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Abstract: Background: School discipline has evolved from predominantly punitive approaches to alternative frameworks including
restorative justice, Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports (PBIS), and trauma-informed practices, yet significant gaps
remain in understanding their comparative effectiveness, the systemic factors driving persistent disciplinary disparities affecting
marginalized students, and the capacity-building requirements for successful implementation. Objective: This study aimed to
critically examine the effectiveness, equity, and implementation of contemporary school disciplinary practices and develop evidence-
based recommendations for sustainable disciplinary frameworks that promote positive behavioral outcomes, reduce disparities, and
support holistic student development. Methods: A mixed-methods convergent parallel design was conducted over 18 months across
145 public secondary schools (N=8,760 students, 1,450 teachers, 290 administrators), employing quasi-experimental longitudinal
comparisons of schools implementing traditional punitive measures (n=48) versus alternative approaches (restorative justice n=35,
PBIS n=32, trauma-informed n=30), with propensity score matching ensuring group comparability. Results: Alternative
disciplinary approaches significantly outperformed traditional punitive measures with large effect sizes (1?=0.505), reducing
behavioral incidents by approximately 50% (12.4-14.8 vs. 24.7 incidents per school), decreasing repeat offense rates from 42.3% to
18.7-22.5%, and improving student GPAs by 0.35-0.48 points (p<.001 for all comparisons). Conclusion: This study provided robust
evidence that transitioning from punitive to restorative and supportive disciplinary frameworks significantly improves behavioral
and academic outcomes, that persistent disciplinary disparities result entirely from addressable systemic factors rather than student
characteristics, and that successful implementation requires comprehensive capacity-building encompassing high-quality
professional development, strong administrative commitment, adequate resources, and collaborative organizational cultures.
Recommendation: Educational policymakers should mandate the phase-out of predominantly punitive disciplinary practices while
establishing robust implementation support systems including minimum 40 hours initial and 20 hours annual professional
development, dedicated behavioral support personnel, ongoing coaching, and protected planning time

Keywords: school discipline, restorative justice, disciplinary disparities, implementation science, positive behavioral
interventions

Introduction of the Study

Isaac Newton once humbly remarked that he was "like a boy playing on the seashore, diverting myself in now and then finding a
smoother pebble or a prettier shell than ordinary, whilst the great ocean of truth lay all undiscovered before me." This profound
metaphor resonates deeply with contemporary challenges in educational discipline, where educators continually discover small
insights while the vast complexities of effective student behavior management remain largely unexplored (Frey et al., 2022;
Tellmann, 2022). The modern school environment represents an intricate ecosystem where traditional disciplinary approaches
increasingly clash with evolving student needs, diverse learning contexts, and contemporary understandings of child development
(Dolan et al., 2018; Julius & Geofrey, 2025). This study navigates the turbulent waters of school discipline, examining how historical
practices, emerging pedagogical theories, and societal transformations converge to shape current disciplinary frameworks. Like
Newton's endless ocean, the field of school discipline presents infinite depths requiring systematic exploration—from understanding
the root causes of student misconduct to evaluating the long-term impacts of various disciplinary interventions (Kohnke & Ting,
2021; Sadik, 2018). As schools worldwide grapple with rising behavioral challenges, mental health concerns, and calls for restorative
rather than punitive approaches, this research seeks to illuminate pathways toward more effective, equitable, and developmentally
appropriate disciplinary practices that honor both educational outcomes and student dignity (Arthurs, 2019; Cruz et al., 2021).
Background of the Study

School discipline has undergone significant transformation over the past century, evolving from predominantly authoritarian and
punitive models to more nuanced approaches that consider psychological, social, and developmental factors. Traditional disciplinary
systems, characterized by corporal punishment, suspension, and expulsion, have faced increasing criticism for their disproportionate
impact on marginalized students and their failure to address underlying behavioral causes (De¢man & Rep, 2022; Sitopu et al., 2021).
Research has documented the "school-to-prison pipeline," whereby exclusionary discipline practices contribute to academic
disengagement and increased involvement with juvenile justice systems, particularly among minority and economically
disadvantaged students. Concurrently, alternative frameworks such as Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports (PBIS),
restorative justice practices, and trauma-informed approaches have gained traction, promising more constructive outcomes (Mpinga
et al., 2022; Samtani et al., 2020b). However, implementation remains inconsistent, and empirical evidence regarding their
effectiveness across diverse school contexts remains fragmented. The COVID-19 pandemic further complicated disciplinary
landscapes, exposing mental health crises among students and revealing limitations in existing behavioral management systems.

Contemporary educators find themselves at a crossroads, balancing accountability demands, safety concerns, and the imperative to
L./
www.ijeais.org/ijamsr

297



International Journal of Academic Management Science Research (IJAMSR)
ISSN: 2643-900X
Vol. 9 Issue 11 November - 2025, Pages: 297-305

L./
foster inclusive learning environments (Krskova et al., 2021; Lozano et al., 2022). Understanding this complex terrain requires
examining historical trajectories, policy frameworks, cultural contexts, and the lived experiences of students and educators
navigating these disciplinary systems.

Problem Statement

Despite growing awareness of the limitations of traditional punitive discipline and the emergence of alternative approaches, schools
continue to struggle with effectively managing student behavior in ways that are equitable, developmentally appropriate, and
conducive to positive educational outcomes. Current disciplinary practices often result in disproportionate punishment of students
from marginalized communities, interruption of learning through exclusionary measures, and failure to address the underlying causes
of behavioral challenges such as trauma, mental health issues, and systemic inequities (Julius & Godfrey, 2025a, 2025b; Kazaara &
Nancy, 2025). Teachers report feeling inadequately prepared to implement alternative disciplinary frameworks, while administrators
face pressure to maintain order and safety within resource-constrained environments. Furthermore, there exists a significant gap
between research-based best practices and actual implementation in schools, with many institutions defaulting to reactive rather than
proactive behavioral management strategies (Herpratiwi & Tohir, 2022; Samtani et al., 2020a). The lack of comprehensive
understanding regarding which disciplinary approaches work best under specific conditions, for particular student populations, and
within varying school contexts perpetuates cycles of ineffective interventions and wasted resources (Hutson et al., 2022; Kelly et al.,
2023). This study addresses the critical need to bridge the gap between disciplinary theory and practice, examining the multifaceted
factors that influence disciplinary effectiveness and exploring pathways toward more humane, effective, and evidence-based
approaches to school discipline that serve all students equitably while maintaining conducive learning environments.

Main Objective of the Study

To critically examine the effectiveness, equity, and implementation of contemporary school disciplinary practices and develop
evidence-based recommendations for sustainable disciplinary frameworks that promote positive behavioral outcomes, reduce
disparities, and support holistic student development.

Specific Objectives

1. To assess the comparative effectiveness of traditional punitive disciplinary measures versus alternative approaches
(restorative justice, PBIS, trauma-informed practices) in reducing behavioral incidents and improving student academic and
social-emotional outcomes.

2. To investigate the factors contributing to disproportionate disciplinary outcomes among different student populations based
on race, ethnicity, socioeconomic status, disability status, and gender, and identify systemic barriers to equitable discipline
implementation.

3. To evaluate the capacity-building needs, resource requirements, and organizational conditions necessary for successful
implementation of evidence-based disciplinary practices in diverse school settings.

Research Questions

1. How do different disciplinary approaches (traditional punitive, restorative justice, PBIS, trauma-informed) compare in their
effectiveness in reducing repeat behavioral incidents, improving student engagement, and fostering positive school climate
across diverse school contexts?

2. What systemic, institutional, and individual-level factors contribute to disparities in disciplinary outcomes among different
student populations, and how do these disparities impact long-term educational trajectories and life outcomes?

3. What professional development, resources, administrative support, and organizational structures are essential for educators
to successfully implement and sustain evidence-based disciplinary practices that address the root causes of student behavior
while maintaining safe and productive learning environments?

Hypotheses

H1: Schools implementing restorative justice and trauma-informed disciplinary approaches will demonstrate significantly lower
rates of repeat behavioral incidents, reduced exclusionary discipline (suspensions and expulsions), and improved student academic
performance and school connectedness compared to schools utilizing predominantly traditional punitive disciplinary measures, when
controlling for school demographics and resources.

H2: Disproportionate disciplinary outcomes among marginalized student populations are significantly mediated by implicit bias in
teacher-student interactions, lack of cultural competency in behavioral expectations, inconsistent application of disciplinary codes,
and inadequate support systems for students experiencing trauma or mental health challenges rather than actual differences in
behavioral severity.

H3: The successful implementation and sustainability of evidence-based disciplinary practices are positively correlated with
comprehensive professional development programs, administrative commitment and modeling, adequate allocation of resources
(time, personnel, materials), and establishment of collaborative school cultures that prioritize continuous reflection and adaptation
of disciplinary policies.

Methodology
This study employed a mixed-methods convergent parallel design conducted over 18 months across 145 public secondary schools

in three distinct geographic regions to ensure demographic and contextual diversity. The quantitative component utilized a quasi-
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experimental longitudinal design comparing schools implementing different disciplinary approaches: 48 schools using traditional
punitive measures (control group), 35 schools implementing restorative justice practices, 32 schools utilizing Positive Behavioral
Interventions and Supports (PBIS), and 30 schools employing trauma-informed disciplinary frameworks. Power analysis using
G*Power 3.1 indicated that a minimum sample of 128 schools was required to detect medium effect sizes (f=0.25) with 80% power
at a = 0.05 for ANOVA comparisons, thus the final sample of 145 schools exceeded this threshold. Within these schools, 8,760
students (approximately 60 per school) were randomly selected using stratified sampling to ensure proportional representation across
race, ethnicity, gender, socioeconomic status, and disability status, along with 1,450 teachers and 290 administrators who participated
in surveys and assessments. Quantitative data collection included school disciplinary records (incident reports, suspensions,
expulsions) extracted over three academic years, standardized academic achievement scores, validated school climate surveys
(Comprehensive School Climate Inventory), student engagement measures (Student Engagement Instrument), and social-emotional
learning assessments (DESSA-SSE). Propensity score matching was employed to create comparable groups across different
disciplinary approach categories, controlling for potential confounders including school size, demographic composition, geographic
location, and baseline behavioral incident rates. Multilevel modeling using hierarchical linear modeling (HLM 8.0) analyzed nested
data structures with students clustered within schools, examining fixed effects of disciplinary approach while accounting for random
effects at school and district levels. Repeated measures ANOVA assessed changes in behavioral incidents and academic outcomes
across three time points, while logistic regression models examined predictors of repeat offenses and exclusionary discipline
outcomes. To address Objective 2, Chi-square tests and odds ratios quantified disparities in disciplinary outcomes across
demographic groups, followed by mediation analysis using structural equation modeling (AMOS 26.0) to test whether implicit bias
(measured through Implicit Association Tests administered to educators), cultural competency scores (assessed via the Intercultural
Development Inventory), consistency in policy application (evaluated through disciplinary record audits), and student trauma
exposure (measured using the UCLA PTSD Reaction Index) mediated the relationship between student demographic characteristics
and disciplinary outcomes (Nelson et al., 2022, 2023). Moderation analysis examined whether school-level factors (resource
allocation, administrative support) moderated these relationships. The qualitative component involved semi-structured interviews
with 120 purposively selected educators (60 teachers, 40 administrators, 20 school counselors) and 90 students who experienced
different disciplinary interventions, alongside focus group discussions in 24 schools (6 from each disciplinary approach category).

Classroom observations using the Classroom Assessment Scoring System (CLASS) were conducted in 240 classrooms to document
disciplinary interactions in naturalistic settings. Interview transcripts and observational field notes were analyzed using thematic
analysis with NVivo 14 software, employing both deductive coding based on theoretical frameworks (social learning theory,
ecological systems theory, critical race theory) and inductive coding to identify emerging themes. Mixed-methods integration
occurred through joint displays comparing quantitative disparities with qualitative explanations, convergence coding matrices linking
statistical findings with interview themes, and meta-inferences that synthesized both data strands. To address Objective 3,
implementation fidelity was assessed using the Evidence-Based Practice Fidelity Assessment Tool administered quarterly, while
capacity-building needs were evaluated through teacher efficacy surveys (Teachers' Sense of Efficacy Scale), professional
development participation logs, and resource allocation audits. Multiple regression analyses identified predictors of successful
implementation, with implementation fidelity scores serving as the dependent variable and professional development hours,
administrative support indices, resource availability scores, and organizational climate measures (School Organizational Health
Questionnaire) as independent variables. Path analysis tested hypothesized relationships between capacity-building factors,
implementation quality, and student outcomes. Data validity was enhanced through triangulation of multiple data sources, member
checking with 25% of interview participants, inter-rater reliability assessment for coded qualitative data (achieving Cohen's kappa
> 0.85), and sensitivity analyses examining robustness of findings across different model specifications. Ethical approval was
obtained from the Institutional Review Board, and informed consent/assent procedures ensured voluntary participation while
maintaining confidentiality through data anonymization and secure storage protocols.

Results
Table 1: Comparative Effectiveness of Disciplinary Approaches on Behavioral and Academic Qutcomes
Disciplinary | N Mean SD | Mean SD | Mean Student | SD | Mean SD | Repeat
Approach (Schools) | Behavioral Academic Engagement School Offense
Incidents Achievement Score Climate Rate
(Year 3) (GPA) Score (%)
Traditional 48 24.7 83 |241 0.52 | 3.2 0.8 (29 0.7 | 42.3
Punitive
Restorative 35 12.4 5.1 1289 0.48 | 4.1 0.6 | 43 0.5 | 18.7
Justice
PBIS 32 14.8 6.2 | 2.76 0.51 | 3.9 0.7 | 4.0 0.6 | 22.5
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Trauma- 30 13.1 5.8 ] 2.84 0.49 | 4.0 0.6 | 4.2 0.51]19.8
Informed
ANOVA Results: F(3, 141) = 47.82, p < .001, n?> = 0.505 for behavioral incidents; F(3, 141) = 18.34, p < .001, n? = 0.281 for
academic achievement
Post-hoc Tukey HSD: All alternative approaches differed significantly from traditional punitive (p <.001); no significant differences
among alternative approaches (p > .05)
HLM Results: ICC = 0.34 (school-level variance); Fixed effect of disciplinary approach: § =-11.2, SE=1.8,t=-6.22, p <.001

The results presented in Table 1 provided compelling evidence supporting Hypothesis 1, demonstrating that alternative disciplinary
approaches significantly outperformed traditional punitive measures across all examined outcomes. The ANOVA revealed large
effect sizes (n? = 0.505 for behavioral incidents), indicating that disciplinary approach accounted for approximately 50.5% of the
variance in behavioral outcomes, which was substantially higher than typically observed in educational intervention research.
Schools implementing restorative justice practices demonstrated the most favorable outcomes, with behavioral incidents reduced by
approximately 50% compared to traditional punitive schools (12.4 vs. 24.7 incidents per school), and repeat offense rates more than
halved (18.7% vs. 42.3%). The hierarchical linear modeling results revealed that 34% of variance in student outcomes resided at the
school level (ICC = 0.34), justifying the multilevel analytical approach and highlighting the substantial influence of school-level
disciplinary policies on individual student outcomes. The significant fixed effect (B =-11.2, p <.001) indicated that, controlling for
student and school characteristics through propensity score matching, alternative disciplinary approaches predicted an average
reduction of 11.2 behavioral incidents per school annually.

Notably, the post-hoc analyses revealed no statistically significant differences among the three alternative approaches (restorative
justice, PBIS, trauma-informed), suggesting that the critical distinction lay between punitive versus non-punitive frameworks rather
than among specific alternative models. Academic achievement showed moderate but meaningful improvements, with students in
restorative justice schools demonstrating GPAs approximately 0.48 points higher than those in traditional punitive settings,
representing nearly half a letter grade difference. Student engagement and school climate scores followed similar patterns, with effect
sizes ranging from medium to large (Cohen's d = 0.89 to 1.63 across comparisons). These findings aligned with ecological systems
theory, suggesting that shifting the broader school disciplinary environment from punitive to supportive created cascading positive
effects on multiple student outcomes. However, the substantial standard deviations within each approach category (ranging from 5.1
to 8.3 for behavioral incidents) indicated considerable implementation variability, suggesting that approach type alone did not
guarantee success and that implementation quality likely mediated outcomes—a consideration explored further in subsequent
analyses addressing Objective 3.

Table 2: Disparities in Disciplinary Qutcomes and Mediation Analysis

Student N Disciplinary Suspension Expulsion Odds Ratio | 95% e p-
Demographic (Students) | Incident Rate per | Rate (%) Rate (%) (vs.  White | CI value
100 Students students)
White 3,504 18.3 8.2 0.4 1.00 (ref) — — —
Black/African 1,752 38.7 24.6 2.1 3.87 [3.42, | 428.6 | <
American 4.38] .001
Hispanic/Latino | 2,190 26.4 14.3 0.9 1.89 [1.68, | 156.3 | <
2.13] .001
Asian American 876 12.1 4.8 0.2 0.56 [0.45, | 248 | <
0.70] .001
Low SES 4,380 31.2 18.7 1.5 2.64 [2.39, | 3472 | <
2.92] .001
Students with | 1,752 42.5 28.3 2.4 4.12 [3.65, | 462.1 | <
Disabilities 4.65] .001
Male Students 4,526 29.6 15.4 1.2 2.18 [1.98, | 238.5 | <
2.40] .001

Mediation Analysis (SEM) Results for Black/African American Disparity:
e Direct effect of race on disciplinary outcomes: § = 0.42, SE = 0.05, p <.001
Indirect effect via implicit bias: B = 0.18, SE = 0.03, p <.001 (43% mediation)
Indirect effect via cultural competency: p=0.11, SE =0.02, p <.001 (26% mediation)
Indirect effect via inconsistent policy application: p = 0.09, SE = 0.02, p = .002 (21% mediation)
Indirect effect via trauma/mental health support gaps: f = 0.06, SE = 0.02, p =.015 (14% mediation)
Total mediation: 104% (complete mediation with suppression effects)
Model fit: CF1 = 0.96, TLI = 0.95, RMSEA = 0.048, SRMR = 0.042

L./
www.ijeais.org/ijamsr

300



International Journal of Academic Management Science Research (IJAMSR)
ISSN: 2643-900X

Vol. 9 Issue 11 November - 2025, Pages: 297-305
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________|

Table 2 revealed stark and statistically significant disparities in disciplinary outcomes across demographic groups, providing robust
support for the existence of systematic inequities hypothesized in H2. Black/African American students experienced disciplinary
incidents at rates 2.1 times higher than White students (38.7 vs. 18.3 per 100), with suspension rates three times higher (24.6% vs.
8.2%) and expulsion rates more than five times higher (2.1% vs. 0.4%). The odds ratios indicated that Black students were 3.87
times more likely to receive disciplinary consequences than White students even after controlling for school characteristics through
the matched design, while students with disabilities faced similarly elevated risk (OR = 4.12, 95% CI [3.65, 4.65]). The chi-square
tests yielded extremely large test statistics (ranging from 24.8 to 462.1) with p-values well below conventional thresholds, reflecting
both the substantial effect sizes and the large sample size that provided exceptional statistical power to detect these disparities.
Critically, the structural equation modeling mediation analysis substantially supported Hypothesis 2 by demonstrating that the
identified mediating variables—implicit bias, cultural competency deficits, inconsistent policy application, and inadequate trauma
support—collectively accounted for 104% of the total effect of race on disciplinary outcomes. This complete mediation with slight
suppression effects (total mediation exceeding 100%) suggested that when these systemic factors were addressed, racial disparities
in disciplinary outcomes would theoretically be eliminated, and that some unmeasured protective factors might actually favor
minority students in the absence of these systemic barriers. Implicit bias emerged as the strongest mediator (43% of total effect),
with educators' IAT scores significantly predicting differential interpretation of identical student behaviors across racial groups.
Cultural competency accounted for 26% of the disparity, reflecting how Eurocentric behavioral expectations disadvantaged students
from diverse cultural backgrounds whose communication styles and behavioral norms differed from institutional expectations.

The 21% mediation through inconsistent policy application revealed that disciplinary codes were enforced more subjectively and
punitively for Black students compared to White students engaging in comparable behaviors—a pattern documented through
disciplinary record audits showing that Black students received harsher consequences for subjectively defined infractions like
"disrespect" or "defiance" while White students more often received warnings or minor consequences. The 14% mediation through
trauma and mental health support gaps reflected findings that minority and low-SES students experienced higher rates of adverse
childhood experiences yet received disproportionately less access to counseling and support services, resulting in behavioral
manifestations of unaddressed trauma being punished rather than supported. The excellent model fit indices (CFI = 0.96, RMSEA =
0.048) indicated that the hypothesized mediation model adequately represented the data structure. These findings aligned with critical
race theory's emphasis on how ostensibly neutral institutional practices perpetuate racial inequities through differential application
and interpretation. The results suggested that reducing disciplinary disparities required not merely adopting alternative disciplinary
approaches but fundamentally addressing the systemic biases, capacity gaps, and structural inequities embedded within school
disciplinary systems—a conclusion that informed the capacity-building focus of Objective 3.

Table 3: Predictors of Successful Implementation and Sustainability of Evidence-Based Disciplinary Practices

Implementation Factor B SE | t- p- 95% CI | R? Correlation with
(Standardized) value | value Change Fidelity Score

Model 1: Professional 0.312

Development

Total PD Hours (per educator) | 0.38 0.06 | 6.33 <.001 | [0.26, — 0.56%***
0.50]

PD Quality Score 0.29 0.05 | 5.80 <.001 | [0.19, — 0.51%**
0.39]

Ongoing Coaching Support 0.24 0.05 | 4.80 <.001 | [0.14, — 0.47%**
0.34]

Model 2: Adding 0.461

Administrative Support

Administrative ~ Commitment | 0.35 0.05 | 7.00 <.001 | [0.25, 0.149%** | (0.63%**

Index 0.45]

Principal Modeling of Practices | 0.22 0.04 | 5.50 <.001 | [0.14, — 0.54%**
0.30]

Model 3: Adding Resource 0.548

Allocation

Dedicated Personnel (FTE) 0.19 0.04 | 4.75 <.001 | [0.11, 0.087%** | (0.49%***
0.27]

Material Resources Investment | 0.15 0.04 | 3.75 <.001 | [0.07, — 0.42%%*
0.23]
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Protected Implementation Time | 0.21 0.04 | 5.25 <.001 | [0.13, — 0.52%**
0.29]

Model 4: Adding 0.627

Organizational Culture

Collaborative School Culture | 0.26 0.04 | 6.50 <.001 | [0.18, 0.079%** | (0.58%**

Score 0.34]

Teacher Efficacy Score 0.18 0.04 | 4.50 <.001 | [0.10, — 0.46%**
0.26]

Continuous Reflection | 0.16 0.04 | 4.00 <.001 | [0.08, — 0.44%**

Practices 0.24]

Path Analysis Results:
Professional Development — Implementation Fidelity: p = 0.42, p <.001
Administrative Support — Implementation Fidelity: f = 0.38, p <.001
Resources — Implementation Fidelity: p = 0.31, p <.001
Organizational Culture — Implementation Fidelity: f = 0.34, p <.001
Implementation Fidelity — Student Outcomes: f = 0.56, p <.001

e Total model R?=0.627, F(11, 133) =20.26, p < .001
Implementation Fidelity by School Capacity Quartile:

e Lowest Quartile (n=36): Mean Fidelity = 52.3% (SD = 12.8), Mean Behavioral Reduction = 8.4%

e Second Quartile (n=37): Mean Fidelity = 68.7% (SD = 9.6), Mean Behavioral Reduction = 24.6%

e  Third Quartile (n=36): Mean Fidelity = 81.2% (SD = 7.3), Mean Behavioral Reduction = 38.9%

e  Highest Quartile (n=36): Mean Fidelity = 92.6% (SD = 5.1), Mean Behavioral Reduction = 51.2%
Interpretation and Discussion
Table 3 provided comprehensive evidence supporting Hypothesis 3, demonstrating that successful implementation of evidence-based
disciplinary practices depended critically on multiple, interconnected capacity-building factors that together accounted for 62.7% of
variance in implementation fidelity scores. The hierarchical regression analysis revealed that each category of implementation factors
contributed significant incremental variance beyond previous models, with professional development establishing a substantial
foundation (R? = 0.312), administrative support adding considerable explanatory power (AR? = 0.149), followed by meaningful
contributions from resource allocation (AR? = 0.087) and organizational culture (AR? = 0.079). Within the professional development
domain, the total hours of training emerged as the strongest predictor (f = 0.38, p <.001), with schools providing an average of 40+
hours of initial training and 20+ hours annually achieving significantly higher fidelity than those with minimal training (< 15 hours
total). However, training quantity alone proved insufficient, as professional development quality (B = 0.29) and ongoing coaching
support (f = 0.24) contributed independently to implementation success, suggesting that sustained, high-quality capacity building
was essential rather than one-time workshops.

Administrative commitment represented the single strongest predictor in the final model (f =0.35, p <.001), with the administrative
commitment index—comprising principal buy-in, resource prioritization, policy alignment, and accountability structures—
demonstrating a correlation of 0.63 with fidelity scores. This finding underscored that without leadership commitment, even well-
trained teachers struggled to maintain implementation fidelity in the face of competing demands and systemic inertia. Resource
allocation factors, while sometimes overlooked in implementation science, contributed significantly to success, with dedicated
personnel (counselors, behavior specialists, coaches) showing B = 0.19, suggesting that expecting teachers to implement complex
new practices without additional human resources compromised fidelity. The organizational culture variables collectively added
nearly 8% additional variance, with collaborative school culture (B = 0.26) emerging as particularly influential, indicating that
schools characterized by trust, shared decision-making, and collective problem-solving created environments conducive to practice
innovation and sustainability. The path analysis results revealed that implementation fidelity served as a critical mediating
mechanism linking capacity-building inputs to student outcomes (f = 0.56, p < .001), explaining why earlier analyses (Table 1)
showed substantial within-approach variability—schools ostensibly using the same disciplinary approach achieved dramatically
different outcomes depending on implementation quality.

The implementation fidelity quartile analysis powerfully illustrated this dose-response relationship: schools in the highest capacity
quartile achieved 92.6% fidelity and 51.2% behavioral incident reductions, compared to only 52.3% fidelity and 8.4% reductions in
the lowest quartile, despite both groups nominally implementing similar alternative disciplinary approaches. This nearly sixfold
difference in behavioral outcomes across fidelity levels (51.2% vs. 8.4% reduction) exceeded the difference between disciplinary
approach types observed in Table 1, suggesting that how schools implemented practices mattered more than which specific
alternative approach they selected. The strong correlations between individual predictors and fidelity scores (ranging from 0.42 to

0.63) indicated substantial bivariate relationships, though the moderate standardized regression coefficients in the full model (ranging
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from 0.15 to 0.38) reflected shared variance among predictors and suggested that these implementation factors operated
synergistically rather than independently. The excellent model fit (F(11, 133) = 20.26, p < .001) and substantial explained variance
(R?=0.627) indicated robust predictive validity, though the remaining 37.3% unexplained variance suggested additional unmeasured
factors—potentially including community context, student population characteristics, prior school climate, or implementation
history—also influenced success. These findings aligned with organizational change theory emphasizing that systemic innovation
required simultaneous attention to individual capacity (training), leadership support, resource infrastructure, and cultural
transformation rather than isolated interventions in any single domain, and suggested that educational policies promoting alternative
disciplinary approaches must be accompanied by substantial, sustained investments in implementation capacity to realize their
potential benefits.

Conclusion

This study systematically examined the effectiveness, equity, and implementation of contemporary school disciplinary practices
through a comprehensive mixed-methods investigation across 145 schools and 8,760 students, yielding critical insights that advance
understanding of how schools can foster positive behavioral outcomes while promoting equity and justice. In direct alignment with
the first objective, the findings conclusively demonstrated that alternative disciplinary approaches—restorative justice, PBIS, and
trauma-informed practices—significantly outperformed traditional punitive measures across all examined outcomes, with schools
implementing these approaches achieving approximately 50% reductions in behavioral incidents, 0.48-point improvements in
student GPAs, substantially higher student engagement scores, and more than halving repeat offense rates compared to schools
employing conventional punitive discipline. Addressing the second objective, the research revealed profound and statistically
significant disparities in disciplinary outcomes, with Black/African American students facing suspension rates three times higher
than White students and odds ratios exceeding 3.8 for disciplinary consequences; critically, the mediation analysis demonstrated that
these disparities were entirely attributable to systemic factors—implicit bias (43% mediation), cultural competency deficits (26%
mediation), inconsistent policy application (21% mediation), and inadequate trauma support (14% mediation)—rather than actual
behavioral differences, providing clear evidence that addressing these institutional barriers could eliminate racial disciplinary gaps.
In response to the third objective, the investigation identified professional development quality and quantity, administrative
commitment, dedicated resource allocation, and collaborative organizational culture as essential predictors of implementation
success, collectively accounting for 62.7% of variance in implementation fidelity, with the quartile analysis revealing that schools
achieving highest implementation fidelity realized 51.2% behavioral reductions compared to only 8.4% in low-fidelity schools,
demonstrating that implementation quality mediated the relationship between disciplinary approach selection and student outcomes.
These converging findings supported all three hypotheses and illuminated a clear pathway forward: schools must transition from
punitive to restorative and supportive disciplinary frameworks while simultaneously addressing the systemic biases and inequities
embedded in their disciplinary systems and investing substantially in the capacity-building infrastructure necessary for high-quality
implementation. The theoretical implications validated ecological systems theory's emphasis on environmental factors shaping
student behavior and critical race theory's analysis of how ostensibly neutral institutional practices perpetuate racial inequities
through differential application. Practically, the research demonstrated that disciplinary reform cannot succeed through policy
changes alone but requires comprehensive transformation encompassing educator preparation, administrative leadership, resource
commitment, and cultural shifts toward collaborative problem-solving and continuous improvement. The study's limitations—
including the quasi-experimental design's potential for unmeasured confounding despite propensity score matching, reliance on self-
reported measures for some constructs, and focus on secondary schools limiting generalizability to elementary settings—suggest
directions for future research employing randomized controlled trials, observational measures of disciplinary interactions, and
developmental investigations across grade levels. Nevertheless, the convergence of quantitative evidence demonstrating substantial
effect sizes across multiple outcomes and qualitative insights revealing the mechanisms through which disciplinary approaches and
implementation factors operated provided robust, actionable evidence for educational stakeholders. As Newton recognized the vast
ocean of undiscovered truth before him, this research navigated important waters in understanding school discipline but also revealed
depths yet to be explored, including longitudinal investigations of how disciplinary experiences shape students' life trajectories,
examinations of how disciplinary practices intersect with other educational reforms, and explorations of how community and family
partnerships can enhance school-based disciplinary efforts. Ultimately, this study affirmed that creating just, effective, and
developmentally appropriate school disciplinary systems is not merely a technical challenge of selecting the right approach but a
moral imperative requiring sustained commitment to equity, comprehensive capacity building, and willingness to confront the biases
and structural inequities that have long characterized educational discipline—a challenge that, while daunting, is achievable when
schools marshal the resources, leadership, and collaborative will necessary to transform their disciplinary cultures from punishment-
oriented to growth-oriented systems that serve all students equitably.

Recommendations

Mandate Comprehensive Disciplinary Reform with Implementation Support Infrastructure: Educational policymakers and
district administrators should immediately mandate the phase-out of predominantly punitive disciplinary practices in favor of
evidence-based alternative approaches (restorative justice, PBIS, or trauma-informed frameworks) while simultaneously establishing

robust implementation support systems including minimum requirements of 40 hours initial professional development and 20 hours
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annual training for all educators, dedicated behavioral support personnel at ratios no greater than 1:400 students, ongoing coaching
and technical assistance through external partnerships with university-based implementation science centers or experienced
practitioner networks, and protected planning time for collaborative reflection and continuous improvement, with district-level
accountability mechanisms tracking both implementation fidelity (targeting 85%+ fidelity scores) and outcome metrics (behavioral
incidents, suspension/expulsion rates disaggregated by demographic groups, academic achievement, school climate) to ensure that
policy adoption translates into meaningful practice transformation rather than superficial compliance.
Implement Systemic Bias Reduction and Cultural Competency Programs with Accountability Measures: Schools and districts
must establish comprehensive, ongoing programs to address implicit bias, enhance cultural competency, and ensure consistent
disciplinary policy application through mandatory annual implicit bias training with demonstrated competency requirements (not
merely attendance), development and enforcement of explicit guidelines reducing subjectivity in disciplinary decision-making
particularly for infractions like "disrespect" or "defiance" that research demonstrated were applied disproportionately to minority
students, establishment of disciplinary review committees that audit disciplinary data quarterly to identify disparities and investigate
patterns of disproportionality, implementation of restorative conferencing or peer review processes before imposing exclusionary
discipline to ensure consistency and appropriateness of consequences, expansion of trauma-informed support services including
school-based counseling at ratios meeting American School Counselor Association recommendations (1:250) with prioritized access
for students experiencing adverse childhood experiences, and creation of cultural liaison positions staffed by individuals from
represented minority communities who can bridge cultural gaps between educators and students while advocating for equitable
treatment and culturally responsive behavioral expectations that honor diverse communication styles and cultural norms.
Establish Dedicated Implementation Funding Streams with Multi-Year Commitments and Technical Assistance Networks:
Federal and state education agencies should create designated funding mechanisms specifically supporting disciplinary practice
transformation that recognize implementation as a multi-year process requiring sustained investment rather than one-time
expenditures, with competitive grant programs providing minimum $150,000 annually per school for 3-5 years to cover personnel
costs (behavioral coaches, additional counselors, release time for training), high-quality professional development from vetted
providers with demonstrated implementation success, curriculum materials and technology platforms supporting alternative
approaches, and participation in communities of practice facilitating peer learning and problem-solving
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