'Hands up': Mentoring in the New Zealand public service
Bhatta, Gambhir 

Mentoring is now widely accepted as a useful tool for helping individuals develop their careers, and for organizations to enhance their human resource capability. Using the results from the 2000 Career Progression Survey, this paper sketches the status and nature of mentoring evident in the New Zealand Public Service (NZPS). In particular, the survey results show that mentoring is now practiced throughout NZPS, and contrary to evidence elsewhere, women - specifically, women managers - are more likely to be mentored than their male counterparts. The paper also compares the survey results with existing jurisdictional and conceptual evidence, in particular on Male's (1995) categorization of four sets of problems in mentoring. While evidence on two of the four questions ('recognition' and 'mentor identification') is corroborated in the NZPS, further inquiry is necessary on the 'variance' and 'socialization' problems.

While the literature on training and development (T&D) in organizations is vast, the same cannot be said of mentoring as a form of T&D. Still, mentoring is now considered to be a mainstream tool for accomplishing many important human resources (HR) or staff development goals, including individual career development, management training, encouraging multi-tasking, and employee retention and succession planning. It has been deemed an increasingly important tool given the rise of flatter organizations, which require employees to make a "quantum leap in responsibility"1 and which necessitate new forms of preparation for senior roles, including through mentoring. All in all, there is universal recognition that mentoring is a useful component of an organization's HR toolkit.

This paper examines mentoring, and presents empirical evidence emerging from the Career Progression Survey carried out in the New Zealand Public Service (NZPS). It contextualizes the discussion with a review of the conceptual bases of mentoring, and of the key issues and conclusions evident in the existing literature. The findings from the NZPS are followed by a discussion of the policy implications (including the extent to which the New Zealand evidence corroborates existing evidence). The paper responds to Hale's concern that there has been a dearth of practical evidence on mentoring and how it is practiced in various settings.2

The Concept of Mentoring

There are several definitions of mentoring but, in essence, it involves a "more experienced individual taking particular responsibility for a less experienced colleague."3 A more formal definition is given by Anderson: "A nurturing process in which a more skilled or more experienced person, serving as a role model, teaches, sponsors, encourages, counsels, and befriends a less skilled or less experienced person for the purpose of promoting the latter's professional and/or personal development."4 Alred and Garvey, for their part, point out that mentoring is "broader and deeper than management, and qualitatively different from formal training."5 They also argue that the mentor need not necessarily be an individual but could be a group of individuals or even institutions. This notion they term the 'mentoring organization' that is then used in conjunction with a learning organization.

Mentoring is, therefore, symbolized by an ongoing relationship whereby the mentor plays the role of coach, counselor and sometimes champion of the protege. It can be formal, as part of a formalized mentoring scheme, or informal - yet still organized and structured - by the two individuals involved. It is important to keep in mind, however, that there is no formal mechanism or set way of mentoring and different organizations in different settings approach this relationship in their own unique ways.6

Mentoring is often used in conjunction with the term 'coaching,' but there are fundamental differences between the two.7 While coaching is associated with management and raising the level of performance, mentoring deals more with career or personal transitions (which could still lead to performance enhancement but is not necessarily the primary objective). Megginson argues that mentoring is concerned with helping the learner through life crises (e.g., career hiccups) or into new stages of development.8 While coaching is centered on tasks, mentoring is much wider and can encompass many other facets of employees' work, careers, and even life-work balance. Coaching also has connotations of formal hierarchy (akin to that between teacher and student) whereas mentoring is a much more shared relationship.

Mentoring is considered to be a useful development intervention because it has the following attributes:

1. Mentors and proteges choose each other by mutual agreement; this implies that there is a much more open and trusting relationship between the two parties;

2. It is evaluative, and there is constant feedback from the mentor to the protege (although it is important to point out that mentoring is distinct from managing in that it is not linked to formal performance management but is based on a mutual desire to see the protege move ahead);

3. It is more guidance-oriented than a strict teacher-student or a trainer-trainee relationship and there are no penalties, for example, for poor performance;

4. It is more than likely to be based on shared experiences (albeit at different time periods) of the mentor and the protege (e.g., the mentor might say, "when I was at your stage, I found it useful to...");

5. It is continuous learning such that even everyday professional experiences can be shared on an ongoing basis; and

6. It is typically of long-term duration and the relationship survives changes in roles or organizations.

Mentoring is based on the belief that managers are responsible for staff development but that individuals often require extra support or advice where there are no 'penalties' for exposing weaknesses or uncertainty. It is also based on the belief that most staff development is based on informal - and on-the-job - learning, that there is much development influence that can flow from the mentor-protege relationship, that this relationship will last for the long term, and that it is not only the protege that benefits from this relationship.9 Inherent in this set of beliefs are two critical issues: (a) the role of the manager in delimiting the parameters of the guidance; and (b) the need for strict confidentiality, honesty, and sharing in the relationship that has an impact on the direction of development of the protege.

Conceptually, mentoring can be looked at from a variety of perspectives. For the mentor and protege it is seen primarily as a development intervention. From the perspective of the organization, however, mentoring appears tied to the transfer of the company culture, including between generations of managers (i.e., in succession planning). This has been shown to be critical to the long-term sustenance of organizations. Yet, while this may be a prevalent theme in the private sector, it is not something that is readily apparent in the public sector where issues of long-term organizational survival tend not to be as acute as in the private sector. However, in highly devolved public management systems (such as that existing in New Zealand), mentoring could provide a means to disseminate shared public service values and standards across what might otherwise be relatively autonomous organizations with their own cultures and value sets.

Given the above, how does existing evidence fit with these different dimensions of mentoring? The next section gives an overview of the mentoring literature.

Existing Evidence on Mentoring

The practice of mentoring is evident in all jurisdictions and also across different sectors. In the public sector in Japan, for example, the rather formalized set of Senpai-Konhai relationships in the civil service guide new entrants into relationships with mentors with whom the junior staff members will have an association for a considerable period of time. In the elite Singapore Administrative Service, each new officer is assigned a mentor "who can offer friendly advice and show you the ropes."10 On the other hand, in the Netherlands and Iceland 'coaching and counselling' methods for current and potential leaders in conjunction with private sector leaders are being emphasised.11 This private sector link has also been evident in the U.S. federal government for some time. In Iceland and Denmark, the governments help public sector leaders to organize and maintain networks among themselves. While this is not formally a mentoring scheme, there is clear reference here to learning from more experienced colleagues on an informal level. In the Queensland Public Service in Australia, the state government has actively supported 'mentoring/coaching cells' in departments where senior managers enter mentor/coach relationships in groups of three or four.12

The evidence on mentoring across different sectors is comparatively sparser. Ritchie and Connolly assert that the practice differs across settings and, using the health and social services sector as an example, show how mentoring in the private sector is fundamentally different from that in the public sector. They assert that management mentoring in the private sector "has been used mainly as an elitist, fast-track route to senior management...whereas in the public sector, mentoring has a more basic function of developing a management culture...subject to public scrutiny and control."13 While this may be true, they omit mention of the presence of public sector values that are so critical in this discussion. This sort of fast-tracking to senior positions would be anathema to the public sector where equity and the merit principle are emphasized in human resource management, especially in awarding promotions.

An important strand of the literature on mentoring relates to its role in the career advancement of women and minorities. That mentoring can help individuals climb the organizational hierarchy - and can help women break through the glass ceiling - is clear from the literature.14 Matheson, for example, in studying the sources of upward mobility in the Australian Public Service, cites having a mentor (or 'sponsor') as one of the key reasons for career growth.15 However, his evidence shows that the 'old boys' network' still holds dominant position in how individuals move up the hierarchy. In essence, the 'old boys' network' could be seen as an enduring, informal mentoring scheme. It can be argued that mentoring is critical for women's career advancement because women need alternative mechanisms for getting ahead perhaps to counter the 'old boys' network' that excludes them.

Ragins, et al, for their part, found that almost all (91 percent) successful women CEOs that they interviewed said they had had mentors at some time, and almost as many (81 percent) said that mentors were critical or fairly important.16 Linehan & Walsh present evidence from a survey of 50 senior female expatriate managers in the industry and service sectors in Europe to report that for female staff members, having a female 'role model' (or mentor) definitely enhanced their careers as well as "improved their quality of organizational life."17

These findings lend credence to Hale's assertion that "mentoring is known to influence strongly one's professional career development and upward mobility."18 As such, individuals who are mentored are more frequently promoted, have more career mobility, and advance faster. However, there are fewer opportunities for women to build mentoring relationships than there are for men. In part this is because there are fewer senior women to act as mentors and in part because of the difficulties associated with male-female mentoring relationships (including doubts that the relationship might be misconstrued as a sexual rather than a professional one).

Indeed, the mentoring picture tends to be different for men and women. The list below suggests that women who want to be mentored in organizations face four potential and interrelated problems:19

1. The importance of gaining a mentor in career advancement in the organization is not recognized (termed the 'recognition problem');

2. Organizational leaders - a large part of whom are males - do not tend to select females to be mentored (termed the 'mentor identification problem');

3. There are differences in the needs of men and women in the type of mentoring that they need (termed the Variance problem'); and

4. Potential male mentors may be unwilling to share their competencies with women particularly if it means having close interpersonal relationships (termed the 'socialization problem').

Research shows that female managers have to overcome more barriers in their progression to senior management positions, and as a result, need more support than men.20 Similarly, evidence suggests that for people of color who advance the furthest, "a strong network of mentors and corporate sponsors who nurture their professional development" has been key.21 Not surprisingly, then, organizations continue to rely on mentoring. Walker and Stopper, for example, report that in a survey of 34 companies, 31 of them said they had in use "coaching, counseling, and mentoring" as a development planning tool as part of their company HR strategy.22 This literature notwithstanding, Hale argued that "deficiencies in the literature keep us from informing and improving the practice of mentorship, particularly for women."23

In this context, it is useful to consider what evidence emerges from the New Zealand Public Service. New Zealand is an interesting case because its public management system has arguably undergone the most sweeping reforms ever attempted in the world.24 Our intention here is to report on some findings that are emerging from the Career Progression Survey undertaken by the State Services Commission as a way of informing the emergent literature on mentoring in the public sector.

Evidence from New Zealand

Methodology

In an attempt to investigate barriers to career progression - in particular, barriers to women's career progression - in the NZPS, the State Services Commission (a government central agency) in late 2000 carried out a Public Service-wide survey of current employees. The target population for the Career Progression Survey (CPS) included all Chief Executives (CE) and Public Service employees (excluding casual employees, contractors, and consultants) as of 30 June 2000. All senior managers25 were also invited to respond to the survey.

The size of the department at survey date influenced the selection of other employees. Where the department was under 400 employees, all employees were invited to respond (termed a 'census department'). Where the department had 400 or more staff members, a sample of employees was selected (termed a 'sample department').

The CPS consisted of a single questionnaire, administered in electronic (web-based, intranet-based, or email-based) or paper-based form. Most questionnaires were completed electronically, and the web method was used by approximately half of all the respondents to the survey. The overall response rate was 53 percent (although this varied among departments ranging from 29 percent to 78 percent responding), which amounted to 6,500 respondents of the 30,000 or so public servants.

The survey asked public servants about their careers, including their career aspirations, their access to training and development opportunities, the extent to which they felt able to balance work and other responsibilities, the work environment factors they considered most important, and how they rated their immediate managers or supervisors. Questionnaires included both closed-ended and open-ended questions resulting in a mix of both qualitative and quantitative results. The questionnaire included several questions on mentoring.

To our knowledge, there is no other comparable jurisdiction that has developed such a detailed quantitative and qualitative picture of its Public Service workforce with the exception of Canada, where a staff satisfaction survey was carried out in the Public Service in 1999.26 However, this was not specifically linked to career progression or differential barriers affecting specific groups of public servants.

The New Zealand Public Service at a Glance

As of 30 June 2000, the New Zealand Public Service consisted of 38 departments comprising just over 30,000 staff members. Departments ranged in size from 15 to almost 5,200 staff members and performed a range and mixture of policy and service delivery functions. The Public Service workforce represents approximately 1.7 percent of the New Zealand employed labor force.

The occupations in the Public Service are heavily represented by frontline service delivery positions such as customs officers, probation workers, social workers, etc. The professional occupation group, which is made up of occupations from areas such as audit, legal, policy, and computing, is also more heavily represented in the Public Service than in the employed labor force. It should be noted that much of the lower-level unskilled work previously carried out in the Public Service shifted to the private sector in the privatization moves of the 1980s and 1990s.

Women are well represented in the NZPS: they make up over 56 percent of the Public Service workforce compared with 46 percent of the employed labor force. Women's representation in the Public Service also appears to be increasing; women represented 60 percent of permanent employees recruited into departments over the 12 months to 30 June 2000.

However, women's representation varies considerably across Public Service departments and in the various occupation groups that make up the Public Service. Almost one third (29 percent) of women are employed in clerical occupations compared to only 12 percent of all men. Moreover, women are under-represented in some of the non-traditional employment areas such as the science and technical occupations. They are also under-represented in management. Women currently hold slightly over 20 percent of all Public Service Chief Executive positions, and make up one third of senior managers in the Public Service. Only 6.5 percent of all women public servants are in the manager occupations compared with 13 percent of all men. Compared to other jurisdictions, however, the proportion of women in the upper echelons of the Public Service is higher in New Zealand (see Table 1).

Mentoring in the NZPS - Evidence and Analysis

Who has a mentor?

Almost one in five (18 percent) public servants reported that they had a mentor at the time of the survey. Interestingly, as is evident in Table 2, managers were no more likely than non-managers to have a mentor. This is curious since we would expect managers to be more likely to engage a mentor to help them advance to a more senior position.

Mentoring is useful at different career stages - early on, to help set a career path, and at more senior stages to solidify credentials and to advance up the management ladder. While there is no a priori reason to assume that mentoring in either stage is more necessary, our results show that the probability of being mentored in the Public Service decreased with age (see Table 2). Mentoring, therefore, seems to be used more as assistance to younger people establishing their career paths.

Table 2 also shows that contrary to the literature suggesting that women have more difficulty establishing mentoring relationships partly because of the relative dearth of senior women to act as mentors, female public servants in New Zealand were more likely than their male counterparts (20 percent to 16 percent) to have a mentor. This gender difference was even greater at the management level. 28 percent of women managers compared to 16 percent of their male counterparts reported having a mentor. Moreover, while there was a difference between women managers (28 percent) and non-managerial women (20 percent) in terms of the propensity to have a mentor, there was no difference between male managers and male non-managers. The greater propensity for women to have a mentor might reflect both their greater need for a mentor (this was suggested by the qualitative responses to the survey) and/or deliberate attempts by women to seek extra support for their career advancement, particularly at the management level.

A quarter of Maori (the indigenous people of New Zealand) staff members had mentors, more than the proportion of non-Maori staff members (16 percent). This might be partly related to the younger age profile of the Maori group in the Public Service, and to the fact that the probability of having a mentor decreased with increasing age. It might also reflect a concerted attempt to support and encourage M ori public servants' career progression. Improving the diversity of the Public Service has been seen as part of making government more responsive to M ori.

Twenty-six percent of chief executive aspirants reported having a mentor, as did one in four staff members working longer hours (that is, more than 10 hours in addition to those they were employed for). This could suggest that staff members with ambitions to reach the highest echelons of the Public Service recognize the benefits of being mentored along the way.

Having a disability or working less than full time (whereby employees often receive less career development investment) seemed to have no impact on the probability of being mentored. Public servants reporting having a disability were just as likely as other staff members to have a mentor. Similarly, part-time staff members were just as likely to have a mentor as full-time staff members.

Demand for formal or informal mentorship?

Table 3 (next page) highlights some interesting results. Only 14 percent of mentored staff members (3 percent of public servants overall) had made contact with their mentor through a formal mentoring program. This was true regardless of gender, managerial status, ethnicity, or age. Of note was that chief executive aspirants were less than half as likely as non-aspirants to have made contact with their mentor through a formal mentoring program (7 percent compared to 16 percent). These findings suggest that either there are few operational formal mentoring programs in the Public Service and/or they are not well subscribed to (the evidence from follow-up contacts with departments suggests the former). Most mentoring relationships appear to be the result of individuals proactively searching out informal mentoring relationships. Staff members with high ambitions - chief executive aspirants - appear to be even more proactive than most in establishing these informal relationships.

Staff members who either did not have a mentor, or who had an informal one (that is, 97 percent of public servants overall) were asked if they would like access to a formal mentoring scheme. Of that group, 37 percent said they would like access to a formal mentoring scheme, and a third (34 percent) were unsure. Twenty-nine percent said they would not be interested in participating in a formal mentoring scheme.

Negative responses to the desire for formal mentoring should not be perceived as a rejection of mentoring per se. In qualitative responses, some staff members suggested that informality was the key to successful mentoring relationships, and that any 'forced' or contrived relationship simply would not work. A smaller number of comments indicated a desire for mentors from outside the organization they were in, suggesting a desire to decouple mentoring from management and performance assessment, and allowing greater freedom in the relationship.

Formal mentoring appeared to be perceived as more important for progression to the higher ranks of the Public Service, than at lower levels. Chief executive aspirants (55 percent) were more likely than other staff members (34 percent) to want access to a formal mentoring scheme (perhaps perceiving that potential visibility and resources might also be on offer). Similarly, proportionately more managers (43 percent) than non-managers (37 percent) also reported a desire for access to a formal mentoring scheme. Male and female managers concurred on this.

Yet, overall men (32 percent) were more likely than women (26 percent) to say they did not want access to formal mentoring. The most plausible explanation for this could be the proposition that men potentially have greater access to informal mentoring arrangements and hence do not see the need for additional support.

Maori and Pacific staff members, and staff members with disabilities, did not differ from public servants overall in their desire for formal mentoring. Staff members over age 45 (29 percent) were less likely to want formal mentoring than other staff members (40 percent). As noted above, the probability of having a mentor decreases with age. This might indicate that older staff members already have support structures in place, have their careers pretty well mapped out, or have less need for support to move ahead. It might simply mean that they have a pessimistic view about their potential to move ahead (for example, employees over 45 years were also less likely to aspire to a chief executive position).

The survey questionnaire did not ask public servants to identify the sex or ethnicity of their mentors, so no light can be shed on who was mentoring public servants.

Is Mentoring Making a Difference?

There were a range of differences between mentored and non-mentored staff members in terms of their work expectations and experiences. It is difficult to tell whether these differences are consequential or coincidental. We review below several themes that the survey data allude to in relation to mentoring.

(a) Motivations

Mentored staff members differed from other staff members in terms of what they valued in the workplace, and in terms of how they rated their jobs or organizations (as good, fair, or poor) on those factors. For example, mentored staff members were more likely than non-mentored staff members to consider opportunities for advancement (59 percent to 48 percent), challenging work (84 percent to 76 percent), and the reputation of the organization they worked in (63 percent to 57 percent) as 'highly important.' They felt more positive about their access to challenging work (66 percent to 59 percent), opportunities for advancement (19 percent to 11 percent albeit low across departments), and also reported proportionately more 'good' feelings of accomplishment in their jobs (53 percent to 41 percent). These results suggest that mentored staff want to move ahead, are looking for 'stretch' in their work, and realize the extent to which a good organizational reputation can reflect positively on them.

(b) Training and Development Opportunities

Mentored staff members also attached more value than non-mentored staff members to all of the development and training opportunities surveyed. Respondents were asked how important the following opportunities were to their jobs and careers in general and then asked to rate their organizations in providing them with access to those opportunities in the 12 months prior to the survey: demonstrating skills and abilities, on-the-job training, gaining experience in a range of tasks, training courses and seminars, study leave to further qualifications, working on high-profile projects, acting in higher positions, and secondment to other work areas or organizations. Notably, just over half of mentored staff members considered access to work on high-profile projects to be 'highly important' compared to a third of non-mentored staff members. They also appeared more satisfied than other staff members with their access to all of the development opportunities surveyed, in particular, with their opportunities to gain experience in a range of tasks (48 percent compared to 36 percent giving a 'good' rating) and access to work on high-profile projects (36 percent compared to 25 percent giving a 'good' rating).

(c) Relationships with Managers

Mentored staff members also appeared more satisfied with the performance of their immediate managers or supervisors. They rated them higher than did non-mentored staff members on five of the eight management factors surveyed, in particular in relation to how well their manager provided them with the information they needed to do their job, in acknowledging good performance, in encouraging and supporting their career development, and in providing regular and constructive performance feedback. This might suggest that mentored staff members are better able than other staff members to solicit support and encouragement from managers in their work and career development.

It is difficult to tell whether the differences between mentored and non-mentored staff members are a result of their mentoring experiences - arming them with the skills to seek out development opportunities and to derive the most benefit from their relationships with their managers - or inherent in them, and hence the reason why they had also initiated a mentoring relationship in the first place. However, the differences between mentored and non-mentored staff members do not appear to be just a reflection of relative 'ambition.'

By way of comparison, public servants who aspired to a chief executive position (as an indicator of relative ambition) were less satisfied than non-aspirants with half of the eight factors (particularly those related to career advancement) on which they assessed their immediate managers (namely, providing the information needed to do their job, encouraging input into decisions that affect them, providing regular and constructive performance feedback, and encouraging and supporting their career development). In contrast, mentored staff members, in general, were more satisfied than other staff members on all of these factors even though they (22 percent) were more likely than non-mentored public servants (14 percent) to aspire to a chief executive position. No statistically robust analysis was possible to compare mentored chief executive aspirants with non-mentored aspirants.

Discussions

The results of the CPS have important implications for the NZPS. They also add to the body of knowledge in the general area of mentoring. It is clear from the evidence presented here that:

1. Less than one in five (18 percent) Public Service employees have a mentor whether formal or informal. As the literature suggests that mentoring is a valuable tool for career growth, it is clear that there is an intervention opportunity here for the Public Service. This has to be kept in proper perspective, though. Given the small size of the NZPS, gaining visibility and access to senior managers is not as problematic as in other larger jurisdictions. Indeed, it is often quipped that it is harder to retain anonymity than it is to gain visibility in such a small pool.

2. In light of the fact that more women than men have mentors at the manager level, the evidence does not corroborate trends described in other jurisdictions in the literature. This is an interesting finding and further research is necessary to fully understand its dynamics.

3. It is interesting to note that chief executive aspirants tend largely not to have mentors (only just over one in four do) although more aspirants than non-aspirants expressed interest in a formal mentoring program. Once again, this tends to reinforce the assertion that mentoring has not yet come to be fully seen as a useful tool by Public Service employees in their career paths. The evidence from other jurisdictions (such as Australia; see Matheson, 1999) suggests that mentoring is a necessary prerequisite for career enhancement but this does not seem to be borne by evidence in New Zealand.

4. That mentored staff members showed more interest in T&D opportunities than non-mentored staff members is not surprising since it implies that mentors would have cued their proteges into gaining - or wanting to gain - specific relevant skills and competencies.

5. These mentored employees were also more satisfied with their own immediate managers or supervisors in terms of the support they received for their career development. This implies that while few Public Service employees had mentors, those that did felt they got better performance and career development support from their managers. This further suggests that mentoring might help individuals to develop better career-enhancing relationships generally, including with individuals other than their mentors.

It is also interesting to compare the evidence from the Career Progression Survey on mentoring with findings from the existing literature. To recast the results of the survey along the lines of the four problems identified by Hale,28 we can see that:

1. The 'recognition problem' (i.e., not seeing the importance of gaining a mentor in organizational advancement) is largely corroborated as existing in the New Zealand Public Service given that almost four out of five staff members (as well as managers) do not have a mentoring relationship with anyone.

2. The 'mentor identification problem' (i.e., that organizational leaders do not tend to select females to be mentored) tends not to be in evidence going by the fact that many more women than men (and certainly at the upper levels) tend to have mentors. However, the New Zealand evidence does not provide insights into whether there are only a few organizational leaders who are mentors to many women or whether female staff members are being mentored by men.

3. The remaining two problems (i.e., the 'variance problem' - the existence of differences in the needs of men and women in the type of mentoring they need; and the 'socialization problem' - the unwillingness of male mentors to share their competencies with women proteges) cannot be addressed since the survey did not collect data on the sex of mentors.

On the assertion by Ragins, and Fitt and Newton29 that women's needs in mentoring relationships may change as a function of organizational rank and that women need more encouragement and help with career development and organizational legitimacy, the survey results are silent. On the motivations for individuals to seek a mentor, the survey showed that while few chief executive aspirants had formal mentoring relationships, they tended to be quite active in sustaining informal ones. We are not in a strong position to make any assertions on whether and how this ties in with the question of how mentoring helps inculcate organizational values and goals in staff members.30

Conclusions

The purpose of this paper was to contextualize the importance of mentoring in individual career development and to present evidence from the Career Progression Survey in the New Zealand Public Service. Results from the survey clearly show, inter alia, that: (a) mentoring seems to be used by Public Service employees more as assistance to younger people establishing their career paths than by senior staff members working their way up the organizational hierarchies; (b) managers were no more likely than non-managers to have a mentor although there was greater interest expressed by the former for involvement in a formal mentoring program; and (c) in contrast to studies elsewhere, women were more likely than men to have mentors, and more so at the management level.

In as much as contribution to the broader field of study is concerned, it is clear that there is still much needed by way of looking at mentoring as part of succession management. The transfer of organizational capacity across generations of managers is not something that was attempted by the CPS. Related to this is a further field of inquiry on what type of organization fosters good mentoring relationships with value-added for all concerned. It is intuitively obvious that successful mentoring is more compatible with post-bureaucratic and learning organization.31 There is a need for more rigorous inquiry on this issue within the NZPS. Further investigation of the impacts of mentoring on the relationships mentored staff members establish with managers and how this influences career advancement is also warranted.

It would also seem obvious that formal mentoring schemes sponsored centrally would be one way of maintaining and enhancing uniform public service values and standards that might be threatened as public sector organizations become less homogenous in the face of devolution and managerialism. New Zealand should provide a useful 'laboratory' to test such an assumption. Finally, there is value in further inquiry to determine how best to meet the demand for formal mentoring in a devolved public management system, and to query under what conditions formal and informal mentoring arrangements could be most successful for both individuals and the organizations in which they work.
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