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Abstract: The efficacy of Corrective Feedback (CF) is contingent on various factors;
conflicting results have been obtained regarding the roles of individual differences
and the linguistic focus of CF. The current study investigated the relationship be-
tween the linguistic focus of recasts (the most common CF type) and noticing. It
further explored the possible relationship between learning styles and recast
noticing. The learning styles of 25 intermediate Iranian EFL learners were deter-
mined through the VARK questionnaire. During the participants’ story retelling
tasks, the researchers provided recasts in response to their grammatical, lexical, and
phonological errors. The class presentations were audiotaped, and recasts were
highlighted. Online and retrospective methods of measuring noticing were used.
Chi-Square tests indicated that there were significant differences among the par-
ticipants’ noticing in general and in noticing of grammatical, lexical, and phono-
logical recasts in particular. The results of post hoc analysis revealed that the
auditory-style participants received the highest noticing rate and the kinesthetic
style the least. The study further indicated that learners whose learning style was
auditory better noticed grammatical recasts, learners whose learning style was
mixed better noticed lexical recasts, and visual learners better noticed phonological
recasts.
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1 Introduction

One of the key questions facing theorists, researchers, and teachers is whether
feedback should be provided in response to learners’ linguistic errors and if so,
how it should be provided to enhance L2 learning (Choi and Li 2012; Suzuki et al.
2019). This question has been investigated from both theoretical and empirical
perspectives. Theoretically, the focus on form approach suggests that drawing
learners’ attention to their erroneous utterances while engaging in meaningful
interaction facilitates L2 development (Long 2015). Empirically, a number of meta-
analyses have provided evidence that Corrective Feedback (CF) can be effective for
interlanguage development (e.g., Li 2010; Lyster and Saito 2010). Corrective
feedback (CF), which is a reaction to the learner’s erroneous utterances to promote
L2 development (Ellis 2006), comes in a variety of forms. Lyster and Ranta (1997)
categorized them into six groups including explicit correction, elicitation, clarifi-
cation request, metalinguistic cue, repetition, and recasts.

1.1 Recasts

Nicholas, Lightbown, and Spada (2001: 720) defined recasts as “the teachers’
correct restatement of learners’ incorrectly formed utterance”. Recasts as the most
commonly used CF technique in the language classrooms across contexts and
languages (Sheen 2004, 2006) have been the subject of a plethora of research with
contrasting views. While some researchers advocated recasts as an effective CF
technique (Erlam and Loewen 2010), some studies showed no L2 development as a
result of providing recasts (Lyster and Saito 2010; Sheen 2007). However, various
factors might have an impact on the effectiveness of CF in general and recasts in
particular. Previous research has considered some of these influential factors
including timing (Li et al. 2016), linguistic targets and their salience (Li 2013; Sheen
2004; Suzuki et al. 2019), mode of communication (Parlak and Ziegler 2017),
learner age and proficiency (Kaivanpanah et al. 2012; Li 2013), instructor charac-
teristics (Gurzynski-Weiss 2016), CF characteristics and types (Al-Surmi 2012; Li
2013; Loewen and Sato 2018; Sheen 2006; Suzuki et al. 2019; Zhao and Ellis 2020),
and individual differences (Goo 2012; Granena and Yılmaz (2018)).

Individual differences, the characteristics that differentiate individuals
from each other; have been found to be the most consistent predictors of L2
learning success (Dörnyei 2005). Some meta-analyses have also indicated that
the effectiveness of CF varies depending on internal and external learner vari-
ables (Li 2010). For example, Sheen (2007) investigated themoderating effects of
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language aptitude and the learners’ attitudes towards error correction. Goo
(2012) and Kim et al. (2015) probed the impacts of metalinguistic feedback and
recasts across learners with different working memory capacity. Sheen (2008)
took into account the learners’ level of language anxiety and the efficacy of
recasts. By considering CF as “information” given to the learners in response to
their erroneous utterances, the way the learners perceive the “information”
(students’ learning styles) would have an impact on the efficacy of feedback
given (Wahyuni 2017).

1.2 Learning styles

Oxford (2011) defined learning styles as general approaches that learners use in the
learning of a subject, acquiring a language, or dealingwith a difficult problem. The
importance of learning styles in teaching has long been investigated but con-
flicting results have been obtained. Some researchers believe that acting based on
students’ learning styles can positively affect the teaching process (Bhat 2014).
Other researchers believe that there is quite a bit of disconfirming evidence that
learning styles provide a foundation for teaching (Cuevas 2015; Hussman and
O’Loughlin 2018;Willinghamet al. 2015).Willinghamet al. (2015) argued thatmore
studies are required to determine whether teaching to learning styles helps stu-
dents because it is difficult to prove that something does not exist. Feedback
provision occurs during the teaching process; therefore, more research is also
needed to address the issue of whethermatching CF to the students’ learning styles
enhances the efficacy of correction which, in turn, affects the noticeability of the
correction (Ferris 2010).

1.3 Measures of noticing

Noticing is regarded as an important part of the process of learning a new lan-
guage. Schmidt (1990) claimed that what is noticed becomes intake which is
necessary for L2 learning. To be effective, recasts must be noticed by the learners.
Uptake, learners’ immediate response following feedback, has been closely related
to noticing (Mackey 1999, cited in Sheen 2006), although this claim is contentious.
Uptake is an optional discourse move (Ellis et al. 2001). Thus, while successful
uptake can be considered to provide evidence of noticing, the reverse does not
necessarily hold true – learners may notice the corrected form even if they do not
uptake it. However, Mackey et al. (2000) found that where uptake occurred,
learners generally showed accurate perceptions about recasts. Taken together,
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these findings suggest that uptake can serve as one measure of learners’ noticing.
Therefore, uptake is considered the first sign of noticing in the current study, but as
mentioned earlier, learners may notice the corrected form even if they do not
uptake it. Therefore, there is a need for another tool to examine learners’ percep-
tion of recasts. Stimulated recall is the tool that some researchers includingMackey
et al. (2000), Sheen (2004) and many others have used to examine learners’
perception of recasts.

1.4 The linguistic focus of corrective feedback and noticing

Previous researchhas posited that feedback on certain aspects canbenoticedmore
readily than others. For example, Mackey et al. (2000) provided evidence that
learners’ perceptions about lexical, semantic, and phonological recasts were
relatively more accurate than morpho-syntactic recasts. Kim and Han (2007) also
indicated that phonological recasts received the most amount of noticing which
was followed bymorphological and lexical recasts, and the syntactic recasts led to
the least amount of uptake. Sheen (2006) indicated that phonological recasts
yielded a higher rate of uptake than syntactic recasts. In contrast with these
findings, Mackey et al. (2007) also found that students identified the corrective
intent of morphological, lexical, and syntactic feedback more than phonological
feedback. Similarly, conflicting results have been obtained regarding the role of
individual differences and noticing. While Trofimovich et al. (2007) did not find
any relationship between individual differences and the level of noticing, Bigelow
et al. 2012 found positive correlation between individual characteristics and
noticing. Thus, the current study aims to shed more light on the issue of whether
the recast noticing rate is different when certain aspects (phonology, lexis, syntax)
of language are targeted. It further aims to report the possible relationship between
learning styles and recast noticing.

2 Literature review

Recasts as the most common CF type have been investigated from various angles.
Some studies compared the effectiveness of recasts to other CF types. Some re-
searches explored the characteristics of recasts in order to find the most effective
forms of recasts. Teachers’ and learners perceptions towards recasts have also
been the focus of some studies. Finally, some studies explored the relationship
between individual differences and recast noticing. Some of these studies are
reviewed below.
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2.1 Recasts versus other corrective feedback

Some studies in this area indicated that there was no difference among CF types
regarding their efficacy. For example, Zhao and Ellis (2020) compared the effects of
implicit recasts and prompts on the acquisition of third person – s while the
participants were completing communicative tasks. Findings showed no signifi-
cant difference in the accuracy gains of the groups. Similarly, Granena and Yılmaz
(2018) explored the efficacy of recasts and explicit corrections on learners’ gram-
matical sensitivity. They found that neither recasts nor explicit corrections were
effective in changing L2 learning outcomes.

Some studies indicated the preference of one type of CF to the others. For
example, Sato and Loewen (2018) investigated the effects of four types of CF,
namely metacognitive instruction plus clarification requests, metacognitive in-
struction plus recasts, recasts only, and clarification requests only on learning the
third-person singular – s and possessive determiners. The results showed that
recasts had minimal impact on the target structures, but clarification requests
could support language development. Other studies investigated the factors
influencing the efficacy of CF. For instance, Choi and Li (2012) investigated the
occurrence of CF and uptake in child ESOL classes showed that children preferred
recasts and explicit correction as they yielded higher uptake rates than prompts.

2.2 Recast features and their effectiveness

Sato (2016) investigated the effects of recasts in terms of the error types, length,
and degree of change in the recasts. The results indicated that phonological
recasts yielded the most noticing, followed by lexical recasts, and grammatical
recasts showed the lowest noticing rate. No difference was found regarding the
recast length or number of changes. Li (2013) explored the interactions between
proficiency, feedback type, and the nature of linguistic target. The study
underscored the importance of taking an interactional approach to the investi-
gation of CF as both the proficiency levels and the linguistic targets affected
efficacy and sustainability of CF. Al-Surmi (2012) investigated the effects of uti-
lizing different types of recasts (i.e., declarative or interrogative) on students’
noticing of morphosyntactic errors. The study revealed that there was no sig-
nificant difference between recast types in terms of noticing. Sheen (2006) also
found that explicit recasts led tomore instances of uptake than implicit recasts as
they are focused on a single linguistic feature whichmakes the reformulated item
salient to learners.
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2.3 Perceptions of recasts

In order to find factors affecting choices of a particular type of CF, the perceptions
and preferences of teachers and learners have been the focus of some studies.
Kaivanpanah et al. 2012, for example, compared learners’ views on recasts and
elicitations across language proficiencies. They found that learners with higher
proficiency levels tended to favor elicitations more than recasts. Yoshida (2008)
providedmore evidence of a learner preference for elicitation.While the findings of
the previous studies yielded conflicting results, Mackey et al. (2007) indicated that
learners’ perceptions and teachers’ intentions about the linguistic target of CF
overlapped the most when CF targeted lexical errors.

2.4 Learning styles and corrective feedback

Previous research has tried to understand the contribution of learning styles, as
one important aspect of individual differences, to the efficacy of corrective feed-
back. These studies can be divided into two categories: (a) studies that found
positive moderating effects of learning styles on the effectiveness of CF, and
(b) studies in which no correlation was found between learning styles and the
efficacy of CF.

Hashemian and Farhangju (2018) explored the moderating effects of learning
styles on the efficacy of metalinguistic written corrective feedback. The results
showed that learning style can moderate the effectiveness of CF. Rassaei (2015)
examined the hypothesis that learners with different learning styles might benefit
in different ways from recasts. His study provided more evidence that learning
styles can influence the efficacy of recasts. Rahimi (2015) also found a strong
relationship between learners’ learning styles and their successful short-term and
long-term retention of CF. Evans and Waring (2011) explored the relationship be-
tween student teachers’ gender, cognitive styles, and their feedback preferences.
The study revealed that a significant difference existed between students with
different gender and cognitive styles and their perceptions of feedback. Yoshida
(2008) investigated teachers’ choice and learners’ preferences for corrective
feedback types. The findings indicated that teachers’ choice of CF type was
influenced by their learning styles and language abilities.

In contrast, Wahyuni (2017) probed the impacts of providing different feed-
back on the writing quality of students with different cognitive styles. The results
showed that learning style does not moderate the influence of different feedback
on writing quality of the students. Tasdemir and Arslan (2018), who investigated
the relationship between students’ learning styles and their preferences for oral
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corrective feedback, provide evidence that the concept of learning styles is irrel-
evant for understanding learner feedback preference. The conflicting results in this
area motivated the present study to provide the literature with more evidence for
themoderating effects of learning styles and the linguistic focus of CF in the formof
recasts on the noticing rate of the learners.

3 The present study

The relationship between the variables of the study is investigated through the
following research questions.

3.1 Research questions

1. Are there any significant differences among Iranian EFL students’ noticing of
grammatical, lexical, and phonological recasts?

2. What is the relationship between Iranian EFL students’ learning styles and
recasts noticing?

3. What is the relationship between Iranian EFL students’ learning styles and the
linguistic focus of recast?

3.2 Participants

Twenty-five university students took part in this study. They consisted of five male
and 20 female students aged between 20 and 22. They were English translation
students taking a course involving the oral re-telling of short stories in a college in
Iran.1 All of the participants were characterized as intermediate proficiency ac-
cording to the college criteria for passing the previous courses to reach the current
course. Their classes were held once a week, and each session lasted for 90 min.
They were verbally announced in class, then information about the aims of the
study, time commitment, and the use of their data for research purposes was
presented through written materials.

1 Oral Reproduction of Stories is a two-credit course for English students (translation, literature,
and teaching). The course is intended to stretch students’ ideas of what a story is and how it can be
retold. The students are encouraged to go beyond plain summaries and paraphrases, and to
appreciate narratological coherence and chronological accuracy.
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3.3 Instruments

3.3.1 Story retelling tasks

The participants were required to choose five stories out of 20 that the instructor
had provided. Theywere asked to prepare themselves for retelling the story in their
own words in a time limit of 5–10 min based on the length and difficulty of the
story.

3.3.2 Fleming’s VARK learning style questionnaire

Themost commonmethod of identifying learning styles in practice is based on the
type of sensory modality which one prefers when using and evaluating new in-
formation (Fridley and Fridley 2010). TheVARK learning style inventory developed
by Fleming (2001) which is a sensory model was used in the current study to
identify the participants’ learning styles. The acronym stands for visual, auditory,
read/write, and kinesthetic styles. The learning styles include 1) visual (learners
with a visual learning stylemostly learn throughobservation); 2) auditory (learners
with an auditory learning style prefer to learn by listening and oral presentation of
the contents); 3) read/write (learners with a read/write learning style learn by note
taking and reading); and 4) kinesthetic (learners with a kinesthetic learning style
learn through experiments, physical activities, and object manipulation). People’s
performances in different situations provided the basis for designing the VARK
questionnaire items. The VARK questionnaire is a standard tool (Fleming andMills
1992) and has been utilized at all levels of education (Cuevas 2015). In comparison
to other learning styles models, this model is more straightforward to study as the
categories are concrete and relate to our specific senses (Scott 2010). In addition, its
validity and reliability were assessed and confirmed in some studies (Leite et al.
2010; Zhu et al. 2018). This suggested that it can be utilized as a predictor for a
person’s learning style. In addition to the acceptable, reliability and validity
measures of VARK obtained in previous studies, a satisfactory test-retest reliability
of 0.79 was also obtained in the current study.

3.3.3 Stimulated recall interview

Stimulated recall is a retrospective method for eliciting the thought processes
involved in carrying out an activity and can evaluate the effects of recasts focusing
on learners’ cognitive processes (Gass and Mackey 2000). This method is intended
to probe learners’ perception of recasts and the extent to which recasts can engage
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learners in a cognitive comparison, or noticing (Ellis 1994). By using a stimulus,
such as an audio or a video recording, learners are asked to report what they were
thinking at the time of the activity. This way the researcher can decide whether
recasts were noticed by the participant as uptake or whether the immediate
repetition of the recasts cannot be considered as an indicator of noticing.

3.3.4 Voice recording device

To provide the stimulus for the stimulated recall interview sessions, the class
presentations were recorded using a voice recording device. The participants were
informed at the beginning of the study.

3.4 Procedures

In order to determine the participants’ learning styles, the VARK questionnaire
which consisted of 16 multiple choice items was administered among the partici-
pants in the first session. In this questionnaire, each item is related to a particular
style. The participants selected the options according to their preferences, and if
one choice did not show the whole view, they could select more options. Higher
scores in each learning style indicated the participants’ greater desire for that style.
If an individual gets equal scores in two or more styles, his/her learning style was
considered multimodal or mixed. The results of the questionnaire showed that
seven participants were identified as visual, 10 as auditory, another 10 as read/
write, five as kinesthetic and 13 participants were identified as mixed style
learners. For greater comparability, it was decided to consider an equal number of
participants for each style. Therefore, from each style five participants were
selected which yielded a final sample of 25.

In the next sessions, the class presentations were recorded. Moreover, the
researchers used note-taking to note who was speaking and what their preferred
learning style was based on the VARK score. During the students’ story retelling
tasks, the instructor provided recasts on students’ grammatical, lexical, and
phonological errors. In cases where a student produced an utterance with more
than one type of error, it was coded as the error type onwhich the recast focused. In
the current study, recasts were provided extensively and randomly without tar-
geting specific features following Ellis and Sheen (2006), who argued that pre-
selecting target forms for intensive recasts in research settings can be of little
significance for practicing teachers seeking implications for actual teaching. On
average, in each session 30 min of the students’ presentations were audiotaped.
Ultimately around 400 min of the students’ presentations were recorded. The
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recordings were examined later and the areas of interest (AOI) were transcribed
and recast instances were highlighted.

Following Egi (2008) who argued that learners can recall recent activity more
accurately, stimulated recall interviews were conducted a day after the class
presentation. Due to the complexity of the information they were asked to deliver
(e.g., what they were thinking or feeling at the time when recasts were given),
sometimes the stimulated recall was carried out in the students’ L1. Asmentioned
earlier, four different students had class presentations each session, thus the
stimulated recall interviews were conducted for these four participants each
week. In the interview sessions as they listened, the audios were periodically
paused (usually during recast instances) and the learners were asked to report
what they were thinking at that time. Before listening to the audio recordings, the
students were given the recall instructions, which were adapted from previous
studies (e.g., Egi 2004, cited in Egi 2008; Sato 2016). The passages or stories that
their presentationswere based onwere also presented to the students to facilitate
recall of thoughts (Al-Surmi 2012; Egi 2008). The interviewers listened passively
to the participants’ recall without being conversational partners who could ask
leading questions (Egi 2008; Gass and Mackey 2000). Noticing was operation-
alized as the learners’ verbalization of what they perceived the focus of feedback
to be.

4 Results

The results of both online and retrospective methods of measuring noticing in the
form of uptake and stimulated recall interviews are presented in Section 4.

The first research question investigated the noticing rate of the participants
when encountering grammatical, lexical, or phonological recasts. To this end, the
total number of grammatical, lexical,and phonological recasts, the number of
noticed and unnoticed recasts and the percentage of noticed recasts for all the
participants were considered. The total number of noticed recasts consisted of the
sum of uptake and stimulated recall decisions regarding the noticing of recasts. A
randomly selected 25% of the recast episodes and the stimulated recall data were
coded by two independent coders and disagreements were resolved. Inter-coder
reliability was calculated and a coefficient of 94.3 based on the overall percentage
agreement was obtained. As mentioned earlier, each participant had four pre-
sentations during the course. In total around 1800 errors were made by the par-
ticipants and around 1500 instances of recasts occurred during the presentations.
Table 1 presents the results.
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In order to see if there is a statistically significant difference among different
learning styles, the Chi-square test of independence was run. The results are
presented in Table 2.

As Table 2 indicates, the Chi-square statistic is 33.951. The p-value is 0.026.
Therefore, the result is significant at p < 0.05. Thismeans that there is a statistically
significant difference among learning styles regarding the noticing of grammat-
ical, lexical, and phonological recasts.

To see which style had a better noticing rate in comparison with other styles
(the second research question) the total number of recast instances and the
noticing rate obtained from the online and retrospective methods of measuring
noticing was calculated. To access the following data, the recordings of partici-
pants’ presentations were analyzed and the instances of uptake were calculated.
Then the information obtained from the stimulated recall interview sessions was
analyzed and the numbers of noticed recasts were calculated. Table 3 demon-
strates the frequency of recasts, the number of noticed and unnoticed recasts and
the noticing rates for each learning style.

To see whether there is a statistically significant difference between the vari-
ables of learning style and noticing, the Chi-square test of independence was run.
Table 4 presents the results.

As Table 4 indicates, the Chi-square statistic is 16.31 The p-value is 0.038.
Therefore, the result is significant atp < 0.05. Thismeans that ourfive learning style

Table : Chi-square test of independence for different learning styles.

Chi-Square DF p

Pearson .  .
Likelihood ratio .  .

Table : Total number and percentage of noticed and unnoticed recasts.

Styles Grammatical recasts Lexical recasts Phonological recasts

Noticed Unnoticed % Noticed Unnoticed % Noticed Unnoticed %

Visual   .%   .%   .%
Auditory   %   %   .%
Read/Write   %   .%   %
Kinesthetic   .%   .%   .%
Mixed   .%   .%   .%
Total   .%   .   .%
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groups had a significant difference regarding the noticing of their teacher’s feed-
back in the form of recasts. To seewhich style had a better noticing rate than others
(where the significance comes from), the standardized residuals were taken into
account. Table 5 displays the actual counts, the expected counts, and the stan-
dardized residuals, which indicates the magnitude and direction of difference
between the actual and the expected counts.

As Table 5 shows, the auditory learning style received the largest standardized
residual (1.79) which indicates that there were more noticing occurrences than
expected and kinesthetic style received the lowest standardized residual (−2)
which indicates that therewere less noticing incidences than expected in this style.
Read/write andmixed learning styles had positive standardized residuals (0.8, 0.2)
respectively. This shows that after auditory learning style, studentswith read/write
and mixed learning styles noticed the teachers’ corrective feedback in the form of
recasts to a higher degree. Visual learning style received the residual of −0.8which
indicates that after kinesthetic learning style, this style received the lowest recast
noticing rate.

The third research question intended to investigate the association between
learning style and linguistic focus of recast. As Table 2 indicated, the participants
had a significant difference regarding the noticing of grammatical, lexical, and
phonological recasts. To see the performance of each style in each recast type
(grammatical, lexical, and phonological) and the possible relationships, the
standardized residualswere taken into account. Table 6 displays the actual counts,

Table : Chi-square test of independence for the variables of learning style and noticing.

Chi-Square DF p

Pearson .  .
Likelihood Ratio .  .

Table : Number of recasts, noticed, unnoticed, and noticing rate.

Learning styles Recast Noticed Unnoticed Noticing rate

Visual    .%
Auditory    .%
Read/write    .%
Kinesthetic    .%
Mixed style    .%
Total    .%
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the expected counts, and the standardized residuals, which indicates the magni-
tude and direction of difference between the actual and the expected counts.

As is clear from Table 6, the auditory learning style received a standardized
residual of 2.1 indicating that this style received the best noticing rate of
grammatical recasts and the visual learning style received a standard residual
of −1.7 indicating that this style received the worst noticing rate of grammatical
recasts. The read/write style had a positive residual of 0.9. This indicates the
read/write style received the second noticing rate regarding grammatical recasts
after the auditory style. Mixed and kinesthetic styles received negative stan-
dardized residuals of −1.0 and −0.3 respectively. This indicates that after the
visual style, the mixed, and kinesthetic styles had the worst noticing rate of
grammatical recasts.

Regarding the noticing of lexical recasts, mixed style participants had the best
performance with a standardized residual of 1.4 and the kinesthetic style partici-
pants had the worst performance with a residual of −1.8. Auditory style partici-
pants received a residual of 0.5 indicating a better lexical recasts noticing than
kinesthetic and visual styles.

The visual learning style group which received negative residuals in gram-
matical and lexical recasts noticing received a residual of 1.1, making it the leading
group in noticing phonological recasts. The kinesthetic style, which also received
the lowest residual in lexical recasts noticing, received a residual of−1.0 indicating

Table : Rows: learning styles columns: recast noticing.

Recast frequency Noticed recasts Unnoticed recasts All

Visual    

. . .
. −. .

Auditory    

. . .
. . −.

Read/write    

. . .
. . −.

Kinesthetic    

. . .
. −. .

Mixed    

. . .
. . −.

All    
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the worst performance in noticing the phonological recasts. The mixed style with
the negative residual of −0.4 was placed after the kinesthetic style. The read/write
and visual styles had the best noticing rate following the auditory style, with
residuals of 0.2 and 0.04 respectively.

5 Discussion

Thepresent study investigated theassociationbetween the linguistic focusof recasts,
learning styles, and noticing. Based on the results, a significant difference was
observed between learning styles regarding the noticing of teachers’CF in the formof
recasts. This is in line with Evans and Waring (2011), Hashemian and Farhangju
(2018), Rahimi (2015), and Yoshida (2008) who also provided evidence for the
moderating effects of learning styles and the efficacy of CF. The results are in contrast
with Tasdemir and Arslan (2018) andWahyuni (2017) as they found that the concept
of learning styles is irrelevant for understanding learner feedback preferences.

More specifically, the results showed that the auditory learning style received
the highest noticing rate and the kinesthetic learning style received the lowest.
After the auditory learning style, the read/write and mixed learning styles noticed

Table : Tabulated statistics: learning style, recast noticing.

Noticed
grammatical

recasts

Unnoticed
grammatical

recasts

Noticed
lexical
recasts

Unnoticed
lexical
recasts

Noticed
phonological

recasts

Unnoticed
phonological

recasts

All

Visual       

. . . . . .
−. . −. −. . .

Auditory       

. . . . . .
. . . −. . −.

Read/write       

. . . . . .
. −. . −. . −.

Kinesthetic       

. . . . . .
−. . −. . −. .

Mixed       

. . . . . .
−. −. . . −. .

All       
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the teachers’ corrective feedback to a higher degree. The visual learning style
received the lowest noticing rate following the kinesthetic style. This is partly in
line with Rassaei (2015) who also found that learning styles benefited differently
from recasts and partly in contrast with it as it was found that only Field-
Independent (FI) learners benefited from recasts. FI individuals are those who pay
more attention to less salient cues in context and are able to extract relevant visual
cues. This is very close to visual styles in the current study who received the lowest
noticing rate following the kinesthetic style. One possible explanation for the high
noticing rate obtained by the auditory learning styles might be the fact that recasts
were provided in the class through speech which is considered as an audio stim-
ulus favored by the auditory style learners. Moreover, the audio recordings of the
learners’ presentations were used in the stimulated recall interviews which again
favored auditory styles more than the other styles. It is for future studies to explore
whether providing learners with other forms of stimulus (e.g., video recordings) in
the stimulated recall interviews would lead to different results.

The groups further showed a significant difference regarding the noticing of
grammatical, lexical, and phonological recasts. Grammatical recasts were noticed
better by learners whose learning style was auditory, lexical recasts were better
noticed by learners whose learning style was mixed and phonological recasts were
better noticed by learners whose learning style was visual. Therefore, providing
grammatical recasts for visual learners and lexical and phonological recasts for
kinesthetic learners may be less effective due to their low noticing rate. Only audi-
tory and read/write styles received positive residuals which indicated they had a
better noticing rate than expected. This shows that recasts were effective for these
styles irrespective of their linguistic focus. The fact that the residuals obtained by
other styles were both positive and negative shows that when dealingwith students
from visual, kinesthetic, andmixed styles, teachers should be selective in providing
recasts. Based on the results, teachers are recommended to provide more gram-
matical recasts for auditory styles, more lexical recasts for mixed styles and more
phonological recasts for visual styles, if they want their recasts to be more effective.
The findings of the current study provided someempirical evidence in support of the
learning style hypothesis that students learn in different ways and in contrast with
Hussman and O’Loughlin (2018) who claimed that the conventional wisdom about
learning styles should be rejected by educators and students alike.

6 Conclusions and implications

The objectives of this study were to investigate the association between the lin-
guistic focus of recasts, learning styles, and noticing. The research questions were
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successfully answered according to the results. The results indicated that the
auditory learning style received the highest noticing rate and the kinesthetic
learning style received the lowest. After the auditory learning style, the read/write
and mixed learning styles noticed the teachers’ corrective feedback to a higher
degree. The visual learning style received the lowest noticing rate following the
kinesthetic style. The study further revealed that the groups had a significant
difference regarding the noticing of grammatical, lexical, and phonological re-
casts. Grammatical recasts were noticed better by learners whose learning style
was auditory, lexical recasts were better noticed by learners whose style was
mixed, and phonological recasts were better noticed by visual learners. The results
also showed that providing grammatical recasts for visual style learners and lex-
ical and phonological recasts for kinesthetic style learners cannot be very effective
due to their low noticing rates. The current study showed that the match between
learning styles and recasts can facilitate noticing. Therefore, both learners and
teachers should be more cognizant of learning styles and try to take into account
the features which can enhance the noticing of recasts. The findings of the current
study can help educational institutions train their teachers to be more selective in
providing CF and this will definitely lead to a better noticing rate which is the
ultimate goal of correction.
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