Although
the Law Society rejected his account and found that there was clear and
convincing evidence of the harassment, they ultimately admitted Mr.
Birman after he took sensitivity training which satisfied the Law Society

57. Miller v. Law Society of Upper Canada, 2004 ONLSHP 4, [2004] L.S.D.D. No. 8 (QL)
[Miller].

58. Ibid. at para. 23.

59. 2005 ONLSHP 15, [2005] L.S.D.D. No. 37 (QL) [Stevens].
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that he “understood the need for sensitivity in the workplace and that
sexual misconduct was wholly inappropriate.”

Lynda Levesque had been convicted of perjury and sentenced to six
months in prison in Alberta.5' Ms. Levesque had claimed she was assaulted
by the father of her daughter. She testified to the assault at a preliminary
inquiry but then resiled from that testimony and, upon being compelled
to testify at trial by the Crown, testified falsely that she had not been
assaulted. She was convicted of perjury as a result of that testimony. At the
character hearing the Committee heard evidence about the perjury, positive
letters from numerous “professional and important people,” and medical
evidence supportive of her application. On the basis of this evidence, and -
on her testimony, which the Committee found to be “straightforward,”®
the Committee held that Ms. Levesque was of good character, describing
her as a “strong, independent and a responsible person, responsible to
her law school, responsible to her daughter, a responsible employee and
articling student. She is healthy and balanced.”®

A similarly positive determination of character was reached in the case
of Law Society of Upper Canada v. Shore.* Ms. Shore’s daughter died
as a result of the negligence, and arguably criminal conduct, of nurses
at the Toronto Hospital for Sick Children who improperly administered
morphine. The Crown laid criminal charges against the nurses and obtained
authorizations from Ms. Shore to disclose various hospital records to the
defence. Ms. Shore gave such authorizations; however, she destroyed one
document rather than passing it on to the Crown. She did this because the
document alleged that her daughter’s pain symptoms were psychological
rather than physical, and Ms. Shore found this upsetting, particularly given
the doctor’s conduct when they had met with him. During the trial of the
nurses, and prior to her own testimony, Ms. Shore voluntarily disclosed
the destruction of the document to the Crown and the charges against the
nurses were dropped.

- Ms. Shore’s actions were brought to the attention of the Law Society
by the lawyers who had represented the nurses. The lawyers also made
several other allegations against Ms. Shore. After an investigation and a
hearing into Ms. Shore’s application, the Law Society considered only the
allegations related to the destruction of the document. Further, at the end

60. Law Society of Upper Canada v. Birman, 2006 ONLSHP 32 at para. 23 [Birman #2].
61. Levesque, supra note 37.-

62. Ibid. at para. 23.

63. Ibid. at para. 22.

64. 2006 ONLSHP 55 [Shore).

65. This was the conclusion of the coroner’s inquest into Ms. Shore’s daughter’s death.
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of the hearing, the panel found that Ms. Shore was in fact of “exemplary”
- character, and that her conduct was the unsurprising result of the
extraordinary stress and tension arising from the fact and circumstances
of her daughter’s death: .

We accept the evidence of the applicant herself and of the character
witnesses that her wrongdoing in 2002 was an aberration in what has
been, and continues to be, an exemplary life.... We conclude that the
applicant was in the most unenviable situation of conflict between her
integrity as a mother and her integrity as a member of civil society. The
evidence is clear that it was difficult, if not impossible, for her, in the
throes of extreme grief, to perceive the situation of conflict she found
herself facing.%

A very different assessment of character was made in the final case on
good character, Law Society of Upper Canada v. Burgess.®” Ms. Burgess
committed plagiarism when she was an undergraduate at the University
of Toronto and was accused of academic misconduct while a law student
at Queen’s. When she was investigated by the Law Society Ms. Burgess
gave a detailed account of the University of Toronto incident in a two-
and-a-half page letter to the Law Society. The letter claimed that the
plagiarism accusation arose because she used portions of a paper written
in one course for another—essentially “submitting similar academic work
for two courses.” She claimed that she decided for prudential reasons
not to contest the accusations even though she did not think she had
“violated the University’s policy” or done “anything wrong.” The general
tenor of Ms. Burgess’s letter was that she had been wronged and had
suffered unwarranted negative consequences. After further investigation,
however, the Law Society discovered from the University of Toronto’s
Discipline Case Report that Ms. Burgess’s account .of the plagiarism
accusation was wholly fabricated. In fact, the academic misconduct arose
from her submission of a paper obtained from the internet as her own
work. Ms. Burgess later admitted her fabrication and testified that in
constructing her story she had reviewed the rules on academic misconduct
at the University of Toronto and chose the least morally culpable form
of sanctionable academic misconduct. Ms. Burgess offered various
reasons for her dishonesty with the Law Society including her inability
to forgive herself for the University of Toronto incident and fear of the
impact it would have when combined with the Queen’s allegation. No
psychiatric or psychological evidence was presented to the Committee.

66. Supra note 64 at paras. 52-55.
67. 2006 ONLSHP 66 [Burgess]).
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Given the severity and recent date of her duplicity, and the absence of
psychological evidence, the Committee found that Ms. Burgess was not .
of good character.

Having briefly summarized the decisions on good character, I will
sketch out in the following sections the trends which are evident in them
as a whole. In particular, I will note the significant variability in how the
good character requirement has been applied. This variability is evident
in several respects. First, there is little consistency with respect to how
past misconduct will be treated. Second, there is little consistency with
respect to the significance which will be accorded to positive third party
references about the applicant. Third, there is significant variation in how
psychological evidence is used. Fourth, decisions often turn less on the
~ evidence received about the applicant than on the panel’s impression of
the applicant as a witness during the proceeding. Finally, and perhaps most
significantly, even when two cases present similarly on several evidentiary
levels, inconsistent outcomes may, be reached.

b. Varying consequences of past misconduct

The first, and perhaps most notable point, is that the nature of the past
misconduct has little predictive force in determining whether an applicant
will be found to have good character or not. It is clearly a relevant factor
in every decision, but it does not itself appear to play a determinative role
in the outcome of the case. Applicants whose past misconduct ranges from
belief in the merits of communism® to pedophilic sexual assault,” sexual
harassment,” manslaughter,” insurance fraud,” plagiarism, dishonesty
towards the law society” and falsification of academic records™ have all
~ been rejected, at least for some time. On the other hand, applicants who
have committed election fraud,”* sexual abuse of a patient,”® perjury,”
alleged falsification of affidavits as a commissioner of oaths,” suppression
of evidence in a criminal proceeding” and various property and violent

68. Martin, supra note 40.

69. P(DM), supra note 28 and Spicer, supra note 30.

70. Birman #1, supra note 35 and Birman #2, supra note 60.
71. Brousseau, supra note 50.

72.  Rajnauth, supra note 25.

73. Burgess, supra note 67.

74. Preyra #1, supra note 29 and D Souza, supra note 37.
75.  Rizzotto, supra note 39.

76. Miller, supra note 57.

77. Levesque, supra note 37.

78. Stevens, supra note 59.

79. Shore, supra note 64.
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- offences®® have all been accepted. In addition, some applicants—such as
Brousseau and Preyra—have been denied admission initially but later
admitted, even though the nature of their past misconduct remains the
same. _

This lack of predictive force can, at least in part, be explained by the
fact that the focus of the assessment of good character is on an applicant’s
current character, not on past misconduct or the “risk of future abuse
by the applicant of the public trust.”®' However, since the question of
character only arises because of the existence of the past misconduct, it is
still notable that there is so little predictive relationship between the nature
of the misconduct and the decision on admission. This is particularly so
given that one. of the few clearly ascertainable—*“objective”—facts about
an applicant which can be considered is the previous misconduct. Other
evidence, such as supportive letters of reference, is always presented in
support of an application, and often rests on impressionistic senses about the
applicant rather than on specific facts about his behaviour. Nonetheless, it
is clear that the objective facts of past misconduct have had little predictive
value in determining the outcomes of the reported cases.

c. Positive character references

Every applicant presents positive references to support his application. For
example, DMP provided highly favourable references, with one going so
far as to say that it would be “a tragedy for him and the legal profession
if such a talented person were to be shut out.”® Similarly, Aidan Burgess
received support from her articling principal, an associate at her law firm,
and two of her professors from law school. Although the referees were not
fully apprised of the nature of Ms. Burgess’s plagiarism at the time they )
provided their letters, none of them withdrew their support upon being
informed of the true facts. In particular, Ms. Burgess’ articling principal
testified that even after her disclosure he continued “to regard her as a
person of good character.”®® For neither DMP nor Ms. Burgess, however,
was this evidence sufficient to constitute good character.®

80. Schuchert, supra note 37.

81. ' Preyra #1, supra note 29 at para. 8.

82. P(DM), supranote 28 at 12.

83. Burgess, supra note 67 at para. 42.

84, This is also the case for other applicants denied admission. Ms. D’Souza presented evidence
from her articling principal that she was of “[e]xcellent character” and from another lawyer to the
effect that she was “a very fine person whom she [the witness] would be happy to have in her own
office.” D’Souza, supra note 37 at paras. 35, 39.



50 The Dalhousie Law Journal

By contrast, for some of the applicants admitted to the bar, the
* character evidence from third parties has been viewed as highly significant
in establishing good character. Convocation overturned the Committee
decision denying admission to Joseph Rizzotto in large part because the
Committee gave insufficient weight to the character references from Mr.
Rizzotto’s law school professors:

Both Dean Gold and Professor Whiteside are respected members of the
legal profession who worked closely with Mr. Rizzotto for three years
at the University of Windsor Law School. Each has vouched for Mr.
Rizzotto’s good character. Convocation believes that the evidence of
Dean Gold and Professor Whiteside is sufficient to permit it to substitute
its opinion for that of the Committee in this case given the [other] errors
in principle...¥

Similarly, in deciding to admit Lynda Levesque despite her conviction
for perjury, the Law Society relied extensively on the letters from
“Many professional and important people” which indicated the writers
-were “proud of Ms. Levesque and proud to support her application.”®
And finally, in Stevens, the Committee appears to have relied heavily on
character evidence filed on her behalf which spoke “of her moral and
ethical trustworthiness and suitability as a candidate for admission to the
Society.”® .
In general there is little consistency in how third party character
information is viewed by decision-makers. It appears to be used largely to
bolster the decision-maker’s own impression of the applicant’s character,
gained from his or her “sense” of the evidence and of the applicant’s
testimony. ‘

d. Psychological evidence

There is also considerable variation in the decisions’ treatment of
psychological evidence. In some cases the evidence is viewed as highly
significant. Thus in P(DM), while some of the expert evidence suggested
that - DMP had been cured, other evidence contradicted this result
and weighed heavily in the Committee’s decision to deny admission.
Likewise, in both Preyra judgments the decision-makers relied heavily
on expert psychological evidence in deciding not to admit Mr. Preyra in
the first instance, and then to admit him in the second instance. Evidence
of psychological counselling and treatment was also viewed as probative

85. Rizzotto, supra note 39 at para. 35.
86. Levesque, supra note 37 at para. 10.
87. Stevens, supra note 59 at para. 31.
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in allowing the admission of Mr. Miller and Mr. Birman.®® Finally, in
Burgess, the panel was troubled by the absence of psychological evidence
with respect to Ms. Burgess, noting that they “would have found it helpful
if we had had some psychiatric and/or psychological evidence presented
to us concerning Ms. Burgess and concerning the behaviour that she
engaged in.”® :

In other cases, however, no psychological evidence was presented
to, or relied upon, by the panel in making its decision. No psychological
evidence was presented with respect to Mr. Rizzotto, Ms. Stevens or Mr.
Schuchert, all of whom were admitted. Nor was it presented with respect
to Ms. D’Souza or Mr. Spicer, both of whom were denied admission.

As is the case with supportive character evidence, psychological
evidence can be a factor in the determination of character, but its relevance
varies. In'some cases it seems to operate more to bolster an existing
impression of an applicant than to carry independent significance.

e. Assessment of the applicant as a witness

Part of the reason for the sense of unpredictability and variability which
arises from reading the decisions stems from the fact that in a number
of cases an important factor appears to be the panel’s impression of the
applicant as a witness. For example, in P(DM) the panel noted DMP’s
“lack of candour in giving his evidence.”* In Spicer the panel determined
that Mr. Spicer did not testify truthfully about his sexual relationship with
his student and concluded that this fact “[led] inexorably to the conclusion
that Mr. Spicer was not of good character at the time he testified before
the Committee.”' In D’Souza the panel was strongly influenced by the
“unsatisfactory evidence of the applicant herself”.%? In Rizzotto the initial
Committee relied on the fact that Mr. Rizzotto’s “demeanor on the stand
displayed a certain caginess bordering on arrogance ... he was, at times,
evasive, argumentative and combative” (note though that Convocation
later rejected this finding as too generalized).

By contrast, in Levesque the panel was struck by the fact that in giving
testimony Ms. Levesque “was straightforward. There was nothing wishy-
washy about her.”” And in Schuchert the panel noted that the applicant’s
“self-reporting was full and frank, and consistent with his presentation

88. Although in Mr. Birman’s case the counselling was given by a law professor with a specialty in
harassment issues and not by a psychologist.
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92. D’Souza, supra 37 at para. 42.
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to the admissions panel as a man who was, with candour, fully revealing
his past conduct.”® In Preyra #2, when deciding to admit Mr. Preyra to
the bar, the panel concluded that while Mr. Preyra was “clearly anxious
and sporadically defensive” he also “acknowledged his past errors and
appeared to genuinely accept responsibility for them.” In Shore, the
panel was impressed by the applicant’s testimony and, in particular, the
fact that she “clearly, eloquently, and without qualification stated that her
actions were wrong”.*

In all of these cases, therefore, in addition to (or in substitution for)
evidence of past behaviour, psychological evidence and observations from
those who had known the applicant for some time, a central and almost
determinative factor was the panel’s impressionistic sense of the applicant
as a witness. Since such impressions are necessarily highly subjective and
variable, this may account for the extent to which the decisions, when read
together, do not appear to present a consistent and coherent whole.

f. Inconsistencies on the totality of the evidence
Finally, there are some decisions which are difficult to reconcile even when
looking at the totality of the evidence. The most obvious example of this
comes from a comparison of the two leading decisions of the Law Society
of Upper Canada, P(DM) and Rizzotto. In both cases the conduct engaged in
was of a serious criminal nature, potentially or actually resulting in harm to
others. Further, while DMP’s crime of pedophilic sexual assault was more
violent and corrosive than Mr. Rizzotto’s election fraud, Mr. Rizzotto’s
.crime was arguably more closely related to the type of opportunity for
wrongdoing which is wont to arise in legal practice: Mr. Rizzotto occupied
a position of trust and authority which he breached by engaging in fraud.
M. Rizzotto and DMP were also both able to produce supportive character
references with respect to their moral character. As noted earlier, the panel
found the evidence filed with respect to Mr. Rizzotto to be particularly
persuasive, but it is worth noting that it was DMP who produced evidence
with respect to his work as a lawyer. Mr. Rizzotto’s evidence arose rather
from his law school professors and Dean. It is, I would suggest, doubtful
whether such referees could have as extensive a knowledge of the ethical
character of an applicant as persons who have worked in legal practice
with him. In addition, as noted earlier, the panels who heard evidence from
DMP and Mr. Rizzotto were unimpressed with both of them. Finally, while
some of the psychological evidence filed on DMP’s behalf was unhelpful,

94. Schuchert, supra note 37 at para. 21.
95. Preyra #2, supra note 54 at para. 23.
96. Shore, supra note 64 at para. 50.



Tending the Bar: The “Good Character” 53
Requirement for Law Society Admission

other evidence suggested that he had been cured and was unlikely to
re-offend. And Mr. Rizzotto appears to have provided no psychological
evidence with respect to his personal development. Certainly none was
relied upon or noted in the decision by Convocation to admit him.

_ Yet, at the end of the day, Mr. Rizzotto was admitted and DMP
was not. As Gavin MacKenzie rather caustically remarks following his
detailed discussion of these two cases, in which he similarly notes the
above incongruities, “One of them may have been correctly decided; it is
difficult to accept that both were.””’ .

5. Summary of the good character requirenient in Canada

The good character requirement is thus universally applicable, but only
superficially enforced both in terms of investigative efforts and numbers
of applicants excluded, and is oriented less towards the demonstration of
good character than towards the demonstration of rehabilitation from past
misconduct. The good character requirement is also shrouded in secrecy,
with extraordinarily limited public information available about what it
means, why it exists, how it is to be judged and who can be said to have,
or not have, the requisite good character.

The information which is available suggests that there is some clarity
amongst those applying the standard as to what good character means,
what the requirement’s purposes are, and what factors are relevant in
determining whether an applicant possesses good character. There is
equally, however, considerable variability, uncertainty and incoherence in
how. the good character requirement is applied to particular individuals.

Part III turns to a critique of the good character requirement. But
first, to place this discussion in some context, Part II briefly considers the
American good character requirement.

H. The good character requirement in the United States

The good character requirement has a long and storied history in the

American legal profession. In her seminal article Deborah Rhode describes

it as a “fixed star in an otherwise unsettled regulatory universe.”*
Despite, or perhaps because of, this long history, American

commentators have not been enamoured with the good character

requirement. They have criticized its dubious premises and purposes, its

97. MacKenzie, supra note 4 at 23-12.
98. Rhode, supra note 7 at 496.



