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In 2003, the Partnership for Public Service launched an 
unprecedented effort to measure employee satisfaction 
at federal agencies. The resulting product was our Best 
Places to Work in the Federal Government rankings, the 
most comprehensive analysis to date on federal worker 
engagement. Best Places revealed not only which agen-
cies are doing the best job of engaging their workers, 
but also how they are doing it. And when it comes to 
engaging workers and maximizing their talents, one fac-
tor consistently rises above all others — leadership.

Effective leadership emergeded as the key driver of em-
ployee satisfaction in the inaugural Best Places rankings, 
and again in 2005 and 2007. Unfortunately, in addition 
to being vitally important, Best Places also reveals that 
leadership is an area of concern in the federal govern-
ment. Among a series of 10 workplace environment 
categories that are measured in the rankings, the score 
for “effective leadership” consistently ranks near the 
bottom and represents the area where the government 
most lags behind the private sector. The federal govern-
ment conducts an annual survey of its employees, and 
comparable private sector benchmarks are available 
for 14 questions in this human capital survey. The two 
questions where the percentage of positive responses 
from government workers lags the private sector most 
dramatically are both leadership-related matters, includ-
ing the question of how good a job is being done by 
one’s immediate supervisor.

With the support of the Walter and Leonore Annen-
berg Foundation, the Partnership for Public Service 
has launched a new effort to close the leadership gap in 
our federal government. The central component of this 
project will be the Annenberg Leadership Institute, which 
will help to develop the leadership skills of a select cadre 
of talented federal workers through a combination of 
hands-on learning experiences and coursework. Before 
embarking on a new effort to improve federal leader-
ship, the Partnership felt it was important to get a better 
understanding of the federal government’s current 
efforts to train and develop leaders. To that end, the 
Partnership asked Dr. James Thompson of the Universi-
ty of Illinois at Chicago to assess leadership training and 
development programs in the federal government.

Based on a comprehensive literature review and an ex-
tensive series of interviews, Dr. Thompson’s report pro-
vides an excellent overview of the federal government’s 
strengths and weaknesses when it comes to leadership 
development. While the report and its recommenda-
tions reflect the views of Dr. Thompson and not the 
Partnership for Public Service, we believe this is an 
important report that will enhance the ongoing debate 
about how to improve the way we train and develop 
federal leaders.

Max Stier
President and CEO 
Partnership for Public Service

foreword
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executive summary

When it comes to the performance of our federal work-
force, the stakes are high. Emerging challenges ranging 
from the spread of avian flu to the threat of terrorism 
demand that the 1.9 million public servants in our federal 
government achieve high levels of performance and be 
fully engaged in their work. 

There is widespread agreement that to elicit a high level of 
effort, employees must be provided with effective leader-
ship. For the bulk of the workforce, the most relevant 
leadership comes from first-line supervisors. Supervisors 
have direct contact with workers and impact day-to-day 
performance more than managers at other levels.

Previous research reveals that, within the federal sector, 
individuals are selected as supervisors largely on the basis 
of their technical qualifications. Unfortunately, those with 
the best “hard,” technical skills do not always make the 
best leaders. Of equal, if not greater importance, are “soft” 
skills such as communication, team-building and conflict 
resolution.

Soft skills are generally taught under the rubric of “leader-
ship development,” a topic that has received substantial 
attention within the federal government in recent years. 
The focus, however, has generally been at the executive 
level. To the extent that such training has been provided at 
subsidiary levels, it has been largely in the context of suc-
cession planning systems in which resources are concen-
trated on a “select few” targeted for promotion. Relatively 
few agencies have adopted a “capacity building” approach 
in which leadership training resources are distributed more 
evenly.

This report focuses on a relatively small number of agen-
cies that have adopted a capacity-building approach to 
leadership training for first-line supervisors. Those agencies 
could potentially serve as exemplars for the rest of the 
government. Extensive interviews were conducted with 
experts within and outside of government to identify best 
practices and which agencies employ them. An initial list 
of nearly 30 agencies reputed to do a good job of cultivat-
ing leadership talent was ultimately winnowed down to 
six whose programs are particularly robust. The six are the 
Central Intelligence Agency (CIA), the National Security 
Agency (NSA), the Internal Revenue Service (IRS), the 
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), the Government 
Accountability Office (GAO) and the Defense Logistics 
Agency (DLA).

One finding is that while each agency needs to develop a 
plan that meets its particular needs, there is a high degree 
of consensus on the core elements of a strong leadership 

development program. Those components are classroom 
education and training; performance feedback from a 
manager’s supervisors and subordinates; developmental 
relationships such as mentoring; and challenging job as-
signments. Although they are among the least commonly 
used elements, some experts believe that developmental 
job assignments are the most valuable leadership develop-
ment technique.

Another finding is that, as parts of the government move 
toward pay-for-performance compensation systems and 
other human resource management innovations, the 
absence of adequate soft skills on the part of some su-
pervisors is likely to become more and more apparent. 
In a pay-for-performance environment, supervisors must 
be prepared to deal with the human dynamics that will 
ensue. For example, some individuals would be told that 
they are contributing less than others and that they will 
receive smaller pay increases as a result. If poorly handled, 
such situations can result in withdrawal, higher levels of 
employee grievances and a diminution of performance. 

At the macro level, the three common characteristics of 
successful leadership development efforts are the creation 
of a continuous learning environment, the involvement 
of mid-level managers in the training of their subordinate 
supervisors, and commitment from top leadership.

Based on these findings, the report includes a series of rec-
ommendations for both policy-makers and agency heads. 
These recommendations include:

Create a government-wide supervisory corps that 
would require federal managers to demonstrate certain 
leadership competencies 

Mandate leadership training for ALL supervisors, not 
just the best and brightest

Require the use of metrics to assess program impact

Hold executives accountable for developing their 
subordinates

It is encouraging to note that some positive momentum is 
building to address existing deficiencies. The U.S. Office 
of Personnel Management (OPM) has issued new guide-
lines regarding leadership development, many agencies 
have begun to increase their investment in leadership 
training for supervisors, and the Chairman of the Senate 
subcommittee that oversees the federal civil service has 
introduced legislation to expand leadership training. These 
are all critical early steps to improving federal leadership. 
The sooner we take these steps, the sooner we will see the 
improved performance from our federal workforce that the 
times demand.

•

•

•

•
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Introduction

The consensus among a number of key observers is that 
a successful supervisor requires “soft” interpersonal as 
well as “hard” technical and administrative skills. At 
issue are the non-technical skills in communication, 
motivation, conflict resolution and team building that 
are often generically labeled as “leadership” skills. That 
such a need exists is not surprising. There is research 
in support of, and an intuitive appeal to the idea, that 
organizations led by individuals who are adept at man-
aging human dynamics will perform better than those 
headed by individuals who are not. Yet, it is surprising 
how little attention most agencies give to developing 
these soft skills among their first-line supervisors.

A number of dynamics appear to be at work. One has 
to do with the ambiguous position that first-line su-
pervisors hold at the bottom of the management chain, 
trusted fully by neither management nor employees. 
A second has to do with the traditional emphasis on 
selecting supervisors who are technical experts. Finally, 
it is a simple fact that because of the large numbers 
involved, training supervisors can be costly.

There is some evidence that the tide has begun to shift. 
A number of agencies are investing significant, addi-
tional resources in leadership training for supervisors. 
In 2007, Senator Daniel Akaka (D-HI), who chairs 
the subcommittee that oversees the federal workforce, 
introduced the Federal Supervisor Training Act which 
would mandate expanded leadership training for federal 
supervisors. In 2006, the U.S. Office of Personnel 
Management (OPM) issued “Guidelines for Managerial 
Development” aimed at leadership development needs.

One factor behind this change in attitude is the spread 
of a “results-orientation” within the federal government 
associated with the 1993 Government Performance 
and Results Act and with President Bush’s President’s 
Management Agenda. More than in the past, manag-
ers at all levels are being held accountable for achieving 
measurable organizational results. Motivating employ-
ees to commit their discretionary energies to the job is 
essential to improving results, and federal supervisors 
will have to drive this process.

A second factor is the increasing number of federal em-
ployees whose annual pay increase is linked to perfor-
mance considerations. Particularly notable in this regard 
are new payband/pay-for-performance systems either 

planned or in place at the departments of Defense 
(DoD) and Homeland Security (DHS). A report by the 
Merit Systems Protection Board states that: 

	 As a linchpin between management and front-
line employees, supervisors play a pivotal role 
in pay-for-performance settings. Not only do 
they translate organizational goals into concrete 
objectives for individual employees, but they also 
control employees’ access to the resources they need 
to accomplish these goals. Although supervisors 
typically perform critical functions within any 
organization, pay-for-performance demands a higher 
level of supervisory skill than traditional tenure-based 
pay systems.�

In a pay-for-performance environment, the supervisor’s 
assessment of employee performance is a key factor in 
the pay-setting process. Supervisors must be prepared 
to deal with the human dynamics that will ensue. For 
example, some individuals would told that they are 
contributing less than others and that they will receive 
smaller pay increases as a result. The skills to effectively 
convey expectations, support employees as they strive 
to meet those expectations and assist those not meeting 
expectations will be at a premium. Supervisors will need 
to be able to effectively resolve the inevitable differences 
that will arise over performance and pay determinations 
while creating a trustful work environment that keeps 
those differences to a minimum. Other challenges that 
will require enhanced capabilities on the part of super-
visors are an increasingly diverse and multi-generational 
workforce, the use of new technologies, which may 
reduce personal contact, and a multi-sector workforce 
in which some of the organization’s work is carried out 
by contract employees, grantees or third-party organiza-
tions.

This report identifies a small number of agencies that 
do a good job providing leadership/soft skills training 
to first-line supervisors. A total of 28 agencies reputed 
to do well in this regard were contacted. Although the 
programs at any of these agencies could be considered 
models, those at six of the agencies were found to be 
particularly robust. The agencies are the Central Intel-
ligence Agency (CIA), the National Security Agency 
(NSA), the Internal Revenue Service (IRS), the Federal 

�  U.S. Merit Systems Protection Board, Designing an Effective Pay for Perfor-
mance Compensation System, 6.

tr aining supervisors to be leaders
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Aviation Administration (FAA), the Government Ac-
countability Office (GAO) and the Defense Logistics 
Agency (DLA).

The report identifies commonalities as well as differenc-
es among the programs. It examines what has and what 
has not worked from the perspective of agency officials. 
This analysis should enable other federal agencies to 
learn from the experiences of the six.

It is important to note that although leadership training 
for supervisors is particularly important in a pay-for-
performance environment, only two of the six featured 
agencies, the FAA and the GAO, currently utilize such 
compensation systems for a majority of their employees. 
Officials at the other four agencies have made superviso-
ry training a priority based less on pay-for-performance 
considerations than on a general interest in enhancing 
organizational performance. These agencies are con-
vinced that continuing pressures to do more with less, 
to meet and exceed performance objectives, and to 
induce higher levels of productivity among employees 
require that the skill levels of managers at all levels be 
enhanced.

The  I mportance    of F irst -line   S upervisors   to 
Agency   Performance  

The contention that leadership training for first-line 
supervisors can contribute to higher levels of organiza-
tional performance relies in part on research showing 
a link between employee “engagement” and outcomes. 
In fact, a 2004 Corporate Leadership Council study 
of 50,000 employees worldwide reveals that 22 of the 
top 25 drivers of employee intent-to-stay are manager-
led. Overall, manager-led drivers have the potential to 
impact employee discretionary effort by 20 percent or 
more. In particular, there is a high correlation between 
employee engagement and the extent to which the 
employee’s immediate supervisor:

•	 Clearly articulates organizational goals

•	 Sets realistic performance expectations

•	 Adapts to changing circumstances�

The CLC defines engagement as, “the extent to which 
employees commit — both rationally and emotionally 
— to something or someone in their organization, how 
hard they work, and how long they stay as a result of 

�  Corporate Leadership Council, Driving Employee Retention Through En-
gagement: A Quantitative Analysis of the Effectiveness of Employee Engagement 
Strategies (2004). 

that commitment.”� The leadership skills of the supervi-
sor are particularly critical to gaining emotional com-
mitment such that the employee “values, enjoys and 
believes in his/her job, manager, team or organization.”� 
CLC’s research suggests emotional commitment has 
the largest impact on discretionary effort as opposed 
to rational commitment which refers to whether the 
employee’s financial, development or professional needs 
are being met.�

A 2005 report by the Partnership for Public Service 
confirms a strong relationship between quality of super-
vision and work group performance.� Based on results 
from four federal agencies, the Partnership concludes 
that, “Good supervision matters to team performance. 
Supervisors affect organizational performance. Better 
supervised workgroups are better performing work-
groups.”� Many of the tasks identified by the Partner-
ship as most closely linked to supervisory performance 
fall in the “leadership” category. They include the ability 
to:

•	 Listen and show understanding

•	 Identify developmental needs

•	 Promote teamwork

•	 Address work-related conflict in a work group

•	 Respect supervisees

These findings are consistent with research by the Gal-
lup organization that shows that the single greatest in-
fluence on an employee’s engagement is the employee’s 
immediate supervisor.� According to Gallup, supervi-
sory practices that foster engagement include convey-
ing clear work expectations, providing recognition and 
praise, listening to employee opinions, encouraging 
employee development, and creating a sense of caring 
for employees as individuals.

Research by Professor Gene Brewer of the University 
of Georgia provides additional evidence in support of 
a link between supervisory abilities and organizational 
performance. In an analysis of data from the U.S. Merit 
Systems Protection Board’s (MSPB’s) Merit Principles 

�  Corporate Leadership Council, xii.
�  Corporate Leadership Council, xii.
�  Corporate Leadership Council, 6.
�  Partnership for Public Service, Can We Really Manage? Understanding 
Supervision and Its Importance in Government.
�  Partnership for Public Service, 3.
�  “Engagement,” according to Gallup is a “condition that engenders satisfac-
tion and other emotional outcomes like loyalty and pride.” See James K. 
Harter, Taking Feedback to the Bottom Line. Gallup Management Journal 
(March 15, 2001), available online at: (http://gmj.gallup.com). 
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Survey, Brewer found “supervisory proficiency” to be 
among the most important predictors of an agency’s 
performance.� Brewer comments that supervisors, 
“mediate between higher-level managers and street-level 
bureaucrats … are important conduits in the organiza-
tional hierarchy; they exercise considerable discretion; 
and … are important policy makers at the operational 
level.”10

Interviews conducted for purposes of this report largely 
substantiate Brewer’s findings. For example, Lee Salm-
on, a former federal supervisor now with the Federal 
Consulting Group observes that, “[First line manage-
ment] is the most difficult level at which to manage. 
This is where the rubber meets the road. This is where 
priorities are set and where people are delegated to do 
the work.” Jeff Neal, Director of Human Resources for 
the Defense Logistics Agency (DLA) comments that, 
“The first-line supervisors are the bridge between the 
senior leadership of the agency and the people who do 
the work in the agency.” 

Neal argues that supervisors are particularly critical to 
organizations like DLA, which are attempting funda-
mental change in how they do business. Neal adds:

	 When you want to transform an organization and 
you’ve got somebody at the senior level saying to 
the entire workforce, “here’s what we’re going to do, 
we’re going to make these changes and things are 
going to be different,” and then you’ve got somebody 
at the supervisory level saying, “Never mind him, 
he’ll be gone in two years. You can’t change it.” You 
can’t transform an organization from the highest 
levels. You have to do it with people who are on the 
ground with the employees and who the employees 
talk to every day. 	

In a similar vein, T.J. Larkin and Sandar Larkin write in 
the Harvard Business Review that, “front-line supervisors 
— not senior managers — are the opinion leaders in 
your organization,” and that supervisors are therefore, 
“critical to the success of any change effort.”11

The importance of good supervisory practices is most 
apparent in their absence. In a 2003 report, the Nation-
al Academy for Public Administration (NAPA) notes 
that, “many studies have found that the most common 
reason employees leave an organization is because of 

�  Brewer, Gene, “In the eye of the storm: Frontline supervisors and federal 
agency performance,” Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory, 
505-527. 
10  Brewer, 507.
11  Larkin,T.J. and Sandar Larkin, “Reaching and Changing Frontline Em-
ployees,” Harvard Business Review (May/June 1996), 102.

poor supervisors or managers.”12 DLA exit survey results 
routinely show “immediate supervisor’s style/compe-
tence” as among the top five reasons that employees 
leave that agency.

Is  the  F ederal   Government      Providing   Its 
E mployees    with Good Leaders ?

Despite the apparent importance of a well-trained su-
pervisory cadre to the organization, the records of most 
federal agencies in attending to this need are decidedly 
mixed. The Merit Systems Protection Board’s 2005 sur-
vey results find that while 68 percent of federal employ-
ees believe their supervisors are technically competent, 
only 56 percent of employees believe their supervisors 
have good management skills.13 Particularly lacking 
are the leadership skills identified by Gallup as key to 
employee engagement. For example, only 47 percent of 
those surveyed by the MSPB agreed that “my immedi-
ate supervisor provides coaching, training opportuni-
ties, and other assistance to help me improve my skills 
and performance.” Similar patterns are seen in federal 
employee responses to questions in OPM’s 2002, 2004 
and 2006 Federal Human Capital Surveys which are 
in turn correlated with the rankings of federal agencies 
as Best Places to Work (see www.bestplacestowork.org) 
developed by the Partnership for Public Service and 
American University. In 2006, employee satisfaction 
with leadership effectiveness government-wide was only 
50.5.14

The National Academy of Public Administration 
(NAPA) summarized the comments by focus group 
participants on the “perceived environment and current 
skill base” of federal managers and supervisors. This 
research found that first-line supervisors too often:

•	 Lack communications skills, both written and oral

•	 Lack team building skills

•	 Have general technical knowledge

•	 Are not chosen for their ‘people skills’

•	 Are not well trained in supervision

•	 Do not know how to deal with people issues and lack 
sensitivity

12 N ational Academy of Public Administration, First Line Supervisors In 
Federal Service: Selection, Development and Management, 48. 
13  U.S. Merit Systems Protection Board, Accomplishing Our Mission: Results 
of the Merit Principles Survey 2005, available online at: (http://www.mspb.
gov/studies/rpt_03-23-07_merit_survey_final5/survey.pdf ).
14  Partnership for Public Service, Best Places to Work in the Federal Govern-
ment 2007, available online at (http://bestplacestowork.org). 



A N N E N B E RG LEADE RSH I P I N STITUTE |  TRAI N I NG S UPE RVISO RS TO B E LEADE RS 

�

•	 Lack listening skills

•	 Receive minimal and dated supervisory training

•	 Lack the resources and time for development15

One reason for the apparent shortcomings of the federal 
supervisory corps is that, in most agencies, supervisors 
are chosen for their jobs on the basis of their technical 
expertise rather than their leadership skills. In 1998, the 
MSPB reported that “individuals often are chosen for 
federal supervisory jobs primarily on the basis of their 
technical expertise rather than on their supervisory or 
managerial potential.”16 In a 2003 report, NAPA con-
cluded that “most agencies select the most competent 
technician for supervisory openings without considering 
leadership capability,” and that “with some exceptions, 
federal agencies do a poor job of managing this corpo-
rate asset, beginning with the selection process.”17 Only 
29 percent of the supervisors surveyed by NAPA agreed 
with the statement that, “my agency does a good job 
of electing new supervisors and managers.” NAPA urged 
agencies to recognize that “a good supervisor possesses a 
dual competency base — both technical credibility and 
leadership capabilities or potential.”18

Interviewees provided confirmation for these findings. 
For example, Jeff Neal comments that at the Defense 
Logistics Agency (DLA), supervisors “previously were 
selected for their technical qualifications, not for their 
leadership qualifications. We would put them into the 
position. We would let them fail for a while and then 
we would say, ‘what happened to them because they 
seemed so promising before?’” Michael Martin, Acting 
Director for Leadership and Employee Development 
at the National Institute for Standards and Technology 
(NIST), says that NIST started its leadership develop-
ment efforts in 1995 after laboratory directors realized 
that great scientists do not equate to great leaders.

The  N eglect  of F irst -line   S upervisors 

As a group, first-line supervisors tend to be a neglected 
resource within the federal government. Supervisory 
positions were a primary downsizing target during the 
Clinton administration. 

15 N ational Academy of Public Administration, 40.
16  U.S. Merit Systems Protection Board. Federal Supervisors and Strategic 
Human Resources Management, 8.
17 N ational Academy of Public Administration, 3.
18 N ational Academy of Public Administration, 21.

New York University’s Paul Light estimates that the 
number of GS 11-15 managers and supervisors declined 
by approximately 35,000, or 22 percent, between 1992 
and 1997.19 They continue to be scrutinized under 
President Bush. The President’s Management Agenda 
directs agencies to “reduce the number of managers, re-
duce the number of organizational layers  … and change 
the span of control.”20 While the number of first-level 
supervisors has leveled off over the past several years at 
just under 200,000, there continue to be high demands 
placed on this cohort.

Part of the problem is the ambiguous status that su-
pervisors hold. In its 2001 report entitled, Supervisors 
in the Federal Government: A Wake-Up Call, the U.S. 
Office of Personnel Management comments, “During 
our interviews, many supervisors voiced frustration about be-
ing underpaid and unappreciated for doing a tough job. They 
feel like a forgotten group; they are no longer employees, but 
they are not viewed by executives as part of the management 
team.”21 Former Vice Admiral and DLA head Keith Lip-
pert describes the problem as follows:

	 We pick a person from the workforce. He or she 
automatically becomes part of the management 
team. The workforce doesn’t trust that person 
anymore because he or she is now management, and 
management doesn’t trust them because they just 
came from the workforce.

Lippert adds: 

	 We put people in these situations with no help. 
What they do is they mimic people they have worked 
for in the past and our history says that’s not good 
enough and so you continue to foster mediocre 
management and leadership skills within the agency.

In recognition of the potentially critical role that the 
supervisory corps can play in promoting good per-
formance, DLA has now dramatically upgraded the 
quantity and quality of leadership training provided 
supervisors. All DLA supervisors are now required to 
participate in a two-year training effort that includes a 
range of learning methods. 

19  Light, Paul, The True Size of Government.
20  U.S. Office of Management and Budget, The President’s Management 
Agenda, 13, available online at (http://www.whitehouse.gov/omb/budget/
fy2002/mgmt.pdf ).
21  U.S. Office of Personnel Management, Supervisors in the Federal Govern-
ment: A Wake-Up Call, 19.
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Leveraging    Leadership    Development    to B uild   
Management      C apacity

A key to the approach at the DLA, CIA, NSA, IRS, 
FAA and GAO is the recognition of the importance 
of addressing the needs of the supervisory corps as a 
group rather than as “high-potential” individuals. The 
succession planning model that appears to guide much 
leadership training in the federal government involves 
identifying those best qualified to serve as future top 
executives and then providing this select group with 
extensive training and development opportunities. Only 
those selected for participation through an extensive 
application and review procedure are allowed to par-
ticipate. The six identified agencies have instead de-
termined that all supervisors should benefit from such 
training. The objective is less one of identifying and 
preparing individuals for leadership positions than to 
build management capacity. 

The difference between the two approaches is effectively 
articulated in a recent report by CPS Human Resource 
Services.22 CPS uses the term “just-in-time” to describe 
the succession planning approach to leadership devel-
opment. In its report, CPS describes this just-in-time 
approach as “targeted toward a narrow segment of the 
workforce such as high-potential managers or new 
leaders,” and as “disconnected from other efforts such 
as recruitment … retention and performance manage-
ment.”23 In contrast, an alternative or “integrated” 
approach “doesn’t focus solely on organizational elites; it 
addresses the long-term developmental needs of work-
ers at many levels and across the employee lifecycle.”24 
In fact, CIA, DLA, NSA, IRS, FAA and GAO have 
independently decided to implement versions of an “in-
tegrated” or capacity-building model.25 DLA, NSA, IRS 
and GAO are among the agencies that now mandate 
leadership training for all supervisors.

22  CPS Human Resource Services, Building the Leadership Pipeline in Lo-
cal, State, and Federal Government.
23  CPS Human Resource Services, 1.
24  CPS Human Resource Services, 2.
25  Some agencies such as the GAO and IRS administer both models in 
parallel.

The Le adership Development 
“ Templ ate”

Although there is no single, accepted leadership de-
velopment “technology,” there is a fairly high degree 
of consensus on the elements of a strong leadership 
development program. Practice in this regard has been 
heavily influenced by the research of the Center for 
Creative Leadership (CCL). According to CCL, leader-
ship training should include classroom education and 
training, feedback-intensive programs, developmental 
relationships and job assignments.26 Traditionally, fed-
eral agencies have relied almost exclusively on classroom 
education and training. However, concurrent with de-
velopments in the private sector, there has been a recent 
trend toward supplementing classroom activities with 
alternative delivery methods. 

Classroom   E ducation  and   Training  

All the agencies contacted in the course of this research 
include some classroom training as part of their leader-
ship development curriculum. The amount of training 
provided varies considerably between agencies, from as 
little as three days to as much as three weeks of training. 
Eighty total hours of classroom training appears to be 
an informal standard. 

In many instances, supervisory training tends to be 
heavily weighted toward technical subjects such as how 
to handle equal employment opportunity claims or 
grievances, how to track time and attendance, and how 
to administer the mechanics of the performance ap-
praisal system. While some “soft skills” training is pro-
vided (e.g., how to motive employees, manage conflict, 
communicate effectively create teams), the emphasis is 
on providing the supervisor with basic knowledge of the 
responsibilities of his/her position so that, in the words 
of one official, they don’t “fall down a manhole” in the 
first six months. Individuals who wish to gain leader-
ship skills beyond what is provided as part of the formal 
training are generally on their own.

Leading agencies have found ways to accommodate su-
pervisors’ need for developing their hard and soft skills. 
The IRS delivers most of the technical training for new 
supervisors online, reserving its classroom resources for 
soft-skills training such as “Leading Teams” and “Lead-
ership is a Choice.” Leadership is a Choice is a two-
week class for new first-line supervisors, which covers 
topics such as “Stepping Into Leadership,” “Coaching 

26  McCauley, C. and E Van Velsor, “Our View of Leadership Develop-
ment,” in C. McCauley and E. Van Velsor, The Center for Creative Leadership 
Handbook of Leadership Development.
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for Success,” and “Making the Most of Meetings.” CIA 
has developed a three-week course entitled, “Leadership 
on the Line” in which supervisors are taught to “lead 
people,” “drive for results,” “build relationships” and 
“lead change.” Many agencies rely on outside vendors 
such as the Office of Personnel Management’s Manage-
ment Development Centers to train their supervisors.

For classroom training to have its intended effect, the 
skills and knowledge gained need to be applied on the 
job. Ellen Van Velsor and Cynthia McCauley of the 
Center for Creative Leadership endorse an approach 
in which classroom work is split into segments so 
that participants can apply what they have learned in 
the workplace between sessions.27 GAO has a six-day 
program for team leaders divided into three, two-day 
blocks spread over three months. Carol Willett, Chief 
Learning Officer for GAO, notes that developmental 
activities continue between the blocks, including the 
application of leadership principles and the analysis of 
leadership tasks as a “huge piece” of the training. 

Supervisors in CIA’s “Leadership on the Line” pro-
gram attend two weeks of classroom training, return 
to their unit for three weeks and then come back for 
five more days of training. According to the director of 
CIA’s Leadership Academy, Barry Miller, participants 
are tasked with getting “quick wins” in the workplace 
between sessions based on what they learned in the first 
session. Miller defines a “quick win” as “something in 
the workplace that can be enhanced.” Miller says that 
the purpose is to emphasize that “learning is not, ‘here’s 
the starting point and you are done.’ It is, ‘what are you 
taking back? How do you maximize practice and appli-
cation?’ It is the beginning of learning, not the end.”

F eedbac  k-I ntensive    Programs

Leadership development programs often include a diag-
nostic element whereby each individual’s strengths and 
weaknesses as a leader are identified. Some programs 
use personality tests such as Myers-Briggs while others 
use “multi-source feedback” (MSF) tools. With multi-
source feedback, the supervisor receives an appraisal of 
his/her performance not only from her own supervisor 
but also from her subordinates, peers and perhaps even 
customers. The premise is that each group has a dif-
ferent perspective on the supervisor’s performance and 
hence can lend insight into how that performance can 

27 G uthrie, V. and S. King, “Feedback Intensive Programs,” in C. McCauley 
and E. Van Velsor, The Center for Creative Leadership Handbook of Leadership 
Development, 32.

be improved. For example, in a 1992 study, the Merit 
Systems Protection Board found that:

	 The nonsupervisory employees did not always 
agree with the first-line supervisors or second-
level supervisors concerning supervisors’ level of 
performance on the 14 most important tasks, relative 
to one another. For example, the first-line supervisors 
and second-level supervisors saw being fair and 
consistent in dealing with employees as one of the 
tasks that first-line supervisors performed the best, 
whereas nonsupervisory employees saw it as one of 
the worst.28

Glenn Leuschner, Dean of the Center for Leadership 
and Professional Development at the NSA describes 
multi-source feedback as “a compelling tool” and adds, 
“It helps identify gaps and strengths, these then become 
the focus of the training: how to develop your strengths 
and mitigate the gaps.” At the DLA, all managers are 
required to undergo a multi-source feedback assessment 
every two years. Each supervisor is required to develop 
an action plan on how she will address any deficiencies. 

Developmental    R elationships    

Examples of developmental relationships include men-
toring, coaching and action learning teams. According 
to CCL, “a mentoring relationship is typically defined 
as a committed, long-term relationship in which a se-
nior person (mentor) supports the personal and profes-
sional development of a junior person (protégé).”29 

Mentoring is given less emphasis than are other means 
of leadership development among the six highlighted 
agencies. One agency that has put resources into 
mentoring is the Air Force Materiel Command (AMC) 
headquartered at Wright Patterson Air Force Base in 
Ohio. AMC acquired a Web-based system which pro-
vides online training in mentoring and which matches 
prospective mentees with mentors. With this system, 
communication occurs primarily by email and by phone 
so that mentors and mentees need not be in geographic 
proximity. According to Leif Peterson, Director of Hu-
man Resources at Wright Patterson, 3,000 employees, 
both mentees and mentors are using the system.

Coaching generally refers to a formal relationship 
between an external coach, often someone from a firm 

28  U.S. Merit Systems Protection Board, Federal First-Line Supervisors: How 
Good Are They?, 23.
29  McCauley, C. and C. Douglas, “Developmental Relationships,” in C. 
McCauley and E. Van Velsor, The Center for Creative Leadership Handbook of 
Leadership Development, 92.
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specializing in this area, and an agency executive. The 
purpose is to assist the person being coached in ad-
dressing a particular developmental challenge. Glenn 
Leuschner says that of all NSA’s leadership development 
activities, executive coaching has provided the great-
est return on investment (ROI). An evaluation done 
by NSA’s Organization Development Services unit 
showed an ROI of 131 percent based on participants’ 
perceptions of increased productivity, cost reduction 
and improved teamwork.30 Ninety-four percent of 
participants reported that they were able to successfully 
apply what they gained from coaching in the workplace. 
Forty-eight percent reported improved teamwork, and 
42 percent reported improved quality of work. Despite 
these outcomes, the program is expensive and, hence, 
has not yet been extended to the supervisory level. DLA 
does, however, provide coaching services to first-line 
supervisors. DLA has been able to manage the cost by 
providing those services by telephone and the Internet 
rather than in person. 

With action learning, teams of managers/supervisors 
work under the direction of a senior manager on what 
Cynthia D. McCauley and Christina A. Douglas of the 
Center for Creative Leadership call a “strategic orga-
nizational issue.”31 McCauley and Douglas state that, 
“Learning is an explicit goal of the project, so time is 
devoted to meet as a team … to discuss the dilemmas 
the team is encountering, to examine the theories and 
concepts team members are applying to the project, and 
to discover new ways of thinking or creative alterna-
tives to accomplish their objectives.”32 McCauley and 
Douglas say that the project should “not be made up,” 
and that the teams should be guided by “skilled facilita-
tors.”33

30 N SA Center for Leadership and Professional Development, NSA Execu-
tive Coaching Pilot Study.
31 N SA, 109.
32 N SA, 109.
33 N SA, 109.

Job A ssignments      

“Challenging job assignments are perhaps the most 
important form of leader development that exists,” 
according to Patricia Ohlott of the Center for Creative 
Leadership. Ohlott describes developmental job assign-
ments as:

	 Something that stretches people, pushes them out 
of their comfort zone, and requires them to think 
and act differently … These assignments place 
people in a challenging situation full of problems to 
solve, dilemmas to resolve, obstacles to overcome, 
and choices to make under conditions of risk and 
uncertainty.34

The rotation of trainees through a series of challeng-
ing job assignments is a common feature of succession 
planning efforts. For example, Paul Harrison, Director 
of Training at the Social Security Administration (SSA) 
says that aspiring supervisors selected for SSA’s Leader-
ship Development program are given a series of devel-
opmental assignments in units other than their home 
unit. These are “stretch” assignments in the sense that 
trainees are exposed to a different environment and are 
expected to learn and apply new skills. 

Rotational assignments become more problematic in a 
capacity-building approach targeted at all supervisory 
employees. Such programs involve larger numbers of 
trainees, each of whom has to be placed and supervised. 
Further, a stretch assignment generally requires that the 
trainee is taken off-line for an extended period. At SSA, 
trainees are gone from their regular positions for 1.5 
years. Such a practice could have an adverse operational 
impact when a large number of supervisors are involved.

Many agencies encourage the creation of “individual de-
velopment plans” or IDPs to identify specific needs and 
means for addressing those needs. A common approach 
is to center the IDP on areas of weakness as identified 
through a multi-source feedback instrument. Glenn 
Leuschner of the NSA says IDPs are, “crucial to chart-
ing a career path for managers.” The IDP identifies, for 
example, “What are my strengths? Where is there room 
for improvement? How will improvement occur?” But 
according to Leuschner, less than half of the managers 
at NSA actually use IDPs.

34 O hlott, P., “Job Assignments,” in C. McCauley and E. Van Velsor, The 
Center for Creative Leadership Handbook of Leadership Development, 154.



A N N E N B E RG LEADE RSH I P I N STITUTE |  TRAI N I NG S UPE RVISO RS TO B E LEADE RS 

�

Le adership Development  
Success Factors

The leadership development programs for first-line 
supervisors surveyed here include many common 
elements. However, these elements are combined in 
different ways such that there exists substantial varia-
tion in approaches. No single “best approach” has been 
identified. In fact, many experts argue that a program 
should be tailored to the needs of the organization or 
agency. There is nevertheless widespread agreement on 
three factors that are critical to the success of leadership 
development programs: the creation of a continuous 
learning environment, the involvement of mid-level 
managers in the training of their subordinates and top-
leader commitment. 

Create  a Continuous   Learning    E nvironment   

Ellen Van Velsor and Cynthia McCauley of the Center 
for Creative Leadership write, “One major criticism of 
the approach of many organizations to leader devel-
opment is that it is not systemic but rather events-
based … there is no question of determining readiness, 
no feedback prior to training, no planned support of 
reinforcement upon return … ”35 They add, “Leader-
ship development is an ongoing process.”36 Asked what 
advice he would give agencies interested in expanding 
their leadership development programs, Jim Trinka, 
Director of Technical Training and Development at 
the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), says to 
“move away from an event-based leadership develop-
ment program to a systematic, deliberate, career-long 
program.” Some organizations have leadership develop-
ment events, but Trinka says, “They are random. People 
are happy to get something and there may be some 
on-the-job learning, but what is needed is a framework 
with customized competencies for the organization with 
programs at each level. Leadership means learning,” says 
Trinka. “Once you become a leader, you are not done.”

Several agencies have created mechanisms to continue 
the learning experience after the classroom training is 
finished. For example, GAO organizes each supervisory 
cohort into a “Leadership Community of Practice.” The 
intent is that after the coursework is complete, partici-
pants will continue to meet as a group. The Communi-
ty of Practice serves as a forum in which issues that arise 
in the workplace can be discussed. CIA’s Leadership 
Academy sponsors periodic workshops on leadership 
issues for those who have taken the “Leadership on the 

35  McCauley and Van Velsor, 18.
36  McCauley and Van Velsor, 22.

Line” course, as well as an annual “Leadership Day” for 
its alumni. The IRS sends monthly “e-lessons” to gradu-
ates of its “Leading Teams” course. According to Matt 
Ferrero of the IRS, the e-lessons include, “tips and hints 
on how to apply tools and techniques from the course 
to yourself and your teams. It keeps the course fresh.”

E ngage  M id -level  Managers    in  S upervisory   
Training  

Several agencies have learned from hard experience that 
the success of efforts to provide leadership training to 
supervisors is contingent on support from those at the 
next level up. Cynthia D. McCauley and Christina A. 
Douglas of the Center for Creative Leadership com-
ment, “Bosses are in the unique position of working 
directly with a manager, having regular contact, feeling 
responsible for the manager’s continued success, and 
having the power to access organizational resources for 
the manager.”37 However, supervisory training is not 
always a high priority for those at the next level up. 
After NSA mandated leadership training for all first-line 
supervisors, the agency encountered some resistance 
from second-level managers. Glenn Leuschner of NSA 
explains that strong performance pressures were at the 
root of the problem, “They have mission goals; they 
don’t want to lose somebody for two weeks. It is dif-
ficult when you are on a war footing.”

Jeff Neal of DLA attributes the resistance of some 
second-level managers to the fact that these managers 
had not received such training themselves; “Some mid-
level managers who received no training suddenly have 
subordinates getting wonderful training.” In response, 
DLA has extended the training designed for supervisors 
to second-level managers as well. 

Partly as a means of gaining managerial support, DLA 
requires each supervisor to enter into a “partnership 
agreement” with his/her immediate superior. As part 
of the agreement, the second-level manager must agree 
to assist the supervisor in meeting the requirements 
of a Supervisor Certification Program and to “provide 
regular coaching and feedback on ways to build and 
strengthen leadership competencies.”38

FAA provides second-level managers with tools, train-
ing, and detailed guides for working with newly ap-
pointed supervisors. The second-level managers are also 
engaged in a formal process to certify each supervisor’s 
competence in core leadership areas at the completion 
of the probationary period. 
37  McCauley and Douglas, 93.
38  DLA New Supervisor Certification Program Guide, 8.
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According to Paul Meyer, Manager of Corporate De-
velopment Programs at FAA, “The role of a coach is a 
valuable way to structure that interaction. It is not self-
exploration but looking at the job challenges as ways 
to develop targeted competencies.” At IRS, training 
participants share their learning plan with their manag-
er after the classroom training ends. It helps individuals 
determine growth areas on which to focus.

E nsure     Top Leader  Commitment  

The support of the top leader is vital for leadership 
development to take root. Jim Trinka says, “If it’s driven 
by the HR office, it will fall flat on its face.” Strong 
support from the top has been a characteristic of each 
of the exemplar programs identified here. Comptroller 
General David Walker of the Government Account-
ability Office and former IRS Commissioner Charles 
Rossotti are good examples of top leaders who pro-
vided that support. That said, there is often concern 
that when the original sponsor leaves, support will ebb 
and the program will flounder. It is less of a concern at 
GAO where the Comptroller General receives a 15‑year 
term. IRS, CIA and NSA have each gone through a 
transition in leadership since their programs were cre-
ated. Thus far, there has been continued support from 
the top at both the CIA and NSA. At IRS, budget 
difficulties initially impacted leadership development 
under Commissioner Rossotti’s successor, Mark Ever-
son. However, the agency now uses a process that ties 
leadership development to the hiring of additional com-
pliance positions. With this new process, resources will 
be available to train new first-line and senior managers 
in how to lead work groups. The result will be increased 
stability in the budgeting process.

The chances of sustaining support for leadership devel-
opment efforts through a transition are enhanced when 
such support is forthcoming from other senior officials. 
One of the most effective means of securing the support 
of these leaders is to involve them in the program. As 
part of the process of developing its leadership compe-
tency model, a consultant hired by the IRS conducted 
“behavioral event” interviews with the agency’s top 35 
leaders. The purpose was to identify the competencies 
required to achieve success within the agency. According 
to Jim Trinka, who directed that effort in his previous 
position as Director of Leadership and Organizational 
Effectiveness for the IRS, the interviews were critical 
in gaining top-level support for the program. The IRS 
also established a Leadership Development Executive 
Council, whose members provide guidance and support 
for all leadership programs.

At CIA, senior leaders serve as instructors for portions 
of the training. It is an effective means of acculturat-
ing new mid- and lower-level managers to the agency’s 
expectations, values and leadership philosophy. Accord-
ing to Barry Miller of CIA’s Leadership Academy, “Part 
of leadership is to develop and model for those mov-
ing into management roles.” Former General Electric 
CEO Jack Welch is proof of this model; he considered 
leadership development to be one of his most important 
responsibilities, spending as many as 20 days per year in 
training activities.39

39  Welch, J., Jack: Straight from the Gut, Chapter 12.
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Effective Le adership Development 
Training for Federal Supervisors

Proponents of supervisory training should be encour-
aged by recent legislative and regulatory actions that 
would address some of the needs identified in this 
report. Senate Subcommittee on Oversight of Govern-
ment Management Chairman Daniel Akaka recently 
introduced the Federal Supervisory Training Act, which 
directs the creation of a program “to provide interac-
tive instructor-based training to supervisors on actions, 
options and strategies a supervisor may use in develop-
ing and discussing relevant goals and objectives together 
with the employee; communicating and discussing 
progress relative to performance goals and objectives 
and conducting performance appraisals; mentoring and 
motivating employees and improving employee per-
formance and productivity; and effectively managing 
employees with unacceptable performance.”40

The proposed legislation also calls for experienced 
supervisors to mentor new supervisors “by transferring 
knowledge and advice in areas such as communication, 
critical thinking, responsibility, flexibility, motivating 
employees teamwork and professional development.”41

In September 2006, OPM Director Linda Springer is-
sued “Guidelines for Managerial Development” intend-
ed to “recommit the federal government to developing 
effective leaders … from potential leaders and supervi-
sors to higher-level managers and executives.”42 Several 
of the provisions of this directive are consistent with 
the leadership development practices of the agencies 
featured in the report. For example, the memo states 
that agencies should promote, “Top-level commitment 
as demonstrated by dedicating adequate resources, by 
ensuring active involvement of higher-level officials in 
the development of their managerial subordinates, and 
by serving as positive role models, mentors and teachers 
for leadership.” The memo directs managers to incorpo-
rate the following elements in their leadership develop-
ment approach:

•	 “Initial and periodic assessment of the leadership 
competencies of each supervisor, manager and 
executive, ideally with multiple sources of input. 
Assessments should also be done for employees 
identified as potential leaders.” 

•	 “Training for new supervisors and managers to 
ensure they have completed development of basic 

40  Senate Bill 967, 110th Congress.
41  Senate Bill 967.
42  Linda Springer, Director, U.S. Office of Personnel Management, Memo-
randum for Chief Human Capital Officers: Guidelines for Managerial Develop-
ment, September 12, 2006.

supervisory skills, including communicating 
expectations, and managing, evaluating, improving 
and rewarding employees’ performance.”

•	 “A broad range of learning methodologies 
grounded in experiential/action-oriented learning 
and relationship-based learning. This can include 
additional assignments and responsibilities structured 
for development purposes, coaching and mentoring 
assistance action learning projects, simulations, 
case studies, and other experientially oriented 
assignments.”

Collectively, these two initiatives represent an impor-
tant shift by policy makers toward the training needs 
of first-line supervisors. Below are a number of recom-
mendations that would further promote the objective of 
developing first-line leaders. 

R ecommendations     for  Policy Makers

recommendation #1 
create  a government     -wide  supervisory    

“corps ”

The National Academy of Public Administration calls 
first-line supervisors, “the federal government’s largest 
corporate leadership asset in sheer numbers and direct 
impact.”43 The creation of a corps to include all federal 
supervisors would be a first step toward making sure 
that asset is recognized as such. The corps would pro-
vide a collective identity for the supervisors and would 
enhance prospects for achieving needed investments in 
training.

The creation of a government-wide corps would expand 
OPM’s influence over the leadership development train-
ing curriculum. The premise of the corps would be that 
to hold a supervisory position in the government, an 
individual would need to be certified as a member of 
the corps. OPM could set standards to which agencies 
would have to adhere in the form of specific curriculum 
requirements or OPM could require that prospective 
supervisors demonstrate specific competencies. The Of-
fice of Personnel Management has already identified the 
leadership competencies for which members would have 
to be trained (see Figure 1). In recognition of the need 
to allow each agency to tailor the training to its particu-
lar needs, OPM would have to allow some flexibility in 
the application of the standards. 

43 N ational Academy of Public Administration, 2.
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figure 1.  the leadership competency “Stair step” (content source: OPM)
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recommendation #2 
mandate   leadership    training    for  all 

supervisors  

The long-term purpose of a supervisory corps would 
be to ensure that all federal supervisors have leader-
ship capabilities. This can be achieved both by selecting 
individuals with an aptitude for leading people and by 
providing those who are selected with effective train-
ing. Consistent with the capacity-building approach 
described above, all supervisors would be required to 
participate in such training. Each of the six agencies 
highlighted in this report mandates leadership training 
for either all supervisors or all new supervisors. Each 
migrated from what Paul Meyer of the FAA calls a “lais-
sez-faire” approach to leadership development to a pre-
scribed corporate curriculum with mandatory training. 

Glenn Leuschner says that the decision to mandate 
supervisory training at NSA was controversial. There 
was a concern that those who were not motivated to 
participate would not get much out of it and might 
even detract from the experiences of others. Leuschner 

says that the idea of mandatory training was further, 
“against the NSA culture.” However, the response to the 
policy has been positive. Many attendees say that had 
the training not been made mandatory, their superiors 
would not have allowed their participation.

Of DLA’s decision to mandate leadership training for 
all supervisors, Director of Human Resources Jeff Neal 
says, “It is more convincing to employees if it is made 
a mandatory program. Employees know we are not go-
ing to let people opt out.” According to Neal, another 
reason was simply that “many of the worst supervisors 
think they are good … the worst-performing ones sim-
ply do not understand how bad they are.” Neal’s former 
boss, DLA director, and Vice Admiral Keith Lippert 
adds, “If we didn’t make it mandatory, we wouldn’t have 
got the participation. There are still a lot of people in 
denial that this is really a problem.”

The Defense Logistics Agency initially intended to 
provide training only to new supervisors. The Supervi-
sor Certification Program (SCP), developed by a team 
of employees after extensive research and consultation 
with other agencies, included many of the leadership 
training elements discussed in this report: classroom 

figure 2.  Defense Logistics Agency — New Supervisor Certification Program*

PHASE 1: First 3 months following appointment

•	 Initial Probationary Appointment Requirements**

•	 Appointment Letter

•	 Partnering Agreement

•	 Position Description

•	 Performance Standards

•	 First Year Supervisor Certification Program IDP

•	 Quarterly Progress Review Discussions begin

•	 New Supervisor’s Toolkit

•	 Certification Orientation—2 hours

•	 DLA Online HRM Modules—12 hours

PHASE 2: 3–12 months

•	 DLA Applied HRM for Supervisors Course—40 hours

•	 LEAD Course and Assessments—40 hours

•	 Quarterly Progress Review Discussions, continued 

•	 Probationary Period Assessment 

•	 Denison Multi-Source Feedback Orientation—1 hour

•	 Denison Multi-Source Feedback Assessment (first survey)

PHASE 3: 12–18 months

•	 Second Year Supervisor Certification Program IDP

•	 One-on-One Coaching—4 hours 

•	 Ninth House Network—24 hours (continue in Phase 4)

•	 Peer Coaching Introduced (voluntary participation, continue in 
Phase 4)

•	 Serve as New Supervisor Sponsor 

PHASE 4: 18–24 months

•	 Ninth House Network, continued 

•	 Individualized Self-Development Electives—24 hours

•	 Peer Coaching, continued

•	 Denison Multi-Source Feedback Assessment (second survey)

•	 Post-Certification IDP

*  Available online at: (http://www.dtc.dla.mil/LDship/TierII/Certification%20Prog%20Guide.doc). 
**  These are items discussed previously in the Supervisor Certification Program Guide section on Supervisor Probationary Period.
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training, online training, multi-source feedback as-
sessments, coaching, mentoring and self-development 
electives (see Figure 2). Initiated in 2004, the agency 
calculated that due to turnover they would eventually 
achieve 100 percent coverage. However, to the surprise 
of agency leaders, the program generated a demand by 
experienced supervisors for similar training. According 
to Director of Human Resources Jeff Neal:

	 Within a year [of the Supervisor Certification 
Program] we started getting complaints from people 
who hadn’t had the opportunity to go through 
the program: “why can’t I have this, I’ve been a 
supervisor for five years.” The people in the program 
loved it. It is unusual to have a big training program 
like that rolled out and to have your biggest problem 
being that people want to get into it.

As a result of this demand, DLA decided that all su-
pervisors, old and new, as well as second-tier managers, 
would be trained on an accelerated basis. Every supervi-
sor in DLA receives a total of approximately 150 hours 
of leadership development training over a two-year 
period under the Supervisory Certification Program 
(SCP).

recommendation #3 
promote leadership    development    learning    

among agencies   

A primary purpose of a federal supervisory corps would 
be to mandate effective leadership training across the 
government. However, it is incumbent upon policy 
makers to acknowledge that this will be a learning pro-
cess for most agencies. Each agency needs to be given 
the opportunity to test what will and what will not 
work in its environment. Some agencies may want to 
phase the training in, starting with new supervisors and 
gradually extending the training to existing supervisors. 
Others may want to mandate training for all supervisors 
from the start.

Agency-specific factors that could affect the configura-
tion of a leadership development training program 
include the following:

•	 Does the agency generate most of its own revenues? 
One reason DLA has placed a premium on 
leadership development is that officials concluded 
that employee engagement is closely correlated with 
customer satisfaction. Most of DLA’s revenues are 
generated through contracts with military services 

organizations and hence customer satisfaction is a 
business necessity. 

•	 What is the agency culture?  
Law enforcement agencies generally do not place 
as much emphasis on employee considerations as 
non-law enforcement agencies. For example, FBI 
officials have not been enthusiastic about employee 
satisfaction surveys and multi-source feedback 
instruments.

•	 Is the agency in a growth mode?  
The Nuclear Regulatory Commission is in a 
growth mode as a result of renewed interest in 
nuclear energy. The agency will focus on ensuring 
that the new supervisors are prepared for their 
responsibilities. 

Agencies can benefit greatly from the experiences of 
others, including those of the six agencies highlighted 
here. OPM could serve as a catalyst for the exchange 
of information as agencies experiment with different 
approaches to leadership training. Just as some agencies 
have organized managers into “communities of practice” 
for purposes of continuous learning, OPM could orga-
nize agencies into communities of practice to facilitate 
the mutual sharing of information and experiences. 

Agencies that have developed extensive in-house exper-
tise in leadership development training might be in-
duced to provide that training to others under contract. 
The intelligence community has created a framework 
for cooperative training by identifying a common set of 
leadership competencies. The CIA has provided leader-
ship training for the Marine Corps. Barry Miller of CIA 
University says the course used for the Marines is the 
same as that for CIA personnel except with different 
“scenarios.”

recommendation #4 
pilot  the  supervisory    “corps ” concept  

at the  department    of defense      and   the  

department    of homeland      security  

The leadership capacity of supervisors is likely to be a 
key determinant of the success of the new pay-for-per-
formance systems at the departments of Defense (DoD) 
and Homeland Security (DHS). The supervisory corps 
concept should be piloted at these two agencies.

A recent article quotes one participant in the new 
National Security Personnel System (NSPS) at DoD as 
simply stating, “NSPS will be as good as the supervi-
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sor.”44 In focus groups conducted by DHS, employees 
expressed a lack of trust in the ability of the system 
to be administered fairly due to “inadequate skills of 
supervisors.”45 The potential outcomes from implement-
ing such systems with an unprepared group of supervi-
sors include poor morale, increased turnover and ad-
ditional grievances and equal employment complaints.

In recognition of the need to provide supervisors with 
leadership skills, Homeland Security’s Human Capital 
Operational Plan requires that all 13,000 managers re-
ceive performance management training. Forty percent 
of the training will be devoted to soft skills such as “col-
laborative communication skills,” “providing feedback 
and coaching” and “learning styles.” Yet, research and 
experience suggest that supervisors will need additional 
training if they are to acquire the required competen-
cies. The existence of a set of OPM-sanctioned stan-
dards, justified on the basis of research and experience, 
could strengthen the department’s ability to secure the 
necessary resources. 

The need for enhanced leadership training for supervi-
sors is similarly apparent at DoD. There, training has 
largely been delegated to the individual components, 
including the departments of the Army, Navy, Air Force 
and the subordinate commands. In recent testimony be-
fore the Senate Subcommittee on Oversight of Govern-
ment Management, a Navy official described their use 
of e-learning courses on topics such as change manage-
ment, interpersonal communications, coaching and de-
velopment to prepare supervisors and managers for their 
new responsibilities under NSPS. Some components 
have also launched a “train-the-trainer” effort whereby 
each management level is responsible for training those 
at the next level down.46

A concern is that the decision to delegate responsibil-
ity for training will lead to significant variation in the 
extent of supervisory preparation. An Air Force official 
acknowledged that supervisors in components with 
large numbers of civilian employees such as the Air 
Force Materiel Command receives more extensive train-
ing than those in combat units with small numbers of 
civilians. 

44  Ziegler, M, “DoD Pay Reform Begins,” FederalTimes.com (May 11, 
2006).
45  Forum Corporation of North America, presentation prepared for the 
Department of Homeland Security on Performance Leadership: Performance 
Management Skills for Managers and Supervisors. 
46  Statement of Maureen Kleintop, Deputy Chief of Staff for Total Fleet 
Force Manpower and Personnel, U.S. Pacific Fleet before the Senate Sub-
committee on Oversight of Government Management, the Federal Work-
force and the District of Columbia on Preparing for Transition Implementa-
tion of the National Security Personnel System, (April 12, 2006).

Piloting the supervisory corps concept at these agencies 
can help policy makers answer questions such as the 
following:

1.	Who should be included in a supervisory corps?

2.	How can the need for a set of common training 
standards be accommodated with a need to provide 
units with a degree of autonomy in how those 
standards are achieved?

3.	To what extent should OPM prescribe specific 
curriculum requirements or alternatively require 
that prospective supervisors demonstrate specific 
competencies?

recommendation #5 
require     the  use  of metrics   to assess    

program  impact 

For purposes of assessing the outcomes of agency lead-
ership development efforts, OPM should help identify 
metrics for assessing the programs. Similar to the situa-
tion with leadership training itself, there is likely to be a 
period of learning in this regard. 

As noted by the Center for Creative Leadership, the 
outcomes of leadership development programs occur at 
the individual, group and organizational levels.47 Indi-
vidual level outcomes can be assessed through the use of 
course evaluations, interviews, the tracking of progress 
toward goals as set forth in individual development 
plans and multi-source feedback instruments. Group-
level outcomes can be tracked using, “focus groups, 
group dialogue, tracking of team action plans and 
progress toward goals, observation of team meetings 
and interviews with the team coach about the progress 
of the team.”48 To assess organization-level outcomes of 
leadership training, CCL endorses the use of organiza-
tion climate and culture surveys as well as “workplace 
statistics,” such as turnover, absenteeism, training pro-
gram attendance and performance appraisal ratings.49	
Many of the 28 agencies surveyed for this report rely 
on Donald Kirkpatrick’s Learning Evaluation Theory to 
evaluate training effectiveness.50 Kirkpatrick identifies 
four “levels” of evaluation that include both individual 
and organizational outcomes: 

47  McCauley and Van Velsor, 241.
48  McCauley and Van Velsor, 257.
49  McCauley and Van Velsor, 261.
50 K irkpatrick, Donald L., Evaluating Training Programs, American Society 
for Training and Development (1975).
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•	 Level One—how the trainee felt about the learning 
experience

•	 Level Two—the increase in knowledge

•	 Level Three—the extent of applied learning back on 
the job and

•	 Level Four—the effect on the business

A Level One assessment involves feedback from training 
participants. A Level Two evaluation tests knowledge 
gained. To assess whether learning is applied on the job, 
organizations usually survey co-workers. Level Four 
assessments require more sophisticated methodologies. 
NSA’s analysis of the return on investment from its 
executive coaching program provides an example.

The Defense Logistics Agency uses the collective results 
of the multi-source feedback to track the results of its 
training. The results for the first cohort in the Experi-
enced Leader Development Program, shown in Fig-
ure 3, showed relatively little change in the self-report 
scores but significant change in the direct report scores. 
Jeff Curtis of DLA says, “We find this to be a positive, 
if initial, indication that we are reaping tangible posi-
tive benefits from our ELDP Tier II (New Supervisor) 
efforts.”

DLA also uses results from organizational culture and 
climate surveys to assess progress on its leadership 
development efforts. Surveys first conducted in 2003 
convinced DLA of the need to provide leadership 
training to first-line supervisors in the first place. When 
compared with those of firms in the private sector, the 
survey results showed very low scores on items such as:

•	 “Most employees are highly involved in their work.” 
(9 percent agree)

•	 “The capabilities of people are viewed as an 
important source of competitive advantage.”  
(12 percent agree)

•	 “The leaders and managers ‘practice what they 
preach.’”  
(15 percent agree)

•	 “Leaders set goals that are ambitious, but realistic.” 
(18 percent agree)

Those results provide one set of benchmarks accord-
ing to which DLA will assess progress in its leadership 
development efforts. 

As part of the National Defense Authorization Act of 
2003, all federal agencies are required to conduct an-
nual employee surveys. Such surveys are well suited to 
measure the leadership competencies of agency manag-

figure 3.  dla: supervisory multi-source feedback results, percentile differences between repeat surveys

Defines strategic direction and intent 13
21

Defines goals and objectives 11
23

Creates shared vision 13
18

Manages coordination and integration 13
12

Works to reach agreement 13
8

Defines core values 10
12

Develops organizational capability 13
23

Builds team orientation 10
19

Empowers people 10
20

Creates change 11
7

Emphasizes customer focus
13
13

Promotes organizational learning 12
16

Direct Report Scores Boss Scores
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ers and training outcomes. The FAA uses the data from 
its employee satisfaction survey to measure the impact 
of new managerial selection, training and performance 
management programs, and to identify areas requiring 
targeted training. 

Surveys should be organization-wide in scope so that 
the relative performance of managers in different units 
can be compared. The results from exit surveys are also 
a good source of data as to the impact of supervisory 
quality: to what extent is poor quality of supervision 
a cause of departure? DLA closely tracks the aggregate 
results from the multi-source feedback instruments 
administered periodically to all management person-
nel to assess whether the training is having its intended 
impact. The first cohort to participate in this reoccur-
ring assessment was recently reassessed and according to 
Jeff Neal, the majority of participants improved signifi-
cantly.

R ecommendations     for  Agency   H eads

recommendation #1 
hold e x ecutives  accountable   for  

developing   their    subordinates     

Glenn Leuschner of NSA argues that leadership devel-
opment should be a professional expectation and that 
executives should be held responsible for developing 
their subordinates. Leuschner says, “If your organiza-
tion does not prize and reinforce the development of 
its leaders, set clear performance expectations for senior 
managers to develop those below them … if it is not 
a core responsibility of senior leaders, you’re blowing 
smoke.”

Leadership issues have taken on heightened importance 
at NSA as a consequence of 9/11 and the threat of 
terrorism. Traditionally, technical expertise was given 
priority in matters of promotion and reward. However, 
since 9/11, there has been recognition that managers 
must also have good interpersonal and communication 
skills if they are to comply with demands for enhanced 
collaboration among intelligence agencies.

OPM lists as one of its “Executive Core Qualifications” 
that members of the Senior Executive Service be com-
petent in “assessing employees’ unique developmental 
needs and providing developmental opportunities that 
maximize employees’ capabilities and contribute to the 

achievement of organizational goals; developing leader-
ship in others through coaching and mentoring.”51

However, this requirement needs to be operationalized 
in a manner that makes explicit the executive behaviors 
expected in this regard. Managers and supervisors must 
constantly update and upgrade their skills to create a 
continuous learning environment. The Federal Human 
Capital Survey, and the agency-specific employee sur-
veys required as part of the National Defense Authori-
zation Act of 2003, could provide valuable sources of 
data to assess results. Survey results could be tabulated 
in such a way as to provide individual executives with 
results for their units. Sample questions could include, 
“do supervisors believe that they have received adequate 
training?” and “do the employees believe that their 
supervisors are adequately trained?” 

recommendation #2 
integrate   leadership    considerations      into  

personnel     processes  

Leadership development programs are unlikely to have 
much impact on a stand-alone basis. If agencies are 
to help supervisors become leaders, changes are also 
needed in other personnel-related processes.

Several agencies, as well as the Office of Personnel Man-
agement, have developed leadership competency models 
as a means of integrating leadership considerations 
into different personnel processes. The IRS’s Leader-
ship Competency Model includes 21 separate compe-
tencies all linked to individual and unit performance 
through the agency’s balanced measures system.52 The 
competencies are used for purposes of selection, pro-
motion, performance management and training. The 
FAA’s Managerial Success Profile includes 16 separate 
competencies grouped into four dimensions: Achieving 
Results, Leading People, Building Relationships and 
Leading Change. These factors are accorded a minimum 
50 percent weight in all managerial selections, includ-
ing first-level supervisors. The competencies underlie 
the core standards in managerial performance plans and 
provide structured probationary requirements for newly 
appointed managers.

Selection processes should also be adjusted in ways 
that enhance prospects for hiring individuals who will 
51  U.S. Office of Personnel Management, Executive Core Qualifications, 
available online at: (http://www.opm.gov/ses/qualify.asp). 
52  See J.R. Thompson and H.G. Rainey, Modernizing Human Resources 
Management in the Federal Government: The IRS Model, IBM Center for the 
Business of Government (2002), Available online at: (http://www.busines-
sofgovernment.org/pdfs/ThompsonReport.pdf ).
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be good leaders. One way of doing this is to explicitly 
include leadership considerations in the hiring process. 
Candidates for leadership positions at the IRS have 
to describe examples of situations in which they have 
exercised specific leadership competencies.

Several agencies have “what is it like to be a supervi-
sor” sessions for employees who aspire to supervisory 
positions. NSA’s “emerging leaders” program provides 
information on what the job is like to individuals who 
are thinking of applying for supervisory positions. Ac-
cording to Glenn Leuschner of NSA, “A lot of people 
say this is not for me. ‘I didn’t know how hard it is to be 
a supervisor.’” Similarly, about one-third of participants 
in DLA’s “So You Want to Become a Supervisor” course 
decide it is not for them. According to Jeff Neal: 

It allows people to select out. If we select the wrong 
person for a supervisory position, we are hurting three 
groups: the person who got the job — they won’t per-
form well and will be unhappy; the person who didn’t 
get the job; and the people who work for the supervisor. 
It is great if they recognize that they don’t want to be a 
manager. This course got huge reviews.”

recommendation #3 
customi z e leadership    training    by agency   

and   level

As noted above, some agencies have developed their 
own leadership competency models as a means of iden-
tifying the behaviors which are critical to success within 
that particular organization. This can be an expensive 
exercise, particularly when performed by an outside 
contractor. One argument against customization is that 
leadership competency models tend to include the same 
or similar competencies regardless of agency and there 
is little value to be gained by attempting to customize 
the model. On the other hand, there are advantages to 
going through the process of identifying those skills and 
abilities that are key to success in any particular envi-
ronment.

There is also a question of whether, and to what extent, 
training needs vary according to organizational level. 
Several agencies rely on the “stair step” model (see Fig-
ure 1, pg. 12) which was developed by OPM and which 
lists the competencies specific to each level of manage-
ment. 

NSA’s version of this model includes 11 “core compe-
tencies” which are required of all employees as well as 
the additional competencies associated with each level 

of management. In support of this approach, Jeff Neal 
of DLA argues:

	 The challenges of a first-line supervisor are different 
from those of an executive. I’m not dealing with 
an office full of GS-9s who are looking to me for 
guidance. I’m dealing with GS-15s who don’t need 
much guidance. My focus is more external to the 
organization than theirs is. A first-line supervisor’s 
focus is more internal, and to getting production out 
and to finding out what employees need to get their 
work done and to providing the support that they 
need.

recommendation #4 
take a long-term  perspective  on program  

costs

Many agencies are fiscally stressed and face many com-
peting demands for resources. Left exclusively to the 
agencies, many would not make the investment neces-
sary to provide the needed level of supervisory training. 
A reason for the creation of a supervisory corps is to 
take the issue to the next level out of conviction that a 
long-term pay-off from this investment will result. 

DLA’s experience provides some insight in this regard. 
DLA has to raise its own revenue through the sale of 
materials and supplies to the armed services. Only a 
very small portion of the agency’s budget comes in 
the form of Congressional appropriations. In 2005, 
DLA experienced a budget squeeze as a result of fuel 
price guarantees provided to the armed services. There 
were serious budget pressures and some sentiment that 
leadership training be trimmed. However, Jeff Neal says 
that there was strong resistance to this suggestion from 
line managers. Neal cites a conversation he had with 
the commander of one of the DLA components in this 
regard:

	 When we were looking at budget cuts, someone 
asked, “what about cutting the Leadership 
Academy?” The commander in the Defense 
Distribution Center said, “I’ll cut almost every 
discretionary dollar in my budget before I’ll touch 
that program.” He is absolutely convinced that 
the only way to effect really dramatic change in an 
organization where your culture survey is ranking 
you in the third percentile is to change leadership.
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Neal contends that the cost of the leadership devel-
opment program is small relative to the prospective 
benefits:

	O ur workforce costs us over $1 billion per year. We 
will spend $2 million on leadership development 
training over the next year. It’s dirt cheap. If you 
spend $1 million developing leaders in a billion 
dollar workforce, it’s an insignificant cost. If we could 
affect our cost recovery rate by one quarter percent, it 
would pay for the program 25 times over.

A similar argument holds with regard to the influ-
ence of enhanced leadership training on the quit rate 
of an organization’s workforce. The cost of training an 
employee to become fully proficient in the business of 
any of these agencies can run to the tens of thousands 
of dollars. To the extent that poor supervision results 
in a higher quit rate, the savings from an investment in 
supervisory training could be substantial.

Despite the potential pay-offs, there is a continual 
need to identify efficiency improvements. CIA makes 
extensive use of internal trainers. Barry Miller of the 
CIA University says that experienced middle manag-
ers are brought in from the directorates on three-year 
assignments and taught how to teach. Miller says that 
in addition to holding down costs, there is a benefit in 
having instructors who are experienced in the core func-
tions of the agency. 

Several agencies are experimenting with the use of 
internal rather than external coaches. It is not uncom-
mon for an agency to provide coaching support for its 
executives. However, such support is usually provided 
through a contract with an outside vendor and can be 
expensive. Due to budget restraints, very few agencies 
provide a similar service to their mid-level managers or 
first-line supervisors.  

NSA’s Leuschner would like to use internal coaches 
but is concerned about “the blind leading the blind.” 
Also, the evaluation of NSA’s executive coaching pilot 
states, “Leaders greatly appreciated having a coach from 
outside government to lend a fresh perspective to the 
issues being addressed and who had ‘no ax to grind’ or 
who had no role in the ‘ratings chain.’” DLA found a 
cost-effective means of procuring outside coaches for 
its supervisors. Its vendor delivers the service via the 
telephone and Internet.

Conclusion

The case for enhanced leadership development training 
for supervisors can be made at several levels. First is the 
business level: although agencies are still in the early 
stages of identifying methods for assessing the dollar 
impact of such training, quantitative and qualitative 
work that has been done and the opinions of those most 
closely associated with these programs point to a highly 
favorable return on investment. Second relates to man-
agement capacity and what NSA’s Glenn Leuschner re-
fers to as, “the health of the management chain.” There 
is a compelling logic to the argument that the chain is 
only as strong as its weakest link. In many instances, 
that link is the supervisor. Leaders at many agencies 
have started to identify and remediate the problem. 
Third, as Jeff Neal of DLA points out: there is a ethical 
dimension to the issue. Neal says simply: 

	 It’s the right thing to do to give people leaders who 
can help them perform. The right thing to do and 
the good business decision happen to be the same 
thing. We see an enormous pay-off out of this.



Partnership     for  Public   S ervice

20

appendix A

Leadership Development Programs for First-line Supervisors in Selected Federal Agencies
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CIA O + + + + + 1, 2, 3 + +

Center for Medicare and Medicaid Services M + + +

Coast Guard (civilian) O O + + +

DEA M M + +

Homeland Security M M + + + + +

Defense Logistics Agency M M + + + + + + + + +

EPA M + + + + + + + 1, 2, 3

FAA M + + + + + + 1, 2, 3 + +

FAA O + + + + + + 1, 2, 3 + +

FBI + + + + + 1, 3

FBI M + + + + 1, 3

FBI O + + + + 1, 3

GAO M + + + +

GAO O + + + +

IRS + + + + + + + **

IRS M + + + + 1, 3

IRS O + + + + 1, 3

Labor M + + +

NIST O + + + 1

Nuclear Regulatory Commission + + + + + + + + 1

Nuclear Regulatory Commission M + + + + + + + 1

Nuclear Regulatory Commission O + + + + + + + 1

National Security Agency M M + + + + 3 + + +

PBGC M + +

Bureau of Prisons O + + +

Social Security Administration + + + + + + + 1, 3

Social Security Administration M + + +

U.S. Department of State + + + + + + + +

U.S. Department of State M + + + + + + +

U.S. Department of State M + + + + + + +

U.S. Marshal’s Service O O +

Veterans Benefits Administration + + + + + + 1, 2, 3

Veterans Benefits Administration M + + + 1, 2, 3

Western Area Power Administration + + + + + +

		

Agencies in which most supervisory training takes place at the component level: NASA, Air Force, VHA

M - Mandatory, O - Optional 

* Plus sign (+) indicates that agency offers training for aspiring supervisors; participants must apply to participate. 

** The IRS evaluates its program by tracking the percentage of participants that are promoted.



A N N E N B E RG LEADE RSH I P I N STITUTE |  TRAI N I NG S UPE RVISO RS TO B E LEADE RS 

21

Carolyn Bassin, Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Brian Beckwith, U.S. Marshals Service

Roger Blanchard, Air Force

Andrea Bright, Office of Personnel Management

Robert Brooks, Bureau of Prisons

Tom Burger, Professional Managers Association

Carolyn Conlan, Office of the Director of National 
Intelligence

Alice Crawford, Naval Postgraduate School

Captain Eugene Cunningham, Coast Guard

Jeff Curtis, Defense Logistics Agency

Matt Ferrero, Internal Revenue Service

Barry Frew, Public Leadership and Development Network

Kim Green, Department of Labor

Paul Harrison, Social Security Administration

Kim Hawley, Defense Logistics Agency

Mike Huck, Veterans Health Administration

MaryAnn Jacob, Air Force

Cliff LaBarge, U.S. Marshals Service

Fred Lang, Department of Commerce

Glenn Leuschner, National Security Agency

Vice Admiral Keith Lippert, Defense Logistics Agency

Dorothy MacKay, Veterans Benefits Administration

Michael Martin, National Institute of Standards and 
Technology

Michael Mears, Central Intelligence Agency

Paul Meyer, Federal Aviation Administration

Barry Miller, Central Intelligence Agency

Joe Miller, Federal Law Enforcement Training Center

Jeff Neal, Defense Logistics Agency

List of Interviews and Acknowledgements

Bill Neale, Dennison Consulting

Chris Powers, State Department

Leif Peterson, Air Force

Ileen Rogers, Office of Personnel Management

Lee Salmon, Federal Consulting Group

Carole Schloss, Security and Exchange Commission

Jim Schrant, Drug Enforcement Administration

Sharon Seymour, Air Force

Lisa Shames, Government Accountability Office

Tim Shannon, Defense Acquisition University

Myra Shiplett, National Academy of Public Administration

Meg Stephens, Pension Guarantee Benefit Corporation

Tom Towberman, Federal Executive Institute

Jim Trinka, Federal Aviation Administration 

Hughes Turner, Office of the Director of National 
Intelligence

Todd Turner, Department of Homeland Security

Dave Walker, Western Area Power Administration

Carol Willett, Government Accountability Office

Chris Williams, National Aeronautics and Space 
Administration

Jackie Williams, Defense Logistics Agency

Robin Williams, Center for Medicare and Medicaid Services

Steve Yank, Department of Housing and Urban 
Development

Acknowledgement    

Dr. Thompson would like to acknowledge the assistance of 
Rob Seidner, Ph.D. candidate, University of Illinois at Chi-
cago in collecting data for this report. 



Partnership     for  Public   S ervice

22

Brewer, G. “In the eye of the storm: Frontline supervisors 
and federal agency performance.” Journal of Public 
Administration Research and Theory, V. 15 (2005), 505-
527.

Conger, J. A. & Benjamin, B. Building Leaders: How 
Successful Companies Develop the Next Generation. San 
Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1999.

Corporate Leadership Council. Driving Employee Retention 
Through Engagement: A Quantitative Analysis of the 
Effectiveness of Employee Engagement Strategies, 2004.

CPS Human Resource Services. Building the Leadership 
Pipeline in Local, State, and Federal Government, 2005. 

McCauley, C. D. and Van Velsor, E. The Center for Creative 
Leadership Handbook of Leadership Development. San 
Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 2004.

National Academy of Public Administration. First Line 
Supervisors In Federal Service: Selection, Development and 
Management. Washington: Government Printing Office, 
2003.

O’Driscoll, Erin H. and Whitehouse, Andrew J. Can 
We Really Manage? Understanding Supervision and Its 
Importance in Government. Cambridge, MA: John F. 
Kennedy School of Government, Harvard University, 
2005.

U.S. Merit Systems Protection Board. First-Line Supervisory 
Selection in the Federal Government. Washington: 
Government Printing Office, 1989.

U.S. Merit Systems Protection Board. Federal First-Line 
Supervisors: How Good Are They? Washington: Government 
Printing Office, 1992.

U.S. Merit Systems Protection Board. Federal Supervisors 
and Strategic Human Resources Management. Washington: 
Government Printing Office, 1998.

U.S. Merit Systems Protection Board. Federal Supervisors and 
Poor Performers. Washington: Government Printing Office, 
1999.

U.S. Merit Systems Protection Board, Designing an Effective 
Pay for Performance Compensation System. Washington: 
Government Printing Office, 2006.

U.S. Merit Systems Protection Board. Accomplishing Our 
Mission: Results of the Merit Principles Survey 2005. 
Washington: Government Printing Office, 2007.

U.S. Office of Personnel Management. Supervisors in the 
Federal Government: A Wake-Up Call. Washington: 
Government Printing Office, 2001.

U.S. Office of Personnel Management. What Do Federal 
Employees Say? Results From the 2004 Federal Human 
Capital Survey. Washington: Government Printing Office, 
2005.

Bibliogr aphy





1100 New York Avenue nw 
Suite 1090 east
Washington dc 20005

202 775 9111	 phone
202 775 8885	 fax
www.ourpublicservice.org


