International Journal of Education Sciences (IJES)

Received on 06. 11. 2014/15. 01. 2015

REF. NO. IJES-570

(Always refer our Reference No. for all correspondence)

Reconceptualizing the Norms and Standards of Mentor Selection in the Malawi’s 1+1 Initial
Primary Teacher Education Model: Implication for Teacher Development

Alnord L.D. Mwanza, George Moyo and Cosmas Maphosa

University of Fort Hare, South Africa

Reconceptualizing the Norms and Standards of Mentor Selection in the
Malawi’s 1+1 Initial Primary Teacher Education Model: Implication for
Teacher Development

Alnord L.D. Mwanza, George Moyo and Cosmas Maphosa
University of Fort Hare, South Africa

KEYWORDS mentoring, quality, practicum, norms and standards, 1+1 Initial Primary Teacher
Education Model, teacher development, professional behaviour, moral behaviour, teaching

experience, mentoring experience and gender.

ABSTRACT Mentoring of student teachers during the practicum is a pivotal dimension of
quality of teacher development. The key determinant of quality of mentoring is, however, the
school mentor. This article reports on a study which examined the norms and standards that
guided selection of school mentors in primary schools in the 1+1 Initial Primary Teacher
Education Model in Malawi. The study employed a mixed methods sequential explanatory
design comprising a survey followed by a case. Data was collected from 92 mentoring primary
schools with a total of 183 informants comprising 91 school headteachers, 92 school mentors.
Quantitative data was analysed by employing univariate analysis and qualitative data was
analysed using content analysis. The findings revealed that school mentors were selected based
on professional behaviour, moral behaviour, teaching experience, academic qualification,
professional grade, age, school responsibility, mentoring experience and gender in order of
decreasing frequency of use. A model of mentor selection anchored by the theoretical insights
and the research findings is proposed.

INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND
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The perennial quality debates in preservice teacher education centre on balancing theory and
practice (Moyo 2014; Korthagen 2010; Day 2004; Husebo 2012; Trent 2013; Darling-Hammond
2006; Allen and Wright 2014; Heeralal and Bayaga 2011). As such, there are a range of models
of preservice teacher education from fully college-based (theory first and teach later) to school-
based (teacher first and theory later). In between this continuum lies a variety of mixed models
with different structures of college based and school based components (Mattson 2006; Day
2004; Allen and Wright 2014). The Malawi’s 1+1 Initial Primary Teacher Education model is an
example of mixed models of preservice teacher education. It consists of one year of college-
based component followed by one year of mentoring in primary school contexts (MIE 2006). All
the models, however, rely heavily on mentoring of student teachers by practicing teachers. The
school mentors play a critical role of supporting student teachers to link theory and practice. The
quality of the school mentors is therefore a key determinant of the outcomes of the mentoring
programme (Hegstad 1999; Hobson et al. 2009; Rose 2003; Alhija and Fresko 2014). As such,
careful selection of school mentors is vital in a preservice teacher education mentoring
programme.

National Contexts

Malawi, like many developing countries, is experiencing an unprecedented demand for more and
better teachers (MOEST 2008(a); MOEST 2008(b)). The realisation of the Millennium
Development Goals (UN 2000), Education for All goals (UNESCO 2000), the African Charter
on Human and People’s Rights (OAU 1981); the Southern Africa Development Cooperation
Protocol on Education and Training (SADC 2007) and the Malawi’s Vision 2020 and Malawi
Growth and Development Strategy (GoM 2011) hinges on both the quantity and quality of
teachers. This demand has given rise to a corresponding pressure to balance access and quality in
teacher education and development.

Malawi introduced Free Primary Education (FPE) in 1994 to increase access to primary teacher
education (Kunje 2002; Kunje, Lewin and Stuart 2003; Chimombo and Goodson 2005). The
policy heightened the demand for more teachers, hence rendered the traditional programme of a
two year college-based training programme inefficient (Kunje 2002). According to Kunje,
Malawi has since then experimented on over two models of preservice primary teacher education

programmes. They include the Malawi Special Teacher Education Programme (MASTEP) (1994
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- 1996) whose structure had a one year of school-based followed by one year of college-based
components (1-1); and the Malawi In-service Teacher Education Programme (MIITEP) (1997-
2003) with a structure comprising three months of college based, 20 months of school based and
1 month of college based (3-20-1) (Kunje 2002; Kunje and Lewin 2000; Kunje et al. 2003).
Their studies indicate that both programmes relied heavily on support from school mentors.
They contend that the key challenge which necessitated Malawi to move from one model to
another was the low quality of teachers graduating from the programmes. The preservice teacher
education programmes compromised quality over quantity (Kunje 2002). It can also be argued
implicitly that in this regard the mentoring programmes were, in part, ineffective; hence raising
doubts on the quality of the school mentors. As such, the models seemed struggling to find the
optimal balance between theory and practice. Hence, the introduction of the 1+1 Initial Primary
Teacher Education model in 2005 as an improved model over its predecessor, the MIITEP (MIE
2006).

The 1+1 Initial Primary Teacher Education model refers to a one year of college based followed
by one year of school based (MIE 2006). According to Mattson (2006) this is an example of an
IN-OUT model of teacher training. During the college based component, student teachers
acquire the knowledge, skills and attitudes from a variety of content knowledge, pedagogical
content knowledge and practical teaching courses. The theories embodied in teacher education
are therefore at the centre of the college based component. During the one year of school based
component, student teachers are attached to a school mentor at each of the mentoring school.
Many studies confirm that the main success story of the model is that it is a fast track-model of
teacher education (DeStefano 2012; Heirstein 2013; MoEST 2014; Ndalama and Chidalengwa
2011). Their findings also indicate that the mentoring phase of the 1+1 model was plagued by
many quality related challenges such as inadequate teaching and learning resources, inadequate
financial resources and inadequate support from school mentors. These challenges are
encountered amid the Government of Malawi’ efforts of improving quality of the 1+1 preservice
teacher education model through increasing funding, providing teaching and learning resources,
providing in-service training to primary school teachers; and upgrading the qualifications of
college lecturers. Hence, there was still need to reconceptualise the quality of mentoring the 1+1
IPTE Model.
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The definition and practices of mentoring

The definition of mentoring varies across and within disciplines (Hansford, Tennent and Ehrich
2003). For instance, Eby, Rhodes and Allen (2007) identified over fifteen definitions; and
Haggard et al. (2011) reported over twenty definitions. In preservice teacher education,
Tomlinson (1995:7) defines mentoring as ‘the process of assisting student teachers to learn how
to teach in school based setting’. This definition is echoed by Sergiovanni and Starrat (2002:265)
who defines preservice teacher mentoring as ‘ a process that is intended to help new teachers
successfully learn their roles, establish the self-images as teachers, figure out the school and its
culture, understand how teaching unfolds in real classroom and achieve other goals that are
important to the teachers being mentored’. As pointed by Scandura (2009), in such definitions,
mentoring assumes the characteristics of being a hierarchical relationship between the senior
(practicing teachers) and junior person (student teacher). As such, mentoring is a socialization
process of student teachers into the teaching profession by experienced teachers with a primary
objective of enhancing the student teachers competences.

Studies consistently confirm that mentoring serves three main functions to the student teachers:
career, psychosocial and role modelling functions (Kram 1985; Scandura and Ragins 1993;
Castro, Scandura and Williams 2004). Literature, however, also consistently confirm that the
benefits of mentoring in preservice teacher education extend to school teachers and quality of the
education system as a whole (Kram 1985; Phillips and Fragoulis 2010; Scandura 2009; Eby et al.
2007; Ghosh and Reio, Jr. 2013; Hobson et al. 2009; Hansford, Tennent and Ehrich 2003). It is
therefore important that the quality of mentoring is assured in order to accrue the direct and
indirect benefits from it.

Preservice teacher mentoring is a formal mentoring programme. This means that it comprises
sets of planned activities (Hansford, Ehrich and Tennent 2004; Weinberg and Lankau 2011;
Parise and Forret 2008; Inzer and Crawford 2005). They also point out that formal mentoring
programmes are characterised by norms and standards that define the space of operation,
including selection of mentors. According to Bayaga and Moyo (2009: 57), standards help to
rationalise the definition of quality, and make it more objective.

Hegstad’s (1999) Formal mentoring Theory shows that mentor selection is one of the
antecedents of any formal mentoring. It is clear from this Theory that the quality of mentoring is
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influenced by mentor’s demographics characteristics and profile. Findings from studies by
Afolabi (2013), Finkelstein, Allen and Rhoton (2003), Ismail and Jui (2006) and Allen, Eby and
Lentz (2006) have revealed that age, gender, teaching experience, mentoring experience,
professional status and academic qualification are critical ingredients to the outcomes of a
mentoring programme. This suggests that the demographics characteristics and profile of the
school mentors are pivotal to the outcomes of a mentoring programme.

The term quality is multifaceted. Hence, there are a variety of definitions for it. Harvey and
Green (1993) provide the most quoted framework of definitions of quality (Harvey 2007; Martin
and Stella 2007; Bayaga and Moyo 2009). In the context of this study, quality refers to fitness for
purpose and fitness of purpose (Harvey and Green 1993; Harvey 2007). According to Harvey
(2007: 7), fitness for purpose and of purpose refer to meeting generally accepted standard as
defined by the institution, nation, government, discipline, and professional or other (threshold)
expectations. The main distinction between fitness for purpose and fitness of purpose is that the
former focuses on compliance to internal standards (mission and goals of an institutions or
programme) while the later is about compliance to external standards. Hobson et al (2009)
contend that mentoring is most effective where it is fit for purpose and fit of purpose. But as
pointed out by Bayaga and Moyo (2009), the main weakness with this definition lies in using
standards which could be rigid to an ever changing environment. For purposes of this study, the
definition was however more embracing.

Literature indicates that studies on mentoring have focussed on many aspect of mentoring
including models of student teacher placement (Huizing, 2012); mentor-student teacher
relationship (Leshem 2012); outcomes from mentoring (Phllips and Fragoulis 2010; Handsford
et al 2003); supervision and assessment (Maphosa and Ndamba 2012); roles of stakeholders
(Ambrossetti and Dekkers 2010; Hall et al 2008); mentor competences (Johnson 2003); and
ethics in mentoring (McDonald and Hite 2005). The findings from these studies provided the
conceptual framework of practices in mentoring for this study. Despite the plethora of studies on
mentoring, little is known about assuring the quality of mentors from the context of the 1+1
Initial Primary Teacher Education model in Malawi.

Vygotsky (1978) Social Development Theory
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There are many theoretical lenses through which to understand and interpret mentoring practices
in preservice teacher education (Ehrich, Hansford and Tennent 2001). This study was, however,
anchored in Vygotsky’s (1978) Social Development Theory. The central theme in the Social
Development Theory is that social interaction is the foundation of meaningful learning
(knowledge, skills and attitudes) (Vygotsky 1978; Moalosi 2013). As such, Vygotsky (1978)
emphasizes that meaningful learner development requires both the social and cultural contexts.
The Social Development Theory stipulates that social development of learners requires three
main ingredients: (1) social interaction within a community of practice; (2) support from the
More Knowledgeable Other (MKO); and (3) learning space known as the Zone of Proximal
Development. Thus, cognitive development is a product of interaction or collaboration between
the learner and More Knowledgeable Others within a Zone of Proximal Development. Without
interacting with the MKOs, the quality and quantity of learning are compromised as less than
marginal learning is achieved (Moalosi 2013).

This study was grounded in the principle of the More Knowledgeable Other (MKO). The More
Knowledgeable Others (MKO) in this context refers to anyone with a superior understanding and
competences (skills, knowledge and attitudes) to given assignment than the learner (Vygotsky,
1978). Thus, parents, teachers and peers are examples of the MKOs (Moalosi 2013). According
to Vygotsky (1978), the quality of the MKOs and their activities are pivotal in the Zonal of
Proximal Development (ZPD). In the context of this study, mentoring is a social development
process (Kram 1985; Hansford at al 2003; Allen et al 2006; Scandura 2009); and the MKOs refer
to school mentors. The fundamental question, however, is: what are the quality dimensions of the
More Knowledgeable Other in preservice teacher mentoring programme?

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

Literature indicates that mentoring of student teachers during the practicum is a key facet of the
quality of preservice teacher education programmes (Hobson et al., 2009; Mattson, 2006;
Hansford et al 2004; Maphosa and Ndamba 2012). Mentoring is a critical conduit for balancing
theory and practice in teacher education in preservice teacher education programmes (Zeichner
2010; Korthagen 2010). Despite this acknowledgement and understanding, preservice teacher
education programmes, have always grappled with how during the practicum mentoring is fit for
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purpose and fit of purpose (Cohen (Sayag), Hoz and Kaplan 2013; Mashava and Chingombe
2013). The 1+1 Initial Primary Teacher Education model in Malawi is no exception to this
challenge (MoEST 2013; Ndalama and Chidalengwa 2010; DeStefano 2012). In the context of
this study, it can be argued that Government of Malawi’s efforts of increasing funds, capacity
building of stakeholders, and providing teaching and learning materials are necessary but not
sufficient to assure the quality of mentoring in the 1+1 model (MoEST 2011; GoM 2011).
Hence, there was still a knowledge gap on how to assure the quality of mentoring in the 1+1
Initial Primary Teacher Education model in Malawi.

Without quality mentoring there is a risk having student teachers learn teaching practices that do
not reflect quality teaching in schools (Wang 2001). Scandura (1998), therefore, warns that bad
mentoring may be destructive. Ragins, Cotton and Miller (2000) also add that bad mentoring is
worse than no mentoring at all. This suggests that bad mentoring is not only ineffective but also
inefficient. The study’s focus on school mentor selection which is a vital component of the

teaching practicum in the 1+1 model, seeks to address this problem.

RESEARCH QUESTIONS

This study examined how the quality of mentoring in the 1+1 Initial Primary Teacher Education
model in Malawi was assured through the selection of school mentors or the More
Knowledgeable Others. The research questions which guided this study were as follows:

(1 What are the norms and standards that guide the selection of school mentors in the 1+1
Initial Primary Teacher Education model in Malawi;

(i) What are the implications of the findings for a new model of mentor selection in the 1+1

Initial Primary Teacher Education model in Malawi?

RESEARCH METHODS

This study was anchored in post-positivism paradigm which employed a mixed methods
sequential design comprising a survey followed by a case study (Creswell 2013 &2014; Johnson
and Onwuegbuzie 2003). The target population was 92 school mentors and 92 headteachers in a
total of 92 public primary schools. In the first phase, a drop-and-pick census survey (Dillman
2000) of all the informants yielded a 99% response rate. The second phase comprised a case
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study of two schools in which two headteachers and two school mentors participated in a total of
four one-on-one face to face interviews (Denzin and Lincoln 2011). The survey and case study
data were triangulated and complemented with data from the review of documents. Quantitative
data was analysed using SPSS version 20 and content analyses were employed on quantitative
and qualitative data. Some of the qualitative and the quantitative data were qualitized and
quantized respectively (Johnson and Onwuegbuzie 2003).

RESULTS

92 primary schools participated in this study giving a total of 183 informants comprising 92
school mentors and 91 headteachers. 62% of the school mentors and 82% of the headteachers
were male. This indicated, in part, that mentoring responsibilities were skewed towards male.
However, participation by both male and female informants was important in this study in order
to get a balanced set of experiences. Of the 92 school mentors, 7% were between 20 and 29
years; 38% between 30 and 39 years; 43% between 30 and 49 years and 9% between 50 and 59
years. Similarly, of 91 headteachers 4% were between 30 and 39 years; 51% between 30 and 49
years; 41% between 50 and 59 years; and 3% between 60 and 59 years. This indicated that the
informants were generally mature enough to participate in this study.

Finding 1: The norms and standards for the selection of school mentors (More
Knowledgeable Others)

Data for this finding was deduced from the characteristics of the school mentors who participated
in the study supplemented by headteachers’ responses on the criteria they used to select school
mentors.

(@) Characteristics of school mentors ( the More Knowledgeable Other) in the 1+1 model
() Teaching and mentoring experiences of school mentors

Informants were asked to indicate their teaching experience in primary school and mentoring
experience on a six point interval scale of less than one year, 1-3 years, 4-6 years, 7-18 years, 19-
30 years and 30+ years. This adapted scale is referred to as Huberman’s (1989) Stage Theory of
teacher development. Table 1 gives the summary of the distribution of informants by teaching
and mentoring experience.

Insert Table 1 here
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It can be seen from Table 1 that 98% of the school mentors had four or more years of teaching
experience. This finding was confirmed by data in the IPTE handbook (MIE 2006) and
Partnership Agreement (MoEST 2013) which indicated a minimum of three years of teaching
experience. Content analysis of qualitative data from interviews with Headteachers and
document analysis also revealed that experience in teaching was a critical criterion for mentor
selection. This suggests a norm and standard of appointing mentors with at least four years of
teaching experience. Table 1 also shows that 2% of the school mentors were in their first three
years of teaching at primary school. According to Huberman (1989), this indicated a category of
teachers who themselves needed mentoring. As such, it raised doubts over the quality of
mentoring provided by this category of teachers.

It can also be seen from Table 1 that an open ended approach was taken with regard to mentoring
experience. However, 96% of school mentors had less than four years of mentoring experience.
This indicated a relatively new cohort of school teachers who were assigned the responsibilities
to mentor student teachers. It also suggests that mentoring experience was not a critical norm and
standard for the selection of mentors. Considering that the IPTE programme was launched in
2005 (MIE 2006), the results raised doubts over the stability of mentors in the programme.

(i) Professional grade of school mentors

School mentors were requested to indicate their highest professional grade or rank in the
teaching profession. Table 2 gives the distribution of headteacher mentors and school mentors
by their professional grade.

Insert Table 2 here

Table 2 shows that the majority of the school mentors (62%) were above the PT4 grade (the
entry grade into the teaching profession). This indicates that student teachers were being
mentored by largely senior and successful school mentors above their entry grade. There was
therefore a professional grade span between the majrity of the student teachers and their school
mentors. According to mentoring Hegstad (1999), Frels, Zientek and Onwuegbuzie (2013) and
Lawal (2011), such a grade span is an essential ingredient to quality of mentoring. As such, the
results suggest that seniority in professional grade was to a large extent a norm and standrd for
mentor selection. It can also be seen in Table 2 that 38% of the school mentors were at the entry
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grade of the teaching profession. This finding casts doubt on the quality of the role modeling
responsbilities of such school mentors.

(i) Academic qualification of school mentors

Each school mentor was asked to give his/her highest academic qualification. Table 3 gives a
summary on the distribution of informants by highest academic qualification.

Insert Table 3 here

It can be seen from Table 3 that 87% of the school teacher mentors possessed an Malawi School
Certificate of Education (MSCE) certificate. MSCE is the official highest academic qualification
for primary school teachers in Malawi (MoEST 2011). This indicates that the majority of the
school mentors possessed the official highest academic qualification, further suggesting that they
had adequate subject knowledge. However, Table 3 also shows that 13% of the school mentors
possessed a Junior Certificate of Education qualification as their highest academic qualification.
Considering the Initial Primary Teacher education programme recruits student teachers with the
Malawi School Certificate of Education (MSCE), the results means that the some of the school
mentors had academic qualification lower than their student teachers. In this case, such a finding
raises doubts on the quality of mentoring with regard to subject knowledge level of the school
mentors and their role modelling functions in the mentoring programme. For the student
teachers, the results indicated adherence to the programme’s policy of recruiting only MSCE
candidates into the IPTE programme (MIE, 2006).

Criteria for selection of mentors used by headteachers

Headteachers of mentoring schools, who were responsible for selecting and recommending
school mentors, were asked to indicate the frequency with which they used a criterion for
selecting their school mentors on a three point Likert scale of 3 = Always; 2 = Sometimes and 1
= Never. The scores for Always and Sometimes were then combined as they at least indicated
the practice in selecting school mentors. In this study a percentage of 90 and above indicated the
a norm and standard for selecting school mentors. Table 4 presents the rank ordered criteria for
selection of mentors as given by headteachers.

Insert Table 4 here

10
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It can be seen from Table 4 that the most frequently used criteria were professional behaviour
(98%), moral behaviour (95%), teaching experience (94%) and academic qualification (91%). Of
these, professional behaviour was the top most frequently criterion for selecting school mentors.
This indicates that headteachers attached a lot of value to the professional behaviour of the
school mentors. Perhaps, they were quite mindful of the mentors’ roles of adviser, counsellor and
role modellers which are often best defined within the professional behaviour. Table 4 also
shows that gender was the least criterion for mentor selection. Perhaps this was because; the
primary teaching force in Malawi was dominated by male teachers (MoEST, 2011). It can also
be seen from Table 4 that there was some lack of uniformity in the criteria for mentor selection
among headteachers. This indicated a weakness in implementing the norms and standards for
mentor selection and monitoring of mentoring practices in schools.

Content analysis of the qualitative data from the semi structured mail questionnaire revealed that
professional behaviour was the most widely used criteria. The headteachers explained that
exemplary in professional matters, accepting responsibility, good listener and approachable
which were elements of professional behaviour.

The handbook on Partnership Agreement between Teacher Training Colleges and Teaching
Practice Schools (MoEST, 2013) and IPTE handbook (MIE, 2006) also outlined the criteria for
selecting school mentors. They include qualified teacher; minimum of three years of teaching
experience; possession of a Malawi School Certificate of Education; knowledgeable in subject
matter, approaches to teaching and experience in teaching methodologies; committed and able to
help student teachers grow professionally; and able to organise continuing professional
development activities. The personal attributes of the school mentor included in the criteria were
approachable, accommodating, supportive, emphatic, tolerant, impartial, good listener,
exemplary and good morals, flexibility and a desire for continuous learning. Data from two
handbooks triangulated, expanded and elaborated the findings in the survey questionnaire. For
instance, there was convergence on teaching experience, moral behaviour and professional
behaviour; expansion on organising continuing professional development activities; and
elaboration on teaching experience. Perhaps, impartiality was an included as an attribute because
the teacher mentor was responsible for at least student teachers, hence, the need to treat them

equally.

11
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DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS

A critical component of mentor selection relates to the person or persons shouldering the
responsibility to select mentors (Alhija and Fresko 2014). In the case of the 1+1 model,
headteachers played a central role in selecting school mentors (MoEST 2013). The results
revealed the four most common criteria used by headteachers to select teachers to serve as
mentors were: professional behaviour; moral behaviour; teaching experience; and academic
qualification. Data also revealed that gender was the least commonly used criterion for mentor
selection. The results not only confirmed literature on mentor selection based on teaching
experience and academic qualification (Hobson et al 2009; Rose 2003; Alhija and Fresko 2014).

Professional behaviour

Professional behaviour of teachers ranked first among the nine criteria for mentor selection as
indicated by headteachers. This suggests that headteachers attached a lot of value to the
professional competences of the teachers. As such they seem to indicate that mentoring is a tool
of developing high standards of professional competences in student teachers. The findings
confirm the importance attached to professional behaviour of school mentors in the teaching
profession and mentoring programme (Hamilton and Brabbit 2007; McDonald and Hite 2004;
Heeralal 2014). Their studies also showed that student teachers, teachers, headteachers and other
key stakeholders regarded mentoring as a professional identity formation process. As such,
mentors needed to support the acquisition of professional competences. In line with this view,
McDonald (2004:89) contends that mentors are gatekeepers to the profession, and they have a
central role in building and maintaining teaching as a high status profession. Thus, professional
behaviour of practicing teachers was a critical criterion for selecting school mentors, who are
regarded as upholders of the teaching profession. According to Hamilton and Brabbit (2007),
professional identity formation in student teachers could therefore be regarded as a fourth
function of mentoring in addition to career development, psychosocial development and role
modelling.

Moral behaviour

Moral behaviour ranked as a second most common criteria used by headteachers to select
mentors. This suggests that the headteachers strongly regarded mentoring of student teachers as

12
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concerned with moral development. The finding is consistent with the principle that teaching in
general and mentoring in particular has a moral dimension (Cummings, Harlow & Maddux 2007;
Hunink et al 2007; Johnson 2003). In this context As pointed by Hunink et al.(2009) morality
refers to a set of values, norms , rules and habits that binds the behaviours of practitioners in a
profession. As pointed out by Cummings et al. (2007) and Hunink et al. (2007), mentoring of
student teachers is equally concerned with moral development; hence it must be hinged on
advancing moral reasoning among student teachers. As such, the headteachers used the teachers’
moral uprightness as another critical criterion for selecting school mentors.

This study examined the norms and standards that guided the selection of the school mentors or
the More Knowledgeable Others (Vygotsky 1978) in the 1+1 Initial Primary Teacher Education
model. Analysis of data revealed that mentor selection was one of the key activities of the 1+1
Initial Teacher Education model. This confirms that mentor selection is one of the characteristics
of a formal mentoring programme (Weinberg and Lankau 2011; Allen, Eby and Lentz 2006;
Jones 2013). Perhaps mentor selection is carried out because not all practicing teachers have the
attributes of being a school mentors or the More Knowledgeable Others (MKO) for student
teachers as pointed ( Hobson et al 2009; Rose 2003).

Empirical evidence also suggests that mentoring of student teachers during a practicum is a
pivotal teacher professional development tool of student teachers (Sundli 2007; Luneta 2006;
Hudson, 2013(a) &(b)). At the centre stage of this outcome of mentoring is the school mentor.
Vygotsky (1978) concurs that the More Knowledgeable Other, which in this context is the school
mentor, is instrumental in the social development of individuals. Kram (1985), Castro, Scandura
and Williams (2004) and Hobson et al. (2009) have also echoed the critical role that the school
mentors play in mentoring student teachers. Heeralal (2014:243) argues that mentor teachers
assist students in bridging the gap between theory and practice and give students an insight into
the real world of the teaching profession. As such, mentor selection is carried out to ensure the
effectiveness of a formal mentoring programme (Hobson et al 2009; Rose 2003; Heeralal 2014).
Teaching Experience

The results have revealed that teaching experience was a criterion for mentor section as indicated
by the majority (98%) of the school mentors having four or more years teaching experience. The

results corroborate with previous empirical findings on criteria for mentor selection (Heeralal
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2014; Hobson et al 2009; Rose, 2003). This also confirms one of the principles of Vygotsky’s
(1978) Social Development Theory, which argues for the presence of a More Knowledgeable
Other (MKO) in a social development process. As pointed out by Heeralal (2014) and Korthagen
(2010), mentoring during the practicum serves as bridge between theory and practice in
preservice teacher education programmes. As such, it can be argued that experienced mentors are
critical to this endeavour. Experienced mentors become sources of the theories of teaching which
have been developed over and above the College-based theories (Baird 2010; Allen and Wright
2014; Moyo 2014).

Using Huberman (1989) Stage Theory of Teacher Development, school mentors’ experience in
teaching needed to be bounded. It is implied from the theory that school mentors needed to have
a minimum of four years experience and maximum of seventeen years. According of Huberman,
from three years and below, which is known as the Career Entry Stage, the teachers themselves
are learning how to teach and work with pupils; navigating teaching and developing a sense of
survival. As such, they themselves are in need of mentoring. As such, they need not be entrusted
with the responsibility to mentor student teachers. Thus, the 2% of school mentors who were
within the 1-3 years category of experience raises doubts over the quality of mentoring which
they provided to student teachers as they were not the category of the More Knowledgeable
Other. Huberman’s Theory further shows that between 19 and 30 years of teaching experience,
the teachers are characterised by being rigid, stubborn, and reluctant to innovations, disengaged
from the professions. Similarly, above 30 years of experience, teachers are characterised as being
disengaged from the teaching profession and use much of their time for personal gains. As such,
it can be argued that the over 18 years of experience, teachers may minimally serve as effective
mentors. Thus, the 30% of mentors who had over 18 years of teaching experience, further
heightened the issues of the quality of their mentoring services.

Academic qualification

The results revealed that the majority of the school mentors (87%) possessed the formal highest
academic qualification for the subsector of the education system. This means the most student
teachers were paired with school mentors whose subject content was the same as theirs. Thus,
there was no seniority in subject content between the mentors and student teachers. The finding
contradicts the formal definition of a mentor as a more knowledgeable person which include

14
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knowledgeable in subject content (Kram 1985; Hobson et al. 2009, Alhija and Fresko 2014). In
this case, the school mentors could not be acclaimed as the More Knowledgeable Other
(Vygotsky 1978) with respect to subject content. Further analysis of the data revealed that 13 %
of the school mentors had lower academic qualification than their mentees. This means that over
seventy student teachers were being mentored by school mentors who had lower academic
qualification than them. In this regard, it can be concluded that the student teachers had more
subject content than their mentors, thereby raising concerns over the quality of role modelling
functions of such mentors. As argued by Vygotsky (1978) in the Social Development Theory,
social development demands the presence of More Knowledgeable Other.

Professional grade

Seniority in the teaching profession in Malawi is reflected in the achieved professional grade of
teachers. As an achieved status, the professional grade also indicates competences of the
teachers. It can, therefore, be argued that the higher the professional grade the more competent
the teacher. The results indicate that 62% of the school mentors were above the entry grade. This
suggests that the majority of the school mentors were more senior and competent in the
profession than the student teachers they were mentoring. The finding confirms the traditional
definition of a mentor as a senior person (Kram 1985; Hobson et al 2009; Sergiovanni and
Starrat 2002, Scandura 2009; Lawal 2011; Allen et al 2006). Seniority of mentors seems to be
associated with authority and respect as well as the role modelling function of mentoring. As
pointed out by Koc (2011), Alhija and Fresko (2014) and Ambrosetti and Dekkers (2010),
mentors play a critical role of a modeller to the student teachers; which is embedded in the
professional status. Alhija and Fresko (2014) concur that mentors must carry with them the
respect and recognition within the profession. As such, the 38% of school mentors at entry grade
in the 1+1 model raises concerns over the quality and quantity of the role mentoring services that
they provided to student teachers.

Experience as a mentor

The results revealed variations in experiences in mentoring among mentors. This suggests that
mentor selection was not guided by experience in mentoring. The possible reason for this could
be because the 1+1 model was relatively new (MIE 2006). As such, there was not a pool of
mentors from which to select. Another reason could be the emphasis on mentor training. The
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results do therefore support the idea that recruitment of mentors must be influenced by the
experience in mentoring (Eby et al 2007; Kram 1985; Simpson, Hastings and Hill 2007; Hobson
et al 2009; Allen et al 2006). As argued by Hobson et al. (2006), effective mentoring is
influenced by the initial and continuing professional training in mentoring that mentors receive
rather than prior experience in mentoring.

Gender of school mentors

The results of this study indicate that gender was the least commonly used criterion for
recruitment of school mentors by headteachers. This confirms the statistics for the respondents in
this study which showed that 62% and 38% of school mentors (n=92) were male and female
respectively. This showed male dominance in mentoring responsibilities. The results confirm the
male dominance (60.1%) among primary school teachers in Malawi (MoEST 2011). Perhaps,
this pool, which is skewed toward male, could have been a contributing factor. In addition, the
inequality could be magnified by the practice of appointing on school mentor per school (MIE
2006). The results, however, show that female teachers had been marginalized in mentoring
responsibilities. The results therefore also confirm the gender imbalance in many leadership
positions in primary education (Chabaya, Rembe and Wadesango 2009). The results contradict
Acrticle 20 of the Constitution of Malawi which bars any form of discrimination on the basis of
gender. There is therefore need to demystifying gender in mentoring responsibilities in the 1+1
model. Both male and female school mentors are needed for the development of student teachers
(Fowler and O’Gorman 2007; Afolabi 2013; O’Connor and Garansson 2014).

A NEW CONXEPTUAL FRAMEWORK OF MENTOR SELECTION IN THE 1+1
INITIAL PRIMARY TEACHER EDUCATION MODE

The foregoing sections indicate that the model or norms and standards of mentor selection in the
1+1 Initial Primary Teacher education model is plagued by a few weak practices which have the
potential to influence the quality of the mentoring programme. Thus the results from this study
coupled with literature indicate a need for a new model of mentor selection. Table 5 gives a
summary of the old model as well as a proposed model of mentor selection.

Insert Table 5 here
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CONCLUSION

The findings in this study have shown that mentor selection is the 1+1 Initial Primary Teacher
education was guided by such norms and standards as professional behaviour, moral behaviour,
teaching experience, academic qualification, professional grade, age, school responsibilities,
mentoring experience and gender. This list is in order of most commonly used to least commonly
used criterion. The gender imbalance in the mentoring responsibilities is however a cause of

concern in the 21% century.

IMPLICATIONS FOE TEACHER DEVELOPMENT

It is evident from this study, supported by Vygotsky (1978) Social Development Theory, that the
school mentor (More Knowledgeable Other) plays a critical role in preservice teacher
development during a practicum. The norms and standards for mentor selection can, therefore,
have important implications on the performance of mentors; consequently on the quality of the
student teachers. As argued by Maphosa, Shumba and Shumba (2007:305), it is one thing to
attach student teachers to mentors and quite another to have meaningful mentorship taking place.
As such, the findings imply that the selection criteria for the mentors such as professional
behaviour, moral behaviour, teaching experiences, academic qualification and professional grade
have the potential to influence the effectiveness of preservice teacher development during a

practicum.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Based on the findings and the discussion of the results, it is therefore recommended that the
Ministry of Education and Stakeholders in the mentoring programme should review the criterion
for selecting mentors. This will ensure that the inherent weakness in the current practices
including gender stereotyping in selecting school mentors are removed. It is further
recommended that a larger study and a comparative study be carried out to confirm the findings
from this study.

REFERENCES

17



Mentor selection in teacher education

Afolabi OA 2011. Personality and gender type as factors in mentor-protégé relationship : chapter
33. IFE PsychologlA: An International Journal : Mentoring : a key issue in human resource
management : Special Issue 1, 448-468.

Alhija FNA, Fresko B 2014. An Exploration of the Relationships between Mentor Recruitment,
the Implementation of Mentoring, and Mentors’ Attitudes. Mentoring & Tutoring: Partnership
in Learning, 22(2), 162-180.

Allen JM, Wright SE 2014. Integrating theory and practice in the pre-service teacher education
practicum. Teachers and Teaching: theory and practice, 20(2), 136-151.

Allen TD, Eby LT, Lentz E 2006. Relationship between Formal mentoring program
characteristics and perceived program effectiveness. Personal Psychology, 59, 125-153.
Ambrosetti A Dekkers J 2010. The Interconnectedness of the Roles of Mentors and Mentees in
Pre-service Teacher Education Mentoring Relationships. Australian Journal of Teacher
Education, 30(6), 42-55.

Baird JA 2010. The theory—practice gap, Assessment in Education. Principles, Policy &
Practice, 17(2), 113-116.

Bayaga A, Moyo G 2009. An Investigation into the Relevance and Applicability of University-
wide Risk Awareness: Effect of Risk Policies and Procedures. The Journal of International
Social Research, 2 (9), 56-73.

Castro SL, Scandura TA, Williams EA 2004. "Validity of Scandura and Ragins' (1993)
Multidimensional Mentoring Measure: An Evaluation and Refinement". Management Faculty
Articles and Papers. Paper 7. Retrieved from

http://scholarlyrepository.miami.edu/management articles/7 on 19-7-2013.

Chabaya O, Rembe S, Wadesango N 2009. The persistence of gender inequality in Zimbabwe:
factors that impede the advancement of women into leadership positions in primary schools.
South African Journal of Education, 29, 235-251.

Chimombo J, Godson JP 2005. Quantity Versus Quality in Education. International Review of
Education. 51 (2-3). 155-172.

Cohen (Sayag) E, Hoz R, Kaplan HC 2013. The practicum in preservice teacher education: a

review of empirical studies, Teaching Education, 24 (4), 345 - 380.

18


http://scholarlyrepository.miami.edu/management_articles/7

Mentor selection in teacher education

Creswell JW 2013. Qualitative Inquiry and research design. Choosing among Five Approaches.
Thousand Oaks CA: Sage Publications Inc.

Creswell JW 2014. Research Design: Qualitative, Quantitative, and Mixed Methods Approaches
(4th Ed). Thousand Oaks CA: Sage Publications Inc.

Cummings R, Harlow S, Maddux CD 2007. Moral reasoning of in-service and preservice
teachers: a review of the research. Journal of Moral Education, 36(1), 67-78.

Darling-Hammond L 2006. Constructing 21st-Century Teacher Education Journal of Teacher
Education, 57(3), 300-314

Day C 2004. A Passion for Teaching. London/New York: Routledge-Falmer.

Denzin NK, Lincoln YS 2011. The Sage Handbook of Qualitative Research. Thousand Oaks:
Sage Publications Inc.

DeStefano J 2012. Teacher Training in Malawi: Efficiency and Costs. Lilongwe: USAID.
Dillman DA 2000. Mail and Internet Surveys: The Tailored Design Method. New York: John
Wiley.

Eby LT, Rhodes J, Allen TD 2007. Definition and evolution of mentoring. In T. D. Allen and L.
T. Eby (Eds.). Blackwell Handbook of Mentoring. (pp. 1-20). Oxford: Blackwell Publishing.
Ehrich LC, Hansford B, Tennent L 2001. Closing the Divide: Theory and Practice in
Mentoring. Paper for ANZAM 2001 Conference, 'Closing the Divide', Auckland, New Zealand,
5-7 December 2001.

Finkelstein LM, Allen TD, Rhoton LA 2003. An Examination of the Role of Age in Mentoring
Relationships. Group & Organization Management, 28(2), 249-281.

Fowler JL, O’Gorman JG 2005. Mentoring Functions: A Contemporary View of the Perceptions
of Mentees and Mentors. British Journal of Management, 16 (1), 51-57.

Frels RK, Zientek LR, Onwuegbuzie AJ 2013. Differences of Mentoring Experiences across
Grade Span among Principals, Mentors, and Mentees, Mentoring & Tutoring: Partnership in
Learning, 21(1), 28-58.

Ghosh R, Reio Jr. TG. 2013. Career benefits associated with mentoring for mentors: A Meta
analysis. Journal of Vocational Behaviour, 83 (1), 106-116.

GoM. (2011) The Malawi Growth and Development Strategy. 2012-2017. Lilongwe.

Government Press.

19



Mentor selection in teacher education

Haggard DL, Dougherty TW, Turban DB, Wilbanks JE 2011. Who Is a Mentor? A Review of
Evolving Definitions and Implications for Research. Journal of Management, 37(1), 280-304.
Hall KM, Draper RJ, Smith LK, Bullough Jr RV 2008. More than a place to teach: exploring the
perceptions of the roles and responsibilities of mentor teachers. Mentoring & Tutoring:
Partnership in Learning, 16(3), 328-345.

Hamilton N, Brabbit LM 2007. Fostering Professionalism thorough Mentoring. Journal of Legal
Education, 57(1), 1-29.

Hansford BC, Ehrich LC, Tennent L 2004. Formal Mentoring Programs in Education and other
Professions: A Review of the Literature. Educational Administration Quarterly, 40 (4), 518-540.
Hansford B, Tennent L, Ehrich LS 2003. Educational Mentoring: Is it worth the effort?
Education, Research and Perspectives, 30(1), 42-75.

Harvey L, Green D 1993, Defining quality. Assessment and Evaluation in Higher Education,
18(1), 9-34.

Harvey L 2007. Epistemology of quality. Perspectives in Education, 25(3), 1-13.

Heeralal PJH 2014. Student Teachers’ perceptions of qualities of a good mentor. Anthropologist,
17(1): 243-249.

Hegstad CD. 1999. Formal Mentoring as a Strategy for Human Resource Development: A
Review of Research. Human Resource Development Quarterly, 10(4), 383-390.

Herstein J 2013. Analysis of the Impact of Teacher Pre-Service Training Programs on Primary
School Students’ Performance. Washington: Creative Associates International

Hobson AJ, Ashby P, Malderez A, Tomlinson PD 2009. Mentoring beginning teachers: What
we know and what we don’t. Teaching and Teacher Education, 25 (1), 207-216.

Huberman M 1989. The Professional Life Cycle of Teachers. Teachers College Record, 91(1),
31-57

Hudson P 2013a. Strategies for mentoring pedagogical knowledge, Teachers and Teaching:
Theory and Practice, 19(4), 363-381.

Hudson P 2013b. Mentoring as professional development: ‘growth for both” mentor and mentee.
Professional Development in Education, 39(5), 771-783,

Huizing RS 2012. Group mentoring: A literature review of Group mentoring. Mentoring and
Tutoring: Partnership in Learning, 20(1), 27-55.

20



Mentor selection in teacher education

Hunink G, van Leeuwen R, Jansen M, Jochemsen H 2007. Moral Issues in Mentoring Sessions.
Nurse Ethics, 16(4), 487- 498.

Husebo D 2012. Bridging theory and practice in Norwegian teacher education through action
research. Educational Action Research, 20(3), 455-471.

Inzer LD, Crawford CB 2005. A Review of Formal and Informal Mentoring: Processes,
Problems, and Design. Journal of Leadership Education, 4( 1), 31-50.

Ismail A, Jui MKK 2009. Formal mentoring, Gender Type in mentorship and Individuals’
Psychosocial: A Moderating Model Approach. Pakistan Journal of Commerce and Social
Sciences, 3, 10-14.

Johnson RB, Onwuegbuzie AJ 2004. Mixed Methods Research: A Research Paradigm Whose
Time Has Come. Educational Researcher, 33(7), 14-26.

Johnson WB 2003. A Framework for Conceptualizing Competence to Mentor. Ethics &
Behavior, 13(2), 127-151.

Jones J 2013. Factors influencing mentees' and mentors' learning throughout formal mentoring
relationships. Human Resource Development International. 16(4), 390-408

Ko¢ EM 2011. Development of mentor teacher role inventory. European. Journal of Teacher
Education, 34(2), 193-208.

Korthagen FAJ 2010. Making teacher education relevant for practice: the pedagogy of realistic
teacher education. Orbis Scholae, 5(2), 31-50.

Kram KE 1985. Mentoring at Work. Glenview, IL: Scott, Foresman and Company.

Kunje D, Lewin KM 2000. Discussion Paper 2. The Cost and Financing Teacher Education in
Malawi. Sussex, UK: Centre for International Education.

Kunje D 2002. The Malawi integrated in-service teacher education programme: an experiment
with mixed-mode training. International Journal of Educational Development, 22, 305-320
Kunje D, Lewin K, Stuart J 2003. Primary Teacher Education in Malawi: Insights into Practice
and Policy. Multi-Site Teacher Education Research Project (MUSTER). Country Report Three.
Sussex: Center for International Education.

Lawal OA 2011. An evaluation of mentoring in organizations : Nigerian peculiarities : chapter
29. IFE PsychologlA. An International Journal : Mentoring : a key issue in human resource
management : Special Issue 1. 379-397.

21



Mentor selection in teacher education

Leshem S 2012. The Many Faces of Mentor-Mentee Relationships in a Pre-Service Teacher
Education Programme. Creative Education, 13(4), 413-421.

Luneta K 2006. Mentoring as professional development in Mathematics education: a teaching
practicum perspective. Education as change, 10(1), 17-25.

Maphosa C, Shumba J, Shumba A 2007. Mentorship for students on teaching practice in
Zimbabwe: are student teachers getting a raw deal? South African Journal of Higher Education,
21(2), 296-307

Maphosa R, Ndamba GT 2012. Supervision and Assessment of Student Teachers: A Journey of
Discovery for Mentors in Bulawayo, Zimbabwe. Journal of Emerging Trends in Educational
Research and Policy Studies (JETERAPS), 3 (1), 76-82.

Martin M, Stella A 2007. External quality assurance in higher education: making choices. Paris:
UNESCO-IIEP.

Mashava R, Chingombe A 2013. Teaching Practice and the quality dilemma: Lessons from
experiences of student teachers in Masvingo Province, Africa Education Review, 10(1), 134 -
148.

Mattson E 2006. Field-Based Models of Primary Teacher Training: Case Studies of Student
Support Systems from Sub-Saharan Africa. Cambridge: International Research Foundation for
Open Learning (IRFOL)

McDonald KS, Hite LM 2005. Ethical Issues in Mentoring: The Role of HRD. Advances in
Developing Human Resources. 7(4), 569-582.

MIE 2006. The Initial Primary Teacher Education Programme. Zomba: Malawi Institute of
Education.

Moalosi WTS 2013. Assessing Vygotsky’s Model for Students Learning. Educational Research
International, 2(3), 39-42.

MOoEST 2008a. National Education Sector Plan (2008-2017). Lilongwe: MoOEST.

MOEST 2008b.National Strategy for Teacher Education and Development (2007-2017).
Lilongwe: MoEST

MOoEST 2011. Education Statistics, 2011. Lilongwe: MoEST.

MOEST 2013. The Partnership Agreement between Teacher Training Colleges and Teaching
Practice Schools. Lilongwe: MoEST.

22



Mentor selection in teacher education

MOEST 2014. Summary of the Report on Monitoring of 2™ year of IPTE Conventional
Academic Year 2013/14. Prepared by DTED/GIZ/MIE/DIAS. Lilongwe: MoEST.

Ndalama, L and Chidalengwa, G., (2010). Teacher Deployment, Utilization and Workload in
Primary Schools in Malawi: Policy and Practice (A MoEST study report)

O’Connor P,  Goransson A 2014. Constructing or Rejecting the Notion of the Other in
University Management: The Cases of Ireland and Sweden. Educational Management
Administration & Leadership. 1-18.

OAU. (1986). African Charter on Human Rights. Nairobi: OAU

Parise MR, Forret ML 2008. Formal mentoring programs: The relationship of program design
and support to mentors’ perceptions of benefits and costs. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 72
(1), 225-240.

Phillips N, Fragoulis | 2010. Exploring the Beliefs of Primary Education Teachers Regarding the
Contribution of Mentoring in Schools. Review of European Studies, 2(2), 201-213.

Ragins BR, Cotton JL 1993. Gender and willingness to mentor in organizations. Journal of
Management, 19 (1), 97-111.

Ragins RR, Cotton TL, Miller JS 2000. Marginal Mentoring: Effects of mentor, Quality of
relationship and Program Design on work and career attitudes. Academy of Management
Journal, 46(3), 1177-1194.

Rose GL 2003. Enhancement of Mentor Selection Using the Ideal Mentor Scale. Research in
Higher Education, 44 (4), 473-494.

SADC 1997. Southern Africa Development Community (SADC) Protocol on Education and
Training. Blantyre.

Scandura A 2009. Mentoring — A Review of the Science and the State of the Art" (2009).
Management Faculty  Articles  and Papers. Paper  11. Retrieved  from
http://scholarlyrepository.miami.edu/management_articles/11. Date Accessed 12 March 2013
Scandura TA 1998. Dysfunctional Mentoring Relationship and Outcomes. Journal of
Management. 24 (1), 449-467.

Selemani-Meke E 2012. An Assessment of the Implementation of Continuing Professional

Development Programmes For Primary School Teachers In Malawi: A Case of Zomba Rural

23


http://scholarlyrepository.miami.edu/management_articles/11.

Mentor selection in teacher education

Education District. Unpublished Thesis for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy. University of
Fort Hare.

Sergiovanni TJ, Starratt RJ 2002. Supervision: A Redefinition. 7th Ed. Boston, MA: McGraw-
Hill.

Simpson T, Hastings W, Hill B 2007. ‘I knew that she was watching me’: the professional
benefits of mentoring. Teachers and Teaching: theory and practice, 13(5), 481-498.

Sundli L 2007. Mentoring: A new mantra for education? Teaching and Teacher Education. 23
(1), 201-214.

Tomlinson PD 1995. Understanding Mentoring. Buckingham : Open University Press.

Trent J 2013. From campus to classroom: a critical perspective on approximations of practice in
teacher education. Research Papers in Education, 28(5), 571-594.

UN 2000a. The Millennium Development Goals. New York: United Nations.

UNESCO. 2000 Dakar Framework for Action, Education for All: Meeting our Collective
Commitments. Paris: UNESCO.

Vygotsky LS 1978. Mind in Society. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Weinberg FJ, Lankau MJ 2011. Formal Mentoring Programs: A Mentor-Centric and
Longitudinal Analysis. Journal of Management, 37(6), 1527-1557

Zeichner K 2010. Rethinking the connections between campus courses and field experiences in
college and university-based teacher education. Journal of Teacher Education, 89, (11), 89-99.

Table 1: Distribution of mentors (n=92) by teaching and mentoring experiences

Percentage of mentors by

Teaching experience Mentoring experience

Less than 1 0% 37%

1-3 years 2% 59%
4-6 years 20% 3%
7-18 years 48% 1%
19-30 years 30% 0%

31+ 0% 0%
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Total 100% 100%

Table 2: Distribution of school mentors (n=92) by professional grade

Professional Teacher
Grade mentors
PT4 38%
PT3 44%
PT2 16%
PT1 2%

P8 0

Total 100%

Note: P8 is the highest professional grade in the primary teaching profession;
PT4 is entry grade to the profession. All grades from PT3 to P8 are
achieved through promotion (EMIS, 2011).

Table 3: Percentage of school mentors by highest academic qualification

Highest academic Teacher
qualification mentors

MSCE 87%

JCE 13%

Total 100%

Note: MSCE stands for Malawi School Certificate of Education
(equivalent to O level).
JCE is Junior Certification of Education (lower than MSCE).

Table 4: Headteachers’ Criteria for selection of school mentors

Rank Criterion % of Headteachers
using the criterion
1 Professional behaviour (n = 90) 98%
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2 Moral behaviour (n = 87) 95%
3 Teaching experience (n = 86) 94%
4 Academic Qualification (n= 87) 91%
5 Professional grade (n = 89) 83%
6 Age (n=82) 7%
7 School responsibility (n = 81) 74%
8 Mentoring experience (n = 86) 65%
9 Gender (n = 88) 35%

Note: The total number of respondents (n) was not the same for the entire criteria due to missing

responses.

Table 5: Old and Proposed model of mentor selection

Criterion Current practice Proposed practice
Teaching experience mostly from four between four and 17 years
or above
Mentoring experience open ended experience in being mentored

during preservice years

Professional grade open ended from PT3to PT1
Academic qualification JCE and MSCE MSCE
Gender Male dominance gender equality in mentoring

responsibilities (two mentors
per school: one male and one

female)

Key: JCE: Junior Certificate of Education; MSCE : Malawi School Certificate of Education

26



Mentor selection in teacher education

27



