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The Keble Advanced Advocacy 
Training Course, 2007 

Trevor Gorven SC, Pietermaritzburg Bar, Danny Berger SC, Johannesburg Bar, Ntsiki Sandi, 

Grahamstown Bar, and Henriette Murray, Bloemfontein Bar, attended the 2007 Keble Course at 

Oxford University. This is their report: 

Danny Berger SC, Henriette Murray, Ntsiki Sandi and Trevor Gorden SC at 
Keble College. 

Each year the South Eastern Circuit of the Bar of England and Wales 

holds a week long residential international advanced advocacy train­

ing course in Keble College, Oxford. The course sets out to enhance 

the advocacy skills of practitioners with at least three to four years' 

experience and includes a component on consulting with expert 

witnesses, leading their evidence in chief and cross-examining them. 

This course is regarded as the most comprehensive and highly-staffed 

course run by the Bar. 

Keble College was founded in 1870 and is thus one of the newer 

colleges which make up Oxford University. A short walk away is a 

large park and, in the opposite direction, the watering hole rejoicing 

in the name of 'The Lamb and Flag' whose custom increases exponen­

tially during the course. 

Four of us from the South African Bar were privileged to attend 

the course held in the last week of August 2007. Trevor Gorven SC, of 

the Pietermaritzburg Bar, and Danny Berger SC, of the Johannesburg 

Bar, attended as trainers or faculty whilst Ntsiki Sandi, of the 

Grahamstown Bar, and Henriette Murray, of the Bloemfontein Bar, 

attended as trainees or participants. 

The rest of the faculty comprised six High Court and County Court 

judges, 30 barristers from the Bar of England and Wales (including 

16 Queen's Counsel), most of whom have been involved for many 

years as faculty on the Keble Course, one Advocate-on-Record of the 

Supreme Court of India and one advocate from Pakistan. Most of the 

72 or so participants were junior barristers from England who require 

a certain number of Continuing Practice Development (CPO) points 

each year from the Bar Council so as to receive a certificate to practise 

for the following year. In addition there were some English solicitors 

and also four participants from the International Criminal Tribunal 

for Yugoslavia based at The Hague. The course was extensive in 

scope and highly intensive in execution. Faculty and participants were 

divided into two streams, criminal and civil. The streams in turn were 

further divided into breakout groups, with each group comprising 

approximately eight participants. The strength of the criminal bar in 

England was reflected in the fact that five of the nine breakout groups 

were in the criminal stream. Each participant was designated either an 

A or a B. The A's represented the claimant in the civil stream and the 

Crown in the criminal stream, and the B's represented the opposite 

side. 

Each stream majored in a single, quite complex, case which could 

be argued either way. From the Tuesday to the Thursday the individual 

components of the case were covered. Every aspect of conducting a 

case, apart from arguing an appeal, was included. For most of these 

components a plenary address was given followed by a demonstra­

tion. That component would then be dealt with in the breakout 

groups, with each participant performing the exercise while fellow 

participants acted as witnesses. Three of the four faculty members in 

the breakout group sat in on the performance while the fourth was in 

a separate video review room. The participant was video-taped during 

each performance and retained her or his own tape for the whole 

week, adding to it on each occasion. After the breakout room per­

formance had been reviewed (always using the Hampel Method), the 

participant took the video tape and went to the video review room 

for video reviewing. In the following session a replay of the exercise 

was undertaken by each participant in the breakout room to see if the 

point raised during the review had been appreciated and corrected. At 

the end of the week the participants could then assess the progress 

made by them along each step of the way. 

We quickly adapted to the English terminology. Opening addresses 

and closing arguments were replaced by opening and closing 

speeches. Interdicts became injunctions, heads of argument became 

skeleton arguments and so on. 
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The first component dealt with was the closing speech for the trial. 

This was a well-planned move to get the participants to analyse and 

articulate the basis of their respective cases before they had even led 

their first witness in chief. Thereafter followed the evidence in chief 

and cross-examination of the main state or claimant witness, a case 

analysis session, argument on an urgent application on notice for 

interim injunctive relief, the evidence in chief and cross-examination of 

the main defence witness and, finally, the opening speech for the trial. 

Skeleton arguments for the opening speech and the application 

had to be lodged in advance of the course by email and could be 

modified during the course. Woven in amongst the exercises were 

sessions on cross-examination on previous inconsistent statements and 

cross-examination on previous convictions (which is now allowed in 

certain circumstances prior to conviction in criminal cases and in civil 

cases) . There were also sessions on the ethics of practice. Although 

the rules relied upon were from a different jurisdiction, it was nev­

ertheless insightful to consider the English response to many of the 

problems that are common to our environment as well. 

One of the special features of the Keble Course is the focus on 

the handling of expert witnesses. There were two sets of witnesses 

for two different cases, the one requiring expert accounting evidence 

and the other, expert medical evidence. This began on the Thursday 

evening with a briefing from the experts themselves as to the general 

accounting and medical issues which would need to be dealt with 

the next day. There were approximately 12 experts present. It was 

refreshing to see established professionals, who had travelled up from 

London, giving freely and enthusiastically of their time. Apparently, 

for many of the experts, it was not their first participation in the Keble 

Course. 

On the Friday morning, each breakout group broke into claimant 

and defendant groups to consult with their particular expert in prepa­

ration for leading their evidence and cross-examining the opposing 

expert. Each participant had a certain time within which to consult 

on her or his aspect of the evidence (which fell into four aspects so 

that participants had only to master one aspect each). After tea a 

short further consultation took place and then the breakout groups 

reconvened for the examination and cross-examination of the experts, 

with Hampel Method reviews and video reviews conducted for each 

participant. 

On the Saturday, the last day of the course, each group conducted 

a full trial of the case which had been dealt with on the Tuesday 

to the Thursday, with strict time limits for the various components. 

Skeleton arguments were produced for the opening speech, adapted 

in the light of the reviews and experience earlier in the week. The trial 

ended with general reviews (not using the Hampel Method) of each 

aspect of each participant's performance in the trial and comments 

by the judge. In the criminal trials, juries had been recruited from 

amongst the local population in Oxford. Some juries returned a verdict 

of guilty while others acquitted the defendant (and on the same 

facts!). On conversing with members of the jury after verdict, it was 

clear that the verdicts were well reasoned. It was not a case of gut­

feeling justice. There was a critical evaluation of the evidence. 

We were very impressed by the standard of participation. The 

course is intended for barristers with three to four years' experience. 

Some had less experience than was ideal but coped very well. The 

solicitors who participated were also people with experience and some 

performed at the highest level. The course caused an improvement for 

each participant until, at the trial, the level was extremely high with 

few aspects left to comment on. 

As is the case with local Bar gatherings, the sense of camaraderie 

was one of the highlights. Every day began with breakfast (in court 

dress - no gowns or wigs thankfully), served in the huge dining hall 

at Keble. The hall itself is magnificent, with its arched dome and long 
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tables of Harry Potter dimensions. Lunch and dinner too were served 

in the dining hall. Given the nature of the seating arrangements, one 

was always sitting next to, or opposite, a different person and striking 

up a new conversation. Every member of faculty, under the very able 

and warm leadership of the course director, Philip Brook Smith QC, 

made us feel welcome. There was never a moment when we felt out 

of place. On the Friday night a gala dinner was held in the dining hall. 

The sense of achievement from a week of hard work was palpable. 

The speeches and music were inspirational. In particular, one of the 

members of faculty, Geraldine Andrews QC, played the most beautiful 

piece on the violin. The evening was rounded off in the Keble College 

bar, which closed promptly at 1 am in accordance with the terms of its 

special late night licence! 

The issues facing the profession in England are very similar to those 

facing ours: a Legal Practice Bill which takes away self-regulation and 

attempts to fuse the branches of the profession; increasing attempts 

to supervise by government; certain judges who act high-handedly, 

and many others. When advocates from different jurisdictions get 

together there is much common ground and we can learn from each 

other. Another topic of conversation was the radical changes made 

recently by the Civil Practise Rules and the 2003 Criminal Procedure 

Act. It was enriching to discuss these and other matters in the infor­

mal after-work gathering which took place each evening in different 

venues. 

As trainers, Gorven and Berger were again struck by the efficacy 

of the training method brought out to South Africa by our colleagues 

in 1996. We realised that by confining the method to pupil training, 

as happens in most of our constituent Bars, we unnecessarily limit the 

opportunity of our members to hone our common craft of advocacy. 

We are convinced that a 'Keble-type' course run by the GCB in our 

country would add significantly to the skills not only of those who 

participate but also those who train, even taking account of the time 

commitment required. We were assured that the goodwill of the Bar 
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of England and Wales would extend to assisting our GCB to set up, 

provide materials for and staff (in part) such a course. Many of the 

Keble faculty expressed an interest in assisting with such a project. It is 

clear that the pool of expertise of our English colleagues is vast. 

All four of us who attended Keble 2007 are committed to assisting 

with the setting up and running of such a course. We urge the GCB 

to give consideration to doing so as early as 2008. 

We wish to thank the GCB for affording us the opportunity of 

experiencing such a wonderful course. We also urge our colleagues to 

become involved in advocacy training. It is surely one of the best ways 

of transferring skills and contributing towards the transformation 

of our profession. f5'I 
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