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Self-regulated learning (SRL) is associated with adaptable, critical, lifelong thinking 
skills. Teachers are essential to promoting SRL in learners, yet infrequently teach these 
learning strategies in classrooms. We addressed three research questions: (1) How do 
K–5 teachers implement SRL in their teaching?, (2) How is the use of SRL strategies 
linked to their self-efficacy or confidence in teaching?, and (3) How do teachers differ 
in their use of SRL depending on school type (public vs. private)? Semi-structured 
interviews were conducted with 12 primary in-service teachers, sampled equally from 
one public and one private school, to explore their SRL practices. They frequently utilized 
SRL in implicit ways. Further themes included setting goals based on student needs, 
monitoring student progress, and thereby adapting instruction. Teachers were largely 
confident about incorporating SRL into their instruction. Public school participants 
relied on time management and tracked student progress in more summative ways 
than their private school counterparts.
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Introduction

Self-regulated learning (SRL) is defined as an “individuals’ self-generated cognitions, 
affects, and behaviors that are systematically oriented toward attainment of their goals” 
(Schunk and Mullen, 2013, p. 363). Positive learning outcomes associated with SRL include 
improved academic performance and motivation (e.g., Zimmerman and Bandura, 1994; 
Cazan, 2013) as well as lifelong learning (e.g., Dent and Koenka, 2016; van Beek et al., 2014). 
Because SRL is based on a socio-cognitive theoretical framework (Bandura, 2001; Zimmerman, 
2013), it has also been shown to have social and behavioral benefits, especially when present 
in a community of learners engaging in co-regulated or shared-regulation (Hadwin et al., 2017; 
Quackenbush and Bol, 2020).

The literature supports the effectiveness of metacognitive strategies and SRL. For example, 
Elhusseini et  al. (2022) conducted a quantitative systematic review of the effects of SRL 
interventions on primary and secondary students’ academic achievement. These authors 
reported positive effects of SRL strategies on reading, writing, and math achievement among 
primary and secondary students. Dent and Koenka (2016) further revealed small but 
statistically significant correlations among metacognitive and cognitive processes for children 
and adolescents. Overall, these metanalytic results varied in strength depending on the grade 
level, subject area, measures, and particular strategies but were nonetheless significant, 
pointing to positive results for self-regulatory and metacognitive strategies on academic and 
social outcomes.

Researchers also tell us that metacognition and self-regulation occur at an early age and 
can be improved (Roebers et al., 2009; van Loon et al., 2021). In yet another meta-analysis, 
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SRL, metacognitive, and motivational strategies were shown to 
be effective among primary school students (Dignath et al., 2008). 
Based on Muir et al.’s (2023) systematic review, this seems to be true 
even for preschool children with regards to executive functioning. 
These results suggest that young children can develop self-regulation 
and metacognitive skills, although some of this depends on whether 
the context facilitates SRL application.

One such contextual variable is prior achievement. In an early study, 
Zimmerman and Pons (1986) demonstrated distinct patterns for the 
frequency and consistency of SRL strategy use by student achievement 
level. Higher achieving students were more likely to engage in monitoring, 
help-seeking, organizing, transforming, and delivering self-consequences 
when compared to their lower achieving counterparts. More recently, 
Cleary et al. (2020) reported similar findings. Middle school students 
reporting strong SRL skills had higher mathematic achievement levels 
than those reporting poor SRL skills.

Instruction represents another contextual variable influencing 
students’ use of SRL strategies. Teachers play a critical role in 
supporting student SRL growth (e.g., Kramarski and Michalsky, 2009). 
Teacher practices of SRL are influenced by their beliefs, attitudes, and 
prior knowledge of SRL strategies (Karlen et  al., 2020). Teachers 
generally hold positive feelings toward SRL practices, but they do not 
consistently cultivate and apply these learning strategies (Dignath-van 

Ewijk and Van der Werf, 2012). Additionally, while teachers find SRL 
strategies to be valuable in theory, some teachers believe their students 
are incapable of these skills (Spruce and Bol, 2015). Teachers would 
benefit from competently self-regulating their own learning before 
teaching SRL to others (e.g., Hattie and Yates, 2014). Using 
Zimmerman’s self-regulated learning theory (Zimmerman, 2008) and 
Kramarski and Heaysman’s (2021) “triple SRL–SRT processes” as a 
framework, we identify the ways primary teachers implement SRL, 
explore their self-efficacy beliefs in teaching SRL, and investigate 
differences in SRL use between public and private school teachers.

SRL theoretical frameworks

SRL is comprised of “self-generated thoughts, feelings, and actions 
that are planned and cyclically adapted to the attainment of personal 
goals” (Zimmerman, 2000, p.  14). SRL is set in a socio-cognitive 
framework, as it requires internal beliefs, cognitions, and 
metacognitions as well as external influences including feedback and 
teacher support (Zimmerman, 1989). Zimmerman and Moylan’s 
(2009) cyclical model of SRL recognizes learning strategies that occur 
pre-performance, during performance, and post-performance of an 
academic task in a teaching context (see Figure 1). In the forethought 

FIGURE 1

Zimmerman and Moylan’s (2009) model of self-regulated learning.
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phase, learners establish their objectives, evaluate their motivation and 
capabilities to accomplish the tasks, and devise plans to actively 
participate in the task at hand. During the performance phase, learners 
actively participate in the tasks, implementing strategies such as time 
management, help-seeking, and environmental structuring, 
monitoring their progress throughout. It is in the last phase, the self-
reflection phase, wherein learners critically analyze their performance 
of a task through self-evaluation, fostering a deeper understanding of 
their own abilities and areas for improvement.

Kramarski and Heaysman (2021) created a pragmatic framework 
that aims to connect theory, practice, and research on teachers’ 
SRL. Refining already existing frameworks that distinguish between 
teacher personal SRL use and SRL instruction for learners, the “triple 
SRL–SRT processes” was designed, wherein three self-regulation 
categories are offered: “(1) teachers self-regulate their own learning 
as learners (SRL); (2) teachers self-regulate their practice as self-
regulated teachers (teacher-focused SRT); (3) teachers activate 
students’ SRL as teachers of SRL (student-focused SRT)” (Kramarski 
and Heaysman, 2021, p.  298). Teachers’ beliefs, knowledge, and 
practices seem intertwined and could affect all three categories of the 
Triple SRL-SRT framework.

Teachers and SRL

Teacher beliefs and knowledge of SRL influence how teachers 
integrate SRL in their teaching (Calderhead, 1991; Hoy et al., 2006). 
Teacher beliefs and knowledge are closely related concepts, often 
difficult to isolate as they are interwoven (Hoy et al., 2006; Pajares, 
1992). Teacher understanding of SRL can be  categorized in the 
following ways: the beliefs and knowledge teachers carry about 
practicing SRL instruction and their beliefs and knowledge of how to 
construct an environment conducive to supporting SRL development 
(Dignath-van Ewijk and Van der Werf, 2012).

Teacher SRL beliefs
Teacher beliefs have been found to have the strongest impact on 

teacher SRL behavior, due to their affective nature that takes prominence 
when cognitive reasoning is not successful (Pajares, 1992). Teachers 
largely believe that SRL strategies should be developed in their students 
(Perry et  al., 2008). However, while teachers find SRL strategies to 
be  valuable in theory, some teachers believe that these skills are not 
transferable to their own students, due to their perceptions of student 
capability and other factors (Spruce and Bol, 2015).

Dignath (2016) identified three types of teacher beliefs related to 
SRL: epistemological beliefs, beliefs on SRL promotion, and self-
efficacy beliefs. Epistemological beliefs include beliefs on knowledge, 
such as learning theories and systems (Schommer-Aikins, 2004; Perry, 
1970). Beliefs on SRL promotion include the perceptions of 
instructional SRL-related pedagogy (Lombaerts et al., 2009). Self-
efficacy beliefs regarding teacher SRL are the beliefs a teacher holds on 
their capability and effectiveness for providing SRL-related instruction 
(Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy, 2001).

Teacher self-efficacy beliefs
Self-efficacy is a prominent component of Bandura’s (2001) socio-

cognitive theory that describes an individual’s belief in their ability to 
reach a learning goal. Situated in the forethought phase of Zimmerman 
and Moylan’s (2009) model, self-efficacy is categorized as a 

self-motivational learning factor that occurs prior to a task or 
experience. One’s self-efficacy beliefs can influence their utilization of 
SRL in the performance and self-reflection phases, including their 
monitoring and evaluation skills (Pajares and Usher, 2008).

Teacher self-efficacy is defined as a “teachers’ individual beliefs 
about their own abilities to successfully perform specific teaching and 
learning tasks within the context of their own classrooms” (Dellinger 
et al., 2008, p. 751). SRL self-efficacy is one factor that determines the 
degree of SRL facilitation by teachers, as it directly influences their 
likelihood for promoting these learning skills in their practice 
(Dignath, 2016). Teacher perceptions of SRL influence their self-
efficacy to apply these learning strategies (Hoy et  al., 2006). 
Unfortunately, while many instructors hold positive beliefs regarding 
the benefits of SRL, they lack the confidence to pursue SRL-related 
instruction in the classroom (Perry et al., 2008).

Teacher SRL knowledge
Teachers’ beliefs in the usefulness of SRL are widely positive, but 

their actual working knowledge of these strategies is generally low 
(Spruce and Bol, 2015). Teacher SRL knowledge is particularly weak 
in the forethought phase of planning and the self-reflection phase of 
evaluation (Spruce and Bol, 2015). Novice teachers in particular lack 
knowledge of how students learn (Askell-Williams et al., 2012) and are 
less likely to facilitate SRL as a result (Butler and Cartier, 2004). 
Teachers who have comparable knowledge of SRL may exhibit 
differing instructional behaviors that vary in effectiveness 
(Dignath-van Ewijk and Van der Werf, 2012). Teacher knowledge and 
beliefs about SRL and its effectiveness should logically affect their 
SRL practices.

Teacher SRL practices
Although educators have many opportunities to develop student 

SRL strategies in the classroom (de Boer et al., 2018; Azevedo et al., 
2008), they infrequently implement these fundamental learning skills 
(Dignath and Büttner, 2018). There is a misalignment between teacher 
SRL beliefs, knowledge, and practice (Spruce and Bol, 2015). Teachers 
often lack the skills to integrate SRL into their practices (Dignath and 
Büttner, 2018) and fail to consistently cultivate and apply these 
learning strategies as a result (Dignath-van Ewijk and Van der Werf, 
2012). While SRL encompasses cognition, metacognition, affect, 
motivation, and behavioral processes (Zimmerman, 1990; Schunk and 
Green, 2018), teachers most commonly promote cognitive learning 
strategies and rarely incorporate other SRL-related competency 
development in their instruction (Dignath and Veenman, 2021). 
When SRL is incorporated into instruction, it tends to be  more 
implicit rather than explicit in nature.

Implicit versus explicit SRL instruction
As noted, SRL is primarily taught implicitly (Kramarski and 

Michalsky, 2015; Spruce and Bol, 2015) despite the research that 
students benefit the most from explicit SRL instruction (Kistner et al., 
2010; Dignath and Büttner, 2018). Throughout daily classroom 
instruction, there are myriad opportunities for the explicit teaching of 
SRL strategies (Azevedo et al., 2008). Explicit teaching of SRL is the 
direct instruction and modeling of what specifically these strategies 
are, why they are beneficial, and how and when to utilize them in a 
learning context (Zimmerman, 2008; Dignath and Veenman, 2021). 
Explicit instruction of SRL components differs based on their 
associated SRL phase (Michalsky, 2021). Teachers more often explicitly 
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teach metacognitive monitoring skills and less frequently focus on 
strategic planning and evaluation (Quackenbush and Bol, 2020), 
despite evidence on the effectiveness of less frequently taught SRL 
components such as task analysis and self-evaluation on academic 
achievement (Michalsky, 2020). Reflection is the most common SRL 
strategy used by novice teachers to improve upon their explicit SRL 
practices (Kohen and Kramarski, 2012; Kramarski and Michalsky, 
2010). Some of these SRL practices may be influenced by the type of 
school in which a teacher is employed. SRL practices may differ in 
terms of the flexibility or latitude teachers have in their schools. One 
potentially important difference relates to whether the teachers are 
employed in private versus public school.

SRL and school type

School climate is a strong indicator of the degree and quality of 
SRL promotion and application in the classroom (De Smul et al., 
2019). Some facets of school climate differ between public and private 
school types (Lubienski et al., 2008). Private schools generally allow 
for greater teacher autonomy and flexibility in curriculum, for instance 
(Miron and Nelson, 2002). A study by Fidan and Öztürk (2015) 
concluded that attributes such as creativity and intrinsic motivation 
have been found to be more prevalent in private school teachers. They 
additionally discovered that private schools are more supportive of 
innovation and have greater access to resources that enhance 
innovation. As researchers consider SRL an “innovative practice” 
(Lombaerts et  al., 2009), and given the curricular flexibility and 
autonomy experienced by private school teachers, it would 
be interesting to understand the differing ways in which SRL concepts 
are promoted in private versus public schools.

Overall, when a school’s educators share knowledge and 
perspectives of SRL and are guided by the same framework of SRL and 
its strategies, they are more likely to implement SRL in their practice 
(Vandevelde et al., 2012; Peeters et al., 2016). While no previous research 
has compared SRL development amongst public and private elementary 
schools, overall, studies have found that private schools receive more 
administrative support than public schools (Lubienski et al., 2008). 
When people in leadership positions such as district administrators and 
principals advocate for SRL use in teacher practice, a school climate is 
cultivated that supports the utilization of SRL strategies (James and 
McCormick, 2009). Given these findings, private school teachers are 
better positioned due to the autonomy and supports they receive to 
develop SRL skills and strategies. This research study addresses the ways 
in which SRL is implemented in public and private school environments.

Overview and rationale for present study

Based on Kramarski and Heaysman’s (2021) typology of teacher SRL, 
we focused mostly on how teachers self-regulate their practice as self-
regulated teachers. However, we regard the three types of teachers’ SRL as 
intertwined. That is, we would expect that teachers who self-regulate their 
own learning and instruction would be better equipped to promote SRL 
among their students. Although we emphasized teachers’ practice of SRL, 
we also explored their knowledge and familiarity as well as their self-
efficacy for SRL. The most studied components of Zimmerman and 
Moylan’s (2009) SRL model and those most familiar to teachers were 

chosen for our study (Spruce and Bol, 2015). From the forethought phase, 
the variables of emphasis were goal setting and strategic planning, 
subcomponents of task analysis. From the performance phase, time 
management was a subcomponent of interest, as were metacognitive 
monitoring and self-recording, subcomponents of self-observation. The 
self-reflection phase was represented with causal attribution and adaptive 
reaction, subcomponents of self-judgment and self-reaction, respectively. 
Several components incorporated into the present research were further 
selected due to the explicit nature of these strategies, such as help-seeking, 
which could be  recognized through social interactions, and time 
management, which may be more salient due to measuring tools such as 
clocks and timers. Metacognitive monitoring is another SRL strategy that 
teachers can understand via feedback, gradebooks, and other student 
progress evaluation techniques (Halpern, 1998). Teacher self-efficacy for 
promoting explicit and implicit SRL strategies in classrooms was an 
additional area of interest. It is important when considering teacher SRL 
perspectives to understand their confidence in teaching these skills and 
making connections with teacher knowledge and beliefs of SRL.

Pre-service teachers are often the focus of studies on the 
effectiveness of SRL interventions (e.g., Glogger-Frey et al., 2018). 
Professional development at the pre-service level brings awareness of 
SRL strategies and demonstrates their relevance to instruction and 
student learning before a teacher enters the workforce, reinforcing the 
importance of these skills (Vosniadou, 2019). Some researchers 
specifically select pre-service teacher participants to understand the 
effectiveness of SRL professional development on novice educators at 
the beginning of their training (Panadero, 2017). However, pre-service 
teachers are selected largely because they are a more easily accessible 
population (Cebesoy, 2013). We address this gap in the literature by 
exploring the SRL-related teaching practices of in-service teachers. It 
may be  the case that professional development and intervention 
studies be  designed differently for pre-versus in-service teachers. 
Exploring the practices of in-service teachers via interviews may be an 
initial step in tailoring professional development.

Aligning with recommendations to enhance teachers’ SRL, self-
efficacy for teaching, and instructional effectiveness (Spruce and Bol, 
2015; Panadero et al., 2017), the present study investigates in-service 
teachers’ use of SRL strategies in K–5 contexts and how it is linked to 
teaching self-efficacy and instructional effectiveness. The study further 
seeks to make comparisons between SRL practices of public and private 
school teachers. Exploring teacher SRL practice and efficacy beliefs will 
help us construct a picture of how SRL is being utilized in varied 
educational settings. The following research questions guide this study:

 1. How do K–5 teachers implement SRL in their teaching?
 2. How is the use of SRL strategies linked to their self-efficacy or 

confidence in teaching?
 3. How do teachers differ in their use of SRL depending on school 

type (public vs. private)?

Understanding teacher perceptions and SRL practices can 
be  useful in finding ways to utilize effective SRL strategies in the 
classroom and promote self-efficacy around SRL instruction. The 
present study contributes to existing literature by targeting in-service 
teachers and making connections between their beliefs, knowledge, 
and self-efficacy regarding SRL to their own SRL practices. 
Additionally, this study is the first we  know of to compare SRL 
practices between public and private school settings.
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Method

A qualitative interview study was designed to examine teachers’ 
use of SRL strategies in K–5 contexts. A consultation of qualitative 
methods texts (e.g., Muljana and Luo, 2023; Katsantonis and McLellan, 
2023) and other published studies in the area of SRL (e.g., Brady et al., 
2024; Russell et al., 2022) point to the legitimacy of using just one 
qualitative data collection technique, like interviews, in qualitative 
research. One-on-one structured interviews were conducted with 
primary school teachers to understand their knowledge and practice 
of SRL strategies. The interview protocol was drafted to incorporate 
all phases and selected subcomponents of Zimmerman and Moylan’s 
(2009) model of SRL. The selected components from the broader 
framework were described earlier and are presented in Figure 2.

Participants

Participants included 12 in-service primary school teachers 
(K–5). Six participants were employed at a public charter school, and 
six participants taught at a private school, both located in Southern 
California. Of the sample, three teachers were male and nine were 
female. The number of participants in our sample seemed appropriate 
to achieve in-depth exploration of the phenomenon via a qualitative 
design (Moustakas, 1994; Clandinin, 2006).

Years of teaching experience amongst participants ranged from 
3 years to 16 years. Our selection criteria required that participants are 
in-service teachers with at least 3 years of teaching experience at their 
current school. In the interest of addressing gaps in the research, 
in-service teachers were the study focus. Similarly, K–5 educators were 
our sample of interest as elementary level educators are infrequently 
the population utilized for research in this context (Xu et al., 2022). 
Participants were recruited in equal numbers from one private and one 
public school in southern California, resulting in a homogonous sample.

Purposive sampling was implemented to select participants based 
on our specific criteria. Purposive sampling is a nonprobability 
sampling technique commonly used when research does not aim to 

generalize results (Etikan et al., 2016). Qualitative research benefits 
from purposive sampling due to the rich information collected from 
individuals targeted based on their experience with the phenomenon 
of focus (Patton, 2002; Creswell and Plano Clark, 2011).

Interview protocol

A semi-structured interview protocol (see Appendix A) was 
designed by a team of four educational psychology specialists to 
explore teacher perceptions and knowledge of SRL as it applied to 
their practice. This constituted expert review and enhanced the 
content validity of the interview instrument. The protocol design was 
informed by comprehensive systematic reviews of current literature 
on SRL that suggest all phases be incorporated into SRL study designs 
(Dunlosky and Rawson, 2019; Heikkinen et al., 2023). For the present 
study, components from the forethought, performance, and self-
reflection phases of Zimmerman and Moylan’s (2009) model were 
selected so that each phase was represented in the interviews. A 
blueprint was designed to guide the development of the interview 
questions and to further strengthen content validity (see Table 1). 
Several rounds of revisions were made as a team and questions deleted 
to create a parsimonious protocol that featured SRL components 
relevant to the research questions and commonly understood by 
teachers. Response burden was also a consideration in drafting the 
final list of questions. From a total of 15 open-ended interview 
questions, three questions were associated with the forethought phase, 
four questions represented the performance phase, and five questions 
explored self-reflection. Two general questions were additionally 
included to understand teacher perspectives of SRL as a broader 
construct and were posed at the beginning of the interview before the 
description of the SRL model. The interview was piloted with two 
teachers prior to study commencement, as an additional method for 
strengthening the trustworthiness of findings. Few changes were 
incorporated based on responses to the pilot interviews and resulted 
in minor rewording and estimations of interview length.

Procedure

Upon receiving university IRB and school approval, teachers were 
informed of the study and asked to participate. Over the course of 
8 weeks, 12 teachers were individually interviewed over one session 
either in person on their school campus or via video conference. 
Participants were informed that they would be recorded and provided 
their consent prior to interview commencement. The length of each 
interview session was approximately 30–40 min in duration. All 
interviews were recorded using Zoom video conference for future 
reference and to facilitate transcription.

Data analyses

Data was initially analyzed through a first-cycle a priori coding 
process that took a deductive approach by using pre-defined codes 
based on the subcomponent SRL targets (Saldaña and Omasta, 2016). 
Deductive coding uses an existing theory or framework, (in this case 
SRL theory), to determine the set of codes that will guide the data 

FIGURE 2

Interview visual. Teacher self-regulated learning strategies.
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TABLE 2 Inter-rater reliability scores per section and cumulative.

Agreement Total Percentage

General 18 21 86%

Forethought 26 29 90%

Performance 51 57 89%

Reflection 52 62 84%

Overall 147 169 87%

analysis (Bingham and Witkowsky, 2021) (See Appendix B, C for 
codebook samples). Following the first round of coding, we interpreted 
the data by adding new codes, utilizing an inductive coding approach 
to apply meaning to the data, and identifying broad emerging themes 
and categories (Saldana, 2013; Bingham and Witkowsky, 2021). An 
iterative process was used to switch between deductive and inductive 
coding to capture a comprehensive picture of the phenomenon. 
Iterative coding “involves moving back and forth between concrete 
bits of data and abstract concepts, between inductive and deductive 
reasoning, and between description and interpretation” (Merriam, 
1998, p. 178). A second-cycle thematic coding process was conducted 
by grouping topics into categories and labeling a new code to each 
grouping that illustrated thematic patterns found in the data (Braun 
and Clarke, 2021). Thematic analysis of data highlights the salient 
themes present within a phenomenon (Daly et al., 1997). We further 
examined themes that emerged across categories that informed our 
interpretation of findings.

The unit of analysis was the topic or idea conveyed and not the 
number of teachers. For example, a teacher could have described two 
distinct ideas in response to one question and it would be coded into 
two categories. Two researchers coded the interview responses 
independently, using random selection with replacement to check 
reliability. During this process, two coded transcripts from each 
school (n = 4) were randomly chosen per interview question to 
confirm the accuracy of their themed codes throughout. The 
researchers addressed inconsistencies in their interrater agreement 
levels by consulting one another and offering clarification until a 
consensus was reached, followed by another round of recoding and 
another reliability check. Agreement on the number of topics or ideas 
were included in the calculations. The results of the reliability check 
were an overall inter-rater reliability score of 0.87 (Table  2). 

We calculated separate reliabilities by phase that ranged from 0.84 for 
Reflection to 0.90 for Forethought.

Results

Our results are organized around the research questions. 
We begin with teacher SRL practices, move to our findings related 
to self-efficacy, and then discuss some patterns observed when 
comparing private versus public school teachers. As previously 
noted, to understand the degree of awareness each teacher had on 
the phases and components of SRL, an interview visual (see Figure 2) 
was shown to each participant prior to the first question. The 
opening questions were posed in conjunction with the Figure as an 
advance organizer and way to familiarize participants with language 
to be used in interviews. In correspondence with the interview visual 
that outlined salient aspects of SRL, participants were asked about 
their familiarity with self-regulated learning (Table  3). Many 
responses reflected teachers’ unfamiliarity with SRL (41%). One 
educator stated that she is “not super familiar on specifically self-
regulated learning.” Another teacher said, “This is the first time 
I have heard about it.” In contrast, others asserted they had heard of 
the term and were familiar with SRL or at least some of its more 
common components, such as time management, reflection, and 
goal setting (41%). “I have not heard the term self-regulated 
learning, like the actual term is new but the concept of it is not.” A 
few responses were categorized as “other” because teachers said they 
were more familiar with self-regulation as a strategy for controlling 
one’s own behavior, or they thought that SRL was simply common 
sense. These findings are in line with prior research that suggests 
teacher SRL knowledge is limited, particularly prior to SRL training 
(e.g., Spruce and Bol, 2015).

Teacher SRL practices

Our first research question investigated teacher SRL practices. As 
an SRL theoretical framework was used to guide the study and design 
the interview protocol, it seemed appropriate to present the findings 
as they relate to each of Zimmerman’s (2002) phases. We begin with 
forethought, or how teachers plan their instruction, especially as it 
relates to goal-setting (Zimmerman, 2012).

TABLE 1 Blueprint for teacher interviews: items numbers in interview protocol.

Knowledge Self-efficacy SRL practice

General SRL 3, 4

Forethought/planning 7

  Goal setting 5, 6

Performance 11

  Time management 8

  Goal tracking 9

  Help-seeking 10

Reflection 16 12

  Change, improve 13

  Attribution 14, 15
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Forethought
Teachers were asked to respond to questions related to task 

analysis in the forethought phase, such as goal setting and planning 
(see Table  4). Teacher goals often include learning outcomes and 
milestones used for self-evaluation, “a criterion against which to 
assess, monitor, and guide cognition” (Pintrich, 2000, p. 457). Teachers 
generally believe that goal setting is valuable and that it can improve 
their teaching (Camp, 2017), a belief our teacher participants shared 
across the board. A study by Hagger and Malmberg (2011) identified 
the following teacher professional goal categories: personal goals, 
teaching tasks, goals for students, and impact. When inquiring about 
how our teachers use goal setting in their practice, salient themes 
generally fell into the “goals for students” or “teaching tasks” categories, 
and included structured goals, classroom management goals, time 
management goals, socioemotional goals, individual student goals, 
and whole group learning goals. These goals were mostly formulated 
in the forethought phase, before a learning task begins, although 
several goals (such as goals centered around improving instruction) 
were a product of reflection and resulted in adaptations to their 
practice. One teacher commented, “If something really, truly did not 
work in that class, I adapt it for the next class, and if it does not work 
over a couple of classes, I just scrap it completely.”

Of Hagger and Malmberg (2011)‘s professionally-related teacher 
goal areas, we found that our participants largely focused on student 
goals and goals regarding the impact their own behaviors and practices 
had on student academic and socioemotional performance. Most of 

the participants (27%) stressed the importance of tailoring learning 
goals to meet the needs of the students. Some of these goals were 
directed at individual students and others were more collective and 
broader. One educator stated she used common core standards, 
expressing, “I determine the learning concept or objective we are 
trying to achieve.” Another 27 percent relied on structured goals 
supported by student assessment data and being “more reflective of 
my own learning goals.” One teacher referenced socioemotional goals, 
stating that “my goal is also mainly for my students to feel good about 
themselves as learners.” Regarding relationships with students and 
their families, a teacher mentioned, “Another goal is to make sure that 
my families feel that I am supporting them and feel that they are 
getting an education that is top notch…I want them to like feel like 
they are getting the best service that they can.”

Widely, our teacher participants focused on student-centered 
goals, a finding corroborated by Hagger and Malmberg (2011) who 
found that student performance is a primary goal of teachers. 
However, several goals focusing on teacher wellness or teaching 
position were noted. Regarding personal goals cited by Hagger and 
Malmberg (2011), one teacher mentioned a goal to strike a work-life 
balance, commenting,

It’s gotten to the point where my kids will be like, can you please 
close your laptop and come play with us?… If I close my computer 
at 4 0’ clock, the only person who will suffer is me and my 
students, because then the teaching’s not intentional.

TABLE 3 Teacher responses to general self-regulated learning questions.

Category N % Illustrative quote

How familiar are you with these concepts of self-regulated learning? (n = 17)

Not familiar with SRL theory 7 0.41 “I have not heard about it before. This is the first time I’ve heard about it.”

Familiar with some SRL concepts 7 0.41 “I’m really familiar with it. I have not heard the term self-regulated learning, like the actual term is 

new, but the concept of it is not.”

Other 3 0.2 Other topics included: SRL as a sensical practice, SRL vs. self-regulation

TABLE 4 Forethought phase: goal setting responses.

Category N % Illustrative quote

How do you use goal setting in your own practice as a teacher? (n = 26)

Tailored learning goals 7 0.27 “I set different goals in different areas, depending on what is needed at the time.”

Structured goals 7 0.27 “I look at the commons or standards, look at the curriculum. I determine the learning concept or 

objective we are trying to achieve. Then I also look at the students - what their prior knowledge is, 

what are any gaps or misconceptions in their understanding of that concept or that common core 

standard. And then I reflect on how I can adjust accordingly.”

Socioemotional goals 3 0.11 “For me, my goals are being tracked in the form of the children, and how excited they are to learn, 

and how proud they are of themselves, and how confident they become, and that’s more fulfilling 

than saying that like by a certain time in a school year, a child should be learning this or at this 

level.”

Individual student goals 5 0.19 “I look at each child individually first, so I see each child and where they may lie within, social-

emotionally and then also academically.”

Time management goals 3 0.11 “Little goals each day, little goals each week, to hopefully get to the end result of us being 

successful in them learning something in the classroom.”

Other 1 0.04 Topics included self-directed goal setting
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Another teacher mentioned administration-mandated goals 
that teachers were required to work toward and would 
be assessed upon.

According to Zimmerman (2012), this planning and goal setting 
is adaptive and sets the stage for instruction. However, the findings 
regarding the various types of goals raise the question of whether and 
how goals align with different purposes. For example, teachers would 
develop a goal to target individual learning needs and another to 
enhance socio-emotional development. It may be that goal setting 
be based on assessments of students in different areas.

Performance
The next questions were grounded in the performance phase of 

Zimmerman and Moylan’s (2009) model, focusing on learning 
strategies that occur during instruction. We began by asking teachers 
how they managed their time during instruction (see Table  5). 
Emerging time management themes included structured schedules, 
flexibility, and use of timers. Most participants agreed that the key to 
time management was consistency in the form of daily schedules and 
time blocks per subject (29%). Other responses reflected use of an 
advance organizer or some other activity to keep the students on track 
and manage the classroom (23%). “I usually start my classes with an 
activity to kind of ground the class.” Some participants mentioned the 
need for flexibility in their schedules to adjust lessons based on student 
needs (19%). These findings align with a study by Khan et al. (2016) 
who discovered a positive relationship between teacher time 
management and classroom performance. One teacher stated, “I 
approach [instruction] with a certain amount of flexibility. So, I have 

my ideal [schedule], but I’m very open to, if this is not working, how 
do I  shift?” Actual timers were also used to monitor time during 
instruction (16%). Overall, teachers had a positive view on time 
management and utilized time management strategies in their practice.

When asked how they track whether their instructional goals are 
being met, teachers offered a wide array of responses (Table 6), such 
as through formal and informal assessments (35%), by monitoring 
student learning (26%) and their engagement (17%) during 
instruction. The following overarching themes were identified: 
monitoring learning, monitoring engagement, teacher reflection, 
feedback, and assessment. Regarding assessments, one teacher in the 
private school group explained they do not do formal student testing, 
but assessment was “constant and so that is how I keep track of how 
close we  are getting to our goals.” Another relied on feedback, 
particularly from their students (13%). One participant noted, “I find 
that the feedback from the children is the best way in [tracking 
instructional goals]. How they are understanding material, how they 
are working with the material, how they respond to the material.”

Simultaneously, student SRL can be developed through teacher 
feedback, particularly scaffolding feedback that promotes 
metacognitive strategies, promotes motivation to learn, and enhances 
self-efficacy for SRL use (Guo and Wei, 2019). Teacher feedback 
influences how learners monitor, evaluate, and adapt their learning 
performances (Zheng, 2022). Several teachers spoke about the goals 
they set for providing student feedback. One teacher said that they 
“give them that on-demand, on-the-spot feedback and send them 
back. They’ll do it and come back, ideally. Realistically, it does not 
always happen.” She explained that giving immediate feedback was 

TABLE 6 Performance phase: goal tracking responses.

Category N % Illustrative quote

In what ways do you track whether your instructional goals are being met? (n = 23)

Monitoring student learning 6 0.26 “Keeping notes and reflecting. I think that’s super important. And also reading the room. How are 

the kids doing? Are they getting it? Are they understanding it?”

Formal and informal assessment 8 0.35 “Working in a space where we do not do testing or grades, the assessment has to be all day every 

day. Really, it’s constant, and so that’s how I keep track of how close we are getting to our goals.”

Student and teacher feedback 3 0.13 “Sometimes I ask the kids for feedback. Also, just seeing emotionally how they are doing.”

Monitoring student engagement 4 0.17 “I could sit there and [have them] repeat after me. That’s not fun. How can I make this more 

engaging? So, I think as I go, I keep reflecting on that. How can I continue to make this even more 

fun and engaging for these kiddos?”

Other 2 0.09 Topics include creating cohesive lessons and reteaching for comprehension

TABLE 5 Performance phase: time management responses.

Category N % Illustrative quote

How do you manage your time in the classroom? (n = 31)

Structured schedule 9 0.29 “I also have consistent schedules, so that I know in the mornings we do math, in the middle of the day 

we do readers, and balance literacy in the afternoons.”

Flexibility 6 0.19 “I do not feel the time crunch to get things done and rush the children through the learning because 

I always know that I have the ability to continue that throughout the week.”

Student responsiveness 7 0.23 “I usually start my classes with an activity to kinda ground the class, like a game or you know, maybe a 

breathing exercise or something to just kind of bring the energy down.”

Other 4 0.13 Topics included managing time outside of the classroom

Timers 5 0.16 “I use a lot of timers. I’m very intentional about my time.”
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often a challenge due to the constant flood of distractions or classroom 
happenings that have to take priority. Another teacher commented,

My own personal teaching goals for my own practice have been 
related to student assessment and providing student feedback in 
a much more regular and predictable way to my students, because 
I feel like that’s another way that I can really work with that gap is 
by providing them feedback much more immediately, and 
deciding on how to intervene sooner than what I think I’ve done 
in the past.

Teacher feedback is essential for student learning, reducing the 
gap between what students understand and what they seek to achieve 
(Hattie and Timperley, 2007). Ultimately, our teacher participants set 
explicit student feedback goals and believed in giving immediate 
feedback but recognized that there were limitations and challenges in 
doing so.

In addressing our question on help-seeking, the teachers described 
where they go for support when encountering a challenge (see 
Table 7). Emerging themes for teacher help-seeking sources included 
teacher colleagues, administration, field experts, content resources, 
and adapt/solve on own. Largely, our participants sought help from 
other teachers (33%), a finding corroborated by similar research 
studies on teacher help-seeking (e.g., Tatar, 2009). Our participants 
also sought help from other colleagues like administrative team 
members and support staff (26%). “I seek help first from my team 
because I  am  lucky to work with incredible educators.” Others 
explained that they prefer to troubleshoot problems on their own and 
adapt accordingly before seeking the help of others (22%). A smaller 
percentage of responses focused on using text or on-line resources 
(11%). “There are some incredible sources on-line. I try to … dig a 
little deeper for the research-based facts and practices.”

Again, help-seeking is an adaptive learning strategy that promotes 
goal-oriented behaviors (Ryan et al., 2005). While there is a gap in the 
research on in-service teacher help-seeking behaviors (e.g., Butler, 
2007), we offer a definition of teacher help-seeking based on Ryan and 
Pintrich’s (1998) interpretation, contextually set in educational 
environments. Teacher help-seeking is a problem-solving behavior 
through which a teacher seeks external knowledge or support from a 
competent individual, group, or other resource when faced with an 
obstacle or challenge. Butler (2007) discovered that teachers hold 
positive beliefs about the benefits of teacher help-seeking behavior. 
She further found that teacher perceived help-seeking is positively 

associated with mastery goal orientation for teaching. Examining 
teacher help-seeking behavior from Kramarski and Heaysman’s (2021) 
triple SRL–SRT model, we found that our teacher participants seek 
help to improve their own learning and teaching but did not 
purposefully model help-seeking behaviors to their students. This may 
be due to the lack of knowledge teachers hold on SRL strategies and 
their benefits on student learning growth (e.g., Spruce and Bol, 2015). 
It is notable most teachers did not express reluctance to seek help in 
contrast to students who may be reluctant. Some studies show that 
students avoid help-seeking to conceal their weaknesses or are 
disengaged from content and lack motivation to seek help (Marchand 
and Skinner, 2007). As students are generally unfamiliar with SRL 
strategies such as help-seeking and are unable to properly utilize them 
without implicit or explicit teaching (Peverly et  al., 2003), it may 
be beneficial for teachers to actively model help-seeking behaviors in 
their classrooms (Bandura, 1972).

Self-reflection
When asked about self-reflection as it relates to their practice, the 

teacher participants responded that they frequently used this SRL 
strategy to improve upon their instruction (see Table 8). Teachers self-
reflect by collecting data on their practices and evaluating whether 
their practices coincide with their beliefs (Farrell, 2007). Upon coding 
the self-reflection items, the following thematic categories were 
formulated: reflection on instruction, co-reflection, reflection on 
student progress, and adapting lessons based on reflection. One 
participant elaborated on the ways she uses reflection after 
daily instruction.

I like to go through a checklist of things I did to prepare before the 
lesson, [and reflect on] how the actual lesson went… and then 
how the children received that information, and just to see if they 
enjoyed themselves, if they learned the material, if it was an 
engaging experience.

They acknowledged their reliance on reflection to adapt future 
lessons and meet the individual and collective needs of students. In 
addition to reflecting on their own, teachers co-reflect with their 
students and peers (15%) to understand how lessons are being 
received and their improvement. “Once I have reflected on a lesson, 
I’ll go back and make a change, then I also introduce that discussion 
with my students so they can also have that understanding as well.” 
Teacher participants typically self-reflected naturally through their 

TABLE 7 Performance phase: help seeking responses.

Category N % Illustrative quote

When you encounter a challenge in your practice, in what ways do you seek help? (n = 27)

Teachers 9 0.33 “I seek help first from my team because I am lucky to work with incredible educators, so I seek help from them 

first.”

Colleagues 7 0.26 “If I still hit a road bump, or there is something that’s stopping us from progressing forward, I’ll turn to a 

colleague for support, for any ideas, and then try that out.”

Adapt/solve on own 6 0.22 “I kind of just figure it out… like really just figure out what it is that needs to be done to get over this challenge 

because that could definitely slow you down.”

Text/online resources 3 0.11 “There are some incredible resources online. I try to… dig a little deeper, for the research-based facts and 

practices.”

Other 2 0.07 Topics include seeking help within the community
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TABLE 9 Self-reflection phase: causal attribution responses.

Category N % Illustrative quote

Think about a time when your teaching was successful. To what do you attribute that success? (n = 25)

Climate 6 0.24 “Success comes in a child feeling a sense of pride and finding a love of learning. So even if they do not master 

the skill I’m hoping they master, if they came out excited to learn more or proud of themselves, I consider that 

a win all day every day.”

Student relationships 6 0.24 “I always tell everyone that I cannot teach your child until your child feels connected to me, so I always build 

that connection first, so that they have that trust.”

Instructional planning 4 0.16 “Well-crafted lessons that give the right amount of rigor without being too overwhelming, without trying to 

push down a bunch of information.”

Teaching strategies 4 0.16 “I attribute my teaching success to best practices and strong curricula. I think a high-quality curriculum, and 

high-quality expectation of content knowledge.”

Other 3 0.12 Topics include trust-building and teacher interest in content. “They trust me. They know they can say whether 

it’s, if they are not comfortable saying in front of everybody or they know they can come up to me and say, 

I need more help with this.”

Adapting instruction 2 0.08 “If it does not go well, back to the drawing board. But if it works, it works. So, I would say I’m open to change, 

I’m open to critique, and I’m open to just trying it out to see where it goes.”

cognitions. Among the interviews, there was no mention of explicit 
reflection-generating activity use, such as journaling or recording 
analysis of their lessons, which have been found to be  effective 
reflection strategies (Jaeger, 2013).

We further delved into reflection by asking teachers to think 
about a time when their teaching was successful and to what they 
attributed that success (see Table 9). Two inter-related categories 
emerged. The first was the attribution of success to careful 
instructional planning and competence by implementing effective 
teaching strategies. Others responded that their success could 
be  attributed to climate in a broad sense (24%). One teacher 
described a climate of student pride and confidence in learning. 
Other teachers described the import of relationships with her 
students (24%). “I always tell everyone that I cannot teach your child 
until your child feels connected to me, so I  always have that 
connection first, so they have that trust.” A sense of belonging 
enhances academic performance and cultivates student wellbeing 
and engagement (Zimmer-Gembeck et  al., 2006; Dweck, 1999). 
However, teachers often feel constrained by structured schedules and 
other job-related pressures that impede their ability to strengthen 
their relationships with students (Allen et al., 2021).

Teacher self-efficacy

Our second research question explored teacher self-efficacy for SRL 
strategy use (Table 10). Teacher self-efficacy positively relates to effective 
instructional practices in the classroom (Klassen and Tze, 2014; Zee and 
Koomen, 2016). We use Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy’s (2001) 
teacher self-efficacy model to organize the analysis for a richer 
understanding of the findings. Their Teacher Sense of Self-Efficacy Scale 
(TSES) categorizes teacher self-efficacy into three area: efficacy for 
student engagement, efficacy for classroom management, and efficacy 
for instructional strategies. Regarding efficacy for instructional practices, 
teachers generally expressed high confidence for planning quality 
instruction that promotes student growth (43%). One teacher claimed it 
was one of her “strengths.” Overall, the teachers felt confident in their 
ability to improve their instruction as it was occurring during the 
performance phase (26%) (see Table 11). “Altering the ways in which 
you teach so that it does go successfully is a key component in this 
teaching world.” They largely attribute that confidence to successfully 
monitoring student progress (18%) and adapting their lessons during 
instruction (29%). Teachers expressed confidence in adapting instruction 
to better meet student needs (26%). They described ways they develop 

TABLE 8 Self-reflection phase: instructional reflection responses.

Category N % Illustrative quote

How do you reflect on your instruction after teaching a lesson or a unit? (n = 31 ideas)

Reflection on instruction 7 0.23 “How can I improve [instruction]? What could I have done differently?”

Student monitoring/assessment/progress 8 0.26 “Through little assessments that we do, I get a pretty solid understanding of where they need 

help and the pieces that they are missing from years before.”

Adapting lessons 6 0.19 “If something really, truly did not work in that class, I adapt it for the next class, and if it does not 

work over a couple of classes, I just scrap it completely.”

Other 4 0.13 Topics include reflecting on student-centered learning and student help-giving.

Co-reflection with students 3 0.10 “I always say, “Hey guys, how did yesterday’s lesson feel to you?”

Co-reflection with peers 3 0.10 “I have lunch with my grade-level colleagues… and so we’ll just talk about it then, like, “Hey, I’m 

not understanding how to reteach this in a different way, like they are just not understanding it.”
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their confidence, which included expanding their knowledge on a topic, 
learning new teaching strategies, and recognizing areas in their practice 
that could be improved. As was the case with teacher efficacy in planning 
and performance phases, teachers were largely confident that their 
instruction improves due to reflection (33%) (see Table 12).

Regarding efficacy for student engagement as viewed through an 
SRL lens, teachers spoke on their efficacy for monitoring student 
response and interaction with the material (11%). One teacher said,

I find that when you see that the children aren’t understanding it, 
or when they are going haywire, or when they need a break… 
altering the ways in which you teach so that it does go successfully 
is a key component. I think I’m pretty good at it.

Another teacher spoke on their perceived ability to create engaging 
content and promote student self-efficacy. “My goals are being tracked 
in the form of the children, and how excited they are to learn, and how 
proud they are of themselves, and how confident they become.”

While efficacy for classroom management was less frequently 
spoken upon as it related to SRL practices, several teachers did address 
confidence in their management styles. One participant elaborated on 
goals they set for themselves, explaining, “my goal, especially last year, 
was finding better classroom management, and I felt like I got pretty 
good at that.” Overall, few connections were made between classroom 
management and our target SRL components.

Facets of teacher self-efficacy outside the scope of the Teacher 
Self-Efficacy Scale included confidence related to years of experience 

and use of a variety of active instructional strategies. “Like with a 
degree of experiential education, I want them to learn by doing in a 
variety of ways.” Two teachers admitted to periodic lack of confidence 
because they were learning as they went. “But I am trying to get more 
confident by learning a lot really fast.” One of these participants was 
relatively new to teaching and expected to gain more confidence with 
experience. Finally, one teacher described growing confidence each 
year concurrently with their flexibility and adaptation.

School type

Our third research question assessed the differences in SRL use 
between public and private school type. Although several SRL 
components were universally used by public school participants and 
their private school counterparts, there were areas where their SRL 
teaching strategies differed notably (see Table 13). The latter group 
attributed their instructional success to the flexibility and autonomy 
they are granted to set and adjust goals. One teacher reflected on the 
fluidity of their daily school schedule, commenting,

We set a daily schedule at the beginning of the day, and… I approach 
it with a certain amount of flexibility. So, I have my ideal one, but 
I’m very open to, if this is not working, how do I shift?

Another teacher shared a similar autonomy-based strategy for 
planning their school year, stating,

TABLE 10 Forethought phase: self-efficacy responses.

Category N % Illustrative quote

How confident are you in your ability to plan instruction that impacts students’ growth? (n = 20)

High confidence 9 0.43 “I’m very confident in my ability to [plan instruction]. I think it was one of my strengths.”

Low confidence 2 0.09 “I’m not feeling super confident at the moment. But I am trying to get more confident by learning a lot really fast, 

drinking from the fire hose, as they say.”

Teaching experience 4 0.19 “I feel like I’m pretty confident, and I feel that confidence comes from the years of practice as opposed to the years 

of schooling.”

Teaching strategies 4 0.19 “I find that I use a variety of different ways of learning to ensure that the kids learn in the best way possible and get 

to experience the material in a variety of capacities. Like with a degree of experiential education, I want them to 

learn by doing in a variety of ways.”

Other 2 0.09 Topics included growing confidence after goals are reached, confidence after additional schooling

TABLE 11 Performance phase: self-efficacy responses.

Category N % Illustrative quote

How confident are you in your ability to improve instruction as you are teaching? (n = 34)

Confident 9 0.26 “I feel pretty confident in [my ability to improve instruction].” I think my experiences definitely helped me in 

building that confidence up, especially working with pre-K kids, you have to be able to adapt.”

Adaptive teaching 10 0.29 “Altering the ways in which you teach so that it does go successfully is a key component in this teaching world.”

Monitoring student 

responses

6 0.18 “I have to see that it’s not resonating or they give me that look and that nod in their head of like, “huh?.” And 

I’m- “Alright. Let us try it a different way.”

Teaching strategies 5 0.15 “I feel confident that I have several tools within my toolbox to shift and improve instruction.”

Reflection 3 0.08 “I think that I am a learner, and I can learn to do better, and I can reflect and recognize when the learning did 

not go well.”

Other 1 0.03 Topics include learning how to improve instruction.
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I will look at my grade level milestones, and I track it out for the 
year. I sit and track it in ways that make sense for me knowing that 
I’m going to need some flexibility for when [the students] get 
things quicker than I thought, or when it’s taking a little longer 
than I thought. So, I guess I start in a very macro sense and then 
week to week I make adjustments from there.

One participant detailed a time when a learning game they 
planned was not engaging the students and how they had the flexibility 
to shift to an entirely different activity that was more effective in 
retaining the attention of the students. The private school participants 
largely spoke on the ease of adapting instruction without time 
restrictions to meet student needs. These results align with research 
finding that private school teachers have greater autonomy in their 
instruction than their public-school counterparts (e.g., Miron and 
Nelson, 2002). Conversely, the public-school teachers were more 
limited by structures set in place by their administration, district, and 
federal government. They expressed feeling restricted or constrained 
by schedules and goals that were set for them. One public school 
teacher outlined their rigid ELA program structure, lamenting that 
time constraints mean that they do not always have the latitude to 
adapt or strengthen a lesson. As a result, they relied on time 
management more to meet milestones.

Largely, the private school teacher participants more frequently 
regarded relationship-building as critical to student success. Given 
that private schools generally offer more autonomy in their 
schedules and curriculum (Miron and Nelson, 2002), it makes 
sense that they would have a greater opportunity for relationship-
building without some of the external pressures that exist in public 
schools. As relationship-building between students and their 
teachers lead to positive goal outcomes, particularly due to the 

increased opportunity to understand and meet individualized 
needs of students (Nordengren, 2019), teachers may consider 
reflecting upon strategies for strengthening relatedness among 
their students.

An area of greater divergence between school types concerned 
student feedback. While public school participants tracked student 
progress in more summative ways, private school teachers were more 
likely to assess their students using formative assessment methods. 
Studies have found that while both assessment types are effective, 
formative assessments were more highly associated with motivation 
to learn and SRL skills (Ismail et al., 2022). When asked about how 
they monitor student progress, a private school participant detailed 
their formative assessment process:

I find that the feedback from the children is the best way. How 
they are understanding material, how they are working with the 
material, how they respond to the material. And then I guess also, 
I do not want to say tests because we do not really believe in tests, 
but ways in which you can strategically test them to understand 
the material and asking them questions and seeing their answers.

Discussion

Research suggests that teacher prior knowledge about SRL 
influence teachers’ instruction (Spruce and Bol, 2015; Dignath-van 
Ewijk and Van der Werf, 2012). As such, our initial interview questions 
sought to gauge these teachers’ knowledge or familiarity with 
SRL. We considered their familiarity important for understanding 
their classroom practices relates to SRL and their beliefs about SRL in 
terms of their self-efficacy or confidence. We found just less than half 

TABLE 13 Comparison of public versus private school teacher use of SRL strategies.

Teacher participants Public school teachers Private school teachers

Goal setting Ability to set own goals limited by administrative and 

federal milestones and regulations

Autonomy to set goals

Flexibility to adjust goals

Time management Used timers and structured schedules to meet 

milestones

Able to adapt instruction without time limit restrictions to meet student needs

Tracking student progress Relied largely on summative assessments of students Assessed student progress mainly through formative assessment and student 

feedback

TABLE 12 Self-reflection phase: self-efficacy responses.

Category N % Illustrative quote

After reflection, how confident are you that you can improve your teaching? (n = 27)

Confident 9 0.33 “I feel confident because I can make decisions and know these are the decisions I’m gonna make because they 

are best for my students.”

Adapting instruction 7 0.26 “Once I’ve reflected on [a lesson], I’ll go back and make a change, and then I’ll also introduce that discussion 

with my students so that they can also have that understanding as well.”

Other 4 0.15 Topics include immediate vs. long term changes and help-seeking.

Reflection 4 0.15 “After I reflect as a whole with the class, and then as I reflect internally by myself, then I feel confident in 

knowing that I can do it.”

Experience 3 0.11 “Every year, I gain a little bit more confidence, and I think it’s not just confidence in like, I’m the best teacher 

in the world. It’s confidence in being able to fail. And be flexible and switch.”
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of teachers stated they were not familiar with SRL theory, and the 
same percentage of respondents expressed some familiarity with the 
concepts if not the terminology. Teachers appeared to possess more 
practical than theoretical knowledge of SRL. Even though they were 
not able to well-articulate tenets of SRL theory, they were able to 
provide examples in the context of instructional practice that would 
suggest some implicit knowledge that guided their practices. The lack 
of explicit knowledge has been well-documented in the literature 
(Spruce and Bol, 2015) and would be logically linked to their more 
implicit rather than explicit SRL practices described during the 
interviews. These results are supported by observational studies that 
also show a lack of explicit instruction by teachers (Quackenbush and 
Bol, 2020; Spruce and Bol, 2015).

The remainder of the interview was devoted to how they 
implemented their implicit understanding of SRL in practices and 
their confidence in the effectiveness of these practices. Our continued 
discussion of our results is organized around our three research 
questions. We then move to a description of our limitations that lead 
to implications for research and practice.

Teacher implementation of SRL

Our first research question addressed how K–5 teachers implement 
SRL in their teaching. The present results offer some insight into how 
teachers plan their instruction. More specifically, we better understand 
the myriad goals they employ to plan their instruction. Tailoring and 
structuring goals were common, suggesting that goal setting may 
be somewhat formal and differentiated depending on student needs. 
This kind of goal setting has been recommended by other educators 
and researchers because they recognize individual differences and 
assessment in a more formative sense (Tomlinson and Moon, 2014).

Our results also inform how they improve their instruction. They 
largely turn to their fellow teachers, other colleagues, or text-based 
resources; however, a smaller number attempt to solve problems on 
their own. Some of these avenues are similar to student help-seeking 
behaviors, including a reluctance to ask others for help (Karabenick, 
2012). The more adaptive help-seeking behaviors could be explicitly 
modeled by teachers for their students.

While we know a good deal about time management (Manso-
Vázquez et al., 2016), we understand less about how teachers manage 
their time. Teachers in the present study were concerned about 
managing their time and even used physical timers. They carefully 
structured their schedules to cover different subjects at particular 
times during the day. Others were more flexible in their time 
management and were responsive to students’ needs when considering 
the pace and readiness for instruction.

There were some patterns detected across phases and components, 
sometimes blurring the lines between phases. The first was self-
regulation interpreted as regulation of emotion or affect. One teacher 
participant explained that her understanding of SRL is that it is “tied 
to social emotional learning, to develop self-regulation skills in terms 
of coping with big emotions.” When initially asked about SRL, some 
teachers thought we  meant self-regulation more generally as it 
pertained to socioemotional as well as academic characteristics. Again, 
this could be due the primary grade levels taught by these teachers 
(K–5). They mentioned this aspect of regulation in the context of goal 
setting, tracking goal accomplishment, and reflection phases. They 

wanted their students to be excited and confident in their learning, 
viewing it as more or equally important as academic goals. “Success 
comes in a child feeling a sense of pride and finding a love of learning. 
So even if they do not master the skill I’m hoping they master, if they 
came out excited to learn more or proud of themselves, I consider that 
a win all day every day.” Other patterns noted across phases pertained 
to monitoring and adjusting instruction to meet the needs of students 
collectively and individually. Teachers would informally or formally 
assess their students to set goals and to determine whether 
instructional goals were realized. Monitoring with adaptations were 
commonly described for the performance and reflection phases of 
instruction as well. In the reflection phase, adjustments for improving 
lessons could occur in collaborative ways with students and peers. 
Monitoring and adjusting instruction based on formative assessment 
is a critical metacognitive strategy that could be transferred to students 
during their own learning (Andrade, 2010; Panadero et al., 2018).

Teacher self-efficacy

Our second research question examined teacher self-efficacy as it 
related to SRL strategy use. Teachers were confident in their ability to 
plan for, implement, and reflect on their instruction, and largely 
attribute that confidence to their cumulative teaching experiences. 
Salient experiences include adopting an array of effective teaching 
strategies, monitoring and adapting their instruction, managing their 
time efficiently, getting feedback from students and colleagues, and 
reflecting on how their instruction may be improved. This confidence 
may be both positive and negative. Confidence suggests high self-
efficacy in teaching, and teacher perceptions of SRL influence their 
self-efficacy and quality of SRL instruction (Hoy et al., 2006). However, 
confidence or self-efficacy does not always equate with competence.

There is a large literature on over-confidence in meta-analytic 
judgments. Calibration is one such judgment and represents the 
correspondence between individuals’ perceptions of their task 
performance and actual performance. We have repeatedly found that 
lower-achieving students are grossly inaccurate and overconfident; 
whereas higher achieving students are much more accurate and even 
a bit underconfident (Bol et al., 2016; Foster et al., 2017; Hacker et al., 
2000). It may be these teachers are a bit overconfident in their ability 
to self-regulate their teaching. There has not been much research on 
teachers’ competence, confidence, and SRL, but Dignath (2021) found 
an interaction between teachers’ competence and the success of SRL 
professional development. Those teachers who had more competent 
instructional profiles profited more from the professional development 
than did their less competent counterparts. Whether their confidence 
also systematically varied awaits empirical confirmation.

While teacher self-efficacy for practicing SRL was high among our 
participants, explicit instruction of these components embedded within 
the SRL framework was rather low. One explanation could be  that 
teachers generally are not familiar with SRL concepts, but naturally 
incorporate aspects of them into their implicit teaching. Some teacher 
participants were candid in admitting they had not heard of the term 
SRL but considered aspects of the framework as part of effective 
instruction. These results point to more implicit rather than explicit use 
of SRL and how it is communicated to students. Other researchers have 
observed a similar trend (Michalsky, 2020; Quackenbush and Bol, 2020; 
Spruce and Bol, 2015). Even though explicit instruction is shown to 
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be more effective in promoting students’ SRL (Kistner et al., 2010), 
implicit instruction is more common. As noted earlier, teacher efficacy 
beliefs about SRL may influence to what extent they explicitly implement 
SRL in their instruction. Because these teachers taught at primary grade 
levels, they may not think their students capable of understanding SRL 
explicitly and opted for what they believed was a more developmentally 
appropriate way to implicitly convey these concepts. However, the 
literature supports early development of SRL (Dignath et  al., 2008; 
Roebers et al., 2009; van Loon et al., 2021) and students may be more 
capable of understanding and using these strategies than teachers believe.

SRL and school type

Our third research question compared teacher SRL practices in 
differing school types. As in similar studies exploring differences 
between public and private schools, we also discovered a few themes 
that distinguished responses between teachers from each school type 
(Lubienski et al., 2008). Private school teachers had more of their 
autonomy or flexibility in goal setting. These findings support previous 
research that private schools generally have greater autonomy in 
shaping their curriculum (Miron and Nelson, 2002). Additionally, 
private school teachers were able to adjust their instruction to better 
meet student needs and used more formative assessment as well as 
student feedback in measuring progress. In contrast, public school 
teachers were held to administrative or federal standards in goal 
setting, were more formal in their time management strategies, and 
relied heavily on summative assessments of their students. These 
differences could be not only linked to administrative demands but 
perhaps the kinds of students enrolled in these courses. Another 
possible explanation for these differences may be school climate as an 
indicator of the degree and quality of SRL instructional practices (De 
Smul et al., 2019). In private schools, teachers also have more flexibility 
to incorporate SRL in their practice without the pressure of pacing and 
high-stakes testing (Madaus et al., 2009; Miron and Nelson, 2002).

Limitations

The current study is not without limitations. The first is the rather 
narrow focus of our interview questions both in terms of SRL 
components and the type of teachers SRL examined. As described by 
Kramarski and Heaysman (2021), there are three types of teacher SRL: 
(1) teachers self-regulate their own learning as learners, (2) teachers 
self-regulate their practice as self-regulated teachers, and (3) teachers 
activate students’ SRL as teachers of SRL. We primarily focused on the 
second type-how SRL influenced their teaching practices. However, 
we  also had items about teachers’ familiarity with SRL and their 
confidence or self-efficacy in its effectiveness. The three types of SRL 
are interwoven. A second limitation is related to social desirability 
inherent in any self-report measure. Because the interviews were 
confidential, teachers may have been more candid. Based on our own 
observations during the interviews, the teachers seemed comfortable 
and willing to admit what they did and did not know. They also 
bolstered their responses with examples that would be  difficult to 
fabricate. A third limitation was our reliance on self-selected volunteers, 
and that their responses may not be generalizable to other teachers. 
We did purposefully select from a group of volunteers, but nonetheless, 
they were self-selected into the sampling frame. Another limitation is 

that we relied on one data collection method, in-depth interviews. 
There is precedence for using one data collection technique like 
qualitative interviews (e.g., Muljana and Luo, 2023; Brady et al., 2024), 
yet it would be informative to conduct a more ethnographic type of 
design where we collected data from several sources longitudinally. 
This was not possible in the schools recruited due to resources and 
permissions. Although the purpose of qualitative studies typically is not 
to generalize (e.g., Polit and Beck, 2010; Niaz, 2007), external validity 
was constrained by having only twelve teachers, six from each type of 
school in primary grade levels. Even for a qualitative study, it may have 
been informative to have more teachers from each type of school.

Implications

Our findings have implications for theory, research, and practice. 
In terms of theoretical and practical implications, different 
components of Zimmerman and Moylan’s (2009) model may be more 
important given the context for instruction. For example, teachers 
who have more flexibility may find it more useful to focus on 
particular types of goals like those that rely on formative assessment 
results (Traga and MacArthur, 2023). Teachers constrained by district 
and state guidelines may rely on more summative types of assessments 
to develop goals. Time management may be more essential when 
meeting scope and sequence objectives in public schools. There may 
be more options for help-seeking in larger public schools. Moreover, 
the theory may emphasize different components within phases 
depending on the type of teacher self-regulated learning addressed. 
For example, if the goal is to develop the teachers’ own sense of SRL 
as a learner, the motivational components like self-efficacy and 
attribution theory may be more important. If the goal is to instill SRL 
among students, more tangible aspects of the model like goal setting, 
help-seeking, monitoring and time management might be  more 
readily and obviously applied to teaching practices as a place to begin. 
Some researchers (Quackenbush and Bol, 2020; Spruce and Bol, 2015) 
have shown that teachers do tend to use more components in the 
performance phase of Zimmerman and Moylan’s (2009) model.

Implications for practice include professional development on 
SRL for in-service teachers (Perels et al., 2009; Gillies and Khan, 2009). 
Much of the literature relies on understanding and providing 
professional development for pre-service and not in-service teachers 
(e.g., Kramarski, 2017; Michalsky, 2014; Perry et al., 2008). We assert 
that professional development in SRL be on-going and not restricted 
to preservice teachers. The likelihood of teachers applying SRL in their 
teaching increases as administrators encourage this practice and 
reward teachers in their evaluations. The focus of professional 
development might be  on how to explicitly incorporate SRL in 
teaching practices. One form of explicit instruction could be teachers 
modeling for the students how to engage in SRL strategies (Bandura, 
1972). Another might be teachers developing goals with their students, 
reflecting on whether these goals were realized, and adjusting goals as 
they return to the planning phase. The later example reinforces the 
cyclical nature of the model for teachers and students alike.

There are myriad directions for future research. One direction 
would be to include data such as classroom observations and artifacts 
from teachers and students to understand how teacher beliefs and 
knowledge of SRL align with their classroom practices and their skills 
of activating SRL among their students. As the present study compares 
teacher SRL in schools serving communities of two distinct 

https://doi.org/10.3389/feduc.2024.1464350
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/education
https://www.frontiersin.org


Greenquist-Marlett et al. 10.3389/feduc.2024.1464350

Frontiers in Education 15 frontiersin.org

populations, professional development may be tailored depending on 
school type (public versus private). Exploring the effectiveness of 
classroom coaching of SRL would be informative, and explicit versus 
implicit teacher training practices may be another fruitful direction 
for study. A comparison of teachers’ understanding, beliefs, and 
practices by SRL type would also be informative. Examining these 
three strands of SRL may enable us to link them to their implicit and 
explicit SRL practices and hopefully illuminate avenues for making 
SRL more explicit. While research has been conducted on teacher 
knowledge, beliefs, and behaviors regarding student SRL, the present 
study contributes to the literature on teacher perceptions of SRL as it 
relates to their own practices in primary grades levels.
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