
 
 

 
 

4 Challenging Disabling  
School Policies 

 
 
 
Since 2003, the »Training Room Program (TRP)«, a time-out model that 
is based on the American »Responsible Thinking Process (RTP)«, has 
become established in German schools in response to students’ increas-
ingly challenging learning and social behavior. School administrators 
and academics alike recommend the implementation of the TRP as part 
of their efforts to conform to the UN convention in order to ensure the 
success of inclusive schooling for students with emotional and social 
needs. But in doing so, formal inclusion and temporary exclusion within 
the school become interconnected.  

The results yielded by this program evaluation show that there is to 
date no convincing empirical evidence as to the effectiveness of the 
TRP. On the contrary, the data indicate that the TRP actually has a neg-
ative impact on teaching and learning processes and on the culture of the 
school as a whole. While the TRP aims to enhance levels of classroom 
discipline and relieve pressure on the teacher, the program simultane-
ously impedes the development of a participative and empowering learn-
ing culture, even though it is precisely this factor which is indispensable 
for the successful inclusion of learners with emotional and social needs. 
The TRP’s educational ideals and its conception of human beings are 

https://doi.org/10.14361/9783839448878-005 https://www.inlibra.com/de/agb - Open Access - 

https://doi.org/10.14361/9783839448878-005
https://www.inlibra.com/de/agb
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


74 | Creating Learning Spaces 

 
 

 
 

 

also a serious cause for concern. The conclusion outlines alternative con-
cepts which are more suitable for the provision of inclusive schooling 
for students with emotional and social needs.  

In Germany, the »Training Room Program (TRP)«, first emerged 
shortly after the turn of the century. It was Balke (2003), Bründel and 
Simon (2003, 2007, 2013) and Claßen and Nießen (2006), whose publi-
cations and internet pages first introduced the program into the practice 
of school teaching, together with the teacher training programs for which 
it provided a base. The theoretical roots of the TRP are embedded in the 
»Responsible Thinking Process (RTP)« developed in the USA by Ford 
(2004), a program which in turn was based on control theory (Powers 
1998; Marken 2002).  

It is difficult to accurately estimate the number of German schools 
which are working with the program. In North Rhine-Westphalia, 142 
secondary schools were working with the TRP when Balz (2004) con-
ducted his survey. If we extrapolate this number to the total number of 
schools in this Bundesland (N=2.740), then the result is 5.2%. Recent 
statistics are not available from the other 15 Bundesländer. Interviews 
with local education authorities together with research undertaken on the 
internet would appear to support the estimate that approximately 10%-
15% of all German schools, according to region, are working with the 
TRP. Some schools work with the TRP, but do not make this information 
externally available. The TRP is also used to some degree in modified 
forms and under different names (e.g., »Island Room«).  

The stated aim of the TRP is to instill discipline in the classroom, 
thereby enabling lessons to take place without interruption. The TRP is 
based on the following principles: »Every teacher has the right to teach 
without interruption whilst at the same time bearing the responsibility 
for providing high-quality classes. Every student is entitled to high-qual-
ity classes whilst at the same time ensuring that classes can proceed 
without interruption. Teachers and students must show respect for their 
mutual rights and shoulder their respective responsibilities« (Bründel 
and Simon, 2003, p. 38). If a student fails to abide by these rules, the 
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teacher can ask the student to leave the classroom and go to the training 
room. The teacher decides when the student should leave.  

Before this happens, the teacher will ask the student if he is prepared 
to cease his disruptive behavior. Depending on his answer, the student 
will be allowed to remain in the classroom or will decide to go to the 
training room. In the training room, a teacher or social worker will be 
waiting for the student and will call upon him/her to reflect self-critically 
upon his/her disruptive behavior. During this process he must acknow-
ledge e.g. the following: »What did I do? I annoyed my teacher. I ran 
around the classroom. I was being noisy. I was quarrelling with the per-
son sitting next to me. I called out in class without putting my hand up 
first. I was rocking back and forth on my chair.« 

Students who are not in possession of the necessary reading and writ-
ing skills at this stage are permitted to put a cross next to a series of 
pictograms. The next step requires the student to make suggestions for 
improving his learning and social behavior and to record these consid-
erations in a plan laying out how he/she will return to class. Only by 
doing this will he/she be given permission to return to his/her class. 
When he/she does, he/she must present his/her completed plan to the 
teacher who has excluded him/her from the class. After considering what 
the student has written in his plan, the teacher will then decide whether 
the student is allowed to rejoin the lesson. If the student goes on to dis-
rupt the class again, then the entire process is repeated.  

If the student is sent to the training room three times in all, then his 
parents or guardians are summoned to the school for a training room 
meeting. This discussion will only take place during the training room’s 
opening times. If a student refuses to enter the training room, he will be 
suspended from the school with immediate effect. He will only be al-
lowed to return to the school once a training room meeting has taken 
place. If a student refuses to leave the school after he has been informed 
of his suspension, Balke (2003, pp. 41-42) recommends the police be 
called: they will then remove the student from the premises.  
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Numerous ministries and education authorities together with aca-
demics in their roles as political advisers (e.g., Klemm and Preuß-Lau-
sitz, 2011, p. 105; Preuß-Lausitz 2011, p. 108) recommend the imple-
mentation of the TRP or comparable programs in inclusive schools in 
order to effectively implement the UN convention particularly in respect 
to students with emotional and social needs.  

The purpose of this summative or outcome evaluation is to look at 
the results of the TRP, at the degree to which it accomplishes its specific 
goals, at the educational value and impact of the TRP, and what might 
point to changes that should be made in order to improve the program in 
subsequent implementations or when planning new programs and inter-
ventions. The objectives of this evaluation lie in the answers to the fol-
lowing questions: What is the impact on students with emotional and 
social needs? What is the overarching impact across the teaching and 
learning processes in a class? What is the impact on the teachers? What 
is the overarching impact across the broad culture of the school?  

For methodological considerations, the author draws on the literature 
which evaluates education programs (Patton 2002; Wall 2014; Yar-
brough et al., 2011). From these sources, the author has selected a »sta-
tus design« to determine the current state of affairs regarding the TRP in 
German schools. The procedure used to collect data to answer the eval-
uation questions listed above included the following: A review and ex-
amination of all available material including the program descriptions 
and instructions which are currently in use, critical discussion papers by 
other authors (Goeppel 2002; Jornitz 2004; Pongratz 2010), radio broad-
casts and television reports which have examined the program critically, 
and quantitative studies looking into the effectiveness of the TRP (Balz 
2004; Wollenweber 2013).  

Additionally, the author drew on qualitative data which he collected 
over several years at two schools which use the TRP by systematically 
observing the »training rooms« as well as the classes being taught at 
these schools, together with the participative observation of staff meet-
ings. Furthermore, the author evaluated »focus groups« (Patton 2002, 
pp. 385-390) with teachers in the context of in-service training courses 
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which the author ran at various schools and across the various school 
types. Primary importance here was given to the »decision-making 
model«. Additionally, the author made use of the »transactional model« 
(e.g., Patton 2002, pp. 171-172), by involving people who had been di-
rectly affected by the TRP and by exploring their different perspectives.  

The TRP evalution undertaken here has its theoretical basis in the 
disciplines of critical-constructivist education and teaching methodol-
ogy, especially where Klafki (2007), in the German context, sourced and 
developed the philosophical ideas of the Enlightenment, the educational 
concepts of Classicism and the socio-critical currents of educational phi-
losophy in the 20th century. Here, the educational ideal is aligned with 
the principle of responsible freedom in the Kantian sense.  

Against this background, education signifies the ability of the stu-
dents to act autonomously, to participate actively and to promote soli-
darity with others. In cases where children and adolescents come from 
unstable social environments, as is often the case with students with 
emotional and social needs, efforts to educate them must have an eman-
cipatory character in order to increase their chances of social integration. 
A comparable approach has been developed in the United States under 
the heading »Teaching for Social Justice« (e.g., Michie 2004, 2009). It 
involves the creation of an enabling, empowering pedagogy which can 
address students’ life situations, their cultural contexts, their social and 
economic upheavals, their life experiences and problems.  

All this takes place on the basis of good educational relations and on 
the basis of a project-orientated and participative teaching methodology 
in the course of which students are actively involved in cooperative 
learning whilst participating in the design and development of the whole 
teaching and learning process. Klafki’s work also includes these kinds 
of practical, educational approaches, as does the literature on inclusive 
education (e.g., Ainscow et al., 2006; Mastropieri and Scruggs, 2009).  

A further theoretical point of reference in evaluating the TRP is pro-
vided by evidence-based knowledge in the field of education and teach-
ing methodology for students with emotional, social and behavioral 
needs (e.g., Cole et al., 2013; Garner et al., 2014; Sailor et al., 2009; 
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Visser et al., 2012; Walker and Gresham, 2014). Any intervention which 
seeks to control a student’s behavior must always be carefully consid-
ered to ensure that it is actually in keeping with the educational ideal 
described above. Foucault’s (1995) critical discourse addressing the op-
erational structures which are built into social institutions therefore rep-
resents an absolutely essential theoretical point of reference in this dis-
cussion paper (e.g., Pongratz, 2010). 

What is the TRP’s impact on students with emotional and social 
needs? Bründel and Simon do not specify what they understand by a 
good lesson. Balke (2003), in contrast, defines a good lesson in reference 
to Csikszentmihalyi (2008) as being one that »flows«, in which the stu-
dents are completely and enthusiastically involved, and where they are 
immersed in the subject matter. Now, to safeguard the learning flow for 
the majority of the class, the one student who is obviously unable to find 
a point of access to this learning flow and so does something else, some-
thing unexpected and therefore disruptive, must leave the classroom. 
Having been separated from his/her class and sent to the training room, 
the student must think of reasons why he/she has been unable to find a 
way into the learning flow in which his/her classmates now find them-
selves.  

But was it actually even possible for this supposedly disruptive stu-
dent to find a point of access to the general learning flow of this class? 
Were the exercises and the material provided explained in a way that 
was appropriate for this student? Did the teacher really provide the nec-
essary educational support? Was the educational relationship between 
the teacher and the student sufficient to make the student feel that the 
teacher was being encouraging and supportive? Did the teacher really 
invest the necessary care in adapting the material to the abilities of the 
student? Did the teacher make available active approaches to dealing 
with the material, as well as forms of cooperative learning and interac-
tion with other students? Would it not have been more appropriate from 
the start to develop a learning flow which would have included all the 
students in the class? Did the teacher make every effort to identify what 
a learning flow might look like for this particular student?  
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In actual fact, the TRP seems to make the one student who is appar-
ently not functioning in the class responsible for the failure of the lesson. 
It is this one student who must undergo a process of change and adapt to 
the prevailing conditions within which the teaching and learning process 
is taking place. The mechanisms of the TRP force the student to disci-
pline himself (Jornitz 2004, p. 109). The world of the TRP simply does 
not take into account the complexity and interplay between the manifold 
conditions and factors existent in a teaching and learning context of this 
kind, where the conduct of the teacher is also of crucial importance. The 
following statement made by one of the teachers in the focus groups re-
flects this attitude: »Since we introduced the TRP I am very pleased to 
say that the students who used to be consistently disruptive in class have 
been forced to give up their disruptive behavior.«  

If the student wishes to leave the training room again, he is forced 
into a state of »documented conformity« (Jornitz 2004, pp. 109-110). He 
is forced to acknowledge his disruptive behavior and then to put down 
his good intentions in writing in order to be granted permission to return 
to his class. Only by doing this can he escape the stigma of being the 
outsider. Even if the literature dealing with the TRP makes reference to 
a »negotiated return«, in reality the student has nothing to negotiate. 
Goeppel (2002, p. 52) sees the student’s position as being downgraded 
to that of a »supplicant«. How honest and sustainable are the promises 
the student makes to improve his/her behavior when they are written 
down under duress in the training room?  

Furthermore, the process of clarification takes place at one remove 
from the classroom, in an entirely different place. This approach will not 
provide any long-term solutions. Jornitz (p. 117) states that there will be 
a boomerang effect and the problem will come back again. This is be-
cause the teacher who excluded the student from the class in the first 
place should be involved in finding the solution.  

A 14-year-old Roma boy with emotional and social difficulties was 
sent to the training room on dozens of occasions. The boy was aware of 
the fact that his parents had not previously attended a training room 
meeting and that they were unlikely to do so in the future. The reason 
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given by the boy’s parents was that they did not have access to a vehicle 
which they would need to travel to the rather remote, rural school. To-
wards the end of the series of training room exclusions, the boy was 
suspended from his school for a six-week period because the parents 
continued their refusal to attend a training room meeting at the school. 
When the school’s inspector responsible heard of the situation, he found 
himself in a dilemma. On the one hand he had approved the introduction 
of the TRP at that school, but on the other hand the long period of sus-
pension to which the boy was to be subjected as a result of the TRP was 
not in accordance with the statutory regulations at schools which were 
in force at the time. The committee which was normally required to meet 
to discuss long periods of suspension had not done so, neither had it 
debated the case, neither had this statutory committee taken an official 
decision. The positions between the family and the school became in-
creasingly entrenched. When the situation became deadlocked, the 
school’s inspector decreed that the boy move to a school in the adjacent 
school district. A school that acts in such a manner is exhibiting a disre-
gard for the human right to education (Kenworthy and Whittaker, 2000). 
A »culture of silence« comes into being (Gibson 2006). Voices, like that 
of the Roma boy, fall silent.  

The Training Room Program claims it encourages students to take 
responsibility for themselves and freely take their own decisions. Any 
student whose behavior continues to be at variance with the rest of the 
class even following a warning by the teacher has, as far as the TRP 
model sees the situation, decided of his own free will to leave the class-
room and go to the training room. It was his own decision to go (Bründel 
and Simon, 2003, p. 44). But are boys or young men with extremely 
problematic family backgrounds, where abuse is taking place and where 
the youngsters are traumatized etc., truly able to behave with such a high 
degree of responsibility and freely take decisions for themselves?  

Claßen and Nießen (2006, p. 92), as well as Bründel and Simon 
(2007, p. 144) also recommend using the TRP in contexts where children 
with attention problems and hyperactivity are present. Claßen and Nie-
ßen in particular argue that the straightforward structure of the TRP and 
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the way in which it imposes order lowers the level of excitability among 
children suffering from ADHD. But can teachers really hold these chil-
dren fully responsible for their behavior, considering the specific com-
plexities of their conditions? 

Claßen and Nießen (2006) are stigmatizing children and adolescents 
with emotional and social needs when they write on the back of their 
book: »Nobody should suffer from antisocial behavior.« In order to pro-
vide this group of young people with genuine opportunities for learning 
and personal development, this kind of deficit thinking must be disman-
tled (Garcia and Guerra, 2004). In this context, highly critical statements 
were voiced in the focus group containing teachers: »I don’t get the im-
pression that the students have very much respect for the idea of the 
TRP. But they know they have to adhere to its rules. Of course the TRP 
has meant that we have some quieter classroom sessions than we did in 
the past. But quite a bit of the communicative spontaneity and authen-
ticity has been lost in our interactions with the students. Their relation-
ship with us teachers is now more strategic and less open than it used to 
be. In the eyes of the students we have turned into technicians who are 
operating a machinery of power. Students who come from seriously 
problematic backgrounds simply do not understand what we are doing 
and why we are doing it.« 

What is the TRP’s impact across the teaching and learning processes 
in a class? Let us examine several statements voiced by teachers in one 
of the focus groups. One point of view that was aired on more than one 
occasion was the following: »Now that we have the TRP, the students 
have a clearer point of reference telling them what constitutes good 
classroom behavior«. But there was also a degree of concern, as we can 
see in the following statement which was made by another teacher: »The 
TRP directs the perceptions and thought processes of all students to-
wards a model of conformity. The omnipresence of these rules and the 
constant feeling in the room that a disruptive classmate might be ex-
cluded from the class dominates the attentiveness of the students. If a 
child is rocking back and forth on their chair then other students imme-
diately start looking demonstratively at the poster on the wall listing the 
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rules, reminding me by doing so of my responsibility to finally begin the 
questioning ritual which will get the errant student back on track. My 
old ideas about teaching are of no use to me any more as a specialist 
teacher. I have the feeling as though the whole student body has become 
conditioned since we introduced the TRP.« 

The TRP has an impact across the entire teaching and learning pro-
cess in a class because all of the students in a school with the TRP have 
one specific educational experience. They learn that those students who 
are not sufficiently in a position to adapt to the prevailing conditions in 
the teaching and learning process must leave the class in order to then 
subject themselves, outside the classroom, to a process of self-discipline. 
The students also observe that there is no deeper, fundamental educa-
tional consideration given to the processes at work in the classroom and 
the students’ social experiences underlying them. The learning behavior 
expected from the students within the parameters of the TRP can be 
characterized as follows: »I am quiet and pay attention. I sit at my desk. 
I look to the front of the class and follow the lesson. When I wish to say 
something, I raise my hand« (Bründel and Simon, 2007, p. 99).  

In the referential world of the TRP, the concept of movement which 
is integral to many educational games and cooperative, interactive forms 
of learning, no longer seems to exist. Bründel and Simon (2003, p. 29) 
portray a situation in which the necessary processes of clarification and 
consideration which arise in a more pedagogically orientated classroom 
actually run contrary to their conception of teaching in the sense of aca-
demic instruction. The achievements of German educational theory 
since the 1970s have been displaced, including independent, process-
orientated, cooperative student-orientated and real-world-orientated 
learning in which students could be active in discovering new know-
ledge for themselves. There is no place here for student participation, 
student voice and empowerment projects (Nind et al., 2012; Robinson 
and Taylor, 2012; Scanlon 2012; Sellman 2009), just as there is no space 
in classroom teaching to address the children’s particular social and cul-
tural backgrounds from which their specific social, emotional and be-
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havioral difficulties emerge in the first place (Michie 2004, 2009). In-
stead, the concepts of uniformity, conformity and discipline prevalent in 
the 1950s are being revived once again. 

What is the TRP’s impact on the teachers? In summarizing the main 
result of his empirical study, a survey of teachers, Balz (2004, p. 2) states 
that teachers find the TRP helpful. Bründel and Simon (2007, p. 151) 
use the results of Balz’s study to underscore the positive effects of the 
TRP: »Teacher satisfaction with the program: 89%, reduction in class-
room disruption: 82%, improvement in the quality of lessons: 72%, im-
provement in the classroom atmosphere: 73%.« These results are of lim-
ited validity. Simply asking the teachers in schools with the TRP about 
the program after a relatively short time-span certainly does not provide 
a comprehensive and conclusive picture.  

In his empirical study on the effectiveness of the TRP, Wollenweber 
(2013) found neither positive effects on the behavior of the children nor 
any significant improvement for teachers. There was no reduction in the 
numbers of sick days taken by teachers, something which Bründel and 
Simon used in their argumentation to indicate teachers’ exposure to high 
levels of stress. But there is no solid empirical evidence for the effec-
tiveness of the TRP with regard to improvements in the work-related and 
social behavior of the students in the classroom. 

Statements made by teachers in the focus groups suggest that the 
TRP can result in a hardening of teachers’ attitudes: «I like being able 
to get rid of very disruptive students simply and easily. Unfortunately, 
our school runs an internal policy stating that only one student from any 
given class can be sent to the training room at any one time. But if things 
get a bit out of hand in the fifth or sixth lesson I just wait until the one 
student has returned from the training room with his plan before sending 
the next one there. Lots of working hours have been invested in the train-
ing room that are no longer available for creating small, differentiated 
study groups, and the colleagues just sitting there in the training room 
can also do something for their money.« Another teacher said: »Rela-
tions with my students have become more superficial and distant since 
we introduced the TRP. I am starting to see the students as objects. They 
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mean less to me emotionally than before. My attitudes have hardened. 
That’s the only way I can serve the system. That is a loss.« 

The TRP cannot result in long-term, durable improvements because 
it is based on a negative, deficient image of young people. Bründel and 
Simon (2003, p. 14) write that nowadays, in general, students lack ex-
pertise and a sense of responsibility and that young people have become 
used to blaming others for their own failures. The two authors use eu-
phemistic phrases such as »the students do not know…«, »the students 
are unaware of…«, »the students have not learned to…«. The TRP chan-
nels the teachers’ awareness in the direction of these deficits and the 
resulting breaches of school rules. In the end, the questioning ritual en-
visaged by the Training Room Program ends up governing the teacher’s 
perceptions, thoughts and actions: »What are you doing? What does the 
rule state? How are you going to decide? If you disrupt the class again, 
what’s going to happen then« (Bründel and Simon, 2007, p. 42)? 

What is the TRP’s impact across the broad culture of a school? Are 
the designers of the Training Room Program really interested in free-
dom? This seems highly questionable when reading the profoundly self-
contradictory Eisenhower quotation which the authors use to elucidate 
the management principles which form the basis of the TRP: »Leader-
ship is the art of getting someone else to do something you want done 
because he wants to do it« (Bründel and Simon, 2013, p. 15). Surpris-
ingly, Bründel and Simon (2003, p. 134) claim that the Training Room 
Program is »thoroughly steeped in humanist thinking« even though free-
dom and humanism are very strongly related. Let us read a statement on 
this subject by a teacher in one of the focus groups: »I am pleased we 
adopted the TRP. Now we can take really decisive action. Now we’ve 
finally got rid of that damned freedom-orientated education. I always 
hated having to negotiate with the students. Now the focus has returned 
to the class subject and it was about time after the PISA-shock!« 

It seems to be rather more the case that the conception of the human 
being in the TRP literature is that of someone who needs to be externally 
controlled and moulded into shape by the mechanisms within social in-
stitutions. It is the very same, pessimistic image of human beings being 
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driven by their desires and instincts that we find in the works of Machi-
avelli and Hobbes, where only strong state institutions are in a position 
to control people of this kind and keep them in check. But are we entitled 
to limit freedom in the name of freedom? Pongratz (2010, p. 63) there-
fore sees the TRP as the practice of »governmental punishment«. For 
Jornitz (2004, p. 106), the TRP’s attitude to the subject of freedom seems 
like the »overdoor to a re-education camp«.  

Hence, when the TRP was introduced into the school where another 
of our focus-group teachers was working, his reactions to the changes in 
his school culture were correspondingly negative: »The change in the 
culture of my school was a really difficult time for me. A large group of 
teachers who up to that point had really been instrumental in the for-
mation of the school’s climate of learning thanks to their project-orien-
tated, attachment pedagogy, were pensioned off. Then a new, younger 
generation arrived and immediately began installing the TRP. They ma-
naged to establish a majority and get the principal on board too. Many 
of the middle generation teachers who had always found it hard to en-
gage pedagogically with challenging students seemed to get a new lease 
on life. They suddenly started striding down the corridors with an en-
tirely new sense of self-confidence.« 

The bureaucratisation and archiving of personal data which goes 
hand in hand with running this program must also be critically examined. 
The TRP produces a potpourri of referral forms, self-evaluation ques-
tionnaires, students’ plans for returning to their classes, and minutes ta-
ken during the discussions documenting the allegedly disruptive behav-
ior of the students and how they intend to improve it. All of these docu-
ments are archived and serve as the basis for whatever actions are taken 
subsequently (Balke 2003, p. 87; Bründel and Simon, 2003, pp. 109 and 
189). If we take recourse to Foucault’s (1995) critical discourse, the gen-
eration of knowledge about individuals in the context of social institu-
tions, and the generation of power, are very closely interconnected here. 

The TRP requires all teachers in a school to be involved in the pro-
gram in equal measure and to collaborate in its implementation (Bründel 
and Simon, 2003, p. 193). The program does not envisage individual 
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approaches by single teachers. Of course, any one teacher can decide not 
to send his students to the training room, but if the duty roster determines 
that it is that teacher’s turn to supervise the training room, then he has to 
carry out this duty whether he wants to or not. In a school which the 
author studied at close quarters over a period of two years, one teacher 
refused to carry out the task of supervising the training room because the 
program did not correspond with his pedagogical values. This resulted 
in him being forcibly transferred to another school district.  

At another specialized school which the author studied, again over 
two years, one teacher reported the following: »A seven-year-old boy 
was brought to me crying and shouting in the training room by his class 
teacher. He crawled under the desk and cowered there. It seemed to me 
to be neither possible nor sensible to talk to the student about him writing 
out a plan detailing how he wanted to return to the class. Instead, I asked 
the boy about his interests. I waited. The boy stopped sobbing, stuck his 
head out and looked at me inquisitively. Then he told me about his in-
terest in airports and of matters aeronautical. I suggested he draw an air-
port on the board in chalk. As he was drawing, the seven-year-old com-
mented on his picture and I was impressed by his enormous expertise on 
the subject. I asked him questions about what he was drawing, where-
upon he went into even greater detail on the subject. When the class 
teacher collected the boy at the end of the lesson, I presented him to her 
without any written self-evaluation and with no plan for his return to the 
classroom. She reported this to the school principal who then issued me 
with an official warning for undermining the school rules.« 

In cases where teachers refuse to implement the TRP, Claßen and 
Nießen (2006, p. 32) seek to return them to the general path adopted by 
their colleagues by removing their recourse to the disciplinary measures 
which were previously enshrined in the statutory regulations for such 
situations. In particular, it is no longer possible to convene a meeting of 
the class committee consisting of the allegedly problematic child, his 
parents, the elected representative of the parents in the class, the elected 
representative of the school, the teachers concerned and often the school 
principal as well. The aim of this committee is to discuss the alleged 
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problematic behavior of the student and to explore potential solutions. 
This committee can order a student’s temporary suspension from the 
school or decide upon other disciplinary measures as laid down in the 
statutory regulations. It is important to note here that the participation of 
the school’s and the parents’ elected representatives provides a safe-
guard against any arbitrary decision-making by the school staff.  

In contrast, the TRP operates outside the statutory regulations. Many 
schools in Germany have stopped working with attachment pedagogy. 
At the same time, these schools are making no effort to apply the know-
ledge base which currently exists internationally in the field with regard 
to the promotion of children’s emotional and social development at 
school and in the classroom. Instead, they are reverting back to the prin-
ciple of confrontation. They are practicing a rigid, punitive and paramil-
itary form of education (Herz 2012). These schools also readily adopt 
the TRP into their program. The »friendliness« which Bründel and Si-
mon (2003, p. 50) continue to recommend no longer has a part to play 
in this process. On the contrary, the direction that education is now tak-
ing is being dictated by Ferrainola’s principle of intervention which was 
practiced at the Glen Mills Schools for adolescents and which was pred-
icated on breaking their will.  

The author (Broecher 2016) has evaluated extensive qualitative data 
from a similar school: »Here, everybody is free to do what I want« is 
printed on a card on the door to the principal’s office. The (female) prin-
cipal stated assertively: »Here, everybody is helped, if necessary against 
their will.« A teacher at the school reported the following: »I already 
told you about my colleague, Mrs. Brandl, who sent one of her students, 
Nico, to me in the training room where he was supposed to stand on a 
piece of pink blotting paper for 40 minutes. As the teacher on duty, I was 
supposed to supervise this. After Mrs. Brandl had gone, I asked the stu-
dent to sit down. I talked to him about the reasons that lay behind his 
being here and how he came to be in Schwarzegg. We also talked about 
his life situation at home. In the end he said to me: ›Nobody has ever 
talked to me like this at this school. When I came here to this school, my 
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parents and I thought that they’d be able to help me. But you don’t get 
help here. For most people it just makes things worse.‹« 

In the context of a school culture like this one, the TRP becomes an 
instrument of dehumanization. Blunders of this kind reveal that some-
thing fundamental is missing from the program, namely a positive con-
ception of human beings, a code of ethics, a pedagogical philosophy into 
which it is clearly written that the young people who attend a school 
might expect to receive truly respectable and seriously well-intentioned 
educational support, and not this kind of chicanery. Because the TRP 
itself circumvents the values of freedom and veracity, it is itself highly 
susceptible to corruption.  

Apparently, the inclusion of students with emotional and social dif-
ficulties is to be furthered by schools reverting back to the old methods 
of exclusion, albeit temporary. Following the closure of ever more spe-
cialist special-needs schools, a new location must be found, away from 
the classroom, where disruptive students can be sent and where they will 
be subjected to some kind of special treatment. This place is called the 
»training room«. An idea is being revived from the time of segregated 
special education (Mousley et al., 1993) which was thought to have be-
come obsolete long ago. The »cycle of exclusion« (Razer et al., 2013) 
which encompasses teachers and students alike therefore continues to 
exist. Old patterns of thinking are sustained. Those students who are un-
able to achieve the degree of conformity expected in the classroom are 
required to leave in order to practice their conformity outside the class-
room.  

This interconnection between formal inclusion and interior exclu-
sion (Hodkinson 2012) must be called into question. Bründel and Simon 
(2007, p. 9) are convinced that the TRP arrived on the scene in German 
schools just at the right moment: »… at a time when a paradigm shift 
was taking place in education and psychology, away from the illusion 
that a teacher had to endure everything and that a school was a place 
where everyone should feel at ease« (Bründel and Simon, 2007, p. 9). 
Nevertheless, questions remain as to whether the TRP is an appropriate 
mechanism for fostering responsible, self-regulated behavior, because 
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autonomy, self-determination and co-determination by the students is 
simply omitted.  

The conceptual world of the TRP sees the students as objects, not as 
subjects with their own experiences and viewpoints. Any school which 
installs the TRP runs the risk of becoming a »disabling school« (Jauhi-
ainen and Kivirauma, 1997) in which the processes of dehumanization 
(Malacrida 2005) can easily gain the upper hand. Why has the TRP be-
come so widespread in Germany in particular, and not in other European 
countries, or in the United States? The reason might lie in the two paral-
lel historical strands which have driven German pedagogical thinking 
and actions in the past. By making reference to Merseburger’s (2005) 
Weimar studies, we can trace these two developmental strands back to 
the polar opposites of »mind« and »power«. In the »mind« category we 
would find Anna Amalia, Johann Wolfgang von Goethe and Friedrich 
von Schiller. In contrast, the concentration camp situated on the Etters-
berg in direct proximity to Weimar would represent the »power« cate-
gory: the mechanised, organised, bureaucratised, insensate subjugation 
and elimination of any deviations from the norm.  

Education as shaped by the humanities has ceased to exist wherever 
the TRP has been implemented in schools. Gone are the educational tra-
ditions which were rooted in Classicism and the Enlightenment on the 
one hand, and in the socio-critical discourse of Adorno, Horkheimer, 
Fromm and Marcuse through to Habermas and Honneth on the other. 
Instead of entering into a process of self-reflection with students in the 
classroom, the new school environment, under the inauspicious influ-
ence of the TRP, produces conformity and a »pathology of normality« 
(Fromm 2011). The »mechanics of power« (Foucault 2001), as con-
structed and implemented by the TRP, forces all those teachers who still 
abide by their deeper pedagogical beliefs which are based on the princi-
ple of freedom, into a position of protest (to the point of being forcibly 
transferred!) or silence. Control and subjugation, including that of the 
teachers themselves, have become the dominant principles.  

Perceived disruptions in the educational practice of teaching and 
learning in school can also serve as the wellspring for deeper cognitive 
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processes when teachers understand how to address and work through 
the events that take place in their classrooms, together with the social 
and cultural processes which underlie them. After all, all students have 
much to learn from this kind of approach to teaching and education and, 
guided by a spirit of cognitive curiosity in the classroom, there is good 
reason to believe that students’ destructive behavior will decline and 
their constructive behavior will increase, together with the inclusive en-
ergy of the entire school community. In cases in which children’s and 
adolescents’ emotional and social development is particularly vulnera-
ble, it is imperative to create a good, stable educational bond; to give 
careful consideration to engaging with their emotional and social needs; 
to arrange an appropriate learning environment and to develop an appro-
priate teaching methodology (Boorn et al., 2010; Broecher 2015 a; Coo-
per 2011; Doyle 2003; Popp et al., 2011). 

All of these points can be supported by teachers’ interventions to 
direct and stabilize student behavior which already exist in the form of 
School-wide Positive Behavior Support (Broecher 2015 b; Hill and 
Brown, 2013; Sailor et al., 2009), interprofessional work (e.g., O’Con-
nor 2013), family participation (e.g., Lewis 2009; Sheldon and Epstein, 
2002) and community work (e.g., Klein 2000). It is upon this basis that 
concepts need to be explored for the professional development of teach-
ers who have been in the school system for a longer period and who now 
find themselves confronted with the inclusion of students with emotional 
and social difficulties (e.g., Lane et al., 2014; Naraian et al., 2012) so 
that they no longer see the need to reach for a time-out model of such 
questionable efficacy as the Training Room Program. 
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