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Disability in New York 1993 in time-out room 

75 times in 6 

month period for 

hours per time 

for whistling, 

slouching, or 

hand-waving. 

The child’s hand 

became blistered 

for trying to 

escape. Room 

was dirty and 

smelled like 

urine. 

filed by 

family.  The 

family was 

awarded 

$75,000 - 

$1000 for each 

seclusion 

incident. 

Grade 

school 

children 

General 

disabilities 

Male 

and 

female 

Public school 

in 

Connecticut 

No date Teachers 

isolated children 

in “scream 

rooms”, other 

children 

complained of 

hearing cries 

from the rooms, 

custodians 

reported to have 

had to clean up 

blood and urine 

from the walls 

and floors 

Media 

coverage 

prompted 

investigations 

of the 

incidents.  

New state law 

passed and 

school 

followed 

through with 

corrective 

actions 

12 Developmental 

disabilities 

Male Public school 

in Florida 

No date Student 

restrained 89 

times in 14 

months, parents 

were never 

notified of the 

restraints 

Court 

dismissed the 

parent’s case 

against the 

school, 

indicating the 

school’s 

actions were 

within the law 

7 PTSD and 

ADHD 

Male Charter 

school in 

Louisiana 

No date Principal and 

assistant 

principal 

attempted to 

lock student in a 

closet when he 

was called to the 

office for a 

behavioral issue; 

Court case 

dismissed due 

to state 

sovereign 

immunity 
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police were 

called – who 

held him down 

with excessive 

force and 

handcuffed him 

8 Communication, 

attentional, and 

hyperactivity 

disorders 

Female Public school 

in Minnesota 

No date Student was 

secluded 44 

times in one 

academic year, 

one incident of 

seclusion 

resulted in 

student not being 

allowed to use 

the bathroom 

and urinated on 

herself 

Case was 

dismissed 

because parent 

did not follow 

IDEA’s 

administrative 

hearing 

process 

15 Multiple 

developmental 

disabilities 

Male Public school 

in New York 

No date Student was 

repeatedly 

confined in a 

padded 5’ by 6’ 

chamber, parents 

did not agree to 

intervention 

Court case 

dismissed due 

to qualified 

immunity of 

school 

Multiple 

school 

age 

children 

General 

disabilities 

Male 

and 

female 

Public school 

in North 

Carolina 

No date Students 

restrained in 

chairs when 

there was no 

aggressive 

behavior, 

parental concern 

that children 

were restrained 

over 90% of 

time in school 

School was 

found to have 

several 

violations 

including 

insufficient 

IEPs and lack 

of parental 

notification; 

school agreed 

to train its 

employees 

Multiple 

children 

between 

ages of 

5-11 

General 

disabilities 

Male 

and 

female 

Public school 

in 

Pennsylvania 

No date Special 

education 

teacher physical 

hit children, 

pulled their hair, 

strapped them to 

chairs with duct 

tape and bungee 

cords; school 

Parents 

awarded $5 

million in 

court 

settlement, 

school did not 

admit to any 

wrong-doing 



 
 

33 
 

administrators 

were warned  

about teacher’s 

conduct but took 

no action 

(Harkin, 2014; Kutz, 2009; Roalson, 2011; Weiss, Altimari, Blint, Poitras , & Megan, 1998). 

Legal and Constitutional Issues Related to Seclusion and Restraint 

 There has been considerable debate regarding the use of seclusion and restraint and the 

possible violations of the United States Constitution.  Several court cases have challenged the 

Eighth Amendment (Cruel and Unusual Punishment), the Fourth Amendment (Right to be Free 

from Unreasonable Searches and Seizures), and the Fourteenth Amendment (Right to Due 

Process) in relation to injuries and deaths that have occurred from the use of seclusion and 

restraint interventions (Jones & Feder, 2010; Kennedy & Mohr, 2001).  Unfortunately, the use of 

Eighth Amendment rights have been deemed by the State Court of Appeals and the Supreme 

Court inappropriate to use in court cases regarding seclusion and restraint in educational and 

hospital settings (Kennedy & Mohr, 2001).  The Eighth Amendment rights may only be used in 

court cases that allege that prison inmates have been punished unfairly (Kennedy & Mohr, 2001).  

In the court case Hayes v. Unified School District Number 377 (1987), it was determined by the 

court that the parents could not use the Eighth Amendment to challenge the use of time-outs with 

their child in school as the Eight Amendment is only allowed to be used with convicted criminals 

(Roalson, 2011). 

 Court cases can argue that the Fourth Amendment and the Fourteenth Amendment have 

been violated with individuals who have been victims of injury or death from seclusion and 

restraint interventions when extreme situations of seclusion or restraint have occurred.  However, 

it is necessary for significant evidence to be presented in the court case in order for the case to be 
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continued in court.  Such court cases are very subjective and rely heavily on the facts and 

evidence presented in the case (Jones & Feder, 2010). 

 Historically, the Department of Education has needed to respond to several complaints 

made by parents alleging that their children and/or adolescents were treated unfairly in schools.  

In reviewing the literature, it appears as though the Department of Education sides with the 

actions of the educational staff unless there is enough evidence presented that indicate serious 

injury or death was related to seclusion or restraint interventions (Roalson, 2011).  Below are 

examples of such cases reviewed by the Department of Education, per Roalson (2011). 

 Florence, South Carolina, County Number 1 School District 352 (1987) 

Even though the IEP forbade the use of corporal punishment, the Department of 

Education found no violation of Section 504 because physical restraint used by teachers 

and aides was for the purpose of preventing the student from harming himself or others 

 

 Ohio County, West Virginia, Public Schools 16 (1989) 

The Department of Education found that a teacher’s decision to have the student use the 

toilet was a response to an emergency situation, and not an attempt to disregard the IEP, 

which had eliminated toilet training from the educational program.  Nor was the force 

used to restrain the student on the toilet excessive and as such there was no violation of 

Section 504. 

 

Wells-Ogunquit, Maine, School District Number 18 (1990) 

The use of a physical restraint to subdue a student during a violent outburst as provided 

for in his IEP was not disciplining a learning disabled student differently than other 

students due to his disability and the district was not in violation of Section 504. 

  

 In extreme situations, the Department of Education has found in favor of the child or 

adolescent and determined that the school employee or the school was found to be in the wrong. 

Below are examples of such cases reviewed by the Department of Education, per Roalson 

(2011). 

 Portland, Maine School District 352 (1990) 

An individual case justified by “extraordinary” conduct, a teacher who unilaterally 

decided to strap a profoundly retarded student into a chair without disciplinary action or 

IEP meeting violated the student’s right to FAPE. 
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Oakland, California Unified School District 20 (1990) 

Since evaluations and assessments had determined that the behavior was related to his 

disability, taping the mouth of an 18 year old student with mental retardation for 

excessive talking was to be in violation of the regulations of Section 504 and Title II of 

the American Disabilities Act (ADA). 

 

 Serious complaints of maltreatment of students in the school setting often times make it 

into the court system, with the results of the court cases varying.  In the case of Hassan v. 

Lubbock Independent School District 55 (1995), the court found in favor of the school and the 

school employees.  A summary of the court findings include: 

Hassan was a 6
th

 grader on a field trip with his classmates to the local juvenile detention 

center.  Due to persistent misbehavior while on the field trip, school officials locked 

Hassan in an “intake room” for about 50 minutes.  The intake room had a bed and a toilet 

but was otherwise bare, with a metal door that had a glass partition. Detention center 

employees monitored Hassan while he was locked up and the teacher came by to check 

on him.  At the conclusion of the tour, the other students were escorted past the intake 

room and were told to “look at Hassan”. Back at school Hassan was required to tell the 

class about his behavior, the punishment, and what he had learned from the experience.  

The Circuit Court held that school officials and center employees were entitled to 

qualified immunity from personal liability.  The court determined that there were no 

constitutional violations by the school officials and the center employees (Roalson, 2011, 

p. 6). 

 

Corporal Punishment in Schools 

 Corporal punishment includes the intentional infliction of physical pain in order to 

change an undesirable behavior (Greydanus, Pratt, Spates, Blake-Dreher, Greydanus-Gearhart, & 

Patel, 2003).  Corporal punishment in the schools usually includes a student being hit on clothed 

buttocks at least three times with a wooden paddle or other type of paddling instrument 

(corpun.com., 2014).  Greydanus and colleagues (2003) report that corporal punishment may 

also include hitting, slapping, spanking, punching, kicking, pinching, shaking, shoving, choking, 

painful body positions, use of electric shock, and the prevention of the elimination of urine and 

stool.   Corporal punishment can be used with both males and females and with students between 
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the ages of four – 18 (corpun.com, 2014).  The school districts’ corporal punishment policies are 

often printed in their student and parent handbooks (corpun.com, 2014).   There is currently no 

federal policy that allows or denies the use of corporal punishment in public schools.  The states 

are allowed to determine their own laws regarding the use of corporal punishment with students 

(Morones, 2013).  Currently, there are 19 states where corporal punishment is legal to be used in 

educational settings (corpun.com, 2014).  The actual incident rate of corporal punishment used in 

educational settings has declined over the years, however, Alabama, Arkansas, Mississippi, 

Georgia, Louisiana, Oklahoma, Tennessee, and Texas continue to use the discipline technique as 

common practice in schools (corpun.com, 2014).  Interestingly, six states which previously made 

corporal punishment in educational settings illegal, attempted to pass legislation that would 

change the previous ruling and allow corporal punishment to be used in schools.  These states 

include California (1996), Montana (1997), Iowa (1998), Oregon (1999), and Kansas (2007), and 

Oklahoma (2013) (corpun.com, 2014).  Of those six states, Kansas and Oklahoma successfully 

passed legislation allowing corporal punishment to again be used in schools (corpun.com, 2014). 

In 2013, Florida also reinstated the use of corporal punishment in public schools (Morones, 

2013). 

 The federal government has, thus far, declined to issue federal laws regarding the policy 

and procedures of the use of corporal punishment and seclusion and restraint interventions in 

public schools.  The literature provides no data that addresses the relationship between the legal 

use of corporal punishment in schools and the use of seclusion and restraint interventions in 

schools. 

Laws and Policies on the Use of Seclusion and Restraint 
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 There are currently no federal laws that monitor and regulate the use of seclusion and 

restraint in public and private schools (APRAIS Policy Fact Sheet, 2011; Autism Society, 2011; 

Butler, 2014; Gharagozloo, 2009; Jones & Feder, 2010;  Koplos, 2011; Kutz, 2009; Posny, 2011; 

School is Not Supposed to Hurt, 2012; School is Not Supposed to Hurt, 2009).  The fact that 

there are no federal laws monitoring and regulating the use of seclusion and restraint in public 

and private schools is disturbing, although, some states have taken it upon themselves to develop 

their own rules and regulations regarding seclusion and restraint in the school setting.  However, 

this question remains – is that enough regulation to keep all kids safe at school? 

 In October, 1998, the Hartford Courant released an investigative report that publicly shed 

the light on the deaths that occurred during incidents of seclusion and restraints between the 

years of 1988 to 1998. The report included deaths that occurred with children and adults in a 

variety of settings including psychiatric hospitals, psychiatric wards of general hospitals, group 

homes and residential facilities for troubled youth, and mental retardation centers and group 

homes (Weiss, Altimari, Blint, Poitras , & Megan, 1998).  It was reported that 142 individuals 

died at the hands of treatment providers who were supposed to protect the individuals, not kill 

them.  Unfortunately, the number of deaths related to seclusion and restraint is probably much 

higher than the 142 that were reported; many deaths due to seclusion and restraint go unreported 

(Weiss, Altimari, Blint, Poitras , & Megan, 1998).  The Hartford Courant’s investigative report 

was the catalyst for the public, national organizations, and lawmakers to review how the use of 

seclusion and restraint was being utilized and regulated in different settings. 

 After the publication of the Hartford Courant’s investigative report on seclusion and 

restraint, the government, national accreditation organizations, and membership organizations 

began their own research on the use of seclusion and restraint.  As reported in School is Not 
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Supposed to Hurt (2009), the government conducted research through the President’s New 

Freedom Commission on Mental Health, the Center for Mental Health Services, Substance 

Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration, and the Government Accountability Office.  

In conclusion of the research, the government found that the use of seclusion and restraint is 

harmful and creates significant risks for both children and adults that include physical injury, 

death, and psychological trauma. Furthermore, the Joint Commission on Accreditation of 

Healthcare Organizations (JCAHO), The Alliance to Prevent Restraint, Aversive Interventions, 

and Seclusion (APRAIS), and the National Association of State Mental Health Program 

Directors (NASMHPD) reported similar findings, stating that the potential risks and 

consequences of seclusion and restraint need to be taken into consideration when determining if 

those interventions will be used with individuals (School is Not Supposed to Hurt, 2009). 

 In 2000, the Children’s Health Act, Public Law 106-130, was passed through Congress 

(Current Issues in Seclusion and Restraint, n.d.; School is Not Supposed to Hurt, 2009).  The 

Children’s Health Act monitors and regulates the use of seclusion and restraint with children and 

adolescents who are placed in facilities that are funded through the federal government. The 

Children’s Health Act was established based on the premise that children “have the right to be 

free from restraint or seclusion as a means of coercion, discipline, convenience, or retaliation and 

that restraint and seclusion are not treatment, but rather represent an emergency response to a 

treatment failure that resulted in an individual’s loss of control” (Current Issues in Seclusion and 

Restraint, n.d.).  The Children’s Health Act does not cover the use of seclusion and restraint in 

public and private schools (School is Not Supposed to Hurt, 2009), even though public schools 

are financially supported by state and federal governments.   
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 The federal government and the Department of Education have been slower in 

responding to the Hartford Courant’s investigative report in relation to the use of seclusion and 

restraint in the school setting.  The Individual with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) is the 

public law that regulates how educational services are provided to students with disabilities.  

IDEA was initially passed into law in 1975 (previously named the Education for All 

Handicapped Children Act) and has been re-authorized as needed to amend educational 

practices.  The purpose of IDEA is to ensure that all children with disabilities receive a free 

appropriate public education in the best manner as possible (Individuals with Disabilities 

Education Act, n.d.).  Unfortunately, IDEA does not specify how seclusion and restraint should 

be used in the school setting (Gharagozloo, 2009; Jones & Feder, 2010). 

 In response to the Hartford Courant’s investigative report, the National Disability Rights 

Network published the School is Not Supposed to Hurt report in 2009 (Roalson, 2011).  The 

intent of the report was to identify the continued problems with the use of seclusion and restraint 

in public and private schools and to make recommendations for policy changes regarding 

seclusion and restraint (School is Not Supposed to Hurt, 2009). In May, 2009 the House of 

Education and Labor Committee, along with the House of Representatives, held a hearing 

regarding the allegations of injury and death of children and adolescents in residential settings.  

The United States Government Accountability Office (GAO) testified at that hearing and issued 

a report that provided an overview of seclusion and restraint laws that applied to public and 

private schools, provided information regarding the use of seclusion and restraint in the school 

setting, and provided information of specific cases in which children were injured or died as a 

result of being secluded or restrained (Kutz, 2009; Roalson, 2011). 
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 In July, 2009, Arne Duncan, Secretary of Education, issued a letter to every Chief State 

School Officer in the United States strongly encouraging them to review their state procedures 

regarding the use of seclusion and restraint in educational settings (Roalson, 2011).  The letter 

stated,  

“I urge each of you to develop or review, and if appropriate, revise your State policies 

and guidelines to ensure that every student in every school under your jurisdiction is safe 

and protected from being unnecessarily or inappropriately restrained or secluded. I also 

urge you to publicize these policies and guidelines so that administrators, teachers, and 

parents understand and consent to the limited circumstances under which these 

techniques may be used; ensure that parents are notified when these interventions do 

occur; and provide the resources needed to successfully implement the policies and hold 

school districts accountable for adhering to the guidelines” (Duncan, July 2009). 

In December, 2009, each state and United States territory was asked to review and report 

their laws, regulations, guidance, and policies regarding the use of seclusion and restraint in their 

schools to the U.S. Department of Education.  A report of those findings was made public in 

February, 2010 (U.S. Department of Education, 2010).  All 50 states, the American Samoa 

territory, the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands, the District of Columbia, Guam, 

the Republic of the Marshall Islands, the Federated States of Micronesia, Puerto Rico, the 

Republic of Palau, and the U. S. Virgin Islands all replied to the request of the U. S. Department 

of Education to report their current procedures regarding the use of seclusion and restraint in the 

school setting.  A total of 59 reports were made to the U. S. Department of Education.  Of the 59 

reports, 27 of them reported having no statutes and regulations addressing seclusion and restraint 

in the educational settings in their state or territory.  Those states and territories include the 
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American Samoa territory, Arizona, the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands, 

Georgia, Guam, Idaho, Indiana, Kansas, Kentucky, Louisiana, the Republic of the Marshall 

Islands, the Federated States of Micronesia, Mississippi, Missouri, Nebraska, New Jersey, New 

Mexico, Ohio, Oklahoma, Puerto Rico, the Republic of Palau, South Carolina, South Dakota, 

Vermont, the U.S. Virgin Islands, West Virginia, and Wyoming (U. S. Department of Education, 

2010). 

Of the 59 reports, 20 of them reported having no policies and guidance addressing 

seclusion and restraint in the educational settings in their state or territory.  Those states and 

territories include Alaska, the American Samoa territory, California, the Commonwealth of the 

Northern Mariana Islands, Guam, Idaho, Louisiana, the Republic of the Marshall Islands, the 

Federated States of Micronesia, Missouri, New Jersey, Oklahoma, Puerto Rico, the Republic of 

Palau, Rhode Island, South Dakota, Utah, Vermont, the U. S. Virgin Islands, and Wyoming (U. 

S. Department of Education, 2010). 

Of the 59 reports, 33 of them reported to be currently developing or revising state 

statutes, regulations, policies, or guidance.  Those states and territories include Alabama, Alaska, 

Arizona, Arkansas, Colorado, Connecticut, Florida, Georgia, Idaho, Kansas, Kentucky, 

Louisiana, Maine, Maryland, Minnesota, Mississippi, Missouri, Montana, Nebraska, Nevada, 

New Jersey, New York, North Carolina, Ohio, Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, South Carolina, Texas, 

Utah, Vermont, Virginia, the U. S. Virgin Islands, and Wyoming (U. S. Department of 

Education, 2010). 

In December, 2009, the Keeping All Students Safe Act (H. R. 4247) and the Preventing 

Harmful Restraint and Seclusion in Schools Act (S. 2860) were introduced to the House of 

Representatives and Senate.  In March, 2010, the Keeping All Students Safe Act passed in the 
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House of Representatives and was referred on to the Senate Committee of Health, Education, 

Labor, and Pensions.  The bill was not acted on by Congress and died (APRAIS, 2011; 

Exchange, 2010; Jones & Feder, 2010; Koplos, 2011; Posny, 2011; Roalson, 2011).   

Had the Keeping All Students Safe Act passed, it would have included the following:  

prohibiting the use of mechanical, chemical, and physical restraints that restrict breathing; 

prohibiting the use of seclusion and restraint as planned interventions; allowing seclusion and 

restraint to be used ONLY in an emergency situation; allowing ONLY trained and certified staff 

to implement seclusion and restraint with students; requiring continuous monitoring of students 

who are in seclusion or being restrained; requiring schools to establish and follow procedures 

after seclusion and restraint are used, including parental notification; requiring states to report the 

number of seclusion and restraint incidents yearly; and creating grant programs for states, school 

districts, and schools that will allow them the ability to establish, implement, and enforce the 

minimum standards set for the use of seclusion and restraint in the school setting (APRAIS, 

2011).  

In May, 2012, the U. S. Department of Education published a resource document, 

encouraging states, school districts, schools, parents, and stakeholders to use their 15 suggested 

principles when developing, revising, and implementing policies and procedures regarding the 

use of seclusion and restraint interventions in schools (U. S. Department of Education, 2012).  

According to the U. S. Department of Education (2012), schools should make every effort to 

prevent the need to use seclusion and restraint interventions and that the 15 suggested principles 

would guide schools in achieving that goal. 

 Currently, there are 26 states that have laws and policies regarding the use of seclusion 

and restraint in public schools (Butler, 2014).  In 2014, the Keeping All Students Safe Act (H. R. 
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1893) was re-introduced to the legislature and is currently waiting for action (H. R. 1983 – 

Keeping All Students Safe Act, 2014).   

Summary 

 This literature review provides a comprehensive overview of seclusion and restraint 

interventions.  The historical data regarding the use of seclusion and restraint interventions with 

individuals with disabilities was discussed, as well as the historical data regarding the use of 

seclusion and restraint interventions used specifically in educational settings.  This literature 

review also provides data on past and current purposes of seclusion and restraint interventions 

and addresses the therapeutic value of these kinds of interventions.  In addition, data on the 

concerns and risks associated with seclusion and restraint is reported, along with providing 

several case examples of how harm was inflicted on a child or adolescent during an intervention.  

Lastly, data was provided that looked at the possible relationship between the use of corporal 

punishment and seclusion and restraint interventions in schools, the legal and constitutional 

issues related to these interventions, and the current laws and policies that are in place. 
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

Introduction 

 The overall purpose of this research study is to gain an understanding of the significance 

of the policy and practice of seclusion and restraint interventions used with individuals in the 

public school system in the United States and to determine how the policy and practice of those 

interventions are currently being implemented in schools across the United States.  A descriptive, 

cross-sectional research design was used to implement this study, as data was collected from the 

research study participants at only one point in time, using an electronic survey.  

 This chapter describes how this research study was implemented, which includes the 

method of collecting data and how the study participants were selected.  In addition, this chapter 

presents the survey that was used in the data collection, as well as how the survey was 

disseminated to the study participants.  Lastly, this chapter will describe the methods that were 

used to analyze the data collected. 

Methods 

 A comprehensive review of the literature regarding the use of seclusion and restraint 

interventions was conducted.  The review of the literature focused on the use of seclusion and 

restraint with children and adolescents in a variety of settings; the data collected includes a focus 

on laws, statutes, rules and regulations, and policies that have been developed and implemented 

regarding the use of seclusion and restraint with individuals under the age of 18.  The literature 

review also includes a review of current laws and restrictions regarding the use of corporal 

punishment in educational settings in the United States.    
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 An electronic survey was developed by this author and sent to school administrators, 

support staff, teachers, and paraprofessionals currently employed in school districts across the 

United States.  The participants asked to complete the electronic survey were randomly selected 

based on the physical location of their school of employment within the division of the regions in 

the United States.   

Participants 

The United States Census Bureau has divided the United States into four regions and 

within those regions, developed sub-regions.  The four regions of the United States include the 

Northeast, Midwest, South, and West (Census Regions and Divisions of the United States, n.d.).  

The table below specifies what states are included in each region (Census Regions and Divisions 

of the United States, n.d.). 

Table 2 

Division of Regions and States in the United States 

Northeast Midwest South West 

Division 1 – New 

England 

Division 3 – East 

North Central 

Division 5 – South 

Atlantic 

Division 8 - 

Mountain 

Connecticut Indiana Delaware Arizona 

Maine Illinois District of Columbia Colorado 

Massachusettes Michigan Florida Idaho 

New Hampshire Ohio Georgia New Mexico 

Rhode Island Wisconsin Maryland Montana 

Vermont  North Carolina Utah 

 Division 4 – West 

North Central 

South Carolina Nevada 

Division 2 – Middle 

Atlantic 

Iowa Virginia Wyoming 

New Jersey Kansas West Virginia  

New York Minnesota  Division 9 - Pacific 

Pennsylvania Missouri Division 6 – East 

South Central 

Alaska 

 Nebraska Alabama California 

 North Dakota Kentucky Hawaii 

 South Dakota Mississippi Oregon 
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  Tennessee Washington 

    

  Division 7 – West 

South Central 

 

    

  Arkansas  

  Louisiana  

  Oklahoma  

  Texas  

 

 Each of the regions/sub-regions in the United States is represented in the participant 

selection in this study.  Half of the number of states in each sub-region is represented in this 

sample.  For example, Division One includes six states – three of those states were randomly 

selected to be included in this study.  If a Division of the Unites States includes an odd number 

of states, the number was rounded up to the next whole number.  For example, Division Two 

includes three states – two of those states were randomly selected to participate in the study. The 

states that were randomly selected to participate in the study include: Division 1 – New 

Hampshire, Maine, and Vermont; Division 2 – Pennsylvania and New York; Division 3 – 

Wisconsin, Indiana, and Ohio; Division 4 – Iowa, Missouri, Minnesota, and Nebraska; Division 

5 – Virginia, North Carolina, South Carolina, Maryland, and Delaware; Division 6 – Alabama 

and Mississippi; Division 7 – Louisiana and Texas; Division 8 – Arizona, Colorado, New 

Mexico, and Wyoming; and Division 9 – California, Washington, and Oregon.  Once the states 

are randomly selected for study participation, four public schools within each of the states were 

randomly selected to receive the survey.   

 PublicSchoolsK12.com is a website that reports data on each of the public school districts 

in all 50 states in the United States. This website was used to obtain a list of all of the public 

schools in each of the states that were selected to participate in the study.  The public schools 

that were randomly selected to participate in the study were selected from the list of public 
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schools retrieved from the PublicSchoolsK12.com website.  School administrators, teachers, and 

paraprofessionals who were employed by the randomly selected schools were asked to complete 

the online survey.  The email addresses of the study participants were obtained from each of the 

school’s websites.  The table below specifies which states were selected to participate in the 

study.  School employees in 112 schools in 28 states were asked to participate in this study via 

completing an electronic survey.   

Table 3 

States Selected to Participate in the Study 

Northeast Midwest South West 

Division 1 – New 

England 

Division 3 – East 

North Central 

Division 5 – South 

Atlantic 

Division 8 - 

Mountain 

Maine Indiana Delaware Arizona 

New Hampshire Ohio Maryland Colorado 

Vermont Wisconsin North Carolina New Mexico 

  South Carolina Wyoming 

Division 2 – Middle 

Atlantic 

Division 4 – West 

North Central 

Virginia  

New York Iowa  Division 9 - Pacific 
Pennsylvania Minnesota Division 6 – East 

South Central 

California 

 Missouri Alabama Oregon 

 Nebraska Mississippi Washington 

    

  Division 7 – West 

South Central 

 

  Louisiana  

  Texas  

 

Instrumentation 

 The survey below was developed and utilized by this author to gather current information 

regarding the use of seclusion and restraint interventions in public schools in the United States.  

The survey was designed to gather data on both policy and practice related to the use of 

seclusion and restraint interventions in public schools.  A test-run of this survey was completed 
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in a small public school district in Minnesota before it was disseminated to the study participants.  

The test-run of the survey supported the use of it in this study; the test-run participants indicated 

the survey took less than 15 minutes to complete, the questions were easy to understand, and the 

participants reported they felt comfortable answering the survey questions honestly.   

Teacher and Paraprofessional Survey 

 

Seclusion is defined as the involuntary confinement of a student alone in a room or area from 

which the student is physically prevented from leaving. It does not include timeouts. 

 

Restraint is defined as personal restriction that immobilizes or reduces the ability of a student to 

move his/her torso, arms, legs, or head freely.  The term physical restraint does not include 

physical escort. Physical escort means a temporary touching or holding of the hand, wrist, arm, 

shoulder, or back for the purpose of inducing a student who is acting out to walk to a safe 

location,. 

 

Disability is defined as a physical or mental impairment that substantially limits one or more of 

the major life activities.  Disabilities include mobility, cognitive, hearing, visual, speech, and 

emotional/behavioral impairments. 

 

 

1. Have you been formally trained in the use of crisis intervention techniques as an 

employee of your current school district? [  ] yes  [  ] no 

 

2. If yes, which training did you receive? Please mark all that apply. 

 

[  ] Nonviolent Crisis Intervention (CPI) 

[  ] The Mandt System 

[  ] Safe & Positive Approaches 

[  ] Safe Crisis Management 

[  ] BESST 

[  ] Professional Assault Crisis Training 

[  ] Safety-Care 

[  ] Therapeutic Crisis Intervention (TCI) 

[  ] Positive Behavior Facilitation (PBF) 

[  ] Satori Alternatives to Managing Aggression 

[  ] RIGHT RESPONSE 

[  ] Therapeutic Options 
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[  ] Managing Aggressive Behaviors 

[  ] Other: _______________________________________________________________ 

3. Do you know your state’s policy on seclusion and restraint in educational settings? 

[  ] yes   [  ] no 

 

4. If yes, how were you informed of your state’s policy? Mark all that apply. 

 

[  ] formally trained on seclusion and restraint policy at the time of hire 

[  ] individually researched the state’s policy on seclusion and restraint 

[  ] informally told of seclusion and restraint policy by another school district employee 

[  ] informed on the seclusion and restraint policy in an IEP meeting for a student 

[  ] other: _______________________________________________________ 

 

5. Have you ever implemented or been a part of a seclusion intervention for a student who 

has a documented disability in your school district? 

[  ] yes   [  ] no 

 

6. Have you ever implemented or been a part of a seclusion intervention for a student who 

does not have a documented disability in your school district? 

[  ] yes   [  ] no 

 

7. Have you ever been injured in a seclusion intervention implemented for a student who 

has a documented disability in your school district? 

[  ] yes   [  ] no 

 

8. If yes, what kind of injury did you receive?   Please mark all that apply. 

[  ] cuts/scratches 

[  ] bruises 

[  ] floor burns 

[  ] broken bones 

[  ] internal injury 

[  ] head injury 

[  ] emotional/psychological stress/harm 
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[  ] other: ________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

9. Have you ever been injured in a seclusion intervention implemented for a student who 

does not have a documented disability in your school district? 

[  ] yes   [  ] no 

 

10. If yes, what kind of injury did you receive?   Please mark all that apply. 

[  ] cuts/scratches 

[  ] bruises 

[  ] floor burns 

[  ] broken bones 

[  ] internal injury 

[  ] head injury 

[  ] emotional/psychological stress/harm 

[  ] other:  _______________________________________________________________ 

 

 

11. Have you ever been involved in a seclusion intervention implemented for a student who 

has a documented disability in your school district, in which the student was injured? 

[  ] yes   [  ] no 

 

12. If yes, what kind of injury did the student receive?   Please mark all that apply. 

[  ] cuts/scratches 

[  ] bruises 

[  ] floor burns 

[  ] broken bones 

[  ] internal injury 

[  ] head injury 

[  ] emotional/psychological stress/harm 

[  ] other:  _______________________________________________________________ 

 

13. Have you ever been involved in a seclusion intervention implemented for a student who 

does not have a documented disability in your school district, in which the student was 

injured? 
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27. If a seclusion or restraint intervention is implemented with a student in your school 

district and an injury occurs to a school employee, who is notified of the injury? Please 

check all that apply. 

 

[  ] principal/dean of students 

[  ] superintendent 

[  ] teacher/case manager 

[  ] school nurse 

[  ] Workman’s Comp 

[  ] don’t know 

[  ] other:  _______________________________________________________________ 

 

28. Is corporal punishment allowed to be used on students in your school district? 

[  ] yes   [  ] no 

 

29. Has your school developed and implemented a Positive Behavior Intervention and 

Supports (PBIS) program? 

[  ] yes   [  ] no 

 

Demographic Information 

Title of position you are currently in 

[  ] General Education Teacher 

[  ] Special Education Teacher 

[  ] Paraprofessional 

[  ] Other:______________________________________________________________________ 

 

Education licensure you currently hold (mark all that apply) 

[  ] Agriculture Education 5-12 

[  ] Communication Arts & Literature 5-12 

[  ] Early Childhood Education, Birth – Grade 3 

[  ] Elementary Education K-6 

[  ] Elementary Education K-6 + Prekindergarten Specialty 

[  ] English as a Second Language K-12 

[  ] Family and Consumer Science 5-12 

[  ] Health Education 5-12 
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[  ] Instrumental and Classroom Music K-12 

[  ] Physical Education K-12 

[  ] Reading K-12 

[  ] Science 5-8 

[  ] Social Studies 5-12 

[  ] Special Education – Blind or Visually Impaired, Birth -12 

[  ] Special Education – Deaf or Hard of Hearing, Birth -12 

[  ] Special Education – Developmental Adapted Phy Ed, PreK-12 

[  ] Special Education – Developmental Disabilities K-12 

[  ] Special Education – Early Childhood, Birth -6 

[  ] Special Education – Emotional Behavioral Disorders K-12 

[  ] Special Education – Learning Disabilities K-12 

[  ] Special Education – Physical and Health Disabilities, PreK -12 

[  ] Technology 5-12  

[  ] Vocal and Classroom Music K-12 

[  ] World Languages, K-12 

[  ] Unlicensed 

[  ] Other:  _____________________________________________________________________ 

 

Number of years employed in your current position 

[  ] 1-3 

[  ] 4-6 

[  ] 7-10 

[  ] 11-15 

[  ] 16-20 

[  ] more than 20 

 

Number of years as a licensed teacher 

[  ] 1-3 

[  ] 4-6 

[  ] 7-10 

[  ] 11-15 

[  ] 16-20 

[  ] More than 20 

[  ] Unlicensed 

 

Population of the town/city where your school district is located 

[  ] 0-2,500 

[  ] 2,501 – 5,000 

[  ] 5,001 – 10,000 
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[  ] 10,001 – 50,000 

[  ] 50, 001 – 75,000 

[  ] 75,001 – 100,000 

[  ] Greater than 100,000 

 

Procedures 

 After the states and public schools were randomly selected to receive the survey, a list of 

email addresses for all of the study participants was compiled.  The email addresses were 

obtained from each of the school’s websites and put into a spreadsheet; 5,824 emails were 

obtained from 112 schools in 28 states.  After the email addresses were saved in a spreadsheet 

file, they were transferred to the Qualtrics Survey Software program used for this electronic 

survey.  Qualtrics software allows its users to collect data online and perform statistical analyses 

of the data collected and is one of the leading software companies used in academic research 

(Qualtrics, 2014). 

 On April 10, 2014 the Teacher and Paraprofessional survey was sent through Qualtrics to 

all of the obtained email addresses of the study participants.  Of the 5,824 electronic surveys that 

were sent, 5,807 were successfully received by the study participants.  Recipients of the survey 

opened 37 percent of the surveys sent through Qualtrics;  2,205 of the 5,807 surveys.  Of the 

2,205 surveys that were opened, 49 per cent of the surveys were started by the study participants; 

1,089 of the 2,205 surveys.  Of the 1,089 surveys that were started, 68 per cent of them were 

completed; 749 of the 1,089 surveys.  Reminders to complete the survey were sent through 

Qualtrics on April 15 and on April 22, 2014 to all of the study participants who had not yet 

completed the survey.  The survey was officially closed in Qualtrics on April 25, 2014.   

 This author received many emails from study participants asking questions about the 

survey. This author responded to each of the emails received by study participants.  This author 
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did receive feedback from study participants stating they wished they could respond to the 

survey but their school district policies did not allow them to.  When using electronic surveys, 

unfortunately, there are circumstances that limit the return rate of the survey that are out of the 

control of the researcher, such as junk mail, privacy settings, technology policies, and policies of 

the organization.  This author consider all of the downfalls to using electronic means to complete 

a survey, however, decided to use this method of survey distribution as it was most feasible to 

use with a survey that was distributed across the United States. 

Data Analysis 

 The first analysis of the survey data was conducted in Qualtrics.  After the survey was 

closed to study participants, the Qualtrics survey software aggregated the answers for each 

survey question.  The Qualtrics results report for this survey includes the total number of 

responses for each question and the percentages for each of the questions answered.  The survey 

results were then transferred into the computer software program Statistical Package for the 

Social Sciences (SPSS) for a second analysis of survey data.  SPSS was used to assess for 

relationships between specific survey questions.  Pearson’s Correlation Coefficient (r) was used 

to determine if there were negative or positive correlations between variables in the survey.   
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CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

Introduction 

 The intent of this research study was to obtain first hand data from school staff across the 

nation regarding their experiences with the use of seclusion and restraint interventions and 

determine if that data can be used to either support or deny the need for federal legislation that 

governs the use of seclusion and restraint interventions in school settings.   The results of the 

data analysis are presented in this chapter. 

Study Participant Characteristics 

 School staff in 112 schools across the United States were asked to participate in this 

research study.  The study participants were asked to complete an electronic survey regarding the 

use of seclusion and restraint interventions in the school district in which they are currently 

employed. General education teachers, special education teachers, paraprofessionals, 

administrators, and support staff including social workers, psychologists, counselors, and nurses 

were asked to complete the survey.  A total of 749 (n=749) surveys were completed. Of the 

completed surveys, 54 percent were completed by general education teachers, 17 percent were 

completed by special education teachers, seven percent were completed by paraprofessionals, 

and 22 percent were completed by administrators and support staff.   
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Graph 1 

Job Titles of Study Participants 

 

 The study participants’ length of employment ranges between being newly employed by 

their school district to having several years of employment in their school district.  The length of 

employment for study participants includes 30 percent of the study participants have been 

employed by their district between one and three years, 15 percent have been employed by their 

district between four and six years, 15 percent have been employed by their district between 

seven and ten years, 15 percent have 11-15 years of employment with their district, ten percent 

have been employed by their district between 16-20 years, and 15 percent of study participants 

have been employed by their district for more than 20 years.  

Graph 2 

Length of Employment with Current School District 
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 The study participants’ number of years being licensed ranges between being newly 

licensed and being licensed as a teacher for several years.  The number of years being licensed 

for study participants includes 15 percent of study participants have been licensed between one 

and three years, eight percent have been licensed between four and six years, 13 percent have 

been licensed between seven and ten years, 15 percent have been licensed between 11-15 years, 

13 percent have been licensed between 16-20 years, and 25 percent have been licensed for more 

than 20 years.  The results of the survey show that 11 percent of the study participants do not 

hold any kind of licensure.   

Graph 3 

Number of Years as a Licensed Teacher 
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 Data was also gathered regarding the size of the population of the city in which the study 

participants’ school districts are located.  The size of the population for study participants 

includes 26 percent of study participants are employed in school districts in which the city 

population is under 2,500, 13 percent are employed in school districts in which the city 

population is between 2,501-5,000, 18 percent are employed in school districts in which the city 

population is between 5,001-10,000, 23 percent are employed in school districts in which the city 

population is between 10,001-50,000, eight percent are employed in school districts in which the 

city population is between 50,001-75,000, four percent are employed in school districts in which 

the city population is between 75,001-100,000, and eight percent are employed in school districts 

in which the city population is over 100,000.   

Graph 4 

Population of City that School District is located 
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Research Question 1 

 Do general education teachers, special education teachers, paraprofessionals, 

administrators, and support staff know their state’s policy on seclusion and restraint?   

 Study participants report that 61 percent do not know their state’s policy on seclusion and 

restraint and 39 percent do know their state’s policy on seclusion and restraint.  Significant 

relationships were found between the knowledge of state policy on seclusion and restraint and 

the use of seclusion and restraint interventions with students. Specifically, there is a significant 

positive relationship between the knowledge of state policy and the use of seclusion 

interventions with students who have disabilities,  r = .257, p (two-tailed), <.01, there is a 

significant positive relationship between the knowledge of state policy and the use of seclusion 

interventions with students who do not have disabilities, r = .069, p (two-tailed), <.05, and there 

is a significant positive relationship between the knowledge of state policy and the use of 

restraint interventions with students who have disabilities, r = .250, p (two-tailed), <.01. 

Graph 5 

Knowledge of State’s Policy on Seclusion and Restraint 
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 Study participants who reported knowing their state’s policy on seclusion and restraint 

were asked how they learned that information.  Of the 39 percent of study participants who know 

their state’s policy, 23 percent report they were formally trained regarding state policy at their 

time of hire, 19 percent report they researched their state policy on their own, 34 percent report 

they were informally told of state policy by another school employee, 15 percent report they 

learned state policy during an Individualized Education Plan (IEP) meeting, and 35 percent of 

them reported they learned the information in other ways.   

Table 4 

Obtained Knowledge of State’s Policy on Seclusion and Restraint 



 
 

64 
 

formally trained 
on seclusion 
and restraint 
policy at the 
time of hire 

74 23% 

individually 
researched the 
state’s policy 
on seclusion 
and restraint 

60 19% 

informally told 
of seclusion 
and restraint 
policy by 
another school 
district 
employee 

110 34% 

informed on the 
seclusion and 
restraint policy 
in an IEP 
meeting for a 
student 

47 15% 

Other 113 35% 

 

Research Question 2 

 Are school staff and teachers trained in crisis prevention and the use of seclusion and 

restraint interventions?   

 Interestingly, 60 percent of study participants report they have not been formally trained 

in the use of crisis intervention techniques as an employee of their current school district and 40 

percent report they have been formally trained in crisis intervention techniques. A significant 

positive relationship was found between the knowledge of state policy on seclusion and restraint 

and whether school staff were formally trained in the use of crisis intervention techniques, r = 

.413, p (two-tailed), <.01.  In addition, significant relationships were found between whether 

school staff were formally trained in the use of crisis intervention techniques and the use of 

seclusion and restraint interventions with students.  Specifically, there was a significant positive 
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relationship found between formal training in crisis intervention and the use of seclusion 

interventions with students who have disabilities, r = .268, p (two-tailed), <.01, there was a 

significant positive relationship found between formal training in crisis interventions and the use 

of seclusion interventions with students who do not have disabilities, r = .081, p (two-tailed), < 

.05, and there was a significant positive relationship found between formal training in crisis 

interventions and the use of restraint interventions with students who have disabilities, r = .294, 

p (two-tailed), <.01. 

Graph 6 

Formal Training Received by Study Participants 

 

 There are many different formal crisis intervention training programs that are available 

for school staff.  Of the 40 percent who have been formally trained, 66 percent report being 

trained with the Nonviolent Crisis Intervention Program (CPI), ten percent have been trained 

with the Mandt System, 11 percent have been trained with the Safe & Positive Approaches 

Program, nine percent have been trained with the Safe Crisis Management Program, one percent 

have been trained with the Professional Assault Crisis Training Program, six percent have been 

trained with the Safety-Care Program, two percent have been trained with the Therapeutic Crisis 
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Intervention Program (TCI), seven percent have been trained with the Positive Behavior 

Facilitation Program (PBF), three percent have been trained with the RIGHT RESPONSE 

Program, one percent have been trained with the Therapeutic Options Program, five percent have 

been trained with the Managing Aggressive Behaviors Program, and 15 percent report being 

trained with other training programs.   

Table 5 

Training Programs Used by Study Participants 
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Answer Response % 

Nonviolent 
Crisis 
Intervention 
(CPI) 

218 66% 

The Mandt 
System 

32 10% 

Safe & Positive 
Approaches 

35 11% 

Safe Crisis 
Management 

31 9% 

BESST 1 0% 
Professional 
Assault Crisis 
Training 

2 1% 

Safety-Care 19 6% 
Therapeutic 
Crisis 
Intervention 
(TCI) 

5 2% 

Positive 
Behavior 
Facilitation 
(PBF) 

22 7% 

Satori 
Alternatives to 
Managing 
Aggression 

0 0% 

RIGHT 
RESPONSE 

9 3% 

Therapeutic 
Options 

3 1% 

Managing 
Aggressive 
Behaviors 

18 5% 

Other 48 15% 

 

Research Question 3 

 Is there a higher incidence of the use of seclusion and restraint in the school setting with 

students who have disabilities?  

 The results of the survey show that 85 percent of study participants report that they have 

not implemented a seclusion intervention with a student who has a documented disability and 15 
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percent indicate they have implemented a seclusion intervention with a student who has a 

documented disability. 

Graph 7 

Reported Use of Seclusion Interventions with Students with Disabilities 

 

 The results of the survey show that 93 percent of study participants report that they have 

not implemented a seclusion intervention with a student who does not have a documented 

disability and seven percent report they have implemented a seclusion intervention with a student 

who does not have a documented disability.  

Graph 8  

Reported Use of Seclusion Interventions with Students without Disabilities  
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 The results of the survey show that 83 percent of study participants report that they have 

not implemented a restraint intervention with a student who has a documented disability and 17 

percent report they have implemented a restraint intervention with a student who has a 

documented disability.   

Graph 9 

Reported Use of Restraint Interventions with Students with Disabilities 

 

 The results of the survey show that 92 percent of study participants report that they have 

not implemented a restraint intervention with a student who does not have a documented 
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disability and eight percent report they have implemented a restraint intervention with a student 

who does not have a documented disability.  

Graph 10 

Reported Use of Restraint Interventions with Students without Disabilities  

 

Research Question 4 

 Are there injuries that occur with students and school staff during seclusion and restraint 

interventions?   

 Study participants report that injuries are occurring to students and school staff during 

seclusion and restraint interventions.  The data provided is reported separately for seclusion and 

restraint interventions for students who have documented disabilities, students who don’t have 

documented disabilities, and with school staff.  The results of the survey show that 97 percent of 

study participants report they have never been injured in a seclusion intervention with a student 

who has a documented disability.  Three percent report they have been injured in a seclusion 

intervention with a student who has a disability.   

Graph 11 
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Reported School Staff Injuries from the Use of Seclusion Interventions with Students with 

Disabilities 

 

 Of the three percent of school staff who have been injured in a seclusion intervention 

with a student who has a documented disability, 48 percent report they have had cuts/scratches, 

74 percent report they have had bruises, four percent report they have had broken bones, four 

percent report they have had internal injuries, four percent report they have had head injuries, 17 

percent report they have had emotional/psychological trauma, and 22 percent report they have 

had other, non-specified injuries.  

Graph 12 

Types of Injuries Suffered by School Staff from the Use of Seclusion Interventions with Students 

with Disabilities 
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 The results of the survey show that 99 percent of study participants report they have 

never been injured in a seclusion intervention with a student who does not have a documented 

disability.  The remaining one percent of the study participants report they have been injured in a 

seclusion intervention with a student who does not have a documented disability. 

Graph 13 

Reported School Staff Injuries from the Use of Seclusion Interventions with Students without 

Disabilities 
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 Of the one percent of school staff who have been injured in a seclusion intervention with 

a student who does not have a documented disability, 57 percent report they have had 

cuts/scratches, 71 percent report they have had bruises, 14 percent report they have had 

emotional/psychological trauma, and 29 percent report they have had other, non-specific injuries.  

Graph 14 

Types of Injuries Suffered by School Staff from the Use of Seclusion Interventions with Students 

without Disabilities 

 

 

 The results of the survey show that 99 percent of study participants report they have 

never implemented seclusion interventions with students who have documented disabilities 

where the students were injured.  The other one percent of study participants report they have 

been involved in seclusion interventions with students who have documented disabilities where 

the students were injured.  

Graph 15 

Reported Student Injuries from the Use of Seclusion Interventions with Students with Disabilities 
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 Of the one percent of study participants who report that students who have documented 

disabilities have been injured in seclusion interventions, 57 percent report the students received 

cuts/scratches, 14 percent report the students received bruises, 14 percent report the students 

received floor burns, 14 percent report the students have had emotional/psychological trauma, 

and 29 percent report the students have received other, unspecified injuries.  

Graph 16 

Types of Injuries Suffered by Students from the Use of Seclusion Interventions with Students with 

Disabilities 
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 The results of the survey show that 99.8 percent of study participants report they have 

never implemented seclusion interventions with students who don’t have documented disabilities 

where the students were injured. Less than one percent of study participants report they have 

been involved in seclusion interventions with students who don’t have documented disabilities 

where the students were injured.  

Graph 17 

Reported Student Injuries from the Use of Seclusion Interventions with Students without 

Disabilities 

 

 

 Of the less than one percent of study participants who report students who don’t have 

documented disabilities have been injured in seclusion interventions, 75 percent report the 

students received cuts/scratches, 50 percent report the students received bruises, 25 percent 

report the students received floor burns, 25 percent report the students received broken bones, 25 

percent report the students had emotional/psychological trauma from the intervention, and 25 

percent report the students received other, non-specified injuries.   

Graph 18 

Types of Injuries Suffered by Students from the Use of Seclusion Interventions with Students 

without Disabilities 
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 The results of the survey show that 97 percent of study participants report they have 

never been injured in restraint interventions with students who have documented disabilities.  

The other remaining three percent of study participants report they have been injured in restraint 

interventions with students who have documented disabilities.  

Graph 19 

Reported School Staff Injuries from the Use of Restraint Interventions with Students with 

Disabilities 
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 Of the three percent who report receiving injuries, 71 percent report receiving 

cuts/bruises, 79 percent report receiving bruises, eight percent report receiving floor burns, 25 

percent report having emotional/psychological trauma, and 29 percent report receiving other, 

non-specific injuries.   

Graph 20 

Types of Injuries Suffered by School Staff from the Use of Restraint Interventions with Students 

with Disabilities 

 

 

 The results of the survey show that 99 percent of study participants report they have 

never been injured in restraint interventions with students who don’t have documented 

disabilities. Less than one percent of study participants report they have been injured in restraint 

interventions with students who don’t have documented disabilities.  

Graph 21 

Reported School Staff Injuries from the Use of Restraint Interventions with Students without 

Disabilities 
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 Of the less than one percent who report receiving injuries, 56 percent report receiving 

cuts/bruises, 67 percent report receiving bruises, 22 percent report receiving floor burns, 11 

percent receiving broken bones, 11 percent report receiving internal injuries, 11 percent report 

receiving head injuries, 44 percent report having emotional/psychological trauma, and 22 percent 

report receiving other, non-specified injuries.  

Graph 22 

Types of Injuries Suffered by School Staff from the Use of Restraint Interventions with Students 

without Disabilities 

 

 



 
 

79 
 

 The results of the survey show that 98 percent of study participants report they have 

never implemented restraint interventions with students who have documented disabilities in 

which the students were injured.  Two percent of study participants report they have 

implemented restraint interventions with students who have documented disabilities in which the 

students were injured.   

Graph 23 

Reported Student Injuries from the Use of Restraint Interventions with Students with Disabilities 

 

 

 Of the two percent of study participants, 70 percent report the students received 

cuts/scratches, 50 percent report the students received bruises, 40 percent report the students 

received floor burns, ten percent report the students received broken bones, ten percent report the 

students received internal injuries, ten percent report the students received head injuries, ten 

percent report the students had emotional/psychological trauma, and 20 percent report the 

students received other, non-specific injuries. 

Graph 24 

Types of Injuries Suffered by Students from the Use of Restraint Interventions with Students with 

Disabilities 
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 The results of the survey show that 99 percent of study participants report they have 

never been involved in restraint interventions with students who don’t have documented 

disabilities in which the students were injured.  One percent of study participants report they 

have been involved in restraint interventions with students who don’t have documented 

disabilities in which the students were injured. 

Graph 25 

Reported Student Injuries from the Use of Restraint Interventions with Students without 

Disabilities 
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 Of the one percent of study participants who report that students were injured, 33 percent 

report the students received cuts/scratches, 50 percent report the students received bruises, 17 

percent report the students received floor burns, 17 percent report the students had 

emotional/psychological trauma, and 33 percent report the students received other, non-specified 

injuries.  

Graph 26 

Types of Injuries Suffered by Students from the Use of Restraint Interventions with Students 

without Disabilities 

 

Research Question 5 

 Are the injuries suffered by students or school staff as a result of the use of seclusion and 

restraint in the school setting documented and reported?   

 Study participants report that incidents of injury of students and school staff are reported 

to various individuals. If a student is injured in a seclusion or restraint intervention in the school 

setting, 53 percent of study participants report that the injury is reported to the principal/dean of 

students, 28 percent report the injury is reported to the superintendent, 43 percent report the 

injury is reported to the teacher/case manager, 49 percent report the injury is reported to parents, 
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44 percent report the injury is reported to the school nurse, 46 percent report not knowing who 

the injury is reported to, and three percent report the injury is reported to other individuals.   

Graph 27 

Reporting of Injuries to Students as a Result of the Use of Seclusion and Restraint Interventions 

 

 If a school staff is injured in a seclusion or restraint intervention in the school setting, 52 

percent of study participants report the injury is reported to the principal/dean of students, 30 

percent report the injury is reported to the superintendent, 29 percent report the injury is reported 

to the teacher/case manager, 37 percent report the injury is reported to the school nurse, 31 

percent report the injury is reported to Workman’s Comp, 47 percent report they don’t know who 

the injury is reported to, and three percent report the injury is reported to other individuals.   

Graph 28 

Reporting of Injuries to School Staff as a Result of the Use of Seclusion and Restraint 

Interventions 
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Research Question 6 

 Are the incidents of seclusion and restraint in the school setting documented and 

reported?   

 Study participants report that the use of seclusion and restraint interventions are reported 

in different ways.  The results of the survey show that 30 percent of study participants report 

seclusion and restraint interventions are verbally reported to the principal/dean of students, seven 

percent report the interventions are verbally reported to the superintendent, 22 percent report the 

interventions are verbally reported to the teacher/case manager, 23 percent report the 

interventions are verbally reported to the parents, 34 percent report the interventions are put in a 

written document in the student’s file, 37 percent report the interventions are put in a written 

document that is given to the principal/dean of students, 29 percent report the interventions are 

put in a written document that is given to the teacher/case manager, 33 percent report the 

interventions are put in a written document that is given to parents, one percent report that no 

documentation of the intervention is done, 52 percent of study participants report they don’t 
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know how the interventions are documented, and two percent report the interventions are 

reported to other individuals.  

Table 6 

Documenting and Reporting of Incidents of the Use of Seclusion and Restraint Interventions 

Answer Response % 

verbally 
reported to 
principal/dean 
of students 

218 30% 

verbally 
reported to the 
superintendent 

47 7% 

verbally 
reported to 
teacher/case 
manager 

157 22% 

verbally 
reported to 
parents 

167 23% 

written report 
put in student’s 
file 

246 34% 

written notice 
given to 
principal 

265 37% 

written notice 
given to 
teacher/case 
manager 

210 29% 

written notice 
sent to parents 

237 33% 

no 
documentation 
is completed 

5 1% 

don’t know 377 52% 
other 16 2% 

 

Research Question 7 

 Is there a higher incidence of the use of seclusion and restraint in school districts in states 

that allow corporal punishment to be used in educational settings?  
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 The results of the survey show that 94 percent of study participants report that the use of 

corporal punishment is not allowed to be used in their school.  The remaining six percent report 

that corporal punishment is allowed to be used in their school.   

Graph 29 

School Districts Where the Use of Corporal Punishment with Students is Allowed 

 While there are only six percent of schools in this study allowed to use corporal 

punishment with students, the data shows that there is a significant positive relationship between 

the use of corporal punishment and whether school staff have been formally trained in the use of 

crisis intervention techniques, r = .074, p (two-tailed) <.05.  

Research Question 8 

 Has the use of Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports (PBIS) programs in school 

settings reduced the number of seclusions and restraints used with students?   

 The results of the survey show that 68 percent of study participants report that their 

schools have developed and implemented Positive Behavior Intervention and Support (PBIS) 

programs, and 32 percent of study participants report that their schools have not developed or 
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implemented a PBIS program.  Unfortunately, it is not possible to determine if the use of PBIS 

has reduced the number of seclusion and restraint interventions used with students. 

Graph 30 

The Number of Schools Using PBIS Programs 

 

Summary 

 This chapter presented demographic data regarding the study participants and addressed 

the analysis of data as it pertained to each of the research questions.  A further discussion of the 

data will be presented in Chapter 5, including a further interpretation of the data, implications of 

the study results, and implications for future practice. 
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CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION 

Introduction 

 Chapter One provided an introduction of this research study, Chapter Two presented a 

review of the literature pertaining to seclusion and restraint, Chapter Three outlined the methods 

used to conduct this research, and Chapter Four provided the results of the research.  This 

Chapter will address the interpretations of the findings, the limitations and delimitations of the 

study, and the implications for future research and practice regarding the use of seclusion and 

restraint interventions in school settings. 

Restatement of the Problem 

 Despite the research that shows that the use of seclusion and restraint interventions is 

harmful, these interventions continue to be used in school settings across the United States, with 

minimal laws and policies that govern the use of these interventions.  In 2009, the Government 

Accountability Office (GAO) reportedly found hundreds of cases of alleged injury and death 

related to the use of seclusion and restraint interventions in school buildings across the United 

States, but was unable to find any federal laws restricting or monitoring the use of these kinds of 

interventions in schools (Kutz, 2009). Interestingly, in their research, the GAO also found that 

almost all of the incidents of alleged injury and death related to seclusion and restraint 

interventions involved children with disabilities (Kutz, 2009).   

 In 2011 the House bill (H.R. 4247), Keeping All Students Safe Act and Senate bills, 

Preventing Harmful Restraint and Seclusion in Schools Act (S. 2860) and Keeping All Students 

Safe Act (S. 3895) were introduced to the legislature.  Unfortunately, no action was taken on any 

of the bills and they were dismissed (U. S. Department of Education, 2012).  In 2014 the 
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Keeping All Students Safe Act (H. R. 1893) was re-introduced to the legislature and is currently 

waiting for action (H. R. 1983 – Keeping All Students Safe Act, 2014). 

 As the states continue to have control over the proper use of seclusion and restraint 

interventions used in public schools across the nation, it is apparent that there are still many 

concerns about the use of these interventions with children and adolescents in the public school 

setting.  In May, 2012 the United States Department of Education printed  Restraint and 

Seclusion:  Resource Document. According to Arne Duncan, Secretary of Education, “this 

document contains 15 principles for States, school districts, schools, parents, and other 

stakeholders to consider when developing or revising policies and procedures on the use of 

restraint and seclusion”  (U.S. Department of Education, 2012).  It is unclear if the states across 

the nation are using this resource document to develop or revise policies and procedures 

regarding seclusion and restraint interventions.   

 While there are currently no federal laws that regulate the use of seclusion and restraint 

interventions in the public school systems, some states have developed laws and policies 

regarding the use of seclusion and restraint in public schools.  As of January, 2014, there are 26 

states that have laws and policies regarding the use of seclusion and restraint in public schools 

(Butler, 2014).  Of those 26 states, 14 states require, by law, that restraint interventions can only 

be used in emergency situations in which there is a threat of physical danger for all students, 

while 18 states restrict the use of restraint interventions to emergency situations for children with 

disabilities (Butler, 2014).  There are currently 11 states that protect all children from the use of 

non-emergency seclusion interventions and 17 states that protect children with disabilities from 

the use of non-emergency seclusion interventions (Butler, 2014).  Furthermore, there are 21 

states that forbid the use of restraint interventions that impede breathing and threaten life for all 
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children and 28 states that forbid the use of restraint interventions that impede breathing and 

threaten life for children with disabilities (Butler, 2014).  Finally, there are only 20 states that 

require public schools to notify parents if a seclusion or restraint intervention was used with their 

child, with the law applying to all children and there are only 32 states that require public 

schools to notify parents if a seclusion or restraint intervention was used with their child, with 

the law applying to children with disabilities (Butler, 2014).  While federal laws regarding the 

use of seclusion and restraint in public schools would limit the control that the states have, it is 

the belief that children may be safer in the school setting if consistent, well-written laws and 

policies regarding the use of seclusion and restraint interventions were implemented in all public 

schools across the United States. 

Restatement of the Research Questions 

 The research questions in this study are based on the current data available regarding the 

use of seclusion and restraint in school settings.  Specifically, the research questions include (1) 

do general education teachers, special education teachers, paraprofessionals, administrators, and 

support staff (social workers, psychologists, counselors, and nurses) know their state’s policy on 

seclusion and restraint; (2) are school staff and teachers trained in crisis prevention and the use of 

seclusion and restraint interventions; (3) is there a higher incidence of the use of seclusion and 

restraint in the school setting with students who have disabilities; (4) are there injuries that occur 

with students and school staff during seclusion and restraint interventions; (5) are the injuries 

suffered (student or staff/teacher) as a result of the use of seclusion and restraint in the school 

setting documented and reported; (6) are the incidents of seclusion and restraint in the school 

setting documented and reported; (7) is there a higher incidence of the use of seclusion and 

restraint in school districts in states that allow corporal punishment to be used in educational 
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settings; and (8) has the use of Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports (PBIS) programs 

in school settings reduced the number of seclusions and restraints used with students. 

 The overall hypothesis of this study is that the data collected will support the current 

research on the use of seclusion and restraint in the school setting.  The first-hand information 

gathered from the study participants will provide documentation that supports the need for 

federal laws regarding the use of seclusion and restraint interventions in schools 

Findings and Interpretations 

 Chapter Four reported the specific results of the data collected and analyzed for each of 

the research questions.  This section will interpret the data as it relates to the overall research 

study. 

Research Question 1 

Do general education teachers, special education teachers, paraprofessionals, 

administrators, and support staff (social workers, psychologists, counselors, and nurses) know 

their state’s policy on seclusion and restraint?  The data collected in this research study indicates 

that the majority of school staff do not know their state’s policy on seclusion and restraint.  The 

lack of knowledge of state policy on seclusion and restraint may have a negative impact on how 

the use of seclusion and restraint interventions are used in the school setting.  Furthermore, less 

than one-fourth of the study participants who do know their state’s policy on seclusion and 

restraint, gained that knowledge formally at their time of hire. The other three-fourths of the staff 

who do know their state’s policy on seclusion and restraint obtained the information informally; 

there is a greater risk of not having accurate information if the information is learned informally.  

In order for school staff to have accurate information regarding state policy on seclusion and 
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restraint, it should be provided to them at the time of hire, by school personnel who are 

knowledgeable and who have the most current information on state policy. 

Research Question 2 

 Are school staff and teachers trained in crisis prevention and the use of seclusion and 

restraint interventions?  The data collected in this research study indicates that the majority of 

school staff have not been formally trained in the use of seclusion and restraint interventions.  Of 

the school staff who have been formally trained, the majority of them have been trained with the 

Nonviolent Crisis Intervention Program (CPI).  While it may not be cost effective and a good use 

of staff development time to train all general education teachers in crisis intervention, it is 

certainly worthwhile for school districts to train all administrators, special education teachers, 

paraprofessionals, support staff (social workers, psychologists, counselors, and nurses), and a 

handful of general education teachers in the use of crisis intervention techniques, who will be a 

part of a school Crisis Response Team.  Schools that have an identified Crisis Response Team 

are more likely to use seclusion and restraint interventions safely and effectively. 

Research Question 3 

 Is there a higher incidence of the use of seclusion and restraint in the school setting with 

students who have disabilities?  The data collected in this research study indicates that seclusion 

and restraint interventions are used more frequently with students who have disabilities than with 

students who do not have disabilities.  School staff report using seclusion interventions more 

often with students who have disabilities than students who do not have disabilities.  School staff 

also report using restraint interventions more often with students who have disabilities than with 

students who do not have disabilities.  While students in general education classrooms may be 
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subject to seclusion and restraint interventions, it is more likely that students with disabilities 

may be subject to seclusion and restraint interventions.   

 Because of this knowledge, it is imperative that all school staff who work with students 

who have disabilities be trained in their state policy on seclusion and restraint and receive 

training on crisis intervention and the proper use of seclusion and restraint interventions.  

Students who have disabilities are a very vulnerable population to serve – it is important for 

schools to work with each student on an individual basis and create an Individual Education Plan 

(IEP) that addresses each student’s unique needs.  If IEPs are well-written, based on individual 

student needs, and are followed through on, the need to use seclusion and restraint interventions 

may be reduced.   

Research Question 4 

 Are there injuries that occur with students and school staff during seclusion and restraint 

interventions? Because seclusion and restraint interventions are used more frequently with 

students who have disabilities, staff report getting more injuries during seclusion and restraint 

interventions with students who have disabilities than with students who do not have disabilities.  

Interestingly, the study participants report that school staff are injured more frequently in 

seclusion and restraint interventions than students. The most commonly reported types of injuries 

occurring to both school staff and students are cuts/scratches, bruises, emotional/psychological 

stress/harm, and other, non-specific injuries.  The risk of injury/harm from the use of seclusion 

and restraint interventions is always present; school districts need to be very thoughtful when 

implementing seclusion and restraint interventions, using them only in emergency situations. 

School districts need to clearly define what constitutes an “emergency” situation. 

Research Question 5 
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 Are the injuries suffered (student or staff/teacher) as a result of the use of seclusion and 

restraint in the school setting documented and reported? If a student is injured in a seclusion or 

restraint intervention in a school setting, only half of those injuries are reported to the school 

principal or dean of students and less than half of the time the injuries are reported to the parents 

of the students who were injured.  Unfortunately, 46 percent of the study participants do not 

know who the injuries should be reported to, and those injuries may go unreported.  The majority 

of study participants who do not know how to report injuries from seclusion and restraint 

interventions are general education teachers and paraprofessionals.  Special education teachers 

appear to have a better understanding of how injuries should be reported.  The study participants 

report similar data regarding the reporting of injuries that school staff receive during seclusion 

and restraint interventions.   It is difficult to obtain clear data on the exact number of injuries that 

occur during seclusion and restraint interventions when the injuries are not documented and 

reported. 

Research Question 6 

 Are the incidents of seclusion and restraint in the school setting documented and 

reported? The study participants report that less than 40 percent of the incidents in which 

seclusion or restraint interventions have been used are documented.  Study participants report 

that 23 percent of seclusion and restraint interventions are verbally reported to the parents of the 

student who have been subject to these interventions and 33 percent of parents receive written 

notice of the incidents.  Over half of the study participants do not even know how the incidents 

of seclusion and restraint are to be reported.  The majority of study participants who do not know 

how to report the use of seclusion and restraint interventions are general education teachers and 

paraprofessionals.  Special education teachers appear to have a better understanding of how 
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seclusion and restraint interventions should be reported. Again, it is difficult to obtain clear data 

on the exact number of uses of seclusion and restraint interventions used in schools when the 

incidents are not documented and reported.   

Research Question 7 

 Is there a higher incidence of the use of seclusion and restraint in school districts in states 

that allow corporal punishment to be used in educational settings?  While this research question 

was not able to be answered by the data collected, the data shows that there are schools that 

continue to use corporal punishment as a means of discipline for students.  The lack of this data 

in this research study warrants further research regarding the relationship between the use of 

seclusion and restraint interventions and the use of corporal punishment.   

Research Question 8 

 Has the use of Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports (PBIS) programs in school 

settings reduced the number of seclusions and restraints used with students? Again, the data 

collected in this research study is not able to answer this research question, however, the data 

collected shows that the majority of study participants are employed by school districts that are 

implementing PBIS programs in their schools.  Further research is warranted to answer this 

research question. 

Summary 

 The data collected in this research study supports the need to have clear, consistent 

policies and procedures provided for all school staff in all states regarding the use of seclusion 

and restraint interventions with all students.  The data shows that the use of seclusion and 

restraint interventions continue to occur in schools across the nation.  While it is suggested that 

seclusion and restraint interventions only be used in cases of emergency when physical harm is a 
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threat, it is unclear if this is being followed in all schools.  The data also shows that the risk of 

injury during seclusion and restraint interventions is present and that students and staff continue 

to be physically and emotionally injured during these interventions.  There are school staff across 

the United States who are implementing seclusion and restraint interventions with students and 

have not been formally trained in the use of crisis intervention and seclusion and restraint 

techniques.  When an untrained staff member implements a seclusion or restraint intervention 

with a student, the risk of physical and emotional harm to both the staff member and the student 

increases.  In addition, the improper use or over-use of seclusion and restraint interventions may 

continue to occur when being implemented by untrained staff members.  Furthermore, the actual 

usage of seclusion and restraint interventions is unknown because of the lack of formal reporting 

of such incidents.  In addition, the number of injuries from the use of seclusion and restraint 

interventions are also unknown due to the lack of formal reporting of injuries. 

 The development and implementation of clear and consistent policies and procedures for 

seclusion and restraint interventions would reduce the number of the interventions used, would 

reduce the risk of harm to students and staff and enhance school safety, and would help create 

positive learning environments for all children. 

Limitations to the Study 

 One of the limitations of this study is the small sample size. While thousands of surveys 

were sent to school staff across the nation, less than one thousand surveys were completed.  

Some study participants reported they were unable to complete the survey due to school district 

policies and some reported not being able to complete the survey due to safety controls on their 

computers.  Other study participants simply did not want to take part in completing the survey.  
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However, every effort was made to include study participants from all divisions of the United 

States.   

 Another limitation of this study is that the study participants may not have felt 

comfortable honestly answering all of the questions in the survey, especially the questions 

pertaining to injuries to students.  Even though the study participants consented to participate in 

the survey, their answers were anonymous, and the study participants were told that no harm 

would come to them for completing the survey, it still may have been difficult for them to openly 

state that they or their students were physically or emotionally injured during an intervention in 

their school.  The fear of retribution may have played a factor in how study participants 

answered the survey questions. 

Delimitations to the Study 

 The delimitations of this study were the decisions made regarding how the survey was to 

be distributed and who would be asked to participate in the study.  The decision to use an 

electronic means of distributing the survey was made due to trying to reach a large study 

population across the nation in a short amount of time. Sending the survey to the study 

participants electronically was quicker, more cost effective, and provided an easier way for the 

study participants to complete the survey.  The decision to include only a portion of the states in 

the nation, and a portion of the schools in the chosen states was made to keep the research study 

manageable.  While it would have been ideal to include every staff person in every school 

district in every state in this study, it would have been impossible for this study to manage that 

amount of data. 

Implications for Future Research 
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 While the data collected and analyzed in this research study has proven to be useful, this 

research study has certainly recognized the need for more research regarding the use of seclusion 

and restraint interventions in the schools across the nation.   

1. It is imperative to look at a larger sample size when obtaining similar data collected in 

this research study.  A collaborative effort with the Federal Department of Education may 

provide a better venue to obtaining data from schools in all states across the nation. 

2. Further research regarding the use of corporal punishment and the use of seclusion and 

restraint interventions in schools may be useful when developing and implementing 

school policies on seclusion and restraint interventions. 

3. Further research regarding the use of PBIS programs and the use of seclusion and 

restraint interventions may be useful when developing and implementing school policies 

on seclusion and restraint interventions. 

4. Historically, England and the United States have taken different paths regarding the use 

of seclusion and restraint interventions with individuals who have disabilities.  The 

United States has continued to use seclusion and restraint interventions with children, 

adolescents, and adults while England has had the “non-restraint” movement and has 

tried to use other, less invasive interventions with individuals with disabilities.  The 

United States educational system may benefit from learning and observing how England 

currently handles situations in schools in which interventions need to be used to manage 

aggressive behaviors. 

Implications for Practice 

 The data collected in this research study certainly provides evidence that something 

“different” needs to occur within schools in the United States regarding the use of seclusion and 
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restraint interventions used with students.  There are many practice implications that should be 

considered when moving forward with addressing this issue. 

1. It is clear that there needs to be more consistency with the policies and procedures 

regarding the use of seclusion and restraint interventions in schools.  The federal 

government and the states need to work together to make this happen. Policies and 

procedures that are easy to interpret and implement will enhance the safety of all students 

and all staff.   

2. The federal government will need to address the issue of funding for staff training across 

the states.  There are far too many untrained staff who are implementing seclusion and 

restraint interventions with students in schools across the nation.   

3. A monitoring system will need to be developed to ensure that all schools in all states are 

using seclusion and restraint interventions appropriately and effectively, only in 

emergency situations.  

4. All current untrained staff and newly hired staff will need to be trained in seclusion and 

restraint policy, crisis response, and the implementation of seclusion and restraint 

interventions. 

5. The implementation of consistent seclusion and restraint intervention policies, 

procedures, and practices will enhance the safety of all students and all staff. 

Conclusions 

 The data collected and analyzed in this study supports the need for further action 

regarding the use of seclusion and restraint interventions in schools.  The federal government, 

state governments, and advocacy groups need to work together to develop policies and practices 
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that will allow the use of seclusion and restraint interventions to be used in schools in the safest 

manner possible. 
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