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Chapter I 

Background

I. History of the
Promotion Study

In 1987, the Personnel Appeals Board (PAB or the Board) of the U.S.
General Accounting Office (GAO) published a report entitled EEO

Oversight: Functional Study of GAO’s Career Ladder Promotional

Process. That study reviewed and analyzed career ladder promotions1 at
GAO from the beginning of fiscal year 1980 (October 1, 1980) through the
end of fiscal year 1985 (September 30, 1985) by race, sex, and national
origin 2 to determine whether there were significant differences
(1) between the rates at which members of protected groups were
promoted and (2) in the time members of protected groups spent in grade
prior to promotion. At the unit level, the 1987 report focused primarily on
evaluators; 3 agency-wide analyses were possible for evaluators,
evaluator-related employees,4 attorneys, writer-editors, and employees
grouped generally in an administrative category. Based on analysis of the
data, the Board reached two general conclusions: (1) there were no
significant differences in the rates at which individuals in the protected
classes were being promoted5 and (2) black evaluators were spending
“significantly”6 more time in grade than were white evaluators.
Specifically, the study concluded that during the time period of the study:

[T]here were statistical disparities associated with race in evaluator career ladder
promotions. The disparities were particularly evident in comparisons between Black and
White evaluators.7

1A career ladder refers to a job series that has one or more grade levels between the entry level and the
full performance level. Appointment to a career ladder position is competitive; subsequently, the
employee may proceed through the grades to full performance without further competition.

2Age and disability status were not included in the analysis.

3Only evaluators met the study’s criteria of a minimum of 15 promotion actions per group in the units.
GAO’s Oversight: Functional Study of GAO’s Career Ladder Promotional Process, p.4 (hereafter
cited as Career Ladder Promotions).

4Employees occupying evaluator-related positions provide technical assistance and support in the
audit function.

5An analysis of rates of promotion involves looking at whether members of protected groups were
promoted (or denied promotions) based on their membership in those groups and consistent with
their representation in the applicant pool. It also includes comparisons between and among members
of other groups.

6A finding is statistically significant when it can be demonstrated that the probability of obtaining that
finding purely by chance is relatively low. The generally accepted “probability threshold” is 5 percent,
i.e., the result would occur no more than 5 out of 100 times in a random sample with chance variations
operating.

7Career Ladder Promotions, p. 5. The level of statistical significance for the time in grade that
Hispanic evaluators spent as opposed to white evaluators was .09 (or 91%). In this instance, the Board
reported this finding at the .09 level rather than the more commonly used .05 in order to call the
agency’s attention to a potential eeo problem. The study revealed no “significant” differences between
Asian and white evaluators.
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Based on its analysis of the data and its conclusions, the Board made three
specific recommendations designed to correct disparities in the career
ladder promotion process. The Board recommended that the agency:
(1) identify any artificial barriers or impediments that may be responsible
for disparities; (2) determine whether criteria used by units in making
promotions are appropriate; and, (3) consider developing a training course
on equal employment opportunity (eeo) for managers and supervisors
involved in the promotion process.8

In response to the draft report containing the Board’s conclusions and
recommendations, the agency reported that it was taking immediate action
to reduce the time-in-grade disparities in promotions revealed by the
Board’s study. The actions included establishing guidelines for assessing
individual performance and potential; setting time-in-grade benchmarks;
developing procedures for identifying and addressing the developmental
needs of employees whose time-in-grade exceeded the benchmarks; and
developing an agency-wide database to monitor career ladder promotions.9

Prior to the issuance of the Board’s report, the agency also created an
Office of Affirmative Action Plans and implemented training programs on
equal employment opportunity and affirmative action responsibilities.
With the drafting of a new GAO Order on promotions, selecting officials
were charged with furthering “GAO’s goal that minorities and women be
represented at the higher band levels of the work force.”10

II. Jurisdiction and
Methodology

Jurisdiction The GAO Personnel Act of 1980 charges the Comptroller General with
maintaining a personnel system that ensures that all appointments,
promotions and assignments are made solely on the bases of merit and
fitness.11 That Act further directs the Board to exercise oversight authority

8Ibid., p. 21.

9Letter from Ira Goldstein, Assistant Comptroller General for Operations to Carl Moore, General
Counsel, PAB (August 20, 1987)(hereafter cited as Goldstein Letter).

10GAO Personnel Supplement 2335.8 SUP, ch. 1 §1-4.

1131 U.S.C. §732(b)(4).
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over equal employment opportunity at GAO.12 In furtherance of that
mandate and pursuant to its regulations, the Board reviews and evaluates
GAO’s regulations, procedures, and practices and may require GAO to make
changes it deems necessary.13

Methodology In this study, the Board set out to determine whether members of any
particular race, gender, national origin, disability, or age group received
less favorable treatment in the award of promotions at GAO from January 1,
1990 through December 31, 1995.14

The Board is conducting this study as a follow-up to its 1987 study in
which the Board found that black evaluators waited a significantly longer
time to receive career ladder promotions than did white evaluators.

Soon after that study, the promotional scheme at GAO for evaluator and
evaluator-related (i.e., specialist) employees was fundamentally changed
by the “broad banding” of pay rates.15 Evaluators, specialists and most
attorneys at GAO no longer proceed by career ladder and/or competitive
promotions through the General Schedule (GS).16 Rather, they are grouped
in three broad pay bands: Band I, encompassing the pay range from GS-7
through GS-12; Band II, encompassing the GS-13 and 14 range; and Band
III, being equivalent to GS-15.17 Within a pay band, employees may receive
pay increases related to performance without receiving a promotion. The
result of broad-banding is that there is now one non-competitive

12Id. at §751.

13Id. at §732(f)(2)(A). See, applicable regulations at 4 C.F.R. §§28.91 and 28.92. The original study,
resulting in the 1987 report EEO Oversight: Functional Study of GAO’s Career Ladder Promotional

Process, was conducted by the Board’s Office of General Counsel (PAB/OGC) and submitted to the
Board for review. It was shortly after the issuance of that report that the Board created a separate
Office of EEO Oversight to carry out its statutory mandate.

14The Board chose to study promotions at GAO for the years 1990-1995 for two reasons: (1) to track
the earlier study 10 years later; and (2) to avoid coinciding, as much as possible, with the dates of the
recent freeze on promotions at GAO (May, 1995 through March, 1997).

15Throughout the period of this study to the present, Banded employees have constituted
approximately 70% of the GAO workforce.

16The General Schedule is the pay schedule for most positions in the Federal Government. The
Schedule is divided into grades of difficulty and responsibility, and it ranges from GS-1 through GS-15.
An employee may progress up a career ladder without competition (e.g. GS-9 through GS-13) but after
reaching the top of the ladder, the next level involves a competitive promotion (e.g. to a GS-14). Within
each grade, there are ten rates of pay (steps). Step increases within grades are also awarded on a
non-competitive basis. 5 U.S.C. §5332.

17The banding scheme for attorneys in GAO’s Office of General Counsel differs from that of the rest of
the agency. Attorneys are generally grouped in two Bands that encompass grades 11-15. Bands I-D and
I-F are comparable to GS-11 through 14; Band II attorneys are comparable to GS-15s.
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promotion point (Band I-D to I-F)18 and two competitive promotion points
within an evaluator’s career (Band 1-F to Band II and Band II to Band III).

In this study, the Board examined the median time19 to promotion at those
three points and rates of promotion for a five year period (1991-95) to
determine whether any statistically significant differences based on race,
gender, national origin, age, or disability can be discerned and whether the
prior racial disparities for time-in-grade persist under the new system.20

Methodology:
Time-In-Band Analysis

For this study, the Board looked at all promotions for Banded employees
during a five year period to determine the median time to promotion. The
effects of race, age, gender and disability status were factored in
separately at each promotion point.21 The analysis of time-in-Band
accounted for the fact that the actual time in Band was only known for a
subset of employees. Because promotion histories for employees who
were previously at agencies other than GAO were not available, the analysis
of the data did not consider promotion histories for GAO employees prior
to January 1, 1990. For those who were already in Band on January 1,
1990, or for those who were not promoted until after December 31, 1995, a
minimum period of time in Band can be discerned. For example, an
employee hired on July 1, 1995, into Band I-D and not yet promoted as of
December 31, 1995, was in Band for at least 6 months. 22

18Employees at the I-D level are “certified” to I-F, after meeting certain minimum requirements, without
having to compete for the positions. See, discussion, supra. p. ____.

19Mean, median, and mode are statistical ways to describe a central tendency or the point where the
population under study is centered. The mean is simply an arithmetical average of all of the values
(sum of the values divided by the number of the values); the median is the middle value; the mode is
the value that occurs most frequently within a set of variables. In other words, the median time to
promotion is the center of the range: half of the employees’ time to promotion fell above the center
number and half fell below.

20The Board contracted with the Statistics Laboratory at the University of Maryland, College Park, to
conduct the data analysis for this study and to prepare the tables and charts found in Parts I and II of
Chapter III.

21The two Board promotion studies differ in the methodology for calculating time-in-grade/Band. The
1987 study compared time-in-grade for all promotions within each career ladder within each unit.
Career ladders were also grouped on an agency-wide basis and the overall time-in-grade for each
career ladder was measured by race, by gender, and by race/gender combinations. For that study,
time-in-grade was standardized, i.e. the individual time-in-grade minus the mean time-in-grade of the
subgroup divided by the standard deviation of the subgroup produced a standardized score. This
allowed for the many different promotion criteria that were present due to the number of different
grades and career ladders involved. The earlier report contains no discussion of the methodology used
to determine rates of promotion.

22Such data are called right-censored. The techniques used in this report for censored data were
developed to analyze lifetime data.
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Standard techniques for this type of data where the entire promotion
history is not known were developed to analyze an employee’s known
history of promotions during a particular time period. The techniques also
allow for computation of median time in grade as the time when 50% of the
employees have already been promoted. It is also possible to test whether
two or more groups have comparable distributions of time to promotion.

Methodology: Promotion
Rate Analysis

The Board compared the promotion rates of males and females, by age,
and by race, national origin, and disability status, after adjusting for the
composition of the “Best-Qualified” (BQ) lists for each promotion
competition. For this part of the analysis, all employees were pooled and
then separated (disaggregated) by age, by regional office versus
headquarters, and by an age-region/headquarters combination. Only those
employees who applied for promotions and made the BQ lists are part of
this analysis.23

To analyze the data on promotion rates, it was necessary to account for
the fact that the BQ lists for various promotion competitions may have
varied in their age, gender, race, national origin, or disability status mixes
and promotion rates may have varied from one competition to another.

If one aggregates the simple numbers on all of the BQ lists, without taking
into account the different race, gender, age, national origin, and disability
status of those who compose each BQ list, the result would be promotion
rates that do not reflect the true rates of promotion for the various groups.
For this reason, comparisons of promotion rates were adjusted or
controlled for the varying compositions of the BQ lists. This “adjustment”
was based on a standard statistical technique that allows for sampling
error, called the Mantel-Haenszel statistic. For example, a given BQ list
could be comprised mostly of males or have twice as many persons 40 and
over as compared to persons under the age of 40. Using the technique in
this study, the analysts were able to compare the odds of promotion
independent of the variances or different numbers within groups in the
composition of each BQ list.

The following hypothetical data illustrate the problem for which the
technique adjusts:

23See, Part II of Chapter II for a discussion of how BQ lists are compiled.
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Competition 1 (30 Vacancies)
Male Female

Promoted 10 20

Not Promoted 90 180

Total 100 200

Competition 2 (15 Vacancies)
Male Female

Promoted 10 5

Not Promoted 190 95

Total 200 100

Combined Results (45 Vacancies)
Male Female

Promoted 20 25

Not Promoted 280 275

Total 300 300

The first competition has a 10% overall promotion rate; the second
competition is the more difficult with a 6.7% overall promotion rate. In the
first competition, there were 30 vacancies: 10 men out of 100 were
promoted, as were 20 women out of 200. In the second competition, there
were only 15 vacancies: 10 men were promoted out of 200 who applied,
but there were only 100 women in the pool, 5 of whom were promoted.
The combined numbers, however, show that, overall, 20 men of 300 were
promoted (6.667% promotion rate) and 25 women of 300 were promoted
(8.333% promotion rate). The combined numbers, standing alone,
incorrectly suggest discrimination in favor of females.24 The numbers do
not account for the fact that there were more males in the second and
harder competition in which the same number of people (300) was
competing for half as many promotions (15 versus 30). A correct analysis
using the Mantel-Haenzel technique accounts or adjusts for the differences
in both the promotion rates and the differing male-female mix in the
preceding hypothetical.

24The corresponding relative odds are 0.786: 20 males promoted/280 males not promoted versus 25
females promoted/ 275 females not promoted.
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I. Bands Generally, new evaluators and evaluator-related employees at GAO are
hired into Band I and assigned to the developmental level (Band I-D). At
that level, employees are expected to become familiar with the policies
and procedures associated with the evaluative work component of GAO.
Typically, they are assigned to gather and analyze data, conduct research
and interviews, and write segments of audit plans and GAO reports.25

Employees are “certified” to the full performance level of Band I (Band
I-F). Unlike promotions to Band II and Band III, certification to full
performance (I-D to I-F) does not occur at a specified time of the year, but
rather may take place whenever the unit head concludes that it is merited
by the employee’s performance and the employee meets certain minimum
requirements.26 All employees are expected to be certified to full
performance within a year.

At the I-F level, employees are expected to perform the full range of
evaluator functions. These include developing job plans, taking the lead in
data collection efforts, selecting and applying the analytical method
appropriate to a given situation, drafting chapters of GAO reports, and
leading meetings with GAO officials to communicate the results of the
work. Staff at this level are expected to perform all tasks with decreasing
levels of supervision.27

Promotions from Band I-F to Band II and from Band II to Band III are
competitive. Band II evaluators are expected to develop, evaluate, and
review data collection efforts; to review and revise written products and
consolidate them into reports; to be involved in the planning function; and
to ensure the completion of report processing. Their work products are
presumed to be technically complete and are reviewed only for
conformance to GAO policy. Band III evaluators initiate project proposals
and direct their implementation; manage and supervise employees; and
work under very general guidance from a superior.28

25Performance Appraisal System for Band I, II, and III Employees, Appendix VIII, p. 95
(October 1997) (hereafter cited as Appendix VIII).

26These requirements include that the employee receive a six month progress review and that the
employee serve at least 12 months in an evaluator or evaluator-related position. Prior service at GAO,
at another federal agency or outside the federal government is creditable toward the 12-month
requirement under certain circumstances. See, GAO Order 2540.1, Ch. 3, §1(b)(3).

27Appendix VIII at 96-97.

28Appendix VIII at 97-100.
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The following charts show the profile, by gender, race, and national origin,
of the Bands at GAO at the conclusion of three of the five promotion cycles
included in this study.29

29Employees 40 and over constituted 31% of Band I; 72.5% of Band II; and 90.8% of Band III. Employees
claiming a disability constituted 6.4% of Band I; 4.5% of Band II; and, 4.1% of Band III.
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Banded Employees by Gender (percentages)
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Band II (by race/national origin) percentages
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As discussed in detail below, promotions to the Band II or Band III levels
normally occur as part of an annual assessment cycle, with all
applications, selections and promotions being made at approximately the
same time, agency-wide.

II. Competitive
Promotions (Banded
Employees) at GAO

The promotion process begins with an annual “needs determination” in
which each office and division submits a proposal to the Assistant
Comptroller General for Operations (ACG/Ops) stating the number of
evaluator and evaluator-related positions that it would like to fill at each
Band level.30

The Needs Determination Committee, consisting of senior management
officials working under the aegis of the ACG/Ops, considers the proposals
and may also identify positions that may be filled by reassignment rather
than promotion.31 After a decision has been made on the positions to be
filled, information about eligibility for promotions, paperwork
requirements, application procedures and deadlines is set out in a special
supplement to the GAO Management News. A second supplement is then
published containing comprehensive job opportunity announcements
listing the numbers, levels, locations, and types of positions to be filled.
Some vacancies are only open to employees within the division or unit
where the vacancy occurs; others are announced GAO-wide at
management’s discretion.

An employee wishing to be considered for one of the Band II or Band III
vacancies must file an application. All applicants must have at least 52
weeks in Band at their current level by the effective date of the promotion.
Employees applying for evaluator-related positions must also meet
selective placement requirements for their specialties and
government-wide requirements for those positions.

To apply for a promotion, an employee must submit an application for
consideration; an employee profile which demonstrates that the employee
has the requisite knowledge, skills, and ability (KSA) to perform at the

30This section describes the current promotion process. The process has changed substantively very
little since 1991, the first year that the Board is studying.

31Currently, the Committee consists of the Assistant Comptroller General for Operations, the Assistant
Comptroller General for Planning and Reporting, the Deputy Assistant Comptroller General for Human
Resources, and the Assistant to the Deputy Assistant Comptroller General for Human Resources.
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higher Band;32 a statement of contributions and accomplishments; 33 and
performance appraisals for the current and preceding two years.34

Once the applications are received for a promotion in a particular unit, a
promotion panel,35 selected by the unit head, is typically convened to
review the applications and prepare a ranked list of applicants. (A
promotion panel is not required if fewer than 10 employees request
assessment for promotion in that unit.) The panel must include three unit
employees, all of whom are at least one Band higher than the employees
who are being assessed. It may not include the selecting official.

The promotion process at GAO is a relative ranking system. Candidates are
compared to others in their group and not against established
benchmarks.

After the panel has prepared a ranked list of applicants, the chair of the
panel decides how many employees to refer as “Best-Qualified” (BQ). The
panel chair must follow the rank order established by the panel, but he or
she has discretion as to how many candidates to refer and where to draw
the cut-off line. When drawing a cut-off, panel chairs are cautioned to
consider factors such as natural breaks in scoring, as well as the number
of opportunities available within the unit. The chair may also consider
affirmative action goals when deciding how many names to forward. The
agency’s current affirmative action program, which covers hiring,
promotions, separations, and training, places much of the responsibility
for the success of the program on the unit managers. Specifically, they are
charged with:

(1) when requested by ACG-Ops, conducting appropriate barrier analyses regarding hiring,
promotions, training, and separations, to determine why disparities exist in the unit and if

32Evaluator KSAs are found in Appendix 2 to GAO Order 2335.8. They are listed for the following areas:
planning; data gathering and documentation; data analysis; written communication; oral
communication; working relationships, teamwork, and equal opportunity; and, supervision, appraisal,
and counseling.

33As of the 1994 promotion cycle, a Contribution Statement is no longer required but still may be
submitted.

34Band I employees applying for Band II positions submit their Band I-F appraisals only; I-D appraisals
are not considered. GAO Order 2335.8 SUP, Appendix 1, 1-1[a-5].

35Formerly known as a management review panel.
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such disparities cannot be explained on the basis of merit factors, developing a plan and
taking steps to correct any identified problems . . .36

Unit managers are also held responsible for evaluating promotions on an
on-going basis “to ensure that all employees are treated in an equitable
manner.” The performance of unit managers is evaluated on the basis of
their equal employment opportunity efforts and results.37

All employees designated “Best-Qualified” are automatically considered
for any vacancies that occur in their home unit. Any BQ candidate may
also apply for any other vacancies where the area of consideration is
“GAO-wide”, i.e. to all qualified employees of GAO. However, even
employees who are not designated BQ in their home unit may apply for
GAO-wide vacancies.

The selecting official is presented with the BQ list containing the names
listed in alphabetical order. Ranks are not indicated on the BQ list. The
selecting official may select any candidate on the BQ list, or may make no
selection at all. The selecting official may interview candidates prior to
selection, but must interview all BQ candidates if any are interviewed.

If the selecting official does determine that interviews are necessary but
the number of internal candidates on the BQ list is too large to allow for
interviewing, he or she may convene a panel to winnow the list.38

Winnowing panels use the same process as is used to develop the original
BQ list. Again, if the panel conducts interviews, everyone on the BQ list
must be interviewed. Employees may request feedback about the
promotion process. They may learn their BQ status, as well as their
ranking, total score and distance between their score and the bottom
score among the BQs. Merit selection files containing documentation of
the qualification, evaluation, and selection portions of the process must be
maintained by the unit for three years.39

36Affirmative Action Program, U.S. General Accounting Office (1998), p.5. For purposes of analyzing
promotion data to determine the existence of disparities in rates, the agency’s benchmarks are based
on appropriate civilian labor force data as well as data on the current population of employees eligible
for promotion.

37Ibid.

38The Director of Operations and the Director of Planning and Reporting in each unit constitute the
panel for winnowing purposes.

39GAO Order 2335.8, ch. 3(1).
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I. Time in Band As noted previously, the Board’s 1987 study of promotions at GAO found
that black evaluators spent significantly more time in grade than did white
evaluators. Hispanic evaluators also spent more time in grade than white
evaluators but not at a level determined to be statistically significant. The
study found no significant differences based on gender alone (male versus
female) but when comparing race and gender simultaneously, the same
time-in-grade patterns prevailed (i.e., black females spent more time in
grade than white females).

In this analysis, the distributions of time-in-Band for Bands I-D, I-F, II, III,
were examined to determine the median time to promotion. The effects of
race/national origin, age, gender and disability status were factored in
separately at each of the three promotion points.

From Band I-D to Band I-F At this non-competitive point, where promotion rests completely on the
unit head’s determination that an employee has moved from the
developmental level to full performance, the median time of promotion,
overall, for white employees was faster than that of black, Asian, or
Hispanic employees. White employees spent a median time of 490 days in
Band I-D prior to promotion; black employees spent a median of 546 days;
Asian employees spent a median time of 560 days; and Hispanic employees
spent a median of 574 days. There was no difference by gender.

Employees without disabilities spent a median time of 518 days in Band
I-D; employees with disabilities spent a median time of 504 days. The
largest gap was by age, with employees under 40 spending a median of 518
days in Band I-D compared with a median of 420 days for employees 40
and over.
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Median Time (in Days) to Promotion
From I-D to I-F

By Race/National Origin

Black 546

White 490

Asian 560

Hispanic 574

By Gender

Female 518

Male 518

By Age

Under 40 518

40 and over 420

By Disability Status

Yes 504

No 518

From Band I-F to Band II The first part of this analysis shows the median time to promotion for
employees who were under the age of 40. The figures for employees 40
and over are not shown because they exceeded five years in all
demographic groups—beyond the five year period encompassed by the
Board’s study. The second part of the analysis shows the median time to
promotion for all Banded employees regardless of age.

Of the employees under 40, white, Asian, and Hispanic employees spent a
median number of 1,526 days in Band I-F; black employees spent a median
of more than five years. Employees under 40 with disabilities spent a
median of 1,806 days in Band I-F; employees under 40 without disabilities
spent a median of 1,526 days.

Males and females under 40 spent the same median time in Band I-F prior
to promotion. However, when all age groups were combined, females
fared noticeably better than males; the median time to promotion was
approximately four and a half years for females and more than five years
for males.

The median time for all white, Asian, and Hispanic employees regardless
of age was under five years; the median time to promotion for all black
employees at this promotion point was more than five years.
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Median Time (in Days) to Promotion
From I-F to II Under 40 All

By Race/National Origin

White 1,526 1,806

Black >5 years >5 years

Asian 1,526 1,582

Hispanic 1,526 1,806

By Gender

Female 1,526 1,638

Male 1,526 >5 years

By Disability Status

Yes 1,806 >5 years

No 1,526 1,806

From Band II to Band III No statistically significant disparities based on race, national origin,
gender, age, or disability in time-in-Band were discerned at this promotion
point. Due to the small number of promotion opportunities available, most
of the Band II population never received any promotions during the course
of the Board’s study. On the average, the Band II population constitutes
about two-thirds of Banded employees (1,746 after three promotion
cycles); Band III’s were 16 percent (436) of the Banded employees at the
same point.

II. Promotion Rates,
Adjusted for
Composition of
“Best-Qualified” Lists

The other prong of the 1987 Board study focused on rates of promotion.
The 1987 study found no significant differences based on race, sex or
national origin in the rates at which employees in those groups were
promoted.

In this analysis, the promotion rates of males and females, under 40 and 40
and over, by race, national origin, and disability, after adjusting for the
varying compositions of the BQ lists for all of the competitive promotions,
were compared. This analysis was performed from several perspectives:
separating by age group (under 40 and 40 and over), by regional office
versus headquarters, by an age-region/headquarters combination and by
pooling all categories of employees.

Tables 1 through 9 provide the “relative odds” for promotion by age, by
regional office versus headquarters, by an age-region/headquarters
combination and by pooling all categories of employees. Relative odds
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reflect the likelihood of being promoted between two groups under
comparison, i.e. the relative success rate. In each odds ratio in each table,
there are two groups being compared to each other (e.g., male/female;
under 40/40 and over). Table II, for example, shows that the odds of
promotion for men 40 and over is only 51 percent as likely as that for
females 40 and over.

Application of the previously discussed Mantel-Haenszel statistical
technique also allows for the production of confidence limits. When two or
more concepts are believed to be related, the relationship is confirmed
with a “degree of confidence.” In the following tables, the confidence
limits are reported at a 95 percent rate, i.e., the analyst is certain that the
limits constructed will bracket the finding within 5 percent or, in some
instances, a 99 percent rate, i.e. the limits will bracket the finding within
1 percent. In other words, the 95 and 99 percent confidence limits
expressed in these tables represent the upper and lower boundaries or
range of values. The analyst is 95 or 99 percent confident that within the
interval (the range from lower to upper limit) lies the true mean of the
population.

A single asterisk in the Tables indicates a significant difference at the 0.05
level. This odds ratio is statistically significant at the level of 95 percent
confidence limits. A doubled asterisk indicates a significant difference at
the 0.01 level. This odds ratio is statistically significant at the level of
99 percent confidence limits. For the purposes of this report, any odds
ratio without an asterisk is not considered statistically significant.

Tables 1 and 2: Employees
Under 40 & 40 and Over

Tables 1 and 2 are based on separate analyses, disaggregating the
promotion candidates on the basis of age. Among the younger employees,
there are no differences due to gender, race/nation origin or disability. By
contrast, among the older employees, the odds of promotion are only half
as good for males as for females. There are no statistically significant
differences due to race/national origin or disability.
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Table 1: Relative Odds of Promotion
by Gender, Race/National Origin
(White v. Minority) 40 and Disability
Controlling for Promotion
Announcement and Year: Employees
Under 40 Only

Group Odds Ratio
95% Confidence

Limits

Gender Male
v. Female

0.904 0.734
1.112

Race/Nat’l origin White
v. Minority

0.812 0.640
1.029

Disability Status Yes
v. No

1.076 0.541
2.138

40For this report, the term “minority” includes black, Hispanic, and Asian
employees.

Table 2: Relative Odds of Promotion
by Gender, Race/National Origin
(White v. Minority) and Disability
Controlling for Promotion
Announcement and Year: Employees
40 and Older Only

Group Odds Ratio
95% Confidence

Limits

Gender Male
v. Female

0.508** 0.378
0.682

Race/Nat’l Origin White
v. Minority

0.982 0.655
1.473

Disability status Yes
v. No

1.629 0.797
3.328

Tables 3 and 4: Regions v.
Headquarters

Tables 3 and 4 are based on separate analyses, disaggregating promotions
in regional offices and in Headquarters. In both sets of promotion
competitions, there was a disparity in favor of younger employees when
compared to older employees and in favor of females when compared to
males. Moreover, there is evidence that whites were less likely to be
promoted than minority employees in the regional offices. Disability status
had no effect on promotions.

Table 3: Relative Odds of Promotion
by Age Group, Gender, Race/National
Origin (White v. Minority) and
Disability, Controlling for Promotion
Announcement and Year: Regional
Offices Only

Group Odds Ratio
95% Confidence

Limits

Age 40 and Older
v. Under 40

0.647** 0.483
0.866

Gender Male
v. Female

0.682** 0.517
0.899

Race/Nat’l Origin White
v. Minority

0.706* 0.505
0.987

Disability Status Yes
v. No

0.681 0.272
1.700

Page 18  



Chapter III 

Findings

Table 4: Relative Odds of Promotion
by Age Group, Gender, Race/National
Origin (White v. Minority) and
Disability Controlling for Promotion
Announcement and Year:
Headquarters Only

Group Odds Ration
95% Confidence

Limits

Age 40 and Older
v. Under 40

0.552** 0.449
0.678

Gender Male
v. Female

0.660** 0.539
0.807

Race/Nat’l Origin White
v. Minority

0.828 0.651
1.054

Disability status Yes
v. No

1.509 0.873
2.607

Tables 5 Through 8: Age
Plus Region/Headquarters

Tables 5 through 8 present separate analyses, disaggregating both on the
basis of age and region/headquarters. The results reveal no statistically
significant differences due to race/national origin or disability status in any
of the four subsets of candidates. There were no gender differences among
younger candidates nor among candidates in regional offices. Among older
candidates in headquarters, males had a smaller statistically significant
chance of promotion than females.

Table 5: Relative Odds of Promotion
by Gender, Race/National Origin
(White v. Minority) and Disability
Status Controlling for Promotion
Announcement and Year: Regional
Offices and Employees Under 40 Only

Group Odds Ratio
95% Confidence

Limits

Gender Male
v. Female

0.871 0.615
1.235

Race/Nat’l Origin White
v. Minority

0.708 0.478
1.049

Disability status Yes
v. No

0.439 0.060
3.230

Table 6: Relative Odds of Promotion
by Gender, Race/National Origin
(White v. Minority) and Disability
Controlling for Promotion
Announcement and Year: Regional
Offices and Employees 40 and Older
Only

Group Odds Ratio
95% Confidence

Limits

Gender Male
v. Female

0.549 0.292
1.030

Race/Nat’l Origin White
v. Minority

1.360 0.545
3.396

Disability Status Yes
v. No

1.152 0.338
3.930
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Table 7: Relative Odds of Promotion
by Gender, Race/National Origin
(White v. Minority) and Disability
Status Controlling for Promotion
Announcement and Year:
Headquarters and Employees Under 40
Only

Group Odds Ratio
95% Confidence

Limit

Gender Male
v. Female

0.922 0.712
1.194

Race/Nat’l Origin White
v. Minority

0.878 0.652
1.181

Disability Status Yes
v. No

1.289 0.619
2.685

Table 8: Relative Odds of Promotion
by Gender, Race/National Origin
(White v. Minority) and Disability
Status Controlling for Promotion
Announcement and Year:
Headquarters and Employees 40 and
Older Only

Group Odds Ratio
95% Confidence

Limits

Gender Male
v. Female

0.495** 0.355
0.691

Race/Nat’l Origin White
v. Minority

0.893 0.568
1.403

Disability Status Yes
v. No

2.040 0.845
4.923

Table 9 - All Data
Combined

Table 9 compares the promotion rates of various groups, after adjusting
for variations in the composition of the BQ list and for variations in the
overall promotion rates in each of the competitions.

The table reflects a disparity in favor of younger employees compared to
older employees; a disparity in favor of females over males; and a disparity
in favor of minority employees versus white employees. There are no
significant differences in promotion rates between persons with
disabilities and persons without disabilities.

Table 9: Relative Odds of Promotion
by Age Group, Gender, Race/National
Origin (White v. Minority) and
Disability, Controlling for Promotion
Announcement and Year: All Data
Combined

Group Odds Ratio
95% Confidence

Limits

Age 40 and Older
v. Under 40

0.582** 0.492
0.688

Gender Male
v. Female

0.667** 0.567
0.785

Race/Nat’l Origin White
v. Minority

0.784* 0.644
0.953

Disability Status Yes
v. No

1.175 0.736
1.875
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The Board’s 1987 study analyzed promotions that occurred at GAO during
the 1980-1985 fiscal years. The current study analyzes promotions that
took place between January 1, 1990 and December 31, 1995. During the
time between the two studies, GAO re-vamped its pay and grade structure
for evaluators, for those holding evaluator-related positions, and for most
attorneys. One of the Board’s goals for the current study was to determine
whether the disparity in time-in-grade between white and black evaluators,
revealed in the previous analysis of promotions, persisted in the new
system.

Between 1990 and 1995, white employees were promoted from Band I-D to
Band I-F (a non-competitive promotion) at a median time of 56 days faster
than black employees. White employees were also promoted a median of
70 days faster than Asian employees and a median of 84 days faster than
Hispanic employees.

From Band I-F to Band II (a competitive promotion), white, Asian and
Hispanic employees under 40 spent a median of 1,526 days in Band prior
to promotion compared to a median of more than five years for black
employees under 40. The median time to promotion for all black
employees at the Band I-F promotion point was also more than five years.
When all age groups were combined, females spent a median of 1,638 days
in Band; males spent more than five years. The median time to promotion
for all employees 40 and over was more than five years.

No statistically significant differences in time-in-Band were discerned at
the second competitive promotion point (Band II to Band III).

It appears that the time-in-grade disparity revealed between black and
white evaluators persisted into the Band system through the 1995
promotion cycle. This disparity was more pronounced at the
non-competitive promotion point (Band I-D to Band I-F) and was also
evident at the first competitive promotion point (Band I-F to Band II).
Males were also promoted more slowly than females at the second
promotion point.

The second prong of the Board’s study concerned rates of promotions. In
the earlier study, the Board found no disparities based on race, sex, or
national origin in rates of promotion at GAO from 1980 through 1985. The
most recent analysis, however, reveals disparities in rates of promotion at
GAO during the five years studied. At headquarters, employees under 40, in
general, were nearly twice as likely to be promoted and females were
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promoted at more than twice the rate of males. In the regions, white
employees were promoted at 70% of the rate of minority employees; males
and employees 40 and over were promoted at approximately 2/3 the rate
of females and employees under 40. Combining data, younger employees
had nearly a 40% more favorable rate of promotion; females had nearly a
30% more favorable rate; and, minority employees had nearly a 20% more
favorable rate.

In 1987, the agency announced that it was “dedicated to eliminating any
artificial or inappropriate barriers which may have contributed to the
disparities identified in the report.”41 The most significant agency actions
were directed to problems that may have existed in the career ladder
promotion process. That process no longer covers evaluators,
evaluator-related employees, or most attorneys.

Ten years later, the Board’s study reveals race, gender, and age disparities
in time-in-Band and promotion rates. Because the reasons for these
disparities are not readily discernible from the statistics alone, the Board
recommends that the agency further investigate the disparities revealed by
this study to ascertain their underlying causes. If improper selection
methods, rather than merit, are found to be the cause of the disparities,
GAO should institute appropriate changes.

(999999)

41Goldstein Letter, p 2.
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