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Abstract
Research Findings: The effects of a structured, individualized, and 
relationship-based teacher mentoring model (COMET) and its 
duration were examined with Head Start teachers (n = 157) in 
Appalachian Region III. The COMET-mentored treatment group 
teachers were significantly better than non-mentored teachers 
in applying instructional support strategies involving concept 
development, quality of feedback, language modeling, and 
classroom literacy enhancements with at-risk children. COMET 
teachers in the long-term mentoring group (two school years) 
demonstrated significantly higher competencies than those in 
the short-term group (one school year) in specific emotional 
support and instructional support strategies: teacher sensi-
tivity, concept development, quality of feedback, language 
modeling, and literacy environment. Implications for Practice, 
Policy, & Research: Our results indicate clearly that the struc-
tured, individualized, and relationship-based COMET mentoring 
approach is superior to a traditional workshop-based approach 
in enhancing teachers’ professional knowledge and instruc-
tional competencies; long-term COMET mentoring relationships 
ensured significantly better effects on the improvement of 
teachers’ practices in instruction and classroom management 
than short-term mentoring. Implications for policy development 
on mentoring versus performance reviews; practice implemen-
tation and links to teacher evaluation; and future research on 
mentoring are offered. 

Keywords: mentoring, intervention, professional development, classroom 
assessment
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Introduction
Policy makers and professionals in the overarching field of 

early childhood intervention have tried to provide children with 
quality education by retaining skilled teachers (Diamond & Powell, 
2011; Long, 2009). However, the field of early childhood care and 
education is challenged by the high attrition rate of teachers who 
are not motivated or not highly paid (Cummins, 2004; Howe, 2006). 
Teachers are often frustrated in the absence of professional support 
and report being overwhelmed by a sense of isolation at work, 
punitive performance reviews, emotional burnout, discourage-
ment, and, often, low job satisfaction with few expectations for  
professional growth (Cummins, 2004; Danielson, 2002).

Importance of Teacher Mentoring

Contemporary conceptions about mentoring promote a  
collaborative, reciprocal, and relationship-based framework 
between a mentor and a mentee, while classical notions about 
mentoring were based on more hierarchical or subordinate relation-
ships (Nolan, 2007). Specifically, contemporary teacher mentoring  
involves providing interpersonal supports based upon a collab-
orative and ongoing approach within a classroom setting for a 
less experienced practitioner to improve professional competence 
(Buysee & Wesley, 2009; Onchwari & Keengwe, 2010). In the field 
of early childhood education, mentoring has been used increas-
ingly and advocated as an effective approach to improve teacher 
retention, job satisfaction, and professional enhancement (Long, 
2009; Onchwari & Keengwe, 2010). The main advantage of teacher 
mentoring for professional development is the mentees’ relatively 
quick acquisition of instructional competencies and knowledge 
under the guidance and modeling of experienced and trustworthy 
mentors (Diamond & Powell, 2011; Tugel, 2004). Interactive and 
iterative processes of observation, reflection, analysis, and experi-
mental practices are carried out to develop teachers’ competencies 
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in supporting children’s learning (Diamond & Powell; Onchwari & 
Keengwe). Teachers who received mentoring support acquired 
better competencies in planning lessons, organizing classes, man-
aging child behaviors, and instructing language than non-mentored 
teachers (Diamond & Powell; Onchwari & Keengwe). Most impor-
tantly, they developed lasting professional skills and knowledge 
that could be used after a mentoring program was completed 
(Barth, 2001; Nicholls, 2002; Portner, 1998).

Another advantage of collaborative teacher mentoring is that 
mentees become more committed and develop higher job sat-
isfaction through assisted socialization and reflection (Danielson, 
2002; Schön, 1987). Iterative mentoring processes of reflection and 
feedback strengthen mentees’ commitments for positive changes 
in their profession (Danielson; Diamond & Powell, 2011; Schön). 
Furthermore, mentoring creates a learning community wherein 
teachers benefit from emotional support and continuous stimu-
lation for professional improvement (Danielson; Long, 2009). 

Lastly, mentees’ improved professional skills from the mentor-
ing process promote children’s positive development and influences 
their academic achievement and prerequisite social-behavioral 
development for school success (Evertson & Smithey, 2000; 
Onchwari & Keengwe, 2010). Students from mentored teachers 
were less distractible and showed better self-control during class, 
such as in paying attention and in task completion. They used 
more mature language and achieved higher scores in listening 
and speaking as well as in reading and writing. Overall, teacher 
mentoring has been understood as one of the most effective path-
ways not only for teachers’ professional development, but also for 
children’s academic and social-behavioral development (Howes, 
James, & Ritchie, 2003).

Snapshot of the COMET Model and Research

The current research was designed and implemented by the 
Center on Mentoring for Effective Teaching (COMET) at the division 
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for Early Childhood Partnerships (www.earlychildhoodpartnerships.
org) of the Office of Child Development, University of Pittsburgh, 
and it was funded by a federal grant from the U.S. Department 
of Health and Human Services, Administration on Children and 
Families, Office of Planning, Research and Evaluation (OPRE). The 
COMET initiative implemented a two-year teacher-mentoring pro-
gram that included classroom observation, pretest and posttest 
assessments, and mentoring implementation. The COMET model 
consists of eight uniform and evidence-based steps (but the content 
is individualized for each teacher): Gaining entry and building the 
relationship; conducting Classroom Assessment Scoring System 
(CLASS) observations; setting individual CLASS goals together; 
selecting strategies; applying the individual mentoring plan; evalu-
ating the plan together; holding a summary conference; planning 
for the future.

The design of the COMET mentoring model was based upon 
the objective of developing teachers’ long-lasting professional 
competencies; this research to examine the impacts of mentoring 
on teachers’ classroom practices was based upon five theoretical 
assumptions about the interrelationships among mentoring and 
improved instructional practices and children’s early learning and 
school success (Diamond & Powell, 2011; Onchwari, & Keengwe, 
2010; Tedder & Lawy, 2009). 

First, a systematic, evidence-based mentoring process guides 
mentees to explore “problems in practice” and to foster the acqui-
sition of practice competencies through a structured sequence 
of evidence-based steps. The COMET model consists of iterative 
processes of observation, pretest assessment, analysis, reflection, 
planning, instructional modeling, application, and monitoring 
(Buysee & Wesley, 2009). Goal-oriented systematic mentoring tar-
gets each mentee’s specific strengths and needs on the basis of 
classroom observational assessment results and reflective discus-
sion with the mentees. It provides justifications about mentors’ 
constructive feedback and suggestions for instructional strategies 
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and facilitates faster mentee learning with the understanding of 
underlying teaching principles (Buysee & Wesley, 2009; Diamond 
& Powell, 2011). 

Second, a trained mentor provides accurate analyses of men-
tees’ current practices, assists teachers to apply evidence-based 
practices, and creates a conducive learning environment in the 
mentees’ classrooms on the basis of holistic assessment of men-
tees’ teaching contexts (Buysee & Wesley, 2009; Danielson, 2002).  
On the contrary, untrained teaching staff who act as mentors tend 
to depend on personal experiences and beliefs rather than on 
accurate assessments or objective teaching principles (Evertson 
& Smithey, 2000), and the importance of trained mentors was 
emphasized for effective mentoring (Evertson & Smithey, 2000; 
Nolan, 2007).

Third, a collaborative mentoring relationship encourages 
mentees’ active engagement in the change process, reduces 
emotional isolation at work, provides emotional supports, helps 
to build positive relationships with colleagues and children, and 
improves teaching quality in a classroom (Buysee & Wesley, 2009; 
Maynard & Furlong, 1993; Mullen, 2000). Accordingly, mentees’ 
improved professional practices influence their job satisfaction, 
self-confidence, and motivation and commitment for work (Buysee 
& Wesley; Danielson, 2002). 

Fourth, experienced teachers who taught five years or more, 
especially experienced Head Start teachers, need an “enhancement” 
in professional practice, because they have been working for a 
long time in an unchanging educational environment and their 
current classroom practice depends on their original education 
(Katz, 1972; Nolan, 2007). Although experienced teachers have long 
experience in teaching, the quality of their practice in the classroom 
is often compromised due to a lack of opportunities for updating 
professional competencies, isolation at work, minimum wages, and 
repetitive daily work without hopes of improvement (Cummins, 
2004; Danielson, 2002; Nolan). Moreover, previous mentoring studies 
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were interested in beginning teachers’ professional development as 
a part of induction programs and excluded experienced teachers 
from the benefits of mentoring services (Smith & Ingersoll, 2004).

Lastly, a long-term, on-site, and regularly scheduled mentor-
ing process helps teachers to improve professional competencies 
better and apply best practices consistently through internalization, 
because short-term mentoring may impact current practice, but it 
is not sufficient or effective enough to maintain positive change 
as teachers practice in the long term (Barth, 2001; Nicholls, 2002).

Based on the above conceptual framework, this study focused 
upon two research questions: 1) Do teachers, who receive individu-
alized, on-site, on-going mentoring in the collaborative mentoring 
relationship demonstrate better professional practices in instruc-
tion, classroom management, and literacy development than the 
teachers who are not mentored? 2) Among mentored teachers, 
do teachers who receive a long-term, two-year mentoring inter-
vention show better instructional and classroom management 
competences than those who receive relatively short-term, one-
year mentoring intervention? 

Method

Participants

Head Start is a national program that was established in  
1965 and is funded by the U.S. Department of Health and Human 
Services to support low-income families and their children who are 
between 3 and 5 years old and are at risk for poor future aca-
demic achievement or those with developmental delays, such as 
in language development. Two-hundred and thirty-nine Head Start 
teachers, including beginning teachers with two years or less of 
experience in teaching (Katz, 1972) and experienced teachers—110 
lead teachers and 129 assistant teachers—in low-income, rural com-
munities in the Appalachian region of southwestern Pennsylvania 
and the northern panhandle of West Virginia participated in the 
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COMET mentoring program. Ninety-one Head Start classrooms 
participated and approximately 1,729 children in the classrooms 
were involved. A lead teacher and an assistant teacher from the 
same classroom were paired together as a “teaching team” and 
were randomly assigned to a control group or a treatment group. 
Depending on the participation point, teachers from a teaching 
team were mentored for either one year or two years by a randomly 
assigned mentor. On the contrary, the study did not provide any 
intervention to teachers in the control group until the study was 
completed. In this article, mentees are referred to as teachers in 
a treatment group. 

The majority of participating teachers were female, consisting 
of 98% of all participants. Among them, 92% of the control group 
teachers and 86% of the treatment group teachers were Caucasian. 
Six percent of the control group teachers and 8% of the treatment 
group teachers were African American, and 2% of participating 
teachers belonged to other ethnic backgrounds. The average age 
for the control group teachers was 43 years old, and the average 
for the treatment group was 42 years old. 

The average years of experience in teaching were 14 years 
for the control group, ranging from two to 39 years, and 11 years 
for the treatment group, ranging from one year to 33 years. For 
education level in the control group, 70% of the teachers had an 
associate degree or lower level of education, 19% had a bachelor’s 
degree, and 11% had master’s degrees. Similarly, in the treatment 
group, 62% of the teachers had associate degrees or lower; 22% 
had bachelor’s degrees; and 16% had master’s degrees. 

Mentors

A total of 17 trained specialists, 14 females and 3 males, par-
ticipated as mentors in this study. Participating mentors included 
16 Caucasians and 1 Asian. Their average age was 36 (24 to 52 
years old). Twelve mentors (71%) had either a master’s degree or 
a Ph.D. Five were in master’s degree programs or had a bachelor’s 
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degree. Mentors were university staff working at the Early Childhood 
Partnerships program, selected Head Start master teachers from 
the fields of early childhood education, or students majoring in 
psychology, special education, or social work.

Mentors were trained to have knowledge in child develop-
ment, adult learning, subject areas of children’s learning, current 
instruction standards, regulations of early childhood education, evi-
dence-based classroom observation, collaborative communication, 
and COMET mentoring procedures and program structure. Diverse 
backgrounds of trained mentors provided synergic effects in the 
research through the sharing of their professional knowledge and 
experiences at monthly mentor-support meetings. Mentors were 
supported by program organizers and peer mentors for problem 
solving in the course of their mentoring practices.

The average number of hours in which a mentor engaged in  
mentoring intervention for a teaching team was 25.37 hours per 
month (5.6 hours/week). In total, 49% of mentors’ intervention 
efforts were used to provide verbal feedback (28%), written feed-
back (10%), and demonstration modeling (11%). They used the 
rest of their efforts for analyzing mentees’ current practices and 
planning mentoring supports such as observation of a mentee’s 
practice (13%), resource collection (19%), goal planning (18%), and 
formal workshops (1%).

In addition to the mentoring role, mentors were also trained  
as classroom assessors with the Classroom Assessment Scoring 
System (CLASS; Pianta, La Paro, & Hamre, 2008) and the Early 
Language and Literacy Classroom Observation (ELLCO) Toolkit 
(Smith, Dickinson, Sangeorge, & Anastasopoulos, 2002). Those who 
passed reliability tests each year for the use of the CLASS assess-
ment tool were allowed to conduct classroom assessments and 
mentoring. For data collection, mentors were randomly assigned  
to classrooms, avoiding the conflict of assessing their own mentees’ 
classrooms during pretests and posttests.
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Research Design

During the COMET preoperational stage, Head Start centers in 
West Virginia and Pennsylvania were established as participants in 
the study. Head Start teachers were invited to an orientation and 
were introduced to mentoring goals, benefits, responsibilities in 
participation, and overall processes of a mentoring intervention. 
In this process, COMET staff recruited teachers who volunteered 
to participate in the research and randomly assigned each par-
ticipating teaching team to either a treatment group or a control 
group, respectively, using a group-randomized trial (GRT) in which 
clusters of “centers” were the sites for randomization (Murray, Varnell, 
& Blitstein, 2004). For the mentoring intervention, COMET assigned 
mentors randomly to a teaching team. Mentoring intervention was 
provided equally to a lead teacher and an assistant teacher from 
a teaching team in a treatment group.

A pretest was conducted before an initial mentoring inter-
vention each year on both a control group and a treatment group, 
and a posttest was administered at the end of each school year to 
measure the effect of COMET mentoring using the CLASS (Pianta et 
al., 2008) and the ELLCO assessments (Smith et al., 2002). Surveys on 
teachers’ demographics were conducted for both groups of teachers 
at the beginning of each school year. Mentors analyzed the CLASS 
assessment results to examine mentees’ strengths and needs in 
their professional practices and initiated mentoring intervention 
based on their analysis and classroom observation for each teaching 
team for five months, from December to April, each school year. 
Mentors and mentees collaboratively set individualized mentoring 
goals and strategies in the areas of mentees’ weakness or needs 
based on the analysis of pretest results and discussion. During a 
mentoring process, mentors encouraged teachers’ reflection on 
their current professional practices and their experimentation with 
newly learned instructional techniques in their classrooms. As a 
posttest, data on teachers’ classroom practices after mentoring 
was collected in May by randomly assigned assessors using the 
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CLASS and the ELLCO assessments. The process of data collection 
and mentoring intervention in the first year was iterated in the 
following year in general.

Measures

The Classroom Assessment Scoring System (CLASS) (Pianta et al, 
2008) and the Early Language and Literacy Classroom Observation 
(ELLCO) Toolkit (Smith et al., 2002) were used to assess teachers’ 
classroom practices at the beginning and the end of each school 
year as a pretest and a posttest for two school years. These mea-
surements were chosen for their authenticity and utility in providing 
reliable and valid outcomes based on teachers’ virtual classroom 
practices and were aligned with the goals of this study.

Teachers in both groups completed surveys on their back-
ground, mentoring quality, and beliefs in professional practice at 
the time of pretest and posttest. Likewise, mentors completed 
surveys on their background and mentoring quality. Additionally, 
they recorded their mentoring efforts each month, including 
mentoring strategies used, the frequency of mentoring topics 
used, mentoring modes, materials used, and hours spent for 
mentoring.

Classroom Assessment Scoring System (CLASS) Pre-K

The Classroom Assessment Scoring System (CLASS) (Pianta et 
al., 2008) is a research-based instrument developed for assessing 
teachers’ competences in instruction and classroom management. 
It includes three domains to assess a teacher’s ability to support 
children, including Emotional Support, Classroom Organization, and 
Instructional Support. Emotional Support includes four dimensions 
that consist of Positive Climate, Negative Climate, Teacher Sensitivity, 
and Regard for Student Perspectives. It measures teachers’ abilities 
to facilitate positive relationships with children; to recognize chil-
dren’s needs and problems; and to promote their autonomy and 
leadership. Classroom Organization includes three dimensions that  
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consist of Behavior Management, Productivity, and Instructional 
Learning Formats. It assesses teachers’ proactive attitudes in man-
aging children’s behaviors, class preparation, and class organization 
for maximum learning time. Lastly, Instructional Support includes 
three dimensions that consist of Concept Development, Quality of 
Feedback, and Language Modeling. It covers teachers’ competences 
for facilitating children’s creative and analytic reasoning, providing 
feedback to children, and supporting language development. 

The CLASS is a 7-point-scale scoring system with a low range 
of 1 and 2, a mid range of 3, 4, and 5, and a high range of 6 and 
7 for each dimension except for the Negative Climate, which has 
a reversed 7-point scale. Dimension scores were averaged across 
each domain by dividing the sum of each dimension score. The 
CLASS has good test reliability and validity psychometrics (Pianta 
et al., 2008). The internal consistency is high with Cronbach’s alpha 
.94, .89, and .89 for each domain, and the interrater reliability is 
also high with 87%. The four-cycle and the two-day observation 
stability range from .84 to .91 and .73 to .85, respectively, across 
dimensions. The criterion validity ranges from .33 to .63.

To maximize the reliability of each assessment, four consec-
utive cycles of teachers’ classroom practices were observed for 
a pretest and a posttest, respectively. Each cycle consisted of a 
20-minute observation with note taking and a 10-minute coding 
without interruption. Assessors chose a regularly scheduled day 
without special activities and tried to observe as many class-
room activities as possible for an assessment. A normal school 
day at Head Start began at 8:30 a.m. and ended at noon. The 
daily schedule consisted of breakfast, transition time with hand 
washing for breakfast and snack, whole group circle time with 
book reading, small group activity with free choice play and art, 
outdoor play, and snack time. The CLASS is a required assessment 
of classroom quality and teaching practices by the federal Office 
of Head Start. 
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Early Language and Literacy Classroom Observation 
(ELLCO).

In addition to CLASS, the Early Language and Literacy Classroom 
Observation (ELLCO) Toolkit (Smith et al., 2002) was adopted to mea-
sure teachers’ abilities to create literacy environments and activities. 
The ELLCO Toolkit consists of three tools: the Literacy Environment 
Checklist; Classroom Observation and Teacher Interview; and the 
Literacy Activities Rating Scales. Among them, this study used the 
Literacy Environment Checklist and the Literacy Activities Rating 
Scales to assess classroom layout, contents, and literacy activi-
ties such as literacy material availability; content and diversity of 
reading, writing, and listening materials; and literacy activities. The 
ELLCO has 24 items, which consist of yes or no questions and 
3- or 4-point-scale scoring systems, and it takes approximately 20 
minutes to complete an assessment. The measurement has high 
internal consistency (Brookes Publishing, 2012). The Cronbach’s 
alpha ranges from .73 to .84 across sections, and the interrater 
reliability was 88%. The criterion validity, compared with Classroom 
Profile (Abbott-Shim & Sibley, 1998), is moderate with correlation 
ranging from .31 to .44 across sections.

Results

COMET Mentoring Effects on Teachers’ Instructional 
Practices

A series of one-way, between-groups analysis of covariance 
(ANCOVA) was conducted to examine the difference in mentor-
ing effects on teachers’ classroom practices between the COMET 
treatment group and the control group and to control the effect of 
initial differences in teachers’ instructional practices on the results 
of the CLASS and the ELLCO assessments. In the analysis, treatment 
group teachers (n = 74) who received mentoring intervention for 
one year and two years were compared with control group teach-
ers (n = 83) who did not receive mentoring intervention at all  
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in order to examine mentoring effects on teachers. In the ANCOVA 
analysis, the independent variable was the group with two levels, 
a control group and a treatment group. The dependent variables 
were participants’ final posttest scores on the CLASS and the ELLCO 
assessments after the mentoring intervention was completed each 
school year. To control for teachers’ initial differences in practice, 
the participants’ initial pretest scores on the CLASS and the ELLCO 
were used as the covariates in the ANCOVA analysis. 

A series of preliminary analyses of the ANCOVA assumptions, 
including normality, linearity, homogeneity of variances, homoge-
neity of regression, and the measurement of the covariate, was 
performed to ensure the reliability of ANCOVA analyses. The assump-
tion of the homogeneity of regression was met for all domains and 
dimensions of the CLASS and for all subscores of the ELLCO Toolkit, 
except for the CLASS dimension of Productivity. For the analysis 
of Productivity, two-way mixed analysis of variance (ANOVA) was 
conducted with the Group as the between-subject independent 
variable and Time of pretest and posttest as the within-subject 
independent variable on the dimension of CLASS productivity. 

Among the three CLASS domains, there were significant dif-
ferences between the control group and the treatment group 
in the domain of Instructional Support and its three dimensions 
of Concept Development, Quality of Feedback, and Language 
Modeling after controlling for participants’ CLASS pretest scores, 
F(1, 154) = 7.819, p = .006, partial η² = .048; F(1, 154) = 6.514,  
p = .012, partial η² = .041; F(1, 154) = 8.909, p = .003, partial  
η² = .055; F(1, 154) = 5.279, p = .023, partial η² = .033, respectively.

Similarly, there were significant group differences in ELLCO 
posttests on Book Use, Writing Around the Room, and the total 
scores of the Literacy Environment Checklist after controlling for 
the participants’ pretests, F(1, 154) = 5.902, p = .016, partial η² = 
.037; F(1, 154) = 8.400, p = .004, partial η² = .052; F(1, 154) = 8.884, 
p = .003, partial η² = .055, respectively. Follow-up tests were per-
formed to evaluate the pattern of differences in adjusted means 
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on the domains and dimensions of CLASS and ELLCO subscales 
that produced significant differences between the control and the 
treatment groups. For the test, we conducted a series of post hoc 
pairwise comparisons, using Bonferroni correction to control for 
the false positive error across the comparison. 

The results showed that teachers in the COMET treatment 
group with the mentoring intervention (M = 2.905, SE = .116) had 
significantly higher scores in the domain of Instructional Support 
than those in the control group (M = 2.459, SE = .109), after adjusting 
for the pretest Instructional Support score, p = .006 (See Table 1 for 
the following results of the CLASS pairwise comparison). Follow-up 
pairwise comparisons were conducted on the three dimensions of 
the Instructional Support domain to calculate the effect size for each 
significant pairwise comparison result. Teachers in the treatment 
group (M = 2.614, SE = .118) produced significantly higher practice 
scores in Concept Development than the teachers in the control 
group (M = 2.200, SE = .111) after controlling for the pretest scores, 
p = .012. In the dimension of Quality of Feedback, treatment group 
teachers (M = 3.036, SE = .127) were significantly better than the 
teachers in the control group (M = 2.516, SE = .120) after adjusting 
for the pretest scores, p = .003. In Language Modeling, teachers 
in the treatment group (M = 3.071, SE = 1.128) had significantly 
higher scores than the teachers in the control group (M = 2.666, 
SE = .120) after controlling for the pretest scores, p = .023. The 
effect sizes for the significant mean differences in Instructional 
Support, Concept Development, Quality of Feedback, and Language 
Modeling were in the medium range, .048, .041, .055, and .033, 
respectively. However, significant differences were not found in 
the domains of Emotional Support and Classroom Organization.

In organizing the Literacy Environment, there were significant 
differences between control and treatment group teachers after 
controlling for the ELLCO Literacy Environment pretest. Teachers 
in the treatment group (M = 29.593, SE = .603) had significantly 
better scores in the ELLCO Literacy Environment Checklist than the 
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Table 1:  
Pairwise Comparisons and Effect Sizes of CLASS and ELLCO Posttest  

by Group for Treatment Effect

 Adjusted mean differences 
 (Effect Sizes in parentheses)

Group M Adjusted M  1 2

CLASS Instructional Support domain
 1. Control group 2.463 2.459 
 2. Treatment group 2.901 2.905 .446** (.048)

Concept Development
 1. Control group 2.193 2.200 
 2. Treatment group 2.622 2.614 .414*  (.041)

Quality of Feedback
 1. Control group 2.521 2.516 
 2. Treatment group 3.030 3.036 .520** (.055)

Language Modeling
 1. Control group 2.675 2.666 
 2. Treatment group 3.061 3.071 .405*  (.033)

ELLCO Book Use
 1. Control Group 4.361 4.352 
 2. Treatment Group 5.216 5.227 .875*  (.037)

Writing Around the Room
 1. Control Group 6.289 6.263 
 2. Treatment Group 7.338 7.367 1.104** (.052)

Literacy Environment Checklist 
 1. Control Group 27.193 27.122 
 2. Treatment Group 29.514 29.593 2.471** (.055)

Note. n = 157. *p<.05. **p<.01. 
CLASS = Classroom Assessment Scoring System; ELLCO = Early Language 
and Literary Classroom Observation.
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teachers in the control group (M = 27.122, SE = .569) after adjusting 
for the pretest scores, p = .003 (see Table 1 for the following ELLCO 
results). The effect size for the significant mean difference was 
.055. In Book Use and Writing Around the Room, treatment group 
teachers (M = 5.227, SE = .262; M = 7.367, SE = .277) showed signifi-
cantly better managing skills than the teachers in the control group  
(M = 4.352, SE = .247; M = 6.263, SE = .261) after controlling for each 
of the pretest scores of Book Use and Writing Around the Room,  
p = .016 and p = .004, respectively. The effect sizes for the signif-
icant adjusted mean differences were .037 and .052, respectively. 

Effects of COMET Mentoring Duration on Teachers’ 
Instructional Practices

To examine group differences in the impact of mentoring 
duration among groups of teachers on their classroom practices, a 
series of one-way between subjects analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) 
was conducted on the outcomes of the CLASS and ELLCO assess-
ments. The two-year mentored group (n = 44), one-year mentored 
group (n = 30), and non-mentored control group (n = 54) were 
compared by the length of teachers’ mentoring intervention. In 
the ANCOVA analysis, the independent variable was the type of 
group with three levels, a control, a one-year treatment, and a 
two-year treatment group. The dependent variable was partici-
pants’ final posttest scores on the CLASS or the ELLCO Toolkit. The 
participants’ initial differences in the quality of classroom practice 
were controlled by setting each group of teachers’ pretest scores 
as covariates. 

A series of preliminary analyses of the ANCOVA assumptions, 
including normality, linearity, homogeneity of variances, homoge-
neity of regression, and the measurement of the covariate, was 
performed to ensure the reliability of ANCOVA analyses. The assump-
tion of the homogeneity of regression was met for all domains and 
dimensions of CLASS and for all subscores of the ELLCO Toolkit, 
except for the CLASS dimension of Teacher Sensitivity. For the  
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analysis on Teacher Sensitivity, a two-way mixed analysis of variance 
(ANOVA) was performed with the group as a between-subject 
independent variable and the time of pretest and posttest as a 
within-subject independent variable on the posttest of the CLASS 
in regard to Teacher Sensitivity. 

Significant group differences were found on posttest outcomes 
among the control, one-year treatment, and two-year treatment 
groups in the domains of Emotional Support and Instructional 
Support after controlling for the participants’ CLASS pretest scores, 
F(2, 124) = 4.834, p = .010, partial η² = .072; F(2, 124) = 4.996,  
p = .008, partial η² = .075, respectively. Further analyses were con-
ducted on the dimensions of the CLASS domain with significant 
group differences. With the adjustment of the CLASS pretest scores, 
a series of ANCOVA and mixed-ANOVA analysis results showed sig-
nificant group differences in Teacher Sensitivity, Regard for Student 
Perspectives, and in Concept Development, Quality of Feedback, 
and Language Modeling of the Instructional Support domain,  
F(2, 125) = 3.353, p = .038, partial η² = .051; F(2, 124) = 4.519,  
p = .013, partial η² = .068; F(2, 124) = 4.065, p = .020, partial η² = 
.062; F(2, 124) = 4.168, p = .018, partial η² = .063; F(2, 124) = 5.244,  
p = .007, partial η² = .078, respectively. In the ELLCO analysis, there 
were significant differences on posttests among group types in 
Book Area, Writing Around the Room, and the total score of the 
Literacy Environment Checklist after controlling for participants’ 
pretest scores, F(1, 124) = 10.641, p = .000, partial η² = .146;  
F(1, 124) = 4.779, p = .010, partial η² = .072; F(1, 124) = 4.722,  
p = .011, partial η² = .071, respectively.

For the follow-up analyses to evaluate the pattern of differ-
ences in adjusted means, post hoc pairwise comparisons were 
conducted using Bonferroni adjustment to control for the false 
positive outcome across comparisons. To calculate the effect size 
of the significant group differences, a series of custom pairwise 
comparisons was carried out using ANCOVA and mixed-ANOVA 
tests. The result of the CLASS analysis showed that teachers in 
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the two-year treatment group (M = 5.761, SE = .105) had signifi-
cantly higher scores in the domain of Emotional Support than 
the teachers’ scores in the one-year treatment group (M = 5.261, 
SE = .128) after adjusting for the pretest scores, p = .009, partial 
η² = .069 (see Table 2 for the following CLASS results of pairwise 
comparisons). The score of the two-year treatment group teachers 
was better than that of the control group teachers (M = 5.652,  
SE = .095) after adjusting for the pretest scores, although the group 
difference was not statistically significant, p = 1.000. Unexpectedly, 
the control group teachers had significantly better adjusted mean 
scores than the one-year treatment group teachers in the domain 
of Emotional Support, p = .048, partial η² = .46. 

Further analyses were conducted on the dimensions of 
Emotional Support to investigate the pattern of differences and 
their effect sizes. In the mixed ANOVA analyses of Teacher Sensitivity, 
the two-year treatment group (M = 5.119, SE = .103) performed 
significantly better than the one-year treatment group (M = 4.763, 
SE = .125), p = .029, partial η² = .037. Unexpectedly, the control 
group was significantly better than the one-year treatment group 
in Teacher Sensitivity, p = .016, η² = .045. In Regard for Student 
Perspectives, there were significant group differences. The post 
hoc pairwise comparison presented that teachers in the two-year 
treatment group (M = 5.228, SE = .143) had significantly better scores 
than the teachers in the control group (M = 4.834, SE = .193) and the 
one-year treatment group (M = 4.574, SE = .174) after controlling for 
the pretest scores of the Regard for Student Perspective, p = .043, 
partial η² = .033; p = .013, partial η² = .062, respectively. 

In the CLASS domain of Instructional Support, two-year treat-
ment teachers (M = 3.17, SE = .155) were significantly better than 
the teachers from the one-year treatment group (M = 2.535, SE = 
.187) and the control group (M = 2.556, SE = .139) after adjusting 
for the pretest, p = .037, partial η² = .051; p = .014, partial η² = .057, 
respectively. As expected, scores of the two-year treatment group 
were significantly better than those of the one-year treatment 
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group and the control group in all three dimensions of Instructional 
Support. In Concept Development, the teachers in the two-year 
treatment group (M = 2.834, SE = .156) had a significantly better 
score than the teachers in the control group (M = 2.273, SE = .141) 
and the one-year treatment group teachers (M = 2.304, SE = .191) 
after controlling for the pretest scores, p = .035, partial η² = .055; 
p = .025, partial η² = .035. In Quality of Feedback, the two-year 
treatment group (M = 3.271, SE = .174) showed the highest posttest 
scores among groups and had significant mean differences from 
the control group (M = 2.620, SE = .156) and the one-year treat-
ment group (M = 2.704, SE = .209) after controlling for the pretest 
scores, p = .041, partial η² = .033; p = .019, partial η² = .058. The 
two-year treatment group teachers (M = 3.373, SE = .167) showed 
the highest posttest scores in Language Modeling among the three 
groups. They were significantly better than the control group (M 
= 2.784, SE = .150) and the one-year treatment group (M = 2.609, 
SE = .200) after controlling for the pretest scores, p = .031, partial 
η² = .052; p = .012, partial η² = .065. 

Similarly, the follow-up post hoc pairwise comparisons of ELLCO 
scores showed that the two-year treatment group was significantly 
better than the one-year treatment group or the control group in the 
total scores of Literacy Environment andthe subscores of Book Area 
and Writing Around the Room. In the ELLCO Literacy Environment 
Checklist, teachers in the two-year treatment group (M = 30.554, 
SE = .803) had significantly better scores than the teachers in the 
control group (M = 27.280, SE = .722) after adjusting for the pretest 
scores, p = .003, partial η² = .069 (see Table 2 for the following 
ELLCO pairwise comparison results). Furthermore, the two-year treat-
ment group had higher scores than the one-year treatment group  
(M = 28.150, SE = .971), although the group difference was not 
statistically significant. The one-year treatment group teachers also 
had better scores than the control group teachers after adjusting for 
the pretest scores even though the group difference was minimal 
with mean difference of .871 and standard error of 1.209. 
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Table 2:  
Pairwise Comparisons and Effect Sizes of CLASS and ELLCO Posttest by 

Group for Duration Effect

 Adjusted mean differences 
 (Effect Sizes in parentheses)

Group M Adjusted M  1 2 3

CLASS Emotional Support Domain
 1. Control group 5.654 5.652   
 2. 1-year treatment 5.258 5.261 -.391* (.046)  
 3. 12-year treatment 5.761 5.761 .109 .500** (.069) 

Instructional Support domain
 1. Control group 2.562 2.556   
 2. 1-year treatment 2.547 2.535 -.021  
 3. 2-year treatment 3.142 3.157 .601** (.057) .622* (.051) 

Teacher Sensitivity
 1. Control group 5.269 5.141   
 2. 1-year treatment 4.692 4.763 -.379* (.045)  
 3. 2-year treatment 5.319 5.119 -.022  .357* (.037) 

Regard for Student Perspectives
 1. Control group 4.829 4.834   
 2. 1-year treatment 4.583 4.574 -.260  
 3. 2-year treatment 5.227 5.228 .394* (.033) .654** (.063) 

Concept Development
 1. Control group 2.269 2.273   
 2. 1-year treatment 2.325 2.304 .031  
 3. 2-year treatment 2.824 2.834  .561** (.055) .530* (.035) 
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Table 2 (continued): 
 

 Adjusted mean differences 
 (Effect Sizes in parentheses)

Group M Adjusted M  1 2 3

Quality of Feedback
 1. Control group 2.634 2.620   
 2. 1-year treatment 2.733 2.704 .084  
 3. 2-year treatment 3.233 3.271 .651** (.058) .567* (.033) 

Language Modeling
 1. Control group 2.782 2.784   
 2. 1-year treatment 2.608 2.609 -.172  
 3. 2-year treatment 3.369 3.373 .591** (.052) .763** (.065) 

ELLCO Book Area
 1. Control group   2.963  2.952   
 2. 1-year treatment 2.567 2.579 -.373*** (.116)  
 3. 2-year treatment 2.977 2.983 .031 .404*** (.127) 

Writing Around the Room
 1. Control group 6.167 6,177   
 2. 1-year treatment 6.933 6.756 .580  
 3. 2-year treatment 7.614 7.722 1.545** (.071) .965 

Literacy Environment Checklist 
 1. Control group 27.370 27.280   
 2. 1-year treatment 28.533 28.150 .871  
 3. 2-year treatment 30.182 30.554 3.275**(.069) 2.404 

Note. n = 128. *p<.05. **p<.01. ***p<.001. CLASS = Classroom Assessment 
Scoring System; ELLCO = Early Language and Literary Classroom Observation.
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After controlling for the pretest of Book Area, the two-year 
treatment group teachers (M = 2.983, SE = .061) had a significantly 
better score than the one-year treatment group teachers (M = 
2.579, SE = .074) with the mean difference of .404, SE = .095, p = 
.000. The effect size for this adjusted group mean difference in 
Book Area was large, with .127. Unexpectedly, the control group 
was significantly better than the one-year treatment group with 
the mean difference of .373 and standard error of .093, p = .000, 
partial η² = .116. Likewise, in the follow-up pairwise comparison 
on Writing Around the Room, the two-year treatment group  
(M = 7.722, SE = .372) was significantly better than the con-
trol group (M = 6.177, SE = .335) after adjusting for the pretest,  
p = .008, partial η² = .071. Furthermore, the posttest score of the 
two-year treatment group teachers was moderately better than 
those of the one-year treatment group (M = 6.756, SE = .452) with 
the mean difference of .965 and the standard error of .588. The 
one-year treatment group had better adjusted mean scores than 
the control group, and the mean difference was .580 with the 
standard error of .563, although the difference was minor.

Discussion
Results of the study supported our conceptual framework 

that a long-term, systematic, individualized, and on-site mentoring 
process within a collaborative relationship by a trained mentor pro-
moted the development of teachers’ professional competencies in 
instruction and classroom management (Evertson & Smithey, 2000; 
Howes et al., 2003; Tedder & Lawy, 2009). In addition, the study 
results addressed four important elements, which are meaningful 
and distinguish this research from previous studies. 

First, the study demonstrated that mentoring intervention is 
effective not only for beginning teachers but also for experienced 
teachers’ professional development. Nolan (2007) and Katz (1972) 
asserted that teachers with five or more years in teaching, espe-
cially Head Start teachers, tend to feel stale and repetitive and 
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need innovation in teaching. Compared to certified teachers with 
teaching credentials and college degrees, Head Start teachers had 
been working with minimum education in a difficult educational 
environment, in classrooms that included unmotivated children 
with various developmental difficulties (Cummins, 2004; Howe, 
2006). These teachers often feel isolated at work with few oppor-
tunities for professional development or increased pay and are 
in great need for the enhancement of professional competences 
and commitment for work through the opportunities of teacher 
mentoring (Nolan). 

Like most Head Start teachers, those in the study had minimum 
education with the Child Development Associate (CDA) certifi-
cate, which requires completion of six courses in early childhood 
education or related topics without college degrees or teaching 
credentials. Sixty-two percent of treatment group teacher had a 
high school diploma or an associate degree with CDA. The majority 
of mentees in the treatment group had been working part-time 
for more than five years with minimum payment and few oppor-
tunities for professional development and promotion. In spite of 
the field’s preconception that mentoring is for beginning teach-
ers’ induction to the program by experienced teaching staff, the 
teachers in the study were highly interested in the opportunity for 
mentoring intervention to improve their professional competence. 
On the pretest before mentoring intervention, the treatment group 
teachers scored much lower than the control group teachers in 
eight CLASS dimensions and in all of the sections of the Literacy 
Environment Checklist. After mentoring, however, the treatment 
group teachers achieved much higher scores than the pretests in 
eight CLASS dimensions, and they produced significantly higher 
scores after mentoring intervention in all dimensions of Instructional 
Support posttest (M = 2.901, SE = .041) compared to the pretest 
(M = 2.534, SE = .876). On the contrary, the control group scored 
lower or saw minimal increases in the CLASS dimensions, and 
the posttest score (M = 2.594, SE = .832) in the same domain 
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was decreased noticeably compared to the pretest (M = 2.463,  
SE = .961). Sixty-six percent of the treatment group teachers 
reported satisfaction with their mentoring experiences.

The study results with Head Start teachers are expected  
to be replicated in studies with teachers at more traditional types  
of preschools because those teachers have better educational  
levels in early childhood education and are expected to have  
higher sensitivity in response to a systematic evidence-based  
mentoring intervention than the Head Start teachers did, although 
the change rate may or may not be as high as the others’ because 
their initial practice scores may be much higher than the Head 
Start teachers’ scores. 

Secondly, the evidence-based individual mentoring process 
proved to be critical for mentors helping mentees to focus on 
specific issues in need of improvement and to maximize mentoring 
time and efforts for professional development (Buysee & Wesley, 
2009). The survey data from “How my mentor helped me” indicated 
that 79.5% of mentors’ efforts was used for individually targeted 
mentoring activities and issues. In the survey, a teacher reported 
that her mentoring process had been satisfactory because it was 
an analytic and expectable process based on assessment results 
and individualized reflection with her mentor.

Thirdly, a trained mentor who was equipped with a wide 
range of knowledge in early childhood, professional development, 
leadership, classroom observation, and assessment proved to be 
highly effective in identifying and targeting mentees’ professional 
goals based on the analysis of mentees’ practices. On the contrary, 
mentoring by teaching staff tended to depend on personal experi-
ences, and their mentoring effects could have been compromised 
in quality and outcome as well as in mentees’ indication of satis-
faction from mentoring experiences (Evertson & Smithey, 2000). 
The study results based on the mentor survey “How I helped my 
mentees” indicated that the mentoring quality by a trained mentor 
was highly related to treatment group teachers’ higher proficiency 
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in stimulating children’s thought processes, utilizing feedback loops, 
modeling advanced language, providing topic-related books, and 
creating writing environments in classrooms, compared to the 
control group teachers. This result is supported by previous studies, 
which emphasized the importance of trained mentors (Buysee & 
Wesley, 2009; Megginson, 2000; Nolan, 2007). 

To apply the mentoring model with a trained mentor in other 
childcare centers or preschools, we suggest that directors train 
their program managers as professional mentors as an option for 
adopting a professional mentor. Mentoring by program managers 
is expected to be a good option from the perspective of utiliz-
ing existing human resources and minimizing mentoring costs. 
However, when program managers do assume the mentor’s role in 
childcare centers, it is critical for them to recognize the importance 
of maintaining supportive mentor and mentee relationships so 
that mentees feel comfortable and do not fear being supervised 
or evaluated by their bosses.

Lastly, the long-term mentoring data showed the significance 
of mentoring duration. The two-year, long-term treatment group 
produced significantly higher scores than the one-year, short-
term treatment group did in all seven dimensions of Emotional 
Support and Instructional Support as well the Literacy Environment 
Checklist. This indicates that teachers’ professional competency 
develops over a longer period of time rather than in a short period; 
we have observed this duration effect from other mentoring studies 
currently in progress. This implies that a mentoring intervention for 
professional development must allow sufficient time for teachers 
to apply and learn new teaching skills and internalize them grad-
ually for classroom application. In other words, when mentoring 
intervention is terminated shortly before internalization happens, 
mentees may show temporary change, but their mentoring effects 
may fade as time goes by. Therefore, the data suggests that a 
long-term mentoring intervention should be planned with the 
consideration of maturation time in teachers’ skill development 
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and the time required for comfortable application in classrooms 
in the long term (Buysee & Wesley, 2009; Nolan, 2007).

Interestingly, COMET mentoring produced its most significant 
improvement in the domain of Instructional Support, which has 
been the lowest scoring and the most challenging skill area in 
teachers’ professional competences in general (Pianta et al., 2008). 
Before mentoring intervention, the initial pretest score for the two-
year treatment group (M = 2.388, SE = .812) was lowest among the 
three groups. After intervention, however, the two-year mentored 
group (M = 3.142, SE = 1.166) scored highest among them, and the 
domain score was significantly higher than the one-year treatment 
group (M = 2.547, SE = .705) or the control group posttest scores 
(M = 2.562, SE = 1.032). This result suggests that the mentoring 
was highly effective from the perspective that mentors accurately 
identified indicators and behavioral markers of Instructional Support 
dimensions as mentees’ weakest competence areas and narrowed 
down accurately on the indicators and behavioral markers to target 
and produce positive outcomes in the dimensions. The significant 
outcomes in the targeted dimensions were found to be the result 
of the most targeted treatment effect. In addition, this significant 
result proved that the mentored teachers were applying newly 
developed instructional strategies consistently in their classroom 
practices at the final stage of posttest data collection (Buysee & 
Wesley, 2009; Onchwari & Keengwe, 2010; Weaver, 2004).

In the two-group analysis, there were no significant group 
differences in the dimensions of Emotional Support and Classroom 
Organization. In the three-group analysis, there was no significant 
difference in the domain of Classroom Organization. The explanations 
for these insignificant differences are first as a result of goal-oriented 
intervention and efforts in the Instructional Support dimension; the 
lowest dimensions’ scores were significantly improved. On the con-
trary, mentors and mentees focused their efforts less on the other 
dimensions, and their scores in Classroom Organization might have 
showed less significant differences than the targeted dimensions. 
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One thing that is important that we should not misunderstand or 
overlook in the group comparison result is that “not significant” in 
the ANCOVA results does not mean that there was no increase or 
effect in those dimension scores from pretests to posttests. In fact, 
all the individual CLASS dimension scores and all the ELLCO section 
scores were increased at the posttest, although the increase was 
not statistically significant. 

Across the analyses of the CLASS and the ELLCO assessments, 
change differences among the control, the one-year treatment, 
and the two-year treatment groups were more significant and 
extensive than those between the control and the mentored group 
analysis. When the data was analyzed by the duration of mentoring 
treatment, the two-year treatment group showed the highest pro-
fessional competences in more dimensions of classroom practices 
and in more subscales of classroom literacy performance among 
the three groups. This result stood out in the three-group analysis, 
because the treatment effect was diluted when the one-year and 
the two-year treatment effects were integrated for comparison 
as a group with the control group without the consideration of 
duration in mentoring. 

This result implies that, first, establishing collaborative and 
trustful mentoring relationships between teachers and mentors 
takes considerable time before they bring out positive mentoring 
effects in professional practices (Buysee & Wesley, 2009). Second, 
the modification or change in teachers’ practices was more resistant 
in the one-year treatment group than in the two-year treatment 
group. The reason that the treatment effect was lower in the con-
text of the control and the treatment group analysis is because 
the one-year treatment group diluted mentoring effects in the 
analysis. Another reason that the mentoring effects took longer 
to show in classroom instruction can be explained by the fact 
that most participants in the study were veteran teachers with an 
average teaching experience of 14 years for the control group and 
11 years for the treatment group. As a result, the more experienced 
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teachers in the study might have been more resistant to change 
than beginning teachers due to their conformity to established or 
habituated practice styles that they have been using for a long 
time. Lastly, in the beginning of mentoring intervention, expe-
rienced teachers, who generally were in a position of providing 
mentoring to beginning teachers rather than receiving mentoring 
intervention (Evertson & Smithey, 2000; Howes et al., 2003), might 
have experienced emotional conflict about being mentored by an 
outside research person and could have been more resistant to 
taking a mentor’s suggestions in instruction.

Unexpectedly, teachers in the one-year treatment group had 
lower scores than teachers in the control group in some CLASS 
dimensions of Emotional Support and Classroom Organization. 
One of the explanations for this result is that the short-term rela-
tionship between a mentor and mentee impacted the mentoring 
outcomes significantly in the first year. As a result, the one-year 
treatment group might not have been as effective as the con-
trol or the two-year treatment group, considering the significant 
mentoring effects showed in the long term in the two-year treat-
ment group. Establishing trustful and collaborative relationships 
with mentees requires lots of effort, and the rapport between a 
mentor and a mentee impacts mentoring outcomes (Buysee & 
Wesley, 2009). Another explanation for the one-year treatment 
group’s lower scores is the John Henry effect (Cook & Campbell, 
1979), which is an experimental bias from a control group who 
tries to overcome the disadvantage of being in a control group 
and therefore tries hard to exceed the outcomes of a treatment 
group in comparison. The control group teachers had volunteered 
for this mentoring research with the expectation that they would 
receive mentoring services, seeking an opportunity for professional 
development. However, they were assigned to a control group for 
two years, and in the absence of benefits from getting mentoring 
intervention they were well aware that their scores would later 
be compared to those of the teachers in the treatment group. 
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As a result, these control group teachers might have competed 
to exceed the treatment group teachers as a reaction to being in 
the control group for a long time and for being excluded from the 
benefits of mentoring services.

Through the COMET mentoring research, this study found 
teacher commitment is a critical element for the improvement of 
professional competence and classroom quality. Teachers’ com-
mitment is often assumed and disregarded to be developed in 
subordination to other professional skill development, and it is 
missed from being treated directly in teacher mentoring as most 
previous mentoring studies have focused on teaching instructional 
techniques for professional development (Franke & Dahlgren, 1996). 
When teachers’ commitment is low, they are often less responsive 
to mentoring intervention and their learning process is delayed 
accordingly, leaving teachers emotionally flat in a classroom (Nolan). 
In addition, teachers with low motivation or commitment are  
inactive and tend not to try their best in class, even in the areas  
in which they are proficient (Buysee & Wesley, 2009; Nolan). 
Therefore, we highly suggest intervention treatment focusing 
directly on the indicators related to inspiring teachers’ motivation 
and commitment.

Implications for Future Policy, Practice, and Research
The field-validation research for the COMET mentoring model 

offers a clear statement that an individualized, systematic, rela-
tionship-based, and classroom-based mentoring approach with 
teachers using a uniform and structured step-by-step format aligned 
with goals/content that are linked to “best practice” standards is 
highly effective in improving teaching practices. Based upon our 
analysis of the extant research literature in early childhood educa-
tion, this study concludes that the detailed aspects of the nature, 
attributes, and content of individualized mentoring have not been 
studied as perhaps the best vehicle for improving teacher practices. 
While consultation approaches have been studied, individualized 
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mentoring and features specific to its model have not been fully 
examined. Our current study establishes clearly that individual-
ized mentoring improves teachers’ instructional and management 
practices. Based upon current research outcomes, we offer several 
implications for changes in policy, professional practices, and future 
research to establish mentoring as the preferred approach both 
for improving teachers’ practices and promoting their continuing 
professional development—not only in Head Start, but in all types 
of early childhood education and intervention programs.

Policy

The following policy implications were derived from our 
COMET research: 1) Mentoring is measurably more effective than 
the current combination of generalized professional development 
approaches based on annual workshops and/or annual perfor-
mance reviews and 2) The Office of Head Start (OHS) within the U.S. 
Department of Health and Human Services must seriously consider 
revising their policies on Annual Performance Reviews (APRs). The 
APRs are viewed by teachers as negative and sometimes punitive 
experiences, which focus more on sanctions for their shortcomings 
than on promoting their professional development. In contrast, the 
COMET process places a premium on confidentiality, trust-worthi-
ness, and supportive relationships using an adult-learning model of  
collaborative goal-setting and strategy-setting linked to the best 
practice standards and promoting the professionalism of the 
teaching teams. Teachers demonstrated great satisfaction with this  
supportive process and made observable improvements in teaching 
behaviors. Over 80% of the teachers elected to continue in the 
COMET model and process because of these aspects. 3) Alignment 
with clear and evidence-based standards of practice is a central 
dimension of improving teacher effectiveness. Our COMET research 
demonstrates clearly that collaborative goal-setting within indi-
vidualized Mentoring for Effective Teaching (MET) plans based on 
goal-indicators derived from each teacher’s pre-mentoring CLASS 
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profile were perhaps the most effective operational feature associ-
ated with teacher improvements in instruction, emotional support 
for child relationships, and practices; research shows that this results 
in children’s acquisition of early literacy skills and social and self-con-
trol behaviors. When teachers are shown the results of their CLASS 
profiles within a supportive relationship with a trusted mentor, their 
commitment to both goal-setting and change is fostered. 

Professional Practices

The following implications about “best practices” were derived 
from our COMET research. Eight dimensions seem to be the most 
important “operational” elements for implementing an effective men-
toring process that will improve teaching practices: mentor-mentee 
interpersonal relationship; a uniform, step-by-step mentoring model 
with training of mentors; use of the CLASS measure for observation 
and goal-setting; collaborative goal-setting linked to the CLASS 
indicators; an individualized mentoring plan of CLASS goals and 
mentoring strategies; evidence-based regular feedback; duration of 
mentoring; and quality checks based on measures of mentor and 
mentee perceptions. The COMET model effectively blends these 
eight elements into a seamless process of mentoring.

Research

The following implications for future research derive from our 
COMET field-validation: 1) More research is needed on the specific 
interpersonal qualities that equate with selecting and matching the 
most effective mentors to mentees and 2) Future research should 
focus upon the use of the CLASS assessment in numerous types of 
early childhood intervention settings linked to a mentoring process 
and how this combination of elements effectively promotes teacher 
effectiveness. 3) Research is needed on the cost-effectiveness and 
impact of “virtual” professional development and mentoring mod-
els blended with on-site mentoring within programs by program 
managers as mentors. 
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