
     

 

 

 

 

 

Evaluating the Effectiveness of the 
Foundation, Practitioner and Senior 
Practitioner Management Training 
Programmes in the Civil Service​
 

Christian Schuster​
Ine Steenmans ​
Eleanor Woodhouse  



​ ​  

Executive summary 

This report, commissioned by Government Skills, presents results from an evaluation of the 
Foundation, Practitioner and Senior Practitioner line management training programmes. It 
combines data from high-response rate pre- and post-programme surveys with qualitative 
insights from interviews and training observations and an analysis of training registration 
records. Survey and interview measures are based on theories of change developed for 
each training programme, which in turn draw on detailed curriculum and learning material 
mapping of the three programmes. Grounding the evaluation in rigorously developed 
theories of change ensured that the evaluation clearly and accurately measured the 
intended outcomes of each programme - a high-quality approach that supports both 
accurate programme assessment and informs future development. 

Context 

There is good evidence that line management and leadership training can improve 
management practices in organisations. This evaluation examines three programmes 
commissioned by Government Skills to develop line management capability across the Civil 
Service. Foundation and Practitioner started pilot delivery in 2022, with a full launch in 2023, 
whilst Senior Practitioner is a more recent programme that began piloting and scaling in 
2024. The three programmes were developed iteratively over time rather than consciously 
designed as an integrated suite — a point relevant to the suite-level analysis presented later 
in this report. 

This evaluation forms part of a broader assessment of Government Skills' line management 
training provision. A companion report evaluates the Achieving Your Potential (AYP) 
programme, which prepares civil servants for line management roles before they take them 
on, using a randomised controlled trial methodology (Schuster, Steenmans and 
Woodhouse, 2026). 

High training engagement, below-benchmark training satisfaction 

The report’s results underscore the continued importance of management and leadership 
training in the Civil Service. We find that managers engage with highly varying frequency in 
good line management practices - underscoring why effective management training 
matters.  

The evaluation finds that participant satisfaction with the three training programmes is 
currently below the 8 out of 10 level set as the target for satisfaction when assessing 
Learning and Development interventions in Government. Satisfaction is particularly low for 
the Practitioner programme, where only about half of participants rate it at 8 or above. 
Training engagement is nonetheless high across the programmes: most participants attend 
all workshops, read the workbooks, and complete at least three-quarters of the workbook 
tasks. Ratings of training facilitators are generally higher than those of the programmes 
themselves, suggesting that facilitator quality is unlikely to be the main driver of lower 
satisfaction levels. Indeed, facilitator excellence represents one of the suite's most 
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consistent strengths, with skilled delivery creating psychological safety and providing Civil 
Service contextualisation despite curriculum limitations. 

Some knowledge gains and network building 

Pre-programme survey data shows that learners come into the programmes with some 
knowledge of the topics taught and mostly positive attitudes towards line management. 

How effective are the programmes at enhancing the line management knowledge of 
participants and at shifting participants towards more positive line management attitudes 
and practices? Comparing post-programme with pre-programme survey results, all training 
programmes are effective in achieving at least some learning. Participants’ knowledge of 
line management increases (measured by a knowledge quiz). Across all programmes, 
however, knowledge gaps in topics covered remain post-programme. The training also 
strengthens participants’ self-reported peer networks for improving their management skills. 
Peer learning emerges as a particular strength, with participants across all programmes 
valuing structured opportunities to discuss management challenges with colleagues from 
diverse organisational contexts. 

No shifts in line management attitudes 

We find no evidence that the training programmes meaningfully shift participants’ attitudes 
toward line management or their jobs, nor do they appear to alter perceptions of how 
challenging line management is. 

Limited management practice change 

We find evidence of some line management practice change among training participants, 
though only for a subset of practices covered in the training programmes. The proportion of 
practices showing statistically significant improvement varies across programmes: 

●​ Foundation: roughly one in four practices (26%) 
●​ Practitioner: around one in ten practices (10%) 
●​ Senior Practitioner: approximately one in twenty practices (5%) – though the smaller 

sample size and weaker statistical power mean more effects might have been 
identifiable with a larger sample; conclusions about Senior Practitioner should be 
interpreted with care. 

Contextualising these rates is inherently difficult: no established benchmark exists for 
expected rates of practice change following management training of this type. The broader 
training transfer literature consistently finds that measurable behaviour change tends to 
emerge across a subset of trained behaviours in the short term, consolidating as applied 
skills over time (Blume et al., 2010). The rates observed across Foundation and practitioner 
are thereby consistent with a realistic trajectory of change, while the weaker results for 
Senior Practitioner reflect the challenges of smaller sample size noted above.  
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Programme-level assessment: fundamental differences across the suite 

At the individual programme level, programmes demonstrate varying degrees of 
effectiveness. Foundation succeeds when content matches participant developmental 
stage, though qualitative data suggests participants fall into three groups: those 
encountering content “too early” before management responsibility, those finding it “too 
late” after independently developing capabilities, and those appropriately positioned. 
However, practice change occurs in only 1 in 4 areas. Interview evidence suggests that 
insufficient curriculum depth on critical competencies – such as managing 
underperformance within Civil Service contexts and conducting difficult conversations – 
may limit transfer to workplace practice. Strengthening coverage of these competencies 
could be valuable both in its own right and as a means of supporting transfer of other 
learning. 

Practitioner faces a content-audience mismatch that undermines its core value proposition. 
Whilst positioning itself for experienced managers with substantial line management 
expertise, it delivers content which heavily overlaps with Foundation and appears 
appropriate for new or early-career line managers. Experienced managers with a few years 
management experience report learning little. The programme thus does not serve its 
intended experienced manager audience effectively. At the same time, Practitioner's 
sustained peer learning structure represents a valued element. 

Senior Practitioner serves a mixed audience with varying developmental needs. Qualitative 
evidence indicates that content proves developmental for newly on-boarding senior 
managers whilst consolidating existing senior management experience. Survey satisfaction 
ratings suggest the programme faces challenges in meeting diverse participant 
expectations within a single programme. 

Suite-level assessment: discrete programmes, not integrated system 

When analysing the programmes as a suite, selection into the training programmes 
functions broadly as intended: participant seniority increases across the three programmes. 
Yet, even in Senior Practitioner, participants on average only manage small teams, and, 
across programmes, between 9% and 36% of participants are not currently line managers. 
The significant proportion of Foundation participants who were not yet line managers may 
partly reflect AYP's unavailability during the evaluation period - civil servants preparing for 
management roles had few alternatives to taking Foundation if they wanted to upskill in this 
area. Moreover, the programmes currently do not operate as a coherent progression 
pathway. Very few participants enrol in more than one programme – only 1.2% of 
Foundation participants later take Practitioner, though this analysis draws on 2023 data 
only; participants would typically be expected to progress to Practitioner after 
approximately three years of management experience, so data over a longer period would 
be needed to assess progression patterns fully. Learners completing multiple programmes 
would face significant duplication in content. 

3 

 



​ ​  

Foundation, Practitioner, and Senior Practitioner currently function as discrete programmes 
sharing thematic territory rather than as an integrated suite with planned developmental 
pathways. The suite-level assessment reveals low coherence across four critical 
dimensions: substantial content overlap (particularly Foundation-Practitioner duplication), 
inconsistent pedagogical evolution (peer learning structures insufficiently adapted by 
experience level), targeting challenges (eligibility based on grade and seniority failing to 
align with actual management experience and developmental need), and minimal 
participant progression. Progressive line management capability development would benefit 
the Civil Service, yet current provision treats programmes as standalone offerings rather 
than a developmental pathway. Suite-level integration, not merely programme-level 
optimisation, would enable a progressive pathway for effective Civil Service line 
management development.  

Evaluation methodology: proof-of-concept to scale robust training evaluations 

Beyond shedding light on the three training programmes, the evaluation also demonstrates 
a credible and scalable approach to assessing the effectiveness of management and 
leadership training programmes in the Civil Service. This approach moves beyond 
traditional feedback surveys and process evaluations to provide robust evidence on actual 
training outcomes. The importance of such an approach is underscored by survey data in 
our report. We find that training feedback questionnaires with commonly used questions in 
management training in the Civil Service do not measure learning gains or whether intended 
outcomes have been achieved in practice. Pre- and post-surveys are required for that. 

Recommendations 

The following recommendations emerge from the evaluation findings and are presented in 
full in the Conclusions and Recommendations section; they are included here for ease of 
reference.  
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Cross-cutting recommendations 

 

#1: Create a progressive management training pathway. Transform the three 
programmes from separate offerings into an integrated development system with clearer 
progression between levels. 

#2: Ensure the curriculum reflects Civil Service operational realities. Replace generic 
corporate examples with scenarios and case studies that reflect the specific challenges 
civil servants face. 

#3: Strengthen how programmes support learning and practice change. Introduce 
more problem-based learning, enhance line manager engagement, and streamline 
activities that participants find less useful. 

#4: Resolve learning platform barriers. Address technical difficulties and fragmented 
access that create unnecessary friction for learners. 

#5: Establish curriculum design framework and explore suite expansion options. 
Develop a systematic approach for future curriculum development and consider 
additional offerings such as lunchtime learning series. 

 

Programme-specific recommendations 

 

#6: Optimise Foundation Programme. Strengthen targeting, deepen content on critical 
competencies, and consider consolidating monthly workshops into multi-day blocks. 

#7: Fundamentally restructure the Practitioner Programme. Address significantly 
lower satisfaction by reducing topic breadth, increasing depth, and establishing clear 
differentiation from Foundation. 

#8: Tighten Senior Practitioner Programme. Address variable outcomes through 
audience segmentation or clearer programme descriptions, and strengthen Action 
Learning Sets. 

#9: Scale the evaluation approach. Replicate this credible, scalable evaluation 
approach across other Civil Service management and leadership training programmes. 
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Evaluation scope 

​
The quality of management and leadership in an organisation is a key predictor of 
organisational productivity (Bloom et al., 2013). An effective Civil Service thus requires 
effective management and leadership, at all levels of hierarchy. In the Civil Service, there are 
over 100,000 line managers. How can Civil Service departments enhance the quality of 
management and leadership? Management and leadership skills training programmes are 
one important potential answer.  

In this context, Government Skills has commissioned four large-scale training programmes 
– Foundation, Practitioner, Senior Practitioner and Achieving Your Potential – to upskill civil 
servants from across Civil Service departments in line management. How effective are 
these programmes at improving the quality of management in the Civil Service? Answering 
these questions is essential to ensuring that training investments deliver value for money. 

This report does exactly that, focusing on the Foundation, Practitioner, and Senior 
Practitioner programmes – three established line management training initiatives within the 
Civil Service. Foundation is intended to provide new line managers with the foundations of 
effective line management. Practitioner aims at experienced managers, seeking to promote 
their good management practices and developing their confidence to enhance engagement, 
performance and productivity. Senior Practitioner targets senior managers, seeking to equip 
them with skills to manage their teams and make effective use of all available resources. All 
programmes are four to five months in length. Foundation and Practitioner started piloting in 
2022, before a full launch in 2023. Senior Practitioner is a more recent and smaller-scale 
programme, piloting in 2024 and scaling since then.  

A separate report details results of the evaluation of the Achieving Your Potential pilot 
programme through a randomised control trial (RCT) (Schuster, Steenmans and 
Woodhouse, 2026). Of course, the programmes included in this evaluation are not the only 
management training in the Civil Service. The Cabinet Office hosts several other 
management and leadership training programmes, as do a range of departments (e.g. 
HMRC, DWP). Moreover, approximately 20 shorter courses provided standardly across the 
Civil Service offer training on a range of line management and leadership subjects. These 
are outside the scope of this evaluation. 

Evaluation objectives 

Impact evaluation (programme-Level): 

●​ What impact do Foundation, Practitioner, and Senior Practitioner programmes have 
on participants' knowledge, networks, attitudes, and line management practices? 

●​ Which groups of participants learn and change their attitudes and practices most as 
a result of training participation? 
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Process evaluation (programme-Level): 

●​ What works within each programme's design and delivery? What does not work? 

●​ Why do programmes achieve (or not achieve) intended outcomes? 

●​ In what contexts do programmes succeed or face challenges? 

Suite-level evaluation: 

●​ Who selects into different training programmes? 

●​ How do the three programmes function together as a coherent training suite? 

●​ What gaps or overlaps exist across the line management training offering? 

Methodological learning: 

●​ Can a robust, replicable high-response rate approach to management training 
evaluations in the Civil Service be brought to scale across programmes? 

●​ Is it feasible to incorporate individual-level workforce records and outcomes – such 
as retention and promotions – into management training evaluations in the Civil 
Service? 

Evaluation approach 

Methodologically, our evaluation is designed to measure not only training satisfaction and 
engagement, but also – through high-response rate pre- and post-surveys – actual learning 
of participants about line management (through knowledge quizzes), network building of 
participants, shifts in attitudes towards line management and shifts in line management 
practices before and after training participation. Survey results are complemented by 
in-depth qualitative work – including training observations and interviews – to help 
understand how and why training achieves (or does not achieve) changes, and how training 
design and implementation could be improved to further effectiveness. The evaluation also 
draws on training registration records where appropriate. Fieldwork was undertaken 
throughout 2025. Schuster and Steenmans’s (2026) how-to guide provides a detailed 
account of the methodological approach of the evaluation, and guidance on how to 
replicate it in other management training evaluations.  

Workforce records 

The original evaluation objectives noted above also envisaged testing the feasibility of using 
workforce records to assess the impact of the training on participants and their team 
members, including outcomes such as retention, performance ratings, and promotion. We 
were unable, within the timeframe of this evaluation, to secure access to workforce data 
from a sufficient number of departments to estimate these effects with adequate statistical 
power within the contract period. As detailed in a separate feasibility report, however, future 
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training evaluations could incorporate workforce records in certain contexts (Schuster, 
2026).  

Limitations 

This evaluation measures training effectiveness using theories of change, pre- and 
post-surveys, and qualitative data collection. These methods provide more robust insights 
than simple end-of-training reaction surveys but nonetheless have limitations that affect the 
strength of our conclusions. Key limitations include: 

1.​ Limited statistical power for Senior Practitioners.​
The sample of Senior Practitioners is smaller, so estimates of programme effects for 
this subgroup should be interpreted cautiously. 

2.​ No data on downstream team or organisational outcomes.​
We cannot assess whether training participation translated into improved 
performance among team members or their organisation. 

3.​ Self-selection and absence of a control group.​
Participants opt into programmes voluntarily, so observed changes may partly 
reflect participants’ pre-existing motivation to improve. Our separate evaluation of 
the Achieving your Potential training programme relied on a randomised control trial 
(RCTs) to enable more causal and unbiased estimates of training effects (Schuster, 
Steenmans and Woodhouse, 2026). 

4.​ Representativeness of qualitative findings.​
Interviews and observations reflect the subset of workshops observed and 
participants interviewed and may not represent all cohorts, facilitators or 
participants. 

Report structure 

The report is structured as follows: 

●​ Programme mapping: The next section establishes what is being evaluated by 
mapping of the curricula and activities of the three training programmes. 

●​ Theories of change: Theories of change are developed to inform measurement in 
the evaluation: which domains of knowledge, skills, networks, attitudes and 
practices can each of the programmes, theoretically in light of training content, shift?  

●​ Findings: survey results: This section presents results from the pre-post survey. 
After detailing the survey approach and response rates, it covers learner profiles at 
the start of the training, training engagement and satisfaction at the conclusion of 
the training, and training effectiveness: shifts in knowledge, networks, attitudes and 
practices from the training.  

●​ Findings: qualitative insights: This section presents qualitative results from 
interviews and training observations, helping make sense of observed survey results 
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and identifying a range of potential pedagogical improvements. Throughout the 
findings section, results for each training programme are presented and compared.  

●​ Suite-level evaluation: This section takes a “suite-level” perspective: how are 
programmes (not) working together as a training suite in line management in the Civil 
Service? It combines evidence from training registration records, surveys and 
qualitative data collection to provide answers.  

●​ Conclusions and recommendations: The report concludes with a summary of key 
findings and nine recommendations to strengthen the effectiveness of the three 
training programmes and the line management training offering in the Civil Service 
more generally. These recommendations are derived directly from the empirical 
findings presented in the preceding sections; interpretive discussion of findings is 
incorporated within the conclusions rather than presented as a separate section. 
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Programme mapping 

This section establishes what is being evaluated by mapping the three-programme suite. It 
provides essential context for understanding the programmes' structure, target audiences, 
teaching approaches, content relationships, and alignment with Civil Service Line 
Management Standards. This section describes design intent and programme structure as 
specified, not actual implementation or effectiveness, which are evaluated in subsequent 
sections. 

Training landscape 

Historical provision of line management training in the Civil Service has included both 
centrally-commissioned and departmental training, with Government Skills responsible for 
coordinating cross-government line management capability development since the 
establishment of the Government Campus. Not all line management training offered 
centrally and at departmental level constitutes formal ‘programmes’. 

Centrally-provided programmes include Government Skills-commissioned offerings 
delivered by contracted providers: Foundation, Practitioner, and Senior Practitioner (the 
focus of this evaluation), alongside Aspiring Managers, Induction: Line Management, and 
SCS Line Management (accredited). Departments also maintain bespoke learning and 
development training designed and delivered within their organisations (for example, DWP, 
HMRC, Home Office and MHCLG each operate internal line management development 
initiatives). Additionally, approximately twenty shorter specialist courses provided 
standardly across the Civil Service address specific line management topics including 
giving and receiving feedback, building effective teams, emotional intelligence, resilience 
and wellbeing, developing people, smarter working, and introduction to coaching. There 
may be additional shorter courses provided by individual departments or professions not 
captured here. These shorter courses typically range from 90-minute webinars to half-day 
workshops (Table 1). 

Table 1. Training landscape overview 

Programme 
Name 

Duration Format Owner Status 

Foundation (*) ~4 months Mixed 
Government 
Skills 

Operational 

Practitioner (*) ~4 months Mixed 
Government 
Skills 

Operational 

Senior 
Practitioner (*) 

~4 months Mixed 
Government 
Skills 

Scaling 

Achieving Your 
Potential 

~4 months Online 
Government 
Skills 

Scaling 
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Aspiring 
Managers 

Variable Online 
Government 
Skills 

Development 

Induction: LM Variable Online 
Government 
Skills 

Operational 

Shorter courses 
(~20) 

Variable Online 
Government 
Skills 

Operational 

Departmental 
training 

Variable Mixed Individual depts Ongoing 

Note: (*) Programmes highlighted are the focus of this evaluation. Achieving Your Potential 
(AYP) is evaluated separately via randomised controlled trial (Schuster, Steenmans and 
Woodhouse, 2026). 

Evaluated programmes 

This evaluation focuses on the three core line management programmes commissioned by 
Government Skills: Foundation, Practitioner, and Senior Practitioner. Foundation and 
Practitioner started piloting in 2022, before being fully launched in 2023. These programmes 
were designed based on centrally produced educational standards outlining expected line 
management knowledge at different developmental stages — Foundation was mapped to 
Level 2, Practitioner to Level 3. These educational standards have since been superseded 
by the current Line Management Standards and Leadership Standards. Senior Practitioner 
was piloted in 2024 and is now scaling across the Civil Service. Senior Practitioner was 
developed separately from Foundation and Practitioner. 

The three evaluated programmes constitute the core suite of Government Skills line 
management provision, designed to serve civil servants from new managers through to 
senior managers. A fourth programme currently in pilot – Achieving Your Potential – which 
targets non-line managers as an entry to the suite is evaluated through a randomised 
control trial (RCT) and qualitative research in a separate report (Schuster, Steenmans and 
Woodhouse, 2026).  

Programme design and common elements 

All three programmes share foundational design principles and structural features whilst 
differentiating by target audience and content sophistication. Understanding these common 
elements provides essential context for subsequent programme-specific descriptions. 

Design foundations 

The programmes were designed using Civil Service Education Standards (not the newer 
Line Management (LM) Standards which post-date programme design, though alignment 
with LM Standards is addressed later in this section). The underlying teaching approach 
assumes that management capability develops progressively through intentional learning 
(‘Engage’), structured practice (‘Focus’), workplace application (‘Embed’), and peer support 
rather than through knowledge transmission alone. This developmental assumption 
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recognises that effective line management requires integration of technical knowledge, 
interpersonal skill, and situated judgement developed through iterative practice.  

Common design elements 

Six design features appear consistently across all three programmes with variations 
appropriate to each level (see Table 2). 

First, delivery is spread across multiple sessions, structuring all programmes through 
monthly workshop sessions over 3-4 month periods. Foundation comprises 4 modules, 
Practitioner 3 modules, and Senior Practitioner 4 modules. This distributed format is 
designed to enable workplace application between sessions rather than employing 
intensive block delivery. 

Second, programme workbooks provide structured materials for each module. These 
include pre-workshop reading to establish conceptual foundations, frameworks and tools 
presented during workshops, reflection prompts connecting concepts to personal 
management context, and specific application activities for experimentation between 
modules. Workbooks are delivered as interactive PDFs. 

Third, Peer Learning Groups (PLGs) establish small cohort groups (typically 6-8 
participants) at programme start. These groups meet regularly throughout programme 
duration with the design intent of providing peer support, enabling shared problem-solving 
on set challenges, and creating accountability for workplace application. PLG continuation 
after programme completion is optional and varies by cohort. Senior Practitioner employs 
Action Learning Sets (ALS), a variant using coaching methodology with smaller groups (4-6 
participants) focused on participants bringing live problems from their respective 
experiences as line managers. 

Fourth, interactive facilitated workshops employ external facilitators,1 who frequently 
have Civil Service backgrounds. Delivery uses either online format (synchronous video 
conferencing with breakout rooms for small group work), or in-person workshops. The 
teaching emphasis is on discussion, case studies, and skill practice rather than lecture-style 
instruction, with facilitators adapting content to cohort needs whilst maintaining curriculum 
fidelity. 

Fifth, engagement of line managers of participants is specified as a design feature 
across the Foundation and Practitioner programmes. Participants' own line managers are 
intended to engage in developmental conversations at key touchpoints: pre-programme 
discussion of developmental goals, periodic check-ins during programme delivery, and final 
sign-off validating behaviour change for award of final programme completion certificate. 
This mechanism is designed to provide contextual application support and accountability 
beyond the formal programme structure. 

1 KPMG was contracted as delivery partner through competitive tender, bringing a pool of facilitators 
with Civil Service experience and learning and development expertise. Government Skills maintains 
oversight through quality assurance processes and participant feedback monitoring. 
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Sixth, skills self-assessment provides an ongoing reflection tool aligned with programme 
content. Participants assess their capability development throughout the programme, with 
line manager input intended at key milestones. Foundation and Practitioner participants use 
provided skills self-assessment workbooks, and Senior Practitioner uses pre- and post- 
programme psychometric tests and online toolkits. These assessments are developmental 
rather than summative.  

Table 2. Common design elements 

Design Element Foundation Practitioner Senior Practitioner 

Number of modules 4 3 4 

Programme duration 4-5 months 4-5 months 4-5 months 

Workshop hours 24 hours 24 hours 31 hours 

Self-directed 
learning 

Workbooks Workbooks Workbooks 

PLG/ALS structure PLG (6-8 people) PLG (6-8 people) ALS (4-6 people) 

Assessment 
approach 

Skills 
self-assessment 

Skills 
self-assessment 

Psychometric test 

Line manager 
engagement 

Yes (touchpoints + 
sign-off) 

Yes (touchpoints + 
sign-off) 

No 

Simulation 
component 

Team scenarios 
throughout modules 

Team scenarios 
throughout modules 

Module 4 
(diagnostic) 

Note: PLG = Peer Learning Group; ALS = Action Learning Sets (coaching-based variant) 

Programme-specific design: comparative overview 

The three programmes differentiate by target audience, curriculum content, and teaching 
emphasis whilst maintaining the common architecture described above. The following 
sub-sections elaborate programme-specific design specification, summarised in Table 3.  
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Table 3. Programme design specifications 

 Foundation Practitioner Senior Practitioner 

Programme 
positioning 

Entry-level for 
new managers 

Experienced managers 
seeking strategic depth 

Senior managers with 
strategic leadership roles 

Intended 
audience 
(grades) 

EO/HEO/SEO G7 and above G6 and above 

Assumed 
experience 
level 

0-2 years LM 
experience or 
none 

2+ years substantial LM 
experience 

5+ years with strategic 
responsibilities 

Programme positioning and target audiences 

Foundation is positioned as the entry-level programme for new and aspiring line managers 
in EO/HEO/SEO grades with 0-2 years of management experience or none. The design 
assumes these managers benefit from comprehensive breadth-over-depth exposure to 
establish baseline capability across the full scope of management responsibilities. 

Practitioner targets experienced line managers in G7 and above grades with 2+ years of 
substantial management experience. The programme assumes participants possess 
operational competence but require strategic capability development to manage larger 
teams, complex stakeholder relationships, and organisational-level initiatives. 

Senior Practitioner addresses senior managers in G6 and above grades with 5+ years of 
experience and strategic management responsibilities. The target audience is managers of 
managers - a role that can occur at various grades, including HEO level in large operational 
departments, though the programme typically aims at G6 and above. The design assumes 
participants require systems thinking, partnership governance capabilities, and structured 
coaching support to navigate senior management complexity. 

Teaching approaches and distinctive features 

Foundation employs a breadth-over-depth approach, providing comprehensive coverage of 
eleven foundational line management topics across four modules to establish baseline 
capability. The design rationale holds that new managers benefit from exposure to a wider 
range of management responsibilities even when initial treatment is introductory rather than 
exhaustive. Each workshop session incorporates team scenario simulations functioning as 
an integration mechanism, requiring participants to apply different concepts progressively 
onto a consistent fictional team of personas. This scenario-based approach is designed to 
provide contextualised practice whilst maintaining structured curriculum progression. The 
programme uses standard Peer Learning Groups (6-8 participants) for peer support and 
workplace application accountability throughout the 4-5 month delivery period. 

Practitioner maintains breadth of coverage whilst emphasising strategic extension from 
operational to strategic management contexts. Content addresses strategy development 
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considering external environmental factors, data-driven decision-making at organisational 
scale, and strategic management. The 3-module structure spans 4-5 months with monthly 
pacing (as Foundation does not have a workshop for Module 1, they have equal contact 
time of 24 hours, with 3 hours for the Launch event in addition to 3 workshops of 7 hours 
each). Like Foundation, the programme uses team scenario simulations for progressive 
application practice and employs standard Peer Learning Groups for peer support. The 
teaching assumption is that experienced managers possess operational foundations but 
require frameworks and practice for strategic decision-making contexts. 

Senior Practitioner employs distinctive teaching features differentiating it from Foundation 
and Practitioner. First, Action Learning Sets (4-6 participants) replace standard Peer 
Learning Groups, employing coaching methodology aligned with the Manager as Flexible 
Coach Model introduced in Module 1. This coaching-based approach assumes senior 
managers benefit from facilitative rather than directive peer support when addressing 
complex adaptive challenges without predetermined solutions. Participants bring live 
problems from their actual management contexts rather than working with standardised 
scenarios, with ALS sessions providing structured coaching support from peers. Second, 
the Module 4 simulation serves a diagnostic rather than integrative function. The full-day 
high-fidelity scenario is designed to reveal management patterns under stress, enabling 
participants to recognise gaps between espoused values and actual behaviours. Senior 
Practitioner is the longest and most intensive programme in the suite at 31 workshop 
contact hours (comprising 4 workshops of 7 hours, a Launch and a Close event), plus 
substantial self-directed learning expectations. 

Curriculum content structure 

Each programme delivers content through a modular structure, with topics sequenced to 
build capability progressively. The programmes share certain foundational frameworks 
whilst differentiating depth of treatment, sophistication, and audience-specific applications. 
Table 4 details curriculum coverage across modules, illustrating programme-specific focus 
areas that inform the content overlap and progression analysis in the next section. 

Table 4. Curriculum content by module for all programmes 

 Foundation Practitioner Senior Practitioner 

MODULE 1 Strategy, resources, 
decision-making 

Strategy, resourcing 
and people 

Managing self and 
others 

Module 1 
focus areas 

Strategy purpose 

Commercial awareness 

Risk communication 

Growth Mindset 

Strategy development 

Values alignment 

Risk categories 

Talent management 

Asking for resources 

Adapting leadership 
styles 

Nurturing Growth 
Mindsets 

Psychological safety 
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Problem-solving 
(7-step) 

MODULE 2 Working in teams Making decisions and 
communicating 
effectively 

Managing 
performance 

Module 2 
focus areas 

Values alignment 

Team accountability  

RACI framework  

Psychological safety 
Motivation 
Collaboration  

 

Maintaining networks 

Data-driven decisions  

SWOT/Pareto 

Persuasion/negotiation  

Challenging 
conversations 

 

Coaching styles  

Coaching mindsets 

Giving and receiving 
feedback 

Challenging 
conversations 
(strategic level)  

MODULE 3 Communicating 
purposefully  

 

Transformation, 
innovation and 
leading team 

Managing in 
partnership 

Module 3 
focus areas 

Communication styles 

Clarifying the ‘why’ 

Authentic leadership 

Inclusive leadership 
fundamentals 

Coaching  

Constructive feedback  

Horizon scanning 

Technology integration  

Communicating 
change  

Team development  

Innovation 

Inclusive leadership 

Wellbeing  

Hybrid working 

Systems thinking 

Adaptive leadership  

MODULE 4 Performance and 
change 

  Management in 
practice 

Module 4 
focus areas 

Performance 
management basics  

Development 
conversations  

Innovation  

Change management  

Networking 

  Full-day simulation 
with ambiguous data 
and pressurised 
decision-making  
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Notes: RACI = Responsible, Accountable, Consulted, Informed; SWOT = Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities, 
Threats; PLG = Peer Learning Group; ALS = Action Learning Sets 

Content overlap and progression analysis 

Programme suite coherence depends on intentional content differentiation enabling 
progressive development. Whilst Foundation and Senior Practitioner have distinct content 
at different developmental levels and demonstrate clear potential for progression, 
Foundation and Practitioner have substantial content overlap that may create redundancy 
for participants completing both programmes sequentially. 

Foundation provides foundational frameworks (for example: RACI, 7-step problem-solving, 
SMART goals) not included in the other programmes. Senior Practitioner offers distinctive 
content including emotional intelligence at senior level, partnership governance, managing 
senior teams, and strategic performance alignment. The diagnostic simulation and Action 
Learning Sets approach represent additional differentiation beyond content alone. 

Practitioners’ positioning is less clearly differentiated. Intended unique content addressing 
advanced stakeholder management, strategic direction and change management overlaps 
substantially with Foundation basics, particularly in strategy frameworks (CS Values) and 
communication principles. Participants completing Foundation then Practitioner encounter 
significant similarity and potential redundancy across multiple content domains. Table 5 
summarises key progression patterns across the suite. 

Table 5. Content progression across suite 

Domain Foundation Practitioner 
Senior 
Practitioner 

Progression 
Pattern 

Decision-making 
Problem-​
solving basics 

Data-driven 
decisions 

Strategic 
decisions 

✓ Progression 
across suite 

Team leadership 
Small team 
basics 

Larger teams 
Complex 
teams 

~ Progression across 
suite 

Change Mngmnt 
Team 
reactions 

Technological 
change 
communicatio
n 

Adaptive 
change, 
systems 
perspective 

~ Progression across 
suite 

Communication 
Styles, Prep 
arguments 

Challenging 
conversations 

Challenging 
conversation
s 

✓ F→P progression 

~ P→SP overlap 
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Strategy 
Team 
purpose, 
Values 

Strategy 
development, 
Values 

Systems 
thinking 

✓ F→SP 
progression 

X F→P overlap 

Performance 
management 

Development 
needs 

Talent 
management 

- 
~ F→P overlap 

X Not covered in SP 

Coaching 
Basics 

GROW 
- 

Manager as 
Flexible 
Coach 

✓ F→SP 
progression 

X Not covered in P 

Legend: ✓ = Clear progression; ~ = Limited progression; X = Not covered; F = Foundation; P= Practitioner; SP = 
Senior Practitioner 

Alignment with Line Management Standards 

The Civil Service Line Management Standards provide a competency framework defining 
effective line management capabilities. Whilst the evaluated programmes pre-date the LM 
Standards, retrospective alignment analysis enables assessment of coverage 
comprehensiveness and identification of potential gaps. This analysis supports 
understanding of what the programmes collectively address and where enhancements 
might strengthen alignment with the current competency framework. Of course, training 
might not be the appropriate mechanism for addressing all LM Standards, so a gap analysis 
need not imply that training content should be expanded to cover those gaps – particularly 
as the existing training offering already prioritises breadth over depth. See Appendix N for 
methodology used.  

Overall alignment findings 

The three programmes collectively provide coverage across all major LM Standards 
domains, with particular strengths in People management competencies (building 
relationships, team culture, development, communication) and moderate coverage of 
Change management (managing change, innovation) and Self management (health, 
professional development). Coverage is weaker in certain Decision-making competencies 
(evidence-based decisions receive less emphasis than the framework suggests) and 
Delivery management competencies (managing resources, recognising success). Figure 1 
presents coverage assessment. 
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Figure 1. Line Management Standards coverage 

 

Programme mapping summary 

In summary, the programme mapping reveals that: 

●​ The three programmes share common structural features (distributed delivery, 
workbooks, peer learning, line manager engagement, facilitator-led workshops) 
whilst differentiating by target audience, content sophistication, and teaching 
approach.  

●​ Foundation provides comprehensive breadth for new managers establishing 
foundational capability across 11 topics.  

●​ Practitioner is intended for greater strategic depth appropriate to experienced 
operational managers but demonstrates substantial content overlap with 
Foundation.  

●​ Senior Practitioner addresses systems thinking and strategic management 
complexity for senior managers with genuinely distinctive content and teaching 
approach.  

●​ Content overlap analysis reveals Foundation-Practitioner duplication as a coherence 
concern, whilst Foundation-Senior Practitioner and Practitioner-Senior Practitioner 
relationships show clearer differentiation.  

●​ The programmes collectively provide coverage across Line Management Standards 
domains with particular strength in People competencies and opportunities for 
strengthening Decision, Delivery, and Self management capabilities.  
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Theories of Change 

This section articulates how the programmes are theorised to generate learning and 
behaviour change. It makes explicit the causal assumptions underlying programme design, 
providing the conceptual foundation for evaluating whether programmes function as 
intended. The theories of change (ToC) presented here represent design intentions and 
expected operation, rather than actual observed empirical functioning; subsequent sections 
evaluate whether theorised mechanisms operate as expected. 

ToC methodology 

Prior to this evaluation, no singular documentation of programme theories of change 
existed. This section addresses this gap by articulating three foundational elements:  

a)​ the integrated causal chain from training inputs to organisational outcomes,  

b)​ four common mechanisms operating across all programmes (distributed delivery, 
workbooks, peer learning, line manager engagement), and  

c)​ programme-specific distinctive features differentiating Foundation, Practitioner, and 
Senior Practitioner.  

Making these implicit assumptions explicit informed the evaluation approach to 
measurement of whether they function as theorised, and identification of where causal 
pathways succeed at achieving intended outcomes or fail in practice. 

These theories were developed through systematic review of programme documentation 
including curriculum specifications and facilitator guidance; stakeholder interviews with 
programme managers and experienced trainers; and observation of programme delivery 
(Patton, 2008).  

Integrated causal framework 

Training programmes theoretically operate through a causal chain: inputs progress through 
intermediate stages toward ultimate organisational outcomes. Articulating this causal chain 
enables diagnostic evaluation when outcomes do not materialise, explicit specification of 
mechanisms and progression stages allows identification of where the chain breaks down. 

The causal chain  

Figure 2 summarises the theorised progression from training engagement through to 
organisational impacts achieved via the programmes. Training engagement encompasses 
participant interaction with programme activities (workshops, workbook exercises, peer 
learning sessions, line manager conversations). This engagement theoretically produces 
four types of learning outcomes: knowledge and awareness of management frameworks 
and concepts; practical skills in executing management behaviours; shifts in attitudes and 
motivation toward line management; and expanded professional networks providing 
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ongoing support and diverse perspectives. These learning outcomes in turn enable 
behaviour changes including modifications to participants' line management practices in 
their workplace contexts and potential shifts in career trajectories. Behaviour changes 
subsequently generate impacts operating at two levels: team-level outcomes (changes in 
team members' attitudes toward their manager, team behaviours, and team performance) 
and organisational-level outcomes (human resource metrics such as retention and 
engagement, and broader organisational performance). This progression draws on 
established training evaluation frameworks distinguishing reaction, learning, behaviour, and 
results levels (Kirkpatrick & Kirkpatrick, 2006), whilst extending the learning outcomes stage 
to capture four distinct outcome types relevant to management capability development. 

Figure 2. Common causal chain 

      

Necessary but insufficient progression 

The above causal chain assumes that earlier stages are necessary but insufficient 
conditions for later stages. Participants cannot change line management behaviour without 
acquiring relevant knowledge, skills, attitudes, and/or networks, yet possessing these 
learning outcomes does not guarantee workplace application. Similarly, individual behaviour 
change is necessary but insufficient for team and organisational impacts, which depend on 
additional contextual factors including team composition, organisational culture, and 
systemic constraints. This logic highlights the critical transition between learning outcomes 
and behaviour change as the point where many training programmes falter (Baldwin & Ford, 
1988): capability development proves insufficient without the opportunity and motivation to 
apply learning in workplace contexts. 

Programme component mapping onto causal framework 

Different programme elements target different aspects of this integrated framework at 
different outcome levels. Workbooks support knowledge acquisition through reading and 
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individual reflection (learning level). Workshops apply knowledge through facilitated practice 
(learning-to-behaviour transition). Peer Learning Groups strengthen motivation through peer 
validation whilst creating opportunity through collaborative problem-solving 
(learning-to-behaviour transition). Engagement of line managers of participants creates 
opportunity through contextual support whilst strengthening motivation through 
accountability (behaviour level). These four mechanisms operate both independently and 
together: different individuals may experience behaviour change through different primary 
pathways (some through skill acquisition alone, others through peer validation, others 
through accountability structures), whilst for many participants the coordinated functioning 
of multiple mechanisms provides mutually reinforcing support for sustained practice 
change. 

Common theory of change: mechanisms across all three programmes 

All three programmes share four fundamental change mechanisms. The design assumes 
line management capability development through 1) knowledge acquisition, 2) reflective 
processing connecting concepts to personal context, 3) collaborative problem-solving with 
peers facing similar challenges, and 4) iterative workplace application with feedback. 

Table 6 presents these four common mechanisms with their causal logic. 

Table 6. Common mechanisms across all three programmes 

Mechanism Causal logic 

1. Distributed, spaced learning 
structure​
​
Monthly workshops over 3-4 
months rather than intensive block 
delivery 

Distributed practice produces superior retention 
versus massed practice, while intervals enable 
workplace application and iterative refinement.  

If workshops are distributed monthly, then retention 
increases, application occurs between sessions, 
and psychological safety develops, because 
spaced retrieval strengthens memory consolidation; 
intervals enable experimentation with feedback; 
and repeated interaction builds trust for authentic 
discussion. 

2. Workbooks as learning 
transfer bridges​
​
Interactive PDFs with pre-reading, 
frameworks, reflection prompts, 
and application activities 

Workbooks bridge knowing-doing gaps through 
pre-reading (establishes foundations), reflection 
(connects frameworks to personal contexts), 
and application activities (structures workplace 
experimentation).  

If participants engage with pre-reading, reflection, 
and application activities, then capability increases 
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and transfer occurs, because pre-reading enables 
workshop practice over content delivery; reflection 
makes frameworks personally meaningful; 
application activities reduce ambiguity about 
contextual use; and the asynchronous format 
accommodates operational demands. 

3. Peer learning groups as social 
support infrastructure​
​
Small cohort groups meeting 
throughout programme 

Peer learning enables vicarious learning through 
multiple perspectives and collaborative 
problem-solving, while creating accountability 
and networks.  

If participants engage in sustained peer learning 
throughout delivery, then motivation increases, 
problem-solving capability develops, and networks 
strengthen, because peer validation normalises 
challenges; diverse approaches expand behavioural 
repertoires; collaborative problem-solving builds 
adaptive judgement; peer accountability motivates 
experimentation; and sustained relationships 
provide ongoing support beyond training 
completion. 

4. Engagement of line managers 
of participants as reinforcement 
structure​
​
Developmental conversations at 
programme start, periodic 
check-ins, and final sign-off 
validating behaviour change 
(Foundation and Practitioner only – 
Senior Practitioner has one 
coaching meeting) 

Line managers of participants create or 
constrain transfer opportunity through 
permission, time, and support, while signalling 
organisational legitimacy.  

If line managers engage through touchpoint 
conversations and validate change, then 
application increases and transfer strengthens, 
because manager permission and time create 
structural opportunity; engagement signals 
organisational value over discretionary activity; 
accountability creates application expectation; 
contextual coaching adapts frameworks to 
departmental contexts; and formal sign-off 
validates development. 

Critical dependencies 

These four mechanisms are theorised to operate in coordinated fashion. Workbooks 
introduce concepts through pre-reading, workshops clarify those concepts through 
discussion and practice, and workbooks then guide workplace application through 
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reflection activities. Neither functions effectively without the other. Peer learning creates 
motivation and collaborative problem-solving opportunity, but without line manager support 
that motivation encounters structural barriers to workplace application (lack of permission, 
time, or organisational legitimacy). Distributed delivery enables iterative practice, but 
without peer accountability and manager reinforcement, that practice may not occur.  

Programme-specific ToC: distinctive features 

Whilst maintaining the four common mechanisms, each programme incorporates distinctive 
features appropriate to its target audience developmental stage and management context. 
Table 7synthesises programme-specific mechanisms with their theoretical foundations. 

Table 7. Programme-specific distinctive mechanisms 

Programme Distinctive mechanism logic 

Foundation​
​
 

Breadth-over-depth pedagogy: New managers benefit from 
comprehensive exposure to a wide range of management responsibilities 
(more than 11 foundational topics) even when initial treatment is 
introductory. Breadth-first prevents critical capability gaps and enables 
informed prioritisation of development.​
​
Progressive scenario-based integration: Consistent fictional team 
personas appear across modules requiring accumulating concept 
application. If participants apply concepts progressively to consistent 
scenarios, then integration capability increases, because repeated 
engagement requires combining frameworks rather than treating topics 
discretely; progressive complexity reveals concept interactions; and 
scenario continuity enables synthesis practice before workplace 
application.​
​
Knowledge quizzes: Retrieval practice through questions enhances 
retention whilst progress visibility maintains engagement. The value of 
quizzes depends on quiz design quality (subsequent sections evaluate 
whether quizzes produce meaningful learning or superficial engagement). 

Practitioner​
 

Strategic integration emphasis: Design assumes managers of 
managers - a role that can occur at various grades including HEO in 
large operational departments, though the programme typically targets 
G7 and above - or those managing larger teams requiring strategic 
thinking; that strategic capability demands different mental models 
(proactive thinking, longer time horizons, complex stakeholder 
management); and that transition from operational to strategic 
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management requires explicit development rather than emerging 
automatically with more experience.  

Progressive scenario-based integration: Consistent fictional team 
personas appear across modules requiring accumulating concept 
application. Similar to Foundation (see above). 

Knowledge quizzes: Retrieval practice through questions enhances 
retention whilst progress visibility maintains engagement. Similar to 
Foundation (see above). 

Senior 
Practitioner 

Diagnostic high-fidelity simulation: Full-day Module 4 scenario reveals 
leadership patterns under stress. If participants experience high-pressure 
simulation, then strategic self-awareness increases, because pressure 
elicits habitual responses revealing theory-in-use versus espoused 
theory; post-simulation reflection creates awareness of gaps between 
values and behaviour under stress; and awareness of one’s own 
management habits and thinking patterns enables intentional 
modification in future high-stakes situations.​
​
Action Learning Sets (ALS): Coaching-based peer learning (4-6 
participants). If participants engage in coaching-based ALS, then 
navigation of complex adaptive challenges improves, because coaching 
questions surface underlying assumptions and systemic patterns; peer 
diversity provides multiple perspectives on genuinely complex problems 
without single ‘best’ solutions; and participants develop coaching 
capability for direct reports through peer practice.​
​
Organisational systems thinking: Content addresses partnership 
governance, cross-boundary influence, and strategic complexity. Senior 
managers hold cross-functional responsibilities requiring 
organisational-level systems thinking; strategic management demands 
sophisticated stakeholder management and influence without formal 
authority; content pitched at organisational systems level. 

Summary: theories of change as testable propositions 

The theories articulated in this section represent design intentions making implicit 
assumptions explicit. All causal pathways employ if-then-because logic specifying 
mechanisms and conditions. Four common mechanisms (distributed delivery, workbooks, 
peer learning, line manager engagement) provide the suite-level foundation, with 
programme-specific features adding appropriate differentiation for target audiences. 

Subsequent evaluation sections assess whether: a) participants in practice actually engage 
with each mechanism as theorised (workbook completion, peer learning participation, line 
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manager conversations), b) engagement produces theorised intermediate outcomes 
(knowledge acquisition, motivation strengthening), and c) participants change workplace 
behaviour. Where behaviour change does not materialise, explicit mechanism articulation 
enables identification of which component(s) fail: whether, for example, content inadequacy, 
delivery problems, transfer barriers, or other systemic constraints.  
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Findings: survey results 

What are key demographic and professional characteristics of training participants in 
Foundation, Practitioner and Senior Practitioner? How satisfied and engaged are they with 
the training and its different components? And how effective is the training at shifting – per 
the Theory of Change – their knowledge, networks, attitudes and practices in regards to line 
management? This section provides answers, drawing on a pre-programme and 
post-programme survey with participants.  

Post-training evaluation surveys do not ​
measure learning or training effectiveness 

Most existing evaluation surveys of management and leadership training in the Civil 
Service are ex post surveys only. They can provide helpful insights into training reactions: 
how satisfied participants were with the training; how engaged they were with different 
training components; and what, in the participants’ view, could further improve the 
training. As such, training reaction surveys provide helpful early warning systems: if 
participants find training irrelevant, poorly organised, or unengaging, they are unlikely to 
apply it later (Kirkpatrick and Kirkpatrick, 2009). Reaction surveys can also collect helpful 
information to improve training design.  

However, such surveys do not measure learning or training effectiveness. Past studies 
suggest that satisfaction with training often does not correlate with actual learning (e.g. 
Hughes et al., 2016; Uttl et al., 2017), or application of material – i.e. behavioural change 
of participants as a result of the training (e.g. Gessler, 2009).  

​
Pre- and post-survey data from the Foundation, Practitioner and Senior Practitioner 
training programmes confirms that these important limitations of reaction surveys also 
hold in a Civil Service context. Greater satisfaction with training in the post survey is not 
significantly related to pre-post knowledge gain from the programme (i.e. learning), and 
not significantly related to either pre-post attitudinal shifts or shifts in line management 
practice of participants. The same pattern is observed for a question asking respondents 
whether learning outcomes have been reached. This holds across all three training 
programmes (see Supplementary Appendix). 

This suggests that – like other reaction surveys - the existing standard measures in 
ex-post training surveys administered in management and leadership training in the Civil 
Service do not provide insights into learning or whether learning outcomes have in fact 
been reached. 

Methodology: Survey approach, representativeness and power 

The pre- and post-programme survey questionnaires were designed based on the theories 
of change and curriculum mapping outlined in the previous sections. Survey questions were 
tailored to each training programme, given its content and theorised potential effects on 
knowledge, networks, attitudes and practices. Next to substantive questions to evaluate 
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training effects, the questionnaires included questions about the backgrounds of 
participants, to understand who enrols in the training and whether training effects vary for 
different participant groups. Appendix A.1 contains a sample end-of-programme 
questionnaire. 

An individual identifier at the end of survey (an email address inserted by participants) 
enabled the evaluation to link responses to the pre-survey from an individual with the same 
individual’s post-programme survey response. Prior to fielding, survey questionnaires for 
each programme were pre-tested through cognitive interviews with civil servants in roles 
typical of training participants, to ensure measures were understood as intended.  

Our effective sample is training participants responding to both the pre-programme and the 
post-programme survey. This sample restriction puts a premium on incentivising high 
response rates. Our approach to securing high response rates consisted of: 

●​ Pre-programme survey: participants were required to complete this survey to access 
online learning materials. A four-digit access code to the learning materials is 
automatically emailed to those who finish the survey and provide their email 
address. 

●​ End-of-programme survey: participants needed to complete this survey to receive, 
automatically, a personalised management diagnostic to their email address. Time 
was allocated during the final training session to complete the survey, and the 
personalised diagnostics were discussed with instructors and peers – encouraging 
high completion rates. The diagnostic, based on survey responses, benchmarked 
each participant’s management practices against peers using pre-programme 
survey data.  

Between 58% and 63% of training participants completed both the pre- and 
post-programme survey (Appendix A.2). To assess whether our respondents (baseline and 
endline survey) are representative of learners on the programme, we compare participants 
in our sample with those who only completed one survey (baseline or endline). We lack data 
from those who did not respond to any survey (between 4% to 12% of respondents across 
programmes). We find no statistically significant differences between our sample and 
participants who only completed one survey in terms of almost all demographic variables, 
professional background variables, knowledge about line management (quiz score) and 
how challenging line management is to participants (survey measures) (see Supplementary 
Appendix). We thus have no reason to believe that our survey sample is not representative 
of participants in the programme. 

Our effective samples for analysis range from 98 respondents (Senior Practitioner) to 201 
respondents (Practitioner) to 290 participants (Foundation). A power analysis (assuming 
90% power and Bonferroni corrections for multiple outcomes) suggests that these samples 
allow us to detect small to small to medium-sized effects of the Foundation programme, 
small to medium-sized effects of the Practitioner programme and medium-sized effects of 
the Senior Practitioner programme (Appendix B; n.b. power may vary across survey items, 
for instance depending on the correlation between pre- and post-training responses).  
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Limitations 

Ahead of presenting survey results, several limitations are worth making explicit, to ensure 
results are interpreted with sufficient care. 

First, particularly in the case of the Senior Practitioner programme, conclusions should 
remain mindful of limited statistical power to detect effects: the programme might engender 
small to medium-sized shifts in, for instance, management practices, which our evaluation 
is too underpowered to detect. Contrary to the original evaluation intent, the evaluation is 
also too underpowered to disaggregate training effects by training modality, demographic 
groups (e.g. disability) or professional groups (e.g. by grade). As participants are dispersed 
across a range of Departments (see Appendix C), the analysis is also too underpowered to 
detect effects in particular Civil Service Departments. 

Second, our approach relies on comparing pre- and post-training responses of participants 
about their own attitudes and management practices. Ideally, results would be triangulated 
by asking subordinates about participants’ management practices (Fleenor et al., 2010). 
Our evaluation does not extend to a team member survey, in part as we lacked incentives 
to ensure sufficiently high response rates of team members to a pre-post training survey. 
Moreover, our approach does not shed light on the effectiveness of training programmes 
further down the theory of change – such as participants’ workforce performance or the 
productivity of their units or organisations.  

Finally, training effects are estimated by comparing participants’ responses before and after 
the training. It is possible, however, that those participating in the training choose to do so 
because they are motivated to improve their management practices, and engage in a range 
of activities beyond the training to improve their management (e.g. by observing their 
superiors, or reading about management). In this instance, a pre- post- comparison might 
attribute effects to training that are due to other activities participants undertook in the 
same period. More generally, our observational approach (without random or 
quasi-experimental assignment of participants to a training and a control group) might thus 
suffer from bias. Our evaluation of the Achieving your Potential training programme thus 
relied on a randomised control trial (RCTs) to enable more causal and unbiased estimates of 
training effects (Schuster, Steenmans and Woodhouse, 2026). Due to their ongoing nature 
and the contractually established modalities for participant selection into the training 
programmes, we were unable to conduct an RCT for Foundation, Practitioner and Senior 
Practitioner.​
​
Who participates? Learner profiles in Foundation, Practitioner and Senior 
Practitioner 

To understand who selects to participate in Foundation, Practitioner and Senior Practitioner, 
this section reviews pre-programme responses to survey questions about: 

1.​ Demographics and professional background 
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2.​ Line management knowledge (quiz) and perceived skills and knowledge 
(self-assessment) 

3.​ Attitudes towards line management 
4.​ Line management practices 

Demographic and professional background 

The selection logic into Foundation, Practitioner and Senior Practitioner is based on 
management experience. By implication, on average, we would expect the level of seniority 
of participants to increase in terms of grade, education and management responsibilities 
from Foundation to Practitioner to Senior Practitioner. 

Looking at the demographic and professional background of participants, we find a pattern 
consistent with this selection logic. From Foundation to Practitioner to Senior Practitioner, 
the average age of participants increases, as does their educational attainment, years of 
experience in the Civil Service, share of those who are currently line managers, number of 
line managees, and grade (Table 8 and Table 9). For instance, 74% of Foundation 
participants are in EO/HEO/SEO grades, while 64% (Practitioner) and 98% (Senior 
Practitioner) of participants are in G7 ranks or above. Notably, in none of the training 
programmes do line managers manage a large number of direct reports, with the average 
number of line managees ranging from 2.5 (Foundation) to 3.7 (Senior Practitioner). 

Table 8. Demographic profile of participants 

 Average 
age 

Women ​
(% of 
total) 

Ethnic 
minority / 
not white ​

(% of total) 

Disability 
(% of 
total) 

Postgraduat
e education ​
(% of total) 

Foundation 39 62% 19% 13% 32% 

Practitione
r 

42 58% 18% 15% 36% 

Senior 
Practitione
r 

45 57% 14% 14% 39% 

Civil 
service 
average 
(2024) 

44​
(median) 

55% 17% 17% NA 

While the seniority of participants increases in line with the selection logic, diversity is less 
linearly related to the programmes. The share of women participating in the programmes 
decreases (from 62% (Foundation) to 57% (Senior Practitioner)), yet remains above the Civil 
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Service average. The share of ethnic minority participants also decreases (from 19% 
(Foundation) to 14% (Senior Practitioner)) and, in fact, is below the Civil Service average for 
Senior Practitioner (though the small number of Senior Practitioner participants in our 
sample require care in regards to this inference). These patterns mirror differences in the 
gender and ethnic composition of the Civil Service more generally between lower and 
higher ranks (Cabinet Office, 2025). At the same time, the share of participants with a 
disability is relatively stable (13% to 15%) across the three programmes, and slightly under 
the 17% Civil Service average.  

Table 9. Professional background of participants 

 Years 
of 

servic
e in 

the CS 

Not 
currentl
y a line 

manager​
(% of 
total) 

Average # 
of 

employee
s line 

managing 

Grade (% of total) 

AA/AO EO/​
HEO/​
SEO 

G7 or above 

Foundation 7 36% 2.5 3 74 22 

Practitione
r 

10 17% 2.8 0 31 64 

Senior 
Practitione
r 

15 9% 3.7 0 1 98 

We also asked our participants whether this was their first line management or leadership 
training programme. Most Foundation participants (69%) had no prior training in 
management or leadership. By contrast, only a minority of Practitioner (32%) and Senior 
Practitioner (40%) participants indicate as much (Figure 3).2 

 

2 This question was administered in the endline survey. As it is part of the learner profile, we include it in this 
section in the report.  
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Figure 3. Participation of participants in previous management and leadership training 
programmes 

 

Learners thereby overwhelmingly select voluntarily into participation in the programmes, 
rather than their organisation, profession or function mandating participation. In Senior 
Practitioner, virtually all participation is voluntary (98%). In Foundation (81%) and 
Practitioner (82%), roughly four in five participate voluntarily (Figure 4). 
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Figure 4. Mandatory vs. voluntary participation in the programmes 

 

Line management knowledge programme 

How knowledgeable are training participants about the line management training materials 
taught before entering the programme? To find out, we administered a knowledge quiz to 
participants in the survey. We also asked respondents to self-assess their knowledge and 
skills, and to indicate whether they are aware of the Civil Service Line Management 
Standards. 

In the self-assessment, at baseline, most Practitioner (70%) and Senior Practitioner (77%) 
participants are aware of the Civil Service Line Management Standards, relative to around 
half (52%) of Foundation participants. Analogously, in Foundation, a minority – 44% – 
declares (agrees or strongly agrees) at entry having the skills and knowledge to be an 
excellent line manager. By contrast, between 61% (Practitioner) and 62% (Senior 
Practitioner) agree or strongly agree with this statement. The majority of participants in 
Practitioner and Senior Practitioner thus select into a line management training despite 
believing they already have the skills and knowledge to be an excellent line manager.3  

3 Neither awareness of Civil Service Line Management Standards nor self-assessed knowledge and skills in line 
management vary systematically across demographic groups or professional background (see Supplementary 
Appendix). 
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A slightly different pattern is observed when measuring knowledge and skills more 
objectively, through a knowledge quiz. Across training programmes, the average learner 
attains a score of between 46% (Practitioner) and 57% (Senior Practitioner) at baseline in 
the knowledge quiz.4 In Foundation, Practitioner and Senior Practitioner, the top 25% 
participants are familiar at baseline with the majority of concepts taught in the programmes 
(60% (Foundation), 53% (Practitioner) and 68% (Senior Practitioner) (Table 10).5 

Most participants are thus familiar with a subset of concepts taught in each of the training 
programmes. At the same time, almost all participants join the programmes with at least 
some knowledge gaps in the concepts taught. This suggests potential for learning of 
participants despite their self-assessment that they already possess the skills and 
knowledge to be excellent line managers. 

Table 10. Line Management knowledge pre-programme 

 Average points in 
knowledge quiz in survey 

Bottom 25% of 
participants 

Top 25% of 
participants 

Foundation​
(Max score = 55) 

22 20 24 

Practitioner 

(Max score = 45) 

21 19 24 

Senior 
Practitioner 

(Max score = 25) 

14 11 17 

The Supplementary Appendix disaggregates, for each programme, knowledge scores by 
question, to help interested readers understand in more detail which concepts participants 
are most and least familiar with in each of the training programmes, and thus inform 
potential training redesigns to give more weight to topics participants show less familiarity 
with at baseline. 

Attitudes towards line management, pre-programme 

Ahead of starting the training programmes, a majority of participants in all programmes 
have positive attitudes towards line management. 

5 There are no robust differences in line management knowledge between demographic groups. In terms of 
professional backgrounds, the only significant differences observed are: higher grades have higher knowledge 
scores in Foundation and, less robustly, Senior Practitioner. Senior Practitioner participants with more years of 
experience in the Civil Service also obtain higher knowledge scores (see Supplementary Appendix). 

 

4 Differences between programmes may reflect differences in the difficulty of quiz questions, rather than 
differences in the substantive knowledge at entry of training participants. 
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Participants overwhelmingly care about being good line managers at baseline (98% to 
100% agree or strongly agree), and care about the career development of the staff they 
oversee (97% to 99%). Most are motivated by the challenges and responsibilities of their 
line management role (75% to 84%) and find being a line manager enjoyable (71% to 87%). 
A majority – though a somewhat smaller one (55% to 63%) – perceives good line 
management to be important for their promotion prospects. Comparing across 
programmes, Senior Practitioner participants are particularly motivated and derive most 
enjoyment from line management, but also find it least important for their careers (Figure 5). 

Figure 5. Attitudes towards line management pre-programme 

 

Participants also have favourable attitudes towards support from their own line managers: 
69% (Practitioner), 71% (Senior Practitioner) and 77% (Senior Practitioner) agree or strongly 
agree that their manager supports them to improve their line management skills. At the 
same time, just under half (between 45% and 48%) indicate they have a strong network of 
peers to connect with to source ideas to improve their line management (Foundation and 
Practitioner), or networks in the Civil Service to seek ideas or external perspectives to 
improve their line management (Senior Practitioner). 

The baseline survey also queried about how challenging participants find different line 
management tasks taught in the programmes. Across the nineteen tasks included across 
the three programmes, only two are perceived as challenging or very challenging by most 
participants: handling difficult conversations with team members effectively (53% of Senior 
Practitioner participants) and persuading senior leaders to provide investment for resources 
my team needs (60% of Practitioner participants). The remaining seventeen line 
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management tasks – including all seven tasks in the Foundation programme survey – taught 
in the programmes are not perceived as challenging or very challenging by a majority of 
participants (Appendix D). 

Line management practices, pre-programme 

While most participants do not find the line management tasks covered in the programmes 
challenging, they vary significantly in the extent to which they practice them. To find out 
about their line management practice, we asked participants about the frequency with 
which they have undertaken a set of line management practices in the last three months. 
The three-month period excludes any pre-training period and allows for measurement of 
varying frequencies of management practices within this period (such as daily, weekly, 
monthly or every three months). The survey covered 27 different practices in case of 
Foundation, 29 practices in Practitioner and 20 practices in Senior Practitioner. 

We find that participants differ in how frequently they practice different line management 
practices at the pre-stage. Some of these differences, of course, reflect that not all line 
management practices need to be undertaken with the same frequency. At the same time, 
we find no systematic differences in the frequency with which participants from different 
demographic or professional groups undertake key line management practices. By way of 
example, there is no significant difference between men and women in the frequency with 
which they engage in key line management practices.6  

Looking at individual practices, in Foundation, “Praised your team members work” is the 
practice participants engage most frequently in (4.9 out of 7, equating to roughly once a 
week). In Senior Practitioner, “Asked team members about how they feel” (5.6 out of 7, 
between once a week and two to three times a week) is the practice most frequently 
undertaken by participants. By contrast, in Practitioner, the most frequently undertaken 
practice is “Had to engage in firefighting to address urgent problems” – i.e. a practice in 
which fewer occurrences are better (Appendix E). 

This last finding also underscores that there is pre-programme scope to improve line 
management practices of participants, since frequent firefighting reflects reactive crisis 
management rather than strategic planning and the development of sustainable, long-term 
solutions. ​
​
Training satisfaction and engagement 

As context for training satisfaction and engagement, an analysis of training registration 
records underscores that the overwhelming majority of participants participates online 
(between 84% and 91%) and in cohorts within their own department (between 93% and 
97%) (Table 11). Particularly for skill acquisition and behavioural transfer to the job, 
in-person training is generally on average more effective than online training (though we do 

6 Looking at differences across gender, education, age, disability, ethnicity, years of service and grade across 
each of the three programmes, the only significant difference we find is that younger participants in Practitioner 
employ good management practices more frequently (see Supplementary Appendix). 
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not have sufficient data points to verify this for the training programmes being evaluated) 
(Lacerenza et al., 2017). The results in this report should be read with this caveat in mind. 

Table 11. Modalities of training participation 

 All cohort 
participants 

from one 
department 

Cohorts with 
participants from 

multiple departments 

 

   Face-to-f
ace 

Virtual 

Foundation 93% 7% 9% 91% 

Practitioner 96% 4% 13% 87% 

Senior Practitioner 97% 3% 16% 84% 

Moving to endline (post-programme) survey results, how satisfied were participants with the 
training programmes? We find that the share of participants with high training satisfaction (8 
or above) ranges from 51% (Practitioner) to 64% (Foundation) and 75% (Senior Practitioner) 
(Figure 6). This is below the 80% threshold for perceived training quality (rating at 8 or 
above on a 1-10 scale) set by the Cabinet Office for training provided through its learning 
framework 
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Figure 6. Training satisfaction by programme 

 

Average scores range from 7.3 out of 10 (Practitioner) to 7.9 (Foundation) to 8.3 (Senior 
Practitioner). In relative terms, Senior Practitioner is thus in terms of participant satisfaction 
the most favourably perceived training programme, while Practitioner is the least favourably 
perceived programme. 

At the same time, satisfaction with training facilitators is consistently higher than 
satisfaction with training overall – a common pattern in training feedback surveys. 
Facilitators score 8.4 (Practitioner), 8.6 (Foundation) and 9 (Senior Practitioner) on average. 
Practitioner features the largest gap (1 on a 1-10 scale) between (lower) satisfaction with the 
training and (higher) satisfaction with facilitators. This suggests that the relatively lower 
satisfaction observed in the Practitioner programme is not primarily caused by less 
well-evaluated facilitators.  
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Figure 7. Training programme and facilitator satisfaction 

 

We do not find evidence to suggest that satisfaction varies systematically by demographic 
or professional group, or by training participation (see Supplementary Appendix). 

Attitudes towards and perceived learning from training components 

In agreement scale questions (1-5, from strongly disagree to strongly agree), about nine out 
of 10 participants deem (agree or strongly agree) that the training has met its espoused 
learning outcomes and served as a useful reminder of the range of line management 
responsibilities. Most also thought the different topics fit together well (82% to 92%). 
Results were more varied on whether training provided new insights (70% to 88%), covered 
topics in sufficient depth (66% to 82%) and whether they had opportunities to apply what 
they learned on the job (63% to 81%). Only a minority of Foundation (45%) and Practitioner 
(37%) participants know what further training to take to improve (Figure 8). 
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Figure 8. Attitudes towards the training 

The three programmes had a range of different learning components, including workshops, 
workbooks, peer learning sessions, action learning sets (Senior Practitioner), a simulation 
(Senior Practitioner), coaching session (Senior Practitioner) and psychometric assessment 
(Senior Practitioner). When asked about different training components, a majority of 
participants indicate that they learned from each of them (agreeing or strongly agreeing that 
they learned a lot from each of the training components). Perceived learning is relatively 
lower for peer learning sessions in Practitioner (63% agreeing or strongly agreeing) and, in 
Senior Practitioner, the final reflection workshop (70%) and GoGreen simulation (75%). 
Perceived learning – in terms of the share of participants indicating that they learned 
(agreeing or strongly agreeing that they learned a lot from the training component) – is 
highest for training workshops in Foundation (88%) and Senior Practitioner (90%) and the 
one-on-one coaching sessions in Senior Practitioner (89%). It is notable that perceived 
learning is consistently relatively lower in Practitioner. By way of example, 79% perceive 
they learned from the training workshops (relative to 88%-90% in the other two 
programmes) (Figure 9). 
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Figure 9. Perceived learning from training components 

 

The only exception to a generally favourable evaluation of learning components by a 
majority of participants is the online learning platform (LEAP). In Practitioner (41%) and 
Senior Practitioner (46%), only a minority of participants found it easy to navigate and 
access. In Foundation, this share rises to 57%. While some of this discontent may be due to 
restricted access to the platform via a code (which participants received after the 
pre-programme survey), qualitative evidence discussed further below points to more 
general access and navigation challenges for participants.  

Engagement with training components 

Most training participants engaged with most of the training components described in the 
previous section. The majority of participants participated in all workshops (93% in 
Foundation, 87% in Practitioner, and 71% in Senior Practitioner – this rises to 99% if the 
closing workshop is excluded). Most participants also join the other interactive sessions 
which form part of the training. In Foundation, 72% participated in all three peer learning 
group sessions (and 95% participated in two or more sessions). In Practitioner, 52% 
participated in all three peer learning group sessions (and 89% participated in two or more 
sessions). In Senior Practitioner, 46% participated in three action learning sets (and 82% in 
two or more), 93% participated in the coaching session and 58% took at least one 
additional growth tracker (22% took two).  
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Most participants also engaged with the training workbooks. Most participants read the 
workbook before each module (54-60% across programmes) (Figure 10), and most 
completed at least three quarters of workbook tasks (between 50% and 63%) (Figure 11). 
Senior Practitioner participants are relatively less likely to read workbooks or complete 
workbook tasks. 

Figure 10. Share of participants reading workbooks before class 
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Figure 11. Share of participants completing workbook tasks before class 

 

Line managers are not involved in the training for most participants, at least during the 
duration of the training. In Senior Practitioner, 44% spend time with their manager to reflect 
on the training and get advice. In Foundation (25%) and Practitioner (23%), only roughly one 
in four agrees that, together with their manager, they reviewed which skills they had already 
demonstrated within each module. Between 13% (Practitioner) and 18% (Foundation) 
indicate that their manager observed them in a work setting to see how they demonstrated 
skills taught within the module to provide them with feedback for development as a 
manager. Between 57% (Foundation) and 64% (Practitioner) indicate that their manager 
was not involved. 

Training effectiveness 

To evaluate the effectiveness of the training, we examine changes in participants’ line 
management knowledge, networks, attitudes, and practices between the pre-programme 
and post-programme surveys. We estimate training effects on both individual survey items 
and on broader outcomes (such as positive attitudes towards line management) by 
aggregating survey items. 
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Knowledge gain among participants 

To assess the knowledge gain of participants, we compare their quiz score in the 
pre-programme survey with their score in the post-programme survey. Across all 
programmes, learners improve in their line management knowledge. The score improves 
from 22 to 24 out of 55 (F); from 21 to 24 out of 45 (P); and from 14 to 17 out of 25 (SP) 
(Figure 12).  

While knowledge of participants improves, in all programmes, some knowledge gaps about 
the line management topics taught in the training remain at the end. Appendix G contains a 
list of most-improved knowledge questions for each of the programmes. 

Figure 12. Knowledge gain among participants (knowledge quiz) 

 

Beyond increases in the knowledge quiz score, we also find increases in self-assessed 
skills and knowledge of participants (measured on a 1-5 agreement scale), enhancing 
confidence that the programmes do enhance line management knowledge of participants. 
All three programmes significantly enhance the perception of participants that they have the 
skills and knowledge needed to be an excellent line manager (Figure 13).  

Figure 13. Self-assessed knowledge and skills: estimated training effect 
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All three programmes also significantly enhance the self-assessed awareness of 
participants of the Civil Service Line Management standards (measured on a 1-5 agreement 
scale), with the largest effect observed in Foundation, in which participants had the 
relatively lowest awareness pre-training. 

Figure 14. Self-Assessed Line Management Standards awareness: estimated training 
Effect 

 

Network gain among participants 

All three training programmes enable participants to interact with line management peers – 
typically in their own Department – including in dedicated sessions with peers. Our findings 
suggest that this training design enhances participants’ peer networks to improve line 
management. All programmes significantly enhance participants’ perception of having a 
network in the Civil Service to connect with to improve their line management. At the same 
time, no programme enhances the participants’ perception that their manager supports 
them to improve their line management skills (Figure 15).  
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Figure 15. Peer networks to improve management: estimated training effect 

 

Attitudinal changes among participants 

According to our theories of change, participation in line management training could shift 
attitudes of participants towards line management. For instance, it could make participants 
care more about line management, find it more enjoyable and find it less challenging. We do 
not find evidence for significant or systematic attitudinal shifts towards line management in 
our data, however. 

First, none of the three programmes shifts significantly positive attitudes towards line 
management on aggregate – such as enjoying line management, caring about being a good 
line manager, feeling motivated by it, and feeling a sense of accomplishment from being a 
good line manager (Figure 16). 

Figure 16. Positive attitudes towards line management: estimated training effects 
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We also do not find evidence for significant effects of the programmes on any of the 
positive attitudes towards line management measured individually, once accounting for 
multiple hypothesis adjustment (Table 12). 

Table 12. Positive attitudes towards line management, by attitude: estimated training 
effects 

 Foundation Practitioner Senior Practitioner 

I enjoy being a line manager N.S. N.S. N.S 

I feel a sense of accomplishment 
from being a line manager 

N.S. N.S. N.S 

I care deeply about being a good line 
manager for the people I manage  

N.S. N.S. N.S 

I care deeply about the career 
development of the staff I 
supervise (only asked in P and SP) 

NA N.S. N.S. 

I feel motivated by the challenges 
and responsibilities of my line 
management role 

N.S. N.S. N.S. 

Note: N.S. = No significant effect. *** = significant difference at the 0.1% level; ** = significant at the 1% level; * = 
significant at the 5% level 

Similarly, in terms of perceptions of challenge, participants find key line management tasks 
covered in the respective training programme as challenging after the training as before on 
aggregate (Figure 17). When estimating effects on individual line management tasks, 18 out 
of 19 line management tasks covered across the three programmes are perceived as 
challenging after the training as before. The only exception is “Providing effective 
development feedback to struggling team members” in Foundation, which is perceived as 
less challenging after training (Appendix G). 
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Figure 17.  Perceived challenge of key line management tasks: estimated training 
effects 

 

Lastly, we assess whether more general work-related attitudes – measured by questions on 
job satisfaction, work engagement and a desire to remain in the organisation – change with 
training participation. We do not find this to be the case. None of the training programmes 
shift work-related attitudes on aggregate (Figure 18), or individually (separating job 
satisfaction, work engagement and desire to remain in the organisation) (see Supplementary 
Appendix). 

Figure 18. Work-related attitudes: estimated training effects 

 

Line management practice changes among participants 

To assess whether the training shifted line management practice among participants, we 
compare the frequency with which participants engage in line management practices 
covered in the training programmes before and after the training. 

Aggregating the frequency of all line management practices covered in the respective 
training programme and in the pre- and post-surveys, we find no effect of any of the training 
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programmes on the frequency with which participants engage in desirable line management 
practices on the job (Figure 19)).  

Figure 19. Frequency of good line management practice: estimated training effects 

 

​
The absence of aggregate effects of the training programmes on line management practices 
does not necessarily imply that the programmes had no impact at all. They may have 
influenced specific areas of practice. To examine this possibility, we estimate the effects of 
each training programme on line management practices within key domains (by aggregating 
practices within each domain) and on individual practices (as captured by specific survey 
items). 

Overall, we find that most line management practices targeted by the training programmes 
remain unchanged. At the same time, we observe a greater number of significant changes 
following the Foundation training compared with the Practitioner training. The Senior 
Practitioner training also shows fewer detectable effects, although – as noted above – this 
may reflect smaller sample sizes and reduced statistical power.  

Starting with the Foundation training, we find no statistically significant aggregate effects on 
line management practices in five of the six domains (Figure 20). The only domain showing 
a significant aggregate effect is “Strategy and Values.” 
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Figure 20. Foundation training programme: effects on practice domains 

 

 

When examining the 27 individual line management practices covered in the Foundation 
programme and included in the survey, we find that seven practices become significantly 
more frequent following the training (at the 5% significance level or higher; Table 13). In 
other words, just over one quarter of the practices taught in the Foundation programme 
show a statistically significant increase in frequency after the training. 

Table 13. Foundation training: significant effects on line management practices 

 Estimate 

Significance 
after multiple 

hypothesis 
adjustment 

Started communicating a task or action to your team 
members with why – i.e. the bigger picture purpose or 
vision that makes the task meaningful  

0.556 *** 

Encouraged your team members to get to know each 
other and understand what is important to each team 
member 

0.466 * 

Discussed with your team members their tasks and who 
is responsible and accountable for what and when 

0.419 * 

Discussed with individual team members what 
motivates and demotivates them 

0.4 * 

Reflected on your personal values and how they relate 
to Civil Service values 

0.386 * 
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Conducted an After Action Review (AAR) with team 
members after a project is implemented or problem 
addressed  

0.351 * 

Anticipated what might not go to plan in the future and 
put in place preventative mitigating actions 

0.351 * 

Note: N.S. = no significant effect. *** = significant difference at the 0.1% level; ** = significant at the 1% level; * = 
significant at the 5% level 

We also examine whether attitudes related to specific line management practices covered in 
the Foundation training programme change following participation (Table 14). We find that 
Foundation participants are significantly more likely to report adopting a growth mindset at 
work and having a clearer sense of their personal values after the training. However, we find 
no evidence that participants’ values become more closely aligned with the core Civil 
Service values. 

Table 14. Foundation training: estimated effects on attitudes related to particular line 
management practices covered in the training 

 Estimate 

Significance after 
multiple hypothesis 

adjustment 

I have a clear sense of my personal values  0.117 * 

My personal values are closely aligned with Civil 
Service values  

0.011 N.S. 

I adopt a growth mindset at work and try new things 
without being scared to fail 

0.247 *** 

Note: N.S. = no significant effect. *** = significant difference at the 0.1% level; ** = significant at the 1% level; * = 
significant at the 5% level 

Turning to the Practitioner training, we find no statistically significant aggregate effects on 
line management practices in five of the six domains (Figure 21). This finding aligns with 
earlier evidence that participants perceived an increase in peer networking to improve line 
management practices. 
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Figure 21. Practitioner training programme: effects on practice domains 

 

When examining the 29 individual line management practices covered in the Practitioner 
programme and included in the survey, we find statistically significant effects (at the 5% 
level or higher) for only three practices (Table 15). These relate to personal development 
(reading articles, books, or watching videos to enhance management skills) and team 
development, including talent development planning and team change planning. We thus 
find significant evidence for practice change in just over 1 out of every 10 management 
practices covered in the Practitioner programme. 

Table 15. Practitioner training: significant effects on line management practices 

 Estimate 

Significance after 
multiple hypothesis 

adjustment 

Created plans for change in your team defining the 
scope of change roadmap milestones key 
stakeholders and the team in charge  

0.558 *** 

Read articles or books or watched videos on 
management in your own time to improve your 
management skills 

0.41 * 

Produced an actionable talent development plan for 
a team member 

0.357 * 

Note: N.S. = no significant effect. *** = significant difference at the 0.1% level; ** = significant at the 1% level; * = 
significant at the 5% level 
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We, next, assess the effects of Practitioner on five different attitudes related to line 
management practices covered in the training programme. We find significant effects on 
one of them: prioritising win-win situations in negotiations. 

Table 16. Practitioner training: estimated effects on attitudes related to particular line 
management practices covered in the training 

 Estimate 

Significance after 
multiple hypothesis 

adjustment 

I am keen to draw on new technology and digital 
innovation in my team to enhance productivity  

0.039 N.S. 

I have implemented a clear flexible working 
practice for my team  

0.087 N.S. 

I have the courage to speak up and challenge 
senior leaders and established processes  

-0.01 N.S. 

When I negotiate achieving win win situations is 
always first on my mind  

0.227 * 

When others bring ideas to me, I always start by 
saying something positive  

0.055 N.S. 

Note: N.S. = no significant effect. *** = significant difference at the 0.1% level; ** = significant at the 1% level; * = 

significant at the 5% level ​
Finally, we turn to the Senior Practitioner programme. We find no statistically significant 
aggregate effects on any of the line management practice domains covered by the 
programme. As noted earlier, however, the smaller sample size for the Senior Practitioner 
programme reduces our statistical power to detect small to medium-sized training effects. 
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Figure 22. Senior Practitioner training programme: effects on practice domains 

 

Of the 20 individual line management practices included in the survey for the Senior 
Practitioner programme, we find a significant effect for one: enabling leadership from below 
by implementing or supporting solutions to team challenges proposed by those in lower 
ranks (Table 17). The same caveat noted earlier regarding limited sample size and statistical 
power applies. 

Table 17. Senior Practitioner training: significant effects on line management practices 

 Estimate 

Significance after 
multiple hypothesis 

adjustment 

Enabled leadership from below by implementing or 
supporting solutions to team challenges proposed by 
those in lower ranks  

0.786 *** 

Note: N.S. = no significant effect. *** = significant difference at the 0.1% level; ** = significant at the 1% level; * = 
significant at the 5% level 

Lastly, we assess the effects of the Senior Practitioner programme on attitudes related to 
specific line management practices. We find a significant effect for one of the four attitudes 
surveyed: participation in the Senior Practitioner programme gives managers a clearer 
understanding of their own strengths and areas for development (highly significant at the 
0.1% level) (Table 18). This aligns with the programme’s emphasis on coaching, 
psychometric assessment, and the use of growth trackers. 
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Table 18. Senior Practitioner training: estimated effects on attitudes related to 
particular line management practices covered in the training 

 Estimate 

Significance after 
multiple hypothesis 

adjustment 

I have a clear sense of my own strengths and areas for 
development as a manager  

0.559 *** 

I adopt a growth mindset at work and try new things 
without being scared to fail  

0.08 N.S. 

I consider challenging feedback I receive on my work 
as an opportunity to help me improve my 
performance  

0.061 N.S. 

I embrace change at work  0.082 N.S. 

Note: N.S. = no significant effect. *** = significant difference at the 0.1% level; ** = significant at the 1% level; * = 
significant at the 5% level 

Do training effects vary by background or characteristics of training participants? 

Do participant characteristics – such as training engagement, demographic profile, or 
professional background – affect how much they learn from the training or how strongly the 
training influences their line management attitudes and practices? Our analysis of 
heterogeneous training effects – assessing whether training effects differ for participants 
with different characteristics – suggests that this is not the case. However, this finding 
should be interpreted with caution, given the limited statistical power to detect differences 
across participant subgroups, especially as overall statistical power to detect effects is 
already constrained. 

We, first, assess whether training effects are larger for participants who engage more with 
the training. We construct a composite measure of participation, aggregating attendance in 
workshops and other interactive sessions, reading of workbooks and completion of 
workbook tasks. We find no significant evidence for training participation making a 
difference to learning, attitudinal change or practice change in any of the three training 
programmes (Appendix I.1). 

Next, we assess whether demographic characteristics shape training effects. We look at 
gender, education, age, disability and ethnicity of participants, and find that none 
significantly influence training effects (Appendix I.2). 

Lastly, we analyse whether professional background characteristics of participants shape 
training effects. Looking at years in the Civil Service, grade, prior participation in line 
management or leadership training, being (or not) a line manager and voluntary participation 
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(or not) in the training, we – again – find no significant evidence for these characteristics 
shaping training effects in any of the three programmes (Appendix I.3). 

Conclusion: survey results 

In summary, our pre- and post-programme surveys thus underscore that: 

●​ Learners come into the programmes with some knowledge of the topics taught, 
mostly positive attitudes towards line managing, and – particularly in Foundation – a 
perception that they do not yet have all the skills and knowledge needed for line 
management 

●​ Satisfaction with the programmes is below standard – in particular in Practitioner – 
yet engagement across programmes is good, with most participants engaging with 
most training components 

●​ The training is effective at enhancing (some) line management knowledge and 
networks of participants 

●​ The training is not effective at changing attitudes of participants towards line 
management or their jobs, or their perceptions of how challenging line management 
is 

●​ Training programmes are effective at shifting a subset of line management practices 
covered in the programmes. We find significant evidence for roughly 1 out of every 4 
practices covered in Foundation changing with training participation; 1 out of every 
10 practices covered in Practitioner; and 1 out of every 20 practices covered in 
Senior Practitioner (though, as a caveat, the effective sample size in Senior 
Practitioner is too small to detect small to medium-sized training effects). 
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Findings: qualitative insights 

 This section presents findings from the participant interviews, trainer interviews, 
programme observations, and analysis of other qualitative feedback. It provides interpretive 
context for the quantitative pre-post survey results presented in the previous section, 
exploring the mechanisms through which survey outcomes emerge and explaining 
significant variation in participant experiences. See Appendices J-M for methodological 
details of the qualitative analysis and triangulation with survey data. Findings are organised 
thematically to address cross-cutting issues affecting all three programmes, with evidence 
presented to show both suite-wide patterns and programme-specific variations within each 
theme. Programme-level syntheses conclude the section. 

Content level and target audience alignment 

When curriculum content aligns with the target audience's management experience, 
participant experiences are positive; where misalignment occurs, this dominates 
participants' assessment. Content level and target audience alignment emerges as a critical 
challenge affecting all three programmes, though manifesting differently in each. Multiple 
data sources, including participant interviews, survey free-text responses, trainer interviews, 
and observations, reveal systematic alignment challenges across the suite, with particularly 
acute problems for Practitioner. Table 19 summarises the content-audience misalignment 
challenges identified for each programme. 

Table 19. Content level alignment challenges by programme 

Programme Alignment 
Challenge 

Description Severity 

Foundation Timing problem: 
"too early" or "too 
late" 

Participants fall into 
three groups 
creates workshop 
and PLG 
imbalances 

Moderate - 
addressable 
through clarified 
targeting 

Practitioner Content level highly 
mismatched 

Content designed 
for early-career 
managers delivered 
to experienced 
managers 

Critical - 
undermines core 
value proposition 

Senior Practitioner Audience 
heterogeneity 

Content new for 
some participants, 
redundant for others 

Low-Moderate - 
variable outcomes 
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from same 
programme 

Note: PLG = Peer Learning Group 

Foundation has a timing challenge with participants falling into three groups: i) those 
encountering content “too early” before sufficient management experience, ii) those finding 
it “too late” after independently developing equivalent capabilities, and iii) those positioned 
appropriately for foundational development as managers. Participants attending before 
assuming substantive line management responsibilities report difficulty engaging 
meaningfully with content lacking experiential foundation, and often cannot contribute 
substantively to peer discussions, creating imbalanced PLG dynamics. Conversely, 
participants with substantial prior management experience, including those managing 
teams before Civil Service entry or holding management roles in previous departments, 
report that they have already acquired programme content through workplace learning and 
do not always find that workshops add developmental value for them.  

Practitioner faces a content-audience mismatch. Experienced managers consistently 
describe content as designed for early-career managers yet delivered to those with 
substantial expertise. Multiple participants with many years of management experience 
report learning little new. This generates a systematic failure where the programme's core 
value proposition of development for experienced managers is not delivered with its current 
content selection.  

Senior Practitioner content elicits varying assessments of appropriateness to experience. 
Some participants, particularly less experienced managers or those transitioning to senior 
management roles, report appropriate challenge and substantive new learning. Others, 
such as established G6 managers with extensive senior management experience, find 
content redundant or overly foundational.  

These findings suggest that targeting should focus on actual line management capability 
and breadth of experience rather than Civil Service grade and years in role alone. The 
findings also suggest Practitioner requires fundamental content restructuring. 

Content relevance and Civil Service specificity 

Across all three programmes, participants consistently identify gaps between curriculum 
content and their actual line management development needs. Content relevance 
challenges appear in two related areas: insufficient problem-based learning opportunities 
enabling practice with realistic management scenarios, and inadequate Civil Service 
contextual specificity to ground generic management principles in participants' operational 
realities. These gaps affect content utility regardless of whether material is pitched at 
appropriate experience level (see previous section), revealing that content must be both 
level-appropriate and practice-relevant to support effective learning transfer. 

Content relevance to line management practice 

62 

 



​ ​  

A fundamental tension emerges between programme framing and lived reality. Curricula 
frame line management as predominantly proactive – emphasising forward planning, 
structured staff development, and systematic performance management. However, 
participants, especially Practitioner and Senior Practitioner participants, frequently describe 
their actual practice as substantially reactive: dominated by firefighting immediate issues, 
managing day-to-day operational challenges, and responding to urgent problems rather 
than implementing planned developmental activities.  

Foundation and Practitioner participants consistently request problem-based learning 
opportunities enabling application of concepts to realistic scenarios. This reflects a 
curriculum gap between conceptual coverage and applied practice: participants understand 
principles abstractly but struggle applying them to the complex, ambiguous situations they 
face when managing teams. The current approach provides limited opportunities for 
supported experimentation with, for example, difficult conversations, performance 
management within Civil Service constraints, delegation in lean team contexts, or conflict 
mediation reflecting actual team dynamics.  

Whilst both Foundation and Practitioner include team scenarios, participants identify 
insufficient quantity and depth of scenario-based learning relative to theoretical content 
volume. Practitioner participants emphasise the need for complex case-based work 
enabling sophisticated judgement practice rather than concept introduction.  

Civil Service operational realities 

Beyond scenario quantity, participants emphasise Civil Service-specific contextual needs 
that generic corporate examples do not meet. Participants describe that they often 
understand generic management principles covered in the curriculum abstractly but 
struggle to apply them within the operational constraints they face daily. Civil Service 
realities for which participants request more in-depth learning include: lean team 
management (2-4 direct reports) with substantial workloads and limited capacity for 
developmental activities; ministerial pressure dynamics during rapid political shifts, 
balancing short-term urgent demands with medium-term capability development; grade 
system navigation affecting performance, promotion, and authority; and 
cross-organisational collaboration requirements without direct authority.  

Problem-based learning incorporating authentic Civil Service contexts would enhance 
programme effectiveness by making content immediately applicable, enabling practice with 
realistic complexity, and providing Civil Service-specific examples that resonate with 
participants' working environments.  

Facilitator influence and curriculum adaptation 

Evidence from all data sources suggests facilitators play a pivotal role in enabling 
programme success. Facilitation quality emerges as a key factor shaping participant 
experience -a finding consistent with survey results showing facilitator ratings are generally 
higher than programme ratings overall (see Findings: Survey Results section). Skilled 
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facilitators create psychological safety enabling genuine discussion of management 
challenges including difficult conversations about performance, team conflicts, or 
organisational constraints. 

Facilitators largely follow core curriculum content diligently, though they employ diverse 
professional approaches to adapt activities to cohorts and elevate discussions beyond 
curriculum materials. One experienced facilitator describes using approximately “20% of 
workshop time to supplement the curriculum with research references, and reminders” 
alongside contemporary management frameworks, additional case studies, or provocative 
questions challenging participants to justify their thinking.  

Observations across all programmes reveal facilitators making adaptations they describe as 
“necessary for enhancing learner experience”, with the highest levels of participant 
engagement - questions, experience-sharing, follow-ups – often occurring during 
facilitator-adapted activities rather than standard curriculum delivery alone. Table 20 shows 
examples of how facilitators have added to materials and adapted activities. 

Facilitator expertise appears through other critical functions as well. Facilitators with 
substantial Civil Service experience provide essential contextualisation, translating generic 
management principles into operationally relevant guidance through examples participants 
recognise from their daily work.  

The variation in facilitator approaches reflects the diversity of cohorts and the need for 
responsive facilitation, whilst simultaneously raising questions about why such extensive 
adaptation appears necessary to deliver effective learning experiences. 

Table 20. Facilitator adaptations across programmes (examples) 

Foundation Practitioner Senior Practitioner 

-​ Physical Values card 
artefacts 

-​ Lencioni Model of 
Team Dysfunctions 

-​ Asking "Why?" 
repeatedly to deepen 
thinking 

-​ Contemporary 
research on hybrid 
working 

-​ Emotional Intelligence 
Framework 

-​ Psychological Safety 
Ladder 

-​ Dilemma scenarios 

-​ Devil’s Advocate 
challenges 

-​ Additional leadership 
theories and 
frameworks 

-​  Extended coaching 
practice opportunities 

-​ Supplementary 
readings on adaptive 
leadership 

Peer learning mechanism strengths 

Peer learning represents a significant element across all three programmes, with structured 
Peer Learning Groups or Action Learning Sets complementing workshop discussions. All 
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programmes allocate substantial time to peer-led learning, and participants sometimes 
develop professional networks sustained well beyond programme completion, with some 
groups continuing to meet six months or more after finishing. However, the ways in which 
peer learning generates value differ considerably between programmes, driven primarily by 
participants' prior management experience (Table 21).  

In Foundation, for early-career managers, structured peer discussions enable collective 
learning from diverse organisational contexts whilst building line management confidence 
through validation that common challenges are shared experiences. The PLG model 
succeeds particularly when Foundation participants bring varied organisational contexts 
that enable genuine peer exchange. 

Practitioner participants report a more complex relationship. Whilst experienced managers 
maintain engagement in PLGs, multiple data sources suggest these managers experience 
frustration when peer discussions only validate existing approaches without advancing their 
practice beyond current capabilities. Many Practitioner participants interviewed explicitly 
request “less peer learning” and “more expert teaching”, a finding that aligns with 
observations that Practitioner PLGs function well only when they achieve deep peer 
learning focused on complex management challenges. This requires greater clarity of PLG 
role and purpose to move beyond surface-level networking towards substantive 
professional development. 

Senior Practitioner Action Learning Sets similarly demonstrate conditional effectiveness, 
requiring consistent participant engagement to justify substantial time investment by senior 
managers. When functioning well, with committed cohorts bringing actual strategic 
challenges, ALSs enable problem-solving amongst senior managers and generate 
sustained cross-directorate and cross-department networking, valued for building 
relationships across organisational boundaries. However, several participants report that 
ALS sessions can reach saturation, particularly when attendance drops below critical group 
numbers. The need to address real issues each session, combined with senior managers' 
time constraints, suggests the programme may not require as many ALS sessions if genuine 
depth is achieved in those held. 

This pattern reveals a lack of systematic adaptation of peer learning structures to match the 
distinct developmental needs of managers at different stages of their careers. 

Table 21. Peer learning effectiveness by programme 

Programme Peer learning 
format 

Effectiveness 
level 

Primary value source 

Foundation Peer Learning 
Groups (PLGs) 

High Collective learning from 
diverse contexts; confidence 
building 
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Practitioner Peer Learning 
Groups (PLGs) 

Mixed - high 
engagement, but 
unclear purpose 

Participant expertise providing 
practice-relevant content 

Senior 
Practitioner 

Action Learning 
Sets (ALS) 

Mixed - 
Conditional on 
committed cohort 
bringing real issues 
for depth 

Strategic problem-solving on 
actual challenges; senior-level 
networking 

Knowledge-practice translation gap 

Knowledge acquisition does not automatically translate into workplace practice, and 
participants across all three programmes consistently express difficulty in consistently 
applying workbook concepts to actual line management situations. One participant 
captured this gap succinctly: “Reading the workbook I thought 'yeah, I know this,' but when 
I sat in front of someone realised it's much harder.” This theory-practice disconnect persists 
despite measured knowledge gains, suggesting a distinction between understanding 
concepts and applying them confidently in practice that requires extended practice 
opportunities and workplace reinforcement. This finding aligns with survey evidence (see 
Findings: survey results section) showing that most line management practices taught 
across the programmes do not demonstrate significant change following training 
participation. 

Curriculum depth and contextual gaps 

Multiple factors create these translation gaps. Insufficient curriculum depth on critical 
competencies – particularly managing underperformance within Civil Service bureaucratic 
constraints, conducting difficult conversations beyond theoretical preparation, and 
implementing delegation in lean team contexts – leaves participants with awareness rather 
than practical fluency. Content-role misalignment compounds this problem, as generic 
management models fail to address Civil Service-specific realities such as ministerial 
pressures, grade system navigation, and departmental collaboration requirements. The 
breadth-over-depth curriculum approach further limits transfer, as participants apply only 
those topics relevant to their immediate contexts rather than developing systematic 
capabilities. 

Practice-reflection integration gaps 

Workshop debriefs frequently focus on scenario-specific content (“what would you say to 
this team member”) rather than broader competency development connecting activities to 
overarching line management practice (“what do we learn from this case”). 
Workbook-workshop integration gaps compound these challenges, with participants often 
failing to consult workbooks during relevant practical activities even when guidance exists. 
Unclear cross-module connections make it harder for participants to bring together discrete 
topics into integrated line management development approaches. 
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Engagement of line managers of participants as missing mechanism 

Workplace application barriers beyond programme control constrain practice transfer. Even 
when participants complete programmes motivated to implement new approaches, 
organisational realities – workload pressures, budget constraints, structural impediments, 
and absent line manager support – prevent systematic experimentation. The absence of 
structured manager engagement represents a particularly significant missed opportunity, as 
line managers of participants could reinforce workshop learning through workplace 
conversations yet rarely receive guidance on supporting participant development. When 
meetings do occur, quality varies dramatically from perfunctory acknowledgements to 
genuinely developmental exchanges providing workplace application support and feedback 
on behaviour changes.  

Two distinct but related challenges emerge. First, line managers of participants often remain 
unclear about their intended developmental role, treating programme involvement as a 
perfunctory sign-off rather than meaningful engagement in supporting workplace 
application. Whilst sign-off sheets exist as programme design features, many participants 
describe these as tick-box exercises in practice, rather than substantive developmental 
conversations. Second, participants themselves face limited accountability or incentives for 
sustained engagement with workplace application activities. Participants described that in 
practice systematic recognition, rewards, or dependencies (such as links to performance 
ratings or career progression) that would reinforce the considerable investment programme 
completion are weak or even absent. This engagement failure at times results in 
demotivation for participants.  

Multiple data sources converge on this finding: successful knowledge acquisition does not 
guarantee behaviour change without addressing curriculum depth, contextual relevance, 
integration support, and organisational transfer support simultaneously. 

Programme structure and format preferences 

Seven-hour workshop formats create sustained attention and engagement challenges, 
though experiences vary by participant population and online versus in-person delivery 
formats. The extended format presents accessibility barriers for some neurodivergent 
participants managing sustained attention demands and for those with physical needs 
requiring regular comfort breaks. Civil Service work pressures compound these difficulties, 
as full-day absences prove challenging during periods with competing operational priorities. 

Duration concerns often reflect underlying value assessments rather than format 
preferences alone. Experienced managers question time investment value when workshops 
deliver insufficient depth or relevance regardless of duration, revealing that perceived 
workshop length correlates with content appropriateness more than actual hours. 
Conversely, many participants recognise that dedicated time to “step away from our desks 
is rare and valuable and does not have to immediately show productive change in line 
management”. This point aligns with the understanding that line management development 
requires protected reflection space beyond immediate operational demands. 
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Experience-level structure preferences 

Programme structure preferences generally group by distinct learning needs and by 
experience level. Foundation participants express mixed views: some value spacing for 
building cohort relationships progressively, whilst others prefer intensive blocks for 
“maintaining momentum” and “not having to keep switching back to operational mode 
between sessions”. Several Foundation participants suggest that converting to intensive 
blocks would strengthen networking continuity and increase content depth possible 
through sustained engagement. 

Practitioner participants reflect that topic relevance proves situational rather than 
progressive. Since modules address discrete competencies, spacing between modules 
provides neither systematic reflection opportunity – immediate workplace challenges may 
not align with module content – nor engagement advantage. Some value separate topic 
consideration whilst others find spacing fragments learning momentum. 

Senior Practitioner participants face particular challenges from cumulative attendance 
burden across 4-5 month programme delivery: monthly workshops (31 hours), Action 
Learning Sets, individual coaching, psychometric assessment, and workbook activities. For 
senior managers in demanding operational roles, this extended commitment proves difficult 
to sustain – annual leave, operational crises, and conflicting priorities make missing some 
programme components nearly inevitable. Several participants question whether 
comparable learning outcomes could be achieved through more intensive, consolidated 
formats enabling senior managers to fully disengage from operations for shorter periods 
rather than maintaining partial engagement over extended timescales. 

These findings suggest programme duration and format preferences may require 
experience-level differentiation rather than a universal approach across all programmes and 
participants. One option would be to offer participants choice between intensive block 
formats and distributed monthly structures, enabling self-selection based on individual 
learning preferences, operational constraints, and developmental stage. Alternatively, 
programmes could adopt experience-differentiated defaults: intensive blocks for Foundation 
(building sustained momentum for early-career managers) whilst maintaining distributed 
formats for Senior Practitioner (enabling senior managers to integrate learning within their 
demanding operational contexts). 

Delivery mode effectiveness: online vs. in-person 

Online participants report specific engagement barriers beyond duration concerns that do 
not affect in-person delivery equally. Extended video participation creates cognitive 
overload, with attention fatigue appearing as reduced participation, multitasking 
behaviours, and difficulty sustaining focus on complex discussions. Multiple participants 
describe struggles maintaining concentration in online workshops, noting tendencies 
toward email checking and reduced engagement in afternoon sessions. Observations 
confirm these patterns, documenting declining camera usage, longer response times to 
facilitator questions, and reduced peer learning engagement in later workshop hours.  
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This contrasts with in-person delivery where physical presence, environmental change from 
normal workplace, and absence of digital distractions enable more sustained engagement. 
Participants frequently identify in-person settings as preferable. In-person participants 
report that being in a different space helps them focus entirely on training without email or 
Teams notifications constantly pulling attention. Demanding, interrupt-driven professional 
contexts require protected space enabling full disengagement from operational pressures.  

Workload and activity design 

Participants across all programmes consistently report intensive workload demands across 
multiple activity types: reflection pieces, knowledge quizzes, workshop attendance, and 
individual skills assessments (see Table 22). Multiple data sources converge on questions of 
whether all activities are essential to achieving learning outcomes. 

There are particular concerns about knowledge quizzes. Online multiple-choice 
assessments emphasise rote recall rather than applied understanding, with participants 
describing them as “just ticking boxes” rather than consolidating learning. Workshop 
opening quizzes receive similar feedback, perceived as unnecessary review of material 
already covered.  

Individual skills assessment reflection guides, whilst conceptually valuable, prove more 
challenging in practice. Participants report that the highly structured format constrains 
authentic reflection. Their formulaic structure and substantial time requirements (5-8 hours 
total) create engagement barriers without equivalent learning benefit.  

Table 22. Activity learning utility assessments 

Activity 
type 

Time investment Participant 
feedback 

Learning utility assessment 

Workshop 
attendance 

7 hours × 4 
sessions 

Generally positive; 
format concerns 

HIGH - essential delivery 
method 

Workbook 
reading 

~10-15 hours total Mixed; valuable 
when integrated 
with workshops 

MODERATE - depends on 
workshop integration 

Knowledge 
quizzes 
(online) 

~2 hours total Widely criticised as 
rote learning 

LOW - administrative burden 
exceeds learning benefit 

Workshop 
quizzes 

~30 min per 
session 

Seen as 
unnecessary 
review 

LOW - repetitive of material 
already covered 

Skills 
assessment 
reflections 

~5-8 hours Heavy workload; 
formulaic structure 
constrains 
authentic reflection 

MIXED - conceptually useful 
but execution problematic 
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Peer 
learning 
preparation 

~2-3 hours total Valued when 
cohort composition 
strong 

HIGH - enables substantive 
peer exchange 

Learning materials and platform integration 

Difficulties navigating the learning platform emerged as one of the most universally 
documented barriers to learning experiences. Access barriers include incompatibility with 
government IT configurations creating entry obstacles before learning begins, and multiple 
separate document access points, with participants spending workshop time locating 
materials rather than engaging with content—a particularly acute problem for Senior 
Practitioner programmes where psychometric assessments add additional complexity. 
Platform problems represent solvable technical challenges rather than limitations of the 
programmes themselves. 

Workbook value and accessibility challenges 

Workbooks represent valued programme components, with multiple participants describing 
materials as very good. Survey evidence shows workbooks successfully function as core 
programme elements as most participants across all programmes report reading 
workbooks before workshops and completing substantial portions of workbook tasks. 
Participants especially appreciate that workbooks are “clearly laid out and explained and 
presented professionally”. For motivated early-career managers, workbooks function 
effectively as comprehensive references supporting self-directed learning. Participants who 
engage systematically with workbooks before workshops report finding them valuable 
foundational resources.  

However, workbook volume and format create accessibility challenges for some 
participants, particularly when combined with platform navigation difficulties. Document 
formatting, particularly PDF accessibility limitations and interactive elements that function 
inconsistently across systems, reduces engagement with otherwise comprehensive 
content. The text-heavy format proves challenging for participants preferring varied content 
presentation modes. Multiple participants suggest diversifying materials beyond written 
text: short videos explaining key concepts, audio summaries enabling mobile learning 
during commutes, infographics visualising frameworks, and interactive digital modules 
allowing self-paced exploration. 

Workshop-workbook integration gaps 

Despite workbook quality, integration with workshop delivery can be strengthened. 
Participants who invest pre-reading time sometimes feel that investment is lost when 
workshops review material without building substantively upon prior engagement. 
Observations reveal participants often fail to consult workbooks during relevant practical 
workshop activities even when specific guidance exists that would enhance their 
engagement. This represents an integration challenge requiring explicit support – activities 
designed to reward workbook consultation, facilitator cues creating clear connections 
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between written materials and workshop tasks, and structured opportunities for participants 
to apply workbook frameworks during workshop activities. 

Foundation and Practitioner scenario materials: development needs 

Foundation and Practitioner’s team scenario simulations, whilst conceptually sound as 
integration tools, demonstrate execution limitations constraining their effectiveness. Multiple 
participants report scenario characters lack sufficient depth, knowing character names and 
roles but not having a genuine sense of them as realistic people or professionals. This 
character limitation constrains simulation effectiveness: participants cannot develop 
empathy or genuine engagement with scenarios, nuanced problem-solving requires 
understanding character motivations and working styles, and peer discussions remain 
superficial without rich character understanding enabling alternative interpretations. 
Participants suggest enhancement approaches including character profile sheets providing 
backstories and working style preferences, and visual or audio content enabling characters 
to feel more realistic. Additionally, monthly spacing between workshops means participants 
forget scenario details between sessions, requiring re-orientation rather than building 
cumulatively.  
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Programme-level findings: syntheses 

Foundation Programme 

Foundation succeeds fundamentally by matching content appropriateness to target 
audience developmental needs. Multiple data sources confirm that early-career 
managers find content calibrated correctly to build foundational line management 
capability. The programme's Peer Learning Group model succeeds in creating structured 
peer exchange amongst similarly positioned managers across diverse organisational 
contexts whilst building confidence through validation that common challenges represent 
shared experiences rather than individual inadequacy. 

However, Foundation demonstrates systematic targeting challenges with participants 
falling into three groups: those encountering content “too early” before sufficient 
management experience, those finding it “too late” after independently developing 
equivalent capabilities, and those appropriately positioned for foundational development. 
This variation creates PLG imbalances, with experience differentials constraining peer 
discussion quality. The significant proportion of Foundation participants who were not yet 
line managers may partly reflect AYP's unavailability during the evaluation period — civil 
servants preparing for management roles had few alternatives. Enhanced eligibility 
clarification focusing on actual management role status and experience duration rather 
than grade alone would address mistargeting issues whilst strengthening PLG 
effectiveness.  

Participants consistently request enhanced problem-based learning opportunities 
incorporating authentic Civil Service contexts, identifying gaps between theoretical 
content and practical application needs. Current team scenarios demonstrate execution 
limitations through insufficient character development and contextual realism, 
constraining their effectiveness as integration tools. Additionally, intensive workload 
demands – particularly knowledge quizzes and formulaic reflection activities – generate 
limited learning value relative to time investment, with participants questioning whether 
all activities are essential to achieving learning outcomes. 

Converting Foundation to intensive session blocks rather than monthly intervals could 
strengthen networking continuity whilst addressing knowledge synthesis challenges, 
thereby strengthening the programme's strongest teaching elements. Blended delivery 
approaches (combining online and in-person elements) may prove appropriate for this 
early-career population, though online delivery creates specific cognitive overload 
challenges requiring mitigation. 
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Practitioner programme 

Practitioner faces a content-audience mismatch that undermines the programme's core 
value proposition. Whilst the programme positions itself for experienced managers with 
substantial line management expertise, it delivers content systematically described as 
appropriate for new or early-career line managers. Experienced managers with several 
years of management experience report learning nothing new. Interview responses 
characterise content as calibrated 2-3 grades or years of management experience below 
the target audience. The target audience - experienced line management practitioners 
who are not yet managers of managers - is appropriate, but the programme does not 
currently provide content sophisticated enough to develop their practice further. 

Multiple participants request “less peer learning, more expert teaching”, a shift from 
Foundation that reflects experienced managers' need for expert challenge rather than 
peer validation. Generic corporate examples do not work well for participants who 
describe themselves as managers navigating Civil Service grade system constraints and 
lean team management realities. The breadth-over-depth curriculum approach proves 
challenging to sustain at this level, as experienced managers explicitly articulate that 
superficial coverage across many topics delivers less value than substantive capability 
development on fewer critical challenges.  

Despite these serious content challenges, Practitioner's peer learning structure 
represents a valued element: experienced managers appreciate a sustained forum for 
discussing complex management challenges across departments, even when curriculum 
content fails to advance their practice. This suggests that the peer learning format 
functions effectively for this population when combined with appropriately sophisticated 
content. 
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Senior Practitioner programme 

Senior Practitioner demonstrates conditional effectiveness with notable strengths 
alongside structural challenges. The final day simulation demonstrates teaching strengths 
through its diagnostic power revealing gaps between espoused theories and actual 
behavioural patterns under pressure, creating opportunities for learning about habitual 
thought patterns particularly valuable for experienced managers. However, participant 
reception proves mixed. Whilst some participants report the simulation as transformative 
and offering valuable self-awareness, survey and interview data reveal considerable 
variation in how participants value this component relative to other programme elements. 
Interview data indicates that the simulation's effectiveness depends significantly on 
individual readiness, facilitation quality, and integration with subsequent reflection and 
development planning. 

Beyond the simulation, Senior Practitioner's distinctive teaching elements include 
one-to-one coaching sessions and growth tracker tools enabling ongoing 
self-assessment. Whilst coaching receives positive feedback for personalised 
developmental support, participants note the single-session format limits depth. 
Psychometric assessments generate mixed reactions: whilst some participants find 
results illuminating, others describe debriefs as formulaic rather than genuinely 
individualised. 

Senior Practitioner Action Learning Sets enable genuine peer problem-solving amongst 
senior managers when cohort commitment sustains participation, creating 
cross-directorate networking valued for building relationships across organisational 
boundaries. However, the model assumes participants consistently bring live workplace 
problems for peer coaching, yet staff management issues prove neither constant nor 
predictable across the programme duration. When participants lack current challenges, 
sessions risk becoming perfunctory. Programme-supplied scenario cases—realistic Civil 
Service management dilemmas suitable for ALS coaching methodology—could 
supplement participant-led sessions, ensuring substantive learning occurs even when 
participants' immediate workplace contexts do not generate appropriate problems. 

Varied cohorts create differential outcomes, with the same programme content proving 
developmental for some (such as newly on-boarding senior managers) whilst 
consolidating existing knowledge for others (established managers with extensive senior 
management experience). Programme structure compounds these challenges, with 
spacing between modules providing neither systematic reflection opportunity (as topic 
relevance proves situational rather than progressive) nor engagement advantage. 

In-person delivery emerges as particularly important for Senior Practitioners’ senior 
audience. Demanding, interrupt-driven professional contexts require protected space 
enabling full disengagement from operational pressures. In-person settings prove 
essential rather than merely preferable for this population, contrasting with early-career 
participants for whom blended approaches may suffice. 
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Suite-level evaluation 

The previous sections examined individual programme strengths and challenges. This 
section addresses a distinct evaluation question: whether Foundation, Practitioner, and 
Senior Practitioner function collectively as a coherent suite with clear progression logic, or 
whether they operate as standalone programmes. 

An important contextual note: the three programmes were not originally designed as an 
integrated progression pathway. Foundation and Practitioner were designed based on a set 
of centrally produced educational standards outlining expected line management 
knowledge at different developmental stages. These educational standards have since been 
superseded at the time of writing by the current Line Management Standards, with it being 
possible that additional similar standards relevant to these programmes are subsequently 
implemented. Senior Practitioner was developed separately from Foundation and 
Practitioner. The suite-level evaluation therefore assesses whether the programmes now 
function as a coherent progression system—not whether they achieve an original design 
intent for progression, but whether creating such a system would benefit Civil Service line 
management capability development. The analysis asks: if progressive line management 
development were an objective, how well does current provision enable it? 

Evaluating suite coherence 

A coherent suite requires more than programmes addressing similar subject matter. It 
demands coordinated design across multiple dimensions enabling progressive capability 
development. Table 23 presents the analytical framework used to evaluate suite coherence, 
specifying requirements within each dimension. 

Table 23. Suite coherence evaluation framework 

Dimension What coherence requires 

Content 
progression 

●​ Clear differentiation in curriculum complexity with minimal 
duplication between levels 

●​ Systematic advancement in learning objectives and case 
sophistication 

●​ Distinct content at each programme stage 

Teaching 
consistency 
and evolution 

●​ Coordinated pedagogical approaches evolving with participant 
development 

●​ Peer learning structures adapted to experience levels 

●​ Experiential methods systematically implemented across the suite 

●​ Delivery modes matched to developmental needs 
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Target 
audience 
clarity 

●​ Distinct participant populations with minimal inappropriate overlap 

●​ Eligibility criteria reflecting actual line management experience and 
capability rather than administrative proxies  

●​ Systematic alignment between programme content and participant 
developmental stage 

Participant 
pathway 
functionality 

●​ Functional progression routes enabling purposeful advancement 
through the suite 

●​ Clear participant understanding of sequential development 
opportunities 

●​ Eligibility structures supporting natural progression 

This framework structures the subsequent analysis. Each dimension is examined through 
combined evidence from programme documentation, participant interviews, survey 
responses, and programme observations to determine whether Foundation, Practitioner, 
and Senior Practitioner function as an integrated suite with planned progression pathways 
or as discrete programmes sharing thematic territory.  

Content progression assessment 

The curriculum generally increases in conceptual and practical complexity from Foundation 
to Practitioner to Senior Practitioner. However, the degree of clear differentiation remains 
limited. In particular, the contents of the Foundation and Practitioner programmes overlap 
substantially. Learners completing both in sequence would therefore encounter significant 
duplication. The main distinctions between these two programmes lie in their participant 
seniority and the depth of discussion about specific line management capabilities rather 
than in curriculum content. Consequently, the added value of Practitioner for those already 
familiar with Foundation material depends largely on the quality of peer interaction and 
facilitator input rather than on new learning content. 

This overlap prevents functional progression between programmes. Whilst Foundation 
addresses team management and effective communication frameworks appropriate for 
early-career managers, Practitioner revisits similar topics without advancing to strategic 
performance management or complex underperformance navigation within Civil Service 
constraints. The curriculum mapping analysis shows broad thematic coverage across both 
programmes, ranging from strategy, to risk analysis, to team culture management, to 
change management, to communicating with your team – with distinctions primarily in 
facilitator-led discussion depth rather than systematically differentiated learning objectives 
or case complexity. 

Senior Practitioner achieves clearer differentiation through distinct content emphasis on 
managing self and coaching others, though its positioning as a natural progression from 
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Practitioner remains unclear. Participants do not perceive clear signals about when they 
should pursue Senior Practitioner versus continuing with Practitioner-level development. 

Teaching consistency and evolution assessment 

A coherent suite requires teaching approaches to evolve systematically across programme 
levels, matching increasing participant sophistication. Teaching approaches across the suite 
reveal inconsistency in three key areas: peer learning adaptation, experiential learning 
implementation, and delivery structure variation. These gaps suggest programmes 
functioning independently rather than as an integrated suite with coordinated teaching 
approach progression. 

First, peer learning structures remain largely consistent across all three programmes despite 
participants' significantly different developmental needs. Foundation's Peer Learning 
Groups succeed because structured peer exchange matches early-career managers' needs 
for confidence building through shared challenge validation. Yet Practitioner maintains an 
identical PLG structure for experienced managers who explicitly request less peer learning 
and more expert teaching on complex line management problems, revealing misalignment 
between teaching approach and participant experience levels. 

Senior Practitioner adapts its format to challenge-focused Action Learning Sets, 
representing progression towards problem-solving structures appropriate for senior 
management. However, this format change is not clearly embedded within a systematic 
teaching philosophy advancing across the suite. The absence of systematic peer learning 
adaptation by experience level – where early-career managers benefit from validation whilst 
experienced managers require expert challenge – represents a missed opportunity to align 
teaching approach with developmental stage. 

This pattern reflects programmes functioning independently rather than as an integrated 
suite with planned teaching approach evolution. Each programme requires teaching 
approaches appropriate to its audience (an individual programme consideration), but the 
suite additionally requires systematic sophistication progression across levels (a suite-level 
design principle currently absent). 

Second, beyond peer learning structures, experiential learning approaches vary 
inconsistently across the suite. Senior Practitioner employs simulation-rich teaching through 
its final day simulation, creating high-pressure diagnostic environments that elicit authentic 
management behaviours rather than rehearsed responses. This enables participants to 
observe gaps between espoused management theories and actual behavioural patterns 
under pressure—a form of reflective learning particularly valuable for experienced 
managers. The simulation demonstrates that experiential methods generate substantial 
value for developing management capability through behavioural practice and diagnostic 
feedback. 

Yet Foundation and Practitioner programmes lack comparable experiential elements despite 
consistent participant requests for problem-based learning opportunities. Participants seek 
scenario-driven practice with realistic management challenges, Civil Service-specific 

78 

 



​ ​  

contexts, and complex interpersonal dynamics enabling rehearsal before high-stakes 
workplace application. Current team scenarios in Foundation and Practitioner exist but 
receive feedback about insufficient character development and contextual realism limiting 
their effectiveness. The teaching gap concerns both quantity—insufficient scenario-based 
learning opportunities—and quality—existing scenarios lack depth, authenticity, and Civil 
Service specificity that would enable genuine problem-solving practice. 

This inconsistency demonstrates that programmes function as separate offerings rather 
than as progressive development pathway. A coherent progression would build experiential 
learning across the suite: introductory problem-based scenarios with guided facilitation in 
Foundation, building toward intermediate complexity cases in Practitioner, culminating in 
Senior Practitioner's intensive diagnostic simulations. Instead, the suite presents 
disconnected approaches where Foundation and Practitioner rely predominantly on 
conceptual instruction whilst Senior Practitioner introduces intensive experiential learning. 

Third, teaching coherence challenges extend to programme delivery structures. The suite 
employs largely uniform approaches—monthly distributed sessions, similar 
durations—without systematic consideration of how delivery mode and spacing might be 
tailored to different experience levels or learning objectives. For instance, intensive block 
formats versus distributed delivery, or blended approaches combining online and in-person 
elements, remain unexplored as differentiation options that could enhance teaching 
effectiveness for specific populations. 

The pedagogical evolution assessment therefore reveals three related gaps: peer learning 
structures insufficiently adapted by experience level, experiential learning approaches 
inconsistently implemented without systematic progression logic, and delivery structures 
lacking intentional variation. These gaps reflect programmes developing independently 
rather than as an integrated suite with coherent pedagogical architecture advancing from 
Foundation through Practitioner to Senior Practitioner. 

Target audience clarity assessment 

Selection into the training programmes appears to function broadly as intended: participant 
seniority increases across the three programmes in terms of grade, education, and 
management responsibilities, from Foundation to Practitioner to Senior Practitioner (see 
Table 9). 

However, three important caveats apply. First, programme selection includes non-line 
managers. Between 9% (Senior Practitioner) and 36% (Foundation) of participants are not 
currently line managers. Without line management responsibilities, these participants 
cannot readily apply on the job what they learn about managing others –undermining a key 
teaching aim of the training. The subsequent development of Achieving Your Potential, 
which targets civil servants preparing for future line management roles, may reduce the 
proportion of non-line managers enrolling in Foundation going forward. Second, even at the 
Senior Practitioner level, participants typically manage relatively small teams (on average 
fewer than four direct reports). While team size varies considerably across Civil Service 
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functions, it does suggest that curriculum content presupposing experience managing large 
teams at scale may not align with the realities of all participants' roles. Third, interview data 
suggests inconsistent departmental recruitment practices introduce additional complexity. 
Some departments appear to use grade levels as the primary basis for programme 
enrolment, whilst others employ more nuanced assessment of actual management 
experience and developmental need. This variation means some departments 
systematically refer participants based on administrative criteria (grade, tenure) rather than 
management capability alignment, exacerbating the content-audience mismatch particularly 
acute in Practitioner. 

These targeting challenges reflect programmes developed independently rather than as an 
integrated suite with coordinated targeting strategy. Foundation faces a timing challenge 
with participants falling into three groups: those encountering content “too early” before 
sufficient management experience, those finding it “too late” after independently developing 
equivalent capabilities, and those appropriately positioned for foundational development. 
This variation creates workshop and Peer Learning Group imbalances, with experience 
differentials constraining peer discussion quality. 

Practitioner faces a significant content-audience mismatch, with content calibrated below 
the intended experienced manager audience. The target audience — experienced line 
management practitioners who are not yet managers of managers — is appropriate, but the 
programme does not currently provide content sophisticated enough to develop their 
practice further. 

Senior Practitioner demonstrates audience variation challenges, with content proving 
developmental for some participants (such as newly on-boarding senior managers) whilst 
consolidating existing knowledge for others (established managers with extensive senior 
leadership experience). The same programme content thus generates differential outcomes 
depending on participants' actual management experience and developmental stage. 

Participant targeting therefore requires stronger eligibility clarification focusing on actual 
management role status and experience rather than Civil Service grade alone. 

Participant pathway functionality assessment 

The programmes currently do not operate as a coherent progression pathway. Our data 
(which extend back only to 2023) indicate that very few participants enrol in more than one 
programme. Only 1.2% of Foundation participants later take Practitioner, and just 0.02% 
progress from Practitioner to Senior Practitioner. Similarly, only 1.4% of Practitioner 
participants subsequently enrol in Senior Practitioner. A small minority of learners take the 
programmes in reverse order—0.3% of Practitioner participants later enrol in Foundation, 
and 0.2% of Senior Practitioner participants in Practitioner. In short, most learners take a 
single programme rather than progressing through the suite, and around one in five of those 
who do take multiple programmes follow them in reverse sequence. 

An important caveat: this analysis draws on 2023 data only. Participants would typically be 
expected to progress from Foundation to Practitioner after approximately three years of 
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management experience, so data over a longer period would be needed to assess 
progression patterns fully. 

Many learners are uncertain about which management and leadership programme to 
pursue next after completing their current programme. Among Foundation and Practitioner 
graduates, only 45% and 37%, respectively, report knowing their next step. This suggests 
that the programmes are not yet perceived as a clearly structured, sequential pathway for 
building management capability. 

These patterns indicate the absence of a clear progression pathway. Low progression rates 
suggest either that participants perceive insufficient value in continuing, eligibility criteria 
prevent natural advancement, budgets constrain participants from taking multiple 
programmes, or that the suite fails to communicate progressive development opportunities.  

Suite coherence summary 

The preceding analysis assessed suite coherence across four critical dimensions. Table 24 
summarises these assessments, indicating the coherence level achieved in each dimension. 

Table 24. Suite coherence assessment 

Dimension Assessment Key evidence 

Content 
progression 

LOW Substantial Foundation-Practitioner overlap; 
progression through facilitator-led discussion 
depth rather than curriculum design 

Teaching 
approach 
evolution 

MODERATE Peer learning structures insufficiently adapted by 
experience level; experiential learning approaches 
inconsistently implemented; delivery structures 
lacking planned variation 

Target audience 
clarity 

LOW Foundation timing challenges; Practitioner 
content-audience mismatch; Senior Practitioner 
audience heterogeneity generates differential 
outcomes 

Participant 
pathway 
functionality 

VERY LOW Low progression rates; participants uncertain 
about next steps 

Foundation, Practitioner, and Senior Practitioner currently function as discrete programmes 
sharing thematic territory– rather than as an integrated suite with planned progression 
pathways. Substantial content overlap between Foundation and Practitioner, inconsistent 
teaching approach evolution, and low participant progression collectively demonstrate low 
suite coherence. Suite-level integration remains undeveloped regardless of individual 
programme performance. 
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This represents a strategic positioning challenge that likely requires high-level line 
management development restructuring decisions rather than delivery improvements or 
minor curriculum adjustments. The question is therefore not only whether programmes can 
be improved individually, but also whether the suite structure itself should enable 
progressive management capability development for the Civil Service.  
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Conclusions and recommendations 

This report presented results from an evaluation of the Foundation, Practitioner and Senior 
Practitioner programmes, combining high-response rate pre- and post-programme surveys 
with qualitative insights from interviews and training observations. Survey and interview 
measures drew on theories of change developed for each programme through detailed 
curriculum and learning material mapping, ensuring evaluation design aligned with intended 
training outcomes rather than generic assessment frameworks. 

The importance of management training in the Civil Service 

The report's results underscore, in the first place, the continued importance of management 
and leadership training in the Civil Service. We find that managers engage with highly 
varying frequency in good line management practices, and for one of the programmes 
(Practitioner), 'firefighting' is the most frequently applied management practice. Firefighting 
is responding reactively to immediate issues rather than proactively developing staff and 
systems - and it underscores why effective management training matters. Our survey data 
also show that, particularly for Foundation participants, most participants perceive that they 
do not yet have all the skills and knowledge needed to be an excellent line manager. 

High participant engagement, limited programme satisfaction 

Our survey findings also indicate relatively strong participant motivation. The vast majority 
of learners voluntarily choose to enrol in the training programmes, and their engagement 
during the training is relatively high. Most participants attend all workshops, read the 
workbooks, and complete at least three-quarters of the workbook tasks. This high level of 
engagement likely reflects at least in part participants' pre-existing positive attitudes toward 
line management. Almost all report caring about being effective line managers, for instance. 

Despite relatively high levels of engagement, participant satisfaction with the Foundation, 
Practitioner, and Senior Practitioner programmes is currently below the 8 out of 10 level set 
as the target for satisfaction when assessing Learning and Development interventions used 
in Government. Satisfaction is particularly low for the Practitioner programme, where only 
about half of participants rate it at 8 or above. Ratings of training facilitators are generally 
higher than those of the programmes themselves, suggesting that facilitator quality is 
unlikely to be the main driver of lower satisfaction levels. Indeed, facilitator excellence 
represents one of the suite's most consistent strengths, with skilled delivery creating 
psychological safety and providing Civil Service contextualisation despite curriculum 
limitations. 

Knowledge gains and some behavioural change 

How effective are the programmes at achieving learning, and shifts in line management 
attitudes and practices? Our results suggest that the training programmes are effective in 
achieving at least some learning. Participants' knowledge of line management increases, as 
does their sense that they have the skills and knowledge needed to be effective line 
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managers. Across all programmes, however, knowledge gaps in topics covered remain 
post-programme. The training also strengthens participants' self-reported peer networks for 
improving their management skills. Peer learning emerges as a particular strength, with 
participants across all programmes valuing structured opportunities to discuss 
management challenges with colleagues from diverse organisational contexts, building 
confidence through validation of shared challenges whilst developing cross-departmental 
professional networks. 

Findings are more mixed when it comes to attitudinal and behavioural outcomes. We find 
no evidence that the training programmes meaningfully shift participants' attitudes toward 
line management or their jobs, nor do they appear to alter perceptions of how challenging 
line management is. 

However, we do find evidence of change in certain line management practices, though only 
for a subset of those covered: 

●​ Foundation: good line management practices become more frequent in roughly one 
out of every four practices included in the training (26%) 

●​ Practitioner: this proportion falls to around one in ten (10%) 
●​ Senior Practitioner: one in twenty (5%) – though the smaller sample size limits the 

ability to detect small to medium-sized effects, so conclusions about Senior 
Practitioner should be interpreted with care 

Overall, these findings suggest that each programme contributes to some behavioural 
change among participants, but only across a minority of the management domains 
covered. They also indicate that the Foundation programme appears relatively more 
effective in fostering changes in practice than the Practitioner programme. This is notable 
not least as there is significant curriculum content overlap between Foundation and 
Practitioner. 

Understanding limited behaviour change: barriers to transfer 

The limited behaviour change reflects multiple contributing barriers. Knowledge acquisition 
does not automatically translate into workplace practice, with participants consistently 
expressing difficulty applying workbook concepts to actual management situations. 
Insufficient curriculum depth on critical competencies, content-role misalignment with Civil 
Service-specific realities, and the breadth-over-depth approach all constrain transfer. 
Foundation's breadth-over-depth approach proves appropriate for early-career managers 
building foundational capability, but this same teaching philosophy creates problems for 
Practitioner, where experienced managers require deep treatment of fewer critical 
challenges rather than superficial coverage of many topics. Content level misalignment 
proves particularly acute for Practitioner: experienced line managers receive curriculum 
calibrated for earlier developmental stages. Moreover, organisational barriers beyond 
programme control – workload pressures, structural impediments, and often the absence of 
structured engagement of line managers to reinforce learning – constrain systematic 
experimentation even amongst motivated participants. 
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Programme-level implementation: context, mechanisms and challenges  

Foundation succeeds when content matches participants’ developmental stage. 
Early-career managers find curriculum appropriately calibrated for building foundational 
capability, though the programme faces a timing challenge with participants falling into 
three groups (those encountering content “too early” before management responsibility, 
those finding it “too late” after independently developing capabilities, and those 
appropriately positioned). Content depth on critical competencies such as managing 
underperformance within Civil Service constraints remains insufficient, contributing to 
persistent knowledge gaps and limited practice change frequencies. 

Practitioner's content-audience mismatch undermines its intended value proposition. Whilst 
positioning itself for experienced managers with substantial line management expertise, it 
delivers content systematically described as appropriate for new or early-career line 
managers.  The target audience – experienced line management practitioners who are not 
yet managers of managers – is appropriate, but the programme does not currently provide 
content sophisticated enough to develop their practice further. The programme requires 
fundamental restructuring (see Recommendation #7) to serve experienced managers 
effectively.  

Senior Practitioner works well for some participants but not others. New senior managers 
find the content develops their skills, whilst established managers with extensive experience 
find it reinforces what they already know rather than adding new capabilities. The 
programme's structure also creates challenges: the spacing between modules does not 
particularly aid reflection or sustained engagement, and Action Learning Sets only work well 
when all group members remain committed throughout. 

Suite-level coherence and the need for integrated line management development 

Drawing together the programme-level findings, Foundation, Practitioner, and Senior 
Practitioner currently function as discrete programmes sharing thematic territory rather than 
as an integrated suite with planned progression pathways. The suite-level assessment 
reveals low coherence across four critical dimensions: substantial content overlap 
(particularly Foundation-Practitioner duplication limiting added value for sequential 
participation), inconsistent teaching approach evolution (peer learning structures 
insufficiently adapted by experience level, experiential methods not systematically 
implemented), targeting challenges, and low participant progression (only 1.2% of 
Foundation participants later take Practitioner – though this analysis draws on 2023 data 
only and participants would typically only be expected to progress after approximately three 
years – with many uncertain about next developmental steps). 

The three programmes were not originally designed as an integrated progression pathway, 
and current provision treats programmes as standalone offerings rather than developmental 
pathways. Targeting challenges persist: Foundation enrols both pre-management civil 
servants and experienced managers, Practitioner serves experienced managers with 
content designed for earlier-career managers, and Senior Practitioner attempts to meet 
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distinct needs of both new senior managers and established managers with extensive 
senior management experience within a single programme design. 

The evaluation demonstrates both the necessity of suite-level thinking and its current 
absence. Line management capability development benefits from progressive pathways: 
foundational skills for new managers, practitioner-level sophistication for those with 
experience, and advanced strategic capability for senior managers. However, realising this 
vision requires more than individual programme improvements. It demands coherent 
curriculum differentiation minimising duplication, teaching approaches evolving with 
participant development, targeting based on actual management capability, and clear 
progression pathways enabling purposeful advancement. 

 

86 

 



​ ​  

Recommendations 

The following recommendations address both suite-level structural challenges and 
programme-specific optimisation opportunities. Cross-cutting recommendations 
establishing integrated provision precede programme-specific guidance. 

Recommendation #1: Create a progressive management training pathway 

The three programmes currently function as separate offerings rather than an integrated 
development system, with substantial content overlap and unclear progression between 
levels. 

Transform the suite from discrete offerings into integrated progression system 
through: 

●​ Redefine eligibility criteria . Foundation targets those in the first 12 months of 
line management responsibility (regardless of grade); Practitioner requires 
minimum 1-3 years substantive line management experience with current team 
management responsibility; Senior Practitioner targets those managing managers 
at scale or transitioning to strategic management roles.  

●​ Ensure line manager status in selection. Require current line management 
responsibility for all programmes (or imminent appointment for Foundation early 
cohorts), preventing enrolment of those who cannot apply learning to actual team 
management. 

●​ Establish a consistent skills framework for managers as the guiding 
framework from more general to more specialist management training. 

●​ Enhance progression communication and pathway visibility. Clear guidance 
on developmental sequence, eligibility for advancement, and programme 
differentiation would enable informed self-selection and purposeful progression 
through the suite. 

 

 

Recommendation #2: Ensure the curriculum reflects Civil Service operational 
realities  

Generic corporate examples and frameworks do not always translate to the specific 
challenges civil servants face.  

Strengthen Civil Service specificity through: 

●​ Ensure the whole curriculum, not just isolated modules, uses examples that 
reflect the actual operational realities of working in the Civil Service. Civil 
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Service context should shape all content, not appear as separate “CS-specific” 
sessions.  

●​ Develop Civil Service-specific management teaching library – including 
real-world examples, case studies and simulations. Replace generic examples 
with examples reflecting actual Civil Service challenges, for example: managing 
underperformance within Civil Service constraints, navigating ministerial 
accountability whilst developing team capability, delegation in lean team contexts 
with competing urgent priorities, and performance conversations shaped by 
grade system realities. Scenarios should include sufficient character development 
(backstories, motivations) and departmental context (organisational dynamics, 
resource constraints) to enable genuine problem-solving practice. Programmes 
would also benefit from high quality Civil Service-specific teaching case studies 
and simulations (akin to the University of Oxford’s Case Centre on Public 
Leadership case library, but focused on the Civil Service), which could be shared 
with Departments implementing their own management and leadership training 
programmes to ensure cost-effectiveness. 

●​ Integrate Civil Service-specific guidance on critical competencies. Deepen 
treatment of competencies where general frameworks cannot provide detail, for 
example: underperformance management within capability procedures and union 
dynamics, and inclusive management within diversity requirements and grade 
progression barriers faced by underrepresented groups. 

 

Recommendation #3: strengthen how programmes support learning and practice 
change 

Knowledge gains do not automatically translate into changed workplace practices.. 

Problem-based learning and scenario integration 

●​ Introduce systematic management problem-based learning opportunities. 
Foundation requires introductory scenarios with guided facilitation supporting 
early-career managers developing foundational management problem-solving 
capabilities. Practitioner needs intermediate complexity cases requiring 
sophisticated analysis of competing priorities, resource constraints, and 
stakeholder management. This creates progressive experiential learning 
architecture currently absent. 

●​ Address scenario depth limitations in Foundation and Practitioner. Current 
scenarios receive feedback about insufficient character depth, constraining 
empathy development and nuanced problem-solving. Enhance through character 
profile sheets providing context, and supporting visual or audio content enabling 
realistic character engagement, and reduced monthly module spacing impacts. 
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Engagement of line managers of participants 

●​ Revise line manager mechanisms bridging knowledge-to-practice transfer. 
Line manager engagement is a critical mechanism in the suite’s intended theory of 
change. Programmes assume participants' line managers will provide structured 
support, yet qualitative and survey evidence reveals this functions inconsistently.  

●​ Develop line manager guidance and support materials enabling effective 
developmental conversations. Line managers require clear frameworks for 
supporting participant development: structured conversations connecting training 
content to workplace application, monitoring practice experimentation whilst 
providing constructive feedback, and creating accountability for behavioural 
change without punitive oversight. Guidance materials could specify concrete 
actions line managers can take at programme stages: initial goal-setting, 
mid-programme progress reviews, post-programme application support, and 
sustained follow-up in the year following completion. 

●​ Integrate engagement of participant line managers into programme 
structure. Workshop or Peer Learning Group components could explicitly 
incorporate line manager touchpoints, facilitator guidance could support 
participants in preparing for developmental conversations, and programme 
communications could establish clear expectations for line manager involvement 
from enrolment onwards.  

Workload streamlining and learning materials diversification 

●​ Streamline programme workload through removal of activities participants 
find less useful (such as lengthy online quizzes and formulaic assessments). 
Participants across Foundation and Practitioner question whether all workbook 
activities prove essential to achieving learning outcomes, particularly online 
knowledge quizzes, workshop quizzes, and formulaic reflection assessments 
generating limited learning value relative to time investment. Removal or redesign 
and/or shortening of these activities would create capacity for enhanced 
problem-based learning additions, improving content relevance. 

●​ Strengthen integration between workbook materials and workshop activities. 
Current workbooks function often as supplementary rather than scaffolded 
elements. Introduce explicit links where workshop activities require workbook 
consultation, connecting written frameworks to applied tasks, and structured 
opportunities to apply workbook content during peer discussions.  

●​ Consider diversifying learning materials beyond text-based workbooks. 
Incorporate varied content formats including case study videos, audio interviews 
with experienced Civil Service managers reflecting on real challenges, interactive 
decision trees enabling self-paced scenario exploration, and visual frameworks 
making complex concepts accessible. Diverse formats appeal to varied learning 
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preferences whilst making Civil Service contexts vivid and relatable, enhancing 
both engagement and accessibility. 

 

Recommendation #4: Resolve platform barriers  

Technical difficulties and fragmented platforms create unnecessary friction for learners. 

Address infrastructure challenges through: 

●​ Ensure that current or future learning platforms are reviewed to identify and 
resolve specific technical barriers. Systematic documentation of access 
failures, compatibility issues, and navigation challenges would enable prioritised 
remediation. The review should include diverse user testing across government 
departments, devices, and accessibility needs. 

●​ Establish a unified document repository. Consolidate materials access through 
single entry point with government IT compatibility, and establish centralised 
document repository eliminating need to navigate multiple separate locations for 
programme materials. 

●​ Enhance PDF accessibility for workbook materials. Ensure all PDF limitations 
in navigating content and saving work are addressed to improve workbook utility. 

 

Recommendation #5: Establish curriculum design framework and explore suite 
expansion options  

Future curriculum development would benefit from a systematic approach. 

Part A: Establish four-dimensional framework guiding future curriculum 
development and revision: 

1.​ Participant developmental alignment. Curriculum should align with actual 
management experience and developmental stage. 

2.​ Civil Service contextual specificity. All curriculum content should embed Civil 
Service operational realities. 

3.​ Breadth-depth balance by programme. Clear breadth-depth positioning for 
each programme prevents pedagogical misalignment with participant needs. 

4.​ Capability-driven learning objectives. Learning objectives should specify 
observable management capabilities and practices participants will develop, not 
only knowledge they will acquire. 
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This framework provides criteria for assessing existing content and guiding future 
development, ensuring coherence across the suite. 

Part B: Suite expansion options (Exploratory) 

The current three-programme structure may not fully address Civil Service line 
management development needs. The following options merit exploration as potential 
suite expansions, framed as exploratory rather than definitive recommendations requiring 
further feasibility assessment: 

●​ Lunchtime learning series addressing specific management challenges. 
Short-format sessions on discrete topics, for example, conducting difficult 
feedback conversations, managing remote teams effectively, navigating 
underperformance procedures, could supplement formal programmes whilst 
reaching managers unable to commit to full programme participation. Delivered 
virtually to maximise accessibility, these would create flexible development 
opportunities responsive to immediate workplace needs. These sessions could be 
timed to sit between longer in-person training workshops to enable continued 
training engagement in weeks without workshops. 

Programme-Specific Recommendations 

Effective line management capability development requires sustained engagement over 
time. Whilst the programme-specific recommendations below include streamlining 
suggestions and references to shorter supplementary offerings, these should not be 
interpreted as advocating for replacing comprehensive programmes with brief workshops or 
online modules. The evaluation evidence strongly supports in-depth, facilitated 
programmes as the primary development approach.  

Recommendation #6: Optimise Foundation programme design and delivery 

●​ Targeting clarity: Strengthen eligibility focus on actual management role status 
and experience duration (first 6-12 months). 

●​ Content depth: Deepen treatment of managing underperformance, difficult 
conversations, and delegation within Civil Service constraints.  

●​ Problem-based learning: Enhance Civil Service-specific introductory scenarios 
with stronger character development and reduced monthly spacing impact.  

●​ Workload streamlining: Remove low-utility activities (online tests, workshop 
quizzes, formulaic self-reflection assessments).  

●​ Duration structure: Evaluate consolidating monthly workshops into multi-day 
blocks to strengthen networking continuity and knowledge synthesis.  
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●​ Delivery mode: Consider a blended delivery mode combining online and 
in-person elements appropriate for an early-career population. 

 

Recommendation #7: Restructure Practitioner Programme 

●​ Content restructuring: Reduce topic breadth; increase depth per competency 
with advanced frameworks assuming foundational knowledge.  

●​ Remove weaker modules: Remove or significantly revise futures/innovation and 
data-driven decisions modules; replace with treatment of critical competencies. 

●​ Peer learning preservation: Retain peer discussion structure; combine with 
appropriately sophisticated content through expert-teaching. 

●​ Workload streamlining: Remove low-utility activities (online tests, quizzes, 
assessments); create capacity for sophisticated case-based work.  

●​ Advanced CS-specific scenarios: Develop intermediate-to-advanced complexity 
teaching cases and simulations requiring sophisticated managerial judgment in 
Civil Service contexts.  

●​ Content differentiation: Establish differentiation with Foundation through 
treatment depth and complexity. 

 

Recommendation #8: Tighten Senior Practitioner provision and enhance simulation 
integration 

●​ Audience differentiation: Implement explicit segmentation creating distinct 
pathways or enhance targeting communication on management complexity. 

●​ Simulation integration: Introduce structured debrief session following simulation; 
consider repositioning earlier to enable subsequent development time. 

●​ In-person delivery: Prioritise in-person delivery recognising senior roles require 
complete operational disengagement. 

●​ Action Learning Sets: Supplement participant-brought problems with 
programme-supplied realistic scenarios ensuring consistent session value even 
when participants lack immediate workplace challenges suitable for peer 
coaching. 

●​ Programme structure: Evaluate consolidated format enabling senior managers to 
fully disengage from operations for shorter periods. 
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Finally, in presenting these results, our evaluation also demonstrates a credible and scalable 
approach to assessing the effectiveness of management and leadership training 
programmes in the Civil Service. This approach moves beyond traditional feedback surveys 
and process evaluations to provide robust evidence on actual training outcomes. The 
importance of such an approach is underscored by our findings, which show that 
post-training feedback questionnaires do not reliably capture learning gains or indicate 
whether intended outcomes have been achieved in practice. 

Recommendation #9: Scale the evaluation approach to other management and 
leadership training programmes in the Civil Service 

The evaluation demonstrated a credible and scalable approach to assessing training 
effectiveness in the Civil Service. To support the replication of this evaluation approach, 
the report is accompanied by a practical how-to guide (Schuster and Steenmans, 2026). 
The current evaluation relied on observational inference, comparing participants before 
and after training. Where feasible, future evaluations could further strengthen robustness 
through the use of randomised controlled trials (RCTs). In such designs, participants can 
be randomly assigned to earlier or later training cohorts, allowing pre- and post-surveys 
to generate causal rather than purely observational estimates of training effects (see 
Schuster, Steenmans and Woodhouse, 2026, for an example within the Civil Service 
context). Moreover, future evaluations could incorporate workforce records to estimate 
effects on workforce outcomes (Schuster, 2026). 
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Appendices 

Appendix A.1: Example Survey Questionnaire: Senior Practitioner 
End-of-Programme Survey 

Professional background 

​
[Note: the pre-programme survey contained a range of additional professional background 
questions] 

​
Which of the following best fits your grade, pay band or responsibility level? 

If your department operates a different grade structure to the one set out below, please choose 
the grade below that most closely resembles your departmental grade (click here for an 
overview of departmental grade structures):  

     SCS1/2 or Director/Deputy 
Director 

     G6 

     G7 

     HEO 

     SEO 

     EO 

     AA 

     AO  

     Other 

     Don’t know / prefer not to respond 

 
How many staff do you line manage?   Please only include staff reporting directly to you. 

     Don’t know / prefer not to 
respond 

     I am not a line manager 

     Dropdown, 1-100 or more 
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Training participation 
 
​
We would now like to ask you several questions about the training and your participation. There are 
no right or wrong answers in this section. 
 

​
How would you rate the following on a scale from 1–10? 

​
(1 = very poor, 10 = excellent) 

 1 
(very 
poor) 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

10 
(excellent) 

Don’t 
know / 
prefer 
not to 

respond 

The overall quality of 
the training 

                                                       

Training facilitator(s)                                                        

​
As a reminder, the training outcomes for this course are:  

●​ Increase your levels of self-awareness and emotional intelligence  
●​ Show you how to take a coaching style approach to developing your team members and how 

to create an environment of psychological safety  
●​ Demonstrate how to effectively receive and deliver challenging feedback, both with your 

colleagues and your stakeholders  
●​ Equip you with an understanding of systems thinking.  
●​ You’ll be confident in balancing business-as-usual operations with calculated risk-taking, 

designed to improve the service your team delivers  
●​ Allow you to use your networks to seek out further perspectives and expertise that can 

improve your decision-making and lead to increased innovation  
 

 

To what extent do you agree that the training has met its training outcomes? 

     Strongly disagree 

     Disagree 

     Agree 

     Strongly agree 
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     Don’t know / prefer not to respond / did not participate in 
session 

​
 
 
​
To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements about your learning?  ​
 I learned a lot from the… 

 Strongly 
disagree Disagree 

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree Agree 

Strongly 
agree 

Don’t know / 
prefer not to 

respond 

Training workshops 
(modules 1–3) 

                              

Final Reflection and 
Closing Call 
workshop 

                              

GoGreen Simulation 
workshop  

                              

Action learning sets                               

Training workbooks                               

One-on-one 
coaching session 

                              

Psychometric 
assessment 

                              

​
To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements about the training? 

 Strongly 
disagree Disagree 

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree Agree 

Strongly 
agree 

Don’t know / 
prefer not to 

respond 

The different topics 
covered in the 
training fitted 
together well 

                              

The training covered 
topics in sufficient 
depth to allow me to 
apply what I have 
learned in my line 
management job 

                              

The training was a 
useful reminder of a 
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 Strongly 
disagree Disagree 

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree Agree 

Strongly 
agree 

Don’t know / 
prefer not to 

respond 

line manager’s range 
of responsibilities 

The training provided 
me with many new 
insights into how to 
be a better line 
manager  

                              

I found the training 
platform (LEAP) and 
resources easy to 
access and navigate 

                              

This training has 
given me a clear 
sense of my areas for 
development relating 
to line management 

                              

My job offered me 
many opportunities 
to apply what I 
learned in the training 

                              

 
How many of the four interactive training workshops (including the simulation) did you attend? 
(Please do not count your participation in the launch event) 

     0 

     1 

     2 

     3 

     4 

     Don’t know / prefer not to 
respond 

​
 Did you participate in the one-on-one coaching session? 

     Yes 

     No 

     Don’t know / prefer not to 
respond 
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​
How many of the training’s action learning sets did you attend? 

     0 

     1 

     2 

     3 

     Don’t know / prefer not to 
respond 

​
Did you read the relevant workbook for the module before each training workshop? 

     Yes, for every module 

     Yes, but only for some of the modules 

     No, I did not read the workbook before any of the training 
workshops 

     Don’t know / prefer not to respond 

​
Approximately what proportion of the tasks in the workbooks did you complete before each of 
the training workshops? 

     None of the tasks 

     Roughly a quarter of the tasks 

     Roughly half of the tasks 

     Roughly three quarters of the tasks 

     All of the tasks 

     Don’t know / prefer not to respond 

 

 Did you spend time with your manager to jointly reflect on your training and to get advice? 

     Yes 

     No 
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     Don’t know / prefer not to 
respond 

 

Have you previously attended a different line management or leadership training programme of 
a similar or longer length (excluding short induction courses and short line management/leadership 
courses)? 

​
Please tick all that apply. 

     Yes, line management training 

     Yes, leadership training 

     No, this was my first line management or leadership training programme of a similar or longer 
length 

     Don’t know / prefer not to respond 

Which of the following best describes your participation in this training programme? 

     Voluntary 

     Mandated by someone (for example, my organisation, profession, 
function) 

     Don’t know / prefer not to respond 

​
Not including the full psychometric assessment you took towards the start of the programme, 
how many of the growth trackers (the smaller assessments focusing only on one or two areas 
of the full psychometric assessment) did you take during the programme? 

     0 

     1 

     2 

     Don’t know / prefer not to 
respond 

 

Your Understanding of Line Management and Leadership 

 

We would now like to ask you several questions to learn about your understanding of line 
management and leadership. Please note that some questions have multiple correct responses, 
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while others only have a single correct response. Recall that your individual answers will not be 
reported or shared with government organisations. Please feel free to answer as you see fit.  

 

Is the following statement true or false? “Empowering teams to analyse and solve their 
problems is a characteristic of a ‘hero’ style of management.” 

     True 

     False 

     Don’t know 

     Prefer not to respond 

 

Is the following statement true or false? “Leadership comes from a perspective of internal 
operational process, focusing on continuous improvement to meet or exceed objectives.” 

     True 

     False 

     Don’t know 

     Prefer not to respond 

​
 Is the following statement true or false? “An inspiring leadership style focuses on developing 
people for the future.” 

     True 

     False 

     Don’t know 

     Prefer not to respond 

 

Is the following statement true or false? “An affiliate leadership style creates harmony or 
emotional bonds within teams.” 

     True 

     False 

     Don’t know 

     Prefer not to respond 
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​
Which of the following shared beliefs tend to contribute to greater perceptions of 
psychological safety in a team (an environment where individuals feel safe to express 
themselves, take risks, and share ideas or concerns)?  

 

Please tick all correct option(s). Multiple options possible. 

     It’s OK to be you no matter your gender, age, social background, neurodiversity or sexual 
orientation, among others 

     It’s OK to take risks 

     It’s OK to question ideas of senior leadership 

     It’s OK to criticise other team members 

     It’s OK to speak up with questions 

     It’s OK to admit mistakes 

     None of the above 

     Don’t know 

     Prefer not to respond 

 

Is the following statement true or false? “Paraphrasing – repeating what a team member has 
said in your own words and then checking understanding – is an important part of coaching.” 

     True 

     False 

     Don’t know 

     Prefer not to respond 

  

Is the following statement true or false? “A light-touch coaching approach is particularly 
suitable for new learners in the team.” 

     True 

     False 

     Don’t know 

     Prefer not to respond 

​
What does the coaching model GROW stand for? 
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     Goal, Review, Opportunity, Will or way forward 

     Goal, Review, Options, Will or way forward 

     Goal, Reality, Options, Will or way forward 

     Goal, Reality, Opportunity, Will or way forward 

     Goal, Review, Opportunity, Workflow 

     None of the above 

     Don’t know 

     Prefer not to respond 

​
Which of the following should you keep in mind when receiving challenging feedback? Please 
tick all correct option(s). ​
​
Multiple options possible. 

     Treat the feedback you are receiving as information 

     Make your own choices about what you intend to do with the feedback (accept, reject, wholly or 
partly) 

     Let the other person know what you are doing or have done with the feedback 

     Avoid arguing, denying or justifying 

     Ask for clarification if you do not fully understand the feedback 

     Distinguish between the content of the feedback and your reaction to it 

     None of the above 

     Don’t know 

     Prefer not to respond 

 

What does a ‘VUCA’ environment stand for? 

     Variability, Unpredictability, Complexity, 
Ambivalence 

     Volatility, Unpredictability, Complexity, Ambiguity 

     Volatility, Uncertainty, Complexity, Ambiguity 

     Variability, Unknowns, Complexity, Ambivalence 

     Volatility, Uncertainty, Complexity, Ambivalence 

     None of the above 
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     Don’t know 

     Prefer not to respond 

 

Which of the following are typical characteristics of ‘adaptive challenges’? Please tick all 
correct option(s). ​
​
Multiple options possible. 

     Require solutions by experts or authorities 

     Require changes in values, beliefs, relationships and mindsets 

     Require experiments and overcoming dead ends 

     Lend themselves to operational (process and procedure) solutions 

     Require change in numerous places 

     None of the above 

     Don’t know 

     Prefer not to respond 

 

In which situations is systems thinking particularly helpful? Please tick all correct option(s).  

Multiple options possible. 

     Disagreement among stakeholders 

     Complex challenges 

     Clearly understood solutions 

     Defined objectives 

     Interdependencies between different parts of a policy 
problem 

     None of the above 

     Don’t know 

     Prefer not to respond 

 

Attitudes, Experiences and Perceptions 
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We would now like to ask you several questions about your perceptions of line management and 
attitudes towards management and the Civil Service more generally. There are no right or wrong 
answers in this section. 

 

To what extent do you agree with the following statements? 

 Strongly 
disagree Disagree 

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree Agree 

Strongly 
agree 

Don’t know / 
prefer not to 

respond  

I am satisfied with 
my job 

                              

When I wake up in 
the morning, I feel 
like going to work 

                              

I want to stay 
working for my 
organisation for at 
least the next three 
years 

                              

 

To what extent do you agree with the following statements? 

 Strongly 
disagree Disagree 

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree Agree 

Strongly 
agree 

Don’t know / 
prefer not to 

respond  

I enjoy being a line 
manager 

                              

I feel motivated by 
the challenges and 
responsibilities of my 
line management role 

                              

I feel a sense of 
accomplishment 
from being a line 
manager 

                              

I care deeply about 
being a good line 
manager for the 
people I manage 

                              

It is important for me 
to be a good line 
manager to improve 
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 Strongly 
disagree Disagree 

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree Agree 

Strongly 
agree 

Don’t know / 
prefer not to 

respond  

my promotion 
prospects 

 

 

 

 

 

To what extent do you agree with the following statements? 

 Strongly 
disagree Disagree 

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree Agree 

Strongly 
agree 

Don’t know / 
prefer not to 

respond  

I have the skills and 
knowledge I need to 
be an excellent line 
manager 

                              

I have a strong 
network in the Civil 
Service to connect 
with to seek ideas 
and external 
perspectives to 
improve my line 
management 

                              

I care deeply about 
the career 
development of the 
staff I supervise 

                              

I adopt a growth 
mindset at work and 
try new things 
without being scared 
to fail 

                              

My own manager 
supports me to 
improve my line 
management skills 

                              

I am aware of the 
official Civil Service 
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 Strongly 
disagree Disagree 

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree Agree 

Strongly 
agree 

Don’t know / 
prefer not to 

respond  

Line Management 
Standards 
​
To what extent do you agree with the following statements? 

 Strongly 
disagree Disagree 

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree Agree 

Strongly 
agree 

Don’t know / 
prefer not to 

respond  

My team members 
don’t have 
opportunities to be 
innovative or creative 

                              

I have a coaching 
mindset at work, 
using every available 
opportunity to 
support the 
development of my 
team members 

                              

I consider 
challenging feedback 
I receive on my work 
as an opportunity to 
help me improve my 
performance 

                              

I experience a strong 
sense of 
togetherness with my 
team in my everyday 
work 

                              

I have a clear sense 
of my own strengths 
and areas for 
development as a 
manager 

                              

I embrace change at 
work 

                              

​
How challenging do you find the following in your line management role? 
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 Not at all 
challenging 

Slightly 
challenging 

Moderately 
challenging Challenging 

Very 
challenging 

Don’t know / 
prefer not to 

respond 

Trusting team 
members to 
complete tasks 
effectively without 
close supervision 

                              

Making sure team 
members have the 
right capabilities to 
do their jobs 

                              

Getting the best out 
of my team 

                              

Handling difficult 
conversations with 
team members 
effectively 

                              

Assessing the big 
picture of problems I 
face at work, 
including 
interdependencies 
with other parts of 
my organisation and 
other departments 

                              

 

Line Management Practices 

 

Thinking about the last three months, how frequently have you done each of the following at 
work?  

 

Please choose the frequency which best applies to you. 

 

Never 

Once or 
twice in 
the last 
three 

months 
Once a 
month 

Two to 
three 

times a 
month 

Once a 
week 

Two to 
three 

times a 
week 

Once a 
day 

Don’t 
know / 

prefer not 
to 

respond 

Seized “in the 
moment” 
opportunities to 
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Never 

Once or 
twice in 
the last 
three 

months 
Once a 
month 

Two to 
three 

times a 
month 

Once a 
week 

Two to 
three 

times a 
week 

Once a 
day 

Don’t 
know / 

prefer not 
to 

respond 

coach team 
members 

Created dedicated 
time in the calendar 
for focused coaching 
of individual team 
members 

                                        

Observed team 
members to help 
them achieve their 
potential 

                                        

Asked team 
members about how 
they feel 

                                        

Listened to 
challenges team 
members face and 
solicited their ideas 
to address them, 
without proposing 
your own solutions 

                                        

Identified new 
activities for team 
members to take on 
to help them develop 

                                        

​
How frequently have you done each of the following at work in the last three months?  

 

Please choose the frequency which best applies to you. 

 

Never 

Once or 
twice in 
the last 
three 

months 
Once a 
month 

Two to 
three 

times a 
month 

Once a 
week 

Two to 
three 

times a 
week 

Once a 
day 

Don’t 
know / 

prefer not 
to 

respond 

Micromanaged low 
performing team 
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Never 

Once or 
twice in 
the last 
three 

months 
Once a 
month 

Two to 
three 

times a 
month 

Once a 
week 

Two to 
three 

times a 
week 

Once a 
day 

Don’t 
know / 

prefer not 
to 

respond 

members to help 
them improve 

Communicated to 
team members that 
they can and should 
raise risks without 
fear of punishment 

                                        

Communicated to 
team members that 
they can and should 
challenge the way 
the team works – 
including myself – to 
come up with 
improvements, 
without fear of 
punishment 

                                        

Listened to a team 
member struggling 
with a task, without 
being judgmental 

                                        

​
How frequently have you done each of the following at work in the last three months?  

 

Please choose the frequency which best applies to you. 

 

Never 

Once or 
twice in 
the last 
three 

months 
Once a 
month 

Two to 
three 

times a 
month 

Once a 
week 

Two to 
three 

times a 
week 

Once a 
day 

Don’t 
know / 

prefer not 
to 

respond 

Had challenging 
conversations with 
team members 
without them or I 
being very emotional 

                                        

Took pushback I 
received when 
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Never 

Once or 
twice in 
the last 
three 

months 
Once a 
month 

Two to 
three 

times a 
month 

Once a 
week 

Two to 
three 

times a 
week 

Once a 
day 

Don’t 
know / 

prefer not 
to 

respond 

leading change 
personally 

Let my team 
members input 
meaningfully on 
ideas for my team(s) 

                                        

Admitted my own 
mistakes to team 
member(s) 

                                        

Enabled ‘leadership 
from below’, by 
implementing or 
supporting solutions 
to team challenges 
proposed by those in 
lower ranks 

                                        

 

 Finally, how frequently have you done each of the following at work in the last three months? ​
 

Please choose the frequency which best applies to you. 

 

Never 

Once or 
twice in 
the last 
three 

months 
Once a 
month 

Two to 
three 

times a 
month 

Once a 
week 

Two to 
three 

times a 
week 

Once a 
day 

Don’t 
know / 

prefer not 
to 

respond 

Applied systems 
thinking to an issue 
at work, including by 
mapping out 
interdependencies 
between factors 
affecting your issue 

                                        

Took a step back to 
identify complex 
challenges at work, 
which require 
experimentation, a 
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Never 

Once or 
twice in 
the last 
three 

months 
Once a 
month 

Two to 
three 

times a 
month 

Once a 
week 

Two to 
three 

times a 
week 

Once a 
day 

Don’t 
know / 

prefer not 
to 

respond 

broader mindset, and 
relationship shifts 

Brought together 
diverse stakeholders 
to make progress on 
a complex challenge 

                                        

Decentred yourself in 
change processes 
you are formally in 
charge of, to enable 
those closer to the 
issue to drive the 
change 

                                        

Read articles or 
books, or watched 
videos on 
management (not as 
part of other 
government training) 
to improve your 
management skills 

                                        

 

Receive your Personalised Management Diagnostic 

​
Please insert your email address here to receive a personalised management diagnostic based on 
your survey responses which you will use in your training workshop discussion. Make sure you use 
the same email address as in the survey you completed at the beginning of the training. You will 
receive an email within minutes of closing the survey. Please check your spam folder in case the 
email is not received. 

 

 

 

If you have any further comments or suggestions about the training, please do not hesitate to 
let us know here: 
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Please click on ‘Next Page’ below for your response to be counted and to receive your management 
diagnostic via email. 
 
​
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Appendix A.2: Survey response rates 

 

 # of 
Training 

Participants 
To-Date 

(Completed 
Trainings) 

% 
Responding 
to Baseline 
and Endline 

% 
Responding 

only to 
Baseline 

% 
Res-po
nding 
only to 
Endline 

% not 
Res-pondi
ng to any 
Survey 

Foundation 462 63% 16% 10% 12% 

Practitioner 328 61% 19% 13% 7% 

Senior 
Practitioner 168 58% 7% 31% 34% 
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Appendix B: Power analysis 

 

 # of 
Respondents 
to Baseline & 

Endline 

Approximate 
minimum 

detectable 
effect size 
with 90% 
power on 

single 
outcome 

(Cohen’s d) 

Enough 
statistica
l power 

to detect: 

Approximate 
minimum 

detectable 
effect size with 
90% power on 

multiple 
outcomes, with 

Bonferroni 
correction 

(Cohen’s d for 
ten outcomes) 

Enough 
statistical 
power to 
detect: 

Foundation 290 0.19 Small 
training 
effects 

0.24 Small-medi
um effects 

Practitioner 201 0.23 Small-me
dium 

training 
effects 

0.29 Small-medi
um-effects 

Senior 
Practitioner 

98 0.34 Medium 
training 
effects 

0.42 Medium 
effects 

​
Notes: These figures are approximations. The actual value of Cohen’s d may vary across 
survey items, for instance depending on the correlation between pre- and post-training 
responses. When assessing the impact of training on multiple individual outcomes, 
adjustments for multiple hypothesis testing are necessary to reduce the risk of false 
positives. These adjustments reduce statistical power, making it harder to detect true 
effects.​
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Appendix C: Department background of participants 

 Department # of responses 

Foundation  Ministry Of Defence 71 

Home Office 40 

Cabinet Office 30 

Department For Transport 26 

Food Standards Agency 25 

Department For Energy Security And Net Zero 20 

Other 61 

Practitioner  Home Office 40 

Ministry Of Defence 28 

Department For Energy Security And Net Zero 27 

Food Standards Agency 20 

Other 35 

Senior 
Practitioner  

Home Office 24 

Other 58 
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Appendix D: How challenging do participants at baseline find key line 
management tasks? 

D.1 Foundation 

 

D.2 Practitioner 
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D.3 Senior Practitioner

 

Appendix E: Line management practice frequency 

E.1 Foundation 
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E.2 Practitioner 
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E.3 Senior Practitioner 
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Appendix F: Measurement approach 

 

Programme Factor Measurement approach 

Foundation  Strategy and values  Average  

Foundation  Communication  EFA  

Foundation  Coaching  EFA  

Foundation  Teamwork  EFA  

Foundation  Innovation and change 
management  

EFA  

Foundation  Personal development  Average  

Practitioner  Strategy  EFA  

Practitioner  Staff development and 
coaching  

EFA  

Practitioner  Building a team culture  Average  

Practitioner  Process and risk 
management  

EFA  

Practitioner  Innovation  EFA  

Practitioner  Psychological safety and 
inclusive leadership  

EFA  

Practitioner  Personal development and 
networking  

Average  

Senior Practitioner  Coaching and staff 
development  

EFA  

Senior Practitioner  Psychological safety and 
inclusive leadership  

EFA  

Senior Practitioner  Managing change  EFA  

Senior Practitioner  Systems thinking  Average  

Senior Practitioner  Personal development  Average  

All programmes  Knowledge score  Absolute value  

All programmes  Positive attitudes towards the 
job  

EFA  
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All programmes  Positive attitudes towards 
line management  

EFA  

All programmes  Perceived challenges of 
being a line manager  

EFA  

All programmes  Skills & networks for line 
management  

Average  

All programmes  Awareness of Civil Service 
Line Management Standards  

Absolute value  

All programmes  All management practices  EFA  
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Appendix G: Five questions with the highest knowledge gain from the 
training 

 

G.1 Foundation 

1.​ Is the following statement true or false? In an effective team, a key difference 
between accountability and responsibility is that responsibility can be shared, 
but accountability cannot be shared. 

2.​ For feedback to be constructive, it must align to certain principles. What are 
these principles?  

3.​ Which of the following are the core Civil Service values, as noted in the Civil 
Service code? 

4.​ How do you enable effective personal development plans for your team 
members?  

5.​ Which of the following are effective ways to promote psychological safety in 
the workplace (an environment where individuals feel safe to express 
themselves, take risks, and share ideas or concerns)? 

 

G.2 Practitioner 

 

1.​ Leadership is built on five different types of power. Which type of power does 
this statement describe? 

2.​ Pareto analysis is a tool to guide decision making. Which of the options below 
best describes this analysis?  

3.​ What should you make sure of when requesting additional resources from 
people in leadership positions? 

4.​ Which of the following key practices for maintaining your network will help you 
solve problems, find ideas and open up opportunities?  

5.​ How can you best implement flexible working (including, e.g., flexible working 
hours, hybrid work)? 

 

 

G.3 Senior Practitioner 
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1.​ Which of the following are typical characteristics of adaptive challenges? 

2.​ Is the following statement true or false? Empowering teams to analyse and 
solve their problems is a characteristic of a hero style of management. 

3.​ In which situations is systems thinking particularly helpful?  

4.​ What does the coaching model GROW stand for?  

5.​ Is the following statement true or false? An affiliate leadership style creates 
harmony or emotional bonds within teams. 
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Appendix H. Training effects on perceived challenge of key line 
management tasks covered in the programmes 

​
H.1 Foundation 

 Estimate Significance 

Allocating tasks fairly between team members  -0.136 N.S. 

Getting the best out of every team member  -0.175 N.S. 

Getting everyone s buy in to common team goals  0.01 N.S. 

Finding the right data and evidence to solve problems 
on the job  

-0.132 N.S. 

Providing effective development feedback to 
struggling team members  

-0.345 * 

Supporting team members to have a positive outlook 
on change  

-0.097 N.S. 

Providing enough autonomy to team members 
without risking loss of accountability  

-0.177 N.S. 

Note: N.S. = No significant effect. *** = significant difference at the 0.1% level; ** = significant at the 
1% level; * = significant at the 5% level  
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H.2 Practitioner 

 

 Estimate Significance 

Building the right team to deliver at work  -0.046 N.S. 

Persuading senior leaders to provide investment for 
resources my team needs  

-0.169 N.S. 

Creating an inclusive and nurturing culture of 
teamwork  

-0.103 N.S. 

Providing enough autonomy to team members 
undertaking flexible or hybrid work without risking 
loss of accountability  

-0.215 N.S. 

Getting the right stakeholders involved in complex 
decision making  

-0.073 N.S. 

Instilling confidence and providing reassurance to 
your team in times of organisational change  

-0.202 N.S. 

Finding the right data and evidence to solve 
problems at work  

-0.206 N.S. 

Note: N.S. = No significant effect. *** = significant difference at the 0.1% level; ** = significant at the 1% level; * = 
significant at the 5% level 
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H.3 Senior Practitioner 

 Estimate Significance 

Trusting team members to complete tasks effectively 
without close supervision  

0.033 N.S. 

Making sure team members have the right capabilities to 
do their jobs  

-0.281 N.S. 

Getting the best out of my team  -0.183 N.S. 

Handling difficult conversations with team members 
effectively  

-0.224 N.S. 

Assessing the big picture of problems I face at work 
including interdependencies with other parts of my 
organisation and other departments  

-0.055 N.S. 

​
Note: N.S. = No significant effect. *** = significant difference at the 0.1% level; ** = significant at the 1% level; * = 
significant at the 5% level 
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Appendix I. Heterogenous training effects: do effects vary by training 
engagement or demographic and professional backgrounds of 
participants? 

I.1 Training Engagement 

 

Knowledge gain​
(significant 
difference) 

Shifts in attitudes 
towards LM 

(significant difference) 

Changes in line 
management practices 

(significant difference) 

Greater participation – F N.S. N.S. N.S. 

Greater participation – P N.S. N.S. N.S. 

Greater participation – SP N.S. N.S. N.S. 

Note: N.S. = no significant differences in effects. *** = significant difference at the 0.1% level; ** = significant at 
the 1% level; * = significant at the 5% level  

I.2 Demographic Characteristics 

 

Knowledge gain​
(significant 
difference) 

Shifts in attitudes 
towards LM 

(significant difference) 

Changes in line 
management 

practices (significant 
difference) 

Gender N.S. N.S. N.S. 

Age N.S. N.S. N.S. 

Education N.S. N.S. N.S. 

Disability N.S. N.S. N.S. 

Ethnicity N.S. N.S. N.S. 

Note: N.S. = no significant differences in effects. *** = significant difference at the 0.1% level; ** = significant at 
the 1% level; * = significant at the 5% level 
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I.3 Professional Background 

 

Knowledge gain​
(significant 
difference) 

Shifts in attitudes 
towards LM 
(significant difference) 

Changes in line 
management practices 
(significant difference) 

Line manager 
(yes/no) 

N.S. N.S. N/A 

Previously 
participated in LM 
or leadership 
training 

N.S. N.S. N.S. 

Voluntary 
participation 
(yes/no) 

N.S. N.S. N.S. 

Grade (senior vs. 
not) 

N.S. N.S. N.S. 

Years in the CS N.S. N.S. N.S. 

​
Note: N.S. = no significant differences in effects. *** = significant difference at the 0.1% level; ** = significant at 
the 1% level; * = significant at the 5% level 
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Appendix J: Interview protocols 

 

The interview protocol was designed to balance standardisation with flexibility, enabling 
systematic comparison across participants whilst allowing exploration of emergent themes. 
Questions were derived from programme theories of change and informed by preliminary 
content analysis, observations, and emerging survey findings ensuring interviews built 
toward useful evidence for explanatory contributions.  

Participant Interview Guide 

Duration: 30 to 45 minutes​
Format: Individual, video-recorded (with consent)​
Sampling: Maximum variation (departments, primarily a few months after completing) 

Opening 

●​ Introduction to evaluation purpose and scope 

●​ Consent confirmation and recording permission 

●​ Confidentiality assurances 

●​ Participant questions about the process 

Programme experience  

Core questions: 

1.​ What motivated you to enrol in [Foundation/Practitioner/Senior Practitioner]? 

2.​ How would you describe your overall experience of the programme? 

3.​ What has been the most significant aspect of your participation? 

Probes: 

●​ Expectations versus reality 

●​ Most/least valuable components 

●​ Facilitator effectiveness 

●​ Peer learning dynamics 

●​ Platform and materials usability 

Learning and application  

Core questions:  

4.​ What specific skills or knowledge have you gained from the programme?  
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5.​ Can you give me an example of when you've applied learning from the programme 
in your work?  

6.​ What has enabled or challenged your application of the learning? 

Probes: 

●​ Workplace context factors (manager support, team needs, time) 

●​ Confidence changes 

●​ Behavioural changes (specific examples) 

●​ Theory-practice translation 

●​ Content relevance to role 

Programme design and improvement 

Core questions:  

7.​ How well did the content match your needs and experience level?  

8.​ What aspects of the programme design worked particularly well or poorly?  

9.​ If you were redesigning the programme, what would you change? 

Probes: 

●​ Content appropriateness (too basic/advanced) 

●​ Duration and pacing 

●​ Module sequencing 

●​ Civil Service context integration 

Contextual factors 

Core questions:  

10.​What support (if any) did you receive from your manager or department for 
participating? 

Probes: 

●​ Previous training 

●​ Departmental culture 

●​ Resources and constraints 

Closing 

●​ Any additional reflections or recommendations 
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●​ Questions for the evaluation team, thanks and next steps 
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Trainer interview guide 

Duration: 30 to45 minutes​
Format: Individual, video-recorded (with consent)​
Sampling: Purposive (experience across multiple programmes, delivery modalities) 

Opening 

●​ Introduction and consent 

●​ Facilitator background and experience 

Programme delivery 

Core questions: 

1.​ How would you describe your approach to facilitating [programme(s)]? 

2.​ What aspects of the curriculum work particularly well in practice? 

3.​ What challenges do you encounter in delivering the programme as designed? 

4.​ How do you adapt content to meet participant needs? 

Probes: 

●​ Participant engagement patterns 

●​ Content gaps or redundancies 

●​ Time allocation issues 

●​ Virtual versus in-person differences 

●​ Cohort dynamics 

Participant characteristics and needs  

Core questions:  

5.​ How would you characterise the typical participants in each programme?  

6.​ How well does the targeting (grade-based eligibility) work in practice?  

7.​ What variation do you observe in participant readiness and experience? 

Probes: 

●​ Experience level appropriateness 

●​ Cross-programme comparisons 

●​ Participant expectations 

●​ Learning needs variation 
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Learning outcomes and effectiveness 

Core questions:  

8.​ What evidence do you observe of participant learning during the programme?  

9.​ What aspects of the pedagogy work particularly well for adult learners?  

10.​Where do you see participants struggling to translate learning to practice? 

Probes: 

●​ Skill development indicators 

●​ Confidence building 

●​ Peer learning effectiveness 

●​ Application barriers 

●​ Long-term behaviour change likelihood 

Programme design recommendations 

Core questions: 

11.​If you could redesign any aspect of the programme(s), what would you prioritise?  

12.​How well do the three programmes function as a coherent suite? 

Probes: 

●​ Content gaps 

●​ Duplication concerns 

●​ Progression logic 

●​ Resource needs 

●​ Platform improvements 

Closing  

●​ Additional insights 
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Appendix K: Interview participants 

Participant interviewees 

Programme Total 
Participant 

Interviewees 

0-3 months 
since 

completion 

3-12 months since 
completion 

Home organisations 

Foundation 9 2 7 DBT; DWP; HO; MoD 

Practitioner 9 2 7 DBT; DfE; HO; VOA; 
WG 

Senior 
Practitioner 

8 2 6 FSA; HO; WG 

 

Trainer interviewees 

Programme Individual Trainers Interviewed 

Foundation 3 

Practitioner 3 

Senior Practitioner 1 

Interview thematic saturation 

The sample size aimed for departmental diversity of participants on programmes, as well as 
thematic saturation - defined as the point at which no new substantive insights on a theme 
emerged across subsequent interviews. 

The table below summarises when key themes first emerged and when saturation was 
reached across the three programmes. Core themes relating to content-audience alignment, 
peer learning value, and facilitator influence emerged early and stabilised by interviews 6-9. 
Later interviews confirmed existing patterns whilst adding nuance, particularly around 
programme-specific challenges. The distribution of interviews across all three programmes 
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ensured coverage of both common suite-level patterns and programme-specific 
experiences. 

Theme First Emergence Saturation Reached Description 

Peer learning and 
networking value 

INT-001 INT-006 

Participants 
consistently valued 
structured peer 
exchange and 
cross-departmental 
networking; pattern 
stable across all 
programmes 

Time commitment 
exceeding guidance 

INT-001 INT-005 

Participants 
reported actual time 
requirements 
substantially 
exceeded 
pre-programme 
communication 

Confidence building 
through validation 

INT-001 INT-006 

Programmes build 
confidence by 
validating existing 
approaches and 
providing 
frameworks for 
intuitions 

Platform and 
access difficulties 

INT-001 INT-007 

Technical barriers, 
navigation 
challenges, and 
government IT 
compatibility issues 
reported 
consistently 

Content-audience 
mismatch 
(Practitioner) 

INT-002 INT-011 

Experienced 
managers 
systematically found 
Practitioner content 
too basic; pattern 
intensified with 
participant 
experience level 
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Facilitator quality 
variation 

INT-002 INT-009 

Participant 
experience heavily 
dependent on 
facilitator Civil 
Service knowledge 
and engagement 
style 

Civil Service 
specificity gaps 

INT-002 INT-006 

Generic corporate 
examples 
insufficient; 
participants sought 
CS-specific 
scenarios and 
contexts 

Targeting and 
eligibility challenges 

INT-001 INT-009 

Mismatch between 
eligibility criteria and 
actual participant 
developmental 
stage; grade-based 
targeting 
inadequate 

Workload and 
activity burden 

INT-001 INT-005 

Questions about 
whether all required 
activities essential 
to learning 
outcomes 

Experience-level 
outcome variation 
(SP) 

INT-006 INT-012 

Senior Practitioner 
outcomes varied 
significantly by 
participant prior 
experience; 
developmental for 
some, consolidating 
for others 

Action Learning Set 
effectiveness 

INT-006 INT-012 

ALS success 
conditional on 
cohort commitment 
and availability of 
live workplace 
challenges 
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Simulation mixed 
reception 

INT-006 INT-012 

Final day simulation 
valued by some as 
transformative, 
questioned by 
others; 
effectiveness 
depends on 
individual readiness 

Note: INT-001 through INT-012 refer to the 12 participant interviews conducted chronologically.  
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Appendix L: Observation protocol 

Observations employed a structured framework derived from programme theories of 
change and content analysis, directing attention to theoretically salient features of delivery 
whilst remaining open to emergent patterns. The protocol organised observations 
thematically rather than as checklists. Observations focused on programme implementation 
rather than individual performance assessment, maintaining ethical boundaries appropriate 
for developmental evaluation. 

Format: Passive observation (non-participant)​
Recording: Field notes during session, expanded immediately post-observation​
Duration: Full workshop sessions (typically 3.5-7 hours)​
Ethical approach: Observer introduced at session start, voluntary participation 
emphasised, no individual identifiers recorded 

Theme 1: Facilitator approach  

●​ Opening and framing: How session purpose and structure introduced 

●​ Facilitation style: Directive versus collaborative, energy and engagement 

●​ Content delivery: Balance of presentation versus discussion versus activities 

●​ Responsiveness: Adaptation to participant needs, time management, flexibility 

Theme 2: Participant engagement  

●​ Attention and focus: Cameras on/off, active listening, distraction patterns 

●​ Participation patterns: Who speaks, silence/dominance, group dynamics 

●​ Questions: Clarification versus application versus critical engagement 

●​ Peer interaction: Supportive, competitive, collaborative 

●​ Emotional tone: Enthusiasm, frustration, confidence, vulnerability 

Theme 3: Content  

●​ Examples and scenarios: Resonance with participant realities 

●​ Civil Service specificity: Generic versus context-embedded 

●​ Module connections: Coherence across programme elements 

Theme 4: Pedagogy 

●​ Activity design: Engagement, learning value, time allocation 

●​ Discussion: Depth, breadth, inclusion 

●​ Skill practice opportunities: Realism, safety, feedback quality 

●​ Theory-practice bridges: How frameworks connected to application 
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●​ Resource integration: Resources used, nature of engagement 

Theme 5: Set up 

●​ Platform functionality: Technical issues, user experience, workarounds 

●​ Time management: Pacing, breaks, session flow 

●​ Virtual/in-person dynamics: Specific advantages or challenges 

●​ Cohort composition: Open versus closed, departmental mix 
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Appendix M: Qualitative data coding, assessment and triangulation 

This appendix documents the methodology used in qualitative data analysis. 

Thematic coding framework 

The analysis employed a hybrid deductive-inductive coding approach, combining 
theory-driven frameworks with emergent themes. Initial coding structures derived from 
programme theories of change and content analysis established deductive scaffolding, 
whilst remaining open to inductive theme development from participant narratives and 
observed patterns. This approach balanced theoretical coherence with empirical 
groundedness. 

The coding process followed principles of systematic qualitative analysis: explicit 
procedures enabling replication, comprehensive coverage of data rather than selective 
quotation, systematic comparison across sources and stakeholders, and transparent 
documentation of analytical decisions. All findings maintain clear audit trails linking 
conclusions to specific evidence, enabling verification and challenge. 

Hierarchical coding structure used: 

●​ Parent Theme Level: Broad conceptual categories organising related phenomena 
(e.g., "Programme Implementation", "Content Appropriateness", "Learning Transfer") 

●​ Child Theme Level: Specific manifestations within parent themes (e.g., within 
Programme Implementation: "Facilitator Action", "Platform Experiences", "Cohort 
Dynamics") 

●​ Code Level: Granular phenomena within child themes (e.g., within Facilitator 
Innovation: "Content supplementation", "Activity adaptation", "Example generation") 

Bridging coding into evidence assessment 

For each coded insight from the qualitative data analysis, a set of common evidence 
dimensions were systematically assessed: 

1. Evidence strength classification 

●​ Strong: Pattern supported by 3+ independent sources OR detailed, specific, 
mechanism-explaining single source converging with other evidence. This typically 
is demonstrated with: multiple stakeholder perspectives confirm; observable 
evidence validates; detailed causal explanation provided; and/or consistency across 
contexts. 

●​ Moderate: Pattern supported by 2 independent sources OR credible single source 
with some corroboration. This typically is demonstrated with: limited convergence 
across sources; plausible mechanism; some contradictory evidence; contextual 
variation evident. 

●​ Exploratory: Emerging pattern from single source OR contradictory evidence 
requiring explanation. This typically is demonstrated with insufficient convergence; 
speculative mechanism; contradicted by other sources; requires validation 
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2. Programme reference 

 

●​ F = Foundation programme; P = Practitioner programme; SP = Senior Practitioner 
programme; Suite = pattern consistent across all programmes 

3. Finding type 

●​ Strength: What works well, should be preserved/extended 

●​ Weakness: What doesn't work, requires remediation 

●​ Intended-Observed Gap: Mismatch between intended and actual implementation 

●​ Unexpected: Discovery not anticipated by theory of change 

●​ Other: Does not fit other finding type categories. 

4. Significance assessment (for finding types of weaknesses or gaps) 

●​ Critical: Undermines core programme value proposition, or similar 

●​ High: Significant barrier to effectiveness 

●​ Medium: Reduces quality but not fatal 

●​ Low: Minor issue 

5. Stakeholder perspective 

Identification of which stakeholder group(s) a finding primarily represents: 

●​ Participants 

●​ Trainers 

●​ L&D officers 

●​ Commissioners 

Coding stages 

Data was coded using four stages: 

1.​ Initial open coding involved complete reading of transcripts and observation notes 
to generate codes inductively from data, noting preliminary themes and flagging 
illustrative quotes. 

2.​ Axial coding organised codes into hierarchical theme structures, identified 
relationships between themes, and compared patterns across sources to build 
analytical coherence. 

3.​ Selective coding consolidated findings into core categories, developed integrative 
interpretations linked to evaluation questions, and assessed evidence strength for 
each insight. 
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4.​ Triangulation conducted systematic cross-source comparison to assess 
convergence and divergence patterns, re-evaluated evidence strength based on 
multi-source corroboration, and synthesised integrated insights. 

 

Triangulation methodology 

Triangulation served three distinct purposes in this evaluation: 

a.​ Convergence / Validation: Multiple independent sources reporting the same 
pattern increases confidence in finding validity. Especially strong where sources 
have different methods (interview v observation), stakeholder positions (participant v 
trainer), or data collection timing (early v late in programme). 

b.​ Comprehensiveness: Different sources illuminate different facets of phenomena. 
Participants describe subjective experience, trainers explain delivery challenges, 
observations reveal behavioural realities. Integration provides fuller understanding 
than any single source. 

c.​ Divergence for explanation: When sources conflict, this prompts investigation of 
whether this arises from stakeholder perspective differences, contextual 
dependencies, programme variation, methodology, etc.  

Integration with survey data 

Qualitative findings were systematically compared with quantitative survey analysis, with 
attention to: 

●​ Complementarity. Survey provides breadth (extent, significance); qualitative 
analysis provides context (what, why, how, for whom, under what conditions). 

●​ Explanation. Qualitative explains quantitative patterns. For example: evaluation 
survey shows Practitioner satisfaction lower than Foundation; qualitative reveals 
targeting mismatch as mechanism. 

●​ Validation function. Survey confirms qualitative pattern prevalence. For example: 
survey shows widespread reporting of technical difficulties; observations and 
interviews show platform problems in workshops. 

●​ Divergence. Survey and qualitative diverging findings requires further investigation 
and explanation. For example: survey shows limited line management practice 
effects; interviews reveal some participants share unexpected individual examples of 
specific practice changes.  
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Appendix N: Line Management Standards coverage assessment 

. Curriculum content was systematically mapped against the LM Standards framework at 
three levels: (1) Standard level (broad competency domains such as "People," "Change," 
"Self"), (2) Competency level (specific capabilities within each standard), and (3) 
Competency Stage level (progressive sophistication from foundational to advanced). 
Coverage was rated as: 

●​ Strong coverage (3): Multiple modules address competency with substantial depth 

●​ Medium coverage (2): Competency addressed but limited depth or single module 
only 

●​ Some coverage (1): Brief mention or implicit treatment 

●​ Not covered (0): Competency absent from curriculum 
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