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Chapter II 

This systematic review analyzes the impact of self-regulation interventions across 

academic, behavioral, and emotional domains for youth and young adults in correctional 

educational settings. Five studies published between 2010 and 2025 were included in this 

review. We identified the characteristics of self-regulation interventions used within the 

correctional educational context, the skills targeted and evaluated, and the effectiveness of 

these interventions. Findings indicated moderate to positive effects of self-regulation 

interventions across academic, behavioral, and emotional skills. We discuss implications for 

practitioners, researchers, and policymakers and provide recommendations for next steps. 

Chapter III 

Correctional educational settings are unique settings that come with their own set of 

challenges, severely impacting students and educators alike. Although these settings are filled 

with students with a myriad of intensive academic, behavioral, and emotional needs, there is a 

significant research gap regarding the implementation of interventions within correctional 

education settings. To address the gap in the literature related to implementation of 

interventions in this setting, and be able to support educators and student’s needs, this study 

explored the roles, experiences, needs, and perceptions of educators in correctional education 

settings regarding classroom-based behavior support strategies, with a particular focus on self-

monitoring. We used Social Cognitive Theory (SCT) and Exploration, Preparation, 



Implementation, Sustainment (EPIS) as theoretical and conceptual frameworks for the creation, 

implementation, and analysis of a survey administered to 76 educators in correctional education 

settings. Findings suggest that educators have a moderate outlook on the effectiveness of self-

monitoring interventions, and training is a significant need of educators in this setting. I discuss 

implications for future research and practice. 

Chapter IV 

In correctional educational settings students demonstrate a variety of academic (i.e. 

academic achievement gap; Rampey et al., 2016) and behavioral (i.e. disruptive behaviors; 

Gagnon et al., 2022; Leone & Wruble, 2015) support needs. These disruptions in effective 

instructions and frequent need to provide redirection are contributing factors to teacher burn-out 

in these settings (Blank & Shavit, 2016; Jurich et al., 2001). To support students with the 

challenges related to their needs self-monitoring has been demonstrated as a promising 

intervention (Lively et al., 2019; Pitzel et al., 2024; Sanders et al., 2021). Self-monitoring is an 

effective, efficient intervention that promotes self-awareness and accountability in students while 

targeting desired change in academic, behavioral, and emotional skills (Bell et al., 2013; 

Chapter 2). However, there is a lack of research and data on the use of self-monitoring in 

correctional education settings, making it difficult for educators to effectively integrate it as a 

classroom-based support. The purpose of this article is to provide educators in correctional 

settings with clear guidance on designing, planning, implementing, and progress-monitoring 

self-monitoring strategies in their classrooms.
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Definitions of Key Terms 

Correctional education setting: K-12-based educational services provided in 

accordance with federal and state laws (e.g., IDEA) within any secure, court-mandated facility 

where youth or young adults may be incarcerated, including detention facilities, juvenile justice 

facilities, residential placement facilities, jails, or prisons. 

Exploration, Preparation, Implementation, and Sustainment (EPIS) framework: A 

multi-level, four phase model of the implementation process (i.e., Exploration, Preparation, 

Implementation, Sustainment) considering the outer system and inner organizational context 

impact on the implementation of practices (Aarons et al., 2011). 

Self-monitoring: A low-intensity, secondary prevention strategy referring to the 

cognitive tracking of one’s own personal functioning, designed to improve students’ self-

management and self-regulation skills (Bell et al., 2013; Zimmerman, 2002). 

Self-regulation: A person’s ability to manage their thoughts, emotions, and actions to 

achieve goals. It means being aware of what you are doing, comparing it to what you want to 

achieve, and making necessary changes (Bandura, 1991). 

Social Cognitive Theory (SCT): The assertion that there is a reciprocal relationship 

between personal characteristics (e.g., beliefs, attitudes), environment, and behavior (Bandura, 

1986). 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

In the United States, 43 states and the District of Columbia have established formal 

definitions of alternative education, with 35 states specifically indicating that these settings serve 

students identified as having “behavioral problems” (Porowski et al., 2014, p.4). Among the 

different types of alternative education settings are correctional education settings. Instruction in 

correctional facilities is particularly complex, as students must continue to receive educational 

services while navigating court-mandated placement in secure detention environments. These 

facilities vary widely and include juvenile correctional facilities, local jails, and state and federal 

prisons (Buehler & Kluckow, 2024; Gagnon et al., 2008). The structure, programming, and 

education systems available at each facility also vary, shaped by the jurisdiction overseeing it 

and the population it serves. These differences in structure, programming, and educational 

systems make it complex to explore the needs and supports of students and educators in 

correctional education settings. 

Despite differences in structure, programming, and education systems across 

correctional facilities, all U.S. states have enacted laws guaranteeing youth the right to a free 

and appropriate public education (FAPE; Edelson, 2017; Polinsky, 2022). This legal entitlement 

applies to youth in correctional education settings and to young adults with disabilities up to age 

22 under the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA; Edelson, 2017). In the past 

decade, growing research has focused on the relationship between academic achievement and 

reduced recidivism, further fueling an interest in expanding and strengthening secondary 

education programs for incarcerated youth within various correctional education settings (Stickle 

& Sprick Schuster, 2023). As a result, educational access in these settings is increasingly 

recognized not only as a legal obligation but also as a critical component of rehabilitation and 

long-term reentry success.  

However, the diversity of facility types and student populations contributes to the 

challenges of developing a holistic understanding of program offerings and educational 
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outcomes. Distinctions among juvenile correctional facilities, secure residential placements (for 

short- or long-term stays of pre- or post-adjudicated youth), and adult correctional facilities help 

clarify student demographics to some extent (Buehler & Kluckow, 2024; Gagnon et al., 2008). 

For example, an analysis of the 2021 census conducted by the Office of Juvenile Justice and 

Delinquency Prevention revealed that approximately 24,894 juvenile residents were held in 

secure placements. Among these youth, there was a notable overrepresentation of Black, male, 

and individuals with disabilities: 21,334 (86%) were male, 10,430 (42%) were Black, and 

between 16,181 and 17,425 (65–70%) were students with disabilities eligible for special 

education services under IDEA (Puzzanchera et al., 2023). 

As of 2022, the estimated population of incarcerated individuals in secured state and 

federal prisons, as well as local jails, was 1,827,600, with 1,653,600 (90.5%) being men and 

174,000 (9.5%) being women (Buehler & Kluckow, 2024). Approximately 678,000 (37.1%) were 

identified as White, 612,000 (33.5%) as Black, 362,000 (19.8%) as Hispanic, and 174,000 

(9.5%) as “Other.” Clear and reliable data on disability status of people who are incarcerated is 

limited, with the most recent cumulative report stemming from the 2016 Survey of Prison 

Inmates, in which people who are incarcerated across the U.S. were able to self-identify as 

having a disability. From this self-report, nearly 4 in 10 state prisoners (40%) and 3 in 10 federal 

prisoners (29%) reported having a disability (Maruschak et al., 2021). Given the high 

representation of marginalized groups in correctional settings, including youth and young adults 

who are Black and have disabilities, it is imperative to understand the population served in 

correctional education spaces. Understanding who is receiving these services is foundational to 

examining the academic and behavioral needs of students in these settings, many of whom 

enter with long-standing educational challenges, and to identify gaps in educational and 

behavioral supports. 

Educational Needs in Correctional Settings 

Beyond understanding who the students within correctional education settings are 
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demographically, it is important to consider the common schooling experience of incarcerated 

individuals before their involvement in the legal system, which includes high rates of grade 

retention, school dropout, and disciplinary actions in traditional school settings (Leone & 

Weinberg, 2012; Rampey et. al., 2016). In a monograph based on a review of national data, 

Leone and Weinberg (2012) found that incarcerated youth were disproportionately students of 

color and students with disabilities, who have historically experienced high rates of disciplinary 

actions in school, ranging from suspensions to expulsion and placement in alternative school 

settings. Within their monograph, they found that Black male students and students with 

emotional and behavioral disorders were significantly overrepresented in factors that contributed 

to interrupted learning and school disengagement, such as disciplinary referrals and removal 

from school (Leone & Weinberg, 2012). Leone and Weinberg (2012) also found that youth in 

correctional education settings have significantly lower academic achievement, with reading and 

math scores rarely exceeding those of elementary school students. Similar to Leone and 

Weinberg's (2012) findings, Rampey et al. (2016) analyzed data from the National Assessment 

of Educational Progress and found that more than 40% of incarcerated youth identified as Black 

and more than 40% of youth in correctional school settings qualified for special education 

services. Additionally, the researchers found that students in juvenile justice facilities were, on 

average, performing two to four grade levels behind their same-aged peers in core academic 

areas, including reading and math (Rampey et al., 2016). 

In addition to the lower achievement scores of students in correctional educational 

settings, a substantial number of students in juvenile correctional facilities require special 

education services due to a range of disabilities, including emotional and behavioral disorders, 

learning disabilities, and intellectual disabilities (Development Services Group, Inc., 2017; Quinn 

et al., 2005). For example, Quinn et al. (2005) surveyed 38 leaders of a singular state’s 

correctional departments (e.g., department of juvenile corrections, combined juvenile and adult 

corrections, or equivalent departments or agencies), and found that students within juvenile 
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correctional education settings were about four times as likely to be identified as having a 

disability compared to the national average of students in public school settings (Quinn et al., 

2005). 

Despite the disproportionately high representation of students with disabilities in 

correctional education settings, research consistently documents a significant gap between the 

number of youths identified as eligible for special education services and those who receive 

them while incarcerated (Sedlak & McPherson, 2010). Sedlack and McPherson (2010) analyzed 

data from the Survey of Youth in Residential Placement, including 7,000 youth across 200 

juvenile correctional facilities in the USA. The researchers found that there was a considerable 

contrast between the youth who identified as having a disability, approximately 45%, and those 

receiving services while in the correctional education setting, 26%. This discrepancy suggests 

that students with disabilities are often not receiving the individualized educational services 

necessary to address their learning and behavioral needs while incarcerated, contributing to 

ongoing academic underperformance and persistent behavioral challenges within correctional 

education settings (Sedlak & McPherson, 2010). 

Similar to youth in correctional education settings, national data indicate a high 

prevalence of academic and cognitive challenges amongst incarcerated adults. In a 2016 Survey 

of Prison Inmates, based on self-reports from incarcerated individuals, 39.7% adults in state 

facilities and 28.8% in federal facilities reported having a disability (Maruschak et al., 2021). 

Among the most common were cognitive disabilities, which were categorized based on 

participants' responses indicating whether they had difficulty concentrating, making decisions, or 

remembering due to a physical, mental, or emotional problem (Maruschak et al., 2021). 

Additionally, 26.1% of individuals incarcerated in state facilities and 12.7% in federal facilities 

reported being diagnosed with attention deficit disorder. Furthermore, 25% of those in state 

facilities and 13.8% in federal facilities reported having received special education services 

(Maruschak et al., 2021). 
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Although access to school-based assessment records for incarcerated adults is limited, 

researchers have employed alternative methods to evaluate the educational attainment of this 

population. For instance, Patterson (2022) analyzed data from 461 incarcerated adults who were 

participating in basic skills programs, the General Educational Development Test (GED), or 

other high school equivalency preparation programs as part of the 2014 Program for the 

International Assessment of Adult Competencies (PIAAC). PIAAC focuses on literacy and 

numeracy needed for daily living activities, to better understand the assessed skill levels of 

incarcerated adults on basic skills or high school equivalency instruction. Patterson’s (2022) 

analysis of PIAAC data revealed statistically significant disparities between incarcerated and 

non-incarcerated adults, with incarcerated individuals demonstrating significantly lower 

proficiency in both literacy and numeracy. These findings illustrate the educational challenges 

faced by incarcerated adults and highlight the need for targeted instructional interventions within 

correctional education programs (Patterson, 2022). 

Demographic, academic, and disability data consistently indicate that individuals who are 

incarcerated often enter the justice system with significant academic deficits, unmet educational 

needs, and prior experiences of marginalization or exclusion within traditional educational 

settings. Therefore, educators in correctional education settings must not only be able to deliver 

academic content effectively but also adapt instruction to meet the complex needs of learners 

with disabilities, trauma histories, and long-term disengagement from school. Previous research 

has highlighted the importance of a quality teacher based on the teacher's impact on student 

outcomes (Darling-Hammond, 2000). Ensuring that educators in these settings are well-

prepared, adequately supported, and responsive to the unique context of correctional education 

is essential to promoting meaningful learning and improving long-term outcomes for 

incarcerated youth and adults. 

Educators in Correctional Education 

Educators in correctional education settings, within both juvenile and adult correctional 
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facilities, face several challenges unique to these environments. These challenges include gaps 

in training, working with high needs students, and constraints and nuances of being within a 

correctional facility. Prior literature focusing on educators in these settings identify the variety of 

challenges educators face and illustrate the need for targeted interventions to support the 

educators in these settings. For instance, Flores and Barahona-Lopez (2020) conducted semi-

structured interviews with 15 educators in Southern California’s juvenile correctional facilities. 

The majority of these educators attended traditional teacher colleges, and two attended an Ivy 

League institution. In these interviews, educators highlighted the low level of formal education 

students in this setting have, the need to regulate and control the students, and the emotional 

toll of working in correctional education settings (Flores & Barahona-Lopez, 2020). These 

findings demonstrate the compounding challenges educators face in these settings, including a 

lack of targeted training and supports to address students' academic and behavioral needs, as 

well as the emotional toll of working in a correctional setting. 

The findings of Flores and Barahona-Lopez (2020) echo the findings of a needs 

assessment conducted by Jurich and colleagues (2001). The mixed-method (i.e., focus group 

and survey) study conducted by Jurich and colleagues (2001) was used to explore the needs of 

both adult and juvenile correctional education educators in Virginia. This study included 

educators from both adult and juvenile correctional education settings, as well as adult and 

youth incarcerated in these settings, along with librarians, transition coordinators, program 

specialists, and administrators, for a total of 57 participants. Jurich and colleagues (2001) found 

that educators in these settings requested training related to improving learning (e.g., classroom 

management, behavior modification techniques, and literacy strategies), improving transition 

(e.g., connection with employers to help ex-offenders transition back into the community), and 

improving the environment (e.g., increased communication between department of corrections 

and department of education). 

Flores and Barahona-Lopez (2020) and Jurich et al. (2001) discussed common reports of 
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experiencing emotional distress and burnout, cultural shock, working with students who have 

low levels of formal education, and struggling to meet complex academic and behavioral needs 

due to gaps in professional preparation (Flores & Barahona-Lopez, 2020; Jurich et al., 2001; 

Patrie, 2017). In a descriptive study, Patrie (2017) details and expands on the challenges 

educators face in these settings before outlining targeted support. This support would provide 

training and mentorship to novice educators in correctional educational settings through a 

program developed by the Correctional Education Department. The experiences of these 

educators were used to rationalize the training and mentorship program. These experiences 

described by educators in Flores and Barahona-Lopez (2020) and Jurich et al. (2001) also 

aligned with the challenges (e.g., burnout, training gaps) outlined in the studies by Flores and 

Barahona-Lopez (2020) and Jurich et al. (2001). The alignment between these studies highlights 

the interconnected nature of educators’ and students’ needs. An increase in students’ support 

needs directly relates to educators’ workload by and overall well-being by transferring 

responsibility related to student behavior from the educator to the student and decreasing the 

behavior challenges that contribute to feelings of burn-out (Flores and Barahona-Lopez, 2020; 

Jurich et al., 2001). 

In correctional education settings, educators are tasked with supporting students who 

often enter with significant gaps in their academic attainment. These gaps can often be 

attributed to a range of systemic inequities, including disrupted or inconsistent access to 

education, school exclusionary practices, and the failure of school systems to identify and 

adequately support students with disabilities (Mallett, 2014; Zhang et al., 2011). Despite the 

deep-rooted nature of the challenges students face, educators in correctional education settings 

are expected to provide the necessary support for students to succeed. Compounding these 

challenges, many incarcerated students have histories of trauma and unmet mental health 

needs, which can manifest in behaviors perceived as disruptive or challenging. Such disruptive 

or challenging behaviors frequently contribute to further exclusion from learning opportunities 
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and create additional complexities for educators working in correctional settings (Flores & 

Barahona-Lopez, 2020; Leone & Wruble, 2015). In addition, educators in these settings 

navigate significant emotional and psychological labor, as well as the pressure to maintain 

control and order within the classroom (Flores & Barahona-Lopez, 2020; Patrie, 2017). 

Educators within these settings are expected to take on multiple roles (e.g. educators and 

security guards which have emphasized the interwoven nature of the education and correctional 

systems in this setting (Flores & Barahona-Lopez, 2020; Jurich et al., 2001). As a result, it is 

imperative to support teachers with contextual knowledge and resources to provide students 

with targeted supports that address the robust nature of their needs (i.e. academic, behavioral, 

and emotional). 

Finally, educators in correctional settings report being tasked with adjusting the provided 

curriculum to meet students' needs due to gaps in their learning, as well as with non-academic 

tasks. These non-academic tasks (e.g., negotiating gang issues and counting supplies), result in 

the educators experiencing negative feelings. These educators report being uncomfortable and 

overwhelmed with the time being taken away from instruction and needing to use “disciplinary 

practices of incarceration in a school setting” (Flores & Barahona-Lopez, 2020, p.6; Jurich et al., 

2001; Patrie, 2017). The instruction and classroom management experiences reported by these 

educators emphasize a need for focused support on curriculum and classroom behavior 

strategies tailored explicitly to correctional settings. Based on prior literature, it is imperative to 

understand educators' needs, both professionally and in terms of self-care, to alleviate some of 

the struggles they face in correctional education (Flores & Barahona-Lopez, 2020; Jurich et al., 

2001). To increase educator well-being and students’ learning in these settings, it is necessary 

to outline effective, tailored behavior support that will address students’ disruptive behaviors that 

interrupt educators’ ability to conduct effective instruction (Flores & Barahona-Lopez, 2020; 

Jurich et al., 2001).  

Behavior Supports in Correctional Education Settings 
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A review of the existing literature reveals that research on behavioral support in 

correctional settings is limited, often focusing on institutional or facility-wide practices, with 

relatively little attention to the specific dynamics and needs of educational environments within 

these facilities. While several studies have explored behavioral interventions in general or 

alternative education settings, few have specifically examined these interventions within 

correctional education settings (Gagnon & Barber, 2010). Gagnon et al., (2022) conducted a 

literature review focusing on the implementation of behavior interventions addressing 

incarcerated youth behavior and assessed the impact of youth behavior on access to 

educational services. This review only yielded 10 studies made available in print or online 

between 2015-2020, this was with the inclusion of studies both focusing on the students or the 

educators that engage with students in these settings. With only 10 studies published on 

behavioral interventions within correctional educational settings, the authors highlight a notable 

gap in this area, particularly when considering the severe behavioral needs of students within 

these settings. Understanding how interventions function in the unique contexts of correctional 

education settings is crucial, as correctional educators face distinct challenges, including high 

student turnover, trauma exposure, and limited resources, all of which impact the adoption, 

implementation, and sustainability of interventions (Gagnon et al., 2022). These contextual 

factors further highlight the need for research that directly addresses the realities of classrooms 

in correctional education settings. 

Although there is a growing body of literature identifying the needs of educators and 

students in correctional education settings, a gap remains in research on effective, classroom-

based interventions to address these needs. Gagnon and Barber (2015) defined alternative 

education settings and the students served, provided a comprehensive literature review of 

academic (reading and math) and behavioral interventions in alternative settings (e.g. self-

contained alternative schools, therapeutic day treatment, and residential schools (DTR), and 

juvenile corrections schools). This literature review provides a basis for the importance of using 
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evidence-based practices in these settings, outlines the distinction between evidence-based 

practices and the “best available evidence” (Gagnon & Barber, 2015, p. 232-235), and offers an 

understanding of implementation challenges, as well as recommendations for implementing 

practices supported by the “best available evidence” (Gagnon & Barber, 2015). This literature 

review highlights critical limitations in assessing the effectiveness of interventions in alternative 

education settings, such as the lack of disaggregated data based on setting (e.g., correctional), 

student age, or disability classification. Moreover, few studies focused specifically on secondary 

students with emotional and behavioral disorders (EBD) or learning disabilities (LD) in 

correctional or other alternative education settings (Gagnon & Barber, 2015). 

Therefore, research tailored to these settings is necessary to ensure the effectiveness 

and sustainability of these interventions. We conducted a systematic review on the use of self-

regulation strategies for students within correctional education settings (Chapter 2), which 

yielded only five studies within the last 15 years directly focused on self-regulation strategies 

within a correctional education context. Of the five studies, two (Caldwell & Joseph, 2012; Lively 

et al., 2019) utilized a self-regulation strategy (i.e. self-monitoring) to examine its impact on a 

student behavior (i.e. on-task behavior) within a correctional education setting. Lively et al. 

(2019) conducted a small pilot study with two 15-year-old and one 16-year-old students in a 

juvenile correctional education setting. They found a functional relationship between a 

classroom-based self-monitoring intervention and increased on-task behavior, suggesting 

promise for such interventions in these settings. This study provides a valuable example of the 

use of classroom-based behavior support interventions specifically tailored to their use within a 

correctional education setting. Building on these findings, additional scholarship, such as the 

work of Gagnon and Barber (2015), further confirms the scarcity of targeted, classroom-based 

research within correctional education and provides context for why these gaps persist. Gagnon 

and Barber’s (2015) review emphasizes the need for educators and students in these settings to 

be adequately supported by research-based interventions tailored to correctional education 
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settings. The current gap in the literature contributes to the difficulty of implementing and 

sustaining effective behavior support interventions. 

These limitations reinforce the pressing need to develop, implement, and evaluate 

classroom-based behavior support interventions tailored for use in correctional education 

settings. The findings from Gagnon and Barber’s (2015) literature review point to several 

important gaps in the literature, including (1) a lack of research on behavior support 

interventions in correctional education settings; (2) a limited evidence base for classroom-based 

strategies, like self-monitoring, tailored to students with EBD or LD; and (3) a gap between 

identifying educators' needs and developing interventions to meet them (Gagnon & Barber, 

2015). 

Taken together, the literature base outlines the areas of need and promising 

opportunities when exploring behavioral support within the classroom in correctional education 

settings. Although there is a lack of studies focusing specifically on behavioral interventions 

within correctional education settings, existing research demonstrates a promising link between 

these interventions and their potential application in correctional education settings. For 

example, the pilot study conducted by Lively et al. (2019) provided foundational evidence 

supporting the exploration of self-monitoring as a behavior intervention that may be well-suited 

for correctional education contexts. Given the emerging research in this area, it is important to 

further examine self-monitoring within correctional education settings. Building on this 

foundation, the following section explores self-monitoring in greater depth and its relevance for 

use with students in correctional education settings. 

Self-monitoring 

Self-monitoring is a low-intensity, secondary prevention strategy that refers to the 

cognitive aspect of one's functioning, designed to improve students’ self-management and self-

regulation skills, and to support their academic, behavioral, and social development (Bell et al., 

2013; Zimmerman, 2002) Although there is a lack of articles that have examined the use of self-
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monitoring interventions specifically in correctional education settings (Gagnon et al., 2022) 

there are studies that provide insight on the use of self-monitoring in these settings. Firstly, there 

are studies such as Lively et al, (2019) which explored self-monitoring in correctional education 

settings. Additionally, literature involving students with high-incidence disabilities (attention 

deficit-hyperactivity disorder (ADHD), specific learning disabilities (SLD), and at risk for or 

diagnosed with emotional and behavioral disorders (EBD), populations heavily represented in 

correctional education settings, have suggested strong support for this the use of self-monitoring 

(Hunter et al., 2017; Kumm et al., 2021). 

Even though there are a variety of evidence-based behavioral interventions, such as 

school-wide positive behavior interventions and supports, token economies, and check-in/check-

out systems commonly used in school settings, many of these rely heavily on consistent adult 

feedback, stable routines, and adequate staffing (Gagnon et al., 2018; Simonsen et al., 2008). 

These conditions are often difficult to sustain in correctional education settings, where educators 

are battling a variety of challenges due to inadequate training, lack of staffing, and high student 

and staff turnover, which may be exacerbated by the need to implement adult-intensive behavior 

supports with students (Flores & Barahona-Lopez, 2020; Gagnon et al., 2012; Patrie, 2017). 

Alternatively, self-monitoring shifts responsibility from the teacher to the student, promoting 

autonomy and self-regulation, and can be implemented with minimal adult oversight, making it a 

particularly feasible and sustainable strategy in correctional education settings (Bell et al., 2013). 

Several studies have demonstrated the effectiveness of self-monitoring interventions for 

secondary students with high-incidence disabilities such as EBD, ADHD, and SLDs. Hunter et 

al. (2017) evaluated the effects of self-monitoring with three middle school students with 

disabilities (e.g., EBD, OHI, and Autism). The intervention used various formats of data 

collection for self-monitoring (i.e. paper-and-pencil, iPod, and teacher-prompted paper-and-

pencil) to evaluate the intervention’s effectiveness related to addressing off-task behavior and 

students’ written expression scores. Across participants self-monitoring effectively reduced off-
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task behavior and showed weak positive effects on written expression. This study emphasizes 

the importance of tailoring self-monitoring to individual students’ needs and suggests that it can 

support both behavioral and academic outcomes. 

In another study, Kumm and colleagues (2021) evaluated the effectiveness of a 

technology-based self-monitoring tool, MoBeGo, for four male high school students with 

disabilities (e.g., emotional disturbance, ADHD, and specific learning disabilities). The 

researchers assessed academic engagement and appropriate behavior, in which a functional 

relationship was observed between the self-monitoring intervention and improvements in both 

outcomes for three of the four students. The fourth student demonstrated abrupt change during 

intervention implementation; however, a functional relationship could not be established due to 

his exit from the study due to his expulsion from school (Kumm et al., 2021). Although these 

studies were not conducted in correctional education settings, the populations studied share 

characteristics with students commonly served in such environments. These findings allow 

researchers and practitioners to infer potential benefits and further emphasize the need for 

research specifically within juvenile and adult correctional education programs. 

Theoretical and Conceptual Frameworks 

Theoretical frameworks are an integral part of research as they provide a structured lens 

for examining variables, explaining relationships, and interpreting findings (Anfara & Mertz, 

2015; Grant & Osanloo, 2014). In addition to the guidance that theoretical frameworks provide, 

conceptual frameworks guide the structure and organization of the literature by offering a lens 

through which to examine systems, processes, and contextual influences (Miles et al., 2020). 

When evaluating behavioral interventions within correctional education settings, frameworks can 

help narrow the lens to organize and bring meaning to findings, uncovering what works and 

what is needed to assist educators and improve student outcomes. Given the complexity of 

classroom-based behavior interventions and the unique context of correctional education 

settings, grounding this dissertation in theory allows for a deeper understanding of the potential 
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of interventions for student success, as well as evaluate the facilitators, barriers, and 

perceptions of educators implementing these interventions, such as self-monitoring (Bandura, 

1991; Fixsen et al., 2005).This dissertation is grounded in a theoretical framework, Social 

Cognitive Theory (SCT; Bandura, 1986) and a conceptual framework, the Exploration, 

Preparation, Implementation, and Sustainment (EPIS) framework (Aarons et al., 2011). The 

following sections provide an overview of each framework and its relevance to the overall 

dissertation. SCT asserts that there is a reciprocal relationship between a person, their internal 

characteristics such as beliefs and attitudes, environment, the social and physical areas one 

occupies, and behavior, the actions one takes in response to internal or external stimuli 

(Bandura, 1986). Previous research using SCT explored the impact of its components on 

educators' perceptions and the implementation of interventions and found a link between 

teachers' perceptions of instructional capabilities and their willingness to implement and sustain 

innovative practices. The literature has also explored educators' perceptions of self-efficacy in 

implementing interventions, the mediating effect of these perceptions on implementation, and 

students’ perceptions of learning (Birdon, 2023; Kara et al., 2022). 

The EPIS framework has been widely applied in implementation science literature to 

understand how evidence-based practices are introduced and sustained in complex systems 

(Aarons et al., 2011). Within educational settings, EPIS has been used to identify barriers and 

facilitators across the different phases of implementation, including Exploration, Preparation, 

Implementation, and Sustainment, such as staff buy-in, training support, and leadership support. 

For example, Stahmer et al. (2018) used EPIS to examine the extent to which system-level 

factors influence the training and implementation of evidence-based practices in a school setting 

for students with autism spectrum disorder. This study emphasized the need to consider the 

complexity of system-level factors and their impact on the implementation process, as neglecting 

these considerations can lead even effective interventions to fail (Stahmer et al., 2018). 

SCT addresses both internal (e.g., cognitive and motivational) and external (e.g., 
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environmental and normative) factors that influence student success and educator behavior 

(Bandura, 1986). By exploring behavioral interventions and teacher perceptions in correctional 

educational settings through the lens of SCT, and EPIS, this dissertation examines not only how 

self-monitoring works at a student level but also how educator beliefs, attitudes, and 

environmental conditions shape the implementation and sustainability of such practices (Aarons 

et al., 2011). EPIS further complements SCT by providing a framework for examining the 

contextual and structural influences of system-level processes on both students and educators 

during the introduction and use of interventions (Stahmer et al., 2018). These theories provide a 

multi-layered framework that reflects the complexity of correctional education settings, ensuring 

the study can identify meaningful, theory-driven insights that are actionable for practitioners. 

Researcher Positionality 

In my experience as a special educator within a correctional education setting, I regularly 

assumed multiple roles, not only as a teacher but also as a mentor, counselor, and behavioral 

support provider. My students often required significant support due to gaps in their academic 

attainment, unmet special education needs, and histories of trauma. I witnessed students 

receive news of death or other traumatic events from their communities and then be expected to 

attend class and engage in learning with minimal emotional support. My experiences within 

these settings informed my understanding of the unique and complex nature of correctional 

education settings, where behavioral and emotional needs are deeply intertwined with academic 

challenges. Before meaningful instruction could take place, it was essential that I understood my 

students and implemented support to proactively address behavioral needs. Through this work, 

I found self-monitoring to be an effective classroom-based strategy, one that not only helped 

maintain order but also empowered students to build self-awareness and accountability. The trial 

and error we encountered while attempting to adapt behavior interventions to this environment 

now fuel my desire to contribute research and resources tailored to educators in correctional 

education settings. This dissertation is rooted in a commitment to improving the quality and 
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accessibility of behavior support practices within these unique educational contexts. 

Dissertation Purpose and Overview 

This chapter provides an overview of correctional education, focusing on the unique 

needs of both students and educators in these settings. It introduced self-monitoring as a 

promising strategy to support student engagement and behavioral regulation. The chapter also 

outlined the theoretical frameworks guiding this study, establishing a foundation for the analyses 

presented in the subsequent chapters. 

Chapter 2 

Chapter 2 of this dissertation is a systematic review analyzing the use of self-regulation 

strategies within correctional education settings. This systematic review included a literature 

search from 2010 to 2025 for full-text articles focused on self-regulation strategies used in 

correctional education settings. It aimed to answer the following research questions: 

1. What are the characteristics (e.g., length, duration, intervention type, etc.) of self-

regulation interventions used within correctional educational settings to build self-

regulation skills among incarcerated youth and young adults? 

2. What domain (e.g., behavioral, emotional, or academic outcomes) are these 

interventions targeting, and how are they defined? 

3. How are the self-regulation interventions used within correctional educational 

settings evaluated, and how effective are these interventions? 

Using these research question Chapter 2 explores the use of self-regulation 

interventions to target skills across multiple domains (i.e., academic, behavioral, and emotional) 

in the correctional educational context, bridging a gap in the literature on evidence-based 

practices in this setting. 

Chapter 3 

Chapter 3 of the dissertation is a quantitative study that builds upon the findings of 
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Chapter 2 by conducting a survey to explore the educators in correctional education settings 

perceptions, barriers, and needs regarding behavior support strategies, with a particular focus 

on self-monitoring techniques. This study provides deeper insight into the implementation and 

sustainability of self-monitoring for students within correctional education settings through the 

lens of educators familiar with self-monitoring. The study included participants aged 18 years or 

older who work in correctional education settings serving adolescents and young adults in an 

urban area of the mid-Atlantic region of the United States. The survey yielded a 63.2% response 

rate (n = 47) from the eligible participants. This quantitative study aimed to explore the following 

research questions: 

1. How do educators perceive their familiarity with self-monitoring, and how is 

perceived familiarity related to whether they had been explicitly trained in self-

monitoring? 

2. How do educators perceive self-monitoring effectiveness? Do their perceptions of 

the effectiveness of self-monitoring differ depending on their certification status or 

the behavior students exhibit? 

3. What barriers to implementing self-monitoring do educators in correctional 

education settings face? To what extent is the educators’ certification level 

associated with the barriers they report to implementing self-monitoring? 

4. What types of training and support needs do educators identify as necessary to 

effectively implement self-monitoring in correctional educational settings? To 

what extent is the educators’ certification level associated with the barriers they 

report to implementing self-monitoring?  

Chapter 4 

Chapter 4 of the dissertation is a practitioner paper that draws on the findings from 

chapters 2 and 3 and prior research on the implementation of self-monitoring interventions. This 

chapter is designed to support educators in correctional education settings in implementing self-
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monitoring in their environments. The chapter provides a clear overview of the benefits of self-

monitoring, outlines steps to implement it in correctional education settings, offers a case study 

to deepen educators’ understanding of the intervention, recommends strategies for navigating 

setting-specific barriers, and includes an example data-collection tool. 

Overall, this dissertation aims to examine the use of self-monitoring as a classroom-

based behavior support strategy in correctional education settings, explore educators' 

perceptions and needs related to self-monitoring implementation, and develop practical tools to 

support its use. This dissertation includes three interrelated studies: (1) a systematic review of 

existing research on self-regulation for students within correctional education settings; (2) a 

quantitative study exploring educators’ perceptions, barriers, and needs related to self-

monitoring and implementing classroom-based behavior supports; and (3) a practitioner-

focused paper offering guidance and resources for implementing self-monitoring interventions in 

correctional education settings. Together, these studies aim to bridge the gap between research 

and practice, supporting effective educational outcomes for students in correctional education 

settings, particularly those with disabilities. 
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Chapter 2: Evaluating the Use of Self-Regulation Interventions in Correctional 

Educational Settings: A Systematic Review 

In the United States, all youth have the right to a free and appropriate public 

education (FAPE) regardless of their incarceration status. This right also extends to youth 

with disabilities up to age 22 under the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA; 

Edelson, 2017; Individuals with Disabilities Education Act, 2004). In many states, youth 

under 17 may be placed in adult correctional settings based on charge classifications. 

Similarly, juvenile courts may handle cases involving individuals up to 24 years of age 

(Development Services Group, Inc., 2024). These differing laws and regulations regarding 

the classification and placement of incarcerated individuals make it difficult to get a clear 

depiction of the number of youth and young adults who are incarcerated and are entitled to 

educational services. 

However, analyses of individual juvenile and adult records reveal three consistent 

trends across the educational landscape within correctional settings. First, researchers have 

identified noticeable demographic parallels between incarcerated youth and adults, with both 

groups disproportionally consisting of males, Black individuals, and individuals with 

disabilities (Buehler & Kluckow, 2024; Maruschak et al., 2021; Puzzanchera et al., 2023). 

Second, students in correctional education settings report significant academic gaps that can 

often be attributed to a range of systemic inequalities, including disrupted or inconsistent 

access to education, school exclusionary practices, and the failure of school systems to 

identify and adequately support students with disabilities (Mallett, 2014; Zhang et al., 2011). 

Third, students in these settings frequently exhibit a range of behaviors (e.g., aggression, 

fighting, noncompliance, disruptive behaviors) stemming from histories of trauma and unmet 

mental health needs; educators in those settings often classify these behaviors as 

challenging and disruptive (Flores & Barahona-Lopez, 2020; Gagnon et al., 2022; Leone & 

Wruble, 2015). These academic and behavioral challenges increase the demand for 

redirection and support from educators, which, in turn, reduces instructional time and 

contributes to negative perceptions of teachers and burnout (Blank & Shavit, 2016). 
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Therefore, research on effective support strategies in correctional educational settings is 

critical not only for improving student outcomes but also for sustaining educators’ capacity to 

teach in these demanding environments. 

Classroom-Based Behavior Support Interventions in Correctional Settings 

One area of particular importance is classroom-based behavior support interventions, 

which directly address the behavioral challenges that often disrupt instruction and limit 

students’ access to learning opportunities. However, there is a notable lack of research 

focused specifically on these interventions within correctional educational contexts. For 

instance, Gagnon et al. (2022) conducted a systematic review that examined behavior 

interventions used to address the behavior of incarcerated youth and their access to 

educational services. This review identified 10 studies from 2015 to 2020. However, only 

three of the included articles were conducted in a correctional educational setting, rather 

than generally within the facility (Chinnappan et al., 2020; Hamrick et al., 2020; Lively et al., 

2019). Chinnappan et al. (2020), Hamrick et al. (2020), and Lively et al. (2019) focused on 

implementing a behavior support strategy targeting an education-related skill in a 

correctional educational setting. 

For instance, Chinnappan et al. (2020) implemented a single-subject research design 

with three treatment groups. The researchers evaluated the effects of verbal and written rule 

reminders, combined with marking a check on a whiteboard, to address hand-raising, 

disruptive classroom behaviors, and teacher attention to problem behavior. This study’s 

results indicated that the occurrence of problem behavior decreased to below 10% in all 

classrooms; however, hand-raising results were more variable. Similarly, Hamrick et al. 

(2020) conducted a single-subject study using two treatment groups (i.e., classes). They 

explored the effect of obtrusive observation, rules alone, and teacher-implemented rules with 

verbal reminders on interruptive behavior, hand raising, teacher attention to hand raising, 

and teacher attention to problem behavior. This study demonstrated mixed results. The 

‘Teacher Rules’ intervention decreased problem behavior for both classes and increased 

positive teacher attention in one class. However, obtrusive observation did not decrease 
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problem behavior. The final study, Lively et al. (2019), will be further explored as a part of 

this current systematic review. 

Each of the aforementioned studies used different interventions and focused on 

various dependent variables, which limits the ability to analyze and generalize the data on a 

larger scale (Chinnappan et al., 2020; Hamrick et al., 2020; Lively et al., 2019). Additionally, 

only one of the three studies implemented a self-regulation strategy; the other two relied 

heavily on educator participation (Lively et al., 2019). Gagnon et al.’s (2022) review 

highlights a significant gap in education-centered behavior support interventions in 

correctional settings. It emphasizes the use of behavior strategies within an educational 

context that focus on student autonomy in regulating their behaviors. Behavior support in 

correctional educational settings is crucial to address students' challenging behaviors and 

can help mitigate the impact of these behaviors on their educational access and 

achievement (Blank & Shivat, 2016; Flores & Barahona-Lopez, 2020). 

Self-Regulation Interventions 

One promising avenue for addressing behavior challenges is the use of self-

regulation interventions, which can be applied to target the academic, behavioral, and 

emotional needs of students in correctional educational settings. Self-regulation is a person’s 

ability to manage their thoughts, emotions, and actions to achieve goals. It means being 

aware of what you are doing, comparing it to what you want to achieve, and making 

necessary changes (Bandura, 1991). According to Bandura (1991), this process includes 

watching your own behavior, judging whether it meets your goals or standards, and reacting 

to yourself, either by feeling good and continuing or by adjusting your actions. By 

empowering students to take responsibility for their behavior and make positive changes 

independently, self-regulation reduces the need for constant teacher intervention (Avina et 

al., 2022; Dent & Koenka, 2016; Nelson, 2019). This approach not only allows them to focus 

on delivering quality instruction but also fosters a sense of autonomy and accountability 

among students, which can lead to improvements in behavior and academic performance 

(National Center on Intensive Intervention, 2016; Nelson, 2019). 
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Self-regulation interventions are not uniform, allowing for the selection of specific 

strategies to address one or multiple domains (e.g., academic, behavioral, emotional; Avina 

et al., 2022; Dent & Koenka, 2016). Research on these strategies has demonstrated a 

general level of effectiveness for self-regulation techniques applied to targeted skills. For 

example, Popham et al. (2018) conducted a systematic review evaluating academic 

interventions that use self-regulation interventions for students with emotional and behavioral 

disorders (EBD). Popham et al. (2018) included 36 studies published between 1986 and 

2014 that used various self-regulation interventions, including self-monitoring (n = 10), 

strategy instruction (n = 9), and self-regulated strategy development (SRSD; n = 17). 

The studies reviewed by Popham and colleagues (2018) used self-monitoring, 

strategy instruction, and SRSD to evaluate self-regulation interventions across different 

subjects (e.g., math, reading, writing, language arts, and science). Mild to moderate effects 

for self-monitoring and moderate to medium effectiveness for both SRSD and strategy 

instruction were found based on effect size calculations and visual analysis. These results 

demonstrated positive gains for 221 out of the 250 participants for whom data were available 

(Popham et al., 2018). Popham et al. (2018) provide a foundation for exploring the use of 

self-regulation interventions to improve academic outcomes for students with behavioral 

challenges. While Popham et al. (2018) did not specify correctional educational settings in 

their review, studies included participants in a range of environments, including residential 

facilities, psychiatric facilities, and alternative schools. Their systematic review focused on 

students with EBD across various settings, highlighting the use of self-regulation strategies 

for students with needs and environmental conditions similar to those in correctional 

educational settings. Despite Popham et al.’s (2018) exploration of self-regulation and its 

foundation for academic outcomes, there remains a need to examine the use of self-

regulation strategies for behavioral and emotional outcomes in correctional educational 

settings. This further exploration will help expand the literature to account for the range of 

student needs, as well as situational and environmental factors, such as facility rules and 

regulations in correctional educational settings. Additionally, this systematic review will 
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address the lack of reviews that evaluate the effects of various self-regulation strategies on 

behavioral and emotional outcomes for students in general and within correctional 

educational settings. This area is crucial to address to support the multifaceted needs of 

youth and young adults in correctional educational settings. 

Purpose of this Study 

The limited research on behavior support and self-regulation in correctional 

educational settings creates a pressing need to better understand effective practices for this 

marginalized population. A comprehensive review of self-regulation interventions in the 

correctional education context presents a new agenda for future research on youth and 

young adults in these settings. Therefore, we conducted this systematic review to examine 

the effects of self-regulation strategies for youth and young adults in correctional educational 

settings. My findings will expand the current body of literature and advance knowledge about 

self-regulation interventions for students in correctional education settings. The following 

three questions guided the systematic review: 

1. What are the characteristics (e.g., length, duration, intervention type, etc.) of 

self-regulation interventions used within correctional educational settings to 

build self-regulation skills among incarcerated youth and young adults? 

2. What domain (e.g., behavioral, emotional, or academic outcomes) are these 

interventions targeting, and how are they defined? 

3. How are the self-regulation interventions used within correctional educational 

settings evaluated, and how effective are these interventions? 

Methods 

Operational Definitions 

We operationally defined several key terms to maintain rigor and replicability. In this 

review, we focus on youth and young adults receiving education in a correctional education 

setting. As such, we included studies with youth and young adults between the ages of 10 

and 22, who received educational services in a court-mandated secure correctional 

residential placement (e.g., juvenile detention center, residential placement facility, local jail, 
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and prison). Throughout this study, a correctional education setting refers to K-12-based 

educational services provided in accordance with federal and state laws (e.g., IDEA) within 

any secure, court-mandated facility where youth or young adults may be incarcerated, 

including detention facilities, juvenile justice facilities, residential placement facilities, jails, or 

prisons. We focus on studies that use self-regulation interventions and strategies. The 

determination of a study as using a self-regulation strategy will be based on the author of 

each study explicitly stating a self-regulation strategy or intervention was used, and/or the 

description of the strategy or intervention focusing on a person’s ability to manage their own 

thoughts, emotions, and actions to reach goals through watching their own behavior, judging 

whether it meets their goals or standards, and reacting to themselves, either by feeling good 

and continuing or by adjusting their actions (Bandura, 1991; e.g., self-monitoring, self-

evaluation, goal setting, mindfulness, and self-regulated strategy development). 

Inclusion Criteria 

I employed multiple search strategies guided by the nine inclusion criteria described 

below to systematically identify relevant studies. First, to be included in the review, studies 

had to be published between January 2010 and May 2025. This range was selected to 

capture literature leading up to the 2014 publication of the Guiding Principles for Providing 

High-Quality Education in Juvenile Justice Secure Care Settings and to assess the field's 

evolution after the publication (U.S. Departments of Education and Justice, 2014). Second, 

only studies conducted in the United States were included, as educational policies and legal 

standards vary across countries. Including only U.S.-based studies helped ensure 

consistency regarding special education laws and the rights of incarcerated youth. Third, I 

required that participants were incarcerated in a court-mandated secure correctional 

residential placement, such as a juvenile detention center, residential facility, local jail, or 

prison. Fourth, participants had to be between the ages of 10 and 22 at the time of the study. 

This age range reflects both the typical minimum age for juvenile confinement and the 

maximum age at which students may receive special education services under U.S. law 

(Development Services Group, Inc., 2024). 
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Additionally, for the fifth criterion, studies had to be conducted within a correctional 

educational setting, defined as K–12 services provided in accordance with federal and state 

laws (e.g., IDEA) in secure, court-mandated facilities. Sixth, I included only studies in which 

at least 25% of participants were identified as students with disabilities, without restricting 

disability categories. Given the overrepresentation of students with disabilities in correctional 

education settings, this threshold ensured adequate representation (Puzzanchera et al., 

2023). Disability status and categories had to be reported according to IDEA definitions to 

maintain consistency with how disability is documented in school-based contexts (IDEA, 

2004). Seventh, studies had to use an experimental or quasi-experimental design and 

evaluate the impact of a self-regulation strategy within a correctional education setting. The 

decision to include only these designs was made to support analysis of causal effects 

(Shadish et al., 2002). Eighth, studies had to measure at least one academic, behavioral, or 

emotional outcome (e.g., time on-task, increased math scores, or self-efficacy), allowing for 

a more comprehensive understanding of the impact of self-regulation interventions in these 

settings. Finally, I only considered studies published in English, as English is the research 

team's primary language, and we were not equipped to translate studies in other languages. 

Search Procedures 

The initial search included an electronic database search. I searched the following 

interdisciplinary electronic databases to ensure a robust search that encompasses the 

intersectionality of correctional education and self-regulation: APA PsycArticles, Education 

Source, ERIC, OpenDissertations, eBook Collection (EBSCOhost), eBook Comprehensive 

Academic Collection (EBSCOhost), Teacher Reference Center, Criminal Justice Abstracts, 

and APAPsycINFO. OpenDissertations was also included to eliminate any publication bias 

that might result from only including peer-reviewed articles. The keywords included: "juvenile 

justice" OR "incarcerated youth" OR "juvenile detention" OR "adjudicated youth" OR "pre-

adjudicated youth" and search field 2: "self-regulation" OR "self-monitoring" OR "self-

management" OR "emotion regulation" OR "self-tracking" OR self-reg*. These keywords 

were selected based on a quick search of common keywords listed in the literature for youth 
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in correctional settings, as well as for studies evaluating self-regulation across various 

populations (Bruhn et al., 2015; Evans-Chase & Zhou, 2014). These keywords were 

commonly included and selected to encompass various ways both youth and young adults in 

correctional settings are referred to, as well as the different ways self-regulation strategies 

are identified within the literature. 

The initial search resulted in 327 results. I then limited the results to those with full 

text available (n = 242) to ensure the articles were available for review during the inclusion 

process. Next, I specified the date range 2010-2025 for the full text (n = 200) to exclude 

articles that did not meet the inclusion criteria by being outside this range. After these 

limitations were placed, the EBSCO search database auto-removed 29 duplicate articles, 

leaving 131 articles for review. 

Title and Abstract Review 

I imported 131 articles into Rayyan for review (Ouzzani et al., 2016). Rayyan was 

selected for this review due to its collaboration features (Ouzzani et al., 2016). These 

collaboration features included the ability to add team members, conduct blind reviews, 

specify code-exclusion reasons, and easily transfer articles from title and abstract screening 

to full-text screening, with the full text uploaded, making it optimal for authors to complete 

reviews and collaborate asynchronously (Ouzzani et al., 2016). During the initial import of 

the 131 articles into Rayyan, the database detected two additional duplicates which were 

removed, bringing the total to 129 articles for title and abstract review. 

In a one-on-one training session, we reviewed inclusion and exclusion criteria with 

two raters. The raters were the third author, a faculty researcher with a Ph.D. in special 

education, and the fourth author, a graduate student pursuing her master's in special 

education. As a part of the training, all three team members independently reviewed the 

same set of 10 titles and abstracts to assess interrater reliability. There was 100% 

agreement between the first and fourth authors, and 85% agreement among the first, fourth, 

and third authors. The disagreement between the third author was due to a 

misunderstanding about how correctional settings for juveniles may be referenced (i.e., 
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residential placement facility); the operational definition was further clarified, and we all 

reached 100% agreement. 

At least two authors reviewed all 129 titles and abstracts to identify those that met the 

inclusion criteria. The first author reviewed all articles, and the remaining articles were split 

between the two raters. Out of the 129 articles, 115 were excluded. Interrater reliability for 

title and abstract screening was 92% (i.e., 56 out of 61) between the first author and fourth 

author, and 88% (i.e., 51 out of 58) between the first author and third author. Reliability was 

calculated by dividing the number of articles agreed upon by the total number of articles 

screened. Discrepancies between the first author and the raters were due to articles being 

set in correctional rather than school-based settings, or to studies not being experimental or 

quasi-experimental. After title/abstract review, we identified 14 articles for full-text review. 

Full-Text Review 

Training for inclusion and exclusion criteria for full-text screening was conducted in 

one-on-one sessions with the raters. Two articles (Barnert et al., 2012; Lively et al., 2019) 

were independently scored as part of the training session, achieving 100% reliability among 

all three raters. The remaining articles were reviewed by at least two raters, who were 

divided based on their roles during the title and abstract screening, with the first author 

reviewing all 14 articles. The fourth author reviewed a total of four articles, two for the 

training and two after being trained. The first and fourth authors reached 100% agreement on 

inclusion and exclusion for the two articles scored post-training, resulting in 100% agreement 

between them across all four articles scored. The first and third authors achieved 100% 

agreement on the inclusion or exclusion of 12 articles, including the two scored during the 

training session; however, they had differing reasons for excluding these articles. The first 

discrepancy was that one article had only a summary available, not the full text, and was a 

literature review. Although articles were removed earlier in the inclusion process for lack of 

full text, this article slipped through because the summary was published in a journal. The 

first author listed the exclusion reason as the full text being unavailable, and the third author 

rated it as not experimental or quasi-experimental. The second discrepancy was due to 
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confusion about setting, although the terms 'residential facility' and 'correctional facility' may 

be used interchangeably, that is not always the case. After a meeting to discuss the 

discrepancies, 100% agreement was reached through consensus. After full-text review, four 

studies met all inclusion criteria. 

We applied three additional steps to identify any studies that may have been 

overlooked, including an ancestral search, a cited reference search, and a journal hand 

search. These procedures were employed as secondary search strategies because the 

literature indicates that relying solely on database searches is uncommon in systematic 

reviews and insufficient to identify all relevant studies (Hirt, 2023). First, we conducted an 

ancestral search of the four included studies. The first author and second reviewer identified 

a total of five articles for title and abstract review; two were excluded because they were not 

experimental or quasi-experimental. Of the three that received a full-text review, one was 

excluded because the participants were not youth or young adults in a correctional setting, 

and another was excluded because less than 25% of participants qualified for special 

education services under IDEA. One article met full inclusion criteria (e.g., Caldwell & 

Joseph, 2012). 

Next, a cited reference search was conducted using Google Scholar. Title and 

abstracts of all articles that cited any of the included studies were reviewed for inclusion 

(Hirt, 2023; Wright et al., 2014). Three articles were selected for full-text review. We 

excluded two articles because they were dissertations of already included articles, and the 

other was excluded because it did not include youth or young adults in correctional settings. 

We also hand-searched the table of contents of five relevant journals for any studies that 

met the inclusion criteria, ensuring that we included the journals in which the four included 

articles were published, such as Behavioral Disorders, Journal of Correctional Education, 

Education and Treatment of Children Journal, Learning Disabilities Research & Practice, and 

Exceptional Children. We reviewed the table of contents from the past fifteen years (2010–

2025) for each journal, except for the Education and Treatment of Children Journal, which 

only had issues available from 2020 to 2025, and the Journal of Correctional Education, as 
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no issues had been published yet in 2025. No new studies were identified through the 

journal hand search procedures. Figure 1 illustrates a PRISMA flow diagram outlining the 

search procedures, including the number of studies identified at each stage of the search. 

After the additional search procedures, only one study met all the inclusion criteria, bringing 

the total to five studies. 

Coding Procedures 

Each study was summarized using general article information, participant 

characteristics, and study and intervention characteristics to ensure that each research 

question could be addressed thoroughly. General article information was coded based on: 

(a) year, (b) publication type, and (c) sample size. Participant characteristics were coded 

based on: (a) age range, (b) race or ethnicity, (c) gender, (d) grade level, and (e) disability 

category or classification. Study and intervention characteristics were coded for features that 

included: (a) design type; (b) setting; (c) self-regulation skill; (d) dependent variable; (e) 

duration of intervention (days, weeks, months); (f) duration of intervention (minutes/hours per 

day); (g) outcome domain (academic, behavioral, emotional) with outcome measures (GPA, 

time on-task, etc.); (h) key finding (reported effect sizes, summary of results, etc.); (i) 

maintenance; (j) interrater reliability; (k) social validity; and (l) treatment fidelity. When data 

were available, we calculated effect sizes for primary dependent variables. 

We double-coded all studies to ensure accuracy, and we calculated interrater 

agreement. Training was conducted using a single article to ensure reliability, with an 

interrater agreement of 80% between the first and fourth authors and 85% between the third 

and fourth authors. The disagreements between the first and fourth authors were due to 

missing details, such as the failure to report one participant's race, and to the fourth author's 

lack of detail. For instance, instead of using direct scores and text from the studies, the 

fourth author summarized information. Disagreements between the first and third authors 

arose from missing details, such as the measurement tools used and specific scores, which 

were presented in the text rather than in summaries. All disagreements were discussed and 

resolved by consensus. 
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Agreement was calculated as the percentage of agreements between raters. All data 

were placed in individual cells, and agreement was determined by adding the number of 

cells that had agreement between raters, then dividing that number by the total number of 

cells (i.e., 18/20 cells = 90% agreement). This process was completed for each article. The 

first author coded all five articles, and the other two raters coded an additional two articles 

each after completing the initial training. Rater agreement ranged from 70% to 90%. Across 

all articles, 91% of discrepancies were due to coding study and intervention characteristics, 

and the remaining 9% were due to coding participant characteristics. All but two 

disagreements were due to missing information, primarily due to insufficient detail, with one 

attributed to a participant's race or ethnicity not being reported. The other two disagreements 

arose because one rater explained rather than named the self-regulation strategy and 

provided the number of days of implementation each week rather than the total number of 

days the intervention was administered. All disagreements were discussed and resolved by 

consensus. 

Effect Size Calculation 

Three out of four studies that used single-case designs calculated the percentage of 

non-overlapping data (PND; Caldwell & Joseph, 2012; Pitzel et al., 2024, 2025). The 

remaining single-case design study (e.g., Lively et al., 2019) originally reported non-overlap 

of all pairs (NAP); therefore, to ensure consistency, I calculated the PND (Tarlow & Penland, 

2016). Although each single-case design study reported PND or NAP as the primary 

dependent variable, I lacked the necessary data to calculate effect sizes for any additional 

dependent variables. Therefore, I reported only on the effect of the primary dependent 

variable of each study and detailed the findings from the original publication for any 

additional dependent variables. The fifth study, Sanders et al. (2021) used a group 

experimental design; therefore, I reported its data as originally presented in the study. 

Results 

I identified a total of five studies through multiple search strategies, spanning 13 years 

of research (2012–2025). The studies in this systematic review include a range of study 
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designs and self-regulation intervention strategies. The main characteristics of these studies, 

including general article information (e.g., year, publication type, and sample size), 

participant characteristics (e.g., age, race, disability status or category; Table 1), and 

detailed intervention characteristics (e.g., design type, self-regulation strategy, duration, key 

findings; Table 2), are summarized by research question below. 

RQ1: What are the characteristics (e.g., length, duration, intervention type, etc.) of self-

regulation interventions used within correctional educational settings to build self-

regulation skills among incarcerated youth and young adults? 

Intervention Type and Dependent Variable 

The identified studies employed two primary intervention types: self-regulated 

strategy development (SRSD) and self-monitoring strategies. Three studies (e.g., Pitzel et 

al., 2024, Pitzel et al., 2025; Sanders et al., 2021) used variations of SRSD. For instance, 

Sanders et al. (2021) used SRSD embedding “Think before reading, Read the paragraph, 

Ask yourself what the paragraph is mostly about, and what is the most important information, 

and Paraphrase the paragraph” (TRAP) mnemonic. Pitzel et al. (2024) used SRSD with self-

determination instruction. Lastly, Pitzel et al. (2025) used SRSD embedding the “TRAP” and 

“Identify important details to support the main idea, Delete trivial details, Eliminate redundant 

details, Add a term for a list of words or concepts, Summarize” interventions (IDEAS). The 

other two studies used self-monitoring interventions (Caldwell & Joseph, 2012; Lively et al., 

2019). 

The interventions targeted various self-regulation outcomes. Academic outcomes 

included academic accuracy during independent math practice (Caldwell & Joseph, 2012), 

reading comprehension based on written retell (Sanders et al., 2021), the organizational 

quality (e.g., number of essay elements) of youth’s written essays (Pitzel et al., 2024), and 

improved written summaries (Pitzel et al., 2025). Behavioral outcomes included on-task 

behavior (Caldwell & Joseph, 2012; Lively et al., 2019) and academic productivity (Caldwell 

& Joseph, 2012). Additionally, emotional outcomes included self-determination, writing self-

efficacy, and motivation (Pitzel et al., 2024) and self-regulation scores (Pitzel et al., 2025). 
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Program Length and Duration 

The duration and frequency of interventions varied across studies (Table 2). One 

SRSD study did not report details on intervention duration (Pitzel et al., 2025). In the other 

two SRSD interventions, Sanders et al. (2021) delivered the intervention in 50-minute 

sessions, four days a week, for three and a half weeks. Pitzel et al. (2024) delivered 40-

minute instruction sessions, three days a week for six lessons, followed by five consecutive 

writing sessions post-instruction for each participant. Regarding the studies employing self-

monitoring interventions, Lively et al. (2019) conducted at least five, 55-minute sessions per 

participant, over 91 days (13 weeks). 

Cadwell & Joseph (2012) conducted the intervention in two phases, with each 

session lasting 16 minutes and using 15-second intervals. Phase 1 lasted 3-7 sessions, and 

phase 2 lasted 3-4 sessions (Caldwell & Joseph, 2012). 

Setting and Sample Size 

All studies were conducted within secure juvenile justice facilities across various 

regions of the United States. Two studies were conducted at a facility in an urban city within 

the southeast region of the U.S. (Pitzel et. al., 2024, 2025), one within a large metropolitan 

city in the midwestern region of the United States (Caldwell & Joseph, 2012), and one in the 

northeastern region of the United States (Sanders et al., 2021). Lively et al. (2019) did not 

report the region of the United States in which the facility was located. Of the five studies, 

four employed single-case designs, each involving three participants (Caldwell & Joseph, 

2012; Lively et al., 2019; Pitzel et al., 2024, 2025). Although Pitzel et al. (2024) began with 

four participants, only three participants' data were analyzed because one participant was 

released from the facility after instruction but before data collection. The remaining study, 

Sanders et al. 2021, utilized a cluster randomized controlled trial (CRT) pretest/posttest 

design with 30 participants, comprising 16 individuals in the control group and 14 in the 

treatment group. 



 

33 

Participant Characteristics 

The characteristics of the student participants in the studies varied across multiple 

domains (e.g., sex, age, race/ethnicity, grade level; Table 1). Three of the studies included 

all female participants (Caldwell & Joseph, 2012; Pitzel et al., 2024, 2025). The other two 

studies included all male participants (Lively et al., 2019; Sanders et al., 2021). Four studies 

reported participants' race and ethnicity (Caldwell & Joseph, 2012; Pitzel et al., 2024, 2025; 

Sanders et al., 2021). The participants represented various backgrounds, including Black, 

Hispanic/Latino, White, and Native (Caldwell & Joseph, 2012; Pitzel et al., 2024, 2025; 

Sanders et al., 2021). Lively et al. (2019) did not report the race or ethnicity of any 

participants, and Sanders et al. (2021) did not report the race/ethnicity of a single participant. 

Based on the four articles that reported participants' age, participants across the studies 

ranged from 14 to 18 years old (Caldwell & Joseph, 2012; Lively et al., 2019; Pitzel et. al., 

2024, 2025). Caldwell and Joseph (2012) and Pitzel et al. (2024) did not report participants' 

grade levels. Across the other three articles, participants' grade levels ranged from 8th to 12th.  

Across studies, the level of detail reported about interventionists varied considerably, and 

interventionists served in a few different roles (i.e., teachers, researchers, and a school 

psychologist). In two studies, the interventionists were English teachers working within the facility 

(Lively et al., 2019; Sanders et al., 2021). One was a female teacher with over 25 years of 

experience and multiple secondary English and reading certifications, while the other was a 29-

year-old Caucasian male who held a bachelor’s degree in Secondary Education with an 

emphasis in English, and had six years of teaching experience at the facility. In two studies 

(Pitzel et al., 2024; 2025), the interventionists were White female university-affiliated researchers 

(i.e., a doctoral student and a Ph.D.-level researcher). Both held teaching licenses, had prior 

general education teaching experience, and had multiple years of experience working with 

students in restrictive educational settings, including experience implementing. In the remaining 

study (Caldwell & Joseph, 2012), the interventionist was described as a middle-aged female 

school psychologist. 

RQ2: What domain (e.g., behavioral, emotional, or academic outcomes) are these 
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interventions targeting, and how are they defined? 

For clarity, I have created operational definitions for three domains to categorize 

each study's findings: academic, behavioral, and emotional outcomes. Academic outcomes 

are defined as school-related performance indicators (e.g., grades, GPA, and assessment 

scores), while behavioral outcomes are observable actions or skills (e.g., academic 

engagement, on-task behavior, and attention). Finally, emotional outcomes pertain to 

internal states or psychological constructs (e.g., self-efficacy, self-esteem, emotional 

awareness, or motivation). 

Academic Domain 

Four studies examined the impact of a self-regulation intervention on academic 

outcomes in math, reading, and writing. In each study, the authors provided operational 

definitions of the target academic goal and the measures used to assess outcomes. Caldwell 

and Joseph (2012) defined academic accuracy as the number of math problems completed 

correctly, determined by participants' answers matching those on a grading sheet. Sanders 

et al. (2021) used written retell scores and the Gray Silent Reading Test (GSRT) to assess 

participants' reading comprehension after implementing SRSD with the TRAP mnemonic 

embedded. 

Both articles by Pitzel et al. (2024; 2025) focused on the impact of using SRSD on 

writing. Pitzel et al. (2024) employed SRSD with self-determination instruction to focus on 

the organizational quality (e.g., the number of essay elements) of participants’ written 

essays, as measured using an eight-point rubric. Additionally, written essays were scored for 

six additional elements: (a) self-advocacy elements, (b) holistic essay quality, (c) length, (d) 

words spelled correctly, (e) correct writing sequence (CWS), (f) content appropriateness and 

match to prompt (CAMP; Pitzel et al., 2024). Pitzel et al. (2025) measured participants' 

written summaries after implementing SRSD with TRAP and IDEAS, evaluating them based 

on summary elements and quality, with criteria for both stated within the study. 
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Behavioral Domain 

Two studies used self-monitoring as a self-regulation strategy focused on behavioral 

outcomes (Caldwell & Joseph, 2021; Lively et al., 2019). Caldwell and Joseph (2012) 

examined two dependent variables: academic productivity, defined as the percentage of 

math items a student attempted, regardless of accuracy, and on-task behavior, defined as 

student engagement with the activity and/or “thinking.” “Thinking” was categorized as looking 

away from the paper but appeared to be thinking. “Thinking” could be deemed on-task for 

two consecutive intervals before being deemed off-task, and then another type of on-task 

activity must have been observed before “thinking” could be considered on-task again. 

Lively et al. (2019) also assessed on-task behavior which was defined as when a 

student is doing all the following: (a) sitting in his seat; (b) looking at work on his desk; (c) 

directing his attention to an area or object as indicated by the teacher; (d) remaining silent 

unless asking a question or responding to a question; and (e) following classroom 

expectations, including keeping hands to himself, raising a hand to contribute, and following 

all teacher directions within five seconds of being asked. 

Emotional Domain 

In addition to academic outcomes, both studies by Pitzel et al. (2024, 2025) examined 

at least one emotional outcome. Pitzel et al. (2024) assessed participants’ self-determination 

skills at baseline and post-instruction using the Arc Self-Determination Scale (Wehmeyer & 

Kelchner, 1995), their writing self-efficacy beliefs using the Self-Efficacy for Writing Scale 

(Bruning et al., 2013), and their motivation levels using the Intrinsic Motivation Inventory (IMI; 

McAuley et al., 1987), which was adapted for a writing focus with 27 items. Pitzel et al. 

(2025) assessed participants' self-regulation levels pre- and post-intervention using the Self-

Regulation Formative Questionnaire (SRFQ; Gaumer Erickson and Noonan, 2018). This 

questionnaire consisted of 22 statements measuring the students’ perspective of their self-

regulation skills related to planning, monitoring, and controlling their effort toward academic 

endeavors. 

RQ3: How are the self-regulation interventions used within correctional educational 
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settings evaluated, and how effective are these interventions? 

The five included studies used a variety of quantitative measures, including pre-post 

scores, checklist or rubric scoring, observational data, and standardized measures, to 

evaluate the outcomes. These measures were operationally defined in each study and used 

to calculate effect sizes or test statistics, allowing for interpretations of the data. Three of the 

four single case design articles reported the percentage of non-overlapping data (PND) for 

each participant; therefore, for consistency, the first author and third author used the 

available data from Lively et al. (2019) to calculate the PND because they initially reported 

non-overlap of all pairs (NAP) using an online calculator (Tarlow and Penland, 2016). 

Sanders et al. (2021) was the only study that used a group experimental design; therefore, I 

reported its data as originally presented in the study. 

Effectiveness Across Academic Outcomes 

Self-regulation interventions demonstrated a positive overall impact on academic 

outcomes for participants in correctional education settings. The use of various forms of 

SRSD demonstrated 100% PND for all six of the participants who completed the intervention 

assessments in both Pitzel et al. (2024) and Pitzel et al. (2025). In Pitzel et al. (2025), one 

participant was released before post-instruction data collection; therefore, PND was not 

calculated. In the group experiment, Sanders et al. (2021) used an independent means t-test 

to determine the significance of the written retell scores between the treatment and control 

groups. It was determined that, on average, participants in the treatment group scored 

higher on written retell compared to the control group, with a statistically significant 

difference (e.g., t (14.64) = −2.18, p = .04). 

Effectiveness Across Behavioral Outcomes 

Self-monitoring as a self-regulation intervention also produced positive behavioral 

effects. According to Caldwell and Joseph (2012), the on-task PND between the first 

baseline and intervention phases for on-task behavior was 85% (Student A: Range: 34.37% 

– 100%), 0% (Student B; Range: 81% – 100%), and 75% (Student C; Range 65% – 100%). 
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Between the second baseline and second intervention, the on-task PNDs were 100% 

(Students A; Range: 95.31% -100%; Student B; Range: 79% - 98%) and 75% (Student C; 

Range: 0% - 100%). Lively et al. (2019) reported a PND of 100% for Students 1 (Range: 77 

% - 100%) and 2 (Range: 78% - 92%)., and 83.33% for Student 3 (range 53%–86%). 

Effectiveness Across Emotional Outcomes 

For all emotional outcomes, results were reported as means or a summary by the 

authors, showing favorable trends. For example, Pitzel et al. (2024) reported the mean 

writing self-efficacy scores of the participants as follows: 63.31 (Sarah), 89.06 (Alex), and 

81.25 (Regan). Additionally, self-advocacy elements in writing and levels of self-

determination increased for all participants across phases post-intervention. For motivation, 

scores varied across participants. Sarah and Alex demonstrated a decrease in all three sub-

scores and non-scored items of the IMI assessment. At the same time, Regan saw a 

decrease in two sub-scores and stability on the non-scored items (Pitzel, 2024). Additionally, 

Pitzel et al. (2025) reported an improvement in self-regulation scores for all three participants 

who were able to complete the pre- and post-test. Marie’s score rose from 52.3 to 86.7, 

Rachel’s from 56.1 to 70.6, and Rosalind’s from 98.8 to 100. 

Discussion 

This systematic review sought to synthesize and evaluate research on self-regulation 

interventions in correctional educational settings. I aimed to understand the characteristics of 

self-regulation interventions within correctional education settings, the domain(s) (e.g., 

academic, behavioral, and emotional) targeted by these interventions, the method of 

evaluation, and the level of effectiveness of these interventions. 

Characteristics of Self-Regulation Interventions 

Overall, the characteristics of self-regulation interventions identified in this review 

varied widely in terms of the interventions implemented, the skills targeted, and the sample 

population, showing both alignments with and distinctions from prior reviews. Consistent with 

a previous review of self-regulation interventions by Popham and colleagues (2018), I also 

found that included studies focused on a few types of interventions (i.e., SRSD and self-
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monitoring), which were more frequently adapted rather than developed or expanded toward 

diverse populations and needs. Additionally, in the systematic review by Popham et al. 

(2018), the authors used SRSD, self-monitoring, and strategy instruction, while the studies in 

the current review implemented either a modified version of SRSD (n = 3) or self-monitoring 

(n = 2). There was no consistent length or duration of intervention implementation across the 

studies (Table 2). While this current review is missing strategy instruction, it provides an 

example of the importance of limiting the timeframe in which reviewed studies were 

published to ensure relevance of intervention use and effect to the current population, as 

only two of the nine studies using strategy instruction were conducted after the year 2000 

(Popham et al., 2018).  

Alternatively, Popham and colleagues (2018) focused solely on academic domains 

for self-regulation skills. In contrast, the current review more broadly assessed the use of 

self-regulation strategies across academic, behavioral, and emotional domains to evaluate 

the intervention's ability to address the intersectional needs of students in correctional 

education settings. Given the previous review focused solely on students with emotional and 

behavioral disorders, the current review aims to focus more broadly on students with and 

without disabilities within correctional educational settings to more specifically address 

possible variation in self-regulation outcomes based on the demographics of the sample 

populations. 

Regarding the demographics of the students in the included studies, based on the 

settings and reported demographic information, all participants were in single-sex facilities, 

ranging in grade from 8 to 12, with an age range of 14 to 18 years. Additionally, in alignment 

with the overrepresentation of youth in correctional settings who have been diagnosed with 

disabilities, about 56% (n = 24) of the participants across the studies had a special education 

diagnosis based on IDEA (Puzzanchera et al., 2023). In contrast, despite the 

overrepresentation of youth who are Black and males in correctional facilities (Buehler & 

Kluckow, 2024; Maruschak et al., 2021; Puzzanchera et al., 2023), three of the studies 

focused solely on female facilities (Caldwell & Joseph, 2012; Pitzel et al., 2024, 2025), and 
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there were only five Black, and one Bi-racial/Black participants out of the 39 whose 

race/ethnicity was reported (15%). These differences between the general student 

population in these settings and the study demographics can raise questions about the 

generalizability of the SRSD interventions' effectiveness for male populations in these 

settings. However, this review does highlight the effectiveness of self-regulation strategies 

for females in correctional educational settings, a population that is often overlooked. In 

addition to the demographics of students within the studies, information regarding 

interventionalist provide insight on self-monitoring’s ability to be effectively implemented by 

not only teachers but other stakeholders. In addition to student demographics, details about 

interventionists provided insight into the feasibility of implementing self-monitoring by not 

only teachers but also other stakeholders. 

Evaluation and Effectiveness of Self-Regulation Interventions Across Domains 

All the included studies reported effect sizes, allowing for a clear evaluation of the 

studies’ effectiveness. Although Lively et al. (2019) reported NAP rather than PND, the 

available data allowed for calculation of PND, allowing for alignment with other studies that 

used a single-case design. Through evaluation and comparison of PND scores across the 

single case design studies self-monitoring was deemed as effective to demonstrate change 

in target skills across academic (e.g., reading, writing) and behavioral (e.g. on-task) 

domains. While the effectiveness of the self-monitoring intervention used in Sanders et al., 

(20) was not able to be directly compared to the other studies in the review, it showed a 

statistically significant difference between the treatment and control group, signifying 

alignment with the determination that self-monitoring is an effective intervention.  

The current systematic review builds on the previous review, which examined only 

the impact of self-regulation interventions on academic outcomes, leaving gaps in the 

literature on their effects on behavioral and emotional outcomes (Popham et al., 2018). The 

self-regulation strategies used in the studies included in the current review demonstrated 

effectiveness across skills in multiple domains, including academic (e.g., reading 

comprehension and math practice accuracy), behavioral (e.g., on-task behavior), and 
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emotional (e.g., self-efficacy and motivation). The ability of self-regulation interventions to 

address these domains is important not only for youth and young adults in these settings for 

academic purposes but also for their overall life outcomes. Increases in self-efficacy have 

been linked to higher motivation, a willingness to work through challenges, shorter stays in 

correctional facilities, and lower odds of recidivism (Artino Jr., 2012; Cuevas et al., 2017).  

The current review also highlights the ability of self-regulation strategies to target 

multiple skills across domains simultaneously. This extends the literature on self-regulation, 

as the previous review included only two studies that examined more than one academic 

subject at a time (Popham et al., 2018). In correctional education settings, academic 

concerns and deficits are only one aspect educators need to navigate to encourage success; 

behavioral concerns and emotional well-being are additional aspects that must be addressed 

to effectively implement instruction (Blank & Shivat, 2016; Flores & Barahona-Lopez, 2020). 

Targeting a variety of skills with a single intervention is imperative in correctional educational 

settings, where there is an urgent need to improve given the time-sensitive nature of the 

environment (Gertseva & McCurley, 2019). 

Limitations 

There are several limitations of this systematic review. One limitation is the potential 

for publication bias, since all included articles were peer-reviewed, even though the search 

was not limited to published articles. A second limitation was the search terms. As research 

in the field evolves, the appropriate terms shift, allowing for potential gaps in the search. For 

example, there has been a decline in the use of the term “juvenile delinquent,” which may 

leave a gap in finding studies addressing the target population. A third limitation was the 

restriction of the research to experimental or quasi-experimental studies conducted within 

the United States. These restrictions, although intended to ensure relevance and the ability 

to evaluate effect levels, may result in missing studies with mixed-methods or qualitative 

insights. 

A fourth limitation stems from limiting the inclusion to the last 15 years (i.e., 2010). 

Although I intentionally chose this date range to ensure the studies were relevant to the 
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current population and conditions, it may have led to missing articles that used self-

regulation interventions in correctional educational settings. Another limitation is the lack of 

group experimental studies. Most of the included studies (n = 4) employed a single-case 

design with results from only three participants, limiting the ability to generalize the findings. 

Additionally, all the studies focused on correctional educational spaces primarily serving 

youth, resulting in a lack of data on the impact of self-regulation on young adults in these 

settings. One final limitation is that, although a variety of strategies and interventions fall 

within the self-regulation category (e.g., goal setting), all studies used either self-monitoring 

or SRSD as the independent variable. 

Implications & Future Directions 

Self-regulation skills are pivotal across various aspects of life (Zimmerman, 2002). 

The studies in this systematic review provide evidence supporting the use of two self-

regulation strategies, SRSD and self-monitoring, to help students in correctional educational 

settings achieve academic, behavioral, and emotional goals. Below, I provide guidance to 

expand this work for practitioners, researchers, and policymakers. 

Implications For Practice 

This systematic review provides emerging evidence to support practitioners in 

correctional educational settings in incorporating self-regulation strategies into regular 

practice. This is based on the current review’s illustration of self-regulation interventions (i.e., 

SRSD; self-monitoring) and their positive impact across domains for youth in these settings. 

The two self-regulation interventions used across the studies demonstrated the ability to 

target academic outcomes across different subjects (e.g., math, reading, writing, language 

arts, science) as well as behavioral outcomes (e.g., on-task behavior). These interventions 

can aid educators in these settings to increase students’ academic attainment and 

achievement in these areas, as well as lessen the burden of managing disruptive behaviors 

by increasing students’ autonomy and self-efficacy (Bell et al., 2013; The IRIS Center, 2008, 

p. 4). For example, classroom-based educators may implement self-regulation interventions, 

such as self-monitoring, for students who exhibit off-task behavior to increase time on task 
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and reduce the need to redirect them. Also, non-classroom-based staff, whether support or 

administrative, may be tasked with implementing self-regulation strategies with students. 

They act as the main point of contact, provide training to the student, and assist in 

monitoring progress and making any necessary adjustments to the interventions being 

implemented. Non-classroom-based staff leading the implementation can help make 

generalizing skills to other classes and environments more attainable by involving fewer 

staff. Additionally, although this review focused on only two types of self-regulation 

interventions, the studies demonstrated the use of variations of these interventions. 

Therefore, educators in correctional educational settings may explore ways to customize 

self-regulation strategies (e.g., technology-based tracking, sticker charts) or consider other 

strategies (e.g., goal setting) to determine the best fit for their students. 

Implications For Research 

This systematic review highlighted the increasingly positive outcomes of self-

regulation strategies, particularly self-monitoring and SRSD, for youth in correctional 

educational settings across academic, behavioral, and emotional outcomes. This review also 

highlighted several gaps in the literature. First, over the past 15 years, only five studies have 

explored self-regulation strategies in correctional educational settings. These studies 

generally demonstrated positive outcomes, indicating that this area would benefit from 

further exploration. Researchers may begin to explore which interventions and programs are 

currently used in correctional educational settings, educators’ perspectives on these 

interventions, and their views on evidence-based interventions, including the self-regulation 

interventions examined in this systematic review (e.g., SRSD, self-monitoring). This 

exploration will guide future research on implementation in these settings by uncovering the 

barriers, facilitators, and needs educators face in effectively implementing interventions. 

Additionally, all the studies within this review focused on youth between the ages of 

14 and 18 years old, which demonstrates the lack of intervention research conducted on 

incarcerated young adults. Future research can explore the impact of self-regulation 

strategies on these young adults in an educational context. This may be done by conducting 
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experimental or quasi-experimental studies in which self-regulation skills are implemented for 

students aged 18-22 in correctional educational settings. 

Implications For Policy 

This systematic review provides a basis to further explore the use of self-regulation 

strategies in correctional educational settings to improve academic, behavioral, and 

emotional outcomes for youth and young adults. Policy makers may use this systematic 

review as a map to guide educational training and decision-making, addressing educators' 

concerns in these settings about effectively meeting students' behavioral and academic 

needs. Because many students in these settings are entitled to education under IDEA, 

incorporating effective, evidence-based interventions is essential to the success of all 

stakeholders. Additionally, the strong correlations between academic achievement and 

behavior, recidivism, and other life outcomes (e.g., health, income, and life expectancy; 

Blank & Shavit, 2016; Chen et al., 2022; Duckworth & Seligman, 2008) can support 

policymakers’ efforts. Policy makers can use self-regulation interventions to bridge the gap 

between educational and transitional programming in correctional settings, employing one 

intervention to address broader goals (Stickle & Sprick Schuster, 2023; Virginia 

Commonwealth University Center on Society and Health, 2015). Building on the link 

between academic achievement and reduced recidivism, this systematic review 

demonstrates that self-regulation interventions may indirectly support lowering recidivism 

rates by improving students' academic and behavioral outcomes (Stickle & Sprick Schuster, 

2023). Policy makers can use this systematic review to advocate for systematic changes to 

educational and transition preparation programs by advocating for increased implementation 

of self-regulation interventions. This may involve adding social-emotional learning courses to 

the school day or incorporating facility programming opportunities. The incorporation of self-

regulation interventions can aid in increasing students’ educational access and achievement 

while in the facilities. Providing youth and young adults with skills that reduce recidivism 

could help combat crime and improve their safety and positive life outcomes. 

Conclusion 
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Overall, the findings of this systematic review highlight the emerging effectiveness of 

self-regulation interventions for youth in correctional educational settings. The interventions 

have shown promising effects across various skills, student demographics, and 

implementation methods. Despite some limitations, including small sample sizes, the results 

highlight the potential of self-regulation strategies to address the diverse needs of this 

population. Future research should further explore evidence-based practices tailored to the 

unique needs of students within correctional educational settings. By addressing the current 

gaps in the literature, I can better support the academic, behavioral, and emotional 

development of students in correctional educational settings, ultimately improving their long-

term outcomes.
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Figure 1. PRISMA flow diagram for systematic review. Adapted from PRISMA 2020 flow diagram for new systematic reviews which included 
searches of databases, registers and other sources used under CC BY 4.0
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Table 1 
Sample Size and Participant Demographics 

 

Variable Study Participants (N = 43) 

Sample Size (mode; range) 3; 3-30 

Age in years (mean; range) 15.5; 14-18 

Race  

White 55.81% (n = 24) 

Black 13.95% (n = 6) 

Hispanic/Latino 4.65% (n = 2) 

American Indian 11.63% (n = 5) 

Hawaiian 4.65% (n = 2) 

Not Reported 9.30% (n = 4) 

Sex  

Male 76.74% (n = 33) 

Female 23.26% (n = 10) 

SPED Eligible per IDEA  

Yes 55.81% (n = 24) 

No 44.19% (n = 19) 

Grade  

8th 2.33% (n = 1) 

9th 27.91% (n = 12) 

10th 18.60% (n = 8) 

11th  16.28% (n = 7) 

12th  11.63% (n = 5) 

Not Reported 23.26% (n = 10) 

 

 



 

47 

Table 2           

Summary of Self-Regulation Articles  
   

Author, Year Design Type SR Strategy  Domain/ 
Primary DV 

Duration Effect Sizes  

Caldwell & Joseph, 

2012 

SC reversal design, A-B-A-B-

C 

Self-

Monitoring  

B: On-task 3-7, 16-minute 

sessions 

PND1: Student A: 85%, Student B: 0%, 

Student C: 75% Student C. PND 2: 

Students A & B: 100% Student C: 75% 

Lively et al., 2019 SC concurrent multiple 

baseline 

Self-

Monitoring  

B: On-task 15-minute 

sessions across 

91 days 

PND: Students 1 and 2: 100% Student 3: 

83.33%  

Pitzel et al., 2024 SS multiple probes across 

participants 

SRSD w/ self-

determination  

instruction 

A: Writing 

 

NR PND: 100% for all participants 

 

Pitzel et al., 2025 SM Nonconcurrent multiple 

baselines across participants 

SRSD w/ 

TRAP+IDEAS 

A: Writing 

 

1NR PND: 100% for all participants 

 

Sanders et al., 2021 underpowered cluster 

randomized controlled trial 

pre/posttest  

SRSD w/ 

embedded  

TRAP 

A: Reading 

Comprehension  

4 days/week, 3.5 

weeks, 55 minutes 

t (14.64) = −2.18, p = .04 

Note. DV: Dependent Variable, SC: Single case, SS: Single Subject SRSD: Self- Regulated Strategy Development, A: Academic, B: Behavioral 
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Chapter 3: Educators’ Perceptions of the Use of Self-Monitoring in Correctional 

Education Settings 

A free and appropriate education (FAPE; Individuals with Disabilities Education Act, 

20U.S.C. § 1400 (2004)) is a legal right guaranteed to all, including young adults with disabilities 

in the United States (Edelson, 2017). This right extends within correctional facilities, allowing 

youth and young adults receiving special education services under the Individuals with 

Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) to receive educational services while placed in court-

mandated, secure detention environments (Edelson, 2017; Individuals with Disabilities 

Education Act, 2004; Polinsky, 2022). Although students in these settings are entitled to a 

FAPE, the literature indicates that they are not receiving the same educational opportunities or 

quality of education as their peers in the community (Christian, 2022). These differences in 

educational opportunities have been attributed to multiple factors, including limited recent 

research, shorter instructional time than in community schools, and uncertified or underqualified 

teachers (Christian, 2022). Students in these settings have significant academic and behavioral 

needs, emphasizing the need for high-quality education. 

Students’ Academic Needs 

The youth and young adults who are entitled to educational services often have 

significant academic needs stemming from before they became justice-involved (Leone & 

Weinberg, 2012; Rampey et al., 2016). Many students experienced high rates of disciplinary 

action, resulting in missed instruction. In an analysis of national data on justice-involved youth, 

Leone and Weinberg (2012) found that these youth demonstrated a significant academic deficit 

relative to their peers, rarely exceeding elementary-level test scores in reading and math. These 

findings align with Rampey and colleagues’ (2016) analysis of data from the National 

Assessment of Educational Progress, which found that students in juvenile justice facilities were, 

on average, two to four grade levels behind their same-age peers in core academic areas, 

including reading and math. In addition, within these educational settings there is 
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overrepresentation of individuals with disabilities with an estimated 65-70% of the population in 

juvenile correctional facilities, 29% in adult federal facilities, and 40% in adult state facilities 

identifying as having a disability (Buehler & Kluckow, 2024; Maruschak et al., 2021; 

Puzzanchera et al., 2023; Snydman, 2022; Stickle & Sprick Schuster, 2023). The academic 

needs of students in these settings, particularly the rate of students entitled to special education 

services, create a need to emphasize the “appropriate” aspect of FAPE, in which appropriate is 

defined as "reasonably calculated to provide meaningful educational benefit" (Endrew F. v. 

Douglas County School District, 2017; Individuals with Disabilities Education Act, 2004). 

Therefore, we need to ensure not only that educational programs are offered in these settings 

but also that they address students' needs. 

Students’ Behavioral Needs 

In addition to academic needs, students in correctional settings exhibit a range of 

challenging behaviors that affect their academic achievement (Flores & Barahona-Lopez, 2020; 

Gagnon et al., 2022; Leone & Wruble, 2015). These behaviors (e.g., aggression, fighting, 

noncompliance, and disruptive behaviors), for many students stem from histories of trauma, 

unmet mental health needs, and act as an avoidance mechanism to mask the students’ 

academic deficits are often described as challenging and disruptive by educators (Flores & 

Barahona-Lopez, 2020; Gagnon et al., 2022; Leone & Wruble, 2015). Not only do these 

behaviors increase educators’ workloads, as frequent redirection and mediation are necessary, 

but they also impact the emotional toll felt by educators and their feelings of safety (Christian, 

2022; Flores & Barahona-Lopez, 2020). 

Educators in Correctional Education Settings 

Educators in correctional education settings play a pivotal role in students’ success, with 

links to students' self-efficacy and academic achievement outcomes (Christian, 2022). However, 

educators’ success and self-efficacy may be impacted by the complexity of their roles. They are 

expected to take on multiple roles, acting as teachers, counselors, and security guards, 
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illustrating that “teaching could not be disentangled from incarceration" (Flores & Barahona-

Lopez, 2020, p.7; Jurich et al., 2001). These educators report having to use prison-style 

disciplinary practices in classrooms, negotiate gang issues, and count supplies, all of which are 

tasks that reduce instructional time and increase feelings of discomfort and burnout (Flores & 

Barahona-Lopez, 2020; Jurich et al., 2001; Patrie, 2017). Jurich and colleagues (2001) 

conducted a needs assessment of 373 correctional educators in which support related to 

specialized instructional practice, including teaching within a prison classroom, was identified as 

a need. A lack of training in an intervention may lead to lower self-efficacy among the educators 

who are supposed to facilitate it, and low self-efficacy has been directly linked to low 

implementation fidelity (Domitrovich et al., 2016). 

The punitive culture and nature of the setting coupled with the lack of training on 

specialized instructional practices within correctional educational settings emphasize the need 

for literature exploring the use of positive behavior intervention in these settings (Flores & 

Barahona-Lopez, 2020; Gagnon et al., 2018). When reviewing previous literature with 

correctional education settings, there is a scarcity in the exploration of positive behavior 

interventions within this setting (Gagnon et al., 2022). This indicates a need for targeted 

exploration of intervention use within the correctional educational context. To address this need, 

in this study I aimed to not only explore the interventions used, but to also further unveil 

educators’ perceptions and needs in this setting to better support the implementation of 

evidence-based practices. 

Interventions Supporting Youth Behavior in Correctional Educational Settings 

Although limited in quantity, the effectiveness of interventions in correctional educational 

settings has been explored broadly, covering the overall impacts of facility-wide interventions, 

as well as more narrowly focusing on their effects on specific areas, such as access to 

education. For example, Evans-Chase and Zhou (2014) conducted a systematic review of 

quantitative research in juvenile correctional facilities from 1996 to 2009. The review did not 
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focus on a specific intervention; instead, it assessed the quality of quantitative studies 

employing interventions conducted in this setting. They found a lack of high-quality quantitative 

studies, with only 21 of the 140 studies deemed content-relevant and meeting group 

equivalence and quality standards, based on criteria developed by the authors by adapting 

three existing evaluation tools (Evans-Chase & Zhou, 2014). Of the 21 studies included in the 

review, the authors could not effectively demonstrate that interventions or programs were 

implemented as intended, and/or that the results were directly caused by the intervention 

implemented and no other confounding circumstances. 

Recently, Gagnon and colleagues (2022) conducted a systematic review to assess 

progress in implementing the 2014 recommendations from the U.S. Department of Education 

and the U.S. Department of Justice in “Guiding Principles for Providing High-Quality Education in 

Juvenile Justice Secure Care Settings.” This guide outlined five principles for providing high-

quality education in juvenile justice secure care settings. Gagnon et al. (2022) examined the 

impact of interventions targeting youth behavior. They focused on the first principle in the guide, 

which stated: “A safe, healthy facility-wide climate that prioritizes education, provides the 

conditions for learning, and encourages the necessary behavioral and social support services 

that address the individual needs of all youths, including those with disabilities and English 

learners” (U.S. Department of Education & U.S. Department of Justice, 2014, p. iv). Gagnon et 

al.’s (2022) review included 10 studies published between 2015 and 2020, nine of which used 

single-case research designs, and one used a group design. These studies employed a range 

of interventions, including check-ins, rule reminders, and self-monitoring, primarily aimed at 

increasing compliance or reducing problem behaviors (n = 7). Many of these studies lacked 

pertinent information on participants, such as race (n = 7), disability status (n = 6, partially for 1), 

and diagnosed mental health conditions or disorders (n = 10). Although Gagnon et al.’s (2022) 

review highlighted interventions with promising effects in juvenile secure care facilities, the focus 

explored the interventions within the facilities generally, rather than on interventions within an 
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educational context. 

In a more specific exploration of behavior support interventions within correctional 

educational Lively et al. (2019) conducted a small pilot study in a juvenile correctional education 

setting, involving three 15-16-year-old male students, one receiving special education services 

for emotional and behavioral disorders (EBD), one for a specific learning disability (SLD) and 

attention-deficit/hyperactivity disorder (ADHD), and the other had no diagnosed disability, but 

met all eligibility criteria including having “documentation (e.g., teacher reports, discipline 

referrals, academic records) indicating a history of inattention, off-task behavior, distraction, and 

low-level disruptive behavior during academic classes” (Lively et al., 2019, p.39). Lively et al. 

(2019) found a functional relationship between classroom-based self-monitoring and increased 

on-task behavior for all three participants. Although literature displays a gap in overall 

exploration of positive behavior supports within correctional education settings, when reviewing 

the use of interventions, self-monitoring is an intervention frequently explored within both facility-

wide and school-based context of correctional settings (Lively et al, 2019; Gagnon et al, 2022). 

The promising effects demonstrated within the studies evaluating the use of self-monitoring 

highlight the importance in exploring the intervention further to better understand its use in the 

school-based context of these settings. 

Self-Monitoring 

Self-monitoring is a low-intensity, secondary prevention strategy referring to the 

cognitive tracking of one’s own personal functioning, designed to improve students’ self-

management and self-regulation skills (Bell et al., 2013; Zimmerman, 2002). Self-monitoring can 

be implemented using a variety of designs and procedures customizable based on a few 

general steps: (a) establishing prerequisite conditions, (b) identifying and defining behaviors, (c) 

designing the procedures and monitoring form, (d) teaching the student the procedures, (e) 

tracking progress, and (f) conducting maintenance and follow-ups (Bell et al., 2013). 

Previous studies in a variety of settings have demonstrated the effectiveness of self-
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monitoring for students with ADHD, EBD, and SLD (Hunter et al., 2017; Kumm et al., 2021; 

Lively et al., 2019). These disabilities are heavily represented within the student demographic 

within correctional education settings (Maruschak et al., 2021; Puzzanchera et al., 2023). Hunter 

et al. (2017) evaluated the effects of self-monitoring with three middle school students: two 

sixth-grade males (one diagnosed with EBD and the other with EBD and other health 

impairment), and one eighth-grade female diagnosed with EBD and autism. The intervention 

targeted off-task behavior and written expression scores using various data collection methods, 

including paper-and-pencil, iPod, and teacher-prompted paper-and-pencil formats. Results 

indicated that self-monitoring effectively reduced off-task behavior, with some variability based 

on the method of data collection and showed weak positive effects on written expression. This 

study emphasizes the importance of tailoring self-monitoring to individual student needs and 

suggests that it can support both behavioral and academic outcomes. 

In another study, Kumm et al. (2021) evaluated the effectiveness of the technology-

based self-monitoring tool MoBeGo for four high school students. Three of the participants were 

Black males (ages 15–17) receiving services under IDEA for emotional disturbance, ADHD, and 

SLD. The fourth participant was a 17-year-old white male who served under IDEA for ADHD. 

The researchers assessed academic engagement and appropriate behavior, both of which were 

operationally defined in the study. For three of the four students, a functional relationship was 

observed between the self-monitoring intervention and improvements in both outcomes. The 

fourth student exhibited an abrupt change in behavior when using the intervention from 

baseline; however, due to missing data following his expulsion, a functional relationship could 

not be established (Kumm et al., 2021). Although research (e.g., Hunter et al., 2017; Kumm et 

al., 2021; Lively et al., 2019) has demonstrated the effectiveness of self-monitoring interventions 

in various settings and with students with similar demographics as those seen in correctional 

education spaces, there remains a significant lack of research identifying how these 

interventions are perceived, implemented, and sustained by educators in correctional education 
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settings (Hunter et al., 2017; Kumm et al., 2021; Lively et al., 2019). Self-monitoring shifts 

responsibility for behavior support to the student, promoting autonomy and self-regulation (Bell 

et al., 2013). Its ability to be implemented with minimal adult oversight increases its feasibility in 

correctional education settings (Bell et al., 2013. By providing behavioral support to students 

while reducing the need for consistent educator supervision, both students and educators can 

benefit, as target behaviors are addressed and educators' responsibilities are lessened (Bell et 

al., 2013; Flores & Barahona-Lopez, 2020; Gagnon et al., 2012). 

Self-monitoring has been shown to support students’ progress toward academic, 

behavioral, and emotional goals (Chapter 2). In this systematic review, Waugh and colleagues 

examined five studies that evaluated self-regulation strategies in correctional education settings. 

Across all five studies, some form of self-monitoring was conducted (i.e., self-regulated strategy 

development). Each study focused on at least one academic (i.e., writing, reading 

comprehension), behavioral (i.e., on-task), or behavioral skill (i.e., self-efficacy). Students across 

all domains showed positive effects during the intervention (Chapter 2). Self-monitoring’s ability 

to address students’ needs across domains helps reduce educators’ need to provide additional 

support (e.g., frequent redirections) and provides a rationale for further exploration of its use in 

correctional educational settings. Based on the emphasis placed on educators in these settings 

to address and control student behavior, it is important to begin the exploration of self-

monitoring by first understanding educators’ perceptions of self-monitoring and their need to 

implement and sustain self-monitoring as a behavioral support strategy within these settings 

(Flores & Barahona-Lopez, 2020; Jurich et al., 2001; Patrie, 2017). To maximize the promising 

effects of the intervention, it is important to understand perceptions, identify barriers and support 

needs, and proactively address them to ensure effective implementation. 

Theoretical and Conceptual Frameworks 

This study is grounded in the Social Cognitive Theory (SCT; Bandura, 1986) and the 

Exploration, Preparation, Implementation, and Sustainment (EPIS; Aarons et al., 2011) 
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framework to provide a deeper understanding of the function of classroom-based behavioral 

support strategies within the unique context of correctional education settings. The dual use of 

SCT and EPIS enables individual- and systems-level analysis of educators’ experiences with 

self-monitoring interventions in correctional education settings. This dual approach offers a 

comprehensive view of internal factors, such as educator beliefs and self-efficacy, and external, 

systemic factors that influence the adoption and sustained use of evidence-based practices 

(Bandura, 1991; Fixsen et al., 2005). 

Social Cognitive Theory (SCT) 

SCT asserts that there is a reciprocal relationship between personal characteristics (e.g., 

beliefs, attitudes), environment, and behavior (Bandura, 1986). It provides a lens for exploring 

how teachers' perceptions of their self-efficacy influence the implementation of interventions 

(Birdon, 2023; Kara et al., 2022). In this study, SCT provides a framework for understanding 

how educators’ perceptions of their own knowledge, competence, and preconceived notions 

influence their willingness and ability to implement and sustain behavior support strategies, such 

as self-monitoring. Prior research shows that educator self-efficacy plays a key role in 

intervention fidelity and responsiveness (Birdon, 2023; Kara et al., 2022). This makes SCT 

especially relevant for exploring the perceived effectiveness and feasibility of self-monitoring for 

educators in correctional education settings, as educators play a crucial role in adapting and 

implementing interventions or strategies in the educational space. 

I used SCT as a guiding framework when creating survey questions to ensure educators’ 

experiences and perceptions were directly highlighted, enabling analysis of individual factors 

(e.g., role, level of training) influencing implementation. I also used SCT during the analysis to 

clarify how individuals’ experiences, perceptions, and knowledge influenced their feelings and 

behaviors. During the analysis, I reflected on how participants’ personal characteristics (e.g., 

role, certification status) influenced their reflections on their behavior (i.e., self-monitoring 

implementation). Certification status and role types were used specifically because of the 



56 
 

56 

potential overlap among educators in those groups (i.e., certified vs. uncertified, classroom vs. 

non-classroom). Certification status and role types could provide insight into prior formal training, 

based on what is required to be certified in their field, knowledge of pedagogy, and knowledge 

of positive behavior supports or intervention implementation. In correctional education settings, 

educators who are uncertified or underqualified have been highlighted in the literature, providing 

further reason to explore how their certification status may affect their perceptions of 

intervention implementation (Christian, 2022). 

EPIS Framework 

The EPIS framework outlines the phases of Exploration, Preparation, Implementation, 

and Sustainment in introducing evidence-based practices (Aarons et al., 2011). EPIS 

emphasizes the importance of system-level support and has been applied in education to 

assess barriers to implementation (Stahmer et al., 2018). EPIS allows exploration of the impact 

of both individual and organizational factors on each phase of introducing an evidence-based 

practice. 

In this study, EPIS served as a guiding framework for developing the research questions 

and the survey. Each phase of the model was aligned with specific lines of inquiry: educator 

roles and experiences (Exploration), identified training needs (Preparation), perceptions of self-

monitoring effectiveness (Implementation), and supports or barriers to long-term use 

(Sustainment). This alignment ensured a comprehensive investigation into both the individual 

and structural factors affecting the use of self-monitoring in classrooms within correctional 

educational settings (Stahmer et al., 2018). This provides a better understanding of what 

educators in correctional education settings need to effectively facilitate the implementation of 

self-monitoring. 

SCT and EPIS work together to develop a robust framework for exploring the factors that 

influence the successful adoption, implementation, and sustainment of self-monitoring in 

correctional education settings. SCT emphasizes the micro factors (individual educators), while 
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EPIS provides space to explore the macro factors (correctional facilities and correctional 

educational systems), as the system and educational practices are inextricably intertwined 

(Flores & Barahona-Lopez, 2020). 

Purpose and Research Questions 

Although there has been some exploration of educator experiences within correctional 

education settings, typically more specifically teacher experiences, there is a gap in the 

literature exploring perceptions, barriers, and needs to implement academic or behavioral 

interventions within the setting. This study aims to address this gap by exploring the roles, 

experiences, needs, and perceptions of educators and school staff in correctional education 

settings regarding classroom-based behavior support strategies, with a particular focus on self-

monitoring. I used the SCT and EPIS as guiding frameworks to examine educators’ 

perspectives across the following phases: exploration, preparation, implementation, and 

sustainment. I used both frameworks to ensure that I could capture both individual and 

organizational factors influencing the use of such an intervention to answer the following 

research questions: 

1. How do educators perceive their familiarity with self-monitoring, and how is 

perceived familiarity related to whether they had been explicitly trained in self-

monitoring? 

2. How do educators perceive self-monitoring effectiveness? Do their perceptions of 

the effectiveness of self-monitoring differ depending on their certification status or 

the behavior students exhibit? 

3. What barriers to implementing self-monitoring do educators in correctional 

education settings face? To what extent is the educators’ certification level 

associated with the barriers they report to implementing self-monitoring? 

4. What types of training and support needs do educators identify as necessary to 

effectively implement self-monitoring in correctional educational settings? To 
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what extent is the educators’ certification level associated with the barriers they 

report to implementing self-monitoring? 

Based on prior literature, I proposed a hypothesis in relation to each research question: 

1. Educators will report a medium to high perception of familiarity. However, there 

will not be a statistically significant positive correlation between perceived 

familiarity and explicit training. 

2. Educators' perceptions of effectiveness will vary slightly based on behavior, with 

more significant behavior concerns, such as physical aggression, associated with 

lower perceived effectiveness. However, there will be no statistically significant 

difference in perceptions between those who are certified and those who are not. 

3. Participants will report frequent barriers relating to training and resources for 

educators in correctional education settings. 

4. Educators will indicate high support needs across the board, with training and 

support being the most identified. Certification status will not be directly related to 

the supports identified. 

Methods 

Researcher Positionality 

The first author is a Ph.D. candidate in special education who identifies as a Black 

American woman. She has prior experience as a special education teacher and case manager 

within a correctional education setting. Thus, her identity as a researcher, member of a 

historically marginalized community, and professional background in correctional education 

settings are a critical part of my research and significantly informs her work. She is aware that 

her intersectionality, experiences, and biases may impact her interpretations of the results. 

Recruitment 

Survey recruitment occurred between December 2024 and January 2025 and was open 

for seven weeks to account for a two-and-a-half-week winter break and a half-week closure due 
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to snow. The survey was then shared via email through a listserv by school leaders, using an 

anonymous link to the Qualtrics survey (Provo, UT). Three reminder emails were sent via the 

same listserv: one 2 weeks after the survey opened, one 1 week before it closed, and the last 1 

day before it closed. Additionally, the first author visited each location during the last week the 

survey was available to provide information about the survey and answer any questions 

participants may have had. The survey was expected to take an average of 20 minutes to 

complete based on pilot testing with three individuals who previously worked in a correctional 

educational setting and on the Qualtrics estimation tool (Provo, UT). Of the 76 eligible staff 

members, 48 completed the survey, yielding an initial response rate of 63.2%. Because the 

survey was anonymous, those who didn’t respond couldn't be identified for further contact. After 

removing one response due to completion by an ineligible staff member, the final usable sample 

comprised 47 respondents, yielding a response rate of 61.8%. A response rate of 61.8% falls 

within an acceptable range for this population and is even relatively high, given that the average 

response rate for an online survey among educators is 30-50% (Dillman et al., 2014). 

Furthermore, survey response rates are typically lower among professionals in 

institutional or alternative settings due to limited email access and time constraints (Finlay, 

2021). The 47 respondents were categorized into two overarching role categories: classroom-

based staff (e.g., teacher, dedicated aide; n = 24) and non-classroom-based staff (e.g., 

Principal, dean of academics, social worker; n = 23). Of the 47 participants, 21 held a role-

related certification; their highest level of education ranged from a bachelor’s degree to a 

doctorate; and the average years of experience in a correctional education setting was 3.7 years 

(Table 1). At the end of the survey, participants were automatically directed to another survey, 

where they could enter a raffle to win one of three $50 gift cards as compensation for their time. 

Participants 

Upon receiving approval from the University of Maryland’s institutional review board, I 

began recruitment through purposeful sampling by reaching out to the educational leadership of 
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the three facilities with which the first author had prior professional relationships via email for 

permission to recruit their staff. Although the first author had a prior professional relationship 

with leadership of these facilities, that was not the primary rationale for sampling selection. The 

complexity in the approval process to conduct research within correctional settings facilities was 

a driving factor. This sampling method allowed for recruitment of a difficult population to reach 

by providing access to facilities that served populations that were reflective of the national 

population trends in these settings (i.e. overrepresentation of Black people, males, and 

individuals with disabilities).  

Of the three facilities, the first is a long-term facility that serves students on either a 

diploma or GED track. The second is a short-term facility that serves students on either a 

diploma or GED track. The third location specifically provides services for students aged 18-22 

receiving services for a disability under IDEA, with an existing individualized education plan 

(IEP). After receiving permission from upper leadership (e.g., Chief Executive Officer), the first 

author sent an introductory email to the principal and director of each facility. 

Participants in this study were educators and school-based staff working in schools 

within residential correctional settings in the Mid-Atlantic region of the United States. As of the 

2024-2025 school year, there were 82 staff members across these three school locations based 

on reports provided by leadership at each location. To be eligible for participation, staff must 

have been at least 18 years old, currently employed in a correctional education setting, and 

work in a position that involves direct involvement with the students (e.g. teachers, school social 

workers, counselors). Six staff members held positions that did not include involvement with 

students and, therefore, would not be eligible for the study (i.e., business operations manager, 

IT systems administrator). 

Eligible staff were placed into three overarching categories to maintain participant 

anonymity. The inclusion of staff who are not primarily classroom-based and the categorization 

of roles was intentional to capture the range of roles involved in educational services in 
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correctional settings, as well as the overlap that may take place across roles to address the 

robust needs of students. In these setting responsibilities related to instruction, behavioral 

support, and implementation are often distributed across both classroom and non-classroom-

based staff, rather than confined to traditional instructional classroom-based roles supporting the 

inclusion of non-classroom-based staff in this analysis of perceptions. The first category, 

classroom-based staff, included staff who work in an instructional capacity. This would include, 

but is not limited to, general education teachers, special education teachers, and dedicated 

aids. The second category, non-classroom-based support staff, was defined as educational 

professionals who provide indirect or supplementary support to students. This role category 

includes, but is not limited to, social workers, school psychologists, and behavior specialists. 

The last category, non-classroom-based administrative staff, were defined as staff who primarily 

handle organizational, management, and operational functions rather than providing direct 

support to students. This role category includes but is not limited to principals, vice principals, 

the dean of students, and special education coordinators. For analysis purposes, the two non-

classroom-based categories were collapsed into one group, “non-classroom-based staff.” 

Setting 

The participants in this survey worked within correctional school settings in an 

urban area in the Mid-Atlantic. Surveys were conducted virtually using web survey 

methodology via Qualtrics (Provo, UT). Qualtrics was selected for its ability to customize 

surveys, track responses, and distribute them anonymously. Anonymous surveys were an 

important aspect of the study, as participants may not feel comfortable with their 

responses being traceable given the intimate nature of the setting (Provo, UT). 

Data Collection 

Survey Instrument 

The survey questions were developed specifically for this study, grounded in EPIS as a 

conceptual framework (Aarons et. al., 2011). I developed the survey instrument, drawing on the 
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first authors years of professional experience in special education and juvenile justice contexts. 

Through drawing on the first authors experiences in these settings, I am recognizing practitioner 

expertise as a critical source of knowledge for capturing complex, context-dependent 

phenomena. In applied fields such as correctional and special education, standardized 

measures often fail to account for the realities of practice; thus, incorporating practitioner-

informed perspectives is not only appropriate but necessary for ensuring meaningful 

measurement. This approach is supported by scholarship that positions practitioner knowledge 

as a valid and valuable form of inquiry when grounded in reflective practice and situated within 

relevant frameworks. Accordingly, this strategy strengthens the instrument’s ecological and 

content validity by grounding items in authentic practice-based constructs while enhancing its 

sensitivity to the lived experiences of underrepresented practitioners and systems. 

The survey was split into the following five major sections: (1) Demographic Questions, 

(2) Role-Based Questions, (3) Classroom-Based Behavior Support Needs, (4) Self-Monitoring 

Techniques, and (5) Support and Training. Each of the five sections contained questions that 

aligned with the EPIS Framework. The survey consisted of five sections. Section 1 gathered 

demographic and background information, including participants’ current roles and base site of 

employment. This section was limited to these two questions to protect respondents' anonymity. 

In a small, intimate environment, details such as race and gender may make individuals easily 

identifiable to those familiar with the setting. These items also aligned with the Exploration 

phase by establishing contextual background. Section 2 addressed perceived responsibilities 

and training (e.g., “How many years of experience do you have in education or working with 

students?”; “What is the highest level of education you have completed?”; “What is the age 

range of the students with IEPs you work with?”; “How often do you collaborate with other 

classroom-based staff on behavior support strategies?”). Sections 3 and 4 examined 

participants’ experiences with behavior support strategies. For example, questions asked, “How 

effective have the following behavior support strategies been in your experience?” and “What 
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are the main challenges you face in implementing behavior support strategies in a correctional 

school setting?” Section 4 specifically focused on self-monitoring as a behavior support strategy 

(e.g., “Referencing the previous definition, would you consider yourself familiar with the concept 

of self-monitoring techniques for behavior support?” “What do you consider to be barriers to 

implementing self-monitoring techniques in your setting?”). These sections aligned with the 

Preparation and Implementation phases. 

Finally, Section 5 assessed institutional support and sustainability (e.g., “Have you 

received any training on self-monitoring techniques?”; “How often do you receive professional 

development or training on behavior support strategies specific to correctional school settings?”). 

Except for demographic items (e.g., time in role or years of experience), most questions were 

closed-ended and used Likert-scale or multiple-choice response formats. Optional open-text 

fields were also provided when participants selected “other.” 

In addition to organizing items by section, the survey instrument was designed to reflect 

relationships among key constructs and contextual factors. The survey instrument included both 

construct-based and descriptive items. Most sections (e.g., Demographic Questions, Role-

Based Questions, and Classroom-Based Behavior Support Needs) were designed to capture 

contextual and categorical information rather than unified latent constructs; therefore, items 

within these sections were not intended to function as scales or demonstrate internal 

consistency. In contrast, Section 4 (Self-Monitoring Techniques) included a set of related items 

assessing perceived effectiveness of self-monitoring across behavioral domains, which were 

conceptualized as a single construct. 

The relationships among survey items and sections were guided by the EPIS framework 

and SCT. Specifically, items capturing contextual factors (e.g., role, experience, and training) 

were expected to relate to participants’ perceptions of effectiveness and reported barriers, while 

items related to support and training reflected broader organizational influences on 

implementation and sustainability. Thus, survey sections were conceptually related and aligned 
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to reflect interconnections between individual, contextual, and systemic factors rather than 

functioning as independent scales. To ensure clarity, contextual relevance, and usability of the 

survey instrument and the relationship between items an iterative design process including 

piloting testing was utilized. 

Through the iterative design process initial survey items were constructed to reflect key 

constructs within these frameworks then piloted with to establish face validity. The pilot 

participants, whom all had a previous professional relationship with the first author, were 

selected because they currently or previously held roles within a correctional education setting 

that represented each role category (i.e. classroom-based, non-classroom-based support, non-

classroom based administrative). Each pilot participant was contacted via email, and provided 

feedback by responding to the email, via a phone call with the first author, or both. The 

feedback received was used to inform revisions to enhance clarity, contextual relevance, and 

usability (Cochran-Smith & Lytle, 2009; Holmes, 2020). Pilot participants feedback consisted of 

the identification of item inconsistencies (e.g., instructions indicating “select all that apply” while 

restricting responses to a single option) and recommends for clarity, such as adding a definition 

of self-monitoring prior to the familiarity item to ensure a shared understanding across 

respondents. 

Throughout the survey there are three instructed response item attention check 

questions. They were used to evaluate if participants are reading questions and response items 

in their entirety, without creating extensive cognitive demand on participants (Converse & 

Presser, 1986; Gummer et al., 2021). Within the survey branching occurred in Section 4, when 

participants indicated if they were familiar with self-monitoring based on a provided definition. 

Branching based on familiarity allowed for only participants with at least some level of familiarity 

to answer questions based on items regarding effectiveness and usage. 

Although the full survey instrument included multiple sections, the present study utilized 

a subset of items relevant to the research questions. Items included in the current analyses are 
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provided in Appendix A. The survey sections were designed to align with the study’s research 

questions and to capture both individual (micro-level) and systemic (macro-level) influences. 

Research Question 1 drew on items from Sections 4 (Self-Monitoring Techniques) and 5 

(Support and Training), focusing on familiarity with and training related to self-monitoring. 

Research Questions 2 and 3 utilized items from Sections 1 (Demographic Questions), 2 (Role-

Based Questions), and 3 (Classroom-Based Behavior Support Needs). These sections provided 

the basis for examining perceived effectiveness of self-monitoring, assessing differences based 

on role type and certification status (RQ2) and identifying barriers to implementation, including 

associations with certification status (RQ3). Finally, Research Question 4 incorporated items 

from Sections 2 and 5 to examine educators’ training and support needs, with Section 2 

providing information on certification status and Section 5 providing information regarding 

perceived support needs. 

Data Analysis 

Prior to analyzing quantitative data, I conducted a power analysis and assessment of 

internal consistency. Firstly, I conducted a sensitivity power analysis using G*Power to 

determine the minimum detectable effect sizes based on the obtained (N = 47; Faul et al., 

2007). Effect size metrics were selected based on the statistical tests conducted and interpreted 

based on Cohen (1988) benchmarks for interpreting effect sizes. Cohen’s d was used for t-tests 

to assess the size of groups differences, Cramér’s V was used for chi-square analyses to 

assess the strength of association between categorical variables, and Kendall’s W was used for 

Friedman’s test to evaluate agreement across repeated measures. For between-group 

comparisons using an Independent t-test (n₁ = 24, n₂ = 23), the study was powered to detect 

large effects (Cohen’s d ≈ 0.80) at an alpha level of .05 and power of .80. For categorical 

analyses using Chi-square test and Fisher’s exact tests, which involved multiple 2×2 

contingency tables, the study was sufficiently powered to detect moderate to large associations 

(Cramér’s V ≈ .40). For within-subject analyses, a repeated measures framework was used to 
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approximate the Friedman’s test. Based on 13 repeated measurements and assuming a 

correlation of .80 among measures (informed by high internal consistency; Cronbach’s α = .99), 

the study was powered to detect small to moderate effects (f ≈ .08). The effect size metrics were 

used for interpretation across analyses. 

After conducting the power analysis, the internal consistency of the survey items was 

assessed using Cronbach’s alpha (Cronbach, 1951; Tavakol & Dennick, 2011). Cronbach’s 

alpha was calculated for a construct derived from section 4: Self-monitoring, focused on the 

perceived effectiveness of self-monitoring across common behaviors seen in correctional 

educational settings. This construct was selected because it directly aligned with the study’s 

research questions and was in a format that met the requirements for Cronbach’s alpha. Other 

sections (e.g., Demographic questions, Role-based questions, and Classroom-Based Behavior 

Support Needs) contained items used for descriptive or categorical comparisons rather than for 

scale-based measurement and thus were not included in the reliability analysis. 

Likert-style responses were numerically recorded using an ordinal scale. For the 

effectiveness construct, this ranged from 1 (“Not effective at all”) to 5 (“Extremely effective”). “No 

experience” responses coded as missing (NA) for analysis purposes to not skew effectiveness 

scores, as otherwise the response would need to be assigned a number that would be used 

during mean calculations. The effectiveness construct, consisting of 13 items from Section 4, 

yielded a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.99, indicating excellent internal consistency. This result 

suggests that the items within each construct reliably measure the intended latent variables and 

are suitable for further statistical analyses, including correlation and regression. 

I used statistical software R to conduct quantitative analysis for this study (Posit Team, 

2025). During analysis, role type, certification status, barriers, and support needs were coded as 

binary categorical variables. Barriers and support needs were listed individually and given the 

categorical code of “yes” or “no” based on if the educator selected that barrier or support need. 

Perception ratings were based on a likert scale ranging from one to five. This analysis used 
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descriptive statistics (i.e., frequency, mean, range) to summarize demographic information (i.e., 

role type, highest level of education completed, frequency of certification attainment across 

educators), as well as the frequency of implementation barriers, training and support needs.  

Additionally, Friedman’s test was used to analyze perceptions across behaviors. 

Friedman’s test was chosen because it provided analysis on if there were significant differences 

in perceptions based on the demonstrated behavior and was able to analyze three or more 

variables at once. The Shapiro-Wilks test was used to confirm normality, and then an 

independent t-test was conducted to compare effectiveness ratings across groups (i.e. certified 

and uncertified; classroom-based and non-classroom based). Finally, a chi-square test or 

Fisher's exact test, depending on frequency for each category. Chi-square was used if all 

expected cell counts were greater than five; Fisher’s exact test was used if any expected cell 

count was less than five. These tests were conducted to assess the association between 

demographic variables (i.e. certified and uncertified; classroom-based and non-classroom 

based) and situational variables (i.e. barriers, training and support needs). SCT and EPIS were 

used during the interpretation of the analysis of these test results to frame the understanding of 

how educator characteristics (i.e. certification status), as well as systemic and environmental 

influences may impact implementation. 

Results 

RQ1: Familiarity and Explicit Training 

I provided educators with the following definition of self-monitoring: “Self-monitoring is 

defined as a behavioral intervention that involves an individual observing and recording their 

own behaviors, with the goal of increasing self-awareness and promoting desired behavior 

changes” and asked them to indicate if, based on the definition, they were familiar with self-

monitoring (Amato-Zech et al., 2006). Most participants, 76.6%, indicated familiarity with self-

monitoring. However, based on a chi-square test, there was no statistically significant 

relationship between familiarity with self-monitoring and having received explicit training (n = 6; 
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p = 0.351; Cramér’s V = .15). These results support our hypothesis that familiarity with self-

monitoring will not directly relate to the explicit training educators receive. 

RQ2: Perception of Effectiveness 

Among educators familiar with self-monitoring, it was rated as moderately effective (M = 

3.016) across various behaviors (e.g., disruptive behavior, verbal aggression, hyperactivity) 

based on the Likert scale ranging from 1 (“Not effective at all”) to 5 (“Extremely effective”). 

There is no statistically significant difference in educators' perceived effectiveness of self-

monitoring across the different behavior types with effect size being minuscule (e.g. verbal 

aggression towards peers, disrespect, non-compliance; p =.270; Kendall’s W = -.026; Table 2). 

Also, although there were slight differences between groups (Certified M = 2.903; Uncertified M 

= 3.141), educators who were certified (n = 21) and uncertified (n = 26) did not differ 

significantly in their perceptions of self-monitoring effectiveness with results indicating small 

effects (p = 0.470; Cohen’s D = -.25; Cohen, 1988). These findings partially align with our 

hypothesis, as differences in perceptions of self-monitoring are not statistically significant based 

on behavior or certification status. 

RQ3: Barriers to Implementation 

Educators in correctional settings face a variety of barriers to effectively implementing 

interventions. I asked participants to indicate which barriers from a list of provided barriers (e.g., 

lack of knowledge or training; lack of resources or materials) they considered barriers to 

effective implementation of self-monitoring. Among those barriers, lack of knowledge and 

training (n = 32; 68%) and student resistance (n = 30; 64%) were the most frequently identified 

by the educators. Other barriers, such as time constraints (n = 23; 49%), lack of resources or 

materials (n = 20; 43%), and perceived ineffectiveness (n = 19; 40%), were moderately 

identified. Alternatively, a lack of administrator support was rarely seen as a barrier; only 13% (n 

= 6) of participants, identified it as such. Although infrequently reported, most respondents who 

indicated a lack of administrator support were uncertified (n = 5), with an even split across role 
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types (classroom-based, n = 3; non-classroom-based, n = 3). Despite the range of barriers 

identified by educators, there was no statistically significant difference between the barriers 

identified by certified and uncertified educators (Table 3). Effect sizes highlight the lack of 

meaningful association between certification status and barriers identified (Cramér’s V ≈ 0), with 

an exception for a small association for lack of administrative support (Cramér’s V = 0.15). 

Which indicates that certification status alone did not predict the barriers identified (Table 3). 

These findings partially support our hypothesis: while training was frequently rated as a barrier, 

student resistance was more commonly cited than a lack of resources and materials.  

RQ4: Training and Support Needs 

Educators were asked to indicate what training or supports they felt were necessary to 

effectively implement self-monitoring within their settings. Regarding supports needed to 

support behavior in the classroom “more frequent collaboration/consultation amongst staff” (n = 

36; 77%), and “additional training or professional development” (n = 32; 68%) were the two 

supports most frequently indicated by participants. “More classroom aids/support staff” (n = 25; 

53%) and “access to specialized materials and resources” (n = 24; 51%) were indicated slightly 

less often, while “increased administrative support” was the least indicated need (n = 17; 

36%).There were some differences in the support needs indicated based on the certification 

status of the participants. For example, uncertified educators (n = 22; 85%) reported needing 

“more collaboration and consultation” more frequently than certified educators (n = 14; 67%). 

However, only “more classroom aids/support staff” displayed statistically significant associations 

with certification status of participants (p =.044; Table 4). Uncertified staff, who were mostly 

made up of classroom-based staff (n = 18), indicated “more classroom aids/support staff” more 

frequently than certified staff.  

In response to inquiry regarding what supports would encourage their use of self-

monitoring within their settings “workshops and seminars” (n = 33; 70%), “access to materials 

and resources” (n = 31; 66%), and “in-class coaching/mentoring” (n = 28; 60%) were the most 
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indicated. “Online courses or webinars” (n = 21; 45%), “administrative support” (n = 20; 43%), 

“printed or digital manuals and guides” (n = 19; 40%), and “peer support groups” (n = 18; 38%) 

were indicated slightly less often. There were some differences in which supports would 

encourage the use of self-monitoring between groups with “printed or digital manuals and 

guides” being the only area certified educators indicated more frequently than uncertified staff.  

Despite the differences in frequency there was only a statistically significant difference 

between certified and uncertified educators for ”administrative support” (p = .041; Table 5) 

Effect size estimates indicated no association between certification status and identifying 

“workshops and seminars”, “online courses or webinars,” “in-class coaching or mentoring,” or 

“peer support groups” as supports (Cramér’s V ≈ 0). A very small association was observed for 

“access to materials and resources” (Cramér’s V = 0.08), a small association for “printed or 

digital manuals and guides,” (Cramér’s V = 0.27), and a moderate association for 

“administrative support.” (Cramér’s V = 0.31) The lack of statistically significant differences 

across supports based on certification status indicates that certification status alone was not an 

indicator for the training and support needs identified (Table 4; 5). These findings support our 

hypothesis that there will be many similarities between the supports indicated by certified and 

uncertified educators alike. 

Discussion 

Micro-Level Factors 

This study used SCT and EPIS as theoretical and conceptual frameworks to explore the 

factors affecting implementation in correctional educational settings (Aarons et al., 2011; 

Bandura, 1986). Specifically, it examined micro factors (individual educators) and macro factors 

(correctional facilities and systems). This framing was used during analysis to understand how 

educator characteristics, such as certification status, might influence implementation, while also 

highlighting the role of systemic and environmental influences. The results indicate that macro 

factors may have a more significant impact on implementation than individual educator 
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characteristics, such as certification status. There was no statistically significant difference in 

perceived effectiveness of self-monitoring between certified and uncertified educators (p = .470). 

Additionally, certification status was only statistically associated with which educators identified 

“more classroom aids/support staff” as a need to support behavior in the classroom, and 

“administrative support” to encourage the use of self-monitoring. For both supports non-certified 

educators were more likely to indicate these needs. There was not a significant association 

between educator certification status and any barriers, or the remaining training and support 

needs (Table 3; 4; 5). These findings suggest that, within this setting, individual factors may not 

impact implementation outcomes as strongly as broader organizational or systemic factors (e.g., 

lack of setting specific training available and staffing constraints) as educator certification status 

did not demonstrate significant difference. 

Although the barriers commonly reported by educators (e.g., lack of training, student 

resistance) appear to reflect micro-level factors because they may apply differently for individual 

educators (e.g. student resist with one educator but not another; educator coming with prior 

training), these challenges are largely shaped by broader organizational and systemic 

conditions characteristic of correctional education settings. The limitation on formal training 

tailored to educational settings in correctional settings, staffing constraints (e.g. turnover, 

burnout, low staffing) as well as facility policies governing security and instructional practices 

may create the context in which these barriers emerge (Blank & Shavit, 2016; Flores & 

Barahona-Lopez, 2020). Based on the impact of these factors (e.g. facility policies, staffing 

constraints) it may be inferred that the individual-level (micro) barriers educators identified 

experience are more of a manifestation of environmental (macro) influences. This is 

demonstrated by the lack of statistical significance between perceptions and identified barriers 

and support needs when comparing the educators’ subgroups (i.e. certified vs. uncertified; 

classroom-based vs. non-classroom based). The impact of macro factors on micro factors is 

consistent with the EPIS framework’s emphasis on outer and inner contextual factors. 
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Therefore, although barriers are observed at the educator level, their root causes are systemic, 

supporting the conclusion that macro factors play a dominant role in implementation of 

interventions. 

Macro-Level Factors 

These findings align with previous literature on correctional educational settings, which 

has consistently identified gaps in training as a major concern for educators (Flores & Barahona-

Lopez, 2020; Gagnon et al., 2018). Despite educators’ self-reported familiarity with self-

monitoring, there was a clear lack of formal training, with only 6 out of the 34 educators who 

indicated familiarity with self-monitoring having received explicit training in the intervention. The 

lack of formal training identified in this study echoes prior reports of knowledge deficits as 

barriers and the continuing need for professional development (Flores & Barahona-Lopez, 

2020). This gap in formal training may also provide insight on perceptions ratings, as self-

monitoring was deemed moderately effective, despite previous literature often illustrating 

positive effects from the intervention. 

Furthermore, prior research has often focused on teachers rather than all educators in 

correctional settings (Flores & Barahona-Lopez, 2020; Jurich et al., 2001). Although 

understanding teacher experiences and perceptions are important in settings it is important to 

also understand the experiences of other educators to gain a better understanding of the 

correctional education system in its entirety rather than in silos. There is also limited exploration 

of how certified versus uncertified educators perceive intervention implementation and training 

needs, despite literature indicating the impact of having uncertified educators in these settings 

(Christian, 2022). This study expands on previous work by showing that, despite differences in 

certification, educators reported similar perceptions, barriers, and support needs. This suggests 

that certification alone may not account for differences in implementation experiences or 

perceptions. 

Integration of SCT and EPIS 
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It appears that individual factors, such as certification, may be less influential in the 

adoption and implementation of interventions in correctional education settings. Instead, the 

nuances of the correctional environment, including policies, resources, and systemic constraints, 

and the lack of training to address these nuances, may be the driving forces (Christian, 2022; 

Flores & Barahona-Lopez, 2020; Gagnon et al., 2018). Consequently, there is a need for tailored 

training and support for all educators, regardless of their role or certification status. While SCT 

emphasizes the individuals’ impact on behavior, the educators in this study displayed similarities 

across their perceptions, deeming self-monitoring as moderately effective, as well as identified 

barriers and support needs (e.g. knowledge and training) despite the study not solely focusing 

on teachers and their differences in certification status. Therefore, when exploring 

implementation of self-monitoring in correctional education settings, it is imperative to explore 

EPIS’s emphasis on macro factors, as systemic needs (e.g. staffing constraints, training and 

knowledge deficits) seem to be the dominating factor in educators’ ability to effectively 

implement interventions such as self-monitoring within these settings. This is based on the lack 

of statistically significant differences in perceived effectiveness (p = 0.470; Table 2), reported 

barriers (e.g. lack of knowledge and training; Table 3), and training and support needs (e.g. 

more frequent collaboration/consultation amongst staff; Table 4; 5) between certified and 

uncertified educators. Although this was not an exhaustive list of individual-level characteristics 

that could impact implementation, the lack of difference demonstrated in findings suggest that 

individual-level characteristics were not the primary drivers of implementation experiences. 

Instead, educators consistently identified challenges related to limited formal training, and 

staffing constraints demonstrating the impact of macro-factors on their ability to implement 

interventions. 

Limitations 

Although the findings offer promising insight into educators' perceptions of self-

monitoring in correctional education settings, as well as considerations impacting its 
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implementation, there are several limitations of the current study that provide opportunities for 

future research. First, sample size and statistical power. The findings from this study may not be 

representative of the experiences of a broader sample of educators in correctional educational 

spaces due to our modest sample size (N = 47). The modest sample size may have reduced 

statistical power for detecting small to moderate effects, particularly in group comparison and 

association analyses. The sensitivity power analysis indicated that the study was primarily 

powered to detect larger effects in these areas; therefore, non-significant findings should be 

interpreted with caution, as they may reflect insufficient power rather than the absence of 

meaningful relationships. Alternatively, the study demonstrated greater sensitivity and sufficient 

power to detect small to moderate effects for the repeated measure items. This suggests that 

within-subject findings may provide more nuanced insight into participants’ perceptions. Despite 

these limitations, the sample size was appropriate given the constraints of conducting research 

in highly restrictive school-based settings. Additionally, the study provides valuable preliminary 

insights and contributes to a limited body of research in this area as it aimed to provide 

exploratory insight on the use of self-monitoring in this niche setting, not to produce broadly 

generalizable findings. 

Second, sampling approach and generalizability. Due to the varying levels of security 

clearance and approval processes to conduct research between correctional facilities that 

house youth and young adults entitled to educational services, I chose to focus on three 

facilities that housed the target population, while also having features that differentiated 

themselves from each other (e.g., long-term vs. short-term facilities) to increase generalizability. 

The facilities selected for this study were chosen through purposeful sampling based on 

accessibility and alignment with national correctional education population trends (e.g., 

overrepresentation of Black youth, males, and individuals with disabilities). Despite our 

intentions to recruit a representative sample, utilizing alignment of the student population with 

national trends, generalizing to educators in correctional educational settings in other regions 
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should be done with caution, given the nuances that vary by local populations and regulations. 

Even with the intentionality of population alignment with the sampling approach, selection bias 

may still occur, as various factors outside of population served may impact educator 

perceptions. In relation to the difference across facilities and educational services, educators 

across differing facilities may experience different burdens or support needs to address 

challenges specific to their location and the population they serve. Therefore, the list of 

behaviors exhibited by students in the setting, barriers to implementation, and supports needed 

listed in the study was not exhaustive and left room for further exploration (e.g., focus groups, 

open-ended survey questions, interviews). 

Third, grouping of participant roles. In addition, while I aimed to assess differences 

across educator backgrounds using grouped terms to increase anonymity efforts (i.e., 

classroom-based, non-classroom-based; certified, uncertified), these groupings did not allow for 

analyzing differences within each group. Therefore, I could not determine if perceptions, 

familiarity, training, barriers, and facilitators varied for certain sub-groups (e.g., general 

education teachers vs. special education teachers, certified special education teachers vs. 

uncertified special education teachers). Finally, instrument development and potential bias. 

Since the survey was created by the first author, there may be unconscious bias stemming from 

the first author’s experiences (Converse & Presser, 1986). Although I worked to mitigate those 

biases by piloting the survey, the potential for impact of unconscious bias remains, especially 

considering that a researcher or expert in survey design did not participate in pilot testing the 

instrument, which may limit the extent to which best practices were utilized within its design. 

Implications  

Implications for Future Research 

Future researchers may use this study as a basis to explore implementation science 

within correctional educational settings and bridge the research-to-practice gap within this 

setting. Firstly, future researchers could aim to recruit a larger sample to capture a more diverse 
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demographic and allow for more specific demographic (e.g., roles, race, gender, certification 

type) questions and for more specific subgroups to be analyzed, without compromising 

respondents' anonymity. They could also identify differences directly related to settings (e.g., 

high security vs. low security; juvenile vs. adult) and review more systemic, facility-wide factors. 

This could aid in understanding the variation in needs and supports among different educators 

in correctional education settings. 

Second, future researchers could benefit from further exploring specific barriers and 

facilitators to implementation rather than focusing on a specific intervention. Although this study 

centered on educators’ perspectives and experiences with self-monitoring, the range of 

facilitators and barriers could be further explored. Researchers may consider areas such as 

collaboration, where participants emphasized support across participants. Future researchers 

could conduct interviews or focus groups to dive deeper into educators’ perspectives of the 

individual facilitators and barriers to intervention implementation, as well as the larger systemic 

challenges. Finally, future researchers may work directly with implementing interventions within 

correctional education settings. They could focus on addressing the barriers and support needs 

identified within this study and create training programs and guides to support the educators in 

this setting. 

Implications for Practitioners 

This study also offers significant insights for educators and other key stakeholders in 

correctional education. First, it indicates that self-monitoring is an intervention that shows 

promise in correctional educational settings based on educators’ perception of its effectiveness 

across different behaviors. This study provides educators with the opportunity to incorporate 

self-monitoring interventions to address a multitude of skills for their students. In collaboration 

with other educators at their location, they can create a list of behaviors frequently 

demonstrated by students and rank their perceptions of self-monitoring regarding those 

behaviors using the likert scale used in this study. Based on their reflection they may address 
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any concerns or gaps in knowledge allowing them to pilot the use of self-monitoring to assess its 

effectiveness with one of the behaviors they perceived self-monitoring may be effective for. This 

would also allow educators in these settings to address the reiterated need for effective and 

purposeful collaboration. The findings of this study highlight that, regardless of certification level 

or role type, educators identified collaboration as a significant need for support in 

implementation. Thus, leadership in these spaces may begin to plan on how to better facilitate 

effective and meaningful collaboration between individuals. Additionally, the need for specific 

and relevant training was highly emphasized throughout this study; therefore, leadership and 

stakeholders in correctional education settings may begin to explore resources to increase 

setting-specific training (i.e., educator-led training, partnering with researchers). 

Conclusion 

Implementation of interventions can be difficult in correctional education settings. 

Considering the challenges faced by educators and students in these settings it is important to 

thoroughly explore macro and micro influences, in order to provide appropriate support for 

effective implementation. This study aimed to address gaps in literature regarding 

implementation of self-monitoring interventions in correctional educational settings by exploring 

educators’ perceptions, barriers, and needs to implement the intervention. My findings 

emphasize the openness of educators in these settings to explore the benefits of self-monitoring 

within corrections and highlight important considerations to do so. Educators within correctional 

education settings regardless of role type or certification level identify similar perceptions, 

barriers, and training and support needs. This highlights that the macro system (e.g., education 

systems and policies within correctional spaces) may be more significant than micro differences 

(e.g., certification status) between educators. Although further research is needed to continue 

exploring intervention implementation in correctional settings and to bridge the research to 

practice gap, this study provides a basis for understanding the perceptions and needs of the 

educators in those settings. 
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Note: C = Certified; UC= Uncertified; 0 years = less than one complete years 

Table 1. 
Participant Demographics 

Role Type 

Classroom based 

Non-classroom based 

 
 
n = 24 
 
n = 23 

Certification Status  

Certified 

Uncertified 

 
 
n = 21 
 
n = 26 

Years in Correctional Educational Settings 

Total Years (mean; range) 

Certified (mean; range) 

Uncertified (mean; range) 

 
 
3.6 years; 0-19 years 
 
4.6 years; 0-17 
 
2.9 years; 0-19 

Highest Level of Education Completed 

Bachelor’s Degree 

At least one year of coursework beyond a bachelor’s but not a 

graduate degree 

Master’s degree 

Education Specialist or professional diploma based on at least one 

year of coursework past a master’s degree level 

Doctorate  

 
 
C: n = 5; UC: n = 15 
 
C: n = 1; UC n = 1 
 
 
 
C: n = 11; UC n = 9 
 
C: n = 3; UC n = 0 
 
 
 
C: n = 1; UC n = 1 

Familiar with Self-Monitoring  

Yes 

No 

n = 34 
 
n = 11 
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Table 2 
Perceptions of Self-monitoring Effectiveness 

Behavior Overall M (SD) Certified Staff M(SD) Uncertified Staff M (SD) 

Across all Behaviors  3.016 (.941) 2.903 (.954) 3.141 (.940) 

Disruptive Behavior 3.088 (.933) 3.056 (.938) 3.125 (.957) 

Non-compliance 3.029 (1.116)  2.944 (.873) 3.125 (.957) 

Verbal Aggression towards peers 3.060 (1.116)  3.222 (1.114) 2.867 (1.125) 

Verbal Aggression towards staff 3.272 (1.125) 3.278 (1.179) 3.267 (1.010) 

Physical Aggression towards peers 2.935 (1.062) 2.750 (1.065) 3.133 (1.060) 

Physical Aggression towards staff 2.935 (1.062) 2.750 (1.065) 3.133 (1.060) 

Attention Difficulties 2.935 (1.062) 2.750 (1.065) 3.133 (1.060) 

Social Skill Deficits  2.935 (1.062) 2.750 (1.065) 3.133 (1.060) 

Inappropriate Language  2.935 (1.062) 2.750 (1.065) 3.133 (1.060) 

Anxiety  2.935 (1.062) 2.750 (1.065) 3.133 (1.060) 

Depression 2.935 (1.062) 2.750 (1.065) 3.133 (1.060) 

Disrespect  2.935 (1.062) 2.750 (1.065) 3.133 (1.060) 

Hyperactivity 2.935 (1.062) 2.750 (1.065) 3.133 (1.060) 
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Table 3 
Barriers to Implementation 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

  

Barrier Frequency Frequency by Certification Status Chi-Square/Fisher’s p-value 

Lack of knowledge or training n = 32 Certified: n = 13 

Uncertified: n = 19 

p = .828 

Time constraints n = 23 Certified: n = 10 

Uncertified: n = 13 

p = 1 

Student Resistance  n = 30 Certified: n = 13 

Uncertified: n = 17 

p = 1 

Lack of resources or materials n = 20 Certified: n = 8 

Uncertified: n = 12 

p = .934 

Lack of administrative support n = 6 Certified: n = 1 

Uncertified: n = 5 

p = .213 

Perceived ineffectiveness  n = 19 Certified: n = 8 

Uncertified: n = 11 

p = 1 
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Table 4 
Training and Supports to Support Student Classroom Behaviors 

Support/Training Frequency Frequency by Certification Status Chi-Square/Fisher’s p-value 

More frequent collaboration/consultation  n = 36 
Certified: n = 14 

Uncertified: n = 22 
p = .427 

Additional training/professional development n = 32 
Certified: n = 14 

Uncertified: n = 18 
p = 1 

Access to specialized materials and resource n = 24 
Certified: n = 12 

Uncertified: n = 12 
p = .526 

Increased administrative support n = 17 
Certified: n = 5 

Uncertified: n = 12 
p = .203 

More classroom aids/support staff n = 25 
Certified: n = 7 

Uncertified: n = 18 
p = .044 
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Table 5 
Training and Supports to Encourage Self-Monitoring Use 

Support/Training Frequency Frequency by Certification Status Chi-Square/Fisher’s p-value 

Workshop/Seminars n = 33 
Certified: n = 14 

Uncertified: n = 17 
p = .875 

Online courses or webinars n = 21 
Certified: n = 8 

Uncertified: n = 13 
p = .602 

In-class coaching/mentoring n = 28 
Certified: n = 11 

Uncertified: n = 17 
p = .546 

Printed or digital manuals and guides n = 19 
Certified: n = 12 

Uncertified: n = 7 
p = .072 

Peer support groups n = 18 
Certified: n = 7 

Uncertified: n = 11 
p = .743 

Access to materials and resources n = 31 
Certified: n = 12 

Uncertified: n = 19 
p = .403 

Administrative support n = 20 
Certified: n = 5 

Uncertified: n = 15 
p = .041 
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Chapter 4: Implementing Self-Monitoring in Correctional Education Settings: A 

Guide  

Educators in correctional education settings are challenged to provide effective 

instruction that addresses their students' educational needs while also supporting students’ 

challenging behaviors and emotional needs (Flores & Barahona-Lopez, 2020; Gagnon et al., 

2022; Leone & Wruble, 2015). The burden of juggling these tasks often leads to educator 

burnout and high turnover in these settings (Blank & Shavit, 2016). Educators report their work 

in correctional educational settings as “constantly emotionally draining” due to the entangled 

nature of the job with incarceration (Flores & Barahona-Lopez, 2020, p.5). The burden may also 

vary based on population, with educators reporting feelings that working with girls is tougher 

than working with boys due to differences in how they feel they are perceived by each group 

(e.g., caretaker vs. competition; Flores & Barahona-Lopez, 2020). Educators in these settings 

often report a need for more context-specific training on implementing evidence-based practices 

in correctional education classrooms (Chapter 3). However, the literature on correctional 

education settings has highlighted self-monitoring as a promising intervention to target student 

needs across academic, behavioral, and emotional domains (Chapter 2; Lively et al., 2019; 

Pitzel et al., 2024; Sanders et al., 2021). The complexity of the multifaceted roles educators are 

faced with, of being tasked with implementing effective instruction while simultaneously 

supporting behavioral needs, is not unique to education programs in correctional settings 

(Flores & Barahona-Lopez, 2020). However, the intensity of students' academic and behavioral 

needs, coupled with many students who require trauma-informed supports, makes the task 

particularly challenging and unique in these settings (Flores & Barahona-Lopez, 2020; Leone & 

Wruble, 2015). The importance of self-regulation skills and the use of self-monitoring is 

highlighted across literature regarding providing trauma-informed care and creating trauma-

informed educational environments (National Child Traumatic Stress Network, Schools 

Committee, 2017; Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration, 2014) 
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Additionally, self-monitoring can help reduce educators’ workload by shifting responsibility to 

students, allowing educators to spend more time providing quality instruction (The IRIS Center, 

2008, p. 4). 

Many students in these settings are already below grade level academically, and as 

many as 1 in 3 incarcerated students are either identified as having a disability or in need of 

special education services (Flores & Barahona-Lopez, 2020; The Council of State Governments 

Justice Center, 2015). Within these settings, there is an overrepresentation of students with 

disabilities, with 65-70% of individuals in juvenile correctional facilities having a disability 

diagnosis (Snydman, 2022). These findings conflict, however, with the self-administered needs 

assessment of incarcerated students conducted by Sedlack and McPherson, which concluded 

that only 22% of the students reported receiving the special education services they were 

entitled to per the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA; Individuals with Disabilities 

Act, 2004; Sedlack & McPherson, 2010; Quinn et. al., 2005). This demonstrates that an 

overwhelming number of students in correctional educational settings are not receiving 

adequate services and supports while in these settings. Therefore, educators need to be better 

equipped to aid their students in increasing their independence, self-efficacy, and to self-

advocacy. 

In this paper, I first provide context on correctional education settings, with a focus on K-

12 programs that support youth and young adults. Then I scaffold self-monitoring and outline 

steps for educators to successfully implement it in correctional education settings. These steps 

include: (1) identifying skills that may be targeted, (2) planning self-monitoring implementation, 

(3) progress monitoring self-monitoring goals, (3) collaborating while implementing self-

monitoring, and (4) overcoming barriers to implementing self-monitoring in correctional settings. 

Self-Monitoring 

Evidence-based practices such as self-monitoring can be instrumental in creating a 

learning environment that is more responsive to students’ needs by supporting student success, 



85 
 

85 

increasing accountability, and reducing wasted time and resources (The IRIS Center, 2014, p. 

2). Self-monitoring is a low-intensity, secondary prevention strategy that involves tracking one’s 

own functioning cognitively, designed to improve students’ self-management and self-regulation 

skills (Bell et al., 2013; Zimmerman, 2002). It is not an one-size-fits-all intervention; instead, it 

can be tailored to each student's specific needs and challenges, due to its versatility in 

implementation modes and target skills (Bruhn et al., 2016; Gagnon et al., 2018). 

Research on Self-Monitoring 

A systematic review of self-regulation skills in correctional educational settings 

highlighted the use of self-monitoring for students to address targeted academic, behavioral, 

and/or emotional skills (Chapter 2). The five studies included in this review demonstrated the 

effectiveness of self-monitoring for students with and without disabilities within correctional 

educational settings. Across the five studies, there were 43 participants, 14-18 years old, who 

demonstrated positive effects with using self-monitoring and self-regulated strategy development 

to target academic (e.g., reading comprehension), behavioral (e.g., on-task behavior), and 

emotional domains (e.g., self-determination). These findings were consistent with other reviews 

focusing on implementing these strategies with students with autism, behavioral issues, or with 

emotional and behavioral disorders within community-based educational settings (Bruhn et al., 

2015, 2020; Li et al., 2023; Mooney et al., 2005; Popham et al., 2018). These reviews illustrated 

the positive benefits of self-monitoring for students with varying behavioral challenges, and who 

fall within different disability categories which strengthens support for its use in correctional 

education settings due to the diversity of the students in these settings (Bruhn et al., 2015, 

2020; Li et al., 2023; Mooney et al., 2005; Popham et al., 2018). 

Skills Targeted with Self-monitoring 

Self-monitoring has been used to target skills across academic, behavioral, and 

emotional domains (e.g., on-task behavior, reading comprehension, self-determination) for 
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students with and without disabilities (Lively et al., 2019; Pitzel et al. 2024; Sanders et al., 2021). 

Studies have demonstrated that self-monitoring has positive effects on increasing target 

behavioral skills such as academic engagement and on-task behavior, as well as decreasing 

unwanted behaviors such as sleeping, off-task behaviors, and externalizing problem behaviors 

(Hunter et al., 2017; Lively et al., 2019). For instance, Lively and colleagues (2019) conducted a 

study using self-monitoring interventions with three 15–16-year-old male students, two of which 

received special education services under IDEA, in a correctional education setting. They found 

a functional relationship between the use of self-monitoring and an increase of on-task behavior 

with each student. Additionally, self-monitoring has also shown positive effects in relation to 

academic outcomes in areas such as writing and reading comprehension (Pitzel et al., 2025; 

Sanders et al., 2021). The range in skills that can be targeted using self-monitoring interventions 

is in part why it is a promising fit for correctional education settings. The flexibility allows 

educators to target varying areas depending on individual student’s needs. 

Planning and Implementing Self-Monitoring Interventions 

The successful planning and implementation of self-monitoring interventions requires 

multiple steps and collaboration between various stakeholders, including the educator and the 

target student. The steps provided below align with steps previously outlined in literature for 

implementing self-monitoring interventions (Bell et al., 2013; The IRIS Center, 2008, p. 4). 

However, they have been specifically tailored to provide targeted connection and guidance for 

implementation in correctional educational settings. An important aspect throughout the entirety 

of planning and implementation of self-monitoring is collaboration, which aligns with educators 

in correctional settings identification of collaboration as a need to support and encourage their 

implementation of self-monitoring (Chapter 3). Within this guide collaboration includes not only 

between the educator facilitating the intervention and the student, but also any staff who may be 

deemed to be a trusted adult for the student (e.g., another teacher or school staff, a correctional 

officer), or who has professional and technical skills that may aid in the successful adoption of 
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the intervention for both the student and educator. To support educators' and students’ 

understanding of their roles in self-monitoring, I have developed visual models for each role 

(Figure 1; Figure 2). These models demonstrate each stakeholder’s roles and how educators 

support students as they navigate a mostly independent feedback loop, recording their 

behaviors, tracking progress, and adjusting as needed to reach their goals. 

Step 1: Defining Behavior 

A critical first step in implementing successful self-monitoring is to operationally define 

the target behavior (Table 1). In collaboration with the student and, if applicable, other 

stakeholders, discuss the target behavior and create a clear definition of what is and is not an 

example of it. Ensure that all parties are involved in the process, clear on the definition 

developed, and approve of the examples and non-examples. For example, if the student’s goal 

is to actively participate in class, they may operationally define that as: The student is actively 

participating if he is “sitting in his seat, looking at his work/assigned text, following along with the 

lesson, taking notes as necessary, only speaking to ask or answer questions or during times 

explicitly deemed appropriate by the teacher”. An example of this would be taking notes during 

the lesson, a non-example would be re-reading yesterday’s book chapter. 

Step 2: Goal Setting 

After defining the target behavior, it is essential to set observable, measurable, and 

reasonable goals for the student. Once again, collaboration is an important step, as increasing 

self-awareness and accountability are part of the goal in using self-monitoring. The goal should 

be challenging but achievable. For example, if the target behavior is cursing in class and the 

student curses 10 times in 5 minutes, an appropriate starting goal is to lessen curse words by 

50% within the 5 minutes. 

Step 3: Identify Reinforcements 

Reinforcements can play a significant role in the success of self-monitoring interventions 

(Otero & Haut, 2015). Many justice-involved students struggle with intrinsic motivation, which 
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may affect their willingness to track their progress or work on their behaviors (McBrayer et al., 

2024). Reinforcements can be used to encourage students to remain consistent and to provide 

praise for reliable tracking and progress milestones (Otero & Haut, 2015). Reinforcement can 

vary and should be adjusted to fit the target student and their interests (e.g., time to draw, time 

to listen to a song, time with a fidget). For example, a student who is really into fitness enjoyed 

earning the opportunity to roll “fitness dice” and demonstrate the selected workout as his 

reinforcer for progress toward his goal. Ultimately, the goal is for students to understand that 

educators recognize their hard work and appreciate their dedication to self-improvement. 

Step 4: Data Collection Tools and Materials 

Create a self-monitoring data form that is clear, simple, age-appropriate, and tailored to 

the student’s goals (Figure 3). The target behavior and goal should be clearly stated on the 

sheet. Materials should be tailored to the child and your specific setting. Self-monitoring can be 

implemented successfully with (i.e., iPod, digital tracker, timer) or without (i.e., paper, analog 

clock) technology. Self-monitoring provides flexibility, ensuring adaptability to facility rules and 

restrictions. For example, if using paper and writing materials requires consistent supervision, 

replacements for using pencils or pens to track data can be made (i.e., stickers, dot markers). 

Step 5: Training 

Both the educators implementing the self-monitoring procedures and the target student 

need to be thoroughly trained in the intervention procedures using instructional strategies (i.e., 

discussion, direct instruction, role play, coaching). To ensure fidelity of implementation, training 

for the facilitator and student should be conducted. Each correctional education setting may 

choose a liaison to implement the training when self-monitoring is being introduced (e.g. Social 

Worker, Behavior Technician, Special Education Coordinator). First, educators need to be 

trained on self-monitoring procedures using appropriate instructional methods. This training 

would be tailored to the educator working as the facilitator, taking in considerations their prior 

knowledge, experience, and needs. In this training, the educator can play the role of both 
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educator and student to gain a well-rounded view of the implementation and to ask clarifying 

questions from both perspectives, as well as to ensure they understand the steps for monitoring 

fidelity of implementation and the reliability of scores. After the educators are fully trained (i.e. 

understand and can explain their role in the implementation process), individual student training 

can take place also using instructional strategies (Bell et al., 2013). To limit the need for 

facilitation by the facility and their staff, student training may be conducted through pull-out or 

push-in services during normal school hours. During this training reminders that all parties 

agreed-upon the definition of the goal behavior and its examples, non-examples, as well as a 

clear understanding of the data collection sheet and procedures, using effective instructional 

methods. Ensure any fading or generalization procedures are clear to avoid confusion or 

frustration later. Training for educators and students should be at least one session but may 

need to continue based on their level of understanding. Additionally, within the training the use 

tracking materials designed and tailored to the specific students’ goals and needs to mimic the 

real procedures as closely as possible. Educators may also conducted interrater reliability of 

student’s self-assessments. Using the same data sheets, goal definition, and intervals they can 

track students’ behavior in relation to their goal along with the student and analyze the ratings 

for any discrepancies. Based on these findings additional training may be implemented. 

Step 6: Progress Monitoring 

Progress monitoring is an integral part of self-monitoring interventions. It allows student 

progress to be tracked to identify areas of strength and growth. Based on whether the student is 

meeting the desired goal, a plan of action can be created. If the student is meeting their goal, 

the educator may adjust the target proficiency level or focus on generalization or maintenance of 

the target skill. However, if the student isn’t meeting the goal, it may be adjusted to a lower 

proficiency level, retraining of procedures may take place, or it may be determined that the 

intervention isn’t the best fit for the student. 

To ensure the accuracy of progress monitoring data, the educator facilitating the 
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intervention may complete or use previously conducted interrater reliability sessions to assess 

accuracy of the student’s data. These checks would be done using the same data-tracking tool 

the student uses for consistency. The collected data will be analyzed to compare with the 

proficiency goal originally outlined at the start of the intervention. Educators may also use 

observational data of changes in students’ behavior as well as data charts to visually represent 

students’ progress. These charts can be used to compare educator data on students’ 

performance, implementation fidelity, and the reliability of change in target behavior. Based on 

assessment of the students’ progress, the team can decide whether to continue the current 

intervention, adjust the current goal, and/or change the reinforcer. 

Case Study: Justin 

Mrs. Brown is a special education teacher co-teaching English at Benjamin Banneker 

School, a school within a juvenile correctional facility. She teaches students in grades 9-12 in 

composite classrooms. One of her students is Justin, a 16-year-old Black male receiving special 

education services for EBD who has been in his current placement for 5 months. He is often off 

task during English class, reading personal books he brought from his schoolroom instead of 

participating in class activities. Justin requires frequent redirection to put his book away, which 

often results in escalating behaviors. As he becomes frustrated, he is ultimately removed from 

class by the correctional officers for disruptive behaviors, including cursing and knocking items 

off tables and desks. Although Justin generally does well on assignments, his off-task behavior 

and frequent missing lessons due to subsequent behaviors when redirected have negatively 

impacted his grades. After the most recent incident, Mrs. Brown connected with the school social 

worker, Ms. Smith, to discuss what she has noticed and identify potential interventions to reduce 

the challenging behaviors displayed by Justin. They determined self-monitoring may be a 

beneficial intervention to pilot with Justin, as he is very independent and has clear motivators 

(i.e., reading). Based on Mrs. Brown’s observations, Justin exhibits off-task behavior in 

approximately two-thirds of the class across 5 class periods. 
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Mrs. Brown and Ms. Smith meet with Justin the following day, during which they 

introduce self-monitoring to him. Together, the three of them agree that on-task is his target skill 

and operationally define it as “sitting in his seat, looking at his work/assigned text, following 

along with the lesson, only speaking to ask or answer questions or during times explicitly 

deemed appropriate by the teacher.” Along with the definition, they created the following 

examples and non-examples of on-task: Examples of on task behaviors: (1) Following along 

and/or reading text assigned in class and (2) actively listening to the lesson, answering 

questions, and/or taking notes as necessary. Examples of non-task behaviors include: (1) 

Reading personal books outside of approved times and (2) having your head down during 

lessons (Step 1: Defining Behavior). The creation of the definition, examples, and non-examples 

was done collaboratively with Mrs. Brown, Ms. Smith, and Justin, who all had the chance to 

provide input. One area of push back from Justin came regarding the definition that was initially 

proposed, which stated, “only speaking to ask or answer questions. However, Justin pointed out 

there may be times in which quiet chatter may be appropriate if he is still being productive. The 

adjustments were made to accommodate his request by adding “or during times explicitly 

deemed appropriate by the teacher”. After defining the behavior, they discussed a goal. Since 

Justin has currently been displaying on-task behavior about one-third of the class period, they 

agreed to start his goal with remaining on-task for a consecutive two-thirds of the class period 

(Step 2: Goal Setting). As a reinforcement for his progress, Justin requested 5 minutes at the 

end of class to read if he met his goal (Step 3: Identify Reinforcements). 

After determining his goal and reinforcer, Mrs. Brown, Ms. Smith, and Justin designed a 

tracking sheet for Justin to use, which Justin personalized with the image of a bookworm to 

remind him of his goal (Figure 3). Based on the timer Mrs. Brown displays on the classroom 

board each day, Justin will mark each 5-minute interval on his tracker when he stays on task 

during the 50-minute class period, stopping at 45 minutes to determine if he earned his reward. 

As the facility has restrictions on students’ access to writing materials, Justin will use stickers to 
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indicate the intervals in which he was on-task (Step 4: Data Collection Tools and Materials). 

The following day, Justin and Mrs. Brown completed training by reviewing the steps of 

self-monitoring, engaging in discussion, and then completing a role-play trial period with Mrs. 

Smith's support. In addition, during the first and fifth self-monitoring session Ms. Smith 

conducted interrater reliability using the same data collection form as Justin. During these 

sessions Ms. Smith tracked Justin’s on-task behavior for the 45-minute sessions using the same 

intervals as Justin. After the sessions she compared her scoring of Justin’s on-task behavior, 

with his. The first session resulted in 87.5% reliability with one disagreement in rating, after this 

session Justin, Mrs. Brown, and Ms. Smith discussed the discrepancy. The second reliability 

session resulted in 100% reliability between Justin and Ms. Smith (Step 5: Training). Using the 

self-monitoring intervention, Justin showed a significant and immediate increase in his on-task 

behavior. After 3 weeks, Mrs. Brown, Ms. Smith, and Justin had a follow-up meeting to review 

his progress and adjust his goals. They agreed on a revised goal of on-task behavior for the 

entire class period on 4 out of 5 school days (Step 6: Progress Monitoring; Step 2: Goal Setting). 

Justin wanted to keep the same reinforcer of time to read (Step 3: Identify Reinforcements). 

As Justin continued to meet the goal for the self-monitoring intervention, an additional 

progress-monitoring meeting was held (Step 6: Progress Monitoring). At this meeting, Mrs. 

Brown, Ms. Smith, and Justin discussed his behavior in other classes. While on-task behavior 

increased significantly in English class, where the intervention was in use, and to a lesser extent 

in other classes, as reported by the teachers, Justin continued to display high levels of off-task 

behavior in math class. Together, they determined it may be beneficial to extend the use of the 

intervention to Justin’s math class. However, due to a strained relationship between Justin and 

the math teacher, Ms. Jones, Justin requested that his special education case manager, Mr. 

Parker, provide support in the planning and implementation of the math class. For transparency, 

a follow-up meeting was held with Mrs. Brown, Ms. Smith, Justin, Ms. Jones, and Mr. Parker. 

This meeting began with an explanation of self-monitoring interventions to Ms. Jones and Mr. 
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Parker, followed by a discussion of collecting baseline data on Justin’s math behavior to aid 

progress monitoring. At a follow-up meeting, once baseline data was collected, the team 

determined it was best to start Justin with the initial goal of on-task behavior for two-thirds of the 

class period (Step 2: Goal Setting). 

Additional training for Mr. Parker, Ms. Jones, and Justin was provided to demonstrate 

how data collection may look differently in this environment, including using a timer rather than a 

clock on the board to track intervals (Step 4: Data Collection Tools and Materials; Step 5: 

Training). As progress was made across environments, Justin adapted his goals to include 

different settings and increased intervals. Additionally, over time, he adapted his reinforcer to a 

larger collective goal: a new book, contingent on demonstrating on-task behavior across all 

classes at least 80% of the time for a month (Figure 4; Step 2: Goal Setting; Step 3: Identify 

Reinforcements). 

Considerations for Using Self-monitoring in Correctional Educational Settings 

When implementing interventions in correctional educational settings, I must consider 

the nuances and constraints of the setting and plan accordingly. Correctional educational 

settings face the challenge of balancing the needs and restrictions of the correctional 

environment with the provision of necessary and appropriate supports to students. To support 

the implementation of self-monitoring in these settings, consider a few things during planning 

and preparation, including collaboration and the role of non-classroom-based educators, the 

materials and reinforcements being used, and student turnover rates. 

Collaboration and Role of Non-Classroom-Based Educators 

In correctional educational settings, teachers have reported the complexity of their roles, 

as they must assume multiple additional responsibilities to support students (Flores & 

Barahona-Lopez, 2020; Jurich et al., 2001). Although teachers in these settings explicitly 

mention the challenge of playing multiple roles, non-classroom-based educators may also share 

similar experiences as they fill in to support the educational program due to high turnover and 
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staffing shortages (Jurich et al., 2001). Due to this, it is important for all educators to 

communicate and collaborate effectively across roles to support one another and their students. 

Also, although self-monitoring for the students will most often take place during class sessions, 

it does not negate non-classroom-based educators from supporting the implementation. If non-

classroom-based educators have a good rapport with the target student, they may be a part of 

the implementation team, participating in meetings, training, and/or progress monitoring. 

Materials and Reinforcers 

Within correctional educational settings, materials and reinforcers may be challenging to 

implement in self-monitoring. Not only do schools have rules about appropriate reinforcers, but 

those rules may also vary by facility. It is important to review restrictions prior to agreeing to a 

reinforcement for positive progress with the student. For example, in some facilities, students 

may not receive food incentives, while others may encourage it with stipulations such as 

prepackaged, sealed items. Additionally, it is common across facilities that writing utensils (e.g., 

pens, pencils) are heavily monitored due to the danger they pose. When creating the self-

monitoring form, it is important to consider these restrictions and plan accordingly. It may be 

determined that the student will use stickers rather than mark using pencils/pens. Alternatively, if 

data collection only needs to happen within the class period, you may use traditional methods of 

tracking (e.g., writing checkmarks or x’s). Challenges regarding materials and reinforcers may 

vary across facilities and schools and should be considered during initial planning to prevent 

future hiccups and frustration. 

Student Turnover 

Student turnover can be a significant challenge for implementing interventions in 

facilities. Depending on the facility, students may be there from as little as a few days to as long 

as a few years (Korman & Marchitello, 2020). Regardless, for self-monitoring student turnover, 

while it is still a challenge, it should not be a deterrent to implementation. Self-monitoring is a 

low- to no-cost intervention that requires minimal educator involvement, and many students 



95 
 

95 

using self-monitoring procedures show quick progress toward their goals (Bell et al., 2013; 

Chapter 2). Therefore, regardless of time constraints, the student will be able to implement self-

monitoring, and the possibility of a reward, demonstrated by a change in student behavior, could 

outweigh the risk (e.g., cost; wasted educator time). 

Conclusion 

Self-monitoring is an intervention that is beneficial to both students targeting skills in 

various domains (i.e., academic, behavioral, emotional; Lively et al., 2019; Pitzel et al., 2024; 

Chapter 2) and educators (e.g., reduced feelings of burnout; Blank & Shavit, 2016). It can be 

tailored to students’ specific goals and interests and adapted as needed to reflect their progress. 

Educators in correctional education settings consistently express a lack of training as a struggle. 

Therefore, this guide was developed to aid in increasing educators’ knowledge of self-

monitoring interventions within the context of correctional educational settings to support 

implementation with setting-specific considerations in mind. 
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Table 1 

Self-monitoring Process 

Step Directions Example 

Step 1: Defining 
the target 
behavior 

In collaboration with the student and any other 
participants, operationally define the target 
behavior, creating examples and non-examples 
for clarity. 

On-task: “sitting in his seat, looking at his work/assigned text, following along with the 
lesson, only speaking to ask or answer questions or during times deemed appropriate 
by the teacher, and following standard classroom behavior expectations”. 

Example: 

• Following along and/or reading text assigned in class. 

• Actively listening to the lesson, answering questions and/or taking notes 
as necessary. 

Non-example: 

• Reading personal books 

• Having your head down during lessons. 

Step 2: Setting 
the goal 

Based on student baseline data regarding the 
target goal, determine an appropriate and 
achievable goal for student progress, 

Current rate of on-task behavior: One-third of the class period 
Goal: Two-third of the class period 

Step 3: Identify 
Reinforcement 

In collaboration with the student and necessary 
stakeholders determine an appropriate 
reinforcement, considering facility and school 
regulations and the student’s interest, for when 
the student meets their goals. 

Justin requested 5 minutes at the end of class to read if he met his goal 

Step 4: 
Obtain/Create 
Data Collection 
Tools and 
Materials 

In collaboration create a self-monitoring data 
collection form to track student progress 
ensuring to have the goal and reinforcement is 
listed. Allowing for design personalization based 
on student interest. Consider tools and supplies 
needed to complete the form. 

Mrs. Brown, Ms. Smith, and Justin designed a tracking sheet for Justin to use, which 
Justin personalized with the image of a bookworm to remind him of his goal. Based on 
the facilities restrictions on students’ access to writing materials, Justin will use stickers to 
indicate the intervals in which he was on-task. 

Step 5: Conduct 
Training 

Training for the educator and student to ensure 

understanding of the process and components 

of self-monitoring should be explicitly 

conducted. 

Justin and Mrs. Brown reviewed the steps of self-monitoring, completing a trial period 
with Mrs. Smith's support. 

Step 6: Perform 

Progress 

Monitoring 

Reconvene at a pre-determined interval to review 

the students’ progress and adjust the goal, 

reinforcement, and/or tracking form as needed. 

Justin made significant progress in on-task behavior in English class. Therefore, they 

decided to adjust the goal for Justin to display on-task behavior the entire class period on 4 

out of 5 school days. Justin wanted to keep the same reinforcer of time to read. 
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Figure 1: Correctional Education Self-Monitoring Cycle: Educator 

 

Observe students’ 
behavior for baseline 

data 

Conduct progress 
monitoring meeting to 
adjust intervention as 

needed 

Conduct meeting to 
introduce self-monitoring 

Complete occasional 
observation for 

progress monitoring & 
student support 

Develop goals, create 
materials, and choose 
reinforcer 

Conduct/participate in 
training 
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Figure 2: Correctional Education Self-Monitoring Cycle: Student 

 

Participate in meeting to 
develop goals, materials, 

and identify reinforcer 

Participate in progress 
monitoring meeting to receive 
educator feedback and make 
intervention adjustments as 

needed. 

Participate in training 

Adjust behavior as needed 
to reach goal 

Observe and record your 

behavior 

Complete self-reflection based 
on goal 
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Figure 3: Initial data collection tool with original goal/reinforcement and intervals 

 

Self-Monitoring Tracker 

Goal: Justin will demonstrate on task behavior for a 
consecutive two-thirds (30 minutes) of the English class 
period. 

Definition: Justin is on-task if he is sitting in his seat, looking at his 
work/assigned text, following along with the lesson, only speaking to ask 
or answer questions or during times deemed appropriate by the teacher, 
and following standard classroom behavior expectations. 

What I’m working for: 5 minutes 
at the end of class to read my 
personal book. 

Examples: (1) Following along and/or 
reading text assigned in class. (2) 
Actively listening to the lesson, 
answering questions and/or taking notes 
as necessary. 

Non-examples: (1) Reading personal books (2) 
Having your head down during lessons. 

Day/Interval Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday 

8:05am      

8:10am      

8:15am      

8:20am      

8:25am      

8:30am      

8:35am      

8:40am      

8:45am      

Reward earned?      
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Figure 4: Modified data collection tool with updated goal/reinforcement and intervals after progress monitoring 

Self-Monitoring Tracker (Week 1/4)  

Goal: Justin will demonstrate on task behavior all 
classes at least 80% of the time for a month. 

Definition: Justin is on-task if he is sitting in his seat, looking at his 

work/assigned text, following along with the lesson, only speaking to ask 

or answer questions or during times deemed appropriate by the teacher, 

and following standard classroom behavior expectations. 

What I’m working for: 5 minutes 
at the end of class to read my 
personal book.  

Examples: (1) Following along and/or 
reading text assigned in class. (2) 
Actively listening to the lesson, 
answering questions and/or taking notes 
as necessary. 

Non-examples: (1) Reading personal books (2) 

Having your head down during lessons. 

Day/Interval Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday 

English      

Science      

Spanish      

CTE      

Math      

Gym      

History      

Progress towards reward /7 /7 /7 /7 /7 
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Chapter 5: Conclusion 

Correctional educational settings are populated with students with a variety of 

academic, behavioral, and emotional needs (e.g., achievement gaps, history of trauma, off-

task behavior; Leone & Wruble, 2015; Rampey et al., 2016). Despite the wide array of 

needs, students in these settings maintain their right to a free and appropriate education 

under the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA, 2004). It is important to explore 

interventions that can address these needs without adding to the burden on educators 

already experiencing high rates of burnout (Flores and Barahona-Lopez, 2020). This 

dissertation aimed to address the need to identify an intervention to support the robust 

needs of students without adding burden to educators by first exploring the use of self-

regulation interventions within correctional education to identify a promising intervention 

within this setting (Chapter 2). Based on the repeated occurrence of self-monitoring as the 

intervention implemented in the included studies for the systematic review, despite the 

overall lack in literature on school-based behavior support interventions in correctional 

education, I continued exploration of the intervention. To develop a deeper understanding of 

self-monitoring as a potential intervention to be implemented in correctional education 

settings I conducted the quantitative, survey-based, study. This study aimed to gather 

information about educators in correctional education settings perceptions of self-monitoring, 

as well as barriers to implementation, and supports needed to effectively implement self-

monitoring (Chapter 3). Based on the information gathered through that study I aimed to 

directly address the knowledge and training barrier that was expressed and bridge a gap in 

literature by providing a tailored guide for educators in correctional education settings 

(Chapter 4). 

Systematic Review 

The systematic (Chapter 2) sought to evaluate the use of self-regulation intervention 

strategies for students in correctional educational spaces. Although the use of self-regulation 

strategies (i.e., self-monitoring, self-regulated strategy development (SRSD) has been 

explored in various education context (Popham et al., 2018) and within correctional facilities 
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broadly (Gagnon et al., 2022), there is a lack of literature exploring its usage, particularly in 

the educational context of correctional settings. I systematically reviewed and identified five 

studies that met the inclusion criteria and summarized them using general article information 

(e.g., year, sample size), participant characteristics (e.g., age, disability category or 

classification), and study and intervention characteristics (e.g., self-regulation skill, 

dependent variable, key outcomes). The findings demonstrated moderate to positive effects 

of self-regulation strategies (i.e., self-monitoring, SRSD) on goals across academic, 

behavioral, and emotional domains (e.g., on-task behavior, reading comprehension, 

motivation). However, the systematic review has also identified an overall lack of literature 

exploring the use of evidence-based behavior support strategies within correctional 

educational settings. 

Quantitative Study 

Informed by Chapter 2, Chapter 3 aimed to explore the gaps in the literature identified 

in the systematic review. The systematic review found a lack of literature on the 

implementation of evidence-based behavior support strategies in correctional education 

settings, while also highlighting the benefits of two self-regulation skills (i.e., self-monitoring, 

SRSD) in these settings. Building on prior literature by Domitrovich and colleagues (2016) 

that highlighted the link between educator self-efficacy and intervention implementation, this 

study used a survey to explore educators' knowledge and perceptions of self-monitoring, as 

well as the barriers and support needs, they identified for implementing self-monitoring 

interventions in correctional education settings. 

An analysis of the online survey completed by 47 educators in correctional education 

settings showed that the majority (n = 34) were familiar with self-monitoring, although they 

rarely had explicit training on the intervention (n = 6). The findings suggested that educators 

have a moderate outlook on the effectiveness of self-monitoring interventions, with neither 

the behavior being targeted (e.g., non-compliance, disruptive behavior) nor educator 

certification status, having a statistically significant impact on how effective educators 

perceived self-monitoring to be. Educators most frequently identified “lack of knowledge and 
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training” as a barrier to implementation (n = 32; 68%). They also highlighted several key 

facilitators for supporting classroom behavior, including “frequent collaboration and 

consultation among staff” (n = 36; 77%) and “additional training or professional 

development” (n = 32; 68%). Additionally, educators most frequently identified “workshops 

and seminars” (n = 33; 70%) and “access to materials and resources” (n = 31; 66%) as 

supports to encourage the implementation of self-monitoring in correctional settings. These 

findings highlight the potential of implementing self-monitoring in correctional education 

settings, as educators do not have negative preconceived notions about the intervention that 

could affect implementation fidelity. However, for effective implementation, educators 

regardless of certification status, need tailored materials and training to support it, particularly 

in correctional educational settings. 

Practitioner Guide 

To further highlight self-monitoring based on its deemed effectiveness for students in 

correctional education settings (Chapter 2) and address the barriers and training needs 

identified by educators in correctional education (Chapter 3), I created a guide to 

implementing self-monitoring in these settings (Chapter 4). The guide begins by providing an 

overview of self-monitoring and the benefits it has demonstrated for educators and students 

alike. Then it outlines six steps to implement self-monitoring, including considerations for 

correctional education settings. The guide includes a case study and sample data-collection 

tools to deepen educators’ understanding of the intervention and the steps previously 

outlined. Finally, the guide includes recommendations to educators for navigating setting-

specific barriers and considerations. 

Implications for Practice 

The findings of this dissertation provide several implications for educators in 

correctional education settings. First, the findings from the systematic review 

highlight the use of self-regulation intervention (e.g., self-monitoring and SRSD) as 

promising for students within correctional education settings. The five studies 
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demonstrated the ability to adapt the interventions (i.e., SRSD with self-

determination instruction) and to apply them to academic, behavioral, and emotional 

skills. These findings provide a foundation for educators in these settings to explore 

the use of self-monitoring and the skills it can be used to address with students in 

their setting. Additionally, the systematic review highlighted the overall lack of 

research focusing on implementing self-regulation interventions in correctional 

education settings. 

The quantitative study provides educational leaders with information to 

effectively plan and implement additional supports with educators in these settings. 

The study can help these educational leaders with having a better understanding of 

the barriers needed to be addressed for successful intervention implementation, as 

well as the training and support needs educators identify as being the most useful to 

them. Educational leaders may use these findings as a tool to address the barriers, 

and plan supports that align with those identified by the educators. 

The guide (Chapter 4) aims to provide direct support to educators in 

correctional educational settings. This guide provides them not only an overview of 

self-monitoring, to expand their knowledge base, but also the steps needed to 

implement the intervention within their setting. The guide aims to reduce the burden 

educators in correctional education settings may face in adapting interventions to 

address the unique aspects of being within a correctional facility. It also aims to ease 

educators concerns by directly addressing how to overcome potential setting specific 

barriers allowing for greater ease in adopting and implementing self-monitoring 

interventions.  

Overall, this dissertation contributes to the limited literature examining 

behavior support interventions within correctional education settings. Firstly, through 

summarizing the literature on self-regulation in correctional education settings, self-

monitoring was identified as a commonly explored intervention that often 

demonstrated positive effects for students in these settings. Additionally, I was able 
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to provide insight on the perceptions of educators in these settings on the 

implementation of self-monitoring. Through this exploration barriers and support 

needs of practitioners were able to be identified. Based on the barriers and support 

needs expressed by educators in correctional education settings I was able to create 

an in-depth guide to implementing self-monitoring in correctional education settings. 

This guide, which included steps to follow, case study, and models was created to 

directly address the barriers and needs I previously identified and directly bridge the 

research-to-practice gap. 

Future Directions 

Given the variation of correctional education settings based on local regulations and 

population served, as well as the moderate sample size of the quantitative study (n = 47) 

replication to expand would be instrumental. By replicating the survey to a larger sample, a 

deeper understanding of perceptions, barriers and needs within the sample can be found and 

further generalized. Additionally, during replication with a larger sample more specific 

demographic questions can be asked to allow for more analysis based on more specific role 

types, certifications, and facility types (e.g. adult vs. juvenile, long-term vs. short term). 

Additionally, researchers who focus on correctional education settings may aim to 

bridge the gap identified within this dissertation regarding implementation of interventions 

within correctional educational settings. Researchers may work with facilities to conduct 

research implementing self-monitoring, focusing on various target skills within correctional 

educational settings. Finally, researchers may use the information from this survey to create 

trainings, materials, and guides that are targeted and specific to the needs and nuances of 

correctional educational settings. 
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Appendix A 

Survey Instrument 

General Participant Demographics 

What is your current role for the 2024-2025 School Year? 

Classroom Based Staff (Teacher, dedicated aid, etc.) 

Non-classroom Based Staff: Admin (Principal, Dean of Academics, etc.)  

Non-classroom Based Staff: Support Services (Behavior Specialist, social worker, 

etc.)  

How many years of experience do you have working in correctional school settings?  

________________________________________________________________ 

What is the highest level of education you have completed? (Select one) 

High School Diploma 

 GED or High School Equivalence 

Associate’s degree 

Bachelor’s degree 

At least one year of coursework beyond a bachelor’s but not a graduate degree 

Master’s degree 

Education Specialist or professional diploma based on at least one year of 

coursework past a master’s degree level 

Doctorate 

Other__________________________________________________ 

Do you hold any certifications or licenses in your field? (Used for analysis for Research 

questions 2-4) 

Yes 

No 

Research Question 1 
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Self-monitoring is defined as a behavioral intervention that involves an individual 

observing and recording their own behaviors, with the goal of increasing self-

awareness and promoting desired behavior changes (Amato-Zech, Hoff, & Doepke, 

2006) 

Referencing the previous definition would you consider yourself familiar with the 

concept of self-monitoring techniques for behavior support? 

Yes 

No 

Have you received any training explicitly on self-monitoring techniques? 

Yes 

No 

Research Question 2 

How effective do you find self-monitoring as a behavior support strategy in 

addressing the following areas? (Rate each) 

 
Not 

effective at 
all 

Slightly 
effective 

Moderately 
effective 

Very 
effective 

Extremely 
effective 

No 
Experience 

Disruptive 
behavior 
(e.g., talking 
out of turn, 
making 
noise, not 
following 
instructions) 

      

Non-
compliance 
(e.g., refusal 
to complete 
tasks, 
ignoring 
instructions) 

      

Verbal 
Aggression 
(Towards 
Peers)  

      

Verbal 
Aggression 
(Towards 
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Staff) 

Physical 
aggression 
(Towards 
Peers) 

      

Physical 
aggression 
(Towards 
Staff) 

      

Attention 
difficulties 
(e.g., 
difficulty 
staying 
focused, 
easily 
distracted) 

      

Social skills 
deficits (e.g., 
difficulty 
interacting 
with peers, 
poor conflict 
resolution 
skills) 

      

Anxiety (e.g., 
excessive 
worry, 
avoidance of 
tasks or 
situations)   

      

Depression 
(e.g., lack of 
motivation, 
withdrawal 
from 
activities) 

      

Hyperactivity 
(e.g., 
excessive 
movement, 
inability to 
stay seated) 

      

Inappropriate 
language 

      

Disrespect 
      

Research Question 3 
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What do you consider to be barriers to implementing self-monitoring techniques in 

your setting? (Select all that apply) 

Lack of knowledge or training 

Lack of resources or materials 

Perceived ineffectiveness 

Student resistance 

Time constraints 

Lack of administrative support  

Research Question 4  

What types of support or resources would encourage you to implement self-

monitoring techniques? (Select all that apply) 

Workshops or seminars 

Online courses or webinars 

In-class coaching or mentoring 

Printed or digital manuals and guides 

Peer support groups 

Access to materials and resources 

Administrative support 

Other (please specify) 

What additional support or resources do you think classroom-based staff need to 

effectively support behavior? (Select all that apply) (Displayed for non-classroom-based 

staff only) 

More frequent collaboration and consultation 

Additional training or professional development 

Access to specialized materials and resources 

Increased administrative support 

More classroom aids or support staff 

What additional support or resources do you think you need as classroom-based staff 
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to effectively support behavior? (Select all that apply) (Displayed for classroom-based 

staff only) 

More frequent collaboration and consultation 

Additional training or professional development 

Access to specialized materials and resources 

Increased administrative support 

More classroom aids or support staff 

Attention Check 

Please enter the number "27" for this question. 

Please select "weekly" for this question.  

Never  

Daily  

Weekly 

Monthly  

Quarterly  

Other (please specify)  

Please select "A" and "C" for this question.  

A 

B 

C 

D 
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