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The purpose of this study was to determine if there was a difference between 

exclusionary and restorative discipline practices based on teacher to student 

relationship and teachers’ sense of meaningful work. Using a quantitative research 

methods, a statistical comparison was done of the two discipline practices. Teacher to 

student relationships were assessed using the Teacher Network of Relationships 

Inventory (TNRI) teacher form. Teachers’ Sense of Meaningful Work (MW) was 

measured using the Work and Meaning Inventory (WAMI). This study sampled a 132 

ninth and tenth grade teachers working in three urban secondary schools located in the 

Central New England Region of the U.S. The Mann – Whitney U test was used to 

analyze the data. The results indicated there was no difference between the two 
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discipline practices and the teachers’ MW. The results did indicate a statistically 

significant difference between discipline practices based on teacher to student 

relationships. Teachers using restorative discipline practices ranked their relationships 

with students significantly higher than teachers using exclusionary discipline 

practices. There was no statistically significant difference between discipline practices 

based on the relationship sub-scale scores of Conflict or Intimacy. However, teachers 

using restorative practices reported a statistically significant difference indicating a 

higher sense of warmth versus teachers using exclusion. This study was the first to 

compare secondary schools using exclusionary and restorative discipline practices 

based on Teacher-to-Student relationships and Teacher Sense of Meaningful Work. 

The results of this study may provide insight how discipline policies can affect a 

school’s climate. The results of the study also provide educational leaders with data 

that illustrates restorative discipline practices may better foster teacher to student 

relationships. These findings indicate that educational leaders should consider the use 

of restorative practices as alternatives to exclusionary discipline. 
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Executive Summary 

Introduction:  

 Discipline practices are used to address undesired student behaviors. These 

practices can affect a school’s climate and sense of relationships between staff and 

students. Exclusionary practices such as out-of-school suspension, in-school 

suspension and expulsion continue to be the dominant method of discipline despite 

disproportionate representation of special student populations (students of color, with 

disabilities, low socio economic status, or use substances). Restorative discipline is an 

alternative to exclusion and may better address students need for positive relationships 

with educators and increase access to opportunities for marginalized student 

populations.  

Problem of Practice: 

Exclusionary discipline practices limit students’ access to services and is 

assigned to special student populations at a disproportionate rate. Despite alternative 

methods such as restorative practices, exclusionary policies are the predominant 

method used to address nonviolent student infractions in New Hampshire public 

schools.  

Research Method: 

 The study was a cross sectional design using quantitative methods to examine 

the statistical differences between exclusionary and restorative discipline based on 

teacher student relationships and Sense of Meaningful Work. An anonymous 
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electronic survey link was sent to ninth and tenth grade teachers in three urban public 

secondary schools.  

Summary of Findings:  

 The results indicated there was no statistically significant difference between 

the two discipline practices and the teachers’ Sense of Meaningful Work. The results 

did indicate a statistically significant difference between discipline practices based on 

teacher to student relationships. Teachers using restorative discipline practices ranked 

their relationships with students significantly higher than teachers using exclusionary 

discipline practices. There was no statistically significant difference between 

discipline practices based on the relationship sub-scale scores of Conflict and 

Intimacy. However, teachers using restorative practices reported a statistically 

significant difference, indicating a higher sense of warmth than educators using 

exclusion.  

Limitation(s) of Study:  

 The study was cross sectional the data collected can only be used to compare 

statistics, it does not indicate causality. There are limitations to this study with self-

reporting instruments to include participant bias that may influence the validity and 

reliability of the data. The sample size of this study was directly affected by the 

COVID 19 Pandemic and civil unrest in the neighborhoods in which two of the 

participating schools were located. There was less participation from teachers using 

restorative practices, the results of this study may not be generalizable to other 

schools.  
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Implications/Significance of Study:   

 This study is the first to compare exclusionary and restorative discipline 

practice based on teacher to student relationships and teachers’ and Sense of 

Meaningful Work at the secondary level. The results provide insight to the effects 

exclusionary or restorative discipline practices may have on teachers’ ability to foster 

positive student relationships. It also indicated that there was no difference between 

the two practices based on teachers’ Sense of Meaningful Work. This suggests that 

discipline practices have little effect on teachers’ perception of meaningful work. 

These findings imply that educational leaders should review current discipline 

practices and consider alternative methods to address undesired student behavior, 

reduce disparities in discipline, and strengthen teacher to student relationships.  
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Chapter 1 Social Cultural-Historical Perspectives of the Problem 

Exclusionary Discipline 

Schools initially adopted exclusionary discipline practices such as suspension and 

expulsion to address violent student behavior (Bock, Tapscott, & Savner, 1998; Christie, 

Nelson & Jolivette, 2004; DeRidder, 1991; Noddings, 2003; Skiba, 1999). In the 1990s, 

schools in the U.S. saw an increase in violence, to maintain safe schools, zero-tolerance 

policies were adopted (Anyon et al., 2018; Christie, Nelson, & Jolivette, 2004; Deridder, 

1991; Skiba, 1999). The adoption of a zero-tolerance approach meant that any behavior 

considered to be violent or jeopardizes the safety of the school environment would 

automatically result in a suspension and potentially expulsion (Christie, Nelson & 

Jolivette, 2004; Skibba, Peterson, & Williams, 1997; Wald & Losen, 2003). The zero-

tolerance movement on the surface seems reasonable, but as districts adopted this 

approach, the suspension rates nearly doubled (Barker et al., 2001; Losen & Skiba, 2010; 

Wald & Losen, 2003). The use of suspension is one of the most common forms of 

discipline for students who exhibit problem behaviors (Bock, 1998; DeRidder, 1991; 

Losen, 2010; Raffaele Mendez, & Knoff, 2003). However, research has shown that 

suspension is not effective in reducing perceived problem behaviors (Fortin, Marcotte, 

Potvin, Royer, & Joly, 2006; Skiba, Peterson, & Williams, 1997; Losen & Skiba, 2010). 

Studies have revealed that out-of-school suspensions were not related to student 

violence, and disciplinarians did not view suspension as a practical consequence 

(Henderson & Friedland, 1996; Skiba, Arredondo, & Williams, 2014; Skiba, Peterson, & 

Williams, 1997; Townsend, 2000; Vavrus & Cole, 2002). The research indicates that if 
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staff perceived a student as problematic, there was a higher chance they would receive a 

suspension than another student who committed the same infraction (Henderson and 

Friedland, 1996; Morgan, Salomon, Plotkin, & Cohen, 2014; Skiba, Arredondo, & 

Williams, 2014; Skiba, Peterson, & Williams, 1997). Current research has examined the 

factors that influence a teacher's decision to remove a student from the classroom 

(Huang, 2018; Losen & Skiba, 2010; Morgan et al., 2014; Skiba et al., 2014). Studies had 

found patterns of classroom behaviors that proceeded a suspension and identified the 

disciplinary moments when the student's interaction with the teacher resulted in a 

suspension (Huang, 2018; Losen & Skiba, 2010; Morgan et al., 2014; Skiba et al., 2014; 

Varvus & Cole, 2002). Suspensions were often assigned when a response has been 

singled out after a series of nonviolent disruptive acts (Huang, 2018; Losen & Skiba, 

2010; Vavrus & Cole, 2002). These studies suggest that staff interpretation of nonviolent 

behavior is the primary reason students receive a suspension (Henderson & Friedland, 

1996; Huang, 2018; Losen & Skiba, 2010; Morgan et al., 2014; Skiba et al., 2014; 

Varvus & Cole, 2002). 

Expulsion and suspension can result in students feeling isolated from the school 

community (Huang, 2018; Losen & Skiba, 2010; Morgan et al., 2014; Skiba et al., 2014). 

The rules and expectations of schools are heavily influenced by parents, staff, and 

administrators in the middle to upper socioeconomic class (DeRidder, 1991; Varvus & 

Cole, 2002; Wald & Losen, 2003). The rules reflect a desire for obedience and academic 

focus. It is difficult for many students coming from culturally different households or 

home structures that do not support or teach these expectations. Often these students 
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struggle in the structured environment, exhibit behaviors that result in removing them 

from their peers, loss of instructional time, and lower grades (Cavanagh, Vigil, & Garcia, 

2014; DeRidder, 1991; Losen & Skiba, 2010; Noguera, 2003). 

 Past studies have drawn a parallel between the demographics of students who 

receive multiple suspensions, are expelled, or dropout to the disparities amongst 

incarcerated adults (Losen & Skiba, 2010; Olivier, Archambault, & Dupere, 2018; 

Raffaele Mendez, & Knoff, 2003). These studies also found special student populations 

receive exclusionary discipline at a disproportionate rate when compared to their peers 

(Losen & Skiba, 2010; Olivier, Archambault, & Dupere, 2018; Raffaele Mendez & 

Knoff, 2003; Wald & Losen, 2003). In many cases, these students' home experiences do 

not prepare them for the behavioral expectations of schools or academic focus to be 

successful. Studies have shown some special student populations begin school at a 

disadvantage, zero – tolerance, suspension, expulsion, and seclusion further exasperate a 

sense of helplessness (Chapman, Laird, KewalRamani, 2010; Losen & Skiba, 2010; 

Olivier et al., 2018; Noguera, 2003). Students who are suspended for a lengthy period of 

time develop a feeling of isolation from the school community, they lose focus on 

academics and are at a higher risk of dropping out (DeRidder, 1991; Fabelo et al., 2011; 

Fortin, Marcotte, Diallo, Potvin, & Royer, 2013; Fortin et al., 2006; Skiba et al., 1997; 

Wald & Losen, 2003). Students who drop out of school are more likely to become 

involved with the criminal justice system than their peers who graduated (DeRidder, 

1991; Skiba et al., 1997; Noguera, 2003; Wald & Losen, 2003). In 2018 sixty five percent 

to seventy percent of juveniles in the justice system were diagnosed with a disability or 
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mental illness (Carter, Fine, & Russell, 2014; Danker, 2019; Gregory, Skiba, & Noguera, 

2010). Approximately 65% of the prison population had not graduated from high school; 

70 % of the juveniles sentenced dropped out of secondary school (Anyon, Zhang, & 

Hazel, 2016; Barker et al., 2001; Bonta, Wallace-Capretta, Rooney & McAnoy, 2002; 

Danker, 2019; Gonzalez, 2012). 

Restorative Justice Roots in Criminal Justice 

The use of restorative practices in the criminal justice system began in 1974, in 

Ontario, Canada, two juveniles, vandalized property and harmed several members of their 

community (Bonta et al., 2002; Fields, 2003; Johnstone, 2013; Zehr, 1997). The local 

prosecutors' Mark Yantzi and Dave Worth advocated that the offenders be ordered to 

repair the damage they caused and apologize to the victims (Bonta et al., 2002; 

Johnstone, 2011; Zehr, 1997). The experiment was such a success that restorative justice 

became a means of addressing most nonviolent crimes with the caveat that incarceration 

is still a potential consequence.  Since the Ontario experiment, places such as Minnesota, 

Vermont, Canada, and Native American communities have adopted a Restorative Justice 

approach to nonviolent crimes (Bonta et al., 2002; Cavanagh, Vigil, & Garcia, 2014; 

Drewery, 2004; Drewery, 2016; Losen & Skiba, 2010;). Communities using Restorative 

Justice have seen a decrease in recidivism, and rehabilitation efforts have been more 

successful than when using a retributive approach (Bonta et al., 2002; Fields, 2003; 

Johnstone, 2013; Drewery, 2004; Drewery, 2016; Losen & Skiba, 2010; Zehr, 1997).    

Restorative justice is a philosophical view of rehabilitating criminals of 

nonviolent crimes (Bonta et al., 2002; Johnstone, 2013; Zehr, 1997). Past and 
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contemporary studies have shown that current legal practices are punitive. They focus on 

retribution and pit the offender against the state, emphasizing the law that was broken and 

not the harm suffered by the victims. Contemporary scholars argue that the current 

system fails both offenders and victims, as it isolates offenders pitting them against 

society and does not address the needs of the victims (Bonta et al., 2002; Danker, 2019; 

Fields, 2003; Johnstone, 2013; Drewery, 2004; Drewery, 2016; Losen & Skiba, 2010; 

Zehr, 1997). The existing structure focuses on violations of the law, which leads to 

offenders denying their actions, and not accepting responsibility for the harm they have 

inflicted on others (Fields, 2003; Johnstone, 2013; Losen & Skiba, 2010; Zehr, 1997). 

 The Restorative Justice approach views crimes as violations of people and 

relationships (Bonta et al., 2002; Fields, 2003; Johnstone, 2013; Zehr, 1997). It focuses 

on identifying how the offense affects others within the community and repairing the 

harm endured by the victims (Fields, 2003; Gonzalez, 2012; Hopkins, 2002; Johnstone, 

2013; Zehr, 1997). The current system takes a retributive approach toward consequences 

versus a restorative procedure (Bonta et al., 2002; Danker, 2019; Fields, 2003; Gonzalez, 

2012; Zehr, 1997). Restorative justice focuses more on the harm or wrongdoing instead 

of the violation of the law (Fields, 2003; Gonzalez, 2012; Johnstone, 2013; Zehr, 1997). 

It shows equal concern for the victim and offenders in the justice process. Through 

dialogue with various stakeholders, Restorative Justice empowers victims to work with 

the community to address the damage caused by the offense while repairing relationships 

with the offender (Cavanagh, 2009; Fields, 2003; Johnstone, 2013; Zehr, 1997).  
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The offender’s role in the current justice system is to deny their actions and 

disprove the state's claims that they violated a law (Fields, 2003; Gonzalez, 2012; Zehr, 

1997). They are isolated from the community and, if proven guilty, receive a retributive 

consequence. The offender has an active role in the Restorative Justice model to repair 

the harm they have caused (Bonta et al., 2002; Fields, 2003; Gonzalez, 2012; Johnstone, 

2013). They are participating in direct and indirect conversations with victims and 

affected community members to understand the extent of their actions and take an active 

role in finding a mutually agreed-upon solution ((Bonta et al., 2002; Danker, 2019; 

Fields, 2003; Gonzalez, 2012; Zehr, 1997). Through collaborative means, they seek a 

solution that mends relationships, assists victims in healing, and plans to reintegrate 

offenders into the community (Fields, 2003; Johnstone, 2013; Zehr, 1997). 

Restorative Justice in Schools 

The use of restorative practices in schools began in the mid to late 1990s after a 

significant increase in violent student behavior, school suspensions, and expulsions 

(Bonta et al., 2002; Cavanagh, 2009; Darling & Monk, 2018; Drewery, 2004; Fields, 

2003). The focus is a collaborative approach that includes all affected by the conduct or 

event, including the offender, to determine a means of moving forward (Cavanagh, 2009; 

Drewery, 2004; Fields, 2003; Hopkins, 2002). It puts the repair of the harm done and the 

needs of those involved above assigning blame and punishment (Drewery, 2004; Fields, 

2003; Gonzalez, 2012; Hopkins, 2002). The shift in philosophy moves from assigning 

punitive consequences to a restorative collaboration to repair the damage (Cavanagh, 

2009; Drewery, 2004; Fields, 2003; Gonzalez, 2012; Hopkins, 2002; Zehr, 1997). The 
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process requires a combination of interventions and skills that are nonjudgmental and 

respect all perspectives (Drewery, 2004; Gonzalez, 2012; Hopkins, 2002; Zehr, 1997).   

Restorative practices use the components of mediation, conferencing, healing 

circles, and includes anyone who was affected by the offense. Teachers and 

administrators go from disciplinarian to the position of a facilitator of conversations 

meant to repair the harm (Drewery, 2004; Gonzalez, 2012; Hopkins, 2002; Johnstone, 

2013; Zehr, 1997). Facilitators organize restorative conferences or healing circles 

supporting dialogue amongst victims and the offender by using questions about the 

student's feelings and thoughts, not judging student’s behavior (Cavanagh et al., 2014; 

Hopkins, 2002; Johnstone, 2013).  The restorative approach requires administrators and 

teachers to listen empathetically to all sides of the experience and collaborate with the 

individuals involved to develop a plan of restitution and to repair relationships (Cavanagh 

et al., 2014; Hopkins, 2002; Macready, 2009; McCluskey et al., 2008; Zehr, 1995). 

Offenders participate in a meeting with the individuals affected by their behaviors 

and with a focus on making amends. Consequences are assigned when appropriate; 

however, the restorative conference is an essential part of the process focusing on 

repairing relationships, offenders taking ownership of their actions, and victims giving 

the power of voice (Drewery, 2004; Hopkins, 2002; Johnstone, 2013; Macready, 2009; 

McCluskey et al., 2008). Restorative conferences involve gathering all individuals who 

have a role in the situation, including victims, offenders, teachers, administrators, parents, 

and other community members. Through the conferencing process, each member has a 

chance to be heard, working to develop a plan to amend relationships and prevent the 
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situation from happening again (Cavanagh et al., 2014; Drewery, 2004; Johnstone, 2013; 

Zehr, 1997). 

Building capacity for Restorative Justice in schools begins with developing an 

understanding of the ethos that is the foundation of the therapeutic approach, 

interventions, and skills. The fundamental ethos of restorative justice is respect, 

openness, empowerment, inclusion, tolerance, integrity, and congruence (Cavanagh et al., 

2014; Drewery, 2004; Hopkins, 2002; Johnstone, 2013). Researchers contend that 

teachers, support staff, administrators, and others buy into these values when they decide 

to become educators (Drewery, 2004; Hopkins, 2002; Macready, 2009; McCluskey et al., 

2008). Past and contemporary scholars suggest that Restorative Justice is an approach to 

addressing behavior that does not compromise the fundamental values of education 

(Bonta et al., 2002; Cavanagh, 2009; Darling & Monk, 2018; Drewery, 2004; Fields, 

2003; Hopkins, 2002; Macready, 2009; McCluskey et al., 2008; Zehr, 1997). 

School personnel need to receive training in the skills and interventions required 

to implement a therapeutic approach to discipline. Restorative Justice is a process that 

addresses student behavior by determining the appropriate responses (Cavanagh et al., 

2014; Johnston, 2013; McCluskey et al., 2008; Smith & Harper, 2015). Strategies include 

mediations, restorative conferencing, and healing circles; these interventions are 

voluntary; all parties must be willing to participate (Hopkins, 2002; Johnstone, 2013; 

McCluskey, 2008; Smith & Harper, 2015). The skills required to facilitate such 

interventions include being impartial, nonjudgmental, respecting all perspectives, active 
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and empathetic listening, creative questioning, and patience (Cavanagh et al., 2014; 

Hopkins, 2002; Johnstone, 2013, Smith & Harper, 2015; Zehr, 1997). 

Schools across the United Kingdom have had some success in the implementation 

of restorative discipline practices. Districts reported an improvement in attendance rate, 

reduction in tardy behavior, and fewer suspensions in the first year of implementing 

restorative practices (Cavanagh, 2009; Darling & Monk, 2018; Hopkins, 2002; 

McCluskey, 2008). Despite the schools' success, restorative practices still are not the 

standard form of discipline. Scholars identify the following barriers to the adoption of 

restorative practices: time and funds to train all personnel, administrators, and teachers 

expressed a lack of feeling empowered to find solutions independently (Cavanagh, 2009; 

Cavanagh et al., 2014; Darling & Monk, 2018; Drewery, 2004; Hopkins, 2002; 

McCluskey, 2008).   

Local Contextual Perspectives on the Problem 

After reviewing 30 public schools' discipline policies in the State of New 

Hampshire, it was apparent that exclusionary discipline methods are common. The 

procedures of all 30 schools used exclusionary consequences such as detention, in-school 

suspension, out of school suspension, expulsion, and social exclusion to address student 

behaviors. Discipline procedures divide infractions into multiple categories, low level 

consisting of inappropriate language, cut class, skipped detentions, and insubordination 

(Concord School District, 2019; Manchester School District, 2019; Milford School 

District, 2019; Pembroke Academy, 2019). Low-level infractions are student behaviors 

that disrupt the educational environment (Manchester School District, 2019; Milford 
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School District, 2019; Pembroke Academy, 2019). High-level offenses were described as 

behaviors that jeopardized the safety and wellbeing of others and maybe criminal such as 

fighting, bullying, destruction of property, possession or sale of drugs, and gang-related 

activity (Manchester School District, 2019; Merrimack Valley School District, 2019; 

Milford School District, 2019; Pembroke Academy, 2019). 

The handbooks of all 30 schools listed suspension as a consequence for high-level 

offenses such as fighting or possession of drugs. Low-level infractions such as 

insubordination or skipped detention could also result in a suspension (Concord School 

District, 2019; Manchester School District, 2019; Milford School District, 2019; 

Pembroke Academy, 2019). Exclusionary discipline is meant to deter the students from 

violating the rules. It is a reactionary punitive approach to correcting undesired student 

behaviors, despite research that suggests exclusion does not address the reason for the 

act, which results in repeat offenders (DeRidder, 1991; Fortin, Marcotte, Diallo, Potvin, 

& Royer, 2013; Losen & Skiba, 2010; Skiba et al., 1997).  

Social Implications 

An increase in the use of suspension has significant social implications. Special 

student populations are at a higher risk than their peers of receiving exclusionary 

discipline. The challenges these students face when they enter school consists of 

academic deficits, socioeconomic needs, and a lack of understanding of behavior 

expectations that are compounded when they receive a suspension (DeRidder, 1991; 

Losen & Skiba, 2010; Skiba et al. 1997; Wald & Losen, 2003). Strict policies and 

overuse of exclusionary discipline practices are denying students an education, increases 
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the chances of students dropping out which research has shown increases the likely hood 

of incarceration (Andeson, Ritter, & Zamarro, 2017; Chapman, Laird, & KewalRamani, 

2010; Fabelo et al., 2011; Losen & Skiba, 2010). 

Suspension and expulsion are among the top school-related reasons for student 

dropout (Barker et al., 2001; Chapman et al., 2010; Crenshaw, Ocen, & Nanda, 2015; 

DeRidder, 1991). Research indicates suspension is more often assigned to students who 

are male, African American, low socioeconomic status, struggle academically, and 

receive special education services (Christle, Nelson, & Jolivette, 2004; DeRidder, 1991; 

Losen & Skiba, 2010; Skiba et al., 1997). Male students are twice as likely as females to 

receive a suspension. Students who receive free and reduced lunch are three times more 

likely to be suspended than students paying full price (Barker et al., 2001; Chapman et 

al., 2010; Crenshaw, Ocen, & Nanda, 2015; DeRidder, 1991).  Students with a disability 

are twice as likely to receive a suspension as students without a limitation, and students 

with emotional disabilities are 11 times more likely to be suspended than their peers 

(Barker, 2001; Carter, Fine, & Russell, 2014; Danker, 2019; Gregory, Skiba, & Noguera, 

2010; Skiba et al., 1997). 

Candidate’s Perspective on the Problem 

The researcher has over 15 years of teaching and administrative experience in 

New Hampshire public schools. The use of exclusionary discipline is the primary mode 

of consequences when addressing student behavioral concerns. Students are removed 

from the classrooms when a teacher considers their behavior to be disruptive. They may 

receive an in-school suspension, out of school suspension, or expulsion depending on the 
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severity of the act. The use of exclusionary discipline practices puts students at an 

academic disadvantage and develops a sense of them against the staff. Research has 

shown students who receive more than ten days of suspension for three years make 

smaller gains in academic skills (Anyon, Zhang, & Hazel, 2016; Barker et al., 2001; 

Bonta et al., 2002; Carter et al., 2014; Danker, 2019; Gonzalez, 2012; Gregory, Skiba, & 

Noguera, 2010). Studies have shown students who have a history of suspension are 78% 

more likely to drop out of school (Andeson, Ritter, & Zamarro, 2017; Lee, Cornell, 

Gregory, & Xitao, 2011). 

The traditional punitive discipline model used in New Hampshire secondary 

schools is a sample of authoritative transactional leadership, in which administrators 

assign the prescribed consequence to address student behavior concerns (Northouse, 

2018). The use of restorative discipline practices in schools is a paradigm shift from the 

traditional exclusionary practices (Acosta et al., 2016; Bonta et al., 2002; Cavanagh et al., 

2014; Drewery, 2004; Drewery, 2016; Gonzalez, 2012). Restorative justice requires a 

change in the leadership model from transactional to transformative. Transformative 

leaders build the staff's capacity by providing quality training and encouraging innovation 

to achieve a shared vision (Northouse, 2018). In a restorative discipline process, victims, 

offenders, and community members affected by the behavior have an equal voice to fix 

the wrongdoing (Acosta et al., 2016; Cavanagh, 2009; Cavanagh, Macfarlane, Glynn, & 

Macfarlane, 2012). A restorative process is a collaborative approach toward a common 

goal of addressing the harm caused by the behavior and mending relationships (Acosta et 

al., 2016; Bonta et al., 2002; Cavanagh et al., 2014; Gonzalez, 2012; Johnstone, 2013; 
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Gregory et al., 2016). It requires leadership to empower staff, students, and other 

community members to take an active role in righting the wrong (Acosta et al., 2016, 

Cavanagh et al., 2014; Darling & Monk, 2018; Gonzalez, 2012; Gregory et al., 2016)   

The Problem of Practice 

Exclusionary discipline practices limit students’ access to services and damages 

teacher to student relationships creating a feeling of disconnect from the school 

community (Andeson et al., 2017; Anyon et al., 2016; Barker et al., 2001; Bonta et al., 

2002; Carter et al., 2014; Danker, 2019; DeRidder, 1991; Gonzalez, 2012; Gregory et al., 

2010; Lee et al., 2011). Research has shown that special student populations are assigned 

exclusionary disciple more frequently than their peers (Anyon et al., 2016; Barker et al., 

2001; Bonta et al., 2002; Carter et al., 2014; Danker, 2019; Gonzalez, 2012; Gregory et 

al., 2010; Skiba & Peterson, 1999). The result of exclusion is lost instructional time, 

fractured relationships, and creates a barrier to academic success. Despite research that 

demonstrates using a restorative justice model to address student behavior reduces the 

frequency of undesired behavior, suspension, and other exclusionary practices continue to 

be the predominant methods of discipline in New Hampshire secondary schools (Anyon 

et al., 2016; Carter et al., 2014; Cavanagh et al., 2014; Gonzalez, 2012; Hopkins, 2002; 

Johnstone, 2013, Noddings, 2003; Smith & Harper, 2015; Zehr, 1997).  

Research Questions 

- Is there a difference between exclusionary and restorative discipline practices 

based on the development of teacher to student relationships? 
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- Is there a difference between exclusionary and restorative discipline practices 

based on the teachers’ sense of meaningful work? 

Summary 

A comparative analysis of schools using exclusionary discipline and a school 

using restorative practices would indicate which model is more effective in developing 

the teacher to student relationships, teacher sense of meaningful work, and positive 

classroom climate while reducing disruptive behaviors. Past and current research 

indicates that the development of the student to teacher relationships and a sense of 

community in a classroom will reduce undesired behavior, and improve student academic 

outcomes (Anyon et al., 2016; Barker et al., 2001; Bonta et al., 2002; Carter et al., 2014; 

Danker, 2019; Gonzalez, 2012; Gregory et al., 2010; Skiba & Peterson, 1999). 
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Chapter 2 Literature Review 

Exclusionary Discipline 

School discipline policies began as a means of curbing off task and unsafe student 

behaviors (Barker et al., 2001; Bock, Tapscott, 1998; Bonttiani, Bradshaw, Gregory, & 

Reschly, 2018; Chapman, Laird, & KewalRamani, 2010; Lee, 2017). Student discipline 

can be objective and subjective. Objective infractions consist of smoking, vandalism, 

fighting, or carrying a weapon to school (Bonttiani et al., 2018; Christle, Nelson, & 

Joliette, 2004; Cook et al., 2018; Danker, 2019). Objective offenses are clear; the student 

either did or did not commit the infraction. The subjective discipline relies heavily on the 

interpretation of teachers and administrators. These behaviors include defiance, 

insubordination, and disrespect (Bonttiani, et al., 2018; Chapman, Laird, & 

KewalRamani, 2010; Fabelo et al., 2011; Lee, 2017).  

In the 1990s, districts began to evaluate and adopt new discipline policies 

(Danker, 2019; Drewery, 2004; Fields, 2003; Na & Gottfredson, 2013; Lee, 2017). 

Districts began to implement a zero-tolerance approach toward student misconduct. 

Schools took procedures that had prescribed exclusionary consequences for various 

behaviors, consisting of removal from a class, in-school suspension (ISS), out of school 

suspension (OSS), expulsion, and police involvement (Cook et al., 2018; Crenshaw, 

Ocen, & Nanda, 2015; Danker, 2019; Lee, 2017). The philosophy behind zero – tolerance 

is that severe penalties will deter undesired behaviors (Bonttiani, Bradshaw, Gregory, & 

Reschly, 2018; Lee, 2017; Na & Gottfredson, 2013). Despite research that demonstrates 

exclusionary discipline is not effective in addressing student behavior, schools continue 

to rely heavily on these practices (Na & Gottfredson, 2013; Lee, 2017; Losen, Ee, 
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Hodson, & Martinez, 2015; Losen, Hodson, Keith, Morrison, & Belway, 2015). In 2016, 

54% of the high schools in the U.S. used security guards and student resource officers to 

address discipline issues (Danker, 2019; Fabelo, 2011; Fortin, Marcotte, Potvin, Royer, & 

Joly, 2006; Gonzalez, 2012; Mallet, 2016). 

Exclusionary discipline is grounded in Deterrence Theory; if the cost outweighs 

benefit of the behavior, it will deter people from breaking the rules (Gonzalez, 2012; 

Green, Maynard, & Stegenga, 2018; Lee, 2017; Mallet, 2016). Deterrence Theory has a 

narrow scope as it functions primarily on the fear of consequences and the assumption 

that the person breaking the rules is in a rational frame of mind (Green, Cohen, & 

Stormont, 2019; Green et al., 2018; Gregory, Bell, & Pollock, 2014; Lee, 2017). Severe 

consequences are only valid if the person committing the infractions can consider the 

penalty for their behavior (Green et al., 2019; Lee, 2017; Mallet, 2016). If a person does 

not understand the consequences, the threat of severe punishment will not deter them 

from committing an offense. 

Lee (2017) describes different types of offenders who may not possess the 

capacity to consider the consequences of their actions. Individuals with cognitive 

deficiencies or disabilities or due to traumatic events may not be in a reasonable frame of 

mind. Research poses individuals who temporarily lose the ability to reason due to strong 

emotions, intoxication, or drug use (Gregory, Skiba, Noguera, 2010; Henderson & Guy, 

2017; Holen, Waktaar, & Sagatun, 2018; Lee, 2017; Mallet, 2016). The flaw in using 

discipline founded in Deterrence Theory for students is that it puts the most at-risk 

students at a disadvantage (Bonttiani et al., 2018; Huang, 2018; Lee, 2017; Mallet, 2016; 
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Payne & Welch, 2018). Students who have disabilities or struggle with substance misuse 

may not possess the capacity to consider the consequences of their actions (Lee, 2017). 

The result of a zero-tolerance approach to discipline is that special student populations 

will receive exclusionary discipline more often than their peers (Crenshaw et al., 2015; 

Huang, 2018; Kline, 2016; Lee, Cornell, Gregory, & Xitao Fan, 2011; Losen, Ee, 

Hodson, & Martinez, 2015; Payne & Welch, 2018).  

Studies argue that suspensions have drastically increased since the adoption of 

zero – tolerance, and students who are economically disadvantaged or an ethnic minority 

are more likely to experience punitive school discipline than their peers (Bonttiani et al., 

2018; Crenshaw et al., 2015; Huang, 2018; Kline, 2016; Lee et al., 2011; Payne & Welch, 

2018). Researchers have identified patterns of disparity in the use of exclusionary 

discipline practices based on race, ethnicity, ability, socioeconomic status, gender, sexual 

orientation, and sexual identity (Crenshaw et al., 2015; Losen et al., 2015; Smith & 

Harper, 2015). Nationally in the U.S., 49% of black high school students have been 

suspended at least once compared to 18% of their white peers (United States Department 

of Education Office of Civil Rights, 2014). 

Zero-tolerance policies are reactionary; students commit infractions before 

attempts are made to address undesired behaviors (Na & Gottfredson, 2013; Payne & 

Welch, 2018). Studies have found students who receive multiple suspensions are more 

likely than their peers to drop out of school (Chapman et al., 2010; Na & Gottfredson, 

2013; Payne & Welch, 2018) the reason is a feeling of disconnect from the school 

community (Cavanagh et al., 2014; Christie et al., 2004; Ferlin & Grannas, 2015; 
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Gregory, Clawson, Davis, & Gerewitz, 2016).  Students identify weak relationships with 

adults and their peers, creating a perception that they are unwanted or singled out for 

discipline (Bonttiani, Bradshaw, Gregory, & Reschly, 2018; Cavanagh et al., 2014; 

Christie et al., 2004; Henderson & Guy, 2017; Na & Gottfredson, 2013;). Despite the 

growing research that shows suspension can be harmful to students' academic 

achievement, it is still the prevalent form of discipline used in schools today (Bonttiani et 

al., 2018; Christie et al., 2004; Crenshaw et al., 2015; Huang, 2018; Kline, 2016; Lee et 

al., 2011; Losen et al., 2015; Payne & Welch, 2018). 

Traditional discipline practices attempt to address challenging student behaviors 

by applying consequences of detention, office referrals, suspension, and expulsion 

(Skiba, Arredondo, & Williams, 2014; Green, Cohen, & Stormont, 2019; Green, 

Maynard, & Stegenga, 2018). Exclusionary discipline practices temporarily addresses the 

undesired behaviors by removing the student from the classroom. This approach does not 

teach the desired prosocial behaviors it instead attempts to gain compliance (Green et al., 

2019; Green et al., 2018). Exclusionary discipline is a severe punishment with academic 

implications because it removes students from the instructional setting creating gaps in 

their academics (Green et al., 2019; Green et al., 2018; Gregory et al., 2010; Losen et al., 

2015). Despite the severe implications of exclusion, researchers have found it is often 

assigned for minor disciplinary infractions such as noncompliance, classroom disruption, 

or failure to report to detention (Green et al., 2019; Green et al., 2018). 

 Schools view suspension as a severe punishment that will deter students from 

misbehavior. Scott, Hirn, and Cooper (2017) found that most students possess the 



EFECTS OF EXCLUSIONARY VERSUS RESTORATIVE DISCIPLINE 19 

 

prosocial skills to understand behavior expectations and follow the school rules. The 

students who lack the skills are the most at risk of being suspended and will continue to 

engage in problem behaviors until their needs are addressed (Green et al., 2018; Losen et 

al., 2015; Scott, Hirn, & Cooper, 2017). Gregory, Skiba, and Noguera (2010) found a 

relatively high rate of disciplinary recidivism among students who were suspended. The 

United States Department of Education Office for Civil Rights (2014) reported that 2.8 

million students in grades kindergarten – 12th were suspended at least once in 2014. 

Students with disabilities accounted for 14% of the suspended population and were twice 

as likely to be suspended again. Black male students made up 46.8% of the suspended 

population and were four times more likely than their peers to receive additional 

suspensions (Gregory et al., 2010; Huang, 2018; Kizel, 2016; Kline, 2016; Lee et al., 

2011; Li, Hughes, Kwok, & Hsu, 2012; Losen et al., 2015). Suspensions have been used 

to get the attention of parents or guardians of a student who frequently misbehaves 

(Gregory et al., 2010; Green et al., 2018; Losen et al., 2015; Scott et al., 2017). Research 

has shown marginalized student populations receive suspensions at a high rate, any 

attempt to engage families using severe punishment, only undermines the family to 

school partnership (Green et al., 2018; Gregory et al., 2010; Huang, 2018; Kizel, 2016; 

Kline, 2016; Lee et al., 2011; Li et al., 2012; Losen et al., 2015). 

Restorative Practices 

 Discipline gaps continue to grow between groups based on race, ethnicity, 

socioeconomic status, academic abilities, and disabilities (Aryon, Zhang, & Hazel, 2016; 

Cavanagh et al., 2014; Gregory et al., 2018; Kline, 2016). The gaps are prominent in 
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schools in which students report needing additional supports and not having positive 

adult relations (Anyon, Zhang, & Hazel, 2016; Li et al., 2012; Losen et al., 2015; Morgan 

et al., 2019; Raffaele, Mendez & Knoff, 2003). When evaluating schools that have seen a 

reduction in the disparity gaps, students report having the necessary supports and positive 

adult relationships (Anyon, Zhang, & Hazel, 2016; Cavanagh et al., 2014; Gregory et al., 

2018; Roorda, Jak, Zee, Oort, & Koomen, 2017; Rudasil, Reio, Stipanovic, & Taylor, 

2010; Sabol & Pianta, 2012; Vershueren & Koomen, 2012). 

Restorative Justice is founded on the belief that we are all connected through a 

web of relationships (Cavanagh et al., 2014; Kline, 2016; Johnstone, 2013; Mansfield, 

Fowler & Rainbolt, 2018; Ortega, Lubansky, Nettles, & Espelage, 2016). The web 

represents the interconnectedness of a community of people. When wrongdoing or 

infraction occurs, it harms existing relationships. Restorative Justice provides an 

opportunity for all stakeholders to participate in a forum to discuss and correct the 

wrongdoing (Cavanagh et al., 2014; Kane et al., 2007; Kline, 2016; Johnstone, 2013; 

Macready, 2009). Schools have started implementing restorative practices in an 

educational setting as a means of proactive and responsive behavior interventions 

(Cavanagh, 2009; Gonzalez, 2012; Gregory et al., 2016; Kline, 2016; McCluskey et al., 

2008). Restorative practices are a repertoire of strategies that educators can use to form 

relationships with students and various stakeholders (Cavanagh et al., 2014; Kline, 2016; 

McCluskey et al., 2008). 

Restorative practices in the school setting is a process in which stakeholders work 

collaboratively to develop a plan to repair the harm caused by a student's actions 
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(Cavanagh et al., 2014; Gregory et al., 2018; Johnstone, 2013; Kane et al., 2007; Kline, 

2016; Macready, 2009). These practices are founded on two beliefs; those affected by an 

infraction come together to identify how the incident impacted people and then identify 

actions that will repair the harm (Cavanagh et al., 2014; Gregory et al., 2016; Drewery, 

2016; Johnstone, 2013; Kline, 2016). The formal procedure invites all parties affected by 

the behavior to volunteer to participate in a restorative conference. A pre-conference 

occurs that outlines the norms and orients participants with the process. Anyon et al. 

(2016) explain when the team meets, they use restorative questioning to guide their 

discussions. What happened? Who has been harmed or affected by the actions? What 

have you done? What are you responsible for? How will the harm be repaired? 

Collaboratively participants develop a plan to improve the damage that holds individuals 

accountable for their actions while assisting them to reintegrate back into the community 

(Cavanagh et al., 2014; Gregory et al., 2018; Kline, 2016, Johnstone, 2013; Mansfield, 

Fowler & Rainbolt, 2018; Ortega, Lubansky, Nettles, & Espelage, 2016). 

Suspensions have been linked to school dropout rates; a study by Gregory et al. 

(2018) found that for every suspension a student receives, it reduces their chance of 

graduation by 20%. Restorative practices aim to transform how students and adults 

interact with one another to create a positive school climate. Recent studies have found 

that restorative justice reduces office referrals and OSS (Acosta et al., 2016; Gregory et 

al., 2018; Riestenberg, 2013). Gregory et al. (2018) found that when restorative practices 

were implemented district-wide on average, schools saw a 52% decrease in violent acts 

and serious incidents. Researchers have found students report a benefit from participating 
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in restorative conferencing (Gregory et al., 2018; Ortega et al., 2016; Riestenberg, 2013). 

Schools view restorative practices as an opportunity to build relationships, address 

distrust, and misunderstood implicit bias (Ortega et al., 2016; Schiff, 2018). 

Restorative practices are in use by several school districts across the country from 

Boston Massachusetts, Denver Colorado, Chicago Illinois, San Diego California, and in 

various communities of Maine and New York (Acosta et al., 2016; Boston Public School 

District, 2018; Cavanaugh, 2003; & Cavanaugh et al., 2014). The focus of restorative 

practices is to create a safe environment for students to learn, using proactive and 

supportive interventions to address the students’ holistic needs (Acosta et al., 2016; 

Cavanaugh et al., 2014). Teachers and students are empowered to resolve behavioral, 

social-emotional, and academic concerns through various approaches (Acosta et al., 

2016; Cavanaugh, 2009; Roorda, Jak, Zee, Oort, & Koomen, 2017). Restorative 

strategies include effective statements, restorative questions, conferences, proactive and 

responsive circles, student input into consequences, and reintegration plans (Acosta et al., 

2016; Cavanaugh 2009; Cavanaugh et al., 2014; Roorda et al., 2017). Restorative 

practices creates an environment where structured dialogue occurs to maximize positive 

connections, foster relationships, and individuals accept responsibility for their actions 

(Acosta et al., 2016; Cavanaugh, 2003; Gehlback, Brinkworth, & Harris, 2012; & Lavy & 

Bocker, 2018; Macfarlane et al., 2007). 

The use of restorative practices to replace traditional approaches to discipline 

originated from a model of restorative justice used in the criminal justice field as a 

process of rehabilitating prisoners and reducing recidivism (Bonta, Wallace-Capretta, 
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Rooney, & McAnoy, 2002; Fields, 2003; Gonzalez, 2012; McCluskey et al., 2008). The 

use of restorative practices in schools began in the mid to late 1990s after a significant 

increase in violent student behavior, school suspensions, and expulsions (Acosta et al., 

2016; Cavanagh, 2003; Danker, 2019; Gonzalez, 2012). Kane et al. (2007) identify the 

philosophical components of restorative practices in schools: foster positive social 

relationships, respect others, their views, and feelings, empathy for those harmed by one's 

behavior, students take responsibility for their actions and work to repair the harm caused 

to others. McCluskey et al. (2008) studied the implementation of restorative practices in 

18 schools in Scotland, 10 secondary schools, seven primary schools, and one specialized 

school. Through classroom observations, teacher, and student surveys, observed that 

restorative practices could have a positive effect on the school climate and increases 

supportive interactions between staff and students (Acosta et al., 2016; Cavanagh, 2003; 

Danker, 2019; Gonzalez, 2012; Kane et al., 2007; McCluskey et al., 2008). 

Cavanagh (2009) examines the daily experiences of students, teachers, staff, and 

parents associated with the school's culture through the lens of restorative practices. The 

setting for Cavanagh's research was a multicultural secondary school in the Denver 

Colorado metropolitan area that was implementing restorative discipline practices. 

Cavanagh (2009) contends that current discipline practices in schools across the United 

States (U.S.) are punitive, retributive, and separates offending students from their peers 

through detentions, suspensions, and expulsions. Studies have shown that the prevalent 

discipline practices in the U.S. today focus on managing students' behavior, forcing 

conformity to social norms valued by the schools, and include adversarial processes that 
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are punishment oriented (Cavanagh, 2009; Gonzalez, 2012; Gregory et al., 2016; Kline, 

2016; McCluskey et al., 2008). Researchers advocate for the use of restorative practices 

to address students' needs, reduce behavioral concerns, and create a school climate that 

fosters positive relationships (Bonta, Wallace-Capretta, Rooney, & McAnoy, 2002; 

Fields, 2003; Gonzalez, 2012; Gregory et al., 2016; McCluskey et al., 2008). The results 

of Cavanagh's (2009) study indicates the implementation of restorative practices may 

reduce the frequency of special populations receiving suspension. The research suggests 

that teachers and students initially did not feel valued and had no say in discipline 

outcomes. In a survey administered at the end of the two-year study after the 

implementation of restorative practices, teachers and students shared a feeling of 

empowerment to take on an active role in resolving student behavioral concerns 

(Cavanagh, 2009).  

In 2012, the U.S. Department of Justice took a supportive stance in assisting 

school districts in adopting restorative practices and moving away from suspension and 

expulsion (Darling & Monk, 2018; Gregory et al., 2016; Kline, 2016). The Department of 

Justice assisted schools in the San Diego Unified School Districts in accessing quality 

training and support as they adopted restorative practices (Darling & Monk, 2018; 

Gonzalez, 2012; Gregory et al., 2016; Mansfield et al., 2018; Payne, 2018).  A growing 

body of research suggests that suspension and expulsion have not had the intended effect 

of reducing violent behaviors in schools (Fabelo et al., 2011; Gonzalez, 2012; Noguera, 

2003). The San Diego school district experienced a reduction in the number of student 

suspensions assigned in the first year of implementing restorative practices; 7% amongst 



EFECTS OF EXCLUSIONARY VERSUS RESTORATIVE DISCIPLINE 25 

 

African American, 5% with Latinx, and 5% amongst White students (Gonzalez, 2012). 

Restorative practices address the needs of at-risk students by engaging students in 

correcting their behavior and repairing relationships with the victims (Darling & Monk, 

2018; Fabelo et al., 2011; Gonzalez, 2012; Ortega et al., 2016). 

Macready (2009) examines the use of restorative practices in schools through the 

lens of Vygotsky's social construct theory. Vygotsky's (1986) social construct theory 

states for people to expand on their knowledge, they need to interact and socialize with 

others; it is only through socialization they can understand the complexities of others' 

perspectives and develop on their learning. Vygotsky (1986) explains that each person 

has a zone of proximal development, we are limited to our experiences and 

understandings, and however, through meaningful conversations and interactions, people 

can obtain new skills, knowledge and push past their limitations. Macready (2009) 

explains that restorative practices offer students an opportunity to expand their 

understanding of complex social situations in which a student has caused harm to another 

member of the school community. Studies support Macready’s findings indicating that 

teachers using the conferencing techniques reported that students feel empowered to call 

their peers out on harmful conduct; all students have an opportunity to share how they 

were affected (Acosta et al., 2016; Cavanaugh, 2009; Gehlback, Brinkworth, & Harris, 

2012; & Lavy & Bocker, 2018; Macfarlane et al., 2007). 

The adoption of restorative practices to replace traditional discipline has not 

occurred in many schools across the U.S. (Acosta et al., 2016; Cavanaugh et al., 2014; 

Gehlback et al., 2012; & Lavy & Bocker, 2018; Macfarlane et al., 2007). Fields (2003) 
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studies the implementation of family and community conferencing in secondary schools 

in Queensland, Australia. The restorative conferencing model is used but includes the 

parents of offenders and victims, teachers, administrators, counselors, school resource 

officers, or other individuals affected by the student's behaviors (Cavanagh, 2006; Fields, 

2003). Schools experienced success in reducing repeat offenders, victims felt safer in 

school, and offenders did not feel isolated from the school community (Fields, 2003). The 

findings of Cavanagh (2006), a study of schools in the Denver, Colorado Metropolitan 

School District and Darling and Monk's (2018) research of the San Diego Unified School 

District, suggest restorative practices reduce negative behaviors and the number of repeat 

offenders. These findings have been well documented in current research (Acosta et al., 

2016; Cavanaugh et al., 2014; Gehlback et al., 2012; & Lavy & Bocker, 2018; 

Macfarlane et al., 2007). However, Fields (2003) shares restorative practices was met 

with much resistance from the greater community and is no longer common in the 

Queensland school district. Fields contribute schools moving away from restorative 

practices to a lack of appropriately educating all stakeholders in the value of this 

approach and the reluctance for leaders to relinquish their control over student behavior 

and the school climate.  

Major Construct A: Overview of Teacher to Student Relationships 

 Relationships consist of social interactions between people but are not limited to 

an individual's perception and internal feelings toward another person (Allen et al., 2013; 

Anyon et al., 2018; Balfanz, 2015; Sabol & Pianta, 2012). Studies have demonstrated that 

teacher to student relationships are indicators of potential outcomes across all ages 
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(Anyon et al., 2018; Classens et al., 2017; Cook et al., 2018; Ferlin & Grannas, 2015; 

Henderson & Guy, 2017; Sabol & Pianta, 2012). Educational studies support the positive 

effects on student relationships (Chetty, Friedman, & Rochoff, 2014; Mason, Hajovsky, 

McCune, & Turek, 2017; Roorda, Jak, Zee, & Koomen, 2017; Vershcueren & Koomen, 

2012; Wentzel, 2012). Researchers have explicitly explored perceived levels of closeness 

and conflict and the connection to students’ sense of belonging, academic achievement, 

level of engagement, and behavior (Mason et al., 2017; Roorda et al., 2017; Vershcueren 

& Kooemen, 2012).  

Characteristics of a positive teacher to student relationships consist of closeness, 

involvement, relatedness, emotional warmth, and acceptance (Baber & Noreen, 2018; 

Barker, 2009; Mason et al., 2017; Sabal & Pianta, 2012). Negative relations include 

perceptions of conflict, rejection, role strain, verbal abuse, and relational negativity. 

(Barber & Noreen, 2018; Barker, 2009; Mason et al., 2017). Roorda et al. (2017) 

conducted a longitudinal study of teacher-to-student relationships as students transition 

from primary to secondary. The findings reveal a decrease in relationships with their 

teachers as students advance through school, with a significant drop in secondary school. 

Roorda et al. (2017) identify secondary schooling as a pivotal time in adolescent 

development. The effects of a positive teacher to student relationships could have a 

lasting impact on the students' post-graduation. A positive relationship improves 

academic engagement, students' progress through secondary school, promotes a sense of 

belonging, prosocial skills, and increases the potential of graduating (Henderson & Guy, 

2017; Mason et al., 2017; Roorda et al., 2017). The effects of positive relationships 
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continue post-graduation as students attend college or enter careers. Students are more 

confident, advocate for themselves, and develop the social skills necessary to succeed 

(Baber & Noreen, 2018; Henderson & Guy, 2017; Mason et al., 2017; Roorda et al., 

2017).  Students have indicated positive teacher to student relationships enhance a sense 

of safety, emotional connection, and increases student engagement (Verschueren & 

Koomen, 2012). The feeling of belonging to the classroom and school community is 

perhaps the most critical indicator of a student's potential for success (Walton & Cohen, 

2011; Wang & Brinkworth, 2013). 

Multiple studies have illustrated the association between the quality of teacher-

student relationships and future social and academic performance across all school ages 

(Allen et al., 2013; Cook et al., 2018). Positive relationships have proven to diminish 

problem behaviors amongst students who experience emotional outbursts in the 

classroom (Chetty et al., 2014; Cook et al., 2018; Mason et al., 2017; Roorda et al., 2017; 

Vershcueren & Koomen, 2012; Wentzel, 2012). Roorda et al. (2017) share that as 

students progress through school, the sense of closeness to their teachers diminishes, and 

feeling of conflict increases. Research has shown that students' understanding of conflict 

with their teachers is an indicator of lower academic achievement over time, behavior 

concerns, and increases the chances of students dropping out (Archambault & 

Vandenbossche – Makombo, Fraser, 2017; Mason et al., 2017; Roorda et al., 2017). 

Educational literature has proven that early student engagement is a central factor 

in perseverance and success (Chetty et al., 2014; Fitzpatrick & Pagani, 2013; Henderson 

& Guy, 2017; Roorda et al., 2017; Wentzel, 2012). As students grow older, their level of 
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engagement diminishes (Mason et al., 2017; Roorda et al., 2017). Researchers have 

identified that teacher to student relationships have a profound influence on the 

adolescent level of engagement (Archambault et al., 2017; Baber & Noreen, 2018; Martin 

& Collie, 2019; Mason et al., 2017; Roorda et al., 2017). Studies have demonstrated that 

teacher-to-student relationships are connected to the quality of students' social and 

academic experience (Holen, Waaktaar, & Sagatun, 2018; Lee & Burkam, 2003). Holen 

et al. (2018) studied the importance of student to teacher relationships with students' 

academic success, dropout preventions, and mental health problems. They found a 

significant correlation between the students completing upper-secondary schooling and 

positive teacher to student relationships. Students who reported having a negative 

teacher-to-student relationship were less likely to complete upper secondary school and 

struggle more with mental health problems (Holen et al., 2018). 

Emotionally supportive teacher to student interactions in the classroom show 

students how to develop positive peer relationships and increases an overall sense of 

belonging and engagement (Holen et al., 2018; Martin & Collie, 2019; Mason et al., 

2017; Quinn, 2017; Roorda et al., 2017; Vershueren & Koomen, 2011; Wentzel, 2012; 

Ruzek et al., 2016). Positive or negative teacher-to-student relationships may affect 

students' academic outcomes (Martin & Collie, 2019; Mason et al., 2017; Quinn, 2017; 

Roorda et al., 2017; Vershueren & Koomen, 2011; Wentzel, 2012). Classroom 

environments that foster supportive teacher to student relationships enhance students’ 

learning experience, commitment to learning, and sense of belonging, which improves 

overall student academic performance (Chetty et al., 2014; Fitzpatrick & Pagani, 2013; 



EFECTS OF EXCLUSIONARY VERSUS RESTORATIVE DISCIPLINE 30 

 

Henderson & Guy, 2017; Martin & Collie, 2019; Verschueren & Koomen, 2011; 

Wentzel, 2012). 

Lee and Burkam (2003) studied student to teacher relationships focusing on 

school completion. They found students who perceived a positive relationship with their 

teachers performed better and were more likely to complete secondary school than their 

peers who have a negative teacher to student relationship. Recent studies indicate that 

students who have a higher association of closeness to their teachers exhibit fewer 

behavioral issues than students who associate teacher with conflict (Martin & Collie, 

2019; Mason et al., 2017; Quinn, 2017; Roorda et al., 2017; Vershueren & Koomen, 

2011; Wentzel, 2012). Teacher to student relationships is a mitigating factor in student 

behavior and level of engagement (Archambault, 2017; Baber, Noreen, 2018; Burkam, 

2003; Chetty et al., 2014; Fitzpatrick & Pagani, 2013; Henderson & Guy, 2017; Mason et 

al., 2017). Reports of a poor teacher to student relationships frequently were the result of 

negative experiences that lead to a perceived disconnection (Martin & Collie, 2019; 

Verschueren & Koomen, 2011; Wentzel, 2012). 

 Studies examined teacher to student relationships through the lens of student 

perceived conflict and closeness to their teachers (Barker, 2009; Mason et al., 2017; 

Rudasill, Reio, Stipanovic, & Taylor, 2010). Researchers found students who view a 

relationship of conflict with their teacher exhibit risk-taking behaviors, and students who 

see a link of closeness with their teachers exhibit positive, healthy functioning behaviors 

(Archambault, 2017; Baber & Noreen, 2018; Burkam, 2003; Chetty et al., 2014; 

Fitzpatrick & Pagani, 2013; Roorda, 2017). Students who dropped out of school have 
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frequently reported that they struggled with depression, social and school adjustment 

(Henderson & Guy, 2017; Martin & Collie, 2019; Mason et al., 2017; Verschueren & 

Koomen, 2011; Wentzel, 2012). The experience of exclusion and social rejection can 

have devastating effects on an adolescent’s self-esteem, sense of belonging, and fractures 

teacher to student relations (Allen et al., 2018; Cook et al., 2018; Walton & Cohen, 2011; 

Wang & Brinkworth, 2013).  

Scholars have found that teacher to student relationships are critical to a student's 

success and improve behavior (Carter, Fine & Russell, 2014; Morgan, Salomon, Plotkin, 

& Cohen, 2014; U.S. Department of education, 2014).  Researchers report that the use of 

exclusionary discipline practices can result in students’ developing feelings of disconnect 

or lacking a sense of belonging in the school community (Anyon et al., 2018; Anyon, 

Zhang, & Hazel, 2016; Carter, Fine, & Russell, 2014; Gregory, Bell, & Pollock, 2014; 

Olivier, Archambault, & Dupere, 2018). Losen and Martinez (2013) studied the 

behaviors that result in a student receiving a suspension.  Students often received a 

suspension for multiple minor offenses such as disruption, defiance, and disrespect. 

Students usually receive a suspension for a series of minor infractions exponentially more 

than for violent or unsafe behaviors (Losen & Martinez, 2013; Martin & Collie, 2019). 

Behavioral studies suggest that exclusionary discipline practices are not an effective 

method of addressing undesired behaviors (Carter, Fine, & Russell, 2014; Gregory, Bell, 

& Pollock, 2013; Losen & Martinez, 2013; Olivier, Archambault, & Dupere, 2018). 

Researchers have explored factors that contribute to at-risk behaviors and students 

dropping out of school (Anyon et al., 2018; Gregory, Bell, & Pollock, 2013; Mason et al., 
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2017; Rudasill, Reio, Stipanovic, & Taylor, 2010). Students frequently reported the 

influential teacher to student relationships or a sense of closeness as an essential part of 

their success, sense of belonging, and engagement (Anyon et al., 2018; Baber & Noreen, 

2018; Henderson & Guy, 2017; Mason et al., 2017; Roorda et al., 2017). Also, students 

who dropped out of school or received multiple suspensions reported having weak 

relationships or a sense of conflict with adults and did not feel a sense of belonging to the 

school community (Anyon et al., 2018; Baber & Noreen, 2018; Gregory, Bell, & Pollock, 

2013; Henderson & Guy, 2017; Mason et al., 2017; Roorda et al., 2017; Rudasill, Reio, 

Stipanovic, & Taylor, 2010). Genuine and supportive teacher to student relationships 

have a positive effect on student behavior, academics, and engagement (Anyon et al., 

2018; Baber & Noreen, 2018; Henderson & Guy, 2017; Mason et al., 2017; Roorda et al., 

2017). However, the use of exclusionary discipline to address undesired behavior can 

lead to feelings of disconnect with adults (Carter, Fine, & Russell, 2014; Gregory, Bell, 

& Pollock, 2013; Losen & Martinez, 2013; Olivier, Archambault, & Dupere, 2018). 

Each additional suspension a student receives increases their odds of not 

graduating by 20% (Balfanz, Byrnes, & Fox, 2014, Bonttiani, Bradshaw, Gregory, & 

Reschly, 2018; Cavanagh et al., 2014; Christie, Nelson, & Jolivette, 2004; Henderson & 

Guy, 2017; Na & Gottfredson, 2013). Policymakers are seeking alternative methods to 

current discipline practices to reduce the reliance on exclusionary discipline practices and 

the over-representation of minorities in the discipline system (Gregory et al., 2016; 

Morgan, Salomon, Plotkin, & Cohen, 2014; Morgan et al., 2019; Smith & Harper, 2015). 

Schools around the world and a handful in the U.S. are adopting restorative discipline 
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practices (Cavanagh et al., 2014; Gonzalez, 2012; Kane et al., 2007; Kline, 2016; 

Mansfield et al., 2018; McCluskey et al., 2008). The use of restorative practices aims to 

transform how students and adults interact with one another. Studies of restorative 

practices in diverse U.S. schools showed a significant drop in the punitive discipline 

(Cavanagh et al., 2014; Gregory et al., 2016; Morgan et al., 2014; Morgan et al., 2019; 

Smith & Harper, 2015). Special student populations such as African American students 

saw a decline in suspensions by 50%, frequency of severe incidents decreased by 52%, 

and a 70% reduction of disrespectful behavior toward teacher and classroom disruptions 

(Cavanagh, 2014; Gregory et al., 2016 Morgan et al., 2014; Morgan et al., 2019; Smith & 

Harper, 2015). 

Studies have explored students' respect for their teachers, cultural sensitivity, 

students' grades, and discipline statistics as a means of evaluating teacher to student 

relationships (Archambault, 2017; Baber, Noreen, 2018; Burkam, 2003; Chetty et al., 

2014; Fitzpatrick & Pagani, 2013; Roorda, 2017). The limitations of these studies include 

restorative practices that aim to reduce the use of traditional relationships discipline 

statistics should show reductions if implemented correctly (Archambault, 2017; Baber, 

Noreen, 2018; Burkam, 2003; Chetty et al., 2014; Fitzpatrick & Pagani, 2013; Roorda, 

2017). The use of students' grades is subjective data, and it may indicate a level of 

student engagement or understanding of the subject matter (Chetty et al., 2014; Gregory, 

Skiba, & Nogueara, 2010; Malouff, Emmerton, & Schutte, 2013; Martin & Collie, 2019; 

O’Connor & McCartney, 2007). However, several factors influence academic success, so 

studies that rely on students’ grades, or achievement scores limit the ability to generalize 
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the findings on restorative practices and teacher to student relationships (Anyon et al., 

2016; Cavanagh et al., 2014; Roorda et al., 2017). A study that compares teacher to 

student relationships in a school setting using traditional exclusionary practices and an 

environment using restorative practices may indicate which system creates a climate that 

better fosters teacher to student relationships (Anyon et al., 2016; Gregory et al., 2016; 

Roorda et al., 2017) 

Major Construct B: Sense of Meaningful Work  

Educational research continues to prove the lasting effects of the teacher to 

student relationships on students’ academic achievement and success after graduation 

(Anyon et al. 2018; Anyon, Zhang, & Hazel, 2016; Archambault et al. 2017; Cavanagh et 

al., 2014; Gregory, Bell, & Pollock, 2014; Losen & Martinez, 2013). Researchers have 

also found the adverse effects exclusionary discipline has on the teacher to student 

relationship as it creates disconnect between students and the school community (Lee, 

2017; Losen, 2015; Losen & Martinez, 2013; Na & Gottfredson, 2013). Despite 

alternatives, traditional methods are still prevalent in U.S. schools (Lee, 2017; Losen, 

2015; Na & Gottfredson, 2013). Scholars found that barriers to adopting new discipline 

practices are the educators' fear of initiative fatigue, diminishing their sense of 

meaningful work (Lavy & Bocker, 2018; Rainbolt, Fowler, & Mainsfield, 2019). 

Initiative fatigue occurs when teachers feel overburden with multiple projects and lack 

direction or vision (Rainbolt et al., 2019). Researchers argue educational leaders need to 

provide appropriate professional development for educators around alternative discipline 

models that align with the school's vision so teachers will have direction and a sense of 



EFECTS OF EXCLUSIONARY VERSUS RESTORATIVE DISCIPLINE 35 

 

meaningful work (Duffy, Bott, Allan, Torrey, & Dik, 2012; Lavy & Bocker, 2018; 

Rainbolt et al., 2019). 

 Scholars have defined a sense of meaningful work as believing the work being 

performed has a central purpose or goal (Kizel, 2017; Kohan, 2015; Lavy & Bocker, 

2018). Studies have evaluated teachers’ sense of meaningful work focusing on a teacher’s 

sense of purpose at work, improving an individual's understanding of meaningful work 

and contributions to the community and found there was a significant effect on 

developing supportive relationships (Kizel, 2017; Lavy & Bocker, 2018, Schnell, Hoge, 

& Pollett, 2013). A sense of meaningful work emerges as individual's experience, 

positive interpersonal interactions while working toward their goals (Kizel, 2016; Kohan, 

2015, Lavy & Bocker, 2018; Schnell et al., 2013). Personal goals drive and individual's 

sense of meaning, an educator’s goal is to teach, better the community, and prepare the 

youth to be functioning members of society (Duffy, Bott, Allan, Torrey, & Dik, 2012; 

Kizel, 2017; Kohan, 2015; Lavy & Bocker, 2018).  

  Teaching is a profession that can profoundly impact others' lives (Lavy & Bocker, 

2018; Schnell et al., 2013; Steger, Dik, & Duffy, 2012). Teacher to student relationships 

are the foundation of students' educational experience; teachers having a definite sense of 

meaningful works creates a climate that fosters building connections. (Lavy & Bocker, 

2018; Rainbolt et al. 2019; Xie & Yang, 2014). Researchers often use a sense of purpose 

and meaning interchangeably as making significant contributions to the greater good 

oriented toward student learning (Lavy & Bocker, 2018; Rainbolt et al. 2019; Schnell et 

al. 2013; Steger et al. 2012). A teacher's sense of meaningful work increases when they 
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view the work they are doing as coherent and progressing in a positive direction towards 

a shared vision (Lavy & Bocker, 2018; Rainbolt et al. 2019). A stronger sense of 

meaningful work amongst teachers fosters positive teacher to student relationships (Lavy 

& Bocker, 2018; Rainbolt et al. 2019; Schnell et al. 2013; Steger et al. 2012).   

Xie and Yang (2014) were exploring the construction of teacher to student 

relationships. They introduced communication and dialogue as an intervention to 

traditional discipline practices with a small group of teachers. Through structured 

discussions, teachers were better able to address the root cause of a student’s behavior 

and reduce the likelihood of the conduct reoccurring (Anyon et al. 2018; Anyon, Zhang, 

& Hazel, 2016; Xie & Yang, 2014). In a system where teachers serve as the judge and 

disciplinarian for student behavior, it can hinder the development of influential teacher to 

student relationships (Anyon et al. 2018; Anyon, Zhang, & Hazel, 2016; Archambault et 

al. 2017; Cavanagh et al., 2014; Gregory, Bell, & Pollock, 2014; Losen & Martinez, 

2013). Using a more communicative approach to student discipline, in which teachers 

engage in dialogue with students, can serve students better while maintaining a safe, 

educational environment. 

Few studies have explored teachers' sense of meaningful work in a school that has 

successfully implemented restorative discipline practices and used quality professional 

development to avoid initiative fatigue (Anyon et al. 2018; Lavy & Bocker, 2015; 

Rainbolt et al., 2019). The research into teacher sense of meaningful work in a school 

with restorative discipline practices could help address teacher concerns and advocate for 

policy change.  
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Data from Stakeholders and the Organization 

An examination of four years of School Safety Data reports of three large urban 

N.H. public high schools illustrates an increase in the use of suspension despite a 

decrease in the overall student population (New Hampshire Department of Education, 

Division of Education Analytics and Resources, Bureau of Education Statistics, 2016, 

2017, 2018). An overview of schools' discipline policies reflected exclusionary discipline 

practices including; in-school suspension (ISS), out of school suspension (OSS), 

expulsion, and other punitive consequences (Concord School District, 2018, Manchester 

School District, 2018; Milford School District, 2018). These schools have exclusionary 

discipline practices in place, despite, research that suggests ISS, OSS, expulsion, and 

other punitive consequences hinder the development teacher to student relationships, 

which has been proven essential to student learning (Cavanagh et al., 2014; Henderson 

and Frieland, 1996; Varvus and Cole, 2002). Table 1 presents the student population, 

OSS, ISS, and expulsions over four-years. 

Table 1 

Four Year Comparison of Enrollment and Exclusionary Discipline by Year 

 2015 – 2016 2016 – 2017 2017 – 2018 2018 – 2019 

Enrollment 4,086 3,859 3,674 3,616 

Days of OSS 2,353 2,479 2,755 2,330 

Days of ISS 33 58 30 198 

Expulsions  2 4 1 1 

OSS = Out of School Suspension; ISS = In School Suspension; 

Note. Table 1 list the student enrollment and the total numbers of assigned exclusionary 

consequences across a four-year sample. The discipline data was retrieved from the New 

Hampshire Department of Education, Division of Education Analytics and Resources, 

Bureau of Education Statistics. 
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The purpose of reviewing this discipline data was to determine how frequently in 

a school year, a form of exclusionary consequences, specifically ISS, OSS, or expulsion, 

was assigned to a student. Also, the report provided a detailed list of the types of 

infractions associated with the exclusionary consequences. To identify trends in the 

schools' discipline data from the following four school years was reviewed starting from 

2015 – 2016, 2016 – 2017, 2017 – 2018 and 2018 - 2019. Table 1 shows that in the 2015 

– 2016 school year, the student enrollment across the three schools was 4,086 pupils; 

there were 2,353 days of OSS, 33 ISS and two expulsions (New Hampshire Department 

of Education, Division of Education Analytics and Resources, Bureau of Education 

Statistics, 2016). During the 2016 – 2017, school year enrollment decreased by 227 

students totaling 3,859 (New Hampshire Department of Education, Division of Education 

Analytics and Resources, Bureau of Education Statistics, 2016, 2017). Despite a decrease 

in enrollment, 2,479 days of OSS, 58 days of ISS, and four expulsions were assigned. It 

represents an increase of 126 days of OSS, 25 days of ISS, and two removals compared 

to the previous school year (New Hampshire Department of Education, Division of 

Education Analytics and Resources, Bureau of Education Statistics, 2016, 2017). 

Student enrollment decreased in 2017 – 2018 by 425 fewer pupils than 2015 – 

2016, and 185 less than the 2016- 2017 school-year (see Table 1) (New Hampshire 

Department of Education, Division of Education Analytics and Resources, Bureau of 

Education Statistics, 2016, 2017, 2018). During the 2017 – 2018 school-year, there was 

an increase in the use of the exclusionary discipline (see Table 1) totaling 2,755 days of 

OSS, 30 ISS, and one expulsion (New Hampshire - Department of Education, Division of 
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Education Analytics and Resources, Bureau of Education Statistics, 2018). Despite 

another decrease in student enrollment, compared to the 2016 – 2017 school year, the 

total number of OSS increased by 276 days, ISS decreased 38 days. There was a total of 

two expulsions (New Hampshire Department of Education, Division of Education 

Analytics and Resources, Bureau of Education Statistics, 2016, 2017, 2018). When 

compared to the 2015-2016 school – year despite a decrease in the student population by 

425 pupils, there was an increase in exclusionary discipline assigned by 402 days of OSS 

(New Hampshire Department of Education, Division of Education Analytics and 

Resources, Bureau of Education Statistics, 2016, 2018).  

In 2018 – 2019, student enrollment decreased to 3616, which is 470 fewer 

students than 2015 – 2016 school-year, 243 less than the 2016- 2017, and 58 fewer 

students than 2017 – 2018 (see Table 1) (New Hampshire Department of Education, 

Division of Education Analytics and Resources, Bureau of Education Statistics, 2016, 

2017, 2018, & 2019). During the 2018 – 2019 school-year, there were 2,330 days of 

OSS, 198 ISS, and one expulsion (see Table 1) (New Hampshire - Department of 

Education, Division of Education Analytics, and Resources, Bureau of Education 

Statistics, 2019). Despite another decrease in student enrollment, compared to the 2017 – 

2018 school year, there were 2, 528 days of suspension (New Hampshire Department of 

Education, Division of Education Analytics and Resources, Bureau of Education 

Statistics, 2017, 2018, & 2019). When compared to the 2015-2016 School – year despite 

a decrease in the student population by 470 pupils, there was a decrease in exclusionary 

discipline assigned OSS by 23 days (New Hampshire Department of Education, Division 
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of Education Analytics and Resources, Bureau of Education Statistics, 2016, 2018, & 

2019). 

Over the four years, these high schools have experienced a decrease in student 

enrollment by 470 students. Despite the decline in student enrollment, the number of 

assigned OSS have been consistently over 2,300 from school-years 2015 – 2016 to 2018 

– 2019 (see Table 1) (New Hampshire Department of Education, Division of Education 

Analytics and Resources, Bureau of Education Statistics, 2016, 2017, 2018, & 2019). The 

ISS assignment spiked in 2018 – 2019 school year totaling 198 days (see Table 1) (New 

Hampshire Department of Education, Division of Education Analytics and Resources, 

Bureau of Education Statistics, 2016, 2017, 2018, & 2019). Although the schools still use 

ISS to correct undesired student behavior, it is less common than OSS. Expulsions 

peaked in the 2016 – 2017 school-year at four and has decreased to one in 2018 – 2019 

(see Table 1) (New Hampshire Department of Education, Division of Education 

Analytics and Resources, Bureau of Education Statistics, 2016,  

2017, 2018, and 2019).  

Table 2 

Four Year Comparison of Suspensions for Nonviolent Infractions 

 2015 – 2016 2016 – 2017 2017 – 2018 2018 – 2019 

Disruption 145 125 115 133 

Defiance 367 454 857 499 

Inappropriate 

Language 
71 110 178 125 

Other 1583 1386 1351 1426 

Other = tardiness, violation of dress code, loitering, cutting class, leaving school grounds, public display of 

affection, gambling, unauthorized use of a personal electronic device, and gang affiliate clothing. 
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Note. Table 2 is a 4 – year comparison of nonviolent infractions and the total days of 

suspension assigned for these infractions. The discipline data was retrieved from the New 

Hampshire Department of Education, Division of Education Analytics and Resources, 

Bureau of Education Statistics. 

The researcher examined the type of student infractions that resulted in an OSS or 

ISS. During the 2015 – 2016 school year, there was a total of 2,353 days of OSS or ISS 

(see Table 1) (New Hampshire Department of Education, Division of Education 

Analytics and Resources, Bureau of Education Statistics, 2016). A complete assignment 

of 2,166 days of OSS or 33 days of ISS for nonviolent infractions: class disruption, 

inappropriate language, defiance, and other (see Table 2) (New Hampshire Department of 

Education, Division of Education Analytics, and Resources, Bureau of Education 

Statistics, 2016). Other infractions include tardiness, violation of dress code, loitering, 

cutting class, leaving school grounds, public display of affection, gambling, unauthorized 

use of a personal electronic device, and gang affiliate clothing (Concord School District, 

2018; Manchester School District, 2018; Merrimack Valley High School, 2018; 

Pembroke Academy, 2018). Another assignment of 218 days of exclusionary discipline 

for violent acts (see Table 3) (New Hampshire Department of Education, Division of 

Education Analytics and Resources, Bureau of Education Statistics, 2016). Ninety 

percent of the total number of OSS and ISS assigned totaling 2,166 days of suspension 

were the result of nonviolent infractions (New Hampshire Department of Education, 

Division of Education Analytics and Resources, Bureau of Education Statistics, 2016).  
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Table 3 

Four Year Comparison of Suspensions for Violent Infractions 

 2015 – 2016 2016 – 2017 2017 – 2018 2018 – 2019 

Violence with 

Injury 
4 18 12 43 

Violence without 

Injury 
119 146 170 137 

Weapons 19 21 11 16 

Illicit Drugs 67 49 44 107 

Alcohol 9 2 2 5 

Other 0 29 15 37 

Other = tardiness, violation of dress code, loitering, cutting class, leaving school grounds, public display of 

affection, gambling, unauthorized use of a personal electronic device, and gang affiliate clothing. 

Note. Table 3 is a four-year comparison of violent infractions and the total days of 

suspension assigned. The discipline data was retrieved from the New Hampshire 

Department of Education, Division of Education Analytics and Resources, Bureau of 

Education Statistics. 

During the 2016 – 2017 school year, a total of 2,340 days of OSS were assigned 

to students (see Table 1) (New Hampshire Department of Education, Division of 

Education Analytics and Resources, Bureau of Education Statistics, 2017).  The assigning 

of 2075 days of OSS or ISS was the result of nonviolent infractions (see Table 2) (New 

Hampshire Department of Education, Division of Education Analytics, and Resources, 

Bureau of Education Statistics, 2017). Two hundred sixty-five days of OSS for violent 

acts causing physical harm to others, harassment and bullying without bodily injury, 

weapons possession, or the use of or possession of drugs or alcohol (see Table 3) (New 

Hampshire Department of Education, Division of Education Analytics and Resources, 

Bureau of Education Statistics, 2017).  Approximately 89% of the time a student received 

an OSS or ISS in the 2016 -2017 school-year it was the result of disruptive behavior, 
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defiance, inappropriate language, or other (New Hampshire Department of Education, 

Division of Education Analytics and Resources, Bureau of Education Statistics, 2017). 

In the 2017 – 2018 school year, 2,760 incidents resulted in 2,755 days of OSS and 

33 days of ISS totaling 2,788 days of exclusion (see Table 1) (New Hampshire 

Department of Education, Division of Education Analytics, and Resources, Bureau of 

Education Statistics, 2018). Additional scrutiny of the data uncovered that the assigning 

of 2,501 days of suspension for nonviolent infractions that include: disruptive behavior, 

defiance, inappropriate language, and other (see Table 2) (New Hampshire Department of 

Education, Division of Education Analytics and Resources, Bureau of Education 

Statistics, 2018). Two Hundred Fifty-Four days of suspension were issued for violent acts 

including causing physical harm to others, harassment, and bullying without bodily 

injury, weapons possession, or the use of or possession of drugs or alcohol (see Table 3) 

(New Hampshire Department of Education, Division of Education Analytics and 

Resources, Bureau of Education Statistics, 2018). Approximately 89% of the time a 

student received an OSS or ISS in the 2017 -2018 school-year it was the result of 

disruptive behavior, defiance, inappropriate language, or other (New Hampshire 

Department of Education, Division of Education Analytics and Resources, Bureau of 

Education Statistics, 2018). 

In the 2018 – 2019 school year, students received 2,528 days of suspension and 

198 days of ISS and 2,330 days of OSS (see Table 1) (New Hampshire Department of 

Education, Division of Education Analytics, and Resources, Bureau of Education 

Statistics, 2019). Examination of the data uncovered that 2,183 days of suspension were 
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assigned for nonviolent infractions that include: disruptive behavior, defiance, 

inappropriate language, and other (see Table 2) (New Hampshire Department of 

Education, Division of Education Analytics and Resources, Bureau of Education 

Statistics, 2019). A total of 345 days of suspension were issued for the following 

infractions violent act causing physical harm to others, harassment and bullying without 

bodily injury, weapons possession, or the use of or possession of drugs or alcohol (see 

Table 3) (New Hampshire Department of Education, Division of Education Analytics and 

Resources, Bureau of Education Statistics, 2019). Approximately 86% of the time a 

student received an OSS or ISS in the 2018 -2019 school-year, it was the result of 

disruptive behavior, defiance, inappropriate language, or other (New Hampshire 

Department of Education, Division of Education Analytics and Resources, Bureau of 

Education Statistics, 2019). 

The results of this study could indicate whether exclusionary or restorative 

practices foster the growth of teacher-to-student relationships. Recent research has 

identified teacher to student relationships as an essential component to developing 

positive student behaviors and academic success (Chetty, Friedman, & Rochoff, 2014; 

Mason, Hajovsky, McCune, & Turek, 2017; Roorda, Jak, Zee, & Koomen, 2017; 

Vershcueren & Koomen, 2012). If one of the discipline models was found to better foster 

teacher-to-student relationships than the other, the data could be used to support and 

inform the development of discipline practices in New Hampshire public schools and 

teacher training. 
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Chapter 3 Methods and Design  

Study Purpose and Design  

The purpose of this study was to determine if there is a significant difference 

between exclusionary and restorative discipline practices through the lens of the teacher 

to student relationships and teacher sense of meaningful work. Exclusionary and 

restorative discipline practices are independent variables. The study compared the 

different impact discipline practices had on a school's culture and climate by measuring 

the dependent variables of teacher to student relationships and teachers' sense of 

meaningful work. An ex post facto quantitative study format was used, data was gathered 

through surveys which answered the research questions by examining the relationships 

between amongst variables (Creswell, 2014; Salkind, 2010).  The study examined the 

data to look for a statistical difference between traditional and restorative discipline 

practices based on teacher-student relationships and teacher's sense of meaningful work. 

Creswell (2014) explains when trying to identify a relationship between two variables, a 

quantitative study is a conventional method. The data gathered through this study 

indicated whether a school using restorative or traditional discipline practices is more 

conducive to developing a teachers' sense of meaningful work and teacher to student 

relationships. 

Recent studies examining longitudinal data of teacher to student relationships in 

terms of Warmth, Intimacy, and conflict (Anyon et al. 2018; Anyon, Zhang, & Hazel, 

2016; Archambault et al. 2017; Cavanagh et al., 2014; Gregory, Bell, & Pollock, 2014; 

Losen, Hodson, & Martinez, 2015; Wu & Hughes, 2016; Mason, Hajovsky, McCune, & 

Turek, 2017) used a comparative quantitative methodology to examine teacher to student 
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relationships effects on students’ academic performance. Research exploring a teacher's 

sense of meaningful work and the potential connection to the teacher to student 

relationships used a quantitative methodology explicitly causal-comparative (Lavey, 

Bocker, 2018; Steger, Dik, & Duffy, 2012). Studies have evaluated a teacher's sense of 

meaningful work in connection to the teacher to student relationships at the elementary 

and middle school level (Kizel, 2017; Kohan, 2015; Lavy & Bocker, 2016; Steger, Dik, 

& Duffy, 2012) and have organized a teacher's sense of meaningful work into the 

following categories: work provides personal meaning, the significance of their work, 

and a feeling of purpose (Kizel, 2017; Lavy & Bocker, 2016; Steger, Dik, & Duffy, 

2012).  This study consisted of two questions that have two independent variables and 

two dependent variables. It measured the difference between exclusionary and restorative 

discipline practices based on the teacher to student relationships amongst ninth and tenth-

grade teachers in urban secondary schools. Also, evaluated the difference between 

exclusionary and restorative discipline practices based on a teacher's sense of meaningful 

work amongst ninth and tenth-grade teachers in urban secondary schools. 

Participants and Data Sources 

After examining discipline policies in 30 public secondary schools' handbooks, 

the researcher formed two groups. The researcher used a common strategy from multiple 

studies to identify a school as traditional discipline if the policies only described 

consequences and interventions such as detention, in-school suspension, out of school 

suspension, expulsion, or zero-tolerance with no mention of other restorative 

interventions (Anderson & Ritter, 2017; Anderson, Ritter, & Zamaro, 2017; Anyon, 
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Zhang, & Hazel, 2016; Balfanz et al., 2015; Cook et al., 2018; Danker, 2019; Gregory et 

al., 2014). The researcher used a similar process to identify schools that are using 

restorative discipline practices by identifying discipline policies that clearly state the 

school is using restorative discipline practices, outlines infractions and restorative 

consequences for each level of an offense (Acosta et al., 2016; Cavanaugh, 2009; 

Cavanaugh et al., 2014; Drewery, 2016; Gonzalez, 2012; Gregory et al., 2016). The 

researcher is currently an administrator in the field of education and has professional 

connections with the participating schools' administrators. Because of these connections, 

the researcher was able to confirm with school principals that they are using traditional or 

restorative discipline practices. School principals were also supportive in providing 

access to teachers' emails for voluntary participation in the study.  

The population was ninth and tenth-grade secondary school teachers in the three 

schools from urban school districts located in the central New England region N = 155. 

The researcher used convenience sampling as it was the most common method in 

research studies of this design (Lavey & Bocker, 2018; Mason, Hajovsky, McCune, & 

Turek, 2017; O’Connor & McCartney, 2007; Steger, Dik, & Duffy, 2012; Wu & Hughes, 

2016). Creswell (2018) identifies convenience sampling as an appropriate sampling 

method when researchers choose their population to study based on their availability. The 

study participants were certified teachers between 21 and 68 years of age, possess a 

bachelor's degree or higher, and teach grades nine through ten in three urban high schools 

in the central New England region. The researcher worked with participating school 

principals and identified all ninth and tenth-grade teachers. Teachers were sent a letter 
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that explained the purpose of the study, a brief overview of the surveys, and instructions 

for completing the questionnaires. Sample sizes from similar studies over the past ten – 

years had an average size of 40 participants, sample ranging from 10 – 55 participants 

(Classens et al., 2017; Cooke et al., 2018; Frelin & Grannas, 2015; Prewett, Bergin, & 

Huang, 2019; Gregory, Clawson, Davis, & Gerewitz, 2016; Quinn, 2017). The sample 

size of the study was 132 ninth and tenth-grade teachers from three urban high schools.   

Data Collection and Specific Practices 

The researcher uploaded the Teacher Network of Relationship Inventory (TNRI), 

and the Work and Meaning Inventory (WAMI) surveys into Qualtrics and a signature 

page where teachers checked a box to acknowledge they have agreed to participate in the 

study. The researcher provided a letter detailing the purpose of the research and the 

surveys used to gather data. This letter was distributed electronically to the principals at 

participating schools, superintendents, and all potential participants. 

  Wu and Hughes (2016) used the TNRI in a longitudinal study, demonstrated the 

inventory's reliability and validity over an age span of three to fifteen years. Recent 

studies have relied heavily on the TNRI as a reliable and valid assessment of young 

adolescence up to the age of fifteen (Cham, Hughes, & West, 2014; Hughes, Wu, Kwok, 

Villareal, & Johnson, 2012; Wu & Hughes, 2014; Wu & Hughes, 2016). The TNRI has 

an acceptable internal consistency; the overall Cronbach's alpha score was .86; the 

subscales scores are Warmth alpha. 94, Intimacy alpha .94, and Conflict alpha .91 (see 

Table 4) (Juin-Yu Wu & Hughes, 2016). These scores demonstrate that TNRI is a reliable 
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tool for measuring teacher-to-student relationships and provides accurate data (Creswell, 

2014; Salkind, 2010; Wu & Hughes, 2016).  

Studies have proven the TNRI to be a valid instrument through construct and 

predictive validity (Hughes, Wu, Kwok, Villareal, & Johnson, 2012; Li, Hughes, Kwok, 

& Hsu, 2012; Spilt & Hughes, 2015; Wu & Hughes, 2015). Wu and Hughes (2015) 

compared nine data sets using the Comparative Fit Index (CFI) and Tucker Lewis Index 

(TLI). The CFI analyzes the model fit by comparing the discrepancy between the data set 

and the hypothesized results (Cangur, & Ecran, 2015; Creswell & Creswell, 2018; Wu & 

Hughes, 2015; Wu & Hughes, 2016). The CFI values range from zero to one; the higher 

the number means, the stronger the instrument's validity. The TLI is a structural equation 

model (SEM) that measures the incremental fit of a tool (Cangur, & Ecran, 2015; Wu & 

Hughes, 2015; Wu & Hughes, 2016). Using the SEM model, the TLI score is calculated 

and ranges from zero to one; the higher the number, the stronger the validity is. The 

TNRI has a CFI score of .928 and a TLI score of .918. Both index scores are in the high 

acceptance range for instrument validity (see Table 4). 

Teachers responded to the TNRI with a specific student in mind, to ensure the 

data collected accurately reflects teacher to student relationships, a commonly used 

sampling technique was employed. Teachers were asked to identify two students in their 

class, who they perceive as high performing and a student in the classroom they see as 

struggling. The teacher filled out the TNRI survey giving a rating of their relationship 

with students performing at both ends of the academic spectrum (Cham, Hughes, & West, 

2014; Creswell & Creswell, 2018; Salkind, 2010; Wu & Hughes, 2016). The use of this 
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strategy is to limit the impact of teachers' bias in the sense of only selecting students who 

they perceive themselves as having a positive or negative relationship (Cham, Hughes, & 

West, 2014; Hughes, Wu, Kwok, Villareal, & Johnson, 2012; Li, Hughes, Kwok, & Hsu, 

2012; Spilt & Hughes, 2015; Wu & Hughes, 2015; Wu & Hughes, 2016).   

Table 4 

Reliability and Validity for the Teacher Network of Relationships Inventory 

TNRI: Measures Teacher to Student Relationship  Reliability  Cronbach Alpha 

Relationship Composite Score .86 

Warmth .96 

Intimacy .94 

Conflict .91 

Instrument Validity: High Acceptance Range of Validity 

 CFI .928; TLI .918; 

TNRI = Teacher Network of Relationships Inventory; CFI = Composite Fit Index; TLI = Tucker Lewis 

Index 

Note. Table 4 displays measurements of reliability and validity for the Teacher Network 

of Relationships Inventory. 

The Working and Meaning Inventory (WAMI) measured teachers' Sense of 

meaningful work in a school using traditional discipline practices and a school using 

restorative discipline practices (Lavy & Bocker, 2016; Steger, Dik, & Duffy, 2012). 

Researchers have proven the WAMI to be a valid instrument through Construct Validity, 

which focuses on whether the scores serve a purpose and have positive consequences 

when used in practice (Creswell, 2014; Creswell & Creswell, 2018; Steger, Dik, & Duffy, 
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2012; Lavy et al., 2018). Steger et al. (2012) conducted three pilot tests to evaluate the 

Work and Meaning Inventory's validity. The scores for PM, MM, and GG were examined 

across the pilot studies to determine if the scores were an acceptable fit (Lavy et al., 

2018; Steger et al., 2012). Through the multiple tests, the WAMI proved to be fair on the 

following indices Comparative Fit Index (CFI) = .96 and the Non-Normed Index = .94 

(Steger, 2012). The WAMI has the internal reliability of Cronbach Alpha = .93 (see 

Table 5) (Lavy & Bocker, 2018; Steger, 2012).  

Table 5 

Reliability and Validity for the Work and Meaning Inventory 

WAMI: Measures Sense of Meaningful Work Reliability Cronbach Alpha 

Sense of Meaningful Work Composite Score .93 

Instrument Validity: High Acceptance Range of Validity, CFI .960;  

Non Normed Index .940 

WAMI = Work and Meaning Inventory; CFI = Composite Fit Index 

Note. Table 5 displays measurements of reliability and validity for the Work and 

Meaning Inventory. 

Meaning-making through work scores reflects that work is often a source of 

broader meaning in life for people, helping them make sense of their live experience. The 

Greater Good Motivation score reflects how people see that their effort at work makes a 

positive contribution and benefits others or society (Lavy & Bocker, 2017; Steger et al., 

2012). The Positive Meaning, Meaning-Making through work, and Greater Good 

Motivation scores were combined to calculate the test-taker overall meaningful work 

score. The Meaningful Work score reflects the depth to which people experience their 
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work as significant, as something they are personally invested in, and which is a source 

of flourishing (Lavy & Bocker, 2017; Steger et al., 2012). 

The researcher uploaded the TNRI and WAMI questionnaires into Qualtrics 

survey generator. Then emailed all ninth and tenth-grade teachers a link to the surveys. 

Teachers had had a two-week window to complete the questionnaires; a second email 

went out after five days as a second appeal asking teachers to participate and complete 

the survey. After ten days, the researcher did not receive a minimum of 50 responses. The 

invitation was sent out again with a two-week window for teachers to complete it. Due to 

a pandemic, the time to gather information was extended beyond the standard durations 

used in other recent studies (Lavy & Bocker, 2018; Mason, Hajovsky, McCune, & Turek, 

2017; O’Connor & McCartney, 2007 Steger et al., 2012; Wu & Hughes, 2016). The data 

gathering process was spread out over ten weeks before exceeding the recommended 

25% response rate ((Lavy & Bocker, 2018; Mason, Hajovsky, McCune, & Turek, 2017; 

Wu & Hughes, 2016). 

Data Analysis and Evaluation 

Wu and Hughes (2016) used the TNRI to measure teacher's understanding of 

warmth, intimacy (closeness), and conflict with their students. The questionnaire consists 

of 22 questions in which teachers responded by selecting a rating on a Likert scale that 

includes five options ranging from (one) not true at all to (five) very true. The TNRI 

provides a total relationship score which is calculated by adding the three sub scale scores 

of Warmth, Intimacy and Conflict. The Conflict sub scale score is calculated using a 

reverse coding from (five) not true at all to (one) for very true. The Warmth score is the 



EFECTS OF EXCLUSIONARY VERSUS RESTORATIVE DISCIPLINE 53 

 

sum of 13 items, Intimacy is the sum of three items, and Conflict the sum of six items 

(see Table 6). The range of scores can be from 22 – 110, there are no cut off scores. The 

scoring procedures were found in the Comprehensive Guide to the TNRI (Wu & Hughes, 

2015). 

The researcher used a table to organize the data collected from the TNRI 

(Creswell, 2018). A descriptive data analysis using the SPSS v. 26 software was 

completed to identify the mean, mode, median, and standard deviation (Creswell, 2018, 

2014; Cronk, 2019; Hughes & Wu, 2016). Through visual inspection of the data in a 

histogram with a normal bell shape curve, the researcher was able to determine the data 

on teacher to student relationship had an abnormal distribution. Given the data gathered 

from teachers resulting in a skewed distribution, The Mann – Whitney U test was used to 

organize and analyze it. The Mann – Whitney U is a nonparametric test that does not 

require a normal distribution. It is typically used as an alternative to the Independent T 

test to compare two or more groups on the same dependent variable (Creswell, 2014; 

Creswell & Creswell, 2018; Frey 2016; Salkind, 2010). The Mann – Whitney U can be 

used to compare medians if the data of the two groups have the same shape when charted 

side by side on a histogram. In the case of this study the data did have a similar shape so 

mean ranks were used to compare the variables. The Mann – Whitney U was used to 

examine mean rank scores and determine if there is a statistically significant difference 

based on teacher to student relationships in a setting using exclusionary discipline and a 

school using restorative. (Frey, 2016; Salkind, 2010). 
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The researcher used the WAMI to measure and compare teacher’s sense of 

meaningful work in a setting using exclusion to a school using restorative practices (Lavy 

& Bocker, 2016; Steger, Dik, & Duffy, 2012). It consists of 10 questions related to how 

meaningful an individual views their role in an organization. Participants answered each 

question by choosing one out of five potential responses on a one through five Likert 

scales: one - Untrue through five - True. Items one, four, five, and eight were added to 

calculate the Positive Meaning score (Steger, Dik, & Duffy, 2012). The Positive Meaning 

scale reflects the degree to which people find their work to hold personal meaning (PM), 

significance, or purpose. Items two, seven, and nine were combined to calculate 

Meaning-Making (MM) score through work score (Lavy & Bocker, 2017; Steger, Dik, & 

Duffy, 2012). The Greater Good Motivations subscales measures the desire to make a 

positive impact on the community (Steger, Dik, & Duffy, 2012). The Greater Good 

Motivations score was calculated by subtracting the score of question three from six (6 – 

2 = 4). The difference was added to the scores from questions six and ten to get the 

Greater Good Motivations subscale score (see Table 6). Scores range from 10 to 50, there 

are no cut off scores. Scoring procedures were found in the Comprehensive Guide for the 

WAMI (Steger, Dik, & Duffy, 2012).   

The data gathered using the WAMI was organized into a data table to identify 

trends (Creswell, 2018).  The researcher ran a descriptive data analysis using the SPSS v. 

26 software to determine the mean, mode, median, and standard deviation (Creswell, 

2014; Creswell & Creswell, 2018; Cronk, 2019; Lavy & Bocker, 2017).  Through visual 

inspection of the data on a histogram with a normal bell shape curve, the researcher was 
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able to determine that the scores of sense of meaningful work had an abnormal 

distribution. Mann – Whitney U is a nonparametric test that was used to determine if 

there is a statistical difference between a teachers' sense of meaningful work in an urban 

secondary school using exclusionary discipline practices and an urban secondary school 

using restorative. The Mann Whitney U compares two or more groups in terms of median 

or mean rank scores. The teachers’ sense of meaningful work data was separated by 

discipline practice and graphed side by side on a histogram. Through visual inspection 

the researcher determined it did not have a similar shape. The Mann – Whitney U was 

compared the variables using mean ranks and determine if there was a statistically 

significant difference based on teachers’ sense of meaningful work in a setting using 

exclusionary discipline and a school using restorative. (Frey, 2016; Salkind, 2010). The 

Mann – Whitney U test has been used in recent studies with a similar methodology 

(Brown et al., 2016; Rapchak, Nolfi, & Turk, 2018).  All data, results, and other 

demographic information is being stored on a password encrypted USB drive in a 

fireproof safe at the researcher's residence.  

Targets and Timeline 

i. Obtained permission from school principals to distribute surveys to 

staff on March 6, 2020. 

ii. Met with participating schools Principals to identified ninth and 

tenth-grade teachers March 13, 2020. 
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iii. Sent an email with the invitation to participate in the study and the 

Qualtrics link to surveys to all ninth and tenth-grade teachers 

March 17, 2020. 

iv. A reminder email was sent to teachers on March 27, 2020, along 

with the link to participate in the surveys. 

v. On April 3, 2020, the researcher evaluated the number of responses 

and determined it did not meet the desired 25% response rate. 

vi. The researcher sent the invitation to participate and links to the 

surveys by email to all potential participants on April 5, 2020. 

vii. A reminder email was sent to teachers on April 10, 2020, along 

with the link to participate in the surveys.  

viii. A second reminder email was sent to teachers on April 15, 2020, 

along with the link to participate in the surveys.  

ix. On April 25, 2020, the researcher evaluated the number of 

responses and determined it did not meet the desired 25% response 

rate. 

x. The researcher sent the invitation to participate and links to the 

surveys by email to all potential participants on May 1, 2020. 

xi. A reminder email was sent to teachers on May 10, 2020, along 

with the link to participate in the surveys.  

xii. A second reminder email was sent to teachers on May 20, 2020, 

along with the link to participate in the surveys. 
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xiii. On May 25, 2020, the researcher evaluated the number of 

responses and determined it exceeded the desired 25% response 

rate. 

xiv. Concluded data gathering on June 1, 2020. 

xv. A letter was sent out thanking teachers and principals for their 

participation in the study on June 5, 2020. 

xvi. Analyze data write final chapter, defend dissertation July 22, 2020 

Limitations 

The study's limitations include the researcher's bias, who currently works as a 

high school administrator. The researcher has witnessed the adverse outcomes that 

exclusionary discipline can have on students' academic achievement, sense of belonging, 

and the teachers' perception of pupils who are frequently disciplined (Green, Maynard, & 

Stegenga, 2018; Losen, Ee, Hodson, & Martinez, 2015; Losen et al., 2015; Scott, Hirn, & 

Cooper, 2017). Both the WAMI and TNRI are self-report surveys that focus on the 

perception of the participants. It can be challenging to generalize data gathered through 

surveys. Self-reporting instruments are affected by the participants’ bias. Individuals may 

respond to any number of questions based on how they remember or perceive a situation, 

or distortion of the responses for self-preservation or concerns of confidentiality 

(Brannick, Chan, Conway, Lance, & Spector, 2010; Creswell & Creswell, 2018; Johnson, 

Richter, 2004). Surveys gather opinions and can reflect the attitudes of the participants 

(Creswell & Creswell, 2018). Individuals may respond to survey questions in a manner 

that they feel reflects best on them and which skews the accuracy of the assessment. It is 
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essential to get a large sample size; Creswell and Creswell (2018) recommends a 

minimum of 50 participants. The study is a cross sectional design, the findings cannot 

determine causality. The data can be used to compare statistical difference, and only 

reflect a measurement of the moment in time that participants completed the survey 

limiting the ability to generalize findings.  

The TNRI is a questionnaire appropriate for teachers who instruct students up to 

the age of 15. The limitations of the TNRI reduces the number of potential participants to 

only ninth and tenth grade teachers. The findings from this study cannot be generalized 

across grades 11 or 12. Using surveys to gather data can be difficult; often, the first 

attempt does not yield a significant sample (Creswell, 2014; Salkind, 2010). The 

researcher will address this by sending email reminders to potential participants every 

five days for three weeks. After the evaluation of the response determined, it was 

necessary to expand the timeline for data gathering from three to ten weeks to exceed the 

desired response rate, obtaining 66% participation. The number of responses from the 

school setting using restorative practices limits the generalizability of the data as the rate 

was 25%.  

Summary 

The desired improvement efforts of the study explored the use of restorative 

practices at the secondary school level by ninth and tenth-grade teachers. It also sought to 

determine if there was a statistically significant difference between restorative practices 

and exclusionary discipline based on teachers’ perceptions relationships with their 

students and teachers' sense of meaningful work. Teacher to student relationships is 
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essential to the student's academic success (Lavy & Bocker, 2017; Steger, Dik, & Duffy, 

2012; Wu & Hughes, 2016). Also, when a teacher has a strong sense of meaning and 

purpose in the school, studies have shown that they are better suited to form positive 

relationships with students and improve academic outcomes (Lavy & Bocker, 2017; 

Steger, Dik, & Duffy, 2012). 

Research has focused on the teacher to student relationships and teacher sense of 

meaning as significant indicators of a positive school climate (Chetty, Friedman, & 

Rochoff, 2014; Lavy & Bocker, 2017; Mason, Hajovsky, McCune, & Turek, 2017; 

Roorda, Jak, Zee, & Koomen, 2017; Steger, Dik, & Duffy; Vershcueren & Koomen, 

2012; Wentzel, 2012; Wu & Hughes, 2016). Studies demonstrate that an increase of a 

teacher's sense of meaningful work produces positive teacher to student relationships 

(Lavy & Bocker, 2017; Steger, Dik, & Duffy; Wu & Hughes, 2016). Positive teacher to 

student relationships results in higher student achievement (Chetty, Friedman, & 

Rochoff, 2014; Mason et al., 2017; Roorda, Jak, Zee, & Koomen, 2017; Vershcueren & 

Koomen, 2012; Wentzel, 2012). The results of the proposed study demonstrate that 

teachers using restorative discipline practices reported a statistically significant difference 

in their perception of a positive teacher to student relationship than teachers using 

exclusionary discipline. The study also found no statistically significant difference 

between teachers using restorative and teachers using exclusionary discipline and their 

sense of meaningful work. The study's information can be used to support the revision of 

discipline policies in New Hampshire public schools to improve teacher-to-student 

relationships potentially.  
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Chapter 4: Data Analysis and Recommended Actions 

This chapter interprets and discusses the study results and the potential 

implications of discipline practices used in secondary schools. First, it will review the 

demographics of the sample population of the study as it compares to the total potential 

participants. The research questions guiding the study will be discussed and answered 

using the survey data. The chapter will review the implications the study will have on 

educational leadership in the secondary school setting. Limitations and conclusions of the 

study will be presented. The purpose of the study was to examine if there was a 

difference between restorative and exclusionary discipline practices in regards to teacher 

to student relationships. Also, teachers' sense of meaningful work was considered as 

studies have found a link between a sense of meaningful work and forming positive 

connections (Lavy & Bocker, 2018; Rainbolt, Fowler, & Mainsfield, 2019). The study 

aims to answer these two questions; (1) is there a difference between exclusionary and 

restorative discipline practices based on the development of teacher to student 

relationships? (2) Is there a difference between exclusionary and restorative discipline 

practices based on the teachers' sense of meaningful work? 

Teacher Sample Demographics 

The sample collected 132 responses from secondary school teachers currently 

teaching ninth and tenth-grade courses in an urban school using either exclusionary or 

restorative discipline practices. The total number of eligible participants was 155 

teachers. The sample reflects an approximately 85% participation rate. The sample size 

was enough for data analysis as it is similar and exceeds the sample sizes in previous 

studies with the same methodology (Archambault, Vandenbossche-Makombo, & Fraser, 
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2017; Barber & Noreen, 2018; Cook et al., 2018). The researcher ran a descriptive 

statistics analysis on the demographics of the sample population. The results are 

displayed in Table 6. The sample demographics are representative of the current teacher 

populations in the participating schools 

Table 6 

Participant Demographics 

 Total Restorative Exclusion 

 

Sample n (%) 132 13 119 

Gender    

Female 87 11 76 

Male 35 2 33 

No Response 10 0 10 

 

Years of Experience 

 

   

Mean 

 

17.4 years 17.7 years 17.41 

Range 2 – 38 3 – 32 2 – 38 

Grade Level 

 

   

9 – 10 132 13 119 

Ethnicity    

African American (1.5%) 2 2 0 

Caucasian (87.9 %) 116 9 107 

No Response (9.8%) 13 2 11 

N = sample population 

Note. Table 6 displays the demographic information of the population that participated in 

the study. 

Gender Association 

The demographic information gathered from 132 teachers at the ninth and tenth - 

grade was examined to determine if it was a representative sample. According to the New 

Hampshire Department of Education and Massachusetts Department of Elementary and 
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Secondary Schools data on teacher demographics, the analytic report of the participants 

by gender is representative of the whole population. The sample size reflects 66% of the 

population 87 teachers identify with the female gender. Approximately 26% of the 

participants, 35 teachers, associate with the male gender. Also, 8% of the participants, ten 

teachers preferred not to answer the gender they associate with (see Figure 1). 

Figure 1 

Participants by Gender 

 

Note. Figure 1 illustrates the percentage of teachers who identified as female, male or 

preferred not to answer the gender question surveyed in this study. 

Race 

 Data accessed on teachers' race demographics in the New England region reflects 

a predominantly Caucasian teacher population totaling approximately 75% of the people, 

followed by African American 11%, Hispanic, 10%, and the other 4% (United States 

66%
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Prefer not to answer
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Department of Education, 2016).  The staff of schools who participated in the study were 

predominant Caucasian making up 87% of the sample population. Fourteen percent 

preferred not to share their race, and 2% of the participants were African American. 

According to the United States Department of Education (2016), over 70% of the teacher 

population is Caucasian (see Figure 2). 

Figure 2 

Participants by Race 

 

Note. Figure 2 illustrates the teacher sample surveyed in this study by race.  

Discussion of Findings 

The following sections will review the findings of this study. The results of the 

statistical analysis are presented in graph and chart form. The researcher will discuss the 

findings and interpret the data. In this section, the data gathered in the study will be used 
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to answer the research questions. The impact of these findings on the field of educational 

leadership will be offered. 

Procedures for Scoring the TNRI and WAMI 

Wu and Hughes (2016) used the TNRI to measure teacher's understanding of 

warmth, intimacy (closeness), and conflict with their students. The questionnaire consists 

of 22 questions in which teachers responded by selecting a rating on a Likert scale that 

includes five options ranging from (one) not true at all to (five) very true. The Conflict 

sub scale score is calculated using a reverse coding from (five) not true at all to (one) for 

very true. A full composite score was calculated by summing the Warmth, Intimacy, and 

Conflict sub scales (see Table 7). The range of scores can be from 22 – 110, there are no 

cut off scores. The scoring procedures were found in the Comprehensive Guide to the 

TNRI (Wu & Hughes, 2015). 

Table 7 

Scoring Process for the Teacher Network of Relationships Inventory 

TNRI Calculating Scores 

Relationship Score (RS) Sum of the sub scale scores WS + IS + CS  = RS 

Warmth Score (WS) Sum of items: 1 + 4 + 5 + 7 + 9 + 11 + 12 +  

14  15 + 17 + 19 + 20 + 22 

Intimacy Score (IS) Sum of  items: 3 + 10 + 18 

Conflict Score (CS) Sum of items 2 + 6 + 8 + 13 + 16 + 21 

TNRI = Teacher Network of Relationships; RS = Relationship Score; WS = Warmth Score; IS = Intimacy 

Score; CS = Conflict Score 
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Note. Table 7 displays the scoring procedures for the Teacher Network of Relationships 

Inventory. 

The Working and Meaning Inventory (WAMI) measured teachers' sense of 

meaningful work (Lavy & Bocker, 2016; Steger, Dik, & Duffy, 2012). It consists of 10 

questions related to how meaningful an individual views their role in an organization. 

Participants answered each question by choosing one out of five potential responses on a 

one through five Likert scales: one - Untrue through five - True. Items one, four, five, and 

eight were added to calculate the Positive Meaning score (Steger, Dik, & Duffy, 2012). 

The Positive Meaning scale reflects the degree to which people find their work to hold 

personal meaning (PM), significance, or purpose. Items two, seven, and nine were 

combined to calculate Meaning-Making (MM) score through work score (Lavy & 

Bocker, 2017; Steger, Dik, & Duffy, 2012). The Greater Good Motivations subscales 

measures the desire to make a positive impact on the community (Steger, Dik, & Duffy, 

2012). The Greater Good Motivations score was calculated by subtracting score of 

question three from six (6 – 2 = 4). The difference was added to the scores from questions 

six and ten to get the Greater Good Motivations subscale score (see Table 8).  The range 

of scores are from 10 to 50, there are no cut off scores. Scoring procedures were found in 

the comprehensive guide for the WAMI (Steger, Dik, & Duffy, 2012).   
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Table 8 

Scoring Process for the Work and Meaning Inventory 

WAMI Calculating Scores 

Meaningful Work (MW) Sum of PM + MM + GG scores = MW 

Positive Meaning (PM) Sum of scores from items 1 + 4 + 5 + 8 

Meaning Making (MM) Sum of scores from items 2 + 7 + 9 

Greater Good Motivations 

(GG) 

Difference of 6 and the score of item 3 +  

scores of item 6 and 10; (6 – Item 3) + 6 + 

10 

WAMI = Work and Meaning Inventory; MW = Meaningful Work; PM = Positive Meaning; MM = 

Meaning Making; GG = Greater Good Motivations 

Note. Table 8 displays the scoring procedures for the Work and Meaning Inventory.  

Normality 

 Using SPSS v.26 software, the data was analyzed for a normal distribution. The 

sample of 132 teachers’ scores on relationships and sense of meaningful work was 

examined using a frequency test that generated a histogram with a bell shape curve on the 

chart to illustrate a normal distribution (Cronk, 2019). The vital statistics examined to 

determine normality are mean, minimum, maximum, variance, and standard deviation. If 

the data has a normal distribution, 68% of the values will fall within one standard 

deviation of the mean, and 95% will fall within two standard deviations of the mean. If 

the data has a normal distribution, it strengthens the findings and conclusions that can be 

made.  

When examining composite relationship scores, the data was not evenly 

distributed above and below the mean score. Scores had a slight negative skew due to a 
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more significant frequency of scores lower than the mean. A frequency analysis was 

conducted on the subscale scores of Intimacy, Warmth, and Conflict to determine if there 

is a normal distribution across the sub measures. This approach was used in previous 

studies where the total composite score did not have a normal distribution; researchers 

used the subscale scores to strengthen their findings (Cook et al., 2018; Mason, 

Hajovsky, McCune, & Turek, 2017). The results showed a more even distribution of 

scores across the Intimacy and Warmth subscales; both had a slight negative skew (see 

Table 9). However, the Conflict subscale had a moderately negative skew with outlier 

scores below the normal distribution of scores. The descriptive statistics for the Teacher 

to Student Relationships and the three sub-scores of Warmth, Conflict, and Intimacy are 

displayed in Table 9. The TNRI was able to measure a teacher's perception of their 

relationships with students. The total relationship score has a negative skew to the left, 

indicating there are some outliers that are lower than the mean. 

Table 9 

Teacher to Student Relationship Descriptive Statistics (TNRI) 

 Mean SD Skew SE Kurtosis Maximum Minimum Range 

Relationship 77.40 17.55 -.339 1.527 -.549 110 32 78 

Conflict 23.27 6.286 -.655 .547 -.437 30 6 24 

Intimacy 7.56 3.653 .336 .318 -.995 15 2 13 

Warmth 44.7 11.98 -.292 1.043 .348 65 16 49 

SD = standard deviation; SE = standard error 

Note. Table 9 displays the means, standard deviations, skewness, standard error, Kurtosis 

for total relationship score, and the three subcategories. 



EFECTS OF EXCLUSIONARY VERSUS RESTORATIVE DISCIPLINE 68 

 

The descriptive analysis of the WAMI survey produced a Meaningful Work 

(MW) score, which is made up of the sums of the three subscales Meaning Making 

(MM), Positive Meaning (PM), and Greater Good  Motivations (GG). The Meaningful 

Work score was evaluated for normal distribution using a frequency test that generated a 

histogram with a bell shape curve on the chart to illustrate a normal distribution (Cronk, 

2019). The vital statistics examined to determine normality are mean, minimum, 

maximum, variance, and standard deviation (see Table 10). If the data has a normal 

distribution, 68% of the values will fall within one standard deviation of the mean, and 

95% will be within two standard deviations of the mean. If the data has a normal 

distribution, it strengthens the findings and conclusions that can be made.  

 The frequency test revealed an asymmetrical distribution for the meaningful work 

scores, with some outliers falling below the normal distribution. Given the uneven 

distribution of the scores, a frequency test was conducted to determine if the PM, MM, 

and GG sub-scores are abnormally distributed. The descriptive statistics revealed a 

moderate negative skew in the distribution of the PM scores. The MM sub scores had an 

almost symmetrical distribution with a slight negative skew. The GG sub-scores also had 

a moderate negative skew. The results may not have a normal distribution due to the 

sample size (see Table 10). Given the abnormal distribution of scores, limited 

participation from restorative school, a nonparametric test was used to analyze the 

composite scores for Teacher to Student Relationships and Sense of Meaningful work. In 

current studies, if the data was not normally distributed and there was a small sample 

population with in one group nonparametric tests were chosen as an alternative to the 
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Independent T – test to analyze the information (Lavy & Bocker, 2018; Steger, 2012; 

Mason, Hajovsky, McCune, Turek, 2017).  

Table 10 

Teacher Sense of Meaningful Work (WAMI) 

 Mean SD Skew SE Kurtosis Maximum Minimum Range 

MW 43.4 6.253 -.269 .551 -.168 59 30 29 

MM 12.95 1.621 -.486 .142 -.481 15 9 6 

PM 17.75 2.088 -.828 .182 .348 20 12 8 

GG 13.21 2.042 -.878 .178 -.516 15 9 6 

SD = standard deviation; SE = standard error; MW = Meaningful Work; MM = Meaning-Making; PM = 

Positive Meaning; GG = Greater Good Motivations 

Note. Table 10 displays the means, standard deviations, skewness, standard error, 

Kurtosis for total Meaningful Work score, and the three subcategories. 

Teacher to Student Relationships 

 Due to the abnormal distribution of the data, a nonparametric test The Mann – 

Whitney U test was chosen to conduct the data analysis. The Mann-Whitney Test has 

been used in current research related to teacher-to-student relationships and teacher sense 

of meaning (Brown et al., 2016; Rapchak, Nolfi, & Turk, 2018). The Mann – Whitney U 

Test functions under four assumptions that must be present to use the test for accurate 

statistical analysis. Premise one, the dependent variable needs to be continuous or 

ordinal; an example of this would be a Likert scale from a survey. The second assumption 

is that the independent variable, consists of two categories that will be compared, they are 

restorative and exclusionary practices. The third assumption is participants of the study 

cannot be in more than one group. The final assumption is the researcher will determine 
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whether the two groups have a similar or different distribution of scores. If there is a 

similar distribution it would be appropriate to analyze the data using the median scores. 

However, if it is not a similar distribution it is recommended that the mean rank scores 

are used for the data analysis. The Mann – Whitney U is one of the more commonly used 

tests when there are two groups of people, or things being compared on the same ordinal 

level dependent variable (Cronk, 2019; Frey, 2016). In this case of the study, two groups 

of teachers are being compared. The study examines teachers working with ninth and 

tenth-grade students in a school using exclusionary discipline versus one using restorative 

discipline practices. The test rank orders the smallest to most substantial scores and then 

calculates the mean score of the assigned ranks comparison (Frey, 2016). The mean rank 

indicates which group consistently received higher scores.  

 The Relationship and Sense of Meaningful Work composite scores and the six 

sub-factor scores were calculated and compared using an Independent Samples Mann – 

Whitney U Test. The results provide descriptive statistics for the two groups which 

include: sample size (n), mean rank (MR), significance level (p-value < or > .05), z 

scores, and the Whitney U Score (U) which are displayed in Tables 11 and 12.  

A Mann-Whitney U test was run to determine if there were differences in teacher 

to student relationship scores of teachers using exclusionary and restorative discipline 

practices (see Table 11). The distributions of relationship scores for teachers using 

exclusion and those using restorative were not similar as assessed by visual inspection. 

The distribution of scores were examined by graphing the results side by side in 

histogram. The researcher analyzed the chart looking for a similar distribution and shape 
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between scores of teachers using exclusion and those using restorative practices. Because 

the data does not meet the assumption that there is a similar distribution in scores, the 

mean rank score is appropriate to use for the analysis instead of the median. 

Relationships scores for teachers using exclusionary practices (mean rank 63.76) were 

statistically significantly different than teachers using restorative practices (mean rank = 

91.54) (see Figure 3). The Mann – Whitney recommended rejecting the null hypothesis 

because there is a statistical difference between teachers using exclusion and teachers 

using restorative discipline practices and their perceived relationships with students 

(U=1099.00, z = 2.487; p = .013 <.05).   

The data suggest that teachers using restorative practices consistently rated their 

perception of the teacher to student relationships higher than teachers using exclusionary 

discipline practices. These findings are consistent with current studies done at the 

elementary and middle school levels (Prewett, Bergin, Huang, 2019; Quinn, 2017; Ruzek 

et al., 2016; Sabol & Pianta, 2012; Wentzel, 2012; Wu & Hughes, 2015). This finding 

could indicate that restorative discipline practices, when implemented in a secondary 

school setting, maybe conducive to developing positive teacher to student relationships. 

Given that positive teacher to student relationships has been associated with student 

academic success (Mason, Hajovsky, & McCune, 2017; O’Connor & McCartney, 2007; 

Sabol & Pianta, 2012), these findings may support revaluating the use of exclusionary 

discipline practices and to provide training in restorative practices. 
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Figure 3  

Mean Rank Scores for Teacher to Student Relationships 

 

Note. Figure 3 displays the mean rank scores of the teacher to student relationships in 

school settings using exclusionary or restorative discipline practices. 

A Mann-Whitney U test was run to determine if there were differences in 

teachers' Conflict scores using exclusionary and restorative discipline practices. The 

distribution of Conflict scores are not the same across both categories of discipline as 

assessed by visual inspection. Conflict scores for teachers using exclusionary practices 

(mean rank = 64.62) were not significantly different from teachers using restorative 

practices (mean rank = 83.73). The Mann – Whitney recommended retaining the null 

hypothesis (U = 997.500; z = 1.728; p = .084 > .05). The test found no statistically 

significant difference between teachers' Conflict scores using exclusionary and teachers 

using restorative practices (see Table 11).  
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The analysis of the Conflict scores indicates that teachers across both categories 

of discipline did not perceive their relationships to conflict with students. The mean rank 

of teachers using restorative practices (83.73) was 19.11 points higher than teachers using 

exclusionary practices (64.62) (see Figure 4). Conflict scales are reversely coded, 

meaning a lower score suggests a negative relationship, and a higher score indicates a 

positive relationship. The results suggest that ninth and tenth-grade teachers using 

restorative practices scored higher than teachers using exclusionary discipline. These 

findings are consistent with recent studies showing that exclusionary discipline results in 

teachers perceiving a negative relationship with frequent offenders (Mansfield, Fowler, & 

Rainbolt, 2018; Martin & Collie, 2019; Mason et al., 2017). However, there was no 

statistically significant difference between exclusion or restorative practices, limiting 

these findings' strength. 

A Mann – Whitney U test was run to determine if there were differences in 

teachers' Intimacy scores using exclusionary and teachers using restorative discipline 

practices. The distribution of Intimacy scores is the same across both categories of 

discipline as assessed by visual inspection of the data. Intimacy scores for teachers using 

exclusionary practices (mean rank = 64.48) were not statistically significantly different 

from teachers using restorative practices (mean rank = 85.00). The Mann – Whitney U 

Test recommended retaining the null hypothesis U = 1014.000; z = 1.848; p = .065 > .05. 

The findings suggest that a positive teacher to student relationship in the area of Intimacy 

can be developed in a setting using exclusionary or restorative practices. However, the 

mean rank scores of teachers using restorative practices are higher by 20.52 points (see 
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Figure 4). The results may suggest teachers in a setting using restorative practices 

perceive their relationships with students to be more positive than teachers in a setting 

using exclusionary practices. 

A Mann – Whitney U test was run to determine if there were differences in 

teachers' Warmth scores using exclusionary and teachers using restorative discipline 

practices. The distribution of Warmth scores is the same across both categories of 

discipline as assessed by visual inspection of the data. Warmth scores for teachers using 

exclusionary practices (mean rank = 63.03) were significantly different from teachers 

using restorative practices (mean rank = 98.27) (see Figure 4). The Test recommended 

rejecting the null hypothesis as U = 1186.500; z = 3.157; p = .02 < .05.  

Figure 4 

Mean Rank for Relationship Sub Scores 

 

Note. Figure 4 displays the mean rank scores of Conflict, Intimacy, and Warmth with 

students in school settings using exclusionary or restorative discipline.  
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The test found a significant difference between the Warmth scores of ninth and 

tenth-grade teachers using exclusionary discipline practices and teachers using 

restorative. Teachers in a restorative setting frequently reported a higher perception of 

Warmth with a mean rank score of 98.27. A total of 35.24 points higher than scores 

reported by teachers in an exclusionary setting had a mean rank of 63.03 (see Figure 4). 

The finding may suggest that a secondary school setting using restorative practices is 

more conducive to forming positive teacher to student relationships than an environment 

using exclusionary practices.  

These findings are consistent with recent studies conducted at the middle and 

elementary levels in the Denver Metropolitan and the San Diego Unified School District 

(Cavanagh, 2014; Losen, Ee, Hodson, & Martinez, 2015;). Given the relationship 

between positive teacher to student relationships and academic success (Classen et al., 

2017; Henderson & Guy, 2017; Holen, Waaktaar, & Sagatun, 2018; Li et al., 2012), the 

findings from the Teacher Network of Relationship Inventory suggest that educational 

leaders should examine the effects exclusionary discipline practices have on the teachers' 

ability to develop positive relationships with students. The findings support 

considerations for alternative discipline practices such as restorative practices to address 

student conduct needs while providing them with an opportunity to be academically 

successful.  
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Table 11 

Comparison of Teacher-Student Relationships by Discipline Practices  

Inventory N MR U p-value z score 

TNRI Exclusion 119 63.76 1099 .013 2.487 

TNRI Restorative 13 91.54 1190 .013 2.487 

Con. Exclusion 119 64.62 997.500 .84 1.728 

Con. Restorative 13 83.73 1088.500 .84 1.728 

Int. Exclusion 119 64.48 1014.000 .065 1.848 

Int. Restorative 13 85.00 1105.00 .065 1.848 

W. Exclusion 119 63.03 1186.500 .02 3.157 

W. Restorative 13 98.27 1277.500 .02 3.157 

p>.05; MR = mean rank; z score = standard test statistic; N = sample; U = Mann -Whitney sum of ranks 

Con. = Conflict; Int. = Intimacy; W = Warmth; TNRI = Teacher Network of Relationships Inventory 

Note. Table 11 shows the results of a Mann – Whitney U test comparing teacher to 

student relationships, teachers are grouped by discipline practices.  

A Mann-Whitney U test was run to determine if there were differences in the 

Sense of meaningful work scores between ninth and tenth-grade teachers using 

exclusionary versus restorative discipline practices. The distributions of Meaningful 

Work (MW) scores for teachers using exclusion and those using restorative were similar 

as assessed by visual inspection. MW scores for teachers using exclusionary practices 

(mean rank 65.27) were not statistically different than teachers using restorative practices 

(mean rank = 61.75) (see Figure 5). Teachers in a setting using exclusionary discipline 

practices had a higher mean rank by 3.52 points. The Mann – Whitney recommended 

retaining the null hypothesis because there was no statistical difference between teachers 
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using exclusion and teachers using restorative discipline practices and their perceived 

relationships with students (U = 562.500; z = .287; p = .774 > .05). The data suggests that 

there is no difference in teachers' Sense of meaningful work between teachers using 

exclusionary practices and restorative practices (see Table 12). 

Current studies have connected a teacher's sense of meaningful work to a positive 

teacher-to-student relationship (Duffy, Bott, Allan, Torrey, & Dik, 2012; Lavy & Bocker, 

2018; Schnell, Hoge, & Pollet, 2013). Based on the findings, both settings either 

exclusionary or restorative practices, reported healthy Sense of Meaningful Work scores 

indicating either environment can develop a sense of meaningful work (Lavy & Bocker, 

2018; Schnell, Hoge, & Pollet, 2013; Steger, 2012). 

Figure 5 

Mean Rank for Meaningful Work Scores 

 

Note. Figure 5 displays the mean rank scores of Meaningful Work in school settings 

using exclusionary or restorative discipline.  
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   A Mann – Whitney U test was run to determine if there were differences in a 

Positive Meaning (PM) scores for a teacher using exclusionary and restorative discipline 

practices. The distributions of PM scores for teachers using exclusion and those using 

restorative were similar as assessed by visual inspection. PM scores for teachers using 

exclusionary (mean rank = 66.88) were not statistically significantly different from 

teachers using restorative practices (mean rank = 57.25). Positive Meaning mean rank 

scores of teachers in an exclusionary setting were 9.63 points higher than the mean rank 

of teachers in a restorative environment (see Figure 6). The test recommends retaining the 

null hypothesis because there was no significant difference between the two groups based 

on their PM scores (U = 609.000; z = -.856; p = .392 > .05) (see Table 12).  

A Mann – Whitney U test was run to determine if there were differences in 

Meaning Making (MM) scores for a teacher using exclusionary and restorative discipline 

practices. The distributions of MM scores for teachers using exclusion versus restorative 

practices were similar as assessed by visual inspection. MM scores for teachers using 

exclusionary (mean rank = 64.76) were not statistically different from teachers using 

restorative practices (mean rank = 78.25). The mean rank of teachers using restorative 

practices is 13.49 points higher than the mean rank score of teachers using exclusionary 

practices (see Figure 6). The test suggests retaining the null hypothesis because there was 

no significant difference between the two groups based on their MM scores (U = 

861.000; z = 1.197; p = .231 > .05) (see Table 12). The findings indicate that there is no 

significant difference based discipline practices of teachers’ perception of meaning 

making through work. 
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A Mann – Whitney U test was run to determine if there were differences in GG 

scores for a ninth and tenth-grade teacher using exclusionary and restorative discipline. 

The distributions of GG scores for teachers using exclusion and those using restorative 

were the same as assessed by visual inspection. There was no statistically significant 

difference between the GG scores of teachers using exclusionary (mean rank = 66.03) 

versus restorative practices (mean rank = 65.67). Teachers using exclusionary settings 

had a higher mean rank score than a restorative setting by .36 points (see Figure 6). The 

test recommends retaining the null hypothesis given there is no significant difference 

based on their GG scores (U = 710.000; z = - .033p = .973 > .05) (see Table 12). 

Figure 6 

Mean Rank for Meaningful Work Sub Scores 

 

PM = Positive Meaning; MM = Meaning Making; GG = Greater Good Motivations 

Note. Figure 6 displays the mean rank scores for the subtests of Meaningful Work. 
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The Mann – Whitney U tests data analysis of the teachers' scores from the Work 

and Meaning Inventory (WAMI) suggest there is no statistically significant difference 

between exclusionary or restorative practices based on a teacher's sense of meaningful 

work (see Table 12). Past studies have associated with teachers having a healthy sense of 

meaningful work with a positive teacher to student relationship. These findings may 

suggest that discipline practices may not have a statistically significant effect on a 

teacher's perception of meaningful work. 

Table 12 

Comparison of Sense of Meaningful Work by Discipline Practices 

Inventory N MR U p-value z score 

MW Exclusion 119 65.27 562.500 .774 -.287 

MW Restorative 12 61.75 617.500 .774 -.287 

PM Exclusion 119 66.88 609.000 .392 -.856 

PM Restorative 12 57.25 687.000 .392 -.856 

MM Exclusion 119 64.76 861.000 .231 1.197 

MM Restorative 12 78.25 939.000 .231 1.197 

GG  Exclusion 119 66.03 710.00 .973 -.033 

GG Restorative 12 65.67 788.000 .973 -.033 

p >.05; MR = mean rank; z score = standardized test statistic; N = sample; U = Mann -Whitney sum of 

rank; MW = Meaningful Work PM = Positive Meaning; MM = Meaning-Making; GG = Greater Good 

Motivations 

Note. Table 12 shows discipline practices group the results of a Mann – Whitney U test 

comparing teacher sense of meaningful work, teachers. 
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Recommendations and Implications for Educational Leadership in Schools 

The results of this study provide suggestions for both educational leaders and 

teachers in public secondary schools. An educational leader is responsible for providing 

opportunities for teachers to receive the support and training they need to develop a 

positive classroom climate. Current research has found a positive teacher to student 

relationship is associated with student academic success (Prewett, Bergin, Huang, 2019; 

Quinn, 2017; Ruzek et al., 2016; Sabol & Pianta, 2012; Wentzel, 2012; Wu & Hughes, 

2015). Through the interpretation of the data, the study indicates that restorative 

discipline practices an alternative to exclusion may create a climate that better fosters 

positive teacher to student relationships 

Teacher Network of Relationship Inventory 

 The TNRI Teacher version was found to be a reliable instrument to assess 

teachers' perceived relationships with students. As this is one of the few studies to 

examine teacher to student relationships at the secondary school level, the results suggest 

that it is possible to evaluate teacher to student relationships in the ninth and tenth grade. 

The study also illustrated a potential connection between discipline practices and the 

development of teacher-to-student relationships. The TNRI composite and subscale 

scores provide educational leaders with quantifiable data to begin discussions about 

alternatives to exclusionary discipline practices (Henderson & Guy, 2017; Mansfield, 

Fowler, & Rainbolt, 2018; McCluskey, 2008; Schiff, 2018; Wu & Hughes, 2015).   
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Sense of Meaningful Work 

 The WAMI was found to be a reliable instrument to measure teachers' perceived 

relationships with students. The teacher's Sense of Meaningful Work has been explored 

across all grade levels and its relationship to students' success (Duffy, Bott, Allan, 

Torrey, & Dik, 2012; Lavy & Bocker, 2018; Schnell, Hoge, & Pollet, 2013). This study 

was one of the first to examine whether discipline practices used by a school had any 

relationship to teachers' sense of meaningful work. The reason for reviewing this variable 

was to strengthen the findings of the teacher to student relationship. Previous studies have 

indicated teachers with a high sense of meaningful work report positive teacher to student 

relationships more frequently than teachers with a deep sense of useful work (Duffy, 

Bott, Allan, Torrey, & Dik, 2012; Lavy & Bocker, 2018). However, the data did not show 

a statistically significant difference in the measurement of teachers' sense of meaningful 

work between a school using exclusionary discipline practices and one using restorative. 

The study suggests that disciplinary interactions between teachers and students may have 

minimal effect on teachers' sense of meaningful work (Erdem, 2018; Kizel, 2017; Lavy & 

Bocker, 2018; Schnell et al., 2013). 

Discipline Practices 

 The study explored a different approach for educational leaders to consider 

appropriate discipline practices for a secondary school setting. It focused on teachers, a 

stakeholder group with more face-to-face interaction with students than most 

administrators. Frequently, disciplinary referrals made by teachers for nonviolent conduct 

result in students being excluded from the classroom, co-curricular opportunities, and 
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school altogether (Anderson & Ritter, 2017; Anyon et al., 2018; DeRidder, 1991). 

Teachers' daily interactions with students can have a positive or negative effect on 

student motivation, a sense of connectedness to the school and teacher, and student 

academic success (Allen et al., 2013; Cavanagh, 2012). 

 Gathering the data from teachers using exclusionary or restorative practices, 

provided insight on how discipline policies may affect teachers' perceptions of their 

relationships with students. Discipline statistics and racial disparities have been discussed 

as early as the 1990s (Christie, Nelson & Jolivette, 2004; DeRidder, 1991; Noddings, 

2003; Skiba, 1999). However, public schools have continued to practice policies that 

limit opportunities for special student populations (Anyon et al., 2018; Anyon, Zhang, & 

Hazel, 2016; Bottiani, Bradshaw, Gregory, & Reschly, 2018; Carter, Fine, & Russell, 

2014). This study provides a different perspective on how exclusionary practices may 

disrupt the formation of positive teacher to student relationship. The results of the study 

could assist educational leaders in rethinking discipline policies.  

The study did not find and statistically significant difference between restorative 

and exclusionary discipline practices based on teachers' sense of meaningful work. This 

finding suggests that discipline policies may have little effect on a teacher's sense of 

meaningful work. A teachers' sense of meaningful work has been associated with a 

positive teacher to student relationship (Duffy, Bott, Allan, Torrey, & Dik, 2012; Lavy & 

Bocker, 2018). The study implies that based on Meaningful Works scores, settings using 

either exclusionary or restorative discipline practices still provide teachers with 

opportunities to develop a strong sense of meaningful work.  
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Limitations 

This study does have limitations the Teacher Network of Relationship Inventory 

and Work and Meaning Inventory are both self-reporting assessments. Self-reporting 

instruments are affected by the participants’ bias. Individuals may respond to any number 

of questions based on how they remember or perceive a situation, or distortion of the 

responses for self-preservation or concerns of confidentiality (Brannick, Chan, Conway, 

Lance, & Spector, 2010; Creswell & Creswell, 2018; Johnson & Richter, 2004). Surveys 

gather opinions and can reflect the attitudes of the participants (Creswell & Creswell, 

2018). Individuals may respond to survey questions in a manner that they feel reflects 

best on them and which skews the accuracy of the assessment. The study is a cross 

sectional design, the findings cannot determine causality. The data can be used to 

compare statistical difference, and only reflect a measurement of the moment in time that 

participants completed the survey limiting the ability to generalize findings. 

Also, the participation and sample size were directly affected by current events in 

the United States and the world. The study initially included seven schools; however, due 

to the COVID 19 pandemic, four schools withdrew from the study when they transitioned 

to remote learning. Secondly, staff from two schools participating in the study were 

directly affected by civil unrest in their neighborhoods due to the current political climate 

around major social issues, including unfair treatment of African Americans and other 

races. These two events substantially limited the participation of teachers at two schools 

using restorative practices. As a result, the researcher was only able to gather a large 
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enough sample from one of the two schools. The results of the study can only be 

generalized to the schools that participated in the study. 

Future Research 

This study was one of the few that attempted to evaluate the effects discipline 

practices have on teacher-to-student relationships at the secondary school level (Allen et 

al., 2013; Anyon et al., 2018; Anyon, Zhang, & Hazel, 2016). It demonstrated there was a 

statistically significant difference between teacher to student relationships and in a setting 

using restorative versus exclusionary discipline practices. Future researchers should 

consider focusing on the teacher to student relationships in an environment using 

restorative practices and gathering a larger sample size to compare to schools using 

exclusion. A more holistic evaluation of teacher to student relationships may include 

student responses. Concerning the subscale of Conflict, a qualitative study of the factors 

teachers believe contribute to negative teachers to student relationships in a school using 

restorative practices. The findings would provide a broader understanding of how to 

foster positive relationships with students. 

The data showed no statistically significant difference in teachers' sense of 

meaningful work based on exclusionary or restorative discipline policies. Future studies 

should seek to identify what factors contribute to the development of a sense of 

meaningful work across both settings. Educational leaders should be vested in growing a 

sense of meaningful work amongst teachers as current studies have associated it with 

positive relationships and other benefits to overall job performance. Understanding how 

to foster this growth would be beneficial for the improvement of schools' climate and 
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morale. In addition, research has documented disparities in the assigning of discipline to 

students based on race, socio-economic status, and those with disabilities (Anyon & 

Ritter, 2017; Anyon et al., 2018; Bottiani et al., 2018; Carter, Fine & Russell, 2014; Cook 

et al., 2018; Green, Cohen & Stormont, 2018; Huang, 2018). Future studies should 

examine the distribution of discipline assigned by race, socio economic status, and 

student with disabilities in schools using restorative practices. A replication of this tudy 

with a larger sample size from a school using restorative practices may lead to additional 

findings.  

The Implication for the Researcher's Leadership and Growth 

This study has given insight into how exclusionary, and restorative discipline 

practices differ in fostering positive teacher to student relationships. The research results 

have implications for educational leaders (Allen et al., 2013; Anyon et al., 2018; Anyon, 

Zhang, & Hazel, 2016; Balfanz, Byrnes, & Fox, 2015; Barber & Noreen, 2018). Data 

from the study suggests that there is a significant difference in fostering positive teacher 

to student relationships based on the discipline practices used in the schools that 

participated. Discipline practices are an essential topic of discussion across the education 

world, especially around the disparities in exclusionary consequences assigned to 

marginalized student populations (Anyon et al., 2018; Anyon, Zhang, & Hazel, 2016; 

Bottiani, Bradshaw, Gregory, & Reschly, 2018; Deridder, 1991; Skiba, Arredondo, & 

Williams, 2014; Skiba & Peterson, 1999). Furthermore, the outcry for social justice and 

equity is at the top of schools’ agendas in the U.S. Based on conclusions drawn from this 

study, restorative practice is an alternative to exclusionary discipline that could improve 
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teacher to student relationships and better support academic opportunities for special 

student populations. 

Conclusion 

 Exclusionary discipline practices have been in place in the United States public 

schools since the early 1990s to reduce the frequency of students' violent acts (Anyon et 

al., 2018; Christie, Nelson & Jolivette, 2004; DeRidder, 1991; Noddings, 2003; Skiba, 

Arredondo, & Williams; Skiba & Peterson, 1999). It is essential to create a school 

climate and environment where students feel safe and have equal access to educational 

opportunities. To curb the frequency of violent acts, public schools have inadvertently 

limited educational opportunities and equity for special student populations (Anyon et al., 

2018; Anyon, Zhang, & Hazel, 2016; Bottiani, Bradshaw, Gregory, & Reschly, 2018).  

Exclusionary practices such as in school or out of school suspension, expulsion, 

and removal from the class were intended to be used for violent or dangerous conduct 

(Christie, Nelson & Jolivette, 2004; DeRidder, 1991; Noddings, 2003; Skiba, 1999). 

However, the vast majority of documented suspensions were given for lesser offenses 

such as insubordination or repeated violation of a behavior expectation, skipping 

detention, cutting class, or leaving school without permission (Anyon et al., 2018; 

Anyon, Zhang, & Hazel, 2016; Bottiani, Bradshaw, Gregory, & Reschly, 2018; Carter, 

Fine, & Russell, 2014; Skiba, Arredondo, & Williams, 2014). Public education in the 

U.S. have begun discussions around discipline practices, but research needs to continue 

to express the urgency and the timeliness of discipline reform. 
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  This study set out to examine if restorative practices an alternative to exclusionary 

discipline better fostered positive teacher to student relationships based on the 

perceptions of ninth and tenth-grade teachers. The study also evaluated teachers' sense of 

meaningful work as past studies indicated a high level of meaningful work is associated 

with positive relationships in the working environment (Duffy, Bott, Allan, Torrey, & 

Dik, 2012; Lavy & Bocker, 2018). Overall, teachers in a school setting using restorative 

practices reported a higher level of the positive teacher to student relationships mean rank 

(MR) = 91.54 when compared to teachers in an environment using exclusionary practices 

MR = 63.76. The finding is statistically significant and may indicate that restorative 

practices provide a greater opportunity for staff and students to form positive 

relationships. The study found no statistical difference in teachers’ sense of meaningful 

work in a school using exclusionary practices versus a school using restorative. 

 The next step is to continue to research the implementation of restorative practices 

in schools to identify other benefits this approach may have on creating a positive 

environment. The primary concerns with exclusionary practices reported in recent studies 

were the disproportionate representation of special student populations receiving 

discipline referrals and being suspended from school (Anyon et al., 2018; Anyon, Zhang, 

& Hazel, 2016; Bottiani, Bradshaw, Gregory, & Reschly, 2018; Carter, Fine, & Russell, 

2014; Skiba, Arredondo, & Williams, 2014). Some studies have begun to examine the 

effects restorative practices may have on closing these gaps. However, research can be 

done to develop a better understanding of how to maintain a safe school while providing 

equal access to education for all students. 
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Appendix B Participant Invitation Template 

Invitation to participate in the research study:  

“The Effects of Exclusionary and Restorative Discipline on Teacher to Student 

Relationships” 

 

Dear Educators, 

I am conducting two surveys as part of a research study to increase the understanding in 

the field of educational leadership on the effects discipline practices have on the 

development of teacher to student relationships and a teacher’s sense of meaning. Few 

studies exist at the secondary school level, as teachers of ninth or tenth grade students 

you can provide vital information.  

The study is essentially trying to capture educators’ perceptions of teacher to student 

relationships and sense of meaning in settings using traditional or restorative discipline 

practices. A link to the surveys will be emailed to all ninth and tenth grade teachers. If 

you choose to participate, click on the link and you will be assigned a number to avoid 

the need to provide any identifying information other than the school district you work in. 

The surveys will take approximately 5 minutes to complete, both are in a Likert Scale 

format. The first survey is the Teacher Network of Relationships Inventory (TNRI). The 

TNRI will ask you a series of questions that reflect on your relationship with a student. 

Please complete this survey twice once with a high performing student in mind and the 

other based on a student who is struggling to engage. The second survey is The Work and 

Meaning Inventory (WAMI). This survey will measure a teachers’ sense of meaning in 

their work place. 

There is no compensation for participating in this study. However, your participation will 

be a valuable addition to this research and the findings could lead to greater 

understanding in the education community about the effects of discipline practices on 

teacher to student relationships and teachers’ sense of meaning.  

If you are a willing to participate, please click on the link and complete the surveys. 

Regards,  

 

Tim Herbert 

Doctoral Candidate 

Plymouth State University 

t_herbert@plymouth.edu 
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Appendix C Informed Consent Form 

INFORMED CONSENT FORM  

 

CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE 

 

VOLUNTARILY IN A RESEARCH INVESTIGATION 

 

PLYMOUTH STATE UNIVERSITY 

 

INVESTIGATOR(S) NAME: Tim Herbert Doctoral Candidate 

 

STUDY TITLE: The Effects of Exclusionary and Restorative Discipline on Teacher to 

Student Relationships 

PURPOSE OF THE STUDY 

The purpose of this research study is to determine if there is a relationship between 

the type of discipline practices a school uses and teacher to student relationships, and 

teachers' sense of meaning. An ex post facto quantitative study using surveys provides 

the best chance to answer the research questions — quantitative research tests objective 

theories by examining relationships amongst variables (Creswell, 2014; Salkind, 2010).  

The study will be a causal-comparative of assertive and restorative discipline practices 

based on teacher-student relationships and teacher's sense of power. Creswell (2014) 

explains when trying to identify a relationship between two variables, a quantitative study 

is a conventional method. The data gathered through this study could indicate whether a 

school using restorative or traditional discipline practices is more conducive to 

developing a teachers’ sense of meaning and teacher to student relationships. 

 

You are being asked to be a participant in the study because of your experience working in a school 

that uses traditional discipline practices or restorative discipline. In addition you have been identified 

as a teacher who instructs students in ninth or tenth grade.  

 

DESCRIPTION OF THE STUDY 

 

The amount of time required to participate in the study is 20 minutes to complete the necessary 

surveys. There are no known costs to participants in the study.  
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RISKS AND DISCOMFORTS  

As a participant in this study, the risks of participating are minimal the magnitude of arm or 

discomfort anticipated is not greater than those ordinarily encountered in daily life or during the 

performance of routine physical, psychological examination, or tests.      

 

BENEFITS  

There may be no direct benefits of participating in this study; however, the knowledge received may 

be of value to the field of education understanding the effects that discipline practices can 

have on the teachers’ sense of meaning and ability to form positive relationships with 

students. Few studies have examined the effects of discipline practices at the secondary 

school level, this study could be the foundation for future studies. The study may have a 

potential benefit to society by providing insight to the most effective discipline practices 

to better support the academic mission of schools.   

 

ALTERNATIVE PROCEDURES 

The alternative is to choose to not participate in the study. 

 

CONFIDENTIALITY 

All documents and information pertaining to this research study will be kept confidential in 

accordance with all applicable federal, state, and local laws and regulations. The data generated by 

the study may be reviewed by Plymouth State University's Institutional Review Board, which is the 

committee responsible for ensuring your welfare and rights as a research participant, to assure proper 

conduct of the study and compliance with university regulations. If any presentations or publication 

result from this research, you will not be identified by name. As per federal guidelines, the 

information collected during your participation in this study will be kept for a minimum of three 

years.  

 

I plan to maintain the confidentiality of all data and records associated with your participation in this 

research.  

I also may be required by law to report certain information: 

 To government and/or law enforcement officials (for example, child abuse, threatened 

violence against self or others, or hazing). If I believe that such a report is required, I will 

follow the guidance of the PSU Institutional Review Board for the Protection of Human 

Subjects in Research (and of the University’s General Counsel) in making any such report, 

in order to provide as much protection for your privacy as possible while still complying 

with the law. 
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 To appropriate PSU authorities (e.g., disclosures involving Sexual Violence - which includes 

sexual harassment, sexual assault, unwanted sexual contact, sexual misconduct, domestic 

violence, relationship abuse, stalking [including cyber-stalking] and dating violence - must 

be reported to the PSU Title IX Coordinator or PSU Police). 

Further, any communication via the internet poses minimal risk of a breach of confidentiality.  

 

To help protect the confidentiality of your information, no personal identifying information 

will be requested of participants. All data gathered will be kept on a password encrypted thumb drive 

that will be locked in a fire proof cabinet at the principal investigators home office. During the 

research the principal investigator Tim Herbert, and his Faculty Supervisor Dr. Marcel Lebrun will 

have access to the data. No information will be shared with a third-party data processor. Data once 

de-identified will be shared with others in the field of education to inform future research studies.  

The researcher will use a table to organize the data collected from the TNRI and WAMI 

(Creswell, 2018). Using SPSS v. 25 software to complete a descriptive data analysis, 

identify the mean, mode, median, and standard deviation (Creswell, 2018, 2014; Hughes 

& Wu, 2016). A t-test Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) will be used to determine if there 

is a statistical difference between teachers to student relationships and sense of meaning 

of an inner-city high school using traditional discipline practices and an inner-city high 

school using restorative. The results may be used in reports, presentations on discipline practices 

and teacher to student relationships, and publications as part of the dissertation defense or in 

scholarly journals. 

 

TERMINATION OF PARTICIPATION  

You may choose to withdraw from this study at any time and for any reason. If you choose to drop 

out of the study, you may contact the investigator and your research records will be destroyed. Given 

that the nature of the research is an anonymous survey research records cannot be destroyed 

following submission of the survey. The principal investigator may terminate the participation of a 

subject if they are not teaching ninth or tenth grade students. 

 

COMPENSATION 

You will not receive payment for being in this study. Participation in this study is strictly voluntary. 

There will be no cost to you for participating in this research. 

 

INJURY COMPENSATION 

Neither Plymouth State University nor any government or other agency funding this research project 

will provide special services, free care, or compensation for any injuries resulting from this research. 

The treatment for such injuries will be at your expense and/or paid through your medical plan. 
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QUESTIONS  

If you have further questions about this study, you may contact Tim Herbert the Principal 

Investigator or Dr. Marcel Lebrun Faculty Supervisor. To contact Tim Herbert by phone call 603-

785-3471 or email at t_herbert@plymouth.edu. To reach Dr. Marcel Lebrun Faculty Supervisor 

email him at mlebrun@plymouth.edu. If you have any questions about the rights of research 

participants, you may call the Chairperson of the Plymouth State University’s Institutional Review 

Board at 603-535-3114 (Valid until July 1, 2021). 

VOLUNTARY PARTICIPATION 

You understand that your participation in this study is entirely voluntary, and that refusal to 

participate will involve no penalty or loss of benefits. You are free to withdraw or refuse consent, or 

to discontinue your participation in this study at any time without penalty or consequence.  

You voluntarily give your consent to participate in this research study. You will be given a copy of 

this consent form. 

 

Signatures: 

 

________________________ 

Participant’s Name (Print)  

 

________________________    ____________ 

Participant ’s Signature     Date 

 

I, the undersigned, certify that to the best of my knowledge, the subject signing this consent form has 

had the study fully and carefully explained by me and have been given an opportunity to ask any 

questions regarding the nature, risks, and benefits of participation in this research study.  

 

Tim Herbert 

Investigator’s Name (Print)  

 

____________________________________________  _____________ 

Investigator’s Signature      Date 

Plymouth State University’s IRB has approved the solicitation of participants for the study until  

(Leave blank, a date will be assigned.). 

mailto:t_herbert@plymouth.edu
mailto:mlebrun@plymouth.edu
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Appendix D Teacher Network of Relationships Inventory 
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Appendix E The Work and Meaning Inventory 
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Appendix F Demographic Questions 

 

 
Q11 
Please indicate the gender you identify with 

 Female Male  Other  Prefer to not answer 

Q12 
How many years have you been teaching? 

 
Q13 
Ethnicity 

 Caucasian 

 African-American 

 Latino or Hispanic 

 Asian 

 Native American 

 Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander 

 Two or More 

 Other/Unknown 

 Prefer not to answer 

 
Q14 
Degree or level of education completed 

 Bachelor's Degree Master's Degree Master's Degree + 30  CAGS 

Doctorate 

Q15 
What grade level do you teach? 

 9 10 11 12 
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Appendix G Final IRB Report 

 

Institutional Review Board 

 
Human Subjects Research Final Report  

 
July 22, 2020 

 

Study Title: The Effects of Exclusionary Versus Restorative Discipline on Teacher to 

Student Relationships  

 

Upon completion of your study, please provide the information requested below and submit to the 

Institutional Review Board (IRB) along with a report of findings for this study, for audit 

purposes. Copies of abstracts, articles, and/or publications specific to the project are acceptable. 

Send the report to the IRB at psu-irb@plymouth.edu.  

 

1. Please give termination date of study’s intervention or interaction with participant data  

____________June 5, 2020_________. 

  

2. How many people were studied in your research? ___132 people_____________ 

  

3. Did you conduct the research in accordance with the procedures reviewed and approved by the 

IRB? Yes.   

 

4. Did any problems emerge or were any serious unexpected adverse subject experiences 

observed? No. 

 

Principal Investigator or Advisor Signature:____ ___________  

Please send electronically to the IRB at psu-irb@plymouth.edu. 

 

 

 

 

Plymouth State University. 17 High Street. Plymouth, New Hampshire, 03264-1595 

 

mailto:psu-irb@plymouth.edu

