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ABSTRACT

TERESA PEYTON
A ZERO TOLERANCE POLICY STUDY IN THE STATE OF GEORGIA 
Under the direction of JOSEPH L. BALLOUN, Ph.D.

This study examined the possible effect of zero tolerance policies introduced by 

three different legislative actions over a 25-year period. Chapter 1 outlined the need for 

considering zero tolerance policies and the potential impact they may have had on public 

school students. Chapter 2 outlines the history of legislative action and zero tolerance 

policies that resulted from them. Chapter 2 also discusses federal legislative action from 

1990 to the present regarding zero tolerance policies. Chapter 2 also examines the theory 

of unintended consequences as it relates to this study (the concept that social action has 

consequences that may not have been anticipated). Chapter 3 lists the twelve research 

questions that define this study, as well as information on the design of the study.

Chapter 4 shares the results of the study. The researcher collected suspension and 

expulsion data from the State of Georgia Department of Education for academic years 

1989-2013. Data were examined using a concomitant time series design utilizing graphs 

created with SPSS software.

The results explored the trends in the rate of suspensions and expulsions for all 

public schools in the state of Georgia. The results of this study indicate that suspension 

and expulsion rates showed an increase. Results presented in Chapter 4 also explored the



trends in the rate of suspensions and expulsions of Black, White, economically 

disadvantaged, and non-economically disadvantaged students. All populations included 

in this study showed an increase in the rate of both suspensions and expulsions. The 

results of the study indicate that the trends in suspensions and expulsions increased over 

the 25-year period during this study. Three federal legislative policies introduced in 

1991,1995, and 2002 pertained to zero tolerance. When suspension and expulsion rates 

increase, the number of students denied educational services also increases, indicating a 

possible need to explore alternatives to suspension and expulsion. Further research may 

include expanding the study to include other states that have implemented alternatives to 

zero tolerance policies. Researchers should also examine alternatives to zero tolerance 

policies, exploring administrator and student perceptions of alternative disciplinary



CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION

Today’s school administrators are not only expected to be instructional leaders, 

but they also have the additional responsibility of creating an educational environment 

that has as few barriers, or disruptions, to the educational process as possible (Chapin, 

2007). Administrators and educators are required to be leaders charged with “creating an 

environment within the school where students experience a sense of belonging, including 

feeling safe and accepted” (Daly, Buchanan, Dasch, Eichen & Lenhart, 2010, p. 18).

Daly and Associates (2010), citing their study on school climate and student success, 

state that educators, researchers, and clinicians agree that creating a safe, nurturing, 

environment will contribute to higher academic achievement. According to their study, 

having high levels of school connectedness led to a more positive educational outcome 

that included high academic achievement and school completion (as measured by high 

school graduation rates).

According to Ediger (2008), the role of school discipline is to set rules that help 

mitigate misbehavior on the part of students, with a goal of a safer school environment. 

Student misbehaviors that currently may fall under the zero tolerance umbrella include 

major offenses such as carrying guns, drugs, alcohol, bothering/bullying other students. 

The zero tolerance umbrella also pertains to relatively minor offenses such as disrupting 

the classroom, talking back to the teacher, bursts of temper and lack of compliance with 

dress codes (Ediger, 2008). While it is true, these negative behaviors need to be



eliminated or significantly reduced for an environment of student achievement and 

learning to prevail; students must also be present in the classroom to maximize their 

learning opportunities (Ediger, 2008). In the age of increased school accountability, 

school attendance is used to calculate Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP), a measure that 

school administrators in most states use (including the period of this study) today to track 

school performance under federal guidelines (VanderVen & Brendtro, 2009). School 

safety is a growing concern within public schools, beginning in the 1970s and growing 

with each act of violence carried out on school campuses across the country. At the same 

time, according to Blakely and Snyder (1997), boundaries were created, and space was 

set aside to facilitate the agendas and purposes of political, economic, and social life.

The authors state that there was and still is a fear of increased crime and that this fear has 

led to a fortress mentality in America, one that has manifested itself in today’s schools. 

The authors contend that although they are talking about physical walls (gated 

communities), it is the mindset of separation and exclusion that brought them about that 

is the most troubling.

School safety is a concern that adds layers of responsibility to educators and 

administrators duties. Today, administrators’ pressure is also being increased in the areas 

of student performance (state standardized tests) and school effectiveness (Adequate 

Yearly Progress & College Career Ready Performance Index (CCRPI)) (Allen, Cornell, 

Lorek, & Sheras, 2008). According to Allen, et al. (2008), school safety should not be 

disregarded, as it has an impact on student achievement because a safe learning 

environment allows teachers and administrators to focus more fully on activities that 

encourage and promote learning. The authors contend that addressing school safety



would also alleviate the lost time spent away from instruction while they are disciplining 

students. Allen et al. (2008), further state that all students are impacted by school safety 

issues, whether they are the victims, violators, or bystanders. The authors conclude that 

all students feel this impact as the result of the time and effort staff members spend 

redirecting and reclaiming an orderly educational environment, instead of engaging in 

instructional practices designed for academic achievement.

According to their study on school discipline practices, VanderVen & Brendtro

(2009) suggest that there is growing evidence that coercive methods of school discipline 

are no longer working. VanderVen & Brendtro (2009) state that a different approach 

that includes “acceptance, nurturance, communication, and activities” (p. 18) is what 

educators need to use to experience true growth, not shallow compliance with arbitrary 

rules. Administrators should encourage staff members to integrate well-designed 

activities that promote mastery and maintain student interest to encourage and foster 

positive behavior, thereby reducing incidents of disruptive behavior (VanderVen & 

Brendtro, 2009). VanderVen and Brendtro credit the action research of Redl and 

Wineman (1957) for supporting their theory and demonstrating how acceptance, 

nurturing, communication, and activities contribute to actual student growth and change, 

instead of arbitrary compliance with the rules. VanderVen and Brendtro state that 

positive behavior incentives should be utilized to encourage desirable behavior, such as 

PBIS (Positive Behavior Interventions and Support).

According to a study by Noltemeyer and Mcloughlin (2010), students who are 

excluded from the typical educational setting (the classroom) experience higher rates of 

academic failure. The authors state these students also experience lower high school
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graduation rates, increased rates of incarceration, are held back and not promoted to the 

next level, as well as increased involvement with drugs. Noltemeyer and McLoughlin 

(2010), state that exclusionary discipline “describes suspension, expulsion, and other 

disciplinary actions leading to a student’s removal from the typical educational setting” 

(p. 27). The authors contend that exclusionary discipline can be a coercive method of 

school management and is associated with a variety of undesirable outcomes about 

student behavior, and is an option that many schools still employ. Coercive methods of 

discipline may result in higher rates of student expulsions and suspensions; the potential 

exists that these discipline methods are implemented at an increased rate because of zero 

tolerance policies (Noltemeyer & McLoughlin, 2010). According to Gregory, et al.

(2010), schools systems employ a wide variety of discipline practices. According to 

Gregory et al., some schools value conformity to rules, others place emphasis on the 

students’ ability to make decisions and foster independent thinking. Recently, according 

to the authors, discipline policy reforms range from the reinforcement of positive 

behavior to automatic punitive discipline action for a wide variety of offenses. Gregory 

et al. state that despite the efforts to improve school discipline, little research has been 

conducted to identify the ability of these changes to create a safe school environment.

School disciplinary actions result in thousands of students being excluded from 

the education process each year; these include minor incidents that range from being sent 

to the principal’s office (time spent away from the educational setting) to more serious 

offenses that result in suspension and expulsion (Wallace et al., 2008). The primary 

concerns of researchers, however, are the practices that lead to students’ removal from 

the classroom, and how widely used these practices are. Additionally, the manner in
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which these practices are being implemented vary considerably and they are not being 

distributed evenly across the student population (Wallace et al., 2008). According to 

Wallace et al. (2008), most student discipline issues resulting in suspensions and 

expulsions are a direct consequence of zero tolerance policies. Wallace goes on to state 

that African American students are affected the most by school discipline policies.

Racial disproportionality is a term that researchers use to describe the number of Black 

students who are represented in school discipline statistics as compared to other races 

(Wallace et al., 2008).

Fine and McClelland (2006) investigated the effects of racial disproportionality. 

Fine and McClelland state that for students to be educated, they must stay in school; 

however, suspension and expulsion work against the goal of maximizing the educational 

experience. The authors also indicate that young, undereducated, minority females are 

the fastest growing segment of the population facing increased rates of incarceration. 

Fisher, 2008, suggests that a correlation exists between school suspensions and future 

incarceration; further research also indicates that African Americans, both male, and 

female, comprise a greater percentage of the population that is referred for school 

disciplinary action, feeding the school-to-prison pipeline.

Statement of the Problem

Zero tolerance policies, defined by the U. S. Department of Education (1990) as 

policies that mandate predetermined consequences or punishments for specific offenses 

were originally developed as a tool for drug and gun enforcement. However, starting in 

the early 1990s, and continuing to the present day, these policies have been practiced in 

schools as a course o f action calling “for the application of predetermined consequences,
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most often severe and punitive in nature and applied consistently, regardless of the 

seriousness of behavior, extenuating circumstances, or situational context” (American 

Psychological Association Zero Tolerance Task Force 2008, p. 852). Furthermore, Skiba 

and Rausch (2006) state that although zero tolerance policies are used throughout 

America’s schools, the vast differences in how schools define zero tolerance complicate 

the process of determining the prevalence of such policy use. Skiba, Eckes, and Brown 

(2009), state that school administrators are rationalizing punitive measures that are called 

for by zero tolerance policies, touting them as an effective deterrent to disruptive 

behavior. At the same time, Skiba, et al. contend, an intense debate is looming in schools 

and communities throughout the nation about how zero tolerance policies and practices 

are affecting student performance and achievement. Skiba, et al., address what they refer 

to as the devil’s bargain (p. 1075); combating disruptive behavior at the cost of increasing 

student exclusion from the learning environment, which affects student achievement. 

Kang Brown, Trone, Fratello, and Daftary-Kapur (2013), state that it is important to keep 

students in the education environment, as research shows that there is a relationship 

between discipline referrals and academic achievement. In addition, when zero tolerance 

policies were mandated by the federal government, introduced, and subsequently 

redefined through legislative action, the intensity and consequences increased for all 

infractions, without consideration of severity level or circumstance, thereby potentially 

resulting in significant increases in suspension and expulsion rates (Skiba, 2000). If 

these federally mandated policies lead to higher suspension and expulsion rates, an 

increased number of students are not being served educationally in an academic 

environment, and
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thereby, they are not benefiting from the quality education required to make academic 

progress and become productive citizens (Martinez, 2009).

Research Questions 

RQ1: What was the suspension rate trend?

RQ2: What was the expulsion rate trend?

RQ3: What was the suspension rate trend for minor offenses?

RQ4: What was the expulsion rate trend for minor offenses?

RQ5: How did the suspension rate trend differ between economically disadvantaged and 

non-economically disadvantaged students?

RQ6: How did the expulsion rate trend differ between economically disadvantaged and 

non-economically disadvantaged students?

RQ7: How did the suspension rate trend differ between Black and White students?

RQ8: How did the expulsion rate trend differ between Black and White students?

RQ9: How did the suspension rate trend differ between genders?

RQ10: How did the expulsion rate trend differ between genders?

RQ11: How did the suspension rate trend differ among gender and race subgroups? 

RQ12: How did the expulsion rate trend differ among gender and race subgroups?

Theoretical Framework 

Robert Merton is best known for his contributions to the field of sociology by 

institutionalizing the concept of unanticipated consequences and at the same time, 

gaining the respect of his peers and critics alike for his work in 1936 (Mica, A., Peisert, 

A., & Winczorek (2014). The authors state that Merton’s goal was to understand how 

unintended consequences occur, how they relate to social structure and individual
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awareness and what types of actions they trigger. According to Mica et al., Merton’s 

work was important because it provided organization, research agendas, and vocabulary 

to the theory of unintended consequences. This study investigated the patterns of 

suspension and expulsion rates before and after legislative action regarding zero tolerance 

policies. The premise of this study was that as the United States federal government 

instituted zero tolerance policies that schools across the country were mandated to follow, 

there may have been unanticipated consequences that affected students.

According to Merton (1936) in his article, the unanticipated consequences of 

purposive social action, every major contributor to social thought has addressed the 

problem of unintended consequences and purposeful action. Merton contended that the 

definition and context of unanticipated or unintended consequences were obscure, and as 

a result, not widely recognized in the field of social science. Merton stated that diversity 

of context refers to the way unintended consequences were addressed by other social 

theorists; some felt they were derived from evil, others felt it was free will, 

predestination, or logic among other rationales. Merton (1936) felt that diversity of 

context, impacted by theology experts to technology gurus, had been so pronounced that 

the substantial identity of the problem has been overlooked; as a result, no systemic, 

scientific analysis of it had yet to be offered. Merton states that unforeseen 

consequences are not necessarily undesirable; although they may be unintended, they are 

not always negative and unwanted. The author says that consequences are those actions 

that are a direct result of a purposeful action. Merton further differentiated consequences 

into two separate areas: 1. Consequences to the actor (students), 2. Consequences to 

other persons due to social structure (labeling, disproportionality); culture (positive or 

negative school
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environment), and civilization (increased incarceration). Merton (1936) addressed 

purposive action by stating that the concern is conduct (how a person behaves in a 

particular context), not behavior (how a person acts or conducts themselves); purposive 

action is not a result of conditioned reflexes (automatic response) and cannot be defined 

as rationality of human action. Merton further divides action into two segments, 1. 

Unorganized and two. Formally organized. The author states that first segment is 

comprised of individuals operating separately while the second segment stems from like- 

minded individuals coming together for a collective purpose. The author indicates that 

although unintended consequences may occur in both segments, for sociological 

purposes, the second segment is more beneficial to study as the members have an 

explicitly stated mission and purpose.

Kleinman (2010) addresses the theory of unintended consequences by saying that 

all social interventions have unintended consequences, some of which are predictable, 

and others that are not. As a result, the author contends, social action must be evaluated 

for unintended consequences that might compromise the original intent of an 

intervention. This evaluation should be used to determine if the social action/program 

should be continued or abandoned. The author uses the example of China after 

introducing a one child per family law; the unintended consequence of that action was the 

sexual revolution (a period of increased sexual activity and relaxed attitudes about 

relationships) that resulted after this policy was instituted (Kleinman, 2010). According 

to the author, the sexual revolution came about because the Chinese people perceived that 

the government was granting permission for sex for enjoyment, not just procreation, 

when the one child per family law was enacted.
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Norton (2008) defines unintended consequences as the results of the actions of 

people, particularly the government, as always having unanticipated or unintended 

effects. The author adds that although social science has long acknowledged the presence 

of unintended consequences, politicians seem to be oblivious that they exist. Norton 

(2008) states that political critics contend that unintended consequences can add so much 

to the cost of a program that the program itself may not be worth implementing or 

continuing. According to Norton (2008), Merton identified five sources of unanticipated 

consequences. The first two are ignorance and error and are the most compelling 

sources. The third is the imperious immediacy of interest and is described by Norton as 

the pervasive hope of a group or an individual to achieve an intended consequence that 

the possibility of an unintended outcome is completely disregarded. Basic value is the 

fourth source of unintended consequence and was defined by Merton as the potential of a 

program to experience decline through the accumulation of wealth and possessions by its 

participants. The fifth and final source is a self-defeating prediction. The premise of this 

source of the unintended consequences theory is that the prediction that an incident may 

happen changes the course of history. Norton (2008) referenced the prediction that the 

population growth would lead to mass starvation. That prediction of mass starvation 

resulted in scientific breakthroughs that greatly reduced the scope of world starvation.

Norton (2008) helped to define unintended consequences while authors such as 

Healy (2014) looked at the reasons they occur. Healy (2014) states that Dietrich Domer 

identified four reasons actions and consequences are unanticipated: 1. Complexity, 2. 

Dynamics, 3. Intransparence, and 4. Ignorance and mistaken hypothesis. Complexity, 

according to Healy, refers to the ability and desire of a complex group of individuals to
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synthesize information and make a decision for the common good, rather than one’s 

needs. Dynamics, according to the author, is the ability of the group to change their state 

spontaneously to address changing needs. Intransparence refers to the elements of an 

action that cannot be seen, but can affect an outcome. Ignorance and false hypothesis 

refer to a condition where the model is simply wrong, leading to an unanticipated 

consequence. According to Healy, this is the easiest of the four points to correct, as it 

may not be possible to control the group dynamics and conditions that are unseen.

Zero tolerance policies were introduced in the 1990s as a one size fits all solution 

to perceived dangers that existed in American school systems and to address violence 

occurring in public schools, such as the shooting at Columbine High School (Skiba & 

Peterson, 1999). Skiba and Peterson (1999) further noted that the mere threat of violence 

has led to the use of automatic suspensions that the authors describe as a draconian 

philosophy that has been put in place to address school safety. Zero tolerance policies 

potentially may lead to higher rates of expulsions and suspensions, not just for weapons 

and drugs, but also for minor infractions such as school uniform policies (Skiba & 

Peterson, 1999). Expulsions and suspensions represent the time that students are not 

spending in the classroom, exposed to and participating in the educational process 

(Martinez, 2009).

Conceptual Framework

Martinez (2009) states that when students are denied access to an education, even 

for brief periods, they are missing quality instruction that contributes to individuals 

leading productive lives. This study focused on the notion that if students are denied 

access to the learning environment, their academic outcome may be dissimilar to peers
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who were never suspended or expelled. According to a study conducted by Hayden, 

“children who get excluded from school are more likely to be truant; they are also more 

liable to be involved in bullying” (Hayden, 2009, p. 206). Hayden (2009) expands on the 

notion that time out of the traditional setting may hinder students. Hayden indicates that 

educational outcomes, although primarily concerned with academics, is also a means of 

social inclusion as well. As a result, today’s educators must be quicker to respond to the 

needs of children if we are to engage them actively in the learning environment (Hayden, 

2009). The perceived relationship between legislative action and student achievement are 

represented in Figure 1.

Time Spent in 
the Education 
Environment

Suspension and 
Expulsion Rates

All Public 
School Students 
in the State of 
Georgia

Change in 
Legislative Policy 
Regarding Zero 
Tolerance Policies

Academic 
Success and 
Avoidance of the 
School to Prison 
Pipeline

Figure 1. Conceptual Framework

Significance of the Study

The results of this study may shed light on how administrators’ use of zero 

tolerance policies has affected suspension and expulsion rates for public school students 

in the state of Georgia. Specifically, this study may help determine if the presence of 

zero tolerance policies were related to suspension and expulsion rates for all public 

school students in the state of Georgia for all offenses, no matter how minor, thereby
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increasing the amount of time students are not being served in the classroom’s 

educational environment.

This study will determine if the use of zero tolerance policies has been associated 

with a change in suspension and expulsion rates for all public school students in the state 

of Georgia, thereby decreasing the time they are being educated in the classroom 

environment. “The large number of young people in the United States who annually 

experience school discipline generally results from schools’ widespread use of zero- 

tolerance discipline policies” (Wallace et al., 2008, p. 46). Wallace et al., 2008, state that 

if the United States is attempting the capitalize on their educational system, the need 

exists for institutions of learning to examine the number of instructional days lost to 

expulsions and suspensions, including for relatively minor offenses (disrespect, uniform 

policy adherence, etc.). The results of this study indicate that the state of Georgia has 

lost a significant number of instructional days due to expulsions and suspensions, zero 

tolerance policies may need to be more closely examined.

Students may benefit from this analysis as a direct result of being in an 

educational environment that has explored the impact zero tolerance policies have on 

student participation in the classroom. When students are not served due to expulsions 

and suspensions, they are not participating in the educational process (Fisher, 2008). In 

his study, Fisher (2008), commenting on the school-to-prison pipeline, states that 60-80% 

of people in prison today have not completed their education with either a high school 

diploma or a GED. Meiners (2007) indicates that the reason these children do not 

complete their education, at times, is because of harsh disciplinary policies that were 

enacted in the school environment. Meiners states that students who do not complete
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their education are often placed in underperforming schools whose buildings are not 

updated and optimal for the educational setting. From there the author states, students are 

often channeled into the juvenile justice system because of zero tolerance policies. 

Meiners notes that these are the same students who fail to pass high-stakes tests mandated 

by the state, contributing to the Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) indicators put forth by 

No Child Left Behind and policies that replaced it such as Georgia’s CCRPI (College and 

Career Ready Performance Indicator) that have recently been put into place.

Procedures

Shadish, Cook, and Campbell (2002, p. 172) describe a time series study as 

referring “to a large series of observations made on the same variable consecutively over 

time” (p. 172). Shadish et al. (2002) state that the time series design acknowledges the 

specific point in time the treatment/change occurred, citing the example of the timeframe 

in which a mandatory seatbelt law went into effect. Shadish and associates state, “That if 

the treatment had an impact, the causal hypothesis is that the observations after treatment 

will have a different slope of level from those before treatment” (p. 172). The authors 

explain the study would show an interruption, or change, to the previous circumstances 

after the time an event/treatment/change has occurred.

This research was utilized to discover how suspension and expulsion rates 

changed with the progressive increase in the use of zero tolerance policies due to 

legislative actions. In this time series design, the researcher collected suspension and 

expulsion rate data from all public schools in the state of Georgia through the Georgia 

Department of Education database. Using a time series design, data were collected at 

twenty-five different time intervals from the Georgia Department of Education and
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examined to determine if the expansion of the definition and parameters of exclusionary 

discipline in the form of zero tolerance policies were related to the suspensions and 

expulsion rates of all public school students in the state of Georgia. Baseline data were 

collected for the year 1989, one year before legislative action about to zero tolerance 

policies on school campuses in the United States. Data were collected for every 

academic year through 2013. Data collected for the year 1991 were noted as a year an 

event that occurred; 1991 is one year after the authorization of the Gun Free School Zone 

Act of 1990. Data collected for the year 1995 were noted as a year an event occurred;

1995 is one year after the re-authorization of the Drug Free School and Communities Act 

of 1994. This study also included the introduction of No Child Left Behind (resulting in 

further legislative active increasing the parameters of zero tolerance policies) by noting it 

as an event that occurred during the year 2002, one year after the policy’s authorization. 

Current suspension and expulsion rates for the year 2012/2013 were be included as the 

final data points in this study.

Limitations

Bryant (2004) describes limitations of a study as “restrictions created by your own 

methodology” (p. 58). This study compared Georgia public school expulsion and 

suspension rates over twenty-five years, examining five different events during the 

implementation of zero tolerance policies, data were collected for the period of one year 

before the use of these policies. The first limitation of this study was the differences in 

the leadership style of the administrators who were in key positions as these disciplinary 

decisions were being made in the Georgia public schools being examined. Leadership 

style can affect the culture and climate of the building, which has an effect on student
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behavior. This quantitative study did not explore leadership style, specifically, whether 

discipline policies outlined by the state were delivered with fidelity at all schools. 

Administrative interpretation and willingness to carry out zero tolerance/discipline 

policies could affect the number of students who were referred for suspensions and 

expulsions in a manner that may increase or decrease the number of suspensions and 

expulsions.

The second limitation of this study was possible changes in positions such as 

superintendent, principals, and assistant principals, which could have affected the 

atmosphere of school discipline, in conjunction with zero tolerance policies. If schools 

have developed a more proactive approach to discipline, such as the willingness to utilize 

positive behavior intervention support (PBIS), the number of students being referred for 

suspension and expulsion could potentially be lower than schools or districts that do not 

utilize alternate methods to coercive punishment. This second limitation was not 

addressed because leadership style (willingness to implement positive behavior supports 

instead of harsh discipline) will influence the culture of a school or school district. This 

study did not explore the role of the leader in school climate and discipline.

The third limitation is that this study did not take into consideration 

administrators’ honesty in reporting practices when using zero tolerance policies 

regarding suspensions and expulsions because the researcher cannot account for 

inconsistencies of this nature. Reliability in using zero tolerance policies was not 

explored in this quantitative study and is a limitation because the researcher was not able 

to interpret or identify the fidelity by which zero tolerance policies were administered.
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Delimitations

Delimitations are “factors that prevent you from claiming that your findings are 

true for all people in all times and all places” (Bryant, 2004, p. 57). The delimitation of 

this study is that the population was confined to all public schools in the state of Georgia. 

Georgia was selected because of its historical record of low academic achievement and 

the recent introduction of legislation (Georgia House Bill 826) that may affect zero 

tolerance policies. Demographic and socio-economic considerations may vary widely 

from state to state, as well as regions of the country. As a result, the finding of this study 

may be different if more states had been selected for participation. The results of this 

study cannot be generalized to all states.

Definition of Terms

Zero Tolerance: The term zero tolerance refers to policies that punish all offenses

severely, no matter how minor (Skiba & Peterson, p. 1, 1999). Allen (p. 321, 

2008) describes zero tolerance policies as referring to the practice of mandatory 

expulsion or long-term suspension of a violation without concern for the student 

or the circumstances surrounding the situation.

The term zero tolerance as defined by the U. S. Department of Education (2014), and 

used for the purpose of this study is a policy that mandates predetermined 

consequences or punishments for specific offenses.

Economically Disadvantaged: For this study, economically disadvantaged students are 

defined as those receiving free or reduced lunches.
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Exclusionary Discipline: “Exclusionary discipline describes suspension, expulsion, and 

other disciplinary actions leading to a student’s removal from the typical 

educational setting” (Noltemeyer & McLoughlin, 2010, p. 27).

Expulsion: Skiba, et al. (p. 1073, 2009) defines expulsion as removal from school for 

more than ten days.

Minor Offenses: For this study, minor offenses are defined as the state reported incident 

codes disorderly conduct and student incivility.

Suspensions: Removal from school with no services for 1 to 10 days. Skiba, et al. (p.

1073,2009) describes suspension as removal from school for ten days or less. 

School-to-Prison Pipeline: The relationship that crime experts have reported between 

school suspension, expulsion, and high incarceration rates, especially among 

poor Latino and Black men (Teasley & Miller, p. 136, 2011).

Summary

Ediger (2008) states that the role of school discipline is to set rules that help 

mitigate misbehavior on the part of students. Consequently, school disciplinary actions 

could potentially result in thousands of students being excluded from the education 

process each year. Infractions may include minor incidents that range from being sent to 

the principal’s office (time not spent in class) to more serious offenses that result in 

suspension (Wallace, Goodkind, Wallace & Bachman, 2008). According to Wallace et 

al. (2008), most student discipline issues resulting in removal from classrooms are a 

direct consequence of zero tolerance policies.

Zero tolerance policies were initially developed as an approach to drug/gun 

enforcement, but in the early 1990s became accepted practice in schools as a policy
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calling for the application of predetermined consequences. These policies are most often 

severe and punitive in nature and expected to be applied consistently, regardless of the 

seriousness of behavior, extenuating circumstances, or situational context (Skiba & 

Rausch, 2006). Skiba and Peterson (2009) states that school administrators rationalize 

these punitive measures, stating they are necessary for zero tolerance policies to be an 

effective deterrent to disruptive behavior. When zero tolerance policies were introduced, 

school administrators were able and expected to apply suspensions more freely, 

potentially resulting in increases in suspension and expulsion rates; as a result, when 

students are not present in school, they are not receiving the quality education required to 

make academic progress

Merton (1936) created a universally accepted, scientific analysis of the theory of 

unintended consequences. Merton’s goal was to understand how unintended 

consequences occur, how they affect the social structure, and what types of actions they 

trigger. The theoretical framework for this study was based on the role unintended 

consequences have as they pertain to disciplinary policies utilized in the school systems. 

The Theory of Unintended Consequences, described by Kleinman (2010), states that all 

social interventions have unintended consequences, some that are predictable, and others 

that are not.

The conceptual framework of this study is based on Martinez’ (2009) and 

Hayden’s (2009) contention that students need to be present in the learning environment 

if we are to serve them properly academically. Both authors indicate that students that 

are not part of the learning environment may have academic outcomes that are dissimilar 

to their peers who were not denied access to education due to suspensions and
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expulsions. Zero tolerance policies used as one-size fits all approach to school discipline 

may exemplify this: that expulsions and suspensions represent the time that students are 

not spending in the classroom being educated.

This study aimed to shed light on how administrators’ use of zero tolerance 

policies have affected or disrupted the educational process for students in the form of 

suspensions and expulsions. Students may benefit from this analysis as a direct result of 

being in an educational environment that has explored the impact zero tolerance policies 

have on student achievement when students are not served due to expulsions and 

suspensions. Administrators may use the data to determine how the consequences of zero 

tolerance policies affects classroom instruction, and thereby, student achievement.

This study compares Georgia public school expulsion and suspension rates during 

the implementation of zero tolerance policies at five different treatment time intervals, 

including a one-year time before the use of these policies. This study did not analyze 

administrators’ interpretation of zero tolerance policies regarding suspensions and 

expulsions.

As a result, the finding of this study may be different if more states were selected 

for participation. In this time series design, the researcher collected data from all public 

schools in the state of Georgia. Data were obtained from the Georgia Department of 

Education for twenty-five consecutive years to examine the trend in the rate of 

suspensions and expulsions in all public schools in the state of Georgia during the time 

new legislative action about to zero tolerance policies were introduced.



CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

Discipline problems in the school setting are not a new issue in public education 

(Allman & Slate, 2011). Inappropriate behaviors exhibited by public school children 

have existed as long as schools themselves, the authors’ state. Allman and Slate (2011) 

state that what has changed are the methods of dealing with school discipline. This 

chapter presents a review of the related literature about zero tolerance policies and 

presents a theoretical and conceptual framework for the study. The review is organized 

around the following major themes: (a) Unintended Consequences Theory, (b) What are 

Zero Tolerance Policies, (c) The History of Zero Tolerance Policies, (d) The Gun Free 

School Zone Act of 1990, (e) The Gun Free School Act of 1994, (f) No Child Left 

Behind, (g) The impact of Zero Tolerance Policies, (h) Adequate Yearly Progress, and (i) 

Alternatives to Zero Tolerance Policies. The major themes will explore and establish the 

timeline for the implementation of zero tolerance policies as they were initiated and 

redefined by legislative action.

The Theory of Unintended Consequences 

According to Zehner (2011), there are four types of unintended consequences: 1. 

Positive, 2. Negative, 3. Perverse, and 4. Controversial. Zehner states that positive 

consequences are ones where the treatment/event had the intended effect of an additional, 

unexpected positive event, such as decreased incidents of office referrals, and an increase 

in reports of positive school culture. Zehner explains that negative results are ones where
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the treatment/event had the intended consequence, but also included an unanticipated 

negative consequence as well; such as decreased incidents of office referrals, and a 

reduction in positive school culture. Perverse unintended consequences occur when the 

treatment/event did not provide the intended consequence, with the addition of an 

unintended negative consequence, such as increased incidents of office referrals and 

decreased reports of positive school climate. Controversial unintended consequences are 

ones that are viewed as beneficial (positive) by some and controversial (negative) by 

others.

Ehrlinger and Eibach (2011) offered a theory as to how decisions making with 

missing information may lead to unintended consequences. The authors suggest that 

focalism is the reason that people tend to neglect variables when making a decision or 

policy change, resulting in unintended consequences. The authors define focalism as 

the tendency to focus on one or a few variables, resulting in a decision that was based on 

relevant, missing information. The authors conclude that focalism results in policies 

and practices being developed without consideration to alternative possibilities and 

consequences, such as what happens when a child is suspended.

Combs and Nicholas (2012) cite Merton when discussing the theory of 

unintended consequences and why they occur. Combs and Nicholas (2012) state that 

Merton’s thoughts on the imperious immediacy of interest referred to group or 

individual’s sincere desire to achieve a goal result in them willingly ignoring the potential 

for unintended consequences. Seligman and DeLlosa (1995) agree, citing policymakers 

as a good example of a group of people that often have willingly overlooked the potential 

for unintended consequences to achieve a genuinely desired goal or outcome. Seligman
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states that policymakers have a plan to go from here to there (make schools safer); 

however, these policies go through several modifications (Gun Free School Zone Act of 

1990, the Gun Free School Act of 1994, No Child Left Behind). As a result, Seligman 

and DeLlosa state that the end often looks quite different from what was originally 

anticipated.

Zero Tolerance Policies

Arum and Ford (2012) state that school discipline practices and procedures are 

not just a product of educators and students beliefs and actions, but are also a product of 

the legal and social context of the country. The authors state the level of authority a 

country extends to its teachers is a crucial factor in the schools ability to maintain a 

proper learning environment. Arum and Ford indicate that schools with weaker authority 

tend to impose the most restrictive environment by relying on legal regulations.

According to Skiba and Peterson (1999), zero tolerance refers to a set of policies 

that were developed and implemented with the result of punishing all offenses, even 

minor ones, severely. The original models for these policies, created by the federal drug 

enforcement agencies in the 1980s, became accepted practice in most schools in the 

United States, the authors’ state. Skiba (2000) concludes “that it is difficult to find a 

written definition of zero tolerance; certainly, the meaning has evolved over time” (p. 2). 

Skiba (2000) indicates that from its inception, the intent has remained clear; to 

communicate that certain behaviors “are not acceptable and are to be dealt with severely, 

no matter how minor the offense is” (Skiba, 2000, pg. 2). “The notion of zero tolerance 

took hold of the fear and imaginations of the public, and as a result, came to be applied to 

a broad range of public issues, including environmental pollution, skateboarding, boom
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boxes, and homelessness” (Skiba, 2000, p. 2). The author states that most notably, zero

tolerance policies have become a driving force for school discipline.

In their study proposing alternatives to harsh methods of punitive punishment,

Cornell, Gregory, and Fan (2011) state that:

Zero tolerance refers to discipline policies or practices that mandate a fixed 
punishment, typically long-term suspension, or expulsion from school that is 
applied without consideration of the context or seriousness of the behavior. Zero 
tolerance has proven to be a popular philosophy of discipline in American 
schools. Zero tolerance advocates contend that (a) removal of offending students 
will improve the school climate and learning environment for other students and 
(b) schools must send a strong message to offending students in order to improve 
their subsequent behavior (American Psychological Association Zero Tolerance 
Task Force, 2008). However plausible and compelling these contentions in 
support of zero tolerance may appear, they are empirical claims that can and 
should be tested rather than accepted on an intuitive basis, (p. 176)

Zero tolerance policies were built on the premise that there must be a set of rules 

established that define what is, and what is not acceptable behavior in schools; 

furthermore, these policies come with guidelines that outline a predetermined course of 

consequences to be applied to unacceptable behaviors (Daniel & Bondy, 2008).

Daniel and Bondy contend that the appeal of zero tolerance policies is, that at a glance, 

they seem to have a no nonsense method of addressing violence and discipline in public 

schools. The weakness of zero tolerance appears to be in the fact that these policies set 

standardized solutions to a complex set of problems (Daniel & Bondy, 2008).

“Initially, zero tolerance policies were those that required predetermined, 

nonnegotiable punishments for specific acts of misbehavior. But in the last decade, 

zero tolerance has morphed into a broad, sweeping set of harsh disciplinary practices that 

exclude children from learning” (Browne-Dianis, 2011, p. 25). Browne-Dianis states that 

punishment is given for a range of misbehaviors, even the most insignificant. These
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practices have created the illusion of maintaining a safer school environment; however, 

the caring culture of schools has been eroding because of these policies (Browne-Dianis, 

2011).

According to the American Psychological Association’s (APA) Zero Tolerance 

Task Force report (2008), there is a lack of one accepted definition of zero tolerance, and 

as a result, it is hard to determine how prevalent such policies are. The APA report states 

that the premise of zero tolerance policies is to serve as a deterrent to disruptive behavior. 

By removing disruptive students from the classroom environment, disruptive behaviors 

disappear, allowing for an environment more conducive to learning.

According to Gregory and Cornell (2009), zero tolerance policies are the most 

universally accepted school discipline reform model in use today. Gregory and Cornell 

say that by mandate of federal law, zero tolerance policies are required for all firearms 

violations. The authors go on to state that many schools have adjusted these policies to 

include other weapons, drugs, over the counter medication, and uniform violations.

James and Freeze (2006) indicate that many organizations have developed and 

adopted zero tolerance policies to fit their practices and needs. The most common 

definition used for zero tolerance today is “The automatic suspension or expulsion of 

students displaying violent behavior” (p. 584). The authors conclude, however, that a 

“combination of responses to violence, including punishments, counseling, preventative 

measures, and educating students about non-violence may be better alternatives” (p. 58). 

Browne-Dianis (2011) state that the concept of zero tolerance and the far-reaching 

implications they have was new to them and the general public during the time that 

public schools were widely adopting and putting these policies into practice. “As I
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visited schools and observed zero tolerance in action, it became clear that this discipline 

philosophy was creating uncaring learning environments in which students were 

struggling to thrive” (Browne-Dianis, 2011, p. 25).

The History of Zero Tolerance Policies 

Skiba and Peterson (1999) state that zero tolerance policies, implemented by 

federal drug agencies seeking to counteract drug trade in the United States, were not 

created for public school use. Skiba and Peterson state that the first documented use of 

the policy came about in 1983 as a response to alleged drug abuse among members of the 

United States military Navy submarine crew. Drug activity among the military led to 

widespread use of search and seizure methods to combat drug trade that became widely 

publicized in the late 1980s. Boats, cars, documents, and passports were confiscated with 

evidence of even a small amount of drugs, and the owners were prosecuted to the full 

extent of the law, states Skiba and Peterson (1999).

By 1993, school boards in the United States were adopting zero tolerance policies 

that included not only drugs but also tobacco products and weapons (Skiba, 1999). In 

1994, President Bill Clinton initiated the Gun Free School Act, which gave a required 

one-year suspension to anyone who possessed a weapon. According to Skiba (1999), it 

also provided administrative discretion by allowing the school leaders to consider 

circumstances of the violators.

In 1994, the Clinton Administration signed into law the Gun Free Schools Act, 

which federally mandated that anyone in possession of a firearm in a school be expelled 

for one year. This act also included automatic referral to the criminal justice system and 

consideration that state law must allow for administrators and local school districts to
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modify expulsions on a case-by-case basis (Skiba, 2000). Skiba (2000) says that recent 

amendments added include not only firearms but also any items that may be used as a 

weapon. The Jeffords Amendment to the Safe School Act and the 1997 addition of IDEA 

(Individuals with Disabilities Education Act) “have attempted to bring special education 

in line with zero tolerance polices” by establishing the number of days a student with 

disabilities could be suspended (Skiba, 2000, p. 2).

In the United States, zero tolerance policies have brought about the use of such 

items as metal detectors, surveillance cameras, and security personnel in public schools 

(Daniel & Bondy, 2008). Daniel and Bondy contend that such policies assume that 

people are rational human beings that are less likely to commit an infraction if they are 

aware of the consequences and fear punishment. Unfortunately, the authors 

acknowledge, most individuals make decisions based on the circumstances they are in at 

a current point in time, often acting in a reactive fashion.

To reduce episodes of school violence, the Elementary and Secondary Education 

Act was adopted (Ashford, Queen, Algozzine, & Mitchell, 2008). With the 

reauthorization of the Drug Free Schools and Communities Act in 1994, this act later 

became the Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Communities Act. Through the No Child 

Left Behind Act in 2001, schools were required to have a uniform set of practices for 

managing, collecting, and reporting data on school safety and drug use among its’ student 

population (Ashford et al., 2008).

Martinez (2009) identifies the root of zero tolerance policies with the increase in 

the drug trade in the 1980s. The Gun Free School Act signed into law by President Bill 

Clinton intended to address school violence by mandating a minimum one-year
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suspension for students in possession of firearms; schools that did not comply risked 

losing federal funding (Martinez, 2009). In 1995, the term firearm changed to weapon, 

and by the academic year 1996-1997, most schools had zero tolerance policies, states 

Martinez. In 1999, Martinez notes, most schools started to include other discipline 

issues, such as dress code, tardiness, swearing, and disrespect. Schools have used these 

discursive policies as a method of not having to deal with students who have behavioral 

problems, thereby allowing administrators to bar students from participating in the 

educational process (Martinez, 2009).

The term zero tolerance became popular in the late 1980s to the early 1990s, as a 

promise from political leaders that they would get tough on crime (James & Freeze,

2006). James and Freeze state that support for these policies grew from the public as the 

perception that the nation’s school systems were running rampant with crime. The 

authors conclude that the goal of zero tolerance policies was to reduce violence in schools 

and create a safer learning atmosphere.

The Gun Free School Zone Act of 1990 

According to Hetzner (2011), in 1988, several adults in three separate states in the 

country entered campuses of schools and opened fire, killing eight elementary students 

and wounding forty-three people. Hetzner says that these acts prompted a rash of gun 

control laws. Among these laws was the Gun-Free School Zone Act of 1990, which 

established a 1,000-foot perimeter around school zones where loaded guns are not 

permitted, with very limited exceptions (Hetzner, 2011).

The guidelines to the Gun Free School Zone Act of 1990 also established a 

$5,000 fine, imprisonment for no more than five years, or both (U. S. Department of
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Education, 2014). Federal, state, and local authorities were encouraged to provide signs 

around schools that outlined the gun free policies. This act did not apply to private 

property that was not part of a public school ground.

According to Kopel (2009), the policy contains several exclusions; among them is 

the right to carry guns on private property, including private school property, if the carrier 

has a handgun permit. Kopel points out that before 1990, there were only seven 

shootings on American school campuses. In the seventeen years following its’ adoption, 

there were seventy-eight such incidents. Mikhail (1996) states that through the United 

States v Lopez, the United State Supreme Court ruled that the Gun Free School Zone Act 

was not permitted to exercise the type of authority outlined in this act, and was deemed 

unconstitutional. The author states that the Gun Free School Act was enacted under the 

commerce clause of the Constitution, which regulates interstate commerce (U.S. 

Department of Education, 2014). William R. Rehnquist argued that the law had nothing 

to do with commerce or any economic enterprise.

The Gun Free School Act of 1994 

In 1994, Congress passed the Gun Free Schools Act, which set a zero tolerance 

rule for guns on campus. The law required all public schools to expel students who carry 

a gun to school. The bill passed easily after a number of school shootings in the state of 

California (Shah, 2013).

Mayer (2007) says that the Gun Free School Act of 1994 grew out of concern for 

rising school violence, stemming from shootings that took place at schools across the 

United States. Mayer states that this act was an incarnation of the Gun Free School Zone



30

Act of 1990 after it was deemed unconstitutional. On May 10,1995, President Bill

Clinton issued the following statement:

The legislative proposal would amend the Gun-Free School Zones Act by adding 
the requirement that the Government prove that the firearm has moved in or the 
possession of such firearm otherwise affects interstate or foreign commerce. The 
addition of this jurisdictional element would limit the Act's reach to a discrete set 
of firearm possessions that additionally have an explicit connection with or effect 
on interstate commerce, as the court stated in Lopez, and thereby bring it within 
the Congress' Commerce Clause authority, (p. 809)

The United States Department of Education (1990) states that any student in

possession of a firearm will be expelled for no less than one year. The U. S. Department

of Education reports says no provision will be made to stop a local education agency

from providing educational services to expelled students. Local education agencies must

report all cases of firearms brought on campus annually to the United States Department

of Education.

Section 921 of Title 18 of the U.S. Code included four descriptions of firearms: 

(A) any weapon (including a starter gun) which will or is designed to or may readily be 

converted to expel a projectile by the action of an explosive (B) the frame or receiver of 

any such weapon (C) any firearm muffler or firearm silencer, or (D) any destructive 

device. Such term does not include an antique firearm. The provision of the policy did 

not include knives. However, schools were able to enact broader policies if they desired 

(Law Center to Prevent Gun Violence, 2014).

No Child Left Behind 

According to McCarthy and Soodak (2007, p. 457), “the Gun-Free Schools Act 

(GFSA) was originally passed in 1994 and reauthorized in the No Child Left Behind Act 

of 2001 (NCLB) in the wake of several high-profile shootings in public schools”. NCLB
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made provisions that address school violence to address concerns and society’s belief that 

schools needed to ensure the safety of all students. The bill articulates a zero tolerance or 

one strike and you are out policy for certain behaviors, accepting that the loss of 

individual rights is a satisfactory sanction for those who place others in danger.

McCarthy and Soodak (2007) state that the NCLB provision requires a mandatory one- 

year expulsion for any student who brings a weapon to a school campus; these incidents 

must then be reported to law enforcement officials. McCarthy and Soodak (2007) state 

that compliance with this federal mandate is not optional and institutions that do not 

comply risk losing federal funds under the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 

1965 (amended by No Child Left Behind) (Law Center to Prevent Gun Violence, 2014). 

NCLB Title IV, Section 4141 b 1-2; Sec. 4155, b allows for the protection of students’ 

rights by enabling the local school districts to allow for alternative school placements for 

students and confidentiality of records (McCarthy & Soodak, 2007). The authors also 

indicate that the provisions put forth by NCLB were careful to protect the rights of 

students with disabilities and did not violate any conditions set forth by IDEA, 

specifically; the document outlines conditions in which students with disabilities cannot 

be removed from school.

The Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) of 1965 was amended by 

provision put in place by the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001. A provision put in place 

by No Child Left Behind required the State Education Agency to establish a State Unsafe 

School Choice Option policy. This policy must be in place for state education agencies 

to receive federal funds (United States Department of Education, 2013). Unsafe schools 

are those schools that expelled or suspended a student for a gun free school violation.
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Students attending schools deemed unsafe shall be allowed to transfer to a school in the 

same district that is making adequate yearly progress, has not been identified as needs 

improvement, and is not subject to corrective action or restructuring as outlined by the 

requirement of No Child Left Behind.

“Expelled students have intense educational needs, yet few states protect their 

rights to alternative education during the period of expulsion or reinstatement to 

mainstream education following the period of expulsion” (Carroll, 2008, p. 1909). The 

authors concern is that instead of strengthening the rights of expelled students, the No 

Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) creates an enticement that encourages the exclusion of 

expelled students from access to the educational environment. Carroll states that NCLB 

has created a reporting system that encourages schools to engage in exclusionary 

discipline practices. Carroll continues by explaining that with the increased pressure of 

performance under NCLB, schools may be tempted to make the decision to expel 

students to remove them from the roster and show greater academic achievement.

The Impact of Zero Tolerance Policies

Exclusionary discipline is defined as a practice that results in a student’s removal 

from the regular classroom setting, usually because of suspensions, expulsions, or other 

disciplinary actions, such as being sent to the principal’s office (Notlemeyer & 

Mcloughlin, 2010). High rates of exclusionary discipline practices have been attributed 

to an elevated rate of academic failure, including high school dropouts and increased 

referrals to the criminal justice system (Notlemeyer & Mcloughlin, 2010). Notlemeyer 

and Mcloughlin state that even in the face of recent studies identifying exclusionary 

discipline methods with decreased academic success, the use of such policies continues to
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increase. Amuso (2007) adds that suspension and expulsion are often time seen as an 

easy, straightforward consequence of handling student behavior. Amuso adds that 

schools may be suspending and expelling the students who need to be in school the most 

due to poor performance.

“The incidence and frequency of adolescent problem behaviors is a major concern 

because adolescents who manifest problem behaviors are also more likely to exhibit 

negative educational outcomes (i.e., low grades and peer rejection), which often lead to 

school failure” (Wang, Selman, Dishion & Stormshack, 2010, p. 274). Furthermore, the 

authors state that if we want to foster appropriate child development, we must improve 

the environment/classroom setting for the students and focus less on disciplining select 

behaviors. Classroom environment, they suggest, becomes more important during the 

middle school years. The results of a study conducted by Wang et al. (2010) are 

consistent with other studies that suggest that school climate is correlated with adverse 

behavior problems; students with positive perceptions of the school environment have 

lower incidents of behavior problems. For pupils in the eighth grade, an increase of one 

standard deviation in adolescents’ perceptions of school climate was associated with an 

approximately 8% decrease in the likelihood of adolescents engaging in problem 

behavior. However, for adolescents who already engage in problem behavior, a one 

standard deviation increase in adolescents’ perceptions of school climate was associated 

with only a 0.06% decrease in the frequency of problem behavior. Thus, interventions 

targeted at improving adolescents’ perceptions of school climate may have a greater 

effect on preventing adolescents from engaging in problem behaviors than it does on
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reducing the frequency with which adolescents repeatedly engage in the problem 

behavior (Wang et al., 2010).

Teachers and administrators are now being tasked with the responsibility of 

maintaining a safe, orderly environment while still protecting all students’ right to receive 

a meaningful education (Yell & Rosalski, 2008). Yell and Rosalski (2008), state that 

administrators must be aware of the legal implications and rules when disciplining 

students. The constraints the authors describe come from the courts, the state, and federal 

government for the purpose of imposing conditions on educators’ rights and 

responsibilities when disciplining public school children. “These constraints come from 

the obligation that schools have to deliver a free, appropriate public education under the 

Individuals With Disabilities Education Act (IDEA; 2004) to students with disabilities” 

(Yell & Rosalski, 2008, p. 7). The court system first came up with the idea of giving 

schools authority over student behavior, stating the teachers and administrators act in 

loco parentis, or in place of the parent while children are at school, state Yell & Rosalski 

(2008).

“The advent of zero-tolerance policies in the nation's public school systems has 

led to a dramatic increase in school suspension and expulsion rates. Annually, over 3 

million children are suspended from school, and approximately 90,000 are expelled” 

(Teasley & Miller, 2011. p. 136). Teasly and Miller (2011) write that school suspension 

and expulsion rates correlate with dropout rates, academic failure, and truancy. A study 

conducted by Teasly and Miller suggest that zero tolerance policies caused more harm 

than good, and are not an adequate deterrent to unwanted behavior in school. When 

students are not in school due to expulsions and suspensions, they suffer academically
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and socially (Teasley & Miller, 2011). Moreover, “School discipline has been linked 

with anxiety, depression, aggressive behavior in and outside of school, academic failure, 

and an increase in the school dropout rate” (Teasley & Miller 2011, p 137).

When an administrator makes a decision to suspend or expel a student, they are in 

effect, reducing that students total instructional time (Spaulding, Irvin, Homer, May, 

Emeldi, Tobin, & Sugai, G., 2010). The reduction in total instructional time not only 

affects academic success but also increases the likelihood of students being out on the 

streets unsupervised, whereby these youth are prone to be involved in unhealthy or illegal 

activities because of expulsion or suspension (Spaulding et al., 2010). Allman and Slate 

(2011) state that despite evidence that suspensions and expulsions may affect academic 

success as well as the type of activities students engage in while not in school, they are 

widely used today.

In conclusion, Skiba, Eckes, & Brown (2009) indicate that two categories of 

suspensions and expulsions have caused noticeable concern: the infractions that students 

have been suspended or expelled that are relatively minor violations (e.g., making a paper 

gun, uniform and dress code violations) and those where racial disparities in suspension 

and expulsion are evident (Skiba et al., 2009). Skiba states that schools act in loco 

parentis, that is, in place of the parent. As a result, the author states, schools have 

experimented with a variety of discipline techniques over the years, with corporal 

punishment being the preferred method of handling undesirable student behavior in the 

past. “As physical (corporal) punishments have fallen from favor, suspension and 

expulsion have become more widely used. Today, only twenty-two states have laws 

permitting corporal punishment” (Skiba et al., 2009, p. 1071). Skiba says that during the
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1970s, one million students missed at least one day of school or more due to expulsions 

and suspensions. The author suggests that this number may have doubled in the 1990s to 

an estimated 3.1 million students. Skiba further states that absences due to suspending 

and expelling students present a complex issue for administrators when faced with the 

knowledge that student engagement is a critical factor in student achievement; 

suspensions and expulsions prevent students from actively participating in the learning 

environment.

Georgia House Bill 826

In March 2014, Georgia House Bill 826 was approved by a vote of 270-0. This 

bill was sponsored by Ed Setzler, R-Acworth (Georgia), and made provisions for schools 

that would allow them to use discretion, rather than force them to expel or suspend a 

student caught with a fishing knife or baseball bat in their car on school grounds 

(ajc.com, 2014). The author states that currently the mere presence of a knife or baseball 

bat on campus requires that schools automatically suspend or expel students. Now, if 

school official discovers a knife or similar object in a student’s car, they are required to 

turn the student over to campus police and charge him/her with a felony (times- 

georgian.com, 2014).

Two particular cases where students were expelled and charged with a felony 

were the trigger for this legislative act. In one case, a high school senior reported he had 

left fishing knives in his car that was parked at his school. In another case, a senior at 

Allatoona High School had left a pocketknife in the console of his car. Both students 

were charged with a felony, as well as expelled (Times-Georgian, 2014). The Time- 

Georgian (2014) states that Carrollton City Schools Superintendent Dr. Kent Edwards
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believes that the passage of this legislation will lead to more accurate reporting of how 

many weapons are being brought onto school campuses for wrong reasons.

Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP)

Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) is an accountability measure set forth by the 

federally mandated No Child Left Behind Act that examines the following performance 

indicators; 1. academic achievement, 2. school attendance, 3. test participation, 4. 

subgroups such as economically disadvantaged, students with disabilities, ELL (English 

Language Learners), and racial and ethnic diversity, in order for a school to meet its goal 

of Adequate Yearly Progress (Thompson, Meyers, & Oshima, 2011). Schools that fail to 

meet AYP for four consecutive years are placed on a corrective plan. Schools that fail to 

achieve AYP for six consecutive years are placed on a restructuring plan, and face the 

option of reconstituting the school or being taken over by the state agency. Thompson et 

al. (2011) state that along with student mobility, attendance, and school safety were cited 

as reasons by school administrators for schools being placed on corrective or 

restructuring status.

Effective March 1,2012, according to the Georgia Department of Education 

(2014) external affairs department, the State of Georgia was released from the provisions 

of No Child Left Behind (NCLB) as an accountability reporting measure. The state of 

Georgia was only of ten states being granted permission to develop a new accountability 

reporting system that would replace mandates set forth by the No Child Left Behind Act. 

The Georgia Department of Education indicates that the Needs Improvement Designation 

will be replaced by identifying Priority and Focus Schools. Data will be collected from 

all content areas, and will not be limited to reading and math. Graduation rates based on
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a cohort model are used for calculating school achievement designations as well. The 

new accountability measure utilized in the state of Georgia, starting in September 2012, 

is the College and Career Ready Performance Indicator (CCRPI).

“CCRPI is a comprehensive school improvement, accountability, and 

communication platform for all educational stakeholders that will promote college and 

career readiness for all Georgia public school students” (Georgia Department of 

Education, 2014. p. 20). Beginning in 2013-2014, according to the Georgia Department 

of Education department of curriculum and instruction, schools will also receive ratings 

based on their financial efficiency and school climate. Bonus indicator number 10 states 

that school or LEA (Local Education Agency) defined interventions or practices are 

designed to facilitate a personalized climate in the school: examples include but are not 

limited to Teachers as Advisors program; mentoring program; Positive Behavioral 

Interventions & Supports (PBIS); service-learning program; peer mediation; and conflict 

mediation. The addition of these indicators will be included in the overall CCRPI score 

in the 2013-2014 school year (Georgia Department of Education, 2014).

Disproportionality

Zero tolerance policies encourage disciplinary practices that exclude hundreds 

and thousands of young people from receiving an education every year (Wallace, 

Goodkind, Wallace & Bachman, 2008). The authors state that discipline that disrupts the 

education process can take many forms from being sent to the principal’s office to 

expulsions. Dinkes, Cataldi, Lin-Kelly & Snyder (2007, p. 56) state that forty-eight 

percent of public schools did student discipline referrals for the academic school year 

2005-2006. What do the authors not note is the level or severity of the offense. Dinkes
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et al. state, however, that 74% of these referrals resulted in suspensions lasting five or 

more days. Expulsions, which the authors describe as removal with no services, were 

given as a consequence 5% of the time. The authors state that 20% of the referrals were 

transferred to specialized schools.

Dupper (2010) indicates that most assume that zero tolerance policies are reserved 

for behaviors that are deemed dangerous or pose a risk to others. Evidence suggests, 

however, that suspensions are not limited to the most severe and dangerous behaviors. 

Dupper states that in Chicago recently 25 students, ages 11-15, were involved in a food 

fight in the school cafeteria and were arrested and taken to jail. The authors state that 

these policies affect African American students more, and school administrators need to 

be aware of this disparity.

According to the Georgia Advisory Committee to the United States Commission 

on Civil Rights (2007), studies indicate that discipline practices that are punitive and 

exclusionary in nature may disproportionately affect African American youth. In 2006- 

2007, the United States Department of Education found that African American students 

were three times likely to be suspended than Caucasian students. “This disparity is not 

attributable to students of color engaging in worse behaviors; instead, these students are 

referred more often and receive harsher consequences than their White peers for the 

same behaviors" (Browne-Dianis, 2011, p. 26).

Wallace et al. (2008) state that while disciplinary policies that remove students 

from the classroom are commonly used, they are not distributed equally among the 

population, citing research from 1970 to the present that indicates that White students are 

not as likely as Black students to be affected by exclusionary discipline practices. Results
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of their study show that “past research and the present study reveal that race and 

ethnicity, gender, and their interaction are important predictors o f who is likely to 

experience school disciplinary actions” (Wallace et al., 2008. p. 59). Results of the study 

indicate that issues such as language misunderstanding can lead to disproportionality in 

school discipline. Noting that one respondent to their study indicated that he told a 

teacher who was tardy he “was fixin (sic) to bounce on you” (p. 61). This statement 

resulted in the teacher sending the student to a disciplinary hearing where the student 

stated he was not threatening physical violence; his only intent was to leave if the teacher 

did not arrive soon to teach the class.

School discipline policies developed because of zero tolerance have increased the 

racial and ethnic gap (Teske, 2011). Teske states that student discipline problems that are 

handled with punishment alone are less likely to be successful. The author further 

indicates that a student’s connection to the school is often protection against risk factors 

for violent crimes, as students who feel a connection to school feel more obligated to 

show respect and follow the rules.

Teasley and Miller (2011) state that zero tolerance policies affect minority 

students the most and feed what has become known as the school-to-prison pipeline. 

Teske indicates the greater number of youth with emotional disabilities in the juvenile 

justice system is because of the school-to-prison pipeline, a result of zero tolerance 

policies. A study by the Harvard Civil Rights Project indicates that suspension and 

expulsions were not based on behavior, but rather socio-economic standing (Teasley & 

Miller, 2011). Teasley and Miller suggest that minority students may be punished more 

severely for minor infractions than White American students are.
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“Studies of school suspension have consistently documented over-representation 

of low-income students in the use of that consequence” (Skiba, 2000, p. 14). Both high 

and low-income students reported disparity in the manner in which punishment is dealt 

with students of high and low incomes (Skiba, 2000). According to Skiba (2000), both 

segments report that low-income students are treated with more severely than high- 

income students are, and often the punishment is handed out in a public fashion, such as 

in the classroom in front of peers.

Skiba (2000) indicates that an immediate concern is the impact zero tolerance 

policies are having on African American students. Studies conducted since the 

Children’s Defense Fund study in 1975 concluded that suspension rates for African 

American students were between two and three times higher than that of their White 

peers (Skiba, 2000). Skiba notes that prior research does not investigate to see if the 

racial disparity in zero tolerance policy is, in fact, one compounded not so much by race, 

but by lower socio-economic standing. According to Skiba (2000), race and 

socioeconomic status (SES) are still very interrelated. The author indicates that the 

relationship between race and SES may be the reason for racial disparities in school 

discipline. Low SES has been identified as a risk factor for school suspensions and 

expulsions; however, when studies have looked at the relationship between racial 

disproportionality and low SES, race appears to be the major contributor to discipline 

problems, separate from low SES (Skiba, 2000, p. 2011).

According to Skiba, Homer, Chung, Rausch, May & Tobin (2011), results of his 

study indicate that African Americans are overrepresented at the k-6 level relative to their 

proportion of the population. Conversely, White and Latino students appear to be
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underrepresented compared to their proportion to the population. Skiba’s study also 

indicates that African American students are also subject to higher rates o f multiple 

discipline referrals than are White and Hispanic/Latino students. Skiba et al. (2011) 

conclude that African American students are twice as likely to receive discipline referrals 

as White students and Hispanic/Latino students in elementary school and four times more 

likely during middle school.

One explanation for the higher rate of discipline referrals for African American 

students is socio-economic standing (Skiba et al., 2011). Skiba et al., state that although 

the stressors of poverty and the likelihood of resulting lack of exposure to the rules and 

norms of the school environment could be a contributing factor for higher rates of 

discipline referrals, previous research has failed to show conclusively that poverty affects 

school behavior, thereby increasing discipline referrals (Skiba et al., 2011). Differential 

treatment by both teachers and administrators seems a more likely explanation for the 

disparities in racial referrals (Skiba et al., 2011). Skiba et al. note that elementary school 

students of African American heritage were more likely than White students to be 

suspended or expelled for any offense and students of Latino heritage more likely to be 

suspended for all offenses except disruption. According to Skiba et a l, African 

American students at the elementary level are four times more likely to be suspended for 

minor infractions. The authors indicate that Hispanic students at the elementary level are 

twice as likely to be suspended for minor infractions.

The results of a study conducted by Spaulding, Irvin, Homer, May, Emeldi, 

Tobin, & Sugai, G., 2010) indicated that the average discipline referral per 100 students 

per day was approximately 0.4 for elementary schools, 1 for middle schools, and 1.3 for
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high schools. The authors indicate that these statistics had shown no marked change over 

several years’ time, even when the study acknowledged that the sample size grew. The 

results of the study conducted by Spaulding et al. (2010) further indicated most students, 

typically 80%, received 1 or 0 office discipline referrals and that as students progressed 

through the various grade levels (elementary to middle to high school), the rate of office 

discipline referrals increase, with more students receiving multiple office discipline 

referrals (ODRs). “In addition, these data indicate that concurrent with grade level 

increases, the total number of ODRs is increasingly accounted for by students receiving 6 

or more ODRs “(Spaulding et al., 2010, p. 79). The authors’ study also uncovered some 

patterns in terms of development, location, time of day, and consequences for students 

receiving office discipline referrals. Spaulding et al. (2010) indicate that for students in 

elementary school, behavior resulting in office discipline referrals were a result of peer- 

directed behavior. Peer-directed behavior includes, primarily, fighting. The authors 

indicate that office discipline referrals change to more adult directed behavior in middle 

school. These types of behaviors include defiance and disruption. As students 

progressed to high school, tardiness and skipping class were the main causes for office 

discipline referrals. Spaulding et al. (2010), state that 47%-64% discipline referrals occur 

in the very location where students spend the majority of their time and are provided with 

more adult supervision. For middle and high school students, the number is more than 

half. For elementary students, the authors conclude, discipline referrals that occur outside 

of the classroom happen on the playgrounds. For middle and high school students, 

behavior problems outside of the classroom tend to take place in the halls during the 

transition from one classroom to another.



44

The War on Boys

According to Sommers (2015), African Americans are not the only group of 

students we need to be concerned about, “being a normal boy is a serious liability in 

today’s classroom”. Sommers (2000) states that boys are facing academic challenges 

that are affecting their success in school. Male students are more likely to be suspended, 

held back, drop out of school, and be diagnosed with attention deficit hyperactivity 

disorder (ADHD) than girls are. At the same time, Sommers indicates that boys are 

performing a year and a half behind girls in reading and writing. The author suggests 

that girls receive better grades than boys do, and girls are more likely to attend college. 

According to Draves (2015), this is not a trend that started 30-60 years ago. The author 

states that until 1981, the differences between boys and girls performance at school were 

marginal. In 1992, the difference between girls and boys performance changed 

significantly, with boys lagging behind. Draves contends that this disparity exists 

because boys are more interested in the Internet and understand technology, and many of 

their teachers do not. The author argues that this willingness to tackle technology is 

driven by entrepreneurial spirit, willingness to take risks, and being individualistic, traits 

that will make for a worker prepared for the workforce, but not for a compliant student 

whom teachers like.

Alternatives to Zero Tolerance Policies 

Unal and Cukur (2011) suggest that the Social Bond Theory explains how the 

school is related to delinquency. Social Bond Theory, state Unal and Cukur (2011), 

suggests that bonds to institutions discourage delinquent behavior by promoting 

compliance to the agency. The authors identify four social bonds: 1. attachment to 

others, 2. commitment, 3. involvement, 4. and belief. Once these bonds are formed,
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students begin to care about administrators’ and teachers’ opinions and objectives (Unal

& Cukur, 2011). The results of the study published by Unal & Cukur indicate that

students who reported a strong social attachment to their schools had lower incidents of

discipline referrals. Students who reported receiving negative treatment as a method to

encourage appropriate behavior had higher rates of discipline referrals. The study further

indicated that no matter what the nature of the wrongdoing, commitment to school

appeared to reduce delinquency,

Curbing school expulsion and suspension rates are a goal of social workers and

counselors; however, little research exists about the effectiveness of their roles in the

function of student discipline practices (Teasley & Miller, 2011). Teasly and Miller

suggest that most school social workers and guidance counselors agree that disruptive

students should have separate learning environments, such as alternative schools. In their

study, most social workers and guidance counselors report a feeling of lack of

effectiveness in being able to assist in reducing the expulsion and suspension rates in the

minority population. The study results suggest, “more and different kinds of experiences

for school social workers are associated with higher levels of success at intervention tasks

related to school suspension and the amelioration of other related undesirable behaviors.

This finding is consistent with similar studies on the experience of school social workers”

(Teasley & Miller, 2011, p 145).

Creating a positive school environment can be difficult if schools keep treating

students like criminals (Browne-Dianis, 2011).

In 2000, the Reverend Jesse Jackson led a protest against the 
harsh punishment imposed on seven Black high school students who 
had been involved in a fight at a school football game in Decatur, Illinois. 
Although the fight had apparently been spontaneous, had involved no
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weapons, and had lasted 17 seconds, the Decatur school board cited its 
zero tolerance policy in handing down a two-year suspension for all 
seven students. In an interview, Jackson commented that as he got deeper 
into it, he realized there was this tremendous anger toward America’s 
youth; three strikes and you are out, mandatory sentencing, and so on. 
Politicians refuse to modernize schools; they cut out midnight basketball 
but build all these new jails. First-class jails, second-class schools. This is 
zero tolerance, (p. 25)

Skiba, Homer, Chung, Rausch, May and Tobin (2011) indicate that administrators 

have failed to incorporate the severity of the action when making decisions about 

discipline. Skiba et al. (2011) state that research has shown that progressive models of 

discipline where harsher consequences are used for infractions that are more serious are 

more efficient than a one size fits all model. Zero tolerance policies rely on sending 

strong messages to mitigate potential disruptions by instituting harsh punishments for 

minor and major offenses, state the authors; however, there is no research to prove such 

practices are effective. The authors recommend a tiered model of discipline, which 

allows minor infractions to be handled in a different fashion than major incidents such as 

firearms and drugs. The authors conclude that such a model would provide for a more 

efficient method of dealing with student disruptions.

Skiba and colleagues (2011) state that a culturally responsive pedagogy is called 

for to assure the effectiveness of classroom management techniques. Administrators 

should not assume that one style of discipline would be sufficient to obtain desirable 

behavior from all students, as current discipline techniques do not have the same level of 

effectiveness across racial groups (Skiba et al., 2011). Skiba and colleagues (2011) state 

that personal, family, and community factors contribute to the disparity in discipline 

referrals, so do teacher and administrative perceptions of the student. School 

administrators and policy makers should be tasked with creating an atmosphere and
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policies that are designed to decrease racial disparity in regards to discipline referrals to 

increase the likelihood of improved educational outcomes for all students (Skiba et al., 

2011).

The academic outcomes and related success of a school are directly impacted by

the social-behavioral climate of the institution (Spaulding, Irvin, Homer, May, Emeldi,

Tobin, &Sugai, G., 2010). Spaulding et al. (2010) recommend looking at office

discipline referrals as a tool for examining the social behavior of the school. The authors

go on to state that the data can be useful in other manners, such as monitoring the level

and type of infractions committed by students. Such information would be useful for

administrators to examine to develop behavioral interventions to improve school climate

(Spaulding et al., 2010). This type of data would allow administrators to focus on the

context in which the behaviors are occurring.

Skiba et al. (2009) state that there is a lack of involvement and precedent on the

part of the court system to address the perceived disproportionality in school discipline.

Skiba offers that the courts concern themselves with matters of racial access and ability to

participate in public education, however; discipline is deemed necessary.

The Supreme Court’s current Equal Protection jurisprudence treats 
government as if it were an individual, presuming that the actions of 
government are motivated by its intentions. Whether racial discrimination 
by government violates the Equal Protection Clause is determined by 
focusing principally on the motivations of the governmental actors, not the 
effects of their actions, (p. 1104)

Summary

This study was guided by the premises of the Unintended Consequences Theory. 

Unintended consequences are conditions that occur after a purposeful action (social 

program) is put into place (Merton, 1936). As a result, social action must be examined to



48

determine if unintended consequences might have compromised the original intent of a 

program. This study examined the effects of zero tolerance policies utilized in all public 

schools in the state of Georgia.

According to Skiba (2000), it is hard to find one clear definition of zero tolerance 

policies. The author also says that this is because these policies have evolved over time, 

changing to fit the needs of shifting legislative policies. Daniel & Bondy (2008) say that 

Zero Tolerance policies garnered support because of their no-nonsense, prescriptive 

approach the school discipline. The authors state that the appeal of the policies was 

increased as the United States witnessed violent events occur on school campuses.

Zero tolerance policies were implemented initially by federal drug agencies 

attempting to counteract drug trade in the United States (Skiba & Peterson, 1999). Skiba 

(1999) states that by 1993, school boards in the United States were adopting Zero 

Tolerance Policies as a way to combat perceived threats on American school campuses. 

Daniel and Body (2008) state that these policies brought with them the presence of such 

items as metal detectors, surveillance cameras, and security personnel.

Over time, we have seen the use of Zero Tolerance Polices increase through 

several legislative policies. The Gun Free School Zone Act of 1990 established a 1,000- 

foot perimeter around all public school zones where loaded guns are not permitted 

(Hetzner, 2011). The Gun Free School Act of 1994 grew out of concern for rising school 

violence and stemmed from shooting that took place on campuses across the United 

States (Mayer, 2007). The Gun Free School Act of 1994 required all students who bring 

a gun to school to be expelled. The No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 created one strike 

and you are out policy for certain behaviors and established a system that requires
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schools to report students who bring weapons to school to law enforcement officials. The 

introduction of House Bill 826, which went into effect on July 1, 20104, will leave school 

administrators questioning how to handle weapons violations that occur on campuses, but 

within locked cars.

Noltemeyer & Mcloughlin (2010) define exclusionary discipline as a practice that 

results in the removal of a student from the regular classroom setting. Many times, 

removal from the classroom is seen as an easy, straightforward consequence of handling 

student behavior (Amuso, 2007). Many times, the author states, these are the students 

who need to remain in the school the most due to poor performance. Browne-Dianis 

(2011) states that often it is the students of color who are receiving the harshest 

discipline.

Unal and Cukur (2011) indicate that the Social Bond Theory explains how the 

school is related to delinquency. The author’s state that bonds to intuitions discourage 

delinquent behavior. Once relationships are created, the student will begin to care about 

administrators’ and teachers’ objectives and opinions.



CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

Skiba, Eckes, & Brown (2009) defined zero tolerance policies as practices in 

schools requiring a predetermined consequence, usually severe and punitive in nature and 

applied consistently, regardless of the seriousness of the behavior, extenuating 

circumstances, or situational context. Skiba and Rauch (2006) state that although these 

policies are implemented extensively all over the United States, there may be vast 

differences in how schools are defining and implementing zero tolerance policies. Zero 

tolerance policies were introduced in 1990 in the school setting and then refined through 

legislative action, resulting in increased punishment for all offenses, no matter how 

minor. As zero tolerance policies increase the types of infractions that are punishable, 

often severely, the unintended consequences may be increased suspension and expulsion 

rates (Skiba et al., 2009). Martinez (2009) states that current methods of discipline in 

schools rely on suspensions and expulsions; however, our efforts to curtail undesirable 

behaviors may be affecting the academic achievement of public school students. For 

students to receive a quality education, they must both be present in the classroom and 

feel that they are in a safe, nurturing environment, the author states.

The goal of this study was to examine trends in suspension and expulsion rates in 

the state o f Georgia for all public schools while zero tolerance policies were being 

introduced and reauthorized over a 25-year period. Wallace, Goodking, Wallace, & 

Bachman (2008) indicate that most students enrolled in public schools who receive
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punitive punishment because of the schools’ possible increased implementation of zero 

tolerance policies. The authors caution that if the United States wants to reform its 

educational system, it must look at the number of instructional days lost to suspensions 

and expulsions. Meiners (2007) states that due to harsh disciplinary action, many 

students, particularly those of color, are trapped in failing schools, disciplined and moved 

to the juvenile justice system through violations punishable through zero tolerance 

policies. The author states that the movement of youth from school to jail as a 

mblisslinary action is referred to as the school to prison pipeline.

This chapter addressed the methodology and research design that guided this 

study. This study was quantitative in nature and investigated the relationship of zero 

tolerance policies on suspension and expulsion rates for all public school students in the 

state of Georgia over a 25-year period. A concomitant time series design was used to 

analyze and interpret the data after they were collected.

Research Questions

The research questions involve Georgia public school trends in per capita student 

expulsions and out of school suspensions for the 25-year period from 1989 through 2013. 

Each research questions also addresses the possible connection between three federal 

legislative actions and these trends.

RQ1: What was the suspension rate trend?

RQ2: What was the expulsion rate trend?

RQ3: What was the suspension rate trend for minor offenses?

RQ4: What was the expulsion rate trend for minor offenses?



52

RQ5: How did the suspension rate trend differ between economically disadvantaged and 

non-economically disadvantaged students?

RQ6: How did the expulsion rate trend differ between economically disadvantaged and 

non-economically disadvantaged students?

RQ7: How did the suspension rate trend differ between Black and White students?

RQ8: How did the expulsion rate trend differ between Black and White students?

RQ9: How did the suspension rate trend differ between genders?

RQ10: How did the expulsion rate trend differ between genders?

RQ11: How did the suspension rate trend differ among gender and race subgroups? 

RQ12: How did the expulsion rate trend differ among gender and race subgroups?

Research Design

This quantitative study utilized the concomitant time series design. Shadish, 

Cook, & Campbell (2002) state that a concomitant time series design study relies on a 

large number of observations on the same variable over a period. The authors indicate 

that a time series design studies the point in time an event took place. If the event has an 

effect, the observations will have a different level than before the interruption (or event).

Shadish et al. (2002) state the effects in a time series study can be continuous or 

discontinuous. A continuous effect is obtained right after the event and is still present in 

the later portion of the study. A discontinuous effect is one where the initial effect 

migrates back to its pre-event levels over time. The authors state the effects can also be 

immediate or delayed. Immediate effects are easier to interpret as their onset matches 

exactly with the interruption. Delayed effects are harder to interpret unless there is a 

reason for the delay before the effect is expected. The authors site the introduction of a
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new birth control method for the effects of birth rate as an example of an expected 

delayed effect of nine months.

This study examined data over a 25-year period. The first data point collected 

was for the year 1989. Discipline data for all academic years through the 2012-2013 

school year are included in this study. The first event, or interruption, was for the year 

1991, which was one year after the authorization of the Gun Free School Zone Act of 

1990. The second event, or interruption, was the year 1995, one year following the re

authorization of the Drug Free Schools and Community Act of 1994. The third event, or 

interruption, was 2002, one year after the authorization of No Child Left Behind. The 

researcher examined one year after these legislative actions were authorized, as this was 

the first year that the policies were put in place in most school districts and mandatory 

compliance was expected to begin.

Population

The population of this study included all public schools in the state of Georgia 

during the years 1989 through 2013. The data reflected statistics reported by each public 

school in the state of Georgia and were combined and presented by the researcher as 

suspension and expulsions rates representing the public schools in the state. Data 

collected from the state were reported as a number of students. SPSS software was used 

to convert the numbers to rates as a percentage of specified disaggregated population. 

According to the 2010-2011 demographic data provided by The National Center for 

Educational Statistics (2014), the state of Georgia had 1,677,067 students enrolled in 

public school. The percentage of Title I schools in the state of Georgia for the academic 

year 2010-2011 was 60.8%. The percentage of the population that was served by an IEP
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(Individual Education Plan) during that same time was 10.6%. During the same year, 

4.9% of the public school students in the state of Georgia had limited English 

proficiency, and 57.4% of the population qualified for free/reduced lunch. Students who 

qualify for free and reduced lunch in the state of Georgia are termed economically 

disadvantaged by the Georgia Department of Education. Expulsion and suspension data 

for the state of Georgia were examined in this study for economically disadvantaged 

students, as well as for gender and race.

The racial/ethnic background for the state of Georgia shows a diverse public 

school population. According to the National Center for Education Statistics (2014), 

White students make up 44.4% of the public school student population, Black students 

37.0%, Hispanic 11.9%, Asian 3.3%, Pacific Islander 0.1%, and American 

Indian/Alaskan Native 0.2%. For the academic year 2012-2013, the pupil/teacher ratio 

was 15.57. The national average for the same year was 16.01. Although this information 

does not allow for transferability of the results to other states, it does provide a clear 

demographic picture of the public school students in the state of Georgia.

In the state of Georgia, there are currently 181 public school districts. For the 

purpose of this study, data were collected and archived from each school district by the 

Georgia Department of Education and presented in this study as rates per disaggregated 

population subgroups for the state. For the academic year 2010-2011, there were 2541 

schools, and 69 charter schools (which are included in this study). An average of $9,500 

was spent on each public school student, with an average teacher/student ratio of 14.9. 

The student/teacher ratio is relevant because classroom management (often seen as a way 

to mitigate undesirable behavior) is easier with 14.9 students than with 25. These data
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were helpful while interpreting the results of the study and looking at implications for 

further research.

All public schools in the state of Georgia were selected for participation in this 

study, with results reported as total rates. Approval for this study was obtained through 

the Mercer University IRB (Institutional Review Board). Data were then collected from 

the Georgia Department of Education for the academic years 1989-2013.

Census data show that 29.9% percent of the households in the United States have 

children under that age of 18. Statistics for the state of Georgia are similar, with 32.0% 

of households having children under the age of 18. The average family size in the United 

States is 3.21; the state of Georgia reported 3.28 people. In the United States, 85.7% of 

the population report having a high school diploma or higher; 84.4% of the population of 

Georgia report achieving the same level of education. Higher education statistics were 

also very similar. In the United States, 28.5% of the population reported having a 

bachelor’s degree or higher, the state of Georgia reported 27.8% of the residence attained 

a four-year degree or beyond.

According to Wanner (2014), Georgia ranked 45th out of 50 states when 

comparing composite SAT scores (The combination of Critical Reading, Math, and 

Writing). Wanner cautions that it is hard to compare SAT state by state. The author 

indicates that some states have a higher participation rate, which causes an increased 

proportion of lower achieving students taking the test. For the calendar year 2014, the 

state of Georgia had a 77.2% participation rate for the SAT, which is considered high. 

Wanner identified the 16 states that had a participation rate of 70% or higher in 2014. In 

that subgroup, Georgia ranked 12th out of 16 states.
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Data Collection

Institutional Review Board (IRB) approval was obtained through Mercer 

University. The researcher made an open record request with IRB approval to the 

Georgia Department of Education seeking historical data for academic years 1989 

through 2013. Discipline data were obtained for all violations resulting in suspensions 

and expulsions. Data were disaggregated by the level of violation, specifically, those that 

are minor, and those that are severe. Data also examined suspension and expulsion rates 

by race, gender, as well as statistics for economically disadvantaged students.

Data collection began with the academic school year 1988-1989 (defined as the 

year 1989 for reporting purposes) and continued through the academic school year 2012- 

2013 (defined as the year 2013), the most recent full academic year that data was 

available. Each full academic year was examined separately. Discipline data were 

collected for total suspension and expulsion rates for public school students in the state of 

Georgia for each academic year. Discipline data were then examined to look at the level 

of the offense for each academic year. The researcher examined trends in suspension and 

expulsion data collected by examining the treatments that were introduced in 1991,1995, 

and 2002, by way of federal legislative policies.

For the purpose of this study, minor offenses were defined as the state reported 

incident codes Disorderly Conduct and Student Incivility. Disorderly Conduct was 

defined by the Georgia Department of Education (2015) as any act that substantially 

disrupts the orderly conduct of a school function, substantially disrupts the orderly 

learning environment, or poses a threat to the health, safety, and/or welfare of students, 

staff, or others (including disruptions on the bus). In addition, this code was used for 

uniform
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violations. In 2014, a separate code was created for uniform violations that did not affect 

this study as it was introduced after the data were collected from this study. The Georgia 

Department of Education (2015) defines student incivility as insubordination or 

disrespect to staff members or other students; this includes but is not limited to student 

refusal to follow staff members’ instructions, using vulgar or inappropriate language, and 

misrepresentation of the truth. Student Incivility and Disorderly Conduct are the only 

codes that include infractions that are not potentially illegal and punishable through either 

the court system or the local school board hearing office.

The more severe infractions, for the purpose of this study, were defined as those 

actions that are potentially illegal and punishable through either the court system or the 

local school board hearing office. These infractions include, but are not limited to, arson, 

assault, battery, homicide, and weapons. These infractions represent incidents considered 

major by the Georgia Department of Education reporting system.

Variables

The dependent variables in this study are the per capita rates for various 

disaggregated subgroups for suspensions and expulsions. The researcher was primarily 

interested in the rate of incidents of suspension and expulsion reported annually by the 

Georgia Department of Education. As a result, the data included counts and rates that 

include students with multiple discipline referrals. The numerators o f the rates data are 

counts of incidents and not counts of individual students. The denominators of the rates 

are counts of the number of individual students in each disaggregated subpopulation.

The independent variables and definitions are reported in Appendix B: List of 

Independent Variables and Definitions.
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According to Shadish and Cook (2002), exogenous variables are those factors that 

have an effect on a model but are not affected by the model. However, in the context of 

this study, the exogenous variables were considered those that might correlate with the 

variables of the study but were not of central interest. This study includes several 

exogenous variables that will be included in the analysis of data. Those factors that may 

have been related to the variable of the study include students who are considered 

economically disadvantaged, defined by the number of participants receiving free and 

reduced lunch. During the academic years 1989-1998, the state of Georgia offered free, 

but not reduced price lunches to economically disadvantaged students. In the year 1999 

to present, economically disadvantaged students in Georgia have qualified to receive free 

and reduced lunches.

Data Analysis

Data were analyzed using a concomitant time series design model. According to 

Wager, Soumerai, Zhang, & Ross-Degnan (2002), the concomitant time series design is 

among the strongest measures to analyze the longitudinal effects of time-delayed 

interruptions. The authors define change points as “specific points in time where the 

values of the time series may exhibit a change from the previously established pattern 

because of an identifiable real-world event” (p. 299-300). Data were analyzed using 

SPSS software. For this descriptive study, graphs were used to show the suspension and 

expulsion rates for the various groups, including Black and White students, males and 

females, and economically disadvantaged. Data were organized chronologically, starting 

with the year 1989. Utilizing SPSS software, upon completion of the analysis, results 

were reported using graphs, and are reported in Chapter 4. The results of the study are
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presented chronologically, in order of the research questions. Images in this document 

are presented in color.

Summary

Zero tolerance policies are defined as practices that have a set of predetermined 

consequences that are applied consistently, with no regard to the seriousness of the 

behavior or extenuating circumstances (Skiba et al., 2009). These policies gained favor 

in the public school system and are widely utilized across the United States of America. 

The unintended consequences of zero tolerance policies, however, may be the increase in 

suspension and expulsion rates (Skiba et al., 2009).

Twelve research questions guided this study. The research questions were 

designed to look at patterns in the trend of suspension and expulsion rates for public 

school students in the state of Georgia as well as trends and comparisons for male, 

female, White, Black, economically disadvantaged, and non-economically disadvantaged 

populations. The researcher looked at the trends in suspension and expulsion rates as 

they pertain to zero tolerance policies enacted by federal legislative policies. For this 

quantitative study, a concomitant time series design was used. A concomitant time series 

study looks at the same variable over a period. This study examined 25 years of data.

This study included public schools in the state of Georgia during the years 1989- 

2013. Discipline data were collected for the rate of suspensions and expulsions that were 

reported to the state of Georgia. Data were obtained from the Georgia Department of 

Education. This study sought to examine the trends in suspension and expulsions rates as 

federal legislative acts were authorized about zero tolerance policies were related to 

suspension and expulsion rates for schools in the state of Georgia.
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After approval from the IRB from Mercer University, data were collected, and 

graphs and applicable statistical tests were created using SPSS software. Imputation 

analysis was utilized to impute estimates of some missing data for gender comparisons 

(SPSS, 2016). Results were illustrated through a series of graphs. Final year-end 

statistical rates were used; student identities were not utilized. Results are reported in 

Chapter 4 using graphs and analyzing the trends in the rates of suspensions and 

expulsions.



CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS

The purpose of this study was to examine suspension and expulsion trends for 

Georgia public schools before and after the approval of legislative actions that may have 

been related to the adoption of Zero Tolerance policies.

Research Questions

The research questions involve Georgia public school trends in per capita student 

expulsions and out of school suspensions for the 25-year period from 1989 through 2013. 

Each research question also addresses the possible connection between three federal 

legislative actions and these trends.

RQ1: What was the suspension rate trend?

RQ2: What was the expulsion rate trend?

RQ3: What was the suspension rate trend for minor offenses?

RQ4: What was the expulsion rate trend for minor offenses?

RQ5: How did the suspension rate trend differ between economically disadvantaged and 

non-economically disadvantaged students?

RQ6: How did the expulsion rate trend differ between economically disadvantaged and 

non-economically disadvantaged students?

RQ7: How did the suspension rate trend differ between Black and White students?

RQ8: How did the expulsion rate trend differ between Black and White students?

RQ9: How did the suspension rate trend differ between genders?
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RQ10: How did the expulsion rate trend differ between genders?

RQ11: How did the suspension rate trend differ among gender and race subgroups?

RQ12: How did the expulsion rate trend differ among gender and race subgroups?

Population and Sample 

All public schools in the state of Georgia during the academic years 1989 through 

2013 provided the sampling frame for this study. Subgroups of students constituted the 

units of analysis. This study examined the per capita rate of students suspended or 

expelled for specific subpopulations. The Georgia Department of Education made data 

on suspension and expulsion trends for racial groups, the economically disadvantaged 

and minor offenders available. Data on trends for the genders within races were retrieved 

from the United States Department of Education Office for Civil Rights (2014).

Demographic Information 

In 2013, there were about 197 public school districts in Georgia (Georgia 

Department of Education, 2013). Their enrollments varied from roughly 300 to 162,000 

students. Forty-nine percent of public school students were female in 2013. The 

percentages of White, Black, Hispanic, Asian, and other races in 2013 were respectively 

43.5, 36.9,12.7, 3.5, and 3.4 respectively. About 59.6 percent of the students were 

eligible for free or reduced lunch prices.

Data Editing

Managing Missing Data 

The data for expulsion and out of school suspensions by gender within races was 

missing for some years within the period covered by the study. Complete data were 

available for the gender and Black and White races for nine years. The present data were
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available in years 1992,1994,1997,1998,2000,2002,2004, and 2009. The SPSS 23 

procedure for imputation of missing data was used to estimate the per capita expulsion 

and suspension rates for the gender and gender by race subgroups (SPSS, 2016). Upon 

completion of the data estimations, the quality of the estimation processes were assessed 

by computing the correlation of estimated rates with corresponding available rates for 

each subgroup. The correlations are reported in Table 1.

Table 1.

Estimates of Missing Data

Variable Adjusted Squared Multiple Correlation

Number of Black Males 1.00
Number o f Black Females .99
Number o f White Males .61
Number o f White Females .52
Number of Black Males Suspended .99
Number o f Black Males Expelled .90
Number of Black Females Suspended .98
Number o f Black Females Expelled .96
Number of White Males Suspended .97
Number of White Males Expelled .77
Number of White Females Suspended .63
Number of White Females Expelled .97

Computing Per Capita Rates of Expulsions or Out of School Suspensions

There was a significant increase in the number of students enrolled in Georgia 

public schools between 1989 and 2013. There were 1,126,535 enrolled in 1989, and 

1,657,507 enrolled in 2013, for an overall increase of 47%. Such an increase in the
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public school population likely would lead to increased numbers of suspension and 

expulsion events. For this reason, the data analyses were based upon per capita expulsion 

or suspension rates for each subpopulation.

The per capita rates were computed as the number of suspensions and expulsions 

for a given subpopulation divided by the total number of students in that subpopulation. 

The Georgia Department of Education collected and provided the numbers of suspension 

and expulsion events. Therefore, a single student might have been counted more than 

once in the numerators of the per capita rates. The denominators of the per capita rates 

were the number of students in each subpopulation in each year.

Checking for Possible Redundancy between Expulsion and Suspension Rates

After collecting the data, it seemed possible that expulsion rates and suspension 

rates might reflect a common process or a single latent variable. If that were true, then 

analyses could be simplified by combining expulsion and suspension rates to index their 

common process.

Therefore, the total expulsion suspension rates were plotted against each other for 

the study period, and their correlation was computed. When the subgroups were 

combined, the expulsion and suspension rates correlated .78. However, examination of 

the bivariate data plot suggested that the correlation reflected the existence of two or 

more subgroups, and could not be interpreted as reflecting a common underlying single 

latent variable. The two-step cluster analysis algorithm described two well-separated 

clusters of data. Hence, expulsion and suspension rates were analyzed separately.
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Findings

This section contains descriptive statistics pertaining to the academic years 

included in this study, the rate of state reported suspensions and expulsions, trends in 

suspension and expulsion rates for White and Black students, besides suspension and 

expulsion trends for students who are economically disadvantaged. Results are presented 

in the sequence of the research questions.

RQ1: What was the suspension rate trend?

Rate of Students Suspended in the State of Georgia

Figure 2 shows the rate of suspension of students in Georgia during the 1989 to 

2013 school years. Vertical lines appearing on the graph represent the year after the three 

federal legislative actions were passed (1991,1995, and 2002). The graph reveals a 

cyclic wave pattern with a period between peaks of about ten years; specifically in 1995 

and again in 2006. Overall, the data indicate that the rate of suspensions per capita 

increased from 7.23% to 7.90% over this period. The data show that the suspension rate 

for the state of Georgia increased in 1990 to 7.94% from 7.23% in 1989, but dropped 

slightly in 1991 to 7.66%, one year after the authorization of the Gun Free School Zone 

Act of 1990. However, the data indicate that suspensions increased in 1995 to 10.75%, 

one year after the re-authorization of the Drug Free Schools and Community Act of 1994. 

After 1996, the trend in suspensions shows a decrease (10.47%). In 2002, one year after 

the authorization of No Child Left Behind, the suspensions rates began to increase again 

to 8.44%, after falling to 7.35% in 2001. Suspensions in the state of Georgia reached the 

highest point in 2012 (11.97%).
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A piecewise multiple regression analysis was done for the suspension rate. The 

year was considered the unit of analysis. The predictor variables included the year, the 

1991,1995 and 2002 legislative actions, and the possible interactions of the legislative 

actions with year. If the legislative actions were significant, that would mean the level of 

the trend had changed before and after the specific legislative action. A significant 

statistical interaction would mean that the slope of the trend had changed before and after 

a legislative action. There was a statistically significant difference in the mean rate of 

suspensions before and after the 1995 law (p=.03 by the one-tailed test). The mean rate 

of suspensions before 1995 was 8%, and the mean rate after 1995 was 9%.
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Figure 2. Rate of Out of School Suspensions for Public School Students in Georgia

RQ2: What was the expulsion rate trend?

Rate of Students Expelled in Georgia

Figure 3 shows the rate of students in the state of Georgia who were expelled 

from school from 1989 to 2013. Overall, the rate of expulsions increased during this 

period. The data show that the expulsion rate for the state of Georgia increased in 1991 

to 0.15%, one year after the authorization of the Gun Free School Zone Act of 1990, from 

the 1989 rate of 0.09%. Expulsions in the state of Georgia increased over the next three 

years. The data indicate that expulsion rates increased again in 1995 to 0.18%, one year



68

after the re-authorization of the Drug Free Schools and Community Act of 1994. After 

1995, the expulsion rates decreased for two years, before beginning to increase in 1998 to 

0.17%. In 2002, one year after the authorization of No Child Left Behind, the expulsion 

rates increased again to 0.19%, with expulsions rates reaching its highest point in 2007 

(.29%). Expulsions rates for students in Georgia began to decrease sharply after 2007.

A piecewise multiple regression analysis was done for the expulsion rate. The 

predictor variables were the same as those described for the suspension rate. There was a 

statistically significant correlation of year with the expulsion rate (r=.62, p<.001).
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Figure 3. Rate of Expulsions for Public School Students in Georgia

RQ3: What was the suspension rate trend for minor offenses?

Rate of Students Suspended in Georgia for Minor Offenses

Figure 4 shows the rate of students in the state of Georgia who were suspended 

from school for minor offenses such as classroom disruption and dress code violations 

and during the 1989 to 2013 school years. The overall trend in suspensions for minor 

offenses shows an increase. The data show that the suspension rate for minor offenses in 

the state of Georgia increased in 1991 (.68%) from 1989 (.48%), one year after the 

authorization of the Gun Free School Zone Act of 1990. The data also indicate that
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suspension for minor offenses rate increased in 1995 (.71%), one year after the re

authorization of the Drug Free Schools and Community Act of 1994. After 1995, the 

suspension rate for minor offenses dropped for two years (.64% and .55 percentage, 

respectively). During 1998, suspension rates for minor offenses began to increase again 

for the next four years. In 2002, one year after the authorization of No Child Left 

Behind, the suspension rates increased again, reaching its highest level of 1.35%. After 

2002, suspension rates began to decline sharply. In 2011, suspension rates for minor 

offenses reached their lowest point over the 25-year period in this study (.34%), before 

climbing dramatically the following year (1.11%).

A piecewise multiple regression analysis was done for the suspension rate for 

minor offenses. The predictor variables included the year, the 1991, 1995 and 2002 

legislative actions, and the possible interactions of the legislative actions with a year.

The legislative action of 2002 and the interaction of the year with suspensions for minor 

offenses were significant. The multiple correlation was .75. Before and after 2002, the 

mean per capita suspension rates for minor offenses were respectively .006 and .009.

The slope of the trend line before 2002 was -.000047, and the slope in 2002 or later was - 

.00076.
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Figure 4. Rate of Suspensions for Minor Offenses in Georgia

RQ4: What was the expulsion rate trend for minor offenses?

Rate of Students in Georgia Expelled for Minor Offenses

Figure 5 shows the rate of students in the State of Georgia who were expelled 

from school for minor offenses during the 1989 to 2013 school years. The overall trend 

in expulsions for minor offenses shows an increase. The data show that the expulsion 

rate for minor offenses in the state of Georgia increased in 1991 (.017%) from 1989 

(.005%), one year after the authorization of the Gun Free School Zone Act of 1990. 

However, after 1991, the expulsion rate for minor offenses decreased for the next three
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years. The data indicate that expulsions for minor offenses increased in 1995 (.024%), 

one year after the re-authorization of the Drug Free Schools and Community Act of 1994. 

After 1995, the expulsion rate for minor offenses began to decrease again. However, 

after 1998, the expulsion rate for minor offenses began to increase again. In 2002, one 

year after the authorization of No Child Left Behind, the expulsion rate for minor 

offenses again increased, reaching its highest level in 2008 (.047%). Expulsion rates for 

minor offenses decreased dramatically after 2008. In 2013, expulsion rates for minor 

offenses reached the lowest point over the 25-year period in this study (0%).

A piecewise multiple regression analysis was done for the expulsion rate for 

minor offenses. The multiple correlation was significant and was .59. There was a 

statistically significant difference in the mean rate of minor expulsions before and after 

1995 (p=.02 by the two-tailed t test). The mean rate of expulsions for minor infractions 

before 1995 was 0.62% and the mean rate in or after 1995 was .81%.

Similarly, there was a statistically significant difference in the mean rate of 

expulsions before and after 2002 (p=.01 by the two-tailed t-test). The mean rate of 

expulsions for minor infractions before 2002 was 0.60% and the mean rate in or after 

2002 was 0.94%.

There is some evidence of a cyclic pattern in the expulsions for minor offenses. 

Relative peaks of such expulsions occurred in 1990, 1995, 2002, 2008, and 2012. The 

average gap between peaks was 5.5 years.
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Figure 5. Rate of Expulsions for Minor Offenses in Georgia

RQ5: How did the suspension rate trend differ between economically disadvantaged and 

non-economically disadvantaged students?

Comparison of Suspensions for Economically and Non-Economically Disadvantaged 

Students

Figure 6 shows the comparison of the rate of suspensions in Georgia for 

economically and non-economically disadvantaged students. In 1991, suspensions for 

economically disadvantaged students decreased from data collected in 1989 (from 

11.59% to 9.32%), while the suspension rate for non-economically disadvantaged
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students increased over the same time (from 4.97% to 5.45%). The rate of suspensions 

for both student populations increased again in 1995 (18.54% for disadvantaged students, 

5.34% for non-disadvantaged). After 1995, suspensions rates decreased for both 

populations. Data for 2002 suggest that suspension rates increased again for both 

economically (14.19%) and non-economically disadvantaged students (4.89%). After the 

year 2002, suspension rates for both groups increased slightly. Suspension rates for non- 

economically disadvantaged students were at the lowest point during the 25-year study in 

2001 (4.45), while the suspension rates for economically disadvantaged student reached 

its lowest level on 1991 (9.32%). Suspension rates for economically disadvantaged 

students reached its highest point in 1994 (18.79%), while suspension rates for non- 

economically disadvantaged students reached its highest level in 2012 (6.90%).

The overall trend in suspensions for economically disadvantaged students 

increased. The data show that the suspension rate for economically disadvantaged 

students in the state of Georgia decreased in 1991, one year after the authorization of the 

Gun Free School Zone Act of 1990, from the level reported in 1989. The data show, 

however, that suspension rates for economically disadvantaged students did increase over 

the next three years. The data also indicate that suspension rates for economically 

disadvantaged students increased again in 1995, one year after the re-authorization of the 

Drug Free Schools and Community Act of 1994. After 1995, the suspension rates for 

economically disadvantaged decreased five more years and then began to increase again. 

In 2002, one year after the authorization of No Child Left Behind, the trend in suspension 

rates for economically disadvantaged students decreased. The trend in decreased 

suspensions continued for every year, except 2012.
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A piecewise multiple regression analysis was done for the suspension rate 

difference between the disadvantaged and the non-disadvantaged. The multiple 

regression was significant, and the multiple correlation was .94 (p<.01). There was a 

statistically significant difference in the mean rate of suspensions between the 

disadvantaged and the non-disadvantaged. The disadvantaged had a mean suspension 

rate of about 14 percent and the non-disadvantaged had a mean suspension rate of about 

five percent (p<.001). The slope of the trend of suspensions was significantly different 

for the two groups before and after 1991 (p<.001). The slope of the trend of suspensions 

was different for the disadvantaged and non-disadvantaged before and after 1995 (p=.01).
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Figure 6. Rate of Suspensions for Disadvantaged Students in the State of Georgia

RQ6: How did the expulsion rate trend differ between economically disadvantaged and 

non-economically disadvantaged students?

Comparison of Expulsions for Economically and Non-Economically Disadvantaged 

Students

Figure 7 shows the comparison of expulsions for economically and non- 

economically disadvantaged students in the state of Georgia. In 1991, expulsions for 

economically (.17%) and non-economically disadvantaged students (.10%) increased
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from data collected on 1989 (.09%, .09%). The number of expulsions for both student 

populations increased again in 1995 (.18% for disadvantaged, .19% for non- 

disadvantaged). After 1995, expulsion rates increased slightly again for both populations. 

Data for 2002 show that expulsion rates decreased for both economically (.15%) and non- 

economically disadvantaged students (.23%). After the year 2002, expulsion rates for 

both groups began to increase again. Expulsion rates for non-economically 

disadvantaged students were at the lowest point during the 25-year study in 1989 (.09%), 

while the expulsion rates for economically disadvantaged student reached its lowest level 

in 2013 (.08%). Expulsion rates for non-economically disadvantaged students reached its 

highest point in 2007 (.31%) while suspension rates for economically disadvantaged 

students reached its highest level in 2008 (.25%).

The overall trend in expulsions for economically disadvantaged students shows an 

increase. The data show that the expulsion rate for economically disadvantaged students 

in the state of Georgia increased in 1991, one year after the authorization of the Gun Free 

School Zone Act of 1990, from the level reported in 1989. Data show that expulsion rate 

for economically disadvantaged students continued to increase over the next three years. 

The expulsion rate for economically disadvantaged did not increase again in 1995, one 

year after the re-authorization of the Drug Free Schools and Community Act of 1994, 

from the level reported in 1994. After 1995, the suspension rate for economically 

disadvantaged students decreased, and then began to increase slightly again. In 2002, one 

year after the authorization of No Child Left Behind, the trend in expulsion rates for 

economically disadvantaged students remained approximately the same. However, after
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2002, expulsions rates for this group of students began to increase significantly until 

2008. After 2008, expulsions rates began to decline significantly.

A piecewise multiple regression analysis was done for the expulsion rate 

difference between the disadvantaged and the non-disadvantaged. The multiple 

regression was significant, and the multiple correlation was .98 (p<-01). There was a 

statistically significant difference in the mean rate of expulsions between the 

disadvantaged and the non-disadvantaged. The expulsion rate was generally higher for 

the non-disadvantaged than for the disadvantaged. Expulsions increased after 1995 and 

again after 2002. The shape of the trend of expulsions was significantly different for the 

two groups over the period studied. Expulsions increased after 1995 and again after 

2002. The shape of the trend of expulsions was significantly different for the two groups 

over the period studied. Expulsions generally increased over the years for both 

subgroups. However, expulsions decreased for the disadvantaged after 2008.
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Figure 7. Rate of Expulsions for Disadvantaged in the State of Georgia

RQ8: How did the suspension rate differ between Black and White students?

Rate of Black and White Students Suspended in Georgia

Figure 8 shows the comparison of the rate of suspensions in the state of Georgia 

for Black and White students. The overall trend in the rate of suspensions show an 

increase in the number of Black students suspended while the data indicate that the trend 

in the rate of White students suspended show a slight increase. In 1991, suspensions for 

Black (11.51%) and White (4.07%) students increased from data collected in 1989. The 

number of suspension for both Black (16.58%) and White (7.47%) students increased
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again in 1995. After 1995, suspensions rates decreased for both populations. Data for 

2002 suggest that suspension rates increased again for both Black (13.49%) and White 

(5.11%) students. After the year 2002, suspension rates for White students began to 

decrease, while suspensions for Black students increased. Suspension rates for Black 

(9.34%) and White (2.73%) students were at the lowest point for both populations in 

1989. Suspension rates for Black students reached its highest point in 1995 (16.58%) 

while suspension rates for White students reached its highest level in 2012 (8.40%).

The overall trend in the rate of suspensions for White students shows an increase 

(2.73% in 1989 to 3.12% in 2013). The data shows that the suspension rate for White 

students in the state of Georgia increased in 1991 (4.07%), one year after the 

authorization of the Gun Free School Zone Act of 1990, from the level reported in 1989 

(2.73%). Data also show that suspension rates for White students continued to climb 

over the next three years. The suspension rate for White students increased again in 1995 

(7.47), one year after the re-authorization of the Drug Free Schools and Community Act 

of 1994. After 1995, the suspension rate for White students showed a decrease in the rate 

of students suspended. In 2002, one year after the authorization of No Child Left Behind, 

the suspension rate for White students increased slightly again to 5.10%. In 2003, 

suspension rates for White students increased again to 5.49%), but decreased 

incrementally in the following eight years. Suspension rates for White students reached 

its highest level for the 25-year study in 2012 (8.40%), before sharply declining again in 

2013.

The overall trend in suspensions for Black students shows an increase. The data 

show that the suspension rate for Black students in the state o f Georgia increased in 1991
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from 1989 (9.34% to 11.51%), one year after the authorization of the Gun Free School 

Zone Act of 1990. The data also indicates that suspension rates for Black students 

increased in 1995 (16.58%), one year after the re-authorization of the Drug Free Schools 

and Community Act of 1994. After 1995, the suspension rate for Black students dropped 

but began climbing again in 2001. In 2002, one year after the authorization of No Child 

Left Behind, the suspension rates for Black students increased again to 13.49%. In 2008, 

suspension rates for Black students increased again to 16.40% before declining the 

following year.

The piecewise multiple regression analysis was done for the suspension rates 

between races. Race was the only significant predictor, and the multiple correlation was 

.60 (p<.001). Suspensions increased for both races from 1989 through 1995. After that, 

in a stochastic sense, the suspension rates leveled off.
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Figure 8. Rate of Suspensions for White/Black Students in the State of Georgia

RQ8: How did the expulsion rate trend differ between Black and White students? 

Comparison of Black and White Expulsions

Figure 9 shows the comparison of the rate of expulsions in the state of Georgia for 

Black and White students. In 1991, expulsions for Black (.35%) and White (.07%) 

students increased from data collected on 1989 (.24%, .05). The rate of expulsions for 

both Black (.37%) and White (.10%) students increased again in 1995. After 1995, 

expulsion rates increased slightly for White students but decreased for Black students. 

Data for 2002 suggest that expulsion rates increased again for both Black (.29%) and
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White (,14%) students. After the year 2002, expulsion rates for White students began to 

decrease, while expulsion rate for Black students increased significantly before 

decreasing significantly. Expulsion rates for Black and White students were at the lowest 

point for both populations in 2013 (.11%, .04%). Expulsion rates for Black students 

reached its highest point in 2003 (.55%) while expulsion rates for White students reached 

its highest level in 2001 (.18%).

The overall trend in expulsions for Black students shows an increase. The data 

show that the expulsions rate for Black students in the state of Georgia increased in 1991 

to .35%, one year after the authorization of the Gun Free School Zone Act of 1990, from 

the level reported in 1989 (.24%). However, data also show a sharp decline in expulsions 

rates for Black students in the following three years (1992; .28%, 1993; .26%, 1994; .23 

%,). The data indicate that the expulsion rate for Black students increased again in 1995 

(.37%), one year after the re-authorization of the Drug Free Schools and Community Act 

of 1994. After 1995, the expulsion rate for Black students dropped again for three years 

and began to increase beginning with the 1999 school year. In 2002, one year after the 

authorization of No Child Left Behind, the expulsion rate for Black students (29%) 

remained at approximately the same level they were for the 2001 school year. In 2003, 

expulsion rates for Black students reached its highest point over the 25-year period in this 

study (.55%) before beginning to decline the following year. Expulsion rates for Black 

students reached its lowest level for the 25-year study in 2013 (.11%).

The overall trend in expulsions for White students shows an increase. The data 

show that the expulsion rate for White students in the state of Georgia increased in 1991 

(.07%), one year after the authorization of the Gun Free School Zone Act of 1990, from
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the level reported in 1989 (.05%). The data also indicate that the expulsion rate for White 

students increased again in 1995 (.10%), one year after the re-authorization of the Drug 

Free Schools and Community Act of 1994. After 1995, the expulsion rate for White 

students increased, reaching its highest level in 2001 (.14%). In 2002, one year after the 

authorization of No Child Left Behind, the trend in expulsion rates for White students 

began to decrease, reaching the lowest level of the 25-year study in 2012 (.05%).

The multiple regression showed that the expulsion rates differed for Blacks and 

Whites. The mean level of expulsions changed before and after 1991,1995, and 2002. 

As in Figure 4, there is some suggestion of a cyclic pattern with relative peaks of 

expulsions at 1991,1995,2003, and 2008. The average gap is about 5.67 years.

\
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Figure 9. Rate of Expulsions for White/Black Students in the State of Georgia

RQ9: How did suspension rate trends differ between genders?

Figure 10 shows the difference in suspensions rate between genders. Gender 

correlated .97 (p<.001) with suspension rates. There were no other significant effects 

related to gender.
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Figure 10. Rate of Males/Females Suspended in the State of Georgia

RQ10: How did expulsion rate trends differ between genders?

Figure 11 shows the relationship of gender to expulsion rates. Gender correlated 

.85 (p<.001) with expulsion rate. Males tended to be expelled more often than females. 

The slope of the trend for males and females diverged after 2004. After 2004, the male 

expulsion trend sloped upward, while the female expulsion trend sloped downward.



87

h 991.0| [1995l i  fe002.C| Gender

O  Female 
0  Male
—  Interpolation Line

6.000QE-3-

00

5.0000E-3-

C
•2 3.00D0E-3-

3axat
2.000QE-3-

0.0000E0-

1.98S.00 1,990.00 1,995.00 2,000.00 2,005.00 2,010.00 2,015.00

year

Figure 11. Rate of Males/Females Expelled in the State of Georgia

RQ11: How did the suspension rate trend differ among gender and race subgroups? 
Comparison of the Rate of Suspensions Within Race and Gender Subgroups

Figure 12 shows the comparison of the rate of suspensions in the state of Georgia

for White males, White females, Black males, and Black females. In 1991, suspensions

for White males (7.62%) and White females (1.94%) increased from 1989 (4.95%,

1.65%). However, during that same time, suspension rates for Black males (17.55% to

17.19%) and Black females decreased (8.63% to 7.35%). The rate of suspension for the

four student populations increased in 1995. After 1995, suspensions rates decreased for
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all populations. Data for 2002 suggest that suspension rates increased again for all

populations (White males; 10.40%, White females; 3.12%, and Black females; 9.67%),

with the exception of Black males (17.45%), which decreased. The results indicate

strong race differences, with Black male and female student showing a higher per capita

suspension rate throughout the study. Gender considerations also show a strong

difference when comparing Black males to White females. However, the data show that

White males and Black females suspension rates are comparable.

Per capita suspensions 
O of male black students 

Academic year 
Per capita suspensions 

O of female black students 
Academic year 
Per capita suspensions 
of female white students 
Academic year 
Per capita suspensions 

O of male white students 
Academic year 

—  Interpolation Line

1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015
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Figure 12. Rate of Males/Females by Gender Suspended in the State of Georgia
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RQ12: How did the expulsion rate trends differ among gender and race subgroups? 

Comparison of the Rate of Expulsions within Gender and Race

Figure 13 shows the comparison of the rate of expulsions in the state of Georgia 

for White males, White females, Black males, and Black females. In 1991, expulsions 

for White male (.15% to .02%) and White females (.006% to .000%) populations 

decreased from data collected in 1989. The rate of expulsions for Black males (.28% to 

.37%) and females (.04% to .09%) increased for the same time increased. The number of 

expulsions for White Males increased in 1995 (.26%), while expulsion rates for Black 

and White females stayed approximately the same (.08% and .05%). Black male 

suspension rates increased briefly after 1992 (.33%), then decreased in 1995 (.31%). 

After 1995, suspensions rates increased for all populations. Data for 2002 suggest that 

expulsion rates increased again for all populations. The results indicate strong gender 

differences, with Black and White male student showing a higher per capita expulsion 

rate. Gender also shows a strong difference when comparing males to females, with male 

students being expelled at a higher rate.

The White males’ expulsion rate increased faster than the other four subgroups 

over the period. After 2004, the female expulsion rates’ trend declined. However, the 

Black males’ expulsion trend seemed to stabilize, while the White males’ expulsion rate 

continued to increase. In the last three years of the period, the average White and Black 

males’ expulsion rates were respectively 0.53% and 0.57%. In the same three years, the 

White and Black females’ expulsion rates were respectively 0.05% and 0.10%.
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Summary

A quantitative concomitant time series design study was used to examine the 

trends in suspension and expulsion rates for public schools in the state of Georgia. This 

study was used to determine if a pattern emerged with federal legislative policies 

regarding zero tolerance policies and the trend in suspension rates in the state of Georgia. 

The study also examined comparisons of subgroups (Black, White, economically 

disadvantaged and non-economically disadvantaged).

Data were requested for a total number of suspension, expulsions, females 

suspended, females expelled, males suspended, males expelled, White student suspended, 

White students expelled, Black students suspended, Black students expelled. In addition, 

the following exogenous variables were examined: economically disadvantaged students 

suspended and expelled, as well as non-economically disadvantaged students who were 

suspended or expelled. The multiple imputations package of SPSS, version 22, was used 

to impute, or estimate the value of the missing years for suspension and expulsion rates 

for male and female students within race groups.

The data indicate that the trend in suspension rates for public school students in 

the state of Georgia did increase over the 25-year period of this study. The suspension 

rate for minor offenses, Black students, White students, economically disadvantaged, 

Black male, Black female, White male, and White females also increased. However, 

the researcher noted that the trend in suspension rates for economically disadvantaged 

students and White female students only increased slightly, with the year 2013 showing 

the lowest rate of suspension in the study for both populations.
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The data indicate that the trend in expulsion rates o f public school students in the 

state of Georgia show an increase. The expulsion rate for minor offenses, Black students, 

White students, economically and non-economically disadvantaged students, White 

males, and Black males also showed an increase. The trend in expulsion rates for White 

and Black females stayed approximately the same, with White female expulsions at a 

lower rate for the academic year 1991 (.001%) than any other point in the study.



CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION

The purpose of this study was to examine the trends in suspension and expulsion 

rates for public schools in the state of Georgia. Legislative actions introduced pertaining 

to zero tolerance policies were noted as interruptions and noted accordingly in the graphs. 

This study also investigated the trends in suspension and expulsion rates for various sub

groups. The findings of this study are based on discipline data archived by the State of 

Georgia Department of Education for the school years 1988-1989 through 2012-2013.

Students need to be present in the academic environment to receive the full 

benefit of their education (Ediger, 2008). Out of school suspensions and expulsions 

create days when students do not receive academic services. In general, out of school 

suspensions and expulsions increased over the 25 years of this study. The out of school 

suspension rate over the period increased more rapidly for Black students than it did for 

White students. In 1989, Black and White students had average suspension rates of 

13.09% and 3.30% respectively. By 2013, Black and White suspension rates were 

respectively 15.25% and 3.57%. Since about 2004, the out of school suspension rate has 

been increasing slowly for Blacks students, and has been stable or declining for White 

students.

However, the expulsion rate increased faster than the out of school suspension 

rate over the period. The expulsion rate for Whites increased from 0.08% to 0.28%, 

while the expulsion rate for Blacks increased from 0.16% to 0.32%. The expulsion rate
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for males increased from 0.22% to 0.37%, while the expulsion rate for females increased 

from 0.02% to 0.09%. Since 2004, the expulsion rate has been increasing for males and 

declining for females.

There is some evidence that trends in expulsions or out of school suspensions are 

related to the three federal legislative actions. Besides that, there is some evidence of 

cyclic trends in expulsions or out of school suspensions. Further research into the 

implementations of these policies may need to be done if we are to minimize the number 

of days students are not being served in the educational environment.

Discussion of Findings 

Merton (1936) felt that every social action has an unintended consequence. 

Kleinman (2010) agreed that every social action has unintended consequences, and states 

that every social action should be examined after its introduction to see if  these 

consequences were desirable and benefited the participants. The results of this study 

indicate that the unintended consequence of zero tolerance policies (the social action) are 

a trend in increased suspension and expulsion rates for all students. When students are 

suspended out of school or expelled, they are not being provided with educational 

services needed to make academic progress.

The findings of this study show that the overall suspension and expulsion rates for 

all populations increased from 1989 to the 2013 school year. In most cases, suspension 

and expulsion rates increased with each of the three legislative actions regarding zero 

tolerance policies. However, for many subgroups studied, the suspension and expulsion 

rates decrease the year after zero tolerance policies were instituted in the state of Georgia. 

The year that the policy regarding zero tolerance policies went into effect, suspension and
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expulsion rates increased, however, for several subgroups studied, the following year, the 

rates started to decline. The total rate of expulsions for the subgroups minor offenses 

(0%), Black students (.11%), as well as males (.12%) and females (.01%) expelled in the 

state of Georgia were lower in 2013 than at any previous point in the study. Several 

factors could provide explanations for these rates being at their lowest point in the study 

in the year 2013. When federal policies were initially mandated, the fidelity in which 

they were carried out may have been greater closer to the years the policies were 

initiated. Another possible explanation would be that as administrators began to examine 

CCRPI indicators and scores, they realized that suspensions and expulsions might be 

factors for their school climate survey scores. It would not be unreasonable to conclude 

that students and parents (the demographic completing the school climate survey) are not 

happy when they or their child receives a suspension or an expulsion, and may reflect that 

dissatisfaction on the survey. The expulsion rates for economically disadvantaged 

students were also at their lowest level in 2013 (.08%) Although the trends in suspension 

and expulsion rates increased in all questions studied by the researcher, 2013 (the final 

year in the study) did not reflect the highest level of disciplinary action in any of the 

questions addressed by this study. This result is significant as prior research suggest that 

the trends in suspension and expulsion rates are increasing each academic year. A 

possible explanation for this may be that during the academic years further away from the 

time federal policies were introduced, the fidelity in which administrators carried them 

out may be a factor for this decrease. Another possible explanation for this decrease 

could be the utilization of alternate forms of discipline.
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Suspension rates for the economically disadvantaged (+9.47%) showed the largest 

per capita increase for a subgroup studied (including male +5.85%, female +4.20%, Black 

+7.08%, and White +5.67%). The researcher examined per capita rate increases, not a 

total number of suspensions and expulsions. For this reason, the researcher is not able to 

discount the increase in the economically disadvantaged population as an explanation for 

the increase in the suspension and expulsion rates for this population.

Conclusions

Patterns of increases were noted in the trend in the rate suspensions and 

expulsions for public school students in the state of Georgia. The rate of suspensions and 

expulsions increased for all subgroups (White, Black, male, female, economically and 

non-economically disadvantaged students) over the 25-year period this study examined. 

During this period, three federal legislative policies regarding zero tolerance were 

implemented. The trend in the rate of out of school suspensions and expulsions represent 

the number of days that students were not in school, with academic services being 

provided. The researcher cannot conclude that the increases in suspensions and 

expulsions were due to these federal policies. The researcher can conclude, however, that 

the time these students were denied academic services due to suspensions and expulsions 

increased during this study.

Implications

As educational leaders move forward to determine how to incorporate House Bill 

826 into practice, results of this study may be useful if maximizing the time students are 

being served in the educational environment is to remain a priority. The results of this 

study indicate that the trend in suspension and expulsion rates have clearly increased over
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the 25-year period of this study. As suspensions and expulsions increase, so does the 

time students spend away from school, missing instructional time.

As educational leaders adjust to new state standards (Common Core), new testing, 

and a relatively new accountability system (CCRPI), the time students are included in the 

academic setting also needs to be examined. Educational outcomes of students are being 

examined in all academic content areas with the new accountability system (CCRPI), not 

just in the areas of reading and math. The results of this study indicate that educational 

leaders may need to examine alternative forms of discipline, when appropriate, to 

maximize the instructional time of each student.

Recommendations for Future Research

Future researchers may analyze and examine patterns in the trends of suspension 

and expulsion rates in other states. Results from this study do not infer that other states 

would have similar results. Due to different demographic figures, data may vary greatly 

from state to state.

Future research may analyze and examine principal perception of alternate forms 

of student discipline as a means to reduce suspension and expulsion rates. If public 

school administrators are willing to implement programs such as Positive Behavior 

Intervention and Supports (PBIS), patterns in the suspension and expulsion rate trends 

could then be examined again.

Researchers may want to examine students’ perception of alternate forms of 

discipline as a means to reduce suspension and expulsion rates. Alternatives to discipline 

will only be affective if they provide students with motivation to change or mitigate their 

undesirable behavior. Schools that do not implement alternative forms of discipline or
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have not examined what would motivate positive student behavior may have higher 

suspension and expulsion rates. Information about what motivates positive student 

behavior is useful when developing a program designed to decrease suspension and 

expulsion rates.

Summary

The researcher examined the trends in suspension and expulsions rates as they 

relate to the introduction of three specific legislative policies in the state of Georgia. The 

results of this study show that suspensions and expulsions in the state of Georgia did 

increase over the 25 years of data examined for all populations. The researcher did note 

that suspension and expulsion rates were at their lowest point in 2013 for expulsions for 

minor offenses, expulsions for Black and White students, expulsions for economically 

disadvantaged students, and suspensions for White females. The possible explanation for 

these rates being at their lowest point in 2013 for the study may be the amount of time 

that had passed since new federal legislation had been introduced.

The findings of this study could be beneficial to educational leaders as they 

examine their willingness to find alternatives to suspensions and expulsions. When a 

public school student is not in class due to discursive discipline measures, they are not 

being provided with educational services. Students may benefit from the results of this 

study as well for this reason. The unintended consequences of zero tolerance policies are 

the time students are denied access to the education environment due to suspensions and 

expulsion. Student success/outcomes have a higher chance of increasing when we 

maximize the number of days students are being provided academic services.
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Further research to see what the trend in the pattern of suspensions and expulsions 

are in other states could be beneficial. This study does not attempt to generalize the 

results to other states. Educational leader/principal perceptions of alternate forms of 

discipline may be useful to examine as well. Willingness to implement alternative forms 

of discipline may change the pattern in the trends in the rate of suspensions and 

expulsions. Student perceptions of alternative forms of discipline could also be 

examined. Looking at student perceptions of alternative forms of discipline may be 

useful in developing a successful program to minimize the amount of instructional time 

lost due to suspensions and expulsions.
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20-Jan-2015

Ms. Teresa Peyton Administration 3001 Mercer University Drive 
Atlanta, GA 30341

RE: A Zero Tolerance Policy Study in the State of Georgia (H1412339) 
Dear Ms. Peyton:

Your application entitled: A Zero Tolerance Policy Study in the State 
of Georgia (H1412339), was reviewed on behalf of Mercer University's 
Institutional Review Board for Human Subject Research, and is 
E x em p t from  fu rth er  rev iew  at th is tim e, in  accord an ce to fed era l 
regu lation s set forth  at 46 C F R  101(b) C ategory(ies) 4.

Any changes to the approved protocol must be re-submitted for IRB 
review to insure that risks to the subject have not changed.

Respectfully,

Ava Chambliss-Richardson, M.Ed., CIM, CEP Member Institutional 
Review Board
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INDEPENDENT VARIABLES DEFINITIONS
Consecutive Years Academic years ending in 1989-2013

Federal Legislative Interventions Legislative zero tolerance policy updates in 
years 1992,1994, and 2004

White Students Students identified on their registration as 
White

African American Students Students identified on their registration as 
Black/African American

Suspension for Minor Offenses Defined as state reported incidents coded as 
Student Incivility and Disorderly Conduct 
that resulted in a suspension

Expulsions for Minor Offenses Defined as state reported incidents coded as 
Student Incivility and Disorderly Conduct 
that resulted in an expulsion

Total Number of Females Suspended The number of females who received 
suspensions because of an office 
discipline referral. Each student was 
recorded only once, though they 
may have had multiple referrals that will be 
reflected in total number of suspensions.

Total Number of Females Expelled The number of females who received 
expulsions because of an office discipline 
referral. Each student was recorded only 
once, though they may have had multiple 
referrals that will be reflected in total 
number of expulsions.

Total Number of Males Suspended The number of males who received 
suspensions because of an office discipline 
referral. Each student was recorded only 
once, though they may have had multiple 
referrals that will be reflected in total
number of suspensions.



I l l

Total Number of Males Expelled The number of males who received 
expulsions because of an office discipline 
referral. Each student was recorded only 
once, though they may have had multiple 
referrals that will be reflected in total 
number of expulsions.

Total Number o f White Students The number of White students that received
Suspended suspension because of an office discipline 

referral. Each student was recorded only 
once, though they may have had multiple 
referrals that will be reflected in total 
number of suspensions.

Total Number o f White Student Expelled The number of White students that received 
expulsions because of an office discipline 
referral. Each student was recorded only 
once, though they may have had multiple 
referrals that will be reflected in total 
number of expulsions.

Total Number o f Black Students Suspended The number of Black students who received
suspension because of an office discipline 
referral. Each student was recorded only 
once, though they may have had multiple 
referrals that will be reflected in total 
number of suspensions.

Total Number o f Black Students Expelled The number of Black students who received 
expulsions because of an office discipline 
referral. Each student was recorded only 
once, though a student may have had 
multiple referrals that will be reflected in 
total number of expulsions.


