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ABSTRACT  The Lesotho Junior Certificate results between 2003 and 2006 indicate that in the rural secondary
schools of Lesotho the pass rate ranged from 51% to 58%. These figures are low compared to those in the urban
schools for the same years which ranged from 70% to 72%. In addition, the Teaching Service Department shows
that there was 40% of unqualified teachers in these rural schools in 2003 and 35% in 2007. There seems to be a
correlation between the high numbers of unqualified teachers and low academic achievement of learners in these
schools. This study was undertaken to determine the extent to which matching teaching and learning styles
enhances academic achievement of learners in the rural secondary school ecologies of Lesotho, with the view to
improve academic achievement of such schools. The Solomon Felder Index of Learning Styles (SFILS) and self-
designed teaching style questionnaire were used using 190 learners and 95 teachers from rural secondary schools,
respectively.  The empirical findings indicate that mismatches of teaching and learning styles largely inhibit
academic achievement of learners while matching them largely enhances this achievement. The findings of this
research indicated that mismatches do exist in the teaching styles of teachers and their learners’ learning styles and
that matching teaching and learning styles enhances academic achievement of learners in rural learning ecologies.
In this regard, it is recommended that: Teachers should match their teaching styles with the learning styles of their
learners in most lessons to enhance their learners’ academic achievement.

INTRODUCTION

Throughout the world, governments and
other education stakeholders advocate quality
education and education for all. Lesotho is no
exception to this advocacy, which is evidenced
as one of the educational objectives in the
Lesotho Ministry of Education and Training
(LMOET) (LMOET 2005). Among educational
issues that have received the significant atten-
tion is knowledge about teaching and learning
styles’ theories (Opdenakker and Van Damme
2006; Morrison et al. 2006). Numerous research
endeavors attempt to explain and address the
learning styles of learners, and consider a learn-
ing style as the consistent pattern of behaviour
and performance by which an individual ap-
proaches a learning experience (Ford and Chen
2001; Graf et al. 2007). While, the recognition of
students’ learning styles is regarded by many
educators as a vital part of an effective teaching
strategy (Morrison  et al.  2003), some research
attempts on learning styles have focused on
enhancing learners’ academic achievement (Kolb
and Kolb 1999; Ford and Chen 2001; Dasari
2006). From these attempts, it has generally been

found that when learners’ learning styles are
matched by the design of the curriculum, with
the learning styles of their teachers, or with ap-
propriate teaching styles, academic achievement
improves (Dunn and Dunn 1979; Felder 1993;
Ford and Chen 2001). With the notion that over
the past two decades, educationists have ex-
pressed increasing concern about the number
of learners who fail in the secondary and high
schools of African countries (Motsau 1990; Cal-
itz 2001), it is worthwhile to determine the influ-
ence of matching/mismatching teaching and
learning styles on learners’ academic achieve-
ment in Lesotho. This country is characterized
by comparatively low academic achievement in
secondary schools, especially in the rural areas
(LMOET 2005, 2008) which in itself impacts se-
verely on their  respective learning ecologies.
Within the ambit of this study, a rural  learning
ecology refers to a set of contexts set in  chal-
lenging physical spaces  such as various  popu-
lation densities, small and scattered, ranging from
bare lands, foothills to mountain areas with deep
valleys and rivers- in this context opportunities
for learning are provided (Barron 2006; UNAIDS
2002). These learning ecologies are representa-
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tive and inclusive of learners, teachers, schools
confined within the ten educational districts   of
Lesotho. Rural learning ecologies,  therefore pro-
vides an understanding of how the influences
of home, class, school, family, community  and
educational district interact and affect each
whilst also  influencing learners’ academic
achievement (Donald  et al. 2002).

Some measures, such as provision of resourc-
es and workshops, are being provided by LMO-
ET to secondary schools in these underlying
learning ecologies, however the importance of
learning styles orientated teaching has not yet
received significant attention. Paying attention
to learners’ learning styles in Lesotho can be a
good step to localize the national curriculum
which has since been used while Lesotho was
colonized by Britain. This study aims to inform
teachers and decision makers in Lesotho about
how academic achievement can be enhanced by
paying attention to learners’ learning styles and
teachers’ teaching styles.

Before directing matches or mismatches of
teaching and learning styles to learners, Moallem
(2007) and Isemonger and Sheppard (2003) state
that knowing a learner’s learning style is a first
step to a personalized approach to him or her,
and also a starting point in helping the learner to
improve on the weak styles and making use of
his/her strong styles. Equally important, teach-
ers should guard against the development of
teaching styles which are congruent with their
own learning styles, rather than those of their
learners (Barbe and Milone 1980; Friedman and
Alley 1984; Felder 1993; Wheeler and McLeod
2002). Can a teacher’s teaching style then be
modified? Heimlich and Norland (2002) believe
that there is an important pre-condition before
teachers can attempt to modify their style. That
is, their beliefs and values regarding their roles
and their learners’ roles in learning should first
be changed. This point implies that teachers in
Lesotho rural learning ecologies can modify their
teaching styles in an attempt to be more flexible
and accommodative to their learners’ preferenc-
es, to become effective teachers. In other words,
knowing various teaching styles and an ability
to move deliberately from style to style as the
objectives change from one teaching episode to
another is important for effective teaching
(Mosston and Ashworth 1990; Winnick 1990;
Grosser 2007). The rationale for knowing learn-
ers’ learning styles and guarding against the

development and extended use of inappropriate
teaching styles is that teachers should make in-
formed decisions and be able to expose learners
to deliberate matches or mismatches of styles.
According to Diaz and Cartnal (1999), the limit-
ed teachers’ knowledge about learning styles
that exist in their classes and schools  lead to
teachers who use a wide variety of teaching ac-
tivities, hoping that they will cover most of their
learners’ learning style preferences along the
way. This may be the case in the rural learning
ecologies of Lesotho, which are until recently
characterized by many teachers with low or in-
adequate qualifications (Mulkeen 2005; LMO-
ET 2008).

Teaching/Learning Styles and Academic
Achievement in Rural Learning Ecologies

According to Calitz (2001), academic achieve-
ment can be viewed as the degree to which learn-
ers are able to attain a standardized academic
goal or, in other words, the degree to which learn-
ers master those tasks which they are expected
to master for the respective academic year. There
are a number of factors within the learner and
within the learning context that affect the aca-
demic achievement of individual learners. Re-
searchers relate academic achievement to psy-
chological, physiological, socio-economic and
educational system factors (Motsau 1990); in-
ternal and external factors (Brimer and Pauli 1971);
cognitive, biographical, affective and social fac-
tors (Calitz 2001); and school-related, learner-
related and parent-related factors (Lecroy and
Krysik 2008). The issue of addressing learning
styles can be located in the educational system
and school-related factors of academic achieve-
ment.

Learning style is therefore the composite of
characteristic cognitive, affective and physio-
logical behaviours that serve as relatively sta-
ble indicators of how learners perceive, interact
with and respond to the learning environment
(Ellis 2001). On the other hand, teaching styles
refer to the behaviours that teachers exhibit in
their interactions with their learners (Heimlich
and Norland 2002; Dasari 2006) or  to the way
various teaching approaches are combined to
produce an optimal outcome in learning (Hoyt
and Lee 2002).

The relationship between teaching/learning
styles and academic achievement should entail
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the following main characteristics, which can be
implemented and contextualized by teachers in
rural secondary schools of Lesotho to improve
their educational settings: Firstly, teaching styles
should increase self-awareness and meta-cog-
nition of learners about their strengths and chal-
lenges. Research on learning styles and academ-
ic achievement has shown that teaching learn-
ers how to learn, monitor and manage their own
learning styles is crucial to their academic
achievement (Dasari 2006). Secondly, teaching
styles should balance learning tasks and activi-
ties so that they would accommodate all learn-
ers by taking into account all dimensions of learn-
ing styles (Barbe and Milone 1980; McKeache
1996; Dasari 2006). Thirdly, while learners should
be able to choose to learn in a manner they pre-
fer, they should also be challenged to learn in a
less preferred manner which provides practice
and feedback in ways which they may not ini-
tially be comfortable with. On this note, the ben-
efits of matching/mismatching teaching and
learning styles need to be unfolded.

Matching/Mismatching Revisited in Rural
Learning Ecologies

Recognition of students’ learning styles is
regarded by many educators as a vital part of an
effective teaching strategy (Morrison et al. 2003)
Again, the selection of appropriate teaching
styles is in another way crucial to improving the
effectiveness of teaching and instructional ex-
periences (Winnick 1990). Even though know-
ing learners’ learning styles may be that impor-
tant, there are debates among researchers as to
whether matching or mismatching teaching and
learning styles improves academic achievement.

In favor of matching teaching and learning
styles, there is empirical support for the rather
obvious position that learning in a manner that
is consistent with one’s learning style produces
better academic results than otherwise (Domino
1979; Dunn and Dunn 1979; Isemonger and Shep-
pard 2003; Dunn 2003; Morrison et al. 2006). To
be more precise, Charkins et al. (1985), Felder
(1993), Jones (1998), Morrison et al. (2003), Dasari
(2006) and Moallem (2007) suggest that learners
whose learning styles match with the given
teaching style tend to retain information longer,
apply it more effectively, retain more positive
attitudes toward the subject, and become great-
er academic achievers than those who experi-
ence mismatches.

Additionally, a mismatch condition leads to
a grossly inferior performance; learners learn less
and express less satisfaction with the effective-
ness of the teacher (Jones 1998; Ford and Chen
2001; Isemonger and Sheppard 2003; Dasari
2006). Graf et al. (2007) point out that, learners
with a strong preference for a certain learning
style may have difficulties if the teaching style
does not match their preferred learning styles. A
mismatch between teaching style and learning
style therefore seems to have detrimental effects
on attainment, and could either impede or even
impair the learning process. In relation to rural
secondary schools of Lesotho, it might be the
case that some learners experience mismatches
between their learning styles and teachers’
teaching styles. Thus it becomes very impor-
tant to undertake more empirical investigations
in this regard. However, as there are many re-
search findings to support the benefits of match-
ing teaching styles to learning styles, there are
also those studies that are opposed to matching
as a good solution to poor academic achieve-
ment. Some researchers assert that there is a
lack of evidence to support the view that match-
ing teaching and learning styles is educational-
ly significant. Doyle and Rutherford (2003) and
Ellis (2001) state some criticisms based on match-
ing teaching and learning styles. These are:
 The experimental designs employed in

classroom based learning styles research
appear to be weak and do not have ade-
quate controls.

 There could be some element of bias on
the part of the researchers as each one
stands to gain financially from propagat-
ing their own theory and accompanying
instrument that measures learning styles.

 Some researches base their findings on
unpublished studies, journals and doctor-
al studies.

 There have been no published accounts of
any large scale program evaluation con-
ducted to determine whether an in-service
program on learning styles has contribut-
ed much to learners’ academic achievement.

Again, other theorists are uncertain about
whether it is of great importance to teach to an
individual’s strengths or to try to help learners
overcome their apparent challenges. These the-
orists argue that learners need to be helped to
overcome challenges in their cognitive styles
and to develop a more integrated approach to
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learning by mismatching teaching with their
learning styles (Kolb 1984); and to develop the
compensation techniques needed for situations
in which style conflicts exist (Jones 1998).

Another argument forwarded against match-
ing is that it is hard to imagine teachers chang-
ing their teaching style to accommodate many
different learning styles in one classroom. Doyle
and Rutherford (2003), contend that teachers will
be faced with formidable problems because of
the diversity of work teaching to learning styles
entails. This sentiment is supported by Fried-
man and Alley (1984), and Jones (1998) who in-
dicate that when using a variety of teaching
styles, teachers do not have time to juggle class-
es of 30 or more learners while giving attention
to many style preference factors for each indi-
vidual learner. It even becomes more difficult to
address individual learning styles while having
a teacher-learner ratio of one to sixty, as is the
case in rural secondary schools of Lesotho
(LMOET  2008).

However, some attempts can be made to ad-
dress these styles at odd situations to promote
the effectiveness of teaching and learning.
Felder (1993), Diaz and Cartnal (1999), Cilliers
and Sternberg (2001), and Morrison et al. (2003)
suggest that learners should be exposed to a
wide variety of alternative teaching styles in an
attempt to find teaching styles that fit each indi-
vidual learner’s learning style. In this case, no
learner would necessarily benefit from all the
teaching styles used, but all learners would ben-
efit from many of the teaching styles used to
optimize learning in the classroom. In the same
way, this study suggests that teachers could
use teaching styles that cuts across all the learn-
ing styles that they have identified in their class-
es, while at certain times, mismatches can be
created deliberately to address challenges.

The significance of the relationship between
the teaching styles and learning styles merits
more attention, because of the shift of emphasis
from teacher-centred to learner-centred learning
(Mokoena 1997; Jacobs et al. 2004). Teachers in
rural secondary schools of Lesotho can use this
literature to find ways suitable to the context in
which they can best address their learners learn-
ing styles. As far back as ancient Greece, it was
noted that learners have different styles of learn-
ing, and these styles can be linked to certain
teaching styles to enhance academic achieve-
ment (Wratcher  et al. 1997; Diaz and Cartnal

1999). Therefore the objective of this study was
to find the extent to which matching/mismatch-
ing teaching and learning styles improve learn-
ers’ academic achievement in rural secondary
schools of Lesotho. The findings of this study
therefore are aimed at helping teachers in
Lesotho and other countries with the same situ-
ation, to improve their learners’ academic
achievement.

Conceptual Framework

This study was entirely based on a construc-
tivist orientation to learning. Constructivism as
a paradigm posits that learning is an active and
constructive process in which the learner ac-
tively constructs or builds new ideas or con-
cepts based upon current and past knowledge
(Learning Theories 2008). The authors contend
from the constructivist perspective that the pri-
mary responsibility of the teacher is to create
and maintain a collaborative problem-solving
environment in rural learning ecologies, where
learners are allowed to construct their own
knowledge and teachers serve as facilitators. To
ensure active participation and construction of
knowledge for all learners, addressing learners’
individual learning styles seems to be very im-
portant. In supporting the latter, Felder-Silver-
man Learning Style Theory has been chosen
because it describes the learning styles of learn-
ers in more detail, elaborating and distinguish-
ing between preferences in these learning styles
(Graf et al. 2007). This theory consists of a mod-
el that combines several dimensions presented
in the Myers-Briggs model (sensing/intuitive)
with Kolb’s information processing dimension
(Active/Reflective). The core idea of the Felder
and Silverman model is that teachers should
teach learners according to their preferences
while on the other hand should strive for a bal-
ance of instructional methods (Moallem  2007).
According to Dasari (2006), Felder and Silver-
man classify learners’ learning styles according
to five questions which bring about the learning
style dimensions for rural learning ecologies.
These questions are:

1) What type of information does a learner
preferentially perceive?

2) Through which sensory channel is exter-
nal information most effectively per-
ceived?

3) With which organization of information is
a learner most comfortable?
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4) How does the learner prefer to process
information?

5) How does the learner progress towards
understanding?

In answer to these questions, the learners
are classified as sensing or intuitive, visual or
verbal, inductive or deductive, active or reflec-
tive and sequential or global. The first dimen-
sion distinguishes sensing and intuitive. The
second dimension covers visual and verbal
learners. The third dimension covers inductive
and deductive learners. In the fourth, active and
reflective learners are considered. In the fifth
dimension, learners are characterized according
to their understanding. Sequential learners learn
in small incremental steps and follow some log-
ical stepwise paths in finding solutions. In con-
trast, global learners use a holistic thinking pro-
cess and learn in large heaps.

Felder-Silverman (1988), and later Felder and
Solomon (2008), developed the Index of Learn-
ing Style (ILS). The ILS is a 44 question, self-
scoring instrument, which assesses preferenc-
es on the four dimensions of learning styles. To
integrate the learning style model into the de-
sign and development of instruction, the Felder-
Solomon’s Index of Learning Style was used to
identify specifications for matching teaching
and learning styles to promote academic achieve-
ment in rural secondary schools of Lesotho.

According to Felder and Silverman (1988)
just as there are five questions that can help
determine a learner’s learning style in rural learn-
ing ecologies. Teaching styles may also be de-
fined in terms of the answers to five essential
questions. These questions are:
 What type of information is emphasized

by the instructor?
· What mode of presentation is stressed?
 How is the presentation organized?
· What mode of learner participation is fa-

cilitated by the presentation?
 What type of perspective is provided on

the information presented?
From the above questions, Felder and Sil-

verman came up with five dimensions of teach-
ing styles, and these are the Concrete or ab-
stract, Inductive or deductive, Active or pas-
sive, Sequential or global teaching styles. Felder
and Silverman later omitted the inductive/deduc-
tive dimension from their Learning Style Model,
thus affecting the teaching style dimensions as
well. In this study, this idea lead to the existence

of only four learning style dimensions and four
corresponding teaching styles, which were used
to identify the existing teaching and learning
styles in rural secondary schools of Lesotho.

METHODOLOGY

Quantitative Research

In order to achieve the objectives earlier, the
empirical investigation that was used is quanti-
tative in nature. Quantitative research is a nu-
merical method describing observations of ma-
terials or characteristics (Burns 2000). For the
proposed research, a questionnaire method was
used to gather data that is relevant to the re-
search questions. In this case, the Felder-So-
lomon Index of Learning Styles (FSILS), which
consists of 44 questions designed to identify
learning styles of learners, was used. A self-de-
signed questionnaire based on Felder and Sil-
verman’s theory of teaching styles was also used
to identify teachers’ teaching styles in rural learn-
ing ecologies of Lesotho. Each teacher’s domi-
nant style was then linked to each learner’s pre-
dominant learning style to see if they match or
mismatch. To determine the influence of match-
ing teaching and learning styles on academic
achievement, end-of-year examination marks of
learners were considered. For each learner, the
choice of examination marks used was entirely
based on the subjects taught by the teachers
that participated in the research. These results
were obtained from the national newspaper,
schools and some from the Examinations Coun-
cil of Lesotho. In order to determine the academ-
ic achievement of learners, prevalent in the rural
school ecologies of Lesotho, end-of year results
were classified into levels of achievement. The
classification was ideal for this study as it delin-
eates many levels of achievement, which pro-
vide a good overview of learners’ academic
achievement in rural secondary schools of
Lesotho. This empirical investigation unfolded
with a pilot study which covered two secondary
schools in rural areas of Lesotho. In each school,
5 teachers and 5 learners completed question-
naires that were directed at teaching styles and
learning styles respectively.

Reliability of Findings

Reliability of findings is very important for
this research, therefore the various measurement
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instruments that were used by other research-
ers in attempting to categorize how learners learn
were consulted for review. In this research, the
Felder-Solomon ILS questionnaire seems to be
reliable in measuring learning styles, because it
is relatively short and conveys more dimensions
of learning styles that are well defined. This in-
strument is often used and has been well inves-
tigated in measuring learning styles (Graf et al.
2007). Felder and Spurlin (2005) conducted stud-
ies that deal with analyzing the response data of
ILS regarding the distribution of preferences for
each dimension as well as with verifying the re-
liability of the instrument. Among the studies
conducted, one tested the test-retest reliability
of the ILS. When testing this aspect, the inter-
val between test administrations was large
enough so that respondents could not remem-
ber their responses from one test to the next.
The results concluded that the test-retest reli-
ability of the Felder-Solomon ILS is satisfactory,
even after an interval of 8 months and a sample
size of only 24 respondents (Felder and Spurlin
2005). Similarly, the self-designed teaching style
questionnaire was designed according to the
existing theory of Felder and Silverman on teach-
ing styles. The construction of questions in this
questionnaire was based on how Felder and Sil-
verman describe the teaching styles and also
based on the type of questions in the learning
style instrument. Since the questionnaire was
also tested in a pilot study, it may be considered
reliable.

Validity of Instrument

With regards to measuring learners’ learning
styles, the Felder-Solomon ILS questionnaire
seems to be valid. In studies by Felder and Spur-
lin (2005), the instrument was tested in terms of
the extent to which it actually measures what it
claims to test. These studies confirmed the va-
lidity of this instrument, in that the instrument
scores correlated with quantities with which they
were to correlate. In the same way, the research-
er believes that the teaching style questionnaire
is valid because it was designed from an exist-
ing theory which corresponds to the model on
which the development of the Felder-Solomon
ILS was based. In fact, both the self-designed
teaching style questionnaire and the learning
style instrument were administered in a pilot
study in an attempt to determine their applica-
bility and validity in this study.

Research Sample Composition

The research involves sampling which is part
of the internal logic of the study. Stratified sam-
pling design was used for this research. The
sample included the districts, schools, teachers
and learners. Two secondary schools per dis-
trict were randomly selected from the rural areas
(Foothills and Senqu valley) of the 10 districts
of Lesotho. A sample of 300 participants was
selected randomly. Thus, there were a total of 30
participants per district. These participants were
divided into 2 subgroups; learners and teach-
ers, who made a total of 200 and 100, respective-
ly. The selection of the participants was done
such that there were 10 learners in Form C class
(equivalent to grade 10) and 5 of their teachers,
in each school. However, due to the shortcom-
ings of using the questionnaire method, only
285 questionnaires were completed and received
by the researcher. Therefore, the total of 285 re-
spondents formed the population of this study.
This total number consisted of 190 learners and
95 teachers who completed and returned the
questionnaires. This implies that a total of 285
questionnaires was completed and collected
from respondents, giving 95% response rate. In
this case, a high degree of validity was ensured.

Data Analysis

In this study, the program on statistical pack-
ages for the social sciences (SPSS) was used to
analyze data (undertaken by the Department of
Statistics at the University of the Free State,
South Africa). To address the main research ob-
jective, the analysis was done in a way that each
teacher’s teaching style(s) was matched with
each of his/her learner’s learning style(s) such
that for each school, the total frequencies of
both matches and mismatches were 50 (5 teach-
ers by 10 learners), thus giving a total of 950
matching and mismatching cases. The statisti-
cal representation of this data is in the forms of
distributions, frequencies and correlations.  In
this case, data presentation includes tables, pie-
charts and histograms.

RESULTS  AND  DISCUSSION

This study compared the influences of match-
ing and mismatching teaching and learning
styles on academic achievement of learners. In
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all 19 schools that participated in the empirical
investigation, the dominant teaching and learn-
ing styles of all teacher and learner participants
respectively. Then, each teacher’s dominant
teaching styles were linked to all the learners’
dominant learning styles in his/her class, to de-
termine the frequencies of matches and mis-
matches. For each school, with 5 teacher and 10
learner participants, there was a total frequency
of 50 matching and mismatching cases.

Table 1 provides data for the total frequen-
cies of matching and mismatching cases in all
the schools that were involved in the rural ecol-
ogies of this study. In most of these schools,
the frequency of styles that match is relatively
lower than the frequency of mismatches. This
observation accounts for the fact that there is a
huge difference of total frequencies determined
for all these schools. Figure 1 further illustrates
that for all rural secondary schools of Lesotho,
there were 74.6% and 25.4% mismatching and
matching cases of teaching and learning styles,
respectively. These figures imply that the major-
ity of the teachers in these schools did not match
their teaching styles with the learning styles of
their learners. Moreover, it seems that many learn-
ers did not experience learning environments that
are conducive for their individual needs. This

mismatch condition leads to a grossly inferior
performance; learners learn less and express less
satisfaction with the effectiveness of the teach-
er (Jones 1998; Ford and Chen 2001; Isemonger
and Sheppard 2003; Dasari  2006).

In order to determine the influence of match-
es/mismatches on academic achievement, learn-
ers’ examination scores were used. These scores
were classified into levels of achievement in
which each learner’s scores were located. The
scores were then linked with  the style match or
mismatch that was experienced by the learners
such that for scores in each level of achieve-
ment, the frequency of matching and mismatch-
ing cases was determined. Table 2 indicates theTable 1: Total matches/mismatches of teaching

and learning styles that existed in the research
population

School Number Number Frequ- Frequ-
of tea- of lear- ency ency
chers ners of style of style

match mis-
match

1 5 1 0 1 5 3 5
2 5 1 0 8 4 2
3 5 1 0 1 6 3 4
4 5 1 0 8 4 2
5 5 1 0 2 6 2 4
6 5 1 0 1 4 3 6
7 5 1 0 1 8 3 2
8 5 1 0 9 4 1
9 5 1 0 9 4 1
1 0 5 1 0 2 2 2 8
1 1 5 1 0 1 4 3 6
1 2 5 1 0 1 0 4 0
1 3 5 1 0 1 6 3 4
1 4 5 1 0 8 4 2
1 5 5 1 0 3 4 7
1 6 5 1 0 9 4 1
1 7 5 1 0 1 3 3 2
1 8 5 1 0 1 5 3 5
1 9 5 1 0 8 4 2
Total 9 5 190 241 709

Table 2: The relationship between matches/mis-
matches and examination  scores

           Match            Mismatch
School   Mean Standard    Mean Standard

deviation deviation

1 67.83 12.19 44.21 14.85
2 66.38 13.61 54.00 13.61
3 58.25 15.00 50.09 13.00
4 38.25 15.98 33.36 27.07
5 57.00 17.85 47.00 13.91
6 60.93 12.16 43.67 15.92
7 55.89 14.33 51.38 13.06
8 55.93 13.45 40.55 15.30
9 64.50 17.85 44.60 16.75
1 0 54.27 22.23 30.57 14.74
1 1 60.57 14.17 41.17 15.68
1 2 54.50 6.67 44.00 10.37
1 3 56.88 19.83 43.62 12.39
1 4 68.88 10.50 40.45 16.97
1 5 77.83 20.20 44.50 16.68
1 6 57.28 22.52 37.18 15.66
1 7 50.65 20.63 47.74 16.17
1 8 51.50 19.80 47.79 16.04
1 9 65.75 9.91 44.74 16.75
Total 57.78 17.57 44.12 15.74

mismatch
matc hes

Percentage

Fig. 1. Summary of all matching and mismatching
teaching and learning styles
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means and standard deviations of the examina-
tion scores against matches and mismatches for
each school, while Table 3 clearly delineates the
total frequencies of matches/mismatches across
all levels of achievement  in all  rural schools.

In almost all the 19 schools, the average ex-
amination score for learners who experienced a
match in their learning styles and teachers’ teach-
ing styles was above 50%, which is the margin
of pass with credit in Lesotho. On the contrary,
the mismatches seemed to result in average score
of less than 50%.

In Table 3, it is indicated that level 1 of
achievement (not achieved) in the rural second-
ary schools of Lesotho was represented by 5.8%
matching cases and 13.5% mismatching cases
of teaching and learning styles. These figures
indicated a huge number of mismatches that in-
hibited the academic achievement of learners.
On level 2 of achievement (elementary achieve-
ment), there were 5.8% matching cases and 19.6%
mismatching cases in teaching and learning
styles. These findings showed that many learn-
ers in the elementary achievement level experi-
enced many mismatches in their teachers’ teach-
ing styles and their own learning styles, and
thus performed poorly.

On level 3 of achievement (moderate achieve-
ment), there were 17.8% matching cases and
30.6% mismatching cases of teaching and learn-
ing styles. This level of achievement was repre-
sented by many matching and mismatching cas-
es in relation to teaching and learning styles.
There were, however, more mismatches than
matches, which implied that many learners expe-
rienced conflicts in the way they learned and
the way they were taught. This situation could
be the cause of low academic achievement.

On level 4 of achievement (adequate achieve-
ment), there were 20.3% of matching cases and
20.2% of mismatching cases in teaching and
learning styles. Again, on level 5 (substantial
achievement), there were 26.2% of matching cas-
es and 12.4% of mismatching cases with regard
to matching teaching and learning styles. More-
over, on level 6 of achievement (meritorious
achievement), there were 16.6% of matching cas-
es and 3.4% of mismatching cases while level 7
(outstanding achievement) was represented by
7.5% of matching cases and 0.3% of mismatch-
ing cases.

From level 4 to level 7 of achievement, which
could be considered to be above the margin of
success, there were 70.6% of matching cases
and 36.3% of mismatching cases. From these
figures, there were 34.3% more matching cases
in the higher levels of achievement (in the range
of 50 to 100%).  On the other hand, from levels 1
up to 3 of achievement (below 50%), there were
29.4% matching cases and 63.7% mismatching
cases. In these levels of achievement, there were
34.3% more mismatching cases than the match-
ing cases.  This trend of differences indicated
that matching teaching and learning styles en-
hanced learners’ academic achievement to a large
extent while the mismatches largely inhibit aca-
demic achievement. In fact, Charkins et al. (1985),
Felder (1993), Jones (1998), Morrison et al. (2003),
Dasari (2006) and Moallem (2007) suggest that
learners whose learning styles match with the
given teaching style tend to become greater ac-
ademic achievers than those who experience
mismatches. Figure 2 illustrates further this rela-
tionship in that the highest frequency of mis-
matches was located in the achievement level of
40-50%, while the highest frequency of matches
was located in the achievement level of 60-69.

Table 3: Total matches/mismatches and academic achievement in all 19 schools

Levels of achievement             Matches                               Mismatches
  f % F   %

Level 1 (0-29%)   - Not achieved 1 4 5.8 9 6 13.5
Level 2 (30-39%) - Elementary achievement 1 4 5.8 139 19.6
Level 3 (40-49%) - Moderate achievement 4 3 17.8 217 30.6
Level 4 (50-59%) - Adequate achievement 4 9 20.3 143 20.2
Level 5 (60-69%) - Substantial achievement 6 3 26.2 8 8 12.4
Level 6 (70-79%) - Meritorious achievement 4 0 16.6 2 4 3.4
Level 7(80-100%)-Outstanding achievement 1 8 7.5 2 0.3
Total 241 100.0 709 100.0
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In the final analysis, this study suggests that
teachers should solely direct their teaching to
match with their learners’ learning styles to en-
hance achievement. Domino (1979), Dunn and
Dunn (1979), Morrison et al. (2006), Isemonger
and Sheppard (2003) and Dunn (2003) indicate
that there is empirical support for the claim that
learning in a manner consistent with one’s learn-
ing style produces better results than otherwise.

However, at certain time intervals, teachers
can expose learners to the teaching styles which
are different from their preferences to address
the weak styles and to prepare them for real life.
Learners need to be helped to overcome chal-
lenges in their cognitive styles and to develop a
more integrated approach to learning by mis-
matching teaching with their learning styles (Kolb
1984); and to develop the compensation tech-
niques needed for situations in which style con-
flicts exist (Jones 1998). But the exercise of di-
recting mismatches should be limited and exe-
cuted in light of the benefits for matching teach-
ing and learning styles. Therefore, teachers
should focus upon the identified basic learning
style preferences of their learners and utilize
learning activities in support of those styles.
Therefore it is important to review teaching style
theories that can help in determining ways of
matching teaching and learning styles of learn-
ers in Lesotho schools.

CONCLUSION

Finally, the debates on matching and mis-
matching teaching and learning styles have been
discussed. Suggestions have been made on how
to match teaching and learning styles, and the
related criticisms also discussed. On the other
hand, suggestions have also been made on how
to use mismatching to help learners, and the crit-
icisms interrogating this view have also been
outlined. The findings of this research indicated
that mismatches do exist in the teaching styles
of teachers and their learners’ learning styles. It
was also found that matching teaching and learn-
ing styles enhances academic achievement of
learners in rural learning ecologies.

RECOMMENDATIONS

In order to match teaching and learning styles
as to enhance academic achievement of learners
in rural learning ecologies of Lesotho, this study
recommends that teachers should match their
teaching styles with the learning styles of their
learners in most lessons. This implies that les-
son planning, presentation and assessment
should be directed to matching teaching and
learning styles. Teachers should controllably
create deliberate mismatches of teaching and

Fig. 2.  Relationship between the highest frequency of mismatches
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learning styles to challenge learners’ weak learn-
ing styles. In this case, teachers should also
establish and use teaching techniques that could
address learners’ challenges. In the end, this re-
search proposes that teachers should find ways
of matching their teaching styles to their learn-
ers’ learning styles to improve academic achieve-
ment of learners in their schools.
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