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[Tape 1, Side A] 

[IN = Interviewer, Betsy Bousquette] 

[N = Judith Vladeck] 

[Note: Indications of "Tape Break" denote an obvious break in continuity of speech, due to tape 
being stopped or perhaps "slipping" on original machine.] 

[Tape begins] 

IN: November 1, 2005 

N: Yes indeed. 

IN: 2005 is unbelievably almost over [Laughter] and we're doing the oral history of Judith 
Vladeck at her office in New York, 1501 Broadway to be exact. Judith, as you and I 
discussed earlier I thought it would be very helpful as opposed to starting with the beginning 
of your life, to start with some of the cases that you felt were some of your most important or 
significant cases or most meaningful to you. I thought we could start today by talking about 
the case that Irene Lo Re and a class of plaintiffs pursued against Chase Manhattan. Can you 
just describe, I read in a previous oral history that the women had formed a group and sought 
out a lawyer to represent them, and one of the things that I was curious about was how they 
had found each other at Chase in order to form that group and pursue the litigation. 

N: Someplace somewhere in my files was a magazine article that the women had written which 
described their frustrations and their coming together. If you saw them and met them and 
knew them you would not have expected that this would be a group at all. They were about 
as different as a group of 20 women could be. Irene Lo Re herself was first generation 
American Italian Catholic... lively, full of good spirit. Some of the others were stuffy 
absolutely perfect graduates of proper business schools. Some you could even visualize the 
kind of short white gloves. This was -- I suppose the word motley crew is the phrase -- might 
be right. They stayed together, what is interesting about them is ... what was interesting was 
that they stayed together to the end. I think one woman asked to withdraw at the very final 
moments because she had some individual claim that was not resolved and we were able to 
do that, but otherwise they stayed together for the whole thing, couple of years or whatever it 
took from start to finish. · 

IN: Did they tell you how they found you? 

N: They did a very comprehensive job of "shopping" as they described it. There weren't too 
many of us doing plaintiff's work. I can't imagine that this was a painful process. There 
wouldn't have been the numbers of people who are now available ... 

IN: Mm .. hmm 
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JV: ... and would have been identified with plaintiff's cases so I was an easy mark. 

IN: OK. [Laughter] At the time that they met with you it was 1970 ... 

JV: Mid 1970s 

IN: Mid 1970s, OK, and how many other women were representing plaintiffs in employment 
cases? 

JV: There was one very interesting group of women. Jan Goodman had a law firm made up of2 
or 3 women. I wish I ... one who has become a lawyer specializing in domestic relations. 
Another has gone on to a political career. But they were a funny bunch. They were activists 
in a political sense in a way that I was not and they had one of the more colorful first 
discrimination cases. They represented the plaintiffs in the case against NBC and I believe 
the women were technicians in fact I'm pretty sure they were. 

IN: OK 

N: and this was not a professional class it was a technical group ... 

IN; Right. 

N: ... and I was aware ofit going on because from time to time Jan would call and ask for some 
assistance or advice in the setting up of procedures under the settlement. 

IN: Oh.OK. 

N: Because my experience with labor dispute resolution must have occurred to Jan as being a 
good model. We did talk to one another about it. Jan later made it clear that the desire to 
conclude that case was personal for the women who were the partners in the firm. They 
couldn't wait to finish it so that they could split up the firm. 

IN, JV: [Laughter] 

N: And I was sorry it was the first acknowledgedly women's law firm, Goodman, Blank and 
Bellamy. It was Carol Bellamy who became a political figure in New York. 

IN: Right. 

N: And I think Jan Goodman is one of the more articulate successful leaders of the bar in this 
special area. 

IN: In this area. And so there was that firm and there was you, but not a lot of other women 
known ... 

JV: I can't think of any who would have undertaken the kind of obligation that this sort of lawsuit 
would entail. 

IN: Right. Did this group of women and let me back up .. .It was about 20 individuals who formed 
the group of plaintiffs? 
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N: Yeah. And some of them, as I say there were so many different personalities and so many 
different interests but they did share a common concern for their careers. 

IN: Right. Did the group who met with you explain why they chose you? Did they ever articulate 
why, among the people they considered, they chose you? 

N: I really don't want to be self-denigrating [Laughter]. I don't think they had that many 
choices. 

IN: OK. 

JV: I knew what I was doing. I was acknowledged to have been qualified. But there weren't so 
many like me. And there were not so many who would be ... have the facilities to do it. By 
the time I started doing that kind of class action, we must have been 10 or 15 lawyers and ... 
to have the physical setting that would have permitted us to have meetings or collect files. 

IN: Right. 

N: Class actions are manager problems ... 

IN: Right. 

N: ... for small firms and generally speaking it is only the ... today of course if you look at the 
tobacco kinds of lawsuit you get the totally false notion of what a class action really was. In 
the days when we did them we were trying very hard to make a point that there were not 
male jobs and female jobs, there weren't black jobs and white jobs. There were jobs. 

IN: Right. 

N: And there were career opportunities that should not have been based on color or gender. 
These were manageable in that the issues did not need expert testimony except to the extent 
that you needed statistics or needed regression analyses presented, and in those days when 
you had the inexorable zero you could use just numbers: How many females were there in 
those positions? I can do it today, by the way, with some of the brokerage houses. How 
many MDs are females who are not support people? How many MDs do you have who have 
line jobs? My point I think is that they were not looking for a Weil Gotschal. They didn't 
need a 400-person law firm. We were qualified by virtue of knowing the law and knowing 
the Rule 23 requirements, having the ability to qualify satisfactorily under Rule 23. That is 
how they had enough experience as lawyers so that we were acceptable. 

IN: Right. 

N: Problems always were the judges who really didn't want class actions. 

IN: Right. It's a lot of work. [Laughter] 

N: Well, you know on the other hand it was wrong-headed of the judges because the argument 
of opening the floodgates, the class action would be Just the reverse. It would close the 
floodgates. Because it would have been, had they been permitted to be pursued without the 
negative interference of the courts... They would have dealt more effectively with the 
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diversity issues and saved society infinite suffering and cost. It's an interesting phenomenon 
and somebody should check it out some day. I haven't looked at it for many years, but 
sometime in the late ?Os-early 80s, the Department of Labor did a major study on what was 
the most effective device for ending discrimination. And they looked at the work of the 
various government agencies that were empowered to deal with these issues and looked at 
voluntary programs that had been adopted by various corporations and what was the 
conclusion? That class actions were the most effective device for ending discrimination in the 
workplace. I believe it still is. 

IN: How many Title VII cases had you handled at the point Lo Re and other plaintiffs 
approached you? 

N: We had pending McGrog against GM within the office, a case which I had some part in, and 
that was a case that the United Automobile Workers helped support. It was to assist the 
women in the automotive industry who were required to take leaves and with no assurance of 
re-hire if they became or when they became pregnant. All of these were pregnancy related 
issues. And that case was pending and then went to an abrupt stop when the Gilbert lawsuit 
was making its way to the Supreme Court to see how the Supremes were going to deal with 
it. McGrog was in place. I handled a very small class action for women engineers at a school 
within a college or technical college in Brooklyn and had started Keriaze. I've never done 
this kind of calculation before. I would really have to go look backwards. But I had had 
enough experience so that I knew what a class action was and I knew how to approach it. 

IN: Right. OK. 

N: And you don't ever ever know until you've done enough of them to know where the pitfalls 
are going to be or where the obstacles are likeliest to emerge. I certainly learned a lot as I 
went. 

IN: What was it about the case that convinced you to take it? 

N: Most every case I take is an element of my own personality. One of my sons said when he 
talks about me, his sub-field is health care, and as a survivor who ... he is convinced whose 
life is fueled by rage and [Laughter] and I think that that's in part true. There's also in my 
business it's really my version or view of my kind of work is it's really a "them against us" 
and they're daring me and I get mad enough. As it turned out, the lawyers for Chase were 
good friends. They were Proskauer lawyers who looked at me as ifl had [INAUDIBLE] their 
first-born. And they were hurt, "Why didn't you talk to us?" "Well," I said, "It's really not 
for talking. We have to get your attention in a different way." There was a leader of 
Proskauer labor section which was then a sweetheart and he had a litigation partner. He 
really cared because they were smart enough that we had them. We had them in the 
numbers. We had such extraordinary women, so highly qualified that there would ... I have 
no doubt that we have them on the merits and what we could do to solve the problem. I think 
Chase became the model. I'm very pleased looking back on it, the process was I think an 
education for the [INAUDIBLE] that became part of efforts of responsible companies and to 
learn from it. 

Judith's assistant: I hate to butt in. What's one more thing you wanted to show her? 
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[TAPE BREAK] 

IN: So, it sounds like at the time the women came to you you had some class actions that you 
could point to for the experience. And did they come to you knowing that they wanted it to 
be a class action or did they just ... 

JV: Oh, yes. 

IN: OK. They knew what class actions were and that's what they wanted to bring. 

JV: I'm not now ... not looking for sainthood. 

IN, JV: Laughter. 

IN: OK. 

N: And I'm not trying to overstate my qualifications. Truthfully ... truthfully-I have been 
truthful in every respect. But, I probably am exaggerating to some degree ... I'm talking 
about something that was a long, long time ago, when I was recalling, now when I'm talking 
about being qualified, the Keriaze case was getting ready for trial, I hadn't the vaguest idea 
about how the heck I was going to try that case and I went to the law library and I pulled 
every cookbook that was available in the law library and I got some ideas, some of which 
were absurd. 

IN: [Laughter] 

N: But I had this judge who was, who never had a class action presented to him before either. 
[Laughter] I thought maybe that was the way it was done, but the book said that almost all 
the information no matter what you get in discovery, much of the information is in the hands 
or the heads of the employer, not of the employees. They know only what is happening to 
them or their closest buddies. So, if you're trying to draw a picture of a whole work force, 
what do you do? And the book, someday I will find again and have it mounted. 

IN: [Laughter] Right. 

N: ... Said well what you do is call as your first witnesses, the HR people, or the industrial 
relations people, because they have to know everything about the whole work force. Well, to 
try to start a class action with a hostile witness, who is not your witness, that you haven't 
prepared, does lead to some pretty clumsy litigation as you would know. And nobody else 
would know and that's the way we did it and it worked. We were experimenting with new 
ways of doing things and there was no single model that anybody could refer to. It had no 
relationship to reality at all, but when you have no other experience with it then you try it. 

IN: Right. And so, you had that case Keriaze was going to trial before 

N: They came very close ... 

IN: They were very close together. 
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N: They were very close together. Keriaze was 49 trial days spread over several months and 
sometime while Keriaze was being tried, I think we settled Lo Re. 

IN: OK. So they were contemporaneous. 

N: Yes, they were. 

IN: OK. How much investigating did you have to do, how much time did you spend before you 
know that this was a case worth taking? 

N: Some of the women, who are still around, Irene Robbins was one ... these were awfully smart 
women and they were not telling stories about how somebody was rude to them or failed to 
understand how talented they were - this was much more fundamental. Based on workforce 
composition and perhaps what were the affirmative pronouncements. They were clever and 
so it didn't take very long to understand that this was an endemic serious problem. One 
example which I will give you ... may have told you this ... There was a woman who was 
pursuing a masters degree in Industrial Relations, Labor Relations, HR. She was working as a 
high-level clerical female and wanted to be considered for a promotion. She would have to 
leave and be rehired on another line. The women were either on a clerical line or they were 
on a professional line. And indeed, she did quit the bank and got hired on a professional line. 
The women themselves, what I'm trying to say is they were very smart. If I said I really 
would like to know why the concentration of women in retail, and how do their career 
opportunities stack up in retail, they could draw the charts. 

IN: OK. 

JV: And so I would know what to ask for in discovery. They would bring to me enough 
information so that I could then determine what documents I needed or what depositions I 
would have to get in order to fulfill . . . fill out requirements. I think at the same time I may 
have been doing some academic cases as well and I've taken credit for one major 
contribution to the life of the employers in this part of the world. Many of them have had to 
computerize their personnel records [Laughter] in order to satisfy our discovery demands 
without it being too burdensome for them or for me. Certainly the State University people 
gave me full credit for the first time they put everything onto computer. 

IN: Did that also happen in the Lo Re case, or ... 

N: I'm not sure. I think banks probably were ahead of ... 

IN: ... the universities. Right. I think that one of the more interesting pieces of evidence that was 
cited in the opinion that certified the class was the dual letters that Irene Lo Re got. Could 
you describe those and what happened in that situation? 

N: Yes. That's easy. Irene Lo Re was as I told you a first-generation Italian-American born and 
sitting on my desk right now is a note from her. We still are in touch. Irene had gotten a 
Master's degree in business from one of the local colleges and set up her own enterprise 
some sort of I think import-export. She wanted to be an entrepreneur and clung to that notion 
for several years but it was not ... A neighbor of hers said "Come on, Irene, break down, take 
a real honest-to-god job, and now over at Chase, they could use somebody with your 
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background and skills." Irene had some resumes made up anyway and she used I. Lo Re. 
She did not spell out the Irene. Even though I've never asked her the sort of very interesting 
question, I never asked her why she did it - "Was that being sneaky or was that just the way 
she [INAUDIBLE] herself because Irene is such an above-board person that I can't imagine 
she was trying to trick anybody, but in any event ... her neighbor said, "Give me a copy, I'll 
walk it through. 

IN: OK. The neighbor was employed by Chase. 

N: The neighbor was employed by Chase. "I'll drop it at HR." And this was sometime in late 
November early December of the year .. 

IN: 1973, I think. 

N: And Irene got no response. And the neighbor said, "This is ridiculous. This is impossible, 
because whatever else Chase does, it is very, very punctilious about responding to ... Give 
me another copy and this time I will actually hand it to somebody to make sure that they 
delivered it. Irene gave another copy and as you know and as Judge Steffie learned, she got 
two responses within the same week, one to Miss Lo Re saying "despite your good 
credentials, we have unfortunately no job that would be suitable for you. Thank you for 
inquiring." And the other to Mr. I. Lo Re - "your credentials are superior. We would be just 
delighted to talk to you. Please call us at your earliest convenience to arrange an 
appointment." And Irene is nobody's fool. And she thought this was pretty impressive 
evidence of what they did. And she trotted down to the EEOC and talked to them about it. 
The reason that Irene's letters were so important is that they gave us a leg up on the timing. 
As you know, the EEOC has the requirement of a very substantial delay of before you can 
actually go into court. Since Irene's EEOC charges had been maturing, we used those to get a 
head start. 

IN: Right. Did she actually go to Chase, and I'm picking this up from the opinion, she went to 
Chase and interviewed or contacted them in some way? 

N: I apologize for a lapse in memory but I really don't know what she did. I didn't meet her until 
the group formed and then she was produced to me as Exhibit A. "Look, we even have a 
plaintiff for you who would be available so that it would permit us to start the law suit." If 
you notice, I think there's a footnote someplace in the opinion in which the judge dealt with 
Chase's effort to kick us all out because only Irene had filed an EEOC charge and the other 
women had not. They were piggybacking on hers and the judge said, "Fine." Judge Steffie 
was very practical about ... kind of technical complaint would not have sat well with him. 

IN: Right. One thing I had noticed and wanted to ask you a little bit more about was the ... all of 
the objections of the defendants that they [plaintiffs] tried to evade the administrative 
process. 

JV: If we had, it would have been very smart of us. 

IN: [Laughter] What was the history on that, I mean a few of them - it looked like about 3 to 4 
did go to the EEOC or the state agency and eventually got their right-to-sue notices, but what 
was it that gave the defendants this great idea that that was going to save them. 
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N: That was another way of trying to thwart access to the courts. Unfortunately, the EEOC or 
the state agencies which were parallel simply don't have a capacity to deal with many kinds 
of [INAUDIBLE] they have a mountain of litigation on behalf of people. The wildest notion 
in the world about the EEOC is their giving to Claire Keriaze (who we'll talk about later) a 
right to sue letter. They acknowledge in their findings that there probably is class-wide 
discrimination. There are more than 5,000 people employed in that place but here lady, you 
go sue them, we can't. The government of the United States can't deal with it ... you poor 
thing, out of a job, you sue them. This kind of foolishness just is infuriating. And if in this 
new budget directives that the Bush administration is shoving down our throats right now, I 
could recommend that they can put out of business many of the agencies that theoretically are 
doing something about diversity of workplace and use that money to fund litigation. 

IN: Why do you think it was ... not that Proskauer made some really compelling arguments on 
behalf of Chase ... but why do you think it was that Judge Duffy did just take a very practical 
view about the administrative process in that case. 

N: I believe because anybody as scholarly as Duffy would have read Rule 23, would have 
understood Rule 23 and would have applied it. I just simply think that the whole point of a 
class action is about one or more people who have characteristics that are acceptable to 
permit them to speak on behalf of themselves and others similarly situated. If you have to 
have each one similarly situated doing the same damn thing, you are really destroying the 
theoretical advantage of the class action suit, but I would have had no trouble arguing it 
[INAUDIBLE]. 

IN: There is just one particular quote that I wanted to point out which I thought was kind of 
amusing in this opinion. I guess that they were arguing that Lo Re didn't approach the 
administrative process ahead of the case in good faith, and the judge's take on that I thought 
was kind of amusing. 

N: This was still early in the development of the law under Title VII. I think due faith [was] that 
it was hoped at the time that they gave to individuals ... that the EEOC or the state agencies 
would conciliate. 

IN: Would settle the ... 

N: Would settle. And that litigation would be the exception. The defendant's lawyers in this 
case were labor lawyers and they were talking about exhaustive conciliation, the kinds of 
things that you would get in a collective bargaining relationship and I think they were trying 
to import into the legislation those notions. And Duffy was, if nothing else, a very practical 
man. 

IN: Yes. 

JV: Did you ever appear before him? 

IN: No. 
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N: Before he gave up smoking, he was charming. But he also had no patience with fools or with 
people who try to get in the way of sensible resolution. I saw him once, he was so furious 
with a witness, fortunately, 

IN: Adversary [Laughter]. 

N: He got up from the bench, said, "I'm not going to listen to one more word of your lying, Mr. 
So-and-so." He flung himself off the bench, you could see his robes ... 

IN: [Laughter] That's funny. 

N: And the foolish guy on the other side took it up to the Court of Appeals. The answer is I 
wouldn't make too much of that. 

EB: Right. I just thought that it was, I thought that it was amusing that he said that their argument 
boiled down to "Irene Lo Re should have come to the settlement table with more reasonable 
terms, and if she didn't she couldn't bring suit." It seemed that that was what he boiled their 
argument down to. What exactly was it that the plaintiffs in that case were able to show was 
happening at Chase at the time? 

N: [The case] was used [ to show] women were directed into certain positions. Some people used 
colorful phrases like "ghetto," "female ghettos." The fact was that there was a reservation of 
those training opportunities and assignments to some of the more glamorous parts of banking 
- if you can think of any part of banking as glamorous - to the young white males, and 
women wanted their share of it and they couldn't get it. There was no way. And they have 
academic credentials so they were equivalent to the guys if not even superior. They were 
Wharton graduates, they were Stanford graduates. These were not women of small 
attainment. And they were offered positions that gave them no career opportunities. So, I 
think if you could ask them now, what was the one common denominator, it was the keeping 
them in staff positions and closing off the line jobs. Women in HR and communications, in 
babysitting, in making the men look good ... and they wanted to look good themselves and 
they wanted the money and they wanted the same opportunity. Some of it was even funny to 
me. I really had no experience in that world. The presence at a client dinner on a closing of 
some major event which would be a very significant leg up in one's career, I gather. The 
men at Chase had all kinds of lavish changing rooms so that if they had to get into a tux, they 
had a place to do it. The women had nothing like that. It was [ understood a] young man 
would be invited to these events and the women were not. And while to me it sounded like 
the most trivial kind of argument to make, they didn't take it as a joke or as trivial. It was ... 
you know in all these cases [you] go over the same issue. They, whatever the detail is, 
whether it's a question: What is the woman's role? And the company's workplace is men's 
turf and women are in there by sufferance and it's been proven a million different ways or 
can assert itself in a million different ways. But it's the corporate culture and the corporate 
culture was that the women came in and could work until they had babies and then they 
should go away. 

IN: Were there ... that's a good example of just an institutional, actually a physical setup of you 
know the room for the men and there was nothing equivalent for women because it's 
assumed they won't be doing this. Were there any other examples of evidence like that? 
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N: We have examples, but not necessarily for my cases, until some major legal proceeding 
against it. A TI and all of its elements, required women who became pregnant to sign saying 
that when they left their jobs they had no entitlement to be returned to work. You'll find, 
depending upon what company you're looking at, ways of putting women into a position 
where they are second-class and their opportunities are limited. 

IN: Were there any examples at the time you took on the case for Lo Re and the other plaintiffs, 
of women in managerial positions at Chase. 

N: There always were women managerial positions. You have in HR, you have them in 
Communications. You probably have them in Compliance. You have them in behind-the
scenes positions, some operations. Of course you have the corrupt examples as well. When 
the employers were required to report on the work force composition, every now and then 
you would see for executives, a huge percentage of females and then you would do some 
study to find out what are all of these executive-level women doing, and you discovered that 
they were executive secretaries, who have been classified as executives in order to meet some 
quota. 

IN: And did you see that at Chase when you took this case on? 

JV: I don't remember. Chase turned out to be, Chase had its own interesting problems. They, 
what was unique about Chase ... going offtrack right now. The women at Chase were 
remarkable. In fact, I never worked with a group like that. They were more concerned about 
opening up opportunities for women themselves [rather] than the women who were just some 
officer level, because all women in the Chase case were either at office level at a minimum 
assistant VPs. I think A VP was the lowest level officer job. But they were concerned about 
the women one step below and that's unusual. And they were the ones who pressed for a 
settlement which would give educational opportunities to their sisters just below that line. 
And if you've ever seen the settlement agreement in Chase it is a model that I'm prouder of 
than anything else I've done in this area. The money was segregated and we employed the 
services of Cornell's Institute for Women and Work and they studied ... they sent people in 
doing the work at Chase or worked with Chase women to determine what would be the most 
valuable kinds of programs and they came up with a college credit ... 

[Tape 1, SIDE A ends] 

TAPE 2 [Side A] 

IN: [You were] mentioning that part of the settlement was to have a college credit program that 
Chase paid for. 

N: Right. 

IN: Okay, and you had indicated that Chase, you said Chase didn't think enough women would 
apply and you were talking about the settlement maybe if you could just revisit that a bit. 
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JV: Lo Re a major part of the negotiation then was to provide alternate uses for the money if the 
women did not respond to their, to the availability of the program. Chase was not very 
generous. The time for going to those classes was not released time, it was time after work or 
over weekends, and so if they weren't exactly making it most convenient for women to 
accept that offer but the response was overwhelming and at the end of first graduation, it was 
a most emotional wonderful night and what practice of law. The women were introduced by 
their managers, and the managers all said that the change in the women, that they had 
observed, was spectacular, that they were wonderful. The most senior vice president for this 
whole operation came and said they had to apologize for their resistance and their reluctance 
to sponsor this program because it has been successful beyond any thing they could have ever 
dreamed of. And women wandered around and talked to lawyers and we all came away with 
the same sense. Women said it did something for them at home, their children were looking 
at them with more respect, and they were feeling more respect about themselves and they 
would continue to pursue further education. They, it was an enormous success. Just for an 
amusing coda, for the graduation, Chase lent its wonderful floor with all of the Rockefeller 
art, and the women had to pay for the refreshments. 

IN: [Laughter.] What um, let's back up just a little bit on the case because I know that when 
Judge Duffy issued his opinion he said he's certifying a class, and then not too long after that 
you must have commenced some settlement discussions, um, with Chase, is that the 
chronology? 

JV: I think that's correct. 

IN: Uhm-hmm. 

JV: We did have um, but at the same time, we had gotten some expedited discovery, informal 
discovery, we had prepared - really, want to make sure that um, I don't encourage settlement 
of class actions without any discovery, that is not what we're talking about in discrimination 
cases, maybe if, parts of our professional world. But to say you file a complaint in a class 
action and then sit down and settle it, it does suggest a um, practice that I would not approve 
of. 

IN: And your reasoning for that is -

JV: I want to know enough, either before we file a complaint, or after we do, to know whether we 
are getting the kind of remedy that we should be working toward or whether we should say 
the hell with an easy way out, let's take our chances on trial. 

IN: And this was one from the discovery that you took, where you knew you were going to go 
the distance with it if Chase was unyielding. 

JV: And we knew where the holes were, we really did, we could see, it was almost visual. 

IN: Where were the holes? 

JV: Where were the women? Not where they wanted to be. Chase, I don't want to apologize for 
Chase, I don't want to apologize for any of the financial services houses of that period, but 
they were confused. They had not really developed their own thinking to a level of maturity, 
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that you could hold them to, the kinds of things that happened were I think the product either 
of stupidity or not thinking it out. But there were enough times that the women would have 
wanted a participation in some deal that was being developed in Asia, and they would be told 
without any embarrassment, "Sorry, the customers in Asia or your counterpart, our 
counterpart in Asia, would not tolerate having a woman at such a meeting. So you can't go." 
When they said we have one black woman, and that's a plaintiff, there were almost no blacks 
at all, she was a tough babe, good for her, but they sent her to Australia on a deal, along with 
a group of whites. They put her into a separate hotel, she was not invited to any of the meals 
because why? Because the Australians don't like black people. So, what we're talking 
about, in some ways, is history. That's not to say that I wouldn't have wished that some of 
the employers would have been faster and smarter. 

IN: Right. Um -

N: It's still so far from home. 

IN: [laugh] Um, when you, how long was I guess the settlement negotiation, when did it-

JV: It seemed like forever, but it was probably short in retrospect. 

IN: Yeah, right. 

N: I would have to look, the only way I could tell you would be to look at time records or fee 
applications but um - one of the more efficiently run cases, not because I was so efficient, or 
anybody here was so efficient, but those women were so smart. They were really an unusual 
bunch. And they, I've been very fortunate in support people. It's unusual, however, I think to 
have plaintiffs who are quite as sophisticated as this group turned out to be, and so if we were 
talking about programs for women's training, were talking about how to allocate settlement 
monies, they came prepared with really good ideas, having analyzed it themselves. They 
were remarkable. 

IN: So they, in other words, they didn't just sit across the table and say Judith what should we 
do? 

JV: Not at all, that was, I say they were really an unusual bunch of people. 

IN: So what, you mentioned the college credit program that was part of the settlement. What 
were the other, if you could just describe, what did Chase agree to? 

N: Chase had promotional standards, bonuses that would go along with a promotions, to make 
up for the delay. You, reports, ofum, percentages or numbers ofwomen in the training 
programs, report for at least 3 years, where they did not meet the numbers, there would be an 
explanation -

IN: To the court -

N: After the court - I would have to look at the document again, and what was unique about that 
was the Cornell, off the record for a moment, a document I gave you -
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IN: Um, so there was that promotional standards, the bonus to make up for the delay, and then 
reports to the court about what they were doing -

N: Those would be essential features of it -

IN: And the college, then the college credit program -

N: College credit program -

IN: Which college did they -

N: College ofNew Rochelle. 

IN: Okay. 

N: The College of New Rochelle gave credit for participation in the Cornell's classes, and when 
they used them as uh, foundation for their degree. 

IN: Okay. And what um, what did the named plaintiffs, I guess I should say the original group of 
plaintiffs, representing the class, what did they-

N: That's a very touchy subject, what did they get out ofit? 

IN: Yeah. 

JV: I want to digress because at the same time I was doing this or virtually at the same time, we 
have the Plummer case, and the issue of what named plaintiffs are entitled to became the 
bloodiest fight I think of all my activities in class action litigation. I believe the named 
plaintiffs make substantial sacrifice, because if they took their individual cases into court, 
um, it would be at least finite, you would be done, and if you were successful, the damages 
could be very substantial. And the Plummer case, which was the parallel to Lo Re, but was 
on behalf of black professionals but in every other way was virtually identical -

IN: Um-hm. 

N: The judge in that case, Connor, not only kicked our case, our settlement, back at us, but used 
language that hinted strongly that there had been collusion between me and Ron Green the 
plaintiff's [sic] ... the defense lawyer. I wouldn't collude with Ron on whether today is 
Tuesday, and I think he wouldn't return the compliment. But what was the evidence that 
Connor got so exorcised about. We had provided for the named plaintiffs some aidment as 
damages for what they had suffered as individuals and it was just Connor's view that a class 
representative should never benefit himself or herself in a greater degree than the unnamed 
parties of plaintiffs. That's just absolutely, I suppose it's very a kind of right wing way of 
killing off class actions. Horrible. To me it was horrible. Horrible. I got up to the court of 
appeals on this and Judge A. Raffiin who was everybody's favorite curmudgeon said listen, 
Hon, what are you getting so excited about? Nobody is thinking badly of you, and I said 
Judge, lack of beauty is in the eyes of the beholder. 

[Laughter] 
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N: I was furious -

IN: Yeah-

N: Because I was personally offended and then attacked, but it was a compromise in the 
Mulwaney case, where you can give in the circuit time and effort money to named plaintiffs, 
which is another absurdity if I -

IN: What happened with -

N: I think the named plaintiffs did very well in the um, my recollection is that we did fine for the 
named plaintiffs, or they were satisfied with whatever they got. 

IN: In Lo Re. 

JV: InLoRe. 

IN: And what you mentioned earlier that you stayed in touch with her over the years, cause this 
was a case from the 1970s, so what, what did Irene Lo Re end up doing? 

N: Opening a chain of restaurants. 

IN: Really. 

N: Aunt Susie, in um, Brooklyn, and becoming politically involved in trying to do something 
about our school system. 

IN: Didn't stay at Chase for the long, long term. What uh, what did you think was the most 
significant thing about that case overall? Why does it stand out? 

JV: Chase, very, that's an easy one. Very coincidence of timing, I believe, we were doing Chase, 
the Bank America case, in California, had either just been concluded or was still perking 
along. Somebody, and I lost any memory of this, had done a paperback on employment 
practices in banks, and the focus of the EEOC was on a bank in Chicago. So the industry that 
was being targeted was banks, which was good, because people are very visible in banks, and 
they give you very ... heading toward achieving any kind of diversity, and I was in a good 
industry, I didn't think that that way, that this is really sort of a retrospective examination of 
what happened by I think coincidence. 

IN: Um, did you see over the years that the settlement required reports, did you see an 
improvement? 

N: Absolutely. Until the, until the merger with Chemical, which I thought was a very funny 
coda, Chemical as I had told you was the Plummer case and that was for blacks, Lo Re was 
for women, the two organizations merged and there was a huge spread of photograph of the 
20 or 30 top officers of the merged institution there was not one dark face and there was not 
one female face, there were all these nice, 50-year old white-haired, good-looking, mostly 
Irish, who were back in the saddle. 
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IN: You mentioned briefly before, the defense on the other side, there was a woman representing 
Chase among the team. 

N: I don't think she had anything other than sort of a decorative role. 

IN: And that, that's kind of interesting. Were there, did she just show up in court, um, and not 
say much, or -

N: She wouldn't have the uh, I'm really struggling, the name of the litigator, is not in that report, 
and he would have been the only one who would have spoken. 

IN: Okay. 

IN: Did that at all, bother you over the years, did you see that occasionally where you felt like on 
the defense side, someone was put on the team in a token gesture. 

N: Oh. Deborah Rassman, one of my partners, and I in a case we had against Bear Stearns. It 
was a case where a woman was claiming discrimination based on ... Bear Steams hired a 
black guy and a young female as their lawyers and it was so blatant, it was such a ridiculous 
posturing, and yes one does notice such things. 

IN: Um-run. How would you be able to tell the difference between this was, what were some of 
the clues where you would know right away the difference between you know, this is the 
person that they should have gotten, this person is going to provide a great defense for them 
versus they went shopping around for what they thought would be -

N: In that particular case it was almost easy because they brought Ace Greenberger who was 
then CEO ofum, Bear Stearns, and he kept saying to his lawyers ... First he said, there is no 
discrimination at Bear Stearns. And the judge leaned over and said, "Oh really? How can 
you be so sure of that Mr. Greenberger?" This was Judge Lasker who was able to do that. 
[He said] "I passed a law." And Lasker said "What are you talking about?" He said "I 
passed a law. And I said there shall not be discrimination in this company" and then 
Greenberger made a gesture, bringing up, bring up more plaques, bring up the plaques, to the 
people on the defense table, and he had brought a stack of plaques from the Urban League, 
from this league, from that, and he said, "We've even been honored for hiring people who are 
schizophrenic." So I do not, there was a point being made, in the selection, these were not 
people who were their normal counsel. 

IN: Right, right. Um. Anything else sort of reflecting back on the Lo Re case that you think is 
important to note? I think we've covered sort of the, some of the long term benefits of the 
settlement and those issues but anything else that -

N: Well, the answer is that I don't think things have changed that much. [I have to] say, that 
what looked like a great outcome, we could do that again. I would have had no problem 
getting the numbers, the statistics, the anecdotes, the facts, and just do it again, because right 
now, it's one level up. That is the women have moved into slightly higher titles, make more 
money and are still second third fourth tier, no matter how good they are, if they get too good 
they're out of there anyhow. So that industry, while it got shaken up, and women did move 
in to jobs where they had not been accepted before, are no more equal to a, to their male 
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peers, than they were 30 years ago. Exactly the same syndrome is present in those 
workplaces. 

IN: Just at a higher level. They, they moved part of the way toward the glass ceiling but didn't -

JV: They moved up to a point where they are favored by clients, by coworkers, and then a man is 
put into a new position as their boss or they work themselves into a breakdown and the guy 
gets credit for what they have done anyway. Now if uh, a client is becoming too dependent 
on a woman somehow there's a reassignment and it's a young man who gets it. And they say 
well we really have to train him. Uh, there will be global conferences ... somehow it's just 
men who are invited to the conference. There are policy committees that are being created 
and somehow its "no female." Females are invited to all these diversity committees, oh come 
on, they may as well be disbanded. 

IN: What is your theory on why this is still the case? I know that's pretty philosophical but you 
probably have in your mind a theory about why you could go back and really try the same 
case again today just at a different level. 

JV: I don't think we have made up our minds what we believe is the proper role of females. I am 
convinced that most men are trained to think of work outside of the home as "male." That 
the only time that women are welcome in the workplace is when we're at war. 
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