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• The Facts 

o 45.91% of associates were women. 23.36% of women were partners. 

o Minority women account for 13.52% of associates and 3.19% of partners. 

o Representation of Black/African American associates is 4.48%, lower than its 2009 

level of 4.66%. 

o 3.80% of associates identify as LGBT. 2.11% of LGBT lawyers are partners.  

▪ But 55% of the reported LGBT lawyers are accounted for by four cities: 

New York, Washington, D.C., Los Angeles, and San Francisco.  

 

• The “Why” 

o Diversity vs. Inclusion 

o What is implicit bias? 

o How does a mindset of inclusion benefit a law practice? 

 

• The “How” 

o Is it time to ditch the traditional interviewing process? 

o What are the firm’s hiring goals? 

o What is a young lawyer’s role in shaping the interviewing and hiring process? 

 

• Resources 

o National Association for Law Placement (NALP), 2018 Report on Diversity in 

U.S. Law Firms (Jan. 2019),  

https://www.nalp.org/uploads/2018NALPReportonDiversityinUSLawFirms_FIN

AL.pdf 

o Institute for Inclusion in the Legal Profession, IILP Review 2017: The State of 

Diversity and Inclusion in the Legal Profession (2017), 

http://www.theiilp.com/resources/Pictures/IILP_2016_Final_LowRes.pdf 

o Elizabeth Chambliss, Demographic Summary, IILP Review 2017, 

http://www.theiilp.com/resources/Pictures/IILP_2016_Final_LowRes.pdf 

o Lisa A. Brown, An Innovative Approach to Hiring Lawyers: One Firm’s New 

Program Reflects Its Firm Values and Eliminates Implicit Bias, IILP Review 

2017, http://www.theiilp.com/resources/Pictures/IILP_2016_Final_LowRes.pdf 

o Sharon E. Jones, Diversity and Inclusion: Transformative Steps Toward a More 

Inclusive Profession, IILP Review 2017, 

http://www.theiilp.com/resources/Pictures/IILP_2016_Final_LowRes.pdf 

o Frank Dobbin and Alexandra Kalev, Why Diversity Programs Fail, Harvard 

Business Review (Jul. – Aug. 2016), https://hbr.org/2016/07/why-diversity-

programs-fail 
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NALP Executive Director James Leipold commenting on these new findings noted, “The story of NALP’s 
2018 Report on Diversity in U.S. Law Firms is a good news/bad news story. On the good news side, repre-
sentation of women associates has finally rebounded and surpassed pre-recession highs for the first time, 
the jump in the representation of minorities among partners is the largest since NALP began tracking 
this data, and the number and percentage of LGBT lawyers reached all-time highs with the percentage of 
LGBT summer associates at firms of more than 700 hundred lawyers reaching 6.42%. On the bad news 
side, representation of Black/African-American associates remains below its pre-recession level, the 
representation of Black/African-American partners has barely changed since the recession, and minority 
women continue to be the most underrepresented group at the partnership level, with Black/African-
American women least well represented of all.”

Leipold continued, “There are also good news/bad news stories to be told when we parse the data by 
geography. Miami, for instance, stands alone with its law firms reporting a higher percentage of minority 
partners, a higher percentage of minority women partners, a higher percentage of minority associates, 
a higher percentage of minority women associates, and a higher percentage of minority and minority 
women summer associates than law firms in any other city. On the other hand, Boston law firms report 
minority partner and associate numbers well below the national mean, and well below other cities of its 
size and importance in the legal market, and report that just 0.9% of the partners in that city are Black/
African-American, and only 0.26 of the partners are Black/African-American women. Worse, firms in 
Phoenix, report no Black/African-American partners. So, while progress towards greater diversity and 
inclusion among lawyers in US law firms continues to be made, and underlying population demographics 
play a role, much, much work remains to be done.”

Introduction
Women and Black/African Americans made small gains in representation at major U.S. law firms in 2018 
compared with 2017, according to the latest law firm demographic findings from the National Association for 
Law Placement (NALP). However, representation of Black/African-Americans among associates remains below 
2009 levels. NALP’s recent analyses of the 2018-2019 NALP Directory of Legal Employers (NDLE) — the annual 
compendium of legal employer data published by NALP — shows that women and minorities continued to 
make small gains in their representation among law firm partners in 2018. However, the overall percentage of 
women associates has decreased almost as often as not since 2009, and the percentage of Black/African-American 
associates has declined most years since 2009, and despite small increases in the last three years remains below 
its 2009 level.  

— COMMENTARY AND ANALYSIS BY JAMES LEIPOLD, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR —
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ASSOCIATES

• Despite small increases in the past three years, representation of Black/African-
American associates remains just below its 2009 level of 4.66% and is now 4.48%.

PARTNERS

• An increase of about seven-tenths of a percentage point in representation of 
minorities among partners is noted as the largest over the entire span of NALP’s 
compilation of these figures. 

• Minority women continue to be the most dramatically underrepresented group at 
the partnership level.

• Representation of Black/African-Americans among partners has barely increased 
since 2009.

SUMMER ASSOCIATES

• Over one-third — 35% — of summer associates were racial/ethnic minorities.

LAWYERS WITH DISABILITIES

• The reporting of lawyers with disabilities (of any race or gender) remains scant, both 
at the associate and partner levels. 

LGBT LAWYERS

• There are wide geographic disparities in these numbers, and in fact about 55% of the 
reported LGBT lawyers are accounted for by just four cities: New York City,  
Washington, DC, Los Angeles, and San Francisco. 

• The percentage of LGBT summer associates continues to suggest that there is still 
potential for some growth of the presence of LGBT associates at these firms. 

• In firms of more than 700 lawyers, the percentage of LGBT associates has exceeded 5% 
in the five most recent years. In firms of 251+ lawyers, the figures were above 5% for the 
first time. 

Hi
gh
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ASSOCIATES: 
Representation of women, minorities, and minority 
women among associates saw small gains in 2018. 
Representation of women has climbed for three years 
in a row and now exceeds the high previously reached 
in 2009. 

NALP’s analysis found that representation of minority 
associates has continued to increase since 2010 (from 
19.53% to 24.22%) following widespread layoffs in 2009. 
Over the same period of time, however, representation of 
women finally saw a net increase in 2018. In 2018, the per-
centage of women stood at 45.91%, compared with 45.48% 
in 2017, and higher than the 2009 figure, but by just 0.25 
percentage points. 

In contrast to the pattern for women as a whole, represen-
tation of minority women among associates has increased 
from about 11% (2009-2012) to 13.52% in 2018, though 
some backsliding in 2010 is noted. (See Table 1.) 

Much of the increase in minority representation since 2011 
can be attributed to increased representation of Asians among 
associates. While overall minority representation fell in 2010, 
this was not the case for Asian associates. Asian associates 
now make up 11.69% of all associates, with representation 
having risen about 2.4 percentage points, from 9.28% in 
2009 to 11.69% in 2018. Hispanic associate representation 
has also risen. After fluctuating between 3.81% and 3.95% 
of associates between 2009 and 2014, Hispanics have 
slightly outnumbered Black/African-Americans among 
associates since 2015. In 2018, Hispanics accounted for 
4.71% of associates. In contrast to trends among Asian 
associates and even Hispanic associates, representation of 
Black/African-Americans among associates fell every year 
from 2010 to 2015. Despite small increases in the past 

three years, representation of Black/African-American 
associates remains just below its 2009 level of 4.66% and 
is now 4.48%. (See Table 2.) 

PARTNERS: 
In 2018, representation of women, minorities, and 
minority women among partners in law firms across 
the nation all increased a bit over 2017. 

During the 26 years that NALP has been compiling this 
information, law firms have made steady, though very slow, 
incremental progress in increasing the presence of women 
and minorities in the partner ranks. In 2018, that slow upward 
trend continued, with minorities accounting for 9.13% of 
partners in the nation’s major firms, and women accounting 
for 23.36% of the partners in these firms, up from 8.42% 
and 22.70%, respectively, in 2017. An increase of about 
seven-tenths of a percentage point in representation of 
minorities among partners is noted as the largest over 
the entire span of NALP’s compilation of these figures. 
Increases have generally been in the 0.1 to 0.4 percentage 
point range. The next largest increases of about 0.5 percentage 
points occurred only in 2008 and 2016.

Nonetheless, over this period, the gains have been minimal 
at best. In 1993 minorities accounted for 2.55% of partners 
and women accounted for 12.27% of partners. And at just 
3.19% of partners in 2018, minority women continue to 
be the most dramatically underrepresented group at the 
partnership level, a pattern that holds across all firm sizes 
and most jurisdictions. The representation of minority 
women partners is somewhat higher (3.66%) at the largest 
firms with more than 700 lawyers. Minority men, meanwhile, 
accounted for just 5.94% of partners in 2018, compared with 
5.52% in 2017. This means that the increase in minorities 
among partners was not quite three-tenths of one percent 

Significant Findings
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for women and somewhat more than four-tenths of one 
percent for men.

But, as is the case with associates, most of the increase in 
minority representation among partners since 2009 can be 
attributed to an increase of Asian and Hispanic male partners 
in particular. Representation of Black/African-Americans 
among partners has barely changed over the period and 
was 1.83% in 2018, flat compared with 2017, and not much 
higher than the 1.71% figure in 2009. (See Table 2.) 

 LAWYERS OVERALL: 
Overall, representation of women among lawyers as 
a whole was up, and has more than recouped losses 
in 2010, 2011, and 2015, and has exceeded the 2009 
level since 2014. 

This increase reflects both the increase among partners 
and associates noted above and also among lawyers other 
than partners and associates such as “of counsel” and staff 
attorneys who, in 2018, accounted for almost 15% of attor-
neys at these firms. For example, women accounted for 
41% of these other attorneys in 2018, compared with 40% 
in 2016. Although the overall figure for women fell in 2010 
and 2011, and again in 2015, the overall percentage for 
women (35.41% in 2018) and has exceeded the 2009 figure 
of 32.97% since 2014. 

The representation of minorities among lawyers as a whole 
rose some in 2018, to 16.10%. Consistent with findings for 
minority women among partners and associates, represen-
tation of minority women as a whole also increased slightly 
from 7.54% in 2017 and minority women now make up 
8.08% of lawyers at these law firms. (See Table 1.) 

SUMMER ASSOCIATES: 
The representation of women and minorities in the 
summer associate ranks compares much more favorably 
to the population of recent law school graduates. The 

2018 minority representation figure of just about 35% 
is an almost 3 percentage point increase over the 2017 
figure of 32.33%. 

According to the American Bar Association (ABA), since 
2000, the percentage of minority law school graduates has 
ranged from 20% to 30%, while women have accounted for 
46% to 49% of graduates with the high point coming in the 
mid-2000s. In 2018, women comprised 51.42% of summer 
associates, minorities accounted for 35.04%, and 20.83% 
of summer associates were minority women. Although 
measures for women have improved steadily since 2013, 
when representation of women as a whole and minority 
women specifically edged down, the gains in 2018 were 
preceded by an unchanged percentage for minorities as a 
whole in 2017 compared with 2016. It also should be kept in 
mind that these percentages are in the context of far fewer 
summer associates overall, with the number of summer 
associates off by about 25% compared with 2009, despite 
increases in the numbers after they bottomed out in 2010 
and 2011. The number of summer associates accounted for 
in the Directory was about 6,900 in 2018, compared with 
about 7,100 in the prior two years.

LAWYERS WITH DISABILITIES: 
Lawyers with disabilities (of any race or gender) are 
scarce, both at the associate and partner levels. 

The NALP Directory of Legal Employers also collects informa-
tion about lawyers with disabilities, though this information 
is much less widely reported than information on race/
ethnicity and gender, making it much harder to conclude 
anything definitive about the representation of lawyers 
with disabilities. About one-half of one percent of partners 
self-reported as having a disability in 2018, compared with 
about four-tenths of one percent in 2017 and about one-
third of one percent from 2012-2016. Representation of 
associates with disabilities declined some, from 0.60% in 
2017 to 0.46% in 2018. However, these figures are still tiny, 
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making it difficult to draw any conclusions about movement 
going forward. Although the presence of individuals with 
disabilities among law school graduates is not precisely 
known, other NALP research suggests that between 1 and 
2% of graduates self-identify as having a disability. Disability 
figures for partners, associates, and all attorneys with dis-
abilities are reported in Table 7.

LGBT LAWYERS:
The percentage of LGBT lawyers has generally been 
trending upward over the period since 2002 when NALP 
first began compiling these figures, and small increases 
from 2017 to 2018 occurred across all lawyer types.

The overall percentage of lesbian, gay, bisexual, and trans-
gender (LGBT) lawyers reported in 2018 increased to 2.86% 
compared with 2.64% in 2017. Increases were seen across all 
lawyer types and ranged from less than 0.1 percentage point 
for counsel and non-traditional track attorneys to about 0.35 
percentage points for associates. The percentage of offices 
reporting LGBT counts has been relatively stable at about 
90% of offices since 2008. About half of these reporting 
offices reported at least one LGBT lawyer among partners 
and associates in 2018. 

The overall count in 2018 of 2,827 LGBT lawyers is up by just 
over 6% from 2017. Over a longer span of time, the number 
now is over 2.5 times larger than it was in the 2002 NDLE, 
when the numbers were first collected/compiled. In the 
2002 NDLE, the number of LGBT lawyers reported was just 
over 1,100 — less than 1% of the total lawyers represented. 
It took until 2012 for the overall percentage to exceed 2%. 

The presence of LGBT lawyers continues to be highest among 
associates, at 3.80% (see Table 8), and is up from the figure 
of 3.45% reported in 2017. LGBT associates are also better 
represented at large law firms — with firms of 701+ lawyers 
reporting 4.17% LGBT associates. Firms of  701+ lawyers 

reported 2.33% LGBT partners, compared to 2.17% in 2017. 
For smaller firms, the percentages are closer to 2%. 

There are wide geographic disparities in these numbers, 
and in fact about 55% of the reported LGBT lawyers are 
accounted for by just four cities: New York City, Washington, 
DC, Los Angeles, and San Francisco. These same four cities 
accounted for about 39% of the not quite 99,000 lawyers 
included in these analyses. Thus the percentage of LGBT 
lawyers in these cities is correspondingly higher — about 
4% overall (and highest in San Francisco specifically at 5.8%) 
compared with the 2.86% nationwide figure. In these same 
four cities, the percentage of LGBT summer associates is 
also higher — about 7% compared with 5.73% nationwide.

The percentage of LGBT summer associates continues to 
suggest that there is still potential for some growth of the 
presence of LGBT associates at these firms. The overall figure 
for summer associates was 5.73%, compared with 4.66% in 
2017. In firms of more than 700 lawyers, it has exceeded 
5% in the five most recent years. In firms of 251+ lawyers, 
the figures were above 5% for the first time. 

BREADTH OF LAWYER REPRESENTATION IN THE 
NALP DIRECTORY 
The 2018-2019 NALP Directory of Legal Employers (NDLE), 
which provides the individual firm listings on which these 
aggregate analyses are based, includes attorney race/ethnicity 
and gender information for over 109,000 partners, associ-
ates, and other lawyers in 1,009 offices, and for almost 6,900 
summer associates in 725 offices nationwide. The NDLE is 
available online at www.nalpdirectory.com.

http://www.nalpdirectory.com
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For purposes of the figures in Tables 1-6, minority attorneys include those whose 
race or ethnicity is Black, Hispanic, American Indian/Alaskan Native, Asian, Native 
Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander, and those of multi-racial heritage, as reported 
by the law firms in the NDLE. The partner numbers include both equity and non-
equity partners. The data in Table 2 (“Partner and Associate Demographics at 
Law Firms — 2009-2018”) does not include data for minority attorneys whose 
race or ethnicity is American Indian/Alaskan Native, Native Hawaiian or other 
Pacific Islander, and those of multi-racial heritage, as these groups are a very 
small fraction of minorities reported.  

Ta
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Table 1. Women and Minorities at Law Firms — 2009-2018 

Partners Associates Total Lawyers Summer Associates

% 
Women

% 
Minority

% 
Minority 
Women

% 
Women

% 
Minority

% 
Minority 
Women

% 
Women

% 
Minority

% 
Minority 
Women

% 
Women

% 
Minority

% 
Minority 
Women

2009 19.21% 6.05% 1.88% 45.66% 19.67% 11.02% 32.97% 12.59% 6.33% 46.62% 24.04% 12.90%
2010 19.43 6.16 1.95 45.41 19.53 10.90 32.69 12.40 6.20 47.35 26.99 14.92
2011 19.54 6.56 2.04 45.35 19.90 10.96 32.61 12.70 6.23 47.71 27.11 15.19
2012 19.91 6.71 2.16 45.05 20.32 11.08 32.67 12.91 6.32 46.26 29.55 16.26
2013 20.22 7.10 2.26 44.79 20.93 11.29 32.78 13.36 6.49 45.32 29.51 15.78
2014 21.05 7.33 2.45 44.94 21.63 11.51 33.48 13.83 6.74 46.33 30.27 16.63
2015 21.46 7.52 2.55 44.68 22.00 11.78 33.38 13.97 6.81 47.78 31.16 16.99
2016 22.13 8.05 2.76 45.00 22.72 12.42 33.89 14.62 7.23 48.71 32.33 18.05
2017 22.70 8.42 2.90 45.48 23.32 12.86 34.54 15.18 7.54 49.87 32.33 18.23
2018 23.36 9.13 3.19 45.91 24.22 13.52 35.41 16.10 8.08 51.42 35.04 20.83

 
Source: The NALP Directory of Legal Employers.

Table 2. Partner and Associate Demographics at Law Firms — 2009-2018 

Partners Associates

Asian
Black/ 

African-American Hispanic Asian
Black/ 

African-American Hispanic
Total % % Women Total % % Women Total % % Women Total % % Women Total % % Women Total % % Women

2009 2.20% 0.76% 1.71% 0.57% 1.65% 0.41% 9.28% 5.12% 4.66% 2.93% 3.89% 2.00%
2010 2.30 0.81 1.70 0.56 1.70 0.44 9.39 5.15 4.36 2.75 3.81 1.94
2011 2.36 0.82 1.71 0.58 1.92 0.48 9.65 5.31 4.29 2.61 3.83 1.92
2012 2.48 0.89 1.73 0.60 1.91 0.48 10.01 5.40 4.19 2.55 3.90 1.95
2013 2.67 0.91 1.78 0.60 1.99 0.54 10.48 5.64 4.10 2.43 3.82 1.89
2014 2.74 0.99 1.72 0.63 2.16 0.60 10.80 5.81 4.01 2.31 3.95 1.89
2015 2.89 1.07 1.77 0.64 2.19 0.63 10.93 6.00 3.95 2.25 4.28 2.03
2016 3.13 1.17 1.81 0.64 2.31 0.68 11.25 6.35 4.11 2.32 4.42 2.15
2017 3.31 1.23 1.83 0.66 2.40 0.73 11.40 6.52 4.28 2.42 4.57 2.23
2018 3.63 1.38 1.83 0.68 2.49 0.77 11.69 6.64 4.48 2.55 4.71 2.45

 
Source: The NALP Directory of Legal Employers.
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Table continues on next page

Table 3. Women and Minorities at Law Firms — Partners and Associates — 2018 

Partners Associates

Total # % 
Women

% 
Minority

% 
Minority 
Women

Total # % 
Women

% 
Minority

% 
Minority 
Women

# of 
Offices

Total 47,625 23.36 9.13 3.19 45,807 45.91 24.22 13.52 1,009
By # of Lawyers Firm-wide:
100 or fewer 2,759 22.15 7.94 3.01 1,631 40.96 19.87 9.75 90
101-250 8,497 23.18 6.63 2.42 4,815 45.71 18.50 10.55 134
251-500 9,577 24.05 8.40 3.08 6,587 45.10 22.62 12.40 199
501-700 5,779 22.70 8.67 2.86 5,856 45.44 24.42 13.61 104
701+ 21,013 23.47 10.76 3.66 26,918 46.55 25.86 14.54 482

Offices in:
Atlanta 1,051 21.98 7.99 2.66 919 47.01 20.46 11.43 23
Austin 301 25.58 11.96 4.32 199 42.71 20.60 13.07 17
Boston area 1,563 24.25 4.48 1.66 1,832 45.85 19.43 11.19 34
Charlotte 430 16.05 4.65 1.40 297 42.09 14.14 7.74 13
Chicago 3,260 22.94 7.91 2.70 2,575 44.12 21.32 11.18 53
Cincinnati 308 24.35 3.25 0.97 152 41.45 9.87 4.61 6
Cleveland 405 18.52 2.96 0.74 283 43.46 5.65 3.53 6
Columbus 378 24.07 6.88 2.91 199 42.71 15.58 7.04 10
Dallas 985 20.30 9.75 3.65 908 40.97 21.92 9.69 32
Denver 511 27.59 6.65 2.15 491 48.27 13.85 8.55 22
Detroit area 550 25.82 6.18 2.55 227 44.93 17.18 9.25 9
Ft. Lauderdale/W. Palm Beach 158 23.42 6.33 3.16 95 46.32 14.74 10.53 8
Houston 1,129 17.98 12.05 3.90 1,281 39.27 25.92 12.02 43
Indianapolis 335 24.48 2.99 1.19 162 50.62 14.20 9.26 6
Kansas City, MO 493 24.54 3.85 1.22 274 47.08 13.50 7.30 7
Los Angeles area 1,832 24.45 16.65 6.33 2,294 48.78 32.13 18.09 72
Miami 384 25.78 37.76 11.72 282 47.87 47.16 25.53 14
Milwaukee 631 25.04 3.96 1.90 320 38.75 8.13 3.13 8
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Partners Associates

Total #
% 

Women
% 

Minority

% 
Minority 
Women Total #

% 
Women

% 
Minority

% 
Minority 
Women

# of 
Offices

Minneapolis 1,127 29.19 4.08 1.86 606 41.75 13.70 6.77 20
New York City 6,254 20.37 10.89 3.31 12,270 45.76 28.40 16.19 95
Northern NJ/Newark area 426 19.48 5.63 1.88 331 47.13 21.15 11.18 8
Northern Virginia 152 15.79 6.58 2.63 130 49.23 22.31 10.77 8
Orange Co., CA 510 18.04 12.94 4.12 463 41.47 32.40 15.77 17
Philadelphia 630 19.84 5.24 1.90 538 50.00 14.87 9.11 11
Phoenix 524 22.33 6.87 1.91 214 44.86 14.95 6.07 12
Pittsburgh 325 21.23 4.31 1.54 234 40.17 8.97 3.85 6
Portland, OR area 448 27.01 6.25 2.68 204 43.14 16.18 6.37 11
Salt Lake City 156 16.03 3.85 1.28 102 30.39 7.84 2.94 7
San Diego 277 21.66 13.36 4.33 355 39.72 27.61 12.96 16
San Francisco 1,311 27.99 15.48 5.34 1,581 53.26 33.08 20.24 49
San Jose area 709 22.99 19.18 6.35 1,189 47.35 42.72 23.13 36
Seattle area 831 28.76 10.11 3.85 551 46.28 24.68 14.16 23
St. Louis 774 24.81 5.43 1.42 394 45.69 16.75 9.39 11
Tampa 145 15.86 5.52 0.69 88 43.18 12.50 6.82 7
Washington, DC 4,558 23.56 10.14 3.93 4,947 46.31 23.47 13.40 96
Wilmington 282 22.34 4.96 2.13 279 41.94 11.83 6.45 13

States:
Other areas in Connecticut 408 26.72 4.90 2.94 247 51.01 17.41 12.15 6
Other areas in Florida 221 21.72 4.07 0.90 110 49.09 14.55 5.45 11
Kentucky 351 25.07 2.28 0.57 130 46.92 12.31 6.15 5
Other areas in New York State 513 23.39 3.51 0.78 224 49.55 9.82 5.80 6

 
Source: The 2018-2019 NALP Directory of Legal Employers. Some city information includes one or more offices in adjacent suburbs. 
Orange County includes offices in Costa Mesa, Irvine, and Newport Beach. The San Jose area includes offices in Menlo Park, Mountain 
View, Palo Alto and E. Palo Alto, Redwood Shores/Redwood City, and San Jose. The Los Angeles area includes offices in Santa Monica 
and Long Beach. The Northern New Jersey/Newark area includes offices in Newark, Roseland, Florham Park, Hackensack, Morristown, 
and Westfield. Northern Virginia includes offices in McLean/Tyson’s Corner, and Reston. State figures exclude cities reported separately. 
For multi-office firms that reported only firmwide figures, the information was attributed to the reporting city if at least 60% of the firms 
lawyers are in that city. 

continued
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Table continues on next page

Table 4. Women and Minorities at Law Firms — Total Lawyers and Summer Associates — 2018 

Total Lawyers Summer Associates

Total #
% 

Women % Minority
% Minority 

Women
# of 

Offices Total #
% 

Women % Minority
% Minority 

Women
Total 109,459 35.41 16.10 8.08 1,009 6,875 51.42 35.04 20.83

By # of Lawyers Firm-wide:
100 or fewer 5,290 31.70 11.89 5.44 90 245 46.12 28.57 16.73
101-250 15,349 31.79 10.59 5.15 134 592 52.03 32.09 20.78
251-500 19,121 34.12 13.84 6.82 199 921 50.16 36.16 20.63
501-700 13,694 34.98 16.19 8.07 104 918 52.94 35.40 21.90
701+ 56,005 37.29 18.75 9.57 482 4,199 51.58 35.51 20.89

Offices in:
Atlanta 2,403 35.96 13.86 7.12 23 144 55.56 22.92 14.58
Austin 589 33.11 15.96 7.81 17 59 44.07 25.42 15.25
Boston area 3,879 37.46 12.32 6.63 34 271 56.46 25.83 18.82
Charlotte 864 29.63 9.14 4.51 13 46 43.48 30.43 17.39
Chicago 6,638 32.98 13.60 6.40 53 392 46.94 30.61 18.11
Cincinnati 523 31.36 5.35 2.10 6 18 33.33 27.78 11.11
Cleveland 819 30.77 4.88 2.44 6 39 48.72 15.38 10.26
Columbus 703 30.87 9.25 3.98 10 34 67.65 32.35 23.53
Dallas 2,223 31.31 15.52 6.30 32 173 46.24 23.12 10.98
Denver 1,202 38.02 9.73 4.99 22 39 56.41 33.33 25.64
Detroit area 881 32.24 9.53 4.88 9 45 44.44 20.00 15.56
Ft. Lauderdale/ 
W. Palm Beach 282 32.62 10.99 6.74 8 — — — —

Houston 2,730 31.14 19.05 8.17 43 296 51.01 27.70 15.88
Indianapolis 565 34.51 7.43 4.42 6 32 37.50 28.13 9.38
Kansas City, MO 917 35.33 7.09 3.60 7 39 48.72 23.08 10.26
Los Angeles area 4,694 38.56 24.86 12.82 72 270 54.81 40.00 22.96
Miami 741 36.84 41.03 17.95 14 30 50.00 60.00 33.33
Milwaukee 1,090 29.91 5.05 2.02 8 49 55.10 28.57 20.41
Minneapolis 1,973 33.76 7.20 3.50 20 90 55.56 43.33 22.22
New York City 21,346 37.54 21.67 11.42 95 2,270 50.44 39.91 23.35
Northern NJ/Newark 
area 935 33.37 11.98 5.67 8 43 62.79 23.26 20.93
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Total Lawyers Summer Associates

Total # % 
Women % Minority % Minority 

Women
# of 

Offices Total # % 
Women % Minority % Minority 

Women
Northern Virginia 334 32.63 13.47 5.99 8 19 31.58 31.58 15.79
Orange Co., CA 1,063 31.33 22.86 10.35 17 84 42.86 41.67 20.24
Philadelphia 1,397 35.29 9.23 4.80 11 40 50.00 27.50 17.50
Phoenix 830 29.16 10.48 3.61 12 42 50.00 30.95 19.05
Pittsburgh 604 29.64 6.29 2.65 6 — — — —
Portland, OR area 742 33.29 9.57 4.18 11 28 39.29 28.57 10.71
Salt Lake City 292 22.95 5.82 2.05 7 — — — —
San Diego 729 33.88 20.71 9.47 16 49 46.94 32.65 18.37
San Francisco 3,291 42.05 24.46 13.55 49 232 53.88 44.40 28.45
San Jose area 2,112 39.30 33.10 16.48 36 219 47.95 47.03 26.48
Seattle area 1,587 36.61 15.82 8.07 23 64 43.75 43.75 23.44
St. Louis 1,377 32.61 8.93 4.21 11 53 50.94 22.64 13.21
Tampa 266 27.44 7.89 3.38 7 — — — —
Washington, DC 11,597 36.13 16.80 8.67 96 740 55.27 34.19 21.89
Wilmington 614 32.41 8.14 3.91 13 72 41.67 23.61 15.28

States:
Other areas in 
Connecticut 803 36.86 8.97 5.60 6 27 59.26 55.56 33.33

Other areas in Florida 389 33.93 7.46 3.08 11 17 58.82 5.88 0.00
Kentucky 558 32.26 4.84 2.15 5 23 56.52 21.74 17.39
Other areas in  
New York State 1,048 40.46 5.34 2.67 6 22 59.09 18.18 9.09

 
Source: The 2018-2019 NALP Directory of Legal Employers. Some city information includes one or more offices in adjacent suburbs. 
Orange County includes offices in Costa Mesa, Irvine, and Newport Beach. The San Jose area includes offices in Menlo Park, Mountain 
View, Palo Alto and E. Palo Alto, Redwood Shores/Redwood City, and San Jose. The Los Angeles area includes offices in Santa Monica 
and Long Beach. The Northern New Jersey/Newark area includes offices in Newark, Roseland, Florham Park, Hackensack, Morristown, 
and Westfield.  Northern Virginia includes offices in McLean/Tyson’s Corner, and Reston. State figures exclude cities reported separately. 
For multi-office firms that reported only firmwide figures, the information was attributed to the reporting city if at least 60% of the firms 
lawyers are in that city. 

Note: The number of offices reporting one or more summer associates, including demographic information, was 725. Dashes in the 
summer associates columns indicate that fewer than five offices in that city reported summer associates, or the total number of summer 
associates reported was less than 10.

continued
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Table 5. Partner Demographics at Law Firms — 2018 

Partners by Race or Ethnicity

All Partners Asian Black/African-
American Hispanic

Total # % 
Minority

% 
Minority 
Women

Total % % 
Women Total % % 

Women Total % % 
Women

# of 
Offices

Total 47,625 9.13 3.19 3.63 1.38 1.83 0.68 2.49 0.77 1,009
By # of Lawyers Firm-wide:

100 or fewer lawyers 2,759 7.94 3.01 3.66 1.56 1.34 0.43 1.49 0.58 90
101-250 lawyers 8,497 6.63 2.42 2.70 1.07 1.32 0.52 1.75 0.56 134
251-500 lawyers 9,577 8.40 3.08 2.88 1.16 1.83 0.80 2.56 0.77 199
501-700 lawyers 5,779 8.67 2.86 3.27 1.12 1.89 0.61 2.27 0.66 104
701+ lawyers 21,013 10.76 3.66 4.44 1.65 2.09 0.75 2.96 0.90 482

Offices in:
Atlanta 1,051 7.99 2.66 2.38 0.76 3.62 1.05 0.86 0.38 23
Austin 301 11.96 4.32 1.66 0.33 2.99 1.33 6.64 2.66 17
Boston area 1,563 4.48 1.66 1.98 1.02 0.90 0.26 1.22 0.32 34
Charlotte 430 4.65 1.40 0.93 0.23 2.33 1.16 0.93 0.00 13
Chicago 3,260 7.91 2.70 3.65 1.29 1.78 0.61 1.84 0.46 53
Cincinnati 308 3.25 0.97 0.97 0.00 0.65 0.00 0.97 0.97 6
Cleveland 405 2.96 0.74 1.23 0.25 1.23 0.49 0.25 0.00 6
Columbus 378 6.88 2.91 1.85 1.32 2.91 1.06 0.53 0.00 10
Dallas 985 9.75 3.65 2.34 0.71 1.73 0.91 3.45 1.12 32
Denver 511 6.65 2.15 1.57 0.39 0.59 0.00 2.74 0.39 22
Detroit area 550 6.18 2.55 1.27 0.55 3.09 1.82 0.91 0.00 9
Ft. Lauderdale/W. Palm 
Beach 158 6.33 3.16 1.27 0.63 1.90 1.27 3.16 1.27 8

Houston 1,129 12.05 3.90 3.90 1.51 2.75 1.15 4.78 1.06 43
Indianapolis 335 2.99 1.19 1.19 0.60 0.90 0.00 0.60 0.30 6
Kansas City 493 3.85 1.22 0.81 0.41 2.03 0.20 0.61 0.20 7
Los Angeles area 1,832 16.65 6.33 8.68 3.66 2.02 0.82 4.15 1.36 72
Miami 384 37.76 11.72 1.30 1.04 2.86 1.30 32.81 9.11 14
Milwaukee 631 3.96 1.90 0.79 0.48 0.63 0.16 2.22 1.11 8
Minneapolis 1,127 4.08 1.86 1.15 0.89 0.62 0.35 0.80 0.00 20
New York City 6,254 10.89 3.31 4.81 1.65 1.63 0.54 2.61 0.78 95
Northern NJ/Newark area 426 5.63 1.88 2.11 0.70 1.17 0.47 1.64 0.47 8
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Partners by Race or Ethnicity

All Partners Asian Black/African-
American Hispanic

Total # % Minority
% 

Minority 
Women

Total % % 
Women Total % % 

Women Total % % 
Women

# of 
Offices

Northern Virginia 152 6.58 2.63 3.29 0.66 0.66 0.00 1.97 1.97 8
Orange Co., CA 510 12.94 4.12 7.06 2.75 0.78 0.20 3.73 0.98 17
Philadelphia 630 5.24 1.90 2.22 0.79 1.43 0.63 0.48 0.00 11
Phoenix 524 6.87 1.91 1.72 0.76 0.00 0.00 2.67 0.95 12
Pittsburgh 325 4.31 1.54 1.85 0.62 0.92 0.31 1.23 0.62 6
Portland, OR 448 6.25 2.68 1.34 0.89 1.34 0.67 2.23 0.67 11
Salt Lake City 156 3.85 1.28 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.56 1.28 7
San Diego 277 13.36 4.33 5.78 2.53 0.72 0.36 4.69 1.08 16
San Francisco 1,311 15.48 5.34 9.61 3.51 1.83 0.46 2.44 0.99 49
San Jose area 709 19.18 6.35 13.54 4.51 1.13 0.42 2.96 0.99 36
Seattle area 831 10.11 3.85 5.66 2.53 1.56 0.48 1.44 0.48 23
St. Louis 774 5.43 1.42 0.90 0.00 2.45 0.78 1.29 0.52 11
Tampa 145 5.52 0.69 0.69 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.83 0.69 7
Washington, DC 4,558 10.14 3.93 4.28 1.49 2.81 1.29 2.15 0.66 96
Wilmington 282 4.96 2.13 1.77 1.06 1.77 1.06 0.71 0.00 13

 
Source: The 2018-2019 NALP Directory of Legal Employers. The few Native American, Native Hawaiian and multi-racial lawyers reported 
are included in the overall minority percentages but are not reported separately. Some city information includes one or more offices in 
adjacent suburbs. Orange County includes offices in Costa Mesa, Irvine, and Newport Beach. The San Jose area includes offices in Menlo 
Park, Mountain View, Palo Alto and E. Palo Alto, Redwood  Shores/Redwood City, and San Jose. The Los Angeles area includes offices in 
Santa Monica and Long Beach. The Northern New Jersey/Newark area includes offices in Newark, Roseland, Florham Park, Hackensack, 
Morristown, and Westfield.  Northern Virginia includes offices in McLean/Tyson’s Corner, and Reston.

continued
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Table 6. Associate Demographics at Law Firms — 2018 

Associates by Race or Ethnicity

All Associates Asian Black/African-
American Hispanic

Total #
% 

Minority
% Minority 

Women Total %
% 

Women Total %
% 

Women Total %
% 

Women
# of 

Offices

Total 45,807 24.22 13.52 11.69 6.64 4.48 2.55 4.71 2.45 1,009

By # of Lawyers Firm-wide:

100 or fewer lawyers 1,631 19.87 9.75 10.79 5.52 3.25 1.53 3.31 1.66 90
101-250 lawyers 4,815 18.50 10.55 7.50 4.59 4.65 2.51 3.86 2.10 134
251-500 lawyers 6,587 22.62 12.40 10.10 5.71 4.51 2.54 4.86 2.58 199
501-700 lawyers 5,856 24.42 13.61 11.03 6.20 4.99 2.73 4.83 2.53 104
701+ lawyers 26,918 25.86 14.54 13.03 7.40 4.40 2.59 4.88 2.51 482

Offices in:

Atlanta 919 20.46 11.43 6.86 3.26 8.49 5.01 2.94 1.85 23
Austin 199 20.60 13.07 8.04 3.52 1.51 1.01 3.52 2.01 17
Boston 1,832 19.43 11.19 9.77 5.90 3.55 1.80 3.98 2.24 34
Charlotte 297 14.14 7.74 4.38 2.36 4.71 2.69 2.69 1.01 13
Chicago 2,575 21.32 11.18 9.98 5.20 5.17 2.41 3.84 2.21 53
Cincinnati 152 9.87 4.61 1.32 0.66 4.61 1.97 1.97 1.32 6
Cleveland 283 5.65 3.53 2.47 1.41 1.77 1.06 0.35 0.35 6
Columbus 199 15.58 7.04 4.02 2.01 6.03 1.51 2.51 1.51 10
Dallas 908 21.92 9.69 7.93 2.86 4.07 2.31 6.06 2.86 32
Denver 491 13.85 8.55 3.67 2.44 2.04 1.63 4.68 2.44 22
Detroit area 227 17.18 9.25 4.85 2.64 7.49 3.52 1.76 1.32 9
Ft. Lauderdale/ 
W. Palm Beach 95 14.74 10.53 1.05 0.00 7.37 4.21 5.26 5.26 8

Houston 1,281 25.92 12.02 9.45 3.67 5.07 2.97 7.88 3.28 43
Indianapolis 162 14.20 9.26 4.94 3.09 4.94 3.70 3.09 1.85 6
Kansas City 274 13.50 7.30 3.65 2.55 2.55 1.09 4.01 1.82 7
Los Angeles 2,294 32.13 18.09 17.00 9.72 3.49 1.83 6.54 3.62 72
Miami 282 47.16 25.53 2.84 1.06 5.67 1.42 36.52 21.63 14
Milwaukee 320 8.13 3.13 2.19 0.94 1.56 0.00 1.88 0.94 8
Minneapolis 606 13.70 6.77 4.95 2.81 3.63 2.15 1.65 0.66 20
New York City 12,270 28.40 16.19 15.46 9.10 4.59 2.64 5.13 2.58 95
Northern NJ/Newark area 331 21.15 11.18 10.57 6.04 3.32 2.11 4.83 2.42 8
Northern Virginia 130 22.31 10.77 16.92 8.46 0.77 0.77 2.31 0.77 8
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Associates by Race or Ethnicity

All Associates Asian Black/African-
American Hispanic

Total #
% 

Minority
% Minority 

Women Total %
% 

Women Total %
% 

Women Total %
% 

Women
# of 

Offices

Orange Co., CA 463 32.40 15.77 20.52 9.72 1.51 1.08 5.18 2.59 17
Philadelphia 538 14.87 9.11 6.32 3.53 4.09 2.97 2.04 1.12 11
Phoenix 214 14.95 6.07 4.21 1.40 2.80 0.93 5.14 2.34 12
Pittsburgh 234 8.97 3.85 2.56 1.71 2.56 0.85 1.71 0.43 6
Portland, OR 204 16.18 6.37 4.41 1.96 3.43 0.98 4.41 0.98 11
Salt Lake City 102 7.84 2.94 0.00 0.00 1.96 0.98 2.94 1.96 7
San Diego 355 27.61 12.96 13.80 6.76 2.25 1.41 6.48 1.97 16
San Francisco 1,581 33.08 20.24 20.43 13.22 2.47 1.39 5.63 3.04 49
San Jose area 1,189 42.72 23.13 30.19 16.23 2.69 1.43 4.96 2.78 36
Seattle area 551 24.68 14.16 12.70 8.53 2.90 1.45 2.90 0.91 23
St. Louis 394 16.75 9.39 5.33 3.55 6.60 4.31 2.28 0.76 11
Tampa 88 12.50 6.82 2.27 1.14 3.41 2.27 5.68 3.41
Washington, DC 4,947 23.47 13.40 10.71 6.10 6.15 3.76 3.50 2.00 96
Wilmington 279 11.83 6.45 5.38 3.23 3.23 1.79 1.43 0.72 13

 
Source: The 2018-2019 NALP Directory of Legal Employers. The few Native American, Native Hawaiian and multi-racial lawyers reported 
are included in the overall minority percentages but are not reported separately. Some city information includes one or more offices in 
adjacent suburbs. Orange County includes offices in Costa Mesa, Irvine, and Newport Beach. The San Jose area includes offices in Menlo 
Park, Mountain View, Palo Alto and E. Palo Alto, Redwood Shores/Redwood City, and San Jose. The Los Angeles area includes offices in 
Santa Monica and Long Beach. The Northern New Jersey/Newark area includes offices in Newark, Roseland, Florham Park, Hackensack, 
Morristown, and Westfield. Northern Virginia includes offices in McLean/Tyson’s Corner, and Reston.

continued
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Table 7. Lawyers with Disabilities — 2018 
 

All Firms Firms of 250 or 
Fewer Lawyers

Firms of 251-500  
Lawyers

Firms of 501-700 
Lawyers

Firms of 701+ 
Lawyers

#    
Reported

% of 
Total

# 
Reported

% of 
Total

# 
Reported

% of 
Total

# 
Reported

% of 
Reported

# 
Reported

% of  
Total

Partners 167 0.52% 31 0.33% 33 0.51% 21 0.49% 82 0.69%
Associates 127 0.46 13 0.25 28 0.63 18 0.43 68 0.50
All lawyers 368 0.53 52 0.30 73 0.57 52 0.52 191 0.64

 
Note:  Figures for lawyers with disabilities are based on 693 offices/firms reporting counts, including zero, in all lawyer categories. 
Counts of individuals with disabilities, including zero, cover 69,854 lawyers. Because so few summer associates with disabilities were 
reported (15 total), they are not included in the table.

Table 8. LGBT Lawyers — 2018 
 

All Firms Firms of 100 or 
Fewer Lawyers

Firms of 101-250  
Lawyers

Firms of 251-500 
Lawyers

Firms of 501-
700 Lawyers

Firms of 701 + 
Lawyers

#    
Reported

% of 
Total # Reported % of 

Total # Reported % of Total # 
Reported

% of 
Reported

# 
Reported

% of  
Total

# 
Reported

% of  
Total

Partners 900 2.11% 45 2.08% 130 1.88% 158 1.87% 105 1.93% 462 2.33%
Associates 1,581 3.80 39 2.99 90 2.25 194 3.25 210 4.02 1,048 4.17
Other 
lawyers 346 2.37 6 0.77 33 1.98 61 2.38 44 2.24 202 2.65

All lawyers 2,827 2.86 90 2.12 253 2.01 413 2.43 359 359 1,7121 3.26
Summer 
Associates 333 5.73 4 1.94 17 3.77 38 5.11 42 5.32 232 6.42

 
Note: Figures for LGBT lawyers are based on 914 offices/firms reporting counts, including zero, in all lawyer categories; figures for LGBT 
summer associates are based on 594 offices/firms with a summer program and reporting counts, including zero. Overall, LGBT counts, 
including zero, cover 98,942 lawyers and 5,807 summer associates.
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 
 
Contact:  Allison E. Beard, Director of Communications & Member Engagement 
     abeard@nalp.org, 202-835-1001 
Date:    January 9, 2019 

 
Despite Gains in Overall Representation of Women, Minorities, and LGBT Lawyers 

at Firms, Gains for Black/African-American Attorneys Lag  
 
(Washington, DC) — The National Association for Law Placement (NALP) has released its 2018 
Report on Diversity in U.S. Law Firms, based on the recent analyses of the 2018-2019 NALP 
Directory of Legal Employers (NDLE) — the annual compendium of legal employer data published 
by NALP. The report shows that while women, minorities, and LGBT lawyers made gains in overall 
representation at major U.S. law firms in 2018 compared with 2017, representation of Black/African-
Americans among associates remains below pre-recession numbers. Also noteworthy is that the 
presence of women among associates has finally returned to its pre-recession level. These are among 
the significant findings of the report.  

Additional Significant Findings: 

· An increase of about seven-tenths of a percentage point in the representation of minorities 
among partners is noted as the largest increase over the entire span of NALP’s compilation of 
these figures.  

· Minority women continue to be the most dramatically underrepresented group at the 
partnership level. 

· The number and percentage of LGBT lawyers reached new heights and the percentage of 
LGBT summer associates at firms of more than 700 hundred lawyers reached a new high of 
6.42%. 

· The reporting of lawyers with disabilities (of any race or gender) remains scant. 
· Despite small increases in the past three years, the representation of Black/African-American 

associates remains shy of its pre-recession level, and representation of Black/African-
American partners has barely changed since 2009. 

 
NALP Executive Director James Leipold commenting on these new findings noted, “The story of 
NALP’s 2018 Report on Diversity in U.S. Law Firms is a good news/bad news story. On the good 
news side, representation of women associates has finally rebounded and surpassed pre-recession 
highs for the first time, the jump in the representation of minorities among partners is the largest 
since NALP began tracking this data, and the number and percentage of LGBT lawyers reached   

http://www.nalp.org/
mailto:abeard@nalp.org
https://www.nalp.org/reportondiversity
https://www.nalp.org/reportondiversity
https://www.nalp.org/uploads/2018NALPReportonDiversityinUSLawFirms_FINAL.pdf
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all-time highs with the percentage of LGBT summer associates at firms of more than 700 hundred 
lawyers reaching 6.42%. On the bad news side, representation of Black/African-American associates 
remains below its pre-recession level, the representation of Black/African-American partners has 
barely budged since the recession, and minority women continue to be the most underrepresented 
group at the partnership level, with Black/African-American women least well represented of all.”  
 
Leipold continued, “There are also good news/bad news stories to be told when we parse the data by 
geography. Miami, for instance, stands alone with its law firms reporting a higher percentage of 
minority partners, a higher percentage of minority women partners, a higher percentage of minority 
associates, a higher percentage of minority women associates, and a higher percentage of minority 
and minority women summer associates than law firms in any other city. On the other hand, Boston 
law firms report minority partner and associate numbers well below the national mean, and well 
below other cities of its size and importance in the legal market, and report that just 0.9% of the 
partners in that city are Black/African-American, and only 0.26 of the partners are Black/African-
American women. Worse, firms in Phoenix report no Black/African-American partners. So, while 
progress towards greater diversity and inclusion among lawyers in US law firms continues to be 
made, and underlying population demographics play a role, much, much work remains to be done.”  
 
You can read the full 2018 Report on Diversity in US Law Firms at www.nalp.org/reportondiversity.  
  
The 2018-2019 NALP Directory of Legal Employers (NDLE), which provides the individual firm 
listings on which these aggregate analyses are based, includes attorney race/ethnicity and gender 
information for over 109,000 partners, associates, and other lawyers in 1,009 offices, and for almost 
6,900 summer associates in 725 offices nationwide. The NDLE is available online at 
www.nalpdirectory.com. 

 
# # # 

 

About NALP 

NALP is an association of over 2,500 legal career professionals who advise law students, lawyers, law offices, and law 
schools in North America and beyond. What brings NALP members together is a common belief in three fundamental 
things. First, all law students and lawyers should benefit from a fair and ethical hiring process. Second, law students and 
lawyers are more successful when supported by professional development and legal career professionals. Third, a 
diverse and inclusive legal profession best serves clients and our communities. That’s why NALP members work 
together every day to collect and publish accurate legal employment data and information, and champion education and 
ethical principles for recruiting, professional and career development, and diversity and inclusion. For more than 40 
years, NALP has played an essential role in the success of our members and the lawyers and law students they serve. 
NALP maintains an online archive of press releases at www.nalp.org/pressreleases. For additional information, contact 
NALP at info@nalp.org or call (202) 835-1001. 

 

http://www.nalp.org/reportondiversity
file://nalpmain/DATA/USERS/jcollins$/My%20Documents/Bulletin-Press-WS%20blurbs/www.nalpdirectory.com
http://www.nalp.org/pressreleases
mailto:info@nalp.org
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Demographic Summary
Elizabeth Chambliss
Professor of Law and Director, Nelson Mullins Riley & Scarborough Center on Professionalism, 
University of South Carolina Law School

An executive summary of the most current demographic data on the legal profession

The Institute for Inclusion in the Legal Profession (IILP) was created in 2009 to promote 
demographic and cultural diversity and inclusion in the U.S. legal profession. As part of 
this effort, the IILP Review publishes an annual statistical summary regarding the status of 

traditionally underrepresented groups within the profession. Such data are critical for assessing the 
profession’s progress toward greater diversity and inclusion.

This summary takes stock of the profession’s progress as of September, 2016. Its goal is to provide 
a current, comprehensive picture of the demographics of the profession and to use this information 
to help the profession set an agenda for effective future action.

The summary is based on a review of academic, government, professional, and popular data 
sources. Most sources focus primarily on providing racial and ethnic data, or data about gender 
and minority1 representation, and these emphases are reflected below. Where available, however, 
the summary also includes data about the representation of lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender 
(LGBT) lawyers, lawyers with disabilities, and other demographic categories relevant to diversity 
and inclusion, broadly defined. One goal of the IILP Review is to promote the systematic collection 
of a wide range of demographic data.

The main findings of the 2016 demographic summary are as follows:

GENDER

• Female representation among lawyers stood at 34.5% in 2015, according to the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics (see Table 1); and at 36% in 2016, according to the American Bar Association National 
Lawyer Population Survey (see Table 2). In 2010, female representation among lawyers was 
about 31% (see Tables 1 and 2).

• Women’s representation among lawyers is higher than their representation in some other 
professions, including software developers (17.9%), architects (25.7%), civil engineers (12.6%), 
and clergy (20.6%) (see Table 3). Women’s representation among lawyers is lower than their 
representation among financial managers (49.6%), accountants and auditors (59.7%), physical 
scientists (41.4%), and post-secondary teachers (46.5%); and significantly lower than their 
representation within the professional workforce as a whole (57.2%) (see Table 3). 

• Women continue to be underrepresented in top-level jobs within the legal profession, such as 
law firm partner. In 2015, women made up only 21.5% of law firm partners (see Table 13)—and 
only 17.4% of equity partners (see Table 16). Minority women, especially, are underrepresented 
among law firm partners. In 2015, minority women made up only 2.6% of law partners 

1.The term “minority” typically is used to refer to aggregated data about African Americans, Asian Americans, Hispanics, 
and Native Americans, although there are variations from source to source. Unless otherwise noted, we follow the categories 
used in the original source and provide definitions in the footnotes.
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nationally (see Table 13), and even this figure is skewed upward by a few standout cities, such 
as Miami (8.2%), Los Angeles (4.9%), San Jose (4.6%), and San Francisco (4.3%) (see Table 19). 
In many other cities, minority women’s representation among partners is less than 2% (see 
Table 19). Women’s representation among judges also has dropped from a peak of 56.7% in 
2004 to 39% in 2015 (see Table 22). 

• Women’s entry into the profession has slowed. After peaking in the early 2000s at about 49%, 
female representation among law students has dropped to 47%, according to the most recent 
aggregate data (see Table 4). Women’s entry into private practice, in particular, has dropped. 
In 2003, 58.8% of white female and 53.9% of minority female law graduates began their 
careers in private practice, compared to less than 50% in 2014 (see Table 7). In 2015, women’s 
representation among law firm associates was 44.7%, the lowest point since the recession (see 
Table 13). Although all groups’ entry into private practice has dropped since the recession, 
women’s declining representation among associates represents a reversal of previous gains. 

• Some bright spots: women’s representation among in-house lawyers has increased. The 
Association of Corporate Counsel’s 2015 global census found that women make up 49.5% of all 
in-house lawyers, including both entry-level and senior positions (see Table 20). Women also 
make up a growing percentage of law school deans and tenured law faculty. In 2013, 28.7% of 
law deans and 32.7% of tenured law faculty were women (see Table 25).

RACE/ETHNICITY

• Aggregate minority representation among U.S. lawyers stood at 14.5% in 2015, according to 
the Bureau of Labor Statistics (see Table 1). This represents a drop from a high of 15.7% in 2014; 
however, these data appear somewhat noisy, with significant year-to-year fluctuations. Based 
on three-year (unweighted) averages, aggregate minority representation among lawyers has 
increased from 10.5% in 2003-05 to 14.8% in 2013-15 (see Table 1).  

• Progress for different groups varies. African American representation among lawyers has 
increased very little over the past ten years, from an average of 4.3% in 2003-05 to an average 
of 4.8% in 2013-2015 (see Table 1). During the same period, Hispanic representation among 
lawyers increased from an average of 3.6% to an average of 5.3%, and Asian American 
representation among lawyers increased from an average of 2.6% to an average of 4.8% (see 
Table 1). Thus, while African Americans historically have been the best-represented minority 
group among lawyers, this pattern has changed. In 2015, African American representation 
among lawyers was 4.6%, compared to 5.1% for Hispanics and 4.8% for Asian Americans (see 
Table 1). 

• Aggregate minority representation among lawyers is significantly lower than minority 
representation in most other management and professional jobs. In 2015, minority 
representation among lawyers was 14.5%, compared to 24.5% among financial managers, 
28.2% among accountants and auditors, 44.2% among software developers, 31.2% among 
physicians and surgeons, and 27.3% within the professional labor force as a whole (see Table 
3). Moreover, “legal occupations” collectively have the lowest level of minority representation 
of any subcategory of “management, professional, and related occupations,” including those 
not reported here. Although these figures, too, can be noisy, this unhappy comparison is 
consistent with patterns from prior years. 
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• The pace of African American entry into the profession has remained steady since 2009, with 
about 10,000 African American students enrolled in law school each year, according to data 
from the American Bar Association Section of Legal Education and Admissions to the Bar 
(see Table 6). Moreover, as overall law school enrollment has dropped, African American 
representation among law students has increased, from 7% in 2009-10 to 8% in 2013-14—an 
all-time high. Hispanic representation among law students also has increased in both absolute 
and relative terms, from 6.7% in 2009-10 to 8.7% in 2013-14 (see Table 6). As a result, aggregate 
minority representation among law students increased from 22.3% in 2009-10 to 26.9% in 2013-
14 (see Table 4).  

• Meanwhile, Asian American enrollment in law school has dropped in both absolute and 
relative terms, from a high of 11,000-plus students (8%) in the mid-2000s to 8,696 students 
(6.8%) in 2013-14. Native American enrollment also has dropped, from a high of 1,273 in 2009-
10 to 1,065 in 2013-14 (see Table 6).

• Initial employment patterns continue to differ between racial and ethnic groups, according 
to data from the National Association of Law Placement (NALP). African Americans are 
significantly less likely than other groups to start off in private practice, and more likely to 
start off in business or government. In 2014, only 37.4% of African American law graduates 
were initially employed in private practice, compared to 53.5% of Hispanic graduates, 55.6% 
of Asian American graduates, 46.6% of Native American graduates, and 51.4% of white 
graduates (see Table 8). In 2015, African Americans made up only 4% of associates in U.S. law 
firms, down from 4.7% in 2009 (see Table 14). Much of the drop appears to reflect the departure 
of African American women from law firms. In 2015, African American women made up only 
2.3% of law firm associates, compared to 2.9% in 2009 (see Table 14).

• Asian Americans are the most likely group to enter private practice (see Table 8). In 2014, 
Asian Americans made up 10.9% of associates in law firms (see Table 14). Notably, a majority 
of Asian American associates are women (see Table 14). Asian Americans also make up 2.9% of 
law partners, up from 2.2% in 2009 (see Table 15). Hispanics, too, have made gains within law 
firms, comprising 4.3% of associates (see Table 14) and 2.2% of partners (see Table 15) in 2015. 

• Despite this progress, minority representation among law firm partners remains stubbornly 
low. In 2015, minorities made up only 7.5% of all partners (see Table 13) and only 5.6% of 
equity partners (see Table 16).  

Minority representation among law firm 
partners remains stubbornly low.
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• Since the recession, law graduates’ entry into business and public interest jobs has increased. 
In 2014, 24.2% of white graduates and 28.8% of minority graduates started off in business or 
public interest jobs, a significant increase from prior years (see Table 7). Among minorities, 
African Americans are the most likely to start off in business (23.2%) and Hispanics are the 
least likely (15.7%) (see Table 8). Hispanics (11.6%) and Native Americans (11.5%) are the most 
likely to start off in public interest jobs (see Table 8); and minority women are more likely to do 
so than minority men. In 2014, 11.2% of minority women began their careers in public interest 
positions, compared to 8.5% of white women, 6.8% of minority men, and 4.9% of white men 
(see Table 7).  

• Among all groups, the percentage of law graduates who start off in government has dropped 
in recent years, as has the percentage of graduates with judicial clerkships (see Tables 7 and 8). 
The percentage of minority graduates with judicial clerkships, in particular, has dropped, from 
10.2% in 1998 to 6.5% in 2014 (see Table 7). Minority men (see Table 7) and Hispanics (see Table 
8) are the least likely to begin their careers with a judicial clerkship.

• Based on the limited data available for different employment settings, African American 
representation is highest among federal government attorneys (8.7% in 2010, see Table 21) and 
in law schools (see Table 26); Hispanic representation is highest among in-house lawyers (5% 
in 2015, see Table 20) and tenure-track faculty (6.4% in 2013, see Table 26); and Asian American 
representation is highest among law firm associates (10.9% in 2015, see Table 14) and tenure-
track faculty (8.5% in 2013, see Table 26).

• Minority representation among judges is difficult to assess because of yearly fluctuations in 
the Bureau of Labor Statistics data. In 2015, the Bureau reported that 23.5% of U.S. judges 
were minorities—and 6.2% were Asian American, the highest percentage ever reported (see 
Table 22). Meanwhile, federal judges have become more racially and ethnically diverse under 
President Obama: 36.8% of his judicial appointments were minorities (121 of 329) compared to 
17.7% (58 of 327) under President George Bush (see Table 24).   

DISABILITY

• The initial employment of lawyers with disabilities varies from year to year, due in part to 
the small number of lawyers in the sample (491 in 2014) and, perhaps, the diversity of law 
graduates in this category. In general, however, the percentage of graduates with disabilities 
who start off in private practice has declined in recent years, whereas the percentage who start 
off in business or public interest has increased, consistent with other groups. In 2014, 42.2% 
of law graduates with disabilities started off in private practice, down from to 48.1% in 2010; 
whereas 32% started off in business or public interest, compared to 25% in 2010 (see Table 9). 
Judicial clerkship rates for graduates with disabilities also have dropped from 10.8% in 2010 to 
9.4% in 2014—although the 2014 figure represents a rebound from 2013 (see Table 9). 

• The representation of lawyers with disabilities in law firms has eked up slightly among 
associates, from 0.2% in 2009 to 0.3% in 2014, but remained flat at 0.3% among partners (see 
Table 18). More data are needed to place these figures in perspective, including data from other 
employment settings and occupations. 

• Unlike his predecessors, President Obama appointed no federal judges with disabilities (see 
Table 24).
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LGBT

• Law graduates identifying as LGB are less likely than most other groups to start off in 
private practice and more likely to start off in public interest jobs. In 2014, 15.9% of the 529 
law graduates identifying as LGB took public interest jobs—the highest percentage of any 
demographic group (see Table 10). 

• Despite this, the representation of LGBT lawyers in law firms has been steadily inching 
upward since NALP began compiling these data. In 2015, 3.1% of associates and 1.8% of 
partners identified as LGBT, up from 2.3% and 1.4%, respectively, in 2009 (see Table 17). 

• President Obama has appointed 11 LGBT judges—3.3% of his total appointments (see Table 24). 

LACK OF DATA 

• Tracking the profession’s progress toward diversity and inclusion is made difficult by the 
continuing lack of data. For instance, there are no recent data on the distribution of lawyers 
by type of employment, beyond initial employment. The most recent figures, covering only 
gender, are from 2005 (see Tables 11 and 12). Outside of law firms, the profession lacks even 
basic gender and racial/ethnic breakdowns by employment category, not to mention more 
detailed breakdowns by title, seniority and region; or more inclusive efforts covering sexual 
orientation and disability status. Moreover, some previous sources of demographic data on 
the profession have changed or dried up, such as the ABA Section of Legal Education and 
Admissions to the Bar, which has stopped publishing aggregate data on the demographics of 
law students and faculty (see Tables 4-6 and 25-26), and the Office of Personnel Management, 
whose most recent demographic profile of the federal workforce was in 2010 (see Table 21). 
More robust statistics on the demographics of the legal profession are sorely needed.

• Gathering systematic data on diversity and inclusion in the profession requires a sustained 
commitment by the entire profession, including bar associations, employers, law schools, and 
research institutions. Contributing to this effort is a chief goal of the IILP Review.

The representation of LGBT lawyers in law 
firms has been steadily inching upward.
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2. ABA National Lawyer Population Survey, Historical Trend in Total National Lawyer Population 1878-2016, Am. Bar 
Ass’n, http://www.americanbar.org/content/dam/aba/administrative/market_research/total-national-lawyer-popu-
lation-1878-2016.authcheckdam.pdf (for total number of lawyers); ABA Lawyer Demographics, Year 2016 (Gender), Am. 
Bar Ass’n, http://www.americanbar.org/content/dam/aba/administrative/market_research/lawyer-demographics-
tables-2016.authcheckdam.pdf (for percent female).

Table 1 - U.S. Lawyers by Gender and Race/Ethnicity (BLS)1

Lawyers Female Af Am. Hisp. As Am. Minority

1995 894,000 26.4% 3.6 2.2

1996 880,000 29.5 3.5 2.8

1997 885,000 26.6 2.7 3.8

1998 912,000 28.5 4.0 3.0

1999 923,000 28.8 5.1 4.0

2002 929,000 29.2 4.6 3.1

2003 952,000 27.6 3.6 4.0 2.8 10.4

2004 954,000 29.4 4.7 3.4 2.9 10.9

2005 961,000 30.2 4.7 3.5 2.0 10.2

2006 965,000 32.6 5.0 3.0 2.9 10.9

2007 1,001,000 32.6 4.9 4.3 2.6 11.8

2008 1,014,000 31.4 4.6 3.8 2.9 11.3

2009 1,043,000 32.4 4.7 2.8 4.1 11.6

2010 1,040,000 31.5 4.3 3.4 3.4 13.1

2011 1,085,000 31.9 5.3 3.2 4.2 12.7

2012 1,061,000 31.1 4.4 4.0 4.3 12.7

2013 1,092,000 33.1 4.2 5.1 5.1 14.4

2014 1,132,000 32.9 5.7 5.6 4.4 15.7

2015 1,160,000 34.5 4.6 5.1 4.8 14.5

1. Bureau of Labor Statistics, Table 11: Employed Persons by Detailed Occupation, Sex, Race, and Hispanic or Latino Ethnicity, 
U.S. Dep’t of Labor, http://www.bls.gov/cps/tables.htm (follow links for individual years and scroll down to “Char-
acteristics of the Employed,” Table 11). Figures for 2000 and 2001 are not available. See Bureau of Labor Statistics, Labor 
Force Statistics from the Current Population Survey, 1995–1999 Annual Averages - Household Data - Tables from Employment and 
Earnings, U.S. Dep’t of Labor, http://www.bls.gov/cps/cps_aa1995_1999.htm. Figures for minorities are derived from 
aggregating the minority categories listed.

Table 2 - U.S. Lawyers by Gender (ABA)2

Lawyers Female (%)

2000 1,022,462 28.0%

2005 1,104,766 29.0

2010 1,203,097 31.0

2016 1,315,561 36.0
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Table 2 - U.S. Lawyers by Gender (ABA)2

Lawyers Female (%)

2000 1,022,462 28.0%

2005 1,104,766 29.0

2010 1,203,097 31.0

2016 1,315,561 36.0

Table 3 - Selected U.S. Occupations by Gender and Race/Ethnicity (2015)3

Total Employed Female Af Am. Hisp. As Am. Minority
Civilian Labor Force 148,834,000 46.8% 11.7 16.4 5.8 33.9

Management Occupations 16,994,000 39.2 7.3 9.7 5.6 22.6

Chief Executives 1,517,000 27.9 3.6 5.5 4.7 13.8

Financial Managers 1,197,000 49.6 7.2 9.4 7.9 24.5

Business and Finance 7,114,000 54.3 10.3 8.8 7.9 27.0

Accountants/Auditors 1,732,000 59.7 9.5 7.4 11.3 28.2

Human Resources Workers 662,000 74.0 15.4 10.7 4.9 31.0

All Computer/Mathematical 4,369,000 24.7 8.6 6.8 19.9 35.3

Computer Systems Analysts 552,000 34.2 9.6 6.9 19.6 36.1

Software Developers 1,353,000 17.9 5.0 5.4 33.8 44.2

All Architecture/Engineering 2,954,000 15.1 6.0 8.2 11.4 25.6

Architects 203,000 25.7 5.8 5.7 7.6 19.1

Civil Engineers 360,000 12.6 3.6 9.0 10.2 22.8

Life/Physical/Social Sciences 1,404,000 46.6 6.1 7.0 14.5 27.6

Physical Scientists 232,000 41.4 4.4 6.2 23.9 34.5

Psychologists 193,000 70.3 4.1 5.8 2.5 12.4

All Community/Social Services 2,596,000 65.3 17.4 10.7 3.6 31.7

Counselors 802,000 71.4 18.4 9.5 2.5 30.4

Clergy 469,000 20.6 10.2 7.3 6.6 24.1

Lawyers 1,160,000 34.5 4.6 5.1 4.8 14.5

Judges/Magistrates 58,000 39.0 11.8 6.4 6.2 24.4

Paralegals/Legal Assistants 400,000 85.4 10.3 13.4 3.9 27.6

Education 8,908,000 73.4 10.4 9.9 4.5 24.8

Postsecondary Teachers 1,341,000 46.5 5.1 7.6 12.6 25.3

Secondary School Teachers 1,144,000 59.2 8.7 7.8 2.5 19.0

Healthcare Practitioners 8,766,000 75.1 11.5 8.1 9.2 28.8

Physicians/Surgeons 1,007,000 37.9 6.4 6.4 18.4 31.2

Registered Nurses 2,973,000 89.4 12.2 6.6 8.7 27.5

All Professional/Related Occupations 33,852,000 57.2 9.8 8.8 8.7 27.3

3. Bureau of Labor Statistics, Table 11: Employed Persons by Detailed Occupation, Sex, Race, and Hispanic or Latino Ethnicity, U.S. 
Dep’t of Labor (2015), http://www.bls.gov/cps/cpsaat11.pdf. Figures for minorities are derived from aggregating the minor-
ity categories listed.



20  •••• IILP Review 2017

Table 4 - Law School Enrollment by Gender and Minority Status4

Total Female (%) Minority (%)

1976-77 112,401 29,343 (26.1) 9,589 (8.5)

1977-78 113,080 31,650 (28.0) 9,580 (8.5)

1978-79 116,150 35,775 (30.8) 9,952 (8.6)

1979-80 117,297 37,534 (32.0) 10,013 (8.5)

1980-81 119,501 40,834 (34.2) 10,575 (8.8)

1981-82 120,879 43,245 (35.8) 11,134 (9.2)

1982-83 121,791 45,539 (37.4) 11,611 (9.5)

1983-84 121,201 46,361 (38.2) 11,866 (9.8)

1984-85 119,847 46,897 (39.1) 11,917 (9.9)

1985-86 118,700 47,486 (40.0) 12,357 (10.4)

1986-87 117,813 47,920 (40.7) 12,550 (10.7)

1987-88 117,997 48,920 (41.5) 13,250 (11.2)

1988-89 120,694 50,932 (42.2) 14,295 (11.8)

1989-90 124,471 53,113 (42.7) 15,720 (12.6)

1990-91 127,261 54,097 (42.5) 17,330 (13.6)

1991-92 129,580 55,110 (42.5) 19,410 (15.0)

1992-93 128,212 54,644 (42.6) 21,266 (16.6)

1993-94 127,802 55,134 (43.1) 22,799 (17.8)

1994-95 128,989 55,808 (43.3) 24,611 (19.1)

1995-96 129,397 56,961 (44.0) 25,554 (19.7)

1996-97 128,623 57,123 (44.4) 25,279 (19.7)

1997-98 125,886 56,915 (45.2) 24,685 (19.6)

1998-99 125,627 57,952 (46.1) 25,266 (20.1)

1999-00 125,184 59,362 (47.4) 25,253 (20.2)

2000-01 125,173 60,633 (48.4) 25,753 (20.6)

2001-02 127,610 62,476 (49.0) 26,257 (20.6)

2002-03 132,885 65,179 (49.0) 27,175 (20.5)

2003-04 137,676 67,027 (48.7) 28,325 (20.6)

2004-05 140,376 67,438 (48.0) 29,489 (21.0)

2005-06 140,298 66,613 (47.5) 29,768 (21.2)

2006-07 141,031 66,085 (46.9) 30,557 (21.6)

2007-08 141,719 66,196 (46.7) 30,657 (21.6)

2008-09 142,922 66,968 (46.9) 31,368 (21.9)

2009-10 145,239 68,502 (47.2) 32,505 (22.3)

2010-11 147,525 69,009 (46.8) 35,045 (23.8)

2011-12 146,288 68,262 (46.7) 35,859 (24.7)

2012-13 139,055 65,387 (47.0) 35,914 (25.8)

2013-14 128,712 34,584 (26.9)

4. A.B.A. Sec. of Legal Educ. & Admissions to the B., Enrollment and Degrees Awarded, A.B.A. (2013), http://www.americanbar.
org/content/dam/aba/administrative/legal_education_and_admissions_to_the_bar/statistics/enrollment_degrees_awarded.
authcheckdam.pdf (for data on female enrollment) (aggregate figures for 2013-14 and later years are not available); A.B.A. Sec. of 
Legal Educ. & Admissions to the B., Statistics: Ethnic/Gender Data: Longitudinal Charts, First Year & Total JD Minority, A.B.A., http://
www.americanbar.org/groups/legal_education/resources/statistics.html (scroll down and click “First Year & Total JD Minority”) 
(for data on minority enrollment) (aggregate figures for 2014-15 and later years are not available). Some figures differ slightly from 
those previously reported by the ABA.
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Table 5 - JDs Awarded by Gender and Minority Status5

Total Female (%) Minority (%)

1983-84 36,687 13,586 (37.0) 3,169 (8.6)

1984-85 36,829 14,119 (38.3) 3,150 (8.6)

1985-86 36,121 13,980 (38.7) 3,348 (9.3)

1986-87 35,478 14,206 (40.0) 3,450 (9.7)

1987-88 35,701 14,595 (40.9) 3,516 (9.8)

1988-89 35,520 14,553 (41.0) 3,809 (10.7)

1989-90 36,385 15,345 (42.2) 4,128 (11.3)

1990-91 38,800 16,580 (42.7) 4,585 (11.8)

1991-92 39,425 16,680 (42.3) 4,976 (12.6)

1992-93 40,213 16,972 (42.2) 5,653 (14.1)

1993-94 39,710 16,997 (42.8) 6,099 (15.4)

1994-95 39,191 16,790 (42.8) 6,802 (17.4)

1995-96 39,920 17,366 (43.5) 7,152 (17.9)

1996-97 40,114 17,552 (43.8) 7,611 (19.0)

1997-98 39,455 17,662 (44.8) 7,754 (19.7)

1998-99 39,071 17,516 (44.8) 7,532 (19.3)

1999-00 38,157 17,713 (46.4) 7,391 (19.4)

2000-01 37,909 18,006 (47.5) 7,443 (19.6)

2001-02 38,576 18,644 (48.3) 7,780 (20.2)

2002-03 38,863 19,133 (49.2) 8,233 (21.2)

2003-04 40,018 19,818 (49.5) 8,367 (20.9)

2004-05 42,673 20,804 (48.8) 9,568 (22.4)

2005-06 43,883 21,074 (48.0) 9,564 (21.8)

2006-07 43,518 20,669 (47.5) 9,820 (22.5)

2007-08 43,588 20,537 (47.1) 9,631 (22.0)

2008-09 44,004 20,191 (45.9) 9,725 (22.1)

2009-10 44,258 20,852 (47.1) 10,121 (22.9)

2010-11 44,495 21,043 (47.3) 10,748 (24.2)

2011-12 46,478 11,188 (24.1)

2012-13 46,763 11,951 (25.5)

5. A.B.A. Sec. of Legal Educ. & Admissions to the B., Statistics: Degrees Awarded: Longitudinal Charts, JD & LLB, A.B.A., 
http://www.americanbar.org/groups/legal_education/resources/statistics.html (scroll down and click “JD & LLB”) (for 
gender data) (aggregate figures for 2011-12 and later years are not available); A.B.A. Sec. of Legal Educ. & Admissions to 
the B., Statistics: Degrees Awarded: Longitudinal Charts, Totals and Minority Students, A.B.A., http://www.americanbar.org/
groups/legal_education/resources/statistics.html (for data on minorities) (aggregate figures for 2013-14 and later years are 
not available). Some figures differ slightly from those previously reported by the ABA.
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Table 6 - Law School Enrollment by Race/Ethnicity6

Total Af Am. (%) Hisp. (%) As Am. (%) Na Am. (%)

1984-85 119,847 5,476 (4.6) 3,507 (2.9) 2,026 (1.7) 429 (0.4)

1985-86 118,700 5,669 (4.8) 3,679 (3.1) 2,153 (1.8) 463 (0.4)

1986-87 117,813 5,894 (5.0) 3,865 (3.3) 2,303 (2.0) 488 (0.4)

1987-88 117,997 6,028 (5.1) 4,074 (3.5) 2,656 (2.3) 492 (0.4)

1988-89 120,694 6,321 (5.2) 4,342 (3.6) 3,133 (2.6) 499 (0.4)

1989-90 124,471 6,791 (5.5) 4,733 (3.8) 3,676 (3.0) 527 (0.4)

1990-91 127,261 7,432 (5.8) 5,038 (4.0) 4,306 (3.4) 554 (0.4)

1991-92 129,580 8,149 (6.3) 5,541 (4.3) 5,028 (3.9) 692 (0.5)

1992-93 128,212 8,638 (6.7) 5,969 (4.7) 5,823 (4.5) 776 (0.6)

1993-94 127,802 9,156 (7.2) 6,312 (4.9) 6,458 (5.1) 873 (0.7)

1994-95 128,989 9,681 (7.5) 6,772 (5.3) 7,196 (5.6) 962 (0.7)

1995-96 129,397 9,779 (7.6) 6,970 (5.4) 7,719 (6.0) 1,085 (0.8)

1996-97 128,623 9,542 (7.4) 6,915 (5.4) 7,706 (6.0) 1,116 (0.9)

1997-98 125,886 9,132 (7.3) 6,869 (5.5) 7,599 (6.0) 1,085 (0.9)

1998-99 125,627 9,271 (7.4) 7,054 (5.6) 7,877 (6.3) 1,064 (0.8)

1999-00 125,184 9,272 (7.4) 7,120 (5.7) 7,883 (6.3) 978 (0.8)

2000-01 125,173 9,354 (7.5) 7,274 (5.8) 8,173 (6.5) 952 (0.8)

2001-02 127,610 9,412 (7.4) 7,434 (5.8) 8,421 (6.6) 990 (0.8)

2002-03 132,885 9,436 (7.1) 7,539 (5.7) 9,179 (6.9) 1,021 (0.8)

2003-04 137,676 9,437 (6.9) 7,814 (5.7) 10,042 (7.3) 1,048 (0.8)

2004-05 140,376 9,488 (6.8) 8,068 (5.7) 10,856 (7.6) 1,106 (0.8)

2005-06 140,298 9,126 (6.5) 8,248 (5.9) 11,252 (8.0) 1,142 (0.8)

2006-07 141,031 9,529 (6.8) 8,564 (6.1) 11,306 (8.0) 1,158 (0.8)

2007-08 141,719 9,483 (6.7) 8,782 (6.2) 11,176 (7.9) 1,216 (0.9)

2008-09 141,922 9,822 (6.9) 8,834 (6.2) 11,244 (7.9) 1,198 (0.8)

2009-10 145,239 10,173 (7.0) 9,732 (6.7) 11,327 (7.8) 1,273 (0.9)

2010-11 147,525 10,352 (7.0) 10,454 (7.1) 10,215 (6.9) 1,208 (0.8)

2011-12 145,288 10,452 (7.1) 11,027 (7.5) 10,415 (7.1) 1,165 (0.8)

2012-13 139,055 10,435 (7.5) 11,328 (8.1) 9,666 (7.0) 1,063 (0.8)

2013-14 128,712 10,241 (8.0) 11,215 (8.7) 8,696 (6.8) 1,065 (0.8)

6. A.B.A. Sec. of Legal Educ. & Admissions to the B., Statistics: Ethnic/Gender Data: Longitudinal Charts, Diversity Data 1988-1010, A.B.A., 
http://www.americanbar.org/groups/legal_education/resources/statistics.html (scroll down and click “Diversity Data 1988-2010”) (for fig-
ures through 2009-10); A.B.A. Sec. of Legal Educ. & Admissions to the B., Statistics: Ethnic/Gender Data: Longitudinal Charts, Black or African 
American, A.B.A., http://www.americanbar.org/groups/legal_education/resources/statistics.html (scroll down and click “Black or African 
American”) (for black/African American figures beginning in 2010-11); A.B.A. Sec. of Legal Educ. & Admissions to the B., Statistics: Ethnic/
Gender Data: Longitudinal Charts, All Hispanic, A.B.A., http://www.americanbar.org/groups/legal_education/resources/statistics.html (scroll 
down and click “All Hispanic”) (for Hispanic figures beginning in 2010-11); A.B.A. Sec. of Legal Educ. & Admissions to the B., Statistics: Ethnic/
Gender Data: Longitudinal Charts, Asian, A.B.A., http://www.americanbar.org/groups/legal_education/resources/statistics.html (scroll down 
and click “Asian”) (for Asian American figures beginning in 2010-11); A.B.A. Sec. of Legal Educ. & Admissions to the B., Statistics: Ethnic/Gender 
Data: Longitudinal Charts, American Indian or Alaska Native, A.B.A., http://www.americanbar.org/groups/legal_education/resources/statistics.
html (scroll down and click “American Indian or Alaska Native”) (for Native American figures beginning in 2010-11). Figures include all JD 
candidates enrolled at ABA-approved law schools, excluding Puerto Rican law schools. Figures for Hispanics include Hispanics of any race. 
Figures for Native Americans do not include Native Hawaiians or Pacific Islanders. In 2013–14, there were 279 Hawaiian Natives or other 
Pacific Islanders enrolled in ABA-approved law schools. A.B.A. Sec. of Legal Educ. & Admissions to the B., Statistics: Ethnic/Gender Data: Longi-
tudinal Charts, Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander, http://www.americanbar.org/groups/legal_education/resources/statistics.html (scroll 
down and click “Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander”).
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Table 7 - Initial Employmet by Minority Status and Gender7

1998 White Minority

Male Female Total Male Female Total

Private Practice 59.4% 53.9 57.1 52.8 46.5 49.5

Business 13.5 12.0 12.9 16.0 14.5 15.2

Government 12.6 13.4 13.0 16.4 17.7 17.1

Judicial Clerkships 10.7 14.8 12.4   8.7 11.5 10.2

Public Interest   1.3   3.5   2.2   2.5   5.9   4.3

Academic   0.9   1.0   1.0   1.4   2.0   1.7

Unknown   1.7   1.4   1.5   2.1   1.9   2.0

2003 White Minority

Male Female Total Male Female Total

Private Practice 62.1 58.8 60.5 53.0 53.9 53.5

Business 10.6   8.8   9.7 15.3 11.1 12.9

Government 12.7 12.4 12.6 15.6 15.2 15.3

Judicial Clerkships 10.7 14.1 12.3   8.1 10.4   9.4

Public Interest   1.5   3.5   2.5   3.3   5.7   4.8

Academic   1.0   1.3   1.1   2.1   2.1   2.1

Unknown   1.4   1.1   1.3   2.6   1.5   2.0

2010 White Minority

Male Female Total Male Female Total

Private Practice 55.8 53.1 54.6 53.4 48.8 50.8

Business 14.2 11.7 13.1 15.8 13.7 14.6

Government 13.2 13.1 13.2 14.6 15.0 14.9

Judicial Clerkships 10.6 12.3 11.4   7.4   8.6   8.1

Public Interest 3.9   7.1   5.3   5.4   9.5   7.7

Academic 1.6   2.0   1.6   2.4   3.1   2.8

Unknown 0.6   0.7   0.6   1.0   1.3   1.1

2014 White Minority

Male Female Total Male Female Total

Private Practice 52.8 49.6 51.4 51.0 47.5 49.0

Business 19.0 16.1 17.7 22.1 17.4 19.4

Government 12.0 12.1 12.0 12.1 13.3 12.7

Judicial Clerkships 9.5 11.1 10.2 5.6 7.1 6.5

Public Interest 4.9 8.5 6.5 6.8 11.2 9.4

Unknown 1.8 2.6 2.2 2.4 3.5 3.0

7. Nat’l Ass’n for L. Placement, Jobs & JDs: Employment and Salaries of New Law Graduates, Class of 1998 48 
(1999) [hereinafter Class of 1998] (for 1998 figures); Nat’l Ass’n for L. Placement, Jobs & JDs: Employment and Sala-
ries of New Law Graduates, Class of 2003 52 (2004) [hereinafter Class of 2003] (for 2003 figures); Nat’l Ass’n for L. 
Placement, Jobs & JDs: Employment and Salaries of New Law Graduates, Class of 2010 52 (2011) [hereinafter Class 
of 2010] (for 2010 figures); Nat’l Ass’n for L. Placement, Jobs & JDs: Employment and Salaries of New Law Gradu-
ates, Class of 2014 64 (2015) [hereinafter Class of 2014] (for 2014 figures). Figures for 2010 include only full-time jobs.
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Table 8 - Initial Employment by Race/Ethnicity8

1998 White Af Am. Hisp. As Am. Na Am. 

Private Practice 57.1% 40.1 55.2 55.8 46.6

Business 12.9 16.7 11.6 15.9 19.4

Government 13.0 21.5 17.7 11.9 16.2

Judicial Clerkships 12.4 11.1   7.5 11.4   8.9

Public Interest   2.2   5.1   5.1   2.6   6.3

Academic   1.0   2.6   1.6   1.0   0.5

Unknown   1.5   2.8   1.4   1.6   2.1

2003 White Af Am. Hisp. As Am. Na Am. Latino

Private Practice 60.5 46.3 55.8 59.4 46.4 54.3

Business   9.7 14.6 12.2 12.5 10.2 11.8

Government 12.6 19.1 14.7 10.7 21.7 17.2

Judicial Clerkships 12.3 10.3   6.5 10.3 10.8   7.1

Public Interest   2.5   4.1   6.9   4.1   6.0   6.2

Academic   1.1   3.4   0.9   1.3   2.4   2.2

Unknown   1.3   2.2   3.0   1.7   2.4   1.2

2010 White Af Am. Hisp. As Am. Na Am. Multi-racial

Private Practice 54.6 41.3 55.7 55.6 47.1 46.9

Business 13.1 15.5 12.2 16.3 11.8 13.0

Government 13.2 19.7 14.0 10.6 19.4 18.4

Judicial Clerkships 11.4   8.8   6.6   8.1   5.9 11.1

Public Interest   5.3   8.8   8.6   6.2   8.2   7.9

Academic   1.8   3.8   2.4   2.4   4.1   1.7

Unknown   0.6   2.1   0.6   0.7   2.9   1.0

2014 White Af Am. Hisp. As Am. Na Am. Multi-racial

Private Practice 51.4 37.4 53.5 55.6 46.6 48.6

Business 17.7 23.2 15.7 18.9 18.9 19.9

Government 12.0 17.4 11.4 9.4 16.2 13.5

Judicial Clerkships 10.2 7.0 5.8 6.7 4.1 6.4

Public Interest 6.5 10.7 11.6 6.9 11.5 8.4

Unknown 2.2 4.3 2.0 2.5 2.7 3.2

8. Class of 1998, supra note 7, at 49 (for 1998 figures); Class of 2003, supra note 7, at 53 (for 2003 figures); Class of 2010, 
supra note 7, at 53 (for 2010 figures); Class of 2014, supra note 7, at 65 (for 2014 figures). 2003 figures for Hispanics do not 
include Latinos. NALP defines “Latino” as Mexican, Puerto Rican, or Cuban. Figures for 2010 include only full-time jobs. 
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Table 9 - Initial Employment of Graduates with Disabilities9

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

Private Practice 48.1% 48.9 50.7 46.2 42.2

Business 16.1 16.9 16.4 20.7 19.8

Government 12.3 13.4 10.0 14.6 13.2

Judicial Clerkships 10.8 6.5 7.0 5.3 9.4

Public Interest 8.9 9.3 11.4 8.3 12.2

Academic 2.4 6.5 4.0 4.3 3.3

9. Class of 2010, supra note 7, at 54 (2011) (for 2010 figures); Nat’l Ass’n for L. Placement, Jobs & JDs: Employment 
and Salaries of New Law Graduates, Class of 2011 66 (2012) (for 2011 figures); Nat’l Ass’n for L. Placement, Jobs & 
JDs: Employment and Salaries of New Law Graduates, Class of 2012 66 (2013) (for 2012 figures); Nat’l Ass’n for L. 
Placement, Jobs & JDs: Employment and Salaries of New Law Graduates, Class of 2013 66 (2014) (for 2013 figures); 
Class of 2014, supra note 7, at 66 (for 2014 figures).  Figures for 2010 include only full-time jobs.

Table 10 - Initial Employment of Graduates Identifying as LGB10

2014

Private Practice 41.6

Business 16.1

Government 11.2

Judicial Clerkships 11.2

Public Interest 15.9

Academic 4.2

10. Class of 2014, supra note 7, at 66.
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Table 11 - Distribution of U.S. Lawyers by Type of Employment11

1980 1991 2000 2005

Private Practice 68.0 73.0 74.0 75.0

Private Industry 10.0 9.0 8.0 8.0

Private Association 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0

Federal Judiciary 0.5 0.4 0.3 0.3

State/Local Judiciary 3.0 2.0 2.0 2.0

Federal Government 4.0 4.0 3.0 3.0

State/Local Government 6.0 5.0 4.0 5.0
Legal Aid/Public Defender 2.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Education 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Retired or Inactive 5.0 5.0 5.0 4.0

11. Clara N. Carson & Jeeyoon Park, A.B. Found., The Lawyer Statistical Report: the U.S. Legal Profession in 
2005 5 ( 2012).

Table 12 - Distribution of U.S. Lawyers by Type of Employment 
and Gender12

1980 1991 2000 2005

Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female

Private Practice 73.3% 58.9 77.6 71.9 75.0 71.0 76.3 71.6

Industry/Association 10.7   9.7   9.5   8.5   8.0   9.0   8.2   9.9

Government   9.1 18.2   7.7   8.5   7.0 10.0   6.4 10.2

Judiciary   3.8   4.0   2.8   2.8   3.0   3.0   2.5   2.4

PubInt/Education   3.2   9.2   2.4   4.9   2.0   4.0   1.7   3.0

Retired/Inactive   6.0   3.0   5.0   2.7

12. Lewis A. Kornhauser & Richard Revesz, Legal Education and Entry into the Legal Profession: The Role of Race, Gender, and 
Educational Debt, 70 N.Y.U. L. Rev. 829, 850 (1995) (footnote omitted) (for 1980 data); Clara N. Carson, A.B. Found., The 
Lawyer Statistical Report: the U.S. Legal Profession in 2000 9 (2004) (for 1991 and 2000 data); Carson & Park, supra 
note 11, at 6 (for 2005 data) (some categories were combined for consistency with prior years).
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Tracking the profession’s progress toward 
diversity and inclusion is made difficult by the 
continuing lack of data. Some previous sources 
of demographic data on the profession have 
changed or dried up. 

Table 13 - Representation of Female and Minority Lawyers in 
Law Firms13

Partners Associates

Female Minority Minority F Female Minority Minority F

2009 19.2% 6.1 1.9 45.7 19.7 11.0

2010 19.4 6.2 2.0 45.4 19.5 10.9

2011 19.5 6.7 2.0 45.4 19.9 11.0

2012 19.9 6.7 2.2 45.1 20.3 11.1

2013 20.2 7.1 2.3 44.8 20.9 11.3

2014 21.1 7.3 2.5 44.9 21.6 11.5

2015 21.5 7.5 2.6 44.7 22.0 11.8

13. Press Release, Nat’l Ass’n for L. Placement, Women, Black/African-American Associates Lose Ground at Major U.S. Law 
Firms (Nov. 19, 2015), http://www.nalp.org/lawfirmdiversity_nov2015 [hereinafter November 2015 Release]. Figures are 
based on statistics provided by firms in the NALP Directory of Legal Employers. 

Table 14 - Associates by Gender and Race/Ethnicity14

Af Am. Hisp. As Am.

Total Female Total Female Total Female

2009 4.7% 2.9 3.9 2.0 9.3 5.1

2010 4.4 2.8 3.8 1.9 9.4 5.2

2011 4.3 2.6 3.8 1.9 9.7 5.3

2012 4.2 2.6 3.9 2.0 10 5.4

2013 4.1 2.4 3.8 1.9 10.5 5.6

2014 4.0 2.3 4.0 1.9 10.8 5.8

2015 4.0 2.3 4.3 2.0 10.9 6.0

14. November 2015 Release, supra note 13.  
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Table 15 - Partners by Gender and Race/Ethnicity15

Af Am. Hisp. As Am.

Total Female Total Female Total Female

2009 1.7% 0.6 1.7 0.4 2.2 0.8

2010 1.7 0.6 1.7 0.4 2.3 0.8

2011 1.7 0.6 1.9 0.5 2.4 0.8

2012 1.7 0.6 1.9 0.5 2.5 0.9

2013 1.8 0.6 2.0 0.5 2.7 0.9

2014 1.7 0.6 2.2 0.6 2.7 1.0

2015 1.8 0.6 2.2 0.6 2.9 1.1

15. Id.  

Table 16 - Equity Partners by Gender and Minority Status16

Equity Non-equity

Female Minority Female Minority

2011 15.6% 4.7 27.7 8.3

2012 15.3 4.8 27.3 8.4

2013 16.5 5.4 27.6 9.1

2014 17.1 5.6 28.2 8.9

2015 17.4 5.6 28.8 9.4

16. Nat’l Ass’n for L. Placement, Women and Minorities Maintain Representation Among Equity Partners, Broad Disparities 
Remain, Nat’l Ass’n for L. Placement (Mar. 2016), http://www.nalp.org/0316research.
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Table 17 - Representation of LGBT Lawyers in Law Firms17

Partners Associates

2009 1.4% 2.3

2010 1.5 2.4

2011 1.4 2.4

2012 1.6 2.7

2013 1.7 2.8

2014 1.8 2.9

2015 1.8 3.1

17. Nat’l Ass’n for L. Placement, Although Most Firms Collect GLBT Lawyer Information, Overall Numbers Remain Low, 
Nat’l Ass’n for L. Placement (Dec. 2009), http://www.nalp.org/dec09glbt (for 2009 figures); Nat’l Ass’n for L. Place-
ment, Most Firms Collect LGBT Lawyer Information—LGBT Representation Up Slightly, Nat’l Ass’n for L. Placement (Dec. 
2010), http://nalp.org/dec10lgbt (for 2010 figures); Nat’l Ass’n for L. Placement, Most Firms Collect LGBT Lawyer Informa-
tion, LGBT Representation Steady, Nat’l Ass’n for L. Placement (Dec. 2011), http://www.nalp.org/lgbt_lawyers_dec2011 
(for 2011 figures); Nat’l Ass’n for L. Placement, LGBT Representation Up, Nat’l Ass’n for L. Placement (Jan. 2013), http://
www.nalp.org/lgbt_representation_up_in_2012 (for 2012 figures); Nat’l Ass’n for L. Placement, LGBT Representation Up 
Again in 2013, Nat’l Ass’n for L. Placement (Jan. 2014), http://www.nalp.org/jan14research (for 2013 figures); Nat’l 
Ass’n for L. Placement, LGBT Representation Among Lawyers in 2014, Nat’l Ass’n for L. Placement (Mar. 2015), http://
www.nalp.org/0315research (for 2014 figures); Nat’l Ass’n for L. Placement, LGBT Representation Among Lawyers in 2015, 
Nat’l Ass’n for L. Placement (Dec. 2015), http://www.nalp.org/1215research (for 2015 figures).

Table 18 - Representation of Lawyers with Disabilities in Law Firms18

Partners Associates

2009 0.3% 0.2

2010 0.2 0.2

2011 0.2 0.2

2012 0.3 0.2

2013 0.3 0.3

2014 0.3 0.3

18. Nat’l Ass’n for L. Placement, Reported Number of Lawyers with Disabilities Remains Small, Nat’l Ass’n for L. Place-
ment (Dec. 2009), http://nalp.org/dec09disabled (for 2009 figures); Press Release, Nat’l Ass’n for L. Placement, Law Firm 
Diversity Among Associates Erodes in 2010,  Nat’l Ass’n for L. Placement (Nov. 4, 2010), http://www.nalp.org/2010law
firmdiversity?s=disabilities (for 2010 figures); Press Release, Nat’l Ass’n for L. Placement, Law Firm Diversity Wobbles: Mi-
nority Numbers Bounce Back While Women Associates Extend Two-Year Decline, Nat’l Ass’n for L. Placement (Nov. 3, 2011), 
http://www.nalp.org/2011_law_firm_diversity?s=disabilities (for 2011 figures); Press Release, Nat’l Ass’n for L. Place-
ment, Representation of Women Among Associates Continues to Fall, Even as Minority Associates Make Gains, Nat’l Ass’n for 
L. Placement (Dec. 13, 2012), http://www.nalp.org/2012lawfirmdiversity?s=disabilities (for 2012 figures); Press Release, 
Nat’l Ass’n for L. Placement, Representation of Women Associates Falls for Fourth Straight Year as Minority Associates Continue 
to Make Gains - Women and Minority Partners Continue to Make Small Gains, Nat’l Ass’n for L. Placement (Dec. 11, 2013), 
http://www.nalp.org/lawfirmdiversity_2013  (for 2013 figures); Press Release, Nat’l Ass’n for L. Placement, Diversity 
Numbers at Law Firms Eke Out Small Gains – Numbers for Women Associates Edge Up After Four Years of Decline, Nat’l Ass’n 
for L. Placement (Feb. 17, 2015), http://www.nalp.org/lawfirmdiversity_feb2015 (for 2014 figures).
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Table 19 - Partner Diversity by Firm Size and City (2015)19

Partners

Total Minority Minority Female

Nationwide 51,419 7.5% 2.6

<100 lawyer firms 3,884 5.9 2.0

101-250 lawyer firms 10,467 5.6 1.8

251-500 lawyer firms 11,027 6.9 2.4

501-700 lawyer firms 6,637 7.7 2.6

701+ lawyer firms 19,404 9.2 3.1

Atlanta 1,236 8.3 2.1

Austin 356 12.6 3.9

Boston area 1,607 4.3 1.6

Charlotte 463 4.8 1.5

Chicago 3,269 6.6 2.3

Cleveland 349 2.9 0.9

Columbus 342 5.0 1.5

Dallas 933 6.7 2.1

Denver 525 5.0 1.7

Detroit area 723 4.4 1.8

Houston 1,023 9.8 3.0

Indianapolis 362 3.3 1.7

Kansas City 419 4.1 1.0

Los Angeles area 1,983 13.9 4.9

Miami 559 29.9 8.2

Milwaukee 550 3.5 1.3

Minneapolis 1,063 2.9 1.3

New York City 6,332 8.2 2.9

Newark area 529 4.5 1.7

Orange County 583 13.2 3.8

Philadelphia 751 4.0 1.3

Phoenix 581 5.9 1.4

Pittsburgh 556 2.9 0.9

Portland area 369 4.9 2.2

San Diego 267 13.1 2.3

San Francisco 1,245 13.2 4.3

San Jose area 790 16.1 4.6

Seattle area 920 8.9 3.4

St. Louis 744 3.9 1.3

Washington D.C. 4,780 8.5 3.2

19. Nat’l Ass’n for L. Placement, Women and Minorities at Law Firms by Race and Ethnicity – New Findings for 2015, Nat’l 
Ass’n for L. Placement (Jan. 2016), http://www.nalp.org/0116research?.
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Table 20 - Female and Minority Representation Among Corporate 
Counsel20

Female Af Am. Hisp. As Am. Na Am. Other Minority

2001 31.5% 12.5

2004 37.0 2.0 3.0 3.0   0.0 2.0 10.0

2006 39.0 3.0 3.0 3.0   0.0 2.0 11.0

2011 41.0 4.0 3.0 5.0 <1.0 3.0 15.0

2015 49.5 4.0 5.0 7.0

20. Ass’n of Corporate Counsel, ACC 2001 Census of U.S. In-House Counsel (2001), http://www.acc.com/
legalresources/resource.cfm?show=16320 (for 2001 figures); Ass’n of Corporate Counsel, 2011 Census Report 
72 (2012), http://www.acc.com/legalresources/loader.cfm?csModule=security/getfile&pageid=1307039 (for 2004, 
2006, and 2011 figures); Ass’n of Corporate Counsel, 2015 ACC Global Census: A Profile of In-House Coun-
sel:  Executive Summary 26 (2015),  http://www.acc.com/vl/public/Surveys/loader.cfm?csModule=security/
getfile&pageid=1411922&page=/legalresources/surveys/index.cfm&qstring=&title=2015%20ACC%20Global%20Cen-
sus%20Executive%20Summary&recorded=1 (for 2015 figures). Figures for 2015 are based on survey of 5,012 in-house 
counsel from 73 countries. Id. at 1. Figures include lawyers at all levels of in-house work, from entry level to chief legal 
officer. Race and ethnic data are based on U.S. respondents only. Id. at 26.

The percentage of graduates with disabilities 
who start off in private practice has declined 
in recent years, whereas the percentage who 
start off in business or public interest has in-
creased, consistent with other groups.
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Table 21 - Federal Government Lawyers by Race/Ethnicity 
and Gender21

2002 Af Am. (%) Hisp. (%) As Am. (%) Na Am. (%) Minority (%)

Law Clerks 26 (9.4) 21 (7.6) 28 (10.1) 2 (0.7) 77 (27.9)

Male 12 (4.3) 6 (2.2) 9 (3.3) 1 (0.4) 28 (10.1)

Female 14 (5.1) 15 (5.4) 19 (6.9) 1 (0.4) 49 (17.8)

General Attorneys 2,461 (8.7) 1,141 (4.0) 1,013 (3.6) 144 (0.5) 4,759 (16.9)

Male 977 (3.5) 593 (2.1) 443 (1.6) 74 (0.3) 2,087   (7.4)

Female 1,484 (5.3) 548 (1.9) 570 (2.0) 70 (0.2) 2,672   (9.5)

Admin. Law Judges 54 (4.1) 51 (3.8) 11 (0.8) 16 (1.2) 132 (9.9)

Male 39 (2.9) 45 (3.4) 8 (0.6) 12 (0.9) 104 (7.8)

Female 15 (1.1) 6 (0.5) 3 (0.2) 4 (0.3) 28 (2.1)

2006 Af Am. (%) Hisp. (%) As Am. (%) Na Am. (%) Minority (%)

Law Clerks 29 (9.4) 11 (3.6) 24 (7.8) 4 (1.3) 69 (22.5)

Male 7 (2.3) 8 (2.6) 10 (2.3) 2 (0.7) 28   (9.1)

Female 22 (7.2) 3 (1.0) 14 (4.6) 2 (0.7) 41 (13.4)

General Attorneys 2,570 (8,7) 1,218 (4.1) 1,292 (4.4) 145 (0.5) 5,237 (17.6)

Male 935 (3.2) 624 (2.1) 548 (1.8) 66 (0.2) 2,179   (7.3)

Female 1,635 (5.5) 594 (2.0) 743 (2.5) 79 (0.3) 3,058 (10.3)

Admin. Law Judges 67 (4.8) 54 (3.9) 8 (0.6) 17 (1.2) 147 (10.5)

Male 44 (3.1) 49 (3.5) 6 (0.4) 11 (0.8) 111   (7.9)

Female 23 (1.6) 5 (0.4) 2 (0.1) 6 (0.4) 36   (2.6)

2010 Af Am. (%) Hisp. (%) As Am. (%) Na Am. (%) Minority (%)

Law Clerks 33 (9.0) 13 (3.5) 32 (8.7) 1 (0.3) 79 (21.5)

General Attorneys 3,026 (8.7) 1,391 (4.0) 1,888 (5.4) 202 (0.6) 6,507 (18.7)

Admin. Law Judges 100 (6.1) 72 (4.4) 23 (1.4) 19 (1.2) 214 (13.0)

21. Kay Coles James, U.S. Office of Pers. Mgmt., Demographic Profile of the Federal Workforce, U.S. Office of Pers. Mgmt. 
(2003), http://www.opm.gov/feddata/demograp/02demo.pdf (for 2002 figures); U.S. Office of Pers. Mgmt., Demographic 
Profile of the Federal Workforce: Table 3, U.S. Office of Pers. Mgmt. (2008), http://www.opm.gov/feddata/demograp/
table3mw.pdf (for 2006 figures); U.S. Office of Pers. Mgmt., Demographic Profile of the Federal Workforce: Table 3, U.S. Office 
of Pers. Mgmt. (2013), http://www.opm.gov/policy-data-oversight/data-analysis-documentation/federal-employment-
reports/demographics/2010/table3mw.pdf (for 2010 figures) (figures for 2010 represent women and men combined).
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Table 22 - U.S. Judges by Gender and Race/Ethnicity (BLS)22

Judges Female Af Am. Hisp. As Am. Minority

2003 59,000 54.1% 15.5 4.4 0.5 20.4

2004 64,000 56.7 12.8 7.4 2.2 22.4

2005 70,000 41.2 7.0 5.9 4.6 17.5

2006 66,000 35.5 11.3 2.0 1.9 15.2

2007 68,000 43.3 9.1 8.1 0.1 17.3

2008 54,000 43.6 6.8 3.2 0.3 10.3

2009 73,000 44.2 4.8 7.0 3.2 15.0

2010 71,000 36.4 12.5 7.8 3.9 24.2

2011 67,000 44.4 11.5 8.3 1.1 20.9

2012 67,000 39.0 12.8 4.5 0.7 18.0

2013 55,000 35.6 7.8 6.3 0.1 14.2

2014 53,000 51.7 10.9 4.8 3.2 18.9

2015 58,000 39.0 11.8 6.4 6.2 23.5

22. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Labor Force Statistics from the Current Population Survey, Annual 
Average Data, Table 11: Employed Persons by Detailed Occupation, Sex, Race, and Hispanic or Latino Ethnicity, U.S. Dep’t of 
Labor, http://www.bls.gov/cps/tables.htm (follow links for individual years and scroll down to “Characteristics of the 
Employed,” Table 11). Figures represent those reported for “judges, magistrates, and other judicial workers,” available 
beginning in 2003). Figures for minorities are derived from aggregating the minority categories listed.

Minority representation among judges is dif-
ficult to assess because of yearly fluctuations in 
the Bureau of Labor Statistics data. In 2015, the 
Bureau reported that 23.5% of U.S. judges were 
minorities—and 6.2% were Asian American, the 
highest percentage ever reported.
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Table 24 - Article III (Lifetime) Judges by GLBT and 
Disability Status24   

Total GLBT (%) Disabled (%)

Carter (1777-80) 262 0 (0.0) 1 (0.4)

Reagan (1981-88) 383 0 (0.0) 1 (0.3)

Bush I (1989-92) 193 0 (0.0) 1 (0.5)

Clinton (1993-00) 378 1 (0.4) 3 (0.8)

Bush II (2001-08) 327 0 (0.0) 2 (0.6)

Obama (2009-16) 329 11 (3.3) 0 (0.0)

24. Snapshot, supra note 23. Figures for GLBT judges and judges with disabilities are not available prior to 1977 or for 
pending nominees.

Table 23 - Article III (Lifetime) Judges by Gender and Race/Ethnicity23  

Total Female (%) Af Am. (%) Hisp. (%) As Am. (%) Na Am. (%)

Nixon (1969-74) 227 6   (2.6) 2   (0.9) 1 (0.4) 0 (0.0)

Ford (1974-76) 65 3   (4.6) 1   (1.5) 2 (3.1) 0 (0.0)

Carter (1777-80) 262 41 (15.7) 37 (14.1) 16   (6.1) 3 (1.1) 1 (0.3)

Reagan (1981-88) 383 32   (8.8) 7   (1.8) 14   (3.6) 2 (0.5) 0 (0.0)

Bush I (1989-92) 193 36 (18.7) 13   (6.7) 8   (4.1) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0)

Clinton (1993-00) 378 111 (29.4) 62 (16.4) 25   (6.6) 5 (1.3) 1 (0.3)

Bush II (2001-08) 327 71 (21.8) 24   (7.3) 30  (9.1) 4 (1.2) 0 (0.0)

Obama (2009-16) 329 138 (42.0) 62 (18.8) 36 (10.9) 22  (6.7) 1 (0.3)

Obama (Pending) 54 27 (50.0) 9 (16.7) 4   (7.4) 6 (11.1) 0 (0.0)

23. Alliance for Justice, Judicial Selection Project 2001–02 Biennial Report 7, 10–11 (2003) (for 1969–1976 
data); Alliance for Justice, Judicial Selection Snapshot, Alliance for Justice 4 (2016), http://www.afj.org/wp-content/
uploads/2015/01/Judicial_Selection_Snapshot.pdf [hereinafter Snapshot] (for 1977–2016 data). Figures for female judicial 
appointments are not available prior to 1977. Figures for Obama (2009–16) include all judges confirmed. Figures for Asian 
Americans include “Asian Pacific Americans” and “Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islanders.” Id.
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Table 25 - Law Faculty by Gender and Minority Status25

Deans (%) Full Prof. (%) Assoc Prof. (%) Asst Prof. (%)

1990-91

Minority 12   (6.8) 212   (6.2) 193 (18.8) 123 (19.3)

Female 15   (8.5) 481 (13.1) 375 (34.9) 313 (46.3)

Deans (%) Full Prof. (%) Assoc Prof. (%) Asst Prof. (%)

1995-96

Minority 17   (9.5) 336   (8.6) 282 (24.5) 186 (28.7)

Female 15   (8.4) 749 (18.1) 501 (41.8) 351 (52.8)

Deans (%) Full Prof. (%) Assoc Prof. (%) Asst Prof. (%)

2000-01

Minority 15   (8.5) 492 (11.5) 271 (24.2) 152 (27.6)

Female 23 (12.5) 955 (22.0) 437 (43.4) 201 (44.6)

Deans (%) Full Prof. (%) Assoc Prof. (%) Asst Prof. (%)

2005-06

Minority 21 (11.5) 608 (14.0) 302 (28.8) 180 (29.6)

Female 36 (18.8) 1,185 (25.9) 491 (43.8) 319 (45.1)

Deans (%) Full Prof. (%) Assoc Prof. (%) Asst Prof. (%)

2008-09

Minority 27 (13.6) 772 (13.5) 367 (23.4) 261 (25.1)

Female 41 (20.6) 1,706 (29.9) 734 (46.8) 554 (53.4)

Fall, 2013 Tenured (%) Tenure Track (%)

Minority 42 (20.8) 907 (16.8) 460 (30.5)

Female 58 (28.7) 1,766 (32.7) 731 (48.4)

25. IILP Review 2014: The State of Diversity and Inclusion in the Legal Profession 35 (2014) (for 1990–91, 1995–
96, 2000–01, 2005–06, and  2008–09 data); A.B.A. Sec. of Legal Educ. & Admissions to the B., Statistics: Ethnic/Gender Data: 
Longitudinal Charts, Law School Faculty & Staff by Ethnicity and Gender, http://www.americanbar.org/groups/legal_educa-
tion/resources/statistics.html (scroll down and click “Law School Faculty & Staff by Ethnicity and Gender”) [hereinafter 
Law School Faculty Chart] (for 2013 data). Figures are based on all full-time faculty listed in the AALS Directory of Law 
Teachers for whom race/ethnicity is known. 
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Table 26 - Law Faculty by Gender and Race/Ethnicity (2013)26

Total (%) Af Am. (%) Hisp. (%) As Am. (%) Am Ind. (%)

Deans 202 (100.0) 26 (12.9) 12 (5.9) 3 (1.5) 1 (0.5)

Male 144 (71.3) 15 (7.4) 7 (3.5) 3 (1.5) 0 (0.0)

Female 58 (28.7) 11 (5.4) 5 (2.5) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0)

Tenured 5,398 (100.0) 464 (8.6) 222 (4.1) 181 (3.4) 28 (0.5)

Male 3,632 (67.3) 226 (4.2) 140 (2.6) 115 (2.1) 18 (0.3)

Female 1,766 (32.7) 238 (4.4) 82 (1.5) 66 (1.2) 10 (0.2)

Tenure Track 1,509 (100.0) 200 (13.3) 97 (6.4) 129 (8.5) 15 (1.0)

Male 778 (51.6) 76 (5.0) 52 (3.4) 68 (4.5) 4 (0.3)

Female 731 (48.4) 124 (8.2) 45 (3.0) 61 (4.0) 11 (0.7)

Part-Time 8,361 (100.0) 337 (4.0) 293 (3.5) 214 (2.6) 22 (0.3)

Male 5,667 (67.8) 173 (2.0) 190 (2.3) 119 (1.4) 12 (0.1)

Female 2694 (47.5) 164 (2.0) 103 (1.2) 95 (1.1) 10 (0.1)

26. Law School Faculty Chart, supra note 25.
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An Innovative Approach to Hiring 
Lawyers: One Firm’s New Program 
Reflects Its Firm Values and 
Eliminates Implicit Bias
Lisa A. Brown
Professional Development Partner, Schiff Hardin LLP

Law firm diversity starts with recruiting. Retention is often treated like a separate matter. Brown, 
however, has been working with her law firm to create a recruitment program that simultaneously 
addresses many of the issues that arise after a diverse lawyer has been hired and go to the heart of 
diversity retention problems for law firms. Here, she shares just how the program works. 

I. Introduction: The “Traditional” Hiring Process and the Reasons for Abandoning It 

In 2011, we at Schiff Hardin LLP, an AmLaw 200 firm headquartered in Chicago, determined that the 
traditional interviewing process was not bringing in the talented, diverse lawyers whom we sought. 
Large firms like Schiff Hardin had for years used virtually the same cookie-cutter interview process for 

entry-level associate hiring: an on-campus screening interview, followed by a callback interview consist-
ing of thirty-minute one-on-one interviews and a lunch.  

We knew our hiring goals were different from other firms’ goals. Shouldn’t our recruiting process also 
be different? This question made us take a step back and ask ourselves what we were looking for. We 
found several answers.  

Most fundamentally, we wanted new lawyers who valued what we value: collaborating with colleagues, 
focusing on our clients’ needs, communicating clearly in writing and orally, taking ownership of developing 
their careers, and learning and seeking out new and interesting work challenges from day one.

In addition, Schiff Hardin had long had a unique associate development model, and we sought a 
recruiting process that would complement it. We do not hire new associates into practice groups but 
rather let them spend up to a year exploring different areas. We focus on associate training and have a full-
time, in-house legal writing coach who hosts workshops and works one-on-one with our newest associ-
ates (as well as with more experienced lawyers). Further, associates get early experience because most 
Schiff Hardin teams include only one partner and one associate who work closely together. Finally, associ-
ates develop and advance at their own pace. Our competency structure is flexible and does not limit asso-
ciates to lockstep advancement.

We determined that—no surprises here—law students are much more than their grades and academic 
qualifications. Moreover, we found that grades and academic successes alone were not strong predictors 
of success at Schiff Hardin. We were further concerned that the traditional interviewing process could be 
implicitly biased against diverse candidates. Finally, we needed information that would show us whether 
candidates had the attributes to succeed and be happy practicing law at Schiff Hardin. We wanted a more 
complete understanding of our candidates and a process that was objective and effective.   
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Our research showed that one of the most frequent reasons younger associates did not succeed at Schiff 
Hardin was because of their written communication skills. For that reason, we looked for an early way to 
analyze candidates’ writing, both for screening purposes and to determine how we might help someone 
with writing challenges  

II. How the New Hiring Program Works

The new hiring program has several different parts. In addition, we retained some of our old system, 
including one-on-one interviews, a review of law school writing samples, and a lunch with associates.

First, we expanded the pool of candidates we consider. We felt comfortable interviewing at more law 
schools and more job fairs because of our new callback process. Between 2009 and 2014, we more than 
doubled the number of law schools we visit and committed to interviewing at several job fairs that focused 
on diverse candidates, including the Cook County Minority Job Fair, the Southeastern Minority Job Fair, 
and the National LGBT Bar Association Lavender Law Career Fair. We also committed to interviewing 
candidates with a greater range of grades. 

Second, we created a new callback interview format. During callbacks, candidates interview with a 
group of three to four partners (the “panel interview”). The partners take turns asking behavioral inter-
view questions designed to gather more information about the candidates, including their work, aca-
demic, extracurricular, community, and other individual life experiences. The questions explore candidates’ 
experiences solving real-world problems, working with and leading teams, learning new skills, resolving 
conflicts, and building successful relationships. Those are all traits associated with long-term success at 
Schiff Hardin. The format is substantive and interactive; the tone is rigorous and dynamic.  

We made the panel interviews more objective and the interviewers more accountable in an effort to 
eliminate any implicit bias in the interview process. Interviewers do not access candidates’ law school 
transcripts. We include at least one diverse or female partner on each interview panel and put all inter-
viewers through the same rigorous training program. Further, the “structured” aspect of the panel means 
that interview scores do not depend on personal connections or the idiosyncratic leanings of particular 
interviewers. We cover the same topics with every candidate and ask virtually the same questions, dig-
ging deeper with customized follow-up questions. 

The evaluation process also ensures that the four interviewers “own” their evaluation more than they 
do in a one-on-one interview. After conducting a panel interview, the panel members discuss the candi-
date’s responses and work together to reach a consensus evaluation of the candidate. With this process, 
panel members cannot rely on “gut feel” but must instead articulate and defend their evaluations on the 
basis of whether the candidate has demonstrated specific traits and characteristics. Panel members then 
broker consensus as a group. Further, because they have spent sixty minutes with the candidate—rather 
than the typical thirty minutes—and more time discussing what they heard, they are more invested in the 
process and in each individual candidate they interview. Finally, the process eliminates another possible 
source of implicit bias: the ill-prepared or poor interviewer. This type of interviewer fails to gather relevant 
information from the candidate and instead falls back on “gut feel” or conventional measures of achieve-
ment such as grades.  

Finally, we added a writing exercise to our callback interview, which the candidate completes while at 
the firm. We provide a personalized letter to the candidate describing a brief client problem. The problem 
is discrete and the candidate can address it in the time allotted without any specific knowledge of the 
subject matter. We ask the candidate to draft a response. This exercise does not resemble any law school 
assignment that we know about and therefore does not favor candidates who have performed well in 
legal writing class. Rather, it measures analytical and communication abilities that all lawyers must have: 
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how to read and digest a legal issue and how to explain it to a layperson who is experiencing a problem. 
Our evaluation of these exercises is completely blind; the evaluator does not know the race, gender, law 
school, or any other characteristics of the candidate. Our evaluation focuses both on the tone of the work—
especially the candidate’s ability to convey empathy and relate to the writer—as well as the substantive 
content and the writing style. 

Not one part of our callback process is dispositive. The hiring committee considers all aspects of the 
interview, such as the panel interview, the writing exercise, the one-on-one interviews, and the lunch 
interview, as well as the candidate’s paper record.  

III.  The Results 

Our data suggest that the panel interviews and writing exercise significantly mitigate implicit biases. 
Women and diverse candidates both perform well. Further, the new system does not favor students from 
elite law schools or with any particular pre-law schoolwork experience.

Difference in Means Analysis of Panel Interview and Writing Exercise

In addition to quantitative results, we are also collecting qualitative data. Each year, we engage an out-
side consultant to gather candidate feedback to ensure that different groups do not feel the experience of 
the panel interview differently. They do not. Diverse and non-diverse candidates report that they like hav-
ing the opportunity to share more of their stories and life experiences, and prefer the panel system to tra-
ditional law firm interviews. They also report that the panel interview feels “fairer” than other law firm 
interviews. They know we are covering the same topics and asking every candidate the same questions, 
so their success is not tied to first-impression bias or “hitting it off” personally with the interviewer.

AVERAGE PANEL INTERVIEW and WRITING EXERCISE SCORES:    
n = 515 law students interviewed 2011-2015. Mean comparisons show no statistically 
significant difference in scores between men, women, diverse, or non-diverse 
candidates on the writing exercise. Mean comparisons show that women and diverse 
candidates perform slightly better than their counterparts in the panel interview.  
 
Also, the data shows that high scores on the panel interview and the writing exercise 
are powerful selection tools. Associates who receive permanent offers and stay at 
Schiff Hardin for more than one year tend to have performed better in the panel and 
on the writing exercise:
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Further, during the panel interview, candidates get a glimpse into the firm’s culture—including the rela-
tionship among partners and the firm’s investment in associates. Many also like having the ability to show 
through their writing exercise that they are ready to communicate with clients when they start practicing 
law.

Finally, our national diversity rankings have improved since we implemented our new recruiting pro-
cess. Before 2011, Schiff Hardin never made the Vault rankings. In 2016 we ranked second, seventh, and 
ninth, respectively, for best law firms for women, minorities, and overall diversity. 

IV. Conclusion

When we made these changes to Schiff Hardin’s hiring process, we did not know what effect they 
would have on our recruiting efforts. We have been pleasantly surprised. Since we started interviewing at 
a larger number of law schools and job fairs and using the panel interview and writing exercise, more 
students are signing up for interviews and a higher percentage are accepting offers of summer employ-
ment. We have also seen a higher number of diverse candidates and been more successful in hiring them. 
While we continue to review this process and analyze the results, early signs are promising. And there has 
been one unexpected benefit: the new process helps to differentiate Schiff Hardin in the marketplace and 
to show candidates, recruiters, and law schools part of what makes the firm unique. 
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The Scientific Basis for the Ethical 
Obligation to Require Action to 
Eliminate Bias and Promote 
Diversity in the Legal Profession
David L. Douglass
Partner, Sheppard, Mullin, Richter & Hampton LLP

Despite the American Bar Association’s August, 2016 adoption of a resolution to add an anti-
discrimination and anti-harassment provision to the Model Rules of Professional Conduct, not 
all lawyers are in agreement as to the need for or legitimacy of such a provision. Here, Douglass 
approaches the issue and makes the case from a completely different angle: the science behind 
ethical obligations requiring action to eliminate bias and promote diversity.

I. Introduction

In 2012, the Institute for Inclusion in the Legal Profession (IILP) wrote to the American Bar Association 
(ABA), requesting that it amend the Model Rules of Professional Responsibility to require lawyers to 
promote diversity in the profession.1 The letter observed:  

The legal profession continues to lag behind other professions in terms of diversity. Given the impor-
tance of our justice system, and the roles and responsibilities that lawyers and judges bear, it is critical 
for our profession to affirmatively address diversity in the Model Rules of Professional Conduct.2

IILP proposed the addition of a new section:

[The new section] would specifically make efforts to increase diversity and inclusion in the legal pro-
fession a matter of ethics and professional conduct. Doing so would align well with both the ABA’s 
existing Goal III, which seeks to “eliminate bias and enhance diversity” in the legal profession, and 
with existing standards in several states. The worthy objectives of Goal III promote “full and equal 
participation in the association, our profession, and the justice system by all persons” and the elimina-
tion of “bias in the legal profession and the justice system.” Goal III and its objectives are indisputably 
admirable.3

The ABA declined this request: “Model Rule 8.4 Comment 3 already clarifies ‘that any conduct that 
manifest by words or conduct bias or prejudice is prejudicial to the administration of justice and therefore 
is prohibited.’” The Committee did note that it might be an appropriate issue for consideration by the 
Diversity Center.4

1. Letter from Marc Firestone, Chairman, Institute for Inclusion in the Legal Profession, to A.B.A. (Sept. 14, 2012),   http://
www.theiilp.com/modelrules (last viewed Aug. 9, 2016).

2. Id.
3. Id.
4. See Letter from Jack Rives, Executive Director and Chief Operating Officer, A.B.A., to Institute for Inclusion In the 

Legal Profession (Dec. 12, 2012), http://www.theiilp.com/modelrules (last viewed Aug. 9, 2016). The letter actually mis-
quotes Comment [3], which does not explicitly prohibit prejudicial conduct or words, but rather links prejudicial conduct 
back to Rule 8.4(d), which classifies conduct that is prejudicial to the administration of justice as “professional misconduct.” 
The effect of the ABA’s response is to overstate the force of the Comment’s prohibition. In so doing, it creates the appearance 
that the ABA treated dismissively a constructive suggestion to address a serious issue by an organization and individuals 
committed to promoting diversity in the profession.



IILP Review 2017 •••• 67

This response, disappointing as it is, reflects an outdated understanding of the causes, nature, and 
impact of bias. This ignorance causes the Rules to perpetuate the very discriminatory behaviors the ABA 
claims it prohibits. This article will argue that the scientific understanding of implicit bias reveals that all 
lawyers–indeed, all people–engage in bias on the basis of race, sex, lifestyle, disability, age, and religion 
every day. Implementing reasonable measures to overcome this implicit bias is necessary to comply with 
the letter and the spirit of the Rules.

II.  Implicit Bias

What is implicit bias? Interestingly, the ABA’s Litigation Section offers an explanation:

We naturally assign people into various social categories divided by salient and chronically accessible 
traits, such as age, gender, race, and role. And just as we might have implicit cognitions that help us 
walk and drive, we have implicit social cognitions that guide our thinking about social categories. 
Where do these schemas come from? They come from our experiences with other people, some of 
them direct (i.e., real-world encounters) but most of them vicarious (i.e., relayed to us through stories, 
books, movies, media, and culture).

If we unpack these schemas further, we see that some of the underlying cognitions include stereo-
types, which are simply traits that we associate with a category. For instance, if we think that a par-
ticular category of human beings is frail–such as the elderly–we will not raise our guard. If we think 
that another category is foreign–such as Asians–we will be surprised by their fluent English. These 
cognitions also include attitudes, which are overall, evaluative feelings that are positive or negative. 
For instance, if we identify someone as having graduated from our beloved alma mater, we will feel 
more at ease. The term “implicit bias” includes both implicit stereotypes and implicit attitudes.

Though our shorthand schemas of people may be helpful in some situations, they also can lead to 
discriminatory behaviors if we are not careful. Given the critical importance of exercising fairness and 
equality in the court system, lawyers, judges, jurors, and staff should be particularly concerned about 
identifying such possibilities.5

To oversimplify, the science of neuro-cognition reveals that our subconscious brain processes informa-
tion faster than our conscious brain influencing our attitudes and actions. Because, by definition, we are 
unaware of our subconscious processing, we are unaware of these thoughts and how they can influence 
our attitudes and actions. Scientists, however, can now observe and measure this implicit bias through the 
Implicit Association Test (IAT), which has been used worldwide for more than twenty years.

5. Jerry Kang, Implicit Bias: A Primer for Courts Prepared for the National Campaign to Ensure the Racial and Ethnic Fairness of 
America’s State Courts (Aug. 2009), http://www.ncsc.org/ibprimer.

This response, disappointing as it is, reflects an 
outdated understanding of the causes, nature, 
and impact of bias. This ignorance causes the 
Rules to perpetuate the very discriminatory 
behaviors the ABA claims it prohibits. 
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The IAT measures our implicit biases by measuring how long it takes a subject to sort words when 
presented juxtaposed against images of people. The IAT reveals that when positive words–happy, nice, 
smart–are juxtaposed against a Caucasian face, we can sort them faster than when they are juxtaposed 
against an African American face. We sort negative words–violent, dumb, mean–faster when juxtaposed 
to an African American face than when juxtaposed against a Caucasian face. What does that mean? It 
means that we are so conditioned to associate negative images with African Americans that when a favor-
able word or concept is associated with an African American face, it takes a heartbeat longer to sort that 
word properly (and when I say “we,” I mean all of us. The results are universal across racial, gender, and 
age groups. All of us associate negative traits with African Americans more so than we do with Caucasian 
Americans).

One’s initial reaction may be, “so what? It’s just a heartbeat, less than a second.” After that heartbeat, 
the conscious mind kicks in, catches up, takes over, and overcomes that initial split-second reaction. Right? 
No. Not so much. According to Professor Kang:

There is increasing evidence that implicit biases, as measured by the IAT, do predict behavior in the 
real world—in ways that can have real effects on real lives. Professor  John Jost (NYU, psychology) 
and colleagues have provided a recent literature review (in press) of ten studies that managers should 
not ignore. Among the findings from various laboratories are: 

•	 implicit bias predicts the rate of callback interviews;

•	 implicit bias predicts awkward body language, which could influence whether folks feel 

that they are being treated fairly or courteously;

To oversimplify, the science of neuro-cognition 
reveals that our subconscious brain processes 

information faster than our conscious brain 
influencing our attitudes and actions. Because, by 

definition, we are unaware of our subconscious 
processing, we are unaware of these thoughts 
and how they can influence our attitudes and 

actions. Scientists, however, can now observe and 
measure this implicit bias through the Implicit 

Association Test (IAT), which has been used 
worldwide for more than twenty years.
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•	 implicit bias predicts how we read the friendliness of facial expressions;

•	 implicit bias predicts more negative evaluations of ambiguous actions by an African 

American, which could influence decision-making in hard cases;

•	 implicit bias predicts more negative evaluations of agentic (i.e. confident, aggressive, 

ambitious) women in certain hiring conditions;

•	 implicit bias predicts the amount of shooter bias—how much easier it is to shoot African 

Americans compared to Whites in a videogame simulation;

•	 implicit bias predicts voting behavior in Italy;

•	 implicit bias predicts binge-drinking, suicide ideation, and sexual attraction to children.6

To summarize, the science of implicit bias reveals that all of us have subconscious biases against those 
who society portrays negatively, which impacts our attitudes toward and interactions with members of 
those groups. In other words, we all discriminate. We can’t help ourselves. And our subconscious dis-
crimination perpetuates the social inequalities our conscious minds are committed to eliminating.

III.  Implicit Bias and the Model Rules

Comment 3 to Rule 8.4 (Misconduct) provides:

A lawyer who, in the course of representing a client, knowingly manifests by words or conduct, bias or 
prejudice based upon race, sex, religion, national origin, disability, age, sexual orientation or socioeco-
nomic status, violates paragraph (d) when such actions are prejudicial to the administration of justice.7 

If the science of implicit bias reveals that each of us, regardless of our social category, manifests bias or 
prejudice against socially disfavored groups, then it necessarily follows that all attorneys are violating the 
Rule’s prohibition on bias or prejudice. The question the ABA must address is whether the fact that we all 
do it makes it okay. Can it be—should it be—that it is misconduct to consciously discriminate but okay to 
do so subconsciously when we know that both forms of discrimination invidiously inflict measurable 
harm on those against whom we have a bias? The answer must be no.

6. Id. at 4 (citations omitted).
7. Model Rules of Prof’l Conduct R. 8.4 cmt. 3,  http://www.americanbar.org/groups/professional_responsibility/

publications/model_rules_of_professional_conduct/rule_8_4_misconduct/comment_on_rule_8_4.html. 
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The harm goes beyond our complicity in perpetuating systems of inequality we have committed to 
eradicate. It harms our clients in ways that also fail to meet our professional obligations. Rule 1.1 provides 
“[a] lawyer shall provide competent representation to a client. Competent representation requires the 
legal knowledge, skill, thoroughness and preparation reasonably necessary for the representation.” The 
Comments to the Rule emphasize the importance of thoroughly analyzing and understanding all dimen-
sions of the client’s legal needs.8

The business case for diversity, which has become popular in the profession, rests on the premise that 
in a diverse society, it is essential for companies to understand their diverse customers. Consequently, 
many companies actively, and some aggressively, promote diversity in their organizations and demand 
their outside counsel to do the same. I would argue that while there is a business (i.e., financial) case for 
diversity, there is also an ethical case for diversity. Implicit bias distorts our perception, impairs our under-
standing with respect to those with whom we interact on behalf of our clients, and blinds us to opportuni-
ties. As Sylvia Stevens has observed:

A lawyer who doesn’t recognize cultural differences may be insensitive to a client’s cultural taboos, 
expectations, family norms or communication and conflict-resolution styles. The lawyer will be less 
effective in establishing a relationship of trust and confidence with clients from other cultures, and the 
failure to understand the significance of cultural differences and misinterpretation of client behavior 
may lead the lawyer to implement ineffective case strategies.9

The lack of diversity in the profession deprives lawyers of access to diverse cultural experiences upon 
which to draw in an effort to meet a client’s needs, whether by failing to understand the client or failing to 
understand the opposing party. Lawyers that do not associate with diverse lawyers are less able to pro-
vide the culturally competent legal counsel to which their clients are entitled. In the face of demonstrable, 
universal, and persistent forces that frustrate the letter and spirit of the Rules, what should the ABA do? It 
should acknowledge the science of implicit bias and its demonstrable harm to the impartial administra-
tion of justice. The ABA Section of Litigation has already done just that. It has established a “landmark 
website offering critical information and resources for ABA members and other stakeholders” to “help 
combat implicit bias in the justice system.”10

Next, the ABA should acknowledge that it is no longer sufficient to prohibit conscious bias or prejudice; 
lawyers have a professional obligation to remedy implicit bias. These remedial measures can be as simple 
moving the offices of diverse lawyers closer to influential lawyers in the firm. Perhaps one remedial mea-
sure that is less simple but not burdensome is changing the point in the interview process at which grades 
are considered to provide space for the interviewer to get to know the candidate. Ensuring that recruit-
ment and evaluation committees are diverse and promoting diverse lawyers to senior positions in the 
organization have also been shown to improve the success of diverse lawyers. There are many others. The 
specific measure or measures that a lawyer or firm should adopt should of course be left to the lawyer or 
firm; however, requiring lawyers to take steps to represent clients more effectively is certainly well-within 
the spirit if not the letter of the Rules. As Rule 1.3 states:

A lawyer should pursue a matter on behalf of a client despite opposition, obstruction or personal 
inconvenience to the lawyer, and take whatever lawful and ethical measures are required to vindicate 

8. See generally, Model Rules of Prof’l Conduct R. 1.1 cmt. 5 (“Competent handling of a particular matter includes 
inquiry into and analysis of the factual and legal elements of the problem, and use of methods and procedures meeting 
the standards of competent practitioners. It also includes adequate preparation”),  http://www.americanbar.org/groups/
professional_responsibility/publications/model_rules_of_professional_conduct/rule_1_1_competence/comment_on_
rule_1_1.html. 

9. See Sylvia Stevens, Cultural Competency: Is There an Ethical Duty, Oregon State Bar Bulletin (Jan. 2009), https://
www.osbar.org/publications/bulletin/09jan/barcounsel.html.

10. See Implicit Bias Initiative, A.B.A. Section of Litigation, http://www.americanbar.org/groups/litigation/initia-
tives/task-force-implicit-bias.html (last visited Aug. 9, 2016). 
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a client’s cause or endeavor. A lawyer must also act with commitment and dedication to the interests 
of the client and with zeal in advocacy upon the client’s behalf.11 

By amending the Rules to require lawyers to undertake efforts to promote diversity in the profession, 
the ABA will foster solutions to the enduring lack of diversity in the profession. Delaying action to address 
implicit bias is itself inconsistent with the Rules:

Perhaps no professional shortcoming is more widely resented than procrastination. A client’s interests 
often can be adversely affected by the passage of time or the change of conditions…. Even when the 
client’s interests are not affected in substance, however, unreasonable delay can cause a client needless 
anxiety and undermine confidence in the lawyer’s trustworthiness.12

How true. The lack of diversity in the profession has been a persistent and pernicious problem. Delay 
in responding despite scientific evidence of the nature of the problem and the inefficacy of our solutions 
thus far is frustrating our clients’ demands for a more diverse legal workforce.

For these reasons, the ABA should reconsider its rejection of IILP’s request. Acknowledging a profes-
sional obligation to remedy implicit bias, which science tells us is necessary to achieve the goals of the 
Rules, will be a transformative step forward in the ABA’s long commitment to promoting equality in the 
profession.  

11. Model Rules of Prof’l Conduct R. 1.3 cmt. 1, http://www.americanbar.org/groups/professional_responsibility/
publications/model_rules_of_professional_conduct/rule_1_3_diligence/comment_on_rule_1_3.html.

12. Id. at cmt. 3.
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Diversity and Inclusion: 
Transformative Steps Toward a 
More Inclusive Profession
Sharon E. Jones
CEO, Jones Diversity Group LLC

As a profession, we’ve seen some successes in our diversity and inclusion efforts but we are 
far from reaching our goals. Sometimes it feels like we’ve reached a plateau or hit stalemate. 
Where do we go from here? One of the foremost experts on diversity in the legal profession 
reviews the most current diversity trends in the profession and points out the vital next steps if 
we are to see continued success.  
 
I. Introduction

As we approach 2020, it is a good time to examine the progress that has been made with respect to 
diversity and inclusion in the legal profession and to examine where we go from here. The short 
answer is that we have accomplished a great deal over the last twenty years; but we have many 

miles to go before we can say we have reached our goal of creating a diverse legal profession with inclusive 
law firm, government, and corporate legal cultures. In this article, I review the current trends on diversity 
in the legal profession and identify several next steps for continued progress. 

First, let’s define the terms. As I use the term in this article, “diversity” refers to a variety of dimensions 
of difference including, race, ethnicity, age, gender, religion, gender identity, gender expression, sexual ori-
entation, and so forth. We often view diversity as numbers-focused (i.e., how many diverse people work 
here?). Inclusion, on the other hand, refers to the culture of the organization and whether it is a workplace 
environment that values diversity and provides equal opportunity for success for all employees. Having 
diverse people in your workplace does not mean your workplace is inclusive. To determine whether your 
workplace is inclusive, you need to examine whether there are disparities in advancement, leadership 
roles, hiring, attrition, compensation, employee satisfaction, sponsorship, and other aspects of your organi-
zation’s culture. 

II. Current Trends: Race & Ethnicity

All things being equal, we would expect the legal profession to mirror our broader society. Moreover, as 
lawyers and officers of the court, we should expect our profession to mirror the people we serve—namely, 
a diverse population that is becoming more diverse with each year that passes. It is important that the pro-
fession reflect the diversity of the population in order to maintain the appearance of fairness, propriety, and 
the higher ethical values to which our profession aspires. 
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Minority law school enrollment continues to increase,1 but blacks and Latinos are underrepresented 
relative to their representation in the general population.2 Asians, on the other hand, are overrepresented 
relative to their representation in the population.3

Law firm hiring of minority associates has closely followed law school enrollment rates over the last 
few years. According to the 2015-2016 NALP Directory of Legal Employers, the percentage of associates of 
color in law firms was 22.0% and the percentage of partners of color was 7.5%.4 Women of color made up 
2.6% of all partners.5 These percentages have trended up in the last few years, but the rate of increase has 
been extremely slow.6

Before I leave this topic, I want to address the population demographics of our country to provide some 
context for the progress I described above. The United States is projected to be more than 50% people of 
color by 2043.7 In light of the rapidly increasing diversity of society as a whole, the legal profession’s slow 
progress is even more surprising and somewhat perplexing. 

III. Current Trends: Gender

The gender trends share some similarities and some significant differences with the race and ethnicity 
demographic data. For example, women represent approximately 36.0% of the legal profession—signifi-
cantly less than their percentage of the population as a whole (50.8%) and less than their law school 
graduation rate (47.3%).8 In 2015, law firm hiring generally correlated with law school graduation rates, as 
44.7% of associates were women.9 Clearly, women have achieved a critical mass at the lower rungs within  
law firms. Their situation changes drastically when you consider that only 21.5% of partners are women 
(including both equity and non-equity partners).10 

1. Diversity in Law School: JD Minority Enrollment at ABA-Approved Law Schools, Law School Admissions Coun-
cil, http://www.lsac.org/jd/diversity-in-law-school/racial-ethnic-minority-applicants/minorities-in-legal-education-
statistics (showing that minority enrollment increased from 25,753 total minority students in 2000-2001 to 34,584 total 
minority students in 2013-2014). 

2. See NALP Diversity Infographic: Minority Graduates, NALP Directory of Legal Employers, http://www.nalp.org/
uploads/Membership/DiversityInfographic-Minorities.pdf.

3. Id. 
4. See Press Release, Nat’l Ass’n for Law Placement (NALP), Women, Black/African-American Associates Lose 

Ground at Major U.S. Law Firms (Nov. 19, 2015), http://www.nalp.org/lawfirmdiversity_nov2015.
5. Id.
6. Id.
7. See Press Release, U.S. Census Bureau, U.S. Census Bureau Projections Show a Slower Growing, Older, More Di-

verse Nation a Half Century from Now (Dec. 12, 2012),  https://www.census.gov/newsroom/releases/archives/popula-
tion/cb12-243.html.

8. See American Bar Association, Commission on Women in the Profession, A Current Glance at Women in the Law 
(May, 2016), http://www.americanbar.org/content/dam/aba/marketing/women/current_glance_statistics_may2016.
authcheckdam.pdf. 

9. See Press Release, supra note 4, at 3.
10. Id. at 2.
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Women of color represent 2.6% of all law firm partners.11 Women of color have faced significant chal-
lenges in large law firms and in the legal profession. The challenges of both race and gender have more 
than an additive negative effect—it is more similar to an exponential negative effect. This effect is called 
intersectionality. Special attention must be given to women of color within any diversity and inclusion 
initiative given the intersectionality of gender and race/ethnicity. 

IV. Remaining General Challenges 

With this statistical backdrop, it is no surprise that women and racial and ethnic minorities still face 
challenges to full inclusion in the legal profession. Feelings of psychological and physical isolation are 
common for women at the highest levels of the profession where there is no critical mass, just as these 
feelings are prevalent for racial minorities at all levels in the profession. Feelings of isolation are a likely 
explanation for some of the attrition we find in law firm environments. Persisting misconceptions may 
explain attrition rates: such as stereotypes regarding lack of competence (for racial and ethnic minorities) 
and lack of commitment (for women and racial and ethnic minorities). These stereotypes affect whether a 
white male partner or manager may decide to invest in a female or minority lawyer. Some may view these 
stereotypes as rebuttable, but only a great deal of hard work and unconscious bias awareness education 
can eliminate these stereotypes. 

V. Next Steps

Below I outline the nine transformative steps that we can undertake to make our workplaces—and our 
profession—more diverse and inclusive:

No. 1: Messaging

Change the messaging about diversity and inclusion from focusing solely on the business case to focus-
ing more on social and racial equality and better solutions.

At the beginning of 2000, diversity proponents argued persuasively that diversity would create more 
business for law firms as it had for corporations—particularly consumer-oriented Fortune 500 corpora-
tions.12 The argument was that these large and well-paying clients were insisting on diverse legal teams 
for a variety of reasons, including: to mirror their corporate legal departments; to be consistent with their 
company philosophies; and, to create better results in their legal matters. If law firms met these increased 
diversity-related client demands, they could expect to receive more legal work from those clients. The 
focus on the business case was an argument based on interest convergence: if all lawyers in the firm 
would benefit from this new and highly profitable business, it should be easy to develop consensus to 
support diversity as a business development strategy. 

11. Id. at 4.
12. Molly McDonough, Demanding Diversity, ABA Journal, Mar. 28, 2005, http://www.abajournal.com/magazine/

article/demanding_diversity.

These stereotypes affect whether a white male 
partner or manager may decide to invest in a 

female or minority lawyer. 



IILP Review 2017 •••• 89

Fifteen years later, we know there have been many successes for the “business case” for diversity, but 
there has also been tension as some corporations have moved slowly. Further, the “business case” is not 
relevant to some areas of practice (e.g., small and middle market, privately-held corporations; private 
equity firms, etc.). This reality has left some law firms in a quandary. 

In my view, while the business case for diversity remains a good argument, it should no longer be the 
only argument for why diversity and inclusion is good for your organization and the profession. I have 
become convinced that we should continue to argue that it is important to have a profession and a work-
place that mirrors society at large and, as the United States becomes more diverse, our workplaces need 
to shift as well. Similarly, I think the research that argues that diverse people create better solutions when 
you have complex problems to solve is overwhelming. This research should be used to persuade others 
regarding the value of diversity and inclusion initiatives.13 

You will note that I continue to use the term inclusion when speaking about diversity. As we learned at 
the beginning of the last decade, when there is a focus on diversity without a corresponding focus on 
inclusion, it results in “churning.” Churning refers to organizations that hire and fire at the entry to fourth 
year levels but never move people through the pipeline to leadership roles. Focusing on inclusion is 
designed to reduce the “churning” of diverse lawyers and to advance diverse lawyers over time. 

No. 2:  Internal Disparities

With knowledge of the statistics and trends I described above, look for racial/ethnic and gender dis-
parities in all facets of legal operations and strive to eliminate them.

One of the easiest ways to discern how inclusive your organization is for women and racial and ethnic 
minorities is to review your organization’s data against your internal white male data. For example, look 
to see if there is a disparity in your attrition rate. What most organizations find is that the attrition rate for 
minorities and women is higher than the rate for white males. If you find that type of disparity, you want 
to consider what structures, both informal and formal, within your organization promote the higher attri-
tion rates. Do you rely only on informal mentoring as a means to integrate new employees into your 
organization? Do women and minorities develop these mentoring relationships informally? If not, you 
may need to employ a more formal mentoring strategy. Attrition may be an issue for your organization 
overall, but there should be no racial or gender disparity. Such a disparity will significantly impede your 
progress to become more diverse and inclusive. 

13. See, e.g., Scott E. Page, The Difference: How the Power of Diversity Creates Better Groups, Firms, Schools 
and Societies, (3rd ed. 2007).  
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Are there racial and ethnic or gender disparities in promotion or advancement? If so, you may need to 
focus on the components of the culture which impact promotion. The work assignment system (more 
fully discussed below) and the mentoring/sponsorship system are two components which often impact 
promotion and advancement. Your goal will be to eliminate any such disparities. 

Often, as you begin to focus on disparities in your organization’s internal structure, decisions will be made 
to improve the system overall. While I applaud general improvements that make your organization more 
efficient and an employer of choice, it is still important to track disparity and to eliminate it wherever it exists. 

No. 3: Mentoring

Teach diverse lawyers the unwritten rules of the profession so they will be equipped to compete effec-
tively in the law firm/corporate legal environment of the twenty-first century.

All organizations have unwritten rules. Unwritten rules are not found in the employee handbook or in 
the procedures manual or the orientation handbook. They are best learned through conversation with 
knowledgeable individuals within the workplace. These unwritten rules explain the actual expectations 
of the organization and how one does certain things. They also identify the key players within the organi-
zation and how to get things done. Most people learn the unwritten rules from their mentors, siblings or 
parents. Many times diverse lawyers are first-generation lawyers whose family and friends may not be 
sources of the unwritten rules. If the mentoring system is not working or the diverse lawyers do not 
understand that they need to initiate mentoring relationships, they may fail to learn the unwritten rules 
and then make mistakes from which they may find it difficult to recover.14 

No. 4: Work Assignment 

Focus on the disparities in the quality and quantity of work that diverse lawyers receive as compared 
to white male lawyers.

Within the law firm environment, the assignment system is one of the primary structural components 
that requires close analysis in order to address racial, ethnic and gender disparities. Many firms would 
describe their assignment system proudly as a “free market” and one where the best lawyers survive and 
thrive (i.e., “survival of the fittest”). As such, the firm is often unwilling to make any adjustments to this 
assignment system. One way to demonstrate the problems with the current purported “free market” sys-
tem is to compare the quantity and quality of work that women and minority associates receive to the 
quantity and quality of work that white male associates receive. When you do this, you often find that 
when work is plentiful, diverse lawyers may be busy, but the complexity of their work assignments does 
not increase over time. For example, you may see diverse lawyers move from document production to 
document production as opposed to seeing their assignments get progressively more difficult. This lack 
of work quality creates a junior lawyer who cannot compete with another junior associate who has been 
receiving work assignments of progressively greater difficulty. 

The situation is the same when work is scarce. When work is scarce, diverse lawyers generally suffer 
with not receiving the quantity of billable work they need to meet firm requirements and to meet their 
development needs. Billable hours are a proxy for professional skill development over time. When an 
associate’s billable hours fall behind those of his or her peers, he or she is likely to be unable to compete 
from a performance standpoint. 

14. See generally Laura Sabattini & Sarah Dinolfo, Catalyst, Unwritten Rules: Why Doing a Good Job Might 
Not Be Enough (Matthew Kuhrt, 2010), http://www.catalyst.org/system/files/unwritten_rules_why_doing_a_good_
job_might_not_be_enough.pdf. 
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Diverse associates often complain of not receiving the quality or quantity of work needed to develop and 
to meet the firm’s billable hours requirement.15 Therefore, they choose to leave or they are asked to leave. 
White males generally do not suffer from these weaknesses in the assignment system. A firm’s inclusion 
initiative will not be successful until the firm also deals with disparities in the work assignment system. 

No. 5: Transparency 

Argue on behalf of transparency in the disclosure of equity partner numbers and all metrics which 
allow firms to track disparity.

Data and access to data are tools for tracking disparities in the profession. Access to data allows an 
organization to benchmark against its competitors as well as against pipeline metrics such as law school 
graduation rates. At one point, NALP sought to get data from law firms regarding the percentage of 
women and racial and ethnic minorities who were equity partners; but it faced significant pushback from 
law firms that did not want to release this data. There are a number of important reasons why this data 
should be released from a diversity and inclusion perspective. One indicia of inclusion of the profession is 
the percentage of diverse individuals in leadership roles. Equity partners are the leaders and owners of 
their firms. Within that position often resides most of the firm’s decision-making power. If you cannot get 
access to that data, you cannot fully examine the inclusiveness of the profession. Focusing on the com-
bined partnership number misrepresents the percentage of diverse lawyers in these leadership roles. We 
all know that the percentages of diverse equity partners will be considerably lower than the total partner 
numbers. As a champion for diversity and inclusion, when in doubt, vote in favor of transparency. We will 
not solve the problems we cannot see. A principle in favor of transparency allows us to find problem areas 
and to work to eliminate them.

No. 6: Look Behind the Numbers  

Refuse to acquiesce to “numbers-driven” decisions when the playing field is uneven.

We have discussed above the lurking gender and racial disparities within many law firm assignment 
systems. These work assignment systems create an uneven playing field for diverse lawyers who often 
have a difficult time getting the quality and quantity of work needed—even when he or she first joins a 
firm. With that structural inequity as a foundational matter, it is important not to go along with decisions 
that are purely numbers-driven. Consider this hypothetical: Paul, an African American male associate, is 
not profitable and has not been profitable the entire three years that he has been with the firm. The firm 
needs to reduce the number of associates that it has in Paul’s department and these decisions are being 
made on a “numbers basis” only. As such, Paul must leave because he is the least profitable of all associ-
ates. It sounds fair and race neutral until you compare the quality of the work Paul has received with that 
of his peers. You also need to compare the quantity of the work received. If you find racial or gender dis-
parities in the assignment system, it is unfair to use the results of that biased system for your decision-
making process. 

No. 7: Bias Training

Diversity and inclusion awareness education/unconscious bias training, for both lawyers and staff, is 
essential for progress.

For many years, corporate America has been annually providing diversity and inclusion training to its 
employees at all levels in an effort to create a more inclusive culture. For many in the legal profession, 

15. See, e.g., Richard H. Sander, The Racial Paradox of the Corporate Law Firm, 84 N.C. L. Rev. 1755, 1801 (2006), 
http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=947606.
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diversity and inclusion awareness education/unconscious bias training is still a new concept. Although it 
may be new to many, it is essential. Through diversity and inclusion training, firms can provide messag-
ing about the goals of diversity initiatives and create a common language for employees so that people 
can engage in productive discussions about diversity and inclusion and the challenges that arise. It is 
important to include both lawyers and staff in such training for a variety of reasons: (1) people do not 
operate in silos and lawyers and staff need to cooperate to create effective teams; (2) an entire firm’s partici-
pation underscores the importance of the training and the diversity initiative; (3) firms can use the training 
to create a common language and understanding within the firm’s culture with respect to diversity and 
inclusion; and (4) staff can significantly impact whether a culture feels inclusive for diverse lawyers. 

No. 8:  Suppliers and Vendors

Include supplier/vendor diversity programs within your diversity and inclusion initiative.

Firms should include suppliers and vendors in their diversity initiatives. Corporate America has had 
such programs for many years. The legal profession is behind in this effort. It is important to fully align 
the firm to be diverse and inclusive in all aspects and purchasing is just another aspect of the law firm’s 
operations. The types of vendors and suppliers that should be covered include court reporters, document 
managers, outsourced staffing, paper suppliers, accounting services, and so forth. By including suppliers 
and vendors, firms can achieve two objectives—they can distinguish themselves as organizations that 
“walks the talk,” and align themselves with many of their corporate clients. 

No. 9: Individual Change Agents

Individual lawyers need to be willing to act as change agents for diversity within their firms, their vol-
unteer legal organizations, and the broader profession.

To be a successful proponent of diversity and inclusion in the legal profession, one has to be willing to 
be a change agent. This is a cultural change initiative, and it requires people who see themselves and are 
seen by others as change agents. Change agents are willing to disrupt the status quo and to put forth novel 
ideas. They are able to craft persuasive arguments to support their positions. One might start out simply 
by  asking how any decision looks through a diversity and inclusion lens, or ask to see the data by race or 
gender to be certain there are no disparities. This approach can be widely applied—within law firms, bar 
associations, and boardrooms—in order to address the disparities we observe within the profession as a 
whole.  

VI. Conclusion

As we become more diverse as a nation and as our economies on the world stage become more inter-
connected, it is even more important to be multicultural in our approach and inclusive in our actions. In 
his Letter from a Birmingham Jail, Martin Luther King, Jr. wrote: “Injustice anywhere is a threat to justice 
everywhere. We are caught in an inescapable network of mutuality, tied in a single garment of destiny. 
Whatever affects one directly, affects all indirectly.”16 As a profession and a nation, we must recognize that 
all individuals in our country and profession are tied together in this “single garment of destiny.”17 We 
cannot have any part of our national community not fully represented within our profession. 

16. Letter from a Birmingham Jail, Martin Luther King, Jr. (Apr. 16, 1963),  https://www.africa.upenn.edu/Articles_
Gen/Letter_Birmingham.html. 

17. Id.
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