SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF NEW YORK
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KATHY ABRAHAM,
Plaintiff, 22
-against- ; AFFIDAVIT

LEWIS EISENBERG and GOLDMAN SACHS & CO.,

Defendants~.-

bt e U PSR ———

STATE OF NEW YORK
SS.: “ES

~—’ 00

COUNTY OF NEW YORK

Sa e o e s b ~v~~»~— S

- KATHY ABRAHAM, being duly sworn, deposes and

says:

1. I am the plaintiff in the above-named
action. I am making this affidavit in opposition to the

"premature" -motion. by GOLDMAN -SACHS & CO.. ("GOLDMAN -. - ..

SACHS") for summary Jjudgment. The motion for summary
judgment is premature because.there has been no discovery
whatsoever in this case whether hy bill of partieulars or
_otherwise

22 il am totally outraged by the statement of
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‘slightest concern for my "personal dlgnlty and 1nd1v1dual

" 'worth" (Mem. of Law p. 13). GOLDMAN SACHS knew of LEWIS
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'»defendant GOLDMAN SACHS that they have, or ever had _the




-.attorneys-are fully aware of the specific.:detail. ofmy o

«: continuing humiliation at GOLDMAN‘SACHSa}f

~ with :the: calculated intention of obtaininq-sexual:faVOBSnsa‘

EISENBERG’S sexual harassment, condoned, and even actively

participated in the same (Complaint. para;aSJ.
3. I am appalled at Stanley Arkin's description
of defendants’ sexual harassment as belng "warm, friendly,

e «,-r“

discrete and entirely consensual."® (Arkinmégﬁft.,

para. 2). I appreciate that an attorney sWears to the

truth of a statement on instructions, but: defendants’

4. The sexual harassment described in my

Complaint arose out of a seven-year. sexua

“the*last ‘tworyears he has manipulated my work:environment: | =

from me.

ffiushing, Kew Garden Hills,

5. There is one specific incident which is an
example only, but important to an understanding of
EISENBERG’S sexual manipulation. On or about September

12, 1987, I was alone at my home at 147-22 68th Avenue,

New York 11367. At

\ home ‘and pushed his way into my bedroom. "

approximately_10:30.AM,MEISENBERG_artivedWuninyited_atemy_.

Tﬂgascréamed~atj-«mff;
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me hysterlcally that he had a venereal dlseaseﬁand-statedfﬁwn_

"You should get thls'“ Thereupon,

pushed me down on to my knees, lowered hlS pants and
3 RO 7 i
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“me-in the office by publicly touching my ‘breasts ‘and -

- closed :for three or four hours~atvaht1meLﬁWIt was common

" ‘gossip -in.the. Institutional salsa

~ botli“worked that I could not'be“pérfafﬁiﬁé“ﬁﬁfély'
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vyelled: "Put me in your mouth". I fought with him and,
fortunately his penis which was visibly infected with

warts did not make contact with my mouth.

6. I was totally repulsed by thlS 1nc1dent. "I made
it clear to him that any conduct of a sexual nature from
him was most "unwelcome". From that time on, his sexual
advances were sickening and absolutely lacking.in any -

decency. He took every possible opportunity to humiliate

pelvic area and keeping me in his office with the door

‘'secretarial duties. Members of”our“depaftméht‘joked”that'

I was in "Lew’s protection", that I was "easy bait" and

“me.

that I was "available®.
7. The period, June 1989 to August 1989, raised by
defendants (Cohen Aff’t., Para. 4) is a striking example

of EISENBERG’S sexual abuse of his managerial power over

v

\to transfer me out of hiS”IﬁstiEutional”§éi§§_ﬁéﬁértﬁéht.

- 1989, I found a replacement person at my desk.ﬁ I was

“In-or about June-1989;—I pleaded-with—EISENBERG

This was not my first request and I was surprlsed when

EISENBERG appeared to acquiesce in my request.'-On July 24
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H informed that T was still the Senior Administrative

Assistant in Institutional Sales but in reality, this was

a hollow title because I had been stripped of al1:

respons1b111ty I was left at a desk al

real work whatsoever. This "paralyzing-bind"?caﬁtinued

until August 21, 1989, six days after 18 served-'

harassment complaint against EISENBERG (Cohen Aff't.,

Thereafter I was transferred: ‘tai.another-.

-~ Throughout this six. week: period: prlor"tOWWWﬂ

. -trdnsfern,, “EISENBERG. flouted his., Power:iniithe.office: bY“‘

dals

openly‘touchlng private- parts of- my body rwithout ‘my >

“consent-He - made it very clear that- 1f‘Twsubmittedvto~hisﬂ,

-+~demean1ng‘s1tuationmreferred

: o position.

be relnstated to my forme

10.. It-is totally outrageous for GOLDMAN SACHS to

allege that they were unaware of EISENBERG’S sexual

harassment There were two partners, in particular, who

were 1nt1mately aware and actively involved in the

~to—-above.—

i

friend. :'T expressed my revulsion of his humlllatlng

’31tuatlon to the chagrin of EISENBERG and hlS partner.




GOLDMAN SACHS. - Again I refused to be involved in this

sexual gamesmanship and thereupon.EISENBERG voiced his

:@gm;muﬁ;y:;opinion,that he was disappointed~withymzagjob\performanceﬂy;

AR IR B T TT5 On Septanber 26, 1989.I.met.with. Mr Cohen-and. .. ..
" Mr Cannon. There is obviously a dispute as to what was

said at that meeting (Cohen Aff't-u;Pﬁl@mm:%%muiugégﬁzit

||+ Vexry clear to ‘everyone atuthat:meesinqxﬁhecpature:quthe;;¢-
“'Sexual harassment inflicted UPON M4 v vomniios o
:iwwwhwww14;-Defendants have appliedmconsiderableApressurewu»u«»f

to prevent ne bringing these matters before this court.

ﬁéféhéEHEENHEGEMEHEEEEEHé&“tc"assist my ex-husband in his
i custody fight for my 11 year old daughter, investigators
5 employed by EISENBERG have informed my neighbors that T am

in "serious trouble" ang furthermore, defendant EISENBERG

=i all timest OF the day. and night. : e e B I R

15. On November 30, 1989 all attorneys met to -

discuss Settlement of thig case. When the;action-waS§not?

discontinued, all my benefits with GOLDMAN SACHS were__
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terminateq with immediate effect.

r;'?,...___ N - s e = [ _.-;_...,_» R




o e
Tt

L FUNTe. ¥ rsat




	KA v. LE-GS Affidavit Pg. 1
	KA v. LE-GS Affidavit Pg. 2
	KA v. LE-GS Affidavit Pg. 3
	KA v. LE-GS Affidavit Pg. 4
	KA v. LE-GS Affidavit Pg. 5
	KA v. LE-GS Affidavit Pg.6

