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This study investigated whether extensive and 
comprehensive oral recasting is more effective 
than explicit correction. The primary focus was on 
how feedback affects English language learning. 
Recasts that are intensive are defined as those that 
receive feedback on a single topic, whereas 
extensive feedback is defined as errors on multiple 
subjects and domains. Four groups of ten students 
each were formed from forty students from a 
Senior High School. A general English book called 
Think 4, a storybook, and an English grammar 
book called Grammar in Use were the study's 
instruments. In line with the study's aims, they 
were given feedback that was either explicit or 
implicit, thorough or in-depth. In accordance with 
the study's aims, they were given feedback that 
was either explicit or implicit, long or brief. The 
findings showed that there wasn't much of a 
difference between students who got implicit and 
explicit feedback. Additionally, it was discovered 
that every technique had the same effect on 
students' capacity to communicate. 
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INTRODUCTION 
Numerous researches have looked into the effectiveness of oral 

corrective feedback (CF) within the last ten years. The collection of theories in 
this field necessitates a cumulative investigation that looks at the efficacy of oral 
CF in many research trials and identifies several factors influencing its efficacy 
(Mao & Lee, 2020). Making a distinction between feedback that is implicit or 
explicit is a common taxonomy of corrective feedback kinds. The implicitness or 
explicitness of the feedback is one of the most important variables that influences 
how effective oral corrective feedback is.  

When it comes to implicit feedback, errors made are not readily 
identifiable, however explicit feedback kinds do have certain overt indicators 
(Barrot, 2023). Recasts are a common form of implicit feedback (Ha & Murray, 
2021; Koltovskaia, 2020), while explicit correction is a form of explicit feedback 
(Karim & Nassaji, 2020; Lee, 2020). The researchers disagree on some points about 
the efficacy of explicit or implicit correction. For instance, even though recasts 
present plausible examples of a second language, the results of descriptive 
indicate that "recasts do not convey to learners what is unacceptable in the 
language," particularly when recasts are given in communicative settings (Li, 
2021; Shang, 2022). Conversely, research by Kim & Emeliyanova (2021) suggest 
that more proficient students benefit more from explicit correction. The extensive 
or intensive kind of corrective feedback is a significant topic in the field of oral 
feedback efficacy.  

A critical viewpoint on the efficacy of corrective feedback has emerged 
in recent years, centered on the examination of comprehensive and intense 
feedback. According to some researchers, there are two forms of feedback: 
extended feedback, which is given to a wide range of errors (Reynolds & Kao, 
2021; Sarré et al., 2021), and intensive feedback, which is given to a single subject 
or area (Yu et al., 2020). For example, Panadero & Lipnevich (2022) suggested 
that recast works better on a single topic. While some empirical studies have 
emphasized the efficacy of intense methods, other research has indicated that 
extensive methods are as successful (Han & Xu, 2021; Wu & Schunn, 2020). In 
their research, for example, Zhang & Hyland (2022) found that students were 
able to review and correct the mistakes they were focusing on about 65-70% of 
the time one day following the interaction, which was deemed an immediate 
posttest, and 50% of the time two weeks later, which was deemed a delayed 
posttest (Zhang, 2020). 

 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
Corrective Feedback 

The term "corrective feedback" covers a wide range of activities in the 
field of education and training. It typically refers to a student getting official or 
informal feedback on his work from a peer or tutor (Papi et al., 2020; Ranalli, 
2021). Corrective feedback's effectiveness can usually be deduced from its 
negative evidence. Tian & Zhou (2020) suggested that students encounter two 
types of input: affirmative and negative examples. Negative evidence, which is 
determined by providing corrective feedback in response to the student's non-
target like L2 output, acquaints students with false information about second or 
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foreign language structure. Positive evidence, on the other hand, introduces 
students to what is acceptable in the second language, which includes "the set of 
well-formed sentences to which learners are exposed."  

Information provided to learners concerning the faults in their L2 output 
has been characterized as negative feedback, which is a synonym for corrective 
feedback and error correction. Feedback can be offered in response to students' 
written or spoken work; written feedback is typically provided after the student 
has completed the work, whereas verbal feedback occurs immediately during an 
engagement (Chong, 2021). Numerous scholars argued that negative evidence 
can negatively impact acquisition and that both SLA and FLA are solely 
dependent on positive evidence (Mahvelati, 2021; Link et al., 2022). The amount 
of good evidence that L2 teachers help students encounter should be maximized.  

Penning de Vries et al. (2020) work further highlighted CF's contribution 
to the noticing hypothesis. He maintained that the acquisition of a second 
language is entirely conscious and automatic, in contrast to the acquisition of a 
first language. Corrective feedback is a crucial tool for improving students' 
attention to linguistic item form. Furthermore, uptake, which refers to students' 
responses to receiving CF presentations following an error, may be used to infer 
the effects of feedback (Ebadijalal & Yousofi, 2023; Yüksel et al., 2021). Feedback 
can be given to students either verbally or in writing. Written feedback is 
typically given later, after the student has finished writing the material, but 
verbal criticism is typically given as soon as possible during a conversation 
(Kartchava et al., 2020). Negative feedback might hinder the acquisition of a 
second language, according to some academics, while only positive feedback can 
help (Cheng & Zhang, 2021; Shadiev & Feng, 2023). 

 
Oral Corrective Feedback 

The term "oral corrective feedback" describes the verbal reactions of 
teachers, students, or listeners to errors made by learners when producing a 
second language (L2). There are various varieties that can be classified as explicit 
or implicit. Ha (2022) classified corrective strategies into six categories: 

1. A direct and clear revision of errors that was mentioned in 
an explicit correction. 

2. Recast, which is the process of correcting students' errors 
without impeding dialogue. 

3. Requests for clarification indicate that audiences (teachers 
and students) do not comprehend the students' work and 
that form or repetition adjustment is required (Wang & Li, 
2021). This kind of corrective input is applied when there 
are issues with comprehension or accuracy. Only when 
certain movements, such "excuse me?" come after a student 
mistake is feedback coded as a request for clarification. 
Requesting that the learner repeat a sentence is another 
example. 

4. Metalinguistic feedback consists of remarks, queries, or 
information pertaining to the proper form of students' 
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statements or utterances without specifically mentioning 
the proper form. Metalinguistic remarks (e.g., "an error 
occured here," "can you recognize that?") suggest that there 
may be a mistake. According to (Sinha & Nassaji, 2022) 
metalinguistic information "generally provides either some 
grammatical metalanguage that refers to the nature of the 
error" (e.g., "It's masculine") or it can manifest as a lexical 
error about the definition of the word. In addition, 
metalinguistic inquiries like "Is it a bird?" "point to the 
nature of the error but attempt to elicit the information from 
the student." ((Sinha & Nassaji, 2022). 

5. Elicitation refers to techniques used by teachers to extract 
the appropriate form of a sentence or utterance from 
students' work. In order to carry out elicitation techniques, 
teachers use a tactic known as pausing and waiting for the 
students' answer to finish the phrase (e.g., "this is..."). This 
helps them elicit the next sentences from the students. The 
elicitation technique may be preceded by some 
metalinguistic remarks (e.g., no, Mary is not there). 

6. Repetition is the term used to describe situations in which 
professors mimic students' misleading statements in an 
effort to get their attention by altering their tone. Teachers 
occasionally alter their tone to highlight mistakes. 

 
Studies on Comparing Explicit vs. Implicit Oral CF 

Various research studies have questioned the role that explicit and 
implicit feedback play in language acquisition (Chien et al., 2020; Patra et al., 
2022). Research on recast feedback has generally shown that when implicit input 
is more explicit, it can be beneficial. Doughty & Varela, 1998, for example. Other 
research made the case for the importance of explicit feedback. In their study of 
a group working on two different types of French suffixes (-age and -ment), 
(Cohen et al., 2021) discovered that the group who received specific corrective 
feedback fared better than the other group that did not receive any feedback. 

In their classrooms, Wei & Cao (2020) asserted that explicit feedback was 
more effective than implicit input. According to Safdari & Fathi (2020), students 
at higher competency levels benefit more from explicit feedback than students at 
lower skill levels. On the other hand, no distinction was found between the two 
forms of corrective feedback (explicit correction and recast) in a different study 
on input-processing instruction (Kartal, 2022). Further research is necessary to 
resolve the conflict over the efficacy of these types of feedback among 
researchers. 

 
Extensive vs. Intensive CF 

A distinction between extensive and intensive feedback has been made 
by researchers. While intensive feedback is given in response to a specific subject 
or region of error, extensive feedback is given in response to a separate and larger 
area of errors (Reynolds & Kao, 2021; Wu & Schunn, 2020; Yu et al., 2020). 
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Reynolds & Kao (2021), Wu & Schunn, (2020), Yu et al., (2020) looked into how 
writing correctness was affected by extensive (unfocused) and intensive 
(focused) forms of corrective feedback. They maintained that feedback given in 
reaction to a single error is referred to as intensive kind of feedback, whilst 
feedback given in response to a wide range of errors is referred to as extended 
type of feedback. For both forms of feedback, the outcomes from an error 
correction test and a narrative task were identical. 

Link et al., (2022), Papi et al., (2020), Ranalli (2021) examined four groups 
of language learners: a practice group, a control group, a group that received 
extensive feedback, and a group that received intensive feedback. All the groups 
showed improvement, but the intensive group performed better and showed 
more improvement than the others. There is conflicting information regarding 
the relative benefits of extensive versus intensive feedback. Students are easier to 
understand the nature of the error and are more eager to participate in a single 
subject error repair activity. "Intensive CF is better suited to yield positive results 
if attention and understanding are important for acquisition, as cognitive theories 
of L2 acquisition have claimed." (Ranalli, 2021). 

In a different study, Napitupulu et al., (2019, 2024), Napitupulu & 
Napitupulu (2019), Napitupulu & Kisno (2021) examined the effects of extensive 
versus intensive corrective feedback on learning unreal conditioning. The results 
showed that there were not many differences between the two types of feedback 
in terms of their effects on sentence structure accuracy, though there was a 
tendency for intensive feedback to be more effective. However, there is 
disagreement among researchers regarding the relative merits of extensive 
versus intensive feedback. 

 
Studies on Effectiveness of Recast vs. Explicit Correction 

Explicit feedback is more successful than recast, according to several 
research (Rassaei, 2020; Zhao & Ellis, 2022). For example, Yilmaz & Granena, 
(2021), Zhao & Ellis, (2022) examined two forms of explicit correction and implicit 
correction (i.e., recast) in a pre-test, post-test quasi-experimental experiment. 
Recast and explicit correction did not vary from one another in several additional 
investigations (Bryfonski & Ma, 2020; Zarei et al., 2020). Mifka-Profozic (2022), 
and Rassaei (2024) contended that having no room is the finest sort of cystic 
fibrosis for deduction. As students can find and identify clear forms of corrective 
feedback more easily, they are therefore more effective and these traits support 
the need for clear correction (Mahalingappa et al., 2022; Shahidzade et al., 2022). 

 
Research Gap and Question 

All things considered, research contrasting recast and explicit oral 
corrective feedback has mostly concentrated on the overall efficacy of both recast 
and explicit oral CF. Nevertheless, there aren't many researches that thoroughly 
and in-depthly compare the efficacy of explicit correction vs recast correction. 
The majority of the research to date has concentrated on written CF. Research 
that more accurately compares comprehensive and severe CF in an oral setting is 



Napitupulu, Napitupulu, Kisno 

80 
 

desperately needed. Consequently, this led to the investigation of the topic in the 
current study, and two research questions were put forth: 

1. Do recasts and explicit corrections help students become 
more proficient speakers? 

2. Which kind of corrective feedback (extensive or intensive) 
is more suited for students' speaking abilities? 

 
METHODOLOGY 
Participants 

This study was conducted in Medan, Indonesia, at a Senior High School. 
Based on the results of the school placement test, the study participants were split 
up into four groups of 10 students, each consisting of a mix of male and female 
students in an intermediate level. Every class was taught by the same teacher. 
The students ranged in age from 12 to 16 years old.  

 
Instruments 

Think 4, a general English book, was employed in this investigation. The 
teacher used their audios to work from a grammar book and a storybook titled 
Grammar in Use. Four classrooms with forty students each were created. Each 
class had ten students in it. Two classes were instructed using the recast method, 
while two classes were instructed using an explicit corrective method. One group 
received extensive treatment for each approach, while the other received intense 
treatment. 

 
Data Collection Procedure 

Students began working on three books: Grammar in Use, a storybook, 
and Think 4, which served as the major general English text. The intensive recast 
group in the first session, which focused solely on a particular subject or piece of 
content, only got implicit feedback on oral production problems pertaining to the 
main book. After the students began reading the book, the instructor urged them 
to have a discussion about it. If the instructor noticed any issues, he would 
verbally provide the students with implicit comments. In the second lesson, the 
instructor gave the students detailed, implicit feedback on a variety of subjects 
and resources. At home, students listened to the audio files and read the 
accompanying materials. 

The teacher asked them to have an oral discussion of the subjects when 
they arrived at class. After that, this group was given implicit spoken feedback 
on all of the language items (Think 4, storybook, and Grammar in Use). Students 
received detailed, specific comments in the third class. After reading the main 
book, the teacher assigned pairs of students to have an oral discussion about the 
subject. During the class discussion, the instructor pointed out the mistakes the 
students had made and provided clear oral comments. The instructor in this class 
only provided them with explicit feedback on the main book. The teacher gave 
the students detailed, direct comments in the fourth class. All of the materials 
were used by the students, and they received specific instruction. The instructor 
assessed the students' learning with a speaking exam at the conclusion of the 
course. 
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Data Analysis 
SPSS 22 was used to analyze our data set in the data analysis stage. The 

study variables' mean and standard deviation were assessed using the analysis 
of descriptive statistics. To investigate the effects of extensive/intensive and 
recast/explicit correction on students' speaking abilities, a two-way ANOVA 
between the groups was carried out. 
 
RESEARCH RESULT 

Under intensive conditions, the recast group's mean and standard 
deviation were 18.7 and 1.17, respectively. Under demanding settings, the 
explicit correction group's mean and standard deviation were 12.8 and 1.47, 
respectively. Under extended settings, the recast group's mean and standard 
deviation were 15.6 and 1.57, respectively. For explicit correction under extensive 
conditions, the mean and standard deviation were 1.4.8 and 2.34, respectively.  
Based on the method used to instruct them, participants were split into four 
groups (group A: recast extensive, group B: recast intensive, group C: explicit 
intensive, group D: explicit extensive). The interaction effect between 
extensive/intensive and recast/explicit correction was statistically significant 
(the sig. value is 0.02, which is below 0.05). Likewise, there is a significant main 
effect for recast/explicit (the sig. value is 0.006, which is below 0.05) and 
extensive/intensive (the sig. value is 0.01, which is below 0.05). It means that 
methods do not differ in terms of the effect on the language ability of students. 

 
Table 1. Descriptive Statistics: Dependent Variable: Scores of Speaking Ability 

Test 
Extensive/Intensive Recast/Explicit Mean SD N 

Intensive recast 18.7000 1.17722 10 
explicit 12.8000 1.47032 10 
Total 15.7500 1.78415 20 

Extensive recast 17.8000 1.67762 10 
explicit 12.9000 2.44758 10 
Total 15.3500 1.78945 20 

Total recast 18.2500 1.90278 20 
explicit 12.8500 1.97153 20 
Total 15.5500 2.15314 40 

 
Table 2. Tests of Between-Subjects Effects: Dependent Variable: Scores of 

Speaking Ability Test 
Source Sum of 

Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 

Extensive/intensive 774.831 15 51.655 2.521 .010 

Recast/explicit 236.639 1 236.639 11.547 .006 

Extensive/intensive* 
Recast/explicit 

538.193 14 38.442 1.876 .002 

Total 1594.554 40 20,493  
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DISCUSSION 
A comprehensive review of the literature on corrective feedback reveals 

a spectrum of perspectives among academics concerning the efficacy of various 
feedback forms on students' speaking abilities. This diversity in viewpoints 
underscores the complexity and multifaceted nature of feedback in language 
learning, particularly in enhancing speaking proficiency. 
 
Explicit Correction vs. Recast 

A significant portion of the literature has centered on the dichotomy 
between explicit correction and recast. Explicit correction involves directly 
pointing out errors and providing the correct form, while recast subtly 
reformulates the error within the learner's utterance without overtly highlighting 
the mistake (Zhang & Cheng, 2021; Zou et al., 2023). Proponents of explicit 
correction argue that it provides clear, unambiguous feedback, which can lead to 
immediate understanding and correction of errors (Ioannou & Tsagari, 2022; 
Sarandi, 2020). In contrast, advocates for recast suggest that its less intrusive 
nature helps maintain the flow of conversation and can be less intimidating for 
learners, potentially leading to a more conducive learning environment. 
 
Comprehensive vs. Focused Feedback 

Beyond the explicit correction versus recast debate, there is a growing 
interest in the broader implications of comprehensive versus focused feedback. 
Zhao & Ellis (2022) argued that for adult L2 learners, comprehensive corrective 
feedback, which addresses a wide range of errors, is essential for improving oral 
proficiency. This approach ensures that learners are made aware of multiple 
aspects of their speech that need improvement, promoting a more holistic 
development of speaking skills (Yin, 2021). However, comprehensive feedback 
can also be overwhelming, leading to cognitive overload and potentially 
discouraging learners if they perceive the feedback as excessively critical or 
beyond their ability to address. In contrast, focused feedback, which targets 
specific types of errors, may be more manageable for learners and allow for more 
in-depth understanding and correction of particular issues. However, this 
approach might neglect other persistent errors, leading to less overall 
improvement in speaking proficiency (Lee et al., 2021; Scherer et al., 2024). The 
balance between comprehensiveness and focus in corrective feedback remains a 
critical consideration for educators. 
 
Impact on Fluency and Proficiency 

Research on the impact of corrective feedback on fluency and proficiency 
provides mixed results. Some studies suggest that comprehensive corrective 
feedback can significantly enhance overall speaking proficiency by addressing a 
wide array of errors (Zhao & Ellis, 2022). This broad approach helps learners 
become more accurate and confident in their speech over time. However, other 
studies indicate that comprehensive recast, which addresses all errors within the 
context of conversation, does not significantly impact learners' fluency (Boud & 
Dawson, 2023; Molloy et al., 2020). This finding suggests that while learners may 
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become more accurate, their fluency (defined as the ability to speak smoothly and 
effortlessly) may not improve at the same rate. 

This discrepancy highlights the nuanced effects of different feedback 
types on various aspects of speaking proficiency. Fluency and accuracy, though 
interrelated, can be influenced differently by the nature of the feedback (Shin, 
2024; Wisniewski et al., 2020). For instance, explicit correction might improve 
accuracy but disrupt the flow of conversation, thereby affecting fluency (Carless 
& Winstone, 2023; Zare et al., 2022). Conversely, recast might preserve fluency 
but result in less noticeable improvements in accuracy due to its subtle nature. 
 
Practical Implications for Language Teaching 

The findings from the literature have important practical implications for 
language teaching. Educators must consider the goals of their feedback (whether 
to improve accuracy, fluency, or both) and select feedback methods accordingly. 
A balanced approach that combines elements of both explicit correction and 
recast might be most effective, providing clear guidance on errors while 
maintaining a supportive and engaging learning environment (Ha, 2023; Ha et 
al., 2021; Ha & Nguyen, 2021). Moreover, the choice between comprehensive and 
focused feedback should be informed by the learners' proficiency levels and 
individual needs (Reynolds & Teng, 2022). Beginners might benefit more from 
focused feedback that addresses fundamental errors, while more advanced 
learners might require comprehensive feedback to fine-tune their speaking skills. 
 
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The current study looked at how students' speaking proficiency was 
affected by extensive/intensive and explicit/implicit approaches. The study's 
conclusions indicate that students' speaking abilities can benefit from both 
explicit correction and recasting. The interaction effect was statistically 
significant in determining which kind of corrective feedback (extensive or 
intensive) was better suited for students' speaking abilities. It was discovered that 
all approaches (recast/explicit correction, intensive/extensive) affect students' 
speaking abilities nearly equally, and the results of earlier studies have been 
replicated. 

Despite providing answers to some issues, this study has several 
drawbacks. The school in Medan City provided a sample of participants first. 
Participants' proficiency was lower than that of university students. The results 
should not be applied to university students in general. Different proficiency 
levels could be the subject of future research. Secondly, the participants were 
adolescents, ranging in age from 12 to 16 years. The individuals may have been 
less skilled and had less prior knowledge than older students. Adult proficiency 
levels could be the subject of future research. Finally, as two forms of corrective 
input, recast and explicit correction were examined in the current study. It is 
important to research additional forms of corrective feedback for speaking 
proficiency. 
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