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Abstract 

Self-regulated learning has become a prominent form of learning, both in the work-
place and in educational institutions. Self-regulated learners are able to strategically 
plan, monitor, evaluate and modify their learning practices and goals. Previous studies 
revealed school factors which can affect students’ ability to self-regulate their learning. 
However, more research is needed in order to identify out-of-school factors which can 
contribute to someone becoming a highly self-regulated learner as an adult. One such 
key factor is parenting style, in particular, parental involvement in and encouragement 
of children’s learning. The purpose of this exploratory study is to investigate patterns 
of parenting styles in childhood and adolescence of highly self-regulated professionals 
that might have had an impact on the development of these professionals’ self-regu-
latory skills. In order to identify such shared factors, their life histories were explored 
through in-depth biographical interviews (n=39). Parental involvement and especially 
maternal involvement, parental positive attitudes towards learning and autonomy sup-
port and freedom were found to be recurring common experiences in the majority of 
life histories of these highly self-regulated learners. Based on our findings, we hypoth-
esise a set of parental style factors that may contribute to the development of self-
regulatory learning skills, to be investigated in future research: parental support and 
encouragement of (i) personal interests, family activities and structured routines; (ii) 
education and early literacy development; and (iii) independence and freedom of 
choice. 
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1 Introduction 

Knowledge workers in business, government, and academia are expected to take an 
active and responsible role in their professional development. This requires the ability 
to effectively direct and regulate their learning. Self-regulated learning (SRL) abilities 
facilitate the process of gaining new knowledge and skills and are therefore considered 
to be a core capability of professionals (Margaryan et al. 2013; Sitzman/Ely 2011). 
Self-regulated learners “have control over their own learning and can direct cognition 
and motivation to achieve a specific learning goal” (Loyens et al. 2008: 416). These 
learners are “proactive in their efforts to learn because they are aware of their 
strengths and limitations and because they are guided by personally-set goals and 
task-related strategies” (Zimmerman 2002: 65). An improved understanding of the 
conditions conducive to the development of SRL skills could benefit both employers 
and educational institutions. It can also help advance SRL research by allowing us to 
formulate hypotheses about the environmental, intrapersonal and interpersonal fac-
tors that can influence the process of developing the necessary skills, and character-
istics in order to become a highly self-regulated learner. 
 Factors relevant to the development of SRL skills include external, environmen-
tal variables that can be identified within an individual’s life course and, specifically, 
during the childhood. For example, previous research has shown that school factors 
can affect young children’s SRL skills (Zimmerman 2002). Teaching strategies, in par-
ticular, those aimed at strengthening learners’ self-management skills, autonomy, and 
self-reliance have also been shown to enhance children’s SRL skills (Boekaerts/Corno 
2005). In contrast, out-of-school factors that may also potentially influence SRL, have 
been under-researched and under-theorised. In particular, the role of the learners’ 
families in the development of their self-regulatory skills during childhood and adoles-
cence have not been well-understood (Purdie et al. 2004). 

Parental influence is one such key out-of-school factor that may impact the devel-
opment of SRL skills in childhood and adolescence (Grolnick/Ryan 1989; Steinberg 
2001). Although children and adolescents are exposed to a range of different environ-
ments which affect their development, the parental influence remains highly important 
but under-researched and under-theorised. The purpose of this paper is to report the 
findings of an exploratory study investigating the potential role parental involvement 
may play in someone becoming a highly self-regulated learner. 

First, we review the key previous literature on the factors influencing the develop-
ment of SRL skills and formulate key research questions to guide our study. The liter-
ature review presents two areas of research related to the development of SRL skills. 
First, some general factors influencing the development of SRL skills will be ad-
dressed. Second, some parental factors, in particular, parental attitudes towards learn-
ing; autonomy support; parental involvement; parental authoritativeness vs. authori-
tarianism; and socioeconomic characteristics will be discussed in relation to the devel-
opment of SRL. We then describe our overall methodological approach and specify 
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the methods, instruments, and procedures used. Subsequently, we present and dis-
cuss our findings, formulating a set of hypotheses and recommendations to guide fu-
ture research.  
 
2 Literature review 

There is a large body of literature on self-regulation of behaviour and of self-regulated 
learning more specifically, developed within different disciplines and their branches 
such as educational, cognitive, work and clinical psychology, cybernetics, or adult and 
workplace learning (e.g. Boekaerts et al. 2005; Jossberger 2010; Kanfer et al. 2008; 
Locke/Latham 2013; Smith 2009; Vancouver/Day 2005; Zimmerman 2006). A recent 
comprehensive, meta-analytic review identified at least seven different theories of 
SR/SRL and 16 different key constructs of self-regulation (Sitzmann/Ely 2011). The 
main theories include control theory, goal setting theory, action regulation theory, re-
source allocation theory, self-efficacy theory and the phase models of SRL such as 
Zimmerman’s three-phase model of SRL (Zimmerman 2005) and Pintrich’s four-phase 
model of SRL (Pintrich 2000). Whilst the former theories have largely focused on the 
explanation of self-regulated behaviour more broadly, the phase models have been 
especially influential in the analysis of learning behaviour more specifically. In partic-
ular, Zimmerman’s three-phase model of SRL has been especially influential in the 
field of education this paper is grounded in. 

Self-regulation of learning refers to “. . . self-generated thoughts, feelings, and 
actions that are planned and cyclically adapted to the attainment of personal goals” 
(Zimmerman 2000: 14). In Zimmerman’s influential model, self-regulated learning is 
conceptualised as a three-phase process, whereby “the forethought phase refers to 
processes and beliefs that occur before efforts to learn; the performance phase refers 
to processes that occur during behavioural implementation, and self-reflection refers 
to processes that occur after each learning effort” (Zimmerman 2002: 67). Conse-
quently, the term ‘self-regulated learner’ describes people who take responsibility for 
their learning outcomes to acquire desirable skills, are capable of setting learning 
goals and reflecting on their learning process strategically modifying their goals and 
processes when needed. Research has shown that students who are highly self-reg-
ulated produce better learning outcomes in their studies (Zimmerman 2005). Similarly, 
previous studies in adult learning contexts have shown that learners who are highly 
self-regulated tend to have better learning outcomes related to their work (Gijbels et 
al. 2010). 
 
2.1  General factors influencing the development of SRL  

Literature addresses a range of factors critical to the development of self-regulatory 
learning skills. Four main categories of factors which have been studied in relation to 
self-regulation are: school factors such as teachers’ practices; individual characteris-
tics such as self-conceptions; socioeconomic characteristics; and out-of-school factors 
such as parental practices. In particular, previous research has shown that SRL skills 
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can be acquired in school and teachers can facilitate this process by teaching self-
regulatory learning strategies (Pintrich 1999). It has also been shown that teachers 
can enhance students’ motivation and self-efficacy (Zimmerman 2002). In particular, 
teachers can guide students to learn how to plan, monitor and evaluate their own 
learning or support students in establishing achievable goals and choosing appropri-
ate learning strategies (Jossberger et al. 2010).  
 Next, to the role of teachers, learners’ individual characteristics have been in-
vestigated by Wolters et al. (1996) who indicated that a learner’s goal orientation has 
a positive effect on their self-efficacy. Self-efficacy refers to an individual’s belief that 
they are competent and able to learn and achieve their goals and is considered to be 
a significant predictor or SRL (Bouffard-Bouchard et al. 1991; Zimmerman 2000). An-
other individual factor which has been found to contribute to the development of SRL 
processes is learners’ intrinsic motivation in relation to their learning tasks (Pintrich 
1999).  
 Regarding socioeconomic characteristics, marital status of parents has been 
shown to influence children’s development. In particular, compared to children of non-
divorced parents, children of divorced parents have been shown to be less likely to 
develop high self-esteem, another predictor of self-regulation skills (Brubeck/Berr 
1992; Lambird 2006). However, the literature suggested that children of divorced par-
ents may also develop self-regulation skills as an emotional response in order to pre-
vent or overcome stressful situations (Lengua et al. 1999).  
 In terms of the out-of-school experiences, Berliner (2009) identified several key 
factors of parental styles and practices which may contribute to or impede the devel-
opment of self-regulation during childhood. These include parental attitudes towards 
learning, autonomy, parental involvement, parental authoritativeness vs. authoritari-
anism, and parental socioeconomic characteristics. 
 
2.2 Parenting styles and practices 

Parenting is a fundamental factor in the development of children and especially in chil-
dren’s acquisition of new knowledge and attitudes. Parents shape children’s learning 
environment and they provide them with their first learning stimuli (Bornstein 2001). 
Spera (2005) explored parenting by distinguishing parental styles and practices such 
as parental monitoring, parental involvement as well as love-oriented and object-ori-
ented parenting styles. Parental style can be defined as “a constellation of attitudes 
towards the child that, taken together, create an emotional climate in which the par-
ent’s behaviours are expressed” (Darling/Steinberg 1993: 488). Parental factors rele-
vant to learning are: autonomy, parental involvement, authoritative parenting and pa-
rental attitudes. These will be briefly discussed next.  
 
2.2.1 Autonomy 

We define autonomy as the degree to which freedom is experienced to make and carry 
out choices. This definition is in line with the study of Ryan/Deci (2006). Autonomy 
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support is defined as “taking children’s perspectives and viewpoints, allowing children 
choices, and supporting their initiatives and problem-solving attempts” (Grolnick 2009: 
165). The literature has highlighted the importance of autonomy in learning perfor-
mance and learning skills development (Ryan/Deci 2000; Deci/Ryan 1985). In partic-
ular, children who are encouraged by their parents and teachers to adopt autonomous 
behaviour tend to have a better ability to identify their goals and develop higher levels 
of self-regulation and self-motivation (Chirkov/Ryan 2001; Grolnick/Ryan 1989). Addi-
tionally, existing literature shows the relationship of some parenting styles with chil-
dren’s characteristics and behaviours related to SRL. In particular, parents who sup-
port autonomy, by, for example, encouraging children to complete their homework on 
their own and develop self-study skills, help enhance their children’s academic perfor-
mance (Cooper et al. 2000). These findings point to a positive relationship between 
autonomy support provided by parents and children’s SRL skills development. 
 
2.2.2 Parental involvement 

Parental involvement refers to the extent to which parents are involved in the progress 
and the experiences of their children at school and at home (Sui-Chu/Willms 1996). 
Whereas autonomy support concerns the extent to which parents allow their children 
to solve problems and make their own choices; parental involvement focuses on those 
practices that show a parent’s interest, but are not necessarily related to giving space 
for a child’s decisions (Wong 2008). Previous research has shown that children who 
grew up with parents who were involved, provided them specific rules, feedback and 
clear expectations, were better able to solve problems on their own and were more 
likely to develop self-regulatory skills (Grolnick 2009). In line with this, Grolnick/Ryan 
(1989) found a positive relationship between parental involvement and children’s 
control over their school outcomes. Children who perceive more parental involvement 
are more likely to become self-regulated because parents offer opportunities to their 
children to develop self-determination and develop their own attitudes towards learn-
ing (Wong 2008). Moreover, children who are raised in an environment where routines 
and structured schedules are promoted by parents are more able to self-regulate their 
academic tasks and their lives in general (Effeney et al. 2013). Particularly, children of 
parents who are involved in their school life and used to form routines are more likely 
to self-regulate their homework. In conclusion, research has shown that there is a re-
lationship between different types of parental involvement, such as providing re-
sources and routines as well as showing interest in children’s learning process and 
the development of children’s SRL skills.  
 
2.2.3 Parental authoritativeness vs. authoritarianism 

Baumrind (1966) introduced a model distinguishing three parenting styles with respect 
to the type of control parents exert over children: the authoritative, the authoritarian 
and the permissive. This paper focuses on the authoritative and authoritarian style as 
these feature different ways in which parents express their expectations towards their 
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children; the permissive style is void of the communication of expectations altogether. 
Previous research has revealed a strong connection between authoritative parenting 
and self-regulation skills. In particular, although it is strongly related to autonomy, the 
main characteristic of the authoritative parenting is that parents support their expecta-
tions towards their children with rational arguments encouraging them to set achieva-
ble goals and to reach these goals on their own (Heaven & Ciarrochi 2008). As a result, 
children who grow up in authoritative environments tend to develop more skills and 
greater independence. In contrast, authoritarian upbringing where parents have non-
realistic expectations from their children and where children are punished for not meet-
ing parental expectations have been shown to cause low self-esteem 
(Heaven/Ciarrochi 2008; Milevsky/Schlechter et al. 2007). Additionally, it has been 
shown that young teenagers who grow up in authoritative home environments develop 
higher self-confidence and more positive self-conceptions than those who grow up in 
authoritarian environments (Steinberg/Darling 1994). 

Regarding the roles of parents individually, previous research has suggested 
that mothers, in particular, seem more likely to discuss their expectations using argu-
ments and logical reasoning (Conrade/Ho 1991), consistent with an authoritative style. 
Maternal authoritative behaviour, in particular, can enhance children’s academic 
achievements and development (Beau/Carter et al. 2009), and children who are 
treated by their mothers with warmth tend to have higher self-esteem (Cheng/Furnham 
2004). In summary, previous research showed that authoritative parenting is linked 
with characteristics of self-regulated learners, while authoritarian parenting does not 
support the development of self-regulatory/SRL skills. 

 
2.2.4 Parental attitudes towards learning 

An attitude represents the constellation of internalised perceptions and assessments 
that someone has about an object, a person, a group or an idea (Bohner/Dickel 2011: 
392). For instance, individuals may evaluate positively or negatively different habits, 
different nationalities or different foods. There is a limited number of studies examining 
the relationship between SRL and parental attitudes towards learning. For example, 
Steinbach/Stoeger (2015) found that parents’ attitudes specifically towards SRL influ-
ence the autonomy they provide to their children whilst learning. More generally, pre-
vious research has shown that parents’ beliefs about literacy can encourage or dis-
courage children’s ability to learn how to read and write as well as their literacy devel-
opment (Lynch et al. 2006). Thus, we expect that parent’s beliefs about other subjects, 
as well as learning in a broader sense, can affect the way their children learn and 
develop learning skills.  
 
2.3 Research questions 

The findings of our literature review suggest that four important out-of-school factors 
may positively influence SRL: autonomy support, parental involvement, authoritative 
parenting and parental attitudes towards learning. However, as we found through the 
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review of the literature, the link between these parenting styles and practices and SRL 
skills has not been articulated in the literature yet. Therefore, a better understanding 
of how parental behaviours during childhood and adolescence may affect children’s 
ability to self-regulate their learning is needed. 

To this end, we set out to explore the potential role parental involvement may 
play in someone becoming a highly self-regulated learner. In particular, we explored 
shared patterns of parental involvement and influence in life histories (especially dur-
ing childhood and adolescence) of adult professionals who were highly self-regulated 
learners. The term "pattern" is defined as an abstraction which recurs over and over 
again in the same or similar way and indicates how something is done or occurs under 
certain conditions (Alexander 1979: 181). We hypothesised that if such patterns of 
shared factors could be found in the life histories of these highly self-regulated learn-
ers, the patterns may provide fruitful vistas for future research to ascertain if there may 
be a link between these shared factors and the development of SRL skills. In other 
words, if similarities in parenting styles experienced by these individuals can be iden-
tified, this may suggest that those particular parental styles and practices that recur 
across the lives of these different individuals may have somehow contributed to them 
becoming highly-self regulated. Such an exploratory analysis would of course not be 
able to prove a causal link, let alone tell us the directionality of causation, but it might 
allow us to hypothesise possible (causal) links and to formulate further research ques-
tions to be addressed through more explanatory research.  

To guide our explorative study, the following research question (RQ) and sub-
questions were formulated: 

RQ: Which recurring patterns of parenting, if any, can be identified within the life 
histories of professionals who are highly self-regulated learners? 

Sub-RQ1: What are the common experiences, if any, regarding autonomy sup-
port? 
Sub-RQ2: What are the common experiences, if any, regarding parental in-
volvement? 
Sub-RQ3: What are the common experiences, if any, regarding authoritative 
and authoritarian parental behaviour? 
Sub-RQ4: What are the common experiences, if any, regarding parents’ atti-
tudes towards learning? 
 

3 Methodology 

3.1 Research approach 

In tackling our research questions, we used an approach pioneered by the sociologist 
of science Harriet Zuckerman in her seminal study of Nobel Prize laureates in the 
United States (Zuckerman 1977). Using in-depth biographical interviews with 41 lau-
reates, Zuckerman was able to discover a series of key shared factors and patterns in 
the life histories of these scientists, across their life course, from childhood to formal 
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education to adulthood and their scientific careers (Mortimer/Shanahan 2004). Exam-
ples of the patterns Zuckerman identified through her biographical interviews included 
parenting and upbringing, educational experiences, research training, mentorship and 
collaborations. Based on the analysis of these patterns, Zuckerman was able to de-
velop a framework showing how advantage accumulates in science. 

Similar to Zuckerman’s approach, in our exploratory study, we drew on semi-struc-
tured, biographical interviews to identify shared factors in the life histories of highly 
self-regulated individuals. In a biographical study, the researcher collects and presents 
parts of life histories of the respondents. A biographical study is considered to be a 
type of narrative study (Leech/Onwuegbuzie 2007). Creswell (2007: 54) defined nar-
rative studies as a method for investigating and understanding “experiences as ex-
pressed in lived and told stories of individuals”. Semi-structured life history interviews 
are considered to be a powerful method for revealing information about an individual’s 
biography (Dicicco-Bloom/Crabtree 2006). Biographical interviews, therefore, are a 
powerful method of examining the life histories of highly self-regulated learners and 
systematically comparing them among each other. As we follow individuals from their 
social origins, their childhood and adolescence through their formal education and 
their professional careers, we can catch a glimpse of the role played at each life stage 
by, on one hand, socially-defined attributes and environmental conditions and their 
personal and psychological factors, on the other.  

Methodologically, one of the gaps in SRL research is that the analysis of SRL has 
been over-reliant on quantitative methods; and scholars have called for more qualita-
tive research approaches to be used to better understand how self-regulation plays 
out in different environments (Sitzmann/Ely 2011). Another methodological limitation 
in SRL literature is the over-reliance on studies conducted under laboratory conditions, 
which resulted in our continued lack of understanding of the impact of the environment 
– such as other parents or other people – upon an individual’s development of SRL 
skills. Therefore, the research approach we adopted was motivated by the need to 
address these gaps. 

Our approach, like any other methodological approach, has both advantages and 
disadvantages. The key advantages are that it’s a novel and powerful way of examin-
ing in a more nuanced way the impact of family experiences on the development of 
self-regulated learning. It applies a qualitative approach successfully used in a seminal 
study in a cognate discipline – sociology – providing a potentially useful way of under-
standing the link between the environment and the development of self-regulated 
learning. The disadvantages are that this method does not allow to examine the pos-
sible causal links and their directionality, only to hypothesise correlation and potential 
causation. However, once the potential patterns are identified, they can then be ex-
amined in further detail using more traditional methods, including quantitative surveys 
or laboratory experiments. Also, as any method based on retrospective, self-reported 
data, biographical interviews may be affected by problems associated with accuracy 
of recall and retrospective coherence, among others (Nisbet/Wilson 1977; Town-
send/Heit 2011).  
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3.2 Research design, instruments and procedure 

The study adopted a mixed-method, qualitatively-driven, sequential quan->QUAL de-
sign, including a questionnaire followed by in-depth biographical interview.   
 
3.2.1. Questionnaire  

A questionnaire to measure the extent to which participants exhibited self-regulated 
learning behaviours in their daily work was used to identify highly self-regulated indi-
viduals. A previously validated instrument, the Self-Regulated Learning at Work Ques-
tionnaire, SRLWQ (Fontana/Milligan et al. Littlejohn and Margaryan, 2015) was ap-
plied for this purpose. There is a lack of validated questionnaire instruments to meas-
ure the scope and frequency of self-regulated learning among adult professionals. The 
SRLWQ, which has been validated and successfully applied in a range of knowledge 
work context (Littlejohn et al. 2016; Milligan et al. 2015; Milligan/Littlejohn 2016), was 
identified as a suitable instrument to use in this study. The full questionnaire is included 
in Appendix 1. The questionnaire is estimated to take maximum 15 minutes to com-
plete and comprises the following sections: 

1. Personal details – name; year of birth; job role; organisation; country  
2. Workplace learning activities (WLA) – 12 items, based on a typology of work-

place learning activities, derived from WPL literature (Fontana et al. 2015) 
were included in this section. WLA were measured on a 4-point scale (0- 
never; 1- a few times in the past year; 2- at least once a month; 3- at least 
once a week).  

3. Self-regulatory learning (SRL) strategies –This section included 41 items de-
rived from Zimmerman’s three-phase model of SRL (Zimmerman 2005): plan-
ning (goal setting, strategic planning, self-efficacy and intrinsic value of task); 
implementation (task strategies and techniques) and reflection (self-evalua-
tion). These measures are detailed in Fontana et al. (2015). They were meas-
ured on a 4-point scale (0-not at all true; 1-sometimes true; 2-true most of the 
time; 3-always true).  

4. Email address: An opportunity for the participants to provide their email in case 
they were interested in participating in a potential biographical interview.  
 

An invitation letter describing the research and including a link to the online version of 
the questionnaire was circulated to various groups of professionals in a range of 
knowledge work domains, through various relevant channels (such as LinkedIn, inter-
nal institutional mailing lists, mailing lists of a number of professional networks the 
researchers had access to). As a result of the call, 160 individuals from several private 
and public organisations, including higher education institutions, NGOs, consultancies 
and international organisations, filled out the questionnaire.  
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Based on the scores derived from the questionnaire responses - whereby the scores 
on the 12 WLA and 41 SRL Strategies items were added up - the participants were 
assigned to three groups: low, medium and highly self-regulated learners. For the pur-
poses of this study, those respondents who scored in the top 25 percentile on the 
questionnaire were considered to be highly self-regulated learners and invited to par-
ticipate in a biographical interview.  We do not report any results of the questionnaire 
responses in this paper, because in our quan->QUAL design the questionnaire was 
used as an auxiliary, solely for the purpose of sampling for the biographical interviews 
which were our main focus and our main interest.  
 
3.2.2 Biographical interview 

Following the survey, those respondents who scored in the top 25 percentile of the 
overall sample and who had expressed interest in participating in a follow up biograph-
ical interview were contacted by email to arrange a suitable date for the interview. 
Those who had agreed to an interview (39 participants) were then asked to send the 
interviewer relevant biographical information in advance of the interview to help the 
research team prepare for the interview (such as a CV, a personal/professional web-
site, a personal/professional blog or other relevant social media profiles, such as 
LinkedIn profile). These materials were reviewed and summarised prior to the inter-
view by the researcher conducting the interview. 

Due to the nature of the interviews being in-depth and biographical, it was con-
sidered important to conduct them face-to-face where possible. Therefore, priority was 
given to individuals who were located close to the researchers’ work locations in the 
Netherlands and the UK. It proved to be impossible to conduct all 39 interviews face-
to-face, therefore, some interviews were conducted by Skype. 

Each interview lasted on average 2-3 hours, and several interviews were con-
ducted in sections over several days. The reason was two-fold: to fit the respondents’ 
busy schedules as well as to allow the interviewer to reflect on the emergent findings 
and to formulate additional questions and directions to explore.  
 The biographical interviews were semi-structured: they included a series of pre-
defined questions to probe and explore a number of key personal and environmental 
factors derived from the literature. At the same time, the interviewer also probed and 
explored emergent themes and factors that would arise during the interview. The in-
terview consisted of open-ended, behavioural questions and questions aiming to verify 
respondents’ experiences (e.g. “How about, just thinking about what you just men-
tioned, how about parenting style of your parents, so how they were with the children? 
What sort of activities they would do, the interaction, were they encouraging to do 
certain things”). The factors broadly spanned three stages: childhood/adolescence, 
young adulthood (e.g. university years) and workplace/professional life post-educa-
tion. Given the theme of this paper, we only focus on the factors related to the child-
hood phase. The interview script and a more detailed list of factors and probes are 
included in Appendix 2. Examples of the pre-defined factors we examined through the 
interviews included: 
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• Environmental factors: 
o Family composition and occupation of parents 
o Close friends in childhood and adolescence and their socioeconomic 

background 
o Parental control, parental attitudes to learning and knowledge  
o School experiences 
o Hobbies/interests as a child  
o Access to knowledge in childhood/adolescence (e.g. access to books, 

libraries, etc.) 
• Personal-psychological factors: 

o Personal aspirations in childhood/adolescence 
o Examples of self-regulated learning activities in childhood/adolescence 
o Self-efficacy beliefs 
o Roles models 
o Sociability/circle of friends and what was learned from them 
o Independence in thinking vs dependence on authority and how these 

were encouraged/discouraged by parents 
o Emotional control 
o Persistence 

 The interviews were audio-recorded and transcribed. A copy of the transcript was 
sent to the respondents to get their approval and, if necessary, to request clarifications 
or additional information. Participants were also given a copy of their questionnaire 
results and a copy of the audio-recording of their interview as courtesy. 

 
3.3 Characteristics of the interview sample 

The respondents came from a range of countries across Europe, Russia, North Amer-
ica, Asia and the Middle East. They represented different age groups and came from 
different private and public organisations, from knowledge work contexts. The key 
characteristics of the 39 interview respondents are summarised in Table 1. In this pa-
per, we don’t examine the role of age, gender or country on the development of self-
regulation, therefore, these demographic details are not analysed but simply used here 
to characterise the sample.   
 
Table 1. Key characteristics of the interview respondents (n-39) 

No Year of 
birth 

Gender Country Occupation/industry 

1 1977 M Netherlands University lecturer 
2 1976 M Netherlands Director of an NGO 
3 1971 M UK/Sweden Consultant in an international develop-

ment 
4 1977 F Netherlands Learning advisor in a multinational corpo-

ration 
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5 1965 F UK Freelance consultant 
6 1976 F Germany Freelance consultant  
7 1961 M UK Technical consultant in a company 
8 1986 F Russia/Germany Ph.D. researcher in gender studies 
9 1977 M Belgium University senior lecturer 
10 1971 M Netherlands Curriculum developer 
11 1972 M Netherlands ICT advisor in a university 
12 1973 F Russia/Israel International sales director in a large com-

pany 
13  1966 F Scotland University lecturer 
14 1969 F Italy/UK eLearning consultant 
15 1986 M Austria Freelance consultant 
16 1976 F Armenia Director of Research in an educational 

centre 
17 1974 M Scotland University senior lecturer 
18 1952 F Scotland University lecturer 
19 1979 F Germany University lecturer 
20 1962 F UK University professor 
21 1969 F Estonia Senior researcher in a university 
22 1953 F Finland  Researcher in a university 
23 1980 F Canada Ph.D. researcher/Instructional designer 
24 1982 M Bosnia/UK University lecturer 
25 1955 F Bosnia/UK University professor 
26 N/A F Singapore/Neth-

erlands 
Ph.D. researcher 

27 N/A M UK eLearning advisor  
28 N/A M UK University lecturer 
29 N/A F Northern Ireland University researcher 
30 N/A F USA Learning and Development manager in a 

multinational corporation 
31 1979 F UK Ph.D. Researcher in criminology 
32 N/A F Netherlands/UK University lecturer 
33 N/A F USA/Scotland University lecturer 
34 N/A F UK University lecturer 
35 N/A F UK Ph.D. researcher 
36 N/A F UK University lecturer 
37 N/A M UK Researcher at a university 
38 N/A F Belgium/UK Researcher at a university 
39 N/A M UK University lecturer 
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3.4 Data analysis  

The interview transcripts were initially coded using a scheme of pre-defined, theory-
based codes, through Atlas.ti software. Each of the 39 interviews was cross-coded by 
three investigators. The coding scheme was revised several times. The initial codes 
included “autonomy support and freedom”, “parental involvement”, “parental non-in-
volvement”, “authoritative”, “authoritarian”, “positive attitudes towards learning” and 
“negative attitudes towards learning”. In addition, the data were coded for some de-
mographic characteristics such as parents’ education and family structure. Further-
more, several sub-codes were created to capture differences between maternal and 
paternal parenting styles, since in some cases they were not aligned. 
 The validity was ensured by, first, building the coding scheme on literature cap-
turing multiple perspectives of the related theory and, second, by an in-depth discus-
sion of the different categories and labels among the three investigators. The appro-
priateness of the codes and the literature were discussed within a broader group of 
four investigators. 
 In order to ensure reliability, a Cohen’s kappa was used to measure inter-rater 
reliability. Three investigators coded in pairs five random interviews (20% of the inter-
views) and calculated the Cohen’s kappa of the segmentation and the codes in a man-
ual Excel spreadsheet. The average Cohen’s kappa for this reliability check was 0.75 
indicating that the coding in this phase was sufficiently reliable. 
 The coding process was comprised of three phases. In phase one, the three 
investigators coded the interviews by first doing the segmentation, then using the la-
bels of the coding scheme and afterwards testing them for reliability. For instance, the 
following quotation was coded as ‘parental involvement’: “We weren't a family who had 
hours of in-depth discussion, but I also felt that my parents were there if we wanted to 
talk about things. They always took an interest in our lives and what we were doing. 
You know, they came to sports day, they came to plays, they participated and encour-
aged us to do outdoor activities and sporting things.” In phase two, more specific, data-
driven, open sub-labels for some codes were created, tested for reliability and revised 
accordingly. Examples are the following sub-labels created for the main label ‘positive 
attitudes towards learning’: “books“, “lead by example”, “highlight the importance of 
learning” and “homework assistance”. The reliability of the sub-labels was tested by 
two independent coders on the calculated required number of quotations per label 
using the following equation: 

2 × (𝑛 × 𝑛) 

 The average Cohen’s kappa for this test was equal to 0.76. Finally, in phase 
three, the respondent-level analysis, the coded files were summarised per case. Sub-
sequently, the frequency of the codes in the dataset was counted and the findings for 
each research question were summarised. Due to data loss, one interview was not 
used for analysis. The results of the analysis of 38 interviews are presented in the next 
section. 
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4 Results 
With regards to parental styles, Figure 1 provides an overview of the number of the 
respondents who mentioned one, two, three or all of the four investigated parental 
styles. Based on the analysis, the most recurrent types of parenting were: the combi-
nation of autonomy support and parental involvement, the combination of parental in-
volvement and positive attitudes towards learning and the combination of all four ex-
pected parenting styles.  

 
Figure 1: Co-occurrence of responses 

 

 

4.1 Autonomy support and freedom  

The majority of the respondents (n=24/38) mentioned that their parents supported their 
autonomy and freedom, whereas four indicated no autonomy support and ten did not 
mention autonomy support at all. The participants who experienced parental support 
for autonomy and freedom indicated that, during their childhood and adolescence, they 
were given the opportunity to make decisions, their opinions were taken into consid-
eration and they did not perceive pressure from their parents to follow specific direc-
tions. 
 The analysis of the sub-codes for this category showed that “freedom of choice” 
was the most frequently recurring paternal behaviour (n=15/38) and many respond-
ents said they were encouraged by their parents to be independent (n=10/38). For 
instance, one of the respondents said, “They didn’t put pressure on us. So, if you look 
at school…it was more helping and trying to see what we needed to make sure that 
we can do what we needed to do. So it was supportive, I think, that’s the way, very 
supportive in all that we did. On the other hand, I think they left us quite free in what 
we did. So, in choosing what we wanted to do we were free, but on the other hand if 
we choose something we needed to do it well.” Four out of 38 respondents related 
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autonomy to the trust showed by their parents and another four suggested they had 
no strict rules in their family environment. For example, one of these respondents said, 
“My Mum is a very trusting parent and created a lot of space for us and [was] incredibly 
supportive.” 
 Four respondents out of 38 indicated examples showing that their parents did 
not encourage them to be autonomous. Ten respondents did not mention autonomy 
at all. No noticeable difference was found between autonomy support given by moth-
ers and fathers. In summary, autonomy support, freedom of choice and independence 
in determining their needs and planning their own tasks and responsibilities were 
found to be key factors mentioned by a significant proportion of participants. Therefore, 
these factors could be hypothesised to potentially lead to the development of self-
regulatory skills.  
 
4.2 Authoritative and authoritarian parenting 

Within this category, eleven out of 38 participants indicated examples suggesting their 
parents may be classified as authoritative, and ten out of 38 participants as authoritar-
ian. Additionally, five out of 38 respondents mentioned both authoritative and authori-
tarian parenting and twelve out of 38 did not mention this category at all. Regarding 
authoritative parental style, most of the experiences shared by the interviewees indi-
cated styles in which parents express their expectations through reasoning and ra-
tional arguments (n=13/38). Fewer examples of parental styles encouraging children 
to set achievable goals were observable in the data (n=6/38). As one participant ex-
plained authoritative parental style, “…my mum, she reasoned with me about it, she 
would always sit down and reason with me and tell me. And what I like about her 
approach, she would always go and show me ‘This is the future, do you want to do 
what I’m doing? Or do you want to be able to choose?” 
 There were two categories of participants who had authoritarian parents: those 
who grew up in an environment with strict family rules which they had to follow (n=7/38) 
and those who had parents who directed and controlled their decisions against their 
will (n=11/38). The latter parenting style is demonstrated by the following example 
from an interviewee, “From a parenting style they were an Irish Catholic family, highly 
religious and in some ways very dominating type of parenting style. You did what you 
were told to do basically or you were punished. But at the same time my Mother would 
spend all summer long, she would make sure that we would go to the library once a 
week to get books to read.” 
 Within our interview dataset, the distinction between authoritative and authori-
tarian parenting was not clearly identified and no patterns regarding differences in ma-
ternal and paternal parental styles could be identified. However, the responses of the 
participants showed that even though in many cases the parents were controlling and 
did not give their children enough space for decision-making, they were still highly 
involved and positive towards learning and education.  
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4.3 Parental involvement and non-involvement  

With regards to parental involvement, 28 of 38 participants indicated that their parents 
were involved in their childhood and adolescent life in and out of school, making this 
the most recurring pattern among our interviewees. The majority of these participants 
grew up in environments where structured routines and family activities (n=22), sup-
port of children’s interests (n=13), or homework assistance (n=7) were considered im-
portant in providing considerable support and stimulus for self-reflection: “Well my par-
ents, I think they tried to show us the area and have us travel a lot. […] So I remember 
my mum and dad would take us to the park and to picnics. All things that were afford-
able as well. So sometimes go, well to different playgrounds to play with the zip lines, 
with see-saws, the usual in play grounds. They would try and take us to the swimming 
pool, the local swimming pool. They would try and take us when they could afford it, 
to take us to see pieces of history of the area.” 
 Apart from family activities, 13 out of 38 participants said that their parents were 
involved particularly in actively supporting their interests. “So when I mostly had inter-
ests and I’d do a little reading and there was lots of opportunity to do that and there 
was a lot of encouragement. So, we went to the library very often and I would pick my 
books, they also gave me some binoculars when I was 10 for instance to encourage 
me in my bird watching and those kinds of things.” 
 Some participants (n=7/38) also mentioned homework assistance by their par-
ents as a type of parental involvement. “Something I often think about with parents is 
if I had a maths problem and I wanted the answer for my homework I would go to my 
father because he would give me the answer, but he would also give me a lecture that 
was way above my head on the topic. […] If I really wanted to understand something 
though and that did happen sometimes, I would go to my Mother and she wouldn’t 
give me the answer, but she would help me find it myself, she would really teach me.”  
 Ten out of 38 participants reported that their parents were not involved in their 
childhood or adolescent life. We hypothesise that the self-reliance they had to develop, 
due to the non-involvement of the parents, may have contributed to them becoming 
highly self-regulated learners. “Nobody was helping me with school because before if 
I had some question with maths my mum always told me you can ask your father, he 
is good at that. And very early I understood that he’s not that good and he is not able 
to help me with everything or he’s just absent or he’s just drinking and she [mother] 
was also [drinking], […] and so I realised ok nobody’s helping me with school or with 
anything. So, I have to do stuff on my own.” 
 The analysis revealed difference between maternal and paternal involvement. 
In particular, no one indicated non-involvement by their mother, but five out of 38 said 
that their father was not involved. Furthermore, seven respondents mentioned paren-
tal involvement only on their mother’s part. 
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4.4 Attitudes towards learning 

More than half of the respondents (n=24/38) stated that the attitudes of their parents 
towards learning were positive, leading to this being another key common experience 
in the life histories of the interviewees in this study. No one mentioned any negative 
attitudes towards learning by their parents and 14/38 made no references to their par-
ents’ attitudes towards learning. Four key parental attitudes towards learning were ob-
servable in the data: repeatedly highlighting the importance of learning (n=14), en-
couraging book reading (n=10), leading by example (n=6/38), and providing the finan-
cial support to fund children’s pursuit of their interests (n=3). In particular, many re-
spondents recounted examples of their parents emphasising the importance of learn-
ing and diligent study in multiple ways. “The value was always learning and studying 
a lot, they would always point it out, even though they didn’t have the backgrounds”. 
Ten respondents were raised by parents who enjoyed reading, were regularly visiting 
the library with them and gave them the opportunity to always have books available to 
read. “My parents read a lot of books, not something like high-level classics […] but 
they read a lot of books and my parents appreciated books and reading […] In my 
family we had a lot of books and my parents read books to us and they bought books 
for us.” 
 Through these parental attitudes to learning the participants were supported, 
since their childhood years, to value and invest time and effort in learning. Many re-
spondents who discussed their parents’ attitudes towards learning said that they were 
inspired by their parents’ stories and drew on these as examples for them to develop 
a life-long appreciation for learning. On the basis of these findings, we hypothesise 
that positive parental attitudes to learning may positively impact the development of 
self-regulation in learning.  
 Finally, some demographic characteristics regarding parents’ educational back-
ground and family structure were explored. Eight respondents grew up with divorced 
parents and some were also partly raised by other members of the family apart from 
the parents. The analysis of the data on family structure and parental educational level 
revealed no patterns. 
 
5 Discussion, conclusions and recommendations 

The purpose of this exploratory study was, firstly, to identify family-related factors 
which could potentially lead to someone becoming a highly self-regulated learner and, 
secondly, to formulate hypotheses for future, explanatory studies to ascertain the na-
ture and the directionality of the links between these factors and the development of 
SRL. To this end, similarities and common experiences of professionals who are highly 
self-regulated learners were analysed using the life-history, biographical interview 
method focusing on the common experiences related to parenting styles recurring 
within their life histories. Our findings suggest that there are some parenting styles that 
could potentially contribute to the development of SRL skills and dispositions. These 
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parenting styles are those combining either, autonomy support and parental involve-
ment; parental involvement and positive attitudes towards learning and/or all four fac-
tors: autonomy support, parental involvement, authoritative parenting and positive at-
titudes towards learning. Our exploratory findings pave the way for future research to 
explore the precise role of these factors in the development of SRL skills, potentially 
through future correlational and longitudinal analyses.  
 With regards to the research questions, the following responses can be formu-
lated on the basis of our data. The first sub-question was: “What are the common 
experiences, if any, regarding autonomy support?” Our findings indicate that most of 
these professionals who are highly self-regulated learners experienced autonomy 
within their family environment. The most common types of autonomy support within 
this sample were freedom of choice and independence. Grolnick (2009) found that 
children who perceive autonomy in their problem-solving attempts are more likely to 
be prepared to solve academic tasks and set performance goals on their own acquiring 
strong self-regulation skills. Similarly, Wong (2008) found association between paren-
tal autonomy support and the development of self-reliant learners who have the free-
dom to interpret the importance of learning in their own way, since parents who support 
autonomy exert less control towards homework and motivate their children to solve 
problems and value learning independently. In line with these previous empirical stud-
ies, our findings suggest that people who are more independent during their childhood 
may be more capable of self-regulating their learning in the future. Therefore, we pro-
pose the following three hypotheses to be explored in future research: 

H1. Autonomy support and freedom provided by parents during childhood and 
adolescence contribute to the development of SRL skills. 
H2. Children who grow up in an environment with structured routines and reg-
ular family activities are more likely to become more highly self-regulated learn-
ers than children who grow up without these routines and activities. 
H3. Children who are given autonomy and freedom by their parents are more 
likely to become more highly self-regulated learners than children who do not 
experience autonomy and freedom while growing up. 

 The second sub-question was: “What are the common experiences, if any, re-
garding parental involvement?” Our findings revealed that parental involvement is the 
most dominant (defined as the most frequently recurrent) pattern in the life histories of 
highly self-regulated learners. Furthermore, parental involvement or non-involvement 
were the only parenting styles mentioned by all participants. In particular, the majority 
of the respondents suggested that their parents used to organise regular family activ-
ities, creating an environment with structured routines, and that they were highly in-
volved and supportive regarding children’s interests. Previous research has shown 
that the development of personal, self-driven interests are predictors of high self-de-
termination (Soenens/Vansteenkiste 2005). Additionally, this finding can be explained 
by the research of Effeney et al. (2013) which found that well-established study rou-
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tines formed early at home with the help of parents allow children to adopt self-regu-
lated strategies of learning whereby they can direct and plan their learning inde-
pendently. Furthermore, we found an indicative association between parental involve-
ment and parental gender. In particular, we found that in our sample, the most involved 
parent was the mother and in most of the families the father was the one who had 
heavier workload or other tasks which kept him away from home preventing closer 
involvement in children’s upbringing. Grolnick/Ryan (1989) suggested that, compared 
to paternal involvement, maternal involvement may be more likely to play a more 
prominent role with respect to the development of self-regulatory skills in children. Ac-
cording to Cheng/Furnham (2004), self-esteem, which is an important characteristic 
of self-regulated learners, is strongly associated with maternal care. Although in this 
study, we cannot draw conclusions regarding the contribution of each parental gender 
to SRL, we propose the following hypothesis for future research: 

H4. Maternal involvement is positively correlated with the development of self-
regulatory learning skills. 

 The third sub-question was: “What are the common experiences, if any, regard-
ing authoritative and authoritarian parental behaviour?” The findings indicate that 
many parents expressed their expectations through rational arguments, encouraging 
the participant to set achievable goals for themselves. Other parents exhibited a con-
trolling style directing their children’s decisions, mostly regarding their education, and 
setting strict family rules for them. However, even though these parents were using 
authority in such a way that they did not allow their children to feel free to make their 
own decisions and planning, they were still involved actively encouraging them to learn 
continuously. This outcome could have been different, if the data had contained more 
dimensions of parental authoritativeness than the one related to expectations 
(Gray/Steinberg 1999). Regarding this parental style, this study did not identify 
whether an authoritative or authoritarian style had a more dominant role in the devel-
opment of SRL skills. However, this was an unexpected and counter-intuitive result 
suggesting how a parental style such as authoritarianism can benefit children in de-
veloping these skills.   
 The fourth sub-question was: “What are the common experiences, if any, re-
garding parents’ attitudes towards learning?” The most recurrent common experience 
mentioned with regards to parental attitudes towards learning was parents repeatedly 
highlighting the importance of learning and education and actively facilitating the early 
literacy development of their children. This finding is in line with the research of 
Perry/VandeKamp (2000) which showed that children who are given opportunities to 
develop their literacy skills and select their own reading strategies are more likely to 
become capable of directing their own way of reading and their own literacy prefer-
ences. Previous research showed that children who are exposed to books and chal-
lenged to set their own reading performance goals at a young age have better chances 
of adopting self-regulated reading tactics and therefore developing higher SRL skills 
(Paris/Paris 2001). Although there is no literature that relates children’s self-regulation 
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skills with parental attitudes towards learning, our findings suggest that parents who 
encourage their children to continuously learn and introduce them early to books and 
reading may positively affect children’s ability to self-regulate their learning in the fu-
ture. Based on these findings, we, therefore, propose the following hypothesis for fu-
ture research: 

H5. Parental attitudes towards learning contribute to the development of SRL 
skills. 

To take forward research on these hypotheses and themes explored in this 
study, we suggest two broad sets of approaches. First, these findings and hypotheses 
could be further refined and extended by using additional biographical interviews with 
larger samples from other countries and occupational groups. Such future biographical 
interview data sets can be combined with ours to see if these patterns could be repli-
cated and whether other patterns and regularities may emerge. Such larger samples 
can be split by age, gender, country/region, occupation to see if these personal-de-
mographic factors contribute to the differences and similarities observed. Importantly, 
such future exploratory biographical studies could include a control group (low self-
regulated learners) comparing and contrasting the patterns among these with those 
identified among the highly self-regulated individuals. 

Second, having a broader and refined scope of all the potentially relevant fac-
tors identified through exploratory research, future studies could progress to explana-
tory research, in particular, using correlational, longitudinal or laboratory-based de-
signs. For instance, studies exploring interaction effects of different contexts (in- and 
out-of-school), as well as personal (personality, interest) factors may shed light on 
which factors are most prominent in shaping SRL skills and also allow us to explain 
why for example an authoritarian parental style may still result in high SRL.  

 
6 Limitations  

This study has some limitations which should be taken into consideration when inter-
preting the findings. First, this study examined the life histories of professionals in or-
der to identify common experiences which contributed to their high levels of self-reg-
ulation. The study used retrospective, self-reported data and a form of qualitative anal-
ysis whereby emergent patterns are identified from the data. Such research designs 
can suffer from issues related to accuracy of recall, retrospective coherence, and re-
searcher-bias in the interpretation of the data. This research design therefore provides 
only indicative patterns which should be explored through future correlational and/or 
longitudinal studies; it does not allow us to formulate any conclusions regarding the 
nature or the directionality of the links between the parental factors identified and the 
development of SRL skills. Additionally, only highly self-regulated individuals were 
studied; we did not collect interview data from the respondents who scored low on the 
self-regulated learning questionnaire, therefore, we cannot compare the patterns 
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across the different SRL groups. Furthermore, the sample was small and all the se-
lected participants were knowledge workers in academia, business, government or 
international organisations. Thus, in order to be able to further generalise the results, 
a future study should involve a larger group of respondents from different sectors, 
educational backgrounds, countries and age groups. Finally, a key limitation is that not 
all participants mentioned all the parenting styles explored, either because they did 
not have explicit memory of these or because the questions about each specific par-
enting style were not asked directly (although all participants were probed and encour-
aged to discuss the parenting styles they experienced in their families). 
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Appendix 1. Self-regulated learning questionnaire  
 
Self-Regulated Learning at Work (SRLW) Questionnaire 
 
Page 1: PERSONAL DETAILS 
 
Welcome to the Self-Regulated Learning at Work (SRLW) questionnaire.   
 
This questionnaire covers the learning activities you may be involved in, the actions 
you may perform to self-regulate your learning and the type of tasks you carry out at 
work. The questionnaire will take about 15 minutes to complete. 
 

1. Your name  
 
 

2. Year of birth  
 

 
3. Your organisation 

 
 

4. Your primary job role 
 

 
5. Country you are based in 
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Page 2: WORKPLACE LEARNING ACTIVITY 
 
Knowledge workers learn continually as they work, though they may not always be 
aware that they are learning. This section presents some possible learning activities 
you may have experienced during your work. 
 
6. How frequently have you participated in the following learning activities in the last 
year?*   
 
*This question is required. 

 
 1= 

never 
2= a 
few 
times  

3= At least 
once every 
month 

4 = At least 
once a week 

5.1    Acquiring new information 
(e.g. by searching the internet or 
company knowledge base)* 

    

5.2    Working alone or with others 
to develop solutions to problems* 

    

5.3    Working alone or with others 
to develop new ideas* 

    

5.4   Following new developments 
in your field* 

    

5.5   Performing new tasks*     
5.6   Asking colleagues for advice *     

5.7   Attending a training course *     
5.8   Using self-study materials*     
5.9   Observing or replicating col-
leagues’ strategies to complete a 
task or solve a problem* 

    

5.10 Finding better way to do a task 
by trial and error* 

    

5.11 Reflecting on previous actions*     
5.12 Receiving feedback on tasks 
from work colleagues* 
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Page 3. SELF-REGULATED LEARNING 
 
Knowledge workers may regulate their learning in different ways. This section provides 
possible actions you may have carried out while performing a work task and/or during 
learning activities at work. 
 
7. To what extent do the following statements describe your behaviour?* Please 
indicate how you typically behave, rather than how you think you should behave. 
 
*This question is required 

 
 1 = not 

at all 
true 

2 
=some-
times 
true 

3 = true 
most of 
the time 

4 = al-
ways 
true 

6.1   I set personal standards for per-
formance in my job* 

    

6.2   I set goals (monthly or yearly) for 
myself in order to direct my learning 
activities* 

    

6.3   I set realistic deadlines for learn-
ing when I have identified a learning 
need* 

    

6.4   I ask myself questions about 
each learning task before I begin* 

    

6.5   I think of several ways to solve a 
problem and choose the best one* 

    

6.6   When planning my learning, I 
adapt strategies that have worked in 
the past* 

    

6.7   I use specific strategies for dif-
ferent types of things I need to learn* 

    

6.8   I think I will be able to use what I 
learn in this job in the future* 

    

6.9   It is important for me to learn new 
things in this job* 
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Page 4. SELF-REGULATED LEARNING (2)    
 
8. To what extent do the following statements describe your behaviour?* (continued)    
 
*This question is required. 

 
 1 = not 

at all 
true 

2 
=some-
times 
true 

3 = true 
most of 
the time 

4 = al-
ways 
true 

7.1   Learning that I undertake in this 
job is important to me* 

    

7.2   I can remain calm when facing 
difficulties in my job because I can 
rely on my abilities* 

    

7.3   When I am confronted with a 
problem in my job, I can usually find 
several solutions* 

    

7.4   Whatever comes my way in my 
job, I can usually handle it* 

    

7.5   My past experiences in my job 
have prepared me well for my profes-
sional future* 

    

7.6   I meet the goals that I set for my-
self in my job* 

    

7.7   I feel prepared for most of the 
demands in my job* 

    

7.8   I write down a plan to describe 
how I will achieve my learning goals* 

    

7.9   I ask myself how what I’m learn-
ing is related to what I already know* 

    

7.10 I change strategies when I don’t 
make progress while learning* 

    

7.11 When learning I make notes or 
diagrams to help organise my 
thoughts* 
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Page 5. SELF-REGULATED LEARNING (3)   
 
9. To what extent do the following statements describe your behaviour?* (continued)  
 
*This question is required. 
 
 1 = not 

at all 
true 

2 
=some-
times 
true 

3 = true 
most of 
the time 

4 = al-
ways 
true 

8.1   I focus on the meaning and sig-
nificance of new information* 

    

8.2   I organise my time to best ac-
complish my goals* 

    

8.3   When I’m learning, I try to relate 
new knowledge I find to what I al-
ready know* 

    

8.4   When I’m learning, I bring to-
gether information from different 
sources (for example: people and re-
sources)* 

    

8.5   I try to apply ideas from my pre-
vious experience to my job where ap-
propriate* 

    

8.6   During learning I treat the re-
sources I find as a starting point and 
try to develop my own ideas from 
them* 

    

8.7   I try to play around with ideas of 
my own related to what I am learning* 

    

8.8   In my job I think about possible 
alternative ways to do my tasks* 

    

8.9  When I can’t understand a task, I 
ask my colleagues or others for help* 

    

8.10 I try to identify colleagues in my 
workplace whom I can ask for help if 
I need it* 
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Page 6. SELF-REGULATED LEARNING (4)    
 
10. To what extent do the following statements describe your behaviour?* (continued)  
 
*This question is required. 
 
 1 = not 

at all 
true 

2 
=some-
times 
true 

3 = true 
most of 
the time 

4 = al-
ways 
true 

9.1   When I am unsure about some-
thing I look it up* 

    

9.2   I fill in the gaps in my knowledge 
by getting hold of the appropriate ma-
terial* 

    

9.3   When faced with a challenge in 
my job I try to understand the problem 
as thoroughly as possible* 

    

9.4   I like opportunities to engage in 
tasks that require me to learn* 

    

9.5   I prefer tasks that arouse my cu-
riosity, even if I need to learn a lot to 
achieve them* 

    

9.6   I know how well I have learned 
once I have finished a task* 

    

9.7   I ask myself if there were other 
ways to do things after I finish a task* 

    

9.8   I think about what I’ve learned 
after I finish* 

    

9.9   I think about how what I’ve 
learned fits in to the ‘bigger picture’ at 
my organisation* 

    

9.10 I consider how what I’ve learned 
relates to my team/group* 

    

9.11 I try to understand how new in-
formation I‘ve learned impacts my 
work* 
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Page 7. FOLLOW-UP 
 

10. We might contact you again for a follow-up interview. Would you be willing to 
participate*?    

*This question is required. 
 

YES  
NO   

 
11. What is your email? 

 
 

 
Page 9. THANK YOU PAGE 
 
Thank you for taking our survey. Your responses to the questionnaire will allow us to 
get to know more about the type of work you do and what type of self-regulated learner 
you are. 
 
If you have agreed to participate in the follow-up study, we may contact you again for 
an interview. If this is the case, we will send you an invitation explaining what's involved 
soon. 
 
Appendix 2. Semi-structured biographical interview questions 
 
1. Introductions 

• Interviewer introduces herself (position/institution) 
• Interviewer introduces the project (what are we investigating/why is it im-

portant/relevant to investigate it) 
• Interviewer outlines some more details: we are looking for regularities in the life 

histories of highly-self regulated individuals such as yourself. We expect this 
will shed some light on what makes individuals self-regulated learners. 

• Interviewer now gives the word to the respondent: we are interested in the en-
vironment you grew up in, your family, your friends, your education, your inter-
ests from the more distant to the more recent past – Could you tell me about 
this? 

 
2. Factors to explore during the interview 
 
Environment/context 
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• Family (composition/occupation of family members/socioeconomic status; for 
siblings: birth order) 

• Close (childhood/youth) friends (occupation/socioeconomic status; group 
small/large/loner) 

• Parents (parental control: overprotective or encouraging freedom/explora-
tion/independence; attitudes to learning: encouraging learning for own 
sake/valuing independent learning) 

• Educational experiences related to choice of vocation including educational his-
tory (kindergarten, school –incl. type, HE, self-pursued learning in relation to 
vocation) 

• Liked to read as a child; age when they learned to read 
• Hobbies/interests (incl. self-pursued learning in relation to interests/hobbies) 
• Access to knowledge 
• Situations of need and ‘lack’ that may have motivated them to learn 

 

Personal factors 

• Religion 
• Conceptual thinker; systematic vs. non-systematic thinking practices; mode of 

thinking (visual/conceptual-analytic/social) 
• Aspirations; existence of role models; visualising possible-self (desired possi-

ble-self, feared possible-self); who are the role models- adult or peer, real or 
literary character; nature of association: knows personally or observes at a dis-
tance; at specific moments in life or throughout; intentionally self-sought or just 
those available in the current environment; role of technology in these vicarious 
processes – e.g. Observing someone through their blog, delicious or twitter 

• Work ethic 
• Sociable vs. loner 
• Finding things out for oneself vs. dependent on authority (par-

ents/school/church/other institutions) 
• Regulating and adapting the context rather than just oneself 
• Persistence 
• Emotion control 
• Selective attention/ability to inhibit distractions/”planfulness” (=full of resources 

and plans or acting according to a plan?) 
• Other construct questions around personal/psychological characteristics? 

 
Examples of SRL activities and behaviours 

• Planning (including all sub-processes) 
o Goal setting (outcome or process goals; performance or mastery 

goals[goal orientation]; hierarchy of goals)    
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o Should goal commitment, specificity of goals (quantifiable in terms of 
number of strategies; frequency of behaviour; or desired outcomes) and 
difficulty of goals also be here? Also proximal and distal goals, duration 
and intensity of goals, goals assigned by authority figures or self-set? 
Under what conditions assigned and under what conditions self-set? 

o Also discrepancies between current and desired state should be here? 
• Performing (including all sub-processes) 

o Feedback seeking/feedback acceptance 
• Reflection (including all sub-processes) 

o Goal revision (changing or disengaging from goals) 
o Self-reactions (self-satisfaction, self-reward strategies) 

• Workplace factors 
o Simultaneous pursuit of multiple goals 
o Team processes 
o Multi-person processes 
o Access to knowledge and expertise 
o Multiple tasks 

• Current discretion at their work (are they free to set their own problems or do 
others tell them what to work on/think about) 

 

3. Examples of prompts and probes to use in the interview  
 
Prompts (Environment/context – for a full list of factors/constructs/concepts see be-
low) 

• You mentioned X, Y… What about?   Can you tell me about Z too?    

Probes 

• For more detail: When did that happen? Who else was involved? Where were 
you during that time? What was your involvement during that situation? How 
did that come about? Where did it happen? What would that look like? How do 
you do that? What were other people doing then? How did others respond to 
that? If I were watching you doing this, what would I see? 

• For elaboration: Could you say some more about that? Can you tell me more 
about that? Would you elaborate on that? That’s helpful. I’d appreciate if you 
could give me more detail. Can you give me an example? 

• For clarification: You said X… What do you mean by X? What you are saying 
is very important, and I want to make sure I get it down exactly the way you 
mean it: please explain some more. When you say Y, what are you actually 
thinking/doing? It sounds like you are saying Z. Is that a fair summary? So you 
are saying Z?   

• To get their feelings, thoughts, and rationales: How did you feel about that? 
Why was that important to you? Why does that matter? Why does that stand 
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out in your memory? Why do you think you noticed that? What was significant 
about this to you? 

• To ask about variations: Do you always do this in this way? What might make 
you do this differently? Have you always felt this way? How has your approach 
changed over time? What motivated this change? 

• To test their ideas (using an opposite situation): Last week a respondent said 
s/he thought that… What do you think about that? I recently read about X doing 
Y… What do you feel about that? Suppose X… What would you think/do? 

• To review all possible factors: What about X? Is Y important to you? 

 
Prompts for personal/psychological factors  

• You have now told me in great detail about the environment you grew up in. 
You also mentioned a lot about yourself, for example… Could you tell me more 
about this? 

• use probes above, but have specific prompts about each person’s per-
sonal/psychological factors, constructs and concepts ready – this should be up-
dated for each respondent after having studied the biographical material  

 
Prompts for self-regulated learning  

• We have already talked about self-regulated learning. You mentioned X, Y… 
Can we now focus more specifically on this?   

 
Wrap-up  

• Thank the respondent for participation 
• Explain what will happen next (we’ll send them the transcript to check, and pro-

vide a summary of their responses if they’d like to have one) 
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