Effectiveness of ENVoY, 2006-2007
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Introduction


The ENVoY Program was implemented in four elementary schools and three middle schools in the inner-city of Houston, Texas during 2006-2007.  ENVoY is a class​room management system based on thousands of observations of classrooms.  An outline of the practices advocated by ENVoY is found in Appendix A.  The major question con​sidered in this study was, “Do these practices make a difference in the environment of elementary and middle school inner city classrooms?”  A corollary question was, “To what extent does a colleague teacher, who has been trained as an ENVoY coach, make a difference in the classroom environment?”


The current report focuses on changes that occurred during the first year of its implementation.  Both quantitative and qualitative evaluation processes were utilized in the study.  The quantitative study, described first, is based on observations of classrooms prior to ENVoY and after its implementation.  Environmental scans, two-minute capsules of the status of each classroom, form the basic data for the quantitative study.  The observational instrument may be found in Appendix B.  Results of the quantitative analysis are included in Section II.  

The qualitative study includes some of the written comments on the program by teachers, coaches, and program staff.  Illustrative comments are copied in full to provide the full flavor of the program.  These are included in Section III.


While not directly related to ENVoY, the annual state test scores for schools involved in the program are compared.  The Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS) is administered annually to all students in the state based on Texas standards in various subjects.  No claims are made that these changes are related to ENVoY, even though some teachers felt ENVoY had helped them provide a more effective learning environment.  These results of TAKS in 2006 and 2007 are included in Section III.


An earlier study was conducted of the pre-observations in 2006 and of teacher efficacy.  The efficacy study is reproduced in this report so that all relevant data and conclusions can be found in a single location.  That study is found in Section IV.  

Section V includes the Findings, Conclusions, and Recommendations from the Study of ENVoY.

Section I

Effectiveness of ENVoY Based on Quantitative Analysis


Four questions guided the quantitative analysis of ENVoY based on analyses of envi​ronmental scans of classroom practice.  

1. To what extent were ENVoY processes observed in classrooms?

2. In what ways did the ENVoY program make a difference in the schools in which it was implemented?

3. To what extent did teachers who had been coached demonstrate more effective ENVoY processes than non-coached teachers?

4. To what extent were students “on task,” that is, actively engaged in learning activities?  

Trained observers visited each classroom prior to ENVoY in the spring 2006 and again a year later.  They coded ten procedures that are basic to ENVoY.  These are focused on four critical phases of instruction: (1) when getting the class’s attention; (2) When teaching; (3) When transitioning to seatwork; and (4) During seatwork.  These four phases are outlined in Appendix A.  

Observers made a two-minute environmental scan of each classroom, and then coded their observations using the instrument found in Appendix B.  Observers coded each class​room on nine scales with 1 reflecting ENVoY practices that were observed, but were not very effectively implemented to 3 designating actions that were appropriately and effectively being implemented.  Observation #10 was coded using a five-point scale, with 1 low and 5 indicating a classroom environment completely free of distractions.  When a specific process was not observed, it was left blank.  

To analyze the data, an Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was computed for three groups: (1) Pre-ENVoY observations completed in the spring, 2006; (2) Post-ENVoY obser​vations of teachers who had been coached; and (3) Post-ENVoY observations of teachers who had not been coached.  Means and standard deviations for each of these three sets of data are included with symbols indicating the extent to which significant changes in teacher/student practice had occurred.  These data are summarized in a dense table, Appendix Table C.  The following tables are drawn from Table C, but include only those data needed to answer each question.

Extensiveness of Ten Environmental Indicators

The first question was “To what extent were ENVoY processes observed in classrooms?”  These ratings are included in Table 1 for both the pre-assessments, post-assessments of teachers who were coached, and post-assessments of teachers who were not coached.  To test the first question, the magnitude of observations was analyzed.  

Table 1

Most Observed Instructional Activities  

	Observation
	Pre-ENVoY Observation Means
	Post-ENVoY Means 

Non-Coached
	Post-ENVoY Means 

Coached

	When asked to pay attention,

1. Majority of students stop what they are doing and pay attention in less than 5 seconds.
	2.06
	2.36
	2.74

	When teaching,

2. Many different students are given a chance to answer questions.
	2.41
	2.50
	2.56

	3. Students know what response is expected from them.
	2.09
	2.63
	2.64

	Transition to seatwork:

4. Before beginning seatwork, students are given visual instructions on board or poster.
	2.14
	1.92
	2.54

	5. After looking at visual instructions, students are given a chance to ask questions about the assignment.
	1.33
	1.64
	1.76

	6. Students immediately settle down and go to work.
	2.58
	2.54
	2.63

	7. Students can look at visual instructions for assignments any time they forget what to do.
	1.06
	.96
	1.84

	During seatwork:

8. Quiet working-or productive “hum” of group work.
	2.58
	2.68
	2.83

	9. Students who need help get it.
	2.26
	2.52
	2.86

	In general:

10. Students are able to concentrate on work (environment free of distractions).
	3.61
	4.33
	4.67


Excluding #10 from initial analysis because of its different rating scale, the highest rated scales on the pre-observations were #6, Students immediately settle down and go to work  and #8, Quiet working-or productive “hum” of group work.  For non-coached teachers #8 continued to be the highest observed practice, but for coached teachers on the post-observation, the highest rated scale was #9, Students who need help get it, while #8 was slightly lower.  Both are indicators of practices during the time when students were engaged in Seatwork.

The least observed items on the pre-observation were #7, Students can look at visual instructions for assignments any time they forget what to do, followed by #5, After looking at visual instructions, students are given a chance to ask questions about the assignment.  Classroom management processes #5 and #7 were the least likely practices to be observed in post-observations when making an environmental scan.  All of these are part of the Transition to Seatwork process.

Change in Classroom Environments

The second question was, “In what ways did the ENVoY program make a difference in the schools in which it was implemented?”  To answer the second question, the observa​tions of classrooms prior to the professional development program (2006, and again after the intervention (May 2007) were analyzed to determine if any changes were statistically signifi​cant, based on the Analysis of Variance.   These results are summarized in Table 2.


In analyzing these data in Table 2, first, a general examination of the mean scores for the pre and post observations was completed.  Twenty comparisons were made, ten between pre and post-non-coached observations and ten between pre and post coached observations.  Seven of ten comparisons between pre and non-coached post observations favored the post non-coached but three were higher for the pre-ENVoY; however, all ten comparisons with post coached favored the coached post observations.  

Some of these comparisons were statistically significant.  Those shown as p<.05 indicate the chances are 95 out of 100 that the difference is genuine, not a matter of chance.  Those shown as p<.01 indicate the changes are 99 out of 100 that the differences are real, and those shown as p<.001 indicate the changes are 999 out of 1,000 that the differences are genuine.  These indicate the confidence we can place that the changes are real rather than by chance. 

Table 2

Significance of Changed Activities Between Pre-ENVoY and Post-ENVoY

	Observation
	Pre-ENVoY Observations
	Non-Coached
	Coached

	
	
	Post-ENVoY Means 
	p  Pre with Non-coached
	Post-ENVoY Means 
	p

Pre- with Coached

	When asked to pay attention,

1. Majority of students stop what they are doing and pay attention in less than 5 seconds.
	2.06
	2.36
	p<.01
	2.74
	p<.001

	When teaching,

2. Many different students are given a chance to answer questions.
	2.41
	2.50
	
	2.56
	

	3. Students know what response is expected from them.
	2.09
	2.63
	p<.05
	2.64
	p<.01

	Transition to seatwork:

4. Before beginning seatwork, students are given visual instructions on board or poster.
	2.14
	1.92
	
	2.54
	p<.01

	5. After looking at visual instructions, students are given a chance to ask questions about the assignment.
	1.33
	1.64
	
	1.76
	

	6. Students immediately settle down and go to work.
	2.58
	2.54
	
	2.63
	

	7. Students can look at visual instructions for assignments any time they forget what to do.
	1.06
	0.96
	
	1.84
	p<.001

	During seatwork:

8. Quiet working-or productive “hum” of group work.
	2.58
	2.68
	
	2.83
	p<.05

	9. Students who need help get it.
	2.26
	2.52
	
	2.86
	p<.001

	In general:

10. Students are able to concentrate on work (environment free of distractions).
	3.61
	4.33
	p<.001
	4.67
	p<.001


Table 2 includes the mean scores for pre- and post observations and the confidence levels for those comparisons that were statistically significant.  Both coached and non-coached teachers made significant gains, based on pre- and post-observations of #10, Students are able to concentrate on work (environment free of distractions).  

The coached teachers made statistically significant improvements on seven of the ten scales.  No statistical change occurred in three activities; however, there were increases in each but they were not statistically significant.  The three non-significant observations were #2, Many different students are given a chance to answer questions; #5, After looking at visual instructions, students are given a chance to ask questions about the assignment; and #6, Students immediately settle down and go to work.


Four changes for coached teachers were highly significant: #1, Majority of students stop what they are doing and pay attention in less than 5 seconds; #7, After looking at visual instructions, students are given a chance to ask questions about the assignment; #9, Students who need help get it; and #10, Students are able to concentrate on work (environment free of distractions).  Two other observations suggested strong changes in practice that were statistically significant: #3, Students know what response is expected from them; and #4, Before beginning seatwork, students are given visual instructions on board or poster.


Non-coached teachers actually decreased their performance in the post-observations on two items: #4, Before beginning seatwork, students are given visual instructions on board or poster; and #7, Students can look at visual instructions for assignments any time they forget what to do; however, neither decrease was statistically significant.  With other groups or a larger sample, these might not be negative changes; that is, they were not statistically significant and therefore can be attributed to chance.  Non-coached teachers made significant gains in three areas: #10, Students are able to concentrate on work (environment free of distractions); #1 Majority of students stop what they are doing and pay attention in less than 5 seconds; and #3 Students know what response is expected from them.

Effectiveness of Coaching


The third question in the study was, “To what extent did teachers who had been coached demonstrate more effective ENVoY processes than non-coached teachers?”  To highlight these differences, data from Table C are synthesized in Table 3.

Table 3

Significance of Post-ENVoY Activities Between Coached and Non-coached Teachers

	Observation
	Mean
	p

	
	Non-coached Teachers
	Coached Teachers
	

	When asked to pay attention,

1. Majority of students stop what they are doing and pay attention in less than 5 seconds.
	2.06
	2.74
	

	When teaching,

2. Many different students are given a chance to answer questions.
	2.41
	2.56
	

	3. Students know what response is expected from them.
	2.09
	2.64
	

	Transition to seatwork:

4. Before beginning seatwork, students are given visual instructions on board or poster.
	2.14
	2.54
	p<.001

	5. After looking at visual instructions, students are given a chance to ask questions about the assignment.
	1.33
	1.76
	

	6. Students immediately settle down and go to work.
	2.58
	2.63
	

	7. Students can look at visual instructions for assignments any time they forget what to do.
	1.06
	1.84
	p<.001

	During seatwork:

8. Quiet working or productive “hum” of group work.
	2.58
	2.83
	

	9. Students who need help get it.
	2.26
	2.86
	p<.01

	In general:

10. Students are able to concentrate on work (environment free of distractions).
	3.61
	4.67
	



The processes of coached teachers were more effective than non-coached teachers for three observations: #4, Before beginning seatwork, students are given visual instructions on board or poster; #7, Students can look at visual instructions for assignments any time they forget what to do; and #9 Students who need help get it.  Coached teachers’ practices were more effective for all ten items than non-coached teachers, but only three were significantly higher.

Ratios of Students on Task When Observed


The fourth question in the study was, “To what extent were students “on task,” that is, actively engaged in learning activities?”  Observers counted the number of students in a classroom and the number who were “on task,” that is, actively engaged in learning.  For example, the ratio 19/22 would indicate that 19 of the 22 students in the classroom were actively engaged in the lesson and recorded as 86% of students were on task when observed.  These ratios were analyzed by an ANOVA to determine if there were significant differences between pre- and post-ENVoY-coached and pre-ENVoY and not coached.  These results are included in Table 4.

Table 4

ANOVA for Percentage of Students on Task, Engaged in Learning

	Observation
	Pre- ENVoY

(n=40)
	Post-ENVoY
	F
	p

	
	
	Not Coached (n=50)
	Coached   (n=94)
	
	

	
	Mean
	SD
	Mean
	SD
	Mean
	SD
	
	

	Percentage of Students on Task, engaged in Learning
	56.4
	29.9
	82.6+++,#
	25.5
	92.3***
	12.9
	39.922
	<.001


Pre vs. Not Coached
+++p = <0.001

Pre vs. Coached 
***p = <0.001

Not Coached vs. Coached 
    #p = <0.05


When pre-ENVoY ratios of students on task were compared independently with post-ENVoY coached and non-coached classrooms, the differences were statistically significant at p<.001.  Mean pre-ENVoY ratios were 56.4 while post-ENVoY scores were 82.6 and 92.3, indicating that a greater proportion of students were actively working on lessons following introduction of ENVoY.  A second part of the ANOVA analysis compared non-coached teachers’ classrooms with coached teachers’ classrooms.  The difference was significant at the p<.05 level favoring those who were coached (92.3) over non-coached teachers (82.6).

Section II

Qualitative Assessment of ENVoY


In addition to quantitative assessment, qualitative evaluations and illustrations of the impact of ENVoY are evident in statements by ENVoY staff and elementary and middle school teachers.  Some of these that illustrate the outcomes of the program are included in this section.


The successes of ENVoY do not just occur; they result from comprehensive early train​ing, perseverance by the coach, and commitment by the teacher.  Success breeds success, and the early small advances, accompanied by encouragement by the coach and school principal, lead to greater changes.  In reflecting on the past year, Mary Yenik summa​rized the early stages of the program.  She had visited all 24 teachers in a middle school in September, many twice.  They had participated in the ENVoY workshop and were in the initial stages of implementation.  


On the first visit, 3 out of 24 teachers were systematically demonstrating the skills from the workshop.   Most demonstrated one or more of the non-verbal skills in an apparently “unconscious competence” manner at some point during the observation.  Although a skill may have been present for just a few seconds, the ENVoY coach made a note of the (accidental?) use of non-verbal management skill and reinforced it in feed​back session immediately after the observation.  Most teachers were surprised at their own successful use of certain skills; all were appreciative of the positive comments.  


Two teachers went so far as to ask that feedback be shared with their principal – both teachers expressed their feeling that they were considered as needing remedial work in management. This was done.  Note:  Both of these teachers demonstrated uneven implementation over the course of the coaching series—sometimes things were going well and occasionally it seemed as if little had changed.  Old habits…


On the second visit, more students were engaged in learning tasks as more teachers were consciously using some of the skills, particularly the all-important visual directions.  Still, the culture is more auditory than visual, with most instructions given verbally.  Students who don't get it the first time they hear an instruction either ask the teacher to repeat or they fail to do the work.  On the positive side, students in several classes were able to do seatwork without being distracted by loud talking or other disrup​tions by the teacher.  It seems to require many encouraging reminders for teachers to shift to a more visual learning environment, one in which students and teachers can refer to posted instructions as needed and in which students can focus on completing their work successfully. 

 


By the end of September, some teachers had begun to demonstrate an ability to use one of the two most important non-verbals, the pause.  For example, one first-year teacher learned to stand perfectly still and silent after releasing students to do an assign​ment until all students were on task.  Only then did he move (slowly) to assist students who needed extra help.  This was dramatically different from the situation at first obser​vation when some students never did settle into the assignment and begin working.  


By mid-October, this young science teacher's students had learned to settle down immediately and begin working, even when coming in from their high-energy lunch break in the middle of class.  As the teacher became more still during transitions, and the teaching became more visual, more time was spent on the science curriculum; almost no time wasted in management.  (Yanik, M. S., personal communication, July 16, 2007).

This account illustrates two important concepts: (1) teachers do not automatically implement new procedures, particularly comprehensive ones related to classroom management, as a result of a short workshop; (2) initial implementation is usually tentative, partial, and often unsuccessful; (3) students also must learn and use new management proce​dures consistently for them to become part of their behavior patterns; and (4) hands-on assistance by trained and committed coaches are vital to continued use of new management procedures.

ENVoY trainer Adrian Bunn described her experience with ENVoY that seems to capture the essence and power of ENVoY.

When I started using and sharing ENVoY’s influence approach of classroom management with my students and colleagues, I began to realize that I’d finally found a systematic and respectful way to keep students on task, maximize their potential for learning, and lower my stress level.  What more could a teacher ask for?  Attendance improved, relationships developed, and misbehavior decreased dramatically. 

After 7 years of using and training ENVoY, I am no longer amazed at its results.  It is a “certainty” that it works well when applied correctly!  Every time I hear from someone who has taken the 7 Gems to their classroom, the stories are the same . . . always positive and rejuvenating for the teacher.   That is why I am passionate about the possibilities for classroom management in this educational era, when power no longer is effective with students and so much is at stake with standardized testing.

Teachers may have been using some of the Gems but in an unconscious and unsystematic way, but ENVoY provides an approach that can be systematized and become part of the teacher’s repertoire.  

By November, Mary Yenik was committed to the follow-up of the ENVoY work​shop for teachers by trained coaches.  

More that ever, I am convinced that the follow-up implementation support is essential.  The skills work; they are not something thought up by a few good teachers but rather are the distillation of results from Grinder’s observations in 6,000 classrooms.  Seven simple “gems” of classroom management.  But presenting the skills in a workshop alone with no follow-up means that only a small percentage of the teachers will actually use the skills.  Their plates are so full….  

Debera Balthazar, Principal of Rhoads Elementary School, provided a vision of the program from the principal’s perspective.

You see a difference in the classroom.  Now, some of my children are hard sells.  It takes more than just a verbal command for them to respond and then react.  Because like I say, they are used to you telling them over and over: telling them, then telling them louder, and telling them louder until you are screaming.  And I’ve told the teachers, ‘That’s just like wrestling with a pig; you get dirty, they love it.  So we need to think of another way.  It’s gone well with the teachers who have implemented it.”  (Interview, April 26, 2007).

Later in the interview, Dr. Balthazar described the value of coaching.  

...a lot of times when you attend a staff development or an in-service or whatever, you come back to the school and you do the same things you’ve always done.  And you might really think, “Oh, this is a really good strategy.  It might really work.”  But if you are not encouraged to use it, and if you are not expected to be called to the carpet, or nobody’s looking for it, nobody’s encouraging you, telling you, “This will work if you just try it.  Try it!  It will work,” you need to go back to what you’ve always done.  And I think the coaching has been very valuable because it encouraged the teachers who were going to try it anyway to continue to try to use it, and it encouraged the ones who were skeptical about it to try it.

Several descriptions of consultants and coaches provide other indications of the power of the program.

Illustration #1.  Visit One to a 7th grade math teacher.  No evidence of positive relationship with any student. None.  In conversation during her break, the teacher said she didn't know how to establish relationships but that it was something she wanted to learn.  Over the course of coaching, she willingly visited other classrooms in which positive student-teacher relationships existed.  She tried out the skills and was encouraged and acknowledged for her progress.  By early May, she was breathing well, smiling easily, and enjoying teaching.  The keys to her success were 1) personal encour​agement along with focused skill reinforcement, and 2) increased collaboration with experienced teachers via conversations and classroom observations.

Illustration #2.  A former college instructor from another country was teaching for the first time in a public school in America.  After seeing an approach to teaching that was 100% power-based—and ineffective at best—the coach wondered if he should be encouraged to seek another profession.  But gradually the new middle school teacher began to use the ENVoY non-verbal skills, especially “Freeze Body” and “Visual Exit Directions” and by the end of the year, things were considerably better.  Students were learning and the teacher was breathing better as the emotional climate of the classroom improved.  The key was convincing the teacher that the skills would actually work; he didn't really believe until he saw it for himself during peer visits, accompanied by the coach.  When he visited other classrooms and saw other teachers interacting with the same children who were unmanageable in his room, he began to believe he could get similar results.

Illustration #3.   One seventh grade teacher works with special needs students in classes of about 20-25.  She not only implemented the non-verbal Influence Approach to keep students on task during seatwork, but she also trained her aide to do the same.   Her consistent use of “high expectations posture,” visual directions, and the Pause conveyed her belief in students' abilities, especially noteworthy because of the below-grade-level academic status of her students.   It was interesting to watch her students running and engaging in horseplay in the hallway as they approached her class and then settle into self-disciplined learning mode the moment they entered her classroom.  The coach witnessed this on 3-4 occasions.

Illustration #4.  A 3rd grade veteran teacher spent most of the semester swamped with papers stacked on her desk and chaos in her room whenever students were asked to do seatwork.  She was hesitant to be coached in the gems because she was a little embar​rassed to have visitors.  She noted her students were impossible to manage (a tough group, she called them) and she was not yet using ENVoY.  Finally, after some of her colleagues told her how it was working for them and told her some of their stories, she agreed to coach and immediately began using Visual EXIT Directions.  Her students suddenly depended on the visual directions, and she managed using them instead of herself.  Suddenly, she had time to clean off her desk!  The more ENVoY she began to use, the less stress she had and the more on-task her students were!  By the end of the semester, she was hosting several visitors, both in and out of her school, to observe ENVoY at work!  She is sold!

Illustration #5.   The principals at Rhoads and Gregg noted they spent much less time with discipline issues that were really simply “management” issues after ENVoY was implemented.  They said that gave them more time to visit classrooms and work in a positive manner with teachers!  Fewer parents complained … fewer office referrals!

Why have teachers embraced ENVoY?  Six testimonials from teachers using ENVoY for the first time provided by Adrian Bunn suggest the reasons:

“I just love the less talking management style and use of body language and visuals.  Now I am more aware of using purposeful body language…and my students continue to respond to it.”

“ENVoY gives me more time to teach and avoids my wasting time with unnecessary verbal interactions.”

“I love the way I save my energy for teaching.  Now I don’t get so tired.  ENVoY changed my life.”

“ENVoY taught me to talk less and be more visual.  What I like most is that my students have become more focused and self-motivated learners.”

“I save time now when I manage with ENVoY.  The non-verbal’s are easy for my students to understand, and going visual helps them understand exactly what I want.  ENVoY saves my voice, simplifies my life, avoids chaos and it just works!”

“My students really respond well to the Exit Directions and Raise Your Hand gems.  These new techniques are well worth the time to learn.”

Kathy Mitchell made three recommendations for continuing ENVoY in elementary and middle schools:

1. Periodic checks with teachers in the school who are serving as coaches to support them and their efforts.

2. Regular contact with the principal to determine if teachers who were coached continue to use ENVoY.

3. Consider conducting mini-workshops to reinforce ENVoY skills with teachers and gain feedback on their implementation of skills.

Section III

Change in School Achievement


Changes in school achievement, while not directly related to ENVoY, make interest​ing comparisons.  These were analyzed, based on the question, “To what extent did the TAKS scores increase in 2007 when compared with 2006?”  These data are summarized for 2006 before ENVoY and in 2007 after a year’s implementation.  The TAKS Comparisons are summarized in Tables 5 for the four elementary schools and in Table 6 for the three middle schools.

Table 5

TAKS Comparisons for 2006-2007, Four Elementary Schools

	School
	3rd Grade
	4th Grade
	5th Grade

	Year
	2006
	2007
	2006
	2007
	2006
	2007

	Gregg Elem
	
	
	
	
	
	

	    Reading
	89
	96
	49
	73
	57
	76

	    Math
	81
	57
	56
	82
	61
	95

	    Writing
	
	
	94
	97
	
	

	    Science
	
	
	
	
	60
	95

	Codwell Elem
	
	
	
	
	
	

	    Reading
	83
	99
	76
	85
	82
	100

	    Math
	72
	86
	81
	80
	70
	96

	    Writing
	
	
	88
	90
	
	

	    Science
	
	
	
	
	79
	99

	Rhoads Elementary
	
	
	
	
	
	

	    Reading
	57
	74
	55
	64
	65
	86

	    Math
	53
	50
	60
	69
	66
	61

	    Writing
	
	
	83
	90
	
	

	    Science
	
	
	
	
	53
	70

	Montgomery Elementary
	
	
	
	
	
	

	    Reading
	82
	94
	79
	88
	74
	89

	    Math
	76
	90
	84
	88
	91
	92

	    Writing
	
	
	98
	98
	
	

	    Science
	
	
	
	
	75
	85

	TAKS No. Increased 
	
	6
	
	10
	
	11

	TAKS No. Decreased
	
	2
	
	1
	
	1

	TAKS No. Same
	
	0
	
	1
	
	



Of the 32 pairs of TAKS scores for elementary schools, 27 (84%) increased between 2006 and 2007 and 4 decreased (13%).  


Table 6 includes comparisons of TAKS for middle schools.

Table 6

TAKS Comparisons for 2006-2007, Three Middle Schools

	School
	6th Grade
	7th Grade
	8th Grade

	Year
	2006
	2007
	2006
	2007
	2006
	2007

	Attucks Middle
	
	
	
	
	
	

	    Reading
	76
	79
	64
	63
	80
	81

	    Math
	57
	59
	51
	43
	47
	58

	    Writing
	
	
	85
	85
	
	

	    Social St.
	
	
	
	
	66
	75

	    Science
	
	
	
	
	40
	38

	Hartman Middle
	
	
	
	
	
	

	    Reading
	81
	84
	64
	73
	83
	84

	    Math
	58
	58
	55
	51
	66
	61

	    Writing
	
	
	80
	83
	
	

	    Social St.
	
	
	
	
	90
	82

	    Science
	
	
	
	
	60
	45

	Thomas Middle
	
	
	
	
	
	

	    Reading
	57
	74
	55
	64
	65
	86

	    Math
	35
	44
	35
	52
	42
	73

	    Writing
	
	
	78
	90
	
	

	    Social St.
	
	
	
	
	65
	84

	    Science
	
	
	
	
	34
	44

	TAKS No. Increased 
	
	5
	
	5
	
	8

	TAKS No. Decreased
	
	0
	
	3
	
	4

	TAKS No. Same
	
	1
	
	1
	
	0



Of 27 comparisons for middle schools, 18 were positive (66%); that is, TAKS scores were higher in 2007 than in 2006.  Math scores were consistently lower than reading, writing, and social studies, regardless of school or grade level.  Eighth grade science scores, however, were even lower than mathematics.

Section IV

Study of Teacher Efficacy


This section of the study, completed in May 2006 and included in a previous report, was of teacher efficacy, which has been shown to be characteristic of effective teachers.  Efficacy is defined by Webster as “power to produce effects or intended results; effectiveness.”  Teachers with strong perceptions of self efficacy perceive themselves to be in greater control of their classrooms and themselves.  At the other end of the scale, teachers who perceive themselves as having very little power or control over their environment, their students, or themselves tend to have very low self efficacy.  This characteristic is particularly important in middle schools where students are typically unsure of themselves and their relation with the world.  This study was designed to determine if teachers who are engaged in a study of classroom management called ENVoY will improve their perception of their power in the school and in their classrooms.

Teachers in four schools were asked to complete a Teacher Efficacy Survey in August 2006 as a Benchmark of their perceptions of their efficacy as a teacher.  To what extent did they feel empowered to direct their classrooms?  Teachers were asked to respond to seven statements on a 6-point scale:

1. Strongly Agree

2. Moderately Agree

3. Agree slightly more than disagree

4. Disagree slightly more than agree

5. Moderately Disagree

6. Strongly Disagree

Three statements were negative indicators of teacher efficacy (numbers 1, 2, and 7) while four statements (number 3, 4, 5, and 6) were positive correlates of teacher efficacy.  Before analyzing data from their surveys, all negative statements were transformed so that higher scores could be interpreted as greater teacher efficacy.  The data in Table 3 could then be interpreted as:

6.
Strong Perception of Self Efficacy

5.
Moderate Perception of Self Efficacy

4.
Slight Perception of Self Efficacy

3.
Slight Perception of Powerlessness Disagree slightly more than agree

2.
Moderate Perception of Powerlessness

1.
Strong Perception of Powerlessness

Table 7 displays these transformed ratings of efficacy by question and by school.  Means of 6.00 represent the strongest teacher efficacy and means of 1.00 the weakest self efficacy or strongest perception of powerlessness as a teacher.

Table 7: 

Perceptions of Efficacy by Teachers in Four Schools

	Scale Statements
	Attucks

(n = 24)
	Woodson & Rhodes (n = 80)
	Thomas  (n = 43)
	Total

(n = 147)

	1. The amount a student can learn is primarily related to family background.        
	4.38
	4.20
	4.07
	4.19

	2. If students aren’t disciplined at home, they aren’t likely to accept any discipline.
	3.25
	2.65
	2.98
	2.84

	3. When I really try, I can get through to most difficult students.
	4.87
	4.80
	4.70
	4.78

	4. If a student did not remember information I gave in a previous lesson, I would know how to increase his/her retention in the next lesson.
	4.50
	4.77
	4.51
	4.65

	5. If a student in my class becomes disruptive and noisy, I feel assured that I know some techniques to redirect him/her quickly.
	5.21
	4.89
	4.93
	4.95

	6. I really try hard; I can get through to even the most difficult or unmotivated students.
	4.71
	4.59
	4.74
	4.65

	7. When it comes right down to it, a teacher really can’t do much because most of a student’s motivation and performance depends on his or her home environment.
	4.88
	4.15
	4.28
	4.31

	Total Efficacy Score (1, 2, 7 scored negative; 3, 4, 5 positive)
	4.54
	4.29
	4.32
	4.34


In interpreting Table 7, the higher the rating, the stronger the perception of efficacy.  Mean ratings between 1.0 and 3.5 indicated negative perceptions of efficacy or power while those between 3.5 and 6.0 indicated positive perceptions of efficacy.  This is illustrated in Figure 1 below.

Figure 1

Interpreting Teacher Efficacy Scores

	1. Strong Perception of Powerlessness
	2. Moderate Perception of Powerlessness
	3. Slight Perception of Powerlessness
	4. Slight Perception of Self Efficacy
	5. Moderate Perception of Self Efficacy
	6. Strong Perception of Self Efficacy
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The mean rating for all schools was 4.34 on a 6-point scale.  Since the maximum mean on this instrument is 6.0, only 1.64 scale points is open for improvement.  Teachers’ self-ratings may already be reaching the “glass ceiling.”  This may limit the effectiveness of this instrument in demonstrating change in teacher efficacy based on ENVoY instruction.  The instrument was not administered to teachers at the end of the period, and thus this hypothesis cannot be tested.

Each statement in the survey was analyzed to determine the extent to which teachers considered themselves more powerful (professional efficacy) or less so, illustrated below in Figure 2.
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The four highest rated statements were all related to the teachers’ role in the class​room   (# 3, 4, 5, and 6) while the lowest rated statements related to home life, parents, and home environment.

The lowest rating for the seven statements was number 2.  Teachers believed that discipline at home was critical to students accepting discipline at school and teachers had less authority if parents did not discipline their children.  The other statements were greater than 3.5, indicating some perception of efficacy by teachers.  

Section V

Findings, Conclusions and Recommendations

Findings from the Study


The following findings from the study provide the synthesized data.  They are organ​ized into four parts: quantitative studies, qualitative studies, teacher efficacy, and standardized test results.

Quantitative Studies

1. The highest rated scale on both pre-observations and post-observations was #8, Quiet working or productive “hum” of group work, along with, #9 that was slightly higher on the post-observa​tion for coached teachers, Students who need help get it.  

2. The least observed items on the pre-observation were #5, After looking at visual instructions, students are given a chance to ask questions about the assignment, followed by #7, Students can look at visual instructions for assignments any time they forget what to do.  

3. Both coached and non-coached teachers made significant gains in #10, Students are able to concentrate on work (environment free of distractions).

4. The coached teachers made statistically significant improvements on seven of the ten scales. 

	1. Majority of students stop what they are doing and pay attention in less than 5 seconds.
	p<.001

	3. Students know what response is expected from them.
	p<.01

	4. Before beginning seatwork, students are given visual instructions on board or poster.
	p<.01

	7. Students can look at visual instructions for assignments any time they forget what to do.
	p<.001

	8. Quiet working or productive “hum” of group work.
	p<.05

	9. Students who need help get it.
	p<.001

	10. Students are able to concentrate on work (environment free of distractions).
	p<.001


5. Significant changes in non-coached teachers occurred in three of the ten ENVoY practices.  Coached teachers also made significant gains in these three practices.

	1. Majority of students stop what they are doing and pay attention in less than 5 seconds.
	p<.01

	3. Students know what response is expected from them.
	p<.05

	10. Students are able to concentrate on work (environment free of distractions).

Note: all three significant gains for non-coached teachers were also significant for coached teachers.
	p<.001


6. Teachers who were coached made significantly greater progress than non-coached teachers on three of the ten scales.

	4. Before beginning seatwork, students are given visual instructions on board or poster.
	p<.001

	7. Students can look at visual instructions for assignments any time they forget what to do.
	p<.001

	9. Students who need help get it.
	p<.01


7. A greater proportion of students were “on task,” that is, they were actively engaged in learning activities following ENVoY than before it.

Qualitative Studies

8. ENVoY success resulted from comprehensive early training by dedicated and knowledgeable ENVoY staff, perseverance by coaches, and commitment by teachers.

9. Initial implementation by teachers is usually tentative, partial, and sometimes unsuccess​ful and must be sustained and supported for longer term benefits.

10. Implementing ENVoY requires students to learn and practice new behavioral patterns.

11. Hands-on support by a trained and committed coach strengthens a new practice.

12. On the post-observation, a greater proportion of students in coached teachers’ classrooms were on task than in non-coached teachers’ classrooms.

Teacher Efficacy

13. Teachers reflected slight to moderate positive perceptions of efficacy (empowerment).

14. The strongest efficacy ratings of teachers were on items related to teacher behavior in the classroom while the weakest were related to parent and community relations.

Standardized Test Results

15. Eighty-four percent (84%) of TAKS scores (27 of 32) were higher in 2007 than in 2006 in the four elementary schools.

16. Two-thirds of TAKS scores (18 of 27) were higher in 2007 than in 2006 in the three middle schools.

Conclusions


Two major conclusions can be drawn from the year-long study of ENVoY’s impact on classroom strategies in inner-city elementary and middle schools.

1. ENVoY resulted in positive changes in teacher classroom management procedures. 

2. Coached teachers implemented ENVoY to a greater extent than non-coached teachers.

Six other conclusions from the study can also be drawn.  These are listed below as Conclusions 3-8.  These conclusions draw out more specific information on the changes that occurred as a result of ENVoY training and coaching.

3. Three practices were higher after ENVoY training for both coached and non-coached teachers, indicating that teachers were practicing classroom management differently as a result of training and coaching.  The three environments were: When asked to pay atten​tion, students stop; Students know what response is appropriate; and Environment is free of distractions.

4. Some management settings are more likely to be observed in compressed environmental scans and thus more likely to have higher means (e.g., #10, The environment is free of distractions and #8, a quietly working “hum” in the room).  Both of these classroom environments could be expected to be evident most of the time and thus visible and heard when observing for short periods, while the least observed practice, #6 After visual instruction, students have a chance to ask questions, is evident only at certain times. 

5. Teachers who were coached created environments that had fewer distractions than non-coached teachers.  Coached teachers (a) tended to give visual instructions before assigning seatwork; (b)when their students did not know what to do next, they tended to look for posted visual assignments rather than verbally ask directions; and (c) students who need help tended to get it. 

6. Teachers particularly appreciated the non-verbal protocols in ENVoY and the freedom and flexibility they gave them.  This reduced unnecessary oral interactions, saved teacher energy, and students tended to understand what to do better.  

7. While not directly related to the implementation of ENVoY, 84% of TAKS scores in elementary schools and 66% in middle schools increased between 2006 and 2007. 

8. Teacher Efficacy was stronger when dealing with school related issues than those related to homes and parents.

Recommendations 

1. A professional development experience for all teachers in classroom management during regularly scheduled school times is vital for initial implementation.  

2. Follow-up implementation support by a trained coach is essential to the success of a new management system.

3. While years of experience does not preclude implementation of ENVoY, for some teachers it is more difficult to implement.  They have relied on practices for years that worked for them, though sometimes not as well as anticipated, and new and untried practices challenge their concepts of themselves as teachers.  Contrary to traditional practice that provides the greatest support for inexperienced teachers, experienced teachers may need special assistance—assistance that is quietly and humanely provided by understanding coaches who emphasize the importance of their modeling practices for younger teachers.

4. Implement ENVoY practices school-wide to reduce dissidence in students because of varied classroom management practices in different classrooms.

5. Continue ENVoY over a three-year period in an elementary and a middle school to determine if it can change the culture of the school.  Support the effort with coaches and ENVoY specialists.  To what extent does long-term experience with ENVoY change the culture of a school and the perspectives of its students?

Appendix A

Certifying an ENVoY School

Michael Grinder & Associates selects a trained ENVoY coach who comes into 80% of the teachers’ classrooms and verifies that each teacher can perform the 7 Gems. The teacher doesn’t receive any feedback from the coach. The process takes 3-4 minutes: When the coach enters the room the teacher is in the Seatwork phase of a lesson:

· goes to the front,

· gets the class’ attention,

· makes a tangential announcement,

· asks if there are any questions,

· releases the class

· then approaches a student who is off-task but capable of doing the work

Teacher: ____________________________ School:________________ Date:______

Coach: _________________________

When Getting the Class’s Attention:


“Freeze Body” (page 14)


___ The teacher stands still


“ABOVE (Pause) Whisper” (page 18)


___ The teacher initially has a voice just above the class’ volume,



___ pauses with a frozen hand gesture



___ and then lowers voice to a whisper for one or two sentences

When Teaching:


“Raise Your Hand vs. Speak Out” (page 22)


___ The teachers non-verbally requests the class to listen to the teacher:



___ e.g., credible voice pattern



___ e.g., palm down or stop sign hand gesture


___ The teacher says and models “Raise Your Hand”,



___ then just models,



___ and then does not model and the students still raise their hands.

___ The teacher says and models (i.e., palm up and fingers curl towards the teacher) when the class is to “Speak Out” without raising their hands.

When Transitioning into Seatwork


“Exit Directions” (page 28)


__ The teacher visually shows as well as says what the directions are.

___ The teacher asks (the teacher models, “Raise Your Hand”) if there are any questions about the directions.


“Most Important Twenty Seconds” (page 32)


___ The teacher releases the class and then stands still.

[Kindergarten teachers are excused from this requirement; First Grade teachers have this as an optional choice; Second Grade teachers are required in first semester to wait for 10 seconds and in the second semester 20 seconds; all other grades are required to wait 20 seconds.]

___ The teacher non-verbally communicates with students to wait for a while before the teachers helps individual students. Teachers are encouraged, but not required, to stand in a hula hoop during this time.

During Seatwork:


“OFF/Neutral/ON” (page 34) and “The Influence Approach” (page 38)

___ When approaching a student who is mildly off-task but capable of doing the work, the teacher walks slowly when approaching student.


___ The teacher attempts to be at the student’s side or, at most, 90˚

___ The teacher looks either at the student’s deskwork or somewhere other than the student’s face.


___ The teacher stops when the student shifts from off-task to “neutral”

___ If the student starts to go back to off-task or never shifts from off-task to neutral, the teacher adds some non-verbal components from the Power Approach:


___ in front of student


___ eye contact


___ physically closer


___ minimal sounds/words (e.g., whisper the student’s name)

___ Once the student starts to shift to neutral the teacher immediately returns to the Influence approach:


___ on the side of the student


___ looks at the student’s desk work


___ is physically farther away.


___ The teacher remains still while the student progresses from “neutral” to on-task

___ The teacher leaves the student slowly and, if possible, in such a manner that the student can’t easily see the teacher.

Appendix B Observation Guide

When asked to pay attention:

Majority of students stop what they are doing        ___
___ 
___

and pay attention in less than 5 seconds                   No                       Sometimes
  Yes

During a lesson by teacher:

Many different students are given a chance to answer questions.                                                   

                1


2

3

          One or two students

A few

Many students


Students know what response is expected from them during a lesson by teacher.  

For example, are they to listen quietly?  Raise hand before answering?  Call out answers?

                1


2

3

      Students don’t know

Often 

Expectations clear

      May guess “wrong”

 clear 

to all students

Transition to seatwork:

Before beginning seatwork, students are given visual instructions on board or poster.  


___

 ___                                              ____

 
No--oral instructions only                 Some visual     

       Yes

After looking at visual instructions, students are given a chance to ask questions about the assignment. Answers to their questions added to visual instructions.

                1


     2

3

        No chance

Sometimes

Student questions invited;

          to ask

                               questions invited 
                      answers posted 

Students immediately settle down and get to work.

                1


2

3

           Very few

  Some

All students begin work

           begin right away

  (about ___%)

within 20 seconds

Students can look up at visual instructions for assignment any time they forget what to do.        


___
___            ___

                                                             No                          Partially               Yes

During seatwork:

Quiet working or productive “hum” of group work.

                1


2

3


Sounds of

Some kids working,
Even volume among

   chaos


some socializing or ___ groups 

Students who need help get it.

             1


2

3


           None            

Some

  Yes

In General:

Students are able to concentrate on work (environment free of distractions from work by teacher or other students).

             1

2
3
4
5


              No.

at times
usually
almost
Calmness prevails.

           (Work is


always
Any issues handled


          disrupted.)



productive          without disrupting other kids      

Optional:  Number of students on task, engaged in learning  ____    out of ____  

Appendix C

ANOVA Table for Observed Classroom Environments Prior to and Following the ENVoY Intervention

	Observation
	Pre- ENVoY

(n=95)
	Post-ENVoY
	F
	p

	
	
	No Coached (n=53)
	Coached   (n=99)
	
	

	
	Mean
	SD
	Mean
	SD
	Mean
	SD
	
	

	1. When asked to pay attention, s stop
	2.06

(n=32)
	0.98
	2.36

(n=28)
	0.83
	2.74***

(n=57)
	0.52
	8.745
	<.001

	2. Many different s chance to answer
	2.41

(n=34)
	0.78
	2.50

(n=16)
	0.73
	2.56

(n=34)
	0.56
	.679
	>.05

	3. S know what response is appropriate
	2.09

(n=33)
	0.90
	2.63+

(n=16)
	0.48
	2.64**

(n=39)
	0.54
	7.548
	<.01

	4. Before seatwork, visual instructions
	2.14

(n=37)
	0.89
	1.92###

(n=26)
	0.89
	2.54**

(n=65)
	0.72
	6.222
	<.01

	5. After visual instruction, s chance to?
	1.33

(n=9)
	0.71
	1.64

(n=11)
	0.79
	1.76

(n=21)
	0.83
	.973
	>.05

	6. S immediately go to work
	2.58

(n=19)
	0.61
	2.54

(n=13)
	0.78
	2.63

(n=27)
	0.57
	.099
	>.05

	7. S look at visual assignment if not know
	1.06

(n=47)
	1.26
	0.96###

(n=25)
	1.21
	1.84***

(n=60)
	1.36
	11.810
	<.001

	8. Quiet working-“hum”
	2.58

(n=60)
	0.62
	2.68

(n=41)
	0.57
	2.83*

(n=81)
	0.38
	3.998
	<.05

	9. S who need help get it
	2.26

(n=43)
	0.66
	2.52##

(n=29)
	0.63
	2.86***

(n=59)
	0.43
	14.909
	<.001

	10. Environment free of distractions
	3.61

(n=71)
	1.44
	4.33+++

(n=49)
	1.00
	4.67***

(n=89)
	0.62
	20.891
	<.001


Pre vs. No Coached
+p = <0.05,
 ++p<0.01, 
+++p = <0.001

Pre vs. Coached 
*p = <0.05, 
**P<0.01,
***p = <0.001

No Coached vs. Coached 
#p = <0.05,
 ##p<0.01, 
###p = <.001
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Figure 2


Teacher Efficacy by Individual Statements
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