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1/ change. Now.

Institute for Inclusion
in the Legal Profession

January 2019

Dear Colleagues,

It is my pleasure to share with you the most recent IILP Review. Our new
Editor-in-Chief is Philip Lee, who is Professor of Law at the University of the
District of Columbia David A. Clarke School of Law. Professor Lee has assem-
bled a terrific mix of articles that reflect IILP’s mission to offer imaginative, in-
formative, and varied perspectives. Along with its content, this year’s Review
is notable in that its publication coincides with IILP’s 10th Anniversary.

Sandra Yamate and Terry Murphy created IILP in 2009. Through their dedica-
tion and the extraordinary support of many people and organizations, IILP
has become a respected voice in the legal profession’s efforts to become more
diverse and inclusive.

Whether sharing the facts about long-standing challenges — from systemic
barriers to “diversity fatigue” — or bringing to light issues that have received
too little attention, IILP has found its place. Longtime advocates for a more di-
verse profession along with a newer generation of leaders have enabled IILP
to provide a much-needed forum for asking hard questions and discussing
sensitive topics across many practice settings.

The practice of law rests on principles of equality and fairness, and we're
rightly proud of the changes our profession has brought to society at large.
Of all professions, ours should stand out as a model of social justice. Far more
than admirable aspirations, diversity and inclusion should be vivid emblems
of the legal profession itself. At least from my perspective, that’s the essence
of IILP.

With best wishes for the New Year.

Sincerely yours,

Menc M

Marc S. Firestone

8 eeee ||LP Review 2019-2020



January 2019

Dear Readers,

The Institute for Inclusion in the Legal Profession (IILP) is proud to
present the 2019-2020 edition of the IILP Review: The State of Diversity and
Inclusion in the Legal Profession. The IILP Review brings together a statisti-
cal summary of recent demographic data, feature articles and thought
pieces exploring diversity and inclusion issues in a wide range of profes-
sional contexts, and a roundup of diversity initiatives by an impressive
array of professional and practice organizations—all in an accessible and
readable format.

Our goal is to make it easier for busy lawyers, judges, law professors,
law students, law school administrators, legal employers, and diversity
professionals to keep informed of current thinking and research related
to diversity and inclusion in the legal profession and provide a regular
forum—along with forward momentum—for addressing the continuing
challenges that we face.

This year’s IILP Review includes contributions from almost forty practi-
tioners and thought leaders in the legal profession. We are delighted to
present such numerous and diverse voices in this volume and welcome
the continued development of both the content and format of this publi-
cation.

We hope that you find the 2019-2020 IILP Review both informative and
useful, and that you will consider contributing to a future issue of the
IILP Review.

Philip Lee
Editor-in-Chief

IILP Review 2019-2020 e 9
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f’f(a LexisNexis
April 24, 2019

Dear Participant:

LexisNexis, a division of RELX Group, is pleased to support IILP in its efforts to seek real change
through its programs, projects and thought leadership. As a global organization, we recognize
and applaud the efforts of IILP in addressing a global issue of diversity and inclusion affecting the
legal profession.

LexisNexis believes our people are our strength. Diversity and inclusion are critical to our future.
We need the engagement of people from a wide range of backgrounds, experiences and ideas
to achieve real innovation for our customers around the world. Our commitment to diversity and
inclusion earned us a top 100 placement in Equileap’s Ranking, an assessment of more than
3,000 companies against 19 commitments, including gender balance in the workplace, equal
compensation, work-life balance, policies promoting gender equality and commitment to women'’s
empowerment. Additionally, RELX is a signatory to the Women’s Empowerment Principles, a
UNGC and UN Women’s Initiative to help companies empower women and promote gender
equality. We are guided in our understanding of the role companies play in furthering human
rights by the UNGC, the UN Guiding Principles on Business and Human Rights, and the OECD
Guidelines for Multinational Enterprises and its mandate that business must “respect the
internationally recognised human rights of those affected by their activities”.

At LexisNexis, we believe in leading by example, which is a fundamental reason we are proud to
support the work of the IILP.

Sincerely,

/"

lan McDougall
Executive Vice President & General Counsel
LexisNexis Legal & Professional

LexisNexis | 230 Park Avenue, 7™ Floor, New York, NY 101069
T:+1212.309.8100 | F: +1 866.960.2575 | www.lexisnexis.com

e ||ILP Review 2019-2020



About IILP

The Institute for Inclusion in the Legal Profession (“IILP”) is a 501 (c)(3) organization
that believes that the legal profession must be diverse and inclusive. Through its pro-
grams, projects, research, and collaborations, it seeks real change, now, and offers a
new model of inclusion to achieve it. IILP asks the hard questions, gets the data, talks
about what is really on people’s minds, no matter how sensitive, and invents and tests
methodologies that will lead to change. For more information about IILP, visit
www.ThelILP.com.

About the IILP Review:
The State of Diversity and
Inclusion in the Legal Profession

The IILP Review features the most current data about the state of diversity in the legal
profession. The Review features compelling essays that explore the nuances and
important subtleties at play in regard to diversity and inclusion for lawyers, along
with current research from academic experts. As such, the Review brings together
insights on programs and strategies to address diversity generally and in regard to the
different challenges that different people face in reaching the law.

The depth and breadth of diversity and inclusion efforts makes it hard to keep abreast
of the most current information about our progress or lack thereof. Furthermore, as
notions of diversity and inclusion have expanded and evolved, it’s even more difficult
to stay current with the latest thinking. The IILP Review: The State of Diversity and Inclu-
sion in the Legal Profession addresses that challenge by making information about diver-
sity and inclusion more readily and easily accessible.

If you are interested in submitting an article for a future edition of the “IILP Review:
The State of Diversity and Inclusion in the Legal Profession,” please visit
www.ThelILP.com for more information and to download the Call for Papers

[ILP Review 2019-2020 eeee 11
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DEMOGRAPHIC SUMMARY

Philip Lee
Professor of Law, University of the District of Columbia David A. Clarke School of Law

An executive summary of the most current statistical and demographic data on the legal
profession by an expert on the intersection of diversity, race, and law.

demographic and cultural diversity and inclusion in the U.S. legal profession. As part of this

effort, the IILP Review publishes a 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.

The Institute for Inclusion in the Legal Profession (IILP) was created in 2009 to promote

This summary takes stock of the profession’s progress as of March 2019. 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 minority*
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 2019-2020 demographic summary are as follows:

GENDER

¢ The number of women in the legal profession continues to increase. Female representation
among lawyers stood at 37.4% in 2018, up from 34.4% in 2008 and 28.5% in 1998 according to
the Bureau of Labor Statistics (see Table 1). In 2018, female representation among resident active
attorneys was 36% according to American Bar Association data (see Table 2).

¢ Compared to most other professions, women remain under-represented in the legal profession.
Women's representation among lawyers (37.4%) is higher than their representation in some other
professions, including software developers (19.3%), architects (29.7%), civil engineers (14.8%),
and clergy (22.4%). Women's representation among lawyers is lower than their representation
among financial managers (55.2%), accountants and auditors (60.6%), biological scientists
(47.5%), and post-secondary teachers (49.0%); and significantly lower than their representation
within the management and professional workforce as a whole (51.5%) (see Table 3).

¢ The number of women applicants to law school has been declining. The overall number of law
school applicants has been declining from fall 2010 to fall 2015, with double-digit percentage
declines in 2011-2013 (see Table 4). However, the large drop in applicants seemed to be tapering
off in 2015 with only a 2.2% decrease of applicants from the prior year (see Table 4). The number
of women admitted to law school has declined during each year from fall 2010 to fall 2015, with
less pronounced declines in fall 2014 and fall 2015 (see Table 6).

1. The term “minority” typically is used to refer to aggregated data about African Americans, Asian Americans, His-
panics, 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 clarifications in the footnotes.

[ILP Review 2019-2020 eeee 13



* Women comprise the majority of enrolled law students. Women’s law school enrollment has
fluctuated over the past twenty years. After peaking in the early 2000s at about 49%, female
representation among law students has dropped to around 47% in 2010, according to the most
recent aggregate data (see Table 7). However, in 2016, women have, for the first time, become
a majority of enrolled law students in the US.? This transition to majority female enrollment
occurred, in part, because the rate of decline for admitted male law students was greater than the
rate of decline for admitted female law students from fall 2010 to fall 2015 (see Table 6).

¢ The number of ].D. degrees awarded to women seems to be rebounding toward highs not seen
since the years before the economic downturn of 2008. The number of J.D. degrees awarded to
women has increased dramatically over the past few decades. In 1980-81, 32.8% of ].D.s went to
women (see Table 9). The percentage jumped to 42.7% in 1990-91 and 47.5% in 2000-01 (see Table
9). In 2003-04, the percentage was at an all-time high at 49.5%, fell to 45.9% in 2008-09, and went
back up to 47.3% in 2010-11 (see Table 9).

¢ Women’'s entry into private practice has increased in the past few years. In 2016, 52.1% of white
female and 49.3% of minority female law graduates began their careers in private practice,
compared to 48.8% of white female and 43.5% of minority female law graduates in 2011 (see
Table 11). In 2015, women'’s representation among law firm associates dipped to 44.7%, but was
up to 45.9% in 2018 (see Table 15).

¢ Women continue to be underrepresented in top-level jobs within the legal profession, such as
law firm partner. In 2017, women made up only 22.7% of law firm partners (see Table 15)—
and only 18.7% of equity partners that year (see Table 18). Minority women, especially, are
underrepresented among law firm partners. In 2018, minority women made up only 3.2% of
law partners nationally (see Table 15), and even this figure is skewed upward by a few standout
cities, such as Miami (11.7%), San Jose (6.4%), Los Angeles (6.3%), and San Francisco (5.3%) (see
Table 21). In many other cities, minority women’s representation among partners is less than
3.2% (see Table 21).

¢ Women who are racial/ethnic minorities continue to be underrepresented in the upper echelons
of law firm partnerships. In 2018, only 0.7% of all law firm partners are African American
women, only 0.8% are Hispanic women, and only 1.4% are Asian American women (see Table
22).

¢ 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 23). This is up from 39.0% in 2006 (see
Table 23).

* Women'’s representation among judges also has dropped from a peak of 56.7% in 2004 to 32.3%
in 2018 (see Table 25). However, these data appear somewhat noisy, with significant year-to-
year fluctuations. Based on three-year (unweighted) averages, aggregate female representation
among judges has decreased from 50.7% in 2003-05 to 31.5% in 2016-18 (see Table 25). For Article
III federal court judges, 27% are women (see Table 29). President Trump’s judicial appointments
have consisted of about 23% women judges (see Table 26).

¢ In 2013, women made up 28.7% of law deans, 32.7% of tenured law faculty, and 48.4% of tenure-
track law faculty (see Table 30).

2. Elizabeth Olson, Women Make Up Majority of U.S. Law Students for the First Time, NY Times, Dec. 16, 2016, https:/ /
www.nytimes.com/2016/12/16 /business/dealbook /women-majority-of-us-law-students-first-time.html.
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RACE/ETHNICITY

¢ The pace of racial/ethnic minority representation in the legal profession has been steadily
increasing during the past decade. Aggregate racial minority representation among U.S. lawyers
stood at 16.5% in 2018, according to the Bureau of Labor Statistics (see Table 1). Based on three-
year (unweighted) averages, aggregate minority representation among lawyers has increased
from 11.3% in 2006-08 to 15.3% in 2016-18 (see Table 1).

* Progress for different groups varies. African American representation among lawyers has
increased over the past ten years, from an average of 4.8% in 2006-08 to an average of 5.2% in
2016-18 (see Table 1). During the same period, Hispanic representation among lawyers increased
from an average of 3.7% to an average of 5.5%, and Asian American representation among
lawyers increased from an average of 2.8% to an average of 4.7% (see Table 1). In 2018, according
to American Bar Association data, minority representation for resident active attorneys consisted
of 5% African American, 5% Hispanic, 3% Asian American, 1% Native American, and 1%
Multiracial (see Table 2).

¢ Compared to other professions, the legal profession remains one of the least diverse of all
professions in the US. Aggregate minority representation among lawyers is significantly lower
than minority representation in most other management and professional jobs. In 2018, minority
representation among lawyers was 16.5%, compared to 24.9% among financial managers, 29.6%
among accountants and auditors, 44.6% among software developers, 34.8% among physicians
and surgeons, and 27.8% within the management and professional labor force as a whole (see
Table 3).

¢ The overall number of admitted law school applicants has been declining since fall 2010, with the
largest decreases in fall 2012 and fall 2013 (see Table 4). However, the number of admitted law
school applicants for different minority groups has fluctuated during the same period (see Table 5).

¢ The entry of racial /ethnic minorities as a group into the legal profession has increased. When we
disaggregate the data, however, a different picture emerges. The pace of African American entry
into the profession has remained steady since 2010, 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 8). Moreover, as overall law school
enrollment has dropped since 2010-11 (see Table 7), African American representation among law
students has increased, from 7.0% in 2010-11 to 8.0% in 2013-14—an all-time high (see Table 8).
Hispanic representation among law students also has increased in both absolute and relative
terms, from 10,454 students (7.1%) in 2010-11 to 11,215 students (8.7%) in 2013-14 (see Table 8).
Also, law students self-reporting as two or more races has increased in both absolute and relative
terms, from 2,048 students (1.4%) in 2010-11 to 3,088 students (2.4%) in 2013-2014 (see Table 8).
As a result, aggregate minority representation among law students increased from 23.2% in 2010-
11 to 26.7% in 2013-14 (see Table 8). Meanwhile, Asian American enrollment in law school has
dropped in both absolute and relative terms, from 10,215 students (6.9%) in 2010-2011 to 8,696
students (6.8%) in 2013-14 (see Table 8). Native American enrollment has dropped in absolute but
not relative terms, from a high of 1,208 (0.8%) in 2010-11 to 1,065 (0.8%) in 2013-14 (see Table 8).

¢ 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 2016, only 38.9% of African American law graduates were
initially employed in private practice, compared to 54.9% of Hispanic graduates, 57.6% of Asian
American graduates, 41.2% of Native American graduates, and 53.7% of white graduates (see
Table 12).

¢ In 2018, African Americans made up only 4.5% of associates in U.S. law firms, down from 4.7%
in 2009, but up from a low point of 4.0% in 2014 and 2015 (see Table 16).

[ILP Review 2019-2020 eeee 15



Asian Americans are the most likely minority group to enter private practice (see Table 12). In
2018, Asian Americans made up 11.7% of associates in law firms, up from 9.3% in 2009 (see Table
16). Notably, a majority of Asian American associates have been women (see Table 16). Hispanics
comprise 4.7% of law firm associates in 2018, up from 3.9% in 2009 (see Table 16).

Despite this progress at the associate level, minority representation among law firm partners
remains stubbornly low. In 2017, minorities made up only 8.4% of all partners (see Table 15) and
only 6.1% of equity partners that same year (see Table 18).

In 2018, only 1.8% of all law firm partners are African American, only 2.5% are Hispanic, and
only 3.6% are Asian American (see Table 17).

Initial employment differences can be identified based upon race/ethnicity and gender. From
2011-16, minority law school graduates were more likely to start their careers in business or
public interest than white graduates (see Table 11). Among minorities in 2016, African Americans
(20.5%) are the most likely to start off in business and Hispanics (13.8%) and Native Americans
(13.2%) the least likely (see Table 12). African Americans (11.4%) and Hispanics (10.8%) are the
most likely to start off in public interest jobs (see Table 12); and minority women are more likely
to do so than minority men (see Table 11). In 2016, 11.3% of minority women began their careers
in public interest positions, compared to 7.9% of white women, 5.8% of minority men, and 4.3%
of white men (see Table 11).

Among all ].D. graduates in 2017, the percentage of all law graduates who start their careers with
judicial clerkships has increased from 7.7% in 2011 to 9.3% in 2017 (see Table 10). The percentage
of minority law graduates starting with judicial clerkships has increased from 6.9% in 2011 to
7.9% in 2016 (see Table 11). However, minority men are the least likely to begin their careers with
ajudicial clerkship (see Table 11).

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 24) and

in law schools (see Table 31); Hispanic representation is highest among in-house lawyers (5%

in 2015, see Table 23) and tenure-track faculty (6.4% in 2013, see Table 31); and Asian American
representation is highest among law firm associates (11.7% in 2018, see Table 16) and tenure-track
faculty (8.5% in 2013, see Table 31).

In 2018, the Bureau of Labor Statistics reported that 21.2% of all judges were minorities (see
Table 25). Article III judges have greater minority representation, with 20.4% minority judges in
2018 (see Table 28). This greater representation for federal court judges appears to stem from the
diversity of many of President Obama’s judicial appointments (see Table 26).

As of July 26, 2018, President Trump has appointed one Hispanic judge and four Asian American
judges to the federal bench, but no African American or Native American judges (see Table 26).

DISABILITY

16

¢ The initial employment of lawyers with disabilities varies from year to year, due in part to the

small number of lawyers in the sample. 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. In 2016, 40.9% of law graduates with
disabilities started off in private practice, down from to 48.9% in 2011; whereas 20.7% started
off in business and 11.5% in public interest in 2016, compared to 16.9% and 9.3%, respectively,
in 2011 (see Table 13). From 2011-16, judicial clerkship rates for graduates with disabilities has
fluctuated between 5.3% to 9.6% (see Table 13).

e ||ILP Review 2019-2020
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Among all J.D. graduates in 2017, the
percentage of all law graduates who start their
careers with judicial clerkships has increased.

¢ The representation of lawyers with disabilities in law firms has increased among associates,
from 0.2% in 2009 to 0.5% in 2018, and from 0.3% in 2009 to 0.5% in 2018 among partners (see
Table 20). More data are needed to place these figures in perspective, including data from other
employment settings and occupations.

* President Trump has not appointed any judges with disabilities to the federal bench (see Table 27).

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 2016, 14.6% of the law graduates
identifying as LGB took public interest jobs—the highest percentage of any demographic group
that year (see Tables 11, 12, and 14).

* Despite this, the representation of LGBT lawyers in law firms has been steadily inching upward
since NALP began compiling these data. In 2018, 3.8% of associates and 2.1% of partners
identified as LGBT, up from 2.3% and 1.4%, respectively, in 2009 (see Table 19).

¢ President Trump has not appointed any judges who identify as LBGT to the federal bench (see
Table 27).

LACK OF DATA

¢ Tracking the profession’s progress toward diversity and inclusion is made difficult by the
continuing lack of data. Outside of law firms and Article III judgeships, 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. More robust statistics on the demographic distribution of
lawyers 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.

[ILP Review 2019-2020 eecee 17



Table 1 - U.S. Lawyers by Gender and Race/Ethnicity’

Lawyers Female Af Am. Hisp. As Am. Minority
1995 894,000 26.4% 3.6 3.2 6.8
1996 880,000 29.5 35 2.8 6.3
1997 885,000 26.6 2.7 3.8 6.5
1998 912,000 28.5 4.0 3.0 7.0
1999 923,000 28.8 5.1 4.0 9.1
2002 929,000 29.2 4.6 3.1 7.7
2003 952,000 27.6 3.6 4.0 2.8 10.4
2004 954,000 29.4 4.7 34 2.9 11.0
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 43 2.6 11.8
2008 1,014,000 34.4 4.6 3.8 2.9 1.3
2009 1,043,000 324 4.7 2.8 4.1 11.6
2010 1,040,000 31.5 4.3 34 4.3 12.0
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 1,160,000 345 4.6 5.1 4.8 14.5
2016 1,133,000 35.7 4.4 5.6 4.7 14.7
2017 1,137,000 37.4 5.6 4.8 4.4 14.8
2018 1,199,000 37.4 5.5 6.1 4.9 16.5

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. Figures for minorities are derived from
aggregating the minority categories listed. Note that the “Asian” category was not tracked from 1995-2002.
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Graphic Representation of Table 1

Chart 1: Minority Lawyers in the US (2018) Chart 2: Women Lawyers in the US (2018)

B Minority  16.5%
. White 83.5%

. Female 37.4%
. Male 62.6%

Table 2 - Resident Active Attorney Demographics by Gender and

Race/Ethnicity?

Female Af Am. Hisp. As Am. Na Am. Multiracial
2008 32% 4 3 2 1
2009 31 5 5 2 1
2010 31 5 4 2 1
2011 33 5 4 2 1
2012 33 5 3 2 1
2013 34 5 4 2 1
2014 35 5 4 2 1
2015 35 5 5 2 1
2016 36 5 5 3 0 1
2017 35 5 5 2 1 2
2018 36 5 5 3 1 1

2. Am. Bar Ass'n (ABA), National Lawyer Population Survey, 10-Year Trend in Lawyer Demographics, ABA, https:/ /www.
americanbar.org/content/dam/aba/administrative/market_research/National_Lawyer_Population_Demograph-
ics_2008-2018.authcheckdam.pdf. Figures for Asian Americans do not include Native Hawaiians or Pacific Islanders. Dur-
ing 2016-2018, the data reflect that 0% (less than 0.5%) of the U.S. resident active attorneys responded as Hawaiian/Pacific
Islander. Beginning with the 2016 survey, the “Multiracial” category was added for race/ethnicity. In the same year, the
“Other” category was added for gender; however, from 2016-2018, the data show that 0% (less than .5%) of resident active
attorneys responded as “Other” gender.
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Table 3 - Selected U.S. Occupations by Gender and Race/Ethnicity (2018)*

Total Employed Female Af Am. Hisp. As Am. Minority
Civilian Labor Force 155,761,000 46.9% 12.3 17.3 6.3 35.9
All Management/ 62,436,000 51.5% 9.6 9.7 8.5 27.8
Professional
Management Occupations 18,263,000 40.0 7.6 10.3 5.9 23.8
Chief Executives 1,573,000 26.9 35 6.1 5.9 15.5
Financial Managers 1,231,000 55.2 8.1 9.4 7.4 24.9
Business and Finance 7,587,000 53.8 9.8 8.7 9.1 27.6
Accountants/Auditors 1,929,000 60.6 9.3 7.6 12.7 29.6
Human Resources Workers 664,000 70.7 10.5 13.2 7.0 30.7
All Computer/ 5,126,000 25.6 8.4 7.5 22.0 37.9
Mathematical
Computer Systems Analysts 652,000 37.5 10.0 7.9 20.4 38.3
Software Developers 1,682,000 19.3 3.9 5.3 354 44.6
All Architecture/ 3,263,000 15.9 6.5 8.9 11.9 27.3
Engineering
Architects 239,000 29.7 4.5 10.1 11.5 26.1
Civil Engineers 456,000 14.8 4.4 7.9 9.3 21.6
Life/Physical/ 1,529,000 46.7 7.1 8.7 12.8 28.6
Social Sciences
Biological Scientists 104,000 47.5 1.6 3.6 13.7 18.9
Psychologists 224,000 75.9 7.7 11.2 3.0 21.9
All Community/ 2,680,000 66.5 20.4 12.1 3.9 36.4
Social Services
Counselors 895,000 72.0 22.2 12.7 3.9 38.8
Clergy 415,000 22.4 12.5 6.4 43 23.2
Legal Occupations 1,891,000 51.6 7.3 9.9 4.7 21.9
Lawyers 1,199,000 37.4 5.5 6.1 4.9 16.5
Paralegals/ 444,000 86.4 11.3 18.5 5.3 35.1
Legal Assistants
Education 9,313,000 73.2 10.6 10.7 5.2 26.5
Postsecondary Teachers 1,417,000 49.0 7.9 7.3 13.7 28.9
Secondary School Teachers 1,062,000 58.0 7.3 9.0 2.6 18.9
Healthcare Practitioners 9,420,000 75.0 12.6 8.5 9.9 31.0
Physicians/Surgeons 1,094,000 40.3 7.6 7.4 19.8 34.8
Registered Nurses 3,213,000 88.6 13.1 7.2 9.0 29.3

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 (2018), https:/ /www.bls.gov/cps/cpsaatll.pdf. Figures for minorities are derived from aggregating the minority categories
listed. Note that the “Asian” category was not tracked from 1995-2002.
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Table 4 - End-of-Year J.D. Applicants by Enrollment Year*

| Fall2010 | Fall2011 | Fall2012 | Fall2013 | Fall2014 | Fall 2015

Final End-of-Year 87,900 78,500 67,900 59,400 55,700 54,500
Applicants
% Change From -10.7% -13.5 -12.4 -6.3 -2.2
Prior Year

4. Law Sch. Admissions Council, Archive: ABA End-of-Year Summary—Applicants, Admitted Applicants & Applications, LSAC,
https:/ /www.lsac.org/lsacresources/data/aba-eoy/archive. (last visited July 5, 2018).

Graphic Representation of Table 4

J.D. Applicants by Enroliment Year
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Table 5 - Admitted J.D. Applicants by Race/Ethnicity and Enrollment Year®

Fall 2010 Fall 2011 Fall 2012 Fall 2013 Fall 2014 Fall 2015
All 60,400 55,800 50,600 45,700 43,500 42,300
% Change From -7.7% -9.2 -9.8 -4.9 -2.8
Prior Year
Af Am. 4,680 4,610 4,860 4,670 4,760 4,680
% Change From -1.3% 5.3 -3.9 2.0 -1.8
Prior Year
Hisp. 4,430 4,560 4,700 4,630 4,550 4,670
% Change From 3.0% 2.9 -1.3 -1.8 2.6
Prior Year
As Am. 5,310 5,450 5,050 4,620 4,650 4,320
% Change From 2.6% -7.3 -8.5 0.7 -7.2
Prior Year
Nat Am. 780 900 900 930 890 840
% Change From 16.2% 0.0 2.7 -4.0 -6.0
Prior Year
Nat Haw/Pac Islander 160 180 160 200 170 180
% Change From 10.4% -8.9 21.3 -13.6 4.1
Prior Year
Puerto Rican 1,140 1,220 1,060 1,130 1,060 1,100
% Change From 7.8% -13.2 6.5 -6.5 4.2
Prior Year

5. Law Sch. Admissions Council, Archive: 2010-2015 Admitted Applicants by Race/Ethnicity, LSAC, https:/ /www.lsac.org/

Isacresources/data/ethnicity-sex-admits/archive-1. (last visited July 5, 2018).

Table 6 - Admitted J.D. Applicants by Gender and Enroliment Year®

Prior Year

Fall 2010 Fall 2011 Fall 2012 Fall 2013 Fall 2014 Fall 2015

Female 27,610 25,750 23,950 21,990 21,160 20,900
% Change From -6.8% -7.0 -8.2 -3.8 -1.2
Prior Year

Male 32,560 29,710 26,490 23,580 22,210 21,230
% Change From -8.7% -10.8 -11.0 -5.8 -4.4
Prior Year

Declined to Respond 270 300 200 130 100 140
% Change From 11.1% -32.7 -35.1 -26.0 43.3

6. Law Sch. Admissions Council, Archive: 2010-2015 Admitted Applicants by Gender/Sex, LSAC, https://www.lsac.org/

Isacresources/data/ethnicity-sex-admits/archive-3. (last visited July 5, 2018).
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Table 7 - J.D. Enroliment by Gender and Minority Status’

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 (38.3) 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 64,644 (50.4) 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 (22.4)
2010-11 147,525 69,009 (46.8) 35,045 (23.8)
2011-12 146,288 68,262 (46.7) 35,859 (24.5)
2012-13 139,055 65,387 (47.0) 35,914 (25.8)
2013-14 128,712 34,584 (26.9)

7. ABA Section of Legal Educ. & Admissions to the Bar, Enrollment and Degrees Awarded, 1963-2012 Academic Years, ABA
(2013), http:/ /www.americanbar.org/content/dam/aba/administrative/legal_education_and_admissions_to_the_bar/statis-
tics/enrollment_degrees_awarded.authcheckdam.pdf (for data on female enrollment) (aggregate figures for 2013-14 and later
years are not available); ABA Section of Legal Educ. & Admissions to the Bar, Resources: Legal Education Statistics: Ethnic/Gen-
der Data: Longitudinal Charts, First-Year and Total ].D. Minority, ABA, http:/ /www.americanbar.org/groups/legal_education/
resources/statistics.html (scroll down and click “First-Year and Total J.D. 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.
Note that the apparent spike in female J.D. enrollment in the 1992-1993 academic year appears to be a transcription error. See
ABA Section of Legal Educ. & Admissions to the Bar, First-Year & Total Enrollment by Gender, 1947-2011, https:/ /www.ameri-
canbar.org/content/dam/aba/administrative/legal_education_and_admissions_to_the_bar/statistics /jd_enrollment_1lyr_to-
tal_gender.authcheckdam.pdf (previously listing the 1992-1993 female J.D. enrollment as 54,572 and 42.6%).
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Table 8 - J.D. Enroliment by Race/Ethnicity?

| Total | Af Am. (%) | Hisp. (%) | As Am. (%) | Na Am. (%) | > 2 Races (%)
2010-11 147,525 10,352 (7.0) 10,454 (7.1) 10,215 (6.9) 1,208 (0.8) 2,048 (1.4)
2011-12 145,288 10,452 (7.2) 11,027 (7.6) 10,415 (7.2) 1,165 (0.8) 2,508 (1.7)
2012-13 139,055 10,435 (7.5) 11,328 (8.1) 9,666 (7.0) 1,063 (0.8) 3,058 (2.2)
2013-14 128,712 10,241 (8.0) 11,215 (8.7) 8,696 (6.8) 1,065 (0.8) 3,088 (2.4)

8. BA Section of Legal Educ. & Admissions to the Bar, Resources: Legal Education Statistics: Ethnic/Gender Data: Longitudinal
Charts, First-Year and Total ].D. Minority, ABA, http:/ /www.americanbar.org/groups/legal_education/resources/statistics.html
(scroll down and click “First-Year and Total ]J.D. Minority”) (for total J.D. enrollment figures from 2010 to 2014); ABA Section of
Legal Educ. & Admissions to the Bar, Resources: Legal Education Statistics: Ethnic/Gender Data: Longitudinal Charts, Black or African
American, ABA, http:/ /www.americanbar.org/groups/legal_education/resources/statistics.html (scroll down and click “Black
or African American”) (for black/African American figures, 2010-2014); ABA Section of Legal Educ. & Admissions to the Bar,
Resources: Legal Education Statistics: Ethnic/Gender Data: Longitudinal Charts, All Hispanic, ABA, http:/ /www.americanbar.
org/groups/legal_education/resources/statistics.html (scroll down and click “All Hispanic”) (for Hispanic figures, 2010-2014);
ABA Section of Legal Educ. & Admissions to the Bar, Resources: Legal Education Statistics: Ethnic/Gender Data: Longitudinal Charts,
Asian, ABA, http:/ /www.americanbar.org/groups/legal_education/resources/statistics.html (scroll down and click “Asian”)
(for Asian American figures, 2010-2014); ABA Section of Legal Educ. & Admissions to the Bar, Resources: Legal Education Sta-
tistics: Ethnic/Gender Data: Longitudinal Charts, American Indian or Alaska Native, ABA, http://www.americanbar.org/groups/
legal_education/resources/statistics.html (scroll down and click “American Indian or Alaska Native”) (for Native American
figures, 2010-2014); ABA Section of Legal Educ. & Admissions to the Bar, Resources: Legal Education Statistics: Ethnic/Gender Data:
Longitudinal Charts, Two or More Races, http:/ /www.americanbar.org/groups/legal_education/resources/statistics.html (scroll
down and click “Two or More Races.”) (for Two or More Races figures, 2010-2014). Figures include all ].D. candidates enrolled at
ABA-approved law schools, excluding Puerto Rican law schools. Figures for Hispanics include Hispanics of any race. Figures for
Asian 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. ABA Section of Legal Educ. & Admissions to the Bar, Resources: Legal
Education Statistics: Ethnic/Gender Data: Longitudinal 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”).

Graphic Representation of Table 9

J.D.s Awarded by Gender

30,000
25,000
20,000
15,000

10,000

No. of J.D.s Awarded

5,000

0

DD DD PP PP PP DN
S LI F NS HFF S FFEF S
S M s A R

Academic Year

Female Male

24 eeee ||LP Review 2019-2020



Table 9 - J.D.s Awarded by Gender®

| Total | Female (%)
1980-81 35,604 11,693 (32.8)
1981-82 34,847 11,494 (33.0)
1982-83 36,390 13,060 (35.9)
1983-84 36,688 13,586 (37.0)
1984-85 36,830 14,119 (38.3)
1985-86 36,122 13,980 (38.7)
1986-87 35,479 14,206 (40.0)
1987-88 35,702 14,595 (40.9)
1988-89 35,521 14,553 (41.0)
1989-90 36,386 15,345 (42.2)
1990-91 38,801 16,580 (42.7)
1991-92 39,082 16,680 (42.7)
1992-93 39,915 16,972 (42.5)
1993-94 39,711 16,997 (42.8)
1994-95 39,355 16,790 (42.7)
1995-96 39,921 17,366 (43.5)
1996-97 41,115 18,552 (45.1)
1997-98 39,456 17,662 (44.8)
1998-99 39,072 17,516 (44.8)
1999-00 39,158 17,713 (46.4)
2000-01 37,910 18,006 (47.5)
2001-02 38,606 18,644 (48.3)
2002-03 38,865 19,133 (49.2)
2003-04 40,024 19,818 (49.5)
2004-05 42,672 20,804 (48.8)
2005-06 43,883 21,074 (48.0)
2006-07 43,518 20,669 (47.5)
2007-08 43,588 20,537 (47.1)
2008-09 44,004 20,191 (45.9)
2009-10 44,258 20,852 (47.1)
2010-11 44,495 21,043 (47.3)

9. ABA Section of Legal Educ. & Admissions to the Bar, Resources: Legal Statistics: Degrees Awarded: Longitudinal Charts,
JD & LLB, ABA, http://www.americanbar.org/groups/legal_education/resources/statistics.html/. Some figures differ
slightly from those previously reported by the ABA.
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Table 10 - End-of-Year J.D. Applicants by Enroliment Year

Classof | 2011 | 2012 | 2013 [ 2014 | 2015 [ 2016 2017
Total Graduates 43,979 46,364 46,776 43,832 39,984 37,124 34,992
Unemployed (%) 4402(9.2)| 4929(106) | 5,229(11.2) 4,295 (9.8) 3,871(9.7) 3,271 (8.8) 2,755 (7.9)
Solo Practice (%) 1,170 (2.7) 1,050 (2.3) 1,086 (2.3) 936 (2.1) 688 (1.7) 538 (1.4) 443 (1.3)
Law Firm (%) 16,734 (38.1) | 18,214 (39.3) | 18,545(39.6) | 17,856 (40.7) | 16,282 (40.7) | 16,403 (44.1) | 16,021 (45.9)
Business (%) 6,578(15.0) | 6,881(149)| 7,130(15.2) | 6,723(15.3)| 5/854(14.6)| 5,024(13.5)| 4,252(12.2)
Government (%) 4324(9.8)| 4,654(10.0)| 4953(10.6) | 5,102(11.6) | 4,655(11.6) | 4,459(12.0) | 4,204 (12.0)
Public Interest (%) 2,684 (6.1) 2,715 (5.9) 2,227 (4.8) 2,170 (5.0) 1,883 (4.7) 1,645 (4.4) 1,625 (4.7)
Clerkship (%) 3,394 (7.7) 3,389 (7.3) 3,447 (7.4) 3,379(7.7) 3,368 (8.4) 3,327 (8.9) 3,263 (9.3)
Education (%) 1,052 (2.4) 1,031 (2.2) 973 (2.1) 784 (1.8) 645 (1.6) 601 (1.6) 493 (1.4)

10. ABA Section of Legal Educ. & Admissions to the Bar, 2012 Law Graduate Employment Data, ABA (2013), https:/ /www.
americanbar.org/content/dam/aba/administrative/legal_education_and_admissions_to_the_bar/reports/law_grad_em-
ployment_data.authcheckdam.pdf (for classes of 2011 and 2012 data); ABA Section of Legal Educ. & Admissions to the Bar,
2014 Law Graduate Employment Data, ABA (2015), https:/ /www.americanbar.org/content/dam/aba/administrative/legal_ed-
ucation_and_admissions_to_the_bar/statistics /2014_law_graduate_employment_data_042915.authcheckdam.pdf (for classes
of 2013 and 2014 data); ABA Section of Legal Educ. & Admissions to the Bar, 2016 Law Graduate Employment Data, ABA (2017),
https:/ /www.americanbar.org/content/dam/aba/administrative/legal_education_and_admissions_to_the_bar/statis-
tics/2016_law_graduate_employment_data.authcheckdam.pdf (for classes of 2015 and 2016 data); ABA Section of Legal Educ.
& Admissions to the Bar, 2017 Law Graduate Employment Data, ABA (2018), https:/ /www.americanbar.org/content/dam/aba/
administrative/legal_education_and_admissions_to_the_bar/statistics /2017_law_graduate_employment_data.authcheck-
dam.pdf (for class of 2017 data). Figures exclude data for unknown employment status and law school funded positions. Data
for the classes of 2011, 2012, and 2013 reflect the graduates’ employment status 9 months following graduation. Starting with
the class of 2014, the data reflect the graduates” employment status approximately 10 months after graduation due to a change

in ABA reporting requirements.

Table 11 - Initial Employment by Minority Status and Gender"

2011 White Minority

Male Female Total Male Female Total
Private Practice 52.8% 48.8 51.0 46.4 43.5 448
Business 18.4 16.6 17.6 21.1 19.5 20.2
Government 11.7 11.2 11.5 13.2 13.0 13.1
Judicial Clerkships 9.3 11.3 10.2 6.4 7.2 6.9
Public Interest 5.0 8.4 6.5 8.8 11.8 10.5
2012 White Minority

Male Female Total Male Female Total
Private Practice 52.7% 50.4 51.6 49.2 46.2 47.5
Business 19.4 16.0 17.9 20.5 17.5 18.8
Government 11.5 11.7 11.6 13.5 13.5 13.5
Judicial Clerkships 8.7 10.8 9.7 5.8 71 6.6
Public Interest 4.9 7.9 6.3 7.2 11.9 9.9
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Table 11 - Initial Employment by Minority Status and Gender' (continued)

2013 White Minority

Male Female Total Male Female Total
Private Practice 53.6% 50.2 52.2 49.1 46.6 47.7
Business 19.3 16.1 17.9 22.0 18.6 20.2
Government 10.9 11.5 11.2 13.2 12.5 12.8
Judicial Clerkships 9.0 10.9 9.8 5.5 7.4 6.5
Public Interest 4.6 8.5 6.3 6.8 11.1 9.1
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 17.7 221 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 71 6.5
Public Interest 4.9 8.5 6.5 6.8 11.2 9.4
2015 White Minority

Male Female Total Male Female Total
Private Practice 53.9% 50.3 52.3 50.2 48.2 49.0
Business 17.9 15.3 16.8 19.3 17.2 18.1
Government 11.6 11.8 11.7 14.7 13.5 14.0
Judicial Clerkships 10.4 12.4 11.3 6.6 7.4 7.0
Public Interest 4.4 8.1 6.1 6.7 10.8 9.1
2016 White Minority

Male Female Total Male Female Total
Private Practice 55.0% 52.1 53.7 52.7 49.3 50.7
Business 16.0 13.7 15.0 18.7 15.6 16.9
Government 11.9 12.2 12.0 12.9 12.9 13.0
Judicial Clerkships 11.3 12.2 1.7 7.2 8.5 7.9
Public Interest 43 7.9 6.0 5.8 1.3 9.1

11. NAT'L Ass'N FOR LAw PLACEMENT, JoBs & JDs: EMPLOYMENT AND SALARIES OF NEwW LAw GRADUATES, CLASS OF 2011 60
(2012) [hereinafter CLAss oF 2011] (for 2011 figures); NAT'L Ass’N FOR LAW PLACEMENT, JoBs & JDs: EMPLOYMENT AND SALARIES
OF NEW LAW GRADUATES, CLASS OF 2012 64 (2013) [hereinafter CLASS OF 2012] (for 2012 figures); NAT'L Ass'N FOR LAw PLACEMENT,
JoBs & JDs: EMPLOYMENT AND SALARIES OF NEW LAaw GRADUATES, CLASS OF 2013 64 (2014) [hereinafter CLASs oF 2013] (for 2013
figures); NAT'L Ass'N FOR LAw PLACEMENT, JoBs & JDs: EMPLOYMENT AND SALARIES OF NEwW LAw GRADUATES, CLASS OF 2014 64
(2015) [hereinafter CLAss OF 2014] (for 2014 figures); NAT'L Ass’N FOR LAW PLACEMENT, JoBs & JDs: EMPLOYMENT AND SALARIES
OF NEW LAW GRADUATES, CLASS OF 2015 66 (2016) [hereinafter CLASS OF 2015] (for 2015 figures); NAT'L Ass'N FOR LAw PLACEMENT,
JoBs & JDs: EMPLOYMENT AND SALARIES OF NEW LAwW GRADUATES, CrAsS OF 2016 68 (2017) [hereinafter CrAss oF 2016] (for 2016

figures). Figures for 2011-2016 exclude graduates with education jobs and unknown employer type.
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Table 12 - Initial Employment by Race/Ethnicity'?

2012 White Af Am. | Hisp. | As Am. Na Am. Multi-racial
Private Practice 51.6% 36.3 52.3 52.6 43.9 49,5
Business 17.9 22.8 14.8 19.0 20.5 16.8
Government 11.6 16.0 13.7 11.2 18.7 12.9
Judicial Clerkships 9.7 7.5 4.8 6.9 7.0 7.4
Public Interest 6.3 12.3 11.5 6.6 8.2 10.6
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
2016 White Af Am. Hisp. As Am. Na Am. Multi-racial
Private Practice 53.7% 38.9 54.9 57.6 41.2 50.2
Business 15.0 20.5 13.8 17.6 13.2 14.9
Government 12.0 17.4 12.7 8.1 21.1 14.6
Judicial Clerkships 11.7 7.8 6.4 8.6 11.4 10.7
Public Interest 6.0 11.4 10.8 5.8 8.8 6.8

12. CLASS OF 2012, supra note 11, at 65 (for 2012 figures); CLASS OF 2014, supra note 11, at 65 (for 2014 figures); CLASS OF 2016,
supra note 11, at 69 (for 2016 figures). Figures for “Asian American” include Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander graduates. Fig-
ures for 2012, 2014, and 2016 exclude graduates with education jobs and unknown employer type.

Table 13 - Initial Employment of Graduates with Disabilities™

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
Private Practice 48.9% 50.7 46.2 422 47.9 40.9
Business 16.9 16.4 20.7 19.8 19.0 20.7
Government 13.4 10.0 14.6 13.2 10.7 13.7
Judicial Clerkships 6.5 7.0 5.3 9.4 6.9 9.6
Public Interest 9.3 11.4 8.3 12.2 11.4 11.5
Education 6.5 4.0 43 3.3 3.4 3.7

13. CLAss OF 2011, supra note 11, at 62 (for 2011 figures); CLASS OF 2012, supra note 11, at 66 (for 2012 figures); CLASS OF 2013,
supra note 11, at 66 (for 2013 figures); CLASS OF 2014, supra note 11, at 66 (for 2014 figures); CLASS OF 2015, supra note 11, at 68
(for 2015 figures); CLASS OF 2016, supra note 11, at 70 (for 2016 figures). Figures for 2011-2016 exclude graduates with unknown

employer type.
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Table 14 - Initial Employment of Graduates Identifying as LGB

| 2014 | 2015 | 2016
Private Practice 41.6% 43.1 44.5
Business 16.1 16.9 13.1
Government 11.2 114 12.9
Judicial Clerkships 11.2 11.2 12.0
Public Interest 15.9 14.3 14.6
Education 4.2 3.0 3.0

14. CLASS OF 2014, supra note 11, at 66 (for 2014 figures); CLASS OF 2015, supra note 11, at 68 (for 2015 figures); CLASS OF
2016, supra note 11, at 70 (for 2016 figures). Figures for 2014-2016 exclude graduates with unknown employer type. Jobs &
JDs started collecting data on LGB graduates starting for the Class of 2014.

Table 15 - Representation of Female and Minority Lawyers in Law Firms'®

Partners Associates
Female | Minority | Minority F. Female | Minority | Minority F.
2009 19.2% 6.1 1.9 457 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
2016 221 8.1 2.9 45.0 22.7 124
2017 22.7 8.4 2.9 45.5 233 12.9
2018 234 9.1 3.2 45.9 24.2 13.5

15. NAT'L Ass’N FOR LAw PLACEMENT, 2018 REPORT ON DIVERsSITY IN U.S. LAw FirmMs 9 (Jan. 2019), https:/ /www.nalp.
org/uploads/2018NALPReportonDiversityinUSLawFirms_FINAL.pdf [hereinafter 2018 DiversiTy RepoRrT]. Figures are
based on statistics provided by firms in the NALP DIRECTORY OF LEGAL EMPLOYERS.
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Table 16 - Associates by Gender and Race/Ethnicity'®

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 10.0 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
2016 4.1 2.3 4.4 2.2 11.3 6.4
2017 4.3 2.4 4.6 2.2 11.4 6.5
2018 4.5 2.6 4.7 2.5 11.7 6.6
16. Id.
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
2016 1.8 0.6 2.3 0.7 3.1 1.2
2017 1.8 0.7 2.4 0.7 3.3 1.2
2018 1.8 0.7 2.5 0.8 3.6 1.4
17. Id.
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Table 18 - Equity Partners by Gender and Minority Status'®

Equity Non-equity
Female | Minority Female | Minority
2011 15.6% 47 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
2016 18.1 5.8 29.4 9.9
2017 18.7 6.1 30.7 10.4

18. Nat'l Ass'n for Law Placement, Representation of Women and Minorities Among Equity Partners Slowly Increasing, NAT'L
Ass’N FOR Law PLACEMENT (Apr. 2018), https://www.nalp.org/0418research. Figures are based on statistics provided by
firms in the NALP DIRECTORY OF LEGAL EMPLOYERS.

Table 19 - Representation of LGBT Lawyers in Law Firms™

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
2016 1.9 3.2
2017 2.0 3.5
2018 2.1 3.8

19. Nat'l Ass'n for Law Placement, Although Most Firms Collect GLBT Lawyer Information, Overall Numbers Remain Low,
NAT'L Ass’N FOR Law PLACEMENT (Dec. 2009), http://www.nalp.org/dec09glbt (for 2009 figures); Nat'l Ass'n for Law
Placement, Most Firms Collect LGBT Lawyer Information—LGBT Representation Up Slightly, NAT'L Ass’N FOR LAW PLACEMENT
(Dec. 2010), http:/ /nalp.org/dec10lgbt (for 2010 figures); Nat'l Ass'n for Law Placement, Most Firms Collect LGBT Lawyer In-
formation, LGBT Representation Steady, NAT'L Ass’N FOR LAw PLACEMENT (Dec. 2011), http:/ /www.nalp.org/lgbt_lawyers_
dec2011 (for 2011 figures); Nat'l Ass'n for Law Placement, LGBT Representation Up in 2012, NAT'L Ass’N FOR LAW PLACEMENT
(Jan. 2013), http:/ /www.nalp.org/lgbt_representation_up_in_2012 (for 2012 figures); Nat'l Ass'n for Law Placement, LGBT
Representation Up Again in 2013, NAT'L Ass’'N FOR LAwW PLACEMENT (Jan. 2014), http://www.nalp.org/janl4research (for
2013 figures); Nat'l Ass'n for Law Placement, LGBT Representation Among Lawyers in 2014, NAT'L Ass'N FOR LAw PLACE-
MENT (Mar. 2015), http://www.nalp.org/0315research (for 2014 figures); Nat'l Ass'n for Law Placement, LGBT Representa-
tion Among Lawyers in 2015, NAT'L Ass'N FOR LAw PLACEMENT (Dec. 2015), http:/ /www.nalp.org/1215research (for 2015
figures); Nat'l Ass'n for Law Placement, LGBT Representation Among Lawyers in 2017, NAT'L Ass’N FOR LAw PLACEMENT (Jan.
2018), https:/ /www.nalp.org/0118research (for 2016 and 2017 figures); NAT'L Ass'N FOR LAW PLACEMENT, 2018 DIVERSITY
REPORT, supra note 15, at 18 (for 2018 figures). Figures are based on statistics provided by firms in the NALP DIRECTORY OF
LEGAL EMPLOYERS.
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Table 20 - Representation of Lawyers with Disabilities in Law Firms?®

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
2015 0.4 0.3
2016 0.4 0.3
2017 0.4 0.6
2018 0.5 0.5

20. Nat'l Ass'n for Law Placement, Reported Number of Lawyers with Disabilities Remains Small, NAT'L Ass’N FOR Law PLACE-
MENT (Dec. 2009), http:/ /nalp.org/dec09disabled (for 2009 figures); Press Release, Nat'l Ass'n for Law Placement, Law Firm
Diversity Among Associates Erodes in 2010, NAT'L Ass’N FOR LAw PLACEMENT (Nov. 4, 2010), http:/ /www.nalp.org/2010law
firmdiversity?s=disabilities (for 2010 figures); Press Release, Nat'l Ass'n for Law Placement, Law Firm Diversity Wobbles: Mi-
nority Numbers Bounce Back While Women Associates Extend Two-Year Decline, NAT'L Ass'N FOR Law PLACEMENT (Nov. 3, 2011),
http:/ /www.nalp.org/2011_law_firm_diversity?s=disabilities (for 2011 figures); Press Release, Nat'l Ass'n for Law Placement,
Representation of Women Among Associates Continues to Fall, Even as Minority Associates Make Gains, NAT'L Ass’N FOR LAW PLACE-
MENT (Dec. 13, 2012), http:/ /www.nalp.org/2012lawfirmdiversity?s=disabilities (for 2012 figures); Press Release, Nat'l Ass'n
for Law 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 Law PLACEMENT (Dec. 11, 2013), http://www.
nalp.org/lawfirmdiversity_2013 (for 2013 figures); Press Release, Nat'l Ass'n for Law 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 LAW PLACEMENT
(Feb. 17, 2015), http:/ /www.nalp.org/lawfirmdiversity_feb2015 (for 2014 figures); Nat'l Ass'n for Law Placement, NALP Di-
versity Infographic — Disabilities, NAT'L Ass’N FOR LAw PLACEMENT, (June 2016), http:/ /www.nalp.org/uploads/Membership /
DiversityInfographic-Disabilities.pdf (for 2015 figures); NAT'L Ass’N FOR LAwW PLACEMENT, 2016 REPORT ON D1versiTY IN U.S.
Law FIrMs 16 (Jan. 2017), https:/ /www.nalp.org/uploads/Membership /2016NALPReportonDiversityinUSLawFirms.pdf (for
2016 figures); NAT'L Ass'N FOR LAW PLACEMENT, 2017 REPORT ON DIvERsITY IN U.S. Law Firwms 18 (Dec. 2017), https:/ /www.
nalp.org/uploads/2017NALPReportonDiversityinUSLawFirms.pdf (for 2017 figures); NAT'L Ass’N FOR LAW PLACEMENT, 2018
DrvEeRrsITY REPORT, supra note 15, at 18 (for 2018 figures). Figures are based on statistics provided by firms in the NALP DIrec-
TORY OF LEGAL EMPLOYERS.

'Yy Y
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.
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Table 21 - Partners by Gender, Minority Status, Firm Size, and City (2018)*'

Partners
Total | Female | Minority | Minority F.
Nationwide 47,625 23.4% 9.1% 3.2%
<100 lawyer firms 2,759 22.2 7.9 3.0
101-250 lawyer firms 8,497 23.2 6.6 2.4
251-500 lawyer firms 9,577 24.1 8.4 3.1
501-700 lawyer firms 5,779 22.7 8.7 2.9
701+ lawyer firms 21,013 23.5 10.8 3.7
Atlanta 1,051 22.0 8.0 2.7
Austin 301 25.6 12.0 43
Boston 1,563 243 4.5 1.7
Charlotte 430 16.1 4.7 1.4
Chicago 3,260 22.9 7.9 2.7
Cleveland 405 18.5 3.0 0.7
Columbus 378 24.1 6.9 2.9
Dallas 985 20.3 9.8 3.7
Denver 511 27.6 6.7 2.2
Detroit area 550 25.8 6.2 2.6
Houston 1,129 18.0 12.1 3.9
Indianapolis 335 24.5 3.0 1.2
Kansas City 493 24.5 3.9 1.2
Los Angeles 1,832 24.5 16.7 6.3
Miami 384 25.8 37.8 11.7
Milwaukee 631 25.0 4.0 1.9
Minneapolis 1,127 29.2 4.1 1.9
New York City 6,254 20.4 10.9 3.3
Newark area 426 19.5 5.6 1.9
Orange County 510 18.0 12.9 4.1
Philadelphia 630 19.8 5.2 1.9
Phoenix 524 22.3 6.9 1.9
Pittsburgh 325 21.2 43 1.5
Portland, OR 448 27.0 6.3 2.7
San Diego 277 21.7 13.4 4.3
San Francisco 1,311 28.0 15.5 5.3
San Jose area 709 23.0 19.2 6.4
Seattle area 831 28.8 10.1 3.9
St. Louis 774 24.8 5.4 1.4
Washington DC 4,558 23.6 10.1 3.9

21. NAT'L Ass’N FOR LAW PLACEMENT, 2018 DIVERSITY REPORT, supra note 15, at 10-11. Some city information includes
one or more offices in adjacent suburbs. Id. at 11.
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Table 22 - Partners by Race/Ethnicity, Gender, Firm Size, and City (2018)*?

Af Am. Hisp. As Am.
Total | Female Total | Female Total | Female
Nationwide 1.8% 0.7 2.5 0.8 3.6 1.4
<100 lawyer firms 1.3 0.4 1.5 0.6 3.7 1.6
101-250 lawyer firms 1.3 0.5 1.8 0.6 2.7 1.1
251-500 lawyer firms 1.8 0.8 2.6 0.8 2.9 1.2
501-700 lawyer firms 1.9 0.6 2.3 0.7 3.3 1.1
701+ lawyer firms 2.1 0.8 3.0 0.9 4.4 1.7
Atlanta 3.6 1.1 0.9 0.4 2.4 0.8
Austin 3.0 1.3 6.6 2.7 1.7 0.3
Boston 0.9 0.3 1.2 0.3 2.0 1.0
Charlotte 2.3 1.2 0.9 0.0 0.9 0.2
Chicago 1.8 0.6 1.8 0.5 3.7 1.3
Cleveland 1.2 0.5 0.3 0.0 1.2 0.3
Columbus 2.9 1.1 0.5 0.0 1.9 1.3
Dallas 1.7 0.9 3.5 1.1 2.3 0.7
Denver 0.6 0.0 2.7 0.4 1.6 0.4
Detroit area 3.1 1.8 0.9 0.0 1.3 0.6
Houston 2.8 1.2 4.8 1.1 3.9 1.5
Indianapolis 0.9 0.0 0.6 0.3 1.2 0.6
Kansas City 2.0 0.2 0.6 0.2 0.8 0.4
Los Angeles 2.0 0.8 4.2 1.4 8.7 3.7
Miami 2.9 1.3 32.8 9.1 1.3 1.0
Milwaukee 0.6 0.2 2.2 1.1 0.8 0.5
Minneapolis 0.6 0.4 0.8 0.0 1.2 0.9
New York City 1.6 0.5 2.6 0.8 4.8 1.7
Newark area 1.2 0.5 1.6 0.5 2.1 0.7
Orange County 0.8 0.2 3.7 1.0 7.1 2.8
Philadelphia 1.4 0.6 0.5 0.0 2.2 0.8
Phoenix 0.0 0.0 2.7 1.0 1.7 0.8
Pittsburgh 0.9 0.3 1.2 0.6 1.9 0.6
Portland, OR 1.3 0.7 2.2 0.7 1.3 0.9
San Diego 0.7 0.4 4.7 1.1 5.8 2.5
San Francisco 1.8 0.5 2.4 1.0 9.6 3.5
San Jose area 1.1 04 3.0 1.0 13.5 4.5
Seattle area 1.6 0.5 1.4 0.5 5.7 2.5
St. Louis 2.5 0.8 1.3 0.5 0.9 0.0
Washington DC 2.8 1.3 2.2 0.7 4.3 1.5

22.1d. at 14-15. 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.
Id. at 15.
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Table 23 - Female and Minority Representation Among Corporate Counsel®

| Female | Af Am. | Hisp. | As Am. | Na Am. | Mixed/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

23. Ass’N oF CORPORATE COUNSEL, ACC 2001 CENsus oF U.S. IN-House CounskeL (2001) (for 2001 figures); Ass'N OF
CoRPORATE COUNSEL, 2011 CENSUS REPORT 72 (2012) (for 2004, 2006, and 2011 figures); Ass'N oF CORPORATE COUNSEL,
2015 ACC GroBaL CeNsus: A PROFILE OF IN-House COUNSEL 26 (2015), http://www.acc.com/_cs_upload/vl/public/
Surveys/1411922_6.pdf (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.
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Table 24 - Federal Government Lawyers by Race/Ethnicity and Gender?

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 (3.3) 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) 1,291 (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)
Male 9(2.4) 3(0.8) 8(2.2) 0 (0.0) 20 (5.4)
Female 24 (6.5) 10 (2.7) 24 (6.5) 1(0.3) 59 (16.0)
General Attorneys 3,026 (8.7) 1,391 (4.0) 1,888 (5.4) 202 (0.6) 6,507 (18.7)
Male 1,068 (3.1) 701 (2.0) 757 (2.1) 93 (0.3) 2,619 (7.5)
Female 1,958 (5.6) 690 (2.0) 1,131 (3.3) 109 (0.3) 3,888 (11.2)
Admin. Law Judges 100 (6.1) 72 (4.4) 23 (1.4) 19 (1.2) 214 (13.0)
Male 50 (3.0) 55 (3.3) 10 (.6) 13 (0.8) 128 (7.8)
Female 50 (3.0) 17 (1.0) 13 (0.8) 6 (0.4) 86 (5.2)

24. Kay Coles James, U.S. Office of Pers. Mgmt., Demographic Profile of the Federal Workforce as of September 2002, U.S. OFFICE OF PERs.
Mawmr. (2003), http:/ /www.opm.gov/feddata/demograp/02demo.pdf (for 2002 figures); U.S. Office of Pers. Mgmt., Demographic Profile
of the Federal Workforce as of September 2006: Table 3, U.S. OFFICE OF PERs. MGMT. (2007), https:/ /www.opm.gov /policy-data-oversight/data-
analysis-documentation/federal-employment-reports/demographics /2006-demographic-profile/ (scroll down to Table 3 and click “Men
and Women Combined,” “Men Only,” and “Women Only”) (for 2006 figures); U.S. Office of Pers. Mgmt., Demmographic Profile of the Federal
Workforce as of September 2010: Table 3, U.S. OFFICE OF PERs. MGMT. (2011), https:/ /www.opm.gov/ policy-data-oversight/data-analysis-doc-
umentation/federal-employment-reports/demographics /2010-demographic-profile/ (scroll down to Table 3 and click “Men and Women
Combined,” “Men Only,” and “Women Only”) (for 2010 figures). Figures for Asian Americans include “Pacific Islanders.”
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Table 25 - U.S. Judges by Gender and Race/Ethnicity®

| Judges | Female | Af Am. | Hisp. | As Am. Minority
2003 59,000 54.1% 15.5 44 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 66,000 355 1.3 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 6.2 244
2016 59,000 34.2 11.0 3.5 1.2 15.7
2017 66,000 28.1 12.7 7.0 0.0 19.7

25. Dep’t of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Labor Force Statistics from the Current Population Survey, Annual Aver-

age 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 Em-
ployed,” Table 11). Figures represent those reported for “judges, magistrates, and other judicial workers,” available begin-

ning in 2003. Figures for minorities are derived from aggregating the minority categories listed.

Table 26 - Article lll Judicial Appointments by Gender and Race/Ethnicity®

Total | Female (%) | Af Am. (%) | Hisp. (%) | As Am. (%) | Na Am. (%)
Reagan (1981-88) 383 32 (8.8) 7 (1.8) 14 (3.6) 2 (0.5) 0 (0.0)
Bush | (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 Il (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) 21 (6.4) 1(0.3)
Trump (2017-18) 44 10 (22.7) 0 (0.0) 1 (2.3) 4(1.2) 0 (0.0)
Trump (pending) 92 23 (25.0) 4 (4.3) 4 (4.3) 2(2.2) 0 (0.0)

26. All. for Justice, Judicial Selection Snapshot, ALLIANCE FOR JUSTICE (2018) (for 1981-2018 data) (On file with the ILLP).
Figures for Trump (Jan. 20. 2017-July 26, 2018) include all judges confirmed along with a separate row for pending nomi-
nees. Figures for Asian Americans do not include “Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islanders.” Id.
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Table 27 - Article lll Judicial Appointments by LGBT and Disability Status®

| Total | LGBT (%) | Disabled (%)
Reagan (1981-88) 383 0(0.0) 1(0.3)
Bush | (1989-92) 193 0 (0.0) 1(0.5)
Clinton (1993-00) 378 1(0.4) 3(0.8)
Bush Il (2001-08) 327 0(0.0) 2 (0.6)
Obama (2009-16) 329 11 (3.3) 0(0.0)
Trump (2017-18) 39 0(0.0) 0(0.0)

27. 1d. Figures for LGBT judges and judges with disabilities are not available for pending nominees. Even though the
figures list the number of judges with disabilities seated by President Obama as 0, Supreme Court Justice Sonia Sotomayor,
who was appointed by President Obama in 2009 and confirmed that same year, is a life-long diabetic who was diagnosed
with type-1 diabetes at age seven. See Nina Totenberg, Sotomayor Opens Up About Diabetes For Youth Group, NPR, June 21,
2011, https:/ /www.npr.org/2011/06/21/137328180/sotomayor-opens-up-about-diabetes. Justice Sotomayor, thus, seems
to fall within the category of a judge with a disability. See Questions & Answers About Diabetes in the Workplace and the Ameri-
cans With Disabilities Act, EEOC, accessed on Aug. 2, 2018, https:/ /www.eeoc.gov/laws/types/diabetes.cfm#n9 (noting that
“individuals who have diabetes should easily be found to have a disability within the meaning of the first part of the ADA’s
definition of disability because they are substantially limited in the major life activity of endocrine function.”).

Table 28 - Article lll Judges by Race/Ethnicity*®

Race No. of Judges

100
White 1,037 g "
Af Am. 142 L
Hisp. 92 2 an
As Am. 29 200
Na Am. 2 ‘ B = _

Whito Af. A Hisp Ag, Am Na Am.

Total 1,302 e

28. Minority Corp. Counsel Ass'n, Tracking the Integration of the Federal Judiciary, https://www.mcca.com/resources/
reports/federal-judiciary/ (last visited July 5, 2018). Figures are current up to October 18, 2017.

Table 29 - Article lll Judges by Gender®

Gender % of Total

Female 27% B Female

Male 73% L FYPPY
29.1d.
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Table 30 - Law Faculty by Gender and Minority Status*

Fall, 2013 | Deans (%) | Tenured (%) | Tenure-Track (%)
Minority 42 (20.8) 907 (16.8) 460 (30.5)
Female 58 (28.7) 1,766 (32.7) 731 (48.4)

30. ABA Section of Legal Educ. & Admissions to the Bar, Statistics: Ethnic/Gender Data: Longitudinal Charts, Law School
Faculty & Staff by Ethnicity and Gender, http:/ /www.americanbar.org/groups/legal_education/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/ethnic-
ity is known.

Table 31 - Law Faculty by Gender and Race/Ethnicity (2013)*’

| Total (%) | AfAm. (%) | Hisp. (%) | AsAm. (%) | Na Am. (%) | >2 Races (%)

Deans 202 (100.0) 26 (12.9) 12 (5.9) 3(1.5) 1(0.5) 0(0.0)
Male 144 (71.3) 15 (7.4) 7 (3.5) 3(1.5) 0(0.0) 0(0.0)
Female 58 (28.7) 11 (5.4) 5 (2.5) 0 (0.0) 1(0.5) 0(0.0)
Tenured 5,398 (100.0) 464 (8.6) 222 (4.1) 181 (3.4) 28 (0.5) 12 (0.2)
Male 3,632 (67.3) 226 (4.2) 140 (2.6) 115 (2.1) 18 (0.3) 9(0.2)
Female 1,766 (32.7) 238 (4.4) 82 (1.5) 66 (1.2) 10 (0.2) 3(0.0)
Tenure-Track | 1,509 (100.0) 200 (13.3) 97 (6.4) 129 (8.5) 15 (1.0) 19 (1.3)
Male 778 (51.6) 76 (5.0) 52 (3.4) 68 (4.5) 4(0.3) 8 (0.5)
Female 731 (48.4) 124 (8.2) 45 (3.0) 61 (4.0) 11(0.7) 11(0.7)
Part-Time 8,361 (100.0) 337 (4.0) 293 (3.5) 214 (2.6) 22 (0.3) 17 (.2)
Male 5,667 (67.8) 173 (2.0) 190 (2.3) 119 (1.4) 12 (0.1) 11 (0.1)
Female 2694 (32.2) 164 (2.0) 103 (1.2) 95 (1.1) 10 (0.1) 6 (0.1)

31. Id. Figures for Asian Americans do not include “Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander.”
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The Opportunities and Challenges
of Diversity in Law

By Christina Blacklaws
President, The Law Society of England and Wales

What obstacles to diversity in the legal profession is the United Kingdom facing? Blacklaws
and the Law Society show that the American legal system as well as the UK "are recognizing
the merit of flexible working policies and using innovation to help drive equality in the legal
profession”.

and inclusion within organisations. The legal profession is no different, and firms across Eng-
land and Wales are investing time and resources to address the way they operate, look and feel
in order to reflect the society around them and, of course, those communities hold prospective clients.

The 21% century has ushered in a movement which has driven greater consideration of diversity

Over time we have seen a shift from the moral case for diversity and inclusion to one which stresses
the bottom line - just as important a driver (if not the only motivating factor) for organisations in their
quest to diversi