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Abstract
Zero-tolerance discipline policies led to the introduction of police on school campuses and have resulted in a
disproportionate number of in-school arrests and referrals of Black middle-school students, subjecting them
to the school-to-prison pipeline. Data shows the negative effects of zero tolerance; however, less is known
regarding alternative evidence-based strategies such as the Juvenile Detention Alternatives Initiative (JDAI).
Grounded in the labeling theoretical framework, this study examined whether JDAI status (pre-JDAI and
post-JDAI) could predict arrests and referrals while controlling for race, gender, and age. Secondary data were
collected from a juvenile court in northwest Georgia on 1,303 middle-school students. The students who
formed this purposive sample for the study were arrested or referred 2 years prior to the implementation of
the JDAI School Referral Reduction Program and 2 recent years post-JDAI. Binary logistic regressions were
conducted for each of the outcomes of arrests and referrals to ascertain the predictive relationships of JDAI,
race, gender, and age. The results found only gender and age to be significant predictors of arrests and
referrals. However, additional findings reported Black students were 89.4% of the students arrested or
referred to the juvenile court, and 93.2% of those arrests and referrals occurred during the 2-year period preJDAI. This research is significant for stakeholders involved in education and juvenile justice reform who want
to positively effect social change through the use of programs and policies that narrow the academic
achievement gap and reduce the disproportionate number of Black students’ contact with the criminal justice
system.
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Introduction
School discipline is designed to control behavior, promote safety, and advance academic achievement within
the school environment (Curran, 2016). The culture and nature of discipline in the U. S. educational system
have changed drastically over the past 25 years. Many public schools across the country have employed zerotolerance policies as an approach to disciplining youth misbehavior. Zero-tolerance discipline describes
policies that mandate specific punitive penalties for a variety of behaviors. They are intended to be applied
uniformly regardless of the circumstance, context, or severity of the behavior (Noelle, 2019).
Currently, these zero-tolerance strategies remain in place in school districts throughout the United States, but
the disparate and disproportionate impact is particularly pronounced in the South. A recent study conducted
by Smith and Harper (2015) revealed that in 346 Southern U.S. school districts, Black students comprised
75% of those suspended. The study also reported that in 181 districts, Black students were 100% of those
expelled from public schools and that school districts in the South accounted for 50% of the expulsions of
students of color nationwide.
Black students and those with disabilities have been disproportionately subjected to the exclusionary
discipline of zero-tolerance policies, often for minor infractions. These students are not only exposed to more
instances of discipline, but the length and degree of punishment meted out by school administrators is often
greater than that imposed on other students (Steinberg & Lacoe, 2017). This criminalization of misbehavior
has garnered a great deal of criticism over the years and is the subject of debate in the discussion on juvenile
justice reform.
Zero-tolerance policies led to the introduction of police on school campuses and, although the U.S. juvenile
crime rate is the lowest it has been in two decades, evidence suggests an increase in in-school arrests.
Research suggests the upsurge of in-school arrests is the direct result of the growth of police presence on
school campuses and has given rise to an increase in student contact with the criminal justice system, thus
creating the school-to-prison pipeline (STPP) phenomenon (Mallett, 2017). The literature discusses the
negative effects of zero tolerance; however, limited research has been presented on specific evidence-based
approaches that mitigate or reverse these policies.
Recently, various practices have been introduced to replace zero-tolerance discipline; however, empirical
support is needed to promote them as evidence-based alternatives (Daley et al., 2016). This study aimed to
contribute to the scholarly literature by examining the Annie E. Casey Foundation’s (AECF) Juvenile
Detention Alternatives Initiative (JDAI) and its effects, if any, on exclusionary discipline and student contact
with the criminal justice system. The JDAI is being used in nearly 300 local jurisdictions across the country to
reduce the number of student court referrals from school administrators and law enforcement (Maggard,
2015). Recent research has also encouraged further study of alternatives to zero tolerance (Schiff, 2018) that
support improvements in student performance, in-school retention rates, and less contact with the criminal
justice system.

Literature
Disproportionately exposing Black students and those with disabilities to excessive exclusionary discipline has
rendered zero-tolerance policies ineffective and expensive (DeMitchell & Hambacher, 2016). This disparate
treatment of Black students and those with disabilities is systemic. Valant (2018) noted that findings from
recent studies indicate disparate discipline has been attributed to discriminatory practices by school
administrators, thereby contributing to the racial gaps in student academic achievement.
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Labeling Theory
Zero-tolerance discipline has broadened the academic achievement gap by excluding an inordinate number of
Black students and those with special needs from the school system (Kiema, 2015). Many of these students are
subsequently exposed to the criminal justice system, resulting in them being labeled as delinquent and
deviant (Kennedy-Lewis & Murphy, 2016). Tannenbaum (1938) introduced labeling theory to explain
delinquency and asserted individuals learn criminal behavior from their communities when criminal activity
is present. However, once individuals are introduced into the criminal justice system and formally labeled as a
criminal, the potential for criminal behavior increases (Noelle, 2019). Expounding on Tannenbaum’s
perspective on labeling and Mead’s (1934) concept of social interaction, sociologist Edwin Lemert (1951)
introduced two categories of deviance: primary and secondary.
Lemert (1951) identified primary deviance as the initial stage of deviance where an individual may violate a
norm or rule but is not stigmatized or made to suffer long-term consequences for doing so. Lemert proclaimed
secondary deviance is behavior that manifests after an official label of delinquency is applied to an individual
who violates social norms. Howard Becker (1963) laid the responsibility of deviant behavior on society instead
of the individual. Becker argued the deviant label is created and applied by social groups to those whom they
deem outsiders. Thus, labeling drives an individual toward deviant social groups because they share the
common experience of being stigmatized and labeled as outsiders.
Labeling theory assumes the stigma associated with the label promotes a deviant self-identity within the
individual. This self-identity fosters a camaraderie with others who are similarly labeled (Noelle, 2019). The
alienation from society and defiance of being rejected advance delinquent behavior and increase delinquent
recidivism. Educational and correctional institutions use their authority to formally label juveniles as
delinquent, and this contact reduces their educational and socioeconomic opportunities. Formal delinquent
labeling increases youths’ chances to recidivate by changing both their opportunity structure and their selfmeaning (Kroska et al., 2017). Evidence has also indicated the labels educators placed on students are often
influenced by their implicit biases, which determine the type and degree of discipline exacted (Yang et al.,
2019).
The literature is robust on the disparate use of zero-tolerance discipline for Black students labeled with
learning disabilities. Kennedy-Lewis and Murphy (2016) grounded their study in labeling theory as they
examined middle-school students’ perceptions of being labeled “frequent flyers” by their teachers and
administrators. These students labeled as bad were repeatedly referred for disciplinary action. The succession
and frequency of this disciplinary action reinforced the labeling, which subsequently led to them being
suspended or expelled from school. The study’s findings indicated that, although these students rejected being
labeled, their response and resistance to being labeled led them to exhibit negative behavior. Similarly,
Algraigray and Boyle (2017) referenced the influence of Becker’s (1963) labeling theory in their study on the
impact of labeling students with special educational needs. The study’s findings also indicated these students
were subjected to exclusion, stigmas, and discrimination that broadened the academic achievement gap and
worsened their potential life outcomes.
It is the duty and responsibility of educators to nurture child and adolescent development. However, the
prevalence of zero-tolerance discipline indicates a basic misunderstanding of this process. It is normal for
children and adolescents to challenge and question authority during this stage of development. During this
stage, they are also vulnerable to peer pressure and influence and do not fully comprehend the consequences
of their actions (Yu et al., 2016). Zero-tolerance discipline reinforces these developmentally regressive
environments and, in doing so, disproportionately impacts Black students and those with learning disabilities.
Black students with learning disabilities are often labeled as lower achievers, thus furthering the academic
achievement gap (Abramson, 2018). Labeling theory also serves as a foundation for the current study as it
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provides a framework to understand how labeling students impacts the degree and extent to which they are
subjected to zero-tolerance discipline. Furthermore, reducing the negative effects of zero-tolerance discipline
on this population will reduce the number of students subjected to the STPP.

The Fear Narrative
In the mid-1990s, political scientist John Dilulio and his colleagues fueled the flames of fear by labeling
certain groups of youth as superpredators (Drum, 2016). They instilled public panic by predicting that youth,
particularly inner-city, low-income, uneducated Black male students between the ages of 14 and 17, were
marauding, gun-toting criminals who would wantonly deal drugs, rob, and murder without remorse.
According to the superpredator theorists, this population of juvenile deviants was responsible for the rise in
violent crimes. Furthermore, they warned that these youths were destined to create social disorder as violence
would spill over to the so-called decent suburban and rural communities (Berkowitz, 2015).
The superpredator narrative is consistent with labeling theory, particularly as it was created and applied to
define a group considered outsiders. Schulman (2005) argued that the social group holds the power to impose
deviant labels that dictate the narrative of how others will be perceived and treated. Further, he claimed being
branded as deviant may be predicated on demographics instead of behavior. This notion supports the premise
that racial profiling by those who enforce the rules may be an underlying factor in what is unacceptable
behavior.

The Policing of Public Schools
Coinciding with the rise of punitive discipline was an increase in the presence of police officers in public
schools. Spearheading this effort, the U.S. Department of Justice Office of Community Policing Services
(COPS) established the Cops in Schools grant program in 1999, which was extremely instrumental in the
influx of police on school campuses (U.S. Department of Justice [DOJ], 2014). Since its inception, COPS has
granted over $14 billion to state, local, and tribal law enforcement agencies and has funded over 130,000 new
law enforcement officer positions nationwide (Community Policing Dispatch, 2018). Ironically, as the number
of school police soared, the number of school counselors drastically decreased (American Civil Liberties Union
[ACLU], 2019). In 2013, shortly after the Sandy Hook Elementary School shooting, the federal government
allotted $46.5 million to fund school security initiatives while only allocating $12.3 million for school
counseling initiatives (ACLU, 2017).
The literature opposed to police on school campuses has posited school resource officers (SROs) who are
assigned to school districts at the lower end of the socioeconomic and educational spectrums have a higher
police presence and perform more law enforcement related duties (Kupchik, 2019). The ACLU (2017) argued
that the combination of zero-tolerance policies and school police exacerbates student misbehavior, and the
racial disparities in how discipline is dispensed are glaringly evident. Similar literature suggested a police
presence and increased disciplinary measures may promote an adversarial climate in schools by stigmatizing
disciplined students and subjecting them to suspension or expulsion (Sparks, 2018).

Exclusionary Discipline and the School-to-Prison Pipeline
Suspension and expulsions
Exclusionary discipline is punishment imposed on students in the form of suspension or expulsion from the
learning environment. Research conducted during the 2015–2016 year school reported 2.7 million K–12
students were issued one or more out-of-school suspensions, while over 120,000 students were expelled
nationwide (U.S. Department of Education OCR, 2019). The NAACP Legal Defense Fund (2017) reported 35%
of Black middle and high school students have experienced suspension or expulsion. Miguel and Gargano
(2017) found a high correlation between students who have been suspended or expelled and future
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imprisonment. Furthermore, exclusionary discipline aggravates and perpetuates the racial disparities that
exist within the nation’s criminal justice system.
The U.S. Government Accountability Office (GAO, 2018) conducted a study during the 2013–2014 school year
examining patterns of discipline employed in public schools and the challenges educators and criminal justice
practitioners faced in addressing school misbehavior. Data was collected from schools in California, Georgia,
Massachusetts, North Dakota, and Texas. These states were identified as having high levels of suspensions of
Black, male, and learning-disabled students. The study’s findings reported that although Blacks represented
15.5% of public-school students, they accounted for 39% of students subjected to exclusionary discipline. Also,
boys accounted for over 51% of K–12 students yet represented nearly 75% of students expelled during the
2013–2014 school year (GAO, 2018). Similarly, the study found students with disabilities represented nearly
12% of the K–12 student population; however, they accounted for over 25% of students who were excluded
from the educational process by either suspension, expulsion, or arrests (GAO, 2018).
The school-to-prison pipeline
A large body of research has argued the STPP is exacerbated by zero-tolerance discipline and the prevalence of
police in schools. Critics of the STPP proclaimed these excessive and aggressive policies have forced students
out of schools and into the criminal justice system (Barnes & Motz, 2018; Johnson and Muhammad, 2018;
Lindsay & Hart, 2017). The educational and criminal justice systems were developed to enrich and improve
the lives of children and were not intended to work in conjunction with one another. However, over the past
few decades, schools and courts have developed a paradoxical relationship that has been detrimental to
students of color, especially those who are Black and those with special educational needs who are subjected
to zero-tolerance discipline.
McCurdy (2014) reported that during the 2009–2010 academic year, 96,000 students were arrested on school
campuses, and over 240,000 received referrals to juvenile courts. Similarly, research conducted on the 2015–
2016 school year found 290,600 students were arrested or received referrals to the criminal justice system
(U.S. Department of Education OCR, 2019). Furthermore, the presence of police on school campuses has been
reported to exponentially increase student arrests, and many of those arrests and referrals were for acts of
disobedience or status offenses, which are noncriminal offenses considered violations only because of the
student’s status as a minor (Pigott et al., 2018). Barnes and Motz (2018) asserted tacit racial biases of some
teachers may contribute to the negative labeling of Black students. They further noted these biases likely
contributed to the inordinate number of referrals for minor infractions that subsequently lead to the STPP.
The Sentencing Project (2015) also reported that nationwide, Black youth were over four times as likely to be
confined in secure facilities as were White youth. They further noted in some states the disparity was more
evident as Black youth were more than 10 times as likely as White youth to be committed to secure facilities.
Recently, researchers conducted a mixed-methods longitudinal study to determine several factors relating to
the disproportionate minority contact (DMC) in Georgia’s juvenile justice system (Gonzales et al., 2018). The
study examined all 159 counties in the state to determine which had the highest rates of DMC, what if any
differences existed across racial lines, and which referral stage accounted for DMC in Georgia. The authors’
findings indicated punitive school discipline was a significant factor in the referral decision point (Gonzales et
al., 2018). Yang et al. (2018) reported students who suffer from emotional and mental disorders (EMD) are 13
times more likely to be arrested for behavioral infractions than non-EMD students. These students lack the
support and resources needed to help them cope with these stressors that manifest as behavioral issues
(Schiff, 2018).
A recent meta-analysis examined the effects of alternative approaches on disparate discipline practices (Welsh
& Little, 2018). The study’s findings revealed that although some of the emerging programs showed decreases
in suspensions and referrals across all groups, the interventions did not appear to substantially reduce
suspensions and referrals for Black students (Welsh & Little, 2018). These findings affirmed the present
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study’s assumption that teacher racial bias may be an underlying factor in how discipline is dispensed to Black
students.
The racial disparity and human costs of exclusionary discipline are a major concern of education and criminal
justice stakeholders. The budgetary costs of incarceration are another salient downside of exclusionary
discipline driving the need for reform. The literature revealed that since the inception of zero-tolerance
discipline, juvenile court dockets have risen exponentially from school referrals (Justice Center, 2015). These
referrals lead to commitment and contribute to the burgeoning number of youth in detention. The annual cost
of housing each of these young offenders is reported to range between $149,000 to $188,000 (Sawyer, 2018).
States are burdened with most of these costs and many have been seeking reform through diversion
alternatives to reduce expenditures associated with court proceedings and incarceration.
Juvenile Detention Alternatives Initiative (JDAI)
JDAI was developed by the AECF in 1992 to address the rise in the number of youths confined in secure
facilities nationwide for status offenses and non-violent acts (Voices for Georgia’s Children, 2017). The
purpose of JDAI is to reduce jurisdictions’ reliance on the predisposition detention of juveniles in secure
facilities. Its goal is to create more effective and sustainable policies and procedures that will enhance public
safety, benefit youth and the community, reduce racial and ethnic disparities, and generate significant savings
for taxpayers (AECF, 2017).
JDAI is guided by eight strategic principles: collaboration; use of accurate data; objective admissions
decisions; alternatives to confinement; accelerated case processing; specialized detention cases; improving
conditions of confinement; and the reduction of racial and ethnic disparities (Guckenburg et al., 2019). Since
its launch in 1992, JDAI has been implemented at 197 sites in 300 counties within 40 states, as well as the
District of Columbia (AECF, 2017). JDAI has emerged as a juvenile diversion program that has gained
national attention as an approach to dismantle the zero-tolerance structure and phase out the STPP.
JDAI in Georgia
In 2001, AECF launched its first attempt at a state-wide replication of JDAI in Georgia, but it was not successful
on such a large scale (Slay, 2019). However, in 2003 Clayton County Chief Juvenile Court Judge Steven C. Teske
observed a staggering increase in cases from school-related offenses and partnered with AECF to implement
JDAI on a county level. According to Teske (2011), the dramatic rise in-school referrals began after police were
placed in the county’s middle and high schools in 1996, and numerous students were arrested and referred for
low-level offenses resulting from zero-tolerance discipline policies. By 2003, Clayton County’s public-school
graduation rate reached a record low of 58%. Of equal importance is that the number of school referrals to the
county’s juvenile court increased by an alarming 1000%, and 80% of those students referred were Black (Teske,
2015). This study investigated the efficacy of JDAI within this jurisdiction in Georgia.

Method
The purpose of this study was to examine the effect of JDAI on zero-tolerance-related student arrests and
referrals. Binary logistic regression was conducted to predict JDAI’s influence on arrests and referrals while
controlling for race, gender, and age. According to Salkind (2017), researchers use a binary logistic regression
design to evaluate the relationship between various predictor variables and an outcome that is binary. The
independent or predictor variable was JDAI status (pre-JDAI and post-JDAI). The binary dependent variables
were arrests and referrals. The study’s control variables were race, gender, and age. The following research
questions and hypotheses served to examine these variables and are aligned with the problem statement and
purpose of the study:
RQ1: Does JDAI status predict arrests and referrals while controlling for race, gender, and age?
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H0: JDAI status does not predict arrests and referrals while controlling for race, gender, and age.
H1: JDAI status does predict arrests and referrals while controlling for race, gender, and age.
Based on this study’s research questions and hypotheses, two binary logistic regression analyses were
employed to analyze the secondary data collected. The sample was drawn from middle-school students in a
northwest jurisdiction in Georgia who were subjected to school discipline that resulted in contact with the
criminal justice system. I chose to use homogeneous sampling as the type of purposive sampling for the study
because it focused on candidates who shared similar characteristics. The goal of homogenous sampling is to
focus on a specific similarity and how it relates to the topic being studied (Etikan et al., 2016). The sample for
the study was based on the jurisdiction being located in a state with a documented practice of
disproportionate exclusionary discipline (Gonzales et al., 2018). Also, the jurisdiction selected for the study
had a total of 18 middle schools, and the inclusion and exclusion criteria of the sample helped to ensure a
thorough assessment of a fully operational JDAI site.

Results
I was able to obtain aggregate data for a 2-year period (2001–2002) prior to the implementation of the JDAI
School Reduction Referral Program and the most recent 2-year period (2017–2018) post-JDAI. The data
received from the Juvenile Court consisted of 1,364 cases. However, 61 cases were omitted based on the
students’ race. Cases where students were listed as either Hispanic, Asian, or Other/Unknown were removed
from the data to conform with the purpose and direction of the study. After removing the aforementioned
cases, the sample size resulted in 1,303 cases. These cases reflected male and female middle-school students
who were Black or White and who were either arrested or referred to the juvenile justice system.

Juvenile Detention Alternative Initiatives and Arrests
This first binary logistic regression was conducted to determine if JDAI status (pre-JDAI and post-JDAI)
could significantly distinguish between students with and without arrests while controlling for race, gender,
and age. The logistic regression model was statistically significant, c2(2) = 21.091, p < .0005. Of the four
predictor variables, only gender and age were significant contributors to the model. Race did not add any
significant contribution to the model. When adding the predictor variable JDAI status, the model remained
significant, c2(2) = 21.091, with gender (p = .001, b = -.478) and age (p = .015, b = 1.327). However, the
predictor variable, JDAI, did not add any additional contribution to the model. Male students had 2.09 times
higher odds of being arrested than female students. For each unit reduction in age, the odds of being arrested
increased by a factor of 1.38. Table 1 shows the regression summary for arrests.
Table 1: Variables in the Equation Arrests Regression Summary
b

SE

Wald

df

Sig. Exp (b)

.147

.303

.235

1

.628 1.159

Students’ race

–.425

.330

1.655

1

.198 .654

Students’ gender

–.739

.221

11.157

1

.001 .478

Middle-school-aged students
between 12 and 14 years old

.283

.116

5.893

1

.015 1.327

Constant

–2.178

.171

161.807

1

.000 .113

Step 1 JDAI (1)

Note. Variable(s) entered on Step 1: JDAI, students’ race, students’ gender, middle-school-aged students
between 12–14 years old.
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Juvenile Detention Alternative Initiatives and Referrals
The second binary logistic regression was conducted to determine if JDAI status (pre-JDAI and post-JDAI)
could significantly distinguish between students with and without referrals while controlling for race, gender,
and age. The logistic regression model was statistically significant, c2(2) = 21.091, p < .0005. Of the four
predictor variables, only gender and age were significant contributors to the model. Race did not add any
significant contribution to the model. When adding the predictor variable JDAI status, the model remained
significant, c2(2) = 21.091, with gender (p = .001, b = 2.093) and age (p = .015, b = .754). However, the
predictor variable, JDAI, did not add any additional contribution to the model. Table 2 depicts the regression
summary. Based on the Wald statistic, female students had 2.09 times higher odds of being referred than
male students. For each unit decrease in age, the odds of being referred were increased by a factor of 1.33.
Table 2 provided a summary of the regression analysis for referrals.
Table 2: Variables in the Equation Referrals Regression Summary

Step 1

b

SE

Wald

JDAI (1)

–.147

.303

.235

1

.628 .863

Students’ race

.425

.330

1.655

1

.198 1.530

Students’ gender

.739

.221

11.157

1

.001 2.093

Middle-school-aged
students between 12 and 14
years old

–.283

.116

5.893

1

.015 .754

Constant

–2.178

.171

161.807

1

.000 8.826

df

Sig. Exp (b)

Note. Variable(s) entered on Step 1: JDAI, students’ race, students’ gender, middle-school-aged students
between 12–14 years old.

Discussion
Student contact with the criminal justice system has increased exponentially as law enforcement replaced
discipline to address student misbehavior (Owens, 2017). Prior research indicated these exclusionary
discipline strategies have been particularly damaging to Black male students, who are suspended and expelled
three times more than White students (Berwick, 2015). Furthermore, these suspensions and expulsions
decrease the educational and employment opportunities for Black male youth while increasing their likelihood
of incarceration (Hattar, 2018). Nearly 70% of the U.S. imprisoned population did not complete high school,
and a substantial portion of that percentage can be attributed to years of zero-tolerance discipline policies
(Passero, 2020). JDAI was developed as a program to confront the rise in the number of youths confined in
secure facilities nationwide for status offenses and non-violent acts such as those associated with zerotolerance discipline (Teske, 2015).

Interpretation of the Findings
Participants in the study included 1,303 Black and White middle-school students from a jurisdiction in
northwest Georgia who were arrested or referred and subsequently detained by the juvenile justice system.
Although the study revealed race was not a significant predictor of arrests and referrals, findings
demonstrated that Black students were 89.4% of those arrested or referred, compared to White students, who
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accounted for 10.6%. These results support previous researchers who found that Black middle-school children
are disproportionately subjected to zero-tolerance discipline and the STPP (Dunning-Lozano, 2018).
The results in this study indicated that gender was a significant predictor for arrests and referrals, and these
findings also coincided with the literature. The results for gender showed 68.5% of students arrested or
referred as a result of zero-tolerance discipline were male, while female students accounted for 31.5% of the
cases of arrests and referrals. These findings are similar to prior studies that reported male students, as a
group, are overrepresented when it comes to school discipline (Barnes & Motz, 2018).
The findings for age, which were also determined to predict arrests and referrals, paralleled the literature as
data from this study found 29% of the students arrested or referred to the juvenile court were 12 years of age.
However, as students’ age increased, so did the number of arrests and referrals. Thirteen-year-old students
represented 36.5% of arrests and referrals, while 34.2% of the students arrested and referred were 14 years of
age. These findings are also similar to the literature that found the majority of students arrested at school
were under the age of 15 years old (Owens, 2017).
These same findings also affirmed the rationale of examining middle-school students’ arrests and referrals
through labeling theory. Labeling theorists (Becker, 1963; Lemert, 1951; and Schur, 1971) contended the label
of deviance is applied to individuals who allegedly violate social norms, and the alienation from society and
defiance of being rejected advances delinquent behavior. Thus, students who are labeled as lower achievers
and deviant, or those who have special educational needs, are prone to negatively respond to this type of
learning environment and will either misbehave or disengage from the educational process altogether (Sparks
et al., 2018). Relative to labeling theory, this study found that of the 1,303 students who were arrested and
referred to the juvenile court, 1,165 of those students were Black. These findings further support the literature
that proposed labels placed on students by educators may be influenced by their implicit biases and is
reflected in how they administer discipline (DeMatthews, 2016).

Recommendations
Based on this study’s findings, it is recommended that a longitudinal study be conducted on school districts in
those southern states where a disproportionate number of Black students are subjected to exclusionary
discipline. It is recommended such a study explore the efficacy of detention alternatives in these jurisdictions
to determine if any systemic changes have been implemented to curb Black student contact with the criminal
justice system. Also, further research of a qualitative nature on JDAI’s School Reduction Referral Program is
needed to determine the perception of its efficacy by teachers, administrators, and SROs. The findings of this
type of study may offer insight into whether factors such as teacher and officer implicit biases are being
addressed.
Finally, this study, like so many others, indicated Black male students are overrepresented in the STPP.
However, Black female students are often overlooked in discussions of zero-tolerance discipline and the STPP,
even though it has been reported they are six times more likely to be suspended than White female students
and one and a half times more likely to be suspended than White male students (Kaba, 2017). Black female
students are subjected to the disparate and disproportionate zero-tolerance discipline policies and are also
being funneled through the STPP (Hines-Datiri & Carter Andrews, 2017). More research is recommended to
examine the long-term psychological and socioeconomic impact of these practices on this under-reported
population.
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Implications
The theoretical findings of this study contributed to the literature on zero-tolerance discipline and juvenile
justice by explaining how labeling theory is intrinsic to reforming the practice of zero-tolerance discipline and
the STPP. This information is necessary for stakeholders involved in education and juvenile justice reform and
can serve to guide decisions on policies and programs that promote positive social change that will improve
the life outcomes of marginalized students. Furthermore, this information is meant to encourage honest
conversations about the biases that are at the root of the subjective and disparate disciplinary practices that
funnel Black students through the STPP. The effects of positive social change will be reflected in students’
success and can be measured by an increase in graduation rates, the narrowing of the academic achievement
gap, and the decrease in the number of Black students coming in contact with the criminal justice system.

Conclusion
The purpose of this study was to examine the efficacy of JDAI on zero-tolerance-related arrests and referrals.
Several of this study’s findings supported the need for policy- and decision-makers to take a look at the merits
of JDAI or similar programs that promote alternatives to juvenile detention, are cost effective, and allow all
children the opportunity to achieve a quality education, thereby improving their chances for positive life
outcomes. Although Georgia’s legislators implemented sweeping juvenile justice reform in 2013 with the
passing of House Bill 242 (AECF, 2013), which required all judicial circuits to implement juvenile detention
alternatives, more effort and more research are needed to address the systemic socioeconomic and racial
biases that exist in our schools and criminal justice system and are at the core of zero tolerance and the
criminalization of youth misbehavior.
Change must begin in our schools, which can no longer be an extension of our criminal justice system.
However, to get there, changes must also be made in the training and hiring practices of school
administrators, teachers, counselors, and SROs, that require racial implicit bias training and education. It is
only then that honest conversations can take place to positively effect change that will dismantle zerotolerance discipline practices and derail the STPP.

Journal of Social Change

27

Woods, 2021

References
Abramson, A. (2018, February 18). What is the achievement gap and what can educators do about it?
Rasmussen College Education Blog. https://www.rasmussen.edu/degrees/education/blog/what-isthe-achievement-gap/
Algraigray, H., & Boyle, C. (2017). The SEN label and its effect on special education. Educational & Child
Psychology, 34(4), 70–79. https://www.bps.org.uk/publications/educational-child-psychology
American Civil Liberties Union. (2017). What’s wrong with public video surveillance?
https://www.aclu.org/other/whats-wrong-public-video-surveillance
American Civil Liberties Union. (2019). Cops and no counselors: How the lack of school mental health staff is
harming students. https://www.aclu.org/sites/default/files/field_document/030419acluschooldisciplinereport.pdf
Annie E. Casey Foundation. (2017). JDAI at 25: Insights for the annual results reports.
https://www.aecf.org/resources/jdai-at-25/
Barnes, J. C., & Motz, R. T. (2018). Reducing racial inequalities in adulthood arrest by reducing inequalities in
school discipline: Evidence from the school-to-prison pipeline. Developmental Psychology, 54(12),
2328–2340. https://doi.org/10.1037/dev0000613
Becker, H. S. (1963). Outsiders: Studies in the sociology of deviance. Free Press.
Berwick, C. (2015). Zeroing out on zero tolerance. The Atlantic.
http://www.theatlantic.com/education/archive/2015/03/zeroing-out-zerotolerance/388003/
Berkowitz, J. (2015, November 17). John Dilulio’s “Superpredator” fear-mongering changed the US criminal
legal system and locked away a generation of black youth. BuzzFlash.com.
http://buzzflash.com/commentary/john-dilulio-s-superpredator-fear-mongering-changed-americas-criminal-legal-system-and-decimated-a-generation-of-black-youth
Community Policing Dispatch. (2018). COPS 2018 funding announced. Community Policing Dispatch, 11(10).
https://cops.usdoj.gov/html/dispatch/10-2018/cops_2018_funding.html
Curran, C. (2016). Estimating the effect of state zero tolerance laws on exclusionary discipline, racial
discipline gaps, and student behavior. Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis, 38(4), 647–688.
https://doi.org/doi:10.3102/0162373716652728
Daly, B. P., Hildenbrand, A. K., Haney-Caron, E., Goldstein, N. E. S., Galloway, M., & DeMatteo, D. (2016).
Disrupting the school-to-prison pipeline: Strategies to reduce the risk of school-based zero tolerance
policies resulting in juvenile justice involvement. In K. Heilbrun, D. DeMatteo, & N. E. S. Goldstein
(Eds.), APA handbook of psychology and juvenile justice (pp. 257–275). American Psychological
Association. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/14643-012
DeMatthews, D. E. (2016). The racial discipline gap: Critically examining policy, culture, and leadership in a
struggling urban district. Journal of Cases in Educational Leadership, 19(2), 82–96.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1555458915626758
DeMitchell, T. A., & Hambacher, E. (2016, March 20). Zero tolerance, threats of harm, and the imaginary gun:
“Good intentions run amuck.” Brigham Young University Education and Law Journal, 16(1), 1–23.
https://digitalcommons.law.byu.edu/elj/vol2016/iss1/2/
Drum, K. (2016, March). A very brief history of superpredators. Mother Jones.
https://www.motherjones.com/kevin-drum/2016/03/very-brief-history-super-predators/

Journal of Social Change

28

Woods, 2021

Dunning-Lozano, J. L. (2018). Secondary discipline: The unintended consequences of zero tolerance school
discipline for low-income black and Latina mothers. Urban Education.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0042085918817343
Etikan, I., Musa, S. A., & Alkassim, R. S. (2016). Comparison of convenience sampling and purposive
sampling. American Journal of Theoretical and Applied Statistics, 5(1), 1–4.
https://doi.org/10.11648/j.ajtas.20160501.11
Gonzales, S., Kane, K., Lopez-Howard, S., Devulapalli, H., Harper, J., & Fitts, K. (2018). Disproportionate
minority contact in Georgia’s juvenile justice system: A three prong approach to analyzing DMC in
Georgia. Georgia Criminal Justice Coordinating Council, 1–86.
https://cjcc.georgia.gov/document/full-analysis-available-here/download
Guckenburg, S., Stern, A., Sutherland, H., Lopez, G. & Petrosino, A. (2019). Juvenile Detention Alternatives
Initiative Scale-Up: Study of Four States. WestEd.
Hattar, S., (2018). The Academic Impact of Suspension on Black Male Students in an Urban High School
[Unpublished doctoral dissertation]. St. John Fisher College.
https://fisherpub.sjfc.edu/education_etd/364/
Hines-Datiri, D., & Carter Andrews, D. J. (2017). The effects of zero tolerance policies on black girls: Using
critical race feminism and figured worlds to examine school discipline. Urban Education, 1–22.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0042085917690204
Johnson, S. N., & Muhammad, B. (2018). The confluence of language and learning disorders and the schoolto-prison pipeline among minority students of color: A critical race theory. American University
Journal of Gender, Social Policy & the Law, 26(2), Article 2.
https://digitalcommons.wcl.american.edu/jgspl/vol26/iss2/2
Justice Center: The Council of State Governments. (2015, November). Reducing recidivism and improving
other outcomes for young adults in the juvenile and adult justice systems.
https://csgjusticecenter.org/publications/reducing-recidivism-and-improving-other-outcomes-foryoung-adults-in-the-juvenile-and-adult-criminal-justice-systems-2/
Kaba, M. (2017). How the school to prison pipeline works. Justice Policy Institute.
http://www.justicepolicy.org/news/11809
Kennedy-Lewis, B. L., & Murphy, A. S. (2016). Listening to “frequent flyers”: What persistently disciplined
students have to say about being labeled as “bad.” Teachers College Record, 118(1), 1–40.
https://www.tcrecord.org/books/pdf.asp?ContentID=18222
Kiema, K. (2015). US students losing 18 million days of instruction due to suspensions. neaToday.
https://www.nea.org/advocating-for-change/new-from-nea/us-students-losing-18-million-daysinstruction-due-suspensions
Kroska, A., Lee, J. D., & Carr, N. T. (2017). Juvenile delinquency and self-sentiments: Exploring a labeling
theory proposition. Social Science Quarterly, 98(1), 73–88. https://doi.org/10.1111/ssqu.12307
Kupchik, A. (2019). The impact of school policing. End Zero Tolerance.
https://www.endzerotolerance.org/impact-of-school-policing
Lemert, E. M. (1951). Social pathology: A systematic approach to the theory of sociopathic behavior.
McGraw-Hill.
Lindsay, C. A., & Hart, C. M. (2017). Teacher race and school discipline. Education Next, 17(1), 72–78.
https://www.educationnext.org/teacher-race-and-school-discipline-suspensionsresearch/remedies/school-to-prison-folder/federal-reports/are-we-closing-the-school- discipline-gap

Journal of Social Change

29

Woods, 2021

Maggard, S. R. (2015). Assessing the impact of the Juvenile Detention Alternatives Initiative (JDAI):
Predictors of secure detention and length of Stay Before and After JDAI. Justice Quarterly, 32(4),
571–597. https://doi.org/10.1080/07418825.2013.783610
Mallet, C. A. (2017). The school-to-prison pipeline: Disproportionate impact on vulnerable children and
adolescents. Education and Urban Society, 49(6), 563–592.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013124516644053
McCurdy, J. (2014). Targets for Arrest. Counterpoints, 453(2014), 86–101.
https://www.jstor.org/stable/42982332?seq=1#page_scan_tab_contents
Mead, G. H. (1934). Mind, self, and society from the standpoint of a social behaviorist. University of Chicago
Press.
Miguel, C., & Gargano, J. (2017). Moving beyond retribution: Alternatives to punishment in a society
dominated by the school-to-prison pipeline. Humanities, 6(2), 15–23.
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/h6020015
NAACP Legal Defense Fund. (2017). Locked out of the classroom: How implicit bias contributes to
disparities in school discipline. https://www.naacpldf.org/files/aboutus/Bias_Reportv2017_30_11_FINAL.pdf
National Education Association. (n.d.). Students affected by achievement gaps.
http://www.nea.org/home/20380.htm
Noelle, V. (2019). Labeling theory. Salem Press Encyclopedia.
Owens, E. G. (2017). Testing the school-to-prison pipeline. Journal of Policy Analysis and Management,
36(1), 11. https://doi.org/10.1002/pam.21954
Passero, N. (2020). The impact of zero tolerance policies on the relation between educational attainment and
crime. Applied Psychology Opus. https://wp.nyu.edu/steinhardt-appsych_opus/the-impact-of-zerotolerance-policies-on-the-relation-between-educational-attainment-and-crime/
Pigott, C., Stearns, A. E., & Khey, D. N. (2018). School resource officers and the school to prison pipeline:
Discovering trends of expulsions in public schools. American Journal of Criminal Justice, 43, 120–
138. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12103-017-9412-8
Salkind, N. J. (2017). Statistics for people who think they hate statistics (6th ed.). SAGE Publications, Inc.
Sawyer, W. (2018, February 27). Youth confinement: The whole pie [Press release]. Prison Policy Initiative.
https://www.prisonpolicy.org/reports/youth2018.html
Schiff, M. (2018). Can restorative justice disrupt the “school-to-prison pipeline”? Contemporary Justice
Review: Issues in Criminal, Social, and Restorative Justice, 21(2), 121–139.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10282580.2018.1455509
Schulman, D. (2005). Labeling theory. In G. Ritzer (Ed.), Encyclopedia of Social Theory (pp. 427–428).
https://doi.org/10.4135/9781412952552.n161
Schur, E. M. (1971). Labeling deviant behavior: Its sociological implications. Harper and Row.
Slay, C. (2019, January 16). Data collection, sharing crucial in developing school-justice partnerships. Juvenile
Justice Information Exchange. https://jjie.org/2019/01/16/data-collection-sharing-crucial-indeveloping-school-justice-partnerships/#
Smith, E. J., & Harper, S. R. (2015). Disproportionate impact of K–12 school suspension and expulsion on
Black students in southern states. University of Pennsylvania, Center for the Study of Race and Equity
in Education. https://webapp.usc.edu/web/rossier/publications/231/Smith%20and%20Harper%20(2015)-573.pdf

Journal of Social Change

30

Woods, 2021

Sparks, S. D. (2018, October 9). The teen brain: How schools can help students manage emotions and make
better decisions. Education Week. https://www.edweek.org/ew/articles/2018/10/10/the-teen-brainhow-schools-can-help.html
Steinberg, M. P., & Lacoe, J. (2017). What do we know about school discipline reform? Assessing the
alternatives to suspensions and expulsions. Education Next: The Journal, 17(1), 44–52.
https://www.educationnext.org/what-do-we-know-about-school-discipline-reform-suspensionsexpulsions/
Tannenbaum, F. (1938). Crime and the community. Ginn
Teske, S. C. (2011). A study of zero tolerance policies in schools: A multi-integrated systems approach to
improve outcomes for adolescents. Journal of Child and Adolescent Psychiatric Nursing, 88–97.
Teske, S. C. (2015). Making the grade: Partnering with law enforcement to reduce student referrals. The
Annie E. Casey Foundation. https://www.aecf.org/m/privy/Deep-End-Resource-Guide-9d-Makingthe-Grade.pdf
The Sentencing Project (2015). Disproportionate minority contact in the juvenile justice system [Policy
brief]. https://www.sentencingproject.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/11/Disproportionate-MinorityContact-in-the-Juvenile-Justice-System.pdf
U.S. Department of Education Office of Civil Rights. (2019). 2015–2016 Civil rights data collection: School
climate and safety [News release]. https://www2.ed.gov/about/offices/list/ocr/docs/school-climateand-safety.pdf
U.S. Department of Justice (DOJ). (2014). Community policing defined. Community Oriented Policing
Services. https://cops.usdoj.gov/RIC/Publications/cops-p157-pub.pdf
U.S. Government Accountability Office(GAO). (2018). K–12 education: Discipline disparities for black
students, boys, and students with disabilities. https://www.gao.gov./assets/700/690828.pdf
Valant, J. (2018, January 30). Testimony: On exclusionary discipline in schools. Brookings.
http://www.brookings.edu/testimonies/on-exclusionary-discipline-in-schools/
Voices for Georgia’s Children. (2017). Juvenile Detention Alternatives Initiative.
https://georgiavoices.org/wp-content/uploads/41.-JDAI-12.10.18.pdf
Welsh, R. O., & Little, S. (2018). The school discipline dilemma: A comprehensive review of disparities and
alternative approaches. Review of Educational Research, 88(5), 752–794.
https://doi.org/10.3102/0034654318791582
Yang, J. L., Anyon, Y., Pauline, M., Wiley, K. E., Cash, D., Downing, B. J., Greer, E., Kelty, E., Morgan, T. L., &
Pisciotta, L. (2019). “We have to educate every single student, not just the ones that look like us”:
Support service providers’ beliefs about the root causes of the school-to-prison pipeline for youth of
color. Equity & Excellence in Education, 51(3–4), 316–331.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10665684.2018.1539358
Yu, C., Li, X., Wang, S., & Zhang, W. (2016, June). Teacher autonomy support reduces adolescent anxiety and
depression: An 18-month longitudinal study. Journal of Adolescence, 49, 115–123
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2016.03.001

The Journal of Social Change, sponsored by Walden University, welcomes
manuscripts focusing on interdisciplinary research in social change that
improves the human condition and moves people, groups, organizations,
cultures, and society toward a more positive future.

Journal of Social Change

31

