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Executive Summary 

The U.S. Department of Justice has recognized the importance of having a diverse attorney 
workforce—both to ensure that it performs at its best and to ensure that it maintains the 
confidence of the American people.  As the “nation’s law firm,” DOJ must represent the nation. 

DOJ commissioned KPMG Consulting and Taylor Cox & Associates to analyze its human 
resources management practices for their effect on the Department’s ability to recruit, hire, 
promote, retain, and utilize an attorney workforce that is diverse with respect to gender, race, and 
ethnicity.  Our analytical framework, the Interactional Model for Cultural Diversity, focuses on 
how the work climate at DOJ impacts individual and organizational outcomes.   

In order to achieve its diversity goals, the Department must attain the following: 

	 Female and racial/ethnic minorities are represented at all levels of the Department at a 
rate consistent with their representation in the overall population of attorneys in the 
United States. 

	 All gender and racial/ethnic groups of attorneys achieve parity in job satisfaction and 
perceptions of fairness in the work climate. 

The study involved assessing the Department’s human resources administration by interviewing 
HR managers, analyzing workforce data, conducting interviews and focus groups with attorneys, 
and administering an employee survey to the attorney workforce.  In all, approximately 1,400 
DOJ attorneys (out of an approximate total of 9,200) provided input into the study.  In addition, 
we gathered input for the study from the American Bar Association, minority bar associations, 
and DOJ attorney employee associations.  We also explored public- and private-sector 
organizations for benchmarks and best practices. 

Following are the key findings of the study: 

Attorneys across demographic groups believe that the Department is a good place to work. 
Most attorneys across race/ethnicity, gender, and component groups report that the environment 
is collegial and productive. They cite their autonomy and the challenging, rewarding work that 
they perform.  Most cite satisfaction with their jobs, an expectation to stay, and a high degree of 
positive identification with DOJ.  Moreover, private industry cites DOJ as a trend-setter for 
diversity. 

However, the Department does face significant diversity issues.  Whites and minorities as well 
as men and women perceive differences in many aspects of the work climate. For example, 
minorities are significantly more likely than whites to cite stereotyping, harassment, and racial 
tension as characteristics of the work climate.  Many of these differences are also present 
between men and women, although to a lesser extent. 

Minorities perceive unfairness in a number of human resources practices, such as hiring and 
promotion. Among the most common concerns cited were perceptions of unfairness in case 
assignment and a belief that exclusive informal networks limit access to communication with 
managers, premium job assignments, mentoring, and promotion. 
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The Department suffers from an inadequate human resources management infrastructure. 
There is widespread perception, especially among minorities, that HR practices lack 
transparency.  This results in attorneys perceiving that practices are unfair. The Department does 
not emphasize career development, and tools for performance appraisal are deficient.  As a 
result, attorneys cite poor “people management” by supervisors. 

Section Chiefs are an extremely critical element of the Department’s diversity climate. They 
have significant authority in recruitment, hiring, promotion, performance appraisal, case 
assignment, and career development.  The Section Chief workforce is not diverse and turnover is 
low.  This pattern, combined with the generally low attention that these managers pay to staff 
career development, leads minorities to perceive a lack of advancement opportunities. 

The Department’s attorney workforce is more diverse than the U.S. legal workforce: 38% 
female, compared to 30% in the U.S. legal labor pool, and 15% minority, compared to 12% in 
the labor pool.  The Department’s attorney workforce is about as diverse as the federal 
government legal workforce, whose attorneys are 38% female and 16% minority. 

Hiring is serving to make the Department even more diverse: hires in 2001 were 40% female 
and 21% minority.  In particular, the Attorney General’s Honors Program is an important 
tool for increasing diversity.  Honors Program hires in 2001 were 63% female, compared to 45% 
of the law school graduating class, and 30% minority, compared to 21% of the class of 2001. 

Minorities are significantly under-represented in management ranks.  They comprise only 
7% of (career) SES attorneys and 11% of supervisory Assistant U.S. Attorneys.  Women 
constitute 31% of SESs and 37% of supervisory AUSAs.  Among GS-15 attorneys in the 
Litigating Divisions, minorities comprise 11% of non-supervisors and 6% of supervisors, and 
women comprise 37% of non-supervisors and 33% of supervisors. 

Minorities are substantially more likely to leave the Department than whites.  In 2001, the 
attrition rate was 49% higher among minorities than whites.  There was no difference in recent 
attrition between men and women. 

There are also statistically significant race and/or gender effects on a number of HR outcomes, 
including starting grade, current grade, promotions, and compensation.  For example, the average 
minority GS attorney is currently 0.4 steps lower than the average white, and the average woman 
is 0.3 steps lower than the average man, controlling for seniority, grade, and component. 

Based on these findings, we recommend that the Department take the following actions: 

Exercise AG- and DAG-level leadership to stress the importance of diversity and their 
commitment to it.  Publicly commit the Department to parity both in diversity outcomes (e.g., 
comparable representation at all levels) and in attitudes (e.g., job satisfaction) among all 
demographic groups.  Identify levers for change, focusing on AAGs (who are diverse) and 
Section Chiefs.  Implement training of leaders to identify their role in shaping work climate 
issues and in effectuating change. 
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Create a diversity measurement plan which addresses key elements of diversity by component. 
Hold management accountable for adhering to the plan and base their rewards on success.  As 
components develop solutions, implement them department-wide. 

Implement a performance measurement system to track diversity results against measurement 
plans. Routinize reporting of diversity outcomes by component and section.  What gets 
measured gets done—managers do not like to be at the bottom of lists in areas that senior 
leadership finds important. 

Implement a career development process.  Hold managers accountable for career development 
of staff.  Emphasize skill in and attention to career development in selecting and nurturing 
managers.  Implement a staff performance management system with more than two 
performance levels, and enforce its use in a value-adding way.  Further develop mentoring 
capabilities in a systematic program with ongoing analysis and improvement.  Good diversity 
management begins with good HR management. 

Address the perceived lack of transparency and unfairness in HR systems.  Conduct a study 
of case assignments to determine whether they are fair.  Involve more diverse and more junior 
staff in recruiting and other HR functions.  Promulgate consistent standards and policies for 
employee performance and HR administration. 

Administer exit surveys and attitudinal surveys on an ongoing basis to track diversity climate 
changes.  Statistically model the relationship between survey results and poor staff performance 
and attrition.  Devise proactive strategies to reduce the likelihood of these adverse outcomes. 

Leverage some of the successes of the Honors Program for lateral hiring diversity. Circulate 
vacancy announcements more widely, including in DOJ components other than that in which the 
vacancy occurs.  Be more creative about defining qualifications, including partnerships with 
industry to increase outreach to a diverse audience—especially for fields with historically low 
diversity.  Track data on applicants through the recruiting and selection process for more 
informed planning and sourcing of candidates. 
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Figure 2.1.0.1.  Interactional Model of Cultural Diversity (adapted with permission from Cox, 1993) 
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• Identity profiles 
• Prejudice  
• Stereotyping 
• Personality 

Group-level factors 
• Cultural differences 
• Ethnocentrism  
• Intergroup conflict 

Organization-level factors 
• Culture and acculturation process 
• Structural integration 
• Informal integration  
• Institutional bias in human 
resource systems 

(data collection:  surveys, interviews, 
and focus groups) 
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We selected this model for the study for a number of reasons.  First, it provides a comprehensive 
view of the factors that require attention if an organization aspires to attract, retain, and leverage 
the full potential of a diverse workforce. Second, the model is based on leading-edge theory and 
empirical research about phenomena related to diversity.  Third, as mentioned earlier, the model 
has been demonstrated to produce measurable results when applied with diligence over a 
reasonable period of time.3 

An important part of the study was to provide a definition of diversity in light of the model and 
DOJ’s goals.  While workforce composition is an important dimension of workforce diversity, 
there is increasing recognition in the federal government management community4 that true 
workforce diversity must mean more than just appropriate representation of all gender and 
racial/ethnic groups in the workforce. A well-balanced diversity effort must also include 
creating an environment in which people of all cultural and social backgrounds can achieve their 
potential unencumbered by barriers related to their personal identity (e.g., as women, as 
Hispanics, etc.). A central characteristic of such an environment is that people of all gender and 
racial/ethnic backgrounds perceive the same level of job satisfaction, organizational 
identification, career development prospects, and other individual outcomes.  Such efforts are 
more focused on retention and creating a diversity climate that will make recruitment easier in 
the future. 

To understand why these environmental, or climate, factors are as important as workforce-
composition outcomes, consider an organization that had achieved appropriate representation of 
women and minorities at all levels of its hierarchy but did not achieve parity in the positive 
climate factors.  The likely result would be that women and/or minorities would be leaving the 
organization at a greater rate than men and/or whites, so that the organization would have to 
recruit a larger proportion of women and/or minorities to counteract their higher attrition. Thus, 
at any given time, the organization would appear to have no diversity problem if diversity were 
defined only in terms of the numerical composition of the workforce.  However, the 
organization’s hiring and attrition patterns would be masking what is a bona fide diversity 
problem—that women and/or minorities were not as satisfied or successful as they could be.  In 
turn, the organization would not able to realize the full potential of a diverse workforce. 

Therefore, for the purpose of this study, we propose that the Department of Justice use the 
following definition to characterize its diversity goals: 

3 For details, see  Cox, Jr., Taylor, 2001.  Creating the Multicultural Organization.  San Francisco, CA: 
Jossey-Bass. 

4 See, e.g., U.S. General Accounting Office, 1997. Hispanic Employment Best Practices Used by Selected 
Agencies and Companies. GAO/GGD-97-46, and U.S. Equal Employment Opportunity Commission, 1997. Best 
Equal Employment Opportunity Policies, Programs, and Practices in the Private Sector. EEOC. 
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Workforce diversity is achieved at DOJ when: 

	 Female and racial/ethnic minorities are represented at all levels of the 
Department at a rate consistent with their representation in the overall 
population of attorneys (government and non-government) in the 
United States. 

	 All gender and racial/ethnic groups of attorneys achieve parity in job 
satisfaction and perceptions of fairness in the work climate. 

The definition makes a few key points about diversity at DOJ that should not be overlooked. 
First of all, women and minorities should be sufficiently represented at all levels of the 
Department, meaning in both attorney staff and management positions.  Also, we suggest that 
the relevant comparison be made to the market of attorneys in the United States. This may not 
necessarily represent the true applicable labor force for the Department, as employment law 
teaches us that a true applicable labor force is the population of those qualified individuals 
interested in working in an organization.  However, given that DOJ attorneys practice in virtually 
every field of law, its client base is the entire nation, its legal adversaries may be virtually any 
type of practitioner, it practices in every jurisdiction in the nation, and the market views DOJ 
attorney jobs as attractive, the entire population of lawyers in the U.S. may be used as a 
reasonable proxy for the DOJ labor force. 

This definition, which reflects the premise of the Interactional Model, informed the study 
throughout.  
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Participant selection 

We developed a data collection strategy to account for the population of attorneys in each 
studied component as well as for diversity in terms of geography and demographics of the 
component.  We also collected data at field sites5 based on the number of components present 
and areas where minority groups tended to have higher representation to help broaden the 
interview pool.  The outcome of this strategy was a data collection plan that specified target 
focus group and individual sample sizes by component, demographic, and location. 

For focus groups and individual interviews, it is imperative that a control mechanism be put in 
place to reduce the likelihood of any forms of bias regarding selection.  In the case of the DOJ 
focus groups, as well as individual interviews, we employed a very straightforward selection 
process, in light of the devised data collection plan, that attempted to select a random sample of 
attorneys for each session.  The specific methodology employed varied according to the 
component, but overall the process remained consistent. 

KPMG Consulting relied heavily on our component contacts, who were managers designated by 
each component head to facilitate our data collection within that component.  Due to the short 
duration of data collection and our lack of direct access to the attorney population, we asked the 
component contacts to assist us in selecting the samples of interview subjects.  For the most part, 
the contacts provided a list of attorneys, including their demographic groups, from which we 
randomly selected participants for either focus groups or individual interviews.  Other 
components disseminated an open interview invitation that asked attorneys to respond to a 
KPMG Consulting representative with their particular demographic group and time slot of 
interest. Upon receiving the list of volunteers, we randomly selected those candidates to be 
interviewed.  In both cases, we relied on the DOJ component contacts to identify the relevant 
population of attorneys and disseminate these requests.  During the course of the study, it 
became apparent that most attorneys tended to select out of focus groups and into individual 
interviews due to the increased confidentiality.  As a result, we shifted our data collection 
approach somewhat to hold more individual interviews and fewer focus groups.   

It became apparent that a fear of adverse repercussions from participating in this study was very 
real for many attorneys. 

Focus group methodology 

Focus groups are an efficient way to collect data that is somewhat less structured and more 
robust than results from a closed-ended attitudinal survey. For this study, we convened a series 
of focus groups comprised of a target of between six and ten respondents each.  All but a few 
focus groups were homogeneous with respect to component, job level (supervisory or non-
supervisory), and demographic group. We divided the population into five demographics:  white 
males, white females, gender-mixed African-Americans, gender-mixed Hispanics, and gender-
mixed other minorities. In areas with small populations, some focus groups consisted of gender-
mixed sets of all non-white racial/ethnic groups. For managers, in virtually all cases our data 

5 Field sites visited were Denver, CO; San Francisco, CA; Los Angeles, CA; Miami, FL; Dallas, TX; and 
New York, NY. 
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collection was via individual interviews or small group interviews with the management team of 
a component or office within a component. 

In most cases the facilitator of the group, a trained and experienced moderator from KPMG 
Consulting or Taylor Cox & Associates, was of the same demographic group as the participants. 
In our experience, having homogeneous focus groups with a moderator of the same demographic 
maximizes subjects’ candor. 

For the focus groups and individual interviews, we employed a series of high-level questions— 
asking about the work climate, recruiting and hiring, promotions, case assignments, and previous 
diversity initiatives of which the group was aware. The interview protocol is provided in 
appendix A. 

Using both focus groups and individual interviews to increase robustness 

In a focus group, it is important to leverage the group dynamic but not let it alter results.  This 
group dynamic allows individuals to react to statements made by their peers, and in some cases 
enables the group to attain a consensus on their own terms.  On the other hand, it is important 
that participants do not get unduly swayed by a particularly charismatic member of the group. 

For this reason we used both individual interviews and focus groups to collect data.  In 
individual interviews we asked the participant directly about a number of issues, such as whether 
he/she believes that men and women have an equal opportunity to be promoted, and used the 
results to compute objective statistics and corresponding tests to determine whether men and 
women as well as whites and minorities answered differently from each other.  We asked the 
same questions in focus groups, and indicated the consensus of the group when there was one, 
but did not use the group results for statistical tests.   

In general, responses were similar in individual interviews and focus groups. 

Self-selected nature of participation 

For all modes of data collection in the study—and in any study in which participation is not 
compulsory—participation is inherently self-selected. That is, we will only obtain the input of 
individuals who choose to provide it. 

It is a tenet of survey research that self-selected participants may not give representative results. 
At the very least, in some studies only individuals with more emphatic opinions are likely to 
participate if everyone is given an equal chance to participate.  It is also possible in a study that 
not only are individuals with more emphatic opinions likely to participate, but individuals with 
more emphatic opinions of a certain nature—for example, either particularly negative opinions 
or particularly positive opinions—are likely to participate. 

Thus it is important in a study such as this to limit the ability of self-selection to undermine the 
validity of the results.  Both the research design and conduct of data collection can assist in 
assuring validity, and we incorporated such techniques in the design of this study: 
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	 Including a broad base of opinion in the study.  We included opinion from all eleven 
components, including all racial and gender demographics and job levels, in a variety 
of geographic locales, to ensure that no stratum of the population had undue influence 
on the results.  Because the climate is so varied across DOJ, this approach reduced the 
likelihood that the sample was tainted.  Moreover, including the survey results in our 
findings means that the opinion of over 1,400 DOJ attorneys informed the results of 
the study. 

	 Skillfully moderating with a well-defined agenda.  For each interview and focus 
group, we had a specific agenda of questions to answer.  Thus, if an individual came 
to the group with a specific agenda of his/her own, it would be confined to the 
discussion of general comments and be less likely to permeate the individual’s 
response to any specific questions.  Additionally, we used experienced and skilled 
moderators, who focused on the answers to the questions and did not allow 
individuals’ preconceptions to unduly influence the results or the opinions of others in 
the group. 

	 Including a variety of data collection modes.  Using interviews, focus groups, and 
surveys reduces the ability of self-selection to impact the results because the nature of 
data collected is varied.  Agreement between the themes manifested in each mode 
indicates stability—and validity—of results.  (We discuss our analytical approach to 
the various data modes in section 2.4.) 

Respondent self-selection can impact any study; in this study, we were aware of the issues and 
incorporated several measures to limit its impact. 

Anonymity 

Anonymity of participants was essential given the sensitivity of the subject.  Many interview 
subjects expressed concern about anonymity, and we assured them that it would be protected in 
the sense that no individual findings would be attributed to any individual. We also protected the 
confidentiality of individuals’ participation, subject to the limitation of some components’ 
requirement to involve HR administrators and/or attorney supervisors in participant selection. 
DOJ should be cognizant of the importance participants placed on anonymity. 

Respondent receptiveness 

Despite our difficulty at times to recruit participants for the focus groups and individual 
interviews, we found the vast majority of subjects to be quite receptive to the study.  Most 
expressed the view the project had value, and participated thoughtfully and (as far as we can 
ascertain) truthfully.  Many expressed concern that numerous similar studies had been conducted 
in the past without much follow-up action, but, still, most were not cynical about the effort and 
envisioned that the study would yield positive results for the Department. 







http://www.gallup.com/help/FAQs/poll1.asp
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Litigating Divisions 

The Litigating Divisions are headquartered in Washington, D.C., with most attorneys practicing 
there. Each Assistant Attorney General (AAG) and most Deputy Assistant Attorneys General 
(DAAG) are located in the main DOJ building, but most Executive Officers, who serve as the 
chief administrative officers of the Divisions, are not. AAGs, DAAGs, Executive Officers, and 
attorneys agree that even within each Division, the human resources administration, work 
climate—and, ultimately, diversity climate—vary by organizational unit.  These units, known as 
Branches in the Civil Division and Sections in the other Divisions, are clearly the salient work 
environment (and location in which change would actually be implemented) for attorneys in the 
Litigating Divisions.  (In some Sections, especially in the Civil Division, there exist additional 
layers of division below the Section level. Management of these layers is also influential in 
establishing the work climate in some cases.) 

One of our key findings in this study is that the Section Chief (or Branch Director in the Civil 
Division) is extremely pivotal in establishing the work climate in his/her Section.  The Chief, 
who is almost always a member of the Senior Executive Service, can be largely responsible for 
any climate problem in a Section, and be largely influential in implementing solutions.  The 
Chief is ultimately accountable for the performance of the Section.  He/she is the ultimate 
supervisor of attorneys, and has substantial influence in hiring, promotions, case assignments, 
and career development.  He/she is the most senior attorney in the Division that most attorneys 
routinely come into contact with (and the most junior attorney that most DAAGs and AAGs 
routinely come into contact with).  As mentioned earlier, most AAGs and DAAGs are physically 
separated from their attorney staffs—which has a significant impact on the analysis of these 
Divisions’ climates and their strategies for implementing change. As discussed in the section of 
this report on recommendations, any approach to diversity management in the Litigating 
Divisions must focus substantially on the Section Chiefs. 

Virtually all Sections also have Deputy and/or Assistant Chiefs (or Directors).  The influence on 
human resources management and diversity climate that these individuals have varies widely and 
is significant in some cases.  In most Sections, these individuals participate substantially in hiring 
decisions; in some, they handle most case assignments; and in a few, they have formal 
supervisory duties. 

We found that these Deputy and Assistant Chief (and similar) positions are also important to the 
diversity climate for a number of reasons: 

	 Their human resources management role gives them influence on the environment in 
the organization. 

	 Many of the positions were created partially to increase the number of management 
opportunities available in their respective divisions.  Given the low turnover in the 
Chief positions, Divisions created these Deputy and Assistant Chief positions partially 
to serve as a place into which to promote talented attorneys, thereby serving as a 
retention tool.  Most attorneys and Executive Office personnel to whom we spoke 
indicated that, although turnover in these positions is also low, they are somewhat 
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successful in their aim to create an additional rung in the career ladder for talented 
attorneys. 

	 These positions are more diverse than the Chief positions, but less diverse than the 
attorney population as a whole and the GS-15 population as a whole. 

In all, we found that the Litigating Divisions are generally viewed as a better place to work than 
other components except U.S. Attorneys’ Offices.  This is due to the greater opportunity for 
advancement (see section 3.2.7.4. ), more desirable cases, the higher profile and greater prestige 
that these components carry, and their organizational structure which promotes autonomy. 

Immigration and Naturalization Service 

Most INS attorneys are located in the field.  The INS General Counsel oversees three Regions, 
each headed by a Regional Counsel (one of whom is an SES member) and 32 District offices, 
each headed by a District Counsel.  The District Counsel, who are in most cases the only GS-15 
attorneys in the component, and some of whom have deputies, are the day-to-day supervisors for 
the INS attorney workforce. The organizational culture varies by office and is influenced by the 
leadership in each office and the Regional Counsel that oversees it. 

Executive Office for Immigration Review 

Most EOIR attorneys are located in Falls Church, VA in the General Counsel’s office or as staff 
support to the Board of Immigration Appeals. The component also has a significant field 
presence, but most EOIR staff located in the field are immigration judges, who were not covered 
in this study.  The promotion potential for staff attorneys is GS-15. 

Bureau of Prisons 

Most of the BOP attorney workforce has historically been located in federal prison institutions. 
This organization significantly impacts the work climate in a number of ways: 

	 In most cases, only one attorney is present in each facility.  Thus the attorney does not 
have colleagues with whom to share ideas and experiences. 

	 There are few advancement opportunities for attorneys. 
	 The attorney is frequently called upon to perform non-legal, largely administrative, 

duties. 
	 Federal prison atmospheres are cited as unpleasant places to work, especially for 

professionals. 
	 Most facilities are geographically isolated, in locales with few amenities.  This factor 

has been cited as especially adverse to minorities. 

Moreover, legal practice is not the core of BOP’s mission, unlike the other components involved 
in the study (except, to some extent, the INS).  This has resulted, in the opinion of attorneys, in 
BOP being characterized by a law-enforcement culture, and, as a result, the attorney workforce 
being regarded with lower esteem than the law-enforcement workforce throughout the 
component. 
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Separately from the role of an office like OARM in principle, most participants in the study 
agreed that in practice the organization of OARM is flawed.  OARM managers say that the 
office cannot rely on steady, sufficient funding because it is not part of mainstream JMD. 
However, OARM sees the exposure and attention that it gets from the Deputy Attorney 
General’s office as important to its success. 

The role of OARM is important for the study and our recommendations. We sought in the study 
to determine whether OARM has contributed to the Department’s current positive standing with 
respect to diversity (we believe that it has), whether an office like OARM could be an important 
lever for improving diversity in the Department (we believe that it could), and, if so, how it 
should be structured.  We discuss the potential role of OARM throughout the sections on 
findings and recommendations. 

The roles of other JMD offices 

Other parts of the Justice Management Division impact the diversity of the attorney workforce 
and merit recognition in the study.  The Equal Employment Opportunity Staff (EEOS) is an 
active and important part of the Department.  It consults with OARM and the components, 
especially the Litigating Divisions, on EEO issues, especially hiring and discrimination 
complaints.  It has also offered diversity training in the past.  EEOS managers believe that the 
office is currently underutilized, partially due to communication barriers between itself and the 
components. 

The EEOS’s Special Emphasis Programs consist of a staff of ombudsmen who provide 
counseling for minority DOJ employees.  The Personnel Staff manages human resources for non-
attorney staff in the Litigating Divisions and occasionally collaborates with OARM on human 
resources management best practices.  The Finance Staff maintains DOJ’s employment records, 
including demographic information. 

Conclusion 

Throughout our interviews with JMD, OARM, and the component front offices, senior leaders, 
managers, and staff, we focused on each party’s insight on attorney diversity and the leverage 
that it has to impact that diversity.  These findings informed the way that we posed questions to 
interview subjects, and we took them into account as we formulated our overall findings for the 
study and recommendations. 

More importantly, these findings are relevant for how the Department addresses the issues that 
we uncovered in the study.  We believe that it will take extraordinarily strong leadership from 
the Attorney General’s and Deputy Attorney General’s Offices to implement change, and in turn 
very strong leadership from the Assistant Attorneys General, INS Commissioner, individual U.S. 
Attorneys, the U.S. Trustees Director, and heads of the other components for any change to 
occur.  The Attorney General and Strategic Management Council will face significant challenges 
in leveraging the key managers within components—e.g., the Section Chiefs and District 
Counsel—to achieve the necessary results. 
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The data in figures 3.2.2.1 and 3.2.2.2. show that views on these general culture items are 
statistically significantly different14 depending on the DOJ member’s race and gender.  A pattern 
emerges here that is prevalent throughout the assessment—namely that women in DOJ are less 
likely than men to hold favorable views on the measures of work climate and that racial 
minorities (as a group) are less likely than whites to hold favorable views on measures of work 
climate.   

It is especially noteworthy that a large majority of both women and minorities answered 
unfavorably about the item asking about tolerance of dissent. In interviews, managers suggested 
that the Department is more tolerant of criticism of the institution from employees than other 
organizations are. 

In focus groups and individual interviews we also asked attorneys to describe the outstanding 
features of the work culture in their own words.  Following are the eight pervasive themes—cited 
across gender, racial/ethnic, and component groups—that were reported15: 

	 family-friendly environment; 
	 members have high autonomy to perform jobs;  
	 highly collegial environment (i.e., people support and help each other); 
	 challenging work; 
	 accessibility of mentoring; 
	 high pressure and heavy workload; 
	 gaps in diversity (i.e., less-than-ideal representation of women and minorities in a 

variety of areas); and 
	 presence of cliques and favoritism (e.g., bias in favor of whites, bias in favor of 

graduates of  Ivy League law schools, and bias in favor of other groups that are not 
necessarily based on race or gender identity). 

There are two striking findings about this list:  five of the themes characterize the culture in 
unequivocally positive terms.  (A sixth, high pressure and heavy workload, could be positive, 
although the way that participants expressed it was in negative terms).  It is clear that DOJ is 
generally viewed as a good place to work by people of all gender and racial/ethnic backgrounds.  

Second, the two themes that are unfavorable characterizations deal directly with diversity issues.  
(Although this study focused on diversity, this particular question asked only about the general 
work culture.  The fact that racial and/or gender identity was cited by some participants as a 
factor in clique membership and that minorities were somewhat more likely than whites to cite 
this aspect of the culture establish that it is related to diversity.) 

We also studied those factors from which culture derives.  In the Department’s case, the nature 
of the work and the workforce are responsible for a good deal of  the culture.  Although the eight 

14 Throughout the report, when we say “significant,” we mean that the effect is statistically significant 
(where applicable).

15 The prevalence of these themes derives from two criteria:  (1) they were mentioned in at least 50 percent 
of the DOJ components studied; and (2) they were mentioned by a preponderance of participants from three or more 
of the five gender/race strata (white men, white women, African-Americans, Hispanics, and other minorities).  Thus, 
they are pervasive across components, genders, and races. 












































































































































































































































































































