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Abstract

Background: In psychiatric treatment containment measures are used to de-escalate high-risk situations. These
measures can be characterized by their immanent amount of coercion. Previous research could show that the
attitudes towards different containment measures vary throughout countries. The aim of this study was to compare
the attitudes towards containment measures between three study sites in Switzerland which differ in their clinic
traditions and policies and their actual usage of these measures.

Methods: We used the Attitude to Containment Measures Questionnaire (ACMQ) in three psychiatric hospitals in
Switzerland (Zurich, Muensingen and Monthey) in patients, their next of kin (NOK) and health care professionals
(HCP). Furthermore, we assessed the cultural specifics and rates of coercive measures for these three hospitals.

Results: We found substantial differences in the usage of and the attitudes towards some containment measures
between the three study sites. The study site accounted for a variance of nearly zero in as needed medication to
15% in seclusion. The differences between study sites were bigger in the HCPs’ attitudes (up to 50% of the
variance), compared to NOK and patients. In the latter the study site accounted for up to 6% of the variance. The
usage/personal experience of containment measures in general was associated with higher agreement.

Conclusions: Although being situated in the same country, there are substantial differences in the rates of
containment measures between the three study sites. We showed that the HCP’s attitudes are more associated
with the clinic traditions and policies compared to patients’ and their NOKs’ attitudes. One can conclude that
patients’ preferences depend less on clinic traditions and policies. Therefore, it is important to adapt treatment to
the individual patients’ attitudes.

Trial registration: The study was reviewed and approved by the Cantonal Ethics Commission of Zurich,
Switzerland (Ref.-No. EK: 2016–01526, decision on 28.09.2016) and the Cantonal Ethics Commission of Bern,
Switzerland (Ref.-Nr. KEK-BE: 2015–00074).
This study has been performed in accordance with the ethical standards laid down in the 1964 Declaration of
Helsinki and its later amendments. The permission for conduction of the study was granted by the medical
directors at the three study sites. The authors informed the respondents (patients, NOK, HCP) of their rights in the
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study in an oral presentation and/or a cover letter. They assured the participants of the confidentiality and
anonymity of the data, and the voluntariness of participation. Patients were given an information sheet with the
possibility to consent in the conduction of the study. Return of the completed questionnaires from HCP and NOK
was constituted as confirmation of their consent. No identifying factors were collected to ensure privacy.
This article does not contain any studies with animals performed by any of the authors.

Keywords: Containment measures, Coercion, Attitudes, Treatment culture, Patients, Next of kin, Health care
professionals

Background
Psychiatric disorders sometimes can end up in situations in
which patients develop such distress that they become a
danger to themselves or others. It is one aim of psychiatric
emergency treatment to help patients to disrupt such a cri-
sis and prevent them from actual harm against themselves
or others. One characteristic of such situations is that they
can arise quickly. Because of their potential danger, they
have to be controlled fast and safe for the patient, but also
for others. Containment measures can be used to break
through such situations. They include a variety of interven-
tions which differ in vehemence and force and it is a chal-
lenge for health care professionals (HCP) and patients -
who should be asked about their preferences whenever pos-
sible and even if a coercion has to be used [1] - to choose
the methods with the best effect and the least force and
coercion on the patient. Containment measures can be
categorized by their different grades of coercion. There are
some measures in which the grade of coercion seems to be
low (e.g. PRN (“pro re nata” = as-needed) medication or
intermittent observation) and some where it seems to be
strong (e.g. involuntary admission, seclusion, mechanical
restraint, coercive medication) [2, 3]. The latter can be
summarized as formal coercive measures. Due to the
massive restriction of the patients’ freedom coercive mea-
sures are regulated by law. Measures from the first category
do not go ahead with explicit coercion. Nevertheless, pa-
tients have to expect consequences if they reject the offered
measure and thus, can also perceive coercion [4].
Containment measures, and especially coercion were

shown to be associated with feelings of helplessness [5],
humiliation [6] and a reduced satisfaction with therapy
in general [7]. Their usage can also lead to avoidance of
psychiatric treatment in some patients [8]. Such aversive
outcomes were critically discussed since the beginning
of modern psychiatry and different stakeholders aimed
to strengthen the patients’ autonomy and reduce the
number of containment measures - and especially of co-
ercion [9–11]. Nevertheless, until today containment
measures are still used in psychiatry in varying frequen-
cies between different countries [12], but also within one
country and sometimes even between wards of a single
hospital [13, 14].

Previous studies found varying attitudes towards con-
tainment measures in patients and HCP [15, 16]. Further-
more, it was shown that not only patients‘ characteristics
or preferences but also the traditions and policies of the
respective clinics influence the decision for or against spe-
cific containment measures [17].
It was shown that higher working experience in HCP

was associated with less exertion of coercion [18].
Nevertheless, those HCP who were involved in the exer-
tion of specific coercive measures expressed greater ap-
proval towards these measures in one study [6]. Another
study found no substantial association between the
HCP’s attitudes towards coercion and the actual exertion
of coercion [19]. Besides that, it was shown that nurses
tend to underestimate higher degrees of coercion com-
pared to physicians [20].
While for most of the HCP the use of coercion seems

necessary and justified in some situations, some patients
stated that they would have known alternatives to coer-
cive measures but had no possibility to discuss them
with the HCP [21]. A high frequency of coercive medica-
tion on the ward was associated with more negative atti-
tudes towards containment measures in patients [22]. In
contrast, one study found that patients’ personal experi-
ences with coercive medication or seclusion led to
higher agreement with the experienced measure [23]. It
is suggested that there is not a linear causal relationship
between perceived coercion and a specific measure and
that some patients perceive different amounts of coer-
cion regarding the same measure [20, 24–26]. These
findings illustrate the complexity in which the usage of
containment measures is embedded.
The complexity increases if the perspective of next of kin

(NOK) is taken into account - as emphasized in recovery-
oriented psychiatry. NOK experienced burden from the dis-
order of the patients [27]. Compared to patients they were
more satisfied with the treatment, even if coercion had to
be used [28]. To our knowledge, their attitude towards
different containment measures with their varying grades
of coercion has not been extensively studied yet.
Knowledge about the attitudes of patients, their NOK

and HCP towards different containment measures might
help to adjust treatment strategies to the patients’
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preferences. This should lead to a more founded exer-
tion of these measures in the individual patient with the
effect of less perceived coercion [29].
To gain more knowledge about the attitudes towards

containment measures against the background of clinic
traditions and policies, the aim of this study was to as-
sess and compare the attitudes of patients, next of kin
and health care professionals (physicians, psychologists,
nurses) at three study sites in different states (cantons)
of Switzerland with differing clinic traditions, policies
and rates of coercion.
We hypothesized that the study site accounts for a

relevant part of the variance in the attitudes of the par-
ticipants. Furthermore, we hypothesized that the exer-
tion of containment measures at a study site is
associated with higher agreement in HCP, patients and
their NOK compared to participants from study sites
without exertion of these measures.

Methods
Setting and legal regulation
We collected data at three study sites in different states
of Switzerland. Two (Zurich and Bern) belong to the
German speaking part of Switzerland, one (Valais) be-
longs to the French speaking part of Switzerland. All
three study sites are responsible for acute inpatient care
and have a public supply mandate. Hence, they are com-
parable in the diagnoses of their inpatients, the NOK
and HCP. Nevertheless, some differences in the clinic
traditions and policies can be found. For better illustra-
tion the three study sites are described briefly:

University Hospital of Psychiatry Zurich
The Hospital for Adult Psychiatry of the University Hos-
pital of Psychiatry Zurich provides 220 beds with 14
wards for acute and semi-acute inpatient treatment for
patients from 18 to 65 years. With its affiliated depart-
ments the clinic constitutes the largest clinic for adult
psychiatry in Switzerland, providing mental health ser-
vices for a catchment area of nearly 500’000 inhabitants
from a mostly urban region.
As a university hospital it provides education for med-

ical students, psychologists and nurses and holds differ-
ent research domains. During the last years the hospital
aimed to implement more recovery-based treatment
strategies. Also, driven by the high rates of involuntary
admissions, alternatives to inpatient treatment have been
established including home treatment and treatment of
patients in sheltered living units. If a patient has to be
constantly observed, the hospital mostly uses external
HCP to enable the ward’s HCP for maintaining the clin-
ical routine. The hospital provides an obligatory training
in the management of aggression and de-escalation for

new HCP from all professions and half year refresher
courses for nurses.

Hospital of psychiatry Muensingen
The Hospital of Psychiatry Muensingen is one of the
biggest psychiatric hospitals in Switzerland offering 250
beds. It has 5 specialized wards for acute treatment for
adults between 18 and 65 years.
The hospital serves a big catchment area in a rural re-

gion with about 500.000 inhabitants.
During the last years, the hospital focused on a reduc-

tion of coercive measures and implemented new ward
structures with the aim of permanently open wards.
There is an obligatory training in the management of ag-
gression and de-escalation for new HCP from all profes-
sions. With the development of regularly (one or two
times a year) refreshers in de-escalation techniques and
management of aggression, the hospital aims to create
more awareness for this topic in the future.
Constant observation is provided by the ward HCP.

This enables a continuity of the therapeutic relationship.

Department for Psychiatry and Psychotherapy Monthey
For patients between 18 and 65 years the hospital offers
99 beds. It is located in the French speaking part of
Switzerland and serves a rural region with a catchment
area of around 250,000 inhabitants. Outpatient alterna-
tives to inpatient treatment are scarce in this area.
The hospital has a long tradition of an open ward pol-

icy which started in 1967. At that time, also the rooms
for seclusion were abolished and the straps for mechan-
ical restraint were banned. Patients with a potential for
endangerment of self or others and a risk to abscond
have to wear hospital clothes. This enables easy recogni-
tion by the police or general public in the case of their
abscondence. This measure is used independently of the
legal status of the patient. There are no reliable data on
the frequency of this measure. Because of its stigmatiz-
ing aspect, the hospital aims for its abolition. The hos-
pital does not transfer patients at risk to other hospitals
with exertion of seclusion or mechanical restraint.
There is no structured program of regular HCP train-

ing in aggression management and de-escalation. The
individual wards are responsible for the training of new
colleagues. Constant observation is mostly provided by
the ward HCP, seldom by HCP from other wards. This
enables a continuity of the therapeutic relationship.

Mental health legislation in Switzerland
In Switzerland, the exertion of coercion is regulated
in the legislation on child and adult protection
(Kindes und Erwachsenenschutzrecht, KESR) by the
federal civil code which was revised on January 1st,
2013 [30]. Coercive measures (in exactly: orally or
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intramuscularly administered coercive medication, seclu-
sion, restraint) may be carried out in psychiatric emer-
gency situations “to protect the patient or third parties.”
(Art. 435 Swiss Civil Code [30]). They also can be ordered
by chief physicians if “failure to carry out the treatment
could lead to serious damage to the patient’s health or ser-
iously endanger the life or the physical integrity of third
parties” and “the patient is unable to exercise judgement
in relation to his or her need for treatment” (Art. 434
Swiss Civil Code [30]).
Involuntary admission (IA) may be executed in “A

person suffering from a mental disorder or mental
disability or serious neglect (…) if the required treat-
ment or care cannot be provided otherwise.” (Art.
426 Swiss Civil Code [30]). Some procedural aspects
regarding IA (in exactly who is authorized to execute
an IA and the maximum length of an IA) are
regulated differently within some of the 26 states of
Switzerland.

Coercive measures during hospitalization
Next to the description of some organizational struc-
tures at the three clinic sites we wanted to compare the
actual use of coercive measures at the three study sites.
Each study site has a standardized documentation
system to record the number and duration of coercion
in each patient. Therefore, we analyzed the anonymized
routine documentation of coercive measures and police
involvement in the case of abscondence which is used
for quality control at each study site (see Table 1).
Zurich and Muensingen share some similarities. In

comparison, the rate of involuntary admissions in
Monthey was lower. Consequent to its policy, seclusion
or mechanical restraint were not exerted. However,
physical restraint was exerted as an alternative in
Monthey; mostly in combination with coercive medica-
tion. Mechanical restraint was documented only in a few
patients in Zurich whereas in Muensingen its frequency
was comparable to the rate of forced medication (oral or
intramuscular), which was used in all three study sites.
Seclusion was the most frequently used coercive meas-
ure in Zurich and Muensingen.

Study population
The sample consisted of 418 patients (43.5%), 180 next of
kin (18.7%) and 364 health care professionals (HCP)
(37.8%). We included voluntary and involuntary hospital-
ized patients with an age > 18 years and < 65 years and all
psychiatric diagnoses. Patients with severe cognitive impair-
ment or another condition which forbid informed consent
and those with insufficient knowledge of German (in Zur-
ich and Muensingen) or French (in Monthey) language
skills were excluded. Of the 418 participating patients 21%
were involuntarily hospitalized. Due to the anonymized

design we were not able to assess which patients partici-
pated or refused. In Zurich 102, in Muenisingen 95 and in
Monthey 221 patients completed the questionnaire. Com-
pared to all patients treated at the study sites, the patients
included in this study appeared to have a similar distribu-
tion of ICD-10 psychiatric diagnoses.
We included first-degree relatives, partners of the pa-

tients or a patient’s person of trust if the patients con-
sented to contact them. We defined a maximum of 4
NOK per patient. We excluded a NOK with an age < 18
years and/or if severe cognitive impairment made in-
formed consent impossible or another condition forbid in-
formed consent, or if no informed consent was given.
Also, NOK with insufficient knowledge of German (in
Zurich and Muensingen) or French (in Monthey) lan-
guage skills were excluded. In Monthey 47, in Muensingen
80 and in Zurich 53 NOK completed the questionnaire.
We included HCP when they were working for more

than 4 weeks at one of the three study sites and had an
age > 18 years. They consisted of mental health nurses
(N = 239 (66%)), psychiatrists (N = 90 (25%)) and psy-
chologists (N = 31 (8%)). Four (1%) HCP did not define
their specialization. Of 257 HCP working at the Univer-
sity Hospital of Psychiatry Zurich 112 (44%) returned
the completed questionnaire. At the Hospital of Psych-
iatry Muensingen 143 (63%) Of 227 HCP, and at the de-
partment for Psychiatry and Psychotherapy Monthey
109 (92%) of 118 HCP completed the questionnaire.

Procedures
Members of the study team informed HCP at the three
study sites about the study and directly handed over the
anonymized questionnaires. The HCP completed the
questionnaires during their working shifts and returned
it anonymously.
At each ward, patients were informed about the study

by a member of the study team during group meetings.
Patients who were interested received information
material. Those who gave their informed consent and
met the inclusion criteria were included. A member of
the study team supported the patients during comple-
tion of the questionnaire. The questionnaire used in this
study asked for general attitudes towards containment
measures. Therefore, patients were included irrespective
of their duration of hospitalization (initiation phase,
ongoing treatment, termination phase). To achieve a
comprehensive sample, each ward was visited at differ-
ent timepoints.
If the patients gave their consent to invite a NOK, we

sent them a letter with the questionnaire and a backward
envelope. Due to a low response rate of NOK in the
canton of Zurich, we also used relative groups and social
media to recruit a sufficient number of NOK.
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Outcomes and measures
We used the German Version of the Attitudes to Con-
tainment Measures Questionnaire (ACMQ-D) [31]. For
Monthey, the questionnaire was translated to a French
version. The translation was conducted by a native Ger-
man (T.R.) and a native French speaker (G.K) from the
study team. The questionnaire is based on the English
version developed 2004 by Bowers et al. [3]. The ques-
tionnaire fulfills the criteria for usage in research [3] and
reached a Cronbachs’ alpha of α = 0.79 to 0.93 in the re-
liability tests of former studies [32, 33]. It describes 11
containment measures in written form and pictures. The
participant can rate the acceptability of each measure
with a five-point Likert scale (strongly agree = 1, to
strongly disagree = 5). Additionally, the questionnaire
contains questions about the respondent’s background
(age and gender for patients; education, profession and
working experience for HCP; age, education level and
profession for NOK), as well as whether the respondent
had ever experienced/used the containment measures
presented or if the measure was used on the patient
related to the NOK.
The ACMQ-D includes a selection of containment

measures which are broadly used in the western
civilization. Some measures which can be used for con-
tainment are not assessed with this questionnaire (e.g.
use of walks on the hospital area). On the other hand,
some measures are not used in Switzerland (e.g. net bed)
but were assessed anyways to assure comparability with
other study sites. The measures included are shown in
detail in Table 2.

Statistical analysis
We compared differences in attitudes by using univariate
ANOVA and Sidac post-hoc tests.

To test for normal distribution of data we used
Kolmogorov-Smirnov-Test, Shapiro-Wilk-Test and op-
tical analysis of histograms. We also double-checked re-
sults by Kruskal-Wallis test as most variables were only
nearly normally distributed. We examined relationships
between attitudes and use/personal experience of con-
tainment measures by Spearman correlation coefficients.
For statistical analyses we used SPSS 23.0 (IBM Corp.
Released 2011. IBM SPSS Statistics for Windows, Ver-
sion 23.0. Armonk, NY: IBM Corp.) for Windows. The
level of significance was set at p < 0.05.

Results
Descriptive statistics
Overall, n = 1037 persons participated. Of these respon-
dents, six persons were below the age of 18 years, 54 per-
sons were over 65 years and 13 persons did not indicate
their age. Furthermore, two persons were excluded with
missing values over 50% in the target outcome variable.
The final data set included n = 962 individuals of which
318 (33.1%) were from Muensingen, 267 (27.8%) from
Zurich and 377 (39.2%) from Monthey. Fifty-four percent
(N = 521) of the responders were female and gender did
not significantly differ between the three study sites. Mean
age was 40.1 years (SD = 12.4) and respondents from Zur-
ich were significantly younger (M = 37.0, SD = 11.8) than
respondents from Muensingen (M= 42.2, SD = 12.4) and
Monthey (M= 40.5, SD = 12.5; F = 13.69 (2959), p < .05).

Global attitudes
We assessed the global attitudes at the three study sites
by calculating the mean of all 11 responses for each par-
ticipant. The mean scale value of global attitude towards
containment measures was M = 2.51 (SD = 0.66). We
found a good internal consistency with a Cronbach’s

Table 2 Definitions of containment methods according to the Attitude to Containment Measures Questionnaire by Bowers et al.
(2004) [3]

1 PRN medication Voluntarily accepted medication administered at the nurses’ discretion in addition to regular doses, by any route

2 Physical restraint Physically holding the patient, preventing movement

3 Intermittent observation An increased level of observation, of greater intensity than that which any patient generally receives, coupled
with allocation of responsibility to an individual nurse or other worker, periodic checks at intervals

4 Seclusion Isolated in a locked room

5 Time out Patient asked to stay in a room or area for a period of time, without the door being locked

6 IM medication Intramuscular injection of sedating drugs administered without consent

7 PICU Transfer to a specialist locked ward for disturbed patients

8 Mechanical restraint The use of restraining straps, belts or other equipment to restrict movement

9 Constant observation An increased level of observation, of greater intensity than that which any patient generally receives, coupled
with allocation of responsibility to an individual nurse or other worker; Constant: within eyesight or arms reach
of the observing worker at all times

10 Net bed Patient placed in a net bed enclosed by locked nets, which he or she is unable to leave

11 Open-area seclusion Isolated in a locked area, accompanied by nurses

PRN Pro re nata, PICU Psychiatric intensive care unit, IM Intramuscular
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alpha =0.83. When we compared the global mean of pa-
tients, NOK and HCP we found significant differences
between the study sites in HCP and NOK but not within
the group of patients (see Table 3). Furthermore, in
Muensingen and Zurich, patients showed lower accept-
ance than NOK and HCP whereas in Monthey, respon-
dents of all groups had comparable values.

Detailed analysis of the participants’ attitudes at the
three study sites
The attitudes varied among the different measures with
PRN rated as the most acceptable (M= 1.62; SD = 0.85)
and the net bed as the least acceptable (M= 4.10; SD =
1.05) measure (Table 4). Attitudes towards most measures
significantly differed among the three study sites, espe-
cially between Monthey and the two others. Particularly,
in PICU and seclusion the factor of location explained 12
to 15% of the variance in the attitudes of the whole group
of participants. When we compared the three participating
groups (patients, NOK and HCP) at the three study sites,
we found that attitudes towards some containment
measures varied among patients, NOK and HCP.
Patients from Monthey appeared to have higher accept-

ance for measures like PRN and intermittent observation
than those from Zurich and Muensingen. In contrast, we
found lower acceptance for seclusion in this group (sig-
nificant difference between Monthey and Zurich). Physical
restraint again met significantly higher acceptance from
Monthey’s patients compared to the other two study sites.
Also, for intramuscular medication (used in all study sites)
this trend could be shown. The study site did not account
for much of the variance and explained up to 6% (in PRN)
of the variance in this group.
In NOK we found a comparable trend for PRN and

intermittent observation (higher acceptance in
Monthey). The NOK in Monthey agreed significantly
lower to PICU, open area seclusion, seclusion, and the
net bed compared to those from the other study sites.
For mechanical restraint significant differences appeared
between Muensingen and Monthey (lower acceptance in

Monthey). The study site accounted for a variance of up
to 15% in seclusion and 18% in PICU.
The most diverse picture appeared for the HCP’s atti-

tudes. We found comparable ratings only in the attitude
on intermittent and constant observation. PRN, and
interestingly IM medication and physical restraint were
higher accepted in Monthey. In contrast, open area se-
clusion met significantly higher acceptance in Muensin-
gen compared to the other two study sites. Seclusion,
mechanical restraint and the net bed were significantly
lower accepted from HCP in Monthey compared to the
other two study sites. In HCP we found the highest
variances according to the study sites, with up to 50%
for seclusion (for details see Table 4).

Relationship between experience/usage and attitudes
towards containment measures
Reported experience or use of containment measures
largely differed across the examined measures and also var-
ied among group membership and the study sites (Table 5).
However, for all groups, a strong negative relationship
between experience or usage and attitudes could be found
(rs = −.70, p < .001). Higher experience was mostly linked to
higher agreement. Correlations were higher for Monthey
(rs patients = −.82, p < .05; rs NOK = −.74, p < .05; rs HCP = −.84,
p < .05) than for Zurich (rs patients = −.76, p < .05; rs NOK =
−.74, p < .05; rs HCP = −.77, p < .05) and Muensingen (rs pa-

tients = −.73, p < .05; rs NOK = −.55, n.s.; rs HCP = −.41, n.s.)

Discussion
This study showed that the attitudes towards contain-
ment measures significantly varied among the three
study sites, located in different states in Switzerland.
These differences between the study sites appeared in all
three participating groups (patients, NOK and HCP) but
were more evident in the HCP, followed by NOK and
then patients which appeared to have the smallest study
site dependent differences in their attitudes. The study
site accounted for a variance from nearly zero in PRN,
time out, intermittent and constant observation to 15%
in seclusion. In those containment measures which

Table 3 Mean differences in global attitudes of containment methods among patients, relatives and staff, separated by study sites

Total Muensingen Zurich Monthey F (df) p eta squared

M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD)

Patients 2.77 (0.76) 2.78 (0.74)d,e 2.86 (0.81)e 2.68 (0.73) 24.68 (8, 953) 0.000 0.172

NOK 2.55 (0.54) 2.38 (0.59)f 2.55 (0.48)f 2.72 (0.55)

HCP 2.27 (0.42) 2.07 (0.38)a,b 2.14 (0.47)c 2.61 (0.40)a,c

NOK Next-of-kin, HCP Healthcare professionals
aMuensingen vs. Monthey, p < 0.05, Sidac post-hoc
bMuensingen vs. Zurich, p < 0.05, Sidac post-hoc
cMonthey vs. Zurich, p < 0.05, Sidac post-hoc
dPatients vs. NOK within one study site, p < 0.05, Sidac post-hoc
ePatients vs. HCP within one study site, p < 0.05, Sidac post-hoc
fNOK vs. HCP within one study site, p < 0.05, Sidac post-hoc
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found more agreement, the variance between the study
sites was smaller.
Therefore, we can confirm our hypothesis that the

study site accounts for some of the variance in the

attitudes towards containment measures. We were
also able to show that HCP show higher approval for
containment measures if they are exerted at their
study site. In patients and NOK there was no such,

Table 4 Mean differences in attitudes of different containment methods among the three study sites, separated by the participating
groups

Total Muensingen Zurich Monthey F (df) p eta squared

Patients M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD)

1 PRN (as-needed) medication 1.81 (0.98) 1.94 (1.00) a 2.17 (1.17) c 1.58 (0.79) 14.48 (2407) 0.000 0.066

3 Intermittent observation 2.04 (1.00) 2.21 (1.07) a 2.29 (1.14) c 1.84 (0.84) 9.32 (2407) 0.000 0.044

5 Time out 2.35 (1.12) 2.38 (1.05) 2.36 (1.11) 2.33 (1.17) 0.10 (2411) 0.908

9 Constant observation 2.38 (1.07) 2.40 (1.09) 2.45 (1.13) 3.35 (1.03) 0.36 (2410) 0.701

7 PICU 2.67 (1.21) 2.46 (1.07) 2.54 (1.19) 2.82 (1.27) 3.64 (2408) 0.027 0.018

11 Open-area seclusion 2.53 (1.10) 2.48 (1.14) 2.60 (1.20) 2.51 (1.04) 0.30 (2407) 0.738

2 Physical restraint 2.73 (1.27) 3.04 (1.28) a 2.91 (1.32) c 2.52 (1.21) 7.11 (2412) 0.001 0.033

6 IM medication 3.06 (1.34) 3.29 (1.30) a 3.46 (1.40) c 2.77 (1.26) 11.57 (2410) 0.000 0.053

4 Seclusion 3.04 (1.30) 2.89 (1.23) 2.80 (1.40) c 3.22 (1.26) 4.44 (2412) 0.012 0.021

8 Mechanical restraint 3.49 (1.28) 3.46 (1.26) 3.68 (1.33) 3.41 (1.25) 1.55 (2407) 0.214

10 Net bed 4.08 (1.12) 3.98 (1.14) 4.18 (1.18) 4.08 (1.09) 0.76 (2407) 0.468

NOK

1 PRN (as-needed) medication 1.85 (0.86) 1.91 (0.85) 2.02 (0.93) c 1.57 (0.75) 3.86 (2176) 0.023 0.042

3 Intermittent observation 1.69 (0.64) 1.66 (0.64) 1.85 (0.57) 1.54 (0.69) 3.00 (2176) 0.052

5 Time out 2.06 (0.81) 1.89 (0.68) a 2.04 (0.73) 2.37 (1.00) 5.52 (2176) 0.005 0.059

9 Constant observation 1.98 (0.84) 1.99 (0.89) 2.08 (0.81) 1.87 (0.79) 0.75 (2175) 0.473

7 PICU 3.58 (1.17) 3.36 (1.23) a 3.62 (1.04) c 3.91 (1.15) 19.79 (2177) 0.000 0.183

11 Open-area seclusion 2.15 (0.81) 1.96 (0.72) a 2.11 (0.67) c 2.50 (0.98) 6.96 (2176) 0.001 0.073

2 Physical restraint 2.59 (1.00) 2.51 (1.02) 2.66 (1.00) 2.65 (0.97) 0.459 (2176) 0.633

6 IM medication 2.71 (1.04) 2.73 (1.14) 2.77 (0.99) 2.62 (0.92) 0.29 (2177) 0.746

4 Seclusion 3.02 (1.09) 2.65 (0.98) a 3.00 (1.02) c 3.68 (1.05) 15.45 (2177) 0.000 0.149

8 Mechanical restraint 3.58 (1.17) 2.36 (1.23) a 3.62 (1.04) 3.91 (1.15) 3.37 (2176) 0.037 0.037

10 Net bed 3.91 (1.03) 3.65 (1.08) a 4.04 (0.90) c 4.21 (1.00) 5.29 (2176) 0.006 0.057

HCP

1 PRN (as-needed) medication 1.30 (0.52) 1.30 (0.48) 1.45 (0.60) c 1.17 (0.44) 8.51 (2361) 0.000 0.045

3 Intermittent observation 1.36 (0.60) 1.34 (0.54) 1.38 (0.66) 1.38 (0.66) 0.246 (2361) 0.782

5 Time out 1.66 (0.77) 1.41 (0.60) a 1.62 (0.75) c 2.02 (0.86) 21.46 (2361) 0.000 0.106

9 Constant observation 1.72 (0.80) 1.66 (0.82) 1.77 (0.81) 1.73 (0.77) 0.56 (2361) 0.571

7 PICU 2.29 (1.14) 2.06 (0.95) a,b 1.70 (0.73) c 3.19 (1.17) 72.63 (2360) 0.000 0.287

11 Open-area seclusion 2.48 (1.13) 2.05 (0.94) a,b 2.58 (1.15) c 2.93 (1.14) 21.78 (2359) 0.000 0.108

2 Physical restraint 2.12 (0.90) 2.38 (0.98) a,b 2.06 (0.80) 1.85 (0.82) 11.42 (2360) 0.000 0.060

6 IM medication 2.03 (0.77) 2.12 (0.72) a 2.22 (0.82) c 1.70 (0.68) 15.41 (2359) 0.000 0.079

4 Seclusion 2.47 (1.15) 1.89 (0.73) a 2.00 (0.71) c 3.72 (0.99) 184.99 (2361) 0.000 0.506

8 Mechanical restraint 3.31 (1.18) 2.61 (0.93) a 2.72 (0.98) c 4.24 (0.88) 110.62 (2361) 0.000 0.380

10 Net bed 4.22 (0.95) 3.97 (1.07) a 4.03 (0.86) c 4.76 (0.56) 29.34 (2361) 0.000 0.140

PRN Pro re nata, PICU Psychiatric intensive care unit, IM Intramuscular, NOK Next-of-kin, HCP Healthcare professionals
aMuensingen vs. Monthey, p < 0.05, Sidac post-hoc
bMuensingen vs. Zurich, p < 0.05, Sidac post-hoc
cMonthey vs. Zurich, p < 0.05, Sidac post-hoc
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or a smaller effect. Thus, for patients and NOK, we
had to reject our hypothesis, that the experience of
specific measures is associated with a higher approval.
The good internal consistency with a Cronbach alpha
=0.83 in our study was in line with other studies [32,
33] and allowed the assessment of a global attitude
value which also differed significantly between the
study sites.
The traditions and policies of Monthey are different

to Muensingen and Zurich according to a 50-year
history of an open ward policy and abolition of seclu-
sion and mechanical restraint. The approval of HCP
towards these measures was significantly lower in
Monthey, compared to Zurich and Muensingen. This
indicates an association between the actual exertion
or banishment of coercive measures and the attitudes
towards those measures. In NOK and patients, we
found the same trend but with smaller effect sizes;
especially in patients.
These findings go in line with former studies which

outlined that besides patients’ characteristics clinic tradi-
tions and policies have a relevant impact on the actual
usage of coercion [34]. In Monthey, the abolishment of
seclusion and restraint and the implementation of an
open ward policy are viewed as an achievement. HCP of
this clinic agree to this policy and thus, might have a ra-
ther negative attitude towards the abolished measures
compared to HCP of the other study sites, where seclu-
sion and mechanical restraint are still part of a “clinical
routine” if coercion is needed. On one hand, HCP might
be influenced by the policy and training of the working
place. On the other hand, the attitude of a person might
influence the choice of the working place. Nevertheless,
compared to the less invasive measures, the approval

rate for seclusion and mechanical restraint was low also
in HCP from Zurich and Muensingen. This underlines
the general disagreement with coercion in all study sites.
Compared to HCP in which the study site explains a

relevant part of the variance in the attitudes, the patients’
attitudes were more homogeneous. Patients in Zurich and
Muensingen had more negative attitudes compared to
HCP or NOK and thus, had more similar attitudes with
patients in Monthey. In the least approved measures (net
bed, mechanical restraint and IM medication) no signifi-
cant differences were found between the study sites. For
seclusion we found significantly less agreement in
Monthey compared to Zurich. This finding goes in line
with another study showing that on wards where more
seclusion was used, the patients’ agreement with this
measure was higher compared to wards where less seclu-
sion was used [22]. Nevertheless, patients who experi-
enced seclusion described feelings of humiliation or of
being punished, and a lack of information why they had
been secluded [35, 36]. Also one study found that seclu-
sion accounted for 46% of the explained variance of per-
ceived coercion [37].
Compared to the other two study sites, patients (and

HCP) in Monthey agreed significantly higher with IM
medication. This may be caused by the fact that in Zur-
ich and Muensingen the application of coercive medica-
tion is mostly associated with a lower accepted coercive
measure (e.g. seclusion or restraint). In contrast, in
Monthey only physical restraint (in our study higher
agreement compared to seclusion and restraint) can be
applied in combination with coercive medication.
Our results reveal the complexity in which the usage of

coercive measures is embedded. It is important to gain a
more comprehensive understanding on characteristics of

Table 5 Percentage of reported experience or use of containment measures, separated by groups and study sites

Patients NOK HCP

Muensingen Zurich Monthey Muensingen Zurich Monthey Muensingen Zurich Monthey

1 PRN (as-needed) medication 72% 75% 85% 56% 73% 66% 87% 87% 62%

3 Intermittent observation 41% 42% 49% 25% 61% 51% 72% 84% 82%

5 Time out 30% 32% 43% 13% 35% 36% 78% 79% 61%

9 Constant observation 24% 19% 17% 11% 15% 28% 57% 84% 81%

7 PICU 48% 57% 18% 66% 62% 34% 93% 92% 49%

11 Open-area seclusion 25% 14% 15% 17% 12% 17% 31% 16% 30%

2 Physical restraint 14% 28% 21% 9% 13% 21% 50% 66% 76%

6 IM medication 18% 17% 22% 11% 9% 43% 69% 72% 86%

4 Seclusion 33% 40% 17% 25% 37% 19% 86% 86% 43%

8 Mechanical restraint 28% 16% 11% 17% 14% 20% 83% 76% 45%

10 Net bed 1% 0% 2% 0% 0% 7% 1% 1% 0%

Mean 30% 31% 27% 23% 30% 31% 64% 68% 56%

NOK Next-of-kin, HCP Healthcare professionals, PRN Pro re nata, PICU Psychiatric intensive care unit, IM Intramuscular
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coercive situations and their effect on the perception
of coercion in patients. In this context the most im-
portant finding of this study seems to be that the dif-
ferences in the attitudes are more pronounced in
HCP and contribute for up to 50% of the variance in
the HCP’s attitudes. The smaller differences in pa-
tients suggest a more homogenous view in this group.
Patients might be not that much influenced by clinic
traditions and policies.
We found that patients, independent of the study site,

showed the least approval for the net bed and mechan-
ical restraint. In Zurich and Muensingen these measures
were followed by IM medication and then seclusion
whereas in Monthey seclusion was followed by IM medi-
cation. Although the patient group is more homogenous
it is not possible to define one coercive measure which
is “most approved” by patients in general. Personal ex-
perience seems to have an impact on the attitudes to-
wards these measures. It should be the aim of further
studies to assess to what extend personal experiences
but also specific traditions and policies of a clinic influ-
ence the patients’ attitudes towards specific measures.
These aspects should be taken into account when the
decision for or against a specific measure is made. The
usage of coercion is dilemmatic in many aspects and
there is not one right and especially no generalizable an-
swer to meet this dilemma. We therefore draw differing
conclusions compared to a previous study [38] and state
that, for the individual patient it is relevant which of the
diverse containment and especially of the coercive mea-
sures is exerted. In the decision-making process which
containment measure to use it is important to bear in
mind that as a HCP of a specific clinic one might be in-
fluenced by its clinic traditions and policies. Whereas, in
patients these aspects have less influence and individual
experiences and attitudes seem to be more important.
Thus, the patient should be included in the decision
which measure is used whenever this is possible. In
acute and maybe endangering situations an expedient
negotiation with the patient is sometimes unfeasible.
Meeting these problems, advance directives were shown
to be successful [39]. If a coercive measure has to be
used, information about the following steps and the pa-
tients ‘rights should be provided by the HCP and the au-
tonomy of the patient should be maintained whenever
possible (e.g. allowing visits of NOK, phone calls or
mails) [40]. A specific debriefing session with the patient
has also proven to be successful to reduce traumatic ex-
periences [1, 41]. This therapeutic strategy may help af-
fected patients to frame the measure in the context of a
treatment which aims to encourage their personal recov-
ery. Coercion was shown to reduce the treatment satis-
faction. Therefore, efforts should be made to strengthen
the therapeutic relationship if it comes to its usage [42].

Limitations
The participation in this study was voluntary and only a
small part of those patients who were treated during the
study period participated in the study. Unfortunately, it
is not clear how many patients refused to participate.
The study design did not allow for a structured compari-
son of those patients who were invited and those who
participated/refused. Furthermore, the assessment of the
NOK was anonymized, and our data do not allow for a
comparison of those NOK who participated/refused.
Thus, the results might be biased in patients and their
NOK. The response rate of HCP differed between the
study sites with a high response rate in Monthey,
followed by Muensingen and the lowest response rate in
Zurich. Participants were sufficiently motivated to
complete the voluntary survey, and as a result, individ-
uals with strong views regarding containment measures
were probably over-sampled. A refusal to participate in
the study could have been caused by the patients’ or
their NOK’s disapproval with the treatment. We did not
assess factors like symptom severity and thus were not
able to correct for these possible influencing factors. Of
all participating patients, 21% were involuntarily hospi-
talized which is comparable to the total rates of involun-
tary hospitalization at the three study sites in general.
Also, the patients did not differ in the distribution of
their diagnoses from the whole sample treated at the
study sites. The distribution of the different professions
(mental health nurses, psychiatrists and psychologists)
who completed the questionnaire is comparable to the
distribution on the different wards included in the study.
As a consequence, we can assume that, despite of the
limitations, the participants might be representative for
the whole sample at the three study sites.
The ACMQ does only ask for the attitude and thus,

we were not able to assess why participants agreed with
some and disagreed with other measures. We also do
not know when those participants with experiences were
exposed to a specific measure. This might also have led
to a bias, as former studies have shown that the time be-
tween experience of a coercive measure and the assess-
ment influences the approval of the measure [43].
Due to the different languages at the study sites (Ger-

man in Zurich and Muensingen, French in Monthey)
the German version was translated into a French version
by members of the study team (T.R. and G.K.). They
speak German and French fluently and therefore the
chance of imprecisions and biased results due to lan-
guage differences is minimal.
We were able to show that there are differences in the

attitudes towards containment measures and in clinic
traditions and policies between the three study sites.
Nevertheless, we did not use a structured instrument to
assess the clinic traditions and policies and its influence
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on participants and we cannot clearly deduce the factors
which contribute to this cultural difference. Besides the
traditions in psychiatric care, sociocultural aspects like
cultural and political views, but also organizational fac-
tors like different training programs in the prevention of
aggression and coercion, the patient/HCP ratio and the
turn-over rate of patients at the three study sites may
have influenced the attitudes of the participants.
Analyses were confined to responses from Swiss par-

ticipants and their beliefs and attitudes may differ to
other countries. Nevertheless, the study population was
big, and the statements of the participants were congru-
ent with data on the usage of coercion which we ex-
tracted from the clinical routine documentation.

Conclusions
The study site accounts for a substantial proportion of
the variance between the attitudes towards containment
measures - especially in HCP. The differences in the atti-
tudes may be partly explained by the differing clinic tra-
ditions and policies at the three study sites (e.g. different
training-approaches of health care professionals in
de-escalation techniques, values and the lack of standard
operating procedures). The different attitudes were espe-
cially expressed in HCP, whereas in patients the attitudes
vary less within the different study sites. This finding
emphasizes the importance to adjust the usage of con-
tainment measures and especially of coercion on the pa-
tients’ attitudes and, if necessary, apply those measures
which they agree more with. Advanced directives and
treatment planning might be helpful tools to capture the
individual attitudes of a patient. Future studies should
emphasize to gain more knowledge about the factors
which shape the attitude towards specific measures.

Abbreviations
ACMQ: Attitude to Containment Measures Questionnaire; HCP: Healthcare
professionals; IM: Intramuscular; NOK: Next of kin; PICU: Psychiatric intensive
care unit; PRN: Pro re nata (as needed)

Acknowledgements
Not applicable.

Funding
No funding was received.

Availability of data and materials
The datasets used and/or analysed during the current study are available
from the corresponding author on reasonable request.

Authors’ contributions
Study conceptualization and data collection: FH, EB, SB, GK, MJ, TR. Analysis
and interpretation of data: FH, SM, MJ, TR. Drafting the article or revising it
critically for important intellectual content: FH, MJ, SM, GK, SB, TR. Final
approval of the version to be published: FH, MJ, EB, SM, GK, SB, TR.

Ethics approval and consent to participate
This study has been performed in accordance with the ethical standards laid
down in the 1964 Declaration of Helsinki and its later amendments. The
study was evaluated and approved by the Cantonal Ethics Commission of

Zurich, Switzerland (Ref.-No. EK: 2016–01526, decision on 28.09.2016) and the
Cantonal Ethics Commission of Bern, Switzerland (Ref.-Nr. KEK-BE: 2015–
00074).
The permission for conduction of the study was granted by the medical
directors at the three study sites. The authors informed the respondents
(patients, NOK, HCP) of their rights in the study in an oral presentation and/
or a cover letter. They assured the participants of the confidentiality and
anonymity of the data, and the voluntariness of participation. Patients were
given an information sheet with the possibility to consent in the conduction
of the study. Return of the completed questionnaires from HCP and NOK
was constituted as confirmation of their consent. No identifying factors were
collected to ensure privacy.

Consent for publication
Not applicable.

Competing interests
The authors work at the institutions under study. The authors declare that
they have no competing interests.

Publisher’s Note
Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in
published maps and institutional affiliations.

Author details
1Department for Psychiatry, Psychotherapy and Psychosomatics, University
Hospital of Psychiatry Zurich, Lenggstrasse 31, Postfach 1931, 8032 Zürich,
Switzerland. 2Hospital of Psychiatry Muensingen, Hunzigenallee 1, 3110
Münsingen, Bern, Switzerland. 3University Hospital of Psychiatry and
Psychotherapy, Bern, Switzerland. 4Département de Psychiatrie et
Psychothérapie du Centre Hospitalier du Valais Romand, Route de Morgins
10, 1870 Monthey, Valais, Switzerland.

Received: 24 February 2018 Accepted: 27 March 2019

References
1. Veltkamp E, Nijman H, Stolker JJ, Frigge K, Dries P, Bowers L. Patients’

preferences for seclusion or forced medication in acute psychiatric
emergency in the Netherlands. Psychiatr Serv. 2008;59(2):209–11.

2. Lidz CW, Mulvey EP, Hoge SK, Kirsch BL, Monahan J, Eisenberg M, Gardner
W, Roth LH. Factual sources of psychiatric patients’ perceptions of coercion
in the hospital admission process. Am J Psychiatry. 1998;155(9):1254–60.

3. Bowers L, Alexander J, Simpson A, Ryan C, Carr-Walker P. Cultures of
psychiatry and the professional socialization process: the case of
containment methods for disturbed patients. Nurse Educ Today. 2004;24(6):
435–42.

4. Szmukler G, Appelbaum PS. Treatment pressures, leverage, coercion, and
compulsion in mental health care. J Ment Health. 2008;17(3):233–44.

5. Bergk J, Flammer E, Steinert T. “Coercion experience scale” (CES)--validation
of a questionnaire on coercive measures. BMC Psychiatry. 2010;10:5.

6. Whittington R, Bowers L, Nolan P, Simpson A, Neil L. Approval ratings of
inpatient coercive interventions in a national sample of mental health
service users and staff in England. Psychiatr Serv. 2009;60(6):792–8.

7. Katsakou C, Bowers L, Amos T, Morriss R, Rose D, Wykes T, Priebe S.
Coercion and treatment satisfaction among involuntary patients. Psychiatr
Serv. 2010;61(3):286–92.

8. Swartz MS, Swanson JW, Hannon MJ. Does fear of coercion keep people
away from mental health treatment? Evidence from a survey of persons
with schizophrenia and mental health professionals. Behav Sci Law. 2003;
21(4):459–72.

9. Katsakou C, Priebe S. Outcomes of involuntary hospital admission--a review.
Acta Psychiatr Scand. 2006;114(4):232–41.

10. Salize HJ, Dressing H, Peitz M. Compulsory Admission and Involuntary
Treatment of Mentally Ill Patients – Legislation and Practice in EU-Member
States. 2002; http://www.mentalhealthalliance.org.uk/pre2007/documents/
salize.pdf. Accessed 21 Mar 2019.

11. Steinert T. After 200 years of psychiatry: are mechanical restraints in
Germany still inevitable? Psychiatr Prax. 2011;38(7):348–51.

12. Raboch J, Kalisova L, Nawka A, Kitzlerova E, Onchev G, Karastergiou A,
Magliano L, Dembinskas A, Kiejna A, Torres-Gonzales F, Kjellin L, Priebe S,

Hotzy et al. BMC Psychiatry          (2019) 19:128 Page 11 of 12

http://www.mentalhealthalliance.org.uk/pre2007/documents/salize.pdf
http://www.mentalhealthalliance.org.uk/pre2007/documents/salize.pdf


Kallert TW. Use of coercive measures during involuntary hospitalization:
findings from ten European countries. Psychiatr Serv. 2010;61(10):1012–7.

13. Steinert T, Weissenau, Z, Hirsch, S. S3-Leitlinie “Verhinderung von Zwang:
Prävention und Therapie aggressiven Verhaltens bei Erwachsenen”.
Deutsche Gesellschaft für Psychiatrie und Psychotherapie, Psychosomatik
und Nervenheilkunde 2018.

14. Norum J, Olsen A, Nybrodahl I, Sorgaard KW. Compulsory and voluntary
admission in psychiatric hospitals in northern Norway 2009–2010. A
national registry-based analysis. Nord J Psychiatry. 2013;67(1):47–52.

15. Bowers L, Van der Werf B, Vokkolainen A, Muir-Cochrane E, Allan T,
Alexander J. International variation in containment measures for disturbed
psychiatric inpatients: a comparative questionnaire survey. Int J Nurs Stud.
2007;44(3):357–64.

16. Hottinen A, Vaelimaeki M, Sailas E, Putkonen H, Joffe G, Noda T, Lindberg N.
Underaged patients’ opinions toward different containment measures: a
questionnaire survey in Finnish adolescent psychiatry. J Child Adolesc
Psychiatr Nurs. 2012;25(4):219–23.

17. Flammer E, Steinert T, Eisele F, Bergk J, Uhlmann C. Who is subjected to
coercive measures as a psychiatric inpatient? A multi-level analysis. Clin
Pract Epidemiol Ment Health. 2013;9:110–9.

18. Wynn R, Kvalvik AM, Hynnekleiv T. Attitudes to coercion at two Norwegian
psychiatric units. Nord J Psychiatry. 2011;65(2):133–7.

19. Husum TL, Bjorngaard JH, Finset A, Ruud T. A cross-sectional prospective study
of seclusion, restraint and involuntary medication in acute psychiatric wards:
patient, staff and ward characteristics. BMC Health Serv Res. 2010;10:89.

20. Jaeger M, Ketteler D, Rabenschlag F, Theodoridou A. Informal coercion in
acute inpatient setting--knowledge and attitudes held by mental health
professionals. Psychiatry Res. 2014;220(3):1007–11.

21. Haglund K, Von Knorring L, Von Essen L. Forced medication in psychiatric
care: patient experiences and nurse perceptions. J Psychiatr Ment Health
Nurs. 2003;10(1):65–72.

22. Dack C, Ross J, Bowers L. The relationship between attitudes towards
different containment measures and their usage in a national sample of
psychiatric inpatients. J Psychiatr Ment Health Nurs. 2012;19(7):577–86.

23. Georgieva I, Mulder CL, Wierdsma A. Patients’ preference and experiences of
forced medication and seclusion. Psychiatr Q. 2012;83(1):1–13.

24. Lidz CW, Hoge SK, Gardner W, Bennett NS, Monahan J, Mulvey EP, Roth LH.
Perceived coercion in mental hospital admission. Pressures and process.
Arch Gen Psychiatry. 1995;52(12):1034–9.

25. Ivar Iversen K, Hoyer G, Sexton H, Gronli OK. Perceived coercion among patients
admitted to acute wards in Norway. Nord J Psychiatry. 2002;56(6):433–9.

26. Hotzy F, Jaeger M. Clinical relevance of informal coercion in psychiatric
treatment-a systematic review. Front Psychiatry. 2016;7:197.

27. Oestman M, Wallsten T, Kjellin L. Family burden and relatives’ participation
in psychiatric care: are the patient’s diagnosis and the relation to the
patient of importance? Int J Soc Psychiatry. 2005;51(4):291–301.

28. Kjellin L, Andersson K, Bartholdson E, Candefjord IL, Holmstrom H,
Jacobsson L, Sandlund M, Wallsten T, Oestman M. Coercion in psychiatric
care – patients’ and relatives’ experiences from four Swedish psychiatric
services. Nord J Psychiatry. 2004;58(2):153–9.

29. Georgieva I, Mulder CL, Whittington R. Evaluation of behavioral changes
and subjective distress after exposure to coercive inpatient interventions.
BMC Psychiatry. 2012;12:54.

30. Federal Assembly of the Swiss Confederation. Swiss Civil Code. 1907 (Status
as of 1 January 2018) https://www.admin.ch/opc/en/classified-compilation/
19070042/201801010000/210.pdf. Accessed 21 Mar 2019.

31. Ettl A, Gairing S. ACMQ-D, deutsche version des attitudes to containment
measures questionnaire. Basel: UPK; 2014.

32. Ozcan NK, Bilgin H, Badirgali Boyacioglu NE, Kaya F. Student nurses’
attitudes towards professional containment methods used in psychiatric
wards and perceptions of aggression. Int J Nurs Pract. 2014;20(4):346–52.

33. Bowers L, Alexander J, Simpson A, Ryan C, Carr-Walker P. Student psychiatric
nurses’ approval of containment measures: relationship to perception of
aggression and attitudes to personality disorder. Int J Nurs Stud. 2007;44(3):
349–56.

34. Steinert T, Lepping P, Bernhardsgruetter R, Conca A, Hatling T, Janssen W,
Keski-Valkama A, Mayoral F, Whittington R. Incidence of seclusion and
restraint in psychiatric hospitals: a literature review and survey of
international trends. Soc Psychiatry Psychiatr Epidemiol. 2010;45(9):889–97.

35. Meehan T, Vermeer C, Windsor C. Patients’ perceptions of seclusion: a
qualitative investigation. J Adv Nurs. 2000;31(2):370–7.

36. Meehan T, Bergen H, Fjeldsoe K. Staff and patient perceptions of seclusion:
has anything changed? J Adv Nurs. 2004;47(1):33–8.

37. Sorgaard KW. Patients’ perception of coercion in acute psychiatric wards. An
intervention study. Nord J Psychiatry. 2004;58(4):299–304.

38. Bilanakis N, Kalampokis G, Christou K, Peritogiannis V. Use of coercive
physical measures in a psychiatric ward of a general hospital in Greece. Int J
Soc Psychiatry. 2010;56(4):402–11.

39. Swanson JW, Swartz MS, Elbogen EB, Van Dorn RA, Wagner HR, Moser LA,
Wilder C, Gilbert AR. Psychiatric advance directives and reduction of
coercive crisis interventions. J Ment Health. 2008;17(3):255–67.

40. Fiorillo A, De Rosa C, Del Vecchio V, Jurjanz L, Schnall K, Onchev G, Alexiev
S, Raboch J, Kalisova L, Mastrogianni A, Georgiadou E, Solomon Z,
Dembinskas A, Raskauskas V, Nawka P, Nawka A, Kiejna A, Hadrys T, Torres-
Gonzales F, Mayoral F, Bjoerkdahl A, Kjellin L, Priebe S, Maj M, Kallert T. How
to improve clinical practice on involuntary hospital admissions of psychiatric
patients: suggestions from the EUNOMIA study. Eur Psychiatry. 2011;26(4):
201–7.

41. Mayers P, Keet N, Winkler G, Flisher AJ. Mental health service users’
perceptions and experiences of sedation, seclusion and restraint. Int J Soc
Psychiatry. 2010;56(1):60–73.

42. McCabe R, Priebe S. The therapeutic relationship in the treatment of severe
mental illness: a review of methods and findings. Int J Soc Psychiatry. 2004;
50(2):115–28.

43. Priebe S, Katsakou C, Gloeckner M, Dembinskas A, Fiorillo A, Karastergiou A,
Kiejna A, Kjellin L, Nawka P, Onchev G, Raboch J, Schuetzwohl M, Solomon
Z, Torres-Gonzalez F, Wang D, Kallert T. Patients’ views of involuntary
hospital admission after 1 and 3 months: prospective study in 11 European
countries. Br J Psychiatry. 2010;196(3):179–85.

Hotzy et al. BMC Psychiatry          (2019) 19:128 Page 12 of 12

https://www.admin.ch/opc/en/classified-compilation/19070042/201801010000/210.pdf
https://www.admin.ch/opc/en/classified-compilation/19070042/201801010000/210.pdf

	Abstract
	Background
	Methods
	Results
	Conclusions
	Trial registration

	Background
	Methods
	Setting and legal regulation
	University Hospital of Psychiatry Zurich
	Hospital of psychiatry Muensingen
	Department for Psychiatry and Psychotherapy Monthey
	Mental health legislation in Switzerland
	Coercive measures during hospitalization
	Study population
	Procedures
	Outcomes and measures
	Statistical analysis

	Results
	Descriptive statistics
	Global attitudes
	Detailed analysis of the participants’ attitudes at the three study sites
	Relationship between experience/usage and attitudes towards containment measures

	Discussion
	Limitations

	Conclusions
	Abbreviations
	Acknowledgements
	Funding
	Availability of data and materials
	Authors’ contributions
	Ethics approval and consent to participate
	Consent for publication
	Competing interests
	Publisher’s Note
	Author details
	References

