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Highlights 

What GAO Found 

The overall proportion of racial or ethnic minorities in the Department of 
State’s (State) full-time, permanent, career workforce increased from 28 
to 32 percent from fiscal year 2002 to fiscal year 2018. The direction of 
change for specific groups varied. For instance, the proportion of 
Hispanics increased from 5 percent to 7 percent, while the proportion of 
African Americans decreased from 17 to 15 percent. Also, the proportion 
of racial or ethnic minorities and women was lowest at management and 
executive levels. 

Diversity in State Department Workforce in Fiscal Years 2002 and 2018 

 
GAO’s analyses of State data for fiscal years 2002 through 2018 found 
differences in promotion outcomes for racial or ethnic minorities and 
whites. These differences existed in both descriptive analyses, which 
calculated simple averages, and in adjusted analyses, which controlled 
for certain individual and occupational factors that could influence 
promotion. Compared with the descriptive analyses, the adjusted 
analyses found smaller percentage differences between promotion 
outcomes for racial or ethnic minorities and whites in State’s Civil Service 
and some evidence of smaller percentage differences in State’s Foreign 
Service. GAO found generally lower promotion rates for racial or ethnic 
minorities than for whites. For example, controlling for factors such as 
education, years of service, and occupation, racial or ethnic minorities in 
the Civil Service had lower rates and odds of promotion than whites at 
each rank from early career through senior management. Also, both types 
of analysis found promotion outcomes for women compared with men 
were lower in the Civil Service and generally higher in the Foreign 
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Service. For example, women in the Foreign Service were more likely 
than men to be promoted in early to mid career. 

State has identified some barriers to equal opportunity but should 
consider other issues that could indicate potential barriers to diversity. In 
its annual reports to the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission 
(EEOC), State has identified issues such as underrepresentation of 
Hispanic employees. However, other State analysis, GAO’s analysis, and 
GAO’s interviews with State employee groups highlighted additional 
issues that could indicate barriers. For example, State’s reports have not 
identified discrepancies in midcareer promotion of racial or ethnic 
minorities relative to whites, which GAO found in its analysis. Taking 
additional steps to identify diversity issues could enhance State’s ability to 
detect and remove barriers to equal participation in its workforce. 

Why GAO Did This Study 

State has expressed a commitment to maintaining a workforce that 
reflects the diverse composition of the United States and has undertaken 
efforts to increase representation of diverse groups in its Civil and Foreign 
Services. EEOC requires some federal agencies, including State, to 
systematically identify, examine, and remove barriers to equal 
participation at all levels of their workforce and to report on such barriers 
annually. 

GAO was asked to review issues related to the diversity of State’s 
workforce. This report examines (1) the demographic composition of 
State’s workforce in fiscal years 2002 through 2018; (2) any differences in 
promotion outcomes for various demographic groups in State’s workforce; 
and (3) the extent to which State has identified barriers to diversity in its 
workforce. GAO analyzed State’s personnel data for its full-time, 
permanent, career workforce for fiscal years 2002 through 2018. GAO 
analyzed the number of years until promotion from early career ranks to 
the executive rank in both the Civil and Foreign Services. GAO’s analyses 
do not completely explain the reasons for differences in promotion 
outcomes, which may result from various unobservable factors. Thus, 
GAO’s analyses do not establish a causal relationship between 
demographic characteristics and promotion outcomes. GAO also 
reviewed State documents and interviewed State officials and members 
of 11 employee groups. 
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What GAO Recommends 

GAO recommended that State take additional steps to identify diversity 
issues that could indicate potential barriers to equal opportunity in its 
workforce. State concurred with this recommendation. 

Recommendations 
Recommendations for Executive Action 

Number Agency Recommendation 
1 Department 

of State 
The Secretary of State should take additional steps to identify 
diversity issues that could indicate potential barriers to equal 
opportunity in its workforce. For example, State could conduct 
additional analyses of workforce data and of employee groups’ 
feedback. (Recommendation 1) 

Introduction 
The Department of State (State) has expressed a commitment to 
maintaining a workforce that reflects the diverse composition of the 
United States. In addition, State has worked to increase representation of 
diverse groups in its Civil and Foreign Services. However, concerns about 
the demographic composition of State’s workforce are longstanding. For 
example, in 1989, we reported on the underrepresentation of minorities 
and women at middle and senior levels of the Foreign Service.[1] More 
recently, in a hearing before the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, 
State’s Director General of the Foreign Service and Director of Human 
Resources stated that the diversity of the agency’s workforce remains a 
concern and that the agency is working hard to increase diversity.[2] As of 
the end of fiscal year 2018, State had 22,806 full-time, permanent, career 
employees, including 9,546 in its Civil Service and 13,260 in its Foreign 
Service. 

We were asked to review issues related to the diversity of State’s 
workforce. This report examines (1) the demographic composition of 
State’s workforce in fiscal years 2002 through 2018, (2) any differences in 
promotion outcomes for various demographic groups in State’s workforce, 
and (3) the extent to which State has identified any barriers to diversity in 
its workforce. 

To examine the demographic composition of State’s workforce over time, 
we analyzed State’s Global Employment Management System (GEMS) 
data on the department’s full-time, permanent, career workforce[3] for 

https://watchdog.gao.gov/distribution/reports/6HRg/GAO-20-237/#fnref1
https://watchdog.gao.gov/distribution/reports/6HRg/GAO-20-237/#fnref2
https://watchdog.gao.gov/distribution/reports/6HRg/GAO-20-237/#fnref3
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fiscal years 2002 through 2018.[4] We were unable to analyze the 
numbers and percentages based on sexual orientation, because federal 
personnel records do not include these data. For each year, we 
calculated the demographic composition of the workforce by racial or 
ethnic group and by gender for State overall and for State’s Civil and 
Foreign Services.[5] In addition, we compared the demographics of 
State’s workforce in fiscal year 2018 with the most recent available data 
on demographics of (1) the federal workforce, as reported by the Office of 
Personnel Management (OPM), and (2) the relevant civilian labor force, 
from the Census Bureau’s Equal Employment Opportunity (EEO) 
tabulation.[6] For both the Civil and Foreign Services, we examined 
workforce composition by racial or ethnic group and by gender across 
ranks for fiscal year 2018.[7] Through a review of documentation, 
electronic testing, and interviews with knowledgeable agency officials, we 
determined that these data were sufficiently reliable for our purposes. 

To examine promotion outcomes for various racial or ethnic minorities[8] 
and women in State’s workforce, we conducted two types of analyses 
using State’s GEMS data on its full-time, permanent, career workforce for 
fiscal years 2002 through 2018.[9] 

• We conducted descriptive analyses of State’s data, calculating simple 
averages to compare promotion rates for racial or ethnic minorities 
and whites and for women and men.[10] 

• We conducted adjusted analyses using a multivariate statistical 
method (i.e., duration analysis)[11] that accounted for certain 
individual and occupational factors other than racial or ethnic minority 
status and gender that could influence promotion, including the length 
of time it takes to be promoted. Specifically, we used a discrete-time 
multivariate statistical logit model to analyze the number of yearly 
cycles it took to be promoted up to the executive level from General 
Schedule (GS) grade 11 in the Civil Service and from Class 4 in the 
Foreign Service.[12] We examined the statistical relationship between 
promotion and racial or ethnic minority status and gender,[13] 
incorporating various individual and position-specific 
characteristics[14] in the models to control for differences in promotion 
outcomes.[15] Our analyses do not completely explain the reasons for 
differences in promotion outcomes, which may result from various 
unobservable factors. Thus, our analyses do not establish a causal 
relationship between demographic characteristics and promotion 
outcomes. 

To examine the extent to which State has identified barriers to diversity, 
we reviewed annual reports on workforce diversity that State submitted to 
the U.S. Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC) for fiscal 
years 2009 through 2018 as well as workforce analyses that State 

https://watchdog.gao.gov/distribution/reports/6HRg/GAO-20-237/#fnref4
https://watchdog.gao.gov/distribution/reports/6HRg/GAO-20-237/#fnref5
https://watchdog.gao.gov/distribution/reports/6HRg/GAO-20-237/#fnref6
https://watchdog.gao.gov/distribution/reports/6HRg/GAO-20-237/#fnref7
https://watchdog.gao.gov/distribution/reports/6HRg/GAO-20-237/#fnref8
https://watchdog.gao.gov/distribution/reports/6HRg/GAO-20-237/#fnref9
https://watchdog.gao.gov/distribution/reports/6HRg/GAO-20-237/#fnref10
https://watchdog.gao.gov/distribution/reports/6HRg/GAO-20-237/#fnref11
https://watchdog.gao.gov/distribution/reports/6HRg/GAO-20-237/#fnref12
https://watchdog.gao.gov/distribution/reports/6HRg/GAO-20-237/#fnref13
https://watchdog.gao.gov/distribution/reports/6HRg/GAO-20-237/#fnref14
https://watchdog.gao.gov/distribution/reports/6HRg/GAO-20-237/#fnref15
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conducted. We also met with officials from State’s Office of Civil Rights 
and Bureau of Human Resources. In addition, we conducted structured 
interviews with representatives of employee groups in State’s Civil and 
Foreign Services. Appendix I provides additional details of our scope and 
methodology.[16] 

We conducted this performance audit from April 2018 to January 2020 in 
accordance with generally accepted government auditing standards. 
Those standards require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain 
sufficient, appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our 
findings and conclusions based on our audit objectives. We believe that 
the evidence obtained provides a reasonable basis for our findings and 
conclusions based on our audit objectives. 

Background 

Diversity in the Federal Workforce 

Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and Section 501 of the 
Rehabilitation Act of 1973 mandate that all federal personnel decisions be 
made without discrimination on the basis of race, color, religion, sex, 
national origin, reprisal, or disability and require that agencies establish a 
program of equal employment opportunity for all federal employees and 
applicants.[17] The EEOC has oversight responsibility for those 
programs, and EEOC regulations direct agencies to maintain a continuing 
affirmative program to promote equal opportunity and to identify and 
eliminate discriminatory practices and policies.[18] In support of those 
programs, agencies are to, among other things, conduct a continuing 
campaign to eradicate discrimination from the agency’s personnel 
policies, practices, and working conditions.[19] 

EEOC’s Management Directive 715 (MD-715) provides policy guidance 
and standards for establishing and maintaining effective affirmative 
programs of equal employment opportunity. Through MD-715, EEOC 
provides that, as a part of a model EEO program to prevent unlawful 
discrimination, federal agencies are to regularly evaluate their 
employment practices to identify barriers to EEO in the workplace, take 
measures to eliminate identified barriers, and report annually on these 
efforts to EEOC.[20] 

EEOC’s MD-715 guidance lays out a four-step process for federal 
agencies to identify and eliminate barriers to their workforce diversity (see 
fig. 1). 

  

https://watchdog.gao.gov/distribution/reports/6HRg/GAO-20-237/#fnref16
https://watchdog.gao.gov/distribution/reports/6HRg/GAO-20-237/#fnref17
https://watchdog.gao.gov/distribution/reports/6HRg/GAO-20-237/#fnref18
https://watchdog.gao.gov/distribution/reports/6HRg/GAO-20-237/#fnref19
https://watchdog.gao.gov/distribution/reports/6HRg/GAO-20-237/#fnref20
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Figure 1: U.S. Equal Employment Opportunity Commission’s (EEOC) Management Directive 715 Process for Identifying and 
Eliminating Barriers to Federal Agency Workforce Diversity 

 
Note: EEOC defines a trigger as a trend, disparity, or anomaly that suggests the need for further 
inquiry into a particular policy, practice, procedure, or condition. It defines a barrier as an agency 
policy, principle, or practice that limits or tends to limit employment opportunities for members of a 
particular gender, race, ethnic background, or disability status. 

As figure 1 shows, the first step of the process calls for agencies to 
analyze various sources of workforce data to look for trends, disparities, 
or anomalies—which this report collectively refers to as diversity issues—
that suggest the need for further inquiry into a particular policy, practice, 
procedure, or condition.[21] Diversity issues can be identified on the basis 
of various sources of information, such as workforce statistics or 
employee surveys. 

The second step of the process calls for agencies to conduct an 
investigation to pinpoint barriers that could be the causes of any diversity 
issues. EEOC reporting requirements state that a barrier is an agency 
policy, procedure, practice, or condition that limits, or tends to limit, 
employment opportunities for members of a particular group on the basis 
of their sex, race, ethnic background, or disability status. According to 
EEOC’s instructions for identifying and eliminating barriers, agencies are 
required to move beyond treating the symptom (e.g., anomalies found in 
workforce demographics) to eliminate the underlying barrier, or cause of 
the symptom (e.g., lack of career development opportunities). 

The third step of the process is to devise a plan to eliminate any barriers 
that are not job related and consistent with business necessity and to 
report annually to EEOC. The fourth step is to assess the success of 

https://watchdog.gao.gov/distribution/reports/6HRg/GAO-20-237/#fnref21
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plans to eliminate barriers. In this report, we focus on the first two steps of 
the process. 

State Initiatives to Increase Workforce Diversity 

State’s Office of Civil Rights and Bureau of Human Resources jointly 
oversee initiatives to increase State’s workforce diversity. 

• Office of Civil Rights. According to State, the Office of Civil Right’s 
mission is to propagate fairness, equity, and inclusion at the agency. 
The Secretary has delegated to the Director of the Office of Civil 
Rights the tasks of advancing diversity within the department and 
ensuring equal opportunity to all employees. The office develops 
State’s annual MD-715 report and submits it to EEOC. In addition, the 
office works with relevant bureaus to gather and analyze necessary 
data and information to complete the MD-715 report. 

• Bureau of Human Resources. According to State, the Bureau of 
Human Resources coordinates inter- and intra-agency efforts to 
advance diversity and inclusion. The bureau’s Senior Advisor for 
Diversity, Inclusion, and Outreach provides guidance and support to 
the bureaus in implementing initiatives to recruit a diverse workforce 
and improve career development. This official also leads the 
development of State’s Diversity and Inclusion Strategic Plan in 
coordination with agency stakeholders. According to Bureau of 
Human Resources officials, this process includes receiving feedback 
from employee representative groups. Additionally, according to State 
officials, the bureau conducts workforce data analysis at the request 
of relevant internal and external stakeholders. 

Office of Civil Rights officials told us that, to guide the office’s and the 
Bureau of Human Resources’ diversity efforts, they regularly meet with 
employee groups that represent various demographic populations in the 
agency.[22] According to State officials, employee groups serve as a link 
between diverse employee constituencies and State’s senior 
management, Office of Civil Rights staff, and Bureau of Human 
Resources staff. 

State’s most recent Diversity and Inclusion Strategic Plan, issued in 2016, 
describes the department’s recruitment, career development, and bureau-
level diversity initiatives, among others.[23] According to the plan, having 
a workforce that reflects the composition of U.S. citizenry is a long-
standing commitment that continues to be a department priority “today 
and into the future.” 

https://watchdog.gao.gov/distribution/reports/6HRg/GAO-20-237/#fnref22
https://watchdog.gao.gov/distribution/reports/6HRg/GAO-20-237/#fnref23
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• Recruitment. According to Bureau of Human Resources officials, 
State’s recruitment efforts for the Civil Service and the Foreign 
Service[24] include the following efforts to enhance diversity: 

• Diplomats in Residence. According to State officials, as of January 
2019, this initiative has assigned 16 Foreign Service Officers and 
specialists to university campuses throughout the United States, as 
well as 10 recruiters based in Washington, D.C. The officers visit 
historically black colleges and universities and Hispanic-serving 
institutions as well as institutions with significant minority enrollment. 

• Thomas R. Pickering Foreign Affairs Fellowship Program and Charles 
B. Rangel International Affairs Program. These two programs recruit 
candidates for the Foreign Service by providing graduate fellowships 
to college seniors and college graduates. Both programs seek to 
attract highly talented and qualified individuals who represent ethnic, 
racial, gender, social, and geographic diversity. 

• Outreach initiatives. According to State officials, recruiters for the 
department participate in career fairs, present on panels, and host 
information sessions at the conferences of partners with a focus on 
diversity and inclusion, such as the Hispanic Association of Colleges 
and Universities and the Congressional Black Caucus Foundation. 

Career development. According to State, the agency views mentoring 
and career development as vital elements to enhance leadership skills, 
retain employees, and develop an agile workforce. The officials stated 
that mentoring and career development initiatives help employees 
develop the skills needed to reach the senior ranks. State maintains 
mentoring programs for both the Civil and Foreign Services. For example, 
State reported that the agency had initiated a Senior Executive Service 
career development program in which, as of October 2018, more than 70 
percent of the selected participants were women and 50 percent identified 
as a minority. 

Bureau-level initiatives. Some regional and functional bureaus lead 
efforts to increase diversity and inclusion. According to State’s Senior 
Advisor for Diversity, Inclusion, and Outreach, bureau leaders set the 
tone, and provide support, for bureau-level initiatives. Examples of these 
initiatives include the following: 

• Bureau of European and Eurasian Affairs’ Driving Diversity, 
Growth, and Excellence. Through this initiative, senior leaders 
mentor midlevel employees and introduce employees to the bureau’s 
expectations regarding diversity and inclusion. 

• Bureau of Diplomatic Security’s Diversity Working Group. The 
purpose of this initiative is to support and advise bureau leadership on 

https://watchdog.gao.gov/distribution/reports/6HRg/GAO-20-237/#fnref24
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initiatives to promote diversity and inclusion throughout the bureau 
and all of its directorates.[25] 

Characteristics of State’s Civil and Foreign Services 

As figure 2 shows, State had 22,806 full-time, permanent, career 
employees at the end of fiscal year 2018—an increase of more than 38 
percent since 2002.[26] From fiscal year 2002 to fiscal year 2018, the 
number of full-time, permanent, career Civil Service employees increased 
from 6,831 to 9,546, or by nearly 40 percent. During the same period, the 
number of full-time, permanent, career Foreign Service employees 
increased from 9,739 to 13,260, or by 36 percent. 

Figure 2: Numbers of Full-Time Permanent Career Employees in Department of 
State’s Civil and Foreign Services, Fiscal Years 2002-2018 

 
Note: The data shown reflect numbers of full-time, permanent, career employees at the end of each 
fiscal year. 

Civil Service 

State’s Civil Service made up 42 percent of the department’s full-time, 
permanent, career workforce at the end of fiscal year 2018. Civil Service 
employees serve alongside Foreign Service employees in professional, 
technical, administrative, and clerical positions; help formulate and 

https://watchdog.gao.gov/distribution/reports/6HRg/GAO-20-237/#fnref25
https://watchdog.gao.gov/distribution/reports/6HRg/GAO-20-237/#fnref26
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implement U.S. foreign policy; provide strategic and logistical support to 
U.S. diplomatic missions; and issue passports and travel warnings, 
among other functions. Civil Service employees are on the GS 
classification system, which has 15 ranks, ranging from GS-1 (lowest) to 
GS-15 (highest), followed by the executive rank. 

Table 1 shows the number and percentage of employees in each Civil 
Service rank. Additionally, table 1 provides information on the promotion 
rates from ranks below executive for promotions effective in fiscal year 
2018. Each year, State promotes different numbers of its Civil Service 
employees. Promotion generally becomes more competitive for the higher 
ranks. For example, 15 percent of GS-11 employees in fiscal year 2017 
were promoted to GS-12 in fiscal year 2018, while 1 percent of GS-15 
employees in fiscal year 2017 were promoted to the executive rank. 

Table 1: Number and Percentage of State’s Civil Service Employees in Each Rank and Rates of Promotion to Higher Ranks, 
Fiscal Year 2018 

Rank Number of employees in 
rank 

Percentage of employees in 
rank 

Rate of promotion to next-
higher rank, percenta  

Executive 157 2 N/A 
GS-15 992 10 1 
GS-14 1,841 19 4 
GS-13 2,885 30 6 
GS-12 1,387 15 17 
GS-11 1,414 15 15 
GS-10 and lower 870 9 26 

Legend: GS = General Schedule. 
Source: GAO analysis of Department of State data. | GAO-20-237 

Note: The data shown reflect numbers and percentages of Civil Service employees at the end of 
fiscal year 2018. 
aWe calculated the promotion rate as the number of newly elevated employees in the next-higher 
rank in fiscal year 2018 divided by the number of employees in the given rank in fiscal year 2017. For 
example, 15 percent of GS-11 employees in fiscal year 2017 were promoted to GS-12 in fiscal year 
2018. For GS-10 and lower, we calculated the promotion rate as the average of the number of newly 
elevated employees in each of the next-higher ranks in fiscal year 2018 divided by the number of 
employees in the given ranks in fiscal year 2017. 

Foreign Service 

State’s Foreign Service made up 58 percent of the agency’s full-time, 
permanent, career workforce at the end of fiscal year 2018. Foreign 
Service employees serve as either generalists or specialists. Foreign 
Service generalists help formulate and implement U.S. foreign policy and 
are assigned to work in one of five career tracks: consular, economic, 
management, political, or public diplomacy. Foreign Service specialists 
support and maintain the functioning of overseas posts and serve in 25 

https://www.gao.gov/products/GAO-20-237
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different skill groups, filling positions such as security officer or 
information management. 

Foreign Service Officers enter at Class 4, 5, or 6, depending on education 
and experience. Officers can be promoted up to Class 1, after which they 
can apply for the executive rank. Table 2 shows the number of employees 
at each of these ranks.[27] Table 2 also shows promotion rates across 
ranks for promotions effective in fiscal year 2018. Each year, State 
promotes different numbers of its Foreign Service employees. Promotion 
generally becomes more competitive for the higher ranks. For example, 
15 percent of Class 4 employees in fiscal year 2017 were promoted to 
Class 3 in fiscal year 2018, while 4 percent of Class 1 employees in fiscal 
year 2017 were promoted to the executive rank. 

Table 2: Number and Percentage of State’s Foreign Service Employees in Each Rank and Rate of Promotion to Higher Rank, 
Fiscal Year 2018 

Rank Number of employees in 
rank 

Percentage of employees in 
rank 

Rate of promotion to next-
higher rank, %a  

Executive 933 7 N/A 
Class 1 1,605 12 4 
Class 2 2,846 21 7 
Class 3 3,644 27 9 
Class 4 3,173 24 15 
Class 5 645 5 46 
Class 6 and lower 414 3 34 

Legend: N/A = not applicable. 
Source: GAO analysis of Department of State data. | GAO-20-237 

Note: The data shown reflect numbers and percentages of Foreign Service employees at the end of 
fiscal year 2018. 
aWe calculated the promotion rate as the number of newly elevated employees in the next-higher 
rank in fiscal year 2018 divided by the number of employees in the given rank in fiscal year 2017. For 
example, 15 percent of Class 4 employees in fiscal year 2017 were promoted to Class 3 in fiscal year 
2018. Competitive promotion for Foreign Service generalists starts at Class 4. For Class 6 and lower, 
we calculated the promotion rate as the average of the number of newly elevated employees in each 
of the next-higher ranks in fiscal year 2018 divided by the number of employees in the given ranks in 
fiscal year 2017. 

https://watchdog.gao.gov/distribution/reports/6HRg/GAO-20-237/#fnref27
https://www.gao.gov/products/GAO-20-237
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Major Findings 

Overall Proportion of Racial or Ethnic Minorities at State 
Has Grown, but Proportions of African Americans and 
Women Have Declined 

Proportion of Racial or Ethnic Minorities at State Increased, While 
Proportion of African Americans Decreased 

Proportion of Racial or Ethnic Minorities at State Increased Overall 

From fiscal year 2002 to fiscal year 2018, the proportion of racial or ethnic 
minorities[28] among State’s full-time, permanent, career employees[29] 
increased from 28 percent to 32 percent, as figure 3 shows.[30] This 
increase in the proportion of racial or ethnic minorities at State overall 
was driven solely by an increase in the proportion of racial or ethnic 
minorities in the Foreign Service. During this period, 

• the proportion of racial or ethnic minorities in the Civil Service 
decreased slightly from 44 percent to 43 percent[31] and 

• the proportion of racial or ethnic minorities in the Foreign Service 
increased from 17 percent to 24 percent.[32] 

https://watchdog.gao.gov/distribution/reports/6HRg/GAO-20-237/#fnref28
https://watchdog.gao.gov/distribution/reports/6HRg/GAO-20-237/#fnref29
https://watchdog.gao.gov/distribution/reports/6HRg/GAO-20-237/#fnref30
https://watchdog.gao.gov/distribution/reports/6HRg/GAO-20-237/#fnref31
https://watchdog.gao.gov/distribution/reports/6HRg/GAO-20-237/#fnref32
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Figure 3: Proportions of White and Racial or Ethnic Minority Employees at 
Department of State Overall and in Civil Service and Foreign Service, Fiscal Years 
2002 and 2018 

 
Notes: The data shown reflect numbers and proportions of white and racial or ethnic minority 
employees at the end of fiscal years 2002 and 2018. “Other” includes Native Hawaiian/Pacific 
Islander, American Indian/Alaska Native, and non-Hispanic multiracial. “Unspecified” includes 
individuals whose race or ethnicity is not identified. Percentages may not sum to 100 because of 
rounding. For instances where the racial or ethnic group changed over time for an employee record, 
we assigned the most recent value to all available years. 
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Proportion of Racial or Ethnic Minorities at State Was Lower Than in 
Federal Workforce but Higher Than in Relevant Civilian Labor Force 

We compared State’s proportion of ethnic and racial minorities to 
proportions in the federal workforce and relevant civilian labor force 
(RCLF). Our comparison of State workforce data with data from OPM’s 
Federal Equal Opportunity Recruitment Program (FEORP) report for the 
federal government (last produced in fiscal year 2016) found the 
following: 

• The proportion of racial or ethnic minorities at State in fiscal year 2018 
(32 percent) was lower than the proportion in the federal workforce in 
fiscal year 2016 (36 percent). For more details, see appendix III.[33] 

• The proportion of racial or ethnic minorities at State increased from 28 
percent in fiscal year 2002 to 32 percent in fiscal year 2018. In 
contrast, the proportion of racial or ethnic minorities in the federal 
workforce increased from 31 percent in fiscal year 2002 to 36 percent 
in fiscal year 2016. 

Our comparison of State workforce data from fiscal year 2018 with data 
for the RCLF[34] (from 2006 through 2010—the most recent available 
data) found that the proportions of racial or ethnic minorities at State were 
higher[35] than the proportions in the RCLF for three occupational 
groups: officials and managers, professional workers, and administrative 
support workers.[36] For more details, see appendix III. 

Proportion of African Americans at State Decreased, While 
Proportions of Hispanics, Asians, and Other Racial or Ethnic 
Minorities Increased 

Although the overall proportion of racial or ethnic minorities increased at 
State from fiscal year 2002 to fiscal year 2018, the direction of change for 
specific racial or ethnic minority groups varied—the proportion of African 
Americans fell, while the proportions of Hispanics, Asians, and other 
racial or ethnic minorities rose.[37] The overall number of employees at 
State increased from 16,570 to 22,806; however, the proportion of African 
Americans fell from 17 percent to 15 percent of all employees, as shown 
in figure 3.[38] Our analysis found that the overall decline in the 
proportion of African Americans at State reflects a substantial decline in 
the proportion of African Americans in State’s Civil Service. 

• The proportion of African Americans in State’s Civil Service 
decreased from 34 percent to 26 percent in fiscal years 2002 through 
2018.[39] 

• The proportion of African Americans in State’s Foreign Service 
increased from 6 percent to 7 percent over the same period.[40] 

https://watchdog.gao.gov/distribution/reports/6HRg/GAO-20-237/#fnref33
https://watchdog.gao.gov/distribution/reports/6HRg/GAO-20-237/#fnref34
https://watchdog.gao.gov/distribution/reports/6HRg/GAO-20-237/#fnref35
https://watchdog.gao.gov/distribution/reports/6HRg/GAO-20-237/#fnref36
https://watchdog.gao.gov/distribution/reports/6HRg/GAO-20-237/#fnref37
https://watchdog.gao.gov/distribution/reports/6HRg/GAO-20-237/#fnref38
https://watchdog.gao.gov/distribution/reports/6HRg/GAO-20-237/#fnref39
https://watchdog.gao.gov/distribution/reports/6HRg/GAO-20-237/#fnref40
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In contrast to the proportions of African Americans, the proportions of 
Hispanics, Asians, and other racial or ethnic minorities in State’s Civil 
Service and Foreign Services increased from fiscal year 2002 to fiscal 
year 2018.[41] 

Proportion of Racial or Ethnic Minorities in Civil and Foreign 
Services Was Generally Much Smaller in Higher Ranks 

Our analysis of State data for fiscal year 2018 found that the proportions 
of racial or ethnic minorities were lower than the proportions of whites at 
GS-11, GS-13, and higher ranks in the Civil Service and at all ranks in the 
Foreign Service, as figure 4 shows. For example, at GS-13, the 
proportion of whites (58 percent) exceeded the proportion of racial or 
ethnic minorities (42 percent). State data for fiscal year 2002 showed a 
similar difference between the two proportions.[42] 

Figure 4: Proportions of White and Racial or Ethnic Minority Employees in the Department of State’s Civil and Foreign 
Services across Ranks, Fiscal Year (FY) 2018 

 
Notes: The data shown reflect proportions of white and racial or ethnic minority employees at the end 
of fiscal year 2018. Racial or ethnic minorities exclude non-Hispanic whites and non-Hispanic 
employees whose race was unspecified. “Unspecified” includes individuals whose race or ethnicity is 
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not identified. For instances where the racial or ethnic group changed over time for an employee 
record, we assigned the most recently reported group to all available years. 

Additionally, as figure 4 shows, our analysis found that the proportions of 
racial or ethnic minorities in fiscal year 2018 were progressively lower in 
each rank above GS-12 in the Civil Service and above Class 5 in the 
Foreign Service.[43] Similarly, our analysis of State’s data for fiscal year 
2002 found that the proportions of racial or ethnic minorities were 
generally progressively lower in higher ranks in both the Civil Service and 
the Foreign Service. 

According to State officials, hiring diverse classes at the lower ranks of 
the Foreign Service improves representation at higher ranks over 
time.[44] Specifically, State officials noted that because rising from Class 
4 to the Senior Foreign Service takes approximately 20 years, the 
diversity of the senior ranks should improve. 

Proportion of Women at State Decreased Over Time 

Decline in Proportion of Women in Civil Service Exceeded Increase 
in Proportion of Women in Foreign Service 

From fiscal year 2002 to fiscal year 2018, the proportion of women at 
State decreased slightly, from 44 percent to 43 percent, as figure 5 
shows.[45] Our analysis found that the overall decline in the proportion of 
women at State reflects a decline in the proportion of women in State’s 
Civil Service. Specifically: 

• The proportion of women in the Civil Service decreased from 61 
percent to 54 percent.[46] 

• The proportion of women in the Foreign Service increased from 33 
percent to 35 percent.[47] 
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Figure 5: Proportions of Men and Women in the Department of State and Its Civil 
Service and Foreign Service, Fiscal Years 2002 and 2018 

 
Notes: The data shown reflect proportions of male and female employees at the end of fiscal years 
2002 and 2018. For instances where the gender changed over time for an employee record, we 
assigned the most recent value to all available years. 

In addition, the proportion of African American women at State decreased 
from 13 percent in fiscal year 2002 to 9 percent in fiscal year 2018. See 
the text box for additional details. 

  



 
Letter 
 
 
 
 

Page 18 GAO-20-237 

Proportion of Minority and Gender Groupings at the Department of State, Fiscal 
Years 2002-2018 
The proportion of African American women at the Department of State (State) 
decreased from 13 percent in fiscal year 2002 to 9 percent in fiscal year 2018, 
contributing to overall decreases in the proportions of African Americans and women at 
State.a Our analysis found that the overall decline in the proportion of African American 
women at State reflects a decline in the proportion of African American women in State’s 
Civil Service. 
Civil Service. The proportion of African American women in the Civil Service decreased 
from 27 percent to 17 percent. 
Foreign Service. The proportion of African American women in the Foreign Service 
increased from 2 percent to 3 percent. 
In contrast, the proportions of the following demographic groups increased at State 
overall, in the Civil Service, and in the Foreign Service: 
• African American men 

• Hispanic men 

• Hispanic women 

• Asian men 

• Asian women 

Other racial or ethnic minority men 
Other racial or ethnic minority womenb 
The proportions of White men and White women decreased at State overall and in the 
Foreign Service but increased in the Civil Service. 

Source: GAO analysis of Department of State data. | GAO-20-237 
aOffice of Personnel Management data for fiscal years 2002 and 2016 show that the proportion of 
African American women in the federal workforce remained around 11 percent. 
b”Other” includes Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander, American Indian/Alaska Native, and non-Hispanic 
multiracial. 

Proportion of Women at State Was Similar to Federal Workforce 
but Mixed in Comparison with Relevant Civilian Labor Force 

We compared the proportion of women at State with the proportions of 
women in the federal workforce and RCLF. Our comparison of State 
workforce data with federal government workforce data from OPM’s 
FEORP report (last published in fiscal year 2016) found the following: 

The proportion of women was 43 percent both at State in fiscal year 2018 
and in the federal workforce in fiscal year 2016.[48] 

The proportion of women decreased slightly from 44 percent to 43 
percent both at State in fiscal years 2002 through 2018 and in the federal 
workforce in fiscal years 2002 and 2016. 

Our comparison of State workforce data from fiscal year 2018 with data 
from the RCLF[49] (from 2006 through 2010—the most recent available 
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data) found that the proportion of women was lower[50] at State than in 
the RCLF for two occupational groups: (1) officials and managers and (2) 
professional workers. However, the proportion of women was higher at 
State than in the RCLF for administrative support workers.[51] For more 
details, see appendix III. 

Proportions of Women in Civil and Foreign Services Were 
Generally Smaller in Higher Ranks 

State data for fiscal year 2018 show that the proportions of women were 
lower than the proportions of men at GS-14 and higher ranks in the Civil 
Service and at Class 4 and higher ranks in the Foreign Service, as figure 
6 shows. For example, in fiscal year 2018, the proportion of men at Class 
4 (64 percent) exceeded the proportion of women (36 percent). In fiscal 
year 2002, a similar difference existed.[52] 

Figure 6: Proportions of Women and Men in the Department of State’s Civil and Foreign Services across Ranks, Fiscal Year 
(FY) 2018 

 
Notes: The data shown reflect proportions of male and female employees at the end of fiscal year 
2018. For instances where the gender changed over time for an employee record, we assigned the 
most recent value to all available years. 
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As figure 6 shows, our analysis of State data for fiscal year 2018 for the 
Civil Service found progressively smaller proportions of women with every 
increase in rank, except between GS-11 and GS-12 and between GS-14 
and GS-15.[53] Specifically, the proportion of women in the Civil Service 
in fiscal year 2018 was 69 percent at GS-10 or below, 58 percent at GS-
11, 52 percent at GS-13, 46 percent at GS-14, and 38 percent at the 
executive level. 

Similarly, our analysis of State data for fiscal year 2018 for the Foreign 
Service found progressively smaller proportions of women from Class 6 to 
Class 3 and from Class 1 to executive.[54] For example, the proportion of 
women in the Foreign Service in fiscal year 2018 was 68 percent at Class 
6 or lower, 56 percent at Class 5, 36 percent at Class 4, and 29 percent 
at Class 3. Our analysis of State data for fiscal year 2002 similarly found 
progressively smaller proportions of women across all ranks, from Class 5 
to executive, in the Foreign Service. 

Promotion Outcomes Were Generally Lower for Racial or 
Ethnic Minorities Than for Whites and Differed for Women 
Relative to Men 

Our analyses of State data for fiscal years 2002 through 2018 found 
differences between promotion outcomes for racial or ethnic minorities 
relative to whites and for women relative to men. We found these 
differences when conducting descriptive analyses, which calculated 
simple averages, as well as adjusted analyses, which controlled for 
certain individual and occupational factors other than racial or ethnic 
minority status and gender that could influence promotion. In particular, 
we found generally lower promotion rates for racial or ethnic minorities 
than for whites in both the Civil Service and the Foreign Service. For 
women relative to men, we found generally lower promotion rates in the 
Civil Service and generally higher promotion rates in the Foreign Service. 
However, our analyses do not completely explain the reasons for 
differences in promotion outcomes, which may result from various 
unobservable factors. Thus, our analyses do not establish a causal 
relationship between demographic characteristics and promotion 
outcomes. 

We Conducted Descriptive and Adjusted Analyses of Promotion 
Outcomes 

To examine promotion outcomes for various demographic groups in 
State’s Civil and Foreign Services, we conducted two types of analysis—
descriptive and adjusted. We considered promotion to be an increase in 
rank between fiscal years. Our analyses include all individuals in the 
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original rank and do not distinguish between individuals who did or did not 
apply or between those who were eligible or ineligible for promotion.[55] 
For the Foreign Service, we focused on promotions starting from Class 4, 
as these corresponded to the competitive promotion process for most 
Foreign Service employees. For the Civil Service, we focused on 
promotions starting from GS-11, which corresponds to Class 4 in the 
Foreign Service. 

Descriptive Analysis 

We conducted descriptive analyses of State data, calculating simple 
averages to compare actual promotion rates for racial or ethnic minorities 
and whites and for women and men in State’s Civil and Foreign Services. 
For each fiscal year, we calculated the rate of promotion from each rank 
as the number of newly elevated employees in the next-higher rank in the 
following fiscal year divided by the number of employees in the given rank 
in the current year. We used the promotion rates to compute absolute 
percentage differences and relative percentage differences in the 
promotion rates for the various groups. 

While our descriptive analyses provide helpful context on promotion at 
State, they do not account for the variety of factors besides racial or 
ethnic minority status or gender that may affect promotion outcomes, nor 
do they show whether systematic delays in promotion exist. 

Adjusted Analysis 

To examine the statistical relationship between racial or ethnic minority 
status, gender, and promotion in State’s Civil and Foreign Services, we 
conducted adjusted analyses of State data, using a multivariate statistical 
method.[56] This method accounted for certain individual and 
occupational factors other than racial or ethnic minority status and gender 
that could influence promotion, including the length of time it takes to be 
promoted. Accounting for these factors, the regression results from the 
adjusted analyses produced adjusted promotion rates, odds ratios, and 
percentage differences in relative odds of promotion. See the text box for 
the specific control variables we used in our adjusted analyses. 
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Control Variables Used in Adjusted Analysis of Department of State Data 
In addition to controlling for racial or ethnic minority status and gender, our adjusted analyses of State data for the 
Department of State’s (State) Civil and Foreign Services controlled for a number of factors that could influence promotion. 
• For both the Civil and Foreign Services, we controlled for length of time in each grade or class prior to promotion; years 

of federal service; age when hired at State; veteran’s status; graduation from a college or university considered Ivy 
League or located in the District of Columbia,a Virginia, or Maryland; use of long-term leave in the prior year; change 
between service types; occupation; and fiscal years. 

• For the Foreign Service, we also controlled for service in a hardship assignment in the prior year; overseas service in 
the prior year; and proficiency in a hard language. 

Including these factors allowed us to estimate differences, if any, in the odds of promotion even if the racial or ethnic minority 
employees and White employees were hired at the same age; had the same years of federal experience; worked at State in 
the same fiscal years; and had the same gender, time spent in each grade or class prior to promotion, veteran’s status, 
education background, use of long-term leave, service change record, occupation, hardship or overseas assignment, and 
language proficiency. However, our analyses do not completely explain the reasons for differences in promotion outcomes, 
which may result from various unobservable factors. Thus, our analyses do not establish a causal relationship between 
demographic characteristics and promotion outcomes. 

Source: GAO. | GAO-20-237 
aWe included these variables because there may be a perception that graduates from a college or 
university considered Ivy league would be high-quality applicants to State and because some of the 
colleges or universities located in the District of Columbia, Virginia, or Maryland have highly 
respected programs related to foreign service that may provide networking opportunities. 

By accounting for a variety of individual and occupational factors, the 
multivariate statistical method we used for our adjusted analysis can 
estimate the extent to which racial or ethnic minority status and gender 
are related to promotion outcomes. The objective of this method is not to 
establish that racial or ethnic minority status and gender are key causal 
factors in promotion outcomes. However, this method can provide 
insights into whether differences between promotion outcomes for racial 
or ethnic minority groups and genders persist after certain individual and 
occupational factors, such as length of service, have been accounted for. 

Because our adjusted analyses used a multivariate statistical method, 
they have certain limitations. First, our adjusted analyses do not 
completely explain the reasons for differences in odds of promotion. 
While we included numerous control variables relevant to promotion, 
various unobservable factors for which our adjusted analyses did not 
explicitly account—for example, employees’ skills, motivation, 
performance, or abilities[57]—may have caused differences in promotion 
outcomes. [58] Second, the presence of institutional budget constraints 
could affect the number of available promotion slots across State, which 
may help explain some of the observed differences in promotion 
outcomes.[59] Thus, our analyses do not establish a causal relationship 
between demographic characteristics and promotion outcomes. 
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Promotion Outcomes Were Generally Lower for Racial or 
Ethnic Minorities Than for Whites at All Ranks Except 
Executive 

Descriptive and Adjusted Promotion Rates and Adjusted Promotion 
Odds in Civil Service Were Generally Lower for Racial or Ethnic 
Minorities Than for Whites 

Both our descriptive analysis and adjusted analysis of data for State’s 
Civil Service found that the promotion rate[60] was generally lower for 
racial or ethnic minorities than for whites (see table 3).[61] In addition, our 
adjusted analysis found that racial or ethnic minorities in State’s Civil 
Service generally had lower odds of promotion than their white 
counterparts. 

Table 3: Promotion Outcomes for Whites and Racial or Ethnic Minorities in the Department of State’s Civil Service, Fiscal 
Years 2002-2018 

 
GS-11 to GS-

12 
GS-12 to GS-

13 
GS-13 to GS-

14 
GS-14 to GS-

15 
GS-15 to 

exec. 
Descriptive analysis  
Promotion rate for whites, % 24.8 25.1 8.2 5.3 1.6 
Promotion rate for racial or ethnic minorities, 
% 

18.4 14.6 6.1 3.9 1.3 

Percentage point difference between 
promotion rate for racial or ethnic minorities 
and promotion rate for whites 

-6.4 -10.6 -2.1 -1.4 -0.3 

Percentage difference between promotion 
rate for racial or ethnic minorities and 
promotion rate for whites, % 

-25.7 -42.0 -25.8 -26.6 -16.1 

Adjusted analysis  
Promotion rate for whites, % 
95 percent confidence interval, % 

23.2 
[22.1, 24.4] 

21.8 
[20.7, 22.9] 

7.9 
[7.5, 8.4] 

5.2 
[4.8, 5.6] 

1.6 
[1.3, 1.9] 

Promotion rate for racial or ethnic minorities, 
% 
95 percent confidence interval, % 

19.8 
[18.8, 20.9] 

17.4 
[16.3, 18.6] 

6.5 
[6.0, 7.1] 

4.1 
[3.6, 4.7] 

1.5 
[0.9, 2.1] 

Percentage point difference between 
promotion rate for racial or ethnic minorities 
and promotion rate for whites 

-3.4 -4.4 -1.4 -1.1 -0.1 

Odds ratio for promotion for racial or ethnic 
minorities relative to whites 
95 percent confidence interval, % 

0.738** 
[0.657, 0.829] 

0.707** 
[0.641, 0.780] 

0.806** 
[0.729, 0.891] 

0.782** 
[0.672, 0.910] 

0.957 
[0.611, 1.496] 

Percentage difference between promotion 
odds for racial or ethnic minorities and 
promotion odds for whites, % 
95 percent confidence interval, % 

-26.2** 
[-34.3, -17.1] 

-29.3** 
[-35.9, -22.0] 

-19.4** 
[-27.1, -10.9] 

-21.8** 
[-32.8, -9.0] 

-4.3 
[-38.9, 49.6] 
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Legend: GS = General Schedule, exec. = executive, ** = statistical significance at p-value < 0.01; * = statistical significance at p-value < 0.05. 
Source: GAO analysis of State data. | GAO-20-237 

Notes: The p-value represents the smallest level of significance for which our estimate results in a 
rejection of the hypothesis of there being no difference in the odds of promotion. For each rank, the 
promotion rates based on the descriptive analyses for whites and for racial or ethnic minorities 
represent an average of the number of newly elevated whites or racial or ethnic minorities in the next-
higher rank in the following year, divided by the number of whites or racial or ethnic minorities in the 
given rank in the current year. Given this methodology, we were not able to calculate promotion rates 
for fiscal year 2018, because the State data we analyzed ended in fiscal year 2018. For the 
descriptive analysis, we calculated the percentage point difference and percentage difference for 
racial or ethnic minorities relative to whites on the basis of unrounded promotion rates; thus, 
differences are due to rounding. We calculated the percentage difference for racial or ethnic 
minorities relative to whites as the unrounded percentage point difference divided by the unrounded 
promotion rate for whites. For the adjusted analysis of State data, we conducted discrete-time 
duration analysis using a logit model that controlled for a variety of factors relevant to promotion, and 
we analyzed the time duration (number of years) to be promoted. The adjusted analysis does not 
completely explain the reasons for differences in odds of promotion. While various independent 
variables capture and control for many different characteristics across different demographic groups, 
unobservable factors may account for differences in odds of promotion; thus, our regression results 
do not establish a causal relationship between demographic characteristics and promotion outcomes. 

As table 3 shows, our descriptive analysis of the data for State’s Civil 
Service found that the average percentage of racial or ethnic minorities 
promoted from GS-11 and higher ranks was lower than the average 
percentage of whites promoted from the same ranks. For example, our 
descriptive analysis found that in fiscal years 2002 through 2017, an 
average of 18.4 percent of racial or ethnic minorities was promoted from 
GS-11 to GS-12, compared with an average of 24.8 percent of whites.[62] 
This negative 6.4 percentage point difference indicates that the average 
rate of promotion from GS-11 to GS-12 was 25.7 percent lower for racial 
or ethnic minorities than for whites.[63] However, our descriptive analysis 
does not account for the variety of factors besides racial or ethnic minority 
status that may affect promotion rates, including the length of time it takes 
to be promoted.[64] 

Our adjusted analysis of the data for State’s Civil Service, controlling for 
factors other than racial or ethnic minority status that could influence 
promotion, found that racial or ethnic minorities had lower adjusted rates 
of promotion and lower odds of promotion from each rank, from early 
career (GS-11) through senior manager level (GS-15), than their white 
counterparts.[65] Specifically, our adjusted analysis of State data for fiscal 
years 2002 through 2018 found the following: 

• The average adjusted rate of promotion from GS-11 to GS-12 for 
racial or ethnic minorities was 19.8 percent, compared with an 
average of 23.2 percent of whites. This statistically significant 
difference[66] indicates that the odds of promotion from GS-11 to GS-
12 in the Civil Service were 26.2 percent lower for racial or ethnic 
minorities than for whites.[67] 

• Our estimates of the adjusted rates and odds of promotion from GS-
12 to GS-13, from GS-13 to GS-14, and from GS-14 to GS-15 were 
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also statistically significantly lower for racial or ethnic minorities than 
for whites. 

• While the adjusted rate of promotion from GS-15 to executive was 
lower for racial or ethnic minorities than for whites, there was no 
statistically significant difference in the odds of promotion from GS-15 
to executive for racial or ethnic minorities relative to whites in the Civil 
Service.[68] 

• Compared with the descriptive analysis, the adjusted analysis 
generally found a smaller percentage difference in promotion 
outcomes for racial or ethnic minorities relative to whites in the Civil 
Service. 

Figure 7 shows key results of our descriptive and adjusted analyses of 
State data for racial or ethnic minorities and whites in State’s Civil 
Service. 

Figure 7: Relative Differences in Promotion Rates and Adjusted Promotion Odds for 
Racial or Ethnic Minorities Compared with Whites in the Department of State’s Civil 
Service, Fiscal Years 2002-2018 

 
Notes: For each rank, the promotion rates based on the descriptive analyses for whites and for racial 
or ethnic minorities represent an average of the number of newly elevated whites or racial or ethnic 
minorities in the next-higher rank in the following year, divided by the number of whites or racial or 
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ethnic minorities in the rank in the current year. Given this methodology, we were not able to calculate 
promotion rates for fiscal year 2018, because the State data we analyzed ended in fiscal year 2018. 
For the descriptive analysis, we calculated the percentage difference for racial or ethnic minorities 
relative to whites as the difference between the unrounded promotion rates for racial or ethnic 
minorities and whites divided by the unrounded promotion rate for whites; thus, differences are due to 
rounding. For the adjusted analysis of State data, we conducted discrete-time duration analysis using 
a logit model that controlled for a variety of factors relevant to promotion, and we analyzed the time 
duration (number of years) to be promoted. The adjusted analysis does not completely explain the 
reasons for differences in odds of promotion. While various independent variables capture and control 
for many different characteristics across different demographic groups, unobservable factors may 
account for differences in odds of promotion; thus, our regression results do not establish a causal 
relationship between demographic characteristics and promotion outcomes. 

Descriptive Promotion Rates Were Generally Lower for Racial or 
Ethnic Minorities Than Whites in Foreign Service, but Differences in 
Adjusted Promotion Rates and Odds Were Generally Not 
Statistically Significant 

Our descriptive analysis of data for State’s Foreign Service found that the 
rate of promotion[69] was generally lower for racial or ethnic minorities 
than for whites.[70] In addition, our adjusted analysis found differences in 
the promotion rates for racial or ethnic minorities and whites. However, 
the only statistically significant difference between promotion outcomes 
for the two groups in the Foreign Service was for promotion from Class 4 
to Class 3, where both the rate and the odds of promotion were lower for 
racial or ethnic minorities than for whites. See table 4 for more details. 

Table 4: Promotion Outcomes for Whites and Racial or Ethnic Minorities in the Department of State’s Foreign Service, Fiscal 
Years 2002-2018 

 
Class 4 to 

Class 3 
Class 3 to 

Class 2 
Class 2 to 

Class 1 
Class 1 to 
executive 

Descriptive analysis 
Promotion rate for whites, % 17.0 14.3 9.6 7.7 
Promotion rate for racial or ethnic minorities, % 16.2 12.6 8.0 7.9 
Percentage point difference between promotion rate for 
racial or ethnic minorities and promotion rate for whites 

-0.9 -1.7 -1.5 0.2 

Percentage difference between promotion rate for racial 
or ethnic minorities and promotion rate for whites, % 

-5.0 -12.2 -15.8 2.7 

Adjusted analysis 
Promotion rate for whites, % 
95 percent confidence interval, % 

17.2 
[16.9, 17.5] 

14.0 
[13.7, 14.4] 

9.4 
[9.1, 9.7] 

7.6 
[7.2, 8.0] 

Promotion rate for racial or ethnic minorities, % 
95 percent confidence interval, % 

15.7 
[15.1, 16.3] 

13.5 
[12.9, 14.2] 

8.8 
[8.1, 9.5] 

8.2 
[7.3, 9.2] 

Percentage point difference between promotion rate for 
racial or ethnic minorities and promotion rate for whites 

-1.5 -0.5 -0.6 0.6 

Odds ratio for promotion for racial or ethnic minorities 
relative to whites 
95 percent confidence interval, % 

0.872** 
[0.820, 0.927] 

0.951 
[0.880, 1.027] 

0.925 
[0.835, 1.026] 

1.097 
[0.944, 1.275] 
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Class 4 to 

Class 3 
Class 3 to 

Class 2 
Class 2 to 

Class 1 
Class 1 to 
executive 

Descriptive analysis 
Promotion rate for whites, % 17.0 14.3 9.6 7.7 
Promotion rate for racial or ethnic minorities, % 16.2 12.6 8.0 7.9 
Percentage point difference between promotion rate for 
racial or ethnic minorities and promotion rate for whites 

-0.9 -1.7 -1.5 0.2 

Percentage difference between promotion rate for racial 
or ethnic minorities and promotion rate for whites, % 

-5.0 -12.2 -15.8 2.7 

Adjusted analysis 
Percentage difference between promotion odds for racial 
or ethnic minorities and promotion odds for whites, % 
95 percent confidence interval, % 

-12.8** 
[-18.0, -7.3] 

-4.9 
[-12.0, 2.7] 

-7.5 
[-16.5, 2.6] 

9.7 
[-5.6, 27.5] 

Legend: ** = statistical significance at p-value < 0.01; * = statistical significance at p<0.05. 
Source: GAO analysis of State data. | GAO-20-237 

Notes: The p-value represents the smallest level of significance for which our estimate results in a 
rejection of the hypothesis of there being no difference in the odds of promotion. For each rank, the 
promotion rates based on the descriptive analyses for whites and for racial or ethnic minorities 
represent an average of the number of newly elevated whites or racial or ethnic minorities in the next-
higher rank in the following year, divided by the number of whites or racial or ethnic minorities in the 
given rank in the current year. Given this methodology, we were not able to calculate promotion rates 
for fiscal year 2018, because the State data we analyzed ended in fiscal year 2018. For the 
descriptive analysis, we calculated the percentage point difference and percentage difference for 
racial or ethnic minorities relative to whites on the basis of unrounded promotion rates; thus, 
differences are due to rounding. We calculated the percentage difference for racial or ethnic 
minorities relative to whites as the unrounded percentage point difference divided by the unrounded 
promotion rate for whites. For the adjusted analysis of State data, we conducted discrete-time 
duration analysis using a logit model that controlled for a variety of factors relevant to promotion, and 
we analyzed the time duration (number of years) to be promoted. The adjusted analysis does not 
completely explain the reasons for differences in odds of promotion. While various independent 
variables capture and control for many different characteristics across different demographic groups, 
unobservable factors may account for differences in odds of promotion; thus, our regression results 
do not establish a causal relationship between demographic characteristics and promotion outcomes. 

As table 4 shows, our descriptive analysis of the data for State’s Foreign 
Service found that for Class 4 and higher ranks, a lower average 
percentage of racial or ethnic minorities than of whites was promoted 
from each rank except Class 1. For example, our descriptive analysis 
found that in fiscal years 2002 through 2017, an average of 16.2 percent 
of racial or ethnic minorities were promoted from Class 4 to Class 3, 
compared with an average of 17.0 percent of whites.[71] This negative 
0.9 percentage point difference indicates that the average rate of 
promotion from Class 4 to Class 3 was 5.0 percent lower for racial or 
ethnic minorities than for whites.[72] However, this descriptive analysis 
does not account for the variety of factors besides racial or ethnic minority 
status that may affect promotion rates, including the length of time it takes 
to be promoted.[73] 

Our adjusted analysis of the data for State’s Foreign Service, controlling 
for factors other than racial or ethnic minority status that could influence 
promotion, found that racial or ethnic minorities had lower adjusted rates 
and odds of promotion from Class 4 to Class 3 than their white 
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counterparts. [74] Specifically, our adjusted analysis of State data for 
fiscal years 2002 through 2018 found the following: 

• On average, the adjusted rate of promotion from Class 4 to Class 3 
for racial or ethnic minorities was 15.7 percent, compared with 17.2 
percent of whites. This statistically significant difference indicates that 
the odds of promotion from Class 4 to Class 3 in the Foreign Service 
were 12.8 percent lower for racial or ethnic minorities than for whites. 

• The adjusted rates and odds of promotion from Class 3 to Class 2 and 
from Class 2 to Class 1 were lower for racial or ethnic minorities than 
for whites, and the adjusted rates and odds of promotion for Class 1 
to executive were higher for racial or ethnic minorities than for whites. 
However, we did not find any statistically significant differences in the 
odds of promotion from Class 3 to Class 2, from Class 2 to Class 1, 
and from Class 1 to executive for racial or ethnic minorities relative to 
whites in the Foreign Service. That is, we could not conclude that 
there was a statistical relationship between racial or ethnic minority 
status and promotion at these class levels. 

• Compared with the descriptive analysis, the adjusted analysis found a 
larger percentage difference in promotion outcomes from Class 4 to 
Class 3 for racial or ethnic minorities relative to whites. 

Figure 8 shows key results of our descriptive and adjusted analyses of 
State data for racial or ethnic minorities and whites in the Foreign Service. 
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Figure 8: Relative Differences in Promotion Rates and Adjusted Promotion Odds for 
Racial or Ethnic Minorities Compared with Whites in the Department of State’s 
Foreign Service, Fiscal Years 2002-2018 

 

Notes: For each rank, the promotion rates based on the descriptive analyses for whites and for racial 
or ethnic minorities represent an average of the number of newly elevated whites or racial or ethnic 
minorities in the next-higher rank in the following year, divided by the number of whites or racial or 
ethnic minorities in the rank in the current year. Given this methodology, we were not able to calculate 
promotion rates for fiscal year 2018, because the State data we analyzed ended in fiscal year 2018. 
For the descriptive analysis, we calculated the percentage difference for racial or ethnic minorities 
relative to whites as the difference between the unrounded promotion rates for racial or ethnic 
minorities and whites divided by the unrounded promotion rate for whites; thus, differences are due to 
rounding. For the adjusted analysis of State data, we conducted discrete-time duration analysis using 
a logit model that controlled for a variety of factors relevant to promotion, and we analyzed the time 
duration (number of years) to be promoted. The adjusted analysis does not completely explain the 
reasons for differences in odds of promotion. While various independent variables capture and control 
for many different characteristics across different demographic groups, unobservable factors may 
account for differences in odds of promotion; thus, our regression results do not establish a causal 
relationship between demographic characteristics and promotion outcomes. 
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Promotion Outcomes for Women Relative to Men Varied 
for Civil and Foreign Services 

Descriptive Promotion Rates Were Generally Lower for Women 
Than Men in Civil Service, but Differences in Adjusted Promotion 
Rates and Odds Were Not Statistically Significant 

Our descriptive analysis of State data for fiscal years 2002 through 2018 
found that the rate of promotion[75] in State’s Civil Service was generally 
lower for women than for men.[76] However, our adjusted analysis did not 
find any statistically significant differences in the promotion rates or odds 
of promotion for women relative to men in the Civil Service. See table 5 
for more details. 

Table 5: Promotion Outcomes for Women and Men in the Department of State’s Civil Service, Fiscal Years 2002-2018 
 

GS-11 to GS-
12 

GS-12 to GS-
13 

GS-13 to GS-
14 

GS-14 to GS-
15 

GS-15 to exec. 

Descriptive analysis 
Promotion rate for men, % 23.2 20.6 7.5 4.7 1.5 
Promotion rate for women, % 20.5 19.1 7.4 5.2 1.5 
Percentage point difference between 
promotion rate for women and promotion rate 
for men 

-2.7 -1.5 -0.1 0.5 0.0 

Percentage difference between promotion rate 
for women and promotion rate for men, % 

-11.6 -7.1 -1.4 9.8 -0.7 

Adjusted analysis 
Promotion rate for men, % 
95 percent confidence interval, % 

21.7 
[20.4, 22.9] 

20.1 
[18.9, 21.2] 

7.6 
[7.0, 8.1] 

4.9 
[4.4, 5.4] 

1.6 
[1.3, 1.9] 

Promotion rate for women, % 
95 percent confidence interval, % 

21.4 
[20.4, 22.4] 

19.5 
[18.4, 20.5] 

7.3 
[6.8, 7.8] 

4.9 
[4.5, 5.4] 

1.5 
[1.1, 1.9] 

Percentage point difference between 
promotion rate for women and promotion rate 
for men 

-0.3 -0.6 -0.2 0.0 -0.1 

Odds ratio for promotion for women relative to 
men 
95 percent confidence interval, % 

0.977 
[0.862, 1.108] 

0.953 
[0.865, 1.049] 

0.966 
[0.880, 1.061] 

1.006 
[0.879, 1.150] 

0.951 
[0.708, 1.277] 

Percentage difference between promotion 
odds for women and promotion odds for men, 
% 
95 percent confidence interval, % 

-2.3 
[-13.8, 10.8] 

-4.7 
[-13.5, 4.9] 

-3.4 
[-12.0, 6.1] 

0.6 
[-12.1, 15.0] 

-4.9 
[-29.2, 27.7] 

Legend: GS = General Schedule, exec. = executive, ** = statistical significance at p-value < 0.01; * = statistical significance at p<0.05. 
Source: GAO analysis of State data. | GAO-20-237 

Notes: The p-value represents the smallest level of significance for which our estimate results in a 
rejection of the hypothesis of there being no difference in the odds of promotion. For each rank, the 
promotion rates based on the descriptive analyses for men and for women represent an average of 
the number of newly elevated men or women in the next-higher rank in the following year, divided by 
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the number of men or women in the given rank in the current year. Given this methodology, we were 
not able to calculate promotion rates for fiscal year 2018, because the State data we analyzed ended 
in fiscal year 2018. For the descriptive analysis, we calculated the percentage point difference and 
percentage difference for women relative to men on the basis of unrounded promotion rates; thus, 
differences are due to rounding. We calculated the percentage difference for women relative to men 
as the unrounded percentage point difference divided by the unrounded promotion rate for men. For 
the adjusted analysis of State data, we conducted discrete-time duration analysis using a logit model 
that controlled for a variety of factors relevant to promotion, and we analyzed the time duration 
(number of years) to be promoted. The adjusted analysis does not completely explain the reasons for 
differences in odds of promotion. While various independent variables capture and control for many 
different characteristics across different demographic groups, unobservable factors may account for 
differences in odds of promotion; thus, our regression results do not establish a causal relationship 
between demographic characteristics and promotion outcomes. 

As table 5 shows, our descriptive analysis of the data for State’s Civil 
Service found that the average percentage of women promoted from GS-
11 through GS-13 was lower than the average percentage of men. For 
example, our descriptive analysis found that in fiscal years 2002 through 
2017, an average of 20.5 percent of women were promoted from GS-11 
to GS-12, compared with an average of 23.2 percent of men.[77] This 
negative 2.7 percentage point difference indicates that the average rate of 
promotion from GS-11 to GS-12 was 11.6 percent lower for women than 
for men.[78] However, this descriptive analysis does not account for the 
variety of factors besides gender that may affect promotion rates, 
including the length of time it takes to be promoted.[79] 

Our adjusted analysis of the State data, controlling for factors other than 
gender that could influence promotion, found no statistically significant 
differences in the rates or odds of promotion for women compared with 
men in the Civil Service. Specifically, the adjusted analysis for fiscal years 
2002 to 2018 found the following: 

• The adjusted rates and odds of promotion from GS-11 to GS-12, from 
GS-12 to GS-13, from GS-13 to GS-14, and from GS-15 to executive 
were lower for women than for men. 

• Our estimates of the odds of promotion from GS-14 to GS-15 were 
higher for women than for men. 

• In all cases we did not find any statistically significant differences in 
the odds of promotion at any rank for women relative to men in the 
Civil Service. That is, we could not conclude that there was a 
statistical relationship between gender and promotion at these 
ranks.[80] 

Figure 9 shows key results of our descriptive and adjusted analyses of 
State data for men and women in State’s Civil Service. 
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Figure 9: Relative Differences in Promotion Rates and Adjusted Promotion Odds for 
Women Compared with Men in the Department of State’s Civil Service, Fiscal Years 
2002-2018 

Notes: For each rank, the promotion rates based on the descriptive analyses for men and for women 
represent an average of the number of newly elevated men or women in the next-higher rank in the 
following year, divided by the number of men or women in the rank in the current year. Given this 
methodology, we were not able to calculate promotion rates for fiscal year 2018, because the State 
data we analyzed ended in fiscal year 2018. For the descriptive analysis, we calculated the 
percentage difference for women relative to men as the difference between the unrounded promotion 
rates for women and men divided by the unrounded promotion rate for men; thus, differences are due 
to rounding. For the adjusted analysis of State data, we conducted discrete-time duration analysis 
using a logit model that controlled for a variety of factors relevant to promotion, and we analyzed the 
time duration (number of years) to be promoted. The adjusted analysis does not completely explain 
the reasons for differences in odds of promotion. While various independent variables capture and 
control for many different characteristics across different demographic groups, unobservable factors 
may account for differences in odds of promotion; thus, our regression results do not establish a 
causal relationship between demographic characteristics and promotion outcomes. 

While we found no statistically significant difference in odds of promotion 
for all women in the Civil Service relative to men, we found generally 
lower odds of promotion for racial or ethnic minority women and men than 
for white men. See the text box for additional details. 
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Adjusted Analysis Found Racial or Ethnic Minority Women and Men in Civil Service Generally Had Lower Odds of Promotion 
Than White Men 
In addition to examining differences in odds of promotion based on Department of State employees’ racial or ethnic minority 
status and gender, we adjusted for multiple comparisons by separately examining the intersection of these demographic 
characteristics. We conducted this analysis for the following four groups: 
White men (2,907 employees in fiscal year 2018) 
White women (2,559 employees in fiscal year 2018) 
Racial or ethnic minority men (1,500 employees in fiscal year 2018) 
Racial or ethnic minority women (2,576 employees in fiscal year 2018) 
We used a discrete-time multivariate statistical logit model to control for the time duration (number of years) prior to 
promotion to each General Schedule (GS) rank from GS-11 to executive. After controlling for factors that could influence 
promotion,a our analysis found the following: 
There was no statistically significant difference in the odds of promotion for White women relative to White men in the Civil 
Service.b Thus, we could not conclude that there was a statistical relationship between promotion and being a White woman. 
Racial or ethnic minority men in the Civil Service had statistically significantly lower odds of promotion than White men from 
each rank from GS-11 through GS-15. 
Racial or ethnic minority women in the Civil Service had statistically significantly lower odds of promotion than White men 
from each rank from GS-11 through GS-14. 
Our analyses do not completely explain the reasons why differences may exist in the odds of promotion across demographic 
groups. Various unobservable factors could be present that may account for differences in odds of promotion. Thus, our 
analyses do not establish a causal relationship between demographic characteristics and promotion outcomes. 

Source: GAO analysis of Department of State data. | GAO-20-237. 
aWe controlled for employees’ time in each rank prior to promotion; racial or ethnic minority status; 
years of federal experience; age when entering State; veteran’s status; taking long-term leave; 
graduating from a college or university considered Ivy League or located in the District of Columbia, 
Virginia, or Maryland; changing between the Foreign and Civil Services; occupation; and fiscal years. 
bWe express our confidence in the precision of our estimates as statistically significant differences, 
which refers to the likelihood of an observed difference being due to chance. We consider differences 
in our estimates to be statistically significant if they were statistically significant at the 95 percent 
level. In contrast, “practical significance” refers to the magnitude of an observed difference.  

Descriptive and Adjusted Promotion Rates and Adjusted Promotion Odds 
in Foreign Service Were Generally Higher for Women Than Men in Early 
to Midcareer 

Our descriptive and adjusted analyses of data for fiscal years 2002 
through 2018 for State’s Foreign Service both found that the rate[81] and 
odds of promotion were generally higher for women than for men, as 
table 6 shows.[82] 
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Table 6: Promotion Outcomes for Men and Women in the Department of State’s Foreign Service, Fiscal Years 2002-2018 
 

Class 4 to Class 
3 

Class 3 to Class 
2 

Class 2 to 
Class 1 

Class 1 to 
executive 

Descriptive analysis  
Promotion rate for men, % 17.1 13.0 8.9 7.7 
Promotion rate for women, % 16.3 16.1 10.2 7.7 
Percentage point difference between promotion rate for 
women and promotion rate for men 

-0.8 3.1 1.3 0.0 

Percentage difference between promotion rate for 
women and promotion rate for men, % 

-4.7 24.3 14.7 -0.3 

Adjusted analysis  
Promotion rate for men, % 
95 percent confidence interval, % 

16.5 
[16.2, 16.9] 

13.5 
[13.2, 13.9] 

9.1 
[8.8, 9.5] 

7.5 
[7.1, 8.0] 

Promotion rate for women, % 
95 percent confidence interval, % 

17.6 
[17.0, 18.1] 

14.7 
[14.1, 15.3] 

9.7 
[9.1, 10.2] 

8.0 
[7.4, 8.7] 

Percentage point difference between promotion rate for 
women and promotion rate for men 

1.0 1.2 0.6 0.5 

Odds ratio for promotion for women relative to men 
95 percent confidence interval, % 

1.094** 
[1.031, 1.162] 

1.127** 
[1.051, 1.209] 

1.075 
[0.989, 1.169] 

1.079 
[0.958, 1.215] 

Percentage difference between promotion odds for 
women and promotion odds for men, % 
95 percent confidence interval, % 

9.4** 
[3.1, 16.2] 

12.7** 
[5.1, 20.9] 

7.5 
[-1.1, 16.9] 

7.9 
[-4.2, 21.5] 

Legend:** = statistical significance at p-value < 0.01; * = statistical significance at p-value < 0.05. 
Source: GAO analysis of State data. | GAO-20-237 

Notes: The p-value represents the smallest level of significance for which our estimate results in a 
rejection of the hypothesis of there being no difference in the odds of promotion. For each rank, the 
promotion rates based on the descriptive analyses for men and for women represent an average of 
the number of newly elevated men or women in the next-higher rank in the following year, divided by 
the number of men or women in the given rank in the current year. Given this methodology, we were 
not able to calculate promotion rates for fiscal year 2018, because the State data we analyzed ended 
in fiscal year 2018. For the descriptive analysis, we calculated the percentage point difference and 
percentage difference for women relative to men on the basis of unrounded promotion rates; thus, 
differences are due to rounding. We calculated the percentage difference for women relative to men 
as the unrounded percentage point difference divided by the unrounded promotion rate for men. For 
the adjusted analysis of State data, we conducted discrete-time duration analysis using a logit model 
that controlled for a variety of factors relevant to promotion, and we analyzed the time duration 
(number of years) to be promoted. The adjusted analysis does not completely explain the reasons for 
differences in odds of promotion. While various independent variables capture and control for many 
different characteristics across different demographic groups, unobservable factors may account for 
differences in odds of promotion; thus, our regression results do not establish a causal relationship 
between demographic characteristics and promotion outcomes. 

As table 6 shows, our descriptive analysis of the data for State’s Foreign 
Service found that the average percentage of women promoted from 
Classes 3 and 2 was higher than the average percentage of men.[83] For 
example, our descriptive analysis found that in fiscal years 2002 through 
2017, an average of 16.1 percent of women were promoted from Class 3 
to Class 2, compared with an average of 13.0 percent of men.[84] This 
3.1 percentage point difference indicates that the average rate of 
promotion from Class 3 to Class 2 was 24.3 percent higher for women 
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than for men.[85] However, this descriptive analysis does not account for 
the variety of factors besides gender that may affect promotion rates, 
including the length of time it takes to be promoted.[86] 

Our adjusted analysis of the data for State’s Foreign Service, controlling 
for factors other than gender that could influence promotion, found that 
women in the Foreign Service had higher adjusted rates of promotion and 
higher odds of promotion than men in early to midcareer.[87] Specifically, 
our adjusted analysis of the data for fiscal years 2002 through 2018 found 
the following: 

• On average, the adjusted rate of promotion from Class 4 to Class 3 
for women in the Foreign Service was 17.6 percent, compared with 
16.5 percent of men. This statistically significant difference indicates 
that the odds of promotion from Class 4 to Class 3 were 9.4 percent 
higher for women than for men. 

• Our estimates for the adjusted promotion rates and odds of promotion 
from Class 3 to Class 2 were also statistically significantly higher for 
women than for men.[88] 

• While the adjusted rates of promotion from Class 2 to Class 1 and 
Class 1 to executive were higher for women than for men, there was 
no statistically significant difference in the odds of promotion at these 
ranks for women relative to men in the Foreign Service. That is, we 
could not conclude that there was a statistical relationship between 
gender and promotion at these ranks. 

• Compared with the descriptive analysis, our adjusted analysis found a 
smaller percentage difference in promotion outcomes from Class 3 to 
Class 2 for women relative to men. Our adjusted analysis also found 
positive, rather than negative, percentage difference in promotion 
outcomes from Class 4 to Class 3 for women relative to men. 

Figure 10 displays key results of our descriptive analysis and adjusted 
analysis of State data. 
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Figure 10: Relative Differences in Promotion Rates and Adjusted Promotion Odds 
for Women Compared with Men in the Department of State’s Foreign Service, Fiscal 
Years 2002-2018 

Notes: For each rank, the promotion rates based on the descriptive analyses for men and for women 
represent an average of the number of newly elevated men or women in the next-higher rank in the 
following year, divided by the number of men or women in the rank in the current year. Given this 
methodology, we were not able to calculate promotion rates for fiscal year 2018, because the State 
data we analyzed ended in fiscal year 2018. For the descriptive analysis, we calculated the 
percentage difference for women relative to men as the difference between the unrounded promotion 
rates for women and men divided by the unrounded promotion rate for men; thus, differences are due 
to rounding. For the adjusted analysis of State data, we conducted discrete-time duration analysis 
using a logit model that controlled for a variety of factors relevant to promotion, and we analyzed the 
time duration (number of years) to be promoted. The adjusted analysis does not completely explain 
the reasons for differences in odds of promotion. While various independent variables capture and 
control for many different characteristics across different demographic groups, unobservable factors 
may account for differences in odds of promotion; thus, our regression results do not establish a 
causal relationship between demographic characteristics and promotion outcomes. 

In addition, the higher odds of promotion from Class 4 to Class 3 and 
from Class 3 to Class 2 for women in the Foreign Service reflect higher 
odds of promotion for white women than for white men. See the text box 
for additional details. 
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Adjusted Analysis Found White Women in Foreign Service Had Higher Odds of Promotion Than White Men in Early 
to Midcareer 
In addition to examining differences in odds of promotion related to Department of State employees’ racial or ethnic minority 
status and gender, we adjusted for multiple comparisons by separately examining the intersection of these demographic 
characteristics. We conducted this analysis for the following four groups: 

• White men (6,611 employees in fiscal year 2018) 
• White women (3,368 employees in fiscal year 2018) 
• Racial or ethnic minority men (1,949 employees in fiscal year 2018) 
• Racial or ethnic minority women (1,320 employees in fiscal year 2018) 

We used a discrete-time multivariate statistical logit model to control for the time duration (number of years) prior to 
promotion to each rank from Class 4 to executive. After controlling for factors that could influence promotion,a our analysis 
found the following: 

• White women in the Foreign Service had statistically significantly higher odds of promotion from Class 4 to Class 3 
and from Class 3 to Class 2 than white men.b 

• Racial or ethnic minority men in the Foreign Service had statistically significantly lower odds of promotion from 
Class 4 to Class 3 than white men. 

• There was no statistically significant difference in the odds of promotion for racial or ethnic minority women relative 
to white men in the Foreign Service. That is, we could not conclude that there was a statistical relationship between 
being a racial or ethnic minority woman and promotion. 

Our analyses do not completely explain the reasons for differences in the odds of promotion across demographic groups. 
Various unobservable factors could be present that may account for differences in odds of promotion; thus, our analyses do 
not establish a causal relationship between demographic characteristics and promotion outcomes. 

Source: GAO analysis of Department of State data. | GAO-20-237. 
aWe controlled for employees’ time in each rank prior to promotion; racial or ethnic minority status; 
years of federal experience; age when entering State; veteran’s status; taking long-term leave; 
graduating from a college or university considered Ivy League or located in the District of Columbia, 
Virginia, or Maryland; changing between the Foreign and Civil Services; occupation; having a 
hardship assignment in the prior year; having an overseas post in the prior year; proficiency in a hard 
language; and fiscal years. 
bWe express our confidence in the precision of our estimates as statistically significant differences, 
which refers to the likelihood of an observed difference being due to chance. We consider differences 
in our estimates to be statistically significant if they were statistically significant at the 95 percent 
level. In contrast, “practical significance” refers to the magnitude of an observed difference. 
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State Has Identified Some Diversity Issues but 
Should Consider Other Issues That Could 
Indicate Potential Barriers 
While State has identified some diversity issues in its reports to EEOC, 
State’s internal workforce analyses, its employee groups, and our 
analyses have identified additional issues that could indicate potential 
barriers on which State has not reported. EEOC’s MD-715 calls for 
federal agencies to regularly evaluate their employment practices to 
identify barriers to equal opportunity in the workplace, take measures to 
eliminate identified barriers, and report annually on these efforts to 
EEOC. 

In fiscal years 2009 through 2018, State’s annual MD-715 reports 
identified and analyzed a total of 11 diversity issues related to 
participation of racial or ethnic minorities and women: (1) 
underrepresentation of Asian Americans in the senior ranks (reported 1 
year); (2) underrepresentation of women in the senior ranks (reported 2 
years); (3) underrepresentation of African Americans in the senior ranks 
(reported 2 years); (4) underrepresentation of Native American/Pacific 
Islander/Alaskan Natives (reported 2 years); (5) underrepresentation of 
women in the Foreign Service (reported 3 years); (6) underrepresentation 
of African Americans in the Foreign Service (reported 3 years); (7) 
underrepresentation of minorities in the senior ranks (reported 4 years); 
(8) underrepresentation of Hispanics (reported 6 years); (9) 
underrepresentation of individuals with disabilities (reported 8 years); (10) 
higher attrition of women in a particular bureau (reported 1 year); and (11) 
higher attrition of minorities in a particular bureau (reported 1 year), as 
seen in table 7.[89] 
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Table 7: Numbers and Types of Diversity Issues Identified by the Department of State, Fiscal Years 2009-2018 

Fiscal year. 
 

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 Total 
Underrepresentation of Asian Americans in the senior ranks — — — ✓ — — — — — — 1 
Underrepresentation of Women in the senior ranks ✓a — — — — — ✓ — — — 2 
Underrepresentation of African Americans in the senior ranks — ✓ — — — ✓ — — — — 2 
Underrepresentation of Native American/Pacific 
Islander/Alaskan Natives 

— — ✓ ✓ — — — — — — 2 

Underrepresentation of women in Foreign Service — ✓ ✓ ✓ — — — — — — 3 
Underrepresentation of African Americans in the Foreign 
Service 

✓ — — ✓ — ✓ — — — — 3 

Underrepresentation of minorities in the senior ranks ✓ ✓ ✓ — ✓ — — — — — 4 
Underrepresentation of Hispanics ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ — — — ✓ ✓ — 6 
Underrepresentation of individuals with disabilities ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ — — 8 
Higher attrition of women in a particular bureau — — — — — — — — — ✓ 1 
Higher attrition of minorities in a particular bureau — — — — — — — — — ✓ 1 
Total 5 5 5 6 2 3 2 2 1 2 33 

Legend: ✓ = identified in Management Directive 715 (MD-715) report for the fiscal year, — = not identified in MD-715 report for the fiscal year. 
Source: GAO analysis of Department of State MD-715 reports for fiscal years 2009 through 2019. | GAO-20-237 

aIn 2009, State’s MD-715 report specifically cited underrepresentation of African American and 
Hispanic females in the senior ranks. 

However, State’s workforce analysis, State employee groups, and our 
analysis have identified additional diversity issues, which State should 
consider when evaluating employment practices to identify barriers to 
equal opportunity in the workplace. 

State’s analysis. Analysis of State workforce data conducted by State’s 
Bureau of Human Resources has revealed diversity issues that could 
indicate potential barriers. For example, in May 2018, the bureau 
produced a demographic trend analysis of full-time permanent employees 
that showed some growth in minority representation, including an overall 
increase in racial or ethnic minorities in both services. However, the 
analysis also showed that the proportion of African Americans in the Civil 
Service had declined from 33 percent in 2000 to 28 percent in 2017 and 
that the proportion of women in the agency overall had declined slightly, 
from 45 percent to 44 percent. 

State employee groups. During our structured interviews with 11 
employee groups, representatives of the groups discussed a variety of 
issues related to diversity at State.[90] Examples include the following: 

• Employee group representatives expressed concern about 
representation of minorities in the higher ranks of both the Civil and 
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Foreign Services. For example, representatives told us that for some 
minority groups, it is difficult to be promoted above the GS-13 level. 

• Employee group representatives voiced perceptions that it takes 
longer for women and racial or ethnic minorities to be promoted. For 
example, representatives of one group told us that it takes longer for 
employees with diverse backgrounds to reach GS-13 in the Civil 
Service and Class 2 in the Foreign Service and that very few of these 
employees are promoted beyond those levels. 

Our analysis. Our analysis identified additional diversity issues that may 
indicate potential barriers, such as persistently lower representation of 
minorities in the higher ranks of the Civil and Foreign Services. 
Additionally, while the adjusted percentage difference in odds of 
promotion to the executive rank was 53 percent higher for African 
Americans than for whites between fiscal years 2002 and 2018, this 
tendency disappeared when we analyzed the odds of promotion for 
African Americans to the executive rank for promotions after fiscal year 
2011.[91] In addition, our analysis showed discrepancies in promotion 
outcomes for racial or ethnic minorities in early and midcareer career 
relative to whites. 

State has reported on some of the issues it has identified, but its 
workforce data, our interviews with employee groups, and our analysis 
indicate that there are other issues that State should consider to gain a 
full understanding of the diversity issues, such as discrepancies in early 
and midcareer promotion outcomes, that could indicate potential barriers 
in its workforce. Until State takes steps to explore these issues, State 
could be missing opportunities to investigate, identify, and remove 
barriers that impede members of some demographic groups from 
realizing their full potential. 

Conclusions 
According to State, to represent the United States to the world, the 
agency must have a workforce that reflects the rich composition of its 
citizenry. State has implemented several plans, activities, and initiatives 
to improve diversity and representation throughout the ranks of its 
workforce. However, longstanding diversity issues persist at the agency, 
such as underrepresentation of racial or ethnic minorities and women in 
the senior ranks. 

EEOC MD-715 states that equality of opportunity is essential to attracting, 
developing and retaining the most qualified workforce to support the 
agency’s achievement of its strategic mission. To achieve this goal, 
EEOC calls for each federal agency to, among other things, identify and 
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eliminate barriers that impair the ability of individuals to compete in the 
workplace because of race, national origin, sex or disability. While State 
has identified some diversity issues, additional issues may exist that it 
has not highlighted in its MD-715 reports. For example, our analysis 
showed that women in the Civil Service and racial or ethnic minorities in 
both services were less likely to be promoted through the midcareer 
ranks, yet State’s MD-715 reports have focused only on the 
underrepresentation of women, including racial or ethnic minority women, 
in the senior ranks. As a result, State may have an incomplete picture of 
issues affecting diversity in its workforce. Taking additional steps to 
identify diversity issues could help State properly direct its resources to 
investigate, identify, and remove barriers to a diverse workforce. 

Agency Comments 
We provided a draft of this product to State, EEOC, and OPM for 
comment. In its comments, reproduced in appendix XIV, State concurred 
with the recommendation and stated that the agency will continue to work 
on initiatives to recruit, retain, develop, and empower a diverse, capable 
workforce. EEOC and OPM did not provide comments. 

As agreed with your offices, unless you publicly announce the contents of 
this report earlier, we plan no further distribution until 30 days from the 
report date. At that time, we will send copies to We are sending copies of 
this report to the appropriate congressional committees, the Secretary of 
State, the Chair of the EEOC, and the Director of OPM. In addition, the 
report will be available at no charge on the GAO website at 
https://gao.gov. 

If you or your staff have any questions about this report, please contact 
me at (202) 512-6881 or bairj@gao.gov. Contact points for our Offices of 
Congressional Relations and Public Affairs may be found on the last page 
of this report. GAO staff who made significant contributions to this report 
are listed in appendix XV. 

 
Jason Bair 
Director, International Affairs and Trade 
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Congressional Addressees 
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United States Senate 
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United States Senate 

The Honorable Eliot L. Engel 
Chairman 
Committee on Foreign Affairs 
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The Honorable Joaquin Castro 
Chairman 
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House of Representatives 
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United States Senate 
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Appendixes 
Appendix I: Objectives, Scope, and Methodology 

Our objectives were to examine (1) the demographic composition of the 
Department of State’s (State) workforce in fiscal years 2002 through 
2018, (2) any differences in promotion outcomes for various demographic 
groups in State’s workforce, and (3) the extent to which State has 
identified any barriers to diversity in its workforce. 

Data 

To examine the demographic composition of State’s workforce and any 
differences in promotion outcomes for various demographic groups, we 
analyzed State’s personnel data from its Global Employment 
Management System database for its full-time, permanent, career 
workforce for fiscal years 2002 through 2018. Our main data request, 
which we tailored on the basis of conversations with agency officials and 
our own consideration of the availability of data, included two types of 
data and covered 42,473 unique employees. 

For each fiscal year, we analyzed record-level status data that reflected 
State’s employees as of September 30 (the end of the fiscal year). We 
requested and received yearly snapshots with record-level data on all full-
time, permanent, career State employees in fiscal years 2002 through 
2018. Specifically, we requested demographic and administrative data, 
including race, ethnicity, gender, grade or class, age or date of birth, date 
of entry to State, years of service, veteran’s status, occupation, location 
or duty station, and each employee’s unique identifier. We additionally 
analyzed record-level dynamic data that included personnel actions, such 
as promotions or separations, and each employee’s unique identifier. 

In addition to requesting the personnel data, we requested other data 
from State and obtained publicly available data. We merged these 
additional data with State’s personnel data. We also requested State 
leave data as well as education, language, and historical assignment 
data. We obtained “Post (Hardship) Differential Percentage of Basic 
Compensation” data from State’s website for fiscal years 2002 through 
2018. Following guidance from the U.S. Equal Employment Opportunity 
Commission, we used data on nine federal job categories and their 
correspondence to specific occupation codes to match federal job 
categories to the occupations of State’s employees. 
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We analyzed the State data at our audit site at State’s headquarters in 
Washington, D.C.; we did not hold or analyze any record-level data at our 
headquarters. We assessed the reliability of all data sets and of the data 
elements that were critical to our analyses and determined that they were 
sufficiently reliable for our analyses. Specifically, we reviewed 
documentation on the general design and structure of the data sets, 
interviewed State officials who were knowledgeable about the data, and 
completed our own electronic testing to assess the accuracy and 
completeness of the data used in our analyses. 

Demographic Composition 

To examine the demographic composition of State’s workforce in fiscal 
years 2002 through 2018, we analyzed State data to determine summary 
statistics on State’s full-time, permanent, career workforce.[92] For State 
overall, the Civil Service, and the Foreign Service, we analyzed the 
numbers and percentages of racial or ethnic minorities, in total and by 
gender, and of women for each year from fiscal year 2002 through fiscal 
year 2018. In addition, we analyzed these numbers and percentages by 
occupation and rank, including General Service (GS) grade for the Civil 
Service, salary class for the Foreign Service, and executive rank (i.e., 
Senior Executive Service or Senior Foreign Service).[93] 

For the purpose of this report, racial or ethnic minority status corresponds 
to instances where the racial or ethnic group is neither non-Hispanic white 
nor unspecified. The Hispanic group included Hispanics of all races. The 
remaining non-Hispanic racial or ethnic groups included white, African 
American, Asian, other, and unspecified. Our analysis for the category we 
report as “other” included non-Hispanic members of the American Indian 
or Alaskan Native, Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander, and two or 
more races. For instances where an employee’s reported racial or ethnic 
category changed, we assigned the most recent value to all available 
years.[94] 

In addition, we compared the demographics of State’s workforce in fiscal 
year 2018 with (1) demographics of the federal workforce[95] in fiscal 
year 2016 as reported by the Office of Personnel Management (OPM) 
and (2) demographics of the relevant civilian labor force[96] in 2006 
through 2010 from the Census Bureau’s Equal Employment Opportunity 
tabulation.[97] 

Promotion Analyses 

We considered promotion to be an increase in rank between fiscal 
years.[98] We include in our analyses all individuals in the original rank 
and do not distinguish between individuals who did or did not apply or 
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between those who were eligible or ineligible for promotion.[99] To 
examine promotion for various demographic groups in State’s workforce, 
we analyzed State personnel data, and we conducted two types of 
analyses. 

Descriptive Analysis 

We compared the annual promotion rates for racial or ethnic minorities 
with the annual promotion rates for whites and compared the promotion 
rates for women with the promotion rates for men. For each fiscal year 
and rank, we calculated these rates as the number of newly elevated 
employees in the next-higher rank in the following fiscal year divided by 
the number of employees in the given rank in the current year. 

Adjusted Analysis 

We examined adjusted promotion rates, odds ratios, and the percentage 
difference[100] in relative odds of promotion, from our adjusted analysis 
of State data.[101] We conducted adjusted analyses using a multivariate 
statistical method, (specifically duration analysis), which accounted for 
certain individual and occupational factors other than racial or ethnic 
minority status and gender that could influence promotion, including the 
length of time it takes to be promoted.[102] Specifically, we used a 
discrete-time multivariate statistical logit model for each rank to analyze 
the number of yearly cycles it took for promotion up to the executive level 
from Civil Service rank GS-11 and from Foreign Service rank Class 4. 
That is, we conducted adjusted analysis from each rank, from GS-11 
through GS-15 up to executive for the Civil Service and from Class 4 
through Class 1 up to executive for the Foreign Service.[103] 

A variety of factors besides racial or ethnic minority status and gender 
may affect promotion outcomes; therefore, in our regression models, we 
controlled for factors that are likely to be associated with promotion, which 
helped us to examine the statistical relationship between racial or ethnic 
minority status and gender and promotion.[104] These factors can be 
time consistent (e.g., racial or ethnic minority status, gender) or time 
varying (e.g., having long-term leave in the prior year, having worked 
overseas in the prior year). We conducted adjusted analyses in which we 
incorporated the time-consistent and time-varying factors separately and 
together. In addition to incorporating racial or ethnic minority status and 
gender in the regressions, we incorporated various employee- and 
position-specific characteristics, such as an employee’s (1) time in each 
rank before promotion; (2) years of prior federal government experience; 
(3) age at the time of entering State; (4) receipt of veterans’ preference 
points; (5) having long-term leave in the previous year (i.e., having taken 
more than 2 weeks of consecutive leave more than twice in the previous 
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year); (6) having graduated from a college or university considered Ivy 
League or located in the District of Columbia, Virginia, or Maryland;[105] 
(7) having transferred between the Civil and Foreign Services; (8) having 
worked overseas in the previous year (for the Foreign Service); (9) having 
worked in at a location where the hardship differential was 20 percent or 
more (Foreign Service only) in the previous year;[106] (10) proficiency in 
a hard language (Foreign Service only);[107] (11) occupation;[108] and 
(12) fiscal years.[109] For Civil Service, we also clustered the standard 
errors on a code for the organizational structure (i.e., division of State 
smaller than the bureau level) of State.[110] We identified these attributes 
as being relevant to promotion by reviewing relevant literature and 
interviewing agency officials. 

Our primary model is a pooled model that includes all employees who we 
used to determine summary statistics on the department’s full-time, 
permanent, career workforce for fiscal years 2002 through 2018.[111] In 
addition, we conducted adjusted analysis before and after fiscal year 
2011, when “Executive Order 13583—Establishing a Coordinated 
Government-wide Initiative to Promote Diversity and Inclusion in the 
Federal Workforce” was signed. 

We also reviewed other potential methodologies, and after taking into 
consideration the strengths and limitations of these other methodologies, 
we relied on the multivariate statistical method to examine how, if at all, 
promotion outcomes differed across demographic groups in State’s 
workforce. In addition, we received feedback on our methodology from 
three academic experts with relevant expertise, the Office of Personnel 
Management, the U.S. Equal Employment Opportunity Commission, and 
the Department of State.[112] The experts and agencies reviewed our 
methodology, assessed its strengths and limitations, and provided 
comments. We incorporated their comments as appropriate and disclosed 
additional limitations as necessary. In addition, we conducted a number of 
sensitivity analyses, such as examining the robustness of our models to 
the inclusion of different sets of control variables (see app. XI), applying 
the multivariate statistical method for different permutations of racial or 
ethnic minority status (see app. XII), and applying the multivariate 
statistical method only for individuals who entered their rank at State in 
2003 or later. 

Limitations and Other Considerations 

Our estimates of the differences in promotion rates resulting from our 
descriptive analyses of State data for racial or ethnic minorities relative to 
whites and for women relative to men, respectively, may be limited by 
several factors and should be interpreted with caution. This analysis does 
not account for any factors besides racial or ethnic minority status and 
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gender that may affect promotion rates. Hypothetically, if an employee’s 
occupation relates to promotion opportunities, and if racial or ethnic 
minorities happen to be in occupations that have more limited promotion 
opportunities, examining promotion rates without accounting for 
occupation may suggest that promotion rates for racial or ethnic 
minorities are lower than promotion rates for whites. Additionally, possible 
variability in promotion rates across years makes it challenging to 
examine promotion patterns.[113] 

Our estimates from the adjusted analysis of State data may be limited by 
the following factors and should be interpreted with caution. 

Unobservable factors. Our adjusted analyses took into account a variety 
of factors that may help explain some of the differences in odds of 
promotion, such as characteristics of the individual employees (e.g., 
employees’ time in each rank before promotion), occupation, and fiscal 
years. However, we may not have taken into account all possible factors, 
including various unobservable factors that may cause differences in 
odds of promotion. For example, some unobservable factors that our 
analyses may not have captured include employees’ skills, motivation, 
performance, or abilities.[114] The effects of these unobservable factors 
could decrease or increase our estimates of odds of promotion. Because 
our analyses do not completely explain the reasons for differences in 
promotion outcomes, which may result from various unobservable factors, 
our analyses do not establish a causal relationship between demographic 
characteristics and promotion outcomes.[115] 

Occupation segmentation. We controlled for occupation to help 
estimate the statistical relationship between promotion outcomes and 
racial or ethnic minority status and gender that exists beyond any 
statistical relationship between occupation and promotion outcomes. In 
other words, by controlling for occupation, we accounted for whether 
certain occupations have more limited promotion potential. However, 
controlling for occupation may have prevented us from considering any 
differences in promotion outcomes due to systematic differences in 
occupation distribution or segmentation across different racial or ethnic 
groups and gender. If racial or ethnic minorities or women tend to be 
segmented in occupations that have relatively limited promotion potential, 
we might have observed lower odds of promotion for those groups 
compared with whites or men, respectively, if we had not controlled for 
occupation. See appendix XI for the results of a model that controlled for 
other characteristics of the individual employees relevant to promotion 
(model 3) but did not control for occupation. 
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Differences in attrition. While our adjusted analysis accounted for 
several factors that may be related to an employee’s prospects for 
promotion, there may still be some residual differences in promotion 
prospects for employees who left State relative to those who stayed. 
However, because we controlled for a variety of factors that may affect 
the odds of promotion, any residual differences between employees who 
left and those who stayed would be unrelated to these factors. In 
particular, we controlled for racial or ethnic minority status and gender, so 
residual differences between employees who left and those who stayed 
would be unrelated to these characteristics. Behavioral motivations and 
outcomes related to attrition may influence racial or ethnic minorities and 
women differently than whites and men, respectively. The potential 
existence of differential trends related to attrition could be one explanation 
for differences in odds of promotion. 

Types of promotion. By controlling for occupation, we controlled for 
situations where some occupations may be more likely to have career-
ladder (i.e., noncompetitive) than competitive promotions.[116] In 
addition, by analyzing promotions separately by rank level while 
controlling for occupation, we controlled for situations where the 
promotion structure may have changed from noncompetitive to 
competitive. However, our estimates do not explicitly differentiate 
between noncompetitive and competitive promotions. Promotions within 
an employees’ career ladder tend to be more likely than competitive 
promotions, and we are not accounting for this difference. The effect of 
the promotion types could decrease or increase our estimates of odds of 
promotion. 

Promotion applicants and eligibility. We accounted for the time all 
employees spent in each rank before promotion. However, we did not 
account for whether the employee was actively applying for promotion or 
was eligible for promotion. Thus, our estimates are based on the 
individuals in the original rank, not on the applicants for promotion or on 
those eligible for promotion. In addition, data regarding employees who 
applied for promotion were not available. Employees’ eligibility for 
promotion may differ across the Civil and Foreign Services, occupations, 
and job series. These nuances make it impractical to distinguish eligibility 
for each employee on the basis of the available data. The effect of 
applicant and eligibility status could decrease or increase our estimates of 
odds of promotion. 

Budget constraints. The specific number of promotion slots available 
each year may vary by annual budget constraints. We controlled for some 
aspects of this budget constraint by including control variables for each 
fiscal year, which would be relevant if promotion opportunities were 
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affected by budget constraints that varied across fiscal years. However, 
because of data availability constraints, our estimates may not capture 
the specific number of promotion slots available each year. In addition, 
our estimates may not capture the extent to which fiscal year budget 
constraints affect promotion opportunities differently across occupations 
or bureaus. The effect of these budget constraints could decrease or 
increase our estimates of odds of promotion. 

State’s Identification of Diversity Issues 

To examine the extent to which State has identified barriers to diversity in 
its workforce, we reviewed State’s Management Directive 715 reports to 
the U.S. Equal Employment Opportunity Commission for fiscal years 
2009 through 2018. We also reviewed State’s workforce analyses, such 
as a workforce composition analysis developed by State’s Bureau of 
Human Resources in May 2018. We met with officials from State’s Office 
of Civil Rights and Bureau of Human Resources. In addition, we 
conducted structured interviews with representatives from 11 of 13 
employee groups representing current employees in the Civil and Foreign 
Services.[117] In these interviews, we asked a set of structured interview 
questions, which we had developed with a methodologist, to identify 
employees’ perspectives about diversity at the agency and their 
perceptions of State’s diversity efforts. We met with the following affinity 
groups: Arab-Americans in Foreign Affairs Agencies, the Asian American 
Foreign Affairs Association, the Carl T. Rowan Chapter of Blacks in 
Government, the Council for Career Entry Professionals, the Disability 
Action Group, Executive Women at State, Gays and Lesbians in Foreign 
Affairs Agencies, the Hispanic Employees Council of Foreign Affairs 
Agencies, the South Asian–American Employee Association, the 
Thursday Luncheon Group, and Veterans at State.[118] 

We conducted this performance audit from April 2018 to January 2020 in 
accordance with generally accepted government auditing standards. 
Those standards require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain 
sufficient, appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our 
findings and conclusions based on our audit objectives. We believe that 
the evidence obtained provides a reasonable basis for our findings and 
conclusions based on our audit objectives. 

Appendix II: Analysis of Department of State Workforce 
Data, Fiscal Years 2002-2018 

The following figures and tables present numbers and proportions of 
employees in racial, ethnic, and gender groups in the Department of State 
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(State) overall and in State’s Civil and Foreign Services in fiscal years 
2002 through 2018. 

Figure 11: Percentages of White Employees and Racial or Ethnic Minority Employees in the Department of State, Fiscal Years 
2002-2018 

 
Notes: The data shown reflect percentages of white and racial or ethnic employees at the end of each 
fiscal year. “Other” includes Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander, American Indian/Alaska Native, and 
non-Hispanic multiracial. “Unspecified” indicates that race or ethnicity was not recorded. If an 
employee’s recorded race or ethnicity changed during the period shown, we assigned the most 
recently recorded value to all years for that employee. Percentages may not sum precisely to 100 
because of rounding. 
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Table 8: Numbers and Percentages of White Employees and Racial or Ethnic Minority Employees in the Department of State, 
Fiscal Years (FY) 2002-2018 

  
White African American Hispanic Asian Other Unspecified Total 

FY 2002 Number 11,635 2,898 799 652 309 277 16,570 
Percentage 70 17 5 4 2 2 100 

FY 2003 Number 12,254 3,013 890 744 338 188 17,427 
Percentage 70 17 5 4 2 1 100 

FY 2004 Number 12,639 3,037 925 821 378 108 17,908 
Percentage 71 17 5 5 2 1 100 

FY 2005 Number 12,982 3,073 972 863 411 53 18,354 
Percentage 71 17 5 5 2 0 100 

FY 2006 Number 13,178 3,084 1,027 909 433 1 18,632 
Percentage 71 17 6 5 2 0 100 

FY 2007 Number 13,487 3,150 1,111 963 466 16 19,193 
Percentage 70 16 6 5 2 0 100 

FY 2008 Number 13,853 3,207 1,188 1,008 511 26 19,793 
Percentage 70 16 6 5 3 0 100 

FY 2009 Number 14,389 3,279 1,248 1,084 566 28 20,594 
Percentage 70 16 6 5 3 0 100 

FY 2010 Number 15,149 3,366 1,323 1,187 652 35 21,712 
Percentage 70 16 6 5 3 0 100 

FY 2011 Number 15,744 3,456 1,397 1,297 729 28 22,651 
Percentage 70 15 6 6 3 0 100 

FY 2012 Number 15,903 3,476 1,435 1,365 801 6 22,986 
Percentage 69 15 6 6 3 0 100 

FY 2013 Number 16,169 3,524 1,489 1,374 876 6 23,438 
Percentage 69 15 6 6 4 0 100 

FY 2014 Number 16,203 3,509 1,550 1,400 935 6 23,603 
Percentage 69 15 7 6 4 0 100 

FY 2015 Number 16,104 3,510 1,584 1,396 965 5 23,564 
Percentage 68 15 7 6 4 0 100 

FY 2016 Number 16,197 3,532 1,622 1,433 1,011 8 23,803 
Percentage 68 15 7 6 4 0 100 

FY 2017 Number 15,914 3,463 1,640 1,417 1,004 6 23,444 
Percentage 68 15 7 6 4 0 100 

FY 2018 Number 15,445 3,322 1,632 1,406 985 16 22,806 
Percentage 68 15 7 6 4 0 100 

Source: GAO analysis of Department of State data. | GAO-20-237 

Notes: The data shown reflect numbers and percentages of white and racial or ethnic employees at 
the end of each fiscal year. “Other” includes Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander, American Indian/Alaska 
Native, and non-Hispanic multiracial. “Unspecified” indicates that race or ethnicity was not recorded. If 
an employee’s recorded race or ethnicity changed during the period shown, we assigned the most 
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recently recorded value to all years for that employee. Percentages may not sum precisely to 100 
because of rounding. 

Figure 12: Percentages of White Employees and Racial or Ethnic Minority Employees in the Department of State’s Civil 
Service, Fiscal Years 2002-2018 

Notes: The 
data shown reflect percentages of white and racial or ethnic employees at the end of each fiscal year. “Other” includes Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander, 
American Indian/Alaska Native, and non-Hispanic multiracial. “Unspecified” indicates that race or ethnicity was not recorded. If an employee’s recorded 
race or ethnicity changed during the period shown, we assigned the most recently recorded value to all years for that employee. Percentages may not 
sum precisely to 100 because of rounding. 
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Table 9: Numbers and Percentages of White Employees and Racial or Ethnic Minority Employees in the Department of State’s 
Civil Service, Fiscal Years (FY) 2002-2018 

  
White African American Hispanic Asian Other Unspecified Total 

FY 2002 Number 3,700 2,337 278 265 161 90 6,831 
Percentage 54 34 4 4 2 1 100 

FY 2003 Number 3,913 2,415 307 302 166 55 7,158 
Percentage 55 34 4 4 2 1 100 

FY 2004 Number 4,003 2,407 313 319 179 31 7,252 
Percentage 55 33 4 4 2 0 100 

FY 2005 Number 4,118 2,416 332 335 190 15 7,406 
Percentage 56 33 4 5 3 0 100 

FY 2006 Number 4,248 2,422 365 349 200 1 7,585 
Percentage 56 32 5 5 3 0 100 

FY 2007 Number 4,530 2,479 431 391 224 15 8,070 
Percentage 56 31 5 5 3 0 100 

FY 2008 Number 4,773 2,533 492 416 251 25 8,490 
Percentage 56 30 6 5 3 0 100 

FY 2009 Number 4,867 2,560 515 413 270 26 8,651 
Percentage 56 30 6 5 3 0 100 

FY 2010 Number 5,099 2,580 544 458 286 33 9,000 
Percentage 57 29 6 5 3 0 100 

FY 2011 Number 5,430 2,640 568 500 323 27 9,488 
Percentage 57 28 6 5 3 0 100 

FY 2012 Number 5,565 2,626 580 523 351 4 9,649 
Percentage 58 27 6 5 4 0 100 

FY 2013 Number 5,813 2,665 600 532 398 4 10,012 
Percentage 58 27 6 5 4 0 100 

FY 2014 Number 5,747 2,633 629 545 416 4 9,974 
Percentage 58 26 6 5 4 0 100 

FY 2015 Number 5,772 2,631 660 543 423 3 10,032 
Percentage 58 26 7 5 4 0 100 

FY 2016 Number 5,910 2,657 674 579 452 7 10,279 
Percentage 58 26 7 6 4 0 100 

FY 2017 Number 5,759 2,577 666 574 441 5 10,022 
Percentage 57 26 7 6 4 0 100 

FY 2018 Number 5,466 2,446 645 566 419 4 9,546 
Percentage 57 26 7 6 4 0 100 

Source: GAO analysis of Department of State data. | GAO-20-237 

Notes: The data shown reflect numbers and percentages of white and racial or ethnic employees at 
the end of each fiscal year. “Other” includes Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander, American Indian/Alaska 
Native, and non-Hispanic multiracial. “Unspecified” indicates that race or ethnicity was not recorded. If 
an employee’s recorded race or ethnicity changed during the period shown, we assigned the most 
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recently recorded value to all years for that employee. Percentages may not sum precisely to 100 
because of rounding. 

Figure 13: Percentages of White Employees and Racial or Ethnic Minority Employees in the Department of State’s Foreign 
Service, Fiscal Years 2002-2018 

 
Notes: The data shown reflect percentages of white and racial or ethnic employees at the end of each 
fiscal year. “Other” includes Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander, American Indian/Alaska Native, and 
non-Hispanic multiracial. “Unspecified” indicates that race or ethnicity was not recorded. If an 
employee’s recorded race or ethnicity changed during the period shown, we assigned the most 
recently recorded value to all years for that employee. Percentages may not sum precisely to 100 
because of rounding. 
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Table 10: Numbers and Percentages of White Employees and Racial or Ethnic Minority Employees in the Department of 
State’s Foreign Service, Fiscal Years (FY) 2002-2018 

  
White African American Hispanic Asian Other Unspecified Total 

FY 2002 Number 7,935 561 521 387 148 187 9,739 
Percentage 81 6 5 4 2 2 100 

FY 2003 Number 8,341 598 583 442 172 133 10,269 
Percentage 81 6 6 4 2 1 100 

FY 2004 Number 8,636 630 612 502 199 77 10,656 
Percentage 81 6 6 5 2 1 100 

FY 2005 Number 8,864 657 640 528 221 38 10,948 
Percentage 81 6 6 5 2 0 100 

FY 2006 Number 8,930 662 662 560 233 0 11,047 
Percentage 81 6 6 5 2 0 100 

FY 2007 Number 8,957 671 680 572 242 1 11,123 
Percentage 81 6 6 5 2 0 100 

FY 2008 Number 9,080 674 696 592 260 1 11,303 
Percentage 80 6 6 5 2 0 100 

FY 2009 Number 9,522 719 733 671 296 2 11,943 
Percentage 80 6 6 6 2 0 100 

FY 2010 Number 10,050 786 779 729 366 2 12,712 
Percentage 79 6 6 6 3 0 100 

FY 2011 Number 10,314 816 829 797 406 1 13,163 
Percentage 78 6 6 6 3 0 100 

FY 2012 Number 10,338 850 855 842 450 2 13,337 
Percentage 78 6 6 6 3 0 100 

FY 2013 Number 10,356 859 889 842 478 2 13,426 
Percentage 77 6 7 6 4 0 100 

FY 2014 Number 10,456 876 921 855 519 2 13,629 
Percentage 77 6 7 6 4 0 100 

FY 2015 Number 10,332 879 924 853 542 2 13,532 
Percentage 76 7 7 6 4 0 100 

FY 2016 Number 10,287 875 948 854 559 1 13,524 
Percentage 76 6 7 6 4 0 100 

FY 2017 Number 10,155 886 974 843 563 1 13,422 
Percentage 76 7 7 6 4 0 100 

FY 2018 Number 9,979 876 987 840 566 12 13,260 
Percentage 75 7 7 6 4 0 100 

Source: GAO analysis of Department of State data. | GAO-20-237 

Notes: The data shown reflect numbers and percentages of white and racial or ethnic employees at 
the end of each fiscal year. “Other” includes Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander, American Indian/Alaska 
Native, and non-Hispanic multiracial. “Unspecified” indicates that race or ethnicity was not recorded. If 
an employee’s recorded race or ethnicity changed during the period shown, we assigned the most 
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recently recorded value to all years for that employee. Percentages may not sum precisely to 100 
because of rounding. 

Table 11: Numbers and Percentages of Men and Women in the Department of State, Fiscal Years (FY) 2002-2018 
  

Men Women Total 
FY 2002 Number 9,231 7,339 16,570 

Percentage 56 44 100 
FY 2003 Number 9,757 7,670 17,427 

Percentage 56 44 100 
FY 2004 Number 10,048 7,860 17,908 

Percentage 56 44 100 
FY 2005 Number 10,299 8,055 18,354 

Percentage 56 44 100 
FY 2006 Number 10,415 8,217 18,632 

Percentage 56 44 100 
FY 2007 Number 10,652 8,541 19,193 

Percentage 56 45 100 
FY 2008 Number 10,993 8,800 19,793 

Percentage 56 44 100 
FY 2009 Number 11,492 9,102 20,594 

Percentage 56 44 100 
FY 2010 Number 12,133 9,579 21,712 

Percentage 56 44 100 
FY 2011 Number 12,735 9,916 22,651 

Percentage 56 44 100 
FY 2012 Number 12,931 10,055 22,986 

Percentage 56 44 100 
FY 2013 Number 13,233 10,205 23,438 

Percentage 56 44 100 
FY 2014 Number 13,375 10,228 23,603 

Percentage 57 43 100 
FY 2015 Number 13,403 10,161 23,564 

Percentage 57 43 100 
FY 2016 Number 13,516 10,287 23,803 

Percentage 57 43 100 
FY 2017 Number 13,316 10,128 23,444 

Percentage 57 43 100 
FY 2018 Number 12,975 9,831 22,806 

Percentage 57 43 100 
Source: GAO analysis of Department of State data. | GAO-20-237 

Notes: The data shown reflect numbers and percentages of men and women at the end of each fiscal 
year. If an employee’s recorded gender changed during the period shown, we assigned the most 
recently recorded value to all years for that employee. 
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Table 12: Numbers and Percentages of Men and Women in the Department of State’s Civil Service, Fiscal Years (FY) 2002-
2018 

  
Men Women Total 

FY 2002 Number 2,692 4,139 6,831 
Percentage 39 61 100 

FY 2003 Number 2,870 4,288 7,158 
Percentage 40 60 100 

FY 2004 Number 2,949 4,303 7,252 
Percentage 41 59 100 

FY 2005 Number 3,056 4,350 7,406 
Percentage 41 59 100 

FY 2006 Number 3,143 4,442 7,585 
Percentage 41 59 100 

FY 2007 Number 3,358 4,712 8,070 
Percentage 42 58 100 

FY 2008 Number 3,568 4,922 8,490 
Percentage 42 58 100 

FY 2009 Number 3,674 4,977 8,651 
Percentage 42 58 100 

FY 2010 Number 3,852 5,148 9,000 
Percentage 43 57 100 

FY 2011 Number 4,134 5,354 9,488 
Percentage 44 56 100 

FY 2012 Number 4,251 5,398 9,649 
Percentage 44 56 100 

FY 2013 Number 4,480 5,532 10,012 
Percentage 45 55 100 

FY 2014 Number 4,481 5,493 9,974 
Percentage 45 55 100 

FY 2015 Number 4,565 5,467 10,032 
Percentage 46 55 100 

FY 2016 Number 4,721 5,558 10,279 
Percentage 46 54 100 

FY 2017 Number 4,611 5,411 10,022 
Percentage 46 54 100 

FY 2018 Number 4,409 5,137 9,546 
Percentage 46 54 100 

Source: GAO analysis of Department of State data. | GAO-20-237 

Notes: The data shown reflect numbers and percentages of men and women at the end of each fiscal 
year. If an employee’s recorded gender changed during the period shown, we assigned the most 
recently recorded value to all years for that employee. 
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Table 13: Numbers and Percentages of Men and Women in the Department of State’s Foreign Service, Fiscal Years (FY) 2002-
2018 

  
Men  Women Total 

FY 2002 Number 6,539 3,200 9,739 
Percentage 67 33 100 

FY 2003 Number 6,887 3,382 10,269 
Percentage 67 33 100 

FY 2004 Number 7,099 3,557 10,656 
Percentage 67 33 100 

FY 2005 Number 7,243 3,705 10,948 
Percentage 66 34 100 

FY 2006 Number 7,272 3,775 11,047 
Percentage 66 34 100 

FY 2007 Number 7,294 3,829 11,123 
Percentage 66 34 100 

FY 2008 Number 7,425 3,878 11,303 
Percentage 66 34 100 

FY 2009 Number 7,818 4,125 11,943 
Percentage 65 35 100 

FY 2010 Number 8,281 4,431 12,712 
Percentage 65 35 100 

FY 2011 Number 8,601 4,562 13,163 
Percentage 65 35 100 

FY 2012 Number 8,680 4,657 13,337 
Percentage 65 35 100 

FY 2013 Number 8,753 4,673 13,426 
Percentage 65 35 100 

FY 2014 Number 8,894 4,735 13,629 
Percentage 65 35 100 

FY 2015 Number 8,838 4,694 13,532 
Percentage 65 35 100 

FY 2016 Number 8,795 4,729 13,524 
Percentage 65 35 100 

FY 2017 Number 8,705 4,717 13,422 
Percentage 65 35 100 

FY 2018 Number 8,566 4,694 13,260 
Percentage 65 35 100 

Source: GAO analysis of Department of State data. | GAO-20-237 

Notes: The data shown reflect numbers and percentages of men and women at the end of each fiscal 
year. If an employee’s recorded gender changed during the period shown, we assigned the most 
recently recorded value to all years for that employee. 
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Appendix III: Comparison of State Department Workforce 
with Federal Government and Relevant Civilian Labor 
Force 

We compared summary statistics for the Department of State’s (State) 
workforce overall with summary statistics for the federal government and 
relevant civilian labor force (RCLF). 

Comparison of State and Federal Workforce 

We compared summary statistics calculated from State personnel data 
for fiscal year 2018 with summary statistics for the federal government for 
fiscal year 2016 published in the Federal Equal Opportunity Recruitment 
Program (FEORP) report.[119] 

Our comparison of State personnel data with data from the Office of 
Personnel Management’s FEORP report for the federal government 
found differences between the proportions of racial or ethnic minorities at 
State and those in the federal workforce.[120] In particular, the 
proportions of minorities in general and of African Americans and 
Hispanics in particular were lower at State in fiscal year 2018 than in the 
federal workforce in fiscal year 2016. However, proportions of women at 
State and in the federal workforce were similar (see table 14). 

Table 14: Percentages of Employees across Demographic Groups in the Department of State in Fiscal Year (FY) 2018 and the 
Federal Workforce in FY 2016 

 
State, FY 2018 Federal workforce, FY 2016 

Racial or ethnic group 
White 68 64 
Racial or ethnic minority 32 36 
African American 15 18 
Hispanic 7 9 
Asian 6 6 
Other 4 4 
Gender 
Men 57 57 
Women 43 43 

Source: GAO analysis of Department of State (State) and Office of Personnel Management data. | GAO-20-237 

Notes: The data shown reflect percentages of employees at the end of each fiscal year. “Racial or 
ethnic minority” includes employees whose recorded race or ethnicity is neither non-Hispanic white 
nor unspecified. “Other” includes employees whose recorded race or ethnicity is Native 
Hawaiian/Pacific Islander, American Indian/Alaska Native, and non-Hispanic multiracial. If an 
employee’s recorded racial or ethnic group or gender changed during the period shown, we assigned 
the most recently recorded value to all years for that employee. Percentages may not sum precisely 
to 100 because of rounding. 
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Comparison of State’s Workforce with RCLF across Equal 
Employment Opportunity Commission Groupings 

We compared workforce summary statistics from State with RCLF 
summary statistics from the Census Bureau’s Equal Employment 
Opportunity tabulation for three of the Equal Employment Opportunity 
Commission (EEOC) occupational classification system’s nine 
categories.[121] Using an EEOC table that cross-classifies OPM 
occupation codes and federal sector occupational categories, we 
classified each State employee into one of the nine categories. We 
compared State and RCLF statistics for the following three categories, 
corresponding to 99 percent of State’s full-time, permanent employees in 
fiscal year 2018: Officials and Managers, Professional Workers, and 
Administrative Support Workers.[122] 

Our comparison of State workforce data with RCLF data found larger 
proportions of racial or ethnic minorities at State than in the RCLF for 
Officials and Managers, Professional Workers, and Administrative 
Support Workers (see tables 15 through 19).[123] The proportions of 
women were lower at State than in the RCLF for Officials and Managers 
and Professional Workers but were higher for Administrative Support 
Workers (see tables 15 through 17).[124] 

Table 15: Percentages of Officials and Managers across Demographic Groups at the Department of State in Fiscal Year (FY) 
2018 and in Relevant Civilian Labor Force (RCLF) in 2006-2010 

 
State, FY 2018 RCLF, 2006-2010 

Racial or ethnic group 
White 65 78 
Racial or ethnic minority 35 21 
African American 18 9 
Hispanic 8 7 
Asian 5 4 
Other 4 2 
Gender 
Men 59 56 
Women 41 44 

Source: GAO analysis of Department of State (State) and Equal Employment Opportunity Commission data. | GAO-20-237 

Notes: The data shown for fiscal year 2018 reflect percentages of employees at the end of the fiscal 
year. Officials and managers represented 11,353 of State’s full-time, permanent workforce in fiscal 
year 2018. “Racial or ethnic minority” includes employees whose recorded race or ethnicity is neither 
non-Hispanic white nor unspecified. “Other” includes employees whose recorded race or ethnicity 
was Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander, American Indian/Alaska Native, and non-Hispanic multiracial. If 
an employee’s recorded racial or ethnic group or gender changed during the period shown, we 
assigned the most recent value to all years for that employee. Percentages may not sum precisely to 
100 because of rounding. 
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Table 16: Percentages of Professional Workers across Demographic Groups at the Department of State in Fiscal Year (FY) 
2018 and in Relevant Civilian Labor Force (RCLF) in 2006-2010 

 
State, FY 2018 RCLF, 2006-2010 

Racial or ethnic group 
White 73 77 
Racial or ethnic minority 27 22 
African American 9 8 
Hispanic 6 6 
Asian 8 6 
Other 4 1 
Gender 
Men 59 45 
Women 41 55 

Source: GAO analysis of Department of State (State) and Equal Employment Opportunity Commission data. | GAO-20-237 

Notes: The data shown for fiscal year 2018 reflect percentages of professional workers at the end of 
the fiscal year. Professional workers represented 9,890 of State’s full-time, permanent workforce in 
fiscal year 2018. “Racial or ethnic minority” includes employees whose recorded race or ethnicity is 
neither non-Hispanic white nor unspecified. “Other” includes employees whose recorded race or 
ethnicity was Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander, American Indian/Alaska Native, and non-Hispanic 
multiracial. If an employee’s recorded racial or ethnic group or gender changed during the period 
shown, we assigned the most recent value to all years for that employee. Percentages may not sum 
precisely to 100 because of rounding. 

Table 17: Percentages of Administrative Support Workers across Demographic Groups at the Department of State in Fiscal 
Year (FY) 2018 and in Relevant Civilian Labor Force (RCLF) in 2006-2010 

 
State, FY 2018 RCLF, 2006-2010 

Racial or ethnic group 
White 54 72 
Racial or ethnic minority 45 27 
African American 25 12 
Hispanic 8 11 
Asian 6 3 
Other 6 2 
Gender 
Men 21 25 
Women 79 75 

Source: GAO analysis of Department of State (State) and Equal Employment Opportunity Commission data. | GAO-20-237 

Notes: The data shown for fiscal year 2018 reflect percentages of administrative support workers at 
the end of the fiscal year. Administrative support workers represented 1,265 of State’s full-time, 
permanent workforce in fiscal year 2018. “Racial or ethnic minority” includes employees whose 
recorded race or ethnicity is neither non-Hispanic white nor unspecified. “Other” includes employees 
whose recorded race or ethnicity was Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander, American Indian/Alaska 
Native, and non-Hispanic multiracial. If an employee’s recorded racial or ethnic group or gender 
changed during the period shown, we assigned the most recent value to all years for that employee. 
Percentages may not sum precisely to 100 because of rounding. 
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Appendix IV: Analysis of Demographic Data on 
Executives in the Department of State 

Figures 14 and 15 present our analysis of data on executive employees, 
by racial or ethnic group and by gender, at the Department of State 
(State) overall and in State’s Civil Service and Foreign Service in fiscal 
years 2002 and 2018.[125] As figure 14 shows, the percentage of racial 
or ethnic minority executives increased from 12 percent to 13 percent, 
driven by an increase in the number of racial or ethnic minority executives 
in the Civil Service.[126] In addition, the percentage of African American 
executives at State declined from 6 percent to 3 percent, driven by a 
decline in the number of African American executives in the Foreign 
Service. 

https://watchdog.gao.gov/distribution/reports/6HRg/GAO-20-237/#fnref125
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Figure 14: Percentages of White Executives and Racial or Ethnic Minority 
Executives in the Department of State and Its Civil and Foreign Services, Fiscal 
Years (FY) 2002 and 2018 

Notes: The data shown reflect percentages of white and racial or ethnic minority executives at the 
end of each fiscal year. “Other” includes Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander, American Indian/Alaska 
Native, and non-Hispanic multiracial. “Unspecified” indicates that race or ethnicity was not recorded. If 
an employee’s recorded race or ethnicity changed during the period shown, we assigned the most 
recently recorded value to all years for that employee. Because of rounding, percentages may not 
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sum precisely to 100 and percentages of racial or ethnic minority employees may not sum precisely 
to the totals shown. 

As figure 15 shows, the percentage of executive women at State rose 
from 26 percent in fiscal year 2002 to 33 percent in fiscal year 2018 and 
increased in both the Civil and Foreign Services. 

Figure 15: Percentages of Executive Men and Women in the Department of State 
and Its Civil and Foreign Services, Fiscal Years (FY) 2002 and 2018 

 
Notes: The data shown reflect percentages of executive men and women at the end of each fiscal 
year. If an employee’s recorded gender changed during the period shown, we assigned the most 
recently recorded value to all years for that employee. 

To compare State and federal government workforce data, we contrasted 
summary statistics on executive employees calculated from State 
personnel data for fiscal year 2018 with summary statistics on executives 
from federal government workforce data for fiscal year 2016 that were 
published in the Office of Personnel Management’s Federal Equal 
Opportunity Recruitment Program (FEORP) report.[127] As table 18 
shows, our comparison of State workforce data with the FEORP data 
found a higher proportion of white executives and a lower proportion of 
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African American executives at State than in the federal workforce 
overall.[128] 

Table 18: Percentages of Executives in Demographic Groups at the Department of State in Fiscal Year (FY) 2018 and in the 
Federal Workforce in FY 2016 

 
State, FY 2018 Federal government, FY 2016 

Racial or ethnic group 
White 87 79 
Minority 13 21 
African American 3 11 
Hispanic 5 5 
Asian 3 4 
Other 2 2 
Gender 
Men 67 65 
Women 33 35 

Source: GAO analysis of Department of State (State) and Office of Personnel Management data. | GAO-20-237 

Notes: The data shown reflect percentage of executives at the end of each fiscal year. We analyzed 
data for those listed as EX/AD/ES in State personnel data for its Civil Service, those listed as 
CM/MC/OC in State personnel data for its Foreign Service, and those listed as Senior Executive 
Service for the federal government. “Other” includes Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander, American 
Indian/Alaska Native, and non-Hispanic multiracial. “Unspecified” indicates individuals whose race or 
ethnicity was not recorded. If an employee’s recorded race or ethnicity changed during the period 
shown, we assigned the most recently recorded value to all available years for that employee. 
Percentages may not sum precisely to 100 because of rounding. 

Appendix V: Analysis of Data on Veterans at the 
Department of State 

We analyzed Department of State (State) data on employees hired with 
veterans’ preference in fiscal years 2002 through 2018. The following 
tables present the numbers and percentages of employees hired with or 
without veterans’ preference in State’s workforce overall and in State’s 
Civil and Foreign Services during that period. 
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Table 19: Numbers and Percentages of Employees Hired with or without Veterans’ Preference in the Department of State, 
Fiscal Years (FY) 2002-2018 

  
Hired with veterans’ preference  Not hired with veterans’ preference  Total  

FY 2002  Number  2,399  14,171  16,570  
Percentage  14  86  100  

FY 2003  Number  2,510  14,917  17,427  
Percentage  14  86  100  

FY 2004  Number  2,563  15,345  17,908  
Percentage  14  86  100  

FY 2005  Number  2,569  15,785  18,354  
Percentage  14  86  100  

FY 2006  Number  2,556  16,076  18,632  
Percentage  14  86  100  

FY 2007  Number  2,613  16,580  19,193  
Percentage  14  86  100  

FY 2008  Number  2,738  17,055  19,793  
Percentage  14  86  100  

FY 2009  Number  2,899  17,695  20,594  
Percentage  14  86  100  

FY 2010  Number  3,080  18,632  21,712  
Percentage  14  86  100  

FY 2011  Number  3,391  19,260  22,651  
Percentage  15  85  100  

FY 2012  Number  3,529  19,457  22,986  
Percentage  15  85  100  

FY 2013  Number  3,759  19,679  23,438  
Percentage  16  84  100  

FY 2014  Number  3,877  19,726  23,603  
Percentage  16  84  100  

FY 2015  Number  4,026  19,538  23,564  
Percentage  17  83  100  

FY 2016  Number  4,152  19,651  23,803  
Percentage  17  83  100  

FY 2017  Number  4,139  19,305  23,444  
Percentage  18  82  100  

FY 2018  Number  4,021  18,785  22,806  
Percentage  18  82  100  

Source: GAO analysis of Department of State data. | GAO-20-237 

Note: The data shown reflect numbers and percentages of employees at the end of each fiscal year. 
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Table 20: Numbers and Percentages of Employees Hired with or without Veterans’ Preference in the Department of State’s 
Civil Service, Fiscal Years (FY) 2002-2018 

  
Hired with veterans’ preference  Not hired with veterans’ preference  Total  

FY 2002  Number  925  5,906  6,831  
Percentage  14  86  100  

FY 2003  Number  1,003  6,155  7,158  
Percentage  14  86  100  

FY 2004  Number  1,030  6,222  7,252  
Percentage  14  86  100  

FY 2005  Number  1,054  6,352  7,406  
Percentage  14  86  100  

FY 2006  Number  1,100  6,485  7,585  
Percentage  15  86  100  

FY 2007  Number  1,144  6,926  8,070  
Percentage  14  86  100  

FY 2008  Number  1,263  7,227  8,490  
Percentage  15  85  100  

FY 2009  Number  1,331  7,320  8,651  
Percentage  15  85  100  

FY 2010  Number  1,430  7,570  9,000  
Percentage  16  84  100  

FY 2011  Number  1,633  7,855  9,488  
Percentage  17  83  100  

FY 2012  Number  1,723  7,926  9,649  
Percentage  18  82  100  

FY 2013  Number  1,888  8,124  10,012  
Percentage  19  81  100  

FY 2014  Number  1,917  8,057  9,974  
Percentage  19  81  100  

FY 2015  Number  2,017  8,015  10,032  
Percentage  20  80  100  

FY 2016  Number  2,109  8,170  10,279  
Percentage  21  79  100  

FY 2017  Number  2,055  7,967  10,022  
Percentage  21  80  100  

     
FY 2018  Number  1,933  7,613  9,546  

Percentage  20  80  100  
Source: GAO analysis of Department of State data. | GAO-20-237 

Note: The data shown reflect numbers and percentages of employees at the end of each fiscal year. 
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Table 21: Numbers and Percentage of Employees Hired with or without Veterans’ Preference in the Department of State’s 
Foreign Service, Fiscal Years (FY) 2002-2018 

  
Hired with veterans’ preference  Not hired with veterans’ preference  Total  

FY 2002  Number  1,474  8,265  9,739  
Percentage  15  85  100  

FY 2003  Number  1,507  8,762  10,269  
Percentage  15  85  100  

FY 2004  Number  1,533  9,123  10,656  
Percentage  14  86  100  

FY 2005  Number  1,515  9,433  10,948  
Percentage  14  86  100  

FY 2006  Number  1,456  9,591  11,047  
Percentage  13  87  100  

FY 2007  Number  1,469  9,654  11,123  
Percentage  13  87  100  

FY 2008  Number  1,475  9,828  11,303  
Percentage  13  87  100  

FY 2009  Number  1,568  10,375  11,943  
Percentage  13  87  100  

FY 2010  Number  1,650  11,062  12,712  
Percentage  13  87  100  

FY 2011  Number  1,758  11,405  13,163  
Percentage  13  87  100  

FY 2012  Number  1,806  11,531  13,337  
Percentage  14  86  100  

FY 2013  Number  1,871  11,555  13,426  
Percentage  14  86  100  

FY 2014  Number  1,960  11,669  13,629  
Percentage  14  86  100  

FY 2015  Number  2,009  11,523  13,532  
Percentage  15  85  100  

     
FY 2016  Number  2,043  11,481  13,524  

Percentage  15  85  100  
FY 2017  Number  2,084  11,338  13,422  

Percentage  16  84  100  
FY 2018  Number  2,088  11,172  13,260  

Percentage  16  84  100  

Source: GAO analysis of Department of State data. | GAO-20-237 

Note: The data shown reflect numbers and percentages of employees at the end of each fiscal year. 
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Appendix VI: Data on Individuals with Disabilities at the 
Department of State 

Table 22 shows the proportions of permanent employees with a disability 
in the Civil Service and Foreign Service in fiscal years 2005 through 
2017, using summary statistics from the Department of State’s (State) 
Management Directive 715 (MD-715) reports to the Equal Employment 
Opportunity Commission.[129] As the table shows, the proportion of 
permanent employees with disabilities increased in the Civil Service and 
decreased in the Foreign Service during this period. 

Table 22: Percentages of Permanent Employees with a Disability in the Department 
of State’s Civil and Foreign Services, Fiscal Years 2005-2017 

Fiscal year  Civil Service  Foreign Service  
2005  6  7  
2006  6  7  
2007  6  7  
2008  6  7  
2009  5  6  
2010  5  5  
2011  5  5  
2012  5  5  
2013  7  5  
2014  7  4  
2015  6  4  
2016  7  4  
2017  8  4  

Source: Department of State. | GAO-20-237 

Notes: The percentages shown are those cited in the Department of State’s Management Directive-
715 reports for fiscal years 2005 through 2017. 
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Appendix VII: Analysis of Data on New Employees at the 
Department of State, Fiscal Years 2003-2018 

In addition to analyzing the demographic composition of the Department 
of State’s (State) workforce, we analyzed State personnel data to 
determine summary statistics on employees hired in fiscal years 2003 
through 2018. We considered an employee to have been hired in a given 
fiscal year if the employee first appeared in State’s personnel data for that 
year.[130] Because the State data we reviewed began in fiscal year 2002, 
we were unable to identify employees who were hired in that fiscal year; 
thus, fiscal year 2003 is the first for which we were able to identify newly 
hired employees. 

The following figures present proportions of newly hired employees in 
racial, ethnic, and gender groups in State overall and State’s Civil Service 
and Foreign Service in fiscal years 2003 through 2018. 

Figure 16: Percentages of Newly Hired White and Racial or Ethnic Minority 
Employees in the Department of State and Its Civil and Foreign Services, Fiscal 
Years (FY) 2003 and 2018 
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Notes: The data shown reflect percentages of newly hired white and racial or ethnic minority 
employees at the end of each fiscal year. “Other” includes Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander, American 
Indian/Alaska Native, and non-Hispanic multiracial. “Unspecified” indicates that race or ethnicity was 
not recorded. If an employee’s recorded race or ethnicity changed during the period shown, we 
assigned the most recently recorded value to all years for that employee. Percentages may not sum 
precisely to 100 because of rounding. 

Figure 17: Percentages of Newly Hired Men and Women in the Department of State 
and Its Civil and Foreign Services, Fiscal Years (FY) 2003 and 2018 

 

Notes: The data shown reflect percentages of newly hired men and women at the end of each fiscal 
year. If an employee’s recorded gender changed during the period shown, we assigned the most 
recently recorded value to all years for that employee. 
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Appendix VIII: Analysis of Data on Attrition at the 
Department of State, Fiscal Years 2003-2018 

In addition to analyzing the demographic composition of the Department 
of State’s (State) workforce, we analyzed State personnel data to 
determine summary statistics for employees who left State for reasons 
other than retirement or death in fiscal years 2003 through 2018. Figures 
18 and 19 present the percentages of such employees in various racial, 
ethnic, and gender groups at State overall and in State’s Civil Service and 
Foreign Service in fiscal years 2003 and 2018. 
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Figure 18: Percentages of White and Racial or Ethnic Minority Employees Who Left 
the Department of State and Its Civil and Foreign Services, Fiscal Years 2003 and 
2018 

 
Notes: The data shown reflect percentages of white and racial or ethnic minority employees who had 
left the department as of the end of each fiscal year. Our analysis includes data only for employees 
who left for reasons other than retirement or death. “Other” includes Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander, 
American Indian/Alaska Native, and non-Hispanic multiracial. “Unspecified” indicates that race or 
ethnicity was not recorded. If an employee’s recorded race or ethnicity changed during the period 
shown, we assigned the most recently recorded value to all years for that employee. Because of 
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rounding, percentages may not sum precisely to 100 and percentages of racial or ethnic minority 
employees may not sum precisely to the totals shown. 

Figure 19: Percentages of Men and Women Who Left the Department of State and Its Civil and Foreign Services, Fiscal Years 
2003 and 2018 

 
Notes: The data shown reflect percentages of men and women who had left the department as of the 
end of each fiscal year. Our analysis includes data only for employees who left for reasons other than 
retirement or death. If an employee’s recorded gender changed during the period shown, we 
assigned the most recently recorded value to all years for that employee. 
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Table 23 presents attrition rates for white and racial or ethnic minority 
employees who left the Department of State in fiscal years 2003 through 
2018 for reasons other than retirement or death. 

Table 23: Attrition Rates for White and Racial or Ethnic Minority Employees Who Left the Department of State and Its Civil or 
Foreign Service in Fiscal Years 2003-2018 

 
Department of State Civil Service Foreign Service 

Fiscal 
year  

Whites, 
% 

Racial or ethnic 
minorities, % 

Whites, 
% 

Racial or ethnic 
minorities, % 

Whites, 
% 

Racial or ethnic 
minorities, % 

2003 1.9 1.8 2.8 2.0 1.5 1.4 
2004 2.3 2.8 4.0 3.2 1.5 2.0 
2005 2.7 3.2 4.4 3.9 1.9 2.0 
2006 3.0 2.7 4.4 3.4 2.3 1.5 
2007 3.0 2.6 4.1 3.0 2.4 2.0 
2008 3.1 3.6 4.5 4.2 2.4 2.6 
2009 2.8 2.2 3.9 2.6 2.2 1.7 
2010 2.3 2.2 3.3 2.4 1.9 1.9 
2011 2.5 2.3 3.5 3.0 1.9 1.3 
2012 2.5 1.9 3.2 2.3 2.1 1.4 
2013 2.5 2.4 3.4 3.0 2.0 1.5 
2014 2.6 2.4 4.0 2.9 1.9 1.7 
2015 3.2 3.5 4.8 4.4 2.3 2.2 
2016 3.0 3.1 4.6 3.9 2.1 2.2 
2017 3.0 3.0 4.6 3.9 2.1 1.8 
2018 3.1 3.1 5.1 3.9 2.1 2.1 

Source: GAO analysis of Department of State data. | GAO-20-237 

Notes: Our analysis includes data only for employees who left for reasons other than retirement or 
death. “Racial or ethnic minorities” includes employees whose recorded race or ethnicity is neither 
non-Hispanic white nor unspecified. 

Table 24 presents rates of attrition for men and women who left the 
Department of State in fiscal years 2003 through 2018 for reasons other 
than retirement or death. 
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Table 24: Attrition Rates for Men and Women Who Left the Department of State and Its Civil or Foreign Service in Fiscal Years 
2003-2018 

 
Department of State Civil Service Foreign Service 

Fiscal year Men, % Women, % Men, % Women, % Men, % Women, % 
2003 2.3 2.4 2.8 2.9 2.1 1.8 
2004 2.7 3.0 4.1 3.9 2.2 2.0 
2005 3.0 3.2 4.7 4.1 2.3 2.1 
2006 3.0 3.4 4.1 4.1 2.5 2.5 
2007 2.8 3.0 4.0 3.4 2.3 2.4 
2008 3.1 3.7 4.4 4.6 2.4 2.6 
2009 2.5 2.8 3.3 3.4 2.1 2.0 
2010 2.2 2.5 2.8 3.2 2.0 1.7 
2011 2.2 2.8 3.3 3.5 1.7 2.0 
2012 2.3 2.5 3.3 2.8 1.9 2.2 
2013 2.3 2.7 2.9 3.4 1.9 1.9 
2014 2.4 2.7 3.5 3.5 1.8 1.9 
2015 3.3 3.2 5.1 4.3 2.4 2.1 
2016 3.0 3.2 4.5 4.1 2.2 2.0 
2017 2.8 3.3 4.0 4.5 2.2 1.9 
2018 2.8 3.5 4.5 4.7 2.0 2.2 

Source: GAO analysis of Department of State data. | GAO-20-237 

Note: Our analysis includes data only for employees who left for reasons other than retirement or 
death. 
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Appendix IX: Analysis of Data on Promotion Rates at the 
Department of State, Fiscal Years 2013-2017 

As table 25 shows, our analysis of yearly promotion rates for fiscal years 
2013 through 2017 at the Department of State (State) found that 
promotion rates for white employees exceeded the rates for racial or 
ethnic minority employees for 

• promotions from GS-11 and every higher rank for every year, except 
from GS-15 to executive in 2 years in State’s Civil Service, and 

• promotions from Class 4 and higher ranks for 16 of the 20 possible 
year-rank combinations in State’s Foreign Service. 

Table 25: Years When Promotion Rates for White Employees Exceeded 
Promotion Rates for Racial or Ethnic Minority Employees in the 
Department of State’s Civil and Foreign Services, Fiscal Years 2013-2017 

Table 25: Years When Promotion Rates for White Employees Exceeded Promotion Rates for Racial or Ethnic Minority 
Employees in the Department of State’s Civil and Foreign Services, Fiscal Years 2013-2017 

Promotion type FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015 FY 2016 FY 2017 Total for FYs 2013-2017 
Civil Service 
GS-15 to executive – ✓ – ✓ ✓ 3 of 5 years 
GS-14 to GS-15 ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 5 of 5 years 
GS-13 to GS-14 ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 5 of 5 years 
GS-12 to GS-13 ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 5 of 5 years 
GS-11 to GS-12 ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 5 of 5 years 
Foreign Service 
Class 1 to executive ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 5 of 5 years 
Class 2 to Class 1 ✓ ✓ ✓ – ✓ 4 of 5 years 
Class 3 to Class 2 – ✓ ✓ – ✓ 3 of 5 years 
Class 4 to Class 3 – ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 4 of 5 years 

Legend: FY = fiscal year, GS = General Schedule, ✓ = higher promotion rate for whites than racial or ethnic minorities, – = higher promotion rate for 
racial or ethnic minorities than whites. 
Source: GAO analysis of Department of State data. | GAO-20-237 

Notes: For each promotion type and fiscal year, we calculated the promotion rates for white and racial 
or ethnic minority employees, respectively, as the number of newly elevated white or racial or ethnic 
minority employees in the next-higher rank in the following fiscal year divided by the number of whites 
or racial or ethnic minorities in the given rank in the current year. We examined differences in the 
unrounded promoted rates. 

Table 26 shows the promotion rates for white employees and racial or 
ethnic minority employees in State’s Civil and Foreign Services in fiscal 
years 2013 through 2017. 
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Table 26: Promotion Rates for White Employees and Racial or Ethnic Minority Employees in the Department of State’s Civil 
and Foreign Services, Fiscal Years 2013-2017 

Percentages. 

Promotion type FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015 FY 2016 FY 2017 
Civil Service: Whites  
GS-15 to executive 0.7 1.8 2.0 1.1 0.6 
GS-14 to GS-15 4.0 5.5 4.5 2.6 4.3 
GS-13 to GS-14 6.6 8.7 8.4 4.3 5.9 
GS-12 to GS-13 27.9 23.7 24.5 18.2 22.9 
GS-11 to GS-12 22.7 18.3 20.5 19.6 16.3 
Civil Service: Racial or ethnic minorities  
GS-15 to executive 2.1 0.5 2.4 0.5 0.0 
GS-14 to GS-15 3.3 2.7 2.6 2.3 3.5 
GS-13 to GS-14 4.2 6.1 5.1 3.8 5.8 
GS-12 to GS-13 14.4 15.2 16.5 11.7 12.0 
GS-11 to GS-12 16.2 15.2 17.3 15.2 13.9 
Foreign Service: Whites  
Class 1 to executive 8.5 7.9 8.7 7.3 4.1 
Class 2 to Class 1 9.2 8.3 8.6 8.1 6.8 
Class 3 to Class 2 13.3 12.7 12.2 11.3 8.7 
Class 4 to Class 3 15.5 17.0 17.7 17.1 15.2 
Foreign Service: Racial or ethnic minorities  
Class 1 to executive 5.4 7.8 7.2 7.0 3.3 
Class 2 to Class 1 6.1 7.8 6.3 8.8 6.4 
Class 3 to Class 2 14.3 10.4 11.3 11.8 8.3 
Class 4 to Class 3 16.2 14.8 17.4 15.4 15.0 

Legend: FY = fiscal year, GS = General Schedule. 
Source: GAO analysis of Department of State data. | GAO-20-237 

Notes: For each promotion type and fiscal year, we calculated the promotion rates for white and racial 
or ethnic minority employees, respectively, as the number of newly elevated white or racial or ethnic 
minority employees in the next-higher rank in the following fiscal year divided by the number of whites 
or racial or ethnic minorities in the given rank in the current year. This analysis does not take into 
account the variety of factors besides racial or ethnic minority status that may affect promotion rates, 
including the length of time it takes to be promoted. 

As table 27 shows, our analysis of yearly promotion rates for fiscal years 
2013 through 2017 showed that men were promoted at a higher rate than 
women 

• from GS-11 and higher ranks for 15 of the 25 possible year-rank 
combinations and 

• from Class 4 and higher ranks for four of the 20 possible year-rank 
combinations in the Foreign Service. 
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Table 27: Years When Promotion Rates for Men Exceeded Promotion Rates for Women in the Department of State’s Civil and 
Foreign Services, Fiscal Years 2013-2017 

Promotion type FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015 FY 2016 FY 2017 Total for FYs 2013-2017 
Civil Service 
GS-15 to executive – ✓ – ✓ – 2 of 5 years 
GS-14 to GS-15 – – ✓ ✓ – 2 of 5 years 
GS-13 to GS-14 ✓ ✓ – ✓ ✓ 4 of 5 years 
GS-12 to GS-13 ✓ ✓ – ✓ ✓ 4 of 5 years 
GS-11 to GS-12 ✓ ✓ ✓ – – 3 of 5 years 
Foreign Service 
Class 1 to executive – – – – ✓ 1 of 5 years 
Class 2 to Class 1 – – – – – 0 of 5 years 
Class 3 to Class 2 – – – – – 0 of 5 years 
Class 4 to Class 3 – ✓ – ✓ ✓ 3 of 5 years 

Legend: FY = fiscal year, GS = General Schedule, ✓ = higher promotion rate for men than women, – = higher promotion rate for women than men. 
Source: GAO analysis of Department of State data. | GAO-20-237 

Notes: For each promotion type and fiscal year, we calculated the promotion rates for white and racial 
or ethnic minority employees, respectively, as the number of newly elevated white or racial or ethnic 
minority employees in the next-higher rank in the following fiscal year divided by the number of whites 
or racial or ethnic minorities in the given rank in the current year. We examined differences in the 
unrounded promoted rates. 

Table 28 shows the promotion rates for men and women in State’s Civil 
and Foreign Services in fiscal years 2013 through 2017. 
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Table 28: Promotion Rates for Men and Women in the Department of State’s Civil and Foreign Services, Fiscal Years 2013-
2017 

Percentages. 

Promotion type FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015 FY 2016 FY 2017 
Civil Service: Men 
GS-15 to executive 0.6 1.5 1.9 1.6 0.4 
GS-14 to GS-15 3.4 4.2 4.1 2.6 3.8 
GS-13 to GS-14 6.2 7.8 7.0 4.1 6.1 
GS-12 to GS-13 22.0 20.3 19.2 15.1 17.6 
GS-11 to GS-12 20.8 19.3 19.9 17.4 14.9 
Civil Service Women 
GS-15 to executive 1.6 1.5 2.4 0.2 0.7 
GS-14 to GS-15 4.2 5.3 3.6 2.3 4.3 
GS-13 to GS-14 5.2 7.6 7.2 4.0 5.6 
GS-12 to GS-13 20.1 18.5 21.1 14.6 16.9 
GS-11 to GS-12 18.9 15.4 18.4 17.5 15.2 
Foreign Service: Men 
Class 1 to executive 8.0 7.7 8.3 6.7 4.3 
Class 2 to Class 1 8.3 7.8 7.4 7.8 5.8 
Class 3 to Class 2 12.6 11.0 10.7 9.8 7.5 
Class 4 to Class 3 15.4 17.1 17.5 17.0 16.6 
Foreign Service: Women 
Class 1 to executive 8.2 8.2 8.8 8.4 3.4 
Class 2 to Class 1 9.1 9.1 9.5 9.2 8.6 
Class 3 to Class 2 15.6 14.5 14.7 15.0 11.1 
Class 4 to Class 3 16.4 15.1 17.9 16.0 12.3 

Legend: FY = fiscal year, GS = General Schedule. 
Source: GAO analysis of Department of State data. | GAO-20-237 

Notes: For each promotion type and fiscal year, we calculated the promotion rates for white and racial 
or ethnic minority employees, respectively, as the number of newly elevated white or racial or ethnic 
minority employees in the next-higher rank in the following fiscal year divided by the number of whites 
or racial or ethnic minorities in the given rank in the current year. This analysis does not take into 
account the variety of factors besides racial or ethnic minority status that may affect promotion rates, 
including the length of time it takes to be promoted. 

  

https://www.gao.gov/products/GAO-20-237


 
Appendixes 
 
 
 
 

Page 81 GAO-20-237 

Appendix X: Analysis of Data on Employee Years in Rank 
at the Department of State, Fiscal Years 2002-2018 

Our analysis found that racial or ethnic minorities at the Department of 
State generally spent more years in each rank than whites did in both the 
Civil Service and the Foreign Service (see table 29). 

Table 29: Average Years in Rank for Whites and Racial or Ethnic Minorities in the Department of State’s Civil and Foreign 
Services, Fiscal Years 2002-2018 

 
All employees Promoted employees 

Rank Whites Racial or ethnic minorities Whites Racial or ethnic minorities 
Civil Service 

    

Executive 6.4 5.0 N/A N/A 
GS-15 6.1 5.8 5.3 4.2 
GS-14 5.2 5.3 4.1 4.2 
GS-13 4.5 5.1 3.3 3.6 
GS-12 2.7 3.9 1.8 2.7 
GS-11 2.7 3.5 1.6 2.1 
Foreign Service 

    

Executive 6.1 6.5 N/A N/A 
Class 1 4.9 4.7 5.2 4.9 
Class 2 5.1 5.1 5.0 5.0 
Class 3 4.0 4.3 4.0 4.3 
Class 4 3.7 3.9 3.8 4.0 

Legend: GS = General Schedule, N/A = not available. 
Source: GAO analysis of Department of State data. | GAO-20-237 

Notes: Average years in rank for promoted executives is not available because we did not examine 
promotion above GS-15 or Class 1. 

In addition, our analysis found that women generally spent fewer years in 
each rank than men did in both the Civil Service and the Foreign Service 
(see table 30). 
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Table 30: Average Years in Rank for Men and Women in the Department of State’s Civil and Foreign Services, Fiscal Years 
2002-2018 

 
All employees Promoted employees 

Rank Men Women Men Women 
Civil Service 

    

Executive 6.4 6.0 N/A N/A 
GS-15 6.1 6.0 5.2 5.1 
GS-14 5.5 5.0 4.3 3.9 
GS-13 4.8 4.7 3.4 3.5 
GS-12 3.2 3.2 2.0 2.2 
GS-11 2.9 3.2 1.7 1.9 
Foreign Service 

    

Executive 6.2 6.2 N/A N/A 
Class 1 5.0 4.8 5.1 5.2 
Class 2 5.2 4.7 5.1 4.9 
Class 3 4.2 3.8 4.2 3.9 
Class 4 3.8 3.7 3.9 3.8 

Legend: GS = General Schedule, N/A = not available. 
Source: GAO analysis of Department of State data. | GAO-20-237 

Notes: Average years in rank for promoted executives is not available because we did not examine 
promotion above GS-15 or Class 1. 

  

https://www.gao.gov/products/GAO-20-237


 
Appendixes 
 
 
 
 

Page 83 GAO-20-237 

Appendix XI: Full Promotion Regression Results 

Tables 31, 32, 38, and 39 provide summaries of the multivariate statistical 
regression results (specifically, duration regression results) for our 
estimates of the percentage differences in odds of promotion for racial or 
ethnic minorities compared with whites and for women compared with 
men in the Civil and Foreign Services. Our analyses do not completely 
explain the reasons for differences in promotion outcomes, which may 
result from various unobservable factors. Thus, our analyses do not 
establish a causal relationship between demographic characteristics and 
promotion outcomes. 

These summary tables present estimates from six regression models, 
one of which, model 5, is also presented in the body of this report. All 
models controlled for the time employees spent in each rank—that is, in 
each General Schedule (GS) grade for the Civil Service or salary class for 
the Foreign Service—prior to promotion. 

• Model 1a controlled only for racial or ethnic minority status when 
estimating the percentage differences in odds of promotion for racial 
or ethnic minorities compared with whites. Model 1b controlled only 
for gender when estimating the percentage difference in odds of 
promotion for women compared with men. 

• Model 2 controlled for both racial or ethnic minority status and gender. 
• Model 3 controlled for racial or ethnic minority status, gender, and the 

following additional individual control variables that may be positively 
or negatively related to promotion outcomes. 
• Model 3 controlled for the following variables that may be 

positively related to promotion outcomes: graduating from a 
college or university considered Ivy League, because there may 
be a perception that graduates from these colleges or universities 
would be high quality applicants to State; graduating from a 
college or university located in the District of Columbia, Virginia, or 
Maryland, because some of these colleges or universities have 
highly respected programs related to foreign service that may 
provide networking opportunities; having a hardship assignment in 
the prior year (Foreign Service only); and having proficiency in a 
hard language (Foreign Service only). 

• Model 3 controlled for the use of long-term leave in the prior year, 
a variable that may be negatively related to promotion 
outcomes.[131] 

• Model 3 controlled for the following variables that may be 
positively or negatively related to promotion outcomes: years of 
federal government experience, age when entering State, 
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veteran’s status, changing between the Foreign and Civil 
Services, and having an overseas post in the prior year (Foreign 
Service only). [132] 

• Model 4 controlled for the same variables as model 3 as well as for 
occupation, because occupations may vary in their statistical 
relationship to promotion outcomes. That is, certain occupations may 
be either positively or negatively related to promotion outcomes. 

• Model 5, presented in the body of the report, controlled for the same 
variables as model 4 as well as for fiscal year fixed effects (indicator 
variables representing the fiscal year), because available promotion 
slots (and resulting promotion outcomes) may be related to budget 
constraints that vary across fiscal years. In addition, model 5 clustered 
the standard errors on organization for the Civil Service, because 
available promotion slots (and resulting promotion outcomes) may be 
related to specific organizations in the Civil Service.[133] 

• Model 6 controlled for the same variables as model 5 but used data 
for fiscal years 2011 through 2018 only. 

In addition, tables 33 through 37 and tables 40 through 43 provide the full 
regression results for the first five models by all promotion stages that we 
analyzed in the Civil and Foreign Services, respectively. While tables 31, 
32, 38, and 39 present the full regression results as estimates of 
percentage differences, tables 33 through 37 and tables 40 through 43 
present the regression results as odds ratios. Odds ratios that are 
statistically significant and lower than 1.00 indicate that individuals with 
the given characteristic were less likely to be promoted. Odds ratios that 
are statistically significant and greater than 1.00 indicate that individuals 
with the given characteristic were more likely to be promoted. To convert 
the values in tables 33 through 37 and tables 40 through 43 to the values 
in tables 31, 32, 38, and 39, we linearly transformed the estimates. That 
is, the values for the estimates in tables 31, 32, 38, and 39 are equal to 
the values in tables 33 through 37 and tables 40 through 43 multiplied by 
100 minus 100. The values for the standard errors in tables 31, 32, 38, 
and 39 are equal to the values in tables 33 through 37 and tables 40 
through 43 multiplied by 100. For example, in table 33, the estimate for 
model 1a is 0.818; we arrived at the percentage difference of negative 18 
percent in table 31 by 0.818*100-100. Additionally, in table 33, the 
estimate for the standard error for model 1a is (0.0305); we arrived at the 
converted standard error of (3) in table 31 by (.0305)*100. 

Table 31 presents the summary of the regression results for our 
estimates of the percentage differences in odds of promotion for racial or 
ethnic minorities compared with whites in the Civil Service. We observed 
that the statistically significantly lower odds of promotion for racial or 
ethnic minorities from GS-11 through GS-15 were consistent across all of 
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our models, which examined different combinations of factors that could 
influence promotion (i.e., models 1a through 5). In addition, our 
statistically significant results were consistent when we examined the 
more recent time period fiscal years 2011 through 2018 (see model 6). 

Table 31: Percentage Differences in Promotion Odds for Racial or Ethnic Minorities Compared with Whites in Department of 
State’s Civil Service, Fiscal Years 2002-2018 and 2011-2018 

Percentage difference (standard error). 

Control variables GS-11 to 
GS-12 

GS-12 to 
GS-13 

GS-13 to 
GS-14 

GS-14 to 
GS-15 

GS-15 to 
exec. 

Fiscal years 2002-2018 
Model 1a: Racial or ethnic minority status -18*** -40*** -27*** -29*** -18 

(3) (2) (3) (5) (17) 
Model 2: Racial or ethnic minority status and gender -18*** -40*** -27*** -30*** -18 

(3) (2) (3) (5) (17) 
Model 3: Racial or ethnic minority status, gender, and additional 
individual-level control variables 

-15*** -33*** -24*** -30*** -20 
(3) (3) (3) (5) (17) 

Model 4: Racial or ethnic minority status, gender, additional individual-
level control variables, and occupation 

-25*** -29*** -23*** -27*** -15 
(3) (3) (4) (6) (18) 

Model 5: Racial or ethnic minority status, gender, additional individual-
level control variables, and occupation (with fiscal year fixed effects 
and standard errors clustered on organization) 

-26*** -29*** -19*** -22*** -4 
(4) (4) (4) (6) (22) 

Fiscal years 2011-2018 
Model 6: Racial or ethnic minority status, gender, additional individual-
level control variables, and occupation (with fiscal year fixed effects 
and standard errors clustered on organization) 

-25*** -26*** -20*** -23** -28 
(7) (5) (6) (9) (23) 

Legend: GS = General Schedule, exec. = executive, *** = statistically significant at p-value < 0.01, ** = statistically significant at p-value < 0.05, * = 
statistically significant at p-value < 0.1. 
Source: GAO analysis of Department of State (State) data. | GAO-20-237 

Notes: We conducted discrete-time duration analysis using logit models to analyze the time duration 
(number of years) before promotion from each GS level shown. In all models, we controlled for the 
time that employees spent in each grade before promotion. Additional individual-level control 
variables include employees’ years of government service; age when entering State; veteran’s status; 
taking long-term leave; graduating from a college or university considered Ivy League or located in 
the District of Columbia, Virginia, or Maryland; and changing between the Civil and Foreign Services. 
The overall baseline population for the duration analysis represents individuals who possessed none 
of the characteristics indicated by the list of control variables. These analyses do not completely 
explain why differences in odds of promotion exist. While various independent variables capture and 
control for many characteristics across demographic groups, unobservable factors may account for 
differences in odds of promotion; thus, our regression results do not establish a causal relationship 
between demographic characteristics and promotion outcomes. 

Table 32 presents the summary of the regression results for our 
estimates of the percentage difference in odds of promotion for women 
compared with men in the Civil Service. We observed that the statistical 
insignificance of our estimates was generally consistent across all of our 
models, which examined different combinations of factors that could 
influence promotion (i.e., model 1b–model 5). In addition, the statistical 
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insignificance of our estimates was consistent for the more recent time 
period fiscal years 2011 through 2018 (see model 6). 

Table 32: Percentage Differences in Promotion Odds for Women Compared with Men in the Department of State’s Civil 
Service, Fiscal Years 2002-2018 and 2011-2018 

Percentage difference (standard error). 

Control variables GS-11 
to GS-
12 

GS-12 
to GS-
13 

GS-13 
to GS-
14 

GS-14 
to GS-
15 

GS-15 to 
exec. 

Fiscal years 2002-2018 
Model 1b: Gender -5 -9** -4 7 -1 

(4) (3) (4) (7) (15) 
Model 2: Gender and racial or ethnic minority -3 -3 0 11 1 

(4) (4) (4) (7) (15) 
Model 3: Gender, racial or ethnic minority, and additional individual-level control 
variables 

-2 -4 -7* -4 -7 
(4) (4) (4) (6) (14) 

Model 4: Gender, racial or ethnic minority, additional individual-level control 
variables, and occupation 

-1 -6 -6 -7 -8 
(5) (4) (4) (6) (14) 

Model 5: Gender, racial or ethnic minority, additional individual-level control 
variables, and occupation (with fiscal year fixed effects and standard errors 
clustered on organization) 

-2 -5 -3 1 -5 
(6) (5) (5) (7) (14) 

Fiscal years 2011-2018 
Model 6: Gender, racial or ethnic minority, additional individual-level control 
variables, and occupation (with fiscal year fixed effects and standard errors 
clustered on organization) 

-6 -8 -4 -4 7 
(8) (6) (7) (10) (23) 

Legend: GS = General Schedule, exec. = executive, *** = statistically significant at p-value < 0.01, ** = statistically significant at p-value < 0.05, * = 
statistically significant at p-value < 0.1. 
Source: GAO analysis of Department of State (State) data. | GAO-20-237 

Notes: We conducted discrete-time duration analysis using logit models to analyze the time duration 
(number of years) before promotion from each GS level shown. In all models, we controlled for the 
time that employees spent in each grade before promotion. Additional individual-level control 
variables include employees’ years of government service; age when entering State; veteran’s status; 
taking long-term leave; graduating from a college or university considered Ivy League or located in 
the District of Columbia, Virginia, or Maryland; and changing between the Civil and Foreign Services. 
The overall baseline population for the duration analysis represents individuals who possessed none 
of the characteristics indicated by the list of control variables. These analyses do not completely 
explain why differences in odds of promotion exist. While various independent variables capture and 
control for many characteristics across demographic groups, unobservable factors may account for 
differences in odds of promotion; thus, our regression results do not establish a causal relationship 
between demographic characteristics and promotion outcomes. 
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Table 33: Odds Ratios for Promotion from GS-11 to GS-12 in the Department of State’s Civil Service, Fiscal Years 2002-2018 

Odds ratio (standard error) 

Control variable Model 1a Model 1b Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 
Woman — 0.954 0.975 0.982 0.986 0.977 

— (0.0365) (0.0375) (0.0413) (0.0459) (0.0626) 
Racial or ethnic minority 0.818*** — 0.820*** 0.850*** 0.750*** 0.738*** 

(0.0305) — (0.0307) (0.0338) (0.0330) (0.0436) 
Veteran’s preference — — — 1.072 1.098 1.162* 

— — — (0.0615) (0.0678) (0.0939) 
Ivy League college or 
university 

— — — 2.315*** 1.119 1.093 
— — — (0.314) (0.165) (0.175) 

Washington, D.C.–area 
college or university 

— — — 2.382*** 1.207*** 1.238*** 
— — — (0.110) (0.0624) (0.0775) 

Age at entry — — — 1.007 0.997 1.002 
— — — (0.0142) (0.0147) (0.0193) 

Age at entry, squared — — — 0.999*** 1.000 1.000 
— — — (0.00019) (0.00020) (0.00027) 

Years of government service — — — 0.996 0.969*** 0.969*** 
— — — (0.00714) (0.00733) (0.0109) 

Years of government 
service, squared 

— — — 0.999*** 1.000* 1.000 
— — — (0.00027) (0.00027) (0.00038) 

Long leave in prior year — — — 0.943 0.907 0.928 
— — — (0.154) (0.160) (0.172) 

Changed service — — — 0.976 0.810 0.865 
— — — (0.345) (0.302) (0.277) 

Occupation 
Security administration  — — — — 1.905*** 1.784* 

— — — — (0.372) (0.563) 
Foreign affairs — — — — 1.946*** 2.123*** 

— — — — (0.162) (0.283) 
Human resources 
management 

— — — — 2.664*** 2.921*** 
— — — — (0.299) (0.457) 

Miscellaneous 
administration 

— — — — 0.712*** 0.686*** 
— — — — (0.0474) (0.0915) 

Management program 
analysis 

— — — — 1.555*** 1.799*** 
— — — — (0.134) (0.282) 

Financial administration and 
program 

— — — — 0.622*** 0.616 
— — — — (0.0715) (0.225) 

Budget analysis — — — — 2.204*** 2.356*** 
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Control variable Model 1a Model 1b Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 
— — — — (0.294) (0.463) 

Passport, visa examining — — — — 0.145*** 0.151*** 
— — — — (0.00908) (0.0166) 

Information technology 
management 

— — — — 0.920 0.900 
— — — — (0.0971) (0.176) 

Duration controls ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 
Fiscal year controls — — — — — ✓ 
Constant 3.283*** 3.136*** 3.328*** 3.258*** 4.407*** 3.160*** 

(0.321) (0.311) (0.333) (0.870) (1.254) (1.286) 
Observations 21,487 21,487 21,487 21,487 21,487 20,089 

Legend: GS = General Schedule, ✓ = controls applied, — = not applicable, *** = statistically significant at p-value < 0.01, ** = statistically significant at p-value < 0.05, * = statistically significant at p-value < 
0.1. 

Source: GAO analysis of Department of State data. | GAO-20-237 

Note: Odds ratios that are statistically significant and lower than 1.00 indicate that individuals with the 
given characteristic are less likely to be promoted, while odds ratios that are statistically significant 
and greater than 1.00 indicate that individuals with that characteristic are more likely to be promoted. 
For example, the estimated odds ratio for racial or ethnic minority employees for promotion from GS-
11 to GS-12 is 0.738 (model 5), which means that the odds of promotion for racial or ethnic minority 
employees are about 74 percent of the odds for white employees. We conducted discrete-time 
duration analysis using logit models to analyze the time duration (number of years) before promotion 
from each GS grade shown. In all models, we controlled for the time that employees spent in each 
grade before promotion. The overall baseline population for the duration analysis represents 
individuals who possessed none of the characteristics indicated by the list of control variables. These 
analyses do not completely explain why differences in odds of promotion exist. While various 
independent variables capture and control for many characteristics across demographic groups, 
unobservable factors may account for differences in odds of promotion; thus, our regression results 
do not establish a causal relationship between demographic characteristics and promotion outcomes. 
  

https://www.gao.gov/products/GAO-20-237


 
Appendixes 
 
 
 
 

Page 89 GAO-20-237 

Table 34: Odds Ratios for Promotion from GS-12 to GS-13 in the Department of State’s Civil Service, Fiscal Years 2002-2018 

Odds ratio (standard error) 

Control variable Model 1a Model 1b Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 
Woman — 0.911** 0.975 0.959 0.945 0.953 

— (0.034) (0.037) (0.0394) (0.0410) (0.0468) 
Racial or ethnic minority 0.599*** — 0.601*** 0.669*** 0.708*** 0.707*** 

(0.0223) — (0.023) (0.0263) (0.0294) (0.0355) 
Veteran’s preference — — — 0.895** 0.973 1.015 

— — — (0.0495) (0.0558) (0.0719) 
Ivy League college or 
university 

— — — 2.545*** 1.470*** 1.419** 
— — — (0.319) (0.203) (0.233) 

Washington, D.C.–area 
college or university 

— — — 1.395*** 1.157*** 1.161*** 
— — — (0.0573) (0.0503) (0.0575) 

Age at entry — — — 1.021 1.019 1.021 
— — — (0.0142) (0.0144) (0.0163) 

Age at entry, squared — — — 0.999*** 0.999*** 0.999*** 
— — — (0.00019) (0.00019) (0.000218) 

Years of government 
service 

— — — 0.962*** 0.971*** 0.968*** 
— — — (0.00652) (0.00680) (0.00886) 

Years of government 
service, squared 

— — — 1.000 1.000 1.000 
— — — (0.00025) (0.00026) (0.000289) 

Long leave in prior year — — — 0.885 0.944 0.939 
— — — (0.142) (0.154) (0.164) 

Changed service — — — 1.361** 1.451** 1.355 
— — — (0.214) (0.228) (0.291) 

Occupation 
Security administration — — — — 0.550*** 0.540*** 

— — — — (0.0648) (0.0830) 
Foreign affairs — — — — 4.161*** 4.361*** 

— — — — (0.283) (0.513) 
Human resources 
management 

— — — — 1.227** 1.209 
— — — — (0.0992) (0.184) 

Miscellaneous 
administration 

— — — — 0.928 0.893 
— — — — (0.0642) (0.134) 

Management program 
analysis 

— — — — 1.581*** 1.595*** 
— — — — (0.102) (0.193) 

Financial administration and 
program 

— — — — 0.799* 0.784 
— — — — (0.106) (0.319) 

Budget analysis — — — — 1.447*** 1.437** 
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Control variable Model 1a Model 1b Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 
— — — — (0.138) (0.220) 

Passport, visa examining — — — — 0.490*** 0.468*** 
— — — — (0.0387) (0.0542) 

Information technology 
management 

— — — — 1.245*** 1.173 
— — — — (0.104) (0.212) 

Duration controls ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 
Fiscal year controls — — — — — ✓ 
Constant 2.049*** 1.827*** 2.076*** 2.083*** 1.154 1.095 

(0.193) (0.174) (0.199) (0.547) (0.312) (0.371) 
Observations 22,097 22,097 22,097 22,094 22,094 20,729 

Legend: GS = General Schedule, ✓ = controls applied, — = not applicable, *** = statistically significant at p-value < 0.01, ** = statistically significant at p-value < 0.05, * = statistically significant at p-value < 
0.1. 

Source: GAO analysis of Department of State data. | GAO-20-237 

Note: Odds ratios that are statistically significant and lower than 1.00 indicate that individuals with the 
given characteristic are less likely to be promoted, while odds ratios that are statistically significant 
and greater than 1.00 indicate that individuals with that characteristic are more likely to be promoted. 
For example, the estimated odds ratio for racial or ethnic minority employees for promotion from GS-
12 to GS-13 is 0.707 (model 5), which means that the odds of promotion for racial or ethnic minority 
employees are about 71 percent of the odds for white employees. We conducted discrete-time 
duration analysis using logit models to analyze the time duration (number of years) before promotion 
from each GS grade shown. In all models, we controlled for the time that employees spent in each 
grade before promotion. The overall baseline population for the duration analysis represents 
individuals who possessed none of the characteristics indicated by the list of control variables. These 
analyses do not completely explain why differences in odds of promotion exist. While various 
independent variables capture and control for many characteristics across demographic groups, 
unobservable factors may account for differences in odds of promotion; thus, our regression results 
do not establish a causal relationship between demographic characteristics and promotion outcomes. 

Table 35: Odds Ratios for Promotion from GS-13 to GS-14 in the Department of State’s Civil Service, Fiscal Years 2002-2018 

Odds ratio (standard error). 

Control 
variable 

Model 1a Model 1b Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5  

Woman — 0.960 1.000 0.929* 0.936 0.966  
— (0.0395) (0.0416) (0.0411) (0.0423) (0.0461)  

Racial or 
ethnic minority 

0.734*** — 0.734*** 0.757*** 0.766*** 0.806***  
(0.0324) — (0.0327) (0.0343) (0.0361) (0.0412)  

Veteran’s 
preference 

— — — 0.852*** 0.923 1.046  
— — — (0.0521) (0.0578) (0.0677)  

Ivy League 
college or 
university 

— — — 1.622*** 1.473*** 1.419***  
— — — (0.171) (0.158) (0.148)  

Washington, 
D.C.–area 
college or 
university 

— — — 1.221*** 1.157*** 1.181***  
— — — (0.0535) (0.0512) (0.0547)  

Age at entry — — — 1.035** 1.027* 1.023  
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— — — (0.0156) (0.0155) (0.0160)  
Age at entry, 
squared 

— — — 0.999*** 0.999*** 0.999***  
— — — (0.00020) (0.00020) (0.00021)  

Years of 
government 
service 

— — — 1.004 1.003 0.980**  
— — — (0.00745) (0.00755) (0.00809)  

Years of 
government, 
service 
squared 

— — — 0.999*** 0.999*** 0.999**  
— — — (0.00028) (0.00028) (0.00030)  

Long leave in 
prior year 

— — — 0.807 0.800 0.809  
— — — (0.127) (0.126) (0.124)  

Changed 
service 

— — — 0.602*** 0.555*** 0.599***  
— — — (0.0861) (0.0803) (0.0996)  

Occupation  
Security 
administration 

— — — — 0.493*** 0.438***  
— — — — (0.0635) (0.0571)  

Foreign affairs — — — — 1.023 1.060  
— — — — (0.0609) (0.0982)  

Human 
resources 
management 

— — — — 1.019 1.120  
— — — — (0.106) (0.158)  

Miscellaneous 
administration 

— — — — 0.482*** 0.503***  
— — — — (0.0489) (0.0569)  

Management 
program 
analysis 

— — — — 0.763*** 0.844*  
— — — — (0.0540) (0.0817)  

Financial 
administration 
and program 

— — — — 0.874 0.955  
— — — — (0.151) (0.145)  

Budget 
analysis 

— — — — 0.934 0.983  
— — — — (0.114) (0.149)  

Passport, visa 
examining 

— — — — 0.424*** 0.450***  
— — — — (0.0617) (0.0751)  

Information 
technology 
management 

— — — — 0.883* 0.831*  
— — — — (0.0650) (0.0821)  

Duration 
controls 

✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓  

Fiscal year 
controls 

— — — — — ✓  

Constant 0.0465*** 0.0431*** 0.0465*** 0.0353*** 0.0472*** 0.0912***  
(0.00572) (0.00535) (0.00580) (0.0105) (0.0143) (0.0310)  

Observations 37,254 37,254 37,254 37,254 37,254 34,395  
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Legend: GS = General Schedule, ✓ = controls applied, — = not 
applicable, *** = statistically significant at p-value < 0.01, ** = statistically 
significant at p-value < 0.05, * = statistically significant at p-value < 0.1. 

Source: GAO analysis of Department of State data. | GAO-20-237 

Note: Odds ratios that are statistically significant and lower than 1.00 
indicate that individuals with the given characteristic are less likely to be 
promoted, while odds ratios that are statistically significant and greater 
than 1.00 indicate that individuals with that characteristic are more likely 
to be promoted. For example, the estimated odds ratio for racial or ethnic 
minority employees for promotion from GS-13 to GS-14 is 0.806 (model 
5), which means that the odds of promotion for racial or ethnic minority 
employees are about 81 percent of the odds for white employees. We 
conducted discrete-time duration analysis using logit models to analyze 
the time duration (number of years) before promotion from each GS 
grade shown. In all models, we controlled for the time that employees 
spent in each grade before promotion. The overall baseline population for 
the duration analysis represents individuals who possessed none of the 
characteristics indicated by the list of control variables. These analyses 
do not completely explain why differences in odds of promotion exist. 
While various independent variables capture and control for many 
characteristics across demographic groups, unobservable factors may 
account for differences in odds of promotion; thus, our regression results 
do not establish a causal relationship between demographic 
characteristics and promotion outcomes. 
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Table 36: Odds Ratios for Promotion from GS-14 to GS-15 in the Department of State’s Civil Service, Fiscal Years 2002-2018 

Odds ratio (standard error). 
Control variable Model 1a Model 1b Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 
Woman — 1.071 1.107 0.965 0.933 1.006 

— (0.0675) (0.0702) (0.0642) (0.0627) (0.0688) 
Racial or ethnic minority 0.713*** — 0.704*** 0.698*** 0.727*** 0.782*** 

(0.0536) — (0.0532) (0.0533) (0.0571) (0.0605) 
Veteran’s preference — — — 0.849* 0.884 1.028 

— — — (0.0810) (0.0855) (0.106) 
Ivy League college or 
university 

— — — 1.631*** 1.509*** 1.452*** 
— — — (0.208) (0.195) (0.204) 

Washington, D.C.–area 
college or university 

— — — 1.044 1.040 1.066 
— — — (0.0693) (0.0692) (0.0739) 

Age at entry — — — 1.060** 1.062** 1.056** 
— — — (0.0255) (0.0257) (0.0243) 

Age at entry, squared — — — 0.999*** 0.999*** 0.999*** 
— — — (0.00032) (0.00033) (0.00030) 

Years of government 
service 

— — — 1.019* 1.021* 0.979* 
— — — (0.0110) (0.0111) (0.0114) 

Years of government 
service, squared 

— — — 0.999** 0.999** 1.000 
— — — (0.00038) (0.00038) (0.00039) 

Long leave in prior year — — — 0.657 0.633* 0.651* 
— — — (0.170) (0.164) (0.168) 

Changed service — — — 0.707* 0.742 0.924 
— — — (0.140) (0.148) (0.191) 

Occupation 
Security administration — — — — 0.857 0.813 

— — — — (0.208) (0.227) 
Foreign affairs — — — — 1.339*** 1.377*** 

— — — — (0.114) (0.148) 
Human resources 
management 

— — — — 1.103 1.401 
— — — — (0.227) (0.323) 

Miscellaneous 
administration 

— — — — 1.457*** 1.463*** 
— — — — (0.197) (0.210) 

Management program 
analysis 

— — — — 1.380*** 1.462*** 
— — — — (0.151) (0.204) 

Financial administration 
and program 

— — — — 1.047 1.103 
— — — — (0.242) (0.305) 

Budget analysis — — — — 1.403* 1.504* 
— — — — (0.244) (0.320) 
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Control variable Model 1a Model 1b Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 
Passport, visa examining — — — — 0.978 1.003 

— — — — (0.506) (0.450) 
Information technology 
management 

— — — — 0.944 0.964 
— — — — (0.112) (0.128) 

Duration controls ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 
Fiscal year controls — — — — — ✓ 
Constant 0.0270*** 0.0239*** 0.0258*** 0.0171*** 0.0133*** 0.0328*** 

(0.00508) (0.00454) (0.00491) (0.00808) (0.00636) (0.0169) 
Observations 23,623 23,623 23,623 23,623 23,623 21,792 

Legend: GS = General Schedule, ✓ = controls applied, — = not 
applicable, *** = statistically significant at p-value < 0.01, ** = statistically 
significant at p-value < 0.05, * = statistically significant at p-value < 0.1. 

Source: GAO analysis of Department of State data. | GAO-20-237 

Note: Odds ratios that are statistically significant and lower than 1.00 
indicate that individuals with the given characteristic are less likely to be 
promoted, while odds ratios that are statistically significant and greater 
than 1.00 indicate that individuals with that characteristic are more likely 
to be promoted. For example, the estimated odds ratio for racial or ethnic 
minority employees for promotion from GS-14 to GS-15 is 0.782 (model 
5), which means that the odds of promotion for racial or ethnic minority 
employees are about 78 percent of the odds for white employees. We 
conducted discrete-time duration analysis using logit models to analyze 
the time duration (number of years) before promotion from each GS 
grade shown. In all models, we controlled for the time that employees 
spent in each grade before promotion. The overall baseline population for 
the duration analysis represents individuals who possessed none of the 
characteristics indicated by the list of control variables. These analyses 
do not completely explain why differences in odds of promotion exist. 
While various independent variables capture and control for many 
characteristics across demographic groups, unobservable factors may 
account for differences in odds of promotion; thus, our regression results 
do not establish a causal relationship between demographic 
characteristics and promotion outcomes. 
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Table 37: Odds Ratios for Promotion from GS-15 to Executive in the Department of State’s Civil Service, Fiscal Years 2002-
2018 

Odds ratio (standard error). 
Control variable Model 1a Model 1b Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 
Woman — 0.993 1.013 0.926 0.921 0.951 

— (0.147) (0.152) (0.143) (0.144) (0.143) 
Racial or ethnic minority 0.823 — 0.821 0.805 0.855 0.957 

(0.167) — (0.168) (0.166) (0.181) (0.218) 
Veteran’s preference — — — 0.716 0.775 0.864 

— — — (0.192) (0.209) (0.252) 
Ivy League college or 
university 

— — — 1.428* 1.335 1.203 
— — — (0.296) (0.280) (0.255) 

Washington, D.C.–area 
college or university 

— — — 1.061 1.058 1.076 
— — — (0.166) (0.166) (0.172) 

Age at entry — — — 1.174** 1.184*** 1.178*** 
— — — (0.0750) (0.0759) (0.0738) 

Age at entry, squared — — — 0.998*** 0.998*** 0.998*** 
— — — (0.00086) (0.00087) (0.00085) 

Years of government 
service 

— — — 1.053** 1.052* 1.017 
— — — (0.0277) (0.0279) (0.0268) 

Years of government 
service, squared 

— — — 0.999* 0.999* 0.999 
— — — (0.00081) (0.00082) (0.00076) 

Long leave in prior year — — — 1.004 0.999 1.146 
— — — (0.596) (0.593) (0.731) 

Changed service — — — 0.719 0.733 1.104 
— — — (0.369) (0.378) (0.597) 

Occupation 
Security administration — — — — — — 

— — — — — — 
Foreign affairs — — — — 0.986 0.977 

— — — — (0.169) (0.208) 
Human resources 
management 

— — — — 1.006 1.229 
— — — — (0.530) (0.659) 

Miscellaneous 
administration 

— — — — 0.789 0.815 
— — — — (0.225) (0.268) 

Management program 
analysis 

— — — — 0.547 0.593 
— — — — (0.218) (0.215) 

Financial administration 
and program 

— — — — 0.726 0.727 
— — — — (0.376) (0.372) 

Budget analysis — — — — 1.592 1.917 
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Control variable Model 1a Model 1b Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 
— — — — (0.749) (0.889) 

Passport, visa examining — — — — 6.249*** 6.307** 
— — — — (3.986) (5.080) 

Information technology 
management 

— — — — 0.414** 0.455* 
— — — — (0.177) (0.200) 

Duration controls ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 
Fiscal year controls — — — — — ✓ 
Constant 0.0129*** 0.0125*** 0.0129*** 0.0008*** 0.0008*** 0.0018*** 

(0.00597) (0.00583) (0.00599) (0.00105) (0.00097) (0.00224) 
Observations 13,325 13,325 13,325 13,325 13,158 12,183 

Legend: GS = General Schedule, ✓ = controls applied, — = not 
applicable, *** = statistically significant at p-value < 0.01, ** = statistically 
significant at p-value < 0.05, * = statistically significant at p-value < 0.1. 

Source: GAO analysis of Department of State data. | GAO-20-237 

Note: Odds ratios that are statistically significant and lower than 1.00 
indicate that individuals with the given characteristic are less likely to be 
promoted, while odds ratios that are statistically significant and greater 
than 1.00 indicate that individuals with that characteristic are more likely 
to be promoted. We conducted discrete-time duration analysis using logit 
models to analyze the time duration (number of years) before promotion 
from each GS grade shown. In all models, we controlled for the time that 
employees spent in each grade before promotion. The overall baseline 
population for the duration analysis represents individuals who possessed 
none of the characteristics indicated by the list of control variables. These 
analyses do not completely explain why differences in odds of promotion 
exist. While various independent variables capture and control for many 
characteristics across demographic groups, unobservable factors may 
account for differences in odds of promotion; thus, our regression results 
do not establish a causal relationship between demographic 
characteristics and promotion outcomes. 

Table 38 summarizes the regression results for our estimates of the 
percentage differences in odds of promotion for racial or ethnic minorities 
compared with whites in the Foreign Service. We observed that, while the 
lower odds of promotion for racial or ethnic minorities from Class 4 to 
Class 3 were consistently statistically significant across our models, we 
also found statistically significantly lower odds of promotion in fiscal years 
2002 through 2018 for racial or ethnic minorities from Class 3 to Class 2 
and from Class 2 to Class 1 (see models 1a through 4) when controlling 
for various subsets of factors. Similarly, when we examined the more 
recent period fiscal years 2011 through 2018, we found that racial or 
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ethnic minorities in the Foreign Service were statistically significantly less 
likely than whites to be promoted from Class 3 to Class 2 (see model 
6).[134] 

Table 38: Percentage Differences in Promotion Odds for Minorities Compared with Whites in the Department of State’s 
Foreign Service, Fiscal Years 2002-2018 and 2011-2018 

Percentage difference (standard error). 
Control variables Class 4 to 

Class 3 
Class 3 to 
Class 2 

Class 2 to 
Class 1 

Class 1 to 
executive 

Fiscal years 2002-2018 
Model 1a: Racial or ethnic minority status -9*** -18*** -20*** 2 

(3) (3) (4) (8) 
Model 2: Racial or ethnic minority status and gender -9*** -19*** -21*** 2 

(3) (3) (4) (8) 
Model 3: Racial or ethnic minority status, gender, and additional individual-
level control variables 

-14*** -20*** -16*** 6 
(3) (3) (4) (8) 

Model 4: Racial or ethnic minority status, gender, additional individual-level 
control variables, and occupation 

-17*** -13*** -13*** 6 
(3) (3) (4) (8) 

Model 5: Racial or ethnic minority status, gender, additional individual-level 
control variables, and occupation (with fiscal year fixed effects) 

-13*** -5 -8 10 
(3) (4) (5) (8) 

Fiscal years 2011-2018 
Model 6: Racial or ethnic minority status, gender, additional individual-level 
control variables, and occupation (with fiscal year fixed effects) 

-11** -10** -12* -7 
(4) (5) (6) (11) 

Legend: *** = statistically significant at p-value < 0.01, ** = statistically 
significant at p-value < 0.05, * = statistically significant at p-value < 0.1. 

Source: GAO analysis of Department of State (State) data. | GAO-20-237 

Notes: We conducted discrete-time duration analysis using logit models 
to analyze the time duration (number of years) before promotion from 
each salary class shown. In all models, we controlled for the time that 
employees spent in each salary class before promotion. Additional 
individual-level control variables include employees’ years of government 
service; age when entering State; veteran’s status; taking long-term 
leave; graduating from a college or university considered Ivy League or 
located in the District of Columbia, Virginia, or Maryland; changing 
between the Civil and Foreign Services; having a hardship assignment in 
the prior year; having an overseas post in the prior year; and proficiency 
in a hard language. The overall baseline population for the duration 
analysis represents individuals who possessed none of the characteristics 
indicated by the list of control variables. These analyses do not 
completely explain why differences in odds of promotion exist. While 
various independent variables capture and control for many 
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characteristics across demographic groups, unobservable factors may 
account for differences in odds of promotion; thus, our regression results 
do not establish a causal relationship between demographic 
characteristics and promotion outcomes. 

Table 39 presents the summary of the regression results for our 
estimates of the percentage differences in odds of promotion for women 
compared with men in the Foreign Service. Before controlling for 
occupation and fiscal years, we found that, in general, women in the 
Foreign Service were statistically significantly less likely than men to be 
promoted from Class 4 to Class 3 (models 1b through 3). However, this 
effect was driven by data for one Foreign Service occupation, secretary; 
in fiscal year 2018, 91 percent of the 766 Foreign Service secretaries 
were women.[135] When we also controlled for occupation (i.e., secretary 
and others) and fiscal years, we found that women in the Foreign Service 
were statistically significantly more likely than men to be promoted from 
Class 4 to Class 3, even in the more recent period fiscal years 2011 
through 2018 (see models 5 and 6). The statistically significantly higher 
odds of promotion for women from Class 3 to Class 2 were generally 
consistent across all of our models, which examined various 
combinations of factors that could influence promotion (i.e., models 1b 
through 5). However, using data from fiscal years 2011 through 2018, we 
found no statistically significant difference in odds of promotion from 
Class 3 to Class 2 for women relative to men. As a result, we could not 
conclude that there was a statistical relationship between gender and 
promotion from Class 3 to Class 2 in that more recent period (see model 
6). In fiscal years 2011 through 2018, women had statistically significantly 
higher odds of promotion from Class 2 to Class 1 and from Class 1 to 
executive (see model 6). 

Table 39: Percentage Differences in Promotion Odds for Women Compared with Men in the Department of State’s Foreign 
Service, Fiscal Years 2002-2018 and 2011-2018 

Percentage difference (standard error). 
Control variables Class 4 to 

Class 3 
Class 3 to 
Class 2 

Class 2 to 
Class 1 

Class 1 to 
executive 

Fiscal years 2002-2018 
Model 1b: Gender -5** 38*** 23*** 0 

(2) (4) (5) (6) 
Model 2: Gender and racial or ethnic minority -5* 38*** 24*** 0 

(2) (4) (5) (6) 
Model 3: Gender, racial or ethnic minority, and additional individual-level 
control variables 

-11*** 25*** 26*** 6 
(2) (4) (5) (6) 
6* 8** 7 6 
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Control variables Class 4 to 
Class 3 

Class 3 to 
Class 2 

Class 2 to 
Class 1 

Class 1 to 
executive 

Model 4: Gender, racial or ethnic minority, additional individual-level 
control variables, and occupation 

(3) (4) (4) (6) 

Model 5: Gender, racial or ethnic minority, additional individual-level 
control variables, and occupation (with fiscal year fixed effects) 

9*** 13*** 8* 8 
(3) (4) (5) (7) 

Fiscal years 2011-2018 
Model 6: Gender, racial or ethnic minority, additional individual-level 
control variables, and occupation (with fiscal year fixed effects) 

11** 5 13** 24** 
(5) (5) (7) (11) 

Legend: *** = statistically significant at p-value < 0.01, ** = statistically 
significant at p-value < 0.05, * = statistically significant at p-value < 0.1. 

Source: GAO analysis of Department of State (State) data. | GAO-20-237 

Notes: We conducted discrete-time duration analysis using logit models 
to analyze the time duration (number of years) before promotion from 
each salary class shown. In all models, we controlled for the time that 
employees spent in each salary class before promotion. Additional 
individual-level control variables include employees’ years of government 
service; age when entering State; veteran’s status; taking long-term 
leave; graduating from a college or university considered Ivy League or 
located in the District of Columbia, Virginia, or Maryland; changing 
between the Civil and Foreign Services; having a hardship assignment in 
the prior year; having an overseas post in the prior year; and proficiency 
in a hard language. The overall baseline population for the duration 
analysis represents individuals who possessed none of the characteristics 
indicated by the list of control variables. These analyses do not 
completely explain why differences in odds of promotion exist. While 
various independent variables capture and control for many 
characteristics across demographic groups, unobservable factors may 
account for differences in odds of promotion; thus, our regression results 
do not establish a causal relationship between demographic 
characteristics and promotion outcomes. 
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Table 40: Odds Ratios for Promotion from Class 4 to Class 3 in the Department of State’s Foreign Service, Fiscal Years 2002-
2018 

Odds ratio (standard error). 
Control variable Model 1a Model 1b Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 
Woman — 0.948** 0.951* 0.889*** 1.055* 1.094*** 

— (0.0244) (0.0246) (0.0244) (0.0309) (0.0333) 
Racial or ethnic minority 0.906*** — 0.908*** 0.865*** 0.832*** 0.872*** 

(0.0260) — (0.0261) (0.0255) (0.0251) (0.0273) 
Veteran’s preference — — — 1.033 0.763*** 0.995 

— — — (0.0398) (0.0310) (0.0421) 
Hard language — — — 1.301*** 1.329*** 1.261*** 

— — — (0.0753) (0.0782) (0.0769) 
Ivy League college or 
university 

— — — 0.998 1.179*** 1.225*** 
— — — (0.0454) (0.0557) (0.0601) 

Washington, D.C.–area 
college or university 

— — — 0.947* 1.010 1.029 
— — — (0.0271) (0.0298) (0.0315) 

Age at entry — — — 0.792*** 0.808*** 0.799*** 
— — — (0.00964) (0.0101) (0.0104) 

Age at entry, squared — — — 1.002*** 1.002*** 1.002*** 
— — — (0.00016) (0.00017) (0.00017) 

Years of government 
service 

— — — 1.051*** 1.061*** 1.017** 
— — — (0.00677) (0.00688) (0.00686) 

Years of government 
service, squared 

— — — 0.997*** 0.998*** 0.998*** 
— — — (0.0003) (0.0003) (0.0003) 

Overseas in prior year — — — 1.328*** 1.601*** 1.949*** 
— — — (0.0425) (0.0543) (0.0729) 

Hardship in prior year — — — 1.020 1.015 1.000 
— — — (0.155) (0.157) (0.161) 

Long leave in prior year — — — 0.818* 0.835 0.959 
— — — (0.0904) (0.0933) (0.111) 

Changed service — — — 0.525*** 0.499*** 0.631*** 
— — — (0.0363) (0.0350) (0.0463) 

Occupation 
Economist — — — — 1.254*** 1.188*** 

— — — — (0.0607) (0.0594) 
Administrative officer — — — — 1.602*** 1.502*** 

— — — — (0.0827) (0.0802) 
Passport, visa examiner — — — — 1.280*** 1.323*** 

— — — — (0.0635) (0.0679) 
Public affairs specialist — — — — 1.395*** 1.408*** 
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Control variable Model 1a Model 1b Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 
— — — — (0.0692) (0.0724) 

Security administrator — — — — 2.714*** 2.799*** 
— — — — (0.127) (0.137) 

Secretary — — — — 0.285*** 0.307*** 
— — — — (0.0324) (0.0363) 

Computer specialists — — — — 1.023 0.795*** 
— — — — (0.0580) (0.0468) 

Information systems 
management 

— — — — — — 
— — — — — — 

Office service 
management supervisor 

— — — — 3.031*** 2.748*** 
— — — — (0.271) (0.253) 

Other — — — — 3.713*** 3.557*** 
— — — — (0.235) (0.235) 

Duration controls ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 
Fiscal year controls — — — — — ✓ 
Constant 0.0060*** 0.0060*** 0.0061*** 0.760 0.354*** 1.522 

(0.00067) (0.00067) (0.00068) (0.182) (0.0867) (0.394) 
Observations 55,554 55,554 55,554 55,554 55,552 52,384 

Legend: ✓ = controls applied, — = not applicable, *** = statistically 
significant at p-value < 0.01, ** = statistically significant at p-value < 0.05, 
* = statistically significant at p-value < 0.1. 

Source: GAO analysis of Department of State data. | GAO-20-237 

Note: Odds ratios that are statistically significant and lower than 1.00 
indicate that individuals with the given characteristic are less likely to be 
promoted, while odds ratios that are statistically significant and greater 
than 1.00 indicate that individuals with that characteristic are more likely 
to be promoted. For example, the estimated odds ratio for women for 
promotion from Class 4 to Class 3 is 1.094 (model 5), which means that 
the odds of promotion for women are about 109 percent of the odds for 
men. We conducted discrete-time duration analysis using logit models to 
analyze the time duration (number of years) before promotion from each 
salary class shown. In all models, we controlled for the time that 
employees spent in each grade before promotion. The overall baseline 
population for the duration analysis represents individuals who possessed 
none of the characteristics indicated by the list of control variables. These 
analyses do not completely explain why differences in odds of promotion 
exist. While various independent variables capture and control for many 
characteristics across demographic groups, unobservable factors may 
account for differences in odds of promotion; thus, our regression results 
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do not establish a causal relationship between demographic 
characteristics and promotion outcomes. 

Table 41: Odds Ratios for Promotion from Class 3 to Class 2 in the Department of State’s Foreign Service, Fiscal Years 2002-
2018 

Odds ratio (standard error). 
Control variable Model 1a Model 1b Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 
Woman — 1.379*** 1.382*** 1.248*** 1.078** 1.127*** 

— (0.0424) (0.0425) (0.0401) (0.0366) (0.0403) 
Racial or ethnic minority 0.818*** — 0.815*** 0.796*** 0.871*** 0.951 

(0.0292) — (0.0291) (0.0290) (0.0328) (0.0375) 
Veteran’s preference — — — 0.462*** 0.534*** 0.760*** 

— — — (0.0225) (0.0272) (0.0403) 
Hard language — — — 1.291*** 0.960 0.807*** 

— — — (0.0661) (0.0509) (0.0451) 
Ivy League college or 
university 

— — — 1.750*** 1.201*** 1.126** 
— — — (0.0914) (0.0652) (0.0649) 

Washington, D.C.–area 
college or university 

— — — 1.259*** 1.101*** 1.100*** 
— — — (0.0416) (0.0378) (0.0395) 

Age at entry — — — 0.981 0.982 1.026 
— — — (0.0150) (0.0155) (0.0171) 

Age at entry, squared — — — 1.000 1.000 0.999*** 
— — — (0.000210) (0.000218) (0.000229) 

Years of government 
service 

— — — 1.102*** 1.133*** 0.996 
— — — (0.00727) (0.00780) (0.00775) 

Years of government 
service, squared 

— — — 0.997*** 0.997*** 1.000 
— — — (0.00030) (0.00031) (0.000304) 

Overseas in prior year — — — 1.158*** 1.211*** 1.624*** 
— — — (0.0373) (0.0404) (0.0598) 

Hardship in prior year — — — 1.685*** 1.757*** 2.010*** 
— — — (0.236) (0.254) (0.313) 

Long leave in prior year — — — 0.679*** 0.639*** 0.782** 
— — — (0.0714) (0.0687) (0.0883) 

Changed service — — — 0.908 0.742*** 1.220** 
— — — (0.0787) (0.0657) (0.118) 

Occupation 
Economist — — — — 0.713*** 0.641*** 

— — — — (0.0410) (0.0390) 
Administrative officer — — — — 1.177*** 1.213*** 

— — — — (0.0737) (0.0818) 
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Control variable Model 1a Model 1b Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 
Passport, visa examiner — — — — 0.571*** 0.519*** 

— — — — (0.0336) (0.0322) 
Public affairs specialist — — — — 0.975 1.099 

— — — — (0.0583) (0.0713) 
Security administrator — — — — 0.251*** 0.229*** 

— — — — (0.0146) (0.0138) 
Secretary — — — — 0.00409*** 0.00665*** 

— — — — (0.00291) (0.00475) 
Computer specialist — — — — 0.177*** 0.158*** 

— — — — (0.0131) (0.0120) 
Information systems 
management 

— — — — — — 
— — — — — — 

Office service 
management supervisor 

— — — — 0.278*** 0.262*** 
— — — — (0.0293) (0.0281) 

Other — — — — 0.579*** 0.447*** 
— — — — (0.0382) (0.0309) 

Duration controls ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 
Fiscal year controls — — — — — ✓ 
Constant 0.0013*** 0.0012*** 0.0012*** 0.0014*** 0.0025*** 0.00051*** 

(0.00020) (0.00017) (0.00018) (0.00043) (0.00078) (0.000187) 
Observations 45,685 45,685 45,685 45,684 45,679 42,036 

Legend: ✓ = controls applied, — = not applicable, *** = statistically 
significant at p-value < 0.01, ** = statistically significant at p-value < 0.05, 
* = statistically significant at p-value < 0.1. 

Source: GAO analysis of Department of State data. | GAO-20-237 

Note: Odds ratios that are statistically significant and lower than 1.00 
indicate that individuals with the given characteristic are less likely to be 
promoted, while odds ratios that are statistically significant and greater 
than 1.00 indicate that individuals with that characteristic are more likely 
to be promoted. For example, the estimated odds ratio for women for 
promotion from Class 3 to Class 2 is 1.127 (model 5), which means that 
the odds of promotion for women are about 113 percent of the odds for 
men. We conducted discrete-time duration analysis using logit models to 
analyze the time duration (number of years) before promotion from each 
salary class shown. In all models, we controlled for the time that 
employees spent in each grade before promotion. The overall baseline 
population for the duration analysis represents individuals who possessed 
none of the characteristics indicated by the list of control variables. These 
analyses do not completely explain why differences in odds of promotion 
exist. While various independent variables capture and control for many 
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characteristics across demographic groups, unobservable factors may 
account for differences in odds of promotion; thus, our regression results 
do not establish a causal relationship between demographic 
characteristics and promotion outcomes. 

Table 42: Odds Ratios for Promotion from Class 2 to Class 1 in the Department of State’s Foreign Service, Fiscal Years 2002-
2018 

Odds ratio (standard error). 
Control variable Model 1a Model 1b Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 
Woman — 1.232*** 1.240*** 1.260*** 1.066 1.075* 

— (0.0478) (0.0482) (0.0508) (0.0446) (0.0457) 
Racial or ethnic minority 0.799*** — 0.792*** 0.841*** 0.869*** 0.925 

(0.0398) — (0.0395) (0.0425) (0.0446) (0.0485) 
Veteran’s preference — — — 0.566*** 0.765*** 0.983 

— — — (0.0412) (0.0576) (0.0770) 
Hard language — — — 1.177** 1.047 0.979 

— — — (0.0764) (0.0691) (0.0661) 
Ivy League college or 
university 

— — — 1.306*** 1.182*** 1.125* 
— — — (0.0742) (0.0701) (0.0680) 

Washington, D.C.–area 
college or university 

— — — 1.157*** 1.110** 1.114*** 
— — — (0.0461) (0.0453) (0.0462) 

Age at entry — — — 0.934*** 0.926*** 0.978 
— — — (0.0201) (0.0203) (0.0218) 

Age at entry, squared — — — 1.001** 1.001* 1.000 
— — — (0.00031) (0.00032) (0.00032) 

Years of government 
service 

— — — 1.130*** 1.158*** 1.009 
— — — (0.00881) (0.00920) (0.0111) 

Years of government 
service, squared 

— — — 0.996*** 0.996*** 0.999*** 
— — — (0.00032) (0.00032) (0.00036) 

Overseas in prior year — — — 1.258*** 1.229*** 1.468*** 
— — — (0.0505) (0.0503) (0.0640) 

Hardship in prior year — — — 0.939 1.007 1.132 
— — — (0.185) (0.200) (0.230) 

Long leave in prior year — — — 0.597*** 0.608*** 0.668** 
— — — (0.101) (0.103) (0.116) 

Changed service — — — 0.880 0.644*** 1.116 
— — — (0.121) (0.0902) (0.165) 

Occupation 
Economist — — — — 0.897* 0.918 

— — — — (0.0584) (0.0604) 
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Control variable Model 1a Model 1b Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 
Administrative officer — — — — 1.937*** 2.033*** 

— — — — (0.134) (0.143) 
Passport, visa examiner — — — — 1.013 1.070 

— — — — (0.0697) (0.0746) 
Public affairs specialist — — — — 2.390*** 2.781*** 

— — — — (0.168) (0.204) 
Security administrator — — — — 0.599*** 0.663*** 

— — — — (0.0424) (0.0474) 
Secretary — — — — — — 

— — — — — — 
Computer specialist — — — — — — 

— — — — — — 
Information systems 
management 

— — — — 0.333*** 0.446*** 
— — — — (0.0345) (0.0471) 

Office service 
management supervisor 

— — — — 1.083 1.409** 
— — — — (0.170) (0.226) 

Other — — — — 1.658*** 1.591*** 
— — — — (0.138) (0.136) 

Duration controls ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 
Fiscal year controls — — — — — ✓ 
Constant 0.0087*** 0.0078*** 0.0081*** 0.0149*** 0.0202*** 0.0033*** 

(0.00145) (0.00130) (0.00135) (0.00594) (0.00822) (0.00161) 
Observations 39,587 39,587 39,587 39,587 39,569 36,727 

Legend: ✓ = controls applied, — = not applicable, *** = statistically 
significant at p-value < 0.01, ** = statistically significant at p-value < 0.05, 
* = statistically significant at p-value < 0.1. 

Source: GAO analysis of Department of State data. | GAO-20-237 

Note: Odds ratios that are statistically significant and lower than 1.00 
indicate that individuals with the given characteristic are less likely to be 
promoted, while odds ratios that are statistically significant and greater 
than 1.00 indicate that individuals with that characteristic are more likely 
to be promoted. We conducted discrete-time duration analysis using logit 
models to analyze the time duration (number of years) before promotion 
from each salary class shown. In all models, we controlled for the time 
that employees spent in each grade before promotion. The overall 
baseline population for the duration analysis represents individuals who 
possessed none of the characteristics indicated by the list of control 
variables. These analyses do not completely explain why differences in 
odds of promotion exist. While various independent variables capture and 
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control for many characteristics across demographic groups, 
unobservable factors may account for differences in odds of promotion; 
thus, our regression results do not establish a causal relationship 
between demographic characteristics and promotion outcomes. 

Table 43: Odds Ratios for Promotion from Class 1 to Executive in the Department of State’s Foreign Service, Fiscal Years 
2002-2018 

Odds ratio (standard error). 
Control variable Model 1a Model 1b Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 
Woman — 1.001 1.000 1.061 1.059 1.079 

— (0.0566) (0.0566) (0.0620) (0.0630) (0.0653) 
Racial or ethnic minority 1.023 — 1.023 1.055 1.064 1.097 

(0.0757) — (0.0757) (0.0791) (0.0801) (0.0840) 
Veteran’s preference — — — 0.787** 0.781** 0.983 

— — — (0.0891) (0.0911) (0.118) 
Hard language — — — 1.255** 1.253** 1.197* 

— — — (0.115) (0.116) (0.114) 
Ivy League college or 
university 

— — — 1.149* 1.206** 1.111 
— — — (0.0824) (0.0904) (0.0846) 

Washington, D.C.–area 
college or university 

— — — 1.065 1.073 1.093 
— — — (0.0600) (0.0609) (0.0633) 

Age at entry — — — 0.891*** 0.885*** 0.923*** 
— — — (0.0239) (0.0240) (0.0251) 

Age at entry, squared — — — 1.001*** 1.002*** 1.001** 
— — — (0.00038) (0.00038) (0.00038) 

Years of government 
service 

— — — 1.142*** 1.133*** 0.995 
— — — (0.0164) (0.0165) (0.0175) 

Years of government 
service, squared 

— — — 0.997*** 0.997*** 0.999** 
— — — (0.00047) (0.00048) (0.00053) 

Overseas in prior year — — — 1.316*** 1.333*** 1.566*** 
— — — (0.0742) (0.0755) (0.0948) 

Hardship in prior year — — — 0.779 0.812 0.826 
— — — (0.261) (0.274) (0.282) 

Long leave in prior year — — — 0.417*** 0.411*** 0.482** 
— — — (0.125) (0.123) (0.146) 

Changed service — — — 0.685 0.580** 0.766 
— — — (0.171) (0.147) (0.201) 

Occupation 
Economist — — — — 0.865* 0.877 

— — — — (0.0757) (0.0778) 
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Control variable Model 1a Model 1b Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 
Administrative officer — — — — 1.314*** 1.400*** 

— — — — (0.125) (0.136) 
Passport, visa examiner — — — — 1.159 1.151 

— — — — (0.112) (0.113) 
Public affairs specialist — — — — 1.019 1.053 

— — — — (0.105) (0.111) 
Security administrator — — — — 1.274** 1.552*** 

— — — — (0.134) (0.168) 
Computer specialist — — — — — — 

— — — — — — 
Information systems 
management 

— — — — 0.965 1.233 
— — — — (0.150) (0.196) 

Office service 
management supervisor 

— — — — 0.216*** 0.259*** 
— — — — (0.111) (0.134) 

Other — — — — 0.727** 0.579*** 
— — — — (0.0909) (0.0771) 

Duration controls ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 
Fiscal year controls — — — — — ✓ 
Constant 0.0094*** 0.0094*** 0.0094*** 0.0213*** 0.0225*** 0.0036*** 

(0.00226) (0.00227) (0.00226) (0.0111) (0.0119) (0.00269) 
Observations 22,800 22,800 22,800 22,800 22,798 21,195 

Legend: ✓ = controls applied, — = not applicable, *** = statistically 
significant at p-value < 0.01, ** = statistically significant at p-value < 0.05, 
* = statistically significant at p-value < 0.1. 

Source: GAO analysis of Department of State data. | GAO-20-237 

Note: Odds ratios that are statistically significant and lower than 1.00 
indicate that individuals with the given characteristic are less likely to be 
promoted, while odds ratios that are statistically significant and greater 
than 1.00 indicate that individuals with that characteristic are more likely 
to be promoted. We conducted discrete-time duration analysis using logit 
models to analyze the time duration (number of years) before promotion 
from each salary class shown. In all models, we controlled for the time 
that employees spent in each grade before promotion. The overall 
baseline population for the duration analysis represents individuals who 
possessed none of the characteristics indicated by the list of control 
variables. These analyses do not completely explain why differences in 
odds of promotion exist. While various independent variables capture and 
control for many characteristics across demographic groups, 
unobservable factors may account for differences in odds of promotion; 
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thus, our regression results do not establish a causal relationship 
between demographic characteristics and promotion outcomes. 

Appendix XII: Promotion Regression Results for Various 
Demographic Groups 

Tables 44 and 45 summarize the multivariate statistical regression results 
(specifically, duration regression results) for our estimates of the 
percentage differences in odds of promotion for two groupings of racial or 
ethnic minorities in the Civil and Foreign Services.[136] 

We examined odds of promotion for African Americans and non–African 
American racial or ethnic minorities compared with whites. 

We examined odds of promotion for the individual racial or ethnic 
groups—African Americans, Hispanics, Asians, and other racial or ethnic 
minorities—compared with whites. 

Our analyses do not completely explain the reasons for differences in 
promotion outcomes, which may result from various unobservable factors. 
Thus, our analyses do not establish a causal relationship between 
demographic characteristics and promotion outcomes. 

In addition to presenting the estimates for the two groupings of racial or 
ethnic minorities, tables 45 and 46 present estimates from three 
regression models. All models controlled for the time that employees 
spent in each grade prior to promotion. 

The first model controlled only for the racial or ethnic minority variables 
relevant for the grouping of racial or ethnic minorities. 

For the first grouping, the model controlled for whether the employee was 
African American or a non–African American racial or ethnic minority. 

For the second grouping, the model controlled for whether the employee 
was African American, Hispanic, Asian, or another racial or ethnic 
minority. 

The second model clustered the standard errors on organization (for the 
Civil Service only) and controlled for the racial or ethnic minority variables 
in the first model, gender, and the following additional control variables: 

Years of federal government experience 

Age when entering State 

https://watchdog.gao.gov/distribution/reports/6HRg/GAO-20-237/#fnref136
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Veteran’s status 

Use of long-term leave 

Graduating from a college or university considered Ivy League or located 
in the District of Columbia, Virginia, or Maryland 

Transferring between the Foreign and Civil Services 

Having a hardship assignment in the prior year (Foreign Service only) 

Having an overseas post in the prior year (Foreign Service only) 

Proficiency in a hard language (Foreign Service only) 

Occupation 

Fiscal year fixed effects (indicator variables representing the fiscal year) 

The third model controlled for everything in the second model, but the 
data were limited to fiscal years 2011 through 2018. 

Table 44 presents the summary of the regression results for our 
estimates of the percentage differences in odds of promotion for the two 
groupings of racial or ethnic minorities compared with whites in the Civil 
Service. 

For the first grouping, we found statistically significantly lower odds of 
promotion from GS-11 through GS-15 for African Americans than for 
whites in fiscal years 2002 through 2018 (model 2).[137] The odds of 
promotion from GS-11 to GS-12, GS-12 to GS-13, and GS-14 to GS-15 
were also statistically significantly lower for non–African American racial 
or ethnic minorities during the same period.[138] 

For the second grouping, we found statistically significantly lower odds of 
promotion from GS-11 to GS-12 and from GS-14 to GS-15 for Asians 
than for whites in fiscal years 2002 through 2018.[139] 

  

https://watchdog.gao.gov/distribution/reports/6HRg/GAO-20-237/#fnref137
https://watchdog.gao.gov/distribution/reports/6HRg/GAO-20-237/#fnref138
https://watchdog.gao.gov/distribution/reports/6HRg/GAO-20-237/#fnref139


 
Appendixes 
 
 
 
 

Page 110 GAO-20-237 

Table 44: Percentage Differences in Odds of Promotion for Groupings of Racial or Ethnic Minorities Compared with Whites in 
Department of State’s Civil Service, Fiscal Years 2002-2018 and 2011-2018 

 
GS-11 to 
GS-12  

GS-12 to 
GS-13  

GS-13 to 
GS-14  

GS-14 to 
GS-15  

GS-15 to 
exec.  

Model 1: Estimate for racial or ethnic minorities relative to whites for fiscal years 2002-2018  
African American  -19***  -50***  -33***  -34***  -32  

(4)  (2)  (4)  (6)  (21)  
African American and non-African American racial or ethnic minorities compared with whites  
Non-African American racial or ethnic minority (Hispanic, 
Asian, or other racial or ethnic minority)  

-17***  -14***  -15***  -22**  -4  
(4)  (5)  (5)  (8)  (25)  

African American, Hispanic, Asian, and other racial or ethnic minorities compared with whites  
Hispanic  -28***  -15**  -20**  3  29  

(5)  (7)  (8)  (16)  (45)  
Asian  -11  -5  -1  -40***  -1  

(7)  (8)  (9)  (10)  (38)  
Other racial or ethnic minority  -2  -24***  -27***  -17  -72  

(10)  (7)  (9)  (17)  (28)  
Model 2: Estimate for racial or ethnic minorities relative to whites, controlling for gender, additional individual-level control variables, 
and occupation (with fiscal year fixed effects and standard errors clustered on organization), for fiscal years 2002-2018  
African American  -32***  -38***  -25***  -24***  -14  

(5)  (4)  (5)  (8)  (30)  
African American and non-African American racial or ethnic minorities compared with whites  
Non-African American racial or ethnic minority (Hispanic, 
Asian, or other racial or ethnic minority)  

-17**  -12**  -11*  -19**  3  
(6)  (5)  (6)  (8)  (27)  

African American, Hispanic, Asian, and other racial or ethnic minorities compared with whites  
Hispanic  -16*  -9  -11  -1  38  

(8)  (9)  (9)  (15)  (48)  
Asian  -25**  -9  -6  -35***  -1  

(10)  (9)  (9)  (11)  (42)  
Other racial or ethnic minority  -8  -19*  -21*  -16  -66  

(13)  (9)  (10)  (17)  (34)  
Model 3: Estimate for racial or ethnic minorities relative to whites, controlling for gender, additional individual-level control variables, 
and occupation (with fiscal year fixed effects and standard errors clustered on organization), for fiscal years 2011-2018  
African American  -34***  -39***  -24***  -35***  -47  

(7)  (5)  (7)  (11)  (26)  
African American and non-African American racial or ethnic minorities compared with whites  
Non-African American racial or ethnic minority (Hispanic, 
Asian, or other racial or ethnic minority)  

-14  -3  -15*  -11  -11  
(10)  (8)  (8)  (13)  (32)  

African American, Hispanic, Asian, and other racial or ethnic minorities compared with whites  
Hispanic  -10  -4  -18  20  72  

(14)  (12)  (12)  (24)  (71)  
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GS-11 to 
GS-12  

GS-12 to 
GS-13  

GS-13 to 
GS-14  

GS-14 to 
GS-15  

GS-15 to 
exec.  

Asian  -26*  -4  -6  -32  -54  
(12)  (13)  (13)  (16)  (35)  

Other racial or ethnic minority  -4  -1  -26*  -17  -58  
(20)  (15)  (12)  (24)  (43)  

Legend: exec. = executive, GS = General Schedule, *** statistically 
significant at p-value < 0.01, ** statistically significant at p-value < 0.05, * 
statistically significant at p-value < 0.1. 

Source: GAO analysis of Department of State data. | GAO-20-237 

Notes: We conducted discrete-time duration analysis using logit models 
to analyze time duration (number of years) before promotion from each 
GS level shown. For each model, we considered two groupings of racial 
or ethnic minorities. For the first grouping, we examined odds of 
promotion for African Americans and non–African American racial or 
ethnic minorities relative to whites. For the second grouping, we 
examined odds of promotion for African Americans, Hispanics, Asians, 
and other racial or ethnic minorities relative to whites. In all models, we 
controlled for the time that employees spent in each grade before 
promotion. In models 2 and 3 we also controlled for the additional 
individual-level variables, including years of government service; age 
when entering State; veteran’s status; taking long-term leave; graduating 
from a college or university considered Ivy League or located in the 
District of Columbia, Virginia, or Maryland; and transferring between the 
Foreign and Civil Services. The overall baseline population for the 
duration analysis comprises individuals who possessed none of the 
characteristics indicated by the control variables. Our analyses do not 
completely explain why differences in odds of promotion exist. While 
various independent variables capture and control for many 
characteristics across demographic groups, unobservable factors may 
account for differences in odds of promotion; thus, our regression results 
do not establish a causal relationship between demographic 
characteristics and promotion outcomes. Standard errors are shown in 
parentheses. 

Table 45 presents the summary of the regression results for our 
estimates of the percentage differences in odds of promotion for the two 
groupings of racial or ethnic minorities compared with whites in the 
Foreign Service. 

For the first grouping, we found statistically significantly lower odds of 
promotion from Class 4 to Class 3 and statistically significantly higher 
odds of promotion from Class 1 to executive for African Americans than 

https://www.gao.gov/products/GAO-20-237
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for whites in fiscal years 2002 through 2018 (model 2).[140] We also 
found statistically significantly lower odds of promotion from Class 4 to 
Class 3 for non–African American racial or ethnic minorities than for 
whites during the same period (model 2).[141] 

In the second grouping, we found statistically significantly lower odds of 
promotion from Class 4 to Class 3 for Hispanics than for whites.[142] 

Table 45: Percentage Differences in Odds of Promotion for Groupings of Racial or Ethnic Minorities Compared with Whites in 
Department of State’s Foreign Service, Fiscal Years 2002-2018 and 2011-2018 

 
Class 4 to 
Class 3  

Class 3 to 
Class 2  

Class 2 to 
Class 1  

Class 1 to 
executive  

Model 1: Estimates for racial or ethnic minorities relative to whites for fiscal years 2002-2018  
African American  -12**  -25***  -20**  42***  

(5)  (5)  (7)  (17)  
African American and non-African American racial or ethnic minorities compared with whites  
Non–African American racial or ethnic minority (Hispanic, Asian, 
or other racial or ethnic minority)  

-9***  -15***  -20***  -11  
(3)  (3)  (5)  (8)  

African American, Hispanic, Asian, and other racial or ethnic minorities compared with whites  
Hispanic  -5  -25***  -18**  -12  

(5)  (5)  (7)  (11)  
Asian  -6  -3  -20**  -10  

(5)  (6)  (7)  (13)  
Other racial or ethnic minority  -20***  -16**  -26**  -12  

(5)  (7)  (10)  (19)  
Model 2: Estimates for racial or ethnic minorities relative to whites, controlling for gender, additional individual-level variables, and 
occupation (with fiscal year fixed effects), for fiscal years 2002-2018  
African American  -23***  -10  -8  53***  

(4)  (6)  (8)  (19)  
African American and non-African American racial or ethnic minorities compared with whites  
Non–African American racial or ethnic minority (Hispanic, Asian, 
or other racial or ethnic minority)  

-9**  -3  -7  -5  
(3)  (4)  (6)  (9)  

African American, Hispanic, Asian, and other racial or ethnic minorities compared with whites  
Hispanic  -11**  -9  -10  -12  

(5)  (6)  (8)  (11)  
Asian  -9*  1  -8  0  

(5)  (7)  (9)  (15)  
Other racial or ethnic minority  -4  4  3  9  

(7)  (10)  (14)  (24)  
Model 3: Estimates for racial or ethnic minorities relative to whites, controlling for gender, additional individual-level variables, and 
occupation (with fiscal year fixed effects), for fiscal years 2011-2018  
African American  -19***  -15*  -17  -29  

https://watchdog.gao.gov/distribution/reports/6HRg/GAO-20-237/#fnref140
https://watchdog.gao.gov/distribution/reports/6HRg/GAO-20-237/#fnref141
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Class 4 to 
Class 3  

Class 3 to 
Class 2  

Class 2 to 
Class 1  

Class 1 to 
executive  

(6)  (8)  (10)  (17)  
African American and non-African American racial or ethnic minorities compared with whites  
Non–African American racial or ethnic minority (Hispanic, Asian, 
or other racial or ethnic minority)  

-8*  -9  -10  0  
(4)  (5)  (8)  (13)  

African American, Hispanic, Asian, and other racial or ethnic minorities compared with whites  
Hispanic  -9  -15*  -4  -2  

(7)  (8)  (11)  (18)  
Asian  -4  -4  -12  15  

(7)  (8)  (11)  (23)  
Other racial or ethnic minority  -11  -5  -19  -18  

(8)  (12)  (15)  (24)  

Legend: *** statistically significant at p-value < 0.01, ** statistically 
significant at p-value < 0.05, * statistically significant at p-value < 0.1. 

Source: GAO analysis of Department of State data. | GAO-20-237 

Notes: We conducted discrete-time duration analysis using logit models 
to analyze time duration (number of years) before promotion from each 
salary class shown. For each model, we considered two groupings of 
racial or ethnic minorities. For the first grouping, we examined odds of 
promotion for African Americans and non–African American racial or 
ethnic minorities relative to whites. For the second grouping, we 
examined odds of promotion for African Americans, Hispanics, Asians, 
and other racial or ethnic minorities relative to whites. In all models, we 
controlled for the time that employees spent in each grade before 
promotion. In models 2 and 3 we also controlled for the additional 
individual-level variables, including years of government service; age 
when entering State; veteran’s status; taking long-term leave; graduating 
from a college or university considered Ivy League or located in the 
District of Columbia, Virginia, or Maryland; transferring between the 
Foreign and Civil Services; having a hardship assignment in the prior 
year; having an overseas post in the prior year; and having proficiency in 
a hard language. The overall baseline population for the duration analysis 
comprises individuals who possessed none of the characteristics 
indicated by the control variables. Our analyses do not completely explain 
why differences in odds of promotion exist. While various independent 
variables capture and control for many characteristics across 
demographic groups, unobservable factors may account for differences in 
odds of promotion; thus, our regression results do not establish a causal 
relationship between demographic characteristics and promotion 
outcomes. Standard errors are shown in parentheses. 
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Appendix XIII: Department of State Diversity Initiatives 

Table 46: Summary of Department of State’s Agency-Wide Recruitment and Career Development Diversity Initiatives and 
Bureau-Led Diversity Initiatives 

Initiative  Purpose 
Recruitment 
Diplomats in Residence Program To assign 16 Foreign Service officers and specialists to university campuses throughout the 

United States and 10 additional recruiters based in Washington, D.C., to recruit diverse 
candidates for the Foreign Service. 
The program works with historically black colleges and universities and Hispanic-serving 
institutions as well as institutions with significant minority enrollment. 

Thomas P. Pickering Foreign 
Affairs Fellowship 

To provide graduate fellowships to college seniors and college graduates, including mentoring 
and professional development for individuals from minority groups historically underrepresented 
in the Department of State (State), women, and those with financial need. 
Fellows become Foreign Service officers upon completing their degrees and fulfilling Foreign 
Service entry requirements. 

Charles B. Rangel International 
Affairs Program 

To provide graduate fellowships to college seniors and graduate programs, including mentoring 
and professional development for individuals from minority groups historically underrepresented 
in State, women, and those with financial need. 
Fellows become Foreign Service officers upon completing their degrees and fulfilling Foreign 
Service entry requirements. 

Foreign Affairs Information 
Technology Fellowship Program 

To hire diverse, qualified individuals who will receive tuition assistance of up to $37,500 annually 
for an information technology-related degree. Those who successfully complete the program and 
the Foreign Service entry requirements receive an appointment as a Foreign Service information 
technology specialist. 

Consular Fellows Program To provide fellowships to speakers of target languages to serve overseas in limited non-career 
appointments of up to 5 years. State plans to hire 150 to 200 consular fellows annually through 
2020. 

U.S. Foreign Service Internship 
Program 

To provide paid internships for selected students from underrepresented groups for two 
summers. 

Workforce Recruitment Program To hire college students and recent graduates with disabilities for summer or permanent 
positions. The agency typically funds 8 to 10 hires each year. 

Selective Placement Program To recruit and retain individuals with disabilities for careers at State. 
Veterans Innovation Partnership To promote foreign affairs career opportunities for veterans. State provides 12-month, full-time 

appointments and developmental opportunities to participants. 
Career Development  
International Career Advancement 
Program 

To increase midlevel opportunities for professional development through a professional 
leadership development program for highly promising midcareer Civil Service and Foreign 
Service employees. 

SES Career Development Agency-managed Senior Executive Service Candidate Development Program 
As of October 2019, more than 70 percent of the selected participants were women and 50 
percent identified as a minority. 

Bureau-Led Initiatives  
Bureau of African Affairs Cultivating 
Excellence 

To provide professional development, training, and networking opportunities. 

Bureau of Administration “ABCs of 
A” program 

To bring new hires together with senior leaders throughout the bureau on a quarterly basis for 
“brown-bag” type sessions. 
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Initiative  Purpose 
Bureau of Diplomatic Security’s 
Diversity Working Group 

To support and advise the bureau’s leadership on initiatives to promote diversity and inclusion 
throughout the bureau and all of its directorates. 

Bureau of European and Eurasian 
Affairs’ Driving Diversity, Growth, 
and Excellence Program 

For senior leaders to mentor midlevel employees and introduce employees to the bureau’s 
expectations regarding diversity and inclusion. 

Bureau of Human Resources 
Work Life Wellness Council 
Leadership Council 
Diversity and Inclusion Council 

To develop policies, programs, and activities that advance the goals of creating a safe workplace 
while increasing employee productivity, morale, and retention. 
To promote, guide, and instill a culture of leadership through the adoption and demonstration of 
State’s leadership and management principles. 
To create a workforce that is diverse in all ways, including, but not limited to, age, gender 
identity, race, sexual orientation, physical or mental ability, and ethnicity. 

Bureau of Information Resource 
Management’s”Eye on IRM” 
program 

To promote a sense of belonging among new hires and to direct communication between 
employees and senior leaders through periodic brown-bag events. 

Bureau of International Narcotics 
and Law Enforcement’s Diversity 
Roundtable 

To promote dialogue and identify actionable steps to foster an inclusive work environment in the 
bureau through quarterly meetings. 

Bureau of Near Eastern Affairs 
Diversity and Inclusion Council 

To shape the bureau’s diversity and inclusion mission and vision statements as well as its action 
plan. 

Bureau of Public Affairs Diversity 
Initiative 

A diversity leadership council is implementing a sponsor and orientation program for new 
employees, monthly professional development sessions, and targeted outreach by diverse 
speakers to diverse domestic audiences. The bureau also reached out to employee affinity 
groups as part of the Foreign Service bidding process and launched a bureau diversity intranet 
Page. 

Bureau of Western Hemisphere 
Affairs 
Diversity Council 
WHA Leads 

To build a more diverse and inclusive bureau where differences are valued and all employees 
are confident that their contributions matter. 
To develop a bureau-wide collaborative leadership culture by empowering and inspiring all 
employees serving in the bureau through regular engagement with State’s leadership and 
management principles, mentoring, and professional development. 

Source: GAO analysis of State data. | GAO-20-237 
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Appendix XIV: Comments from the Department of State 
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Agency Comment Letter 
Text of Appendix XIV: Comments from the Department of 
State 

Page 1 

December 19, 2019 

Thomas Melito  
Managing Director 
International Affairs and Trade  
Government Accountability Office  
441 G Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20548-0001 

Dear Mr. Melito: 

We appreciate the opportunity to review your draft report, "STATE 
DEPARTMENT: Additional Steps Are Needed to Identify Potential 
Barriers to Diversity" GAO Job Code 102719. 

The enclosed Department of State comments are provided for 
incorporation with this letter as an appendix to the final report. 

Sincerely, 

Jeffrey C. Mounts (Acting) 

Enclosure: 
As stated 

cc: GAO - Jason Bair 
DGHR - Carol Perez 
OIG - Norman Brown 

Page 2 

Department of State Comments on GAO Draft Report 
STATE DEPARTMENT: Additional Steps Are Needed to Identify Potential 
Barriers to Diversity 
(GAO-20-237, GAO Code 102719) 
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The Department of State appreciates the opportunity to comment on 
GAO's draft report "State Department: Additional Steps Are Needed 

to Identify Potential Barriers to Diversity." 

Recommendation 1:  

The Secretary of State should take additional steps to explore diversity 
issues that could indicate potential barriers to equal opportunity in its 
workforce. For example, State could conduct additional analysis of 
workforce data and of employee groups' feedback. 

Department Response: The Department thanks GAO for the detailed and 
complex report and accepts the recommendation. The Department of 
State's commitment to shape and build a more diverse and inclusive 
organization is long-standing. It is also a constant process - whatever 
progress we make, there is still more to do. The Department continues to 
work on initiatives to recruit, retain, develop, and empower a diverse, 
capable workforce, and creating a culture of inclusion is one of the 
Director General's top priorities. Embracing talent from all different walks 
of life brings creativity to the workplace, drives innovation, and 
strengthens our ability to confront the array of increasingly complex 
international challenges we are entrusted to resolve. In addition to 
recruiting diverse candidates for the Department, we are committed to 
inclusive workspaces that provide equal opportunities for career 
development, advancement and success, which in turn, will help us to 
retain a diverse workforce. 

Given the uniqueness of the Foreign Service and Civil Service, GAO 
undertook an ambitious task by attempting to analyze the vast 
recruitment, retention, promotion, and demographic data provided, and 
we welcomed the positive and constructive dialogue throughout the 
engagement. We also appreciate that the GAO clarified that there are 
various unobservable factors that limit one's ability to draw a causal 
relationship between demographic characteristics and promotion 
outcomes, and that is not the intent of this report. We also note with 
appreciation that GAO acknowledged more apparent limitations, like 
noting that the analysis does not differentiate between competitive 
promotions and non-competitive promotions in career-ladder positions. 
The report also states that the analysis includes employees who might 
have reached the maximum rank for an occupation, so the actual 
position, irrespective of who encumbers the position, offers no further 
promotion potential. 

Data from some programs at the Department further complicate efforts to 
draw definitive conclusions. For example, the Department provided data 
on Rangel and Pickering Fellows and explained these incentive programs 
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were found to have lower retention rates due in part to the design of the 
program that would likely impact analysis of promotions. Pickering and 
Rangel Fellows are a vital component of the Department's diversity goals. 
Attrition at the FS 04 rank tends to be higher than the rest of the Foreign 
Service due to the nature of the program, and this tends to skew the 
promotion statistics. As such, when factored into the statistical analysis, 
the data would suggest statistically lower promotion rates for Foreign 
Service racial and ethnic minorities at the FS 03 rank. 

Page 3 

In discussions with GAO, we expressed concern about how the 
Department could demonstrate to GAO that it was taking additional steps 
to identify diversity issues considering how robust the Department's 
current inclusion and diversity efforts are. We appreciate the GAO 
providing examples of "additional steps," which align with efforts already 
underway. For instance, the Department's Chief Diversity Officer 
oversees a number of proactive efforts, including consultation with the 
Department's 14 Employee Affinity Groups (EAGs), which serve as one 
conduit between diverse employee constituencies and Department 
officials. The Department leverages EAGs to help improve agency 
operations, facilitate the exchange of information, and establish policies 
that best serve the mission of the Department. EAG leaders meet with a 
number of senior officials, including the Deputy Secretary and Director 
General to collaborate on crosscutting ways to enhance diversity and 
inclusion. Each group has an HR liaison to address issues that relate 
specifically to their respective group. The Department will work with 
employee groups throughout the Department to establish its 2020-2024 
Diversity and Inclusion Strategic Plan (DISP), a plan that moves beyond 
compliance, so that our diversity and inclusion strategies flow from the 
Department's overall strategy and tie directly to how we successfully 
accomplish our mission. A number of more structured and formal 
analyses of feedback from employee groups could prove to be a valuable 
resource. 
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Appendix XVI: Accessible Data 

Data Tables 
References 

Figures 

Diversity in State Department Workforce in Fiscal Years 2002 and 2018 

Figure 1: U.S. Equal Employment Opportunity Commission’s (EEOC) 
Management Directive 715 Process for Identifying and Eliminating 
Barriers to Federal Agency Workforce Diversity 

Figure 2: Numbers of Full-Time Permanent Career Employees in 
Department of State’s Civil and Foreign Services, Fiscal Years 2002-2018 

 Fiscal Year State 
Department 

Civil Service Foreign Service 

FY 2002 16,570 6,831 9,739 
FY 2003 17,427 7,158 10,269 
FY 2004 17,908 7,252 10,656 
FY 2005 18,354 7,406 10,948 
FY 2006 18,632 7,585 11,047 
FY 2007 19,193 8,070 11,123 
FY 2008 19,793 8,490 11,303 
FY 2009 20,594 8,651 11,943 
FY 2010 21,712 9,000 12,712 
FY 2011 22,651 9,488 13,163 
FY 2012 22,986 9,649 13,337 
FY 2013 23,438 10,012 13,426 
FY 2014 23,603 9,974 13,629 
FY 2015 23,564 10,032 13,532 
FY 2016 23,803 10,279 13,524 
FY 2017 23,444 10,022 13,422 
FY 2018 22,806 9,546 13,260 
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Figure 3: Proportions of White and Racial or Ethnic Minority Employees at 
Department of State Overall and in Civil Service and Foreign Service, 
Fiscal Years 2002 and 2018 

State overall White African 
American 

Hispanic Asian Other Unspecified Total 

FY 2002 70% 17% 5% 4% 2% 2% 100% 
FY 2018 68% 15% 7% 6% 4% 0% 100% 

 
Civil Service White African 

American 
Hispanic Asian Other Unspecified Total 

FY 2002 54% 34% 4% 4% 2% 1% 100% 
FY 2018 57% 26% 7% 6% 4% 0% 100% 

 
Foreign Service White African 

American 
Hispanic Asian Other Unspecified Total 

FY 2002 81% 6% 5% 4% 2% 2% 100% 
FY 2018 75% 7% 7% 6% 4% 0% 100% 

Figure 4: Proportions of White and Racial or Ethnic Minority Employees in 
the Department of State’s Civil and Foreign Services across Ranks, 
Fiscal Year (FY) 2018 

  Minority White 
Executives 13.4% 86.6% 
GS-15 21.8% 78.2% 
GS-14 33.6% 66.4% 
GS-13 41.9% 58.1% 
GS-12 54.4% 45.6% 
GS-11 49.1% 50.9% 
GS 10 or below 65.3% 34.7% 

 
  Minority White 
Executives 14% 87% 
Class 1 18% 82% 
Class 2 24% 76% 
Class 3 26% 74% 
Class 4 28% 72% 
Class 5 33% 66% 
Class 6 or lower 30% 69% 
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https://watchdog.gao.gov/distribution/reports/6HRg/GAO-20-237/#figure5
https://watchdog.gao.gov/distribution/reports/6HRg/GAO-20-237/#figure5


 
Appendix XVI: Accessible Data 
 
 
 
 

Page 125 GAO-20-237 

Figure 5: Proportions of Men and Women in the Department of State and 
Its Civil Service and Foreign Service, Fiscal Years 2002 and 2018 

State Overall 
Fiscal Year Men Women 
FY 2002 56% 44% 
FY 2018 57% 43% 

Civil Service 

Fiscal Year Men Women 
FY 2002 39% 61% 
FY 2018 46% 54% 

Foreign Service 

Fiscal Year Men Women 
FY 2002 67% 33% 
FY 2018 65% 35% 

Figure 6: Proportions of Women and Men in the Department of State’s 
Civil and Foreign Services across Ranks, Fiscal Year (FY) 2018 

 
Women Men 

Executives 38% 62% 
GS-15 46% 54% 
GS-14 46% 54% 
GS-13 48% 52% 
GS-12 60% 40% 
GS-11 58% 42% 
GS-10 or below 69% 31% 

 
  Women Men 
Executives 32% 68% 
Class 1 36% 64% 
Class 2 34% 66% 
Class 3 29% 71% 
Class 4 36% 64% 
Class 5 56% 44% 
Class 6 or lower ranks 68% 32% 
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Figure 7: Relative Differences in Promotion Rates and Adjusted 
Promotion Odds for Racial or Ethnic Minorities Compared with Whites in 
the Department of State’s Civil Service, Fiscal Years 2002-2018 

Descriptive analysis 

 GS-11 
to GS-
12 

GS-12 
to GS-
13 

GS-13 
to GS-
14 

GS-14 
to GS-
15 

GS-15 to 
Executive 

Relative difference in promotion 
rate among racial or ethnic 
minorities (descriptive),% 

-25.7 -42.0 -25.8 -26.6 -16.1 

Adjusted analysis 

 GS-11 to 
GS-12 

GS-12 
to GS-
13 

GS-13 
to GS-
14 

GS-14 
to GS-
15 

GS-15 to 
Executive 

Relative difference in odds of 
promotion among racial or ethnic 
minorities (adjusted), % 

-26.2 -29.3 -19.4 -21.8 -4.3 

Statistical significance? Yes Yes Yes Yes No 

Figure 8: Relative Differences in Promotion Rates and Adjusted 
Promotion Odds for Racial or Ethnic Minorities Compared with Whites in 
the Department of State’s Foreign Service, Fiscal Years 2002-2018 

Descriptive analysis 

 Class 4 
to Class 
3 

Class 3 
to Class 
2 

Class 2 
to Class 
1 

Class 1 to 
Executive 

Relative difference in promotion rate 
among racial or ethnic minorities,% 

-5.0 -12.2 -15.8 2.7 

Adjusted analysis 

 Class 4 
to Class 
3 

Class 3 
to Class 
2 

Class 2 
to Class 
1 

Class 1 to 
Executive 

Relative difference in odds of 
promotion among racial or ethnic 
minorities, % 

-12.8 -4.9 -7.5 9.7 

Statistical Significance? Yes No No No 
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Figure 9: Relative Differences in Promotion Rates and Adjusted 
Promotion Odds for Women Compared with Men in the Department of 
State’s Civil Service, Fiscal Years 2002-2018 

Descriptive analysis 
 GS-11 to 

GS-12 
GS-12 
to GS-
13 

GS-13 
to GS-
14 

GS-14 
to GS-
15 

GS-15 to 
Executive 

Relative difference in promotion 
rate among Women,% 

-11.6 -7.1 -1.4 9.8 -0.7 

Adjusted analysis 
 GS-11 to 

GS-12 
GS-12 
to GS-
13 

GS-13 
to GS-
14 

GS-14 
to GS-
15 

GS-15 to 
Executive 

Relative difference in odds of 
promotion among Women, % 

-2.3 -4.7 -3.4 0.6 -4.9 

Statistical significance? No No No No No 

Figure 10: Relative Differences in Promotion Rates and Adjusted 
Promotion Odds for Women Compared with Men in the Department of 
State’s Foreign Service, Fiscal Years 2002-2018 

Descriptive analysis 
 Class 4 

to Class 
3 

Class 3 
to Class 
2 

Class 2 
to Class 
1 

Class 1 to 
Executive 

Relative difference in promotion rate 
among Women (descriptive),% 

-4.7 24.3 14.7 -0.3 

Adjusted analysis 

 Class 4 
to Class 
3 

Class 3 
to Class 
2 

Class 2 
to Class 
1 

Class 1 to 
Executive 

 Relative difference in odds of 
promotion among Women (adjusted), 
% 

9.4 12.7 7.5 7.9 

Statistical Significance? Yes Yes No No 
  

https://watchdog.gao.gov/distribution/reports/6HRg/GAO-20-237/#figure10
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Figure 11: Percentages of White Employees and Racial or Ethnic Minority 
Employees in the Department of State, Fiscal Years 2002-2018 

Fiscal Year White African 
American 

Hispanic Asian Other Unspecified 

FY 2002 0.7022 0.1749 0.0482 0.0393 0.0186 0.0167 
FY 2003 0.7032 0.1729 0.0511 0.0427 0.0194 0.0108 
FY 2004 0.7058 0.1696 0.0517 0.0458 0.0211 0.006 
FY 2005 0.7073 0.1674 0.053 0.047 0.0224 0.0029 
FY 2006 0.7073 0.1655 0.0551 0.0488 0.0232 0.0001 
FY 2007 0.7027 0.1641 0.0579 0.0502 0.0243 0.0008 
FY 2008 0.6999 0.162 0.06 0.0509 0.0258 0.0013 
FY 2009 0.6987 0.1592 0.0606 0.0526 0.0275 0.0014 
FY 2010 0.6977 0.155 0.0609 0.0547 0.03 0.0016 
FY 2011 0.6951 0.1526 0.0617 0.0573 0.0322 0.0012 
FY 2012 0.6919 0.1512 0.0624 0.0594 0.0348 0.0003 
FY 2013 0.6899 0.1504 0.0635 0.0586 0.0374 0.0003 
FY 2014 0.6865 0.1487 0.0657 0.0593 0.0396 0.0003 
FY 2015 0.6834 0.149 0.0672 0.0592 0.041 0.0002 
FY 2016 0.6805 0.1484 0.0681 0.0602 0.0425 0.0003 
FY 2017 0.6788 0.1477 0.07 0.0604 0.0428 0.0003 
FY 2018 0.6772 0.1457 0.0716 0.0617 0.0432 0.0007 

Figure 12: Percentages of White Employees and Racial or Ethnic Minority 
Employees in the Department of State’s Civil Service, Fiscal Years 2002-
2018 

Fiscal 
Year 

White African 
American 

Hispanic Asian Other Unspecified Total 

FY 2002 54% 34% 4% 4% 2% 1% 100% 
FY 2003 55% 34% 4% 4% 2% 1% 100% 
FY 2004 55% 33% 4% 4% 2% 0% 100% 
FY 2005 56% 33% 4% 5% 3% 0% 100% 
FY 2006 56% 32% 5% 5% 3% 0% 100% 
FY 2007 56% 31% 5% 5% 3% 0% 100% 
FY 2008 56% 30% 6% 5% 3% 0% 100% 
FY 2009 56% 30% 6% 5% 3% 0% 100% 
FY 2010 57% 29% 6% 5% 3% 0% 100% 
FY 2011 57% 28% 6% 5% 3% 0% 100% 
FY 2012 58% 27% 6% 5% 4% 0% 100% 
FY 2013 58% 27% 6% 5% 4% 0% 100% 
FY 2014 58% 26% 6% 5% 4% 0% 100% 
FY 2015 58% 26% 7% 5% 4% 0% 100% 

https://watchdog.gao.gov/distribution/reports/6HRg/GAO-20-237/#figure13
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Fiscal 
Year 

White African 
American 

Hispanic Asian Other Unspecified Total 

FY 2016 58% 26% 7% 6% 4% 0% 100% 
FY 2017 57% 26% 7% 6% 4% 0% 100% 
FY 2018 57% 26% 7% 6% 4% 0% 100% 

Figure 13: Percentages of White Employees and Racial or Ethnic Minority 
Employees in the Department of State’s Foreign Service, Fiscal Years 
2002-2018 

Fiscal Year White African 
American 

Hispanic Asian Other Unspecified Total 

FY 2002 81% 6% 5% 4% 2% 2% 100% 
FY 2003 81% 6% 6% 4% 2% 1% 100% 
FY 2004 81% 6% 6% 5% 2% 1% 100% 
FY 2005 81% 6% 6% 5% 2% 0% 100% 
FY 2006 81% 6% 6% 5% 2% 0% 100% 
FY 2007 81% 6% 6% 5% 2% 0% 100% 
FY 2008 80% 6% 6% 5% 2% 0% 100% 
FY 2009 80% 6% 6% 6% 2% 0% 100% 
FY 2010 79% 6% 6% 6% 3% 0% 100% 
FY 2011 78% 6% 6% 6% 3% 0% 100% 
FY 2012 78% 6% 6% 6% 3% 0% 100% 
FY 2013 77% 6% 7% 6% 4% 0% 100% 
FY 2014 77% 6% 7% 6% 4% 0% 100% 
FY 2015 76% 7% 7% 6% 4% 0% 100% 
FY 2016 76% 6% 7% 6% 4% 0% 100% 
FY 2017 76% 7% 7% 6% 4% 0% 100% 
FY 2018 75% 7% 7% 6% 4% 0% 100% 
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Figure 14: Percentages of White Executives and Racial or Ethnic Minority 
Executives in the Department of State and Its Civil and Foreign Services, 
Fiscal Years (FY) 2002 and 2018 

State 
overall 

White African 
American 

Hispanic Asian Other Unspecified Total Number Note % 

FY 2002 88% 6% 3% 2% 1% 1% 100% 970 State 
Department 
executives in FY 
2002 

racial or 
ethnic 
minority 
percentage 

12% 

FY 2018 87% 3% 5% 3% 2% 0% 100% 1,090 State 
Department 
executives in FY 
2018 

racial or 
ethnic 
minority 
percentage 

13% 

 
Civil 
Service 

White African 
American 

Hispanic Asian Other Unspecified Total Number Note % 

FY 2002 93% 2% 2% 1% 1% 2% 100% 125 Civil Service 
executives in FY 
2002 

racial or 
ethnic 
minority 
percentage 

6% 

FY 2018 87% 4% 6% 3% 1% 0% 100% 157 Civil Service 
executives in FY 
2018 

racial or 
ethnic 
minority 
percentage 

13% 

 
Foreign 
Service 

White African 
American 

Hispanic Asian Other Unspecified Total Number Note % 

FY 2002 87% 7% 3% 3% 0% 0% 100% 845 Foreign 
Service executives 
in FY 2002 

racial or 
ethnic 
minority 
percentage 

13% 

FY 2018 87% 3% 5% 3% 2% 0% 100% 933 Foreign 
Service executives 
in FY 2018 

racial or 
ethnic 
minority 
percentage 

14% 
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Figure 15: Percentages of Executive Men and Women in the Department 
of State and Its Civil and Foreign Services, Fiscal Years (FY) 2002 and 
2018 

State Overall 

Fiscal Year Men Women # 
FY 2002 74% 26% 970 State Department executives in FY 2002 
FY 2018 67% 33% 1,090 State Department executives in FY 2018 

Civil Service 
Fiscal Year Men Women # 
FY 2002 70% 30% 125 Civil Service executives in FY 2002 
FY 2018 62% 38% 157 Civil Service executives in FY 2018 

Foreign Service 

Fiscal Year Men Women # 
FY 2002 75% 25% 845 Foreign Service executives in FY 2002 
FY 2018 68% 32% 933 Foreign Service executives in FY 2018 

Figure 16: Percentages of Newly Hired White and Racial or Ethnic 
Minority Employees in the Department of State and Its Civil and Foreign 
Services, Fiscal Years (FY) 2003 and 2018 

Fiscal 
Year 

White African 
American 

Hispanic Asian Other Unspecified 

FY 2003 63% 23% 6% 7% 2% 0% 
FY 2018 67% 16% 4% 8% 5% 0% 

 
Fiscal 
Year 

White African 
American 

Hispanic Asian Other Unspecified 

FY 2003 76% 6% 8% 7% 2% 0% 
FY 2018 71% 7% 10% 6% 3% 2% 
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Figure 17: Percentages of Newly Hired Men and Women in the 
Department of State and Its Civil and Foreign Services, Fiscal Years (FY) 
2003 and 2018 

State Overall 

Fiscal Year Men Women 
FY 2003 58% 42% 
FY 2018 59% 41% 

Civil Service 

Fiscal Year Men Women 
FY 2003 47% 53% 
FY 2018 55% 45% 

Foreign Service 
Fiscal Year Men Women 
FY 2003 67% 34% 
FY 2018 60% 40% 

Figure 18: Percentages of White and Racial or Ethnic Minority Employees 
Who Left the Department of State and Its Civil and Foreign Services, 
Fiscal Years 2003 and 2018 

State 
overall 

White African 
American 

Hispanic Asian Other Unspecified Number Note # 

FY 2003 58% 14% 4% 3% 1% 20% 404 State Department 
employees who left in 
FY 2003 

racial or ethnic 
minority percentage 

22% 

FY 2018 68% 14% 8% 4% 6% 0% 712 State Department 
employees who left  in 
FY 2018 

racial or ethnic 
minority percentage 

32% 

 
Civil 
Service 

White African 
American 

Hispanic Asian Other Unspecified Number Note # 

FY 2003 55% 23% 5% 1% 2% 13% 202 Civil Service 
employees who left  
in FY 2002 

racial or ethnic minority 
percentage 

31% 

FY 2018 64% 18% 8% 3% 7% 0% 439 Civil Service 
employees who left in 
FY 2018 

racial or ethnic minority 
percentage 

36% 
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Foreign 
Service 

White African 
American 

Hispanic Asian Other Unspecified Number Note # 

FY 2003 60% 4% 3% 5% 1% 27% 202 Foreign Service 
employees who left in 
FY 2002 

racial or ethnic minority 
percentage 

13
% 

FY 2018 75% 7% 7% 7% 4% 0% 273 Foreign Service 
employees who left in 
FY 2018 

racial or ethnic minority 
percentage 

25
% 

Figure 19: Percentages of Men and Women Who Left the Department of 
State and Its Civil and Foreign Services, Fiscal Years 2003 and 2018 

State Overall 

Fiscal Year Men Women # 
FY 2003 55% 45% 404 State Department employees who left in 

FY 2003 
FY 2018 52% 48% 712 State Department employees who left  in 

FY 2018 

Civil Service 

Fiscal Year Men Women # 
FY 2003 39% 61% 202 Civil Service employees who left  in FY 

2003 
FY 2018 45% 55% 439 Civil Service employees who left in FY 

2018 

Foreign Service 

Fiscal Year Men Women # 
FY 2003 70% 30% 202 Foreign Service employees who left in 

FY 2003 
FY 2018 62% 38% 273 Foreign Service employees who left in 

FY 2018 
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Tables 

Table 1: Number and Percentage of State’s Civil Service Employees in 
Each Rank and Rates of Promotion to Higher Ranks, Fiscal Year 2018 

Table 2: Number and Percentage of State’s Foreign Service Employees 
in Each Rank and Rate of Promotion to Higher Rank, Fiscal Year 2018 

Table 3: Promotion Outcomes for Whites and Racial or Ethnic Minorities 
in the Department of State’s Civil Service, Fiscal Years 2002-2018 

Table 4: Promotion Outcomes for Whites and Racial or Ethnic Minorities 
in the Department of State’s Foreign Service, Fiscal Years 2002-2018 

Table 5: Promotion Outcomes for Women and Men in the Department of 
State’s Civil Service, Fiscal Years 2002-2018 

Table 6: Promotion Outcomes for Men and Women in the Department of 
State’s Foreign Service, Fiscal Years 2002-2018 

Table 7: Numbers and Types of Diversity Issues Identified by the 
Department of State, Fiscal Years 2009-2018 

Table 8: Numbers and Percentages of White Employees and Racial or 
Ethnic Minority Employees in the Department of State, Fiscal Years (FY) 
2002-2018 

Table 9: Numbers and Percentages of White Employees and Racial or 
Ethnic Minority Employees in the Department of State’s Civil Service, 
Fiscal Years (FY) 2002-2018 

Table 10: Numbers and Percentages of White Employees and Racial or 
Ethnic Minority Employees in the Department of State’s Foreign Service, 
Fiscal Years (FY) 2002-2018 

Table 11: Numbers and Percentages of Men and Women in the 
Department of State, Fiscal Years (FY) 2002-2018 

Table 12: Numbers and Percentages of Men and Women in the 
Department of State’s Civil Service, Fiscal Years (FY) 2002-2018 

Table 13: Numbers and Percentages of Men and Women in the 
Department of State’s Foreign Service, Fiscal Years (FY) 2002-2018 
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Table 14: Percentages of Employees across Demographic Groups in the 
Department of State in Fiscal Year (FY) 2018 and the Federal Workforce 
in FY 2016 

Table 15: Percentages of Officials and Managers across Demographic 
Groups at the Department of State in Fiscal Year (FY) 2018 and in 
Relevant Civilian Labor Force (RCLF) in 2006-2010 

Table 16: Percentages of Professional Workers across Demographic 
Groups at the Department of State in Fiscal Year (FY) 2018 and in 
Relevant Civilian Labor Force (RCLF) in 2006-2010 

Table 17: Percentages of Administrative Support Workers across 
Demographic Groups at the Department of State in Fiscal Year (FY) 2018 
and in Relevant Civilian Labor Force (RCLF) in 2006-2010 

Table 18: Percentages of Executives in Demographic Groups at the 
Department of State in Fiscal Year (FY) 2018 and in the Federal 
Workforce in FY 2016 

Table 19: Numbers and Percentages of Employees Hired with or without 
Veterans’ Preference in the Department of State, Fiscal Years (FY) 2002-
2018 

Table 20: Numbers and Percentages of Employees Hired with or without 
Veterans’ Preference in the Department of State’s Civil Service, Fiscal 
Years (FY) 2002-2018 

Table 21: Numbers and Percentage of Employees Hired with or without 
Veterans’ Preference in the Department of State’s Foreign Service, Fiscal 
Years (FY) 2002-2018 

Table 22: Percentages of Permanent Employees with a Disability in the 
Department of State’s Civil and Foreign Services, Fiscal Years 2005-2017 

Table 23: Attrition Rates for White and Racial or Ethnic Minority 
Employees Who Left the Department of State and Its Civil or Foreign 
Service in Fiscal Years 2003-2018 

Table 24: Attrition Rates for Men and Women Who Left the Department of 
State and Its Civil or Foreign Service in Fiscal Years 2003-2018 

Table 25: Years When Promotion Rates for White Employees Exceeded 
Promotion Rates for Racial or Ethnic Minority Employees in the 
Department of State’s Civil and Foreign Services, Fiscal Years 2013-2017 
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Table 26: Promotion Rates for White Employees and Racial or Ethnic 
Minority Employees in the Department of State’s Civil and Foreign 
Services, Fiscal Years 2013-2017 

Table 27: Years When Promotion Rates for Men Exceeded Promotion 
Rates for Women in the Department of State’s Civil and Foreign Services, 
Fiscal Years 2013-2017 

Table 28: Promotion Rates for Men and Women in the Department of 
State’s Civil and Foreign Services, Fiscal Years 2013-2017 

Table 29: Average Years in Rank for Whites and Racial or Ethnic 
Minorities in the Department of State’s Civil and Foreign Services, Fiscal 
Years 2002-2018 

Table 30: Average Years in Rank for Men and Women in the Department 
of State’s Civil and Foreign Services, Fiscal Years 2002-2018 

Table 31: Percentage Differences in Promotion Odds for Racial or Ethnic 
Minorities Compared with Whites in Department of State’s Civil Service, 
Fiscal Years 2002-2018 and 2011-2018 

Table 32: Percentage Differences in Promotion Odds for Women 
Compared with Men in the Department of State’s Civil Service, Fiscal 
Years 2002-2018 and 2011-2018 

Table 33: Odds Ratios for Promotion from GS-11 to GS-12 in the 
Department of State’s Civil Service, Fiscal Years 2002-2018 

Table 34: Odds Ratios for Promotion from GS-12 to GS-13 in the 
Department of State’s Civil Service, Fiscal Years 2002-2018 

Table 35: Odds Ratios for Promotion from GS-13 to GS-14 in the 
Department of State’s Civil Service, Fiscal Years 2002-2018 

Table 36: Odds Ratios for Promotion from GS-14 to GS-15 in the 
Department of State’s Civil Service, Fiscal Years 2002-2018 

Table 37: Odds Ratios for Promotion from GS-15 to Executive in the 
Department of State’s Civil Service, Fiscal Years 2002-2018 

Table 38: Percentage Differences in Promotion Odds for Minorities 
Compared with Whites in the Department of State’s Foreign Service, 
Fiscal Years 2002-2018 and 2011-2018 
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Table 39: Percentage Differences in Promotion Odds for Women 
Compared with Men in the Department of State’s Foreign Service, Fiscal 
Years 2002-2018 and 2011-2018 

Table 40: Odds Ratios for Promotion from Class 4 to Class 3 in the 
Department of State’s Foreign Service, Fiscal Years 2002-2018 

Table 41: Odds Ratios for Promotion from Class 3 to Class 2 in the 
Department of State’s Foreign Service, Fiscal Years 2002-2018 

Table 42: Odds Ratios for Promotion from Class 2 to Class 1 in the 
Department of State’s Foreign Service, Fiscal Years 2002-2018 

Table 43: Odds Ratios for Promotion from Class 1 to Executive in the 
Department of State’s Foreign Service, Fiscal Years 2002-2018 

Table 44: Percentage Differences in Odds of Promotion for Groupings of 
Racial or Ethnic Minorities Compared with Whites in Department of 
State’s Civil Service, Fiscal Years 2002-2018 and 2011-2018 

Table 45: Percentage Differences in Odds of Promotion for Groupings of 
Racial or Ethnic Minorities Compared with Whites in Department of 
State’s Foreign Service, Fiscal Years 2002-2018 and 2011-2018 

Table 46: Summary of Department of State’s Agency-Wide Recruitment 
and Career Development Diversity Initiatives and Bureau-Led Diversity 
Initiatives 

Abbreviations 

Abbreviation Description 
EEO Equal Employment Opportunity 
EEOC U.S. Equal Employment Opportunity Commission 
FEORP Federal Equal Opportunity Recruitment Program 
FY Fiscal Year 
GS General Schedule 
GEMS Global Employment Management Systems 
MD-715 Management Directive 715 
OPM Office of Personnel Management 
RCLF Relevant Civilian Labor Force 
State Department of State 
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End Notes 

[1] See GAO, State Department: Minorities and Women Are 
Underrepresented in the Foreign Service, GAO/NSIAD-89-146 
(Washington, D.C.: June 26, 1989). 

[2] Carol Z. Perez, Nominee to be Director General of the Foreign Service 
and Director of Human Resources, Testimony before the Senate 
Committee on Foreign Relations, 115th Cong., 2nd sess., Dec. 4, 2018. 

[3] Permanent employees are hired under career appointments. By 
focusing on full-time, permanent, career employees, our analysis 
excludes Foreign Service nationals—locally employed staff at embassies 
abroad—and contractors. 

[4] Due to ongoing class action litigation related to employment of 
disabled employees at State, we did not analyze the numbers and 
percentages of employees with disabilities. In addition, we did not analyze 
data on temporary employees. State presents employee demographic 
data for different groups in some public reports. For example, annual 
reports that State submits to the U.S. Equal Employment Opportunity 
Commission (EEOC) in response to EEOC’s Management Directive 715 
(MD-715) present information on permanent employees, including both 
full-time and part-time status. See EEOC, Equal Employment 
Opportunity, Management Directive 715 (Oct. 1, 2003). 

[5] The Office of Personnel Management (OPM) requests employees to 
self-identify their race and ethnicity. If an employee does not self-identify, 
OPM allows agency officials to identify the employee’s race and ethnicity 
on the basis of visual observation. Multiracial individuals—those who self-
identified as two or more races—were a separate group, and we did not 
count them in any of their identified races. 

[6] OPM produced the most recent Federal Equal Opportunity 
Recruitment Program (FEORP) report in fiscal year 2016. The FEORP 
report does not include data for the entire federal workforce but instead 
presents data only for permanent employees in nonpostal federal 
executive branch agencies that participate in the Employee Human 
Resources Integration. The Census Bureau’s most recent EEO tabulation 
is for 2006 through 2010. We compared State’s demographics across 
three federal sector occupational categories—officials and managers, 
professional workers, and administrative support workers—that 
corresponded to 99 percent of State’s full-time, permanent, career 
workforce in fiscal year 2018. 
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[7] In this report, “ranks” refers to Civil Service General Schedule (GS) 
grades and Senior Executive Service positions and to Foreign Service 
salary classes and Senior Foreign Service positions. GS-15 and Class I 
are the highest nonexecutive ranks in the Civil and Foreign Services, 
respectively. 

[8] In this report, racial or ethnic minorities are employees whose 
recorded race is neither non-Hispanic white nor unspecified. 

[9] We considered promotion to be an increase in rank between fiscal 
years. See app. I for a discussion of the limitations and other 
considerations of our analyses. 

[10] We calculated these rates as the number of newly elevated 
employees in the next-higher rank in the following fiscal year divided by 
the number of employees in the given rank in the current year. Thus, the 
rates are based on the total number of individuals in that given rank in the 
current year and not on the number of applicants for promotion. 
Additionally, the rate calculations include employees who may have 
reached the maximum rank for their particular occupation and may 
therefore have no remaining promotion potential in that occupation. See 
app. I for a more thorough discussion of the limitations and other 
considerations of our analyses. 

[11] We used duration analysis to estimate the odds of promotion across 
different demographic groups. Duration analysis is a statistical method for 
analyzing various event occurrences and event timing, used when the 
relevant variables take the form of a duration, or the time elapsed, until a 
certain event occurs (e.g., number of years until promotion). Duration 
analysis allows an estimate of the probability or odds of exiting the initial 
state within a short interval, conditional on having been in the state up to 
the starting time of the interval (e.g., the probability of being promoted, 
conditional on not having been promoted at the time the data were 
observed). 

[12] We separately examined each rank increase in the Civil and Foreign 
Services. Because some ranks in the Foreign Service correspond to more 
than one rank in the Civil Service, it was not possible to conduct a single 
promotion analysis for State overall. 

[13] In this report, gender is male or female. 

[14] These characteristics included the length of time in each grade or 
class prior to promotion; racial or ethnic minority status; gender; years of 
federal service; age when hired at State; veteran’s status; graduation 
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from a college or university considered Ivy League or located in the 
District of Columbia, Virginia, or Maryland; use of long-term leave in the 
prior year; change between service types; occupation; fiscal years; 
service in a hardship assignment in the prior year (Foreign Service only); 
overseas service in the prior year (Foreign Service only); and proficiency 
in a hard language (Foreign Service only). 

[15] We express our confidence in the precision of our estimates as 
statistically significant differences. We consider differences in our 
estimates to be statistically significant if they were statistically significant 
at the 95 percent level. “Statistical significance” refers to the likelihood of 
an observed difference being due to chance. In contrast, “practical 
significance” refers to the magnitude of an observed difference. 

[16] See app. II for numbers and percentages of various demographic 
groups in State’s workforce in fiscal years 2002 through 2018. See apps. 
III through XII for full regression results and additional analyses, 
respectively comparing State’s workforce with that of the federal 
government and relevant civilian labor force; comparing demographic 
data on executives, veterans, individuals with disabilities, newly hired 
employees at State, and employees who left State for reasons other than 
retirement or death; and examining promotion rates, years of service, and 
the odds of promotion for African Americans and other minorities at State. 

[17] Title VII refers to the Civil Rights Act of 1964, as amended, codified 
at 42 U.S.C. §2000e et seq., and the Rehabilitation Act refers to Section 
501 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, as amended, codified at 29 U.S.C. 
§791. 

[18] 29 C.F.R. §1614.102(a). 

[19] 29 C.F.R. §1614.102(a)(3). 

[20] Equal Employment Opportunity Commission, Equal Employment 
Opportunity: Management Directive 715, EEO MD-715 (Oct. 1, 2003). 

[21] EEOC refers to such diversity issues as triggers. 

[22] State refers to these groups as employee affinity groups. 

[23] Department of State, Diversity and Inclusion Strategic Plan (2016). 

[24] According to State officials, because recruitment for the Foreign 
Service is not bound by OPM regulations, State has greater discretion in 
managing Foreign Service diversity initiatives. 
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[25] See app. XIII for a complete list of State’s reported recruitment, 
career development, and bureau-level initiatives. 

[26] Permanent employees are hired under career appointments. 
Because we focused our analysis on full-time, permanent, career 
employees, our analysis excludes Foreign Service nationals—locally 
employed staff at embassies abroad—and contractors. State uses a 
different employee definition in some reports. For example, State 
presents information for permanent employees, including both full-time 
and part-time status, in its MD-715 reports. 

[27] State’s Foreign Service promotion system follows an up-or-out 
principle, under which failure to gain promotion to a higher salary class 
within a specified period in a single class leads to mandatory retirement 
for personnel in certain occupational categories. 

[28] Racial or ethnic minorities exclude non-Hispanic whites and non-
Hispanic employees whose race was unspecified. We counted multiracial 
individuals—those who identified two or more races—in the “other” group 
and did not include those individuals in the identified racial groups. We 
determined racial or ethnic minority status using the employee’s self-
identified race and ethnicity. OPM requests employees to self-identify 
their race and ethnicity. If an employee does not self-identify, OPM allows 
agency officials to identify the employee’s race and ethnicity based on 
visual observation. For instances where the racial or ethnic group 
changed over time for an employee record, we assigned the most recent 
value to all available years. 

[29] Permanent employees are hired under career appointments. 
Because we focused our analysis on full-time, permanent, career 
employees, our analysis excludes Foreign Service nationals—locally 
employed staff at embassies abroad—and contractors. State uses a 
different employee definition in some reports. For example, State 
presents information for permanent employees, both full time and part 
time, in its MD-715 reports. 

[30] In addition to the proportion of racial or ethnic minorities’ increasing 
from fiscal year 2002 through fiscal year 2018 at State, the number of 
racial or ethnic minorities increased. Specifically, the number of full-time, 
permanent, career racial or ethnic minority employees rose from 4,658 in 
fiscal year 2002 to 7,345 in fiscal year 2018, while the number of full-time, 
permanent, career white employees also rose from 11,635 to 15,445. For 
additional information, see app. II, table 8. 
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[31] While the proportion of racial or ethnic minorities in State’s Civil 
Service decreased from fiscal year 2002 through fiscal year 2018, the 
number of racial or ethnic minorities increased. Specifically, the number 
of full-time, permanent career racial or ethnic minority employees in the 
Civil Service rose from 3,041 in in fiscal year 2002 to 4,076 in fiscal year 
2018, while the number of full-time, permanent, career white employees 
in the Civil Service rose from 3,700 to 5,466. For additional information, 
see app. II, table 9. 

[32] In addition to the proportion of racial or ethnic minorities increasing 
from fiscal year 2002 through fiscal year 2018 in State’s Foreign Service, 
the number of racial or ethnic minorities increased. Specifically, the 
number of full-time, permanent career racial or ethnic minority employees 
in the Foreign Service rose from 1,617 in fiscal year 2002 to 3,269 in 
fiscal year 2018, while the number of full-time, permanent, career white 
employees in the Foreign Service increased from 7,935 to 9,979. For 
additional information, see app. II, table 10. 

[33] We also observed similar differences when comparing State 
workforce data for fiscal year 2016 with federal government workforce 
data for fiscal year 2016. 

[34] The data we used represented the national RCLF and were not 
geographically weighted by State’s regional presence. 

[35] We also observed similar differences when comparing State 
workforce data for fiscal year 2010 with RCLF data from years 2006 
through 2010. 

[36] The three occupational groups—officials and managers, professional 
workers, and administrative support workers—corresponded to 99 
percent of State’s full-time, permanent, career workforce in fiscal year 
2018. 

[37] Other racial or ethnic minorities at State include Native 
Hawaiian/Pacific Islander, American Indian/Alaska Native, and non-
Hispanic multiracial. 

[38] While the proportion of African Americans decreased from fiscal year 
2002 through fiscal year 2018 at State, the number of African Americans 
increased. Specifically, the number of full-time, permanent, career African 
American employees at State rose from 2,898 in fiscal year 2002 to 3,322 
in fiscal year 2018 (for additional information, see app. II, table 8). Data 
for the federal workforce for fiscal years 2002 and 2016 show that the 
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proportion of African Americans in the federal workforce remained around 
18 percent. 

[39] Although the proportion of African Americans in State’s Civil Service 
decreased from fiscal year 2002 through fiscal year 2018, the number of 
African Americans in the Civil Service increased. Specifically, the number 
of full-time, permanent career African American employees in the Civil 
Service rose from 2,337 in fiscal year 2002 to 2,446 in fiscal year 2018. 
During the same period, the total number of full-time, permanent, career 
employees in the Civil Service rose from 6,831 to 9,546 (see app. II, table 
9). 

[40] In addition to the proportion of African Americans’ increasing in the 
Foreign Service from fiscal year 2002 through fiscal year 2018, the 
number of full-time, permanent, career African American employees in 
the Foreign Service increased from 561 to 876 during the same period 
(for additional information, see app. II, table 10). 

[41] The proportion of employees with unspecified race or ethnicity at 
State overall, in the Civil Service, and in the Foreign Service decreased 
from fiscal year 2002 through fiscal year 2018. 

[42] In fiscal year 2002, the proportions of racial or ethnic minorities were 
lower than the proportions of whites at GS-12 and higher ranks in the Civil 
Service and at all ranks in the Foreign Service. 

[43] Our analysis also found that the proportions of racial or ethnic 
minorities hired both overall and in the lower ranks (i.e., GS-10 or lower in 
the Civil Service and Class 6 or lower in the Foreign Service) decreased 
in the Civil Service but increased in the Foreign Service from fiscal year 
2003 to fiscal year 2018. Additionally, our analysis found that racial or 
ethnic minorities generally spent more years in each rank relative to 
whites in the Civil and Foreign Services (for additional information, see 
app. X.) 

[44] Our analysis found that the proportion of racial or ethnic minorities 
hired at the lower ranks decreased in the Civil Service but increased in 
the Foreign Service over time. In fiscal years 2003 through 2018, the 
proportion of racial or ethnic minorities in the Civil Service hired at GS-10 
or lower decreased from 46 percent to 38 percent. The proportion of 
racial or ethnic minorities in the Foreign Service hired at Class 6 or lower 
increased from 27 percent to 28 percent during the same period. 

[45] While the proportion of women at State decreased from fiscal year 
2002 through fiscal year 2018, the number of women increased. 
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Specifically, the number of full-time, permanent, career female employees 
increased from 7,339 to 9,831, while the number of full-time, permanent, 
career male employees increased from 9,231 to 12,975 (for additional 
information, see app. II, table 11). 

[46] While the proportion of women in State’s Civil Service decreased 
from fiscal year 2002 through fiscal year 2018, the number of women 
increased. Specifically, the number of full-time, permanent, career female 
employees in the Civil Service increased in fiscal years 2002 through 
2018 from 4,139 to 5,137, while the number of full-time, permanent, 
career male employees in the Civil Service increased from 2,692 to 4,409 
(for additional information, see app. II, table 12). 

[47] The number of women also increased in the Foreign Service from 
fiscal year 2002 through fiscal year 2018. Specifically, the number of full-
time, permanent, career female employees in the Foreign Service 
increased from 3,200 to 4,694, while the number of full-time, permanent, 
career male employees increased from 6,539 to 8,566 (for additional 
information, see app. II, table 13). 

[48] We observed similar results when comparing State workforce data 
for fiscal year 2016 with federal government workforce data for fiscal year 
2016. 

[49] The data we used represented the national RCLF and were not 
geographically weighted by State’s regional presence. 

[50] We also observed similar differences when comparing State 
workforce data for fiscal year 2010 with RCLF data from years 2006 to 
2010. 

[51] The three occupational groups—officials and managers, professional 
workers, and administrative support workers—corresponded to 99 
percent of State’s full-time, permanent, career workforce in fiscal year 
2018. 

[52] In fiscal year 2002, the proportions of women were lower than the 
proportions of men at GS-14 and higher ranks in the Civil Service and at 
Class 5 and higher ranks in the Foreign Service. 

[53] Our analysis also found that the proportions of women hired at State, 
both overall and in GS-10 or below in the Civil Service, decreased from 
fiscal year 2003 through fiscal year 2018. Our analysis found that women 
in the Civil Service generally spent fewer years in each rank relative to 
men. For additional information, see app. X. 
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[54] In addition, our analysis found that the proportions of women hired at 
State, both overall and in Class 6 or lower ranks of the Foreign Service, 
increased from fiscal year 2003 through fiscal year 2018. Our analysis 
found that women in the Foreign Service generally spent fewer years in 
each rank relative to men. For more information, see app. X. 

[55] Additionally, our analyses include employees who might have 
reached the maximum rank for their particular occupation and therefore 
had no remaining promotion potential in that occupation. For example, 
according to State, certain occupations, such as Office Management 
Specialists in the Foreign Service, may have ceilings that limit the rank to 
which an employee can advance. Also, our analyses did not differentiate 
between competitive promotions and promotions in career-ladder 
positions, which, according to OPM, tend to be more likely than 
competitive promotions. For example, according to State, Information 
Technology Management is a career-ladder series. 

[56] Academic studies have used multivariate statistical methods—
specifically, duration analysis—to examine promotion outcomes. For 
example, see Paul D. Allison, Survival Analysis Using SAS: A Practical 
Guide (Cary, N.C.: Sas Institute, 2010); Janet M. Box-Steffensmeier, 
Raphael C. Cunha, Roumen A. Varbanov, Yee Shwen Hoh, Margaret L. 
Knisley, and Mary Alice Holmes, “Survival Analysis of Faculty Retention 
and Promotion in the Social Sciences by Gender,” PLoS One, vol. 10, no. 
11 (2015): e0143093; Donna K. Ginther and Shulamit Kahn, “Women in 
Economics: Moving Up or Falling Off the Academic Career Ladder?” 
Journal of Economic Perspectives, vol. 18, no. 3 (2004): pp. 193-214; 
Donna K. Ginther and Shulamit Kahn, “Does Science Promote Women? 
Evidence from Academia 1973-2001,” in Science and Engineering 
Careers in the United States: An Analysis of Markets and Employment 
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2009), pp. 163-194; J. Scott Long, 
Paul D. Allison, and Robert McGinnis, “Rank Advancement in Academic 
Careers: Sex Differences and the Effects of Productivity,” American 
Sociological Review, vol. 58, no. 5 (1993): pp. 703-722. 

[57] We did not have well-defined measures for an employee’s skills, 
motivation, performance, or abilities. While we had some data on 
performance evaluations, such evaluations are better suited to serve as 
an outcome variable of interest. 

[58] Academic literature has discussed potential factors that multivariate 
statistical analyses (specifically, duration analysis) may not fully capture 
or explain. For example, the starting occupations of African Americans 
may affect their chances of attaining a management position. See David 
J. Maume Jr., “Glass Ceilings and Glass Escalators: Occupational 
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Segregation and Race and Sex Differences in Managerial Promotions,” 
Work and Occupations, vol. 26, no. 4 (1999): pp. 483-509. In addition, 
women may take longer to be promoted because of family obligations, 
particularly care for young children, which may limit the time that women 
can devote to their careers and may even require leaves of absence. 
However, another example found that firms may advance women into 
leadership positions to overcome the firm’s previous exclusion of women 
in management. An additional example found that the starting 
occupations of women may affect their chances of attaining a 
management position. See Long et al., “Rank Advancement in Academic 
Careers”; John C. Dencker, “Corporate Restructuring and Sex 
Differences in Managerial Promotion,” American Sociological Review, vol. 
73, no. 3 (2008): pp. 405-476; Maume, “Glass Ceilings and Glass 
Escalators.” 

[59] For example, if institutional budget constraints allowed for only one 
promotion among a team of five white employees and five racial or ethnic 
minority employees, then either a white employee or a minority employee 
would be promoted. While the data would suggest a difference in 
promotion outcome on the basis of race or ethnicity, this difference might 
instead be attributable to the budget constraint. By analyzing 17 years of 
data, we limit the extent to which 1 year of budget constraints may affect 
the interpretation of our results. 

[60] We calculated these rates as the number of newly elevated 
employees in the next-higher rank in the following fiscal year divided by 
the number of employees in the given rank in the current year. Thus, the 
rate of promotion from each rank is based on the total number of 
individuals in that rank in the current year and not on the number of 
applicants for promotion. Additionally, this calculation includes employees 
who may have reached the maximum rank for their particular occupation 
and may therefore have no remaining promotion potential in that 
occupation. 

[61] In addition, we observed that racial or ethnic minorities were being 
promoted at rates below their representation in the population. 
Specifically, we found that the proportion of racial or ethnic minorities 
among those promoted was generally lower than the proportion of racial 
or ethnic minorities among those in the original rank in the Civil Service. 
For example, on average, racial or ethnic minorities made up 49 percent 
of employees at GS-11 but 44 percent of employees promoted from GS-
11 to a higher rank in the Civil Service in fiscal years 2013 through 2017. 

[62] We were not able to calculate promotion rates for fiscal year 2018, 
because the State data we analyzed ended in fiscal year 2018. However, 
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our calculation of promotion rates for fiscal year 2017 includes data on 
newly elevated employees in the next higher rank in 2018. 

[63] In addition, our analysis of yearly promotion rates in the Civil Service 
for fiscal years 2013 through 2017 showed that the promotion rate for 
whites exceeded the promotion rate for racial or ethnic minorities for GS-
11 and higher ranks for every year and rank level, with the exception of 
promotion from GS-15 to executive in 2 years. For additional information, 
see app. IX. 

[64] Our analysis found that racial or ethnic minorities generally spent 
more years in each rank relative to whites in the Civil Service. See app. X 
for additional details. 

[65] Given State’s workforce demographics, these racial or ethnic minority 
employees consisted primarily of African Americans and Hispanics. We 
also conducted additional statistical analyses that examined different 
subsets of factors and time periods (see app. XI for more information). In 
addition to looking at the odds of promotion for racial or ethnic minorities 
as a whole relative to whites, we also examined the odds of promotion for 
(1) African Americans and non–African American racial or ethnic 
minorities relative to whites and (2) individual racial or ethnic minority 
groups—African Americans, Hispanics, Asians, and other racial or ethnic 
minorities—relative to whites (see app. XII for more information). 

[66] We express our confidence in the precision of our estimates as 
statistically significant differences, which refers to the likelihood of an 
observed difference being due to chance. We consider differences in our 
estimates to be statistically significant if they were statistically significant 
at the 95 percent level. In contrast, “practical significance” refers to the 
magnitude of an observed difference. 

[67] This percentage difference is not the same as a percentage point 
difference. The corresponding percentage point difference would vary 
depending on the promotion odds for whites. 

[68] While our model found a negative estimate for racial or ethnic 
minorities’ odds of promotion to the executive level, the results were not 
statistically significant. That is, we could not conclude that there was a 
statistical relationship between racial or ethnic minority status and 
promotion from GS-15 to executive. 

[69] For each rank, we calculated the promotion rate as the number of 
newly elevated employees in the next-higher rank in the following fiscal 
year divided by the number of employees in the given rank in the current 
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year. Thus, the rate of promotion from each rank is based on the total 
number of individuals in that rank in the current year and not on the 
number of applicants for promotion. Additionally, this calculation includes 
employees who may have reached the maximum rank for their particular 
occupation and may therefore have no remaining promotion potential in 
that occupation. 

[70] In addition, we observed that racial or ethnic minorities were being 
promoted at rates below their representation in the population. 
Specifically, we found that the proportion of racial or ethnic minorities 
among those promoted was generally lower than the proportion of racial 
or ethnic minorities among those in the original rank in the Foreign 
Service. For example, on average over fiscal years 2013 through 2017 in 
the Foreign Service racial or ethnic minorities made up 26 percent of 
employees at Class 4 but made up 25 percent of employees promoted 
from Class 4 to a higher rank. 

[71] We were not able to calculate promotion rates for fiscal year 2018, 
because the State data we analyzed ended in fiscal year 2018. However, 
our calculation of promotion rates for fiscal year 2017 includes data on 
newly elevated employees in the next higher rank in 2018. 

[72] In addition, our analysis of yearly promotion rates in the Foreign 
Service for fiscal years 2013 through 2017 showed that the promotion 
rate for whites exceeded the promotion rate for racial or ethnic minorities 
for Class 4 and higher ranks for 16 of the 20 possible year-rank 
combinations (see app. IX for more details). 

[73] Our analysis found that racial or ethnic minorities generally spent 
more years in each rank than whites in the Foreign Service. See app. X 
for additional details. 

[74] Given State’s workforce demographics, these racial or ethnic 
minorities consisted primarily of African Americans and Hispanics. We 
also conducted additional statistical analyses that examined different 
subsets of factors and time periods (see app. XI for more information). In 
addition to looking at the odds of promotion for racial or ethnic minorities 
as a whole relative to whites, we also examined the odds of promotion for 
(1) African Americans and non–African American racial or ethnic 
minorities relative to whites and (2) individual racial or ethnic minority 
groups—African Americans, Hispanics, Asians, and other racial or ethnic 
minorities—relative to whites (see app. XII for more information). 

[75] For each rank, we calculated the rate of promotion as the number of 
newly elevated employees in the next-higher rank in the following fiscal 
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year divided by the number of employees in the given rank in the current 
year. Thus, the rate of promotion from each rank is based on the total 
number of individuals in that rank in the current year and not on the 
number of applicants for promotion. Additionally, this rate calculation 
includes employees who may have reached the maximum rank for the 
given occupation and may therefore have no remaining promotion 
potential in that occupation. 

[76] In addition, we observed that women in the Civil Service were 
promoted at rates below their representation among GS-11 up to GS-14 
employees. Specifically, we found that the proportion of women among 
employees promoted from GS-12 up to GS-14 in the Civil Service was 
generally lower than the proportion of women at the original ranks. For 
example, on average in fiscal years 2013 through 2017, women made up 
63 percent of GS-11 employees but made up 62 percent of employees 
promoted from GS-11 to GS-12. 

[77] We were not able to calculate promotion rates for fiscal year 2018, 
because the State data we analyzed ended in fiscal year 2018. However, 
our calculation of promotion rates for fiscal year 2017 includes data on 
newly elevated employees in the next higher rank in fiscal year 2018. 

[78] In addition, our analysis of yearly promotion rates in the Civil Service 
for fiscal years 2013 through 2017 showed that the rate of promotion from 
GS-11 and higher ranks was greater for men than for women for 15 of the 
25 possible year-rank combinations (see app. IX for more details). 

[79] Our analysis found that women in the Civil Service generally spent 
fewer years in each rank than men. See app. X for additional details. 

[80] We also conducted additional statistical analyses that examined 
different subsets of factors and time periods. See app. XI for more details. 

[81] We calculated these rates as the number of newly elevated 
employees in the next-higher rank in the following fiscal year divided by 
the number of employees in the given rank in the current year. Thus, the 
rate of promotion from each rank is based on the total number of 
individuals in that rank in the current year and not on the number of 
applicants for promotion. Additionally, this calculation includes employees 
who may have reached the maximum rank for their particular occupation 
and may therefore have no remaining promotion potential in that 
occupation. 

[82] In addition, we observed that women in the Foreign Service were 
promoted at rates above their representation in the population between 
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Class 3 and executive. Specifically, we found that the proportion of 
women among those promoted from Class 3 through Class 1 in the 
Foreign Service was higher than the proportion of women the original 
class level. For example, on average over fiscal years 2013 through 2017 
women made up 31 percent of employees at the Class 3 level, but they 
made up 38 percent of employees promoted from Class 3 to Class 2. 

[83] While our analysis focused on promotions starting with Class 4, we 
observed that the percentage of women promoted was lower than the 
percentage of men promoted from Class 5 and 6 in the Foreign Service. 
For example, in the Foreign Service, between fiscal years 2002 and 2017, 
21 percent of women, on average, were promoted from Class 6 to Class 
5, compared with 77 percent of men. 

[84] We were not able to calculate promotion rates for fiscal year 2018, 
because the State data we analyzed ended in fiscal year 2018. However, 
our calculation of promotion rates for fiscal year 2017 includes data on 
newly elevated employees in the next higher rank in fiscal year 2018. 

[85] In addition, our analysis of yearly promotion rates in the Foreign 
Service for fiscal years 2013 through 2017 showed that the promotion 
rate for women exceeded the promotion rate for men for Class 4 and 
higher ranks for 16 of the 20 possible year-rank combinations (see app. 
IX for more details). 

[86] Our analysis found that women generally spent fewer years in each 
rank relative to men in the Foreign Service (see app. X for additional 
details). 

[87] We also conducted additional statistical analyses that examined 
different subsets of factors and time periods (see app. XI for more 
information). 

[88] In addition, we found higher adjusted rates of promotion and higher 
odds of promotion for women for Class 2 to Class 1 that were statistically 
significant at the 90 percent confidence level for fiscal years 2002 through 
2018. 

[89] State officials noted that in some cases, EEOC instructs them to 
focus on a particular diversity issue. For example, they noted that EEOC 
required all federal agencies, including State, to conduct a barrier 
analysis on Hispanic employment from GS-12 through the executive rank 
to be submitted in the fiscal year 2016 MD-715. 
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[90] In addition to conducting workforce data analysis, State officials said 
that they engage with employee groups as part of its process for 
identifying diversity issues and analyzing barriers. According to officials, 
State’s employee groups serve as a link between diverse employee 
constituencies and the agency’s senior management, Office of Civil 
Rights, and HR. According to State officials, HR representatives meet 
with employee groups on a quarterly basis to hear their concerns and 
shape guidance to HR and the Office of Civil Rights on where to focus 
their diversity efforts. 

[91] These findings are based on statistically significant regression 
estimates that controlled for gender, additional individual factors, and 
occupations. 

[92] Permanent employees are hired under career appointments. In 
focusing on full-time, permanent, career employees, our analysis 
excludes Foreign Service nationals and contractors. 

[93] We considered executives in the Civil Service to be those listed as 
EX/AD/ES and executives in the Foreign Service to be those listed as 
CM/MC/OC. 

[94] We made a similar adjustment to the gender variable. Specifically, for 
instances where an employee’s reported gender changed, we assigned 
the most recent value to all available years. 

[95] OPM’s most recent Federal Equal Opportunity Recruitment Program 
report was last produced in fiscal year 2016. The report does not include 
the entire federal workforce but instead presents information only on 
permanent employees in nonpostal federal executive branch agencies 
that participate in the Employee Human Resources Integration. 

[96] The most recent EEO tabulation for the RCLF is for 2006 through 
2010. The data we used represented the national RCLF and were not 
geographically weighted by State’s regional presence. We compared 
State’s demographics across three occupational categories—officials and 
managers, professional workers, and administrative support workers—
that corresponded to 99 percent of State’s full-time, permanent, career 
workforce in fiscal year 2018. We did not report summary statistics for 
technical workers and technologists, sales workers, skilled craft and 
repair workers, operative and transportation operative workers, laborers, 
and service workers. 

[97] According to State, the Foreign Service as a whole is not comparable 
to the RCLF because it recruits strictly at the entry level. Officials noted 
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that the RCLF is better compared to intake than the total population. 
State, in particular the Foreign Service, is not precisely comparable to the 
RCLF for three primary reasons. First, State is comprised largely of 
diplomatic, security, passport, and foreign affairs personnel while the 
RCLF and the EEOC occupational groups are comprised of a broader 
group of occupations that are likely represented in differing proportions to 
what is found in the agency. Second, the Foreign Service largely restricts 
intake to the entry level, making it less able to adapt to changing 
demographics, particularly at senior grades that take over 20 years to 
reach, and that the civilian labor force is able to achieve by hiring at all 
ranks. Finally, State officials stated that the Foreign Service has minimal 
attrition further reducing the churn seen in the civilian labor force that 
allows for more rapid demographic changes. 

[98] Differences in final promotion outcomes may result from 
discrepancies that could occur in any stage of the promotion process, 
such as application, assessment of eligibility or performance, or final 
selection. 

[99] Additionally, we included all employees who might have reached the 
maximum rank for their particular occupation and therefore had no 
remaining promotion potential in that occupation. For example, according 
to State certain occupations, such as Office Management Specialists in 
the Foreign Service, may be structured to have ceilings that limit how high 
an employee can advance. Also, we did not differentiate between 
competitive promotions and career-ladder promotions, which tend to be 
more likely than competitive promotions. For example, according to State 
Information Technology Management is a career ladder series. 

[100] We express our confidence in the precision of our estimates as 
statistically significant differences, which refers to the likelihood of an 
observed difference being due to chance. We consider differences in our 
estimates to be statistically significant if they were statistically significant 
at the 95 percent level. In contrast, “practical significance” refers to the 
magnitude of an observed difference. 

[101] Our adjusted analysis produced odds ratios from which we 
calculated the resulting percentage difference in relative odds of 
promotion. See app. XI for additional details. 

[102] We used duration analysis to estimate the odds of promotion across 
different demographic groups. Duration analysis is a statistical method for 
analyzing various event occurrences and event timing, used when the 
relevant variables take the form of a duration, or the time elapsed, until a 
certain event occurs (e.g., number of years until promotion). Duration 
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analysis allows an estimate of the probability or odds of exiting the initial 
state within a short interval, conditional on having been in the state up to 
the starting time of the interval (e.g., the probability of being promoted, 
conditional on not having been promoted at the time the data was 
observed). This type of methodology is also known across different 
disciplines as survival analysis, hazard analysis, event history analysis, 
failure time analysis, or reliability analysis. 

[103] It was not possible to conduct this promotion analysis for State 
overall, because some ranks in the Foreign Service correspond to more 
than one rank in the Civil Service. 

[104] Our analyses involved a number of models with an increasing set of 
control variables added to each model. For more information about the 
specific control variables used in each model, see app. XI. 

[105] We included these variables because there may be a perception 
that graduates from a college or university considered Ivy League would 
be high-quality applicants to State and because some of the colleges or 
universities located in the District of Columbia, Virginia, or Maryland have 
highly respected programs related to foreign service that may provide 
networking opportunities. 

[106] To determine whether an employee’s work location had a hardship 
differential of 20 percent or more, we obtained data from State’s website. 

[107] We controlled for the following languages: Mandarin or Cantonese 
Chinese, Arabic, Japanese, Korean, and Russian. We previously reported 
that these languages were among those State considered hard. See 
GAO, State Department: Targets for Hiring, Filling Vacancies Overseas 
Being Met, but Gaps Remain in Hard-to-Learn Languages, GAO-04-139 
(Washington, D.C.: Nov. 19, 2003). 

[108] For the Civil Service we controlled for nine mission-critical 
occupations reported in State’s fiscal year 2017 MD-715 report; these 
nine occupations accounted for approximately 69 percent of Civil Service 
officers in fiscal year 2018. For the Foreign Service, we controlled for the 
five cones for Foreign Service generalists and the top five Foreign 
Service specialist occupations; these 10 occupations accounted for nearly 
all Foreign Service generalists and 82 percent of Foreign Service 
specialists. For more information about the occupations we controlled for, 
see app. XI. 

[109] We did not control for participation in the Rangel or Pickering 
Fellowship programs. These programs are targeted to racial or ethnic 
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minorities, women, and other underrepresented groups. If we had 
controlled for participation in these programs, our estimates would only 
apply to those racial or ethnic minorities and women that did not 
participate in those programs. 

[110] According to officials from the American Foreign Service 
Association, promotion in the Foreign Service depended more on the 
cone (occupational category) than on the department; thus, clustering on 
the organization code was not applied to the Foreign Service analysis. 

[111] We excluded employees whose race or ethnicity was unspecified. 

[112] Before selecting the academic experts, we reviewed potential 
sources of conflicts of interest and determined that the experts we 
selected did not have any material conflicts of interest for the purpose of 
reviewing our work. 

[113] As a hypothetical example, if, among employees who started at 
State at the same time, whites tended to be promoted after 3 years while 
racial or ethnic minorities tended to be promoted after 4 years, the 
promotion rates in year 3 would be higher for whites than for racial or 
ethnic minorities and the promotion rates in year 4 would be higher for 
racial or ethnic minorities than for whites. Averaging these hypothetical 
rates could also be misleading, since it would obscure any systematic 
delay in promotions. 

[114] We did not have well-defined measures for an employee’s skills, 
motivation, performance, or abilities. While we had some data on 
performance evaluations, these evaluations are better suited to serve as 
an outcome variable of interest. 

[115] Because our methodology for this objective involved quantitative 
analysis, we did not examine qualitative factors that might have provided 
insight into the reasons for differences in promotion odds. 

[116] Career-ladder promotions are noncompetitive until an employee 
reaches the full-performance level for the occupation, after which further 
promotions become competitive. 

[117] State refers to these groups as employee affinity groups. 

[118] We did not meet with the following groups after determining that 
their interests are not directly related to diversity issues: Presidential 
Management Fellows Advisory Council and Returned Peace Corps 
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Volunteers. In addition, we also did not meet with GRACE because State 
formed the group after we conducted our interviews in October 2018. 

[119] The FEORP report presents data for permanent employees in 
nonpostal federal executive branch agencies that participate in the 
Employee Human Resources Integration. The most recently produced 
FEORP report was for fiscal year 2016. We also compared State’s 
summary statistics for fiscal year 2016 to federal government workforce 
data for fiscal year 2016 and observed similar trends. 

[120] We observed similar differences when comparing State workforce 
data for fiscal year 2016 with federal government workforce data for fiscal 
year 2016. In this report, racial or ethnic minorities are employees whose 
race is neither non-Hispanic white nor unspecified. 

[121] The nine categories are (1) Officials and Managers, (2) Professional 
Workers, (3) Technical Workers and Technologists, (4) Sales Workers, 
(5) Administrative Support Workers, (6) Skilled Craft and Repair Workers, 
(7) Operative and Transportation Operative Workers, (8) Laborers, and 
(9) Service Workers. 

[122] Permanent employees are hired under career appointments. 
Because our analysis focuses on full-time, permanent employees, it 
excludes Foreign Service nationals and contractors. 

[123] The data we used represented the national RCLF and was not 
geographically weighted by State’s regional presence. 

[124] We observed similar differences when comparing State workforce 
data for fiscal year 2010 with RCLF data for 2006 through 2010. 

[125] We considered executives in the Civil Service to be those listed in 
State’s personnel data as EX/AD/ES, and we considered executives in 
the Foreign Service to be those listed as CM/MC/OC. 

[126] We calculated the proportion of racial or ethnic minority executives 
as the sum of the proportions of African American, Hispanic, Asian, and 
other minority executives. 

[127] The FEORP report presents data for permanent employees in 
nonpostal federal executive branch agencies that participate in the Office 
of Personnel Management’s Employee Human Resources Integration 
initiative. The most recent FEORP report was for fiscal year 2016. We 
also compared State’s summary statistics for fiscal year 2016 with federal 
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government workforce data for the same fiscal year and observed similar 
trends. 

[128] We found similar differences when we compared State workforce 
data for fiscal year 2016 with federal government workforce data for the 
same fiscal year. 

[129] State’s MD-715 reports present information for full-time and part-
time permanent employees. Because of ongoing class-action litigation 
related to State’s employment of disabled employees, GAO did not 
analyze the numbers and percentages of employees with disabilities in 
State’s full-time, permanent, career workforce. 

[130] Our analysis includes data for individuals who accepted offers of 
employment at State in a given fiscal year. Our analysis does not include 
data for those who applied or were selected for State positions. 

[131] We consider use of long-term leave in the prior year to be when the 
employee has taken more than 2 weeks of consecutive leave more than 
twice in the prior year. 

[132] In addition, for model 3 we examined the results when only 
conducted with variables that are fixed over time and with variables that 
vary over time. 

[133] According to officials from the American Foreign Service 
Association, promotion in the Foreign Service depended more on the 
cone (occupation) than on the department; thus, clustering on the 
organization code was not applied to the Foreign Service analysis. 

[134] In addition, we found a negative estimate for odds of promotion for 
Class 2 to Class 1 that was statistically significant at the 90 percent 
confidence level for fiscal years 2011 through 2018. 

[135] In fiscal year 2002, 97 percent to of Foreign Service secretaries 
were women. 

[136] The estimated odds of promotion for African Americans compared 
with whites were similar for both groupings but are shown only once in 
tables 44 and 45. 

[137] The lower odds of promotion for African Americans compared with 
whites in the Civil Service were also statistically significant in the more 
recent period fiscal years 2011 through 2018 (model 3). 
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[138] The estimated negative odds of promotion from GS-13 to GS-14 for 
non–African American racial or ethnic minorities were statistically 
significant at the 90 percent confidence level (model 2). The lower odds of 
promotion for non–African American racial or ethnic minorities compared 
with whites in the Civil Service are generally not statistically significant in 
the more recent period fiscal years 2011 through 2018. The exception is 
the lower odds of promotion from GS-13 to GS-14, which are statistically 
significant at the 90 percent confidence level (model 3). 

[139] The lower odds of promotion from GS-11 to GS-12 for Hispanics 
and from GS-12 through GS-14 for other racial or ethnic minorities were 
statistically significant at the 90 percent confidence level (model 2). In the 
more recent period fiscal years 2011 through 2018, no promotion odds for 
Hispanics, Asians, or other racial or ethnic minorities were statistically 
significant at the 95 percent confidence level. 

[140] While the lower odds of promotion from Class 4 to Class 3 for 
African Americans compared with whites in the Foreign Service were also 
statistically significant in the more recent period fiscal years 2011 through 
2018, the higher odds of promotion from Class 1 to executive for African 
Americans were not (model 3). In addition, we observed a lower odds of 
promotion from Class 3 to Class 2 for African Americans compared with 
whites in the more recent period that was statistically significant at the 90 
percent confidence level. 

[141] The lower odds of promotion from Class 4 to Class 3 for non–
African American racial or ethnic minorities compared with whites in the 
Foreign Service was statistically significant in the more recent period 
fiscal years 2011 through 2018 at the 90 percent confidence level. 

[142] The lower odds of promotion from Class 4 to Class 3 for Asians 
were statistically significant at the 90 percent confidence level (model 2). 
In the more recent period fiscal years 2011 through 2018, no promotion 
odds for Hispanics, Asians, or other racial or ethnic minorities were 
statistically significant at the 95 percent confidence level. 
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