I am writing to provide information on the upcoming midterm (please read carefully and thoroughly):
1.      There are 3 parts to the midterm. Part One is worth 40 marks, Part Two is worth 10 marks, and Part Three is worth 30 marks.  Part One has 40 multiple choice questions, Part Two has two short answer questions worth 5 marks each, and Part Three has one essay question worth 30 marks.
 
2.      The two short answer questions in Part Two concern the topics of “Counselling” and “Attaching Liability: The Limits to Liability”.
 
3.      The essay question in Part Three is as follows (Please note: this is the actual question on the midterm; hopefully some of the stress preparing for the exam will be reduced.):
[bookmark: _GoBack] 
Essay Question
“A fair-minded society does not brand any of its citizens as criminal unless they have acted with bad intent.”
Discuss this statement in the context of the development of the mens rea element in criminal law by Canadian courts in the last 30 years.  Your answer should be written in a proper essay format.  Be sure to discuss the relevant case law from the textbook. Remember that an effective essay requires a clear and concise expression of your ideas and arguments, as well as a well organized structure.
 
4.      Two examples of the multiple choice questions are:
1. According to the case of Sault Ste. Marie, what are the two most important justifications for absolute criminal liability?
a.            (i) the need to ensure social stigma attaches to the activity, and (ii) the need for administrative efficiency.
b.           (i) the need for a good incentive to take precautionary measures, and (ii) the need to uphold fundamental principles of criminal liability.
c.            (i) the need for a good incentive to take precautionary measures, and (ii) the need for administrative efficiency.
d.           (i) the need to uphold fundamental principles of criminal liability, and (ii) the need for administrative efficiency.
 
2. In regard to the Ladue case (where the accused attempted to rape a dead person who he did not know was dead), which of the following statements best describes the mens rea required for a conviction in that case?
a.            An intent to rape was required for a conviction.
b.           An intent to commit an offence was required for a conviction.
c.            An intent to commit an indictable offence was required for a conviction.
d.           An intent to indecently interfere with a dead body was required for a conviction
 
5.      A final hint: there are four questions on the Sault Ste. Marie case in Part One.
Remember that this midterm is worth 40% of your final grade.  If you have any questions on the above or any other aspect of the course, please contact me.
Cheers,
Ron Saunders
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