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THE SECOND CIRCUIT AND ATTORNEY
DISQUALIFICATION-SILVER CHRYSLER

STEERS IN A NEW DIRECTION

I. INTRODUCTION

An attorney who represents a client against a former client is subject to a
motion for disqualification' under Canon 42 of the Code of Professional

1. The courts' power to disqualify is noted in, e.g., Ceramco, Inc. v. Lee Pharmaceuticals,
510 F.2d 268, 271 (2d Cir. 1975); Handelman v. Weiss, 368 F. Supp. 258, 261 n.4, 263
(S.D.N.Y. 1973); Estates Theatres, Inc. v. Columbia Pictures Indus., Inc., 345 F. Supp. 93, 95
n.1 (S.D.N.Y. 1972); Laskey Bros., Inc. v. Warner Bros. Pictures, Inc., 130 F. Supp. 514, 519
(S.D.N.Y.), aff'd, 224 F.2d 824 (2d Cir. 1955), cert. denied, 350 U.S. 932 (1956); T. C. Theatre
Corp. v. Warner Bros. Pictures, Inc., 113 F. Supp. 265, 271 n.15 (S.D.N.Y. 1953). The court may
disqualify an attorney on its own motion. Empire Linotype School, Inc., v. United States, 143 F.
Supp. 627, 631 (S.D.N.Y. 1956).

2. Canon 4 (adopted by the American Bar Association on Aug. 12, 1969 to become effective
on Jan. 1, 1970, as amended on Feb. 24, 1970) states: "A lawyer should preserve the confidences and
secrets of a client." ABA Code of Professional Responsibility, Canon 4 (1969). Among the pertinent
Ethical Considerations are EC 4-1 ("Both the fiduciary relationship existing between lawyer and
client and the proper functioning of the legal system require the preservation by the lawyer of
confidences and secrets of one who has employed or sought to employ him. ... ."), EC 4-4 ("The
attorney-client privilege is more limited than the ethical obligation of a lawyer to guard the
confidences and secrets of his client. This ethical precept, unlike the evidentiary privilege, exists
without regard to the nature or source of information or the fact that others share the knowledge.
... ") and EC 4-6 ("The obligation of a lawyer to preserve the confidences and secrets of his client
continues after the termination of his employment.") (footnotes omitted).

Since the Code of Professional Responsibility was adopted so recently, most cases cited In this
article will be referring to the former Canons 6 and 37 of the Canons of Professional Ethics
(adopted by the ABA in 1908). Canon 6 stated, in pertinent part:
"The obligation to represent the client with undivided fidelity and not to divulge his secrets or
confidences forbids also the subsequent acceptance of retainers or employment from others in
matters adversely affecting any interest of the client with respect to which confidence has been
reposed." ABA Canons of Professional Ethics No. 6 (1908).

Canon 37, as amended Sept. 30, 1937, stated in pertinent part:
"It is the duty of a lawyer to preserve his client's confidences. This duty outlasts the lawyer's
employment, and extends as well to his employees; and neither of them should accept employ-
ment which involves or may involve the disclosure or use of these confidences, either for the
private advantage of the lawyer or his employees or to the disadvantage of the client, without his
knowledge and consent, and even though there are other available sources of such information. A
lawyer should not continue employment when he discovers that this obligation prevents the
performance of his full duty to his former or to his new client." Id., Canon 37 (1937).

That Canon 4 of the Code of Professional Responsibility replaces 6 and 37 of the Canons of
Professional Ethics is evident. See Emie Indus., Inc. v. Patentex, Inc., 478 F.2d 562, 570 n.6 (2d
Cir. 1973); R. Wise, Legal Ethics 65 (2d ed. 1970); and Parallel Tables.between the ABA Canons
of Professional Ethics and the ABA Code of Professional Responsibility, Final Draft, July 1, 1969
11-12 (0. Maru comp. 1970) [hereinafter cited as Parallel Tables]. On the conceptual differences
between the former Canons and the present Code, see Marks & Cathcart, Discipline Within the
Legal Profession: Is It Self-Regulation?, 1974 U. Ill. L.F. 193, 197-98. For a broad discussion of
conflicts of interest and a proposed Disciplinary Rule, see Note, Attorney's Conflict of Interests:
Representation of Interest Adverse to That of Former Client, 55 B.U.L. Rev. 61, 84-85 (1975).
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Responsibility. There have been many cases in this area dealing either with
partners, associates or sole practitioners who controlled litigation for a client
whom they later opposed or with attorneys who did not deal directly with the
former client (the present opponent), but whose partner had represented that
client in a substantially-related matter. Motions to disqualify former junior
associates are relatively recent. 3

Such motions bring into sharp focus the problem of which standard for
disqualification is to apply under Canon 4. The standards used by the courts
in the past have varied from determinations of whether the attorney's two
representations were "substantially related" to whether they merely created an
"appearance of impropriety."

Recently, in a series of cases,4 the Second Circuit examined the parameters
for such decisions, and seemed to relegate the appearance of impropriety
standard to a narrower range of situations than previously had been the case.
Such an approach actually is more in line with the "appearance of evil"
standard applied to Canon 95 cases, which have their primary application in

3. A trilogy of recent cases concerned the Shell Oil Company's attempts to disqualify the same
young attorney- Gas-A-Tron v. Union Oil Co., 1974-2 Trade Cas. 75,225, at 97,519 (D. Ariz.)
(attorney and his firm disqualified to avoid appearance of impropriety); Redd v. Shell Oil Co., 1974-2
Trade Cas. 75,392, at 98,278-79 (D. Utah) (motion to disqualify denied; Canon 9 inapplicable) rev'd
and remanded, 518 F.2d 311 (10th Cir. 1975); Bonus Oil Co. v. American Petrofina Co., 5 Trade
Reg. Rep. 60,315, at 66,263 (D. Neb. 1975) (motion to disqualify denied). Cf. American Roller Co.
v. Budinger, 513 F.2d 982 (3d Cir. 1975) which applied Canon 4 to an attorney though his prior
"representation" occurred before he received his law degree, since he had appeared before the U.S.
Patent Office twenty-four times and was subject to the Canons through the Office's Rules of Practice.
Id. at 984 n.1..

See generally ABA, Comm. on Professional Ethics, Opinions, No. 1092 (1968) (former law
clerk cannot represent an intervenor in an action with which he was involved while clerking; the
former clerk's firm is also prohibited from this representation); H. Drinker, Legal Ethics 107
(1953) ("A lawyer who was a student in a lawyer's office may not accept a retainer against his
former employer involving matters of which he might have obtained knowledge while in such
employment, and by reason thereof. . . ." [footnote omitted]). Contra, Silver Chrysler Plymouth, Inc.
v. Chrysler Motors Corp., 518 F.2d 751 (2d Cir. 1975), discussed in text accompanying note 91 infra.
4. Silver Chrysler Plymouth, Inc. v. Chrysler Motors Corp., 518 F.2d 751 (2d Cir. 1975); Hull v.

Celanese Corp., 513 F.2d 568 (2d Cir. 1975); General Motors Corp. v. City of New York, 501 F.2d
639 (2d Cir. 1974).
5. Canon 9 states: "A lawyer should avoid even the appearance of professional impropriety."

ABA Code of Professional Responsibility, Canon 9 (1969). Among the pertinent Ethical Considera-
tions are EC 9-1 ("Continuation of the American concept that we are to be governed by rules of law
requires that the people have faith that justice can be obtained through our legal system. A lawyer
should promote public confidence in our system and in the legal profession.', EC 9-2 ("Public
confidence in law and lawyers may be eroded by irresponsible or improper conduct of a lawyer. On
occasion, ethical conduct of a lawyer may appear to laymen to be unethical. In order to avoid
misunderstandings and hence to maintain confidence, a lawyer should fully and promptly inform his
client of material developments in the matters being handled for the client. While a lawyer should
guard against otherwise proper conduct that has a tendency to diminish public confidence in the
legal system or in the legal profession, his duty to clients or to the public should never be
subordinate merely because the full discharge of his obligation may be misunderstood or may
tend to subject him or the legal profession to criticism. When explicit ethical guidance does not
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situations involving former government attorneys and other attorneys whose
actions were malum in se. 6

This Note will attempt to place the recent developments in this area of the
law in their proper context, and will analyze the strengths and weaknesses of
the different standards used by the courts. In particular, the impropriety of
applying Canon 9's standard of appearance of impropriety in Canon 4
situations will be discussed, and reasonable guidelines for future standards
will be proposed.

exist, a lawyer should determine his conduct by acting in a manner that promotes public
confidence in the integrity and efficiency of the legal system and the legal profession.'), EC 9-3
("After a lawyer leaves judicial office or other public employment, he should not accept
employment in connection with any matter in which he had substantial responsibility prior to his
leaving, since to accept employment would give the appearance of impropriety even if none
exists.") and EC 9-6 ("Every lawyer owes a solemn duty to uphold the integrity and honor of his
profession; to encourage respect for the law and for the courts and the judges thereof; to observe
the Code of Professional Responsibility; to act as a member of a learned profession, one dedicated
to public service; to cooperate with his brother lawyers in supporting the organized bar through
the devoting of his time, efforts, and financial support as his professional standing and ability
reasonably permit; to conduct himself so as to reflect credit on the legal profession and to inspire
the confidence, respect, and trust of his clients and of the public; and to strive to avoid not only
professional impropriety but also the appearance of impropriety." (footnotes omitted).

Canon 9 replaces, inter alia, former Canon 36 which stated: "A lawyer should not accept
employment as an advocate in any matter upon the merits of which he has previously acted In a
judicial capacity.

"A lawyer, having once held public office or having been in the public employ, should not after
his retirement accept employment in connection with any matter which he has investigated or

passed upon while in such office or employ." ABA Canons of Professional Ethics No. 36 (1908).
Wherever feasible, the term "Canon 9" will be substituted for Canon 36 in cases before the

Code was adopted. See Poirier, The Federal Government Lawyer and Professional Ethics, 60
A.B.A.J. 1541 (1974) for supplemental ethical canons applicable to federal government attorneys,
and 174 N.Y.L.J., July 14, 1975, at 1, col. 3 for a six-canon Code of Professional Responsibility
for Matrimonial Lawyers.

6. Compare the Disciplinary Rules of Canon 9 which considerably restrict the Ethical
Considerations' usage of "Avoiding Even the Appearance of Impropriety:"
"(A) A lawyer shall not accept private employment in a matter upon the merits of which lie has

acted in a judicial capacity.
"(B) A lawyer shall not accept private employment in a matter in which he had substantial

responsibility while he was a public employee.
"(C) A lawyer shall not state or imply that he is able to influence improperly or upon irrelevant

grounds any tribunal, legislative body, or public official." ABA Code of Professional Ethics
DR 9-101 (1969) (footnotes omitted).

As the Preamble and Preliminary Statement of the Code define them, "itihe Disciplinary Rules,
unlike the Ethical Considerations, are mandatory in character. The Disciplinary Rules state the
minimum level of conduct below which no lawyer can fall without being subject to disciplinary
action." In comparison, "[tihe Ethical Considerations are aspirational in character. . . ." ABA
Code of Professional Responsibility 2 (1969). The idealism of the Ethical Considerations may
explain their broader usage of "avoiding even the appearance of impropriety" than is reflected in
the narrower, mandatory Disciplinary Rules. For further discussion of the ABA's intent in
utilizing the phrase "appearance of impropriety" and whether courts have expanded the concept
beyond the ABA's scope in Canon 4 cases dealing with opposing a former client, see notes 79-90
infra and accompanying text.
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II. BACKGROUND OF DISQUALIFICATION CRITERIA

The first major case within the Second Circuit dealing with disqualification
was T. C. Theatre Corp. v. Warner Bros. Pictures,7 in which the substantive
legal issue concerned antitrust violations.8

Plaintiff's attorney had previously represented the defendant in a similar
action. 9 His activities for defendant had been "preparation, drafting, pre-
sentation and argument in support of the findings of fact, conclusions of law and
decree proposed. . .. "10

Before deciding that the two representations were substantially related,
Judge Weinfeld observed that the attorney's previous involvement had been
"no mere mechanical job of paste pot and shears. It involved the acquisition
of a thorough knowledge of [defendant's] entire business."" Moreover, the
attorney at issue was not a mere junior associate, but had been "in full
command of [defendant's] legal forces .... ,1"2 Thus, the attorney's former
activities constituted representation of the client, though Judge Weinfeld did
not actually define "representation."

The quantum of proof and the relationship of attorney to client were crucial
in understanding the justification of a disqualification order. According to
Judge Weinfeld:

A lawyer's duty of absolute loyalty to his client's interests does not end with his
retainer. He is enjoined for all time, except as he may be released by law, from
disclosing matters revealed to him by reason of the confidential relationship. Related to
this principle is the rule that where any substantial relationship can be shown between
the subject matter of a former representation and that of a subsequent adverse
representation, the latter will be prohibited.' 3

The confidences in the former relationship do not have to be revealed in court
in order to prove the fact of violation.' 4 To force disclosure of the prior
confidences would violate the attorney-client relationship which, in turn,
would inhibit clients from speaking freely to their attorneys.' 5 To determine
whether there is a sufficient attorney-client relationship for pertinent
confidences to have been disclosed, "the Court must ask whether it can
reasonably be said that in the course of the former representation the attorney
might have acquired information related to the subject of his subsequent
representation. 1 6 Thus, the quantum of proof is not satisfied until the
moving party establishes a substantial relationship between the prior and the
subsequent matters.

7. 113 F. Supp. 265 (S.D.N.Y. 1953).
8. Id. at 267.
9. Id. at 268.
10. Id. at 270-71.

11. Id. at 271.
12. Id.
13. Id. at 268 (footnote omitted).

14. Id. at 268-69.

15. Id. at 269.

16. Id.

1975]



FORDHAM LAW REVIEW [Vol. 44

T. C. Theatre laid down a mixed standard of fact and assumption. If the
fact of a former attorney-client relationship concerning substantially-related
matters is proven, the disclosure of confidences is assumed. The attorney-
client relationship is what is important, not the contents of the disclosure. 1
That some matters might even be on public record so that disclosure could not
possibly reveal them is unimportant. 8 Interestingly, although the attorney
was disqualified in T. C. Theatre, his associates were not.19 Nowhere in the
decision is the concept that the attorney or his firm had to be disqualified to
avoid the appearance of impropriety, which concept was extant at the time in
different wording. 20 Had the concept of appearance of impropriety been
utilized, the associates of the attorney might have also been disqualified.

Soon after the district court decision in T. C. Theatre the Second Circuit, in
Consolidated Theatres, Inc. v. Warner Brothers Circuit Management Corp.,2

seemed to brush over the problems of a specialist who had left a large firm. It
affirmed the disqualification of Robert E. Nickerson, 22 who had been an
assistant to one of the senior partners at Dwight, Royall, Harris, Koegel and
Caskey and had spent 80% of his time on motion picture antitrust suits. 23 In
fact, he had participated in three such suits in which some defendants in the
present case were involved though there was no direct evidence of his having
obtained confidences useful to him in the present antitrust suit.24 Nevertheless

17. Id.; accord, Emle Indus., Inc. v. Patentex, Inc., 478 F.2d 562, 571 (2d Cir. 1973);

Gas-A-Tron v. Union Oil Co., 1974-2 Trade Cas. 75,225 at 97,521 (D. Ariz.); Doe v. A Corp.,

330 F. Supp. 1352, 1356 (S.D.N.Y. 1971), aff'd sub nom. Hall v. A. Corp., 453 F.2d 1375 (2d

Cir. 1972) (per curiam); E.F. Hutton & Co. v. Brown, 305 F. Supp. 371, 395 (S.D. Tex. 1969).
18. See 113 F. Supp. at 270 n.13; accord, Ernie Indus. Inc. v. Patentex, Inc., 478 F.2d 562,

572-73 (2d Cir. 1973); Fleischer v. A.A.P., Inc., 163 F. Supp. 548, 551 (S.D.N.Y. 1958); H.
Drinker, Legal Ethics 135 (1953).

19. 113 F. Supp. at 271-72.
20. One could begin with 1 Thessalonians 5:22 ("abstain from all appearance of evil") as

cited in United States v. Trafficante, 328 F.2d 117, 120 (5th Cir. 1964) (disqualification of
former IRS attorney from representing defendants whom he had previously investigated in his

official capacity; violation of Canon 9). Approaching more modern times, see N.Y. County
Lawyers' Ass'n, Opinions on Professional Ethics, No. 202 (1922). "To maintain public con-
fidence in the Bar it is necessary not only to avoid actual wrong doing but an appearance of
wrong doing." (attorney who had participated in earlier phases of litigation not allowed to change
sides in later phase of same litigation; violation of current Canon 5). In reference to changing
sides, cf. Universal Athletics Sales Co. v. American Gym, Recreational & Athletic Equip.
Corp., 357 F. Supp. 905, 910 (W.D. Pa. 1973) (former corporate officer cannot force disqualifica-
tion of corporate counsel by taking side against corporation).

The T. C. Theatre court could have used the appearance of impropriety concept had it found it
applicable to a situation in which an attorney opposed the interests of a former client. However,
the courts which originated this concept did not utilize it in Canon 4 situations, but in situations
now covered by Canons 5 and 9 of the Code of Professional Ethics and Canons 2 and 7 of the
Code of Judicial Conduct.

21. 216 F.2d 920 (2d Cir. 1954).

22. Id. at 928.

23. Id. at 922-23.

24. Id. at 922, 924.
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both he and his firm were disqualified. 2- Nickerson asserted that he had been
a mere law clerk at the large firm, but the court found he had access to files
and performed services which could have revealed confidential information to
him.2 6 The court realized that, since Nickerson's specialty was movie anti-
trust suits, this decision would effectively end his career in that field.2 7

However, it noted that "the overall field [was] still open to him."2 8 The court
suggested that an in camera session which would permit the court to evaluate
the "content[s] of prior disclosures" to determine if they might be used against
the former client, could be feasible in other cases which were not as complex
as antitrust suits. 29 The overwhelming majority of later cases have not
followed this suggestion. 30

The movie antitrust field proved to be a fertile one for disqualification
motions. InLaskey Bros., Inc. v. Warner Bros. Pictures, Inc., 31 an attorney for
the plaintiff whose previous partner had represented the defendant was disqual-
ified. 3 2 Moreover, this partner's present partner was also disqualified. 33 The
Second Circuit affirmed, 34 but stated that it would not order disqualification in a

25. Id. at 928.
26. Id. at 927.
27. Id. at 926.
28. Id.
29. Id. at 926 & n.7.
30. Two courts did utilize the in camera session to determine if confidential information had

been obtained by the attorney in question: United States v. Wilson, 497 F.2d 602, 606 (8th Cir.
1974), cert. denied, 419 U.S. 1069 (1975); Shelley v. The Maccabees, 184 F. Supp. 797, 799
(E.D.NY. 1960), cert. denied, 365 U.S. 818 (1961). The courts determined that confidential
information substantially related to the instant cases had not been disclosed. 497 F.2d at 606; 184 F.
Supp. at 800, 801.

31. 130 F. Supp. 514 (S.D.N.Y.), aff'd, 224 F.2d 824 (2d Cir. 1955), cert. denied, 350 U.S.
932 (1956).

32. 224 F.2d at 825.
33. Id. As the district court stated, "Such disqualification would also apply to attorneys, not

partners, having offices together. Where such situation exists, both partners, or the partner and
the associate, should retire from the case." 130 F. Supp. at 519-20 n.5 (S.D.N.Y. 1955). But cf.
American Can Co. v. Citrus Feed Co., 436 F.2d 1125, 1129 (5th Cir. 1971). Another case
disqualifying the same firm because of one partner's prior partnership with someone privy to
confidential information during the first partnership was Harmar Drive-In Theatre, Inc. v.
Warner Bros. Pictures, Inc., 239 F.2d 555, 557 (2d Cir. 1956), cert. denied, 355 U.S. 824
(1957). Chief Judge Clark, dissenting, thought the partner who had been associated with the previous
partner should have been allowed to prove he had not received confidential information about
defendant from that partner. Id. at 559. "I find the result here quite unfair to young lawyers
attempting to break into substantial practice and undesirable in policy as helping to safeguard
monopoly." Id. at 559-60. Accord, Silver Chrysler Plymouth, Inc. v. Chrysler Motors Corp., 370 F.
Supp. 581, 591 (E.D.N.Y. 1973), aff'd, 518 F.2d 751 (2d Cir. 1975): "Antitrust implications in unduly
restricting the work of the largest law firms' former associates are not insubstantial since these firms
have as clients corporations that control a major share of the American economy.... Large law firms
may not protect their clients by monopolizing young talent. The Canons of Ethics furnish no %-arrant
for illegal restraints on trade." The Second Circuit disagreed, finding no conflict between ethical
standards and the antitrust laws. 518 F.2d at 757-58 n.9.

34. 224 F.2d 824, 828 (2d Cir. 1955).
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new case having no connection to the former tainted partnership. 35 The court
argued against the usage of an irrebuttable presumption of knowledge, taking
into account the hardship this might inflict upon young attorneys. The court also
recognized that such a presumption could have an even harsher effect on clients,
whose interests might not be adequately protected "in view of the difficulty in
discovering technically trained attorneys in specialized areas who were not
disqualified, due to their peripheral or temporarily remote connections with
attorneys for the other side."'36

The concept of an "appearance of impropriety" standard, unmentioned by
the courts in T. C. Theatre, Consolidated Theatres, and Laskey Bros., was
brought to the fore in United States v. Standard Oil Co. 37 But, whereas the
Southern District of New York in Standard Oil applied the "appearance of
evil" narrowly, because the motion dealt with a former government attorney, 38

later cases have ignored the relationship of the concept with public service
attorneys inter alia and utilized it broadly.

Judge Kaufman, who wrote the decision in Standard Oil, found that the
former government attorney who was representing one of the defendants
should not be disqualified. 39 In formulating what he considered to be the
standards to be met for the granting of a motion to disqualify, Judge
Kaufman said: "[A] substantial relationship creates an inference that confiden-
tial information was reposed. Further, complainant need only show access to
such substantially related material and the inference that defendant received
these confidences will follow." '40 He reasoned "that there might be a situation
where the client does not consult orally with the particular attorney" but
where "nevertheless, records, files and other materials substantially related to
the controversy at hand are made available to that attorney by the client."'4 1

As a result, the attorney would have access to various documents which
presumably would not otherwise be made available to him. 42 The assumption
of client confidences rests on there being "a substantial relationship between
those former matters and the lawsuit in which the confidence question is
raised." 43 Though the court found no applicable guide to what constituted a
substantial relationship in the T. C. Theatre and Consolidated Theatres
decisions, it held that there was no substantial relationship between what the
former government attorney had done in his government work and the
present suit. 44 The court then stated that there were two alternative routes to
disqualification: first, the access-substantial-relationship-confidence inference
in which the complaining former client wants to keep his disclosure secret, or,

35. Id. at 827.
36. Id.
37. 136 F. Supp. 345 (S.D.N.Y. 1955).
38. Id. at 359.
39. Id. at 357.
40. Id. at 354 (footnote omitted).
41. Id. at 354-55 n.11.
42. Id.
43. Id. at 355.
44. Id.
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second, revelation by the complainant of specific documents substantially
related to the subsequent case. 45

Judge Kaufman discussed the appearance of evil by first stating that "the
knowledge of one member of a law firm will be imputed by inference to all
members of that firm," 46 thus extending the chain of imputed knowledge
down to the level of the firm's law clerks.47

Judge Kaufman dealt with the Canon 9 concept by stating that the facts of
the case before him "refute[d] any actuality or appearance of evil." 48 The
judge issued a warning:

When dealing with ethical principles, it is apparent that we cannot paint with broad
strokes. The lines are fine and must be so marked. Guide-posts can be established when
virgin ground is being explored, and the conclusion in a particular case can be reached
only after painstaking analysis of the facts and precise application of precedent.4 9

Judge Kaufman's discussion of the appearance of evil concept leading to
disqualification (even if there were no factual basis for the action) seems to
have been made solely in the context of the former government employment
of one defense attorney.50 Though his discussion followed a general state-
ment, it came directly before his specific consideration of the government
attorney's position.51 Judge Kaufman doubted whether the Canons of Ethics
were intended to disqualify attorneys who did not actually come into contact
with materials related to the current controversy when acting as attorneys for
former clients now adverse to their position.5 2

Later courts interpreted this discussion of appearance of evil or impropriety
outside the context of government employment and utilized this concept in
cases in which Canon 9 played no part. Thus, the criteria for disqualification
became less defined and more expansive. The effect of a court's willingness to
disqualify based merely on appearances is not only to deter attorneys who
emerge from large law firms from starting their own partnerships, but also to
delay a trial and increase the expense of litigation which the corporate client
(represented by a large law firm) will find easier to bear than the small client
represented by the attorney in question.5 3

45. Id. at 358.
46. Id. at 360; see 224 F.2d 824, 825-26 (2d Cir. 1955), cert. denied, 350 U.S. 932 (1956).
47. 136 F. Supp. at 360. Contra, Silver Chrysler Plymouth, Inc. v. Chrysler Motors Corp.,

370 F. Supp. 581, 589 (E.D.N.Y. 1973), aff'd, 518 F.2d 751 (2d Cir. 1975): "Many
distinguished lawyers have served brief apprenticeships with large firms where they have,
in many instances, concentrated their work in highly specialized fields. The mode of assignment
of work to young associates in modern large law firms makels] unreasonable a rule of
disqualification which would prevent them from ever litigating against clients of their former
firm. Young lawyers will necessarily become overcommitted to their initial employer if the rules
of disqualification are applied so as to prevent them from being retained by clients seeking their
specialized services."

48. 136 F. Supp. at 365.
49. Id. at 367 (footnote omitted).
50. Id. at 364.
51. Id. at 364-65.
52. Id. at 364.
53. See Marco v. Dulles, 169 F. Supp. 622 (S.D.N.Y.), appeal dismissed, 268 F.2d 192 (2d

1975]
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sor to the firm that had previously employed Schreiber as a junior associate
before he formed the partnership of Hammond & Schreiber.9 3 Defense
counsel moved for disqualification under Canon 4,94 alleging that Schreiber
had gained confidential information from Kelley Drye's client, Chrysler
Corporation, while Schreiber was an attorney working for Kelley Drye.9

The district court, in a lengthy opinion, denied the motion to disqualify for
three reasons: (1) there could be no imputed knowledge of confidential
information since all the evidence (affidavits) showed that Schreiber had-hot
worked primarily on substantially-related cases for Chrysler Motors Corpo-
ration and he had never been more than a junior associate at Kelley Drye; (2)
there was no proof of actual knowledge of confidential information since
Kelley Drye refused to produce its time records to support further its
allegations of his access to Chrysler matters; and (3) there was no appearance
of impropriety.

96

In its affirmance, the Second Circuit focused on the facts of the cases
Schreiber had worked on in order to determine if they were substantially
related to the issues in the present suit. The Second Circuit refused to take the
"blanket approach" that in a large firm associates are privy to all the
confidential information in the firm's files. Moreover, continuing its judicial
notice of the reality of legal practice in large firms, the court recognized that
many young lawyers spend the summer before their graduation at firms to
which they do not return and, after graduation, "change their affiliation once
or even several times."'97 The court found that the idea that "legal osmosis"
occurs between the confidential disclosures made to various lawyers in the
firm or kept in the files and these young lawyers was "self-refuting." 98 After
all, at the time of suit, eighty attorneys were employed at Kelley Drye. 99

Recognizing the importance of not unnecessarily curbing the careers of
lawyers who began their practices in large firms,100 the Second Circuit

93. Id. at 583.
94. Id.
95. Id. at 584-85.
96. Id. at 587-89.
97. 518 F.2d at 753.
98. Id.
99. 370 F. Supp. at 584. "The law must reject defendants' suggestion that for purposes of

disqualification, in an organization as large as Kelley Drye, every associate is charged with the
knowledge of the confidences of every lawyer in the firm. Nor can it accept the more limited
submission that any associate who did substantial work for a client is thereafter precluded from
opposing it in any litigation. Each case must rest on a close analysis of the facts in the light of the
sometimes conflicting policies favoring protection of former client confidences and freedom of new
clients to retain attorneys of their choice." Id. at 587. "[1]he court will assume that a senior
partner knows more about what is happening in the firm generally than does a junior associate....
The persuasiveness and detail of the proof required will ...vary inversely with the status of
the lawyer in the firm in the prior litigation." Id.

100. That New York City is replete with large law firms is noted in "Questions Regarding
Growth, Participation and Professional Responsibility in Law Firms," 29 Record of N.Y.C.B.A.
451 (1974), reprinted as "The Problems of Being Big," 60 A.B.A.J. 1278 (1974): "In New York
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utilized the "patently-clear" substantial relationship test,"0 ' stating that this
was the test used in Standard Oil. 10 2 But, there, Judge Kaufman advocated
an access extension of the substantially-related test, i.e., did the attorney have
access to confidential information, rather than a narrowing of the test, i.e.,
was it patently clear there was a substantial relationship. 10 3 The Silver
Chrysler court's refinement of the substantially-related test is more concrete
and restrictive than the access extension. Though the court recognized that an
inference arises "that an attorney formerly associated with a firm himself
received confidential information transmitted by a client to the firm, that
inference is a rebuttable one."' 0 4 The court then quoted Laskey for the caveat
that the standard for rebutting the inference should not be "unattainably
high."105 Judge Kaufman in Standard Oil might have imputed the inference
of knowledge to all members of a firm, 10 6 but the Second Circuit impliedly
disagreed in Silver Chrysler.

The court was aware also of the reality of the opponent's possible motive in
moving to disqualify: to delay the suit and even to discourage the party from
pressing his claim. Recognizing the delaying effect of a motion to disqualify,
the Second Circuit remarked at the very beginning of its opinion that the
factual background of the motion in Silver Chrysler was a "seemingly simple
breach of contract complaint" which awaits trial. 10 7

In contrast with the Emle court's emphasis on the appearance of impro-
priety, 10 8 the Silver Chrysler court closely analyzed the facts in the matters
upon which Schreiber had worked while associated with Kelley Drye' 0 9 to
enable it to rely on a factual foundation for its opinion, rather than a
philosophical one. The court distinguished six recent disqualification cases: 110

in three,, the issues in the prior and subsequent matters were not just
substantially-related but identical;"'I in the other three, the substantial re-

Cit r alone there are approximately fifty firms with over fifty lawyers, of which half have over 100
attorneys."

The trend of the future was spelled out in Fuchs, "Lawyers and Law Firms Look Ahead-1971
to 2000," 57 A.B.A.J. 971, 975 (1971): "The lawyer of the future will be a member of a law firm,
and the firm will be bigger and bigger." Fuchs noted that as "law firms grow bigger they will
specialize more and more." Id. at 974. Those who work in these large firms will naturally learn a
specialty from them.

101. 518 F.2d at 754.
102. 136 F. Supp. 345 (S.D.N.Y. 1955).
103. Id. at 354-55. See text accompanying note 53 supra.
104. 518 F.2d at 754, citing Laskey Bros. v. Warner Bros. Pictures, Inc., 224 F.2d 824, 827

(2d Cir. 1955), cert. denied, 350 U.S. 932 (1956), and United States v. Standard Oil Co., 136 F.
Supp. 345, 364 (S.D.N.Y. 1955). See text accompanying notes 96-98, 100 supra.

105. 518 F.2d at 754, quoting Laskey Bros. v. Warner Bros. Pictures, Inc., 224 F.2d at 827.
106. 136 F. Supp. 345, 360 (S.D.N.Y. 1955). See text accompanying notes 46-47 supra.
107. 518 F.2d at 754.
108. Cf. note 61 supra.
109. 518 F.2d at 756.
110. Id. at 754-55.
Ill. Hull v. Celanese Corp., 513 F.2d 568 (2d Cir. 1975); General Motors Corp. v. City of

1975]



FORDHAM LAW REVIEW [Vol. 44

lationship was patently clear. 112 In his concurrence, Judge Adams, unlike the
majority, emphasized the appearance of impropriety, calling judges "the
caryatids charged with upholding the highest of ethical standards . . . ."I "
However, he did not find that Schreiber had passed the "threshold quantum
of similarity" so as to warrant disqualification.' 14

The Second Circuit chose to differentiate between seasoned lawyers "who
become heavily involved in the facts of a particular matter" and more junior
attorneys "who enter briefly on the periphery for a limited and specific
purpose relating solely to legal questions." 115 The court did not believe that
this type of peripheral activity constituted "representation" because there was
"no realistic chance that confidences were disclosed .... . 16 Use of the Canon
9 appearance of impropriety standard in its broad implications, however,
could very well have resulted in Schreiber's disqualification. The Second
Circuit dispatched this consideration by stating:
Neither Chrysler nor any other client of a law firm can reasonably expect to foreclose
either all lawyers formerly at the firm or even those who have represented it on
unrelated matters from subsequently representing an opposing party. Although Canon
9 dictates that doubts should be resolved in favor of disqualification, . .. it is not
intended completely to override the delicate balance created by Canon 4 and tile
decisions thereunder. 17

The Second Circuit's application of a realistic, factual approach represents
a swing of the pendulum away from reliance on the appearance of impropriety
standard in Canon 4 cases. This is noteworthy because in two recent decisions
prior to Silver Chrysler, the Second Circuit had occasion to apply the appearance
of impropriety standard-in the first, narrowly; in the second, seemingly more

New York, 501 F.2d 639 (2d Cir. 1974); Emle Indus., Inc. v. Patentex, Inc., 478 F.2d 562 (2d
Cir. 1973).

112. Richardson v. Hamilton Int'l Corp., 469 F.2d 1382 (3d Cir. 1972), cert. denied, 411 U.S.
986 (1973); Chugach Elec. Ass'n v. United States Dist. Ct., 370 F.2d 441 (9th Cir. 1966); Motor
Mart, Inc. v. Saab Motors, Inc., 359 F. Supp. 156 (S.D.N.Y. 1973).

113. 518 F.2d at 759 (Adams, J., concurring).
114. Id. at 759-80 (Adams, J., concurring).
115. Id. at 756-57.
116. Id. at 757. Marco v. Dulles, 169 F. Supp. 622 (S.D.N.Y. 1959), a stockholders'

derivative suit, defined "confidence" and "confidences." The court denied the defendant corpo-
ration's motion to disqualify the individual defendant's law firm stating: "[Confidence or
confidences] include more than specific matters of fact or information which come to the lawyer
on a confidential basis. They include also intangibles arising from the very nature of the
lawyer-client relationship which result from mutual discussion of the problems facing the client,
consideration of the problems by counsel and the advice given thereon, the rationale of the
solutions proposed and the legal techniques by which such solutions are arrived at." Id. at 629.
Canon 4's Disciplinary Rules define "confidence" to refer "to information protected by the
attorney-client privilege under applicable law ...." and also define "secret" as "other information
gained in the professional relationship that the client has requested be held inviolate or the disclosure
of which would be embarrassing or would be likely to be detrimental to the client." ABA Code of
Professional Responsibility DR 4-101(A) (1969).

117. 518 F.2d at 757 (citation omitted).
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broadly. In the first case, General Motors Corp. v. City of New York, 118 the court
distinguished Canon 4 from Canon 9 in disqualifying a former government
attorney. The attorney had been employed by the Justice Department when it
brought an antitrust suit against General Motors Corporation during the
1950s. 119 In the subsequent action, he served as private counsel to the City of
New York, which was in the process of bringing an antitrust action on the same
or similar grounds as the 1954 federal suit, 120 a violation of Canon 9. Although
the Second Circuit held that Canon 4 did not apply in this Canon 9 case, 1 2' it did
not say the opposite-that Canon 9 does not apply in a Canon 4 case.

In utilizing the appearance of impropriety concept as a "beacon" for the
"good man" as he sailed "through the sometimes murky waters of professional
conduct, '12 2 the court stated:

[W]e must act with scrupulous care to avoid any appearance of impropriety lest it taint
both the public and private segments of the legal profession .... [Tihere lurks great
potential for lucrative returns in following into private practice the course already
charted with the aid of governmental resources.' 2 3

On its facts, General Motors is clearly distinguishable from Sikver Chrysler.
Therefore, its analysis in terms of Canon 9 exclusively is appropriate as
applied.

In the second case, Hull v. Celanese Corp., ' 2 4 an attorney who was formerly
employed by defendant was not permitted to intervene in a sex discrimination
suit. 125 She had actually worked for Celanese during the early stages of the Hull
suit before deciding to change sides' 26 and had conferred with plaintiff Hull and
Hull's counsel while still employed, 12 7 thus causing the court to disqualify the
law firm from representing her and Hull. 128 The Second Circuit affirmed in "the

118. 501 F.2d 639 (2d Cir. 1974), noted in 16 B.C. Ind. & Com. L. Rev. 651 (1975). The
author cautions against an overly broad usage of Canon 9 in order to protect the public interest in
having well-trained attorneys serve in the courts; he feels that if a former government attorney is
now engaged in similar litigation in private practice, as long as he is receiving remuneration on a
par with or below what he had received in government service, he should not be disqualified. Id.
at 657. Otherwise, the author warns, there wvill be a deterrent effect-lawyers would not join
government service because they would worry about the appearance of evil rather than the "fact
of propriety." Id. at 660.

119. 501 F.2d at 642.
120. Id. at 650-51.
121. Id. at 650 n.20.
122. Id. at 649.
123. Id. at 649-50.
124. 513 F.2d 568 (2d Cir. 1975).
125. 375 F. Supp. 922 (S.D.N.Y. 1974).
126. Id. at 923.
127. The court also found that the attorney's claim that a constitutional right of association

justified her intervention was without merit: "First Amendment rights may not be used as a
means or the pretext for achieving 'substantive evils'...." Id. at 925, quoting California Motor
Transport Co. v. Trucking Unlimited, 404 U.S. 508, 515 (1972).

128. 8 E.P.D. 9537, at 5343 (S.D.N.Y. July 12, 1974), aff'd, 513 F.2d 568 (2d Cir. 1975).
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spirit of Canon 9 as interpreted by this Court inEmle" though it recognized "the
efforts of [plaintiff's] firm to avoid the receipt of any confidence."'129

Relying on Emle and T. C. Theatre, the court said that since the possibility
existed that the law firm had received confidential information, it had a duty
to disqualify the attorney. 130 But, T. C. Theatre did not deal with a situation
in which the court recognized as it did here that there had been no disclosure.
Moreover, the T. C. Theatre court did not find that the disqualified attorney
had "tainted" his associates so as to necessitate their disqualification. 131 No
case has criticized the T. C. Theatre decision for not disqualifying those
associates.

While the Hull court relied on Canon 9 to disqualify the law firm (although
the "taint" arose from a prospective violation of Canon 4 by the attorney), the
court cautioned against any "broad-brush approach to disqualification" and
stated its opinion should be narrowly-read and "confined to the facts pre-
sented.' 3 2 The Hull case seems an extension of those cases in which an
attorney privy to confidences sues the disclosing party himself. Here, the
attorney as client tainted the firm representing her and the plaintiff. Silver
Chrysler is far more important as a guide to the criteria the courts will use in
determining Canon 4 disqualification motions because of the more likely
occurrence of its situation, i.e., young attorneys emerging from large law firms
to set up their own specialized practices.

In these three recent cases, the Second Circuit has had full opportunity to
employ the appearance of impropriety concept but, in each case, has utilized
it hesitantly. In General Motors, Canon 9's appearance of impropriety was fully
applicable because the case was a perfect example of the Code's standard of
violative behavior. In Hull, the court was faced with an extended Canon 4
situation, and applied the concept narrowly by confining its dictum to the facts.
It is arguable that the firm should not have been disqualified since it was
apparent that it had not received any confidences. But the precedential damage
is limited by the unusual facts of the case. In Silver Chrysler, the court de-
emphasized the concept of appearance of impropriety because it had a bona fide
Canon 4 issue to resolve, with the matters of two representations to compare.
Appearances yielded to facts in the court's realistic analysis of the relationship of
the two representations. Thus, there are now definite guidelines for attorneys to
follow in agreeing to represent clients: 133 if an attorney has engaged in a rep-
resentation whose substantial relationship to a possible second representation is
patently clear and would necessitate his opposing his former client, he should not
accept the second representation.

V. CONCLUSION

The Silver Chrysler court has broken the trend set by cases utilizing the
appearance of impropriety standard in Canon 4 disqualification decisions,

129. 513 F.2d at 571-72.

130. Id. at 572.
131. Id.
132. Id.

133. See text preceding note 138 infra.
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climaxed by the nebulous dictum of Emne. Not only did the court utilize a
strictly factual approach in deciding to affirm the denial of the motion, but for
the first time in recent years it also applied judicial notice recognizing the
reality of the practice of law in large firms as experienced by young associates.
Whereas the Einle opinion would deter a young attorney from ever looking at
one of his former employer's clients, the Silver Chrysler opinion provides just
and fair guidelines for determining if there is a conflict of interest. Not only
does the young attorney benefit from precise and realistic guidelines in the
disqualification area, but the small client benefits as well, for he is most likely
to be represented by the young attorney.

The aim of the appearance of impropriety standard is to serve the public.
Ironically, utilization of facts in a Canon 4 case, rather than of the appearance
of impropriety concept, is more likely to serve the public by providing the
better representation obtainable from young attorneys trained in the large law
firms and now engaged in specialized practice for themselves. By de-
emphasizing the appearance of impropriety concept in Canon 4 cases, the
Silver Chrysler court has fulfilled that concept's aim far better than the Emle
court did with its hazy philosophy.

In no part of Canon 9, its Disciplinary Rules or the notes to its Ethical
Considerations is there a basis for the "strict prophylactic rule" that the Emle
court 134 proposed in Canon 4 cases. As Judge Weinstein said in the district
court opinion of Silver Chrysler:
[T]he courts must be cautious not to interfere needlessly with the freedom of litigants
to proceed with counsel of their choice, and ... not to unnecessarily circumscribe the
career of a young professional. The Canons may not be used to engross legal talent

13S

The ultimate question is whether courts will base decisions to disqualify
attorneys accused of violating Canon 4 on an interpretation of law as "a
brooding omnipresence in the sky"'136 with cloudy conceptions of the ap-
pearance of impropriety expanded beyond its specific context in the Code, or
will they base the decisions solely on down-to-earth facts, as did the Second
Circuit in Silver Chrysler. 137

If the decision to disqualify under Canon 4 is based solely on the facts of the
case-that the attorney merits disqualification because of a true conflict of
interest-then, appearances should have no bearing. An attorney will have
violated Canon 4 if he has (1) represented a client, (2) later opposed that
client, (3) been involved in matters in the subsequent representation that are
substantially-related to the matters in the former representation, and (4) either
received actual confidential information from or concerning the former client,

134. 478 F.2d 562, 574 (2d Cir. 1973).
135. 370 F. Supp. 581, 583 (E.D.N.Y. 1973).
136. Southern Pacific Co. v. Jensen, 244 U.S. 205, 222 (1917) (Holmes, J., dissenting)

(speaking of the common law).
137. Cf. Fulmer v. Harper, Civil No. 75-1162 (10th Cir., filed May 5, 1975) (reversed district

court's denial of motion to disqualify because there was no factual basis, i.e., no written response
and no testimony, upon which to make a decision).
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or (5) been so situated that it was highly probable he had access to confidential
materials during the former representation so that an inference of privileged
knowledge arises. Certainly, these criteria establish a sufficient basis for
disqualification to protect the attorney-client privilege, which is the object of
Canon 4.138 To add the appearance of impropriety to the above-mentioned
criteria seems superfluous at best and highly damaging at worst because it can
permit disqualification when an attorney only seems to have done something
improper, although he has actually behaved ethically. 139

Laura D. Millman

138. See, e.g., Meyerhofer v. Empire Fire & Marine Ins. Co., 497 F.2d 1190, 1195-96 (2d
Cir.), cert. denied, 419 U.S. 998 (1974); E.F. Hutton & Co. v. Brown, 305 F. Supp. 371, 395-96
(S.D. Tex. 1959); and W.E. Bassett Co. v. H.C. Cook Co., 201 F. Supp. 821, 825 (D. Conti.
1961), aff'd, 302 F.2d 268 (2d Cir. 1962) (per curiam). Contra, United States v. Wilson, 497 F.2d
602, 605-06 (8th Cir. 1974), cert. denied, 419 U.S. 1069 (1975) (Assistant U.S. Attorney allowed to
prosecute defendant he had defended in previous cases concerning similar subject matter);
Uniweld Products, Inc. v. Union Carbide Corp., 385 F.2d 992 (5th Cir. 1967), cert. denied, 390
U.S. 921 (1968) (affirmed denial of motion to disqualify plaintiff's retained firm from bringing suit
against defendants whom the firm had defended twice in same field).

139. See generally W.E. Bassett Co. v. H.C. Cook Co., 201 F. Supp. 821 (D. Conn. 1961),
aff'd, 302 F.2d 268 (2d Cir. 1962) (per curiam). But see N.Y. County Lawyers' Ass'n, Comm. on
Professional Ethics, Question No. 623 (1974) (since no confidential information disclosed, attorney
may represent client against former client; no consideration of appearance of impropriety) and
Question No. 610 (1973) ("In the absence of any confidential information obtained by the inquiring
attorney in the course of his former representation . . . there is no impropriety in the proposed
representation. .. ."); ABA, Comm. on Professional Ethics, Opinions, No. 165 (1936) (not a violation
of former Canon 6 to name a former co-plaintiff whom the attorney represented, inter alia, as a
nominal co-defendant in the same action).


