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A Study of LSCI in a School Setting
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This study explores the effects of Life Space Crisis Intervention (LSCI) training on school personnel
and the students they serve. The goal of the study was to evaluate how L5CI was being used by staff
and whether interventions reduced school-wide disciplinary refervals. Results showed that LSCI was
used frequently by trained school personnel from both special and alternative education and regular
education settings. LSCl-trained educators were less likely to use coercive student managentent
strategies, and referrals for common misbehaviors declined. Focus group responses demonstrated
improved teacher-student relationships and a proactive approach fo addressing student problems. The
results suggest that personnel from all departments can benefit from L5CI as a means to improve
inferactions, reduce coercive discipline methods, and decrease referrals for disciplinary action.

recent survey sponsored by the US.

Department of Education’s National

Center for Education Statistics found that

among classroom teachers with three or
fewer years of experience, only 54% felt that they
were well prepared to manage student behavior in
the classroom (Lewis, Parsad, Carey, Bartfai, Farris,
& Smerdon, 1999). Many teachers feel ill equipped to
address their students’ psychosocial needs (Merrett
& Wheldall, 1993) and must learn strategies “on the
job.” The current climate of “zero tolerance” could
potentially fill this gap and give rise to more punitive
discipline—a strategy that does not make schools
safer (Skiba & Peterson, 2000). Alternatively, reclaim-
ing or restorative schools adopt a philosophy that is
student-centered and promotes a positive school
climate (Baker & Bridger, 1997; Farner, 2002; Long &
Fecser, 2001; Skiba & Peterson, 2000),

One positive approach to problem students is pre-
sented by Life Space Crisis Intervention (LSCI)
{Long, Wood, & Fecser, 2001). LSCI is a competency-
based approach to communicating with students
who are experiencing emotional, psychological, or
behavioral disruption in personal ecology or “life
space” (e.g., family, friends, school, etc.). School per-
sonnel become more aware of the causes of conflict

cycles and gain specific strategies to manage crises
more constructively (Long, Wood, & Fecser, 2001).
School personnel who feel that they have the skills to
deal with students in crisis are less likely to refer the
student to a counselor or principal (Baker & Bridger,
1997). The goals of this study were to 1) explore the
impact of LSCI training on performance of school
personnel, and 2) evaluate how exposure to LSCI
strategies impacted student behavior.

Purpose of the Study

Unlike previous studies that focused only on the
effects of LSCI on student behavior, this study also
evaluated the effects of LSCI on those who were
trained. Participants were teachers, aides, coun-
selors, and administrators from a rural Pennsylvania
middle school and high school who volunteered to
receive LSCI training,.

The first objective of this study was to explore
whether L5CI was a viable skill for various staff in
the school setting. Most prior studies focused on
educators who work with special populations of dis-
ruptive students (Dawson, 2003; DeMagistris &
Imber, 1980; Grskovic & Goetze, 2005 Naslund,
1987). Staff in this study came from across the school
system including regular education, special educa-
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tion, alternative education, school resource officers,
counselors, principals, and other staff. We were
interested in evaluating the frequency and scope of
L5CI interventions employed by this diverse staff.
We also studied the type of LSCI intervention used
with students presenting behavioral issues.

The second objective of this study was to evaluate
whether LSCI strategies for addressing misbehavior
would reduce the need for referring students to the
principal for disciplinary action. Since LSCI offers a
proactive, rather than reactive, approach to commu-
nicating with students, it was expected that LSCI
training would result in more constructive strategies
for addressing misbehavior. For example, in a recent
study by Dawson (2003), male junior high school
students in a special education classroom with LSCI
trained teachers were compared to students in
another special education classroom without trained
teachers. Students in the L5CI classroom experi-
enced fewer crises, fewer suspensions, and better
attendance by the end of the school year. These find-
ings suggest that when educators feel capable of
addressing students’ needs themselves, students are
more likely to remain in the classroom, feel a sense
of belonging, and make academic gains (Baker &
Bridger, 1997). Such students are less likely to be
referred to the principal for disciplinary action
(Hughes, Barker, Kemenoff, & Hart, 1993).

The final objective of this study was to evaluate the
effectiveness of LSCI as a training tool from the per-
spective of the staff participants. We created a focus
group format to allow them the opportunity to share
their experiences with LSCI and express their opin-
ions about the usefulness of L5Cl in their work with
students throughout the school, not just those who
are troubled. These issues were examined in depth
among a volunteer cohort of faculty, staff, and
administrators in a small rural school district.

Method
Sample

Participants were school personnel from the middle
school and high school of the DuBois Area School
District. DuBois is a rural community in west-central
Pennsylvania that serves 2,400 students in one mid-
dle school and one high school. Training for LSCI
was offered for a cohort of 38 school personnel
beginning in the summer of 2003. Since the middle
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school and high school employ a total of 201 individ-
uals, 19% of the employees were trained. While only
a minority of the total personnel was trained, this was
the first cohort in a multi-year training. The final sam-
ple of 37 participants provided complete data.

The staff sample included 19 females and 18 males.
The average age of the staff who participated was
approximately 40 years with 17 (43%) participants
with 9 or fewer years of experience. Almost all were
White or non-Hispanic (95%) with 61% of the partic-
ipants having obtained a bachelor’s degree and 39%:
a master’s degree.

Measurement and Procedures

Prior approval for the research procedures was
received from the Penn State University Institutional
Review Board for the Protection of Human Subjects.
LSCI was a five-day training that began prior to the
start of the school year (three days of training) and
concluded by the end of the fourth week of classes
(final two days of training). All school personnel
from the middle school and high school who volun-
teered for LSCI training were asked to participate in
the study. The following objectives were evaluated:

Implementation of LSCI. School personnel were asked
to complete an LSCI report after each LSCI interven-
tion. This brief form asked participants to record the
type of LSCI used, the stages of the process that were
completed, the intensity of the crisis (on a scale from
1 to 5, low to high intensity), the length of the inter-
vention in minutes, and a description of the incident
(cf., Naslund, 1987). In a mid-school-year assess-
ment, L5CI participants reported that they complet-
ed a formal LSCI report 56% of the time following an
LSCI. Time constraints limited their ability to
complete the reports; however, 437 reports from 31
participants were submitted over the course of the
school year.'

Strategies for Misbehavior, Prior to training and again
at the end of the school year, participants completed
the Attribution Inventory (Poulou & Norwich, 2000).
Participants were asked to read a vignette about a
disruptive child in the classroom and respond to a
variety of questions about the use of specific strate-
gies to address the misbehavior. Cooperative
strategies were evaluated using a seven-item scale
measuring interventions such as rewarding proso-
cial behavior, counseling with the student, and
involving the child in classroom activities.



Reliability coefficients for the scale, using
Cronbach’s alpha, were adequate at both the pre-
assessment (a = .78) and post-assessment (a = .86).
Coercive strategies were evaluated by two addition-
al questions, one on the use of punishment and
another on the use of threats.

Discipline Referrals. Discipline referrals were assessed
in two ways. First, LSCI participants were asked to
complete a brief feedback questionnaire every two
months throughout the course of the school year. One
of the questions on the feedback questionnaire asked
them to estimate “From 0% to 100%, on average, how
many LSCI interventions resulted in a referral to
someone else (e.g., counselor, principal)?” Although it
was a subjective evaluation of disciplinary referrals,
this question tracked the effects of L5CI on referral
decisions. Second, the descriptions of the incidents
that were recorded on the LSCI report forms provid-
ed information on the types of incidents that were
addressed. The reported incidents were compared to
the record of discipline referrals from each school to
determine if referrals declined for the types of prob-
lems addressed through LSCI.

Participant Feedback. Participants were asked to par-
ticipate in one of two focus groups at the end of the

school year. Half participated in a morning session
and the other half came to an afternoon session. Both
groups were asked questions which included: What
was the most important impact of LSCI on your val-
ues as an educator? What sacred cows (beliefs about
school discipline or misbehavior that are difficult to
change) have been done away with? They were
asked to give an example of a significant impact of
LSCI on a student. The focus group was conducted
by the LSCI trainer and participants were allowed to
interact with one another, share ideas, and offer con-
clusions based on group discussions. Their respons-
es were evaluated by the principal investigator and
grouped into common themes.

Results

Iﬂ;plemenmtiﬂn and Common Issues
Addressed by LSCI

The first objective of this study was to evaluate how
L5CI was being implemented by the trained school
personnel. There were 437 reports returned over the
course of the school year, an average of 14 reports for
each of the 31 participants who returned report
forms. The average intensity of the issues that were

Table 1: The Six Types of LSCI Interventions, Most Common Issues Addressed, and Personnel

Most Likely to Use Intervention

Personnel Most Likely to

Type of Intervention

Common Issues Addressed

use Intervention

Reality Rub: To correct
misperceptions

Failure to complete assignments
Difficult peer relationships
Personal /emotional issues
Problems with teacher/ principal

Alternative /Special Ed. Teacher
Principal
Regular Ed. Teacher

Red Flag: To address power
struggles and outbursts

Personal [ emotional issues

Difficult family issues

Difficult peer relationships
Disruplive classroom behavior
Haostile behavior directed at student

Alternative /Special Ed. Teacher
Principal
Staff

Symptom Estrangement: To confront
unacceptable behavior

Failure to follow instructions
Cutting class
FPersonal /emotional issues

Alternative /Special Ed. Teacher
Principal

Massaging Numb Values: To build
values and encourage self-control

Personal / emotional issues

Alternative /Special Ed. Teacher
Regular Ed. Teacher

MNew Tools: To teach new social/
interpersonal skills

Follow-up on previous L5CI
Academic issues
Hostile behavior directed at student

Regular Ed. Teacher
Alternative /Special Ed. Teacher
Principal

Manipulation of Body Boundaries:
To expose exploitation b}-’ peers

Hostile behavior directed at student
Difficult peer relationships
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