In reading “A Very Short Introduction to Law” from Oxford University Press, I started to see why a student might study law as a degree for its own sake, rather than do a conversion course, to become a lawyer.   First, I got the sense of the law as something where you ask big, fascinating questions, like I do in my philosophy and history A levels, like “what role does morality play in formulating law?”  However, I also got a sense that it is a subject where you get to use the other, almost scientific side of your brain that I use in maths A level.  After encountering an example of two friends falling out over a property purchase in “A Very Short Introduction to Law”, I followed up by reading “Nutshell Land Law” to try and solve this example. This seemingly simple problem required me to apply many, sometimes very complicated laws, often making me realise I needed more information and had to hypothesise facts which meant I arrived at several legal, just outcomes depending on what the facts may have been.  However, what really interested me in this reading was I had started with view of law as noble and in some way inherently just. My reading made me question this assumption fundamentally and showed me the importance of asking not just what is the law but what should it be?
My introductory reading taught me there were Marxist, queer and feminist theorists writing on the law from a very critical perspective.  Smith’s (1890) “A Marxist Critique of English Legal System” put forward the idea that English law prioritises protecting the property of the have’s by punishing the have-nots if they dare to “resdistribute the wealth”.  I had heard the expression “possession is nine tenths of the law” and understood for a Marxist legal theorist when you are in possession of something (eg. often the rich), the law will protect you, when you’re not, it won’t (eg. more often the poor).  When those who create and adjudicate these laws (politicians, judges) tend themselves to be from the have’s, I began to see an argument that the law is the tool of the elite and too often reinforces the status quo.  I also reflected that other institutions, like The Church, may also serve to reinforce the law in its injustice.  Clearly, in The 10 Commandments we are told “thou shall not steal” but in recalling Mark 10:25 in A level RS, I reflected on more subtle but powerful inducements for the poor to be happy with their lot and not covet the property of their capitalist superiors: “it is easier for camel to pass through the eye of a needle than a rich man enter the Kingdom of God”.  In other words, suffer your poverty on Earth, don’t steal from your rich master and he’ll find it much harder than you to get into heaven than you will!
Smith was writing at a similar time to Marx in the 19th Century. Perhaps the Marxist critique was not  as relevant to our modern age?   Further study suggested this was not the case. I was aware that there were still major issues in access to justice (eg. having money to pay for counsel particularly when Legal Aid has been severely curtailed) and representation (eg. the judiciary is still very much public school, white and male).  However, it was a Cambridge University Lecture “Criminological Perspectives on the Financial Crisis” that showed me the Marxist critique remained acutely relevant.  In this example, there was an outcry when youths in London and other cities rioted, ransacking shops and stealing electrical goods.  The media and many commentators called for an example to be made of them with harsher than normal sentences.  It was a fairly obvious argument to me how does this sit with those who started the financial crisis by selling financial products they knew to be worthless? Often the actions of the bankers concerned were either not prosecuted or not criminal in the first place despite the obvious dishonesty.  I reflected perhaps the 10 Commandments should read “Thou Shalt Not Steal (unless you’re selling worthless complex financial products)!”
[bookmark: _GoBack]I appreciate I have spent most of this statement criticising our legal system. It begs the question of me: why study it?  It is because a law degree, as a oppose to a professional training, will encourage me to continue question the law, not just learn to apply it as it is (as rewarding as I find this process of applying to novel factual situations). Because fundamentally, despite its flaws as well its virtues, both of which I look forward to studying, I view the law as a discipline perhaps more capable than any other of improving the society in which we live.
ACTIONS: a bit about my law work experience, relevance of A levels (although covered above so I’m not sure I need to) and a few sentences on extra curricular (eg. debate club, rowing) relevant skills to law but also demonstrating my time management skills required for demanding degree like law.





