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Distance learning can be characterised by the following: the facilitator and the student are separated for most part of the teachinglearning process; the relevant education institution, with its distinctive
policy, influences the whole teaching-learning process; effective twoway communication must be established among the material developers, the facilitators and the education institution; and the distance
learner should be serviced with quality education irrespective of distance, since he or she is not able to study full-time on campus because
of geographical or time limitations (Roberts, 1997; Bates 1995; Daniels, 2002).
According to Winne (2003), apart from all the positive aspects related to distance education, distance learning modes do no more than
deliver the necessary information to the student. What the student does
with the information after it has been delivered remains his/her own
responsibility. It follows that learning occurs when students generate
knowledge from within, not when they receive information from an
outside source (Winn, 2003). In effect, it can be hypothesized that
successful learning at a distance does not only depend on the quality
of service received from the education provider or the student's ability
to manage his or her time effectively, but also on his/her ability to
study actively and independently, in other words, his or her selfregulated learning abilities.
Self-regulation
Self-regulation implies a self-directed process by which learners
transform their mental abilities into academic skills, referring to selfgenerated thoughts, feelings, and actions that are planned and cyclically adapted to the attainment of personal goals (Zimmerman, 2000).
Self-regulated learning requires students to be metacognitively, motivationally, and behaviourally active participants in their own learning
(Zimmerman, 1989a). Metacognitively, self-regulated learners plan,
set goals, organise, self-monitor, and self-evaluate at various stages
during the learning process (Zimmerman, 1989b). Motivationally, they
report high levels of self-efficacy, intrinsic task interest, and perceive
themselves to be competent and autonomous. Behaviourally, selfregulated learners are self-starters who display extraordinary effort and
persistence during learning. They select, structure, and understand
their environment and improve it through the use of various strategies
(Zimmerman, 1990).
According to Schunk (2000) self-regulation can be distinguished
from any other form of learning behaviour by the fact that the student
exercises certain choices during the learning process, by answering
questions such as: Why do I study? How do I study? When do I study?
What do I study? Where do I study? With whom do I study? Where the
student does not have a choice in these matters and where learning is
controlled by others, the measure of self-regulation during learning is
negligent (Schunk, 2000).
Schunk (2000) explains that the student who has the choice to
identify his or her own motive for learning will be self-motivated to
actively participate in the learning process to realise personal outcomes. A student who can select his or her own method of learning
will learn to plan more effectively and to select appropriate learning
strategies to realise his or her learning outcomes. A student who can
select the time and place, and with whom to study, will develop effective resource-management strategies to ensure the timely completion
of learning tasks (Schunk, 2000).
Therefore, self-regulation implies a process through which the
student directs and adjusts his or her thoughts (cognitions), feelings,
and behaviour in order to realise personal goals. This, in turn, enhances self-satisfaction and motivation, and learning methods are further
improved (Schunk, 2000; Zimmerman, 2002).
The self-regulation cycle
Zimmerman (2000) describes self-regulation as cyclical because the
feedback from prior performance is used to make adjustments during
current learning efforts. Such adjustments are necessary because personal, behavioural, and environmental factors are constantly changing

during the course of learning, and must be monitored using three
self-oriented feedback loops. Behavioural self-regulation requires the
student to self-observe and strategically adjust performance processes,
such as the method of learning. Environmental self-regulation refers
to observing and adjusting environmental conditions or goals, whereas
covert self-regulation involves monitoring and adjusting cognitive and
affective states, such as imagery for remembering or relaxing. The
accuracy and consistency of students' self-monitoring of these triadic
sources of self-control directly influence the effectiveness of their
strategic adjustments and the nature of their self-beliefs (Zimmerman,
2000).
The self-regulation cycle occurs through three major phases:
forethought, performance or volitional control, and self-reflection (see
Figure 1).
The Forethought phase
The forethought phase refers to influential processes and beliefs that
precede efforts to learn and set the stage for learning. Zimmerman
(2002) distinguishes two distinctive but closely linked categories of
forethought: task analysis and self-motivational beliefs (see Table 1).
The Performance or Volitional control phase
Performance or volitional control involves processes that occur during
learning efforts and influence concentration and performance. Zimmerman (2002) distinguishes two categories of performance processes:
self-control and self-observation (see Table 1).
The Self-reflection phase
Self-reflection involves processes that occur after learning efforts and
influences a student's reactions to that experience (see Table 1). These
self-reflections, in turn, influence forethought regarding subsequent
learning efforts, thus completing the self-regulatory cycle (Zimmerman, 1998).
Self-judgement and self-reaction are closely associated with selfobservation (Zimmerman, 2000). Self-judgement involves self-evaluating one's performance and attributing causal significance to the results. Self-evaluation refers to comparing self-monitored information
with a standard or goal. Self-evaluations typically lead to attributions
about the causal meaning of results, such as whether poor performance
is due to one's limited ability or to insufficient effort. These attribution
processes are pivotal to self-reflection because attributions of errors to
ability compel students to react negatively and to give up trying to
improve. Self-regulated students tend to attribute failure to correctable
causes and attribute success to personal competence (Zimmerman,
1998).
In conclusion, and as indicated by literature, it appears that the
ideal distance learner is one who applies self-regulation during learning and thereby ensures successful completion of academic modules.
Method
Subjects
The subjects involved in this study were an available study population
of 143 second year tertiary distance learners registered for a Further
Diploma in Instructional Psychology at a specific university in the
North West province of South Africa. These learners attended the
scheduled facilitation sessions on the days of testing and they all
completed the surveys. On the basis of the academic achievement of
the learners during a semester examination, they were divided into two
groups of successful and non-successful learners, respectively. For the
purposes of this study, in order to distinguish these two groups of
learners who could clearly be described as successful and non-successful, respectively, successful learners were classified as those who obtained a score of 55% or more during the examination. The nonsuccessful learners were those who obtained a score of 49% or less
during the same examination. The learners who obtained scores between 50% and 54% were considered to be borderline cases that could
be classified as either successful or non-successful and were therefore
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omitted from the analysis. These two groups were then compared on
all the self-regulation variables.

analysis based on the principles as discussed by Clark and Watson
(1995).

Table 1

Data collection procedure
To optimize the chances of a high response rate, the researcher
personally visited three of the five contact centres to administer the
questionnaires. The researcher trained the centre managers of the two
remaining centres to ensure standardised procedures for data collection
at these centres. The questionnaires were completed by the subjects
prior to the facilitation sessions.
The fact that attendance of contact sessions was not compulsory,
together with the difficulties that these students experienced with
transport, created certain problems. The researcher, for example,
visited two centres on two previously scheduled testing days where
there were only five and seven learners, respectively, in attendance.
Thereafter, special advertisements were placed in prominent North
West papers and special letters were posted to registered students
requesting them to attend the subsequent facilitation sessions, explaining the relevance and importance of the study. Even after these
efforts, only 143 learners attended and were available to participate in
the study.
In most cases the home language of the subjects was either
Tswana or Sesotho whilst the questionnaires were in English. Though
all these learners indicated that English was their language of choice,
they were encouraged to ask the administrators for clarification of
terms rather than answer a question randomly, to enhance their understanding of what was expected of them.
At all the centres the subjects first completed a biographical
questionnaire. Thereafter, the procedures for completion of the MSLQ
were explained and demonstrated before subjects were requested to
complete the questionnaire. The same procedure was followed with the
SRLQ. Completion of all three questionnaires took between 50 and 70
minutes, depending on the centre and the number of subjects present.

Cyclical phases and sub-processes of self-regulation
(Zimmerman, 2000:16)
Cyclical self-regulatory phases

Forethought
Task analysis
- Goal setting
- Strategic planning

Performance/volitional
control
Self-control
- Self-instruction
- Attention focusing
- Imagery
- Task strategies

Self-motivational beliefs Self-observation
- Self-efficacy
- Self-recording
- Outcome expectations - Self-experimentation
- Intrinsic interest/value
- Goal orientation

Self-reflection
Self-judgement
- Self-evaluation
- Causal
attributions

Self-reactions
- Self-satisfaction/
effect
- Adaptivedefensive

Instruments
Two instruments, the Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire
(MSLQ) and a self-developed questionnaire for self-regulated learning
(Self-Regulated Learning Questionnaire — SRLQ) based on Zimmerman's (2000) model, were used to obtain data on self-regulated learning, cognitive learning strategies, and motivational variables.
The MSLQ is a self-report instrument designed by Pintrich, Smith
and McKeachie (1989), from University of Michigan, to assess university students' motivational orientation and their use of different learning strategies. The MSLQ consists of two sections, a motivational section and a learning strategies section. The section on motivation assesses students' goals and value beliefs for a course, their beliefs about
their skill to succeed in the course, and their anxiety about tests in the
course. The learning strategy section assesses students' use of different
cognitive and metacognitive strategies, and their management of different resources.
As the researchers, at the time of this study, were of the opinion
that the MSLQ does not focus sufficiently on the measurement of selfregulated learning as defined by Zimmerman (2000), the SRLQ was
used in conjunction with the MSLQ to obtain relevant data.
Subsequently, the following sub-scales (variables) of the MSLQ
and the SRLQ, respectively, were identified and used in the study:
MSLQ: Intrinsic goal orientation (" = 0.86),1 extrinsic goal orientation (" = 0.72), task value (" = 0.93), self-efficacy (" =
0.96), expectancy of success (" = 0.93), and test anxiety ("
= 0.92). The following cognitive scales were used:
rehearsal strategies (" = 0.71), elaboration strategies (" =
0.92), organisation strategies (" = 0.93), and regulation
strategies (" = 0.92.)
SRLQ: Only three of the identified sub-scales were used, focusing
on the first two phases of Zimmerman's self-regulation cycle: goal setting (forethought; " = 0.81), self-observation
(volitional control; " = 0.85), and self-control (volitional
control; " = 0.90). A fourth variable, strategic planning ("
= 0.96), was formed by combining the planning strategies
sub-scale of the MSLQ and a planning sub-scale of the
SRLQ (forethought phase).
A further variable (study hours per day) was identified during the data
analysis.
To determine the internal consistency and construct validity of the
respective sub-scales, each sub-scale was subjected to a separate factor
_____________________________
1

The C O R R p rocedure of the SAS package was used to calculate the correlation
coefficients (alpha reliability) of the identified 15 variables.

Experimental design and statistical analysis of data
An ex post facto approach was used in this study since no manipulation of the variables occurred. The correlation between the independent variables and the dependent variable (see Table 2) was determined retrospectively.
The data were analysed with the aid of the SAS (SAS Institute
Inc., 1996) and the Statistica packages (Statsoft, Inc., 2000). These
programs provided descriptive statistics used to give an overview of
the most important characteristics of the distribution, mean scores, and
standard deviations of the independent variables, between the successful and non-successful subjects.
Thereafter a multiple regression analysis was performed to analyse the combined and individual contributions of the 15 independent
variables towards the variance of the dependent variable. The effect
sizes, f 2 (as calculated by Cohen, 1988) were used as criterion for
practical significance (see Tables 3 and 4). A best subset regression
analysis revealed those subsets of variables that were the best combination of predictors of academic performance of the two groups,
respectively. Finally, a stepwise multiple regression analysis was performed to determine the order of importance of the identified predictors of academic performance of the two groups, respectively.
Discussion of results
Practical significance of differences between groups of
successful and non-successful distance learners
As indicated by the data presented in Table 2, there appear to be
definite differences between successful and non-successful distance
learners regarding the application of the majority of the self-regulated
learning variables, and many of these differences are of practical
significance (see large effect sizes in Table 2).
It appears that the higher mean scores calculated for the group of
successful distance learners for intrinsic goal orientation, task value,
self-efficacy, planning, regulation, use of organisation and elaboration,
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Table 2

Comparison of mean scores and standard deviations of variables that influence academic achievement of successful and non-successful
distance learners
Mean score

Variables

Non-successful
learners

Successful
learners

Non-successful
learners

Successful
learners

3.67
5.39
4.74
3.67
3.78
5.18
4.85
3.73
4.04
3.38
3.53
2.94
3.11
3.41
1.77

5.52
5.64
5.85
5.06
5.46
3.53
4.84
5.49
5.60
5.55
5.35
3.72
4.16
3.80
1.62

1.55
1.01
1.33
1.50
1.77
1.59
0.91
1.75
1.75
1.91
1.84
0.87
1.05
0.50
1.03

1.24
0.73
0.95
1.10
1.06
1.29
0.78
1.35
1.38
1.70
1.48
0.75
0.86
0.38
0.78

Intrinsic goal orientation
Extrinsic goal orientation
Task value
Self-efficacy
Expectancy for success
Test anxiety
Rehearsal strategies
Organisation strategies
Elaboration strategies
Planning
Regulation
Goal setting
Self-observation
Self-control
Study hours per day
Small effect d = 0.202
2

Table 3

Medium effect

d = 0.50

Mean difference
between groups
1 and 2

Effect size
(d)

1.85
0.25
1.11
1.39
1.68
1.65
0.01
1.76
1.56
2.17
1.82
0.78
1.05
0.39
0.15

1.19*
0.26
0.83*
0.93*
0.95*
1.04*
0.01
1.00*
0.89*
1.14*
0.99*
0.90*
1.00*
0.78*
0.14

* Large effect d = 0.80

Effect sizes ( d ) as indication of practical significance (as calculated by Cohen, 1988)
Contribution of the best subset of predictors ( R 2 ) to academic achievement of the group of successful distance learners
R 2 = 0.4856 ( R a 2 = 0.4285 )

Variable ( r )

Contribution
to R 2

Step in
analysis

Cumulative contribution to R 2

C ( p ) value

F value

Effect sizes
( f2 )

0.2122
0.1630
0.1105

1
2
3

0.2122
0.3752
0.4857

14.3531
7.7978
4.0000

7.81
7.30
5.80

0.41*
0.32
0.21

Organisation
Planning
Intrinsic goal orientation
Small effect f 2 = 0.02

Table 4

Standard deviation

Medium effect

f 2 = 0.15

* Large effect f 2 = 0.35

p < 0.01

Contribution of the best subset of predictors ( R 2 ) to academic achievement of the group of non-successful distance learners
R 2 = 0.3947 ( R a 2 = 0.3131 )

Variable ( r )

Contribution
to R 2

Step in
analysis

Cumulative contribution to R 2

C ( p ) value

F value

Effect sizes
( f2 )

0.0425
0.1520
0.0498
0.0534
0.0718
0.0143
0.0109

1
2
3
4
5
6
7

0.0425
0.1945
0.2443
0.2977
0.3695
0.3838
0.3947

26.2447
15.1897
12.9152
10.3288
6.1643
6.9379
8.0000

2.57
10.76
3.69
4.18
6.15
1.23
0.94

0.07
0.25
0.08
0.09
0.19
0.02
0.02

Expectancy for success
Goal setting
Elaboration
Organisation
Self-efficacy
Study hours per day
Regulation
Small effect f 2 = 0.02

Medium effect

f 2 = 0.15

* Large effect f 2 = 0.35

expectancy for success, and goal setting as well as self-observation and
self-control, could be an indication that the successful learners were
more motivated to learn and applied more self-regulatory strategies
than the non-successful learners. There is a great deal of evidence from
literature that a high occurrence of these variables during learning can
have a positive effect on learning outcomes. As stated by Zimmerman
(2002), learners displaying a learning goal orientation tend to focus
on learning progress rather than competitive outcomes and learn more
effectively than learners focusing on performance outcomes, since they
value the process of learning for its own merits. Furthermore, learners
who are intrinsically interested in a task will persist in learning efforts,
even in the absence of tangible rewards (Zimmerman, 2000). A key
form of task analysis during the forethought phase of the selfregulation cycle involves the setting of goals. Goal setting refers to
deciding upon specific outcomes of learning or performance, such as
completing a major assignment in a specific time. Goals mobilize
effort, increase persistence and lead to appropriate use of learning

p < 0.01

strategies (Schunk, 2000; Garavalia & Gredler, 2002).
These goal-setting and strategic-planning processes are affected
by learners' motivational beliefs, such as their self-efficacy beliefs,
outcome expectations and goal orientations (Zimmerman, 2002; see
Table 1). Self-efficacy refers to a learner's personal beliefs that he/she
can successfully perform the activities required to obtain designated
goals (Bandura, 1986; Schunk, 1994; 2000). Schunk (1985) reports
that learners who maintain high levels of self-efficacy (as seems to be
the case with the successful group of learners) expend greater effort
and persist longer when studying and achieve better in learning than
those learners who doubt their capabilities. High self-efficacy stimulates effort and persistence when problems are encountered, whilst low
self-efficacy leads to doubts, avoidance behaviour and lack of effort
(Schunk, 1985; Garavalia & Gredler, 2002).
The data analysis appears to reveal that the successful students set
more challenging learning goals and demonstrated higher levels of
self-efficacy than the non-successful students. The successful students
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effectively planned, regulated and controlled their learning behaviour,
motivations and cognitions in contrast to the non-successful students.
Self-regulation processes, such as self-instruction, imagery, attention
focusing, and task strategies, help students to focus on the task and
optimise their effort. Self-observation or self-monitoring refers to one's
tracking of specific aspects of one's performance, the conditions that
surround it, and the effects that it produces. This is a vital self-regulatory process because it informs students about their progress (or lack
of progress) towards goal attainment (Zimmerman, 2002). In turn, the
non-successful students applied more rehearsal strategies during learning, were more extrinsically motivated and experienced more test
anxiety regarding the learning task.
Effect of the independent variables on academic achievement
To determine the combined effect of the entire set of independent
variables on the academic achievement of the successful and non-successful distance learners, respectively, a multiple regression analysis
was performed with academic achievement as criterion. The multiple
regression analysis revealed that the set of independent variables
explained 76.39% (R2 = 0.7639; Ra2 = 0.3861) of the variance in academic achievement of the successful distance learners. Regarding the
non-successful distance learners, the same set of variables explained
only 56.33% (R2 = 0.5633; Ra 2 = 0.3450) of the variance in their academic achievement.
Thereafter a best subset regression analysis (Kotz & Johnson,
1998) was performed to determine which subset of variables has the
greatest influence on the academic achievement of the two groups of
learners. The Cp value was used as criterion for identification of the
best subset. The subset of variables with the smallest Cp value was
used as the best subset of variables that predicted academic achievement. In the case of the non-successful learners, a combination of the
smallest Cp value and the highest R2 value was used as criterion.
Tables 3 and 4 indicate the results yielded from the data analysis.
Table 3 illustrates that the best subset of predictors of academic
achievement of the group of successful distance learners for this study
consisted of three independent variables, namely, organisation, planning, and intrinsic goal orientation. These three variables contributed
48.56% (R2 = 0.4856; Ra 2 = 0.4285) out of the possible 76.39% towards the academic achievement of the group of successful distance
learners.
As indicated in Table 3, organisation was the first variable considered in the regression comparison. Organisation contributed 21.22%
(R2 = 0.2122) towards the academic achievement of the successful
distance learners. This contribution is of practical significance (effect
size: 0.41). The second variable considered was planning which contributed 16.30% (R2 = 0.1630, cumulative contribution to R2 = 0.3752)
towards the academic achievement of the successful distance learners.
On the grounds of the effect size (d = 0.32) for this variable, it is evident that the contribution of planning towards the achievement of
these students is also of practical significance. The third variable was
intrinsic goal orientation. This variable contributed 11.05% (R2 =
0.4857, cumulative contribution to R2 = 0.4857) towards the academic
achievement of the group of successful distance learners. The contribution of intrinsic goal orientation towards the academic achievement
is of average practical significance (d = 0.21).
Zimmerman (1998) classifies planning as a process that occurs
during the forethought phase of self-regulation and is influenced by the
student's intrinsic goal orientation. Furthermore, Zimmerman (1998)
indicates that organisation is a self-control strategy which occurs
during the volitional control phase of the self-regulation cycle and can
be used to realise set learning goals. The student who uses cognitive
strategies (such as elaboration and organisation) during learning finds
it easier to store information in his/her long term memory for later
retrieval (Weinstein, Husman & Dierking, 2000). From these statements it is evident that there is a relationship between the application
of the forethought as well as the volitional control phases of selfregulation and the academic achievement of these distance learners.

Table 4 illustrates that the best subset of predictors of academic
achievement of the group of non-successful distance learners consisted
of seven independent variables, namely, expectancy for success, goal
setting, elaboration, organisation, self-efficacy, study hours per day
and regulation.
As indicated in Table 4, expectancy for success was the first
variable to be considered in the regression comparison. This variable
contributed 4.25% (R2 = 0.0425) towards the academic achievement
of the group of non-successful distance learners and, with an effect
size of d = 0.07, is of negligible practical significance. The second
variable considered for the comparison was goal setting which
contributed 15.20% (R2 = 0.1520, cumulative contribution to R2 =
0.1945) towards the academic achievement of the non-successful
distance learners. On the grounds of the effect size of d = 0.25 it can
be inferred that the contribution of this variable was of average practical significance. The third variable read into the regression comparison
was elaboration. Elaboration contributed 4.98% (R2 = 0.0498, cumulative contribution to R2 = 0.2443) towards the academic achievement
of the non-successful students and, with an effect size of d = 0.08, is
of negligible practical significance. Then organisation was considered
in the comparison which contributed 5.34% (R2 = 0.0534; Ra2 =
0.2977) towards the academic achievement of the non-successful distance learners. This contribution is also of little practical significance
(d = 0.09). The fifth variable was self-efficacy which contributed
7.18% (R2 = 0.0718, cumulative contribution to R2 = 0.3695) towards
the academic achievement of the non-successful distance learners
which indicates an average measure of practical significance (d =
0.19).
The sixth variable read into the regression comparison was study
hours per day. Although this variable is not strictly a self-regulation
variable, it was nonetheless identified from the biographical questionnaire as a variable that contributed towards the academic achievement
of the non-successful distance learners. This variable contributed
1.43% (R2 = 0.0143, cumulative contribution to R2 = 0.3838) towards
the academic achievement of the non-successful distance learners. This
contribution was of negligible practical significance (d = 0.02). The
seventh and last variable was regulation which contributed 1.09% (R2
= 0.0109, cumulative contribution to R2 = 0.3947) towards the
academic achievement of the non-successful learners. This contribution is also of negligible practical significance (d = 0.02). From
Table 4 it is evident that none of the contributions of the seven
identified individual variables, which constituted the best subset of
predictors of the academic achievement of the non-successful students,
was highly practically significant. These seven variables contributed
39.47% (R2 = 0.3947; Ra 2 = 0.3131) of the possible 56.33% of
variance for the academic achievement of the group of non-successful
distance learners.
Three of the variables mentioned by Zimmerman (1998) as being
part of the forethought phase of the self-regulation cycle (expectancy
for success, goal setting, and self-efficacy) were part of the best subset
of predictors for the group of non-successful distance learners. As is
evident from Table 4, the contributions of these three variables towards these students' academic achievement were negligibly practically significant.
Regulation is a variable identified by Zimmerman (1998) as part
of the volitional control phase of self-regulation. This variable also
forms part of the subset of best predictors of academic achievement for
the non-successful distance learners. Since the contribution towards
the academic achievement of this variable was also of negligible practical significance, it can be inferred that these distance learners might
have achieved better had they applied regulation during their studying.
Zimmerman (1998) explains that the student can only monitor his/her
own learning progress if he/she applies regulation during his/her hours
of study.
The analyses revealed that different self-regulation variables
contribute to the academic performance of successful and non-successful distance learners, respectively. In comparison to the three vari-
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ables (organisation, planning, and intrinsic goal orientation) which
formed the best subset of predictor variables of the successful learners,
the best subset of predictors of the non-successful learners consisted
of seven variables (expectancy for success, goal setting, elaboration,
organisation, self-efficacy, study hours per day, and regulation). Apart
from organisation, which was present in both subsets, there were no
other variables that occurred in both subsets. Therefore successful and
non-successful distance learners were influenced by different variables
of self-regulation.
Conclusions and recommendations
Within a traditional teaching-learning environment the student is guided by the instructor towards the acquisition of knowledge and the
mastering of relevant skills (Jacobs & Gawe, 1996). The distance learner has to realise the same outcomes as the contact learner, but without
the continuous guidance and assistance of an instructor. Therefore, it
is of great importance that distance learners develop the ability to
apply self-regulated learning skills during the study process in order
to study independently and effectively (Paulsen, 1999). As also indicated in this research, optimal academic achievement and learning
success can be related to the measure of self-regulation applied during
the study process (Lindner & Harris, 1998).
According to Zimmerman (2002), it is essential to know the differences in the structure and function of self-regulatory processes
between expert and novice learners in order to formulate intervention
programmes for learners who display low levels of self-regulation. The
results from this particular study indicate that the successful distance
learner applies more self-regulated learning skills during the study process than the non-successful distance learner. This can in part be attributed to the fact that learners who self-regulate their learning actively
and strategically strive towards the attainment of academic goals and
manage to overcome learning obstacles by using a variety of available
resources and an intrinsic motivational focus (Randi & Corno, 2000).
In South Africa, where there are thousands of students or potential students living and working in rural areas far from universities and
colleges, distance learning is an essential means of providing opportunities for personal and professional development. Unfortunately, when
these learners decide to register for a distance learning programme, the
majority of them are not aware of the potential difficulties and hardships which are associated with studying at a distance and mostly in
"isolation". Independent study, self-regulation and motivation are but
a few of the essential ingredients for successful distance learning. As
can be concluded from the findings of this study, non-successful
distance learners need to be exposed to intervention programmes that
will teach them to self-regulate their learning in order to enhance their
academic performance.
Successful learning is the primary goal of every student. This
research has indicated that those distance learners who were more
self-regulating during learning, achieved greater learning success than
those distance learners who were less self-regulating. Therefore, it is
evident that distance learners should be guided by facilitators and
sufficient teaching-learning materials, and media, to develop awareness of the importance of self-regulation during learning and the application thereof to achieve learning success at a distance.
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