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“Never doubt that a small group :?Jr tht:ulghgﬁif, committed citizens

can change the world; indeed, it’s the ﬂnf}f Ehjng that ever has.”
— Margaret Mead

The National Association of Women Lawyers
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of advaucing women In the legal pmfessinn.

So do we.

* Jenner & Blodk’s women attorneys hold a variety of management
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* Jenner & Block’s women attorneys are leaders in the Bar at the
national, state and local levels.
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* Jenner & Block was the recent proud recipient of the NAWL

President’s Award and the Women's Bar Association of [linois
Women with Vision Award.

Jenner & Block is pmud to be a Premier Sponsc-r
of NAWL and its programs.
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Join NAWL®
By joining NAWL, you join women throughout the United States and

overseas to advocate for women in the legal profession and women’s
rights. We boast a history of more than 100 years of action on behalf of
women lawyers. For more information about membership and the work
of NAWL, visit www.nawl.org,

BENEFITS OF MEMBERSHIP

A voice on national and international issues affecting women through
leadership in a national and historical organigation

* Networking opportunities with women lawyers across the United States

o Access to programs specifically designed to assist women lawyers in their
everyday practice and adyancement in the profession

o A subscription to the quarterly Women Lawyers Journal and the ability to be
kept up to date on cutting eduge national legislation and legal issues affecting
women

 The opportunity to demonstrate your commitment and the commitment of your
firm or company to support diversity in the legal profession

About NAWL

Founded in 1899, NAWL. is a professional association of attorneys, judges and law
Students serving the educational, legal, and practical interests of the organiged bar
and women worldwide. Both women and men are welcome to join. Women Lawyers
Journal®, National Association of Women Lawyers, NAWIL., and the NAWL.
seal are registered trademartes. ©2003 National Association of Women Lawyers.
Al rights reserved.

How to contact NAWL
By mail: American Bar Center, MS 15.2, 321 North Clark Street, Chicago, 11
606105 by telephone: (312) 988-6186; by fax: (312) 988-5491; by email: nawlk@

nawl.org.

About Women Lawyers Journal

EDITORIAL POLICY Women Lawyers Journal is published for NAWL members as a forum
Jor the exchange of ideas and information. 1 iews expressed in articles are those of the anthors
and do not necessarily reflect NAWL policies or official positions. Publication of an opinion is
not an endorsement by NAWIL. We reserve the right to edit all submissions.

ARTICLES Book reviews or articles about current legal issues of general interest to women
lawyers are accepted and may be edited based on the judgment of the editor. Editorial decisions
are based upon potential interest to readers, timelines, goals, and objectives of the association and
the quality of the writing. No material can be returned unless accompanied by a self-addressed,
stamped envelope.

TO ADVERTISE Contact NAWL. headquarters for rate information. Publication of an
advertisement is not an endorsement of the product or company by NAWL.

TO SUBSCRIBE Annual dues include a subscription to the Women Lawyers Journal.
Additional subscriptions or subscriptions by nonmembers are available for $55 in the U.S. and
875 international. Back issues are available for $15 each.

Copyright 2006 National Association of Women Lawyers. All Rights Reserved.

Women Lawyers Journal (ISSN 0043-7468) is published quarterly by the National Association of
Women Lawyers NAWL)®, 321 North Clark Street, MS 15.2, Chicago, 11 60610.
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Jennifer Bancroft DaSilva is Senior Legal Director and Chief Counsel of Schering-Plough Animal Health
Corporation, an $850 million global subsidiary of Schering-Plough Corporation. Schering-Plough Animal
Health engages in the discovery, development, manufacturing and marketing of vaccines, products and devices
for several species of food-producing and companion animals (cattle, sheep, cats, dogs, horses, chicken and
fish). In her capacity as Chief Counsel, she supports the business in over 20 foreign countries and advises
senior management on all aspects of the business, including proposed transactions, existing disputes and
strategic direction.
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Editor’s Note

‘ X Jhile all the articles in this edition of the Journal are excellent, and I rarely would tell you that any one article has

to be consulted first, this time I will make an exception: go straight to the NAWL Survey article. We at NAWL
are very proud of producing our first survey on the retention and promotion of women in law firms. This survey
measures — for the first time, to our knowledge — the levels of women equity partners versus non-equity partners,
comparative compensation as between male and female lawyers, and women’s participation on high-level governance
committees in law firms.

And of course this is only the first survey. Every year we will build on this baseline survey to better track women’s
progress and success in the law. Over 100 firms chose to participate this year and we look forward to many more
participating in the future. We are very excited at this fine piece of work and I commend you to reading the summary
of the research.

Along with the Survey, I can recommend all the other articles for your interest. Christine Ovald-Mruz, a partner at
Lowenstein Sandler in New Jersey, chronicles her life as a partner — with three young boys at home — with grace and
insight. Ellen Ostrow, a super coach to attorneys based in Maryland, writes about how difficult women attorneys
sometimes find it to divine the governing “rules” to getting ahead. And Jennifer Bancroft DaSilva, inhouse with
Schering Plough, provides some tips for minority females as they attempt to adapt to a new job.

We also have two special articles. One is the winner of the ABA Commission on Domestic Violence Essay Contest,
which is held every year. This year’s winner, Amanda Knief, a recent graduate from Drake University Law School,
has written comprehensively about gender bias in asylum law. We also have a superb book review, by Professor of
Law Jennifer Martin of Western New England College, of a new edition of Presumed Equal, a survey of many of the
nation’s law firms in terms of their policies and practices with respect to women.

Lastly, I want to spotlight a change that you may already have noted in picking up this edition of the Journal our
graphic redesign. Thanks to a new member of the NAWL Staff, Erin Shanahan, we have redesigned our look so that
it is more accessible and attractive. We hope that it makes your experience reading the Journal even more enjoyable
than it has been in the past.

As always, we would like to hear from our readers, so email us and let us know what you think about the Jouxrnals
content, its new look, about articles you would like to see, what you like and don’t like. This Journal is for you, our
members, and our aim is to make it as engaging and informative as possible.

Warm wishes,

Holly English, Editor, Women Lawyers Journal
President-Elect, NAWL

Post, Polak, Goodsell, MacNeill & Strauchler, P.A.
Roseland, NJ

holly.english@ppgms.com
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President’s Message

In a historic action, NAWL published its First National Survey on the Retention and Promotion of Women in Law
Firms this month. The survey focused on benchmarking women in the upper reaches of law firms as measured by the
responses from more than 100 of the country’s largest firms.

There is good news and there is bad news.

The good news is that women are making progress and are achieving parity in position with their male counterparts,
particularly at the associate, of counsel and non-equity partnership levels.

The bad news is that women continue to be disproportionately underrepresented at the highest echelons: equity
partnership and firm governance. Indeed, only 5% of law firms are managed by women partners. Compensation is
significantly lower for women equity partners than their male counterparts.

We know law firms are putting effort and funds into attracting and retaining women lawyers. We hope the firms
recognize the leadership potential and management skills women possess. However, the numbers cast doubt on that
hope.

Here at NAWL we see firsthand the commitment of some firms — they are our sponsors and our members. Their
support of NAWL is a clear expression of their belief that women can and should be acknowledged as leaders in the
profession.

One of the core goals of the women’s movement was and continues to be equal pay for equal work. This is no less
desirable among highly paid professionals as it is for any other job.

Compensation systems are tricky for law firms. In general and in theory they reflect three components: origination,
monies collected from billed time, and “othet” contributions to the firm. It is time for law firms to reexamine their
compensation systems to be sure that women are being paid their fair share. Law firms need to reassess how they
assess credit and how they choose the leaders who get credit for “other things” and preferential marketing support.

Origination is, in many firms, the single most important aspect of a partner’s value to the firm. Historically, the first
person bringing in the client gets the origination credit. These days corporations are demanding diversity at their
law providers. RIPs and selection processes all have questions about gender and ethnic composition. In 2000, it is
not only right but also good business for firms to have women and attorneys of color in order to retain and obtain
business. Do law firms assign credit to the diverse lawyers who make such business retainable and obtainable?
Corporations — the clients — who support diversity should not only ask what the numbers are at a firm, they should
ask how work assignments and compensation are calculated.

There are methods to ensure that women keep up their end of the bargain, and trust us, we will. Women seek to be
more than window dressing at a business beauty contest. Firms should see to it that women are put in relationship
positions and given responsibility for matters that they helped to originate. The women will excel. Management
should reward the white male partners who willingly include women on existing business and business credit: this not
only assures diversity, it provides for the institutionalizing of a client.

We have come a long way, but we have a long way to go. Each of us needs to think about
what this survey shows and what it teaches. The NAWL Survey is only a measure of where
we are. More importantly, it is a guidepost pointing to where we must go.

Cathy Fleming

NAWL President, 2006-2007

Partner, Edwards Angell Palmer & Dodge LLP
cfleming(@eapdlaw.com
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Taking Charge

BostoNn, Ma
SEPTEMBER

On September 15, 2006, NAWL presented another  to provide women lawyers with the information needed
installment of its hallmark series, Taking Charge of ~ to achieve career success and advance to leadership
Your Career: Best Practices for Women Lawyers and Their Firms. — roles within the profession while also fostering a sense
Over 100 people came to the luxurious Colonnade Hotel =~ of personal achievement, featured fifteen accomplished
in Boston to learn and share their insights about how to  speakers from private practice, government, academia, and
advance in the profession. The event, which was designed ~ corporate life. The panel discussions were outstanding,

NAWIL President Cathy Fleming with U.S. Army Colonel Maritza S. Associate Professor Renée M. Landers of Suffolk University Law
Ryan, head of the Department of Law at the United States Military School makes a point during a panel discussion.

Academy at West Point and longstanding member of NAWL.

o $li
e
N

- i . o {QR

Program participants enjoy conversation and an excellent luncheon at Program participants Kara E. Fay, Debbie Evans and Kimberly A.
the Colonnade Hotel Simpson at the luncheon at the Colonnade Hotel.
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of Your Career

SSACHUSETTS
15, 2006

as was the camaraderie among the diverse group of
participants who came from New York, New Jersey, New

Hampshire, and Maine, as well as from Massachusetts.

This year, NAWL has made the retention and promotion of
women in the practice of law a major priority. The theme

was also addressed by the program’ keynote speaker,
Lauren Stiller Rikleen. Rikleen, a partner at Bowditch &
Dewey, LLP, and Executive Director of the Bowditch
Institite for Women’s Success, is the author of Ending
the Gauntlet: Removing Barriers to Women’s Success in the Law.

Sarah Camougis of Edwards Angell Palmer & Dodge LLLP moderates
the panel entitled “Not What You Learned in Law School: The Skills
and Information You Need to Progress.”

- Vil 7 el

Program participants Melissa D’Alelio and Courtney A. Queen at the
luncheon at the Colonnade Hotel.

Keynote speaker Lauren Stiller Rikleen (clockwise from top left), with
program chair and NAWL Vice President Lisa Horowitz, NAWL
President Cathy Fleming, and NAWL member Betsy Munnell.

Professor Landers speaks to two program participants.
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LM/15.D. Program in Imgmlmlral Human Rights

Miami, Florida

“The LLM. program allowed me to make rea three of
my most cherished dreams: to work for the UN; to work in
Africa; and to work in the field within the area of human righks.”

- Miréya Penia Guzman, LL.M. IHR 2003 '

A Colombian lawyer and Docior of Law from the Universly of Pars
(Sorbonnge), who has served as Human Righfs Officer with the Uinied
Nafions Mission in Efhiopla and Erfea (UNMEE) in Addls Ababa.

“The LLM. Program in Interculural Human Rights has been a
great addition to my career. | now understand how intemalional
£ qr'. law and the different mechanisms to protect human nghts can
- be used domestically. | also know betler how to exercise polilical

' mﬁp‘mmmmgﬂ policy. It has helped me refine my arguments
""" in asylum cases, especidly those focusing on gender persecufion.
I intercultural dimension was a great seque into my cument
practice of providing culurally sensitive advocacy for victims of
 domedlic violence, sexua assault, and modem-day human slavery”

5 {_.i - Ana Vallgjo, LL.M. IHR 2002 & J.5.D. Candidate 1'.'
" . ,. =

D !

= ---,mmmqwufnmwmmmmdtmm—
i ey-ﬁ.humdtmmwmmmmmmamm‘-
r-ﬁdqmaiﬂﬂ.hﬂmﬁnuﬁﬂmmamm@ndmmj
= 1 yum o ] 2 -
S Photogisph by Sherry Shanalhan €206
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LIFESTYLE

Secking Balance and Small Progress

Christine Osvald-~-Mruz « Member, Lowenstein Sandler, PC

here are mornings when, deep in thought or distracted, I

get 10 minutes into my commute after dropping off the
kids before I realize that I am still listening to “The Wiggles.”
As a partner in a law firm and a mother of three small children
(ages 6, 3 and 1), I am never bored. The velocity of my life
at present is challenging. 1 am constantly striving for balance.
My driving principle is the conviction that there must be a way
to be devoted to my career and to my family — to be the kind
of lawyer I want to be and the kind of mother I want to be.

My driving principle is the conviction
that there must be a way to be devoted
to my career and to my family — to be
the kind of lawyer I want to be and
the kind of mother I want to be.

Moving between the world of work and the world of home
and children presents challenges. Billing time in six-minute
increments, coupled with trying to work as efficiently as
possible, is about as far as one can get from “kid time.” My
kids really would prefer to play trains/cars/buses/rockets on
the bathroom floor than brush their teeth, and see no particular
urgency to getting dressed, fed and out of the house in the
morning. 1 have to make adjustments when I am switching
between the worlds, such as clearing my purse in advance of
a client meeting so that an errant pacifier does not drop out
when I reach for my business cards.

At the same time, there are parallels between how I manage
my work and how I manage my home life. In each case, 1
first take stock of what needs to be done, prioritize, deal with
the emergencies, and take care of things in the “critical path”
(that otherwise would block forward movement). I then seek
to make progress on other items. In my work on corporate
transactions, such as mergers and acquisitions, the “emergency”
may be a phone call that must take place that day to resolve
an open issue. Critical path items may be following up with
my team and/or the client to enable them to move forward on
tasks ranging from tax analysis to document production. In the
case of my home life, “emergencies” may be that tomorrow’s
show-and-tell must be “something that grows” and that we
are dangerously behind on laundry. Critical path items may
be that we have to make an appointment with the dentist (or
doctor, vet, or car repair shop — fill in the blank for your own
situation) and place an online order for a birthday gift.

I also consciously decide in each case where to make trade-

offs. I work a reduced schedule (compared to the staggering
number of hours many lawyers work), trading some potential
income for time. ‘Part time” is a misnomer; rather, there is
flexibility and fluidity to my schedule, which is still substantial.
To manage my workload, I limit the number of matters
I take on at one time, and more frequently play the role of
supervisor than of draftsperson. I also seek matters that
will not inexorably require incessant, prolonged, round-the-
clock attention. This stage of my career does not lend itself
to running IPOs, but I can and do lead other sophisticated

transactions.

The “Compromise” Question

I am unwilling to compromise on the quality of my work.
It is important to me to bear real responsibility at work and
to be diligent, thorough and effective. I enjoy the intellectual
stimulation of my work and feel inspired to develop
relationships with clients and to learn and grow professionally.
I also make it a priority to contribute to the life of the firm,
including serving on committees, mentoring colleagues, and
organizing networking events.

In our dual career household, my husband and I have decided
to allow ourselves some room for imperfection. Our home
is “decorated” with toys, interspersed with inside-out boys’
socks. Some nights we have cereal for dinner; other nights we
join the kids in eating dinosaur-shaped chicken nuggets. By
the end of each week, we typically have a giant collection of
mail, newspapers and kids’ art projects to face.

In the case of my home life,
that
tomorrows show-and-tell must be

“emergencies”  may  be

“Something that grows” and that we
are dangerously behind on laundry.

One area in which we do not compromise at home, however,
is in our attention to and affection for our children. The
kids have a relatively elaborate bedtime routine, in which we
reserve time for reading, talking, hugging, occasional tantrums
and the inevitable trucks/airplanes/construction vehicles on
the bathroom floor. We relish the differences in our kids’
personalities and delight in the funny things they say and do.
We become excited as they reach developmental milestones
and seek ways we can teach them, encourage them and comfort

them. (continued on page 27)
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DIVERSITY

The New Gig

Jennifer Bancroft DaSilva « Senior Legal Director and Chief
Counsel, Schering-Plough Animal Health Corporation

You are a little nervous. But you have on your new pantsuit
and pumps and are ready for action. It’s the first day of
your new job. You are nice and eatly and you proceed to the
receptionist who happens to be a middle-aged white woman.
She looks at you quizzically: “Do you need an application?”
Application, you think to yourself; what is she talking about?
Does she think that I am here to apply for another job? “Miss,
do you need an application? We have lots of positions for the
file room and secretaries, open right now.”

I can’t believe my ears. After all, I am wearing Ferragamos!

Now I’'m angry. “No,” I respond. “My name is Ashley Whitney
and I am an attorney. Today is my first day.”

“Oh,” she says, “You are Ashley Whitney? Please, come right
this way...”

I can’t believe my ears. After all, I
am wearing Ferragamos!

If you are a minority female attorney, this is not a new scenario.
Somewhere along the way, perhaps multiple times, you have
had a case of, let’s call it, mistaken identity. You are the only
brown face around, except perhaps the cleaning ladies, file
room women and/or secretaries and assumed to be someone
other than an attorney.

How do you adapt to your new environment? Here are a few
tips:

1. Say hello to everybody and anybody. Even if

it is not your natural inclination, make an effort to
meet as many people as you can in your carly
months of work.  Certainly, get to know the
colleagues in your group. Also, don’t ignore the
secretaries, paralegals and cleaning ladies. They are
not invisible. They know everything that is going on
and could help you to gain a better understanding of
the company. A friend of mine at one of the oldest
and most prestigious New York law firms found out
that he made partner from, guess who? The janitor
who he had befriended during the many evenings

12 « WIJ - Fall 2006

when he was burning the midnight oil in the office.

2. Network before you show up. Our
communities are small. Does anyone know anyone
who works there? Ask around. When you arrive, if
you are fortunate enough to meet a professional of
color at your new job, play the name game. Where
did you go to school? Where are you from? Where
do you liver Where do your children go to school?
Chances are good that you know someone that he
or she knows. One of my colleagues-of-color who
recently joined my company is in a book club with
one of my dear friends of over 20 years. She also
happened to begin her law practice in Los Angeles
with one of my law school buddies. It turns out that
we both attended our mutual friend’s wedding
several years ago and didn’t even know it! There are
less than two degrees of separation in the minority
bar and the minority community in general. Making
a connection makes everyone feel more comfortable.

3. Focus on commonalities, not differences.
When I started my position at Schering-Plough
Corporation, there were very few women attorneys
and no African-American female attorneys with
children. But, almost all of the male attorneys were
married with children. So, when our group

lunch conversations turned to lighter topics, I tried
to steer the conversation away from the latest
professional football or baseball game (of which

I could offer limited opinion) and instead discussed
what happened at the latest extracurricular activity
that our children were involved in over the weekend.
Since some of them coached their children’s team
and certainly all attended the games, this was a topic
we could all relate to. You would be surprised at
how much mileage you can get out of soccer and
Little League!

While the indignity of a “mistaken identity” is unpleasant,
using network techniques such as those listed above can
help you to brush off those incidents like fleeting footnotes
in your professional life and focus on the satisfaction and
pleasure that you derive from your work and colleagues. °



COACHING

Don’t Follow These Laws!
Ellen Ostrow ¢ Founder, Lawyers Life Coach, LLC

When you live in a world of contract law, tort principles and
civil procedure, it’s easy to expect that there must be a rule
for most things in life. Certainly, living can seem simpler
when there is a clear-cut “right” and “wrong” to guide you.
Ambiguity creates discomfort. Conventions allow us to feel
more in control and to make the world seem more ordetly.

>

to do
something can steer us off course. Often, the women lawyers

But sometimes our wish to find “the right way’

I coach describe their experience of the legal workplace as
akin to having entered a milieu where everyone else knows
the rules —and they don’t have a clue. Their confusion is more
complex than finding out how to get copies made or where
the mail room is.

Rather, they have a sense that there are particular ways to
successfully negotiate the system and someone forgot to give
them the code of conduct. It’s an experience most people
have when they are members of a minority group trying to
navigate through the majority culture.

It reminds me of the first time I attended a Catholic mass. Not
having been raised Catholic, I froze when the person next to
me tried to steer me toward the priest to receive communion.
What should I do? If I “faked” it, wasn’t that sacrilegious?
On the other hand, trying to sit quietly in my pew made me
painfully conspicuous.

Theres plenty of lore about women

pioneers who  “acted like men” 1o

succeed professionally. Younger women
don’t view them as role models.

But my situation was a short-lived challenge. I wasn’t trying
to convert — and if I had been, they would have given me a
rule book.

In contrast, women attorneys have to adapt to a culture
designed by men. The behavioral norms reflect traditional male
mores. There’s plenty of lore about those women pioneers
who learned to “act like men” in order to gain acceptance
and succeed professionally. Younger women don’t view the
women who forged the way as models they want to follow.

Consultants vs. Coaches
In an effort to help women advance, many legal workplaces
now hire coaches and consultants to assist them in adapting

to the culture. But exactly what are women lawyers learning
from us?

I became concerned with this when the members of a panel on
which I participated asked me if I didn’t agree with the “rule”
that women lawyers should not be “too nice or empathic.” Of
course, I knew exactly what they meant — women who come
across as warm, sensitive to others’ feelings, who manage
indirectly rather than by issuing directives, and who often
follow their well-informed statements with tag questions like
“don’t you agree?” do not match the stereotype of a law firm
leader. The adjectives that “leader” bring to mind overlap with
the male gender stereotype: strong, dominant, competitive,
assertive, independent. Leaders, like men, ostensibly speak with
authority. They get down to business rather than attending to
a subordinate’s feelings. They give direct orders. There is no
tentativeness in their speech.

Of course there is merit to this argument. Women — and even
more so women of color — typically do not benefit from the
presumption of competence that male lawyers — particulatly
white ones — receive. They need to prove that they are smart,
strong and tough enough, based on the belief that these are
necessary traits for competent legal practice. I'd agree with the
“smart” part — we all want the people who help us, be they our
doctors, lawyers, or other advisors, to be knowledgeable and
incisive problem solvers.

But are “strong” and “tough” truly job requirements? During
my last physical my physician told me I was his last appointment
before he was scheduled for surgery. He’d been biking cross
country and had fallen and broken a finger. Not wanting
to lose time, he decided to forego medical care. Naturally,
the bone had re-set itself in a very odd position and now he
needed surgery to re-break and then re-set the bone. “You
know how it is,” he said, speaking to me as a colleague. “Your
patients need to see you as invulnerable.” I told him that I
certainly didn’t need that from him and that he might want to
reconsider that assumption.

Similarly, assumptions about how lawyers should act and speak
often reflect the fact that men have been behaving this way for
many years more than they reveal some true requirement for
competent legal practice.

In our efforts to promote diversity in the profession, we need
to take care not to inadvertently promote conformity and
(continued on page 27)
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2006 Report: NAWL’s First National Survey on
Retention and Promotion of Women in Law Firms

Summary
The NAWL National Survey on Retention and Promotion

of Women in Law Firms (“Survey”) was designed to collect
accurate data concerning the leadership status of women
lawyers in private practice. This Survey differs from existing
research in that it measures (1) the comparative role of women
lawyers at all levels of law firm seniority, including as equity
partners; (2) different types of partnership opportunities in
law firms and where women stand in relation to men; (3)
women’s roles in the governance of firms; and (4) women’s
compensation relative to men’s compensation at similar levels
of seniority.

The Survey shows that women lawyers are well-represented
at the lowest level of the profession, constituting 45% of
associates, but not at the top of the profession. While women
account for close to half of law firm associates, they account
for 28% of of-counsel lawyers and 26% of non-equity
partners. At the top level of law firm partnership, women
account overall for 16% or 1 out of every 6 equity partners.
Representation in the equity partnership during prime earning
years (between 10 and 25 years experience in the profession)
is a little better; in that group, women account for about 20%
or 1 out of every 5 equity partners. Among the most junior
equity partners, women account for about 24% or 1 in 4.
Whether these differences represent an upward trend of an
increasing number of women as equity partners is one issue,
among several, that we plan on tracking over time.

Even when women lawyers achieve the formal status of
equity partner, preliminary information indicates a gap in
compensation between male and female equity partners.
Moreover, women’s role in the governance of law firms is
far less extensive than men’s. Women hold on average only
16% of the seats on their firm’s highest governing committee.
Only about 5% of managing partners are women. To the
extent that gender diversity matters for decisions that large
firms make about such critical firm-wide issues as long-
term strategy and growth, business development, partner
compensation and advancement, and policies and practices
related to the retention and promotion of women lawyers, it
appears that, at the highest level, these decisions are still being
made in a decidedly male environment.

Impetus for the NAWL Survey and its Uses
The Survey is NAWL'S first national study about the role

of women lawyers in law firms — to our knowledge, the only
current national study that offers a statistical overview of
the careers of women lawyers at all levels of private practice,
including their roles as equity partners and law firm leaders.
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The impetus for the Survey grew from the now familiar
“50/15/15” conundrum: for over 15 years, 50 percent of law
school graduates have been women yet for a number of years,
only about 15 percent of law firm equity partners and chief
legal officers have been women. The partnership pipeline is
actually richer than these numbers suggest because, for over
two decades, law schools have graduated women in substantial
numbers and law firms have recruited women at the entry level
in about the same ratio as men.

In an era when partnerships are made within 7 to 10 years
of law school graduation, many in the legal profession had
expected that, by now, there would be gender parity at all but
the most senior levels of law firm partnerships. At the same
time, a lack of national data has prevented both a clear picture
of and benchmarks for how women progress in law firm
hierarchies. Existing surveys on women in law firms focus
disproportionately on women associates, too frequently ignore
the important distinctions between non-equity and equity
levels of partnership and largely ignore the role of women
partners in law firm governance and relative compensation.
The data have not been amenable to benchmarking, on an
objective, national basis, the progression of women into
the upper ranks of firms.” While the past year has spawned
a number of reports based on information from individual
lawyers about retention and promotion of women into the
senior levels of law firms,* the studies have limited ability to
provide a systematic profile of the status of women and men
in the upper echelons of law firm practice and leadership.

The NAWL Survey aimed to fill these gaps. The Survey
was designed to provide easily understood and measured
indicators of career status at the national level, and the extent
to which women are achieving senior roles in law firm practice
and governance. NAWL also hopes that state and local bar
associations will take up the mantle of this Survey; and NAWL
would be pleased to work with such organizations to extend
the Survey to local arenas.

The Survey is one of several initiatives being taken as part of
the NAWL 2015 Challenge — a challenge issued in July 2006
for law firms to double the number of women equity partners
and for corporations to double the number of women chief
legal officers by 2015. As the data below suggest, there is work
to be done.

Survey Methodology
The NAWL Survey questionnaire was sent to the 200 largest

firms in the US. as defined by American Lawyer in 2005.°
Although most practitioners work in smaller settings, we



chose to focus on these larger firms because they compose
an easily defined sample on a national basis and their results
would more readily be viewed as benchmarks for the larger
profession.

The Survey solicited information about each firm as a whole,
as of March 1, 2000, regarding the firm’s U.S.-based lawyers.
The questionnaire asked about total law firm size; number
of male and female associates, of-counsel, non-equity and
equity partners; whether the firm was a one-tier or two-tier
partnership’; median compensation and highest compensation
by gender; representation on the firm’s highest governing
committee; and gender of the managing partner. There were
additional breakdowns by level of seniority as defined by year
of graduation from law school. One hundred and three firms
responded to the Survey in time for publication.’

As part of the Survey, NAWL committed not to publish
individual law firm data, which was secondary to our goals
of finding out how women were doing in the aggregate and
setting overall benchmarks.

The Survey was developed and administered by NAWL. The
analysis was assisted by Navigant Consulting, Inc.,* which
generously contributed its time and resources to this project
in validating the statistical calculations and developing the
accompanying charts. It should be noted that the analyses,
conclusions and opinions expressed in this report are solely
the views of NAWL.

Are Women Progressing into Higher Levels of Law
Firm Partnership?

We asked firms to identify the number of associates, of-
counsel, non-equity partners and equity partners and also to
identify the gender breakdown in each category. On average,
as shown in Graph 1, women represent 45% of associates,
28% of of-counsel, 26% of non-equity partners, and almost
16% of equity partners.

Graph 1
Representation of Women in Attorney Positions
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The lowest reported percentage of women equity partners by
any firm was 5%; over 75% of the sample reported that at
least 13% of their equity partnerships were women partners.
That said, only one firm reported a percentage of women

equity partners that was higher than 25%. Overall, the firms
show a remarkably consistent pattern: the vast majority report
that between 10% and at most 25% of their law firm equity
partners are women. These results are consistent with other,
local studies and large amounts of anecdotal evidence.

The numbers overall also show fewer and fewer women
lawyers at each transition point, from associate to of-counsel
to non-equity partner to equity partner. There is a dramatic
difference between the lowest and highest lawyer positions:
while close to 1 out of 2 law firm associates is a woman, only
1 out of 6 equity partners is a woman. Considering that for
most firms, equity partnership decisions are made between 8
and 10 years after graduation, it appears that the vast majority
of firms have a large bunch of women associates, a little
more than half again the number of of-counsel and non-
equity partners and an even less robust number of women
in equity roles. This phenomenon has broader implications
for increased numbers of women in firms given the positive
effect that such practices as senior-to-junior mentoring and
role modeling have, as generally believed, on the movement
of women into senior roles in firms.

Even when women are promoted beyond the associate level,
their movement into the highest levels of firms has been
limited. Looking at promotion into equity partnership by
seniority as defined by class of law school, of the relatively
small number of persons who graduated from law school
in 1996 and have become equity partners, women represent
roughly 24% of them. For graduates from 10 to 15 years ago
(classes of 1990 to 1995) — a timeframe when virtually all
firms have decided whether their lawyers will be promoted
to equity partner — women represent 21% of equity partners.
Among graduates of the classes of 1980 to 1989 — a time
when partners traditionally would be expected to be in high
gear for productivity and earnings — women occupy roughly
the same level, at 19% of equity partners. For graduates of the
class of 1979 or earlier, women comprise between 9 and 10%
of equity partners, although these numbers are not much
different than might be expected given the low rates at which
women attended law school before the late 1970s. These
results are illustrated in Graph 2.

Graph 2
Representation of Women in Equity Partner Positions
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If we look only to those classes where women graduated
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from law school in large numbers, women occupy equity
positions at about 20% the level of men, or at a 1 to 5 ratio.
This number is consistent throughout the classes of equity
partner from 1980 to 1995. For the more junior equity partners,
those who achieved that position in less than 10 years out of
law school and where classes were roughly 50% female, the
number is somewhat higher (24%).

Atthis point, the results are both encouraging and disheartening.
While there has been marked improvement in the number of
women equity partners from the last generation of lawyers
to this one — comparing women who graduated before 1980
with those who graduated between 1980 and 1995 — there is
a considerably lower percentage of equity partners than the
number of women law school graduates would predict. This is
an especially striking finding given that the number of women
and men who start out as associates in the large law firms is
roughly the same, and has been for a number of years.” In
addition, these data cannot tell us whether the somewhat higher
number associated with the most junior level of equity partner
represents a meaningful increase in the rate at which women
lawyers are currently achieving and maintaining the position of
equity partner or whether, as these younger women progress
in their legal careers, there will be a noticeable loss of women
from the ranks of equity partnerships. One reason why NAWL
intends to complete its Survey on an annual basis is to be able
to address such questions with meaningful trend data.

At the level of non-equity partner (and looking only at two-
tier firms, where there are large numbers of non-equity
partners'’), the gender differences are also notable. Overall,
women represent 26% of non-equity partners. For people
who graduated from law school 10 years ago or less, women
represent 27% of non-equity partners. For graduates from 10
to 15 years ago (classes of 1990 to 1995), women represent
30% of non-equity partners. Among graduates of the classes
of 1980 to 1989, women occupy the non-equity positions in
about the same proportion, 31%. For graduates of the class
of 1979 or earlier, women comprise about 11% of non-equity
partners.

Thus, in prime partnership years at the nation’ largest law
firms, women occupy roughly one-fifth of equity partner
positions and, in two-tier firms, just under one-third of non-
equity positions.

The of-counsel data show a parallel picture: the percentage of
women of-counsel is far greater than the percentage of women
in either equity or non-equity partnerships. The numbers are
especially pointed looking at graduates from the classes of 1980
to 1995. Women represent 43% of lawyers who are of-counsel
in each of those classes, although they represent only some
20% of equity partners and 31% of non-equity partners in the
same cohorts. Equally striking, the percentage of women in
of-counsel positions during the years when partnership would
most likely be expected — 1980 to 1995 — is about the same as
the percentage of women associates in firms. These results are
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shown in Graph 3.

Graph 3
Representation of Women in Associate
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Traditionally, of-counsel positions were given to partners
nearing retirement, who wanted to maintain a practice but not
on a full-time basis and without the business responsibilities
of equity partnership. It is unclear, however, what factors are
influencing the percentage of women who occupy of-counsel
positions. Are women more likely to seek less visible roles as
partners? Are these of-counsel positions a place for women
lawyers who are denied partnership status forlegitimate reasons?
Or are women in large firms disproportionately directed into
of-counsel positions instead of promoted to partner level work
and compensation? Because NAWL anticipates conducting
this survey on an annual basis, we hope to accumulate data
amenable to answering at least some of these questions.

Does Law Firm Structure Have an Impact?

Law firm structure — whether the firm has a one-tier or two-
tier partnership — impacts whether women progress to the level
of equity partner. First, as a threshold matter, the percentage
of associates in one-tier firms who are women is the same
percentage as in two-tier firms (45%). The percentage of of-
counsel lawyers who are women is also roughly the same in
single-tier versus two-tier firms (31% versus 26%).

At the level of equity partner, there are some differences. In
single-tier firms, women comprise 17% of equity partners. In
two-tier firms, where women may occupy either an equity or
non-equity position, 15% of equity partners are women. This
difference between one-tier and two-tier firms is sufficiently
large enough to be statistically significant at the 95% confidence
level." There are also a substantial number of women non-
equity partners in two-tier firms (26% on average); that position
has negligible numbers in one-tier partnerships for either men
or women.

These statistics raise the question, is the one-tier or two-tier
structure more amenable to promoting women into senior
positions as equity partners? One-tier firms have a lower
percentage of women “partners,” if we count both equity and
non-equity positions, than two-tier firms. On the other hand,
the point of most two-tier firms is to stratify the partnership.
That is why in most two-tier firms, non-equity partners are
denied authoritative input into the governance of the firm,



receive substantially lower compensation and benefits, and
frequently need to follow an “up or out” track within a few
years of becoming a non-equity partner, which limits the
number of years in which they may occupy partnership
positions.

A similar point is made when we disentangle the data by
seniority, where we find differences by law school classes. In
the most junior group of equity partners, the percentage of
women equity partners is about the same whether in one-
tier or two-tier partnerships, about 24%. That group consists
of law school recruits from classes that were divided about
equally between men and women graduates. In looking at
more senior classes, a greater percentage of women equity
partners is found in one-tier firms. In the classes of 1990-
1995, where women graduates account for close to 50% of
classes, women account for 25% of equity partners in one-
tier firms and 19% of equity partners in two-tier firms."”” In
the classes 1980-1989, where women graduates account for
roughly 40% of graduates, women account for 22% of equity
partners in one-tier firms and 18% of equity partners in two-
tier firms.” In the most senior classes, those graduating from
law school earlier than 1980, women account for about 11% of
equity partners in one-tier firms and 8% of equity partners in
two-tier firms, numbers that are not significantly different and

are roughly consistent with the level of law school graduates
before 1980."

Do Women Lawyers Participate at the Highest Level

of Law Firm Governance?

We surveyed the gender of the managing partner and also the
composition by gender of the highest governing committee
in the firm.

Firms reported an average of 12 members on their highest
governing committee. As shown in Graph 4, on average, the
membership of the highest governing committee in a firm
is about 16% women — about the same gender ratio as is
found in equity partnerships. About 15% of the firms report
as many as 25% female members of the highest governing
committee. However, roughly 10% of the firms report no
women members on their highest committee; and one fifth of
the firms report that fewer than 10% of the members of the
highest governing committee are women.

As shown in Graph 5, only 5% of managing partners are
women, a much lower percentage than would be expected on
the basis of equity partnership levels.”

These statistics suggest, among other things, that women
occupy lower positions within the firm’s equity partner ranks,
as it is our impression that selection of the firm’s managing
partners and members of the highest governing committee
typically comes from the top half of the equity partnership.

Is There Gender Parity in Compensation?

Questions on compensation were the only ones that our sample
of law firms frequently did not answer and the overall

Graph 4
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response rate, therefore, is lower than on the other questions.'
That said, there were a sufficient number of responses to
provide suggestive data and some significant findings.

Of the 62 firms that reported whether a male or female
lawyer earned the most compensation in the firm, 57 firms
— or roughly 92% — reported that their highest paid lawyer
was a man.

Twenty-seven firms reported male and female median
compensation for the non-equity partner position. Among
these firms, the average median compensation for men is
$239,000 and for women is $207,400. The male compensation
advantage of $31,0600, however, is not statistically significantly
different from zero at any reasonable confidence level.

Thirty-five firms reported male and female median
compensation for the equity partner position. Among these
firms, the average median compensation of a male equity
partner is $510,000. The comparable figure for a female equity
partner is $429,000. The difference, a compensation premium
of $81,000 for men, is statistically significant at the 95%
level. However, it is also the case that there are substantially
more men at the most senior levels of partnerships and this
difference may account for the income disparity.

Twenty-nine firms reported male and female median
compensation for the of-counsel position. The average
median compensation for men of-counsel is $202,000, and
the figure for women is $184,000. This difference of $18,000
is significantly different at the 99% confidence level.
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Conclusion

The NAWL Survey confirms that in American law firms,
women are well-entrenched at the associate and of-counsel
levels but do not occupy senior positions in the number many
expected based on the large number of women law school
graduates over the past 25 years. Women are not represented in
large numbers as equity partners, on the highest management
committee of their firms or in the role of managing partner.
The data on compensation, while more sparse, are consistent
with the overall view that women, on the whole, are not on a
par in law firms with their male colleagues.

On the more positive side, we continue to see a large number
of women lawyers practicing in private firms at all levels. The
evident commitment of women to careers in private practice
combined with the desire of firms to retain and promote
women lawyers provide a solid foundation for advancing
women into leadership positions in greater numbers. The
pipeline is filled with women lawyers capable of occupying
positions as equity partners, law firm managers and members
of the highest governing committees in firms. The challenge
for the profession — individual women, their firms and other
interested stakeholders, such as law firm clients — is what
policies and practices will work best to open that pipeline and
advance women quickly into roles they have earned and will
occupy with distinction.

NAWL conducted the Survey to provide initial benchmarks
and stimulate discussion on the general issue of the status
of women in private firms. We intend to repeat the Survey
on an annual basis and look forward to seeing continued
progress towards gender parity in private practice. We also
have planned, as part of the NAWL Challenge, a number of
initiatives to assist law firms in developing effective policies and
practices that will enhance the progress of women in private
practice. We know from our experiences in collaborating on
diversity programs with private law firms around the country
that there is a desire to implement meaningful, concrete steps
that proactively increase the number of women lawyers at
the more senior levels. We thank our Law Firm Members
and Sponsors for their support of initiatives like the NAWL
Survey and their cooperative efforts to enhance the role of
women in the profession.

! Copyright 2006, all rights reserved. The NAWL National Survey on
Retention and Promotion of Women in Law Firms is copyrighted
by the National Association of Women Lawyers and may not be
used or duplicated without written permission.

’At the national level, “NALP” annual surveys provide very
interesting data at the more junior levels of practice but do not
focus on equity/non-equity distinctions or measure other indicators
of success at the partnership level and law firm governance. Census
data do not provide easily accessed distinctions among lawyers and
focus more broadly on members of the legal profession, which
includes many non-lawyer personnel, and also do not provide data
on professional status or progression. The EEOC has conducted
some research on women lawyers with a focus on compensation but
only on an occasional basis.

*A number of local law news media have published surveys of
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the status of women lawyers in firms in a given geographic locale,
although none of them have systematically studied the progression
and role of women into senior levels of partnership and governance.
In addition, there are validity issues with many of the surveys of
women in equity partnerships because sponsors routinely allow a
firm at its own discretion to obliterate the distinction between
equity and non-equity partner by reporting all partners as “equity”
partners. The result is a statistical sleight of hand, at two levels.
First, firms treating non-equity partners as equity partners report a
much higher number of “equity” partners than if they reported the
two separately. In addition, the data from such firms put the overall
group average into question, because it reflects the inflated number
of equity partners that exists in the reports by individual firms. Not
surprisingly, the firms who refuse to report gender statistics for
equity and non-equity partners are, by our observation, typically the
firms that have the worst records on promoting women to equity
partner. What is surprising is that law publications have allowed this
practice to continue without sanction.
*See, eg, L. Blohm and A. Riveria, PRESUMED EQuUAL: WHAT
AMERICA’S ToP WOMEN LAWYERS REALLY THINK ABOUT THEIR FIRMS
(Authorhouse 20006); American Bar Association Commission on
Women in the Profession, Visible Invisibility: Women of Color in Law
Firms (Septembetr 2006)(preview available at http://www.abanet.
org/women/perspectives); L.S. Rikleen, Ending the Gauntlet: Removing
Barriers to Women’s Success in the Law (Glasser Legalworks 2000). See
also, e.g., 'T. O’Brien, Why Do So Few Women Reach the Top of Big Law
Firms? New York Times, March 10, 20006.
See “The AmLaw 1007 for 2005, American Lawyer May 2005, and
“The AmILaw 200” for 2005, American Lawyer August 2005.
‘A one-tier firm was defined in the Sutvey as a firm where at
least 95% of the partners are equity partners. Of the 101 firms
that responded to this particular question, 39 reported a one-tier
partnership structure and 62 reported a two-tier structure.
"An analysis of the non-responding firms showed that responding
firms were larger in terms of revenue, total number of lawyers, and
total number of partners than non-responding firms. In addition,
a greater fraction of firms from Northeast and Midwest regions
than South or West regions responded to the Survey, reflecting the
regional distribution of the larger firms. The overall results are thus
weighted toward the larger firms that were surveyed and the regions
where the larger firms are located.
#Navigant Consulting, Inc. NYSE:NCI)is aninternational consulting
firm providing dispute, financial, regulatory and operational advisory
services to government agencies, legal counsel and large companies
facing the challenges of uncertainty, risk, distress and significant
change. Information about Navigant Consulting, Inc. may be found
at www.navigantconsulting.com.
See, eg., Women and Minotities in Law Firms at http://www.nalp.
org/content/index.phprpid=157.
"By Sutvey definition, fewer than 5% of pattners in one-tier firms
are non-equity partners. See note 6, supra.
"We did not include in our analysis four firms that chose not to
distinguish their equity and non-equity partners. These firms treated
all of their partners as “equity” partners when in fact they have
substantial numbers of partners at the non-equity level. As reported
to us anecdotally by members of those firms, they have a much
lower proportion of women equity partners than women non-equity
partners. In one such firm, as an example, we were informed that
fewer than 10% of the equity partners are female, although, because
of the large proportion of women at the non-equity level, the firm
reported that over 20% of its “equity” partners were women. The
(continued on page 40 )
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Gender Bias in Asylum Law: Recognizing

Persecution Against Women and Girls
Amanda Kneif

Editor’s Note: The ABA Commission on Domestic 1 iolence holds a writing competition each year for law students to submit essays on issues relating

to domestic violence. This year$ essay contest winner is Amanda Kneif, a recent graduate of Drake University Law School.

ations grant asylum to citizens of other countries when
Nthose citizens are no longer safe in their home country.
We traditionally think of granting asylum for political or
religious reasons. We grant asylum for what people think, for
what they believe. We grant asylum to people for who they
are. Race and nationality are both internationally recognized
reasons for granting people asylum.! But increasingly, asylum
is being sought by those who are persecuted not for what they
believe or think and not for their race or nationality, but simply
because they are female.

Across the globe, women and gitls are trying to escape gender
persecution in their native lands. Because they are female,
women and girls in some societies are subject to persecution,
including female genital mutilation (FGM), domestic violence
as an accepted part of the culture, and abuses based on their
advocacy of women’s rights.” The United States has struggled
to address these types of asylum claims.” The US. system,
like most Western counttries, is based on the United Nation’s
refugee status and protocol conventions, which do not have
a category that recognizes gender persecution.* However,
while not categorically recognizing gender persecution, the
United States has recognized FGM as the basis for a claim of
asylum’ and the U.S. Department of Justice has proposed that
domestic violence be considered as a basis for asylum.®

This paper examines how US. courts struggle under the
current asylum system’ to address claims that fall under gender
persecution without a gender category and suggests ways to
correct the problems while still helping those seeking refuge
at U.S. borders. Parts A and B explore U.S. asylum law and the
world’s slow recognition of gender persecution. Parts C and
D explain why the current US. system is ill-suited to handle
gender-based asylum claims. Part E weighs the arguments
for and against a gender category. Part F looks at how far
other Western countries have gone in recognizing gender
persecution. Finally, Part G suggests how the U.S. can better
address gender-based asylum claims, both legislatively and
with reforms aimed at the beginning of the asylum process.

A. What Is Asylum—And How Does It Work?

“Asylum offers protection when that of the home state, for
whatever reason, has failed.”® Asylum is a claim of last resort
for a person who, although not forcibly removed, is compelled
to leave his or her home because of fear of persecution.” Under
the UN. Convention Relating to the Status of Refugees' and
US. asylum law;'' a person claiming asylum must first meet
the definition of a refugee. The basic criteria for qualifying

as a refugee are (1) persecution or a well-founded fear of
persecution (2) in the person’s homeland or country of last
residence (3) based on race, religion, nationality, membership
in a particular social group, or political opinion.'?

The basic criteria for qualifying as a refugee
are (1) persecution or a well-founded fear
of persecution (2) in the person’s homeland
or country of last residence (3) based on
race, religion, nationality, membership in a
particular social group, or political opinion.

Additionally, in order to be eligible to apply for asylum, a person
must be arriving in the United States or already physically
present.”” An asylum applicant is interviewed by an Asylum
Officer (employed by the US. Citizenship and Immigration
Services), who determines whether the applicant meets the
definition of a refugee and whether the asylum claimed can be
granted.' If the Asylum Officer does not grant the applicant’s
claim, it goes to an immigrant judge in the Executive Office
for Immigration Review.” “The immigration judge may grant
the claim or may issue a denial and an order of removal.”"
The decision of the immigration judge may be appealed to
the Board of Immigration Appeals, then to the federal U.S.
Courts of Appeals, and finally to the U.S. Supreme Court."”

B. Western Nations Acknowledge Gender Persecution

Though there is a long history of violence toward women, few
conventions or treaties directly address the violence as a human
rights violation." Even The Women’s Convention does not call
violence against women a form of discrimination.”” However,
as women’s issues garnered attention through the 1970s and
1980s in Western nations, the public began to look at other
nations’ policies towards women. In the 1980s and 1990s,
international developments brought the issue of gender into
the definition of refugee.”” “Gender-specific forms of human
rights violation[s] such as rape, domestic violence and coerced
female circumcision were gradually considered to be forms
of persecution.”” Both FGM and domestic violence received
attention due to the more intimate nature of the abuse. ““The
physical and mental damage that women who are abused by
their partners experience and the environment of terror in
which they often live clearly constitute a form of persecution

or torture.”?

After there was recognition of gender persecution, there came
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the argument for inclusion of this kind of persecution in asylum
law. Advocates compared gender persecution to recognized
standards of persecution. ““The physical and mental abuse that
these primarily female applicants have endured makes their
plight poignant. Admitting them seems necessary to realize
the humanitarian ideal undetlying the doctrine of asylum.”*
“ID]omestic violence meets the legal requirements that an
applicant show that she was subject to persecution. It subjects
women to cruel and inhuman treatment and places their lives at
risk... [TThe plight of abused women meets the humanitarian
requirements that undetlie the doctrine of asylum.”*

C. Why Current Asylum Laws Can’t Address Gender
Persecution Adequately

The calls to include gender persecution also raised arguments
that women faced different obstacles from men that were not
addressed by asylum law. “[W]omen and gitls, as opposed to
males, often suffer violence at the hands of family members.”?
This in turn led to arguments for a new gender category for
these kinds of persecution. Yet countries hesitated; the United
States in particular seems determined to fit all asylum claims
into its current system. Proponents of the gender category
argue that women are excluded from the traditional asylum
system because the asylum claims they are most likely to make
are not likely to be granted without a gender category.®

Although the U.S. courts now recognize
FGM as a form of persecution and the
Department of Justice has proposed that
domestic violence also be recognized as such,
a woman must still fit her claim into one
of the five accepted categories — which has
proven troublesome for many applicants.

The key to making a successful asylum claim for any applicant
is proving a well-founded fear of persecution that is based on
one of the five accepted categories: race, religion, nationality,
membership in a particular social group, or political opinion.
These are the sticking points in gender persecution claims.
Although the US. courts now recognize FGM as a form of
persecution””  and the Department of Justice has proposed
that domestic violence also be recognized as such,”® a woman
must still fit her claim into one of the five accepted categories
— which has proven troublesome for many applicants. Those
seeking asylum for gender persecution “have difficulty showing
that they are persecuted for the legally acknowledged reasons
required by the asylum doctrine. They are forced to fit their
situation to a set of criteria that were adopted without giving
much thought to the needs of their situation.””” Gender
persecution is based on being male or female, and does
not intuitively fit into race, religion, nationality, or political
opinion.

So many U.S. courts try to fit gender persecution into the social
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group category. But “courts have struggled with the boundaries
of the social group definiton.” “US. refugee law has yet to
grapple adequately with the fact that gender can form the basis
of a ‘particular social group, and, as a result, some gender
claims have been allowed but only through convoluted legal
logic, while others have simply been denied.”!

For example, in the Matter of Kasinga* the Board of
Immigration Appeals (BIA) established that FGM can be the
basis for an asylum claim.” But while doing so, the BIA had
to fit the applicant, a Togolese woman, into a social group in
order to grant the asylum. Forcible FGM, although recognized
by the BIA as persecution,” is not recognized as persecution
based on race, nationality, political opinion, or religion. That
only leaves social group — the BIA’s determination of the
applicant’s social group was “a member of a social group
consisting of young women of the Tchamba-Kunsuntu Tribe
who have not had [FGM], as practiced by that tribe, and who
oppose the practice.””

Yet just this summer in Gichema v. Gonzales, the Tenth Circuit
upheld both the BIA and the immigration judge’s rejection of
an applicant’s asylum claim partly due to her failure to identify
a recognizable social group.” The applicant, a young woman
from Kenya, was flecing tribal members determined to subject
her to FGM.?™ She argued she belonged to a social group of
“members of the same family who are uncircumcised Kikuyu
women who have been specifically identified and thus targeted
by the Mungiki for forcible [FGM].”* What is the difference
between the convoluted social group definition the BIA used
to grant asylum in Matter of Kasinga and the convoluted social
group definition the applicant developed in Gichena? Wouldn’t
it be simpler if the courts could just find that because FGM is
recognized as persecution and because the women’s fears were
well-founded that each of them should be granted asylum
based on gender persecution?

For a few asylum claims, relief has been granted by U.S. courts
to women fleeing gender persecution because they were able
to frame their claims on grounds of “political opinion” or
“religion.” I re of S-A-"" involved a young Moroccan woman
who was physically abused by her father because of her more
liberal view of Islam.* The abuse by her father qualified the
applicant for a domestic violence claim; the fact that her
two brothers were not abused similarly suggested gender
persecution, and her liberal view of Islam versus her father’s
strict interpretation set up a claim of religious persecution.®
The BIA chose to grant the claim based on religious persecution
rather than gender or domestic violence.* In Fazin v. INS," the
Third Circuit upheld the BIA’s rejection of an Iranian woman’s
petition to be considered part of a “social group of the upper
class of Iranian women who supported the Shah of Iran, a
group of educated Westernized free-thinking individuals.”*
The BIA stated “that there was no evidence that she would be
‘singled out’ for persecution,”"’ and that she would be “subject
to the same restrictions and requirements as the rest of the
population.” However, the woman had also declared herself



to be a feminist and to hold feminist views.* The Third Circuit
recognized feminism as a political opinion.” Unfortunately for
the applicant, the court also held that her political views would
not subject her to persecution and denied her application.”

Another oddity that has shown up in traditional asylum
law is the domestic violence issue. “Despite the apparent
applicability of traditional asylum doctrine, it has proved to
be an inconsistently successful method to obtain the physical
protection that victims of domestic violence are seeking.
Gender-related asylum claims must be proved on a case-by-
case basis.”*

The Ninth Circuit granted the asylum petition of a young
woman from Mexico in Aguirre-Cervantes v INS.>® The
persecution she was fleeing was the extreme physical abuse
she suffered at the hands of her father,” making it a domestic
violence claim. She claimed her social group was “immediate
family members being abused” and the Ninth Circuit agreed
— but noted that this designation would be applied case-by-
case.”

But in June 1999, the BIA caused an uproar when it denied
asylum to a Guatemalan woman who fled horrific and
repeated domestic abuse.”® The BIA held that she failed to
establish membership in a recognizable social group and failed
to produce evidence that she was abused by her husband
because of membership in any particular social group.” As a
direct result, the Department of Justice proposed a new rule
for gender-based asylum claims in 2000.® The proposed rule
still has not yet been adopted.”” The rule is meant to recognize
“the longstanding principle that gender can be the basis for
membership in a particular social group[,]” including “victims
of domestic violence.”® The Department of Justice released
a series of questions and answers to accompany its press
release about the proposed rule,” including these statements
explaining why domestic violence was being included in asylum
claims:

“IThe Department of Justice] believes certain forms of
domestic violence may constitute persecution despite the
fact that they occur within familial or intimate relationships.
Domestic violence centers on power and control over the
victim. The proposed rule recognizes that such patterns of
violence are not private matters, but rather should be addressed
when they are supported by a legal system or social norms that
condone or perpetuate domestic violence.”**

D. Persecution on Account of Membership in a Particular
Social Group®

As the U.S. government struggles with how to change the laws,
the courts continue to work with the laws they have. Thus far,
persecution on account of social group membership is still the
most often-used category for gender-based asylum claims. It
is here that the courts have had the most trouble and the most
inconsistency,” and here perhaps the best argument exists for
creating a sixth category for gender-based abuses.

In the Matter of Acosta, the BIA set the standards for what a

“particular social group” means.”” The BIA established that
membership in a particular social group was based on an
“immutable characteristic,” which might be innate, such as
“sex, color, or kinship ties, or in some circumstances it might
be a shared past experience.” This was a significant decision
in US. asylum law, and showed promise of an expansion to
the legal definitions of a particular social group, “especially in
recognizing gender as a potential basis of this category.””®’

Acknowledging that what constituted a particular social group
category would have to be defined on a case-by-case basis, the
BIA in Acosta stated that a particular social group “could be
circumstantially specific, as in a shared experience or voluntary
status that unites group members. More significantly, however,
the legal reasoning in Acosta expressly allowed for recognition
that a ‘particular social group’ can be organized around
fundamental characteristics essential to a person’s identity,
which obviously includes such fundamental attributes as
gender.”*®

Consistency is the major problem that plagnes
social group membership as the solution to

Jinding a place for gender-based claims.

In the Matter of A-N-, a woman who fled abuse from her
husband in Jordan was granted asylum on the basis that she
was part of the particular social group of “married, educated,
career-oriented, Jordanianwomen.” Thusindicatingrecognition
of gender-based persecution but with a series of major
qualifications attached to narrow the ground significantly.®”
“More problematic than the cases in which ‘particular social
groups’ have been constructed extremely narrowly are those
cases in which courts have simply refused to recognize gender
as forming even part of the group identity, leading to the denial
of asylum.”™ For example in Matter of R-A-, the BIA denied
asylum to a Guatemalan woman who had been subjected to
extreme physical and sexual abuse by her husband, “abuse
which the [BIA] has no trouble identifying as constituting
persecution.” But her asylum application was denied because
the BIA found her persecution was not on account of her
social group of “Guatemalan women who have been involved
intimately with Guatemalan male companions, who believe
that women are to live under male domination.””" Consistency
is the major problem that plagues social group membership as
the solution to finding a place for gender-based claims.

The BIA and the courts have too much discretion and not
enough guidance with the current laws to decide what is or
what is not a particular social group and what besides gender
qualifies as an immutable characteristic. But perhaps there
is change in the wind. In the courts, “[tlhere has been a
potentially significant recognition that gender can form the
basis, or, more accurately, part of the basis of membership
in a ‘particular social group.”””? Of significant note: In March
2005, the Ninth Circuit flat out accepted gender as a basis for
asylum: “Although we have not previously expressly recognized
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females as a social group, the recognition that girls or women of
a particular clan or nationality (or even in some circumstances
females in general) may constitute a social group is simply a
logical application of our law.””

In the Ninth Circuit’s case, Mobammed v. Gonzales, a young
Somali woman was seeking asylum on the basis of being
subjected to involuntary FGM and fear of future persecution
based on her membership in the Benadiri clan.” The court
found that there were “at least two ways in which... [to] define
the social group Mohammed belongs [to].”” The court said
that Mohammed could either be determined to be persecuted
on account of her membership in the “social group of young
gitls in the Benadiri clan” or “because the practice of [FGM]
in Somalia is not clan specific, but rather is deeply imbedded
in the culture throughout the nation and performed on
approximately 98 percent of the females,” her membership
could be that of Somalian females.”

The court relied on a previous holding that a particular social
group is “one united by a voluntary association...or by an
innate characteristic that is so fundamental to the identities
or consciences of its members that members either cannot or
should not be required to change it.””” The court stated “we
conclude that Mohammed’s claim that she was persecuted ‘on
account of” her membership in a social group, whether it be
defined as the social group comprised of Somalian females,
or a more narrowly circumscribed group, such as young girls
in the Benadiri clan, not only reflects a plausible construction
of our asylum law, but the only plausible construction.””® The
US. Immunization and Naturalization Agency’s guidelines,
which provide its agents guidance for dealing with women’s
asylum claims, have also been updated so that gender is now
listed as an immutable trait that can qualify under the rubric of
a “particular social group.””

E. Gender Persecution as an Asylum Category — Pros
and Cons

Despite the ample evidence that the current asylum system
does notadequately address gendet-based persecution,” critics
attack both the need for a gender category and the effects such
a category would have. One of the strongest voices against the
need for a gender category has been Dan Stein, the Executive
Director of the Federation for American Immigration Reform.
He strongly believes that a gender category would move the
United States from the murky area “of rendering judgments
about the actions of foreign governments to the even murkier
area of judging social and cultural practices. If the United
States has sometimes been viewed as the world’s policeman,
these recent expansions of political asylum are moving us
towatd the role of the international nanny.””®' However, Stein
does claim that “violence of any kind perpetuated against
women is an evil itself to be avoided if possible.”® But he
still believes that asylum is not the place to combat these
atrocities. “While all these practices are reprehensible, they
hardly fit the definition of political persecution.”® He mostly
focuses his arguments on how the need for a gender category
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stems from a social consciousness to right the world’s wrongs.
“I would argue that asylum policy is not the place to battle
the world’s cultural, political, and ethnic fault lines. We should
try to spread our Western values through cultural exchange,
mass exchanges, and diplomatic pressure. But we cannot
save the world through immigration.** Asylum is designed to
provide people protection from governments, not prevailing
social norms — no matter how much we may dislike them.*> A
criminal offense, rape for example, does not become political
merely because the local political system fails to prosecute
the offense — even for political reasons.* [W]e unfortunately
must pick and choose [to] who[m] we will offer protection.”’
Political asylum must not become social asylum, or it will
destroy our ability to help anyone.”® Supporters fire back
that opponents such as Stein miss the problem at the heart
of gender persecution. “Women are impacted differently and
adversely by certain practices and traditions than men.”

Critics who argue against creating the gender category do so
based on two main objections. The first, and by far of the
most concern, is the floodgate theory: “Opponents of gender-
based asylum argue that opening up the doors for women to
seck asylum on account of their gender would overwhelm
our immigration system.”” Stein agtrees: “Virtually everyone
who is subjected to any injustice, whether perpetuated by a
government, social group, or a relative, [could] seck protection
by the United States.””!

Asylum is designed to provide people

protection from governments, not prevailing

soctal norms — no matter how much we
may dislike them.

In 1996, in the Matter of Kasinga, the BIA recognized FGM as
a persecution basis for a claim of asylum.”” Despite FGM being
a common practice around the world, the U.S. immigration
authorities have not seen “an appreciable increase in the
number of claims based” on FGM in the years following the
decision.” Similarly, Canada in 1995 issued guidelines about
treating domestic violence as the basis for a claim of asylum.”
Instead of receiving an increasing flood of applications, the
Immigration and Refugee Board of Canada reported gender-
based asylum claims steadily dropped from a peak in 1995
through 1999 (the last year data was available in the report).”

Irena Lieberman in Women and Girls Facing Gender-Based
Violence, and Asylum Jurisprudence explains why the numbers of
gender-based asylum claims remain low despite their growing
recognition in the West:

“It is extremely traumatic for a refugee to flee his or her
country, let alone for the most disenfranchised members of a
society to do so. Flight requires, among other things, financial
and other resources, some degree of physical and emotional
health, assistance from others, and opportunities. It will be
a long time before most women who face severe violence
and degradation on a daily basis in their countries are able to



escape. In short, the women who need us the most might

never even know they have a place to escape to.””

Anotherargumentis thatasylum claims are handled individually,
and though the number of claims might increase, the number
granted would not necessarily go up. “[Tlhe ‘floodgates’
concern misses the essential nature of the refugee remedy,
which is a case-by-case individual one.”” “[C]laims based on
gender, as claims made under other enumerated grounds, only
stipulate the reasons for the persecution in any individual case
and do not suggest that this renders large segments of the

population eligible for asylum.””®

The second objection that critics voice against a gender
category is the legitimacy of the claims. Stein again makes the
best argument for opponents: “Many gender-based claims
appear to have fact patterns that make it difficult for the trier
of fact to verify the claim.”” [H]ow does the United States
monitor what is taking place in every village square and in
every bedroom around the world?”'™ Credibility is an issue in
every asylum claim — not just one based on gender persecution.
Courts have not addressed this issue any differently in gender-
based claims. They rely on State Department reports to

101

tell them what is going on in the area" and the claimant’s

testimony and credibility.'"
F. Other Nations’ Recognition of Gender Persecution

The awareness of gender-persecution has become increasingly
recognized by the international community. The 1993
Declaration on the Elimination of Violence Against Women
condemns domestic violence as one of the “crucial social
mechanisms by which women are forced into a subordinate
position compared with men.”'” Individual nations, however,
have been slow to address how to deal with gender persecution
in asylum claims. Canada was the first country to recognize
gender persecution as a basis for asylum in 1993.'% In 1995,
Canada also issued guidelines about treating domestic violence
as a claim for asylum.'” By 2000, Canada, the United Kingdom,
Australia, and New Zealand all recognized domestic violence
as a basis for an asylum claim.'” As of Now. 1, 2005, Argentina,
Ireland, Romania, Spain, and Hungary had also granted asylum
claims based on FGM and/or domestic violence.!"”

In the United Kingdom, what a “social group” is defined as
has been largely expanded due to one case in particular. In
Istam (A.P) v. Secretary of State for the Home Department,"™ Lotrd
Steyn found that “women in Pakistan seem to be a logical
application of the seminal reasoning of Acosta.””'” This means
that women were a recognizable social group. Lord Hoffman in
that same case stated that “while persecutory conduct cannot
define the social group, the actions of the persecutors may
serve to identify or even to cause the creation of a particular

social group.”!!’

The United States needs to get in line with other countries
such as Canada, Australia, New Zealand, and the United
Kingdom, all of whom have taken more steps to recognize
gender persecution.''’ Canada, in particular, has recognized

gender-based asylum claims for a decade without seeing the
floodgate effect in applications.'?

G. How Could the Current U.S. System Be Reformed?

The inherent promise in Acosta of recognizing gender as an
immutable characteristic in social group membership has
remained largely unrealized in US. asylum law.'"” The law
still lacks a consistent message that persecution suffered by
many women based on their gender is grounds for asylum.'*
There are judicial and administrative decisions on the books
and proposed rules that would ease the burden on women
and girls fleeing gender persecutionif they were consistently

applied.'”

However, “[tlhe United States must begin to take responsibility
for those women who have a well-founded fear of persecution
and cannot be properly categorized within one of the five

716 The abuses women face

enumerated classes of a refugee.
are unique from men, and so too should be the asylum process
that recognizes the abuses against them. Therefore, “[t/he
United States should amend its current asylum laws in order
to formally recognize a category for gender specific crimes.”!"”
In order to address critics’ concerns about the legitimacy of
gender-based asylum claims, an applicant would have to notonly
tulfill all the asylum law requirements, but also “prove that the
harm she faces rises to the level of persecution encompassing
more than threats to life or freedom.”'*® The United States can
do this by simply changing the statutory definition of who can
be a refugee to include gender persecution as a viable reason

for asylum.

But the United States will have to do more than just change
the law, however. It will also have to amend the process of
interpretation and analysis for handling gender-based claims,
“such as using gender sensitive techniques to analyze an
applicant’s claim.”'"” These techniques include making female
asylum officers and interpreters available to women who will
be required to recount abuses both physical and sexual against
them in order to qualify for asylum. In order to get the truth,
an applicant must be as comfortable in telling her story as the
circumstances allow. “[I]t may be necessary to provide these
women with counselors or cultural experts in order to fully
comprehend their grounds for asylum and the seriousness of
the claims.”'® By taking these steps the United States can bring
itself in line with its world peers in terms of asylum law.

Conclusion

An asylum of mankind is certainly what the countries of the
United Nations thought they were creating in 1951. The five
categories of asylum were not meant to be exclusionary, but
rather to open the door to recognizing oppression and tyranny
in many forms. Now, more than fifty years later, a newly
recognized form of oppression presents itself to the countries
of the West. Recognizing gender persecution is as important
as recognizing political or racial persecution. Though gender
persecution worties critics that fifty percent of the world’s
population would suddenly have an asylum claim simply
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because they are female, the numbers just do not support this.
Canada has recognized gender-based claims for a decade and
has not seen a “flood” of gender-based asylum applications.

However, being forced to fit gender persecution into social
group membership has led to convoluted legal decisions and
inconsistent outcomes for applicants as well as a pattern of
reversals through the appeals process. Recognizing gender
persecution as a separate claim for asylum will clean up the
legal mess the courts have made trying to make this category
fit where it was never meant to, and it will put the United
States back on equal footing with its contemporaries, rather
than a step behind in asylum law.
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BOOK REVIEW

Presumed Equal: What America’s Top Women
Lawyers Really Think About Their Firms

Reviewed by Jennifer S. Martin « Associate Professor
of Law, Western New England College

AL some firms, it is apparent that
female partners work together to create
an environment where women are more
likely to feel comfortable and successful.

Unfortunately, there were not nearly
enongh firms that fell into this category.”

Even as firm leadership, government leaders, and advocacy
groups applaud the inroads made by women lawyers as a
result of women’s initiatives or diversity committees, authors
Lindsay Blohm and Ashley Riveira seek to remind us that the
work is not yet done. Many law firms used the first two editions
of Presumed Equal to instigate change. Brandeis’ oft-quoted
statement “[sJunlight is said to be the best of disinfectants;
electric light the most efficient policeman” is appropriate here.?
Presumed Equalhas become a crucial guide for women attorneys
“secking candid observations about a particular firm’s culture
and advice about how to succeed in the profession.” The newest
edition of Presumed Equal does not fail to deliver. The result is
a collection of personal experiences and a picture of the trends
in top law firms based on nearly four thousand responses from
women lawyers at over 150 legal offices. This book is a must
read-for any woman lawyer looking to assess her own firm or
join another.

Blohm and Riveira begin their book with a description of
the survey process and methodology. The authors conducted
their own research on women in the law through a double-
blind processed survey distributed through the internet to
over 16,000 women attorneys. Their survey included a wide
range of categories important to women attorneys: training
and advancement; attitudes and atmosphere; work and family:
flexible work arrangements; work and family: impact of firm’s
billable hour requirement; diversity; business development
and networking; mentoring and firm leadership. Though the
Presumed Equal survey parameters allowed respondents to
remain completely anonymous, the authors expressed some
doubt that the data is always a complete and accurate picture
of firm conditions. Certainly, some women partners might
not be open to a critique of the firm leadership of which they
are a part and some women associates who are unsuccessful
might not admit that adverse decisions are merit, rather than
gender, based. Nevertheless, Blohm and Riveira believe that
the results do “accurately reflect the general state of women
at top firms.”

Overall Findings

Presumed  Equal  continues with some “General Survey
Observations,” which tackles giving meaning to the breadth
of women’s responses given to the survey. While the bulk
of the 700-page book contains firm-specific detail on an
individual firm basis, the authors provide a short overview
about the successes and roadblocks affecting the career paths
of women attorneys across firms generally. Of course, Blohm
and Riveira caution that women’s experiences at law firms are
not singular and that women are not one homogenous group.
Yet the results do indicate the spectrum of concerns of women
lawyers at big firms. The overall results reported by the authors
contain some hopeful areas, but are disappointing at times:

* Training and Advancement. With respect to advancement,
the results were varied. At some firms women reported
a “dearth of opportunities,” while at others the women
reported their chances of making partner equal to that
of men. Family restraints, particularly women’s desire to
raise children, were overwhelmingly noted as the root of
attrition preventing women from obtaining partnership.

Blobhm and Riveira report that “[t/he
vast majority of women indicated
that they are as likely as their male
counterparts to receive the appropriate
training  opportunities necessary for
advancement.”

e Attitudes and Atmosphere. Blohm and Riveira report
that many women attorneys had encouraging comments
about the atmosphere at their firm, including opportunities
for mentoring, training, and client development. While most
women found their firm a comfortable place to work, subtle
gender discrimination was prevalent, with women reporting
comments made about women with families and exclusion
from traditionally male outings, such as sporting events.

* Work and Family: Flexible work arrangements. Not
surprisingly, the authors conclude that the availability of
alternative work arrangements varies by firm.

* Work and Family: Impact of Firm’s Billable Hour
Requirement. Blohm and Riveira report mixed response on
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this topic, with some women reporting being content with the
requirements whileothers find thatachievingbalanceis “difficult
if notimpossible.” However, there does seem to be agreement
that this challenge is present not merely at specific firms, but
acrossthelegal professionasawhole. Immense challenges persist
for women attorneys trying to raise a family and have a career.

“A more common trend is that even

though there may be women in positions

of leadership and power, associates

often perceive these women as tough,

demanding, and unconcerned with the

difficulties young women face in modern
legal practice.”

* Diversity. The legal profession still seems to be dominated
by white men. Retention of a diverse attorney base remains
a problem for big law firms. Partner role models are lacking
and some observed that there is still a white “boys’ club.”

* Business Development and Networking. Women differed
on the cause of the disparity, citing as contributing factors
personality differences of the genders, the “boys’ club” nature
of some firms, and the predominance of male clients who are
more comfortable with male attorneys.

* Mentoring. Most law firms have formal mentoring
programs, but the success of these programs seems to vary
significantly amongst firms and even amongst women at the
same firm. A sizeable number of firms, though, continue to
only have informal mentoring programs that rely on partners
and associates to form their own mentoring relationships.
Women reported that male partners are often reluctant to take
on women as mentees due to the appearance of impropriety
or simply because the partners have more in common with the
male associates.

* Firm Leadership.
Firm Specific Results

Blohm and Riveira assigned each individual firm a score
between 25 and 100 based on a compilation of responses.
Surprisingly, the authors report that some firms refused to
distribute the survey so the authors had to distribute the
survey to the women at these firms directly. The scores
received by responding attorneys yielded firm scores
ranging from 90.34 to 57.25. The authors do a superb
job of organizing the survey responses to give a genuine
picture of what it might be like to practice at these firms.

The Rankings

Presumed Equal’s top five firms were: Sonnenschein Nath &
Rosenthal LLP (90.34); Freshfields Bruckhaus Deringer
LLP (87.00); Baker & Daniels LLP (86.15); Williams &
Connolly LLP (85.80); and Bracewell & Giuliani LLP (85.62).°
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Not surprisingly, at Sonnenschein Nath & Rosenthal, of the
ninety female attorneys, 46 (including 22 women partners)
responded to the survey and had positive comments about
advancement for women at the firm. The firm is seen as very
receptive toalternative work arrangementsand hasa progressive
maternity policy. Though the 1950 billable hours requirement
is challenging, there is an absence of a “face time” requirement
at this firm, the firm has emergency childcare available (even
in other cities), and balance (while challenging) is easier to
achieve at this firm than others. The firm has also taken steps
to provide networking between female clients and attorneys
and instituted a Women’s Business Development Committee
to create specialized business development training for
women attorneys. Likewise, mentoring was uniformly praised
amongst attorneys at this firm and has become a recruiting
tool for the firm. Finally, women hold positions of power and
leadership at Sonnenschein, with women on firm committees
and acting as chairs or co-chairs to practice group sections.

Women attorneys at Sonnenchein reported “the

factors central to the advancement of women

within the firm are the same as the factors

central to advancement of men or any other

group at the firm. The firm does not distinguish

between the sexes or races in terms of allocating
work. or reviewing opportunities.”

Yet, the Presumed Equal survey suggests that more work remains
to be done not only at Sonnenschein, but across the legal
market as a whole. Some women reported that perceptions
persisted that men need partnership more than women. Several
women voiced doubts about the ability of women to advance
to the rank of equity partner, given the need for “rainmaking”
and strong billable hours. Some women noted that subtle
gender bias is present whereby the work that women do is
perceived to be less complex than that done by men. One
counsel commented, “I think women are generally seen as less
capable and as weaker advocates. I think that women are also
affected by the large number of women who leave to raise
children — I think after awhile, one might reasonably expect
that to occur and there may be reluctance to rely on women in
general for that reason.” While women taking reduced hours
arrangements can progress to of-counsel or non-equity partnet,
“|c]leatly it kills any opportunity for advancement to equity
partnership, at least until you resume “full-time’ status.” Others
criticized the type of work given to reduced hour attorneys
and described such arrangements as merely “tolerated.”

The Rules of This Game...

Presumed Egunal includes a chapter by Jane DiRenzo Piggot
containing her top ten rules for succeeding in practice which
reflect the challenges of the landscape that Blohm and Riveira’s
survey describes: (1) exceeding expectations and doing high

(continued on page 33)



Lifestyle: Seeking Balance
(continued from page 11)

To the extent that I have balance, it is a fragile one. My husband
and I have grown accustomed to the 3:00 a.m. comparison
of schedules as we discover that one of the kids is sick.
(“What does your day look like? I could cover the morning
but have a meeting in the afternoon.”) My husband has grown
accustomed to the 4:00 p.m. phone call/email in which I ask,
“Could you possibly pick up the kids today in case I need to
work late?” All it takes is one feverish child or one abrupt
issue in a deal to shake up our routine and force us into “crisis
mode.” With three kids, illnesses are often staggered, resulting
in greater cumulative disruption. The exigencies of corporate
transactions result in intense crunch times at work during which
I rely on my tireless but tired husband to pick up the slack at
home. While even our “crisis mode” has become somewhat
routine (an alternate, non-preferable routine), we depend upon
these periods being relatively short-lived.

I could not even try to lead my life as it is currently structured
without support. My husband is a full partner in all that we do.
Our extended family and friends provide help in various ways,
from weekend visits by the grandparents to emotional support.
Teachers at day care, school and an after-school program help
care for our sons. We rely on others to help clean our house,
walk the dog, deliver the dry cleaning and mow the lawn. My
firm has seen me through three maternity leaves (making me
a partner shortly after my second maternity leave) and has
enabled me to work a reduced schedule for the last six years.
My colleagues help serve clients as a team and my secretary
helps facilitate my work.

Within the framework of the busy life I have chosen, I find
that the one quality I need most is patience. Often, at work
or at home, I have to be satisfied with small progress in lieu
of major accomplishments. Sometimes I feel conflicted,
sometimes I feel just plain exhausted, and sometimes, in a
justifying moment, I feel triumphant. ¢

Show your firm’s
support for NAWL.

Become a
Program Sponsor today!

See www.nawl.org for more details, or

email Dr. Stacie I. Strong at StrongS@nawl.
org to find out how your firm can benefit

from becoming a NAWL Sponsor.

Coaching: Don’t Follow!
(continued from page 13)

homogeneity. A significant part of my coaching practice is
devoted to coaching women attorneys who feel uncomfortable
about marketing to discover and develop their business
development strengths. A number of the participants in these
coaching groups have already participated in “coaching”
programs provided by their firms. They blame themselves
for failing these programs because they couldn’t follow the
“laws.”

What are the “rules” for success?

“I just couldn’t call three people a week. The phone is not
my best way of connecting with people. I'm shy — I don’t
just call people I haven’t seen in a long time and ask them for
business,” confessed one woman lawyer. Another said that
she’d followed the rule to “just ask for the business” from an
in-house attorney with whom she’d been friends for years and
her friend felt so offended she ended their relationship.

Women lawyers need clear information about whether the
person hired to train themis a coach or a consultant. Consultants
present themselves as experts — they have “the answers.”
Coaches, in contrast, encourage their clients to develop their
own answers. And women lawyers may find that resisting the
urge to find out “the right way” to talk to their assistants, to
develop business, to chair a meeting, or to negotiate a contract,
although uncomfortable, may actually allow them to discover
their own way.

After all, whether youre dealing with a client, a subordinate
or a manager, you're dealing with a relationship. There are no
“one size fits all” rules for relationships. Some people respond
better to direct instructions; others cooperate more when their
input s solicited. Some friends would love to give you business;
others find the idea of mixing business and friendships an
affront.

If you can tolerate the ambiguity, listen carefully to the person
with whom you have the relationship, and know and use your
own unique strengths, you’re likely to be successful. And then
we might actually achieve the ideal of a diverse profession. ¢

InterExchange AT

Au Pair USA

Live-in Childeare from Around the World

= Pre-Screened Au Pairs
* A Government-Designated

Program
= Trained in CPR & First Aid
+ Summer Only & Year Long Options

1-800-Au-Pairs
www.AuPairlUSA.org
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NAWIL News

Recent NAWL Meetings

NAWL’s hallmark seties, Taking Charge of Your Career: Best
Practices for Women Lawyers and Their Firms, returned to the
East Coast on September 15, 2000, with a program held at
the Colonnade Hotel in Boston, Massachusetts. As always,
the room was packed with women lawyers eager to learn
and share their experiences about how to advance in the
profession. The speakers were outstanding, as was the
camaraderie among the participants.

September also saw NAWL initiate a new program called
Her Place at the Table: Negotiating Skills for Women Lawyers,
Accountants & Businedss Executives. This event, which was
held on September 28 at the law firm of Wolf, Block, Schorr
& Solis-Cohen LLP in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, not only
provided NAWL members and guests with important skills
and information, it allowed participatnts — who came from
several different professional groups — to interact and
network with other businesswomen. The program, which
was a sell-out success, will soon be offered in other cities
around the country.

NAWL co-sponsored several programs recently. For
example, on October 17, 2006, NAWL partnered with the
University of Chicago Women’s Business Group (UCWBG)
tor The Women’s Summut: Creating a Shared VVision. Held at the
Inter-Continental Hotel in Chicago, Illinois, the Summit
featured former NAWL President Stephanie Scharf as
a panelist and Cherie Booth, QC, a leading human rights
barrister and wife of British Prime Minister Tony Blair,
as the keynote speaker. UCWGB President Barbara Flom
is also a member of NAWL. On October 20, NAWL co-
sponsored a networking tea held at The Catholic University
of America in Washingotn D.C.

Recent Program News

Women Lawyers General Counsel Institute
October 27-28, 2006
New York, New York

Co-sponsored by the American Corporate Counsel
(ACC) (Michigan Chapter), American Corporate
Counsel (ACC) (Dallas/Fort Worth Chapter), American
Corporate Counsel (ACC) (Delvacca Chapter),
American Corporate Counsel (ACC) (Greater New
York Chapter), American Corporate Counsel (ACC)

28 « WLJ — Fall 2006

(New Jersey Chapter), American Corporate Counsel
(ACC) (South./Central Texas Chapter).

Please join NAWL for its second annual Women Lawyers
General Counsel Institute, targeted to senior corporate
counsel who have the goal of advancing to the role
of chief legal officer. The Institute faculty counts a
broad array of directors, CEOs and general counsels
of major public corporations, professional consultants,
and seach consultants who assit corporations in
filling top legal positions. The Institute provides a
unique opportunity for women corporate lawyers to
build top-tier professional and management skills in
a supportive and interactive learning environment;
and to learn from experienced officers and directors
about the points of pressure and success for general
counsels. Plenary and workshop sessions foster frank
discussions about what it takes to be promoted and
provide the means to improve skills and knowledge
in a collegial atmosphere. The NAWL Women Lawyers
General Counsel Institute promises to be an engaging
and innovative CLE program with opportunities to
learn and network with other senior legal and business
professionals.

Upcoming Program News

NAWL is planning a number of in-person programs
in early 2007, including events in Washington, D.C.,
Miami, Chicago, and San Francisco. Watch the
Events page on our website, www.nawl.org, for more
information

NAWL also continues to co-sponsor exciting new
programs. On December 4-5, 2006, NAWL is co-
sponsoring Women in Professional Service Firms: Retaining
& Advancing a Diverse Team at The Villas of Grand
Cypress Resort in Orlando, Florida. See the NAWL
Events page at www.nawl.org for more information.

Publications

NAWL is now
renewals, corporate, and law firm sponsorships and
advertisements for the 8th Edition of The National
Directory of Women-Owned Law Firms & Women Lawyers.
All applications can be submitted on the NAWL
website.

accepting listing applications,



NAWL Thanks 2006 Program Sponsors

Premier Sponsors
Edwards Angell Palmer & Dodge, LLP
Jenner & Block, LLP
Kirkland & Ellis, LLP

Gold Sponsor
Steptoe & Johnson, LLP

Sponsors
Dickstein Shapiro Morin & Oshinsky LLP
Epstein Becker & Green, P.C.

Foley & Lardner LLP
McDermott Will & Emery LLP
Jones Day
Holland & Knight LLP
Latham & Watkins LLP
Powers & Frost, LLP
Wolf, Block, Schott and Solis-Cohen LIP

Membership

Lynn Cole recently returned from Jordan where she
served as an ADR Specialist with USAID/ABA. She
worked to create a court-referred mediation program in
the Court of First Instance in Amman. This is the first
such mediation program in the Middle East. She also
taught mediation to women judges, attorneys, and legal
professors from Oman, Saudi Arabia, Jordan, Lebanon,
and Iraq.

August S. Dowd, managing partner at White Arnold
Andrews & Dowd P.C., was named one of Birmingham
Business Journal’s “Top Birmingham Women of 2006.”
Ms. Dowd was also featured in a Birmingham News’
Mother’s Day article, where she shared her thoughts on
the benefits women bring to the workplace.

Sheila Finnegan, a partner at Mayer, Brown, Rowe &
Maw, was recently inducted into the American College
of Trial Lawyers.

Sari Gabay-Rafiy and Anne Marie Bowler are pleased
to announce their partnership Gabay-Rafiy & Bowler
LLP in New York, New York.

Founding partner of the Delaware Counsel Group,
Ellisa Opstbaum Habbatt was a panelist discussing
“Good Faith in Delaware Alternative Entity Law” at
the Third Annual Symposium on the Law of Delaware
Business Entities. The symposium, Good Faith After
Disney: The Role of Good Faith in Organigational Relations
in Delaware Business Entities, was a day-long conference
featuring members of the Delaware Court of Chancery,
the Supreme Court of Delaware and other national
speakers.

Sara Holtz, who trains women to become successful
rainmakers, has launched a new blog focusing on
helping women partners build their books of business.
Her blog can be found at www.womenrainmakers.com.
Ms. Holtz’s blog provides business development tips for
women lawyers while encouraging members to share
information and make connections.

Jessie Liu has left the United States Attorney’s Office
for the District of Columbia to become Deputy Chief
of Staff to the Assistant Attorney General for National
Security at the United States Department of Justice.

Anna M. Maiuri, a principal and managing director
of Miller, Canfield, Paddock and Stone, PL.C., was
selected by her peers for inclusion in the Environmental
Law Section of the preeminent legal referral guide,
The Best Lawyers in America® 2007. Additionally, she
was recognized as one of the Top 50 Women, Top
100 Lawyers, and included in the Environmental Law
section of the Michigan Super Lawyers 2006. Only the
top five percent of attorneys in Michigan were chosen
by their peers and through independent research of
Law & Politics.

Denver lawyer Karen J. Mathis became the president
of the American Bar Association in August. She is a
business, commercial and estate planning lawyer with
McElroy, Deutsch, Mulvaney & Carpenter, a law firm
based in Morristown, New Jersey.

Laura Beth Miller of Brinks Hofer Gilson & Lione
has been named Chair of the firm’s International Trade
Commission Group. This Group represents clients in
Section 337 proceedings before the International Trade
Commission.

Betty Southard Murphy received the 2006 American
Inns of Court Professionalism Award for the United
States Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia
Circuit. The award honors alawyer or judge who displays
“unquestionable integrity and dedication to the highest
standards of the legal profession and the rule of law.”

Julie A. Pace recently joined the Phoenix office of
labor and employment law firm Ogletree Deakins as
a shareholder. Ms. Pace, along with four other female
attorneys, joined the law firm in August, substantially
increasing the number of female attorneys to over half
of the lawyers employed by the Phoenix firm.

Megan Phillips was recognized by Missouri Lawyers
Weekly as one of the state’s Up & Coming Lawyers.
Ms. Phillips was also honored this year for outstanding
service to the Missouri Bar Young Lawyers’ Section.

Evett L. Simmons was reappointed by Karen Martin,
President of the American Bar Association, to serve
as Chair of the President’s Council on Diversity in the
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Profession. The Council addresses issues on expanding
diversity in the pipeline to the legal profession. Ms.
Simmons is Chief Diversity Officer and partner in the
Florida-based law firm of Ruden McClosky. She is also
the first attorney of color to serve on its management
committee.

Selma Moidel Smith, honoree of NAWIL.’s annual law
student writing competition, has conceived and organized
the annual State Bar MCLE program of the California
Supreme Court Historical Society, of which she is a board
member. The panel program, “California — Laboratory of
Legal Innovation,” was presented on October 7, 2000. It
featured Associate Justice Kathryn M. Werdegar, former
justices, and leading academics. Ms. Smith is the author
NAWL’s Centennial History and recipient of its Lifetime
of Service Award.

The American Bar Association recently published 4
Lawyers Guide to Networking by Susan R. Sneider. An
internationally recognized management consultant in the
legal industry, Ms. Sneider is the founder of New Vistas
Consulting. Her hands-on workbook is an invaluable tool for
lawyers at all stages of their professional life, from law students
to high-level professionals transitioning careers.

Mary G. Wilson was clected president of the League of
Women Voters of the United States in June. As the seventeenth
president of the national organization, she will serve a two-
year term. Ms. Wilson, an attorney for thirty years, is managing
partner with Aungier & Wilson, P.C. She has worked to promote
civic participation in the League for over twenty years.

Julie R. Yarzebinski has joined Goldberg, Gruener, Gentile,
Horoho & Awailli, P.C. as an associate attorney. She will be
specializing in family law.

HowrranD & KNigHT LLP

Maria T. Currier, a prominent health care lawyer, has
joined the firm’s Miami office as a partner. Ms. Currie has
extensive experience representing top-tier health care clients
in transactional and regulatory matters, including corporate
mergers, mergers and acquisitions, joint ventures, commercial
transactions, and international business ventures.

Laurie Webb Daniel, a partner at the firm’s Atlanta office, has
been named a Fellow of the American Academy of Appellate
Lawyers. The Academy was founded in 1990 to advance the
highest standards and practices of appellate advocacy and to
recognize outstanding appellate lawyers.

Christine Fuqua, Georgianna “Annie” Gaines, and Sarah
Stoddard Toppi, three associates in the Jacksonville office,
were officially sworn in as lawyers by Supreme Court Justice
Ruth Bader Ginsburg in September.

JENNER & Brock LLP

Associate Ginger D. Anders spoke at the NAACP Legal
Defense and Education Fund’s Annual Capital Punishment
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Training Conference in July in Warrentown, Virginia. Ms.
Anders discussed the major legal and medical issues that are
common in lethal injection claims. She also addressed the “nuts
and bolts” of lethal injection litigation, including discovery
techniques and use of expert witnesses.

Partner Debbie L. Berman was recently named a 2007 Fellow
of Leadership Greater Chicago, a nonprofit organization
dedicated to helping “Chicago’s most promising leaders”
develop community awareness among leaders in the Chicago
metropolitan area. As a fellow, Ms. Berman will join other
corporate and civic leaders in a ten-month study of the
challenges facing Chicago-area communities.

Partners Kali N. Bracy, Patricia A. Bronte, E. Lynn
Grayson, and Terri L. Mascherin were named to Lawdragon
magazine’s list of “new stars” chosen for their role in carving
“the path to the new heights of the legal profession.” The 500
attorneys honored in “New Stars, New Worlds” were selected
by Lawdgragon’s editorial staff after extensive research and
interviews with legal professionals across the country.

Associate Debra M. Doyle spoke at a panel discussion entitled,
“Beyond the Billable Hour: Pro Bono Practice in Large Law
Firms,” held at the University of Notre Dame Law School in
September. The discussion addressed why attorneys take on
pro bono work and what kinds of pro bono opportunities are
available to attorneys in large law firms, among other topics.

Partner Jill Sugar Factor joined a select group of corporate
secretaries and in-house counsel and discussed today’s most
pressing corporate governance, risk and compliance issues at
the 2006 Corporate Secretary Chicago Think Tank, held in
September in Chicago.

Partner E. Lynn Grayson introduced the kick-off meeting
of the Chicago Bar Association Alliance for Women for its
Women’s Leadership Institute “Taking Action, Achieving
Results!” This was the first of a four-part seminar series on
women in the legal profession co-developed by Ms. Grayson.
The series focuses on the skills vital to women who want to
take on leadership roles in their law firms and organizations,
including communication, networking, self-promotion, and
positive visibility.

Partner Linda L. Listrom was recently appointed as Co-Chair
of the American Bar Association Section of Litigation’s Trial
Evidence Committee for the 2006-07 term. Over the next year,
Ms. Listrom will help the committee to monitor developments
in the law of evidence, examine timely evidence issues and
update its members on significant state and federal evidence
cases.

Partner Lorelie S. Masters spoke at the 2006 International
Bar Association Annual Conference. Ms. Masters, a member of
the Firm’s Litigation Department, spoke at the session entitled
“Damages Calculations — Cross-border Aspects.” During the
session, lawyers from both common law and civil law systems
reviewed current trends and developments concerning damages
calculations.



Partner Gail H. Morse spoke to employees of The Northern
Trust on tax and estate planning issues facing married and
unmarried members of the LGBT community in Chicago.
Ms. Morse, Chair of the Firm’s State and Local Tax Practice,
participated in a panel discussion entitled, “Wills & Estate
Planning for LGBT Individuals.”

Associate Kathryn C. Newman spoke at the 2006
International Bar Association Annual Conference at a session
entitled “The Trials and Tribulations of Being a Young
Litigator: Your Questions Answered,” which offered tips
on proper court etiquette, how to gain respect from more
experienced lawyers and clients, how to handle last-minute
court appearances, and how associates can get the most out
of their mentoring experience.

Partner Suzanne J. Prysak co-authored “New Developments
on the Standard for Finding ‘Evident Partiality’,” Bloomberg
Law Reports, Vol. 2, No. 7, discussing the conflicting judicial
interpretation of so-called ‘evidence partiality, which is a
justification for vacating arbitration awards under the Federal
Arbitration Act (FAA) when an arbitrator’s failure to disclose
prior dealings is an issue.

Partner Carla J. Rozycki co-authored “Employer Violates
FMLA by Terminating Employee Who Requested Leave
Extension,” Law.com, discussing the difficulties employers
face in administering their leave of absence policies in
compliance with the Family and Medical Leave Act and
examining common pitfalls highlighted by the 6th Circuit
Court of Appeals in Killian v. Yorozu Automotive Tennessee,
Inc.

Partner Stephanie A. Scharf spoke at the University
of Chicago Women’s Business Group program entitled
“Creating a Shared Vision.” Ms. Scharf led a session entitled
“Negotiations Hone Your Skills: Negotiatel,” which addressed
the elements of negotiation and issues surrounding career
development and changes.

Partner Lisa T. Scruggs was honored by the Chicago Bar
Association Alliance for Women with its 2006 Alta May
Hulett Award, which recognizes lawyers that promote positive
change and have contributed to the advancement of women
in the legal profession. Ms. Scruggs was lauded for her two
years of service as Senior Policy Advisor to the Chicago
Public School’s Chief Executive Officer and for her work as
Vice President of the Board of Directors and founding Board
Member of the Young Women’s Leadership Charter School.

Partner Lise T. Spacapan spoke at the American Bar
Association  Section of Litigation Products Liability
Committee’s program Contamination Examination: A
Workshop on the Changing Face of Chemical Product
Liability Claims. Ms. Spacapan served as a panelist at a
discussion entitled “Exposing Exposure: Developing Novel
Theories of Recovery in Toxic Tort Litigation.”

Associate Michelle Speller-Thurman was recently profiled

in the inaugural edition of Who’s Who in Black Chicago, a
publication celebrating the achievements of “Chicago’s most
remarkable African-American citizens.”

Partner Tanya J. Stanish spoke at an Illinois State Bar
Association Family Law Section seminar entitled “Property
Issues in Family Law.” Ms. Stanish presented a session entitled
“Commingled and Transmuted Property; Reimbursements
Owed Between Marital and Non-Marital Estates.”

Partner Catherine L. Steege presented a panel entitled
“KERPs Compensation and Bonus Issues under the New
Code, Including Pension Benefits and Union Contract” at
the American Bankrtupcy Institute’s 4th Annual Southwest
Bankruptcy Conference.

Partner Barbara S. Steiner shared her experiences in crafting
a successful legal career at a prominent law firm and offered
advice on how the larger legal profession can broaden career
opportunities for women everywhere in Vault, Inc’s “View
From the Top: Q&A With Legal Women Leaders.”

Partner Charlotte L. Wager spoke at a Black Women
Lawyers’ Association seminar entitled “How to Navigate the
Mysterious Web of Legal Writing.”” The program provided
first-year minority law students with tips on successful legal
writing in law school and practice.

RixeR DaNzIG SCHERER HyL.AND & PERRETTI, LLP

Affiliate firm Riker Danzig London, LLP, has opened a London
office focusing on International Insurance and Reinsurance,
Banking, and Commercial Litigation. Eleni lacovides has
joined the firm as resident partner in London.

Associate Tiffany M. Williams has been named Young
Lawyer of the Year by the New Jersey State Bar Association.
This award is presented annually to a lawyer under 36 years
of age whose personal and professional achievements merit
special recognition and who has made unique community
and public service contributions, actively participated in the
organized bar, and stood out in the areas of professional
knowledge, skill, integrity, and courtesy.

STEPTOE & JoHNsON LLP

Steptoe & Johnson LLP was ranked #12 in the country in
Presumed Equal: What America’s Top Women Lawyers Really
Think About Their Firms, a survey conducted by members
of the Women’s Law Association at Harvard Law School.

STRICKLER SACHITANO & HATFIELD, P.A.

Omolade R. Akinbolaji was awarded the Maryland State Bar
Association’s 2006 Edward F Shea, Jr. Professionalism Award.
The Award recognizes young lawyers who best exemplify
professionalism, civility and compassion while adhering to
the highest standards of integrity.

Jennifer A. Forquer was named partner. She joined the
firm as an associate in July 2001, and practices family law
litigation.
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Heather Q. Hostetter was included in the Washington
Magazine article “Young Guns — 40 Top Lawyers Under 40”
in July. Ms. Hostetter ranked 14th among her peers on the
list and had the distinction of being the list’s only family law
attorney.

UNIVERSITY OF ARKANSAS

The University of Arkansas Women’s Law Student Association
presented Sharon Bernard 69 with the Gayle Pettus Ponce
Award in September. Ms. Bernard was the first African-
American woman to graduate from the Arkansas Law School
and was honored for her pioneering spirit and excellence in
the legal profession.

Nichole Manning, a third-year law student and a law clerk
for the Rogers City Attorney’s Office, successfully assisted on
the 8-month process of filing an H1b visa petition to allow
Multilingual Intake Clerk, Giedre Tarnauskaite, return to her
work for the office after her visa expired.

WoLF BLock SCHORR AND SoLis-CoHEN LLP

Jenny Carrol was elected to the Board of Trustees of the
Diabetes Foundation, Inc.

Carolyn Maddaloni, Elizabeth Kearney, Kimberly
Chainey, Natasha Harris, Carol Broderick, Carol
Facenda, Debbi Rappaport, Ellen Samel, and Diana Liu
were all members of the core Wolf Block team managing
the closing of the real estate portfolio in the Comcast/Time
Warner buyout of Adelphia Communications.

Renee Mattei Myers was named one of the “2006 Forty
Under 40” movers and shakers by the Central Penn Business
Journal.

Heather Pare and Beth Zoller worked as members of a
team to successfully represent Yellow Book USA, Inc. in a
lawsuit against a former employee who published negative
statements on the Internet.

Judith Siegal-Braun was named a “2006 New York Super
Lawyer.” This selection process included peer nominations, a
blue-ribbon panel review process, and independent research.

Shari Solomon was recently appointed to the executive
committee of the Women’s MBA Network, a collaboration
among Philadelphia university professional women’s networks
dedicated to providing networking and business development
among executive women, as well as increasing women’s
business leadership in Philadelphia and the Delaware Valley.

NAWL Recognizes Law
School Members

Lewis & Clark Law School

Saint Louis University School of Law
Seattle University School of Law
Stetson University College of Law
Suffolk University Law School

The John Marshall Law School
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University of Denver College of Law
University of Idaho College of Law
University of Louisville School of Law
University of Washington Law School
Valparaiso University School of Law
Villanova University School of Law
Wake Forest School of Law

Washburn University School of Law
Western New England School of Law

NAWL Recognizes
Law Firm Members

A. Kershaw PC, Attorneys & Consultants
Alston & Bird LLP

Anderson Law Group

Arent Fox PLI.C

Butler Snow Omara Stevens & Cannada, PLLLLC
Chester Wilcox & Saxbe, LLILP

Cox & Osowiecki, LLI.C

Davis & Gilbert LLLP

Dickstein Shapiro Morin & Oshinsky LLP
Duane Morris LILP

Edwards Angell Palmer & Dodge LLP
Epstein Becker & Green, P.C.

Foley & Lardner LLP

Goodwin Procter LI.P

Gordon Hargrove & James, P.A.

Griffith Sadler & Sharp, PA

Hall Estill

Hirschler Fleischer

Holland & Knight LLP

Hughes Hubbard & Reed LLP

Jenner & Block LLP

Jones Day

Kirkland & Ellis LLLP

Kirkpatrick & Lockhart Nicolson Graham LLP
Latham & Watkins LLLP

Lowenstein Sandler PC

Mayer Brown Rowe & Maw;, LLLLP
McCarter & English, LLP

McDermott Will & Emery LLP

Mintz Levin Cohen Ferris Glovsky and Popeo PC
Nelson Mullins Riley & Scarborough LLP
Peckar & Abramson, P.C.

Pierce Stronczer LLILC

Powers & Frost, LLLP

Riker Danzig Scherer Hyland & Perretti LLP
Spriggs & Hollingworth

Steptoe & Johnson LLP

Stites & Harbison

Strickler Sachitano & Hatfield, P.A.

Tatum Levine & Powell, LLLLP

Winston & Strawn LLP

Wolf Block Schorr and Solis-Cohen LLP



Domestic Violence Essay
(continued from page 24)

80See discussion supra Parts C & D.

8Dan Stein, “Political Asylum Should Not Be Turned Into Social Asylum,”
Bloomsburg Press-Enterprise, May 6, 2001.

821[1.

%Dan Stein, “Political Asylum Should Not Be Turned Into Social Asylum,”
Bloomsburg Press-Enterprise, May 6, 2001.

¥Dan Stein, “Gender Asylum Reflects Mistaken Priorities,” The Human
Rights Brief (1996).

851[1.

8()1[1.

¥Dan Stein, “Political Asylum Should Not Be Turned Into Social Asylum,”
Bloomsburg Press-Enterprise, May 6, 2001.

881[1.

¥Blanck, supra note 22, at 69; see also discussion supra Part C.

“Lieberman, supra note 2, at 9.

"Dan Stein, “Political Asylum Should Not Be Turned Into Social Asylum,”
Bloomsburg Press-Enterprise, May 6, 2001.

“Matter of Kasinga, 21 I. & N. Dec. 357, 358 (B.L.A. 1996).

%U.S. Dept. of Justice, Questions and Answers: The R-A- Rule, Dec. 7, 2000,
http:/ /uscis.gov/graphics/publicaffairs/questsans/rarule.htm (last visited
Oct. 24, 2005).

941[1.

951[1.

*Lieberman, supra note 2, at 9.

"Randall, s#pra note 20, at *10.

981[1.

“Dan Stein, “Gender Asylum Reflects Mistaken Priorities,” The Human
Rights Brief (1996).

"Dan Stein, “Political Asylum Should Not Be Turned Into Social Asylum,”
Bloomsburg Press-Enterprise, May 6, 2001.

10§ee Fiadjoe v. Attorney General of the United States, 411 E3d 135, 138
(3d Cir. 2005) (relying on State Department report of human rights practices
about violence against women in Ghana).

122§¢e Mohammed v. Gonzales, 400 F3d 785, 789 (9th Cir. 2005) (using
credibility as part of the process to assess validity of asylum claim).
®Declaration on the Elimination of Violence Against Women, G.A. Res.
48/104, UN. GAOR, 48th Sess., Supp. No. 49, at 217, UN. Doc. A/48/49
(1993).

"Canadian Immigration and Refugee Board., Guidelines Issued by the
Chairperson Pursuant to Section 65(3) of the Immigration Act: Women Refugee
Claimants Fearing Gender-Related Persecution (Mar. 9, 1993).

158 ee supra note 63.

1% See supra note 6.

"Melita Sunjic, Abused Woman Granted Refugee Statns in Hungary, UNHCR,
Now. 1, 2005, www.unhct.ch/cgi-bin/texis/vtx/news/opendoc.htmrtbI=N
EWS&id=436788¢94

ST slam (A.P) v. Sec’y of State for the Home Dep’s, [1999] UK.H.L.

IO‘JId.

ll(lld.

W See supra, note 125.

"2See supra, note 123.

"Randall, supra note 20, at *7.

114Id.

58 ee supra notes 123 & 125.

11See Bosi, supra note 4, at 803.

117Id.

1814, at 804.

119Id.

12074, at 805. ¢

Book Review: Presumed Equal
(continued from page 26)

quality work are the prices of admission, not the keys
of success; (2) create and maintain effective mentoring
relationships; (3) construct and maintain an effective network;
(4) effectively self promote; (5) create positive visibility; (6)
games are fun; (7) it’s not personal; (8) your professional
presentation matters; (9) become an effective agent for
change; and (10) utilize reciprocity. Perhaps we really do want
to believe that women are fully equals in the legal profession
and that the greatest challenges lie behind us. But then
While women make up 44.12%
of associates and just 17.20% of partners nationwide, we
must recognize that much work remains to be done in the
legal profession. Women have been graduating at the top
of law school classes for some time.
aptly: “[i]t’s time for law firms to look and act differently.”

again, numbers don’t lie.

Piggot comments

'Lindsay Bohm and Ashley Riveira, PRESUMED EQUAL: WHAT AMERICA’S TOP
WOMEN LAWYERS REALLY THINK ABOUT THEIR Firms (2000).

Louis D. Brandeis, OTHER PEOPLE’S MONEY AND How THE BANKERS USE
I, 92 (1914).

*Some firms had higher scores for individual offices, but when combined
with scores for the firm overall, yielded a lower firm-wide total. For
instance, Kirkpatrick & Lockhart Nicholson Graham LLP received a score
of 85.80 for its Washington office, but ranked firm-wide 13th with a score
of 82.46. The same is true for some other offices of large law firms which
scored high in some offices (such as Morrison & Foerster LLP’s Silicon
Valley office (86.78); the San Francisco office of Pillsbury Winthrop Shaw
Pittman LLP (89.42), and the New York office of Orrick, Herrington &
Sutcliffe LLP (87.63)), but had lower overall scores when combined with
firm-wide scores. *

Now’s your chance...

Advertise your firm
or business in the
next issue of Women
Lawyers Journal ...

Special Bulk Rates Available

See www.abanet.org/nawl/journal/advertise.
html for more details, or email Erin Shanahan
at ShanahaE@nawl.org to find out how
you can benefit from advertising in WL].
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NAWL Networking Directory

PRACTICE AREA KEY

ACC

Accounting

The NAWL Networking Directory is a service for NAWL members to provide career and business
networking opportunities within the Association. Inclusion in the directory is an option available
to all members, and is neither a solicitation for clients nor a representation of specialized practice
or skills. Areas of practice concentration are shown for networking purposes only. Individuals
seeking legal representation should contact a local bar association lawyer referral service.

ADO Adoption

ADR Alt. Dispute Resolution
ADV Advertising

ANT Antitrust

APP Appeals

ARB Arbitration

BDR Broker Dealer

BIO Biotechnology

BKR Bankruptcy

BNK Banking

BSL Commercial/ Bus. Lit.
CAS Class Action Suits

CCL Compliance Counseling
CIv Civil Rights

CLT Consultant

CNS Construction

COM Complex Civil Litigation
CON Consumer

COR Corporate

CRM Criminal

CUs Customs

DOM Domestic Violence
EDU Education

EEO Employment & Labor
ELD Elder Law

ELE Election Law

ENG Energy

ENT Entertainment

EPA Environmental

ERISA ERISA

EST Estate Planning

ETH Ethics & Prof. Resp.
EXC Executive Compensation
FAM Family

FIN Finance

FRN Franchising

GAM Gaming

GEN Gender & Sex

GOV Government Contracts
GRD Guardianship

HCA Health Care

HOT Hotel & Resort

ILP Intellectual Property
IMM Immigration

INS Insurance

INT International

INV Investment Services
IST Information Tech/Systems
Juv Juvenile Law

LIT Litigation

LND Land Use

LOB Lobby/Gov. Affairs
MAR Maritime Law

MEA Media

MED Medical Malpractice
M&A Mergers & Acquisitions
MUN Municipal

NET Internet

NPF Nonprofit

OSH Occup. Safety & Health
PIL Personal Injury

PRB Probate & Administration
PRL Product Liability

RES Real Estate

RSM Risk Management

SEC Securities

SHI Sexual Harassment
SPT Sports Law

SSN Social Security

STC Security Clearances
TAX Tax

TEL Telecommunications
TOL Tort Litigation

TOX Toxic Tort

TRD Trade

TRN Transportation

T&E Wills, Trusts & Estates
wCC White Collar Crime
WOM Women’s Rights

WOR Worker’s Compensation

34 « WIJ — Fall 2006

ALLABAMA

Elizabeth Barry Johnson
Johnston Barton Proctor

& Powell LLP

2900 Amsouth/Habert Plaza
1901 Sixth Avenue North
Birmingham, AL 35203
205.458.9400

EEO WCC

Fran Jones-Smith
Resolutions, LLILC

808 Downtowner Blvd., Suite 1
Mobile, AL 36609
251.461.9990
fsmith@resolutionsllc.net
BKR FAM PRB

Anne P. Wheeler

Johnston Barton Proctor

& Powell LLP

2900 Amsouth/Habert Plaza
1901 Sixth Avenue North
Birmingham, AL 35203
205.871.3292
awheeler@jbpp.com

BSL BNK FIN

ALASKA

Niki Cung

214 West Dickson Street
Fayetteville, AK 72701
479.973.4200
niki.cung@kutakrock.com
LIT

ARIZONA

Julie A. Pace

Ogletree Deakins

2415 East Camelback Road
Suite 800

Phoenix, AZ 85016
602.778.3703
julie.pace@ogletreedeakins.com
EEO OSH

LIT

Sandra K. Sanders
Steptoe & Johnson

201 East Washington Street
Suite 1600

Phoenix, AZ 85004
602.257.5247
ssanders@steptoe.com
EEO MEA

CALIFORNIA

Anne Brafford

300 South Grand Avenue
22nd Floor

Los Angeles, CA 90071
213.612.7336
abrafford@morganlewis.com
EEO

Rochelle Browne

Richards Watson & Gershon
355 South Grand Avenue
40th Floor

Los Angeles, CA 90071
213.626.8484
rbrowne@twglaw.com

LND LIT APP

Alison Crane

601 California Street
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.981.5411
acrane@bledsoelaw.com
LIT APL

Sarah Daniel

Ruiz & Speraw

2000 Powell Street #1655
Emeryville, CA 94608
edlaw4me@netzero.net

Brenda Entzminger
Phillips Spallas & Angstadt
650 California Street
Tenth Floor

San Francisco, CA 94108
415.278.9400
bentzminger@psalaw.net
TOL

Kris Exton

400 South Hope Street
Los Angeles, CA 90071
213.689.2500
kexton@sbcglobal.net
LIT

Lisa Gilford

Weston Benshoof

333 South Hope Street
16th Floor

Los Angeles, CA 90071
213.576.1000
lgilford@wbcounsel.com

Nan E. Joesten

Farella Braun & Martell
235 Montgomery Street
San Francisco, CA 94104
415.954.4415
njoesten@fbm.com

ILP COM

Jacqueline A. Magnum
Magnum Law

468 North Camden Drive
Suite 200

Beverly Hills, CA 90210
310.860.7554
jamlawyt(@aol.com

Nino Marino

Kaplan Marino

9454 Wilshire Blvd.

Suite 500

Beverly Hills, CA 90212
310.557.0007
marino@kaplanmarino.com
CRM

Edith R Matthai
Robie & Matthai, PC
500 S. Grand Ave.

15th Floor

Los Angeles, CA 90071
213.624.3062
ematthai@romalaw.com
ETH

Christine McKenzie
2114 K Street
Sacramento, CA 95816
916.442.2777

MED PIL

Virginia S. Muller

Law Office of Virginia S. Mueller
106 L Street

Sacramento, CA 95814
916-446-3063
vsmueller@webtv.net

PRB FAM

Pamela Parker

Lerach Coughlin Stoia, Et Al
655 West Broadway

Suite 1900

San Diego, CA 92101
619.231.1058

Roberta Robins

1731 Embarcadero Road
Suite 230

Palo Alto, CA 94303
650.493.3400
tlt@robinslaw.com

1P

Suzelle Moss Smith

523 West Sixth Street

Suite 728

Los Angeles, CA 90014
213.955.9400
ssmith@howarth-smith.com



Delia K. Swan

11500 Olympic Blvd.
Suite 370

Los Angeles, CA 90064
310.445.5010
delia@swanlegal.com

Lauren E. Tate

Tate & Associates

1460 Maria Lane

Suite 310

Walnut Creek, CA 94596
925.210.2000
Itate@tateandassociates-law.com
MED PRL EEO PIL

Charlene L. Usher

Usher Law Group, P.C.

363 South Park Ave.

Suite 204

Pomona, CA 91766
909.865.8359
clushet@ushetlawgroup.com
WOR EEO

Mary Vail

4406 Park Blvd.
Oakland, CA 94602
510.637.3312
mary.vail@nlrb.gov
EEO

COLORADO

Jennifer L. Sullivan
1900 15th Street
Boulder, CO 80302
303.447.7774
jlsullivan@faegre.com

CONNECTICUT

Barbara J. Collins
44 Capitol Avenue
Suite 402

Hartford, CT 06106
860.297.6502
barbarajcollins@
barbarajcollins.com
EEO

Jennifer L. Cox

10 Columbus Blvd

9th Floor

Hartford, CT 06106
860.727.4004
jcox@coxlawoffices.com

Preeti A. Garde

10 Columbus Blvd.

9th Floor

Hartford, CT 06106
860.727.8182
pgarde@coxlawoffices.com

Jennifer A. Osowiecki

10 Columbus Blvd.

9th Floor

Hartford, CT 06106
860.727.8645
josowiecki@coxlawoffices.com

WASHINGTON D.C.

Kali Bracey

Jenner & Block

610 13th Street, NW
Suite 1200 South
Washington, DC 20005
202.639.6871
kbracey@jenner.com
LIT

Paulette Chapman
Koonz McKenney Johnson
DePaolis & Lightfoot

2020 K Street, NW

Suite 500

Washington, DC 20006
202.659.5500
pchapman@koonz.com

Michele A. Cimbala

Sterne Kessler Goldstein & Fox
1100 New York Ave., NW
Washington, DC 20005
202.371.2600
mcimbala@skgf.com

Elizabeth T. Dold

Groom Law Group

1701 Pennsylvania Ave., NW
Washington, DC 20006
202.857.0620
etd@groom.com

Tracy-Gene G. Durkin
1100 New York Ave., NW
Washington, DC 20005
202.371.2600
tdurkin@skgf.com

BIO

Julia Louise Ernst

Womens Law & Public Policy
Fellowship Program

600 New Jersey Ave., NW
Suite 334

Washington, DC 20001
202.662.9644

WOM

Elaine Fitch

Kalijarvi Chuzi & Newman, P.C.

1901 L Street, NW
Suite 610

Washington, DC 20036
202.331.9260
efitch@kcnlaw.com

Deborah Schwager Froling
Arent Fox PLLC

1050 Connecticut Ave., NW
Washington, DC 20036
202.857.6075
froling.deborah@arentfox.com
COR MAC SEC

Katherine J. Henry
Dickstein Shapiro
Morin & Oshinsky
1825 Eye Street, NW
Washington, DC 20006
292.420.4758

henryk@dicksteinshapiro.com
INS LIT ADR

Betty Southard Murphy
Baker & Hostetler

1050 Connecticut Ave., NW
Suite 1100

Washington, DC 20036
202.861.1586
bsmurphy@bakerlaw.com
EEO INT

Cheryl A. Tritt

Morrison & Foerster, LLP
2000 Pennsylvania Ave., NW
Suite 5500

Washington, DC 20006
202.887.1510

Stephanie Tsacoumis
Gibson Dunn & Crutcher
1050 Connecticut Ave., NW
Washington, DC 20036
202.955.8277
stsacoumis@gibsondunn.com

Marcia A. Wiss

Hogan & Hartson LLP
555 Thirteenth Street, NW
Columbia Square
Washington, DC 20004
202.637.5429
mawiss@hhlaw.com

INT FIN COR SEC

DELAWARE

Heather Jefferson

The Delaware Counsel Group
300 Martin Luther King Blvd.
Suite 200

Wilmington, DE 19801
302.576.9600

hjefferson@
delawarecounselgroup.com
COR

Patricia A. Widdoss

Young Canaway Stargatt & Taylor
1000 W Street

17th Floot, Box 391
Wilmington, DE 19899
RECRUITING

FLORIDA

June McKinney Bartelle
Office of the Attorney General
11020 Leafwood Drive
Tallahassee, F1. 32399
850.414.3300

EDU PRB

Peggy Smith Bush

Cabaniss Smith Toole & Wiggins
485 N. Keller Rd.

Suite 401

Maitland, FL 32751
407.246.1800
pbush@cabaniss.net

PIL

Jennifer Coberly
Zuckerman Et Al

201 S. Biscayne Blvd.
Suite 900

Miami, FL. 33131
305-579-0110
jcobetly@zuckerman.com
TEL BSL EEO INT

Lynn Cole

Law Offices of Lynn Cole, PA
301 W. Platt St.

Suite 409

Tampa, FL 33606
813-223-7009
Ihc@lynncole.com

ADR

Barbara J. Compiani

501 S. Flagler Drive

Suite 503

West Palm Beach, FL. 33401
561.659.5455
beompiani@jkwpa.com
APP

Karen H. Curtis

Clarke Silvergate & Campbell, P.A.

799 Brickell Plaza
Suite 900

Miami, FL. 33131
305.377.0700
keurtis@cswm.com
LIT APP

Patricia A. Doherty

Wooten Honeywell Kimbrough
Gibson Doherty & Normand
P.O. Box 568188

Otlando, FL 32856
407.843.7060
pdoherty@whkpa.com

PIL MED

Jane Kreusler-Walsh

501 S. Flager Dr.

Suite 503

West Palm Beach, FL. 33401
561.659.5455
janewalsh@jkwpa.com
APP

Mary Jo Meives

Sobel & Meives, PA

515 E. Las Olas Blvd.
Suite 1010

Ft. Lauderdale, FI. 33301
954.524.5900
mjmwingnut@aol.com
MED PIL

Rebecca J. Mercier-Vargas
Jane Kruesler-Walsh, PA

501 S. Flagler Dr.

Suite 503

West Palm Beach, FL. 33401
561.659.5455
rmercier@jjkwpa.com

Linda Carol Singer
Two Datran Center

WILJ — Fall 2006 « 35



Suite 1609

Miami, FL. 33156
305.670.5291
linda@lindasinger.com

Sylvia H. Walbolt

Carlton Fields, PA

P.O. Box 3239

Tampa, FLL 33601
813.223.7000
swalbolt@carltonfields.com
APP

GEORGIA

Beryl B. Farris LLC
Immigration Law

P.O. Box 451129
Atlanta, GA 31145
678.939.0713
visas4usa@yahoo.com
IMM

Dorothy Yates Kirkley
Kirkley & Hawker LL.C

999 Peachtree Street

Suite 1640

Atlanta, GA 30309
404-892-8781
counsel@kirkleyhawker.com
BSL WCC APP

Elisa Kodish

Nelson Mullins Riley &
Scarborough, LLP

999 Peachtree St., NE

Atlanta, GA 30309
404.817.6160
elisa.kodish@nelsonmullins.com
LIT PRL

Ellen Beth Malow

537 Seal Place NE

Atlanta, GA 30308
404.556.0757
ellen@malowmediation.com

Sara Sadler Turnipseed
Nelson Mullins Riley &
Scarborough, LLP

999 Peachtree Street
Suite 1400

First Union Plaza
Atlanta, GA 30309
404.817.6000
sst@nmrs.com

LIT

IOWA

Roxanne Barton Conlin
Roxanne Conlin & Associates
319 Seventh Street

Suite 600

Des Moines, IA 50309
515.282.3333

PIL EEO MED

Lorelei Heisinger
Eide & Heisinger
411 Four Seasons Dr.
Waterloo, IA 50701
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319.833.0649
loreleilaw(@mchsi.com
LOB

Felicia Bertin Rocha
309 Court Avenue
Suite 800-#814

Des Moines, IA 50309
515.279.2269
fmbr@bertinlaw.com

Caitlin Jean Stonger
225 2nd Street SE,

Cedar Rapids, 1A 52402
319.286.1743
caitlinstoner(@yahoo.com

ILLINOIS

Linda T. Coberly
Winston & Strawn, LLP
35 West Wacker Drive
Chicago, II. 60601
312.558.8767
Icobetly@winston.com
LIT APP

Patricia A. Collins
Asher Gittler Et Al
200 West Jackson Blvd.
Suite 1900

Chicago, IL 60606
312.263.1500
pac@ulaw.com

EEO

Torey Cummings
Skadden Arps Slate
Meagher & Flom

333 W. Wacker Dr.

Suite 2100

Chicago, IL 60606
312.407.0040
tcumming@skadden.com
LIT SEC EEO

Alice E. Dolan

321 S. Plymouth Court
14th Floor

Chicago, IL. 60604
312.386.1600

PIL MED LIT

Barbara M. Flom

55 E. Monroe

Suite 3700

Chicago, II. 60603
312.201.3904
barbaraflompc@gmail.com
FED TAX

Margaret M. Foster
McKenna Storer

33 N. LaSalle Street

Suite 1400

Chicago, IL. 60602
312.558.3900
mfoster@mckenna-law.com

Jean M. Golden
20 N. Wacker Dr.
Suite 1040
Chicago, IL. 60606

312.444.2489
jmg@cs-g.com

INS

Margaret Parnell Hogan
Littler Mendelson PC

200 North LaSalle

Suite 2900

Chicago, IL. 60601
mphogan@littler.cm

Mary Jones

Deere & Co

One John Deere Place
Moline, 1. 61265
309.765.4837
jonesmary@johndeere.com
PRL SCC LIT

Linda L. Listrom
Jenner & Block LLP
One IBM Plaza
Chicago, IL. 60611
312.923.2761
llistrom@jenner.com

Lisa A. Marino

Marino & Associates, PC

3310 North Harlem Ave.
Chicago, IL 60634
773.804.9100
Imatino@realestatelawoffice.net
RES LND TAX

Laura Beth Miller

NBC Tower

455 N. Cityfront Plaza Dr.
Suite 3600

Chicago, II. 60611
312.321.4715
Imiller@usebtinks.com

Cheryl Tama Oblander
Winston & Strawn, LLP
35 W. Wacker Dr.
Chicago, II. 60601
ctama@winston.com
EEO LIT

Carrie L. Okizaki
6600 Sears Tower
Chicago, IL. 60606
312.258.5694

Jane DiRenzo Pigott
Fuse3 Group

One North LaSalle Street
Suite 1904

Chicago, IL 60602
312.628.4735

Diane Romza-Kutz
Epstein Becker & Green, PC
150 N. Michigan Ave.

Suite 420

Chicago, IL. 60601
312.499.1400
dromzakutz@ebglaw.com
HCA

Carla J. Rozycki
Jenner & Block
One IBM Plaza

Chicago, 1L 60611
312.923.2909
crozucki@jenner.com

Lisa T. Scruggs
Jenner and Block LLLP
One IBM Plaza

Suite 4700

Chicago, IL 60611
312.840.8681
Iscruggs@jenner.com
LIT

Gabrielle Sigel
330 N. Wabash
Chicago, 1L 60611
312.923.2758
gsigel@jenner.com
EPA TOX OSH

Mona Stone

Lord Bissell & Brook, LLLP
115 S. LaSalle Street
Chicago, IL. 60603
312.443.1717
mstone@lordbissell.com
LIT

INDIANA

Tina M. Bengs

Hoeppner Wagner & Evans LLP
1000 East 80th Place

6th Floor

Merrillville, IN 46410
219-769-6552
tbengs@hwelaw.com

EEO BKR BSL

Ruth A. Cramer

Hoeppner Wagner & Evans LLP
103 East Lincolnway

Valparaiso, IN 46383
219.464.4961
reramer@hwelaw.com

EEO

Cintra D.B. Geairn

Hoeppner Wagner & Evans LLP
1000 East 80th Place

6th Floor

Merrillville, IN 46410
219.464.6552
cgearin@hwelaw.com

LIT

Kena S. Hollingsworth
9650 N. Augusta Dr.
Suite 532

Carmel, IN

219.824.9000
hollingsworth@hjlaw.com

Sean E. Kenyon

Hoeppmer Wagner & Evans LLP
1000 E. 80th Place

Twin Towers South, 6th Floor
Merillville, IN 46410
219.269.6552
skenyon@hwelaw.com

LIT



Lauren K. Kroger

Hoeppner Wagner & Evans LLP
103 East Lincolnway

Valparaiso, IN 46383
219.464.4961
lkroeger@hwelaw.com

EEO LIT

Lee I. Lane

Hoeppner Wagner & Evans LLP
103 East Lincolnway

Valparaiso, IN 46383
219.464.4961
llane@hwelaw.com

RES LND COR

Melanie D. Margolin
Locke Reynolds

201 North Ilinois Street
Suite 201

Indianapolis, IN 46244
317.237.3800
mmargolin@locke.com
BSL

Lucretia A. Thornton
Hoeppner Wagner & Evans LLP
1000 E. 80th Place

Twin Towers South, 6th Floor
Merrillville, IN 46410
219.769.6552
Ithornton@hwelaw.com

HCA

KENTUCKY

Sasha Wagers

Stites & Harbison
250 West Main Street
Suite 2300
Lexington, KY 40507
859-226-2300
swagers(@stites.com

LOUISIANA

M. Nan Alessandra
Phelps Dunbar LLP
365 Canal Street

Suite 2000, Caiyal Place
New Otleans, LA 70130
504.584.9297
alessann@phelps.com
EEO CIV

Susan W. Furr

P.O. Box 4412

445 North Blvd.

Suite 701

Baton Rouge, LA 70821
furrs@phelps.com

Lynn Luker

Lynn Luker & Associates, LL.C
1100 Poydras

Suite 2200

New Otleans, LA 70163
504.525.5500
lynn.luker@llalaw.com

MASSACHUSETTS

Julia Coyne

5 Spencer Street
Lexington, MA 02420
jecoyne@ten.com

Faith E Driscoll
14 Carlisle Road
Dedham, MA 02026
781.326.6645
faithd@rcn.com
1P

Leigh-Ann Patterson Durant
Nixon Peabody LLP

100 Summer Street

Boston, MA 02110
617.345.1258
ldurant@nixonpeabody.com
LIT

Susan E. Maloney

12 Robeson Street

New Bedford, MA 02740
508.789.0724

IMM FAM ILP ARB

Jennifer W. Murray
Droham Hughes Tocchio
& Morgan, P.C.

175 Derby Street

Suite 30

Hingham, MA 02043
781.749.7200
jmurray@dhtmlaw.com
T&E

MARYLAND

Deborah H. Devan
One South Street
27th Floor

Baltimore, MD 21202
410.332.8522
dhd@nqgtrg.com
BKR BNK

Sidney S. Friedman

4 Reservoir Circle

Suite 200

Baltimore, MD 21208
410.559.9000
ssf@weinstocklegal.com
BKR

Duane P. Lambeth
Georgetown University
2211 Kimball Place
Silver Spring, MD 20910
202.565.3661
dpll@comcast.net

INT COR

Jean Lewis

Kramon & Graham
One South Street
Baltimore, MD 21202
410-752-6030
jel@kg-law.com
COM LIT

Alyson Dodi Meiselman
Scurti and Gulling, PA

210 Eazst Lexington Street
Suite 300

Baltimore, MD 21202
410.244.0772

ameiselman@scurtiandgulling.com

FAM GEN

Olabisi A. Onisile

13200 Black Walnut Court
Silver Spring, MD 20906
202.778.3064
oonisile@porterwright.com
LIT WCC

Tracey E. Skinner

2 North Chatles Street
Suite 500

Baltimore, MD 21201
410.752.2052
teskinner(@aol.com
RES BSL COR HOT

Nancy Slepicka

Fossett & Brugger

6404 Ivy Lane

Suite 720

Greenbelt, MD 20770
301.486.1900
nslepicka@fossettbruggetlaw.com
ENV

MAINE

Teresa M. Cloutier
Lambert Coffin

477 Congress Street

14th Floor

Portland, ME 04039
207.874.4000
tcloutier@lambertcoffin.com
COM PRL WCC

MICHIGAN

Nina Dodge Abrams
Abrams Yu & Associates
30300 Northwestern Highway
Suite 112

Farmington Hills, MI 48334
810.932.3540
attorneys@abramsyu.com
FAM PRB

Elizabeth K. Bransdotfer

Mika Meyers Beckett & Jones PLC

900 Monroe Avenue NW
Grand Rapids, MI 49503
616.632.8000
ebransdorger@mmbjlaw.com
COM LIT FAM RES

Margaret A. Costello
Dykema Gossett PLLC
400 Renaissance Center
Detroit, MI 48243
313.568.5306
mcostello@dykema.com
LIT INT BKR

Sue Ellen Eisenberg

33 Bloomfield Hills Parkway
Suite 145

Bloomfield Hills, MI 48304
248.258.6080
see@ebpclaw.com

MINNESOTA

Marlene S. Garvis
Jardine Logan & O’Brien
8519 Eagle Point Blvd
Suite 100

Lake Elmo, MN 55042
651.290.6569

HCA EEO ETH

Heidi E. Viesturs

Robins Kaplan Miller & Ciresi LLLP
183 Maple Street

Excelsior, MN 55331

MISSOURI

Annette P. Heller

14323 S. Outer Forty, Suite 5125
Town & Country, MO 63017
314.647.1200
tmattorneyheller@aol.com

1ILP

MISSISSIPPI

Sharon F. Bridges
Brunini Grantham
Grower & Hewes

P.O. Drawer 119
Jackson, MS 39205
601.973.8736
sbridges@brunini.com

Kristina M. Johnson

Watkins Ludlam Winter & Stennis
P.O. Box 427

Jackson, MS 39205

601.949.4785
kjohnson@watkinsludlawm.com
BSL BKR

Jennifer W. Yarborough
Smith Reeves & Yarborough
6360 I-55 North, Suite 201
Jackson, MS 39211
601.965.7258
jyatborough@smithreeves.com
INS TOX CNS

NEBRASKA

Sue Ellen Wall

Wall Law Office

1530 North Gate Circle
Lincoln, NE 68521
402.438.8815
suellenlaw(@cornhusker.net

NEW HAMPSHIRE

Courtney Worcester
Nixon Peabody LLP

889 Elm Street, 20th Floor
Manchester, NH 03101
603.628.4048

BSL
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NEW JERSEY

Nicole Bearce Albano
Lowenstein Sandler PC
65 Livingston Avenue
Roseland, NJ 07068
973.597.2570
nalbano@lowenstein.com
LIT

Deborah S. Dunn
Stark & Stark

993 Lenox Drive
Lawrenceville, NJ 08543
609.895.7352
ddunn@stark-stark.com

Elizaebth Ferguson

Medco

100 Parsons Pond Drive

Mail Stop F3-19

Franklin Lakes, NJ 07417
201.269.5690
clizabeth_ferguson@medco.com
COR

Geralyn G. Humphrey
Otloft Lowenbach Et Al
101 Eisenhower Parkway
Roseland, NJ 07068
973.622.6200
gehwe@yahoo.com

Lynn F. Miller

Miller Miller & Tucker, PA
96 Paterson Street

New Brunswick, NJ 08901
732.828.2234
Imiller@millerandmiller.com
FAM BKR EST LIT

Catherine Merino Reisman
Montgomery McCracken
Walker & Rhoads LLP

457 Haddonfield Road

Cherry Hill, NJ 08002
856.488.7700
creisman@mmwr.com

BSL LIT PRL MED EEO EDU

NEW MEXICO

Gwenellen P. Janov
Janov Law Offices, PC

901 Rio Grande Blvd. NW
Suite F-144

Albuquerque, NM 87104
505.842.8302

LIT PRB

NEW YORK

Leona Beane

11 Park Place

Suite 1100

New York, NY 10007
216.608.0919
Ibeanelaw(@aol.com

GRD T&E ADR PRB ARB

Andrea E. Bonina
Bonina & Bonina PC
16 Court Street

Suite 1800
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Brooklyn, NY 11241
718.552.4522 %8013
abonina@medlaw1.com
MED COM

Elizabeth A. Bryson

New York Life Insurance Co.
51 Madison Avenue

Suite 116

New York, NY 10010
212.576.5738

INS LIT

Paula Sammons Butler
10 Philips Lane

Rye, NY 10580
914.967.0021
pb0021@aol.com

COR

Jasmine Elwick

Wilmerhale

399 Park Avenue

New York, NY 10002
212.295.6308
jasmine.clwick@wilmerhale.com
BSL

Martha E. Gifford
Proskauer Rose LLP
1585 Broadway

New York, NY 10036
212.969.3490
mgifford@proskauer.com
ANT WCC LIT

Lisa DiPoala Haber

Gilberti Stinziano Heintz & Smith
555 E. Genesee Street

Syracuse, NY 132202
315.442.0183

lad@gilbertilaw.com

Beth L. Kaufman

Schoeman Updike & Kaufman
60 East 42nd Street

New York, NY 10165
212.661.5030
bkaufman@schoeman.com
LIT PRL EEO

Gloria S. Neuwirth

Davidson Dawson & Clark

60 East 42nd Street

38th Floor

New York, NY 10165
212.557.7720
gsneuwirth@davidsondawson.com
EST PRB T&E NPF TAX

Caryn Silverman

Sedgwick Detert Moran & Arnold
125 Broad Street

39th Floor

New York, NY 10004

Alice Spitz

104 West 40th Swtreet
New York, NY 10018
212.869.3200
aspitz@molodspitz.com
INS

E. Gail Suchman

Gilberti Stinziano Heintz & Smith
885 Third Avenue

Suite 2730

New York, NY 10022
212.588.8868
egs@gilbertilaw.com

Maria T. Vullo

Paul Weiss Rifkind Wharton
and Garrison LLP

1285 Avenue of the Americas
New York, NY 10019
212.373.3346
mvullo@paulweiss.com

LIT ILP TAX SEC

Shawn White

425 Lexington Avenue
New York, NY 10017
212.455.3883

OHIO

Laurie J. Avery
Reminger

405 Madison Avenue
23rd Floor

Toledo, OH 43604
419.254.1311
lavery@teminger.com
LIT EEO PRL

Elaine S. Bernstein
130 West Second Street
Suite 1818

Dayton, OH 45402
937.496.3686
elawyer@donet.com
EEO

Nancy A. Lawson
Dinsmore & Shohl

225 East 5th Street

1900 Chermed Center
Cincinnati, OH 45242
513.977.8318
nancylawson@dinslaw.com
LIT

Amy Leopard

1301 East 9th Street
Cleveland, OH 44414
216.928.2889
aleopard@walterhav.com
COR ILP BIO HCA CCL

Lark T. Mallory

Chester Wilcox & Saxbe, LLP
65 East State Street

Suite 100

Columbus, OH 43215
614.221.4000
Imallory@cswlaw.com

Barbara Roubanes
555 Metro Place North
Columbus, OH 43017
614.793.8113
bar@roubaneslaw.com

Beatrice K. Sowald

Sowald Sowald and Clouse
400 South Fifth Swtreet
Suite 101

Columbus, OH 43215
614.464.1877
bsowald@sowaldclouse.com

Elizabeth M. Stanton
Chester Willcox & Saxbe LLP
65 East State Street

Suite 1000

Columbus, OH 43215
614.334.6189
estanton(@cwslaw.com

EEO EDU APP MUN

Michelle (Shelly)
Pierce Stronczer
10235 Brecksville Road
Suite 101

Cleveland, OH 44141
440.526.2211
sps@discoverpslaw.com

OKLAHOMA

Laura Elizabeth Samuelson
Latham Stall Wagner

Steele & LLehman

1800 South Baltimore

Suite 500

Tulsa, OK 74119
918.382.7523
Isamuelson@]lswsl.com

CIV APL

Allison L. Thompson
Latham Stall Wagner
Steele & LLehman

1800 South Baltimore
Suite 500

Tulsa, OK 74119
918.382.7523
athompson@lswsl.com
CIvV

Kathleen Waits
University of Tulsa
College of Law
3120 East 4th Place
Tulsa, OK 74104
918.631.2450
kwaits@utulsa.edu
DOM ETH

PENNSYLVANIA

Ann M. Butchart

Law Office of Ann M. Butchart
1319 North Second Street
Philadelphia, PA 19122
215.854.4010

a.m.b@juno.com

SSN ERISA BNK

Doris S. Casper

200 Locust Street
Society Hill Tower
Philadelphia, PA 19106
215.627.4271



Doris J. Dabrowksi

1500 Walnut Street

Suite 900

Philadelphia, PA 19102
215.790.1115
dabrowskidoris@hotmail.com
APP CIV CNS EEO FAM
HCA INS LIT ERISA

Nancy Omara Ezold
Nancy O’Mara, Ezold PC
401 City Avenue

Suite 904

Bala Cynwyd, PA 19004
610.941.4040

EEO BSL PIL

Jodeen M. Hobbs
Miller Alfano & Raspanti
1818 Market Street

3305 West Queen Lane
Suite 3402

Philadelphia, PA 19129
215.972.6400
jhobbs@mar-law.com

Joanne Kelhart

44 East Broad Street
Bethlehem, PA 18018
610.691.7000
jkelhart@ssk-esq.com
LIT

Courtney Seda McDonnell
McDonnell & Associates
601 South Henderson Road
Suite 152

King of Prussia, PA 19406
610.337.2087
cseda@mcda-law.com

INS

Shonu V. McEchron
Saul Ewing LLP

2 North 2nd Street

7th Floor

Harrisburg, PA 17101
717.257.7558
smcechron@saul.com
COR INS HCA ILLP CNS

Jackie Meredith-Batchelor
Aramark Corporation

1101 Market Street

Aramark Tower
Philadelphia, PA 19107
215.238.3278
meredith-batchelor-
jackie@aramark.com

Linda C. Morris
1344 Dermond Road
Drexel, PA 19026
610.306.6377
lcmor@comcast.net

Kimberly Ruch-Alegant
2207 Chestnut Street
Philadelphia, PA 19103
215.569.9005
kalegant@tesslerlaw.com
PER WOR

Jo Anne Schwendinger
Deere and Co.

1440 Beechwood Blvd.
Pittsburgh, PA 15217
415.594.3017
scwendingetjoanne(@
johndeere.com

INT BSL

Jeanne Wrobleski

Jeanne Wrobleski & Associates
1845 Walnut Street

24th Floor

Philadelphia, PA 19103
215.814.9320
jwrobleski@wwdlaw.com

BSL. COM

RHODE ISLAND

Kimberly A. Simpson

Vetter & White

20 Washington Place
Providence, RT 02903
410.421.3060
ksimpson@vetterandwhite.com
LIT PRL BSL

SOUTH CAROLINA

Natalie Bluestein

One Carriage Lane
Building D

Chatleston, SC 29407
843.769.0311
natalie.bluestein@scbar.org
FAM

Ashley P. Cuttino
P.O. Box 2757
Greenville, SC 29607
864.271.1300
ashley.cuttino@
ogletreedeakins.com

Jeanne N. Guest
Nelson Mullins Riley &
Scarborough, LLP

2411 Oak Street

Suite 301

Myrtle Beach, SC 29577
843.946.5658

Kathleen Harleston

Hatleston Law Firm

909 Tall Pine Road

Mt. Pleasant, SC 29464
843.971.9453
kathleen@harlestonlawfirm.com
1P

Zoe Sanders Nettles

Nelson Mullins

P.O. Box 11070

Columbia, SC 29211
803.255.9513
zoe.nettles@nelsonmullins.com
CAS LIT CRM

Nina N. Smith

Smith Ellis & Stuckey, PA
1422 Laurel Street
Columbia, SC 29201

803.933.9800
nns@seslaw.com
BSL SEC ETH

SOUTH DAKOTA

Mary G. Keller
Keller Law Office
P.O. Box 97

Huron, SD 57350
605.352.1883
kellawsd@msn.com
FAM CRM

TENESSEE

Marcia Meredith Eason
Miller Martin

832 Georgia Avenue

Suite 1000

Chattanooga, TN 37402
423.756.6600
meason@millermartin.com

TEXAS

Peri Alkas

5718 Westheimer
Suite 11750
Houston, TX 77057
713.266.3121
palkas@dawray.com

Karen Kirschman
2001 Ross Avenue

Suite 3700

Dallas, TX 75201
214.220.7795
khirschman@velaw.com
LIT

Cynthia Hujar Orr
Goldstein Goldstein & Hilly
310 South St. Mary’s Street
29th Floor

San Antonio, TX 78205
210.226.1463
hujarorr@gmail.com

CRM APP

Kathy C. Weinberg
Jenner & Block

1717 Main Street

Suite 3150

Dallas, TX 75201
214.746.5789
kweinberg@jenner.com
GOV

UTAH

Tracey M. Watson
Clawson and Falk, LLLLP
2257 South 1100 East
Suite 105

Salt Lake City, UT 84106
801.322.5000
tracey@clawsonfalk.com
EEO DIV FAM

VIRGINIA

Julie P. Aslaksen

General Dynamics Corporation
2941 Fairview Park Drive

Falls Church, VA 22042
703.876.3165
jaslaksen@gd.com

COR SEC

Qwendolyn N. Brown
Williams Muller

4391 Torrence Place
Woodbridge, VA 22193
703.760.5212

BNK SEC COR RES

Gina Burgin

Hirschler Fleischer

Federal Reserve Bank Building
701 East Byrd Street
Richmond, VA 23219
804.771.5614

BSL RES

Alison Feehan

Capital One

15000 Capital One Drive
Richmond, VA 23238
804.284.1411

LIT

Linda M. Jackson

Venable LLP

8010 Towers Crescent Drive
Suite 300

Vienna, VA 22182
703.760.1600
Imjackson@venable.com
EEO LIT

Chandra D. Lantz
Hirschler Fleischer
P.O. Box 500
Richmond, VA 23218
804.771.9586

BSL CNS INS LND

WASHINGTON

Courtney L. Seim

Riddell Williams, PS.

1001 Fourth Avenue

Suite 4500

Seattle, WA 98154
206.389.1683
cseim@riddellwilliams.com

Sheryl Willert

Willilams Kastner & Gibbs PLILC

601 Union Street
Suite 4100

Seattle, WA 98101
206.628.6600
swillert@wkg.com
ADR CIV EEO LIT

WYOMING

Nettabell Girard
513 East Main Street
P.O. Box 687
Riverton, WY 82501
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307.856.9339
ngirard@tcinc.net
T&E BNK

INTERNATIONAL

Lori Duffy

Weir & Foulds

130 King Street West
Exchange Tower

Suite 1600

Toronto, Ontario
Canada M5X 1]5
416.947.5009
lduffy@weirfoulds.com
RES T&E

Samantha Horn

Stikeman Elliott LLLLP

5300 Commerce Court West
199 Bay Street

Toronto, Ontario

Canada M5L 1B0
416.869.5636
sghorn@stikeman.com
COR »

2006 Report

(Continued from page 18)

effect of reporting all partners
as  equity inflates  a
firm’s progress
women into equity partnerships

partners
on advancing

and misreports the real state of
the partnership.  See also note 2,
above.

?This difference between one-tier

and two-tier firms is sufficiently
large enough to be statistically
significant at the 95% confidence
level.

¥This difference between one-tier
and two-tier firms is sufficiently
large enough to be statistically
significant at the 95% confidence
level.

“This difference between one-
tier and two-tier firms is not
statistically significant at the 95%
confidence level.

YThe vast majority of the firms
(95) reported a managing partner
position.

In addition, the firms that
responded to the compensation
questions were larger in terms
of gross revenue, net operating
income, and total number of
lawyers when compared to the
participating firms that chose
not to report compensation data.
Also, while the response rate
varies widely, firms with AMLAW
rank 1-50 or 151-200 had lower
response rates. However, there
do not appear to be systematic

differences in geographic
distribution.
"Compensation values are

rounded to the nearest $100.¢

Finally, Child Care That Weorks FOR YOUL
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Tired o child care thet & epensive, oowded ond impesmnal?
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Edwards Angell Palmer 8& Dodge 1P
15 pmud to sponsor

NAWL Programs

Our commitment
to women is
a commitment

to excellence

DODGE ur

For fgithet lnfodima tion, oot o:

Moty THmemlimm o310 A1 F T TR e s W il e T e s rel] o s e
o ANEF SRR B Ll S f L ey T8 WAL Liee ma e T T R S AR

BNTODN | FT. LAUDOETMILE | BARTFORT | NIW TORL | FEEVIDENCE | BELORT HILLE

aupellaw.com
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Find a Job.

Fill a Position.
Intoducing the

NAWL Career Center

The only onlinm job service creaied sspedolly for wormmn in the legol profession.

Moy joh seskers and employers n the legual professon are diswaring the odvoniges af seorching onling lor new
postiions ond for quolified condidases 1a fil them. But when & mees o finding the ght woman for the: jab, the
ane-sire-his-all opproach of the mego joh boods moy nat be the best vy 1o find what you're Iooking foc The
Masional Associniion of Women Lowers hos cecked the oll-new HAWL Coreer Cenler to gie amployers and joh
seeking profesionaks a better wary to find one ancther ond moke that perfest comeer fit.

Enploye= Target your mavifing o moch quolfied professionals quickly ond
edaxsly. Search the resms datobose to mntadt candidates proodniely, ond get
auriomois email nafification whenever o ocndidate makchas your oilena.

Juk Seekers: Get your rasme noficed by the peaple in your field who who mater | 5

meest Whethar you're locking for o new job, or ready 1o ke the next siep n your Q.o
canser, wa1l help you find the ppporunity thot ails you k&

¥ieit hilp: {{omreess. sawlom todoy to post your b ar seoch job stings.

YoUr coreer; success storts at http://careers.nawl.org
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MOVING FORWARD

Ar Kirkland & Ellis LLP developing women leaders is a pricrigy. Our Women's Leadership Iniciative is desipned ©
support the training and promotion of our women aitocneys. We prowide o forum for discusion of rlevant ismes
and create invaluable opporianities for informal mentoring and networking, To support this initiacive, Fiddand &
Ellis LLF is proud to partner with the following dedicated orpanizations

¢ Marional Association of Women Lawyers — a leadiog national voluncary coganimtion devoted o the interesis
af women lawyers and women's righs.

¢ Canalyst —a leading independent, noo-profit ressarch and advisory crpanimtion that wodos with busineses and
the profestios to build inclsive sovirooments and expand opportanities for women at warke

CHICAGD W LONDON B LOS ANGELES B MUNICH
HMEW YORK B SAN FRAMNCISCO B WASHINGTON, D.C.

KIRKLAND & ELLIS LLP

www kirkland .com
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hlavelyoujheagdieron!
udlately?

NAWL sends most of its information
on programs, events, and special offers
via email. If you haven’t been receiving
electronic messages from us, your email
address may be incorrect in our files or
your spam-guard might be blocking us!

Please contact Kelly Reese, Project Specialist,

if you need to update your information with

us. You can reach her either by email (reesek(@
nawl.org) or by phone (312.988.5861).

Coming soon to the
NAWIL website ...

The NAWL 2006 Member

Satisfaction Survey
£ 7
Qo T
ST

—=

Please watch the NAWL website at

www.nawl.org for a link allowing
you to complete the survey.

National Association of Women Lawyers
American Bar Center, MS 15.2

321 North Clark Street

Chicago, IL 60610
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