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The Presidential Management Fellowship: 
Developing Tomorrow’s Leaders or Falling Short on Promises? 

 

Leaders in all sectors face enormous challenges in the 21st century, including rapid 

technological progress, globalization of markets, and changing talent pools. When it comes 

to human capital, significant demographic shifts in the United States create unique 

challenges for organizational practices, leadership development and knowledge transfer 

(Reeves, 2010).  Public sector leaders face additional challenges to strategic human capital 

development such as “changes in policy direction based on elected leadership, competing 

goals, missions and mandates [and] competition with the higher-paying private sector for 

top talent” (Turner, 2007-08).  

 

While a significant majority of American organizations will be affected by the aging baby 

boom generation and accompanying retirement wave, projections reveal the government 

stands to be affected disproportionately (Reeves, 2010). For example, the Social Security 

Administration could have more than half of all employees retire in the next five years 

(Corporate Leadership Council, 2004). As of May 2011, approximately a quarter of all the 

2.4 million permanent full-time federal employees were eligible for retirement (O'Keefe & 

Yoder, 2011), and nearly 90% of the top federal leaders, members of the Senior Executive 

Service, were eligible for normal or early retirement (Akaka, 2011). 

 

While retirement rates amongst federal employees have been considerably lower than 

eligibility during the recession, the tide is changing. Retirement claims for 2011 were up 

24% compared to 2010 (for January through October each year). The trend continued into 
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the first quarter of 2012 with each month’s request outpacing Office of Personnel 

Management (OPM) forecasts; March requests showed the largest gap yet, with 42% more 

requests than were projected (Losey, 2012).  For those employees eligible for retirement, a 

growing number of compounding factors influence the decision to leave the workforce: 

recent stock market improvements, pay and incentive freezes, a negative public attitude 

towards the federal workforce, and political will to change retirement benefits. In addition, 

agencies looking to make budget cuts are considering further measures to create incentives 

for higher paid retirement-eligible employees to move out of the federal system (Losey, 

2011).   

 

These demographic and policy changes will reduce personnel spending in agencies, but 

high levels of retirement and attrition put organizations at serious risk of knowledge loss. 

The Office of Personnel Management warns that agencies without a developed leadership 

base and knowledge management plans may lose decades of expertise without a way to fill 

the gaps (Losey, 2011).  According to a 2011 report by the Partnership for Public Service 

and Booz Allen Hamilton, over 80% of agencies have some form of succession planning, but 

departments and offices within agencies vary widely (2011). In order to continue to serve 

their congressionally mandated missions, agencies must assist younger employees in 

gaining the knowledge, skills, and abilities that retiring workers have accumulated in their 

years of service (Reeves, 2010). The problem may be especially challenging as annual 

surveys show a declining segment of college graduates plan to join any type of government 

service. In 2011, under 3% of graduates were planning to work for the federal government 

(Partnership for Public Service; The National Association of Colleges and Employers, 2012). 
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This lack of interest in federal employment could exacerbate the challenges to knowledge 

transfer and succession planning. These hurdles necessitate federal leaders to evaluate 

current recruiting programs and knowledge transfer policies. In order to prepare for the 

future needs of the federal government, and overcome demographic, budgetary, and 

cultural challenges, flagship student recruitment and development programs must be as 

compelling, goal oriented and successful as possible.   

 

Initiated by an executive order, federal student and recent graduate employment programs 

are currently being redesigned, directed by the Office of Personnel Management (OPM) 

who oversees all federal human resources policies. Within the suite of student programs, 

renamed ‘Pathways Programs,’ the Presidential Management Fellowship (PMF) will remain 

the key recruiting method for those graduating at the masters level, though program 

policies may be significantly adjusted during this time. OPM lists “evaluating the 

effectiveness of the PMF Program” as one of the responsibilities of the PMF Program Office, 

a unit within OPM, though no evaluations of the program can be located in the public 

domain (U.S. Office of Personnel Managment, 2009).  

 

In July 2011, recognizing wide anecdotal variations in PMF Program experiences among 

fellows, and the lack of publicly available formal program evaluations, the non-profit 

organization Young Government Leaders (YGL) conducted a comprehensive survey of 

current and former Presidential Management Fellows. This extensive survey aimed to 

enlighten current on-the-ground realities of the program across various agencies to 

improve upon OPM wide and agency policies regarding the Presidential Management 
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Fellowship. This report combines the YGL survey data and academic research to answer 

the following questions: 

 

1) Was there consistency in experience of the leadership fellows, especially in the 

key areas of rotation and mentorship?; 

2) What was the fellows satisfaction with the fellowship experience?; and, 

3) Was there alignment between experiences, current policies, and best practices?  

 

After identifying areas of concern, this analysis will conclude with recommendations for 

Office of Personnel Management regarding future regulation and execution of the 

Presidential Management Fellowship. 

 

The Presidential Management Fellowship 

 Program History 

In 1977, President Jimmy Carter initiated the Presidential Management Intern (PMI) 

program to “attract to Federal servicemen and women of exceptional management 

potential who had received special training in planning and managing public programs and 

policies” (U.S. Office of Personnel Managment, 2009). The original guidelines limited 

participation to those who had recently received advanced degrees in public management 

and administration.  These internships lasted two years and culminated with an 

opportunity to earn competitive civil service status, an advantage in applying to federal full 

time positions. Full-time employment after the two years, however, was not guaranteed.  
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Throughout the Reagan administration, the PMI program underwent technical and scope 

adjustments. The number of accepted interns per year was originally cut from 500 to 200, 

but was increased back to 400 a few years later. During this time the program expanded 

the opportunity to those recent graduates with advanced degrees in any discipline who had 

a clear interest in the “analysis and management of public policies and programs” (U.S. 

Office of Personnel Managment, 2009). This allowed graduates from broad backgrounds, 

from biology to law, to become participants in the development program and join the 

federal workforce, a standard that remains today.  

 

In 2003, an executive order from President George W. Bush renamed the program the 

Presidential Management Fellowship (PMF) to better reflect the prestige and honor of the 

program. Other changes included removing the cap for the number of participants, 

expanding the agencies the program could benefit (including the legislative and judicial 

branches) and reinforcing program standards. This greatly increased the number of fellows 

hired each year, from a few hundred to upwards of 8000. The purpose of these changes, 

finalized in 2005, was to “align the Program with today’s work force needs and to expand 

Federal leadership development programs to address the human capital needs across the 

Federal Government” (U.S. Office of Personnel Managment, 2009). Additionally, the final 

rule changes acknowledged a “recommendation requiring the Chief Human Capital Officers 

Council to include an evaluation of the PMF Program in its annual report to Congress” but 

declined to enact the recommendation (U.S. Office of Personnel Management, 2005).  The 

broader standards currently allow for increased flexibility in placement and hiring, but also 

challenge the oversight of the Office of Personnel Management (OPM) which oversees all 
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federal human resources policies and practices within federal agencies in order to serve its 

mission of ensuring “the Federal Government has an effective civilian workforce” (United 

States Office of Personnel Management, 2008). While the 2005 rules promoted the 

fellowship as a prestigious leadership development program, program expansion made 

assuring quality overwhelming. 

 

Current Status 

On December 27, 2010, President Obama signed Executive Order 13562, "Recruiting and 

Hiring Students and Recent Graduates" (Office of the Press Secretary, 2010). The executive 

order creates the Pathways Programs: the Internship Program, the Recent Graduates 

Program, and a reinvigorated Presidential Management Fellows (PMF) Program. Pathways 

Programs, once regulation is finalized, will replace existing student employment structures. 

As is standard among executive orders regarding hiring practices, the order outlines a basic 

structure and purpose of the excepted hiring program and specific directives for the 

regulation. From this order, the Office of Personnel Management (OPM) has authority to 

propose the actual regulation and finalize changes. Among the additional directives, the 

order requires that regulation includes: a) “career-development, training and mentorship 

opportunities” for all Pathways participants b)“plans to evaluate agencies' effectiveness in 

recruiting and retaining talent” through Pathways, and c) plans to assess the “satisfaction 

of Pathways Programs participants and their hiring managers” (Office of the Press 

Secretary, 2010). In August of 2011 proposed rules were released for public comments and 

questions, to which OPM must respond to before publishing final rules. It is in this time of 

transition that the PMF Program should be evaluated, which is a regulated responsibility of 
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OPM (U.S. Office of Personnel Managment, 2009). This evaluation should inform areas 

where fellow experiences and agency practice departs from intended program directives 

and be used to adjust policies going forward.  

 

Purposes & Promises 

According to the 2003 executive order, which shaped the current iteration of the program, 

the purpose of the Presidential Management Fellowship (PMF) “is to attract to the Federal 

service outstanding men and women from a variety of academic disciplines and career 

paths who have a clear interest in, and commitment to, excellence in the leadership and 

management of public policies and programs” (Office of the Press Secretary, 2003).  In a 

summary of Proposed Rules for the new student recruitment programs, OPM refers to the 

PMF Program as “the Federal Government’s premier leadership development program for 

advanced degree candidates” (U.S. Office of Personnel Management, 2011). The proposed 

rule changes and 2010 executive order address some gaps in program purpose, but these 

have not yet been formally developed in regulatory language. The current regulations 

explain the need for excepted service for recent graduates, but ends there. It does not 

clearly indicate the end goal of the 2-year program in regards to talent retention, targeted 

benefits to participant or agency, nor how agencies can or should make the most of fellows 

who excel in the leadership development program.  

 

Along with the various purposes and directives given by the Office of Personnel 

Management, agencies and stakeholders often aim to fill the gaps in official language. These 

third parties promote additional purposes and program features which often do not align 
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with regulations. If one asks ten participants or federal managers, one may get ten different 

stated purposes of the fellowship.  Universities advertise the program as providing 

“challenging assignments, accelerated promotions, and opportunities to network” 

(American University School of Public Affairs, 2011) and “leadership opportunities for 

awardees to begin a management career-track position with a federal agency while often 

enjoying the flexibility to rotate to other agencies” (University of Michigan: School of 

Natural Resournces and Environment, 2012). Federal departments, which hire fellows, 

promote the program in other ways. The Social Security Administration claims that fellows 

who “receive certification of their successful completion of the program requirements are 

converted to a permanent position in their hiring agency,” with no other stipulations 

(Social Security Administration, 2012). USAID, perhaps idealistically, claims that the 

program “is the Federal Government’s cornerstone succession planning program to help 

agencies meet their critical need for leadership continuity” (United States Agency for 

International Development, 2010). Going above and beyond current OPM directives, the 

Navy promises each fellow will have a Senior Executive Service (SES) or Officer mentor 

who will “arrange professional development activities to supplement PMF technical 

development” (Department of the Navy, 2011). As evidenced by the varying descriptions, 

the objectives and programs appear to differ greatly among agencies and external 

stakeholders. These shape fellows’ expectations and experiences, which in turn influence 

job satisfaction and the potential for continued government service.  
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 Regulations & Guidelines 

The 2005 final rules, based on the 2003 executive order, state surprisingly few legal 

regulations to which agencies must adhere; however, some expanded program 

explanations exist in the Presidential Management Fellowship Program: Guide for Agencies 

which the Office of Personnel Management last distributed in 2009.  While agencies are 

allowed to augment the fellowship to exceed regulatory program requirements, there is no 

evidence of evaluation of agency programs or enforcement of the core regulations and 

guidelines.  

 

The limited regulatory requirements first require an agency orientation, something all new 

federal employees receive. In addition, regulations dictate that each agency have one 

Presidential Management Fellowship coordinator within the agency human resources 

department. This agency coordinator’s role is to assure that home office managers, who 

hire and employ fellows, understand the commitment and fulfill legal requirements. This 

coordinator is not necessarily a full time position, nor are there requirements on the 

seniority of the employee in this role. Home office managers of fellows are responsible, 

with the oversight of the agency coordinator, for developing an Individual Development 

Plan (IDP) with each fellow. This plan must include developmental goals, one 

“developmental assignment,” and a target role the fellow will achieve at the end of the 

successful completion of the two year program (U.S. Office of Personnel Management, 

2005).  Along with co-creating the IDP with the fellow, the supervisor is also charged with 

providing 80 hours of formal training during each year of the fellowship, and providing a 

“reasonable amount of time during work hours for other PMF activities such as rotational 
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assignments of one to six months in other occupations or functional areas” (U.S. Office of 

Personnel Managment, 2009). This order to provide “reasonable” time is not further 

described in the guidelines to agencies, and its potential varying interpretation is one area 

the Young Government Leaders survey explored. Managers receive most of the dictated 

responsibilities in current regulations, though there is no mention of training managers on 

IDP creation or managing rotating employees.   Finally, it is currently a requirement of the 

agency to convert or appoint fellows who complete the program into a full time federal 

position without the graduate having to go through the typical federal competitive hiring 

process. In practice, the fellow may not convert to the target position outlined in the IDP, 

for a variety of reasons. They may be assigned in another office in the agency, or receive an 

appointment in another agency. Interestingly, the proposed Pathways Programs rules 

remove the mandate that agencies must hire fellows who complete the program. 

 

It should be noted that neither the 2010 executive order from President Obama, nor any 

previous executive orders, dictated specifically what form the leadership development 

program should take  (Office of the Press Secretary, 2010). In proposing and finalizing the 

statutes requiring a “developmental assignment” outside of the home office, and outlining 

terms for other short-term external assignments, the Office of Personnel Management 

selected a rotational leadership development program model (U.S. Office of Personnel 

Management, 2005). For the purpose of analysis, therefore, the PMF Program is 

characterized as a rotational program, and will be compared with best practices for this 

common career development tool.   
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Literature Review 

 Rotational Leadership Development 

Across the private sector, rotation-based leadership development programs are prevalent; 

Wells Fargo, Adidas, Dow Chemical, Prudential, Simon & Schuster, Macy’s, Marriot and 

many more large and medium sized global companies have structured leadership and 

training programs which include lateral rotations (Carlson School of Management, 2011). 

However, it is not only the private sector that utilizes these methods to develop talent and 

potential leaders. The Department of the Interior and the Department of Health and Human 

Services also feature agency-specific formal rotational leadership training programs (U.S. 

Department of the Interior, 2011)(U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, 2010). 

These programs, often lasting between 18 months and 3 years, offer unique opportunities 

for new hires and generally seek to edify the future leadership of the company.  

 

Also referred to as cross-training in some cases, job rotation plays a fundamental role in 

private and public leadership development programs. Job rotation is a form of employee 

development that transfers workers laterally, temporarily, to positions that require 

different skills or responsibilities than their original position (Huang, 1999). Globally, 

companies and organizations have embraced job rotation as a means of employee 

development for decades. While academic research on the practice peaked in the early 

1990s, rotational developmental programs continue to be flagship activities for many 

private companies, especially for new hires and those deemed high potential (Titus, 2006). 

The U.S. Society for Human Resource Management found that 41% of organizations utilize 

job rotation as a form of developing employees for future leadership (Society for Human 
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Resource Management, 2002); and employer surveys show that organizations, especially 

large firms, often use job rotation programs to develop managers (Saari, Johnson, 

McLaughlin, & Zimmerle, 1988). A 2004 review of Fortune 1000 companies discovered that 

73% of these companies use rotational assignments, and the majority have done so for 

more than a decade (Titus, 2006). While those educated in the fields of marketing, finance 

and various forms of engineering may be most familiar with companies featuring job 

rotation programs, nearly every industry can claim an established rotational opportunity. 

Organizations as varied as Intel, Coca-Cola, the National Football League, Dow Chemical, 

Verizon Wireless, General Mills, Whirlpool and JP Morgan promote rotational programs as 

part of their strategy for onboarding and developing young employees, increasing 

leadership abilities of managers, or enhancing industry specific experience of educated 

generalists (Glassdoor.com, 2012).  

 

Rotational Leadership Development: Purposes 

Studies in strategic human resource management, which includes the human capital 

resource planning and employment development principles that underpin rotational 

programs, highlight that increasingly business strategy is linked to human resource 

practices (Legge, 1995). Rather than products or capital assets, the development of a 

skilled workforce is gaining prominence in organizational success and value creation. In 

turn, human resource departments are adopting holistic “human capital management” 

practices. These practices focus on initiating a partnership between employees and 

employers where both parties hold responsibilities in building value and creating a co-

beneficial relationship with one another (Van Marreqijk & Timmers, 2003).  This shifting 
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employee-employer relationship dynamic affects many aspects of the modern work 

environment, but the methods of training and development are central. Instead of the 

historical model of providing training budgets to employees without guidance, or requiring 

the same training courses to all employees at the same pay grade, well managed and 

targeted development programs cultivate employees strategically for future human capital 

needs. Rotational programs, as one type of leadership development, are one way to build 

individual employee skills, improve the fit between employees and job positions, and meet 

identified long term human capital needs.  

  

There are many purposes for an organization to feature a rotational program, which differs 

based on the needs of the business and the group targeted for the rotational program. 

Organizations may choose rotation to meet a short term business need or to develop key 

staff for future roles, including leadership. Business needs can include goals such as 

minimizing employment risk, attracting talent, filling an open position, or bringing about 

cultural or other behavioral change that would be aided by a change in personnel. 

Alternately, programs can seek to develop key employees and make an investment in 

human capital for the long term by using rotations to expose specific groups to challenges 

or tasks in which the rotating employees may have little experience (Titus, 2006). The 

latter requires an organization to invest in these employees, which can entail some short-

term losses to productivity or convenience, in order to gain long-term benefits. 

 

Interviews with executives revealed that they believe the key skills gained during rotations 

are: a broader perspective on other functional areas within the organization, adaptability, 
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and leadership skills (Beatty, Schneier, & McEnvoy, 1987) (Saari, Johnson, McLaughlin, & 

Zimmerle, 1988). Fairly frequent rotation after the initial hiring, as is possible in the 

Presidential Management Fellowship Program, facilitates faster employee familiarity with 

the organization as a whole and better placement into long-term positions (Miller, 

Dhaliwal, & Magas, 1973). In addition to long term strategic benefits, some studies reveal 

that employees that participate in rotations self-report a higher rate of job satisfaction 

overall than those who do not rotate (Huang, 1999). For organizations, this increased 

satisfaction while strategically developing workers potentially doubles long-term benefits: 

employees want to stay due to their satisfaction, and the organization builds skills needed 

for future success. Considering the popularity of rotational programs, these benefits must 

outweigh the costs of organization rotations or inconveniences of rotating employees.  

 

In order to reap these future benefits, though, a rotational program must be structured 

appropriately for the end goals  (Beatty, Schneier, & McEnvoy, 1987). Each of these 

targeted workforce sub-groups, and their applicable developmental needs, require 

adjustments to the program policies to assure the goals of the program are met 

consistently and successfully. Utilizing surveys of existing successful programs from large 

organizations, combined with human resource research on training and development, best 

practices for programs fitting a similar profile to the Presidential Management Fellowship 

can be identified and used to compare with current practices of the program.   
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Rotational Leadership Development: Best Practices 

In their book “Building In-House Leadership and Management Development Programs,” 

Rothwell and Kazanas lay out a six step approach to building a functional rotational 

program (1999). These steps build on each other, with each step relying on the previous 

ones to be fully enacted across many offices and stakeholder groups (Appendix A).  This 

need for an overarching knowledge of the program and process may explain why 

companies typically manage rotational programs at an organizational level through a 

central human resources division (Huang, 1999).   

 

According to Rothwell and Kazanas, the first step in planning and executing a 

developmental rotation program requires decision makers to identify a purpose and scope 

for the rotational program (1999).  Job rotation can be stressful to employees and 

expensive to support and, therefore, should not be established without a targeted purpose. 

The purpose and scope also dictate which participants are invited to be involved. Following 

purpose, deciding the tasks or roles that will achieve the program goals, and gaining buy-in 

from participants and other affected employees come next (Rothwell & Kazanas, 1999). 

Using data from a survey of Fortune 1000 companies to highlight best practices and trends, 

Titus and The Conference Board, reach similar conclusions. According to this research, the 

most vital aspect of a rotational program is strategic planning at the top level, followed by 

consistency across the rotational program for all participants and rotations. They also 

promote the need for executives, both in human resources and outside employing 

divisions, to actively support the rotational program and participants in order to maintain a 

purposeful and useful program. According to case studies and summary data, the largest 



 
19 

 
 

and most successful rotational programs feature robust and transparent job postings, 

online career profiles for rotating employees and hiring managers, a program orientation 

outlining logistics and expectations and a systematic approach to placing those who finish 

the program (Titus, 2006).  These recommendations lead back into Rothwell and Kanzanas’ 

guidance; steps four through six highlight individual rotation contracts, training and 

coaching participant and program support staff, and evaluating on an individual and 

programmatic level (1999). The theme of support echoes through each step of planning 

and executing a best in class rotational leadership development program: participants and 

managers must support the program purpose, staff and systems must support participants 

and managers, and the program must be supported through evaluation of participant work 

and overall program functions.   

 

While coordinated support like standardized rotation evaluation methods and robust job 

postings may require significant investments, these systems allow managers and 

employees to focus on building skills and value rather than managing logistics. In order for 

an organization to obtain the fullest benefits from employee rotational programs, it must 

emphasize learning rather than efficiency (Macaux, 2010). This is especially vital during an 

especially challenging assignment, such as the prominent ‘developmental assignment’ 

which is a required part of the Presidential Management Fellowship and popular in private 

sector rotational programs.  
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Rotational Leadership Development: Developmental Assignment 

While some rotations can be as short as a few weeks, it is common for organizations to 

establish specific longer, more challenging rotations, referred to as “developmental 

assignments” (U.S. Office of Personnel Management, 2005). Shorter rotations may aim to 

give the employee broader perspective and exposure to organizational processes, but a 

developmental assignment targets a specific skill or ability that the employee and program 

leadership identifies as necessary for future success (Campion, Cheraskin, & Stevens, 

1994). Companies such as General Electric, Proctor & Gamble and Colgate-Palmolive utilize 

developmental assignments in various rotational programs to “increase strengths, fill in 

gaps, test new areas [and] stretch” through new challenges and environments (Titus, 

2006). According to Patricia Ohlott from the Center for Creative Leadership, these 

challenges can take many forms, including: taking on unfamiliar responsibilities, fixing 

inherited problems, dealing with difficult team members, coping with high visibility and 

responsibility, needing to influence without authority and working in diverse or 

multicultural groups (2004).  

 

Targeted developmental assignments require special planning and attention, often above 

and beyond more simple lateral rotation programs.  These stretch assignments necessitate 

co-created individualized work plans and high level advice or placement into positions that 

will increase the employee’s skills in the goal areas. For employees to take full advantage of 

these key assignments, support from managers and program administrators in human 

resources must span the strategic planning process and the individual employee’s skill sets 

and career objectives (Macaux, 2010).  
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In the case of General Electric’s rotational program, a program leader from human 

resources manages the process that matches participants to specific developmental 

assignments. This process ensures participants have skill-appropriate jobs and placements 

where growth is probable. In this case, the employee regains total career management 

upon program completion. Similarly, Proctor & Gamble, which is known for building talent 

from within, touts a relatively formal rotation program. This program evolved from a more 

flexible structure, but now features formalized function-specific templates that outline 

numerous experiences each participant in that function should obtain during rotations. By 

achieving all the experiences on the template, the employee builds a foundation for long-

term success in that functional area and the broader company (Titus, 2006).  While 

formalized systems may not work for all situations, companies as diverse and successful as 

General Electric and Proctor & Gamble find central organization vital for assuring employee 

and employer glean the most from rotational experiences.   

 

Currently, Presidential Management Fellowship (PMF) regulations and guidelines do not 

address the structures behind rotations, nor the required developmental assignments. 

Home office managers and fellows identify target skills, as well as assignments which will 

build these skills. As there is no centralized method for posting or finding positions in other 

offices or agencies, it is assumed that these rotations and developmental assignments are 

identified through informal networking and extensive work on the part of the fellow or 

manager.  
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Mentorship 

In conjunction with rotational opportunities, most formalized leadership development 

programs include a mentorship component (Wanberg, Welsh, & Hezlett, 2003). In addition, 

the published proposed changes to the Presidential Management Fellowship (PMF) 

Program incorporate the addition of formal mentorship assignments with members of the 

Senior Executive Service (U.S. Office of Personnel Management, 2011). Previous iterations 

of the fellowship have not contained regulations for mentorship, and the Office of 

Personnel Management only briefly mentioned the topic in the Presidential Management 

Fellowship: Guide for Agencies (U.S. Office of Personnel Managment, 2009). Despite the 

current lack of inclusion of mentorship in PMF standards, the organizational and individual 

benefits of mentorship are a popular area of study, and mentorship is major lynchpin in 

many human resource leadership development programs (Hunt & Michael, 1983).  

 

Mentorship: Benefits to Protégés  

The benefits and goals of mentorship are far reaching, affecting company reputation, 

employee commitment, and career outcomes. Even before mentorship begins, potential 

employees respond positively to it by evaluating companies with mentorship programs as 

significantly more attractive than similar organizations without these programs (Allen & 

O'Brien, 2006). This is for good reason; protégés (those being mentored by a more senior 

mentor) stand to reap significant benefits from the relationship.  At the most basic level, 

protégés experience enhanced work effectiveness compared to non-mentored peers, and 

gain a variety of other benefits (Kram, 1985). Foundational literature, and numerous 

studies of various industries and career types, identifies three main areas of protégé 
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benefits: vocational or career support, psychosocial support, and role modeling (Kram, 

Mentoring at work: Developmental relationships in organizatoinal life, 1988) (Weinberg & 

Lankau, 2011) (Burke R. J., 1984). 

 

 Vocational support, arguably the most pertinent of the three for those entering a 

leadership training program at the start of their career or organizational tenure, occurs 

when a mentor provides support in learning the operational functioning of the 

organization and directly prepares the protégé for future promotions and leadership 

opportunities (Noe, An Investigation of the Determinants of Successful Assigned Mentoring 

Relationships, 1988). Psychosocial support, in contrast, pertains to the politics and people 

involved in the organization and the methods of managing these intrapersonal systems 

(Kram, Mentoring at work: Developmental relationships in organizatoinal life, 1988). Last, 

role modeling, sometimes included within the psychosocial aspect, generally develops later 

in the mentorship relationship. Role modeling is exhibited when a more senior mentor, 

perceived to have attained career or organizational success, demonstrates or coaches a 

protégé on the ways she managed her career and achieved positional success (Burke R. J., 

1984).  

 

Most research in the mentorship arena focuses on the benefits to the protégés, with 

consistent positive relationships between mentorship and career outcomes and pervasive 

leadership components. One recent study of multiple top organizational leaders identified 

mentorship as one of nine key career experiences that lead to improved strategic thinking 

capabilities (Goldman, 2008). Additionally, a meta-analysis from 2004 concluded that 
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mentored individuals earn higher salaries and received more promotions than comparable 

non-mentored peers (Allen, Eby, Poteet, Lentz, & Lima). This coincides with Fagenson’s 

study which found that those who received mentoring reported having more power within 

an organization than those without mentors (Fagenson, 1988). It also aligns with Chao, 

Walz, & Gardener who discovered that mentored employees, whether in formal or informal 

mentorship engagements, benefited from better organizational socialization knowledge, 

including the politics, people and goals of the organization (1992). Finally, and specifically 

applicable to the Presidential Management Fellowship and similar leadership development 

programs, a seminal study from 1984 drew conclusions from a sample of college-educated 

employees early in their career and pursuing management development learning 

opportunities. Among the conclusions, one prominent finding was that 74% of these early-

career management track employees believed that mentorship was a key component of 

their career success (Burke R. J.). These advantages, though, still only highlight protégé 

benefits. While significant benefits to employees should factor into human resource 

decisions, programs worthy of investment must also advance the organization.  

 

Mentorship: Benefits to Organizations  

A smaller subset of the literature addresses the direct benefits of mentorship to the 

organization. One significant area of organizational benefit is reducing turnover. Studies 

demonstrate an inverse relationship between mentoring and an employee’s intentions to 

leave the organization (Viator & Scandura, 1991). Additionally, evidence reveals that 

personal skill development in general, and mentorship specifically, influence turnover 

behavior among protégés and reduce turnover rates compared with peers (Lankau & 



 
25 

 
 

Scandura, 2002).  Payne and Huffman analyze when and why this occurs; they outline that 

mentorship influences turnover by enhancing two types of employee commitment: 

affective and continuance (2005). Affective commitment “refers to the employee’s 

emotional attachment to, identification with, and involvement in the organization.” This 

contrasts with continuance commitment which “refers to an awareness of the costs 

associated with leaving the organization” (Meyer & Allen, 1991). The research reveals that 

protégés report higher levels of both types of commitment than non-mentored peers after 

one year of mentorship, with a more pronounced influence on the more emotional 

“affective” form.  This lead to a 38% reduced rate of turnover for the organization studied 

(Payne & Huffman, 2005).  

 

However, mentorship does not just spring up without the right conditions. Allen, Poteet, 

and Burroughs cite “organizational support for employee development and the existence of 

company training programs” as the two most important facilitating factors (1997). In this 

way, the cursory acknowledgement in the current Presidential Management Fellowship 

Program Guide for Agencies that fellows may benefit from mentorship, and can pursue 

these relationships on their own if they like, may not be enough to enable mentorship 

relationships to develop (U.S. Office of Personnel Managment, 2009). While some agencies, 

such as the National Institute of Health, already possess a formal mentorship program for 

Presidential Management Fellowship participants, other agencies follow the lead of the 

Office of Personnel Management and leave all mentorship decisions and logistics to the 

individual fellow (National Institute of Health, 2012).  
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In the 2011 proposed rules for the Presidential Management Fellowship Program under 

the Pathways initiative, the Office of Personnel Management changed tack deciding to 

require agencies to provide an executive level mentor for all fellows within 90 days (U.S. 

Office of Personnel Management, 2011).  Considering the proposed changes, it is important 

to explore the structural options for mentorship programs, differing levels of effectiveness 

between formats and the appropriate contexts. One prominent area of the literature, as 

well as most appropriate for the proposed regulatory changes, evaluates formally versus 

informally initiated mentor-protégé relationships.  

 

Mentorship: Informal Mentorship   

Informal mentorships develop from casual relationships, whether social or professional, 

often “between senior and junior members of an organization.” Casual interactions allow 

the protégé to develop a report with the potential mentor, displaying their worthiness of 

the time and effort mentorship requires (Chao, Walz, & Gardener, 1992). These 

relationships, established willingly and often based in perceived personal and professional 

compatibility, result in very positive results for protégés.  While findings vary, a meta-

analysis discovered that protégés of informal mentoring relationships reported receiving 

more of one or more types of mentoring functions (career development, psychosocial and 

role-modeling), than peers in formal mentoring programs (Giscombe, 2007). Early in her 

research, mentorship scholar Kathy Kram identified phases of mentorship: career-related 

benefits tend to develop before psychosocial and role-modeling. Informal pairings draw 

upon a natural connection between mentor and protégé, and tend to progress faster 

through these stages.  Therefore, participants in informal relationships often report 
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superior and/or earlier results for benefits requiring more time to develop (1983). 

Additionally, informal relationships enjoy few barriers to engagement. Mentors generally 

“select protégés with whom they can identify and are willing to develop and devote 

attention;” and there is a natural “willingness on the part of the protégé to be open to 

advice and assistance” (Chao, Walz, & Gardener, 1992). Despite the benefits of informal 

mentoring relationships, though, many organizations choose to build formal mentorship 

programs. Organizations develop formalized programs to avoid systematic problems 

inherent in relying on informal mentorship, and to capture alternate benefits that can come 

with formalization.  

 

 Mentorship: Formal Programs   

First, informal relationships rely on new or entry level employees having  casual access to 

upper level employees, who tend to be the initiators of the mentoring relationship twice as 

often as protégés (Burke R. J., 1984).  Unfortunately, while mentoring can have its most 

beneficial effects early in a protégé’s career, it may also be when mentoring relationships 

are least likely to develop informally. New employees may benefit from increased attention 

upon hiring, but lack confidence in developing new relationships (Ragins & Cotton, Easier 

Said Than Done: Gender Differences in Perceived Barriers to Gaining a Mentor, 1991). Also, 

entry level employees may not know which leaders show mentorship potential, and may be 

reluctant to ask for guidance from peers in identifying the right mentor for fear of 

appearing unknowledgeable (Ostroff & Kozlowski, 1993). This set of challenges explains 

some reasons why organizations initiate formal programs for entry-level programs.  
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Second, and more systematically important, informal mentorship research reveals that 

minority groups are often left out of mentoring relationships. Mentors “tend to select 

people like themselves,” a phenomenon known as homosocial reproduction (Kanter, 1977).  

Kanter and other researchers have discovered that this “similar-to-me” psychological 

tendency affects women and minority groups negatively when seeking out mentors from 

predominantly white, male top-management pools common in most U.S. organizations 

(Noe, 1988) (Mobley, Jaret, Marsh, & Kim, 1994). On a system wide level, if those in 

minority groups find mentors less often, and those with mentors achieve higher pay rates 

and promotions as the literature shows, relying solely on informal mentorship promotes 

the status quo instead of a more diverse or representative leadership.  

 

Last, formal mentorship programs can be “designed to meet objectives developed by the 

organization, which may differ from objectives of informal mentoring relationships” 

(Giscombe, 2007). While informal mentorships are formed for a variety of reasons 

depending on the mentor and the protégé’s interests and personal goals, formal 

mentorship can adopt a strategic purpose, such as developing management qualities of 

junior employees, or building capacity in a particular skill set that few employees possess. 

It would be highly unlikely, in these cases, that informal mentorships would fulfill the 

organization’s strategic goals for development of employees, or that these areas of 

potential growth would be evaluated in any structured manner.  

 

For many organizations the desire to expand the benefits of mentorship leads them to 

adopt a formal, rather than informal, mentorship model. A number of organizations, such 
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as the Internal Revenue Service and Federal Express, have introduced formal mentoring 

programs alone (Eddy, Tannenbaum, Alliger, D'Abate, & Givens, 2003) (Kram, 1985). Other 

formal mentorship programs work in tandem with complimentary developmental 

programs, such as rotational leadership opportunities (Giscombe, 2007). Organizations 

utilize formal mentorship to avoid the risks and biases of informal relationships, expand 

mentor availability, and build targeted skills and capacities while still tapping into the basic 

protégé benefits. However, formal programs require additional consideration by 

leadership, especially regarding pair matching.  

 

Mentorship: Matching Mentors & Protégés 

Formal mentorship programs, unlike informal pairings, rely on the organization to match 

more senior employees with protégés. Research has sought to evaluate methods for 

matching participants and identify tactics which can lead to improved outcomes in protégé 

benefits and organizational gains. When successful, pairs matched by third parties can 

closely mimic pairs which self-select into mentorship relationships, especially in the area of 

career support (Chao, Walz, & Gardener, 1992). Unfortunately, lack of fit is more likely in 

relationships matched by outside parties rather than self-selected; poor fit may lead to 

feelings of disappointment or frustration by either or both participating employees (Baum, 

1992).  

 

One study compared participant evaluations from multiple mentorship programs, and their 

accompanying matching methods. The most positively evaluated formal mentorship 

programs utilized a combination of complementary skills and a similarity in interests to 
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match mentors and protégés. This process included collecting personal information from 

participants and using these profiles to match compatible duos. Less positively evaluated 

programs relied on subjective assessments by program coordinators. While some human 

resource leaders believe their ‘gut feeling’ about compatibility would be successful, the 

data urges for objective, profile based methods (Giscombe, 2007).  

 

Besides the mechanism for matching, other factors should be considered before 

assignments are finalized. Due to the lack of women in leadership in a variety of industries 

and organizations, mixed gender pairings emerge frequently in formal programs. However, 

the research around gender in mentorship shows complex, and sometimes contradictory 

data. A 1984 study which looked at mixed-gender pairings found that between all four 

possible iterations; career and psychosocial benefits as well as mentor influence on protégé 

career path fluctuated depending on the type of pairing (Burke R. J., 1984). Another study 

found that female protégés in formal mentoring programs received fewer benefits than 

those in informal mentoring relationships, whereas male protégés showed no difference 

between program forms (Ragins & Cotton, 1999). As to gender alignment, male mentors 

were found to provide equal mentorship support and similar reported protégé satisfaction 

whether they were assigned male or female employees. However, female mentors had 

varied results. When paired with a female protégé, over time female mentors provided 

more vocational support and less psychosocial support than when paired with male 

protégés. (Weinberg & Lankau, 2011). In this way, benefits based on gender alignment 

across various studies are inconclusive, perhaps revealing that organizational context plays 

an important role.  
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Other research identifies the affects of gender-stereo types on mentorship roles. 

Stereotypically male behaviors are traditionally tied with leadership success, leading to the 

potential for male mentors to underestimate the leadership capabilities of female protégés 

(O'Neill & Blake-Beard, 2002).  Additionally, female mentees may desire to receive 

guidance on issues such as work-family balance or gender stereotypes in the work place, 

but may feel less comfortable addressing these topics with a male mentor (Giscombe, 

2007). However, as there are more men in leadership positions at most organizations, 

having a top-level male mentor as a support system and sponsor can be a way for a female 

employee break through to the “boys club” (Giscombe, 2007).  Again, organizational 

context may play a role in these findings, or be a way to combat gender affects in 

mentorship.  In order to address all of these concerns and complicated contexts, 

mentorship experts have developed best practices for minimizing differences across 

diverse program pools. 

 

First, top-level leaders must commit and promote a formal mentorship program through 

inspiring executive leadership and providing resources for program support. “Formal 

mentoring programs run the risk of failure if the culture is not supportive” (Hegstad, 1999). 

Programs receiving the most positive evaluation scores from mentors and protégés were 

accompanied by significant levels of organizational support, including assistance for 

managing the mentorship relationship and mechanisms for assessing mentee growth in 

highlighted areas. Programs with limited direction that only controlled the number of 

meetings received poor feedback. Those which left the relationship entirely to the 
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discretion of the managers, without any description of roles or expectations for 

participants, also did not fare well (Giscombe, 2007).  

 

Second, a few tested strategies reduce the effects of mixed gender matching and fit issues. 

In regards to gender, some research suggests that mentor and protégé training in gender 

sensitivity can improve mixed-gender pair outcomes. (Wanberg, Welsh, & Hezlett, 2003). 

Highlighting literature which suggesting that regardless of gender alignment a level of 

comfort in the mentoring relationship and protégé satisfaction correlates to better 

outcomes, Payne and Huffman recommend mentor training in effective mentorship and 

feedback techniques (2005). As an alternative for pairs that simply do not develop into a 

healthy relationship, organizations can also incorporate a way for either participant to 

terminate the relationship. A “no-fault conclusion” option, after a certain amount of time, 

prevents participants from becoming jaded with the mentorship process, and allows the 

organization to reassign these participants with a more successful match (Murray, 1991).  

 

Last, time plays a large role in the success of matched pairs. The ability to meet frequently 

is a prerequisite to building a beneficial and influential relationship. (Noe, An Investigation 

of the Determinants of Successful Assigned Mentoring Relationships, 1988). In assessing 

relationship tenure to overcome the differences between informal and formal 

relationships, nine months is shown to be an adequate amount of time for pairs “to 

overcome their differences and develop cultivating relationships” despite any initial 

feelings of a forced fit (Weinberg & Lankau, 2011). The longer the mentoring relationship 

lasts, the greater the benefit to gender dissimilar pairs who show fewer benefits in the 
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short term than same-gendered pairs. This also seems, though with limited evidence, to 

benefit those in racially differing matches (Turban & Dougherty, 2002). Therefore, 

organizations with mentorship programs with wide population variations may face better 

results by setting longer mentorship periods for their program.  

 

Across various studies, the theme of systematic structure in order to narrow the purpose of 

mentorship and improve outcomes permeates. While organizations may not be able to 

perfectly replicate the benefits of informal mentorship in their program, formal programs 

can certainly achieve set programmatic goals and protégé benefits with the right support. 

These programs can also be instrumental in retaining new employees from minority 

groups (Noe, An Investigation of the Determinants of Successful Assigned Mentoring 

Relationships, 1988) (Heimann & Pittenger, 1996).  By imposing a standardized structure, 

complete with goals and commitment expectations, an organization can neutralize many of 

the potential variables in mentorship. In well structured programs, mentors with differing 

levels of leadership and varying levels of personal commitment to the organization were 

inconsequential to protégé benefits in vocational or psychosocial support (Weinberg & 

Lankau, 2011). Whether in training, systematic support, or compulsory meeting frequency, 

standardization lends itself to broader success with diverse mentor-protégé pairings, and 

in turn greater benefits to the organization overall. 
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Background & Methodology 

 

The non-profit Young Government Leaders (YGL) was founded, and continues to be 

managed, by young government employees. YGL’s main mission is to build a community of 

young public servants nationwide, focusing on professional development, networking, 

seminars and fellowships. However, in addition to this mission, YGL also conducts research 

under the YGL Institute for Public Policy (YGL-IPP). This research institute is divided into 

two centers, the Center of Government Policy and the Center on Economic and Social 

Policy, each producing articles, blog posts, newsletters and speaking engagements aiming 

to impact U.S. public policy. YGL research often highlights topics which affect how students 

and early-career talent access government work, including internship programs and the 

Presidential Management Fellowship Program.  

 

In the summer of 2011, concurrent with the Office of Personnel Management (OPM) 

development of proposed rules for new Pathways student programs, YGL leadership 

recognized, anecdotally, wide disparities of Presidential Management fellow experiences 

across multiple agencies. In order to assess this important recruiting program, a survey 

was designed to collect experiential and satisfaction data from current fellows and 

program alumni. YGL leadership, with a small group of current fellow volunteers, 

developed areas of inquiry; with the assistance of this researcher, in a consultant capacity, 

question development used professional survey design methods focusing on eliminating 

biases and maximizing applicability to all fellows across diverse agencies. Surveys were 

distributed through existing “listservs” for fellows and alumni, social media outlets such as 
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LinkedIn and Facebook, and personal invitation from YGL members and PMF colleagues. 

Unfortunately, while OPM would be able to conduct a survey using a formal randomized 

design due to extensive contact information for current and former fellows, YGL did not 

have access to this information and sought simply to reach a significant number and 

diversity of PMF fellows and alumna.  

 

This research, a secondary analysis of the raw data sought to identify basic trends to inform 

additional evaluation. Analysis aimed to: identify central tendencies within the data, utilize 

inferential statistics in the areas of mentorship, rotations, and satisfaction, and conduct 

preliminary crosstab analysis. These selected methods were used to identify areas of 

inconsistency in experience and misalignment with policies in order to inform future 

evaluation and improvements. Findings and appendices from herein are a result of this 

secondary analysis effort.  

 

Findings 

 Consistency of Experience: Overview 

The following sections respond to the first research question: Was there consistency in 

experience of the leadership fellows, especially in the key areas of rotation and 

mentorship? 

 The Young Government Leaders (YGL) survey sought feedback on a wide variety of topics 

including:  

 recruitment incentives,  

 on-boarding,  



 
36 

 
 

 required developmental assignments and other non-required rotations,  

 fit of work with fellow skills sets,  

 mentorship opportunities,  

 leadership development program focus, overall satisfaction, and  

 conversion or intent to convert to permanent federal service. 

Respondents worked in 33 home agencies, experienced 68 distinct developmental 

assignment units and came from program entrant years from 1977 to 2011. The responses 

revealed inconsistencies across a few key factors, as well as a wide range in overall 

program satisfaction. Some of the widest variations exist in the areas of mentorship and 

rotation experiences, including number of rotations, length of assignments, and limitations 

on rotation from home office managers and program administrators.  

  

Limited information about past and current fellows undermines the ability to compare the 

respondents to the Young Government Leader survey to the population of all current and 

alumni fellows. However, understanding the respondent group may explain findings or 

highlight trends.  Basically, survey participants were predominately female, and over 80% 

Caucasian. Additionally, 44% reported that they had worked for the federal government in 

some capacity before accepting their fellowship position, and fellows entered the program 

at a median age of 27.  

 

 Consistency of Experience: Rotations 

Following basic questions on previous federal experience, recruitment incentives and 

agency orientation experiences, which were relatively consistent, respondents were asked 
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about their developmental assignment and other rotational opportunities. From the 225 

total respondents, 171 had finished their experience or were within months of graduation, 

and therefore could report accurately about all rotation experiences in full. During 

developmental assignments, these fellows worked in 60 distinct organizations, nonprofits, 

state and local governmental units, embassies and institutes. Despite the diversity of 

offices, responses on fit of work were quite positive. The majority of respondents said the 

work was a “very good fit” (5 points on the 1-5 point scale) to their skill level and expertise; 

under 5% rating the work as a “poor” fit to their skills. While some agencies received 

consistently below average responses, such as the Social Security Administration, the 

survey showed that overall most fellows felt able to use their expertise and skill sets well in 

these stretch assignments (Appendix B).  

 

The results regarding the length of development assignments, however, showed 

unexpected variation. The 2005 regulations dictate that each fellow must receive at least 

one developmental assignment lasting from four to six months, but 27% of respondents 

indicated an assignment length outside these bounds (U.S. Office of Personnel Management, 

2005). While most fellows fell into the three to six month range, fulfilling the requirement, 

6% fell short of three months, and 21% exceeded six months. A longer assignment may not 

be, necessarily, a negative experience for a fellow, but it may cut into other rotational 

opportunities or unduly constrain the home office or department. 

 

Typically, rotational programs garner value from participants gaining a variety of 

experiences across the functional area or organization through multiple rotations. In order 
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to assess this value within the Presidential Management Fellowship Program, respondents 

were asked about the number of rotations outside of their home office they experienced 

during the two year fellowship. Surprisingly, 30% of fellows were not afforded any other 

rotations other than their developmental assignment; another 48% got just one other 

rotation outside their home office, presumably shorter than the developmental assignment. 

The 10% most mobile of surveyed fellows were able to experience their home office and 

four or more other posts in their tenure, including the developmental assignment 

(Appendix C).  

 

Respondents were asked if they had experienced limitations to rotating; respondents could 

choose any given limitations that applied, as well as enter any ‘other’ limits they 

experienced. Nearly 70% of the respondents reported no limitations or only limitations 

judged to be reasonable to on the part of the home office (such as lack of funding to rotate 

to an international location). However, over 30% of respondents faced one or more 

significant limitations. Many respondents expressed frustration in getting home office 

manager approval for rotations, encountering lengthy delays or retractions from previous 

agreements regarding rotational roles, schedules and lengths of time. Specifically, 17% of 

fellows were not allowed to rotate either during the first half of their fellowship, or the first 

or last 6 month periods of their tenure; these limitations immobilize the fellow for half of 

the program term. Other timing limitations included having to wait months at a time for 

other fellows to return from rotations before being allowed to rotate, or having extremely 

limited rotation schedules due to seasonality of home office work.  
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Other than timing, fellows faced roadblocks in where or how they could rotate. According 

to the survey, 9% could not leave their home agency at all and 5% were required to find a 

replacement employee for their home office role or fulfill the responsibilities of both roles 

concurrently (Appendix D). According to accompanying open-ended survey comments, 

home offices and agencies commonly discouraged rotations, especially those out of agency. 

Delays or logistical hurdles were used as deterrence, though not specific written policies.  

Between manager refusal to approve rotations, and systematic discouragement, 

Presidential Management Fellows rotate much less often than typical rotational programs 

in other sectors with similar time tables. Moreover, nearly a third experienced agency, 

office or manager initiated limitations in their pursuit of the rotations promoted as a key 

component of the Presidential Management Fellowship leadership development program.   

 

Consistency of Experience: Mentorship 

Mentorship experiences, currently unaffected by federal regulation or the Office of 

Personnel Management’s agency guide, varied greatly between fellows, as expected. Due to 

the proposed changes in regulation, evaluating the current status of fellows and 

mentorship opportunities may enlighten whether these changes are necessary, and what 

affect this may have on agency investment.  As some agencies do have a mentorship 

program for all new employees, fellows were asked if they had a mentor and about 

applicable agency policy. Overall, only 39% of fellows reported having a mentor at their 

home agency. Of the mentored fellows, 25% found a mentor on their own accord, as their 

home agency had not recommended or required them to seek this out. In contrast, 35% of 

fellows who were encouraged or required by the agency to have a mentor reported that 
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they lacked this relationship. Of those fellows surveyed, 45% had neither a mentor, nor 

were encouraged to do so by their home agency. 

 

Despite the low percentages of fellows paired with a senior member of their agency, the 

survey revealed a bit about the experiences of those in the minority in a pairing. Those 

reporting that they were a protégé in a mentorship pairing were asked about frequency of  

interaction and how helpfulness of the relationship. Protégé fellows met relatively 

frequently with mentors; 59% reporting weekly or monthly meetings, and only 12% 

reported annual or less frequent meetings. While the majority, 92%, of protégés believed 

their mentor was helpful to them, frequency of meeting does correlate to reported 

helpfulness of the relationship, which aligns with mentorship research findings. Those who 

met weekly or monthly reported that their mentors were more helpful than those who met 

quarterly or less (average of 3.47 versus 3.05 on the four point scale between not at all 

helpful and very helpful) (Appendix E).  

 

Participant Satisfaction: Experiences 

The following sections attempt to answer the research question: What was the fellows’ 

satisfaction with the fellowship experiences?  

 

Young Government Leaders (YGL) aimed to glean information about the consistency of 

facets of the Presidential Management Fellowship (PMF) Program as well as to reveal more 

about broad sentiments of the fellows. As such, the survey addressed topics regarding 

perceptions of program focus on leadership development and overall program satisfaction. 
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As a factor in worker retention and program reputation, fellow satisfaction plays an 

important role in assessing overall program health. Fellows were asked to reflect on their 

entire PMF experience and report their satisfaction; options ranged from “not at all 

satisfied” to “very satisfied,” with an additional “neutral” option. The survey also inquired 

about fellows to reflect on their experience and report how focused on leadership 

development they felt the PMF program is, ranging from “not at all focused on leadership 

development” to “extremely focused on leadership development” (Appendix M) 

 

Overall, 71% of survey respondents indicated general satisfaction with their experience, 

and 13% reported dissatisfaction (Appendix F). Certainly a 71% satisfaction rate reflects a 

positive regard for the program on the whole, but more needs to be known in order to 

increase satisfaction levels for all fellows. As the literature indicates, rotational experiences 

and mentorship bring significant benefits to participants. Exploring these facets’ ties to 

satisfaction may expose areas ripe for improving overall program success.  

 

As research predicted, there is a correlation between rotation and mentorship. This 

relationship reveals itself most clearly when comparing satisfaction levels from those from 

opposite ends of the spectrum for each program facet. The data reveals that more 

rotational opportunities tie to higher average rates of overall satisfaction. With each 

additional rotation, average overall program satisfaction increases. Furthermore, only 27% 

of fellows who experienced two or less rotations (including the developmental assignment) 

reported to be “very satisfied”, whereas 50% of fellows with three or more rotations 

reported this highest level of satisfaction.  
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Mentorship shows a similar positive correlation with program satisfaction. Fellows with 

mentors reported an average overall program satisfaction rating of 4.15 (falling between 

“satisfied” and “very satisfied”), with 36% of this mentored group being “very satisfied.” In 

contrast, fellows without mentors reported an average overall program satisfaction rating 

of 3.55 (falling between ‘neutral’ and ‘satisfied’) with only 20% of this group reporting they 

were “very satisfied” (Appendix H). The inverse is also pronounced with 7% of non-

mentored fellows reported feeling “not at all satisfied”, but a negligible percentage of 

mentored fellows reporting such dissatisfaction.  

 

Responses regarding the leadership development focus of the program trend in a similar 

fashion to satisfaction. For all respondents, the average rating fell in the middle of the range 

between “not at all focused” and “extremely focused,” with just over half of fellows 

expressing that they perceived the program had little or no focus on leadership 

development. However, a higher number of rotational experiences, or participation in 

mentorship led to a higher rating of the program’s focus on leadership development. 

Twenty four percent of fellows who experienced three or more rotations out of the home 

office rated the program as “extremely focused on leadership development,” compared to 

only 11% of those who had two or fewer rotations. Conversely, 22% of fellows with two or 

fewer rotations believed the program was “not at all focused on leadership development” 

in contrast with under 3% of those with three or more rotational assignments. As to 

mentorship, 21% of those paired with an in-agency mentor believed the fellowship was 

extremely focused on leadership development, but only 8% of non-mentored fellows 
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agreed. Again, the converse is true, with 27% of non-mentored fellows thought the 

fellowship did not focus on leadership development “at all”’ but only 9% of mentored peers 

agreed (Appendix I). These divides in opinion along the lines of rotational experiences and 

mentorship reveal strong ties between these program facets and the perceptions fellows 

have of the program’s true purpose.  

 

Participant Satisfaction: Expectations 

Organizational psychologists often attempt to measure and explain job satisfaction; 

research shows that employee satisfaction relates to quantifiable realities, such as fit of 

work to skill set or existence of a mentorship relationship, but also to expectations of the 

work (Wharton, Rotolo, & Bird, 2000). Therefore, in order to fully assess satisfaction in this 

context, the Young Government Leaders survey measured overall satisfaction 

quantitatively, but also asked an open-ended question inquiring “Did the program meet 

your expectations? Why or why not?” (Appendix M).   

 

The direct quantitative measurement of overall satisfaction indicated fellows surveyed, on 

average, fell within the “neutral” to “satisfied” area. Nevertheless, many qualitative 

responses revealed that Presidential Management Fellowship (PMF) Program realities fell 

short of expectations. By and large, responses accented facets where the program did not 

meet expectations, but approximately half of respondents stated that at least some of their 

expectations were met. Most of these partially-satisfied fellows qualified this statement 

adding that achieving program expectations required considerable self-initiative and 

having a “great network of people” in a home office or agency. Others expressed frustration 
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with the “PMF program office [and] agency PMF program coordinator” but were able to 

work through convoluted promotion and rotation processes thanks to a manager who 

understood and supported the fellow and the fellowship itself.  A few satisfied respondents 

noted that their agency went above and beyond other agencies “to allow fellows to create a 

meaningful experience for themselves” by providing training opportunities and rotation 

systems within agency, but even these positive responses allude to a perception among 

fellows that most agencies do not “allow fellows to create a meaningful experience” by 

providing ample systematic support.  A considerable segment of responses gave voice to 

these perceptions. 

 

Overall, those who reported that the Presidential Management Fellowship (PMF) Program 

did not meet expectations emphasized logistical struggles and policy uncertainty much 

more often than a dislike of government work in general. One respondent said, “For such a 

large PMF program, [my home agency] had very little organization and standardization 

across offices.” A few respondents articulated that the program served as an “easy route 

into the government” for those who would not have the years of experience to achieve a 

position through the competitive hiring process, but “wasn't anything more special than 

any other federal job right out of grad school.” Another added that the fellowship did not 

provide a way to “assume leadership roles if desired…so the training is wasted.”  Others 

conveyed frustration due to spending “much of [their] time advocating, or begging, for 

meaningful work and opportunities to develop” when they  expected to have “more 

opportunities to be mentored, supervise employees, get familiar with all aspects of the 
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agency, rotate to other agencies, and do more appropriate training.” The most dissatisfied 

went as far as to say: 

 “The program as a whole is poorly managed. [R]ules, program guidelines 

and requirements changed on the whims of the training division.” 

 “OPM over-promised on new and interesting opportunities, as well as the 

level of respect we would receive because we were part of the program.  In 

my experience, I was treated just like any other entry level employee, and in 

fact was told that the PMF is only used because it makes hiring easier for the 

agency.  There was no one dedicated to working with us…rules about 

rotations were openly ignored, and many people didn't really know what the 

program was even about… the time here has been arduous.” 

 

The open-ended expectation question revealed the emotion behind the fellow survey 

responses. Though the quantitative ratings of satisfaction make it easy to analyze program 

component ties to overall program assessment and report the ‘average’ overall program 

satisfaction, fellow responses regarding where the program fell short of expectations 

exposes the core of the potential disconnect between program purposes, policies and 

practices.  

 

 Participant Satisfaction: Retention  

Fellow responses regarding overall satisfaction does not necessarily express overall job 

satisfaction. However, one of the main goals of job satisfaction, from the organizational 

perspective, is to improve retention rates. The Presidential Management Fellowship 
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Program does a remarkable job of retaining fellows after graduation. Of current fellows, 

68% intend to stay in government service after their fellowship, with another 28% still 

undecided. Of this group, 78% of those within months of graduation (entered the program 

in 2009) planned to stay, the highest proportion from any of the current fellow classes 

(Appendix K). For alumni responding, 97% were still in government service. The 

discrepancy between one class of current fellows and overall alumni responses indicate 

non-random survey methods may have affected this result disproportionately, as those in 

government service may have been easier to reach through communications methods. 

Despite this possibility, retention rates of current and alumni respondents showed strong 

capability of the program to attract and retain those dedicated to federal service. However, 

for those who are still in government, unfortunately only 12% of those surveyed hold 

supervisory roles, leaving 88% of alumni without a direct method for using developed 

leadership skills (Appendix L).  

 

Alignment 

The following sections answer the question: Was there alignment between experiences, 

current policies, and best practices?  

 

Fellowship experiences across rotational experiences, mentorship, and satisfaction vary 

not between agencies as originally hypothesized, but between individuals. This suggests 

that while the Office of Personnel Management (OPM) emphasizes limited regulation in 

order to give agencies flexibility, agencies may be passing on these flexible policies to 

offices and managers (U.S. Office of Personnel Management, 2005). Unfortunately, the data 
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indicates that these offices and managers may not have fully embraced the purpose and 

commitment required for broad success of the Presidential Management Fellowship (PMF) 

Program as an elite leadership development program.  

 

Alignment: Rotations 

According to survey results, over a quarter of fellows’ developmental assignment’s fell 

outside of the four to six month time period mandated, exposing non-compliance with even 

the very limited existing regulations.  Beyond regulatory non-compliance, a considerable 

proportion of fellows faced significant limitations to fulfilling rotational experiences 

beneficial to their breadth of industry knowledge and professional development. 

Unfortunately, the Office of Personnel Management (OPM) guidelines focus on protecting 

“agency flexibility” over retaining a standard or satisfactory fellow experience (U.S. Office 

of Personnel Management, 2005). The 2009 guidelines allow agencies and offices to reject 

fellow request for any additional rotations, stating: 

 

 “Since the agency and supervisor will be without the Fellow’s services 

during the rotational assignment, but will be still paying their salary, 

fellows need to understand the agency’s and office’s position on 

rotations. Fellows are encouraged to inquire about and discuss an 

agency’s rotation policy at the job fair and in subsequent interview, 

prior to accepting an agency offer. Rotations are made at the discretion 

of the home agency” (U.S. Office of Personnel Managment, 2009). 
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As a large proportion of fellows surveyed did not experience more than two rotations, it is 

clear many agencies take advantage of this manager-focused policy. By putting the onus on 

the fellow, OPM dismisses themselves and agencies from fully enacting the PMF Program as 

a rotational development program. Regrettably, even fellows who followed these 

guidelines and discussed rotation opportunities before accepting a position expressed 

frustration in barriers that later emerged to prevent, delay, or manipulate those planned 

rotations.  

 

In these situations, where offices, departments or agencies break previous agreements, one 

might expect a process for a fellow to appeal the decision or request help from OPM in 

negotiating another option that would satisfy the office’s needs and the fellow’s overall 

experience; however, the program does not provide a method for addressing compliance 

issues or fellow concerns.  Responsibilities such as communicating policy and standards to 

all program stakeholders and providing “agencies with access to systems and information 

needed to administer the program” fall to the central OPM PMF Program Office.  

Unfortunately, few fellows ever interact with this office, and any existing oversight or 

evaluative information cannot be found publicly or by internal federal sources.  

 

Another potential avenue for remedying issues could be the inter-agency program 

representative, the mandated Presidential Management Fellowship (PMF) coordinator. 

This agency coordinator is responsible for everything from assuring each hiring office 

understands their commitment in hiring a PMF fellow to recruiting fellows to resourcing 

fellows and supervisors in writing individual develop plans and certifying fellow program 
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completion (U.S. Office of Personnel Managment, 2009). While these individuals could act 

as agents of mediation or assistance to fellows facing barriers to rotation, agency program 

coordinators, reportedly, were not very accessible to fellows. Forty-five percent of fellows 

reported communicating with their agency program manager once a year or less, and at 

least 47% of agency PMF program coordinators acted in the role part time despite the vast 

responsibilities required (Appendix J). No evidence of a process to appeal decisions, report 

non-compliance or request assistance in special circumstances exists at the agency level or 

OPM PMF Program Office. 

 

Overall, fellows’ development of individual development plans and rotational agreements 

with the home office manager, rather than a central agency human resources 

representative, creates significant roadblocks to standardization, oversight and the best 

interest of the program as a human capital development tool.  Best practices emphasize the 

need for the agency human resource department to partner with the rotating fellow, and 

the hiring manager. This integrated model allows the human resource representative to in 

fulfill support needs and stress the importance of learning as the purpose for the rotational 

program. Without this integrated partnership, managers are unlikely to emphasize 

employee learning over office efficiency, disregarding the overarching goals of the 

program. In building useful work experiences, the most important characteristics of the 

journey are “variety, repetition, project significance and freedom to act” (Goldman, 2008). 

Uncooperative managers, and a lack of systematic support, limit “work variety” and 

“freedom to act” through enabling barriers to rotational assignments. While the rotational 

leadership development model can be very successful when well executed, currently the 
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Presidential Management Fellowship Program is not well aligned in purpose nor in 

execution of experiential learning through strategic rotational assignments. It could be 

argued that the description of the Presidential Management Fellowship Program as a 

rotational leadership development program, in and of itself, is inaccurate considering 

fellow survey responses.  

 

Alignment: Mentorship 

In the mentorship area, it is difficult to compare survey findings with Presidential 

Management Fellowship policies, due to the only mention of mentorship coming near the 

end of the guide to agencies. In this guide, three sentences on mentorship can be found 

tucked between encouragement for agencies to provide fellows with books, conference 

opportunities and online training (U.S. Office of Personnel Managment, 2009). With the lack 

of formal policies, more fellows than expected reported in-agency mentors. However, the 

majority of these benefited from an agency managed formal program, rather than found 

mentors through informal methods. For fellows in home agencies without a formal 

mentorship program, the responsibility falls to the fellow to “identify an appropriate 

mentor” and “negotiate a mentor/[protégé] relationship with that person” (U.S. Office of 

Personnel Managment, 2009).  As identified in the literature, this can be quite difficult for 

newcomers and young employees for a variety of reasons.  

 

The current relegation of mentorship to an option akin to providing mentors with books 

certainly does not fully represent the potential benefits to fellows. If the Pathway proposed 

rules are finalized, wherein a mentorship component becomes a mandatory program 
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component provided by the agency, OPM and agencies need to look to survey results and 

research to consider mentorship policies, including frequency of interaction as an 

important area of emphasis (U.S. Office of Personnel Management, 2011).  

 

Conclusions and Recommendations 

Limitations 

Unfortunately, no set of data can reveal exactly how a system works, and the Young 

Government Leader survey is no different. Due to the small response rate versus large, yet 

unknown, total historical program participant pool, achieving statistical significance for 

differences between subgroups was not possible. Additionally, the purpose of the analysis 

was to inform trends and future evaluation; therefore, analysis relied heavily on cross-tabs 

rather than regression or extensive statistics techniques. Moreover, causality remains 

vague due to statistical requirements on sample size and correlated independent variables. 

Mentorship status and number of rotations, assumed to be entirely independent variables, 

turn out to be potentially statistically related to one another: fellows with agency mentors 

reported an above average number of rotations, 2.32 versus the average 2.04, while those 

without mentors fall below at 1.81.  

 

Lastly, though home agencies themselves did not show great disparity in satisfaction levels, 

nor other factors such as agency orientation, year of program entry, or previous federal 

experience, satisfaction is a complicated measurement of perception and unlikely to be 

determined only by factors measured in this survey. Literature highlighted areas which 

affect leadership program success or job satisfaction that were not evaluated fully in this 
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survey, preventing further analysis. Future evaluations could explore how managers and 

program coordinators are trained for their role in the rotational process, as well as 

However, using this survey as a template to build upon for future evaluations would allow 

the Office of Personnel Management to begin tracking program feedback systematically to 

improve guidelines and respond to prominent concerns or complaints.  

 

 Spirit of Student Program Redesign  

 President Obama’s 2010 executive order requiring changes to student programs opened 

the door to alter programs in a systematic way. From origination, student programs have 

sought to provide an additional talent pipeline to federal service and increase accessibility 

to educated young workers. However, policy loopholes, logistical challenges, and lack of 

manager level commitment to the end goal can undermine that purpose.   The 2010 order 

laid out the need to address systematic and strategic issues head on, even outlining 

requirements for training and mentorship features for all programs and requiring final 

legislation to address evaluation of talent retention and fellow satisfaction (Office of the 

Press Secretary, 2010).   Along these lines, in January of 2012, a new regulation went into 

effect that aims to increase the number of interns converted to permanent government 

positions. However, articles citing those close to the student program renovation reveal a 

focus on small adjustments to fix small problems (Rein, 2012). Without dismissing these 

revisions entirely, it is important to acknowledge that neither requesting managers 

consider interns for conversion to full time work, nor expanding the window for masters’ 

recipients to apply to be a Presidential Management Fellow, is a strategic change to 
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program functionality. These adjustments do not analyze the needs of government human 

capital plans, nor build the proper support systems for the programs enacted.  

 

In the Federal Register section which outlines the 2005 changes to the Presidential 

Management Fellowship (PMF) Program, the Office of Personnel Management (OPM) 

acknowledged a wide variety of agency requests that arose during the regulatory review 

process. Many requests focused on increased direction from OPM on program standards, 

such as employee pay grade increases and developmental and other rotational assignment 

locations and focuses. In a significant majority of areas, OPM cites the importance of agency 

flexibility to meet agency and fellow needs (U.S. Office of Personnel Management, 2005). 

This approach permits high levels of flexibility in order to accommodate diverse agency 

contexts, but also leads to ambiguity at each level of program administration. High levels of 

flexibility also create room for hiring managers to act in their own interest, rather than the 

interest of the fellow or the long term benefit of the organization. From varying stakeholder 

understandings of the purpose of the PMF program to wide variations in number and 

length of rotations, limited guidance from OPM leads to vast inconsistencies in experience 

among fellows.  

 

In the analysis of varying fellow experiences and overall satisfaction, one can deduce that 

the program on the whole is not a bad fellowship. Fellows seem to value gaining excepted 

service entry to the government, and many stay in public service with the federal 

government after their fellowship. However, dissonance occurs when comparing the 

program to other rotational development programs, or reflecting on the description OPM 
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gives of the program as a “leadership development program” (U.S. Office of Personnel 

Managment, 2009). In these areas, highlighted well by fellow’s responses regarding 

program expectations, the Presidential Management Fellowship misses the mark. While 

fellow responses indicate high retention despite this reality, OPM must think strategically 

for long term program and agency success, not only the current environment. 

 

In the current economic lull, graduating students face a tough job market and for the most 

part are pleased to have any reliable job. However, in the long term, the federal 

government faces serious challenges in replacing retiring workers and building a talented 

workforce for the future of public administration. These challenges will require becoming 

an employer of choice, not just of convenience. While government agencies may not be able 

to pay salaries equal to comparable private sector jobs in order to become an employer of 

choice, the Office of Personnel Management can create a culture of career development to 

attract and keep skilled talent.  Pathways Programs, and specifically the Presidential 

Management Fellowship Program are ideal places to start, but major revision and 

investment will be required. With mediocre satisfaction ratings, unfulfilled expectations 

and a growing reputation as a hiring mechanism rather than leadership-focused program, 

the current Presidential Management Fellowship does not adhere to best practices for a 

leadership development program and will be ineffective in achieving long-term human 

capital needs.  Due to the size and scope of the Presidential Management Fellowship 

Program, with upwards of 9000 new fellows each year at numerous agencies, the impact of 

a well-structured and consistently effective development program could greatly affect the 

future of the federal government.  In order to improve overall program health, and to 
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create leadership development programs which fulfill strategic human capital needs, 

the Office of Personnel Management (OPM) should re-evaluate the program design 

from the ground up. Using well-documented and readily available guides, such as the 50 

Best Practices of Leadership Development or Rothwell and Kazana’s full Building In-House 

Leadership and Management Development Programs, OPM could create programs uniquely 

appropriate to each group of employees’ development needs and create a more effective 

program(Leadership Excellence, 2011) (Rothwell & Kazanas, 1999).  

 

 Rotations 

From a practical standpoint, it is unlikely that the Office of Personnel Management (OPM) 

will abandon the current rotational aspect of the Presidential Management Fellowship 

(PMF) Program. Therefore, every effort should be made to improve the program outcomes 

utilizing this structure. Certainly rotational programs can offer significant benefits to 

individuals and organizations alike. According to the literature, building general work 

experience leads to strategic decision-making skills, which creates more capable employees 

and a plentiful pool from which to select future leaders. If PMF policies change to create a 

more aligned and structured rotational program, fellows could achieve the work variety 

and leadership development the program aims to foster. One key to making this possible is 

increasing program support at the agency level. Stronger and more dedicated program 

administration within each agency could be used to moderate conflicts over rotational 

assignment scheduling. This staff could mediate disagreements considering the overall 

program purpose of developing human capital rather than appeasing a fellow’s whims or a 

manager’s resistance to allowing a strong employee to work in another office.  In order for 
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this to be possible, the Office of Personnel Management should mandate at least one 

full time Presidential Management Fellowship Program coordinator per agency, with 

additional coordinators required for every set number of fellows hired; for example, 

one coordinator per 25 fellows.  

 

Coordinators should be trained in the purposes and best practice of rotational leadership 

development programs and empowered with resources to facilitate rotations within and 

external to the agency. These coordinators also should serve as a resource to managers 

new to hiring fellows. Agency Presidential Management Fellowship program coordinators 

should also be a key component of the executive order required evaluations of talent 

retention and satisfaction of fellows and hiring managers. With expanded oversight at this 

intermediary level, fellows will gain a better connection with the program administration, 

and the Office of Personnel Management can create closer ties with the day to day realities 

of the program.  

 

 Mentorship 

According to Goldman’s study on building strategic thinking skills, mentorship is a core 

career experience which is most beneficial when it occurs early in the protégé’s career and 

includes frequent contact with timely feedback (Goldman, 2008). As the median age for an 

entering fellow is 27, fellows fit well in the demographic to receive the most benefit from 

mentorship. Though only 10% of Fortune 1000 companies with rotational programs 

provide the employee with a mentor or coach during the program, it is recommended that 

regulation proposing required mentorship go forward (Titus, 2006). However, while the 
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proposed rules specify that agencies provide each fellow with a selected service executive 

in their agency, the rules do not outline methods for pairing mentors and protégé fellows, 

or any standards guiding the relationship. Research does not emphasize that mentors must 

be at the very top of the agency to be effective, but frequency of interaction and ability to 

coach a protégé through the organizational network are regarded as very important. In 

addition, fit of skill sets, personality, and commitment all play a large role in the fit of the 

pairing, and can drastically affect the success of the relationship. With this in mind, the 

Office of Personnel Management should allow more agency flexibility in mentor 

selection, perhaps requiring a grade level and above instead of selected service. This 

flexibility should be off-set with a standard method for matching pairs, and 

suggested training for mentors. Additionally, OPM should include in final rules a 

minimum frequency of interaction in order to prevent busy executive level managers 

from marginalizing the relationship with a protégé fellow.  

 

 Additional Areas for Improvement 

While considerably more complicated than this particular program legislation, the Office of 

Personnel Management (OPM) must explore the process for hiring and promotions across 

government. Nearly half of fellows surveyed having worked in government before in some 

capacity, indicating that many were eligible to receive preferred status in competitive 

federal hiring processes already.  The use of excepted service on these preferred applicants 

may not align with the spirit of the executive order to reach a broader base of early-career 

talent. Additionally, it is time for OPM to consider how the government competes with the 

private sector in acquiring and retaining talent. For those apt to simply join public service, 
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the Presidential Management Fellowship program in its current form may be a good fit. 

However, those seeking to develop personal leadership skills and utilize them will not find 

satisfaction under current federal promotional rules. When only 12% of those who have 

entered government service with a masters’ degree, and subsequently successfully 

completed a leadership development program, hold supervisor positions, the government 

is developing talent without the ability to utilize it effectively. Without consideration for 

adjusting the current tenure-based promotional system, the Presidential Management 

Fellowship Program may be training employees in skills they will not need, or training top-

talent who will choose to leave when no opportunities to use these skills are available.   

 

In the current employment market, there are few organizations where new employees 

envision building a life-long career; companies like General Electric, Proctor & Gamble, the 

Mayo Clinic, though can still inspire such allegiance and continue to be the gold standard 

for employee development. Despite some current public distaste for the government as a 

whole, federal service is still an employment goal for many young employees and most aim 

to remain in the federal workforce long term. For the future of federal public 

administration, and in turn the health of the nation, the federal government must take an 

honest assessment of federal hiring and development practices and make strategic 

adjustments. The Presidential Management Fellowship, as it stands, would be a fine short-

term fellowship for those coming out of graduate school. However, to recruit top talent and 

prepare for the retirement wave amongst top leadership, the PMF program must start 

living up to its description as a leadership development program. This certainly entails 

making simple adjustments to regulation to include a mentor to each fellow; it also means 
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reassessing  program structures, embracing the best methods for developing employee 

skills needed now and in the future, and ensuring that trained program graduates have 

opportunities to utilize these skills effectively.  
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Appendix A 
 

 

Plan a job rotation by following a six-step model 

1. Determine the program’s purpose, scope, and methods of selecting participants  

2. Identify functions and activities which individuals will learn through rotations 

3. Enlist support of participants and affected employees 

4. Prepare learning contracts for each rotation 

5. Train and coach staff to support individual and work groups affected by the job rotation 

program 

6. Evaluate effectiveness of management or leadership job rotation program and individual 
participants 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

(Rothwell & Kazanas, 1999)  
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Appendix B 
 
 

 
 
 



 
62 

 
 

 
 
 

(Young Government Leaders Survey Results) 
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(Young Government Leaders Survey Results) 
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(Young Government Leaders Survey Results) 
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Presidential Management Fellows Program Survey 
 

Page 1 - Image  

 

 

 

Page 1 - Heading  

Young Government Leaders (YGL) is a professional organization of men and women employed by or for 
the government who are “young” in their service and/or “fresh” in their perspective. Our mission is to 
educate, inspire, and transform the current and future leaders of government.  
This survey is part of a body of ongoing research about recruiting, retaining and developing young people 
in the government and will take approximately 15 minutes to complete. 
We thank you for your willingness to give feedback about your experience. 

 

 

Page 2 - Question 1 - Choice - Multiple Answers (Bullets)[Mandatory] 

Before entering the PMF program, did you ever work for the federal government in any of these 
capacities?  
  
Check all that apply. 
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 Full Time Employee 

 Contractor 

 Intern 

 Active Duty Military 

 Reserve Military 

 No, I did not work for the federal government before the PMF program 

 Other, please specify 
 

 

Page 2 - Question 2 - Choice - One Answer (Drop Down)[Mandatory] 

What was your starting GS Level as a PMF? 

 

 GS-7 

 GS-9 

 GS-11 

 GS-12 

 GS-13 

 GS-14 

 GS-15 

 Do not recall 
 

Page 2 - Question 3 - Open Ended - One Line[Mandatory] 

What is/was your home agency during your PMF program experience? 
Please write out the entire name of the agency. For example: Small Business Administration not SBA. Do 
not include division or office. 

 

 

Page 3 - Question 4 - Choice - Multiple Answers (Bullets)[Mandatory] 

Did you receive any of the following recruitment incentives?  
Check all that apply 

 

 Relocation 

 Recruitment 

 Student Loan Repayment 

 None 

 Other, please specify 
 

 

Page 3 - Question 5 - Choice - One Answer (Bullets)[Mandatory] 

Did you work in a field office? 

 

 Yes 

 No [Skip to 5] 
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Page 4 - Question 6 - Rating Scale - One Answer (Horizontal)  

How often did you interact with the headquarters? 

W e e k l y  M o n t h l y Q u a r t e r l y A n n u a l l y N e v e r 

  1  2  3  4  0

 

Page 5 - Question 7 - Choice - One Answer (Bullets)[Mandatory] 

Did you have an agency orientation that was targeted to new PMF participants? 

 

 Yes 

 No [Skip to 7] 
 

Page 6 - Question 8 - Rating Scale - One Answer (Horizontal)  

How long was the agency PMF orientation? 

L e s s  t h a n  a  d a y O n e  f u l l  d a y 2 - 5  d a y s L o n g e r  t h a n  5  d a y s 

  1  2  3  4

 

Page 6 - Question 9 - Rating Scale - One Answer (Horizontal)  

How satisfied were you with your orientation experience? 

N o t  a t  a l l  s a t i s f i e d Not completely satisfied S a t i s f i e d V e r y  S a t i s f i e d 

  1  2  3  4

 

Page 7 - Question 10 - Open Ended - One Line[Mandatory] 

Where did you do your developmental assignment? If you are unsure, please consider your longest 
rotational assignment your developmental assignment. 
 Please write out the full agency name. For example: Small Business Administration not SBA. Do not 
include your division or office. 

 

 

Page 7 - Question 11 - Rating Scale - One Answer (Horizontal)[Mandatory] 

How long was your developmental assignment? 

0 - 3  m o n t h s 3 - 6  m o n t h s 6 - 9  m o n t h s 9 - 1 2  m o n t h s longer than a year 

  1  2  3  4  5

 

Page 8 - Question 12 - Rating Scale - One Answer (Horizontal)[Mandatory] 

How well did the work assigned at your developmental assignment fit your skill level and expertise? 

V e r y  p o o r  f i t P o o r  f i t A c c e p t a b l e G o o d  f i t V e r y g o o d  f i t U n s u r e  

  1  2  3  4  5  0

 

Page 8 - Question 13 - Choice - Multiple Answers (Bullets)[Mandatory] 

Were there any restrictions on your developmental assignment opportunity? 
Check all that apply 

 

 Could not go on rotation until second year of program 
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 Required to stay in home agency but could rotate to another office 

 Could not go on rotation without finding a replacement for my current position 

 No limitations 

 Other, please specify 
 

 

Page 8 - Question 14 - Rating Scale - One Answer (Horizontal)[Mandatory] 

How many additional rotational opportunities did you complete during your fellowship? 

0 1 - 2 3 - 4 5 - 6 M o r e  t h a n  6 

  0  1  2  3  4

 

Page 9 - Question 15 - Rating Scale - One Answer (Horizontal)[Mandatory] 

How well did the work assigned at your home office fit your skill level and expertise? 

V e r y p o o r  f i t P o o r  f i t A c c e p t a b l e G o o d  f i t Ver y good f i t  U n s u r e  

  1  2  3  4  5  0

 

Page 9 - Question 16 - Choice - Multiple Answers (Bullets)[Mandatory] 

What types of additional work was required of you due to your status as a PMF? 

 

 Sitting on committees 

 Planning events 

 Organizing meetings 

 Other, please specify 
 

 

Page 10 - Question 17 - Choice - One Answer (Bullets)[Mandatory] 

Did all the PMFs at your agency have the same start date? 

 

 Yes 

 No 
 

Page 10 - Question 18 - Rating Scale - One Answer (Horizontal)[Mandatory] 

How often do you have organized meetings with other PMFs at your agency? 

N e v e r R a r e l y  R e g u l a r l y 

  0  1  2

 

Page 10 - Question 19 - Choice - One Answer (Bullets)[Mandatory] 

Do you have a fellow PMF who has been assigned to you as a buddy? 

 

 Yes 

 No [Skip to 12] 
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Page 11 - Question 20 - Rating Scale - One Answer (Horizontal)  

How often do you interact with your buddy? 

N e v e r A n n u a l l y Q u a r t e r l y M o n t h l y W e e k l y 

  0  1  2  4  5

 

Page 11 - Question 21 - Rating Scale - One Answer (Horizontal)  

How helpful is the relationship with your buddy? 

N o t  a t  a l l  h e l p f u l N o t  h e l p f u l S o m e w h a t  h e l p f u l V e r y  H e l p f u l 

  1  2  3  4

 

Page 12 - Question 22 - Choice - One Answer (Bullets)[Mandatory] 

Does your agency require or recommend a mentor? 

 

 Yes 

 No 
 

Page 12 - Question 23 - Choice - One Answer (Bullets)[Mandatory] 

Do you have a mentor at your agency? 

 

 Yes 

 No [Skip to 14] 
 

Page 13 - Question 24 - Rating Scale - One Answer (Horizontal)  

How often do you meet with your mentor? 

N e v e r  A n n u a l l y Q u a r t e r l y M o n t h l y  W e e k l y  

  0  1  2  3  4

 

Page 13 - Question 25 - Rating Scale - One Answer (Horizontal)  

How helpful is the relationship with your mentor? 

N o t  a t  a l l  h e l p f u l N o t  h e l p f u l S o m e w h a t  h e l p f u l V e r y  H e l p f u l 

  1  2  3  4

 

Page 13 - Question 26 - Choice - One Answer (Drop Down)  

What is your mentor's GS Level? 

 

 GS-9 

 GS-11 

 GS-12 

 GS-13 

 GS-14 

 GS-15 

 SES 

 Unknown 
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Page 14 - Question 27 - Rating Scale - One Answer (Horizontal)[Mandatory] 

How often do you interact with your program manager? 

N e v e r  A n n u a l l y Q u a r t e r l y M o n t h l y W e e k l y  

  0  1  2  3  4

 

Page 14 - Question 28 - Choice - One Answer (Drop Down)[Mandatory] 

What is your program manager's GS Level? 

 

 GS-9 

 GS-11 

 GS-12 

 GS-13 

 GS-14 

 GS-15 

 SES 

 Unknown 
 

Page 14 - Question 29 - Choice - One Answer (Bullets)[Mandatory] 

Is being a PMF program manager the majority of his/her duties? 

 

 Yes 

 No 

 Unsure 
 

Page 15 - Question 30 - Choice - One Answer (Bullets)[Mandatory] 

Do you have a designated training budget at your agency? 

 

 Yes 

 No 
 

Page 15 - Question 31 - Choice - One Answer (Bullets)[Mandatory] 

Were there sufficient opportunities at your agency for you to achieve your PMF goal of 80 hours of 
training? 

 

 Yes 

 No 
 

Page 16 - Question 32 - Rating Scale - One Answer (Horizontal)[Mandatory] 

In your experience, how focused on leadership development is the PMF program? 

Not at all focused on leadership development A little focused on leadership development  Somewhat focused on leadership development Extremely focused on leadership development  

  1  2  3  4
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Page 16 - Question 33 - Rating Scale - One Answer (Horizontal)[Mandatory] 

Overall, how satisfied are you with your PMF experience? 

Not at all satisfied N o t  s a t i s f i e d N e u t r a l S a t i s f i e d V e r y  S a t i s f i e d 

  1  2  3  4  5
 

Page 17 - Question 34 - Open Ended - Comments Box[Mandatory] 

Did the program meet your expectations? Why or why not? 

 

 

 

 

 

Page 18 - Question 35 - Choice - One Answer (Drop Down)[Mandatory] 

What year did you enter the PMF Program? 

 

 2011 

 2010 

 2009 

 2008 [Skip to 21] 

 2007 [Skip to 21] 

 2006 [Skip to 21] 

 2005 [Skip to 21] 

 2004 [Skip to 21] 

 2003 [Skip to 21] 

 2002 [Skip to 21] 

 2001 [Skip to 21] 

 2000 [Skip to 21] 

 1999 [Skip to 21] 

 1998 [Skip to 21] 

 1997 [Skip to 21] 

 1996 [Skip to 21] 

 1995 [Skip to 21] 

 1994 [Skip to 21] 

 1993 [Skip to 21] 

 1992 [Skip to 21] 

 1991 [Skip to 21] 

 1990 [Skip to 21] 

 1989 [Skip to 21] 

 1988 [Skip to 21] 

 1987 [Skip to 21] 

 1986 [Skip to 21] 

 1985 [Skip to 21] 

 1984 [Skip to 21] 

 1983 [Skip to 21] 

 1982 [Skip to 21] 

 1981 [Skip to 21] 

 1980 [Skip to 21] 

 1979 [Skip to 21] 

 1978 [Skip to 21] 

 1977 [Skip to 21] 

 

Page 19 - Question 36 - Choice - One Answer (Bullets)  

Are you still at the agency where you began your PMF experience? 

 

 Yes 

 No 
 

Page 19 - Question 37 - Choice - One Answer (Bullets)  

Are you still in the office where you began your PMF experience? 

 

 Yes 

 No 
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Page 19 - Question 38 - Choice - One Answer (Bullets)  

Do you plan to stay in government service after your fellowship ends? 

 

 Yes 

 No 

 Unsure 
 

Page 20 - Question 39 - Choice - One Answer (Bullets)  

Where do you plan to convert into a full time employee? 

 

 Home office 

 Developmental Assignment office 

 Other rotation office 

 New office in home agency 

 New office out of agency 

 Unsure 
 

Page 20 - Question 40 - Choice - One Answer (Drop Down)  

What is your estimated conversion level? 

 

 GS-9 

 GS-11 

 GS-12 

 GS-13 

 GS-14 

 GS-15 

 SES 
 
 
 [Skip Unconditionally to 25] 
 

Page 21 - Question 41 - Choice - One Answer (Bullets)[Mandatory] 

Did you convert into a full time federal position after your PMF experience? 

 

 Yes 

 No [Skip to 24] 
 

Page 22 - Question 42 - Choice - One Answer (Bullets)  

Which office did you convert into? 

 

 Home office 

 Developmental Assignment office 

 Other rotation office 

 New office in home agency 

 New office out of agency 

 Other, please specify 
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Page 22 - Question 43 - Choice - One Answer (Bullets)  

Are you still in government service? 

 

 Yes 

 No 
 

Page 23 - Question 44 - Open Ended - One Line  

What agency do you currently work for? 
Please write out the full agency name. For example: Small Business Administration not: SBA 

 

 

Page 23 - Question 45 - Choice - One Answer (Drop Down)  

What is your current GS Level? 

 

 GS-9 

 GS-11 

 GS-12 

 GS-13 

 GS-14 

 GS-15 

 SES 
 

Page 23 - Question 46 - Choice - One Answer (Bullets)  

Are you a supervisor? 

 

 Yes 

 No 
 

Page 23 - Question 47 - Choice - One Answer (Bullets)  

Are you still at the agency you converted into? 

 

 Yes 

 No 
 
 
 [Skip Unconditionally to 25] 
 

Page 24 - Question 48 - Choice - One Answer (Bullets)  

Did you want to convert to your home office but were unable to? 

 

 Yes 

 No 
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Page 24 - Question 49 - Choice - One Answer (Bullets)  

Did you want to convert to your developmental office but were unable to? 

 

 Yes 

 No 
 

Page 25 - Heading  

OPTIONAL: Demographic Information 

 

 

Page 25 - Question 50 - Choice - One Answer (Bullets)  

What is your gender? 

 

 Male 

 Female 
 

Page 25 - Question 51 - Choice - One Answer (Bullets)  

Are you Hispanic or Latino? 

 

 Yes 

 No 
 

Page 25 - Question 52 - Choice - Multiple Answers (Bullets)  

Please select the racial category or categories with which you most closely identify: 

 

 American Indian/Alaska Native 

 Asian 

 Black/African American 

 Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander 

 White 

 Other 
 

Page 26 - Heading  

OPTIONAL: Demographic Information continued 

 

 

Page 26 - Question 53 - Open Ended - One Line  

What is your age? (e.g. 32) 

 

 

Page 26 - Question 54 - Choice - One Answer (Bullets)  

What degree did you achieve that qualified you for the PMF program? 

 

 M.A. 

 M.B.A. 
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 M.P.A 

 M.P.P. 

 M.S. 

 J.D. 

 Ph.D. 

 Other, please specify 
 

 

Page 26 - Question 55 - Yes or No  

Are you an individual with a disability? 

 

 Yes 

 No 
 
 

Thank You Page 

Thank you for participating!  
 
For more information about YGL, please go to our website by clicking HERE. 
<http://www.younggovernmentleaders.org/> 
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