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How to read this thesis 

 

This thesis reflects a sequential research inquiry undertaken within a concurrent cycle of professional 
learning and application. The implementation process followed a logical sequence, as outlined in the 
Learning Agreement (see Appendix 2). However, professional application of the learning, including 
webinars, articles and resource development, occurred alongside the research process. This approach 
reflects the work-based learning model of the Master of Professional Practice, where inquiry and 
practice evolve together. 

The report is written primarily for governance practitioners and those working in related policy or 
advisory roles, while also meeting the academic requirements of the Master of Professional Practice. It 
aims to translate research insights into practical actions that can strengthen governance capability and 
reduce barriers to participation. 

Chapter one provides my background as a director, principal governance advisor for the Institute of 
Directors and Chapter Zero New Zealand lead, and my motivations to undertake this inquiry. It also sets 
the scene for the governance ecosystem. 

Chapter two is the literature review, which summarises training requirements and insights across listed 
companies – as the pinnacle of governance – as well as unlisted (private) companies, public sector 
boards, local government elected members, not-for-profit and sporting organisations, and key 
governance membership organisations. Alongside New Zealand, seven other countries were reviewed to 
identify lessons and insights for New Zealand directors and governance practices. 

Chapter three contains the research – a survey of 115 directors who provided insights into their 
governance journeys and any barriers they experienced, as well as their views on the role of mandatory 
training or qualifications. It also includes a thematic analysis of six interviews with Māori and Pasifika 
female directors.  

Chapter four is the reflective section, which provides a critical commentary on my learning journey and 
the insights I have gained throughout the process. I reflect on how this learning has transformed me as 
both a person and a practitioner, and what this transformation now means for my professional practice. 

Chapter five provides a summary of the practice outputs, as well as a discussion of the practice 
implications for New Zealand directors including attention to Te Tiriti o Waitangi and sustainability. 

Chapter six contains the references and appendices, including the learning agreement, ethics 
approval, evidence of Māori consultation, and a detailed list of work-related governance outputs. 

 

Definitions 

A board includes references to committees, boards of trustees, boards of directors, advisory boards or 
other governing bodies/structures. 
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Director refers to all governance members, be it trustees, incorporated society oƯicers or non-
executive directors unless specifically stated. Of note, it does not include executive directors who are 
both directors and employees, such as the CEO or senior management. 

Organisation refers to private companies, incorporated societies, charities, councils, and other 
entities that have a board. 
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Chapter one: Background 
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Executive summary 
 

This project investigates the pathways into governance and the role that education and training play in 
shaping director capability, broadening access and strengthening governance practice in New Zealand. 
Governance has long relied on experience, reputation and networks as the primary route into board roles. 
While this tradition has produced many capable leaders, it has also entrenched inequities, limited diversity 
and left capability gaps at a time when boards are facing increasingly complex and diverse challenges. 
Against this backdrop, I set out to evaluate the existence and value of formal educational pathways in New 
Zealand and overseas, and to consider whether structured training and potentially mandatory 
requirements could help to remove barriers, improve practice and create a more inclusive governance 
ecosystem. 

My inquiry was designed as a mixed-methods study, blending empirical research with a literature review 
and reflective practice. This study draws on a self-selected online survey of 115 directors circulated 
primarily via the Institute of Directors, and self-selected in-depth interviews with six Māori and Pasifika 
women directors, complemented by an international literature review. To deepen understanding of 
underrepresented experiences, six in-depth interviews were conducted with Māori and Pasifika women 
directors. Thematic analysis of these interviews was combined with statistical analysis of the survey 
results to draw out patterns, challenges and opportunities. This research was anchored by an extensive 
literature review covering seven international jurisdictions alongside New Zealand, supported by content 
analysis of regulatory frameworks, professional standards and training oƯerings. By weaving together 
personal experience, empirical data and international comparison, the report provides a multi-layered view 
of governance pathways and their implications. 

The findings revealed that experience and networks remain the dominant entry routes into governance, yet 
these mechanisms are not equitable and often exclude those without established executive careers or 
connections. Internationally, some jurisdictions have adopted compulsory training or structured pathways, 
while New Zealand remains largely reliant on voluntary approaches. Although there was clear consensus 
among participants against mandating training, there was strong agreement that accessible and scalable 
education is vital to both capability and fairness. A key insight was the need to diƯerentiate expectations 
across sectors: the requirements of a large, listed company are not the same as those of a small charity or 
community trust, and training pathways must reflect this diversity. At the same time, the research 
highlighted the risks of leaving pathways entirely unstructured, as this reinforces existing inequities and 
perpetuates governance practices that are too often inconsistent or underdeveloped. 

Several key take-home messages emerged: 

1. Experience alone is not suƯicient; governance must be treated as a professional skillset that requires 
deliberate and ongoing development. 

2. Education pathways matter because they provide structure, consistency and a way to level the field for 
those without privileged access. 

3. Persistent barriers remain for women, Māori, Pasifika and those outside traditional executive pipelines, 
and these must be deliberately addressed. 

4. Governance education and expectations need to be scaled to organisational size and complexity, 
recognising the unique needs of not-for-profits, public entities and listed companies. 

5. Capability flourishes when formal education, mentoring, peer learning and lived practice are 
connected rather than siloed. 
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6. Reflective practice is central to eƯective governance, as it transforms how directors approach 
complexity, inclusivity and accountability. 

Building on these insights, I’ve identified a set of actions that are both practical and necessary to 
strengthen governance capability within the limitations of existing legislation and assuming no progression 
towards occupational licensing. 

1. A structured education pathway for aspiring and new directors is needed to provide consistent 
foundations and reduce reliance on informal networks as the primary entry point; this would require 
deliberate eƯorts from the Institute of Directors, tertiary providers and community governance 
organisations and others to design accessible, scalable programmes. 

2. Minimum training expectations should be introduced that are scaled to organisational size and 
complexity, ensuring that the governance of small charities is enhanced but not overburdened, while 
larger, higher-risk entities meet appropriate standards of competence; regulators and sector bodies 
could play a role in setting proportional guidelines. 

3. Ongoing professional development, including inductions and regular board evaluations, must be 
treated as integral to board service, just as it is in other professions; professional associations and 
board chairs in particular have a responsibility to embed continuous learning into director expectations 
as well as those appointing directors. 

4. Deliberate measures are required to reduce barriers of cost, access and awareness for women, Māori, 
Pasifika and those outside traditional executive pipelines, so that governance roles reflect the 
communities they serve; this could involve scholarships, targeted mentoring and partnerships with 
Māori and Pasifika networks. 

5. Reflective practice should be embedded into governance education and board evaluation, equipping 
directors to question assumptions, address bias and integrate Te Tiriti o Waitangi and sustainability into 
decision-making; educators and board evaluators alike have a role in normalising and supporting this. 

Taken together, these actions provide not only a pathway to more equitable participation but also a strategy 
for lifting the overall standard and resilience of governance in New Zealand. 

For me as a practitioner, this inquiry has been deeply transformative. It has shifted my identity from 
someone working in governance to a governance practitioner with both the privilege of influence and the 
responsibility to contribute to systemic improvement. It has heightened my appreciation of soft skills, 
inclusivity, Te Tiriti o Waitangi and sustainability, and has made me more deliberate in how I curate 
governance narratives, advise directors and shape capability. 

Importantly, the research also shifted my thinking about Māori approaches to learning and governance. 
Rather than assuming that a single pathway such as mandatory education was the solution, I came to 
understand the value of multiple pathways that respect diƯerent traditions and ways of learning. Māori 
methods of whakawhanaungatanga, master–apprentice relationships and experiential learning oƯer 
powerful models that can enhance capability and remove barriers without defaulting to one-size-fits-all 
requirements. This insight deepened my recognition that strengthening governance in Aotearoa means 
valuing diverse pathways while aiming for the shared outcome of more capable, inclusive boards. 

Ultimately, this project underscores that the future of governance in New Zealand will not be defined by 
chance appointments or inherited networks, but by the extent to which we invest deliberately and 
equitably in developing those who lead. 
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Governance context 
 

‘Governance’ comes from the Greek word ‘kubernaein’ which means to steer (United Nations OƯice on 
Drugs and Crime, n.d.). Governance itself dates back to the early to mid-1300s through English shipping 
merchants, in particular the Company of the Merchants of the Staple, who were raw wool exporters, and 
the Company of Merchant Adventurers who exported cloth and other goods. “In each case, the company 
adopted governance by a board coupled with a chief executive oƯicer” (Gevurtz, 2004, p. 123). 

Picking up on this theme, a shipping analogy is frequently used to try and explain the role of the board 
versus the role of management in steering an organisation. In this analogy the captain steers the ship. But 
while we might think of the captain as a singular person, and most likely the CEO, in this analogy the 
captain is, collectively, the board. Importantly, it is not the chairperson as they are ‘the first among equals’ 
(Edgar, 2024d). It also highlights the importance of collective responsibility by the board, as the ship needs 
one clear direction. 

The CEO is the first mate. They hire, fire and manage the crew and allocate the resources to the running of 
the ship. While ultimately responsible for charting the course of the ship, the captain is not physically on 
the deck steering the ship, rather they delegate this responsibility to the first mate, and ensure that there 
are mechanisms in place to oversee that their directions are being adhered to. Accordingly, it is critical that 
they do not undermine the first mate or risk confusion by providing instructions directly to the crew – this is 
a key role of the first mate. But in setting the destination, the captain also needs to be prepared for the 
storms (risks) and work together with the first mate to weather them (Miedema, 2017). 

There are similarities to government structures – with a governing body and separation from day-to-day 
management – which shares the same root word, kupernaein (United Nations OƯice on Drugs and Crime, 
n.d.). Like government, there are a lot of variations in governance structures across organisation type, size, 
sector and purpose, from limited liability companies to incorporated societies, charitable trusts, iwi 
organisations, Māori trust boards, co-operatives, friendly societies, social enterprises and more (New 
Zealand Companies OƯice, n.d.-a; Te Puni Kōkiri, 2022b). 

Governance structures and practices have also evolved diƯerently in diƯerent countries. In New Zealand 
for example, the norm is for the chairperson and the CEO to be held by diƯerent people, whereas in the 
United States it has, until more recently, been the norm for it to be held by the one person (albeit reducing 
from 60% to 40% over the past 10 years for Standard and Poor’s 500 listed company boards) (Beatson, 
2024a; Kepes, 2022; Legal and General Investment Management, 2020). In the United Kingdom, peers (e.g. 
Lords) are often appointed to boards, bringing both prestige and direct links to parliamentary processes 
through the House of Lords. In contrast, while New Zealand boards may draw on the experience of cabinet 
ministers or prime ministers this is not while they are actively serving (Evans, 2025; Kirchmaier & Kollo, 
2006). 

In 2023 two quite disparate governance reviews highlighted both the purpose of good governance as well 
as some of the diƯiculties in achieving this, acknowledging that there is no one right way. The Reserve Bank 
of New Zealand and Financial Markets Authority (2023) cross-sector governance thematic review of 
regulated financial entities and the New Zealand Rugby Union’s governance review by four independent 
commissioners highlighted some key themes for improving governance practices (Pilkington et al., 2023). 
The four overarching themes that ran across both reviews were: board capability and appointments; 
succession planning; independence; and governance practices. In particular, the need for board 
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evaluations and to review structures to ensure they are fit-for-purpose, but also the need for “ongoing 
training to address skill and knowledge gaps, to enhance governance and to upskill on new regulatory or 
industry developments” (Edgar, 2023, para 17).  

These reviews highlighted the dynamic nature of governance and the need to consider the structure that 
best suits your organisation and operating environment as well as the symbiotic nature of all of the 
component parts of organisational governance that can enable (or disable) good practice governance. 
Recognition of this was enshrined within the Charities Act 2005 changes that were adopted in 2023, with 
charities being required to review their governance procedures every three years, and within the Local 
Government (Water Services) Bill 2024 (subsequently enacted 2025) which sought separation of 
management and governance roles (Edgar, 2025e; Institute of Directors, 2025a). 

The reviews also highlighted the skill level required to govern. Unlike most professional occupations there 
isn’t an accepted, structured programme of development or set educational pathway. Pathways to 
governance are highly variable, but predominantly based on management experience, particular at the C-
Suite level (i.e. the highest level of management whose job titles start with ‘chief’ e.g. Chief Executive 
OƯicer, Chief Financial OƯicer, Chief Operating OƯicer), or experience built up over time, frequently 
starting within the not-for-profit sector (AGMARDT, 2024; Bloomenthal, 2024). 

An in-depth analysis by Forsyth Barr of the governance of five large New Zealand listed companies, that 
had suƯered ongoing share value loss, noted that despite prioritisation of board structure, eƯective 
governance goes far beyond this, especially in an increasingly complex operating environment. 
Importantly, boards need to strike the right balance between independence, a diversity of skills, and 
strategic oversight to anticipate and respond to broader structural shifts such as regulatory developments, 
market cycles, industry-specific disruptions and fast-moving technological advances. They identified five 
key themes including the lack of annual self-reviews by the boards, noting that the New Zealand Exchange 
Corporate Governance Code recommends that a board review should also consider training needs 
(Forsyth Barr, 2025). 

Research undertaken by the University of Sydney (USYD), Australian Institute of Company Directors (AICD) 
and Australian Human Rights Commission (AHRC) (2018) which aimed to identify barriers to greater 
diversification of boards established a ‘typical pathway to board membership’ which had two key factors –
measurable criteria such as qualifications and career, and non-measurable criteria particularly networks 
and contacts (see Appendix 4). “According to all but one of the NED [non-executive director] interviewees, 
the problem of board homogeneity is linked with, and to an extent driven by, the lack of diversity in the 
senior executive suite” (USYD et al., 2018, p. 10). 

A review of pathways to governance by AGMARDT (2024), focusing on the food and fibre sector, found that 
instead of a lack of directors, their focus needed to be on the quality of directors including succession 
planning for future chairs. They also noted that the skills and experience acquired from within not-for-profit 
sector roles did not necessarily equip future directors. “It was continually noted by Experienced Directors 
that governance roles such as those within not-for-profit sector and advocacy organisations are markedly 
diƯerent” (AGMARDT, 2024, p. 11). Additionally, they noted a lack of quality opportunities to gain necessary 
experience at a professional level to expose future directors to practical learning experiences (see 
Appendix 5).  

The plight of quality over quantity as emphasised by the AGMARDT research is highlighted in Table 1 below, 
by the low bar for entry into board roles, local government and not-for-profit governance in New Zealand. 
Concerns about this low bar have been raised more recently in the 2025 local government elections with 
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an Invercargill mayoral candidate being called out by fellow candidates after his party website “looks to 
have posted "dangerous" and sexually disturbing content online” (Local Democracy Reporting, 2025, para 
1). 

Table 1: Core governance legislation in New Zealand 

Legislation Exclusionary criteria 

Companies Act 1993 
(Section 151)  

There are only five overarching exclusionary criteria preventing ‘natural 
persons’ (i.e. human beings, not organisations, companies or 
government agencies) from being a director in New Zealand. Directors 
cannot be: 
 under 18 years of age 
 an undischarged bankrupt 
 subject to a property order under Sections 30 or 31 of the 

Protection of Personal and Property Rights Act 1988 
 prohibited from being a director, general partner or promoter under 

certain statutory provisions or prohibited from being involved in the 
management of a company or limited partnership under certain 
statutory provisions (including overseas). 

 In relation to any particular company, a person who does not 
comply with any qualifications for directors contained in the 
constitution of that company. 

Trusts Act 2019 
(Section 96) 

Enables any natural person to be appointed as a trustee unless they 
have been disqualified using the following criteria: 
 a child (under the age of 18) 
 an undisclosed bankrupt (unless consent is provided by the court) 
 a person who lacks the capacity to perform the functions of a 

trustee (by virtue of being subject to an order appointing a manager 
under Section 31 of the Protection of Personal and Property Rights 
Act 1988 or has a trustee corporation managing their property 
under Sections 32 or 33 of the Protection of Personal and Property 
Rights Act 1988) 

 a body corporate that is subject to an insolvency event 

Incorporated Societies Act 
2022 (Section 47) 

Has similar exclusions to the Trusts Act 2019, however the age limit is 
16 years of age and it also includes specific oƯences under the Crimes 
Act 1961 and Tax Administration Act 1994, and orders under specific 
legislation. 

Local Electoral Act 2001 Eligibility to stand as an elected representative for local government in 
accordance with the Local Electoral Act 2001 has the following 
requirements: 
 a New Zealand citizen 
 enrolled on the parliamentary electoral roll (anywhere in New 

Zealand), and 
 have lived at your current address for at least one month  
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“You do not need any special qualifications to stand, and a criminal 
conviction will not usually aƯect your nomination, but you cannot 
stand if you are currently serving a prison term of three years or more,” 
(Local Government New Zealand, 2022, p. 31). 

 

Despite no formal qualification requirements, the Institute of Directors (IoD) – a voluntary professional 
membership body for directors and governing body members – provide a widely recognised Company 
Directors’ Course and chartered membership certification, and the Chartered Governance Institute of New 
Zealand (CGI) are the national hosts of the International Chartered Governance Programme. Additionally, a 
variety of organisations and private providers including the IoD and CGI (e.g., Local Government New 
Zealand, Community Governance Aotearoa, LEAD Centre, Sport New Zealand and Te Whare Hukahuka) 
provide a broad range of online and in-person governance training courses on a range of topics including 
finance, compliance, AI, climate change, culture, risk management, audit and strategy. 

The Institute of Directors’ (n.d.-c) states that “good governance helps an organisation: 

 Improve performance 
 Have a defined vision for the future of the organisation 
 Take a big picture view of the organisation separate from the operations 
 Ensure there is accountability and oversight of operations 
 Manage risk 
 Find the right balance between making short-term gains and building long-term prosperity” (para 4). 

“The relationship between good corporate governance and a company’s financial success is well 
documented” (Forsyth Barr, 2025, p. 4). Conversely, poor governance can lead to the loss of livelihoods and 
even lives. One of the most scandalous recent examples of governance failure is the UK Post OƯice. Over 
the course of two decades over 900 sub-postmasters were wrongfully prosecuted based on faulty data 
from the Horizon IT system, leading to devastating personal and financial consequences including 
bankruptcies and suicides. Governance failures included a lack of board oversight, inadequate scrutiny of 
management, and entrenched groupthink, which ignored red flags about Horizon's defects and prioritised 
financial and reputational concerns over justice (Beatson, 2024b; Edgar, 2025i; Institute of Directors UK, 
2024b). 

In 2020 an independent Public Statutory Inquiry was established by the government. Phase six of the 
Inquiry focused on governance, and the Institute of Directors UK published a policy paper “to assist 
directors in learning the appropriate lessons from the scandal, helping them to become better directors” 
(Institute of Directors UK, 2024b, p. 3). The report highlighted the need for boards to undertaken regular 
evaluations and provided a number of policy recommendations aimed at enhancing governance practices. 
Among these was the recommendation that governance should become more professionalised “including 
defining prerequisites in terms of director training, certification, continuing professional development and 
commitment to ethical standards” (Institute of Directors UK, 2024b, p. 3). Other high-profile governance 
collapses include the Enron scandal which rocked the United States in 2001. 

Blatant and calculated fraud resulted in the collapse of energy company Enron. Working in tandem with 
their accounting firm, they cheated investors and lost the retirement funds of thousands of employees 
(Byrne, n.d.). Key governance failings also contributed to the collapse of the Lehman Brothers - a major 
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global financial institution. This collapse was itself a key catalyst of the global financial crisis (Directors’ 
Institute, 2024). 

New Zealand is not immune to corporate governance failings. The Pike River Mine disaster provides a 
sobering example of the “abrogation of … good governance responsibilities” (Anderson Lloyd, 2013, para 
10). Corporate governance is not the only victim of poor governance practices. The Whitireia Polytechnic 
Students’ Association’s loss of more than $750,000 of funds over a 12-month period is another example 
(NfP Law, 2021).  The local government sector has also seen its fair share of governance failures with 
statutory interventions used, most recently in Tauranga City Council in 2021 to replace the elected 
members with commissioners, and a Crown observer being appointed by the Local Government Minister in 
2024 to oversee the governance functions of Wellington City Council (Brown, 2024; Shand, 2021). 

The one common thread of organisational failure is poor governance. Good governance is not defined by a 
single metric; rather, it reflects the full scope of a board’s decisions, processes and actions. This includes 
not only its eƯiciency, transparency and accountability, but its compliance, ethical standards, culture, 
reputation, strategic vision, foresight, risk management and commitment to purpose. It further extends to 
how the board addresses sustainability, creates value, engages with stakeholders, upholds environmental 
and social responsibilities, and ensures equity, inclusion and adaptability (Audit New Zealand, n.d.; 
McDonald, 2022). 

As highlighted in the Institute of Directors’ UK policy paper on the UK Post OƯice Scandal, these 
governance failures provide lessons for directors. One of its core recommendations was enhanced 
governance training with a view to professionalisation of the practice for state-owned entities (Institute of 
Directors UK, 2024b). The recommendation for enhanced training is not new. Board evaluations, induction, 
training and professional development have frequently been raised as important elements of governance 
performance including the landmark 1992 ‘Cadbury Report’ (named after The Committee on the Financial 
Aspects of Corporate Governance chair Sir Adrian Cadbury). This report led to the development of the good 
governance principles within London Stock Exchange’s listing rules (Accounting and Business, 2022; Higgs, 
2003; OECD, 2017). The Cadbury Report also recommended enhancing director training and induction 
processes noting that “the training and development of directors is of importance to good governance” 
(The Committee on the Financial Aspects of Corporate Governance, 1992, p. 23). 

Within the listing rules of diƯerent countries there are variable requirements regarding training for directors, 
most often on a voluntary or ‘comply or explain’ basis. These are often referred to as the ‘Cadbury code’ as 
the Cadbury report was the catalyst for the first comply or explain governance code being implemented 
(Accounting and Business, 2022). The comply or explain basis recognises that governance practices need 
to be tailored to the specific characteristics and structures of individual organisations (Sarkar, 2015). While 
there are some examples of compulsory education being required (e.g. ClubsNSW directors in Australia 
and listed company directors in Singapore), this appears to be the exception rather than the rule. 

In the Institute of Directors’ 2024 Director Sentiment Survey, only 48.7% of respondents said that their 
boards had the right skills and experience to meet increasing risk and complexity. Additionally, only 27.2% 
said they had a process for addressing an underperforming or problematic board member. Despite less 
than half having confidence in the skills around the table, 65.6% said their boards were discussing 
composition, skills and experience, yet only 47.9% of respondents considered that their board supported a 
culture of continuous learning for directors and only 46.9% undertook formal board evaluations (at least 
biennially). Additionally, only 52.4% of respondents said their boards considered diversity when making 
appointments (Institute of Directors, 2024a). 
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Taking the typical governance pathway with corporate management experience used as a proxy for 
governance experience into account, a lack of specific governance education/experience and board 
diversity will continue in the boardroom, particularly as C-Suite diversity also remains problematic (USYD 
et al., 2018).  

Pandemics, global IT outages, geopolitical conflicts, supply chain disruptions, cybersecurity risks, AI 
deepfakes and climate change; what may once have been considered ‘black swan’ events (a metaphor for 
unforeseen yet consequential events) are becoming part of the everyday operating environment for boards. 
“Few would dispute that the role of a director — be it on a private or public sector board or not-for-profit 
organisation — is increasingly complex” (Edgar, 2024b, para 2). 

It is more widely recognised that governance is a professional skillset requiring deliberate and ongoing 
development, not something acquired solely through experience, or gifted like the proverbial retirement 
gold watch. Despite this, there remains reticence to mandate training as this could signal a form of 
occupational licensing which would give power to a restricted number of governance professionals and 
could restrict access to the profession limiting competition (Chung, 2022). Conversely, analysis 
undertaken by the Alliance for Responsible Professional Licensing and Oxford Economics “found that 
women and minorities in job fields requiring advanced education and training (architects, CPAs, engineers, 
landscape architects and surveyors, among others) benefit significantly from licensing” (Zaniewski, 2022, 
para 5). 

For professionals that are part of an occupational licensing regime such as chartered accountants, 
architects, engineers and psychologists, there are frequently ongoing professional development 
requirements, for example, for Chartered Accountants in order to “maintain the quality and expertise of the 
profession” (Chartered Accountants Australia and New Zealand, n.d., para 1) they are required to 
undertake continuing professional development including mandatory ethics training. Similarly, registered 
architects are required to undertake continuing professional development to “demonstrate that he or she 
has taken reasonable steps to maintain the currency of his or her architectural knowledge and skills" (New 
Zealand Registered Architects Board, n.d., para 2).  

Additionally, the Institute of Directors’ chartered membership pathway, which is a recommended but 
voluntary membership option, has continuing professional development requirements in order to maintain 
chartered membership (Institute of Directors, n.d.-b). 

To maintain or ideally enhance the knowledge and skills of directors and the governance profession, 
several measures could help: 

 Minimum training requirements for entry into governance roles. 
 A structured governance education pathway for new and aspiring directors. 
 Ongoing professional development requirements, potentially scaled appropriately to the size and 

complexity of the organisation. 

In addition, creating a clear pathway into governance that isn’t solely dependent on career background or 
personal networks could help diversify the governance profession. 
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Motivation 
 

This autoethnographic practitioner thesis draws on extensive personal and professional experiences 
across the governance sector. In the SAGE Dictionary of Qualitative Inquiry, Schwandt (2007) describes 
ethnography as “a particular form of writing that seeks to unite ethnographic (looking outward at a world 
beyond one's own) and autobiographical (gazing inward for a story of one's self) intentions” (p. 17). 
Autoethnographic research embraces the subjectivity and bias the researcher brings and, through critical 
reflection, aims to lever this knowledge “as an asset rather than a liability” (Tarisayi, 2023, p.54). 
Accordingly, it places my learning and reflections as a key part of both the inputs and outcomes alongside 
the research, interviews and literature review (Salmons, 2023). 

My motivation is two-fold: firstly, to try and enhance governance practices; and secondly, to try and remove 
barriers into governance roles, primarily for women and Māori and Pasifika wahine. These motivations were 
informed by my own governance journey which spans more than 25 years. My journey began with a passion 
for community development and progressed through a diverse array of roles including volunteer, 
consultant, governance advisor, trustee, director, and elected local government representative. 

My earliest foray into governance was volunteering for the local branch of a national not-for-profit 
organisation. Shortly thereafter I started working as a Research and Development Manager for a national 
not-for-profit organisation reporting to the board, undertaking board secretarial functions, and supporting 
regional branch committees with research, fundraising and policies. This managerial insight into the role of 
governance and the impact of both good and bad governance (as well as the role of management in 
supporting, or not, the board) were deeply informative of my governance practices. Being part of national 
organisations as well as a member of the Fundraising Institute of New Zealand, provided a richness of 
experience and insights, both my own and others, including strategic planning, capital projects, the varying 
governance standards across branch committees, motivations to be on voluntary boards, fundraising, 
policies, research and more. 

Every role I’ve held over the last 25 years has interfaced with governance providing me with unique insights 
into the challenges and gaps within governance practices across not-for-profit, private and public sectors. 
Consistently, I observed a prevalent reliance on informal networks, executive-level experience and 
experiential on-the-job learning rather than formal governance education or validated competency 
pathways. This informal transmission of governance knowledge often results in inconsistent practices and 
varied alignment with contemporary governance standards. Similarly, the reliance on networks, meant 
some people who were ill-equipped for governance were appointed based on their career position or 
connections. 

I also identified diversity gaps and challenges for women trying to enter governance, particularly at an 
elected or professional level. The same networks and connections were not always there for women, 
particularly those not in the workforce, for example while raising children. There were also barriers to entry 
that didn’t necessarily exist for male counterparts, such as bias and stereotypes, narrow definitions of 
relevant experience (for example bias towards CEO experience), structural or cultural barriers (such as 
meeting times), and unconscious bias in advertising and selection processes (the tendency to favour 
candidates who ‘look like’ current directors). Some biases were more overt, for example while running for 
council being asked about my ability to prioritise Council when having two young children (despite sitting 
next to a male candidate of the same age with four young children who didn’t get asked that question) 
(Richardson et al., 2018). 



 
 
Pathways to governance  17 Judene Edgar 
 

Initially, my own approach to governance was driven largely by enthusiasm, commitment to community 
service and practical experience rather than structured educational pathways. Formal training 
opportunities were limited and not widely promoted or prioritised, particularly within not-for-profit and 
local government contexts. However, I attended several not-for-profit workshops facilitated or organised by 
Volunteer Nelson – interestingly, despite the higher proportion of men in governance roles, most training I 
went to was attended predominantly by women. 

Once I became an elected member in 2007, my training broadened to Local Government New Zealand 
(LGNZ) and, through them, I was introduced to the Institute of Directors (as they were running a governance 
course with LGNZ at the time). The course was also a step-up with regards to being clearly at a governance 
level rather than an operational one and the shift in mindset from the mechanics (execution, delivery, 
operations) to the dynamics (intent, purpose, strategy, outcomes).  

Over the past 25 years my governance experience has included a range of organisations and ownership 
structures across local, regional and national not-for-profit organisations, council-controlled 
organisations, consumer trusts, ministerial appointments onto public sector organisations, business units, 
charitable companies, tertiary and science institutions and more. These organisations have been across a 
wide range of sectors including aviation, energy, waste management, housing, sports, social services, 
education and philanthropy. Additionally, this has enabled me to gain deeper experience across a range of 
board committees and working groups including health and safety, audit and risk, CEO employment and 
remuneration, climate change, infrastructure, environment and planning, and investment. 

Over time my perspective shifted as I recognised that practical experience and instinct alone were 
insuƯicient to navigate the increasingly complex challenges facing boards, and that strong governance also 
depended on getting the fundamentals right, from budgeting to health and safety, risk management and 
compliance. This shift was accelerated by significant formal training through programmes such as the 
Institute of Directors’ Chartered Member programme, and more recently, by invaluable guidance from a 
dedicated mentor who challenged me to critically reflect and continuously evolve my governance practice. 

My involvement with the Institute of Directors (IoD), initially as a member in 2009 and subsequently starting 
as a Senior Governance Advisor in 2022 and then Principal Governance Advisor and Chapter Zero New 
Zealand lead from 2024, has profoundly deepened and shored my perspectives. My role involves leading 
governance research initiatives such as the annual Director Sentiment Survey and Global Network of 
Director Institutes’ biennial research, supporting the development of the Climate Change Governance 
Essentials course and the review of others, preparing guides, board packs and articles, running workshops 
and webinars, and writing submissions on related governance legislation. 

Through this I have become deeply aware of the importance of structured governance education, 
particularly in equipping directors to navigate complex issues like climate governance, sustainability and 
ethical leadership. 

Additionally, the personal challenges I faced when entering governance roles, notably local government as 
a woman under 40 with young children, but also being either the youngest member or only female on 
several boards, has significantly shaped my perspective. These barriers included overt discrimination, 
assumptions about my commitment and capability, exclusionary practices and persistent 
microaggressions – subtle, often unconscious forms of undermining or exclusion (Institute of Directors, 
2025b; Prendergast, 2025). 
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Such experiences reflect wider research findings that women, Māori, Pacific Peoples and minorities face 
both entry and inclusion barriers within governance environments. Traditional pathways into governance 
dominated by informal networks and senior executive experience continue to entrench these inequities 
(USYD et al., 2018). Even when individuals from underrepresented groups do secure a seat at the table, 
they remain less likely to hold leadership roles such as board or committee chair, signalling that barriers 
persist beyond initial entry (Field et al., 2020; Institute of Directors and EY, n.d.). 

Direct engagement with various organisations further highlighted the inconsistency and low prioritisation 
of governance education. Although training opportunities have expanded significantly, particularly through 
online courses and targeted capability-building funds, there remains limited systemic integration and 
prioritisation of governance development across sectors. This gap underscores a pressing need for more 
structured, accessible and recognised educational pathways that can consistently enhance governance 
capability. Together, this reinforced my resolve to evaluate the role of formal, structured educational 
pathways as potential mechanisms to dismantle systemic barriers and enhance inclusivity within 
governance. 

Without independent and formalised pathways into governance these systemic barriers will be hard to 
dismantle, and while quotas and other systems to encourage diversity have seen significant 
improvements, quotas are not necessarily popular or encouraged (Institute of Directors Ireland, 2024; 
Institute of Directors UK, 2024a; International IDEA, n.d.; Thomas, 2016). Further, we are now encountering 
a diversity, equity and inclusion (DEI) backlash with organisations and countries rolling back DEI policies, 
programmes and quotas in favour of supposed ‘merit-based’ appointments (Kearins, 2025; Murray & 
Bohannon, 2025; New Zealand First, 2025; Tilo, 2025). 

This autoethnographic master's thesis is deeply connected to my experience as well as my aspiration of 
enhancing governance capability, fostering inclusivity and promoting sustainability. By critically examining 
international models, I aim to identify practical and applicable lessons for New Zealand. My goal is to 
explore how structured governance education pathways could meaningfully address systemic barriers, 
elevate governance standards and support greater diversity and inclusion within governance roles. 

Good governance fundamentally aƯects societal well-being, environmental sustainability and equity, 
aligning strongly with my personal and professional aspirations. My extensive experience, formal training 
and mentorship collectively inform the research, insights and reflective perspectives I bring to this 
research. These combined experiences fuel my hypothesis that structured governance education can 
professionalise governance practices, reduce exclusionary barriers and better equip directors for 
contemporary complexities. 

Reflecting on previous coursework, notably constructing my Learning Agreement (see Appendix 2), I have 
adopted critical reflection and rigorous research methodologies, employing a mixed methods approach 
comprising quantitative surveys and qualitative interviews. Complemented by an extensive literature 
review, this methodological rigour enhances my understanding of governance education needs, challenges 
traditional governance assumptions and fosters deep reflexivity within my practice. 

Ultimately, this thesis encapsulates my enduring commitment to improving governance standards, 
advocating for greater diversity and inclusion and contributing to meaningful systemic change within New 
Zealand’s governance landscape. Through structured inquiry, critical analysis and reflective practice, I aim 
to positively influence governance policy and practice, making a substantive contribution to both the 
Institute of Directors and the broader governance community. 
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Chapter two: Literature review 
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Literature review 
 

Best practice guidance 
Best practice governance is multi-dimensional, combining technical competence with strategic 
judgement, ethics, relational skills and cultural fluency, and complemented and enhanced by continuing 
development (International Finance Corporation, 2019; OECD, 2021). In high-performing governance 
environments these expectations are reinforced through sector codes, funding conditions and professional 
standards that embed capability-building into the board’s operating rhythm (Public Service Commission, 
2024; Reserve Bank of New Zealand & Financial Markets Authority, 2023). 

Board, committee and individual director evaluations drive improvement when used developmentally 
(International Finance Corporation, 2015). The UK Corporate Governance Code requires annual board 
evaluations for listed companies (with periodic external review for FTSE 350 companies), and sport funding 
codes in the UK link continued funding to demonstrable governance practice, including evaluation 
(Financial Reporting Council, 2024; Sport England & UK Sport, 2021). In New Zealand, the Reserve Bank of 
New Zealand and Financial Markets Authority (2023) thematic governance review called for stronger, 
outcomes-focused evaluation and targeted capability-building; in the Crown entity context, the Public 
Service Commission’s (2022) It Takes Three operating expectations and the Enduring Letter of Expectations 
(from the Minister(s) to Crown entities) reinforce regular evaluation tied to development planning and the 
wider performance cycle (Willis, 2024). 

Director capability develops through a blend of formal education, experiential learning, peer exchange and 
reflective practice (International Finance Corporation, 2019). Guidance such as the Institute of Directors in 
New Zealand’s (2021) Four Pillars of Governance Best Practice, the Australian Institute of Company 
Directors’ (2024) guidance for the not-for-profit sector, and the Global Network of Director Institutes’ (2023) 
biennial global director survey position structured education as an ongoing necessity rather than a one-oƯ 
event. 

Crucially, the skillset is evolving. Boards are expected to upskill in climate governance, artificial 
intelligence, cybersecurity and geopolitics, and to remain current as standards and stakeholder 
expectations shift (Global Network of Director Institutes, 2023; Institute of Directors, 2021; OECD, 2023). 
EƯective directors bring curiosity and disciplined inquiry, knowing which questions to ask, when to seek 
external advice, how to translate complex technical topics into sound oversight, and keep their eyes on the 
organisation’s future needs and positioning. 

My Master of Professional Practice (MPP) survey indicates most first-time directors learned primarily 
through experience and did not feel fully prepared on appointment; respondents who had any structured 
induction, training or mentoring reported greater overall confidence in their governance role. This pattern 
aligns with widely used leadership-development evidence that mixes experiential learning with social 
learning (mentoring/peer learning) and formal instruction (often summarised as a 70–20–10 approach) to 
strengthen transfer and confidence over time (Center for Creative Leadership, 2025; The Bridgespan 
Group, 2016). 

Mentoring is a high-impact, relatively low-cost way to accelerate capability, especially for first-time 
directors and those from under-represented communities, by helping directors navigate both formal duties 
and informal boardroom dynamics. However, the low cost for the mentees comes with a high ask for the 
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small pool of experienced directors who are frequently asked to mentor aspiring directors. Notably though, 
in the MPP survey, mentoring emerged as the most sought-after governance support. This aligns with 
international non-profit governance research which associates structured onboarding and peer support 
with stronger board eƯectiveness (BoardSource, 2021). 

Diversity in gender, ethnicity, skills, professional background and lived experience enhances board 
deliberation and decision-making but only when structural barriers are addressed so that diverse thinking 
can contribute meaningfully rather than just be present (Chen, 2018). Research shows that diversity in 
nationality and educational background similarly influences organisational performance, reinforcing the 
value of varied perspectives in governance (Odero & Egessa, 2023). Internationally, boards increasingly 
embed diversity through transparent search processes, skills matrices and inclusive development 
pathways complemented by targets, conditions (for example, in UK sport funding), or quotas (International 
IDEA, n.d.; Sport England & UK Sport, 2021). 

In New Zealand, the Institute of Directors champions deeper inclusion not just diverse representation 
through initiatives such as the Rainbow Directors’ Network, Women Directors’ Network and Pacific 
Advisory Group, and practical programmes such as Mentoring for Diversity to ensure underrepresented 
voices are heard and supported in the boardroom; inclusion, they argue, is not only ethically essential, but 
also strategically advantageous in shaping governance, culture and competitive performance (Edgar, 
2025n). 

 

Governance failures 
Governance practices have continued to evolve since the mid-1300s. In his self-help book which was 
foundational in promoting the Victorian ideals of perseverance, character and self-improvement, Samuel 
Smiles wrote “We learn wisdom from failure much more than from success. We often discover what will 
do, by finding out what will not do; and probably he who never made a mistake never made a discovery” 
(1859, chapter 2). This quote is as relevant today as it was then, and equally relevant to governance, as 
many governance lessons have come through corporate failures. 

Governance failures aren’t new – from the collapse of Italy’s Medici Bank in 1494 to Signa Holdings in 2023 
(Austria’s largest privately owned real estate company), high-risk behaviours or inadequate risk 
assessment/management, lack of proper oversight, greed, conflicts of interests, lack of foresight, 
groupthink, lack of knowledge, and not understanding their role, are all governance factors that have 
contributed towards the demise of organisations. 

Corporate governance came under scrutiny in the UK during the late 1980s and early 1990s following a 
series of public scandals including Coloroll, Polly Peck and the Bank of Credit and Commerce International 
(BCCI). Coloroll collapsed in 1990 resulting in thousands of job losses and owing £300 million – ironically a 
year after its chairman had received a CBE (Bowen, 1993; Foot, 1990). Polly Peck International collapsed in 
1991 with debt of over £1.3 billion and the CEO was subsequently jailed for stealing £34 million (Harris, 
2010). The BBCI was forced to cease trading in 1991 nine years after the first warning flags were raised, 
ultimately owing $10 billion (Whitehead, 2016).  

In response to these very public scandals the London Stock Exchange established The Committee on the 
Financial Aspects of Corporate Governance to raise the standards of corporate governance and provide 
recommendations on financial reporting and accountability. The Cadbury Report was published in 1992 
and resulted in establishing a framework for corporate governance in the UK. The Code of Best Practice 
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emphasised transparency, accountability and the role of non-executive directors. It also introduced the 
concept of comply or explain, whereby listed companies must either adhere to a listing rule 
recommendation and if not, explain why it hasn’t. The Cadbury Code influenced corporate governance 
practices globally and still forms the basis of rules for listing companies in many countries (The Committee 
on the Financial Aspects of Corporate Governance, 1992). The Cadbury Report also marked the beginning 
of the UK’s broader ‘soft law’ approach to governance, relying on principles-based codes rather than 
statute (Financial Reporting Council, 2024). 

During the late 1990s and 2000s numerous scandals such as Enron, Lehman Brothers, WorldCom and 
Tyco occurred in connection with financial reports' distortions and breaches of good corporate governance 
principles (Corporate Finance Institute, n.d.-b). Poor regulatory frameworks and enforcement enabled poor 
governance practices. As a result of these failures, regulatory bodies began to study the role directors play 
in preventing such cases, putting an emphasis on the duties and powers of (non-executive) directors.  

Serious steps were taken in the United States and United Kingdom (where the first corporate governance 
standards were established in the beginning of the 1990s). In addition to increasing the number of 
independent directors to strengthen and ensure board independence, some governments introduced 
enhancements to improve corporate governance through mechanisms such as the Sarbanes-Oxley Act 
(SOX) in the USA and the Higgs Review in the UK. 

The SOX, a U.S. federal law designed to protect investors by improving the accuracy and reliability of 
corporate disclosures particularly regarding financial reporting, and to combat corporate fraud, was 
enacted in 2002. The SOX mandates that companies implement and maintain eƯective internal controls 
over financial reporting to ensure the accuracy and reliability of financial statements. The Act also set new 
standards for corporate boards, management and public accounting firms to reduce conflict of interests 
and increase accountability. Audit standards were also strengthened along with investor protections 
(Hemmer, 2024). 

One significant departure from UK law (and most other countries in the world) is that the SOX operates on a 
‘comply or else’ basis with strict penalties for non-compliance, raising concerns about legislation not 
keeping pace with business practices (Rosenfeld & Salkin, 2022; Sinha, 2024). 

While a U.S. law, the SOX compliance requirements apply to foreign companies listed on U.S. stock 
exchanges. Companies must continuously implement and maintain SOX compliance measures to ensure 
ongoing adherence to the law.  

Further, following the 2008 global financial crisis, the Dodd-Frank Act 2010 (Dodd-Frank Wall Street Reform 
and Consumer Protection Act 2010) was passed to improve financial stability, increase accountability in 
the financial sector and protect consumers. It strengthened oversight of banks and financial institutions 
aiming to reduce systemic risk and prevent future crises (U.S. Securities and Exchange Commission, 
2015).  

In the UK, the Higgs Review (2003), commissioned by the government, focused on the role of non-executive 
directors in corporate governance, aiming to assess their eƯectiveness and independence, their 
accountability to shareholders, and the role of the Combined Code (the UK equivalent of the New Zealand 
Exchange (NZX) Corporate Governance Code). The review suggested amendments to the Combined Code, 
including provisions for board composition, evaluation of independent directors and the role of the audit 
committee.  
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The review emphasised the importance of non-executive directors in promoting accountability, ensuring 
sound governance practices and fostering trust in the corporate world. The Higgs Review has had a 
significant impact on corporate governance in the UK, influencing the development of best practices and 
shaping the role of non-executive directors.  

Key recommendations of the report were board and director evaluations, training, and induction 
processes. The Higgs Review also suggested that the induction process should aim to achieve three things: 
to understand the role of a director, the framework in which the board operates, and to be able to 
contribute eƯectively to the board (Higgs, 2003). “An entrenched boardroom culture tends to regard non-
executive directors as being fully equipped for the role without the need for any further personal 
development. In some cases this presumption may be justified; in most, it is not,” (Higgs, 2003, p.48). 

New Zealand isn’t without its share of corporate failures. Recent high-profile cases include South 
Canterbury Finance (2010), Mainzeal (2013) and CBL Insurance (2018). In 2013 Mainzeal, one of New 
Zealand’s largest construction companies, was placed into liquidation owing creditors $110 million. After a 
series of court cases, in August 2023 the Supreme Court found the directors guilty of breaches of directors’ 
duties under sections 135 (reckless trading) and 136 (incurring obligations while insolvent) of the 
Companies Act 1993 and liable for $39.8 million (plus interest) in damages (Minter Ellison Rudd Watts, 
2023).  

The landmark ruling sent ripples throughout New Zealand’s governance community reinforcing the 
imperative for directors to actively monitor financial health, seek independent advice in distress, and 
balance shareholder and creditor interests (McMillan et al., 2023). In addition to highlighting director 
liability, it also reinforced the importance of having diƯering skill sets around the board table, succession 
planning, and underscored that governance capability is not static and that directors must continuously 
build their knowledge and judgement, recognising that eƯectiveness in the role demands ongoing 
investment (Yee, 2025). 

 

Listed company governance educational requirements 
Listed companies are some of the largest companies in every country. According to the World Federation of 
Exchanges, the approximate total value (market capitalisation) of all listed companies, as at February 2025 
was USD $124 trillion. New Zealand listed companies operate in the same global economy, many New 
Zealand directors are on overseas boards, and overseas companies operating in New Zealand often have a 
New Zealand board or director. Our company legislation, listing rules and regulations are influenced and 
informed by overseas research, practices and failures.  

Listed companies are subject to greater regulation and governance requirements than non-listed 
companies primarily because they raise capital from the public and have public shareholders who are not 
directly involved in running the business. This creates a separation between ownership and control which 
increases the risk that decisions made by directors may not always align with the best interests of 
shareholders or the public. To manage this risk and uphold market integrity, regulators impose higher 
standards of transparency, accountability and fairness. As a result, listed companies are required to 
comply with detailed financial reporting standards, continuous disclosure obligations and governance 
codes. 

Listed company boards are also subject to intense public and market scrutiny. Decisions by directors can 
quickly aƯect the company’s share price and reputation, making investor confidence and clear 
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communication critical governance concerns. Boards must be especially mindful of market perceptions 
and ensure timely and accurate disclosure of material information. In addition, listed companies typically 
operate at greater scale and complexity, often across multiple sectors or jurisdictions (CFA Institute, 2018; 
Lao Securities Commission and International Finance Corporation, 2021). 

Every country with a stock exchange has listing rules, legislation or regulations that govern listed 
companies (also referred to as issuers). These include rules about corporate governance roles and 
responsibilities such as matters relating to education and training, board evaluations and diversity. 
Examples of the educational and/or training requirements within listing rules, corporate governance codes 
or relevant legislation from New Zealand (see Table 2) plus some of our key partners and largest exchanges 
are provided below (see Tables 3 to 9). 

Table 2: New Zealand listing rules – educational, diversity and performance requirements 

New Zealand Exchange (NZX) corporate governance code 2025 

“The overarching purpose of the NZX Corporate Governance Code (the NZX Code) is to promote good 
corporate governance, recognising that boards are in place to protect the interests of shareholders and 
to provide long-term value” (New Zealand Exchange, 2025, p. 3). 

The NZX Code outlines eight key principles of corporate governance: ethical standards, board 
composition and performance, board committees, reporting and disclosure, remuneration, risk 
management, auditors, and shareholder rights and relations. Under each principle is a set of voluntary 
recommendations for listed companies, however they set a strong benchmark, and non-compliance 
requires disclosure on a comply or explain basis. 

Recommendation 2.5 All issuers are recommended to have a diversity policy which, at a 
minimum, addresses gender diversity. Of note, all NZX listed companies 
currently have a diversity policy in place (Edgar, 2025n). 

Recommendation 2.6 “Directors should undertake appropriate training to remain current on 
how to best perform their duties as directors of an issuer” (New Zealand 
Exchange, 2025, p. 17). Unlike some recommendations that provide 
extensive additional commentary or research to validate the 
recommendation, there is only a single sentence commentary that 
“where necessary, every issuer should provide resources to help 
develop and maintain directors’ skills and knowledge” (New Zealand 
Exchange, 2025, p. 17). 

Recommendation 2.7 “The board should have a procedure to regularly assess director, board 
and committee performance” (New Zealand Exchange, 2025, p. 17). As 
part of this regular review (noting that regular is not defined), it suggests 
that “the board should review whether appropriate training … has been 
received by directors” (New Zealand Exchange, 2025, p. 17). It also notes 
that “the board may choose to use external facilitators from time to time 
to conduct reviews” (New Zealand Exchange, 2025, p. 17) inferring that 
internal reviews are, on the whole, suƯicient. 
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International examples 
The following section considers governance education requirements for listed companies across a 
selection of seven jurisdictions. India is included as one of the largest trading markets; the United States 
and the United Kingdom because of the global influence of their major governance reviews; Australia and 
Canada as relevant Commonwealth comparators; and Singapore and South Africa given their international 
recognition for comprehensive yet disparate governance approaches. 

Table 3: Australia listing rules – educational, diversity and performance requirements 

Australia Securities Exchange (ASX) issuer code 2025 

The Australian Securities Exchange (ASX) requires a number of disclosures within the annual Corporate 
Governance Statement of listed companies on a comply or explain basis as outlined in Appendix 4G 
(Australian Securities Exchange, 2025). 

Recommendation 1.5 The Australian Code recommends having and disclosing a diversity 
policy.  

Recommendation 1.6 Periodic evaluation of performance of the board, committees and 
directors is recommended. While there is no definition of periodic, it is 
recommended that they disclose each year whether an evaluation has 
taken place. There is no requirement as to whether this should be 
conducted by an external/independent party 

Recommendations 2.1(b) 
and 2.2 

Entities should have and disclose a skills matrix “to ensure that the 
board has the appropriate balance of skills, knowledge, experience, 
independence and diversity” (ASX, 2025, p. 5).  

Recommendation 2.6 Entities have an induction programme and a programme “for periodically 
reviewing whether there is a need for existing directors to undertake 
professional development to maintain the skills and knowledge needed 
to perform their role as directors eƯectively” (ASX, 2025, p. 5). 

 

Table 4: Canada listing rules – educational, diversity and performance requirements 

Toronto Stock Exchange (TSX) company manual 2024 

While Canada relies on a combination of securities regulation, disclosure-based requirements and best 
practice guidance rather than prescriptive listing rules like in some other jurisdictions, they nonetheless 
operate on a comply or explain basis (Hansell, 2014). Canada’s governance landscape varies by 
province, but national standards are guided by the Toronto Stock Exchange (TSX) company manual 
(2024). 

Corporate governance requirements are held within the British Columbia Securities Commission 
National Policy 58-201 Disclosure of Corporate Governance Practices (2023). The Policy takes a flexible, 
principles-based approach rather than a prescriptive approach. Each principle has general guidance 
and examples of how boards might operationalise the governance practices for themselves.  

Principle 3 Attract and retain eƯective directors – provides examples of evaluating 
the necessary skills and skill gaps when appointing directors. 
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Principle 4 Continuously strive to improve the board’s performance – includes 
orientation for new directors, continuing education opportunities for all 
directors, and regularly assessing the performance of the board, its 
committees and individual directors against established criteria. 

The Canada Business Corporations Act 1985 also requires listed companies to disclose a range of 
information on the representation of four designated groups across governance and management – 
women, indigenous peoples, persons with disabilities, and members of minority groups including 
whether it has a diversity policy, quotas and term limits to encourage board renewal. 

 

Table 5: India listing rules – educational, diversity and performance requirements 

Securities and Exchange Board of India (listing obligations and disclosure requirements) 
regulations 2015 

In India, listing rules are primarily governed in accordance with the Securities and Exchange Board of 
India [SEBI] (Listing Obligations and Disclosure Requirements) Regulations 2015, referred to as the 
LODR mandate, alongside guidelines from the seven recognised stock exchanges, which are 
administered and regulated by the SEBI. Section 4(2)(f)(ii) of the LODR outlines key functions of the 
board including “ensuring a transparent nomination process to the board of directors with the diversity 
of thought, experience, knowledge, perspective and gender in the board of directors” and encouraging 
“continuing directors training to ensure that the members of board of directors are kept up-to-date” (iii). 

One of the largest stock markets by market capitalisation in the world, India is also slightly diƯerent in 
that they don’t follow the comply or explain approach. Rather, they subscribe to the ‘comply or else’ 
approach, with mandatory corporate governance provisions. While India initially followed the comply or 
explain approach, the Satyam Computer Services scandal in 2009 (described as India’s Enron) changed 
the course of corporate governance. However, like with the SOX, it’s been argued that mandatory rules 
may not align with the dynamic nature of corporate governance (Sinha, 2024). Further, the mandatory 
corporate governance provisions extend to unlisted companies as The Companies Act 2013 contains 
detailed provisions such as number of independent directors and their liabilities, roles and functions 
(Varottil, 2018).  

Regulation 4(2)(f)(iii)  The Board shall encourage continuing directors training to ensure that 
the members of board of directors are kept up-to-date. 

Regulation 25(7)(c) The listed entity shall familiarise the independent directors through 
various training programmes about the listed entity including the roles, 
rights and responsibilities of independent directors. 

 

Table 6: Singapore listing rules – educational, diversity and performance requirements 

Singapore Exchange (SGX) code of corporate governance 2018  

Singapore’s corporate governance framework is anchored in the Code of Corporate Governance 2018, 
issued by the Monetary Authority of Singapore and operating on a comply or explain basis under the SGX 
Listing Rules. The 2018 revisions shifted the focus away from a prescriptive box-ticking approach, 
strengthening expectations of board independence, accountability and diversity, and placing distinctive 
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emphasis on director capability development. The Code sets out broad principles supported by 
provisions and practice guidance, requiring companies to explain how they achieve the intended 
outcomes where practices diƯer. 

Section 1.2 Requires directors of listed companies to understand both the 
company’s business and their governance role and responsibilities and 
that directors must be provided with “opportunities to develop and 
maintain their skills and knowledge at the company’s expense” (para 
12). 

On a comply or explain basis, to disclose “the induction, training and 
development provided to new and existing directors” (para 12) in the 
annual report. One key distinction from other codes is the requirement 
to ‘develop’ their skills as opposed to simply maintaining, which 
recognises that upskilling and attaining new skills are important 
components of governance. 

Sections 4.3 and 5.1 and 
Practice Guidance 5 

The Code also recommends a formal annual evaluation of the board, 
committee and director performance and reviews the training and 
professional development programme for the board and directors and 
for this to be disclosed in the company’s annual report. 

Singapore Exchange (SGX) listing rules 2021 

Rule 210(5)(a) Since 1 January 2019, any director appointed that doesn’t have prior 
experience governing a listed company must undergo training to 
understand their role and responsibilities. The training includes 
mandatory and elective components, from approved providers. Of note, 
sustainability is one of the mandatory components (SGX, 2018). 

Rule 710A(1) From 1 January 2022, issuers are required to maintain and disclose a 
diversity policy that includes, as a minimum, gender, skills and 
experience (SGX, 2021). 

Practice Guidance 1 The 2018 Practice Guidance within the Code also outlines the board’s 
role and the scope of director duties, including the requirement for 
directors to develop their competencies including a board policy and 
criteria for director development. Further, “the Chairman and the NC 
[Nominating Committee] Chairman should jointly and regularly review 
and agree with each director his or her training and professional 
development needs” (SGX, 2021, para 9). 

 

Table 7: South Africa listing rules – educational, diversity and performance requirements 

Johannesburg Stock Exchange (JSE) listing rules 2017 

The Johannesburg Stock Exchange (JSE) listing rules (2017) have an ‘apply or explain’ approach to their 
corporate governance provisions, which were adopted from the ‘King Code’. The King Code was 
developed by the King Committee, formed in 1992 by the Institute of Directors Southern Africa (now 
South Africa) and chaired by former judge Mervyn King to support and enhance corporate governance 
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(Institute of Directors South Africa, n.d.). Some practices from the King Code (King IV Report on 
Corporate Governance for Southern Africa 2016) have been incorporated within the listing rules making 
them mandatory; the remaining corporate governance provisions within the King Code are voluntary. 
Note: The King V Code was launched 31 October 2025 and comes into eƯect 1 January 2026. 

Rule 3.84 Issuers are required to have a gender diversity policy and a race diversity 
policy and to report on them annually. 

Institute of Directors Southern Africa King IV report (King Code) 2016 

Part 5.1 
Recommended practices 
1(b)(iii) 

The King Code (2016) states that directors should take steps to ensure 
they have working knowledge of the organisation, its industry, and 
relevant laws and regulations and “continuously develop their 
competence to lead eƯectively” (p. 43). 

Part 5.3 
Recommended practices 10 

The Code also advises that board composition should consider skills, 
experience, knowledge, diversity (age, culture, race, gender) and 
independence. 

Part 5.3 
Recommended practices 23 

It further notes that new directors with no or limited experience “should 
be provided with mentorship and encouraged to undergo training” (p. 
51). 

Part 5.3 
Recommended practices 24 

Additionally, “a programme of professional development and regular 
briefings on legal and corporate governance developments, and risks 
and changes in the external environment of the organisation” (p. 51) 
should be provided for the board. 

Part 5.3 
Recommended practices 71 
to 75 

The Code also recommends annual board evaluations, with a formal 
review of the board, committees, committee chairs and individual 
directors at least every two years, and to disclose the findings thereof 
including any remedial actions taken. 

 

Table 8: United Kingdom listing rules – educational, diversity and performance requirements 

United Kingdom corporate governance code 2024 

The UK corporate governance code applies to premium-listed companies on the London Stock 
Exchange and is enforced through a comply or explain regime (Financial Reporting Council, 2024). The 
Code emphasises long-term sustainable success, board accountability and eƯective shareholder 
engagement, while also highlighting board diversity, workforce voice and stakeholder interests. It is 
supported by the Financial Reporting Council and reinforced by related guidance (e.g. on audit 
committees, board eƯectiveness and risk management), which together form part of the UK’s wider soft 
law governance framework. 

Provision 21 The Code recommends a “formal and rigorous annual review of the 
performance of the board, its committees, the chair and individual 
directors” (p. 11) with externally facilitated reviews undertaken regularly 
(not defined), however, it specifically notes that FTSE 350 companies – 
the largest 350 companies on the London Stock Exchange by 
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capitalisation – should undertake external reviews every three years 
(Corporate Finance Institute, n.d.a.). 

Provision 22 Based on the outcome of the performance review, “each director should 
engage with the process and take appropriate action when development 
needs have been identified” (p. 11). 

Provision 23 Requires boards to include “the policy and any initiatives on diversity 
and inclusion” (p. 11) as well as noting that the annual evaluation should 
also consider diversity. 

 

Table 9: United States listing rules – educational, diversity and performance requirements 

The United States does not have a single companies act or a unified corporate governance code. 
Instead, governance is shaped by a mix of state law, federal regulation and stock exchange rules. Many 
states have adopted the Model Business Corporation Act, but a significant number of public companies 
are incorporated in Delaware under the Delaware General Corporation Law as it provides a well-tested, 
predictable and board-friendly governance environment (Bebchuk & Hamdani, 2002). 

At the federal level, the Securities Exchange Act 1934, administered by the Securities and Exchange 
Commission (SEC), regulates listed companies, primarily through disclosure and reporting obligations. 
The New York Stock Exchange (NYSE) and Nasdaq, the two primary U.S. stock exchanges, also impose 
specific governance requirements, including rules on board composition and independence (Global 
Legal Group, 2024; Niles & Robinson, 2022). Separately, the Sarbanes-Oxley Act of 2002 introduced 
stringent financial control, audit oversight and record-keeping requirements that significantly impacted 
board responsibilities and accountability on a comply or else basis (Hemmer, 2024). 

In tandem with state laws, each company also has its own bylaws and charters that outline governance 
practices and procedures. Like other countries, many of the corporate governance practices also 
operate on a comply or explain basis.   

New York Stock Exchange (NYSE) listed company manual (2025)  

Section 303A Outlines the corporate governance requirements for listed companies. 
While they outline seven key areas of corporate governance, one being 
director orientation and continuing education, unlike the other six areas 
there is no commentary that sets out any expectations. 

Nasdaq Stock Market Rulebook (2009) 

 The corporate governance requirements do not have any guidance 
relating to reviews, diversity, training or education. 

Investor guidance 

The Council of Institutional Investors (CII) and Institutional Shareholder Services (ISS) advocate for 
shareholder and investor rights and are important national players in influencing and setting corporate 
governance expectations. The CII corporate governance policies recommend “board evaluations to 
ensure the board equips itself with competencies and experiences that will further the company’s 
strategic goals” (Council of Institutional Investors, 2022, p. 8) along with a succession plan and 
nominating committees that consider, among other things, skillset, background and tenure. In 
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particular, policy 2.8c recommends the periodic board evaluations “should include a review of the 
performance and qualifications of any director who received ‘against’ votes from a significant number of 
shareowners or for whom a significant number of shareowners withheld votes” (Council of Institutional 
Investors, 2022, p. 8), reinforcing the shareholder perspective of the CII. Shareholder influence has seen 
a sharp retreat in backing for environmental, social and governance (ESG) and DEI proposals (MakortoƯ, 
2025; Tonello, 2025). 

Conversely, the ISS provides direct recommendations to shareholders on how they should vote rather 
than best practice guidance. For example, the voting guidelines recommend voting against boards 
without director performance evaluation, the appointment of directors that are already on more than 
five public companies, and vote against or withhold support for boards without at least a commitment 
to gender and ethnic diversity. Additionally, they recommend board diversity including gender, age, 
ethnicity, background, experience and culture (Institutional Shareholder Services, 2025). 

While there are no overt recommendations relating to education or training, it does note that “board 
refreshment is best implemented through an ongoing program of individual director evaluations, 
conducted annually, to ensure the evolving needs of the board are met and to bring in fresh 
perspectives, skills, and diversity as needed” (Institutional Shareholder Services, 2025, p. 19). 

 

Summary 
While listed companies operate in a regulated environment and have some of the highest performance 
expectations – governance and financial – they are not immune to failure, in New Zealand or overseas. A 
recent review by Forsyth Barr of five poorly performing listed companies – Fletcher Building, The 
Warehouse Group, Ryman Healthcare, Synlait Milk and SkyCity – identified recurring governance themes. 
Their analysis found that despite generally meeting traditional best-practice standards, many boards 
struggled with fundamental responsibilities. The most significant issues included poor capital allocation, 
slow recognition of structural change, weak internal controls, and a lack of meaningful board challenge. 
They noted that long auditor tenures and a lack of regular board self-reviews eroded governance quality. 
Conversely, board reviews “foster accountability, continuous improvement, and stronger governance” 
(Forsyth Barr, 2025, p. 5) and provide an opportunity to think beyond a compliance (comply or explain) 
mindset and consider areas to add value. 

Across jurisdictions, listed company governance codes and listing rules vary in how explicitly they address 
director education and performance evaluation, but most recognise the importance of maintaining and 
developing board capability. Common features include induction for new directors, ongoing professional 
development and periodic (often annual) evaluations of the board, committees and individual directors. 
The degree of prescription diƯers: some countries such as India and the United States adopt a mandatory 
comply or else approach in key areas, while others, including New Zealand, Australia, and the UK, follow 
the more flexible comply or explain model. 

Certain jurisdictions go further, requiring training for directors without prior listed company experience 
(e.g., Singapore) or mandating diversity policies that extend beyond gender (e.g., South Africa). Despite 
these variations, the overarching theme is that eƯective governance depends not only on structural 
compliance but also on active, continuous improvement in director competence, performance and 
diversity, supported by meaningful evaluation and targeted development opportunities. 
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Governance education and training requirements in non-listed contexts 
While listed companies are generally considered market leaders and are held to the highest regulatory 
standards and levels of stakeholder scrutiny, there are a range of practices throughout other peak bodies 
that oversee or support entities and their boards/governing bodies. 

Across a range of peak bodies in New Zealand, no compulsory training requirements were identified (see 
Table 10). 

Table 10: New Zealand education and training requirements in non-listed contexts 

Private companies The New Zealand Companies OƯice maintain the Companies Register 
and the Incorporated Societies Register. The Companies Register 
provides a range of resources for company directors and incorporated 
society oƯicers however training and education do not form part of this, 
including their resource on ‘What it means to be a good director’ (New 
Zealand Companies OƯice, n.d.-b) 

Public sector entities Crown entity and government board appointments follow the Board 
Appointment and Induction Guidelines, which emphasise experience, 
skills, education, knowledge and diversity, but do not require specific 
qualifications. Although the guidelines require merit-based 
appointments, they acknowledge that “an exact definition of ‘merit’ is 
left undefined” (Public Service Commission, 2024, p. 8). The guidelines 
also identify which ministries oƯer governance training and state that 
“Ministers are responsible for ensuring new board members receive 
adequate induction and training to understand their role” (p. 58). 
Additionally, Treasury’s Directors’ Fees and Reimbursement Guidelines 
(2004) allow Ministers to approve expenses related to director 
development and training. 

Local government Training for elected members is optional. Local Government New 
Zealand (LGNZ) delivers Ākona, a voluntary learning and development 
programme that supports elected members with ongoing, practical 
learning in key governance areas such as ethical leadership, decision-
making, community engagement, and Te Tiriti o Waitangi. The 
programme is delivered through short, self-paced online modules and 
interactive live webinars designed to fit around members’ schedules. It is 
guided by a capability framework outlining six core domains and four 
proficiency levels, helping members assess their skills and plan for 
continuous development throughout their term. 

LGNZ also run induction sessions for new elected members, but this 
does not specifically cover governance. Similarly, a lot of councils run 
their own in-house training, but this may or may not include governance 
aspects of their role, with a focus often on organisational processes and 
functions, legislation and updates on key projects. 
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Not-for-profit/charities The Charities Register is the oƯicial public record of all registered 
charities (approximately 27,000) in New Zealand, providing information 
on their purpose, activities, governance and finances. The Charities 
Services provides an ‘oƯicer kit’ for certified oƯicers of registered 
charities which notes that oƯicers should have “the right qualities and 
competence to manage and support the delivery of its services” 
(Charities Services, 2018, p. 7). 

Additionally, the Incorporated Societies Register similarly provides 
practical ‘How to’ resources on topics such as constitutions, dispute 
resolutions and re-registration. However, there is no best practice 
guidance on oƯicer duties/governance matters, such as reasonable care 
and diligence and acting in good faith, even though they are specifically 
required within the Incorporated Societies Act 2022.  

Sporting bodies Sport New Zealand is the government’s lead agency for play, active 
recreation and sport, and provides governance resources, guidance and 
advice to strengthen good governance, including advocating for board 
diversity (albeit it was recently directed by the Government to cease 
work on the Guiding Principles for the Inclusion of Transgender People in 
Community Sport) (Castle, 2025). Its governance approach combines 
voluntary development tools with mandatory conditions tied to funding. 

It oƯers a governance evaluation and development framework with five 
programme options aligned to its good governance model, enabling 
boards to assess eƯectiveness and target improvement. Since 2016, 
eligible organisations may also seek ‘Governance Mark’ accreditation, 
providing external validation of governance standards. Individual 
directors can access tailored programmes to support their learning 
needs (Sport New Zealand, n.d.-a; Sport New Zealand, 2024).  

Through High Performance Sport NZ (HPSNZ), Sport NZ also uses 
mandatory funding levers, with investment agreements requiring 
national sports organisations to demonstrate good governance 
practices. These include, meeting agreed outcomes, maintaining 
financial accountability, implementing risk management frameworks, 
and ensuring safe, athlete-centred environments. Boards are expected 
to show progress on diversity and inclusion, and to comply with integrity 
and wellbeing standards set by Sport Integrity NZ (High Performance 
Sport NZ, 2024). Sport NZ and HPSNZ may also commission 
independent reviews to address governance weaknesses, such as the 
review of Cycling New Zealand. While funding agreements set 
mandatory governance expectations, these do not currently extend to 
compulsory board training, education or formal board reviews (Sport 
New Zealand, n.d.-b). 

Membership organisations The Institute of Directors (IoD) is a voluntary membership-based 
organisation with approximately 10,500 members aiming to enhance 
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governance practice in New Zealand. They encourage participation in 
governance training, oƯering a range of webinars, research, insights, 
events and courses including their flagship five-day intensive Company 
Directors’ Course and Chartered Membership pathway with continuing 
professional development requirements. Members must agree to abide 
by IoD’s Constitution and Code of Practice for Directors which provide 
guidance on board composition including “a balance of skills, 
knowledge and experience” (p. 3), but no specifics on how to achieve 
this (Institute of Directors, n.d.-a)  

 

International examples 
While no mandatory training requirements were identified across New Zealand peak bodies, despite the 
inclusion of some governance requirements within HPSNZ funding agreements, there was a greater variety 
of practices across peak bodies in Australia, Canada, India, Singapore, South Africa, United Kingdom and 
the United States. 

Outlined in Tables 11 to 18 below are some of the training requirements that New Zealand peak bodies 
could learn from including mandatory local government training. 

Table 11: Australia education and training requirements in non-listed contexts 

There are some bodies in Australia that require compulsory training, but this is neither universal nor 
mainstream. It is nonetheless generally encouraged, and some bodies have structured induction 
requirements. One interesting diƯerence is local government, with most States requiring some form of 
mandatory training (see Table 12). 

Private companies The Corporations Act 2001 (Cth) sets minimal eligibility criteria for 
director appointments, but no requirements for governance training or 
induction, board evaluation or diversity for private board appointments. 

Public sector entities While there are diƯering regulations for federal and state appointments, 
there are no legal requirements for training or board evaluations. Most 
states provide strong guidance relating to induction and diversity 
principles. The Governance Institute of Australia released guidance in 
2023 for public sector boards that recommended comprehensive 
induction and ongoing training, board and director evaluations and 
consideration of skills mix and diversity. 

Nonetheless, the Australian (Federal) Government set targets in 2015 for 
women to hold 50% of all Australian Government board positions. In 
2024 this target was extended to include 50% of all Chair and Deputy 
Chair positions on Australian Government boards (Department of the 
Prime Minister and Cabinet, 2025).  

Not-for-profit/charities The Australian Charities and Not-for-Profits Commission (ACNC) is the 
national regulator of charitable organisations. They provide guidance, 
resources and have developed a set of Governance Standards – core, 
minimum requirements for charities. These Standards are in line with 
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New Zealand’s Incorporated Societies Act 2022, with duties of honesty, 
diligence and reasonable care, rather than governance specifics. In 2022 
ACNC launched a Governing Charities programme comprising short 
courses that focus on understanding the Governance Standards which, 
as noted, does not specifically include director training or education. 

The Institute of Community Directors Australia (ICDA) provides a 
Diploma of Governance as well as a range of other courses and 
webinars. Of note, in 2020 the Australian Skills Quality Authority 
removed the course from the national curriculum (Institute of 
Community Directors Australia, n.d.). In conjunction with the Victorian 
Public Sector Commission, the ICDA also run a First Nations Board 
Governance Training Programme with a range of training options from 
one-hour webinars to a Certified Community Director micro-credential 
to support First Nations Australians into governance. 

One example of mandatory training requirements in Australia is 
ClubsNSW, a peak representative body for over 1,000 registered clubs in 
New South Wales with a combined membership of over 6 million. It is 
one of the largest representative associations in Australia. Directors of 
ClubsNSW are required to attend a one-day in person course, undertake 
a series of 20-minute online modules, and a virtual 3-hour, facilitated 
training session (ClubsNSW, 2024). 

Sporting bodies The Australian Sports Commission (ASC) is the Australian Government’s 
main sports authority and, among other things, provides governance 
guidance and advisory support to national sporting organisations, 
helping them strengthen governance systems and processes. They have 
also developed the Sport Governance Standards, a set of evaluation 
tools that sporting organisations can use to assess and improve their 
governance eƯectiveness, accountability and transparency. The 
Commission provide a free online foundational course outlining duties 
and responsibilities along with specific modules on diversity, risk and 
culture. Further, within the Standards are requirements for governance 
education, skills matrix, diversity and induction. Within the Standards 
best practice is classified as all directors having undertaken a 
recognised governance course including the online foundation course, 
AICD Foundations of Directorship, ICDA Diploma of Governance or 
equivalent. They further note that workshops and webinars oƯered by 
ASC or State or Territory sporting agencies are not recognised (Australian 
Sports Commission, 2025). 

While the ASC Standards and educational requirements are not 
mandatory, they are recommended. Further, an annual benchmarking 
report is released providing insights into various sporting organisations’ 
self-assessments against the Standards. The 2024 Benchmarking Report 
includes data from 430 sporting organisations. The lowest scoring areas 
were board evaluation and succession planning and the biggest area of 
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improvement was diversity, equity and inclusion, noting however that it 
is still one of the lowest performing areas. Governance education, which 
was a new measure for 2024, was the fifth lowest scoring Standard 
(Australian Sports Commission, 2024b). 

Access to ASC investment is, however, contingent on organisations 
meeting their Recognition Criteria, which requires adequate governance 
(Australian Sports Commission, 2024a). However, the governance 
expectations are primarily meeting legal requirements, such as those 
under the Corporations Act 2001 (Cth) and high level documents such 
as board charter, code of conduct and risk management policy, as 
opposed to any specific training or evaluation requirements. 

Additionally, in September 2024 the Australian government introduced 
the National Gender Equity in Sport Governance Policy requiring national 
and state sporting bodies to achieve a 50:50 gender split by 1 July 2027. 
Currently, 62% of sporting bodies have gender equality, but only 25% of 
women are chairs (Reuters, 2024). However, it has been argued that 
imposing diversity quotas could disadvantage some sporting codes, for 
example women’s sports or organisations representing specific cultural 
groups, where such requirements may not align with the communities 
they are designed to serve (Birchgrove Legal, 2022).  

Membership organisations The Australian Institute of Company Directors (AICD) is the largest 
voluntary director membership organisation in the world with over 
53,000 members. The AICD mandates adherence to a Code of Conduct 
and provides extensive tiered training, from foundational governance 
skills to sector-specific oƯerings such as climate governance or not-for-
profit board leadership. While not legally required, AICD’s flagship 
Company Directors Course is considered an industry benchmark, and 
many board appointments explicitly prefer or require it. 

 

Table 12: Australia local government education and training requirements 

The Australian Local Government Association is the membership organisation for Australia’s 537 
councils. While they run webinars and events on topics, they do not run any training or elected member 
development. However, each state has specific requirements, most mandatory, but voluntary in 
Tasmania. 

State Legislation Requirement Summary 

Qld LGA1 2009 Mandatory  Approved training about responsibilities. 

WA LGA 1995 Mandatory  Prescribed training and must be reported on publicly 
through an annual council report. Each council must also 

 

1 LGA = Local Government Act noting that each State of Australia plus Northern Territory have separate Acts and 
further noting that there is no local government in Australian Capital Territory (ACT). 
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prepare and adopt a policy in relation to professional 
development of elected members. 

Vic LGA 2020 Mandatory  There are separate training requirements for mayors and 
deputy mayors (within one month of election) and elected 
members (within four months of election) and verified by a 
written declaration. Their remuneration is withheld if they 
fail to meet the requirements. Elected members are also 
required to undertake annual professional development 
and to verify with a written declaration. 

NSW LGA 1993 Mandatory Councils are required to provide induction training and 
ongoing professional development for mayors and 
councillors. 

SA LGA 1999 Mandatory Four modules post-election for newly elected members 
are required as well as mid-term refresher training. 

Tas  Voluntary The Tasmanian Government has developed councillor 
training (modelled on NSW and South Australia) following 
the 70:20:10 model for adult learners through Learn to 
Lead (Tasmanian Government, n.d.). 

NT LGA 2019 Mandatory An approved training course must be undertaken within 12 
months of being elected. 

 

Table 13: Canada education and training requirements in non-listed contexts 

Private companies There are no mandatory training requirements or qualifications for 
directors of private (non-listed) companies under the Canada Business 
Corporations Act 1985. Nonetheless, directors still have core directors’ 
duties including fiduciary duty and duty of care and business judgement 
that need to be met.  

Public sector entities Since 2016 the process of director appointments has become more 
formalised and transparent, with open merit-based selections required 
and diversity taken into consideration. Requirements for each public 
sector board position are typically derived from the enabling statute or 
organisation-specific requirements such as the Board of Directors’ 
Mandate for government appointees to the Canada Mortgage and 
Housing Corporation board, as defined in the Canada Mortgage and 
Housing Corporation Act 1985. The mandate includes regular board 
evaluations, up-to-date skills matrix, formal induction processes and 
director training and education. 

Local government Canada doesn’t have a single, uniform system of local government, with 
variances by state, province and territory resulting in over 3,000 local 
government areas. The Federation of Canadian Municipalities is the 
national voice for local government in Canada. They provide webinars, 
conferences, training courses and support women and people from 
diverse communities into leadership roles.  
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There are some provinces such as the Government of Newfoundland 
and Labrador (2023) that require mandatory induction training and 
provide training and continuing education opportunities across elected 
members and oƯicials). 

Not-for-profit/charities Imagine Canada supports charities and not-for-profit organisations to 
amplify their influence and perspectives, to enhance their governance 
and management, and promote charitable giving. They provide a range 
of resources, training and learning opportunities. They also run an 
accreditation programme aimed to support organisations to enhance 
performance and accountability and earning organisations the Imagine 
Canada Standards Trademark (Imagine Canada, n.d.). 

Sporting bodies Sport Canada is the national sporting association. In 2023 the Federal 
Minister of Sport mandated that all federally funded national sport 
organisations adopt the governance principles of the Canadian Sport 
Governance Code to address governance, trust and accountability 
issues (McIntosh, 2023). In announcing the changes, it was noted that 
public confidence had been eroded due to numerous scandals and that 
while the oversights “are a step in the right direction, but as we have 
seen, sport organizations auditing themselves leads to an assessment of 
policy on paper, not actual practice” (McIntosh, 2023, para 11). The 
Code includes structural changes, term limits, induction requirements, 
diversity quotas and reporting, and financial transparency which were 
required to be in place by April 2025 in order to receive funding through 
Sport Canada (Government of Canada, 2023). 

Membership organisations The Institute of Corporate Directors (ICD) oƯers several voluntary 
certification programmes for directors including the Directors Education 
Program, a joint initiative with the Rotman School of Management at the 
University of Manitoba. 

 

Table 14: India education and training requirements in non-listed contexts 

Private companies Despite being very prescriptive with regards to director appointments 
and qualifications, The Companies Act 2013 simply states that directors 
must be “a person of integrity and possesses relevant expertise and 
experience” (Section 149(6)(a)) and “such other qualifications as 
required” (f) and also requires every board to have at least one female 
director. While The Companies Act 2013 does not require any specific 
training, education or ongoing professional development, Section 150 
provides for a databank of independent directors with a proficiency 
exam being undertaken prior to directors being included on the 
databank. 

Public sector entities While there are no universally mandated legal requirements for training, 
induction or evaluation across India’s public sector, a number of 
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agencies have established practices and provide frameworks. The Indian 
Institute of Corporate AƯairs (IICA), an autonomous institute under the 
Ministry of Corporate AƯairs, provides training on areas such as 
corporate governance, independent directors and corporate social 
responsibility. They provide a range of courses including a three-month 
short course through to a degree programme. The IICA have also 
established a databank of over 22,000 independent directors in 
accordance with The Companies Act 2013 (see above). 

To be appointed as an independent director, individuals must be listed 
on the databank, which requires the successful completion of an online 
proficiency self-assessment test. In accordance with the Companies 
(Appointment and Qualification of Directors) Fifth Amendment Rules 
2020, the test is mandatory for all independent and aspiring directors 
with fewer than three years of board experience. 

The government-established National Centre for Good Governance 
provides research and training to enhance governance from local to 
national levels including social accountability, e-governance, 
transparency, public participation and innovation in governance. 

Local government The Ministry of Panchayati Raj (MoPR) oversees decentralised (village 
and municipal) government in rural India. The MoPR established a 
national framework that mandates capacity building and training 
modules for elected Panchayat representatives and oƯicials – training is 
coordinated through a unified training management portal (Ministry of 
Panchayati Raj, 2010). 

Not-for-profit/charities While India has no singular national not-for-profit governance body, 
through its Centre for Good Governance, the Indian School of 
Development Management (ISDM) delivers the Certification Programme 
in SPO (Social Purpose Organisation) Governance and Compliance 
Management – a practical, field-driven course. The programme is 
designed to build organisational capacity in four core areas: 
statutory/regulatory, financial, donor/fundraising, and operational 
compliance including board roles and responsibilities, legal 
requirements, ethics and accountability, risk oversight and governance 
structures and policies. 

Sporting bodies The Sports Assessment and Audit Board (SAAB) is a regulatory body 
which aims to enhance organisational and governance performance of 
sporting organisations including fitness centres, stadia and recreation 
clubs. In addition to audits and assessments they provide governance, 
risk, compliance and ethics training. They oƯer a certified star rating 
certificate, a benchmarking system that organisations can use to 
enhance branding and reputation, however board-level training is not 
one of the rating criteria.  

Membership organisations The Institute of Directors in India is a membership-based organisation 
that provides training, events, resources and advisory support for boards 
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and directors. Their training programme includes multi-day 
masterclasses and the Certified Corporate Director qualification 
designed for aspiring and serving directors. They also maintain a list on 
their website of all directors who have received training, when, and the 
training received. The criteria for membership include holding “a 
graduate degree or an equivalent qualification from an oƯicially 
recognized university” as well as at least 10 years’ work experience 
including “a proven track record of working experience in senior 
managerial positions, in managing teams, making strategic decisions, 
and driving organizational success” (Institute of Directors in India, n.d., 
p.3). 

 

Table 15: Singapore education and training requirements in non-listed contexts 

Private companies There is no specific director education or training requirements within 
the Companies Act 1967. 

Public sector entities In Singapore appointments to statutory boards and government 
companies are typically made by the relevant Minister or appointing 
authority, often based on recommendations from a selection panel or 
advisory committee. There is no specific training or governance 
qualification. However, the Constitution of the Republic of Singapore 
(clauses 22A and 22C) provide discretionary authority to the President to 
void any recommended appointment. For example, the board of the 
Inland Revenue Authority of Singapore are appointed by the Minister for 
Finance. 

Local government Singapore does not have a municipal or provincial level of government, 
however, Members of Parliament serve on Town Councils alongside 
appointed residents, responsible for maintaining public housing. Since 
2020 the Ministry of National Development has implemented a voluntary 
comply or explain Code of Governance for Town Councils which 
includes governance capability, training requirements, self-evaluations 
and transparent selection processes (Ministry of National Development, 
2025). 

Not-for-profit/charities Charities and Institutions of a Public Character (IPCs) are regulated by 
the Commissioner of Charities. The Code of Governance for Charities 
and IPCs was first introduced in 2007 to strengthen Singapore’s 
charitable sector. Based on the comply or explain model with 
organisations required to submit an annual governance evaluation 
checklist, the Code, which was revised most recently in 2023, 
encourages good practice such as capability building, board renewal, 
succession planning, term limits and skills mix. While compliance is not 
mandatory, failure can impact charitable status and public trust. The 
Commissioner also promotes the voluntary GovernWell charity 
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leadership training programme (Ministry of Culture, Community and 
Youth, n.d.). 

Sporting bodies By 2022 all national sports associations were required to adhere to 
mandatory governance principles developed by Sport Singapore 
(SportSG) and the Singapore National Olympic Committee (SNOC) to be 
eligible for SportSG funding or SNOG accreditation. The principles focus 
on baseline governance processes and updated constitutions (The 
Monitor, 2021). 

Membership organisations In addition to running the Listed Entity Director programme for first-time 
appointees on listed boards, the Singapore Institute of Directors (SID) 
delivers foundational to advanced training courses in board dynamics, 
strategy and ethics. They also provide an Executive Certificate and 
Accredited Diploma in Directorship. The accreditation programme oƯers 
a structured educational pathway and requires ongoing professional 
development. There is also a strong emphasis on diversity, including 
targets for women on boards and cultural fluency for international 
companies. 

 

Table 16: South Africa education and training requirements in non-listed contexts 

Private companies There are no mandatory requirements for training, induction or board 
evaluation within the Companies Act 71 of 2008. However, section 
69(6)(b) provides for companies to require minimum qualifications to be 
met by directors to enable them to join a board. 

Public sector entities The Public Finance Management Act 1999 sets out fiduciary duties and 
reinforces accountability of public sector boards but does not have any 
specific educational requirements for directors. The Department of 
Public Service and Administration released a handbook for the 
appointment of persons to boards of state and state-controlled 
institutions (2009). The handbook recommends a structured induction 
programme, ongoing training and education and periodic performance 
evaluation. While these measures promote good governance practices, 
they are advisory only. 

Local government Municipal councillors in South Africa do not have mandatory training, 
induction or evaluation requirements, however the South African Local 
Government Association (SALGA) run a councillor induction programme 
in conjunction with the Department of Cooperative Governance 
(CoGTA), providing base information about their responsibilities and 
legal frameworks. SALGA also run a phased learning pathway 
programme covering leadership roles, relevant legislation, municipal 
processes, and service delivery, and leading to accredited 
qualifications, ongoing refresher courses, and professional development 
opportunities. 
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Not-for-profit/charities The Nonprofit Organisations Directorate is responsible for registered 
nonprofit organisations under the Nonprofit Organisations Act 71 of 
1997 and ensuring compliance with annual reporting requirements. 
Registration is voluntary and there are no mandatory governance 
training, induction or evaluation requirements, however, the Directorate 
issues basic guidelines for good governance. 

Sporting bodies Sport and Recreation South Africa (SRSA) and the South African Sports 
Confederation and Olympic Committee (SASCOC) have roles in 
supporting sporting organisations with governance best practice. 
Established under the National Sport and Recreation Act 1988, the SRSA 
requires generalised training and accreditation programmes, but this is 
sector-wide including coaches, administrators and technical oƯicials. 
The SASCOC provides governance guidance and recommendations for 
national sporting federations including requiring them to adopt 
principles aligned with the King IV Report such as independence, 
accountability, oversight and structures. Additionally, aƯiliated bodies 
are required to adhere to equity and non-discrimination principles. 

Membership organisations The Institute of Directors in South Africa (IoDSA) oƯers a range of 
resources and training including the provision of training aligned to the 
King IV principles, which listed company boards are expected to apply. 
One of the core principles of the King IV Report on Corporate 
Governance is the need for ongoing training and development for all 
board members to enhance performance and accountability on an apply 
or explain basis (Institute of Directors South Africa, 2016). The IoDSA 
also provides a certified director programme with annual continuing 
professional development requirements. 

 

Table 17: United Kingdom education and training requirements in non-listed contexts 

Private companies There are no mandatory training requirements for non-executive 
directors of private (non-listed) companies within the Companies Act 
2006. Further, there are no requirements around training, inductions, 
evaluations or diversity. 

Public sector entities Appointments to public bodies are overseen by the UK’s Cabinet OƯice’s 
Governance Code on Public Appointments (2016) which sets principles 
for merit-based selection taking into account skills, experience and 
diversity. While it does not mandate any governance education or 
training it does recommend appropriate induction and encourage 
periodic performance appraisal. However, National Health Service 
boards in the UK have similar processes to listed companies in that they 
are required to report annually on a comply or explain basis against the 
standards of best practice for corporate governance in the annual 
governance statement (which is mandatory) (NHS England, 2022).  
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Local government The Local Government Association is the national membership body for 
local councils in England and Wales, providing a range of services, 
resources, events and courses. Their sector support programme 
provides a range of leadership and development resources and 
voluntary training opportunities across a range of governance areas 
including strategy, diversity and risk, tailored to the diƯerent stage of the 
elected member journey, including a self-assessment tool.  

Not-for-profit/charities The Charity Commission for England and Wales is the independent 
regulator of charities responsible for registering charities, ensuring 
compliance and promoting eƯective governance. As part of its role to 
provide governance, the Commission endorsed the Charity Governance 
Code, developed by a cross-sector steering group of national charitable 
bodies. The Code operates on an ‘apply or explain’ basis for charities 
that choose to apply the principles. Key recommendations include 
induction and ongoing trustee development, board evaluations at least 
three-yearly, and diversity and skills matrices (Charity Governance 
Code, n.d.). 

Sporting bodies Sport England is an arms-length body of government responsible for 
supporting the growth of grassroots sport and distributing funding to a 
range of organisations including national governing bodies and local 
authorities which are subject to performance and accountability 
requirements, including meeting the UK Code for Sports Governance. 
The Code has diƯerent requirements based on a three-tier system, with 
tier three having mandatory requirements relating to annual board and 
individual director evaluations, induction processes, and diversity (UK 
Sport, 2020). 

Membership organisations Training is encouraged through peak membership bodies such as the 
Institute of Directors UK (IoD UK) which oƯers chartered director 
pathways and modular training across ethics, finance, and risk. They 
have also developed a director competency framework which 
recommends continuous professional development in governance, 
strategy, finance and leadership as well as inductions and board 
evaluations. 

 

Table 18: United States education and training requirements in non-listed contexts 

Private companies For non-listed private companies, corporate governance obligations 
stem from state corporate laws such as the Delaware General 
Corporation Law 1899, which establish fiduciary duties but do not 
mandate governance training, induction or board evaluations. Many 
larger private companies voluntarily adopt frameworks from the National 
Association of Corporate Directors, private equity governance models, 
or family business governance codes, while regulated industries may 
impose sector-specific competency requirements for directors. For 
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example, the National Credit Union Administration (2022) requires board 
members of credit unions to complete financial literacy training within 
six months of appointment. 

Public sector entities At the federal level, public sector board appointees must comply with 
the Ethics in Government Act 1978 and the Standards of Ethical 
Conduct for Employees of the Executive Branch (US OƯice of 
Government Ethics, 2017), which require conflict-of-interest disclosures 
and ethical compliance. While most agencies provide role-specific 
orientation, there are no national mandates for governance training, 
induction, diversity or evaluations. Some states go further; for example, 
Texas requires biennial self-evaluations for state agency boards under 
the Government Code 1993, California’s Coastal Commission mandates 
ethics training, and Florida requires annual ethics training for public 
appointees. 

Local government  Local government governance requirements are similarly state-specific. 
In Illinois, the Open Meetings Act 1957 requires newly elected or 
appointed oƯicials to complete a training course within 90 days covering 
the Act’s transparency and public access provisions. Florida mandates 
annual ethics and transparency training for municipal oƯicers, and New 
York City provides mandatory orientation on ethics, governance 
responsibilities and procedural rules for board and commission 
members. 

Not-for-profit/charities The charity and not-for-profit sector is regulated primarily at the state 
level and through Internal Revenue Service oversight for tax-exempt 
organisations. There are no national statutory training or evaluation 
requirements, but voluntary frameworks such as BoardSource’s 
governance model and state standards like Maryland’s Standards for 
Excellence encourage induction, continuing education and periodic self-
assessment. In New York, the Nonprofit Revitalization Act 2013 
modernised governance requirements by introducing conflict of interest 
and whistleblower policies, setting stricter rules for related-party 
transactions, and requiring larger charities to have independent audit 
oversight. The Act stops short of mandating director training, induction, 
or board evaluations (Patterson Belknap, 2016). 

Sporting bodies In the sports sector, there is no national governance code, but the United 
States Olympic and Paralympic Committee and certain national 
governing bodies set governance expectations for aƯiliated 
organisations. USA Swimming, for example, requires formal induction for 
board members and periodic self-evaluations. Some state sports 
commissions, such as the New Jersey State Athletic Control Board, 
require compliance-related training, although this is operational rather 
than governance-focused. 

Membership organisations Guidance from the National Association of Corporate Directors (NACD) 
plays an influential role in governance practice for corporate directors. 
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The NACD oƯers credentialing, board evaluations and issue-specific 
education, most notably through its Blue Ribbon Commission reports 
and ESG governance programmes which many boards, both public and 
private, adopt as part of their voluntary governance frameworks. They 
also have a NACD director certification programme with competency 
training and an examination and then ongoing professional development 
in order to maintain certification. 

 

Summary 
The review of governance education requirements in New Zealand and internationally shows considerable 
variation in both approach and emphasis. New Zealand relies largely on voluntary uptake of training and 
professional development, supported through guidance and codes rather than prescriptive regulation. By 
contrast, a number of other jurisdictions have adopted more formalised expectations, ranging from 
structured induction programmes and continuous professional development requirements to explicit 
mandatory training provisions. 

For listed companies, Singapore has mandatory training requirements with an emphasis on directors with 
no prior experience as well as mandatory sustainability training for all listed board directors. For private 
companies, India’s databank requires passing an examination to be eligible for inclusion, however, the 
membership criteria for the Institute of Directors in India is restricted to those with senior management 
experience. In Australia, all states except for Tasmania require some level of mandatory local government 
training and within sports organisations. In Australia and Canada for example, access to funding or 
accreditation is contingent upon governance training, as well as New Zealand for high performance sports. 

The international evidence demonstrates a growing trend toward embedding education within governance 
frameworks, whereas New Zealand's approach remains primarily voluntary, unprescribed and 
comparatively flexible. This divergence raises questions about the consistency of director preparation and 
the adequacy of capability building across diƯerent organisational contexts. 
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Chapter three: Research 
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Research methodology and methods 
 

To eƯectively address the core aim of evaluating formal educational pathways to governance roles, a mixed 
methods research approach was employed. Mixed methods research integrates both quantitative and 
qualitative data collection and analysis techniques enabling a comprehensive understanding of complex 
issues by providing both breadth (quantitative) and depth (qualitative) of insight (McChesney, 2020). This 
methodological approach was strategically selected to capture the multifaceted nature of governance 
practices, pathways and barriers. 

The decision to adopt a mixed methods approach was informed by the complex and nuanced nature of 
governance education and practice. Quantitative surveys provide robust, generalisable data across a wide 
and diverse participant group, essential for capturing broad patterns, experiences and attitudes prevalent 
within the governance community. Conversely, qualitative interviews are indispensable for exploring 
deeper, contextual understanding and uncovering the personal experiences, perceptions and subtleties 
that may not surface through quantitative measures alone. 

The survey method strategically addressed the need to collect extensive data eƯiciently from a broad 
participant base, which was particularly valuable given the varied experiences across governance sectors. 
A quantitative survey allowed for the identification of widespread trends, common training practices and 
general sentiments about governance education and perceived barriers. The survey’s format facilitates 
statistical analyses that can pinpoint critical gaps and inform targeted recommendations. 

 

Sampling and recruitment 
The survey used a non-probability, self-selected sampling approach to capture current perceptions of 
governance learning pathways and to reflect on historic governance journeys. Representativeness is not 
claimed; observed skews (e.g., gender, region) are reported in the Results section and considered when 
interpreting results. Participants didn’t need to be current directors but needed to have had governance 
experience. 

In addition to the general call for participation, female Māori and Pasifika directors were intentionally 
invited for direct engagement through interviews to ensure that perspectives from underrepresented 
groups were included. This targeted engagement helped ensure that voices often marginalised in 
governance discussions were visible within the overall sample. 

The survey and interviews were intentionally limited to participants 18 years of age and over (as to be a 
director in New Zealand, you must be at least 18 years of age). The only entities that have a lesser age 
restriction are incorporated societies which may have a minimum age requirement of 16 years of age, 
although many nonetheless choose, within their constitutions, to have a higher minimum age requirement, 
generally 18 years of age. 
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Survey method 
The survey (see Appendix 1) was launched on 1 November 2024 (open until 30 November) through the 
Institute of Directors’ fortnightly director email, the largest governance membership organisation in New 
Zealand. 

The invitation to participate identified only that the research was being conducted as part of master’s 
research by an IoD member and provided a link to undertake the survey, which required consent prior to 
completion. Participation in the survey was by self-selection. 

The introduction stated the purpose of the research, how the data would be used, that all information and 
reporting would be anonymous and that respondents could stop at any stage. None of the questions were 
compulsory, enabling respondents to skip any question(s) and they could cancel completing the survey at 
any time (with their responses not included in the dataset). 

Of note, 53% of respondents were IoD members and 47% were not members (in accordance with their 
responses to question 17 which asked respondents to list all professional memberships). 

 

Interview method 
Interviews were conducted with six wahine Māori and Pasifika to obtain deeper insights into their 
governance journey and to understand their perspectives, barriers, feelings and insights in terms of their 
governance roles. 

All interviews were with people over 18 years of age. Interviewees were self-selected in response to emails 
sent by IoD staƯ (rather than directly by the researcher). Potential participants were made aware of the 
voluntary nature of their participation, the purpose of the research, how the data would be used, that all 
information and reporting would be anonymous and that they could withdraw at any stage and/or choose 
not to answer any specific question(s). They were also provided with the information sheet and consent 
form (see Appendix 2) prior to the interview. 

 

Qualitative interviews 
In-depth, semi-structured interviews were strategically employed to delve deeper into individual 
experiences, providing narrative-based insights that surveys alone may not capture, to help inform the 
analysis and to ensure that voices often underrepresented in governance discussions were visible within 
the overall sample. The interview design and framing were informed by consultation with the Kaitohutohu 
OƯice (KTO) at Otago Polytechnic to ensure culturally appropriate engagement with Māori and Pasifika 
participants. 

Interviews enabled participants to elaborate on their personal governance journeys, the barriers they had 
encountered and their views on governance training. Interviews oƯered flexibility to explore unexpected 
themes that emerged during conversations, ensuring a more comprehensive understanding of the issues. 
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Data analysis 
Thematic analysis for qualitative data was chosen for its flexibility and eƯectiveness in identifying recurring 
patterns and themes across diverse experiences. This methodology allowed an inductive-deductive 
analysis, balancing predetermined research interests with openness to emerging insights. 

For the quantitative survey data, statistical analysis provided robust evidence of general trends. 

 

Literature review and content analysis 
The literature review and online content analysis strategically supplemented primary research methods by 
providing context and benchmarks from governance training practices internationally and within New 
Zealand. Along with governance reports and research, this methodological combination ensured a 
comprehensive understanding of current educational practices, enabling informed comparisons and 
identification of best practices or gaps relevant to New Zealand’s governance landscape. 

 

Ethics, Māori consultation and researcher responsibilities 
Ethical principles and Māori consultation were integral to every stage of this research. Drawing on Forsyth’s 
(2022) three dimensions of ethics – ethical self, researcher responsibility and institutional ethics – the 
study was designed and conducted to uphold integrity, respect and accountability. I paid particular 
attention to maintaining clear separation between my professional role within the IoD and my role as an 
independent researcher. Ethics was not treated as a compliance requirement but as a guiding framework 
that shaped the research design and interactions throughout the process. 

Category B ethical approval was obtained through the College of Work-Based Learning before any data 
collection commenced (see Appendix 2). Participation in both the survey and interviews was voluntary and 
self-selected, with informed consent required at the outset. Participants were able to skip questions or 
withdraw at any stage without penalty. Māori consultation through the Kaitohutohu OƯice (KTO) at Otago 
Polytechnic complemented this approval process, ensuring alignment between ethical principles and 
culturally appropriate engagement. 

Survey information clearly communicated the research purpose, data usage and participant anonymity. No 
personal or sensitive information was collected. Interviews were conducted with adults aged 18 and over, 
targeting women directors of Māori and Pasifika descent. Participants were informed of the research 
purpose, anonymity assurances, their right to withdraw and the voluntary nature of their participation. Data 
storage adhered to confidentiality protocols, secured within a protected OneDrive folder accessible only to 
the researcher. All identifying information will be deleted post-assessment.  

 

Positionality 
As a governance practitioner conducting research within her professional community, I remained mindful 
of insider–researcher dynamics. EƯorts were made to minimise bias through anonymised data collection, 
transparent communication of research intent and reflective journaling throughout the process. Reflexivity 
was central to maintaining credibility and acknowledging positionality in the interpretation of findings. 
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Survey results  
 

Demographics 
A total of 115 directors completed the survey. It was anticipated that there would be less women 
completing the survey than men due to the disproportionate number of male IoD members (63% men vs 
37% women), however 63% of respondents were women and only 37% were men, the inverse of the IoD 
membership figures (B. Jennings, personal communication, January 8, 2025). No respondents identified as 
‘other gender’. 

Most respondents (71%) were in 
the 40-to-64-year age range (see 
Figure 1). While these figures 
align relatively closely with the 
IoD membership breakdown by 
age group, they are relatively 
disparate from the general 
population (B. Jennings, personal 
communication, January 24, 
2025; Stats NZ, 2023).  

Most respondents identified as 
NZ European (85%), followed by 
Māori (5%), Pacific peoples (2%) 
and other (8%) (see Figure 2). 
There is less disparity with the 
Census data than the age and 
data, and some disparity with the 
IoD membership data, 
particularly Māori representation 
(B. Jennings, personal 
communication, January 8, 2025; 
Stats NZ, 2023; T. Emery, 
personal communication, May 
29, 2024). 

Representation by geographic region was also collected, as it was surmised that geographic location might 
be considered a barrier to governance roles (see Table 19 below). The data collected from respondents was 
grouped and compared to the population proportions from the 2023 Census data and the IoD membership 
(B. Jennings, personal communication, January 8, 2025; Stats NZ, 2024a). 

In comparison to both Census and IoD membership data, there were significantly more respondents from 
the South Island in comparison to the North Island across all three South Island regions. For survey 
respondents, 57% were from the North Island versus 43% from the South Island. For the Census, the 
breakdown is 76% North Island versus 24% South Island, and for IoD membership the breakdown is nearly 
identical to the Census data with 75% of its membership from the North Island and 25% from the South 
Island (B. Jennings, person communication, January 8, 2025; Stats NZ, 2024a). 

14%

71%

15%

10%

73%

17%

39% 40%

21%

18 – 39 years 40 – 64 years 65 years +

Survey IoD members Census

Figure 1. Respondent age range in comparison to IoD members and NZ 2023 Census 
data 
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Table 19: Respondents’ regional representation in comparison to NZ 2023 Census and 
IoD membership regional representation 

Region Survey IoD Census 

Auckland / Northland 29% 37.8% 37.1% 

Waikato 7% 6.9% 10.0% 

Bay of Plenty / Gisborne / Hawkes Bay 7% 6.8% 11.2% 

Taranaki / Whanganui 2% 1.7% 7.5% 

Wellington  12% 21.5% 10.5% 

North Island totals 57% 75% 76% 

Wellington  12% 21.5% 10.5% 

Nelson / Tasman / Marlborough  7% 3.5% 3.2% 

Canterbury / West Coast 20% 14.7% 13.7% 

Otago / Southland 16% 7.1% 6.8% 

South Island totals 43% 25% 24% 

 

The disproportionate ethnicity representation of survey respondents could also partially be explained by 
the disproportionate regional representation. Gisborne and Auckland have the highest proportion of Māori 

85%

5%
2%

8%

81%

11%

3% 5%

68%

18%

9%
5%

NZ European Māori Pacifica Other

Survey IoD Census

Figure 2. Respondents’ ethnicity data in comparison to IoD members and NZ 2023 Census data 
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residents, and Tasman and Otago have the lowest. Similarly, Gisborne and Auckland also have the 
youngest median age residents at 36.7 and 35.9 years respectively, and Tasman and West Coast residents 
have the highest median age at 46.8 and 48.1 years respectively (Stats NZ, 2024b). 

 

Governance background 
Most respondents had more than 10 years’ 
experience (56%) (see Figure 3). The level of 
experience of respondents is possibly further 
borne out by the age range, with only 14% of 
respondents aged between 18 and 39 years of 
age. 

Most respondents’ first governance role was 
for a not-for-profit (NFP) organisation (46%) 
(see Figure 4). Of the 5% who selected ‘other’ 
entity, this included organisations such as 
Energy Trusts, Churches and Body Corporates.  

Most respondents (53.4%) were currently in 
one or two governance roles, with 31.4% in 
three to five roles and15.2% in six or more 
roles. In accordance with the IoD annual 
directors’ fees surveys, the 
median number of boards 
that directors are on is 
three. This figure is 
unchanged since 2021, with 
the previous median being 
four directorships (Institute 
of Directors & EY, n.d.). 

Nearly half of respondents 
(49%) stated that they 
secured their first 
governance role by being 
shoulder-tapped/asked to 
join the board. The next 
highest was responding to 
an advertised role (16%), 
followed by being elected 
(13%) and appointed by 
virtue of their current 
position (12%). For 
example, companies may 
own or have shares in 
subsidy companies, so the 

<2 yrs, 9%

2 – 5 years, 
10%

6 – 10 
years, 25%

11 – 20 
years, 31%

20 yrs +, 
25%

Figure 3. Years of governance experience 

19%

2%

5%

46%

9%

1%1%
2%

10%

5%

Small company Medium company Large company
NFP Government organisation/SOE Local authority/CCO
Publicly listed company Māori organisation/iwi School Board of Trustees
Other

Figure 4. Organisation type of first governance role 
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CEO may be automatically appointed onto the board by virtue of their role. Only 6% of respondents said 
‘other’, with responses including starting their own company or investing in a company (see Figure 5). 

 

Figure 5. Method of securing first governance role 

 

Governance training 
Prior to taking on their first board 
role, 68% of respondents said they 
had received no governance 
training. 

For the 32% of respondents who 
said they had received some training 
prior to their first governance role, 
the key themes were IoD training (5-
day Company Directors Course or 
one-day essentials training), training 
as part of their tertiary studies (in 
particular law, accountancy and 
MBA), workplace training (in 
particular for those reporting to 
boards), training through service 
clubs or membership organisations such as Rotary or Young Farmers Club of NZ, and induction/mentoring 
once they had joined the board. It is noted that most respondents held a tertiary qualification at the 
bachelor's level or equivalent (40%) or a master’s degree or higher (47%). Only 4% had a secondary school 
qualification (see Figure 6). 

Applied/ responded to 
advertisement 16%

Shoulder-tapped/ 
asked 49%

Elected
13%

Appointed by virtue of 
current job 12%

Family role/ 
appointment 4%

Other
6%

4%
8%

1%

40%

47%

Secondary

Tertiary certificate or
diploma
Trade qualification

Bachelors degree or
equivalent
Masters degree or higher

Figure 6. Highest education level achieved 
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Most respondents were also members of at 
least one professional body (79%).Over half 
(55.1%) were members of a governance 
professional body – of those, 96% were 
members the Institute of Directors – and 
14.3% were members of a financial-related 
professional body such as Chartered 
Accountants Australia New Zealand or the 
Institute of Internal Auditors New Zealand. 
Other major categories were HR (5.4%), 
medical (4.1%) and legal (3.4%) professional 
bodies. 4.8% of respondents stated that they 
were members of a professional body but did 
not state which one/s and 12.9% of 
respondents were members of a range of 
other ‘miscellaneous’ professional bodies 
including the Veterinary Council of NZ, PR 
Institute of NZ, NZ Institute of Architects, 
Information Systems Audit and Control 
Association and the Arbitrators and 
Mediators Institute NZ (see Figure 7). 

Among respondents, 64% had either 
previously held, or were currently in, a paid 
governance role. Of those 
directors, the majority (47%) had 
obtained their first paid 
governance role by being shoulder-
tapped/asked, followed by applied 
to an advertisement (20%) and 
appointed by virtue of current role 
(13%). For the 8% who responded 
‘other’, reasons included bought or 
set up a company or were 
recommended by the Ministry for 
Women (see Figure 8). 

Further, despite the majority (68%) 
not having had any governance-
related training, nearly half of 
respondents (49%) had only had 
one to two years of governance 
experience prior to securing their 
first paid governance role (see 
Figure 9). 

 

4.1%

14.3%

5.4%

3.4%

55.1%

12.9%

4.8%

Medical Finance HR
Legal Governance Miscellaneous
Did not state

Figure 7. Professional body membership 

Applied/ 
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20%
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47%

Elected 13%

Appointed by 
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job 9%

Family role/ 
appointment 3%

Other 8%

Figure 8. Method of securing first paid governance role 
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Of those who had had a paid governance role, 
currently 87% were in a governance role. The 
main directorship for most respondents (38%) 
was for a NFP organisation followed by small 
company (16%) and large company (14%) (see 
Figure 10). 

While 68% had not undertaken any training prior 
to their first governance role, 83% had 
undertaken training since securing a governance 
role. There was a total of 230 responses to this 
question. The responses were grouped and 
themed into five key areas (see Table 20 below). 

 

  

1 – 2, 49%

3 – 5, 22%

6 - 10, 19%

11 +, 10%

Figure 9. Years of governance experience prior to first paid 
governance role 

Figure 9. Current main directorship role 

16%

7%

14%

38%

7%

3%

5%

3%
1%

6%

Small company

Medium company
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Figure 10. Current main directorship role 
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Table 20: Key methods of governance-related training undertaken after appointment to 
a board role 

Theme No. % 

IoD (courses, conferences, webinars) 161 70.0 

Other provider (e.g. BOMA, Chamber of Commerce, Iti Kōpara) 39 17.0 

Government agency/organisation/ministry (e.g. Treasury, FMA, RBNZ) 14 6.1 

Other membership organisation (e.g. CAANZ, Law Society) 3 1.3 

Tertiary institution (e.g. MBA) 6 2.6 

Other (e.g. in-house or work-based training, management or leadership 
programmes) 7 3.0 

 
230 100.0 

 

Overall, private training providers, either commercial or not-for-profit, were the primary providers of 
governance training for 87% of respondents who had undertaken training after being appointed to a 
governance role. 

 

Barriers to governance 
78% of respondents stated that they had faced barriers in obtaining governance roles. Survey respondents 
were given an open-ended response option to state what barriers to governance they had experienced. Of 
the 90 respondents who said they’d faced barriers they provided 144 responses which were themed and 
grouped into 17 key areas. 

The key barrier was identified as gender (12.5%), followed by financial barriers (10.4%) and time 
constraints (9.7%). Ethnicity was ranked ninth equal with geographic location on 4.2%. The low ranking of 
ethnicity is explained in part, by the sample which self-classified as 85% NZ European. 

It is noted that three of the respondents who stated they had faced barriers due to gender were male. 
Taking these responses into account and reclassifying them as facing ‘bias and discrimination’, gender 
shifted to first equal with financial barriers (10.4%) followed by time constraints (9.7%) with lack of 
networking/connections and age third equal (9%) (see Figure 11). 

Financial barriers primarily related to the low pay on not-for-profit boards and the cost of training as well as 
the intersection between the two and the lack of professional development budgets on most boards 
meaning directors are required to pay for their own training. 

As to what could help on their governance journey, most respondents considered that a mentor (15.2%) 
would have been the most helpful, followed by aƯordable governance training, networking/connection 
opportunities and shadowing/intern/future director opportunities all on 7.1% (see Figure 12).  
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Figure 11. Barriers to governance 

 

Figure 12. Support for governance journey (Top 10 ranked responses) 
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The open-ended feedback to the 
question about what could have 
supported respondents’ governance 
journeys was grouped into key 
themes. The predominant theme was 
the need for personal support such as 
connections, mentoring or a sponsor 
(41.4%) followed by training (34.3%) 
with an emphasis on aƯordability (see 
Figure 13) and the need for greater 
(public) awareness about the value of 
governance training (15.2%) including 
through boards having professional 
development budgets. Other aspects 
raised was the need for greater 
diversity, equity and inclusion (6.1%), 
for example by having opportunities 
for young directors, and greater role 
clarity and openness of appointment processes (3%). 

 

Mandatory qualifications/training 
Only 37% of respondents considered that a mandatory qualification or training would have helped them to 
secure board roles and 63% did not support a mandatory qualification or training. The responses were 
themed as outlined in Table 21 below. 

Table 21: Support for mandatory qualifications or training 

Yes (37%) No (63%) 

 Develop new (governance) skills 
 Levels playing field 
 External signal of professional and 

competence 
 Demonstrates knowledge and commitment 
 Focuses on governance basics/skills 
 May assist good governance practices 
 Support governance development 
 DiƯerentiates between management training 
 Help understand role better 
 Could remove some (gender) bias 
 Training yes, but not a qualification 
 Yes, but only for large public companies 

 Governance experience is suƯicient 
 Work experience is suƯicient 
 Need to balance training, experience and 

education (and personal qualities) 
 Training not synonymous with competence or 

capability 
 Shoulder-tapping rife/Still about who you know 
 Recruitment processes don't value training 
 Cost prohibitions 
 Mentoring better 
 Right fit with organisation more important 
 Training not sophisticated enough yet 
 Could be another barrier to entry especially NFP 

roles 
 Could be another barrier for women, young 

people, migrants etc 

Training 34.3%

Personal 
support 41.4%

Training 
awareness

15.2%

DEI 6.1%

Appointment 
processes 3.0%

Figure 13. Key themes for supporting governance roles 
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 Training frequently focuses on technical rather 
than governance skills 

 Formal learning not suitable for everyone 
 Regular, on-going training better than pre-

qualification 
 Preferred yes, mandatory no 

 

Nonetheless, some of those who responded no to mandatory qualifications stated that: 

 Qualifications are a good starting point but need experience also 
 Training helps more after getting a role 
 Depends on nature of qualification/training 
 Training not necessarily valued by boards 

 

Education to enhance governance  
Despite 63% of respondents not supporting a mandatory qualification or training, 67% of respondents 
considered that it would, nonetheless, enhance the quality of governance practice. The open responses 
were themed as outlined in Table 22 below. 

Table 22: Support of (non-mandatory) education to enhance governance practice 

Yes (67%) No (33%) 

 People need to understand duties, liabilities and 
responsibilities 

 While it would enhance, it shouldn’t be 
mandatory 

 Directors need technical skills such as running 
meetings, conflict of interests 

 Directors need to understand ethics and board 
culture 

 Basic level/foundation training (not cost 
prohibitive) 

 Foundation/entry training needs to be rightsized 
depending on board e.g. NZX, School Boards 

 Yes, but could create a barrier to entry 
 Yes, but in combination with experience 
 A lot of experience doesn’t align with best 

practice 
 Training yes, qualification no 

 Not mandatory, but do need to understand 
statutory obligations 

 Focus should be on learning not 
qualifications  

 Could limit flexibility/diversity in thinking 
 Level of education should be proportionate 

to risk of entity 

 

  



 
 
Pathways to governance  59 Judene Edgar 
 

Additionally, it was suggested that it might help if more governance training was included within tertiary 
studies. It is noted that, for the 32% of respondents who said they had received some training prior to their 
first governance role, training as part of their tertiary studies (in particular law, accountancy and MBA) was 
one of the key areas. 

Several respondents commented on the range of poor governance practices, reinforcing that experience 
was not enough. It was noted that training and development frequently stops once people start their 
‘second career’, despite needing more than commercial success to be good on a board. Training was seen 
as important for a level of ‘quality control’ that could ensure consistency of practice and help raise 
governance professionalism. 

Further, it was considered that it might bring a stronger talent pool to the surface and help the evolution of 
directorships, with one respondent noting that “people don't know what they don't know”.  

Some also noted that it would have helped them to decide if governance was for them. This aligns with 
5.1% of respondents noting that a greater understanding of governance in general, would have been most 
helpful on their governance journey. 

However, it was considered that scholarships may be needed to support access to training and remove 
barriers with concerns raised that mandatory training could create another barrier, limiting the talent pool. 
There were also concerns that any mandatory training could be too prescriptive and might hinder small 
businesses from starting. Further, it was noted that this could be problematic for appointments that are 
based on elections. 

It was commented that training was not necessarily recognised by recruiters and that on-the-job training 
and/or professional qualifications and work experience were sufficient. Nonetheless, it was suggested that 
more training and development opportunities needed to be made available. 

 

Not-for-profit organisations  
With regards to the primarily voluntarily nature of NFP boards, albeit within a complex operating 
environment, respondents were asked, if there was a mandatory qualification or training required for 
directors, whether there should be a diƯerent standard for directors of not-for-profit organisations – 39% 
said yes, and 61% said no (see Table 23 below). 

Interestingly, a lot of the open responses were the same across respondents who said yes and no. For 
those who said no, this was not necessarily because they didn’t support training – some wanted the 
standard to be higher, and some lower. 

Across all respondents, there was some commonality in themes, in particular, that NFP organisations lack 
budget and resourcing and it could create a further barrier. Nonetheless, it was considered important to 
have training as governance quality can be quite low despite similar risks, compliance obligations and 
operating issues, facing significant challenges and frequently having less staƯ which can place an 
additional burden on NFP governance. In particular, it was considered a lower cost (or free) model would 
be beneficial to ensure that NFP organisations did not have a lower governance standard. 
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Table 23: Support for a diƯerent qualification/training standard for NFP organisations 

Yes (39%) No (61%) 

 Training/qualifications need to be rightsized 
 DiƯerent focus/skills/risks on NFP boards 
 Focus needs to be on a lower price threshold 

rather than a lower standard 
 Governance standards at its lowest for NFP 

boards 
 Lower entry bar into NFP governance 

(including frequently no experience) 
 Could elevate the mana of NFP governance 
 Supports the development of governance more 

broadly (as most directors start on NFP 
boards) 

 Could lead to an expectation of pay for NFP 
directors 

 Poor governance standards on NFP boards 
 Training would need to be rightsized 
 The core foundations should be the same 
 NFP organisations can be more complex to 

govern than commercial ones 
 Same skills required including risks, liabilities 

and issues 
 Good governance applies to all governance 

roles 
 Should not expect a lesser standard from NFP 

boards/would imply NFP governance less 
important 

 Need good governance as higher reliance on 
governance due to fewer or no staƯ 

 Could lead to an expectation for pay for NFP 
directors 
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Interviews thematic analysis 
 

This thematic analysis synthesises insights from six interviews with experienced female directors of Māori 
and Pasifika descent. The purpose was to identify recurring themes and issues shaping governance 
journeys in Aotearoa New Zealand, with a focus on pathways, capability development and the barriers 
faced by wahine Māori and Pasifika directors. 

 

Demographics 
A total of six female directors were interviewed. Five interviews were conducted online, and one was in 
person. Consent forms were received prior to the interviews which took a maximum of one hour each. 

 All interviewees were in the 40-to-64-year age range 
 Four interviewees were of Māori descent and two were of Pasifika descent 
 All interviewees were tertiary educated 
 Educational backgrounds varied across education, commerce, accounting, criminology, Māori studies 

and veterinary sciences 
 All interviewees either had or currently worked at the C-Suite level 

 

Analysis 
Thematic analysis was undertaken across the six semi-structured interviews to identify recurring ideas, 
patterns and insights in the participants’ responses. A question-led framework was used to guide the 
process: for each interview question the transcripts and written notes were reviewed to identify key points, 
phrases and reflections. Responses were compared across participants to surface similarities, diƯerences 
and emerging themes. 

Initial reading focused on content familiarisation and highlighting recurring concepts. The analysis focused 
on meaning, context and emphasis, with attention given to both explicit and implicit signals in their 
responses. The result was a set of well-grounded themes that reflect recurring challenges and shared 
perspectives across the participants. This interpretive, manual approach allowed for a rich, contextualised 
understanding of the key issues that emerged. 

 

Results 
Four key themes were identified: 

1. entry points 
2. education and training 
3. mentoring, coaching and peer support, 
4. barriers and intersectionality (see Table 24 below). 

  



 
 
Pathways to governance  62 Judene Edgar 
 

Table 24: Key themes from interviews  

Theme Description 

Entry points Most participants described early governance experiences as organic or 
accidental, often beginning with informal invitations or being shoulder tapped into 
local, cultural or community boards. Common stepping stones included school 
boards, marae or church committees, sports clubs and grassroots business 
councils. 

These early roles provided practical exposure but were rarely part of a structured 
pathway. A clear commonality is that many began their governance journeys in not-
for-profit or community-focused boards. This theme reinforces that New Zealand’s 
governance pipeline has historically leaned heavily on the voluntary and not-for-
profit sector to give new directors an initial platform, highlighting the importance of 
valuing, supporting and formalising these stepping stones. 

Another pattern in these journeys which was described as a feature of representing 
their culture, was that many began governance roles relatively early or alongside 
their operational careers. Several described holding governance responsibilities in 
their twenties or thirties, often overlapping with management or community 
leadership roles. This early start often happened because they were approached to 
fill gaps in community or cultural organisations, some noting the concept of being 
‘voluntold’ - a nominally voluntary role one is persuaded or expected to accept. 
Their career stage shaped how they learned — balancing governance with work and 
family responsibilities and sometimes feeling underprepared due to age-related 
perceptions. 

Insights: Interviewees agreed that governance talent needs more visible, 
structured pathways.  

 Several emphasised that open recruitment processes avoid relying 
on informal networks alone, opening the door to a wider and more 
diverse pipeline of future directors. 

Education and 
training 

Learning on the job shaped early governance experiences, but interviewees 
emphasised how vital formal education became later to gain confidence, credibility 
and specialist knowledge. Many described entering boards without training and 
relying on instincts and mentors at first. Later, governance-specific courses, 
induction programmes and structured continuing professional development were 
seen as essential to bridge skill gaps and support more complex board 
responsibilities. 

Additionally, it was noted that most directors pay privately for their governance 
education and training other than board-wide education opportunities, some 
noting that the benefits of training are felt by all of the entities they are on (hence 
why some boards partially contribute towards training rather than fully pay). 

Insights: Board inductions are highly variable and were highlighted as an 
important form of education when joining a board. 
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 Continuing professional development should be intentional and 
recognised as an important part of director development and 
funded (at least partially). 

Mentorship, 
coaching and 
peer support 

Mentorship, both formally and informally, emerged as a consistent theme across all 
interviews. Many credited supportive chairs, mentors, informal advisors or coaches 
for bridging the transition from operational leadership to governance. Mentorship 
was described as especially important for building confidence, testing ideas and 
finding one’s voice at the board table. However, this support was mostly informal 
and often self-funded, with limited budget or structure provided by boards 
themselves. Sponsorship, the role of actively helping people onto or 
recommending them for board roles to their peers, was also noted as a key 
facilitator of board appointments. 

Insights: Some interviewees highlighted paying for coaching and/or 
mentoring and going on to become mentors themselves as their 
governance careers progressed. 

 They called for clearer succession planning, targeted scholarships 
and board observer programmes to allow emerging governors to 
learn in safe environments.  

 Emerging and/or Associate Directorships and Board Observer roles 
were highlighted as valuable pathways for on-the-job mentoring. 

Barriers and 
intersectionality2 

Participants discussed barriers that extend beyond practical skills, including 
hidden biases, cultural expectations and the weight of representation. Many 
described how gender, ethnicity and age intersect to create extra pressure to prove 
credibility, and how boards sometimes fail to recognise this invisible work. 

Many described the additional eƯort required to demonstrate capability and 
impact, particularly for Māori and Pasifika women leaders facing expectations to 
‘tick boxes’ while carrying significant cultural responsibilities. This added invisible 
workload and emotional labour alongside standard board duties. Several noted the 
need for boards to better recognise this and share responsibility for upholding 
cultural commitments.  

These barriers reinforce the need for culturally safe spaces, genuine inclusion and 
shared responsibility for carrying cultural knowledge and community ties. 

Conversely, for those that had ‘traditional’ workplace careers that are typically in 
high demand for governance roles, such as law or accounting, they found once 
they had reached senior positions within their career, that combined with their 
ethnicity, had been an advantage in their governance pathway. 

 

2 “Intersectionality refers to the interconnected relationship between demographic characteristics (such as gender, 
ethnicity, sexual orientation, disability, etc.) within an individual or group, and how they interact to create unique 
experiences of privilege or disadvantage” (Diversity Works New Zealand, n.d., p. 1). 
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Insights: Intersectionality was described as the biggest hidden barrier for 
Māori and Pasifika women. 

 Being the only woman and/or person of Māori or Pasifika descent 
often comes with an unspoken expectation to speak for everyone, 
which is itself a barrier. 

 There is often the expectation of having to carry cultural 
responsibilities on top of governance duties, adding invisible 
workload. 

 

Participants consistently described governance as an act of service and stewardship rather than status or 
career ladder climbing. They spoke about being motivated to give back to their communities, uphold 
cultural expectations of collective benefit, and create opportunities for the next generation. This 
intergenerational mindset influenced how they approached their roles and how they measured success as 
directors. 

These journeys show New Zealand’s governance pathways still rely heavily on networks and connections, 
community stepping stones, informal learning and self-funded support. Structured education, funded 
mentoring, and culturally safe pathways remain vital to develop governance capability that reflects 
Aotearoa’s communities with authenticity and care. 
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Discussion 
 

This chapter discusses the survey and interview findings in relation to the existing literature. It highlights 
areas of alignment, points of divergence, and the contributions this study makes to understanding 
governance pathways, training and barriers in New Zealand. 

 

Demographics and representation 
Gender and ethnicity remain unevenly represented in governance, despite progress in the public sector. 
The demographic profile of respondents provides important context for interpreting governance pathways. 
Women comprised 63% of respondents compared with 37% men, a reversal of the IoD membership profile 
(63% men, 37% women) (B. Jennings, personal communication, January 8, 2025). While this might suggest 
greater engagement by women in governance, the literature points to survey participation patterns as a 
more likely explanation. Studies consistently show that women are more likely than men to respond to 
online and voluntary surveys (Becker, 2022; Nuzzo & Deaner, 2023; Royall, 2020; Smith, 2008; Wu et al., 
2022). The Australian Culture Counts database further illustrates this with women making up 67% of over 
500,000 respondents (Becker, 2022). 

For listed companies, NZX Listing Rule 3.8.1(c) requires issuers to report gender statistics. As at December 
2023, women held only 31% of NZX directorships, aligning with IoD membership rates (New Zealand 
Exchange, 2024). While there have been positive trends on public sector boards, recent data showed a 
slight decline: women held 52.1% of Cabinet-appointed roles in 2024, down from 53.9% in 2023, and 
44.5% of chair roles, down from 46.2% (Edgar, 2025f; Ministry for Women, 2025). 

Survey ethnicity results showed over-representation of NZ European directors (85%) and under-
representation of Māori (5%) and Pacific Peoples (2%). This contrasts with both Census data (68% 
European, 18% Māori, 9% Pacific Peoples) (T. Emery, personal communication, January 13, 2025) and 
current public sector board figures (68.1% European, 27.2% Māori, 6.8% Pacific) (Ministry for Women, 
2025). In the survey, ethnicity was not frequently cited as a barrier, and while some interviewees felt it had 
been an advantage, the limited representation in the sample means this finding should be interpreted with 
caution. Despite this, government and sector reports highlight persistent under-representation (Ministry for 
Ethnic Communities, n.d.; Ministry for Women, 2025), and Chen’s (2018) Diverse Thinking Audit noted that 
expectations and dynamics can constrain minority directors. Interviews reinforced this, with Māori and 
Pacific women describing the dual burden of representing both gender and culture, consistent with 
intersectionality findings (Gander & Sharafizad, 2025). 

 

Governance background 
The reliance on informal pathways entrenches inequities in access to governance roles. The survey 
confirmed that most directors entered governance through the NFP sector (46%), often via informal 
shoulder tapping (49%). This reflects earlier findings that NFP roles are a common entry point, though not 
necessarily providing suƯicient preparation for complex contexts (AGMARDT, 2024; Edgar, 2024a). 

Respondents’ experiences mirror international findings. USYD, AICD, & AHRC (2018) identified four 
common pathways into ASX100 boards: reputation, trusted networks, proven track record and executive 
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search promotion. The 2025/2026 EY/IoD Directors’ Fees Survey quantified this in New Zealand, showing 
57.9% of directors appointed through referrals, with reliance highest in private companies (44.3%) and 
NFPs (37.9%), but less than 5% in other organisation types (Institute of Directors & EY, n.d.). While 
networks provide eƯiciency and assurance, they exclude those without connections. In contrast, 
jurisdictions like the UK and Canada emphasise transparent recruitment through formal mechanisms and 
India’s databank process adds a level of governance rigour with the requirement to sit an examination 
(Higgs, 2003; Memorial University, 2025; The Companies Act 2013). 

This pathway highlights the education-experience paradox: respondents frequently noted that prior 
governance experience is a prerequisite for board roles, yet impossible to gain without an initial 
appointment. Former IoD CEO Nicki Crauford captured this tension: “It’s much easier once you’ve got 
experience. It’s getting your first foot on the ladder that’s the most diƯicult thing” (Maida, 2006, para 9). 

 

Governance training and professional development 
Accessible entry-level education could bridge gaps for first-time directors, but unless costs are addressed, 
training risks becoming another barrier. Two-thirds of survey respondents had no formal training before 
their first appointment, yet 83% undertook training later, reflecting the learned-on-the-job pattern noted in 
the literature (AGMARDT, 2024). 

Ambivalence emerged around mandatory training, with only 37% supporting it. Proponents saw training as 
professionalising governance and levelling the field aligning with NZX Code expectations for director 
evaluation (New Zealand Exchange, 2025). Opponents cited cost and accessibility as barriers. This tension 
reflects international practice: training is compulsory in areas of governance in Singapore and Australia for 
example (in roles that are typically remunerated at a higher level), but voluntary under other regimes. 

Board evaluations are a key mechanism for identifying training needs ensuring development is targeted 
rather than generic. Internationally, the Higgs Review (2003) and King IV Report both emphasise regular 
board and director evaluations as integral to lifting board capability (Institute of Directors Southern Africa, 
2016). Domestically, the 2023 Reserve Bank of New Zealand and Financial Markets Authority cross-sector 
governance thematic review of regulated financial entities and the New Zealand Rugby Union’s governance 
review identified board evaluations and training, as did Forsyth Barr’s 2025 review of NZX companies. 

Respondents favoured a ‘governance basics #101’ course for first-time directors, echoing international 
calls for structured induction (Governance Institute of Australia, 2023; Institute of Directors Southern 
Africa, 2016); yet experience was often considered a proxy for training. While some, like Auckland Mayor 
Wayne Brown (2024a, 2024b), dismissed governance education as unnecessary, IoD CEO Kirsten 
Patterson (2024) argued that industry knowledge and governance expertise are complementary, and that 
boards require a mix of financial, communication, strategic and ethical skills. She went further to state that 
if a board, for example, was to be made up solely of engineers, or accountants, or lawyers, to reflect the 
industry, then this would be problematic. She also reinforced the need for diversity of knowledge, skills, 
thought and experience. 
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Barriers to governance 
Barriers to governance are systemic and multifaceted. Financial costs, inequitable frameworks, career 
ceilings and entrenched reliance on experience reinforce exclusion, particularly in NFP and private entities. 
Meanwhile, political backlash against diversity risks undermining recent progress.  

Survey respondents identified a range of barriers including lack of networks, bias and discrimination, time 
pressures and financial cost. These findings align with earlier studies of governance participation, but the 
relative weight of the barriers is significant. While international literature often emphasises time 
constraints and lack of awareness, respondents in this study highlighted financial barriers as particularly 
exclusionary (OECD, 2017). For directors on NFP boards, the voluntary nature of roles means that 
professional development costs often fall on individuals rather than organisations. Several women 
interviewed described struggling to justify the personal expense of training early in their governance 
careers, echoing survey comments such as: “The expense of governance training when you’re in a 
volunteer capacity with a not-for-profit board. There’s no board PD budget, and extensive training would 
leave me out of pocket.” 

Policy settings further exacerbate these challenges. For Crown company boards fees are set in accordance 
with the Crown Company Fees Methodology, which allows reimbursement of training costs including travel 
and course fees (The Treasury, 2004). However, for non-company Crown entities, there is no allowance for 
training expenses (Department of the Prime Minister and Cabinet, 2022). The Remuneration Authority, 
which sets pay for independent Crown entities and local government members, similarly permits travel 
and meeting-related expenses but is silent on training (Remuneration Authority, 2024). While some local 
authorities provide for governance training within their expenditure policies, this is discretionary and varies 
widely (Remuneration Authority, n.d.). In practice, outside the listed company sector, there can be an 
unspoken expectation for directors to self-fund their individual governance education (noting that 
companies will generally pay for all-of-board education or training where it is a recognised need across all 
directors, such as upskilling on AI or new reporting regimes). 

Alongside financial barriers, the survey also highlighted systemic inequities relating to gender and 
ethnicity. Despite progress on public sector boards, where women now make up over half of appointees, 
private sector boards remain less diverse. On NZX companies, as at 31 December 2023 only 31% of 
directors are women, despite all listed boards having a diversity policy in place (Ministry for Women, 2025; 
New Zealand Exchange, 2024). Moreover, while gender data must be reported under NZX rules, there is no 
equivalent requirement for ethnic diversity reporting. Ministry for Women data shows that Māori and Pacific 
representation on public sector boards has increased only incrementally — Māori rising from 26.8% in 
2022 to 27.5% in 2023 and Pacific from 6.1% to 7% (Ministry for Pacific Peoples, 2024; Waatea News, 
2024). The Ministry for Ethnic Communities (n.d.) also confirms that ethnic communities remain 
underrepresented in elected positions and government boards at both national and local levels. 

These domestic patterns mirror international debates. Globally, DEI initiatives have come under increasing 
political scrutiny. In the United States, the Nasdaq board diversity rules were vacated in 2024, and large 
corporates such as Meta, Ford and Amazon have scaled back DEI programmes (Archie, 2025; Hale, 2024). 
In New Zealand, political discourse has also shifted with New Zealand First tabling a bill to repeal diversity 
provisions in the Public Service Act 2020, describing them as “woke left-wing social engineering” (New 
Zealand First, 2025, para 2). In contrast, Diversity Works New Zealand emphasised that meritocracy is not 
undermined by diversity, but rather enhanced when bias is removed from appointment processes (Radio 
New Zealand, 2025). 



 
 
Pathways to governance  68 Judene Edgar 
 

The interplay between governance barriers and the leadership pipeline is also important. The USYD et al., 
(2018) highlighted how executive experience is often used as a proxy for governance readiness. Yet access 
to senior management roles in New Zealand is itself inequitable: women, Māori, Pacific, disabled and 
rainbow communities face persistent barriers due to structural bias and discrimination (Diversity Works 
New Zealand, 2021). As a result, governance selection processes that claim to be merit-based often 
replicate these inequities since the candidate pool itself is skewed. Gander and Sharafizad’s (2025) global 
review reinforces that unconscious bias, entrenched behaviours and systemic barriers continue to inhibit 
equitable access to senior leadership and governance roles. 

Further, it is often argued that when people report barriers, it can be due to a mismatch between their skills 
and experience and the criteria in the job description. In these cases, the barrier is considered to be due to 
the requirements of governance roles rather than due to systemic exclusion. However, it is also in part 
because women and ethnic minorities are less likely to have access to C-Suite roles (USYD et al., 2018). 
Further, research shows that even when candidates do meet these requirements, ethnic minorities and 
women are still less likely to be given leadership roles within boards such as chair or committee chair 
(Field et al., 2020). Compounding this, job descriptions and recruitment advertisements can themselves 
carry implicit bias. Evidence shows that gendered wording, inflated or ambiguous requirements, and 
stereotypically masculine framing can discourage women from applying and unintentionally narrow the 
candidate pool (Baskin, 2024; Thomas, 2024). Ensuring gender-neutral, clear and inclusive job 
descriptions is therefore an important mechanism to broaden access. While individual readiness matters, 
systemic structures shape who is seen as ready and who is given opportunity. 

 

Mandatory qualifications/training 
The evidence supports structured induction and continuous professional development through board 
evaluations and training. Survey respondents were clear that governance requires a diƯerent skillset to 
management and that training has value, but views diverged on whether it should be mandatory. 
Only 37% supported compulsory qualifications, with a common view that training should be encouraged 
and recognised without creating a blanket prerequisite that could narrow the pipeline or disadvantage 
candidates from lower-resourced contexts (e.g., NFPs or elected bodies). Respondents frequently 
proposed a tiered approach: stronger expectations (or requirements) for large, high-impact entities, paired 
with accessible entry pathways (e.g., a governance basics #101) for first-time directors who reported 
feeling underprepared (ranked eighth as a barrier at 6.3%). 

This position aligns domestically with the NZX Corporate Governance Code, which emphasises ongoing 
director evaluation and training (rather than a one-oƯ credential) and expects issuers to maintain 
processes to assess and meet development needs (New Zealand Exchange, 2025). In other words, the 
Code creates a capability expectation without imposing a universal qualification. Several respondents 
explicitly suggested that if any obligation were to apply, it should be targeted to listed or systemically 
significant organisations, consistent with the Code’s spirit. 

Internationally, respondents’ ambivalence maps onto the policy landscape. Jurisdictions such 
as Singapore and India have codified director familiarisation/training expectations in listing rules and 
regulations, while the UK continues to operate a comply or explain model for listed companies that 
nonetheless places strong emphasis on induction, evaluation and continuous development (Higgs, 2003; 
Securities and Exchange Board of India, 2015; Singapore Exchange, 2021; The Committee on the Financial 
Aspects of Corporate Governance, 1992). Compared with these approaches, the preference expressed in 
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this study is calibrated: it supports formalised induction and ongoing professional development but 
cautions against a single mandatory entry credential that could have unintended exclusionary eƯects. 

A more balanced approach is to couple continuous professional development with robust board 
evaluations, which can identify gaps in skills, knowledge and governance behaviours. This ensures training 
responds to real capability needs rather than arbitrary mandates. 

Another highlight of overseas models was transparency of both training and board evaluations, with several 
jurisdictions (e.g. UK and Australia) requiring organisations to publicly report on director development. This 
practice strengthens accountability and helps normalise professional learning as a core element of 
governance rather than a remedial or optional activity. It also signals that capability-building is an expected 
aspect of eƯective governance, not merely compliance. A similar emphasis on visibility was reflected in the 
Local Government Commission’s 2023 report, recommending that councils publicly report on governance 
skills and professional development to reinforce accountability and embed continuous learning as a 
feature of good governance (Local Government Commission, 2023). 

Respondents also raised quality and recognition concerns. Some questioned whether short courses are 
consistently fit-for-purpose or appropriately assessed and whether recruiters genuinely value training 
relative to experience. The market is heterogeneous – from the IoD’s Company Directors Course and 
chartered membership pathway to the Chartered Governance Institute’s programmes and a range of 
sector-specific oƯerings (e.g., Community Governance Aotearoa, Governance New Zealand, LEAD Centre, 
Sport New Zealand, Te Whare Hukahuka). That diversity expands access, but it also means variable 
standards and uneven signalling to appointing bodies. 

The literature provides supporting evidence for investing in governance education while reinforcing the 
case for ongoing (not one-oƯ) development. Liu et al., (2018) found that directors, often appointed for 
technical or industry expertise, may lack grounding in fiduciary duties, stakeholder engagement and 
compliance oversight, and note that prior research has seldom examined the benefits of director training 
despite its intuitive relevance to performance and integrity. The Higgs Review highlighted induction and 
continuing development as critical to board eƯectiveness and found low baseline practice at the time (e.g., 
less than 25% receiving formal induction; only one-third reporting any training), prompting subsequent 
code-level expectations (2003). 

Finally, respondents cautioned that mandates without funding simply shift cost to individuals, especially 
acute in the not-for-profit and local government contexts where professional development budgets can be 
limited. As noted in the Barriers section, reimbursement settings are patchy across the state sector and in 
much of the private and community sector, meaning a universal training requirement could compound 
inequities for early-career and under-represented directors.  

 

Education to enhance governance  
Governance education strengthens board performance but is inconsistently supported. Survey 
respondents were divided on training requirements. Some felt that training might be too prescriptive or 
restrictive, particularly for small or elected bodies, while others argued it was under-recognised by 
recruiters. Nonetheless, respondents wanted more opportunities. 

Research demonstrates that governance education can enhance performance, support ethical practices 
and reduce corporate wrongdoing (Liu et al., 2018). Higgs (2003) highlighted training and induction as 



 
 
Pathways to governance  70 Judene Edgar 
 

essential to board eƯectiveness, noting that most directors surveyed received no formal preparation. Both 
the UK and NZX governance codes now require ongoing training and evaluation (on a comply or explain 
basis). Here, board evaluations serve as a bridge between education and eƯectiveness, providing boards 
with evidence to prioritise training, address underperformance and maintain accountability. 

Respondents also noted that organisations often do not reimburse training. Crown company directors may 
claim expenses under Treasury guidelines, but many Crown entities, local authorities, and private 
organisations oƯer no allowances (Department of the Prime Minister and Cabinet, 2022; Remuneration 
Authority, 2024). Te Puni Kōkiri (2022a) has recommended ongoing training for trustees, yet provision is 
patchy. 

 

Not-for-profit organisations 
NFP boards are central to governance pathways but undervalued. Recognising their societal contribution 
and better supporting trustees through training and resources is crucial to sustaining a diverse governance 
pipeline as they operate in the same complex environment as for-profit organisations. Despite frequently 
being made up of volunteer directors, they must navigate regulatory and geopolitical uncertainty, health 
and safety, compliance, cyber risk, stakeholder pressures and more, frequently with less capacity and 
resourcing than for-profit organisations (Edgar, 2024b). 

NFPs are a common pathway into governance and play a vital societal role. New Zealand has over 115,000 
NFPs, of which 27% are registered charities contributing $12.1 billion GDP and 158 million volunteer hours 
each year (Community Networks Aotearoa, 2024). One area of relief for NFP directors, however, is less 
personal liability. In the 2024 Director Sentiment Survey, 83.3% of directors said the burden of liability was 
the key area of the Companies Act 1993 they are wanting changed, and 52% said that personal liability had 
made them more cautious in business decision making (Institute of Directors, 2024a). 

Despite this, trustee roles are poorly compensated. In the 2025 EY/IoD Directors’ Fees Survey, 54.9% were 
unpaid, and the median fee for those paid was $35,000, far below the $53,700 median for other directors 
(Institute of Directors & EY, 2025). As Edgar (2024b) observed, “the role of NFP boards can be nearly 
invisible,” (para 29) despite being critical to community and civic life. 

 

Mentoring, sponsorship and support mechanisms 
Mentoring was the most frequently identified support that respondents wished they had received (15.2%), 
followed by aƯordable training, networking and shadowing opportunities. Interviewees reinforced this with 
several describing mentoring as “the thing that would have made the biggest diƯerence” when starting 
governance roles. These findings are consistent with a report compiled by the Gloria Cordes Larson Center 
for Women and Business of literature reviews and research on the value of mentoring and sponsorship in 
supporting governance pathways. Where mentorship is about guidance and knowledge-sharing, 
sponsorship is about active advocacy and using a person’s influence to support someone into roles 
(Bentley University, 2020). “Sponsorship … can in fact oƯer women the kind of springboard that 
compensates qualified women for their impaired access to … old-boy networks” (Hewlett et al., 2018, as 
quoted in Bentley University, 2020, p. 6).  
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It also reinforces that training cannot come in one-size-fits-all approaches and that modern training needs 
to be adaptive and responsive to the training needs of diƯerent governance goals, neurodiverse learners, 
and people from diƯerent backgrounds, experiences, gender and ethnicity. 

However, as USYD et al., (2018) caution, mentoring alone is insuƯicient without structural change. 
Mentoring (and sponsorship) may help individuals navigate the system, but without transparent 
recruitment, diversity initiatives and aƯordable training, it risks being an individualised response to 
systemic inequities. This was reflected in interviews, where directors questioned whether mentoring would 
have helped overcome entrenched reliance on networks or the financial costs of training. 

Taken together, the findings suggest that mentoring is an important enabler but should be paired with 
targeted sponsorship, shadowing programmes and systemic reforms. 

 

Summary 
This study confirms that governance in New Zealand is shaped by entrenched reliance on networks, 
uneven demographic representation, contested approaches to training, and persistent barriers. It also 
highlights new opportunities: appetite for entry-level training, demand for mentoring and sponsorship, and 
greater transparency to normalise the role of evaluations and professional development. Together, these 
findings reinforce international lessons while emphasising New Zealand’s distinct challenges, particularly 
around aƯordability and undervaluation of NFP governance. 

International research has long pointed to the importance of transparent recruitment, structured 
induction, ongoing evaluation, continuous professional development and deliberate strategies to address 
diversity and inclusion (Higgs, 2003; Institute of Directors Southern Africa, 2016; OECD, 2017). This study 
echoes those themes, showing that without such systemic approaches, governance pathways risk 
remaining narrow, exclusive and overly dependent on informal networks. 

Taken together, this study demonstrates that while New Zealand’s governance framework aspires to high 
standards, it remains comparatively informal, reliant on voluntary action, and characterised by limited 
recognition of training and the capability required to be an eƯective director. Unlike jurisdictions where 
director capability is reinforced through mandatory education, structured accreditation or codified 
expectations, New Zealand relies heavily on limited comply or explain mechanisms and minimal regulatory 
guidance. 

This permissive environment fosters flexibility but also results in fragmented capability development, 
inconsistent standards, and inequitable access to training. The literature and findings together highlight 
that the gap is systemic rather than individual – a product of cultural norms that prize experience over 
preparation. The actions and resources recommended through this inquiry seek to resolve these gaps by 
providing proportionate, inclusive, and evidence-based pathways that strengthen capability and 
professionalism across all sectors of Aotearoa’s governance ecosystem and seek to reduce barriers and 
enhance equity of access to governance roles. 
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Reflective commentary 

There is an old saying that mechanics drive the worst cars, and I have often heard similar remarks about 
other professions: accountants are the last to file their own tax returns, psychologists struggle most with 
their own problems.   Redacted

I often emphasise that my degree was in behavioural science, focused on 
psychobiology, neuroscience and physiology, rather than counselling. This positioning is not accidental. It 
reflects my inclination to highlight the ‘hard edge’ of science and analysis, and to distance myself from the 
aspects of psychology that demand vulnerability.  

In governance, too, we often divide skills into ‘hard’ and ‘soft’, with finance, risk and strategy accorded 
higher status than culture, empathy and inclusion. Yet, as I have come to increasingly recognise, the so-
called ‘soft skills’ are some of the hardest, most demanding and most important for directors and chairs. 
They determine whether a board functions cohesively, whether diverse perspectives are welcomed and 
whether diƯicult conversations are navigated constructively. I had always valued these interpersonal and 
relational dimensions, but like many women in governance, I learned to downplay them in environments 
that privileged authority and detachment. Reclaiming them as strengths has been part of my professional 
evolution. A critical reflective commentary, then, calls me to turn the lens on myself and to do the very 
thing I find hardest: articulate the emotional and identity-based aspects of my own practice. While this 
discomfort is not new, in practice I am reflective. I over-analyse, I test ideas, I seek feedback – I simply 
prefer to do so quietly, often internally, or with a small handful of trusted colleagues. 

Donald Schön’s reflective model illuminates this tension through his distinction between reflection-in-
action and reflection-on-action. Reflection-in-action is my comfort zone – adapting and problem-solving in 
real time, in board meetings, in advisory conversations. Where I am less comfortable, is reflection-on-
action: pausing afterwards to articulate what happened, how I felt and what it means (Gordon, 2025). The 
master’s has forced me to practice this latter form of reflection, and in doing so, to confront my discomfort 
with making tacit knowledge more explicit. 

Brookfield (1995, 2009) contends that critical reflection involves uncovering assumptions, particularly 
those shaped by culture, ideology or power. This resonates strongly with my experiences. My earlier instinct 
to emphasise technical expertise over relational capability was not ignorance but one of adaptation – a 
response to contexts where reflection and emotion were undervalued. The master’s process has helped 
me surface and interrogate them. I now appreciate that reflective practice is not a soft add-on but a core 
capability that strengthens governance identity and eƯectiveness. 

This recognition also connects to my broader philosophy of governance. Governance is not about 
individual brilliance; it is about collective judgement. To exercise collective judgement well, directors need 
to be both analytical and reflective, able to interpret data and evidence while also acknowledging culture, 
values and emotion.    Redacted

The master’s has helped me integrate these domains, recognising that eƯective governance depends as 
much on emotional intelligence, listening and empathy as on analysis and rigour. 
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In practice, this has already influenced my work. Most noticeably, my article on Challenging your 
assumptions (Edgar, 2024a) where I discuss the need to own, challenge, test and review your assumptions 
regularly in relation to climate-related targets. “The decisions we make, from what to wear to work and 
what to eat for lunch through to how to vote at a boardroom meeting, are impacted by a wide range of 
environmental, situational, experiential, educational and personal variabilities. One of the key building 
blocks for decision-making is assumptions” (para 1).  

When writing Cultivating courage: Psychological safety in the boardroom (Edgar, 2025h), I drew on insights 
from my master’s to argue that vulnerability and openness are not weaknesses but vital conditions for 
governance eƯectiveness. That article highlighted a turning point for me in many regards, including 
reframing relational capability and emotional intelligence as strengths, being emotionally open and being 
more vocal about recognising the value of diversity. 

Similarly, in Courage, connection and authenticity: Leadership lessons from the front line (Edgar, 2025g), 
having heard and been inspired by Dr Joan Ellen Ford, I explored the role of authenticity in leadership. 
Writing that piece inspired me to reflect that governance practice is not just about systems, structures or 
compliance, but about the personal courage to connect, reflect and admit uncertainty. This too relates to 
my master’s journey: the master’s did not just expand my technical knowledge of governance; it required 
me to inhabit a more authentic and reflective stance as a practitioner. 

My introduction to this reflective commentary is not simply a description of unease, but an 
acknowledgment of transformation. I began this master’s valuing analysis. I complete it with a recognition 
that reflection – especially when made visible – is critical to governance. Just as boards cannot lead 
eƯectively without empathy and culture, I cannot fully inhabit my identity as a governance practitioner 
without embracing reflection. This commentary then, is not only a requirement of my degree but also an 
enactment of my evolving professional practice. 

Transformation through learning and research 
One of the defining aspects of my master’s journey has been the way it challenged and reshaped my 
assumptions about governance capability, particularly around the role of education. I began this inquiry 
with an hypothesis that education was the key to unlocking more eƯective and inclusive governance. 
Education had been a door-opener after a ten-year gap between high school and university. In my work at 
the Institute of Directors, education is consistently framed as a cornerstone of good governance, and in the 
literature, a lack of education and training frequently appear as a common thread in governance failures. It 
seemed evident that more education, and perhaps mandatory qualifications like in other professions, 
would address the capability gaps I experienced around board tables. 

The research quickly tested this theory. Survey responses revealed that while directors value governance 
education, most rejected the idea of mandatory qualifications. For many, governance learning is not just 
about classroom-based courses but about lived experience, mentorship and reflective practice. In 
interviews, wahine Māori and Pasifika directors emphasised how sponsorship, networks, experience such 
as emerging director opportunities and cultural values, shaped their pathways into governance. Education 
mattered, but it was neither the sole barrier nor enabler. Similarly, financial barriers weighed heavily, and 
any mandatory requirements could also bring additional barriers for directors. 
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This maps directly onto the distinction between human capital and social capital (Coleman, 1988). Where I 
had prioritised human capital — formal education as a means to build capability — the findings highlighted 
that social capital, in the form of networks and sponsorship, was also important in opening governance 
pathways. Both my master’s research and the 2025 Directors’ Fees Report (Edgar, 2025j) showed that 
social capital was a core element of board appointments, particularly for unlisted (private) companies and 
not-for-profit organisations.  

However, a pivotal moment of reflexivity came when I initially dismissed participants’ emphasis on 
mentorship.  

However, when I visited Te Puia a month later and toured Te Takapū o Rotowhio, the National Stone and 
Bone Carving School, I observed the Māori master–apprentice learning model, and my perspective shifted. 
I realised my reaction reflected my own bias toward formal qualifications, and that mentorship was not a 
weakness but a powerful mode of intergenerational knowledge transfer. It also highlighted that people 
learn diƯerently, and a range of modes and learning models are critical. 

In 2023 and 2024 I took part in the Tuakana Teina (mentor-mentee) NFP chair mentoring programme run by 
Community Governance Aotearoa and IoD. “The concept of Tuakana Teina is a Māori values-based 
principle of ako (two-way learning), which draws upon shared experience, knowledge and support” 
(Community Governance Aotearoa, n.d., para 5). 

Reflecting on these experiences connected directly to my professional practice. In Backing the next 
generation (Edgar, 2025b), having heard Hinera Parker speak at a function, I connected with her afterwards 
as I was moved by the power of her messaging and moved to elevate the role of leadership. In the article I 
argued for the importance of creating pathways for emerging directors, including mentoring and 
sponsorship. Where once I might have defaulted to advocating for more formal courses, I now saw value in 
relational, experiential and culturally grounded approaches to governance learning. That shift is evidence 
of the inquiry and resultant reflections directly changing my practice as both a researcher and a 
governance communicator. 

The research also revealed the limits of relying on networks and shoulder-tapping for board appointments. 
Like my research, in the IoD Directors’ Fees Survey, the reliance on who you know came through strongly, 
particularly in not-for-profit and private (unlisted) companies (Edgar, 2025j). While this may be 
understandable in smaller contexts, it reinforces homogeneity and shuts out under-represented groups. 
Here again, my assumptions were challenged. I had always recognised the role of networks, but the 
research made clear just how systemic and persistent this reliance is. It pushed me to think beyond 
education to the structural barriers that prevent diverse candidates from accessing opportunities. 

This recognition has influenced how I approach both my board roles and my IoD work. In Building an 
inclusive boardroom together (Edgar, 2025d), I emphasised the role of sponsorship and intentional 
recruitment in breaking these cycles. That article was not just a professional output; it was a reflection of 
my own learning journey and standing up for DEI while under challenge. The master’s reinforced that while 
education is important, it is insuƯicient on its own. Governance capability requires a more holistic 
approach: education, yes, but also pathways, sponsorship, evaluation and cultural change about how we 
recruit and how we scope governance roles. 

The reflexive process also made me more aware of the dangers of deficit framing. When I first began, I 
sometimes found myself describing boards in terms of what they lacked — diversity, training, evaluation. 
But the interviews reminded me that directors bring a wealth of lived experience and non-traditional 
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expertise that may not always fit the dominant governance narrative. Equally, those skills may also not be 
harnessed, and boards do not get the value of those skills. For example, a former school principal on one of 
my boards oƯers not only educational expertise – which may not appear on a traditional skills matrix – but 
also extensive experience in human resources, asset management, risk management, and health and 
safety, reflecting the breadth of their leadership role. Bourdieu’s notion of cultural capital helps explain 
this: valuable skills and knowledge often remain unrecognised because they do not align with the 
dominant forms of capital valued in a given field (Claussen & Osborne, 2012; Xiaowei, 2019). Recognising 
and legitimising these alternative forms of capital has become a key part of my governance identity. 

Finally, the literature review itself was informative and transformative. The sheer volume of governance 
literature and outputs meant I had to learn to stop chasing every new report and instead focus on curation 
and critical analysis. This mirrored the challenge directors face: it is not a lack of information but instead 
can be a surfeit of it that makes decision-making diƯicult. My role as a practitioner includes being one of 
interpreter and curator, not just collector of knowledge. Within the IoD this is a critical role we provide - 
distilling and interpreting data, finding the governance lens, as that is a key part of our unique oƯering. 

Overall, this section of my journey has transformed my identity as a governance practitioner in three ways. 
First, I now approach education not as a panacea but as part of a wider ecosystem of capability-building. 
Second, I am more reflexive about my own biases and more open to diverse ways of learning and knowing. 
Third, I see my role as curator and culture-shaper, not just as an analyst or advisor, with a clearer sense of 
where influence lies — not in prescribing change, but in creating the conditions for others to learn, reflect 
and lead.  

Te Tiriti o Waitangi and Te Ao Māori 
Engaging with Te Tiriti o Waitangi and Te Ao Māori perspectives has been one of the more transformative 
aspects of my master’s journey. While I had long acknowledged the importance of diversity and inclusion in 
governance, the process of inquiry and reflection required me to move beyond acknowledgement to 
practice. Attending the IoD’s Kotahitanga – Principles of Māori governance course, prompted me to 
consider how Te Tiriti responsibilities and Te Ao Māori perspectives expand governance practice and 
learning preferences (Kerehoma et al., 2013). 

As noted above, a pivotal moment came during a visit to Te Puia, where I observed the Māori master–
apprentice model of education at Te Takapū o Rotowhio, the National Stone and Bone Carving School 
where they have a master carver and only five students. My initial survey findings had emphasised 
directors’ desire for mentoring, which I first dismissed as an unrealistic expectation of directors’ time and 
resources. But seeing how Māori education traditions valued deep, relational, intergenerational learning 
challenged that assumption and reframed this entirely. It revealed the limits of my Western bias, which 
privileged formal qualifications over relational knowledge transfer. 

From their research, Kerehoma et al., (2013) developed Te Ako Tiketike, a model for successful Māori 
workplace learners. The model considered the key characteristics for successful learning in workplace-
based training – which is analogous to a governance setting. The five key aspects of their model were: 
mentoring (tuakana teina), connectedness, whānau support, personal commitment and literacy 
foundations. 

This insight marked an important step in shifting my practice. When revising the Māori governance section 
of IoD’s Four Pillars of Best Practice Governance (2021), I became more aware of the limits of framing 
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Māori governance only through Western structures, and I sought instead to reflect principles such as 
kaitiakitanga (guardianship), whakapapa (genealogical connection), and whanaungatanga (relationships). 
These principles are not simply cultural additions; they shape governance processes, inclusion and 
timeframes. 

As Kawharu (2000) notes, Māori governance is grounded less in institutional form than in values, 
relationships and a socio-environmental ethic. I do not claim expertise, but feedback from Māori 
governance practitioners encouraged me that emphasising principles over structures was a step toward 
better recognising and valuing an authentic Māori worldview, rather than imposing my own. 

For me as a Pākehā practitioner, this highlighted the responsibility that comes with writing about, teaching 
or advising on governance in Aotearoa. Honouring Te Tiriti o Waitangi is not simply about ensuring 
representation or referencing biculturalism. It is about partnership, participation, and protection — the 
three core principles of Te Tiriti as applied in governance practice — and ensuring that Māori voices shape 
not only the outcomes but the processes of decision-making. In practice, this means asking diƯerent 
questions at the board table: Whose voices are missing? What obligations do we have to future 
generations? How will this decision aƯect whenua (land), wai (water), and taonga (treasured resources)? 

I later explored these questions in my article Balancing governance, kaupapa Māori and commercial 
success (Edgar, 2025c) where I drew on examples of Māori values and principles in action in the 
boardroom. Writing the article gave me an opportunity to grapple with the tensions boards face when Māori 
values intersect with commercial imperatives. Informed by my master’s learning, I came to see these 
perspectives not as constraints to be balanced against financial objectives, but as values that can enrich 
governance by extending time horizons and broadening definitions of success. It became less a 
professional output than a reflection of my evolving practice and an eƯort to integrate Te Tiriti and Te Ao 
Māori perspectives into governance. 

My learnings also resonate strongly with servant leadership theory which emphasises humility, service to 
others and the leader’s role in enabling the wellbeing of their community (Scarlatti, 2024). A phrase shared 
by Māori business and governance leader Miriana Stephens, at a conference some years ago, has stayed 
with me: “if service is beneath you, then leadership is beyond you.” It captures the essence of both servant 
leadership and Māori leadership practice.  

A review of Māori leadership literature (Scarlatti, 2024) reinforces this connection. In page 3, copied below, 
servant leadership attributes such as integrity, stewardship, foresight, and commitment to community are 
explicitly correlated with Māori values including manaakitanga, whanaungatanga, and kaitiakitanga. This 
shows that what servant leadership articulates in theory, Māori leadership enacts in values and practice. 

In my interviews with wāhine toa many described their governance journeys in terms that echo both 
frameworks. Their leadership often began on the marae or in the church, washing dishes, preparing kai, 
serving their whānau, long before they ever sat at a governance table. Service was not a precursor to 
leadership; it was leadership in action. Governance roles were therefore a natural extension of this ethos of 
service, grounded in whakapapa and intergenerational responsibility. This servant leadership model was 
evidenced during a two-day wānanga I attended in February 2025 at Rāpaki Marae – Te Haerenga – The 
Journey. At the marae they spoke of ‘tea towel time’ or ‘tea towel tanga’ – leadership by example such as 
doing the dishes after an event. At the wānanga they also spoke of being ‘voluntold’ to undertake 
governance roles as a way to pay respect to those that have helped you along your journey.  
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“Distinctive features of Māori learning preferences and behaviours 

While Māori are a diverse and dynamic population this research suggests Māori do have 
some distinctive approaches to learning that were evident within the workplace learning 
environment. Some of these distinctive features are expressed through the principles below: 

 Ako: The concept that recognises the knowledge that both teachers and learners bring to
learning interactions and aƯirms the value of collective learning approaches 

 Whakapapa: Connections through whakapapa (genealogy) are vitally important to Māori
and firmly connect learners to their iwi, hapū and marae as well as their cultural heritage, 
which they bring with them into the learning environment 

 Whānaungatanga: The concept of maintaining and fostering relationships that
emphasise the importance of togetherness and the co-operative nature of learning. 
Strong relationships based on respect, reciprocity and trust, are essential to eƯective 
learning for Māori 

 Whānau: The interconnected nature of whānau and the responsibilities that flow
between learners and their wider whānau. It is important to note when engaging with a 
Māori learner that they are the entry point to a whānau unit; they are the front door to a 
house full of people 

 Tuakana-teina: Concept of mentoring relationships is closely linked to traditional 
whānau practices and is particularly useful and relevant within workplace settings. It 
supports Māori learners to develop a sense of belonging within their learning environment 
and facilitates other support that learners may require, including vocational and personal 
support 

 Kanohi ki te kanohi:  Face-to-face engagement is an important mechanism for 
developing trust and sharing information between individuals and groups and is seen as 
the most eƯective method for engaging learners and whānau 

These distinctive features emphasise the importance of Māori cultural values, behaviours 
and practices to the teaching and learning process. 

Understanding the cultural background of these learners is a key factor in ensuring the most 
appropriate approach to achieving successful learning outcomes.” 

Source: Kerehoma, Connor, Garrow, and Young, 2013, p. 3. 
https://ako.ac.nz/assets/Knowledge-centre/NPF-10-003-Maori-learners-in-
workplace-settings/a-model-for-successful-maori-learners-in-workplace-
settings.pdf 

This learning has not been without tension. I have often worried about ‘getting it wrong’ or inadvertently 
reinforcing stereotypes. Yet these discomforts are themselves part of the reflective process. As Brookfield 
(1995) argues, critical reflection involves uncovering and challenging our assumptions, especially those 
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shaped by power and privilege. Recognising the limits of my own perspective has been uncomfortable, but 
it has also been essential to growth. 

Ultimately, engaging with Te Tiriti and Te Ao Māori has transformed my professional identity. I now have a 
deeper appreciation of governance not just as a technical skillset but as a practice grounded in values, 
relationships and obligations. It has reshaped the questions I ask, the way I interpret sustainability and 
resilience, and the responsibility I carry as a communicator and advisor. 

Sustainability and intergenerational governance 
Another key area where my practice and identity have been reshaped through the master’s is sustainability. 
Shortly after starting the master’s I was appointed as Lead of Chapter Zero New Zealand – the national 
chapter of the Climate Governance Initiative established to support climate-smart governance decisions. 
Although sustainability has long featured in governance discussions, I had often seen it positioned at the 
periphery; treated as an add-on, a reputational or values-based issue rather than a core governance 
responsibility. The combination of my research, professional practice and reflective process has moved me 
from viewing sustainability as a discrete capability to recognising it as central to the role of being a director 
– from managing risk, capital allocation and strategy, to shaping purpose, resilience and long-term value
creation.

My work with Chapter Zero NZ has provided a front-row seat to this transformation. Conversations with 
directors repeatedly highlighted the reality that decisions made today on capital allocation and 
infrastructure will lock in emissions and risks for decades to come. As I explored in articles such as The 
price of inaction: When the weather hits the balance sheet (Edgar, 2025l) and Are you climate capable? 
(Edgar, 2025a), boards can no longer treat 2050 net zero as a distant target. Assets purchased, designed 
and built now will still be in place in 25 or 30 years. Focusing solely on long-term targets ignores the 
urgency of today’s choices. This resonates strongly with Māori governance principles and values which 
frames governance as a long-term and intergenerational responsibility. 

Reflecting on these insights, I see how my own governance practice has shifted. When I first joined boards, 
I often thought of sustainability as a discrete issue, rather than a lens through which all decisions should 
be made. I have learned to frame it instead as both a risk and an opportunity to be embedded in all aspects 
of governance: risk, strategy, capital allocation, remuneration, stakeholder engagement and more. I now 
encourage boards to not ask “should we consider sustainability?” but “how are sustainability and 
resilience already shaping every decision we make?” 

This shift aligns with the corporate governance shift from shareholder to stakeholder primacy (Farnham, 
2024). “The shareholder model prioritizes maximizing shareholder value, while the stakeholder model 
advocates for considering the interests of a broader range of groups impacted by the company’s decisions” 
(Ideals Board, 2024, para 14). 

As noted above, it also connects deeply to Te Ao Māori perspectives on stewardship and intergenerational 
responsibility. The Māori worldview places emphasis on long-term intergenerational obligations to leave 
resources in a better state for future generations – tūpuna pono – being a good ancestor. 

Through reflective practice I have recognised that communication is itself governance: the way directors 
frame issues determines whether they are seen as peripheral or central, optional or essential. This has 
influenced how I speak with and advise boards, encouraging them to position climate and sustainability as 
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value-creating rather than as compliance burdens. I explored this further in It’s not just what you say – why 
framing climate strategy matters (Edgar, 2025k), where I argued that framing climate strategy as 
opportunity rather than obligation can shift directors’ mindsets and boardroom conversations. Similarly, in 
Stakeholder leverage (Edgar, 2024c) I considered how directors can more consciously recognise the 
influence of stakeholders – regulators, employees, customers, communities – not only on governance 
outcomes but also on the long-term futures boards are shaping, noting that “the decisions we make as 
directors literally write our future” (para 1). 

In my own board practice, this has translated into tangible changes. I now routinely ask about resilience, 
climate considerations, capital allocation, environmental impacts and dependencies and more. I have 
upskilled by attending the IoD’s Climate Change Governance Essential course and earning the Climate 
Governance Credential in recognition of an ongoing commitment to climate governance. On one board we 
have established a working group with management to develop a low-emissions transition strategy; on 
another we have measured our emissions and are now taking steps to reduce them; and on a third we are 
more transparent in our reporting on climate considerations and actions. Across all boards, discussions 
have moved from a narrow focus to a broader analysis of lifecycle resilience, investment criteria, capital 
allocation, just transitions and regulatory preparedness. 

Looking ahead, sustainability will continue to reshape governance identity. It is no longer enough for 
directors to be financially literate; they must also be climate literate, capable of interpreting emissions 
data, understanding regulatory frameworks and weighing intergenerational trade-oƯs.  

Critical reflection on methodology 
Another aspect of my master’s journey has been recognising how methodology is not simply a set of 
techniques but a mirror that reflects back on the researcher. The process of designing and conducting my 
inquiry into governance pathways challenged me to examine my positionality, my assumptions and my 
biases. It forced me to grapple with the realities of doing research in a professional context where I am not 
a detached observer, but a practitioner deeply embedded in the system I am studying. 

When I first began, I imagined that the research would be the easy part. I had a clear research question, a 
large professional network from which to draw participants, and a strong appetite for data. Yet the practice 
of doing the research was far more complex. The sheer abundance of governance material was 
overwhelming. Unlike my early psychology training where peer-reviewed journals created a relatively stable 
discipline, governance literature today is diƯuse, fast-moving and often non-traditional. Reports, surveys, 
blogs, toolkits and webinars proliferate daily. As a researcher I struggled with the temptation to chase every 
new output, fearing that I would miss something. This highlighted for me the challenge directors face: it is 
rarely the absence of information that hinders governance, but the overabundance of it, hence the 
importance of organisations such as the Institute of Directors (and by extension myself) that spend time 
curating the wealth of information and distilling and presenting it in diƯerent forms for diƯerent audiences. 

This forced me to learn discipline and focus on curation. I had to decide when to stop, how to prioritise and 
how to diƯerentiate between signal and noise. That discipline would have been helpful in scoping my 
inquiry – I was too embedded in trying to cover everything – from listed company governance to trustees 
and local government elected members. On reflection I should have limited my inquiry to listed and private 
(unlisted) companies with a comparison across less countries. Nonetheless, I enjoyed what I read and by 
reading widely I found some interesting insights that can help inform practice in New Zealand. 
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However, that discipline has translated directly into my practice as an advisor: I now concentrate on 
filtering, framing and contextualising so that directors can focus on what truly matters. Sometimes it’s 
about translating the same information into diƯerent formats or targeting it towards diƯerent audiences so 
that they can see themselves in it, such as not-for-profit directors. 

Another challenge was balancing breadth and depth. The survey provided wide coverage, reaching 115 
directors, but risked flattening nuance. The interviews oƯered depth, but only across a smaller sample. 
Deciding how to weight these findings required reflexivity. I had to constantly remind myself that both data 
types had value: the survey showed patterns, while the interviews surfaced lived experience. At times I was 
tempted to privilege one over the other — often leaning toward the survey because it felt more objective — 
but the interviews were where the depth emerged.  

My positionality as both practitioner and researcher was another key tension. As a staƯ member at the 
Institute of Directors, I had privileged access to networks and data, but I also had to navigate the dual roles 
of insider and investigator. This raised ethical and practical questions: How do I ensure that participants 
feel safe to speak openly when I am part of the system they are commenting on? How do I report findings 
critically without appearing disloyal to my organisation? Mercer (2007) highlights the complexities of 
insider research, where access and credibility are easier, but neutrality is harder to maintain. I experienced 
exactly this tension: being ‘inside’ oƯered benefits, but it also required me to work harder to maintain 
transparency, anonymity and trust. 

Autoethnographic elements required me to draw on my own experiences as a minority on boards, and at 
times this was uncomfortable. For example, reflecting on times when I faced barriers, microaggressions 
and discrimination wasn’t always easy. Yet those reflections give the research authenticity and helped me 
connect with the experiences of others. This is indeed the value of autoethnography – my personal 
experience becomes a legitimate and valuable source of data. My reflections on being the only woman, 
youngest person or minority voice in boardrooms were not just anecdotes; they were lived experience and 
data points that illuminated broader systemic issues in governance. While my three years at the IoD have 
provided a rich professional lens, these insights are grounded in the sum of my wider governance journey 
across sectors, roles and lived experience which collectively shape how I understand and practise 
governance. 

Bias was another constant companion. My initial framing of education as the primary lever for governance 
improvement reflected my own worldview, shaped by my experiences and professional environment. As I 
engaged with participants who challenged this, I had to confront my own blind spots. By being aware of and 
explicitly naming my biases — and showing how they shifted — I turned what might have been a weakness 
into evidence of transformation. 

Finally, the methodology highlighted the importance of reflexivity as an ongoing practice. My assumptions 
were challenged about education, mentoring and barriers, and I learned to see unexpected findings not as 
failures but as contributions. In many ways, the methodological journey mirrored governance itself: 
balancing information overload, diverse perspectives and the need for disciplined decision-making. Just as 
boards must navigate complexity without perfect certainty, I had to navigate methodological choices 
without perfect clarity – and ask the curious questions. 

Overall, reflecting on methodology has changed how I see myself as a practitioner. I no longer see research 
as separate from practice but as a continuous cycle of questioning, testing and reframing. Methodology is 
not just about tools; it is about holding multiple perspectives in tension. These are the same qualities that 
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eƯective directors bring to the boardroom, and they are qualities I consciously seek to embed in my own 
governance practice. 

Identity as a governance practitioner 
Perhaps the most profound transformation of my master’s journey has been how I see myself – not just as 
someone who participates in governance, but as a practitioner whose identity is actively shaped by 
governance and who, in turn, helps to shape governance practice.    Redacted

Through the process of research, reflection and practice, I have come to see that my contributions are not 
incidental but integral. The questions I ask at board tables, the resources I develop, and the narratives I 
shape through writing, all help define what good governance looks like in Aotearoa. By engaging in 
governance communities – boards, Chapter Zero NZ, IoD – and all of their various contributors, supporters 
and partners – I am not only absorbing knowledge but helping shape collective practice. 

This recognition has changed how I act in boardrooms. For example, I now approach board evaluations not 
as compliance exercises or even good practice, but as cultural interventions. Done well, evaluations 
surface unspoken tensions, highlight strengths and create collective ownership for change. This shift 
reflects my master’s learning: eƯective governance is not just about processes but about culture. In writing 
Evaluating before the failures (Edgar, 2025i) and Charity governance reviews: A requirement and an 
opportunity (Edgar, 2025e), I drew directly on this insight, reframing evaluation as an opportunity to shape 
culture, not simply measure performance. I have seen and experienced the transformative power of a 
board evaluation so cannot recommend them enough. 

My deepened appreciation of the so-called ‘soft skills’ — particularly those underpinning diversity and 
inclusion — has been a key shift in my practice. While I have always recognised their importance, for much 
of my career I felt pressure to minimise or mask them, to wear armour in contexts that valued authority 
over empathy. My early motivations were shaped by frustration at homogeneity and poor practice. 

These frustrations remain, but my practice has matured. I now approach diversity not only as a moral 
imperative but as a capability imperative: diverse perspectives produce better governance outcomes. In 
Why inclusion belongs in the boardroom (Edgar, 2025n) and The shifting DEI landscape: Why directors 
should stay the course (Edgar, 2025m), I argued that inclusion is not peripheral but central to governance 
eƯectiveness. Writing those pieces was an articulation of my own identity shift — from critic of poor 
practice to advocate for inclusion as a core governance skill. 

Finally, my identity as a practitioner is shaped by the integration of my multiple roles – director, chair, 
advisor, communicator, mentor, volunteer, researcher as well as mother, wife, woman.    Redacted

Each informs the other: my board practice grounds my advisory work; my 
advisory work shapes my writing; my research reframes my board practice. Identity, then, is not a static 
label but an ongoing process of integration and evolution. 

My master’s journey has enabled me to claim a new identity. I am not simply ‘in governance’; I am a 
governance practitioner who brings experience, evidence, empathy, reflection and courage into both 
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boardrooms and the wider governance community. That identity carries responsibility: to continue 
learning, to challenge poor practice, to honour Te Tiriti and to embed sustainability and resilience into 
governance.  

Transforming governance practice 
I was intentional in choosing the Master of Professional Practice because of its focus on influencing real-
world practice — the same reason I ran for local government and joined the Institute of Directors. I see 
immense value and responsibility in governance to shape our businesses, communities and New 
Zealand’s future. 

Through the inquiry, I also came to see that influencing practice begins with self-awareness — 
understanding how my own actions, networks and writing can contribute to wider shifts in thinking and 
behaviour. There remains a discomfort, deeply embedded in the New Zealand psyche, around 
acknowledging oneself as influential or as a leader. Yet to enhance governance practice, I needed to 
accept that influence and to use it purposefully, knowing that I am not alone in this ongoing journey of 
shaping and improving governance in Aotearoa. 

The research reinforced that directors overwhelmingly want to see governance capability strengthened 
across New Zealand. Survey participants highlighted the importance of enhancing education, mentoring 
and pathways into governance. The wider research, however, points to the need for complementary change 
in how directors are recruited, supported and evaluated. Meaningful transformation therefore requires 
more than individual eƯort. Systemic change involving central and local government, government 
agencies, educators, professional bodies, recruiters and board chairs is needed to create an environment 
where capability is developed, recognised and valued. For me, this reinforced that personal transformation 
and sectoral transformation are intertwined — that change in governance practice begins with reflective 
practitioners who model the learning and collaboration we hope to see systemically. My own contribution 
has been a small part of this wider movement: using research, writing and professional practice to 
encourage reflection and foster learning as integral aspects of governance excellence. 

Conclusion 
Looking back across this master’s journey, I can see how profoundly it has reshaped both my capability 
and my identity as a governance practitioner. What began as an inquiry into governance education has 
become a broader exploration of who I am in governance, what I bring to the table, and how I want to 
contribute to the future of the profession in Aotearoa. Familiar experiences now shape my practice in new 
ways. Family holidays, a newspaper article, a conversation at an event, inform how I see governance 
practice. 

The leadership identity development model posits that identity matures through moving from seeing 
leadership as positional to seeing it as a relational, collective process (Yamanaka & Owen, 2024). My 
master’s has helped me make a similar shift: I no longer see governance as something I do, but as an 
identity I embody across all roles, shaped by relationships, reflection and contribution. 

Looking forward, I know this journey does not end with the completion of my master’s. The inquiry has 
given me a stronger foundation, but governance is never static. New challenges, from artificial intelligence 
to climate shocks to shifting expectations of diversity and equity (including expectations for enhancement 
in these areas and the geopolitical backlash against diversity and ESG) will continue to demand learning 



Pathways to governance 84 Judene Edgar 

and change. My responsibility is to keep evolving, to continue asking uncomfortable questions, and to 
model the reflective practice that I once resisted. 

In many ways, this conclusion is not a closing but a beginning. The master’s has not only given me new 
knowledge but has transformed my practice, but I am now more confident in naming myself not just as 
someone who ‘works in governance’ but as a governance practitioner — someone who contributes to 
boardroom practices and into the director community. That identity carries both privilege and 
responsibility: privilege because I have the opportunity to influence; responsibility because governance 
decisions shape organisations, communities and futures. 
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Chapter five: Practice 
implications 
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Master’s outputs 

Learning agreement 
In my Learning Agreement (Appendix 2), the main outputs from my study were proposed to be: 

 Research project report
 Recommendations, if any, for IoD’s input into the review of the Companies Act 1993
 Recommendations for IoD on formal training pathways to feed into their Education Strategy review 
 Communicate insights with stakeholders including:

o Webinar
o Article/s for IoD 

Additionally, there was the potential for targeted reflections depending upon the findings, for example for 
the Ministry for Women, Local Government Commission and Global Network of Director Institutes. 

The research and literature review findings in combination with my practice learnings, as well as external 
factors outside of my control, such as the revised timing for the review of the Companies Act, have 
necessitated a change in outputs. While some outputs are not possible at this stage, there have been 
additional outputs and the learnings will still be used to inform the IoD’s input into the review of the 
Companies Act, for example, now that this reform process is underway, but alternatively, have been used 
to inform the Local Government Commission’s preparation of a standardised code of conduct for councils. 

The main outputs are summarised In Table 25 below. In addition, Appendix 3 provides a list of all 
governance outputs for the two-year period of my master’s degree including government submissions, 
guides, resources, webinars and articles. While these aren’t formally listed as outputs for this degree, as is 
expected in this programme my work outputs were informed in an ongoing manner by my master’s study 
and vice versa, whereby there isn’t a discrete diƯerentiation between the two output lists.  

Participant feedback from the webinar presenting my findings in October, along with peer discussions and 
professional networks, reinforced the practical and educational relevance of this research. Directors 
highlighted how the findings prompted them to reflect on governance capability, training pathways and 
equitable access, particularly in relation to NFP boards, diversity, and regional and cultural representation. 

Since then I have also been invited to be part of an external webinar in 2026 to further discuss my findings 
and have been nominated and accepted as a member of Global Women. 

Nonetheless, below are some outputs that specifically referenced or were directly informed by my 
master’s study, and these are provided in Table 25. 
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Table 25: Master’s outputs 

Project inquiry report and critical reflective commentary 

This autoethnographic practitioner thesis is the research project report, outlining the research findings, 
literature review, outputs and recommendations as well as the reflective commentary.  

Communication of insights 

Articles 

These articles were shared with the governance community through the IoD newsletter and on the IoD 
website and LinkedIn page. 

 The shifting DEI landscape: Why directors should stay the course, 3 February 2025
This article was the first in a series of inclusivity pieces I authored, and it came at a time of 
significant global backlash against DEI. Writing it meant taking a stand — both personally and on 
behalf of the IoD — by reinforcing that inclusion remains a governance imperative, not a passing 
trend.  
https://www.iod.org.nz/news/articles/the-shifting-dei-landscape-why-directors-should-stay-the-
course# 

 The wake you leave behind, 11 March 2025 
This article explored the lasting influence directors have — the “wake” left by governance decisions, 
behaviours, and culture. It drew on my master’s reflections about critical self-awareness and the 
need for directors to recognise how their leadership shapes not just immediate outcomes but long-
term trust and legitimacy. 
https://www.iod.org.nz/news/articles/the-wake-you-leave-behind# 

 Building an inclusive boardroom together, 20 March 2025
This article underscored the role of sponsorship and intentional recruitment in breaking cycles of 
homogeneity. It was directly shaped by my research findings on the limits of relying solely on 
networks and the need for broader pathways into governance. 
https://www.iod.org.nz/news/articles/building-an-inclusive-boardroom-together# 

 Balancing governance, Kaupapa Māori and commercial success, 28 March 2025
This article grappled with the tensions and opportunities when kaupapa Māori values intersect with 
commercial imperatives. Drawing on my master’s learning and reflective practice, I highlighted 
examples of kaitiakitanga and whanaungatanga in governance, showing how kaupapa Māori 
principles can enrich governance by extending time horizons and broadening definitions of success. 
https://www.iod.org.nz/news/articles/balancing-governance-kaupapa-maori-and-commercial-
success# 

 Courage, connection and authenticity: Leadership lessons from the front line, 28 May 2025
Inspired by hearing Dr Joan Ellen Ford, this article examined authenticity and courage in leadership. 
It reinforced my growing conviction, shaped by the master’s, that governance is not only about 
systems and compliance but also about the personal courage to connect, reflect and admit 
uncertainty. 
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https://www.iod.org.nz/news/articles/courage-connection-and-authenticity-leadership-lessons-
from-the-front-line# 

 Cultivating courage: Psychological safety in the boardroom, 11 June 2025
This article highlighted psychological safety as a vital condition for eƯective governance. Drawing 
directly on my reflective practice, I argued that vulnerability and openness are not weaknesses but 
strengths that enable diverse perspectives to be voiced and heard. 
https://www.iod.org.nz/news/articles/cultivating-courage-psychological-safety-in-the-boardroom#  

 Why inclusion belongs in the boardroom, 12 June 2025
This article explored inclusion as a central governance capability rather than a peripheral issue.  
https://www.iod.org.nz/news/articles/why-inclusion-belongs-in-the-boardroom# 

 Keeping the board on track: lessons from the driver’s seat, 22 July 2025 
A conversation with director George Adams inspired this article as it highlighted the issue of reliance 
on legacy expertise and the importance of engaging with emerging issues and the need to be lifelong 
learners. Beyond the article, his insights reinforced the soft skills – listening, questioning, 
challenging, influencing and compromising. 
https://www.iod.org.nz/news/articles/keeping-the-board-on-track-lessons-from-the-drivers-seat#  

 Building future-ready boards, 8 August 2025
Some high-level results from my master’s survey were included within the article as well as insights 
from the annual Director Sentiment Survey that I author and the two GNDI reports. Central to the 
piece was highlighting the role of IoD’s board evaluation service, including the Board Evaluation 
Quick Guide that I developed. By positioning evaluation as a critical governance tool, the article 
emphasised how structured reflection can drive board capability and readiness for the future.  
https://www.iod.org.nz/news/articles/building-future-ready-boards# 

 Our success is in our succession, 2 September 2025
Inspired by IoD’s webinar Purpose before profit: Navigating the unique challenges of not-for-profit 
boards, the webinar also marked the launch of Te Ara Tāwhaki Not-for-Profit Mentoring Programme 
to support emerging NFP directors. The article ties together themes from the webinar with my own 
research and learnings including training, succession planning, diversity and the importance of 
supporting and preparing directors as they enter governance. 
https://www.iod.org.nz/news/articles/our-success-is-in-our-succession#  

 The importance of shared spaces – and being heard, 18 September 2025
This article was inspired directly by a combination of a conversation with another women (on the 
Monday and written later that same week) and having written my reflective commentary a few weeks 
earlier. 
https://www.iod.org.nz/news/articles/the-importance-of-shared-spaces-and-being-heard# 

Reports 

 Global Network of Director Institutes reports, 7 August 2025 

I was engaged by the Global Network of Director Institutes (GNDI) to undertake a research project 
on climate governance and AI governance. The aim of the project was to produce two 
complementary and comprehensive reports identifying the key themes and insights from director 
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research from GNDI member institutes, complemented by a pulse survey conducted as part of their 
global conference, and supplemented by international research. 

Each report focused on three key areas: 

AI report Climate change report 
- Board capability - Board capability
- Impact on strategy - Risks and opportunities
- Policies - Climate disclosures

The reports highlighted board capability, readiness and confidence deficits along with poor training 
and professional development practices and oƯered insights for boards around upskilling, renewal 
and investing in director education. 

AI report: https://www.iod.org.nz/resources-and-insights/research-and-analysis/governing-in-the-
age-of-disruption-artificial-intelligence# 

Climate change report: https://www.iod.org.nz/resources-and-insights/research-and-
analysis/governing-in-the-age-of-disruption-climate-change# 

 EY/IoD Directors’ Fees Report 2025/2026, 5 September 2025
The remuneration data is analysed by EY for the IoD and I write the governance insights, foreword 
and prepare a one-page infographic. In the survey this year I added a question about how directors 
obtain their first board role, resulting in a one-page section on ‘Connections still rule the 
boardroom’. My master’s study was then included within the governance insights, and the results 
from the survey have helped inform this inquiry report. Additionally, this year I prepared a NFP 
insights infographic. 
https://www.iod.org.nz/services-for-boards/director-fees/iod-directors-fees-report# 
https://www.iod.org.nz/news/articles/governance-insights-from-the-directors-fees-report-202425# 
https://www.iod.org.nz/assets/Documents/Director-Fees/2025-IoD_Directors_Fees_NFP-
highlights.pdf 

 2025 Director Sentiment Survey, 25 November 2025 [report in preparation] 
The annual Director Sentiment Survey is a one of the IoD’s cornerstone publications each year. On a 
global scale, we have the highest return rate per member than any other institute member of the 
GNDI. The survey and report help to inform the annual Top 5 issues for directors, advocacy 
programmes, training, events and thought leadership throughout the following year. The survey has 
four key sections – economics, topical issues, governance matters and demographics. The 
survey/report contains 12 years of trend data on key metrics. In addition to the main report, I also 
prepare a brief NFP insights report (4 to 5 pages) and a one-page infographic. Director capability, 
board evaluations and training are key areas for discussion. 

Webinars 

 2025 Director Fee Survey insights webinar, 3 October 2025
I am a panellist on this webinar representing the IoD alongside Una Diver, Partner at EY. We will be 
discussing the governance insights of the EY/IoD Directors’ Fees Survey. This provides an 
opportunity to discuss key findings and practice implications from the fees survey and my master’s 
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research. 
https://www.iod.org.nz/all-events/national/2025-director-fee-insights-webinar#  

 Pathways to governance: Building capability and reducing barriers, 30 October 2025 
This webinar is entirely focused on my master’s research and findings and provides me an 
opportunity to discuss my insights and implications with the broader governance community. 
https://www.iod.org.nz/all-events/national/pathways-to-governance-building-capability-and-
reducing-barriers#  

 Still awake at night? What’s troubling boards in 2025: Director Sentiment Survey 2025, 26 
November 2025 
I am a panellist on this webinar representing the IoD alongside Nick TuƯley, ASB Chief Economist. 
We will be discussing the key findings from the 2025 Director Sentiment Survey – I prepare the 
questions, undertake the analysis and write the report – with ASB providing the economic 
commentary.  
https://www.iod.org.nz/all-events/national/still-awake-at-night-whats-troubling-boards-in-2025-
director-sentiment-survey-2025#  

Tools and guides 

 Board evaluation quick guide – a five-step guide to support boards to get the most out of a board 
evaluation, February 2025. 
https://www.iod.org.nz/resources-and-insights/guides-and-resources/board-evaluation-quick-
guide#  

 Professional development quick guide – a five-step guide to support directors to consider, plan 
and enhance their governance capability, November 2025 
https://www.iod.org.nz/resources-and-insights/guides-and-resources/professional-development-
quick-guide# 

External insights 

In addition to speaking as a panellist on IoD webinars (in addition to facilitating them), one shift this year 
has been requests from external publications for articles: 

 New Zealand Water Review – Why independent chairs matter for water governance 
https://nzwaterreview.partica.online/nz-water-review/vol-2-ed-2/flipbook/24/ 

 Neuseeland Australien News – Protecting 100% pure New Zealand 
https://neuseeland-australien-news.com/chapter-zero-nz-protecting-100-pure-new-zealand/  

 Sustainable Brands – Selling shareholders on the value of purpose 
https://sustainablebrands.com/read/selling-shareholders-value-purpose  

 New Zealand Water Review – Water’s governance revolution 
https://nzwaterreview.partica.online/nz-water-review/vol-2-ed-3/flipbook/16/  

And to provide governance insights at external events: 

 Kiwis in Climate, Local Government and Climate webinar, 8 July 2025 
https://events.humanitix.com/local-government-and-climate-with-sophie-handford  
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 Christian Savings Conference, A clear vision for confident governance, Wellington, 10 September
2025 
https://events.humanitix.com/wellington-governance-conference-2025 

 Taupō District Council, Councillors induction workshop, 24 October 2025 

 Bay of Plenty Regional Council, Planning forum, 4 November 2025 
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Governance implications and recommendations 

While New Zealand has made progress in governance capability and diversity, significant gaps remain in 
how directors are recruited, supported and developed. The collective findings have implications 
across twelve interlinked areas as outlined in Table 26 below. 

Addressing these will require both structural reform (e.g., transparent recruitment, equitable funding, 
public reporting on training, board evaluation and diversity) and individual supports (e.g., mentoring, 
induction, aƯordable training). Without deliberate action, governance pathways will continue to replicate 
societal inequities rather than create inclusive, future-ready boards. 

Table 26: Core issues and recommendations for enhancing governance practice 

Theme Issue Recommendation Practical Steps / Lead Actor(s) 

1. Recruitment
transparency 

Board 
appointments 
remain heavily 
reliant on informal 
networks, 
entrenching 
homogeneity. 

Increase 
transparency and 
skills-based 
recruitment to 
widen the pipeline. 

 IoD: Publish guidance
notes/quick guide on 
transparent recruitment. 

 IoD: Create free databank for
directors seeking recruitment. 

 IoD: As appropriate, include in 
Companies Act review 
submission. 

2. Entry-level
governance 
education 

Two-thirds of 
directors began 
without training; 
many called for a 
'governance basics' 
course. 

Provide accessible, 
aƯordable entry 
pathways to 
governance 
learning. 

 IoD/MBIE: Provide Governance
101 short course (e.g., 
online/micro-credential) for 
small businesses. 

 MBIE: Produce 1or 2 page SME
governance guide (via 
Companies Register). 

 Universities/Polytechnics:
OƯer introductory governance 
modules within 
complementary degrees e.g. 
accounting, law. 

 MoE: Include governance
education as part of civics 
education in secondary 
schools. 

3. Financial
barriers 

Cost of training is a 
major barrier, 
particularly in the 
NFP sector. 

Remove cost 
barriers through 
scholarships and 
co-funding. 

 Philanthropic trusts: Create
scholarship pool for under-
represented groups (from 
reputable training providers). 

 DIA: Co-fund training subsidies
for NFPs and regional directors. 
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 Treasury/Remuneration 
Authority: Update fee 
guidelines to allow training 
reimbursement. 

4. Induction 
processes 

Many directors 
reported little or no 
induction support. 

Normalise 
structured 
induction for boards 
across all sectors. 

 IoD: Issue induction best 
practice quick guide. 

 Treasury/DPMC/PSC: 
Integrate induction into Crown 
entity frameworks. 

 LGC/DIA: Recommend 
governance induction training 
as a requirement for elected 
members. 

5. Ongoing 
professional 
development 
and evaluations 

Ambivalence about 
mandatory 
qualifications, but 
appetite for ongoing 
upskilling. 

Emphasise 
continuous learning 
and board 
evaluations as best 
practice and 
encourage 
disclosure. 

 IoD/NZX: Encourage boards to 
undertake independent 
evaluations at least three-
yearly and disclose in annual 
report. 

 IoD: Consider further 
diversification of board 
evaluation oƯerings. 

6. Mentoring and 
sponsorship 

Mentoring was the 
most valued 
support but is 
insuƯicient without 
sponsorship. 

Formalise 
mentoring and pair 
it with structured 
sponsorship and 
placements. 

 IoD: Run mentor training 
programme for senior directors. 

 IoD: Extend Emerging Director 
programme with placement 
pathways and guidance for 
hosting boards. 

 IoD: Use/expand Shared 
Interest Groups as peer-
learning spaces. 

7. Diversity and 
inclusion 

Women and ethnic 
minorities remain 
under-represented, 
especially in the 
private sector. 

Strengthen practical 
supports for 
diversity and 
transparent 
reporting of board 
composition. 

 IoD: Update diversity guidance. 
 NZX: Be more proactive on 

diversity reporting and 
guidance. 

 IoD: Review modes of delivery 
to support diƯerent learner 
needs including Māori, Pasifika, 
location, neurodiverse etc. 

8. Governance as 
a skill 

Governance is not 
recognised as a 
distinct discipline; 
NZQA does not list 
it as a subject. 

Treat governance as 
a professional field 
with recognised 
training. 

 IoD: Advocate for governance 
as a recognised subject. 

 Universities/Polytechnics: 
Embed governance modules in 
business/management 
degrees. 
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 NZQA: Explore accreditation of 
governance training providers. 

 NQZA: Recognise governance 
as a subject. 

 LGC/DIA: Advocate for 
compulsory elected member 
training, 

9. Continuous 
learning culture 

Boards are not 
consistently 
positioned as 
learning 
organisations. 

Normalise reflective 
practice and 
continuous learning 
at board level. 

 IoD: Integrate continuous 
learning modules into Shared 
Interest Groups. 

 IoD: Review continuing 
professional development 
point system to encourage 
(diƯerent styles of) 
learning/development e.g. 
board evaluations. 

 IoD: Ensure board evaluations 
identify ongoing development 
priorities. 

10. Geographic and 
sectoral 
inequities 

Directors in regions 
and NFP/small 
entities have less 
access to training 
and opportunities. 

Tailor support to 
address geographic 
and sectoral 
inequities. 

 MBIE: Produce brief SME 
governance guide (via 
Companies Register). 

 DIA: Pilot regional training 
subsidies and workshops. 

 IoD: Assess more hybrid, 
branch or online training 
modules. 

11. Intersectionality 
and inclusion 

Māori, Pacific and 
women from ethnic 
minority 
backgrounds face a 
'double burden' of 
gender and cultural 
representation. 

Embed 
intersectionality 
into governance 
training and 
evaluation. 

 IoD: Add intersectionality 
modules to induction and 
diversity resources. 

 IoD: Build inclusive practice 
indicators into board 
evaluation templates. 

 IoD: Train chairs in inclusive 
board culture leadership. 

12. Reimbursement 
and funding 
models 

Current fee and 
reimbursement 
frameworks rarely 
cover director 
training. 

Reform funding 
models so training 
is seen as an 
organisational 
responsibility. 

 Treasury/Remuneration 
Authority: Update 
reimbursement guidelines to 
include training. 

 DIA/Philanthropic trusts: 
Create small grant schemes for 
voluntary boards. 
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 LGNZ/LGC: Advocate for 
councils to budget for elected 
member PD. 

 IoD: Advocate for boards to 
budget for a contribution 
towards director professional 
development. 

 

A tiered, risk-based approach is needed: stronger obligations for listed and Crown entities (transparent 
recruitment, mandatory inductions, annual evaluations, diversity reporting, and disclosure of director 
training), combined with accessible, subsidised training for NFPs and SMEs. At the same time, governance 
should be recognised as a profession with NZQA recognition and tertiary study pathways. Recognition 
would legitimise governance training, make it easier to attract funders and ensure consistent standards 
across providers. Together, these steps would professionalise governance, reduce barriers linked to 
gender, ethnicity, cost and geography, and better equip boards to meet the complex demands of the 21st 
century. 

Transparency and reporting are also central to normalising governance development. Making training and 
evaluation visible helps signal that learning is expected, not optional — a hallmark of professionalised 
sectors. 

IoD has a role to play in working with the various entities across the governance ecosystem to support 
capability to be lifted in a coherent and connected way. No single organisation can address the barriers 
identified, whether cost, access, or entrenched reliance on informal networks, but together, professional 
bodies, tertiary institutions, funders and regulators can build more deliberate pathways into governance. 

This is already part of my work. I meet regularly with agencies such as MBIE, LGC, DIA and the Ministry for 
Women, and will use these conversations to share the findings and recommendations from this study. 
Building on this, I have recently developed the IoD’s Gender Equity Initiative, which aims to identify and 
promote practical ways to accelerate gender equity on boards, including a research project evaluating 
NZX-listed boards. This initiative reflects a direct application of my research insights — translating 
evidence into action to address systemic inequities in governance representation. Additionally, I will 
specifically be contacting all of the organisations listed in Table 26 to discuss my findings and 
recommendations. They provide an opportunity to collaborate on reducing barriers, enhancing training, 
and ensuring governance pathways are accessible to all. 

For me, the challenge is not only to support IoD directly, but also to convene, connect and influence across 
the wider system. By embedding these insights into the relationships I already hold, and the collaborations 
I continue to foster, I can help ensure that capability development is not piecemeal or exclusive, but 
systemic, inclusive and future-focused. 

 

  



 
 
Pathways to governance  96 Judene Edgar 
 

Conclusion  
 

Within the IoD it is often stated that the order of the four pillars in the Four Pillars of Governance Best 
Practice (2021) is intentional – starting with purpose (the why), then culture (the how), followed by holding 
to account (the who), and then eƯective compliance (the what). Frequently when people first join boards 
they focus on pillars three and four - the who and the what – as these are the ones where they feel most 
comfortable and in control and may relate to the operational/work experience they bring to the board. A 
core focus of the IoD is to get directors thinking about the why and the how – this is a key focus of 
governance training. 

Since starting my master’s, there have already been significant developments in governance education and 
training. In 2024, the IoD introduced the five-day Company Directors’ Course in Rarotonga, designed to 
support Pacific directors and those governing Pacific organisations. In July 2025, IoD delivered the first-ever 
Company Directors’ Course run entirely by Māori, for Māori — a critical step in recognising not only Māori 
learners but also in moving beyond a Western model of education. Most recently, in September 2025, the 
IoD launched a partnership with Multiethnic Young Leaders NZ to strengthen governance capability and 
leadership across Aotearoa’s ethnically diverse communities. 

Additionally, Community Governance Aotearoa launched a new seven-module online Certified Community 
Directors course (commencing 27 August 2025) through a new partnership with the Institute of Community 
Directors Australia. As part of this, they have also provided both upfront and pay-as-you-learn payment 
options to try and make the course more accessible and aƯordable. 

A lot of lessons were learned during Covid in relation to providing education and training. While online 
became the only option for most educators and training providers, subsequent research has found both 
advantages and disadvantages for learners. While there was a surge in people taking online courses during 
lockdowns, there remain valid concerns about the lack of interaction, the hands-oƯ learning method, 
reduced teacher engagement and learner responsibility. Conversely, online models enabled greater 
flexibility, enhanced access to training, courses were more aƯordable and they are generally more 
environmentally sustainable (Di Pietro & Karpiński, 2021; Oxford College, n.d.). 

The classroom model is not without its criticisms and, as noted in the reflective critical commentary, a 
Western model doesn’t suit every learner. It can favour the more outgoing and those with greater financial 
means, while disadvantaging people with accessibility issues such as geography, neurodiversity and 
physical limitations, as well as those from diƯerent ethnicities and cultural backgrounds. 

Of note, the traditional Western classroom model, now widely regarded as standard, only became 
dominant in the 19th century with the rise of compulsory public education and industrial-era reforms. Prior 
to this, education was typically informal or delivered in small groups through religious institutions, 
apprenticeships or private tutoring. The industrial revolution and rapid urbanisation led to larger 
classrooms, standardised curricula and teacher-led instruction designed to educate growing populations 
eƯiciently. This ‘factory model’ of schooling has endured, but it represents a relatively recent development 
in Western civilisation rather than a timeless norm (Bates, 2019; McElfresh, n.d.). 

Beyond Covid, educators have continued to adapt resulting in a variety of hybrid learning options being 
developed. Research has also shown that course design is critical. During Covid educators were having to 
pick up a course designed for in-person learning and deliver it online, whereas courses designed 
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specifically for online learning are more eƯective (Transforming Access and Student Outcomes in Higher 
Education, 2023). 

Māori methods of teaching highlight the importance of learning as a collective and relational processes. 
Concepts such as ako (the reciprocity of teaching and learning), whānau and hāpori (family and 
community), and manaaki (care and respect) emphasise that knowledge is best shared in close 
connection with others (Bishop et al., 2007; Kerehoma et al., 2013). These values also place relationships 
at the centre of education and recognise that both teachers and learners contribute to the learning 
process. Learning often takes place through doing, supported by oral traditions of storytelling, song and 
debate, and reinforced in immersive spaces such as wānanga. These methods stand in contrast to 
Western schooling models shaped by eƯiciency and standardisation, which can overlook the role of 
identity, belonging and cultural continuity in education (Simmonds, 2020; The Education Hub, 2022). 

Mentorship is a cornerstone of Māori education, where elders and experts guide younger generations not 
only in skills but also in cultural values and identity. Research highlights that strong relationships and 
culturally responsive practice improve Māori learner engagement and outcomes. These traditions echo the 
findings of this study: the importance of mentoring and sponsorship in governance pathways, the role of 
experiential learning and the need to strengthen networks. Māori perspectives remind us that capability is 
not built through qualifications alone, but through relationships, guidance and collective responsibility for 
knowledge transmission (Education Gazette, 2022; Ritchie & Rau, 2006). 

Part of the value of and demand for mentoring is that it goes beyond technical advice to include 
sponsorship, role-modelling and opening access to networks. This reminds us that education and training 
is not just courses, nor is it simply in formal or even informal settings – it is conferences, networking events, 
workshops, site visits, reading, observing and more. 

The 70:20:10 framework provides a useful lens for bringing this study together. It reminds us that 
governance capability is not developed in classrooms alone, nor solely around the board table, but through 
the interplay of structured learning, social exchange and lived practice. Formal education sets the 
foundation; mentoring and peer learning provide guidance and reflection; and board experience shapes 
judgement and resilience. 

Across the practice insights, literature review and research findings, a consistent message emerges; 
governance capability flourishes when these elements are connected, inclusive and supported. It is not 
enough to leave pathways to chance or rely on networks that replicate the status quo. Nor is it suƯicient to 
focus only on individual directors without strengthening the systems around them. Instead, the future of 
governance requires intentional ecosystems where directors can learn, grow and renew across their entire 
journey. 

Ultimately, the challenge and opportunity for New Zealand is to build governance pathways that are 
both accessible and excellent – removing barriers of cost and connection, while raising expectations of 
competence, diversity and ethical leadership. If we can achieve that we will not only broaden who has a 
seat at the table but also strengthen the tables themselves. The task now is to move from theory to 
practice, from fragmented interventions to coherent learning pathways. Because the future of governance 
will be shaped not by chance appointments, but by how deliberately we invest in the development of those 
who lead. 
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“You can be anxious, sensitive, kind and wear your heart on your sleeve … You can be a 
mother or not. … You can be a nerd, a crier, a hugger. You can be all of these things and 
not only can you be here, you can lead.” 
 
Jacinda Ardern cited in Cohen, 2023, para 10. 
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