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Abstract

:

The objective of this study was to examine the disciplinary approaches being used in secondary schools for student violations of school cannabis policies. Survey data from 134 Canadian secondary schools participating in the Cannabis use, Obesity, Mental health, Physical activity, Alcohol use, Smoking, and Sedentary behaviour (COMPASS) study were used from the school year immediately following cannabis legalization in Canada (2018/19). Despite all schools reporting always/sometimes using a progressive discipline approach, punitive consequences (suspension, alert police) remain prevalent as first-offence options, with fewer schools indicating supportive responses (counselling, cessation/educational programs). Schools were classified into disciplinary approach styles, with most schools using Authoritarian and Authoritative approaches, followed by Neglectful and Permissive/Supportive styles. Further support for schools boards in implementing progressive discipline and supportive approaches may be of benefit.
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1. Introduction


Little is known about what the approaches secondary schools are using to prevent student cannabis use, especially post legalization in Canada on 17 October 2018. At a minimum, school polices regarding cannabis prohibit use on and near school grounds [1]; however, limited research has examined how schools respond when students violate these policies. Identifying what disciplinary styles are being used across Canada is a necessary first step in determining how to effectively minimize youth-onset cannabis use and to guide evidence-based decision making in secondary schools moving forward. In order to provide a current picture of the disciplinary environment in secondary schools, this study aimed to examine what approaches secondary schools across different provinces in Canada reported using when students violate school cannabis policies, in the school year immediately post legalization.



Bill C-45 set a nationally regulated provision on cannabis production, distribution, retail, possession and consumption, however, provinces and territories were still tasked with developing additional legislation and policies [2]. Even though cannabis use is only legal among adults (18, 19, or 21 years and over, depending on the province or territory), youth may be indirectly affected through de-stigmatization of use and potential changes in accessibility [3,4]. Youth in Canada use cannabis at the highest rates globally [5]. After a steady decline in youth cannabis use, a gradual increase has since occurred from the beginning of federal discourse around legalization, particularly in intermittent use [6].



Traditionally, it was common for schools to use a “zero tolerance” approach to student misconduct, which aims to send a deterrent message to other students and immediately remove high-risk students. Some evidence suggests expulsion policies can have unintended negative effects on students [7,8]. Punitive approaches have traditionally been used to scare students into compliance, but research suggests these tactics can further alienate students that need help, potentially increasing their likelihood of substance use, drop out, delinquent behaviour, and leading to poorer mental health and wellbeing outcomes [9,10,11,12]. Instead, there has been a move toward progressive disciplinary approaches, in which sanctions get progressively stronger with subsequent offences, with the goal of promoting favourable decision making and offering a more supportive environment [13].



Stemming from Baumrind’s Theory of Parenting, three clusters of disciplinary styles have been described: authoritative, authoritarian, and permissive [14]. Baumrind found that there were two types of permissive parents, those who do not wish to inhibit their children, and parents who avoid responsibility of their children. Authoritative parenting was characterized by a high level of demandingness (i.e., high standards) and responsiveness (i.e., open communication) for their child, whereas authoritarian parents had a high demandingness but low responsiveness [14]. Applying disciplinary styles to schools, authoritarian schools are described as taking a “zero-tolerance”, highly structured, and controlling disciplinary approach, without attempts to understand the circumstances that contributed to misconduct [15]. On the other hand, authoritative schools offer balance between enforcement of the rules and responsiveness to students’ needs [15].



To classify the disciplinary environments in schools, Cornell and Huang (2016) designed an Authoritative School Climate score (ASC) based on student perceptions of the disciplinary structure and support offered in each school. Disciplinary structure was defined by whether students perceived school rules as fair and reasonable [1]. A higher disciplinary structure meant that students were able to explain themselves and were punished fairly. Many benefits have been associated with a higher authoritative climate score such as higher educational aspirations [16,17], fewer problem behaviours [18], and higher grades, relative to schools with a lower score [17,19]. In support, the International Youth Development Study in Washington State, USA and Victoria, Australia surveyed students in grades 7 and 9 and found that the use of out-of-school suspensions predicted increased cannabis use, while teacher counselling resulted in a 50% reduction in cannabis use rates; however, reporting students to a nurse or counsellor had no effect on later cannabis use [3].



In 2009, the Ontario Ministry of Education mandated all boards to require their schools to develop and implement a progressive disciplinary policy [20,21]. Principals are advised to consider a range of options—including prevention programs, interventions, consequences (e.g., an assignment, detention), and supports (e.g., a conversation with the student, counselling from a social worker)—to determine the most appropriate response to each situation, taking into consideration various mitigating factors (e.g., students’ history and stage of growth and development, the nature and severity of the behaviour, the impact of the behaviour on the school climate) [20]. In addition, school boards are suggested to actively engage parents and community organizations (e.g., social services and mental health agencies) in ongoing conversations as partners. In line with authoritative approaches, under this policy, schools are to provide students with opportunities to reflect on and learn from their own actions to prevent reoccurrence, with more serious consequences (e.g., suspension or expulsion) reserved for when inappropriate behaviours escalate or are repeated. However, the Ontario Education Act stipulates that in serious student incidents, more punitive options along the continuum of progressive discipline (e.g., suspension) may be required, with the possession of cannabis, being under the influence of cannabis (“unless the pupil is a medical cannabis user”), and giving cannabis to a minor, on school property included as examples of serious incidents [22].



Despite government mandated policies and procedures in certain regions, there remains limited evidence on what approaches are being used by schools. Most schools have consequence measures for the use of cannabis on school property or during school hours, although differences in school-to-school disciplinary approaches exist. In the school year immediately prior to cannabis legalization in Canada, the vast majority of secondary schools reported confiscating the product, informing parents, alerting police, and suspending students from school, among their first offence disciplinary response options, while few schools indicated less punitive options of requiring students to help around the school or assigning additional class work [23]. Despite many schools indicating punitive first offence consequences, most schools reported always using the progressive discipline approach, which was associated with lower reports of student cannabis use [15]. School responses to cannabis may have shifted since legalization of use among adults, potentially becoming less punitive and more supportive with changes in social norms, or the reverse, given increased attention to the prevention of use among adolescents. To the best of our knowledge, no study has classified school disciplinary approach styles based on the polices or procedures assessed at the school level. Therefore, this study is the first to establish a framework for classifying schools into disciplinary approach styles based on first-offence response measures reported by schools in the year immediately following cannabis legalization.




2. Materials and Methods


2.1. Design


This study used data from Year 7 (2018/19 school year) of the Cannabis use, Obesity, Mental health, Physical activity, Alcohol use, Smoking, and Sedentary behaviour (COMPASS) Study. COMPASS is an ongoing (started in 2012/13) prospective study designed to collect hierarchical data from a rolling cohort of students in grades 9 through 12 and the secondary schools they attend [24]. Schools were purposefully selected based on permitted use of active-information passive-permissoin parental consent protocols for the collection of student-level data. Information letters and recruitment packages were sent to school boards, and then to individual schools, after board approval and according to the requirements outlined by their board [25]. COMPASS has received approval from the University of Waterloo Human Ethics Committee, the Brock University Research Ethics Board, and all participating school boards. A full description of the COMPASS design is available in print [24] or online (www.compass.uwaterloo.ca, accessed on 2 March 2021).




2.2. Data Collection


COMPASS uses an online School Policy and Program (SPP) scan tool to gather information on the programs, policies, and protocols present within the school related to student health, as well as if changes to the programs and policies have been made over time. The SPP is completed once annually at the same time as the school’s student data collection. A member of the school administration that is most familiar with the programs, policies, and protocols in the school is identified and sent an email with a link to the online survey. Schools are also encouraged to consult other staff members and have a small group complete the SPP. A paper copy is provided if preferred. Schools are also asked for a copy of their school policy handbook. The SPP was based on a previously validated Healthy School Planner tool [24,25,26,27] and has an annual response rate of 100% of participating schools. If any missing, incomplete, or ambiguous responses on the SPP are identified after data collection, study staff follow up with school contacts by phone to clarify.




2.3. Sample


In Year 7 (2018/19), 136 secondary schools in British Columbia (BC) (n = 15), Alberta (n = 8), Ontario (n = 61), and Quebec (n = 52) participated, including both private and publicly funded schools, across rural to large urban areas.




2.4. Measures


The first-offence consequences for school cannabis use policy violations were assessed by the question: “What are the consequences for a first offence for students who are caught violating your school’s written policies or practices on marijuana? (Check all that apply)”. Schools were categorized based on the potential first-offence disciplinary consequences from the “check all that apply” question. Categories were based on literature from restorative, restitutive, and punitive disciplinary approaches [7,28], the Ontario Progressive Disciplinary Policy [20], which advises a range of consequences and supports, and research assessing school climate scores by applying Baumrind’s Theory of Parenting [14]. Previous studies have scored school climate based on student responses to measures of demandingness and responsiveness about their school [1,17,28,29,30]. Response options to first-offence violations of school cannabis policies were categorized as follows:




	
Punitive Consequences (3 items; scored 0–3): “Alert police”; “issue a fine”; “out-of-school suspension”.



	
Supports (i.e., restorative) (3 items; scored 0–3): “Encourage but not require an assistance, education, or cessation program”; “require to participate in an assistance, education, or cessation program”; “refer to a counsellor”.



	
Mild Approaches (2 items; scored 0–2): “Assign additional class work”; “assign work around school”.



	
Moderate Approaches (2 items; scored 0–2): “Detention” and “in-school suspension”.



	
Other (4 items; scored 0–4): “Give warning”; “refer to administrator”, “confiscate substance”, and “inform parents”.








Each school was scored for the number of first-offence response options indicated in each of the five categories. Two Ontario schools did not respond to the question regarding first-offence disciplinary approach violations to cannabis use and where removed, resulting in a total of 134 schools. Due to the lack of clear categorization for all first-offence disciplinary response options, the category “other” was developed to encompass options that do not simplistically fit within one of the other categories. Based on the scores that schools received for each category, each school was classified into one specific disciplinary approach style as follows:




	
“Authoritarian” was defined as scoring high in punitive first-offence disciplinary approaches (≥2 items), low in supportive approaches (<2 items), and reporting any number of moderate, mild, or other approaches.



	
“Authoritative” was defined as scoring high in both punitive (≥2 items) and supportive approaches (≥2 items), low in moderate (<2 items) and mild approaches (<2 items), and any number of other approaches.



	
“Neglectful” was defined as scoring low in punitive (<2 items) and supportive (<2 items) approaches, low mild approaches (<2 items) and any number of moderate approaches and other approaches.



	
“Permissive/Supportive” was defined as scoring low in punitive (<2 items), moderate (<2 items), and mild approaches (≤2 items), high in supportive approaches (≥2 items), and any number of other approaches.



	
“Other” disciplinary approach style was defined as having a mixed approach, with two supportive approaches, one punitive approach, two moderate approaches, three other approaches, and no mild approaches.








Schools were also classified as to whether they use a progressive disciplinary approach for substance use policy violations, by asking: “Do sanctions get stronger with subsequent violations of alcohol and marijuana use (i.e., progressive discipline approach)?”, with the provided response options “always”, “sometimes”, and “never”.




2.5. Statistical Analysis


All analysis was conducted using SAS 9.4. First, descriptive statistics were calculated for school administrator responses to the school disciplinary measure, which used a “check all that apply” response style for a list of 14 disciplinary options for student first-offence violations of school cannabis policies. Specifically, descriptive statistics were used to explore the frequency, mean, distribution, and range that each of the 14 discipline response options were indicated by schools. Differences were explored by school province. Second, each school was scored according to the number of first-offence cannabis policy violation response options they indicated in each of the categories described above (i.e., punitive, moderate, mild, supports, and other). Third, the number of first-offence response options in each category was used to classify each school into a school disciplinary approach style (i.e., Authoritarian, Authoritative, Neglectful, Permissive/Supportive, and Other), according to the above criteria. Lastly, schools were classified according to whether they indicated using a progressive disciplinary approach for subsequent violations.





3. Results


Out of 134 schools, the majority were classified as having an enrolment within 0–500 students (47.8%). The most common school area median household income was CDN 25,000–75,000 (74.6%) and most schools fell within a medium/large urbanicity range (93.0%).



Figure 1 shows the number of schools indicating using various first-offence response options when students violate school cannabis use policies. The mean number of first-offence disciplinary approaches reported by schools was 7.06 (SD = 2.04), when asked to “check all that apply” in a list of 14 possible options. All schools selected using at least one type of first-offence approach in each category. Refer to school administrator (97.0%), confiscate substance (96.3%), and inform parents (88.8%) were the top three most frequently indicated first-offence violation responses and are all in the “other” category. Issue a warning was indicated the least frequently of the “other” approaches (36.6%). Out-of-school suspension (88.1%) and alert police (76.9%) were the next two approaches indicated by the most schools, both in the punitive consequence category. The other punitive approach, issue a fine, was the second least frequently indicated option overall (9.0%). The two mild approaches (assign help around the school and additional class work) were the other options indicated by the fewest schools (5.2% and 12.7%, respectively). Out of the three possible supportive approaches, encouraging participation in an assistance, education, or cessation program was selected by the most schools (69.4%), compared to 29.1% of schools that indicated requiring participation in a program. Almost half (48.5%) of schools indicated referring students to a counsellor as an option. For the two moderate approaches, in-school suspension was selected by more schools than detention (40.3% versus 26.1%).



Table 1 indicates the frequency of first-offence disciplinary approaches that were selected by secondary schools per province. The mean number of first-offence response options selected by schools was similar across provinces, from the highest mean of 7.44 (SD = 2.97, Range = 4–13) in BC to the lowest mean of 6.81 (SD = 2.03, Range = 3–14) in Ontario.



For punitive approaches, at least half of participating schools in Quebec (88.5%), Ontario (75.9%), BC (56.3%) and Alberta (50.0%), indicated alerting the police as a first-offence response option. Out-of-school suspension was selected by most schools in all provinces (84.6% of schools in Quebec to 91.4% in Ontario). Issue a fine was rarely selected across provinces, with no BC schools and only one participating Alberta school selecting this option.



For moderate approaches, a higher proportion of schools in Alberta indicated both in-school suspension (75.0%) and detention (62.5%), relative to schools in other provinces; however, the sample size in Alberta was limited to eight schools. Few Ontario schools indicated either moderate approach and only 2 of the 16 participating schools in BC indicated using detention.



In the supportive category, schools in BC selected encouraging participation in an assistance, education, or cessation program (81.3%) and referring the student to a counsellor (75.0%) more often in comparison to schools in other provinces. Encouraging participation in an assistance, education, or cessation program was selected by at least half of the schools in each province, while requiring participation in program was selected by relatively few schools in all provinces. Quebec schools indicated requiring participation in a program most frequently (36.5%) but refer to a counsellor (25.0%) least frequently, compared to participating schools in other provinces.



The two mild approaches were indicated by few schools across the provinces. No participating schools in Alberta selected assigning help around the school, while three BC schools (18.8%), and two schools in Quebec (3.8%) and in Ontario (3.4%) indicated this option. Assigning additional class work was selected more often by schools in Quebec (21.2%), compared to three schools in BC (18.8%), two in Ontario (3.4%), and one Alberta school (12.5%).



Within the other category, refer to an administrator, confiscate substance, and inform parents were indicated by most schools in all provinces. All participating schools in BC and Alberta indicated referring students to a school administrator, and confiscation of the substance was selected by all participating Alberta and Quebec schools. Quebec schools indicated issue a warning as a response option the most commonly (46.2%) and Alberta schools the least (12.5%). Informing parents was selected more often by schools in BC (93.8%) and least often in Ontario schools (87.9%).



Always using a progressive discipline approach, in which sanctions get stronger for subsequent violations, was reported by 89.7% of participating COMPASS secondary schools. All participating schools in Alberta indicated “always” using the progressive discipline approach, followed by schools in Quebec (90.4%), Ontario (90.0%), and BC (81.3%). The remaining schools indicating “sometimes” using the progressive disciplinary approach, as no schools indicated “never”.



Overall, based on the disciplinary approach style categories described, 46 schools were classified as Authoritarian, 49 as Authoritative, 18 as Neglectful, 15 as Permissive/Supportive, and 3 as Other. Table 2 displays the characteristics of schools categorized into the disciplinary approach styles. Schools lacking all school-level variables were excluded from this analysis, resulting in 131 schools included in the final classification approach.



In Ontario, almost half of the schools were classified as using an Authoritative disciplinary approach style (49.1%), followed by Authoritarian (26.3%); while in Quebec, 51.9% of schools were classified as Authoritarian. Quebec was the only province with schools in the Other category (5.8%). The most common disciplinary approach style in participating BC schools was Authoritative (37.5%), followed by Permissive/Supportive (28.6%). The eight Alberta schools were evenly divided into Authoritarian, Authoritative, Neglectful, and Permissive/Supportive.



School enrolment and urbanicity were similar across all categories of school disciplinary approach styles. The three schools that were classified as Other were in the lowest area median household income category. Schools with the highest area median household income of CDN 75,000+ were most often classified as Authoritative (52.9%). Among the 90.0% of schools that reported always using the progressive discipline approach, 37.5% were classified as Authoritative and 35.0% as Authoritarian.




4. Discussion


This study examined the current disciplinary environment associated with violating school substance use policies in the school year immediately post cannabis legalization in Canada. Most schools were classified as using Authoritarian or Authoritative disciplinary approach styles to student cannabis policy violations. A range of responses to first-offence violations was indicated by participating schools, with referring the student to a school administrator and confiscation of the substance the most frequently selected approaches, followed by informing parents and out-of-school suspension.



The majority of participating schools indicated they “always” use the progressive discipline approach, while the remainder indicated “sometimes”. Government policies for the required use of progressive discipline vary by province and region. Participating Ontario schools were most likely to indicate always using the progressive discipline approach, followed by Quebec. In Ontario, the Ministry of Education has mandated progressive discipline [21]; however, it should be noted that the Ontario government mandate varies from the measure used in this study, which only defines progressive discipline as employing stronger sanctions for subsequent violations of school substance use policy violations. The Ontario Ministry of Education policy extends further, advising that schools consider a range of consequences and supports, taking into account mitigating factors, such as the student’s history of misconduct, to determine the most appropriate response to each situation [20]. The Ontario Progressive Disciplinary Policy also advises schools to help students learn from their choices and to engage parents in an ongoing dialogue of students’ behaviour to ensure early and ongoing intervention [20]. In this study, 88% of Ontario schools reported engaging the students’ parents in regard to cannabis policy first-offence violations, down from 92% in the 2017/18 school year [22]. Further research is needed to identify the specific consequences used by schools that follow a progressive discipline approach, and how these consequences are decided upon to elucidate the most effective comprehensive strategies.



Based on the previous literature [7,17,22,28], the disciplinary response options for student first-offence violations of school cannabis policies were categorized as punitive, supportive, mild, moderate, and other approaches. Three “other” approaches were indicated most commonly by schools: referring the student to a school administrator, confiscation of the substance, and informing parents. It seems likely that referring students to the school administrator and confiscating the substance are first steps upon violating the school cannabis policies, in order to decide on a disciplinary approach. About one-third of schools indicated giving a warning as a first-violation response, which may reflect what occurs when no disciplinary approach is decided on after referral to an administrator. Out-of-school suspension was selected more frequently by participating schools than the previous year of the COMPASS study, immediately before cannabis legalization [22]. Previous research found the use of out-of-school suspensions for substance use policy violations to be associated with increased school-wide student substance use [29]. Suspensions have also been linked to disengagement from school, delinquency, and antisocial behaviours [18,19].



Alerting the police, another punitive approach, was the next most common discipline response, indicated by three-quarters of participating schools. More schools in Quebec indicated alerting the police from the options provided (89%), compared to about half to three-quarters of participating schools in other provinces. Alerting the police is not a federal legal requirement of schools, despite cannabis use remaining illegal among youth and on school properties. At the provincial level, Ontario principals are advised to report trafficking, but to consider mitigating factors when deciding whether to alert the police when a student is under the influence of a substance [21]. As there has been a movement away from stricter and zero-tolerance policies, it is possible that police are infrequently involved and remain among the set of options selected by schools from times when more punitive tactics were common. In support, fewer schools indicated alerting the police than in previous school year [22]. Future study waves will be needed to determine if this reduction indicates a movement away from police involvement by schools for responding to student substance use.



Overall, supportive first-offence disciplinary approaches were indicated less often than punitive options. Schools in BC indicated encouraging participation in an assistance, education, or cessation program more often than schools in other provinces, consistent with the previous school year [22]. Encouraging participation in a program was the more commonly used approach of the supportive options, both in the year preceding legalization [15] and the year immediately post-legalization; while requiring participation in a program was the least frequently indicated. Conflicting evidence exists on the effectiveness of mandated versus non-mandated substance use programs for adolescents [30,31,32]. Previous research suggests the use of supportive approaches promotes more positive outcomes for students; for example, referring students to a counsellor has been shown to decrease student substance use by almost 50% [8]. In Ontario, schools are encouraged to offer students supportive approaches as disciplinary actions and to build partnership with community-based service providers [20]. Few schools indicated using the mild first-offence disciplinary approaches of assigning students additional classwork and to help around the school. Limited literature has explored the effectiveness of these measures. Differences in punitive and supportive approaches across provinces potentially reflect the availability of resources for preventative programs and interventions, variations in the political climate, and/or social norms regarding cannabis. Historically, BC and Alberta tend to have more tolerant views of cannabis, as signified by the greater support for legalization [33], in comparison to Quebec, where the legal age was recently raised to 21 years old [34].



Based on previous literature on school disciplinary styles and Baumrind’s Theory of Parenting [13,18,30,35], a classification scoring approach for this study was developed. Based on the response options selected for student first-offence cannabis policy violations, schools were classified into five main disciplinary approach style categories: Authoritarian (high punitive, low support), Authoritative (high punitive, high support), Neglectful (low punitive, low support), Permissive/Supportive (low punitive, high support), and Other (a mixed approach). Several researchers have applied the theory of parenting styles to school climate and categorized schools based on student-reported measures of disciplinary demandingness and responsiveness [13,30,35]; however, no previous studies have used school-level measures to classify disciplinary environments.



Most schools were categorized as using either an authoritative or authoritarian approach to discipline related to student cannabis policy violations. Of the participating schools, 37% indicated at least two first-offence approaches corresponding to the high structure and responsiveness characterizing authoritative styles, while 36% of schools were categorized as using an authoritarian approach to discipline, which is defined in the literature as a strict, obedient, and “zero-tolerance” environment. The hypothesized benefit of using an authoritative approach is that students become more engaged when they are in a structured environment where they feel encouraged and supported [36]. Authoritative practices have been associated with lower truancy, delinquency, and dropout rates than authoritarian approaches [30,37]; however, in these studies, school disciplinary styles were classified according to student perceptions of responsiveness and demandingness, and not school protocols.



About one-tenth of participating schools were classified as permissive/supportive. Schools with a permissive/supportive disciplinary approach have been described as placing low demands on students [30]. When classified by student perceptions, this category has been linked to lower achievement and school engagement, and higher rates of problem behaviours [30]. Lastly, 14% of schools were classified into the neglectful category. Little research has been conducted on this school disciplinary approach category [15]. Baumrind’s Theory of Parenting describes neglectful styles as minimal effort, inconsistent, and often sporadic disciplinary practices [30].



Strengths and Limitations


A key strength of the study is the school-level data from four Canadian provinces, as existing literature on school disciplinary styles is based on student report, without assessment of the approaches used by schools. Several limitations of this study warrant consideration. It is plausible that the school respondents were unaware of how policies are being implemented, although the survey is designed to be filled out by a staff member most knowledgeable about the programs and policies implemented within the school and respondents are encouraged to complete it as a group to gather the most accurate information. Additionally, study staff follow up with the schools regarding any unclear or missing responses by phone or email. It is important to note that the question assessing first-offence approaches used a “check all that apply” design, and therefore, the responses may not accurately reflect the usual consequences used by school administrators. That is, the data do not allow for analysis of how frequently each first-offence disciplinary approach is utilized by a school or under what circumstances (e.g., cannabis possession, use, or distribution) schools will choose to use specific consequences. It is likely that school administrators take mitigating factors into account when deciding on appropriate responses to cannabis policy violations. Future qualitative research should explore how these decisions are being made. Lastly, as COMPASS was not designed to be representative, a convenience sample of schools and boards was used based on permitted use of active information passive parental consent protocols for the collection for student-level data, which reduce school burden and collect more robust student substance use data [26,38].





5. Conclusions


Based on disciplinary options reported by schools for first-offence cannabis policy violations, most schools were classified as using authoritative and authoritarian disciplinary approaches, with fewer schools using neglectful, permissive/supportive, and other styles. All schools reported at least sometimes using progressive discipline, with the majority reporting always using this approach, yet most schools indicated punitive consequences as first-offence response options. Punitive first-offence consequences and the authoritarian disciplinary style do not align with progressive discipline, described as increasingly stronger sanctions with subsequent offences. It may be beneficial to offer schools and boards further support in implementing progressive discipline policies. Additionally, research on how school disciplinary styles relate to student substance use is an important next step. Future research will explore these categories in association with student perceptions of school supportiveness for the cessation/prevention of substance use, to offer insight into school contexts that may deter youth early onset or problematic cannabis use.







Author Contributions


Conceptualization, M.J.M., K.A.P.; Formal Analysis, M.J.M.; Funding acquisition, S.T.L.; Supervision, K.A.P., T.J.W., S.T.L.; Validations, M.J.M., K.A.P., T.J.W., S.T.L.; Writing—original draft, M.J.M.; Writing—review and editing, K.A.P., T.J.W., S.T.L. All authors have read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.




Funding


The COMPASS study was supported by a bridge grant from the CIHR Institute of Nutrition, Metabolism and Diabetes (INMD) through the “Obesity—Interventions to Prevent or Treat” priority funding awards (OOP-110788; awarded to SL), an operating grant from the CIHR Institute of Population and Public Health (IPPH) (MOP-114875; awarded to SL), a CIHR project grant (PJT-148562; awarded to SL), a CIHR bridge grant (PJT-149092; awarded to KP/SL), a CIHR project grant (PJT-159693; awarded to KP), and by a research funding arrangement with Health Canada (#1617-HQ-000012; contract awarded to SL). The COMPASS-Quebec project additionally benefits from funding from the Ministère de la Santé et des Services sociaux of the province of Québec, and the Direction régionale de santé publique du CIUSSS de la Capitale-Nationale.




Data Availability Statement


COMPASS data are available for researchers upon request through successful completion and approval of the online COMPASS data usage application (https://uwaterloo.ca/compass-system/information-researchers, accessed on 2 March 2021).




Acknowledgments


We would like to thank all participating schools and students, and all COMPASS staff.




Conflicts of Interest


The authors report no conflict of interest.




Ethics Approval and Consent to Participate


The study was approved by the University of Waterloo and Brock University Research Ethics Boards and all participating school boards.




Abbreviations


COMPASS: Cannabis use, Obesity, Mental health, Physical activity, Alcohol use, Smoking, and Sedentary behaviour.




References


	



Cornell, D.; Huang, F. Authoritative School Climate and High School Student Risk Behavior: A Cross-sectional Multi-level Analysis of Student Self-Reports. J. Youth Adolesc. 2016, 45, 2246–2259. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Watson, T.M.; Hyshka, E.; Bonato, S.; Rueda, S. Early-Stage Cannabis Regulatory Policy Planning across Canada’s Four Largest Provinces: A Descriptive Overview. Subst. Use Misuse 2019, 54, 1691–1704. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Ready, Willing, and Able: The Role of Cannabis Use Opportunities in Understanding Adolescent Cannabis Use. Available online: https://app.dimensions.ai/details/publication/pub.1085962353 (accessed on 16 July 2019).

	



Glowacz, F.; Schmits, E. Changes in cannabis use in emerging adulthood: The influence of peer network, impulsivity, anxiety and depression. Eur. Rev. Appl. Psychol. 2017, 67, 171–179. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Zuckermann, A.M.E.; Gohari, M.R.; de Groh, M.; Jiang, Y.; Leatherdale, S.T. Factors associated with cannabis use change in youth: Evidence from the COMPASS study. Addict. Behav. 2019, 90, 158–163. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Zuckermann, A.M.E.; Battista, K.; de Groh, M.; Jiang, Y.; Leatherdale, S.T. Prelegalisation patterns and trends of cannabis use among Canadian youth: Results from the COMPASS prospective cohort study. BMJ Open 2019, 9, e026515. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Gregory, A.; Cornell, D. “Tolerating” Adolescent Needs: Moving Beyond Zero Tolerance Policies in High School. Theory Pract. 2009, 48, 106. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Evans-Whipp, T.J.; Plenty, S.M.; Catalano, R.F.; Herrenkohl, T.I.; Toumbourou, J.W. Longitudinal Effects of School Drug Policies on Student Marijuana Use in Washington State and Victoria, Australia. Am. J. Public Health. 2015, 105, 994–1000. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Green, K.M.; Doherty, E.E.; Ensminger, M.E. Long-term consequences of adolescent cannabis use: Examining intermediary processes. Am. J. Drug Alcohol Abus. 2017, 43, 567–575. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Curran, F.C. Estimating the Effect of State Zero Tolerance Laws on Exclusionary Discipline, Racial Discipline Gaps, and Student Behavior. Educ. Eval. Policy Anal. 2016, 38, 647–668. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Syed, I.U.B. Forced Assimilation is an unhealthy policy intervention: The case of the hijab ban in France and Quebec, Canada. Int. J. Hum. Rights 2013, 17, 428–440. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Wayland, S.V. Religious expression in public schools: Kirpans in Canada, hijab in France. Ethn. Racial Stud. 1997, 20, 545–561. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Watson, T.M.; Erickson, P.G. Cannabis legalization in Canada: How might ‘strict’ regulation impact youth? Drugs: Educ. Prev. Policy 2019, 26, 1–5. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Baumrind, D. Authoritarian vs. Authoritative Parental Control; Adolescence: Roslyn Heights, NY, USA, 1968; Volume 3, pp. 255–272. [Google Scholar]

	



Lau, C.; Wong, M.; Dudovitz, R. School Disciplinary Style and Adolescent Health. J. Adolesc. Health 2018, 62, 136–142. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Gorman-Smith, D.; Tolan, P.H.; Henry, D.B.; Florsheim, P. Patterns of family functioning and adolescent outcomes among urban African American and Mexican American families. J. Fam. Psychol. 2000, 14, 436–457. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Cornell, D.; Shukla, K.; Konold, T.R. Authoritative School Climate and Student Academic Engagement, Grades, and Aspirations in Middle and High Schools. AERA Open 2016, 2, 2332858416633184. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Shumow, L.; Lomax, R. Parental Efficacy: Predictor of Parenting Behavior and Adolescent Outcomes. Parenting 2002, 2, 127–150. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Taylor, L.C.; Hinton, I.D.; Wilson, M.N. Parental influences on academic performance in African-American students. J. Child. Fam Stud. 1995, 4, 293–302. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Ontario Ministry of Education. Progressive Discipline: A New Approach to Help Make Schools Safer; Ministry of Education: Toronto, ON, Canada, 2009.

	



Ontario Ministry of Education. Policy/Program. Memorandum No. 145, Progressive Discipline and Promoting Positive Student Behaviour; Ministry of Education: Toronto, ON, Canada, 2018.

	



Magier, M.; Patte, K.A.; Battista, K.; Cole, A.G.; Leatherdale, S.T. Are School Substance Use Policy Violation Disciplinary Consequences Associated with Student Engagement in Cannabis? Int. J. of Environ. Res. Public Health 2020, 17, 5549. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Leatherdale, S.T.; Brown, K.S.; Carson, V.; Childs, R.A.; Dubin, J.A.; Elliott, S.J.; Faulkner, G.; Hammond, D.; Manske, S.; Sabiston, C.M.; et al. The COMPASS study: A longitudinal hierarchical research platform for evaluating natural experiments related to changes in school-level programs, policies and built environment resources. BMC Public Health 2014, 14, 331. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Thompson-Haile, A.; Leatherdale, S.T. School Board and School Recruitment Procedures; COMPASS Technical Report Series; University of Waterloo: Waterloo, ON, Canada, 2013; Volume 1, Available online: www.compass.uwaterloo.ca (accessed on 8 August 2019).

	



Cameron, R.; Manske, S.; Brown, K.S.; Jolin, M.A.; Murnaghan, D.; Lovato, C. Integrating Public Health Policy, Practice, Evaluation, Surveillance, and Research: The School Health Action Planning and Evaluation System. Am. J. Public Health 2007, 97, 648–654. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Joint Consortium for School Health—Home. Available online: https://www.jcsh-cces.ca/ (accessed on 8 August 2019).

	



Welch, K.; Payne, A.A. Racial Threat and Punitive School Discipline. Soc. Probl. 2010, 57, 25–48. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Pellerin, L.A. Applying Baumrind’s parenting typology to high schools: Toward a middle-range theory of authoritative socialization. Soc. Sci. Res. 2005, 34, 283–303. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Ann Payne, A.; Welch, K. Modeling the Effects of Racial Threat on Punitive and Restorative School Discipline Practices. Criminology 2010, 48, 1019–1062. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Brosnan, T.; Kolubinski, D.C.; Spada, M.M. Parenting styles and metacognitions as predictors of cannabis use. Addict. Behav. Rep. 2020, 11, 100259. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Breda, C.; Heflinger, C.A. Predicting Incentives to Change among Adolescents with Substance Abuse Disorder. Am. J. Drug Alcohol. Abus. 2004, 30, 251–267. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Yeterian, J.D.; Greene, M.C.; Bergman, B.G.; Kelly, J.F. Does Mandated Treatment Benefit Youth? A Prospective Investigation of Adolescent Justice System Involvement, Treatment Motivation, and Substance Use Outcomes. Alcohol. Treat. Q. 2013, 31, 431–449. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Angus Reid Global. Majority of Canadians Would Legalize Marijuana, but Not Other Drugs. Canadian Public Opinion. 15 April 2010. Available online: https://web.archive.org/web/20160303232402/http://angusreidglobal.com/wp-content/uploads/2010/04/2010.04.15_Drugs_CAN.pdf (accessed on 23 February 2021).

	



Government of Quebec. The Cannabis Regulation Act. 11 March 2020. Available online: https://encadrementcannabis.gouv.qc.ca/en/loi/loi-encadrant-le-cannabis/ (accessed on 23 February 2021).

	



Evans-Whipp, T. A review of school drug policies and their impact on youth substance use. Health Promot. Int. 2004, 19, 227–234. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



McKiernan, A. Canadian Centre on Substance Abuse. Canadian Youth Perceptions on Cannabis. 2017. Available online: http://www.deslibris.ca/ID/10065775 (accessed on 22 May 2019).

	



Trinkner, R.; Cohn, E.S.; Rebellon, C.J.; Gundy, K.V. Don’t trust anyone over 30: Parental legitimacy as a mediator between parenting style and changes in delinquent behavior over time. J. Adolesc. 2012, 35, 119–132. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Leatherdale, S.T. Natural experiment methodology for research: A review of how different methods can support real-world research. Int. J. Soc. Res. Methodol. 2019, 22, 19–35. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]








[image: Ijerph 18 02472 g001 550] 





Figure 1. Percentage of Canadian secondary schools (n = 134) that indicated using various disciplinary response options for student first-offence violations of school cannabis policies in Year 7 (2018–2019) of the COMPASS study.a Assistance, education, or cessation program. Note: the question used a “check all that apply” design. 
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Table 1. Prevalence of disciplinary approach options selected by Canadian secondary schools (n = 134) for use in response to student violations of school cannabis policies by province in Year 7 (2018/19) of the COMPASS Study.
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BC

(%)

	
Alberta

(%)

	
Ontario

(%)

	
Quebec

(%)

	
Overall (%)




	
N = 16

	
N = 8

	
N = 58

	
N = 52

	
N = 134






	
First-Offence Disciplinary Approach




	
Punitive options:

	

	

	

	

	




	
Alert police

	
56.3

	
50.0

	
75.9

	
88.5

	
76.9




	
Issue a fine

	
0

	
12.5

	
12.1

	
7.7

	
9.0




	
Suspension

	
87.5

	
87.5

	
91.4

	
84.6

	
88.1




	
Supportive options:

	

	

	

	

	




	
Encourage participation in an assistance, education, or cessation program

	
81.3

	
50.0

	
65.5

	
73.1

	
69.4




	
Require participation in an assistance, education, or cessation program

	
25.0

	
12.5

	
25.9

	
36.5

	
29.1




	
Refer to a counsellor

	
75.0

	
62.5

	
96.6

	
25.0

	
48.5




	
Mild options:

	

	

	

	

	




	
Assign to help around school

	
18.8

	
0

	
3.4

	
3.8

	
5.2




	
Assign additional class work

	
18.8

	
12.5

	
3.4

	
21.2

	
12.7




	
Moderate options:

	

	

	

	

	




	
In-school suspension

	
50.0

	
75.0

	
19.0

	
55.8

	
40.3




	
Detention

	
12.5

	
62.5

	
13.8

	
38.5

	
26.1




	
Other options:

	

	

	

	

	




	
Issue a warning

	
43.8

	
12.5

	
29.3

	
46.2

	
36.6




	
Refer to a school administrator

	
100

	
100

	
96.6

	
96.2

	
97.0




	
Confiscate substance

	
81.3

	
100

	
96.6

	
100

	
96.3




	
Inform parents

	
93.8

	
87.5

	
87.9

	
88.5

	
88.8




	
Progressive discipline: Always

	
81.3

	
100

	
93.1

	
90.4

	
90.3




	
Progressive discipline: Sometimes

	
18.8

	
0

	
8.6

	
9.6

	
9.7
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Table 2. Canadian secondary schools (n = 131) in Year 7 (2018/19) of the COMPASS Study classified into School Disciplinary Approach Styles.
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Authoritarian

N = 46

	
Authoritative

N = 49

	
Neglectful

N = 18

	
Permissive/Supportive

N = 15

	
Other

N = 3




	
N

	
%

	
N

	
%

	
N

	
%

	
N

	
%

	
N

	
%






	
Province

	
BC (N = 14)

	
2

	
14.3%

	
5

	
35.7%

	
3

	
21.4%

	
4

	
28.6%

	
0

	
0.0%




	
Alberta (N = 8)

	
2

	
25.0%

	
2

	
25.0%

	
2

	
25.0%

	
2

	
25.0%

	
0

	
0.0%




	
Ontario (N = 57)

	
15

	
26.3%

	
28

	
49.1%

	
10

	
17.5%

	
4

	
7.0%

	
0

	
0.0%




	
Quebec (N = 52)

	
27

	
51.9%

	
14

	
26.9%

	
3

	
5.8%

	
5

	
9.5%

	
3

	
5.8%




	
School Enrolment

	
0–500

	
22

	
35.5%

	
20

	
32.3%

	
10

	
16.1%

	
7

	
11.3%

	
3

	
4.8%




	
501–1000

	
19

	
33.3%

	
24

	
42.1%

	
7

	
12.3%

	
7

	
12.3%

	
0

	
0.0%




	
1001–1500

	
5

	
41.7%

	
5

	
41.5%

	
1

	
8.3%

	
1

	
8.3%

	
0

	
0.0%




	
Urbanicity

	
Rural/Small Urban

	
23

	
37.1%

	
23

	
37.1%

	
8

	
12.9%

	
6

	
9.7%

	
2

	
3.2%




	
Medium/Large Urban

	
23

	
33.3%

	
26

	
37.7%

	
10

	
14.5%

	
9

	
13.0%

	
1

	
1.4%




	
Area median household income

	
CDN 25,000–75,000

	
39

	
40.2%

	
31

	
32.0%

	
11

	
11.3%

	
13

	
13.4%

	
3

	
2.3%




	
CDN 75,000+

	
7

	
20.6%

	
18

	
52.9%

	
7

	
20.6%

	
2

	
5.9%

	
0

	
0.0%




	
Progressive Discipline

	
Always

	
42

	
35.0%

	
45

	
37.5%

	
15

	
2.5%

	
15

	
12.5%

	
3

	
2.5%




	
Sometimes

	
4

	
36.4%

	
4

	
36.4%

	
3

	
27.3%

	
0

	
0.0%

	
0

	
0.0%
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