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This paper explores the differences in high-accuracy and low-accuracy learners’ beliefs about corrective feedback when learning Chinese as a second language (henceforth, CSL). In this study, we collected data through a questionnaire survey and an oral test with 76 CSL learners in a Chinese university. The analysis revealed that both high- and low-accuracy CSL learners shared the same beliefs in whether and how the learner errors should be corrected but differed in their beliefs about when is the best time to correct, which error should be corrected, and who the corrector should be. Specifically, the discrepancy between high- and low-accuracy groups’ beliefs about corrective feedback was found to be related to the participants’ oral accuracy. Our results confirm that learners’ CF beliefs can modulate their language accuracy. The corrective feedback beliefs held by high-accuracy groups have implications for improving low-accuracy groups’ oral accuracy. Through comparison with findings on corrective feedback beliefs of English as a foreign/second language (henceforth, EFL/ESL) learners, this study suggested that language pedagogies developed from the research of EFL/ESL learners’ CF beliefs should be able to shed light on this area and have significance for CSL learners. Implications for correcting learner errors in teaching CSL are also provided in the paper.
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INTRODUCTION

Corrective feedback (CF) refers to the response that learners receive about their linguistic errors made in their oral or written production in a second language (Sheen and Ellis, 2011). CF has been a key issue in language teaching and learning and language pedagogy for almost half a century. Whether CF can benefit the second language acquisition process was a highly controversial issue in the early stages in this field. Studies like Krashen (1982, 1985) and VanPatten (1992) opposed the role of CF in language learning. However, with the development of empirical research, increasing evidence has emerged to support that CF can assist language learning by improving learners’ accuracy (e.g., Bitchener et al., 2005; Ellis et al., 2006; Benson and DeKeyser, 2019; Hashemifardnia et al., 2019; Kim and Emeliyanova, 2021). One of the factors to determine the effectiveness of CF has been found to be the learner’s belief about CF (Ellis, 2010; Storch and Wigglesworth, 2010).

The term learner beliefs refers to the conceptions, ideas, and opinions learners have about second language learning and teaching and language itself (Kalaja et al., 2018). Many studies have shown that learners’ beliefs about CF can directly influence their participation in and uptake of CF, further mediating the effectiveness of CF (Leki, 1991; Kern, 1995; Schulz, 2001; Sheen, 2011; Han, 2017). However, little is known about the relationship between learners’ CF beliefs and their language performance – particularly in terms of oral accuracy. To fill this gap, the current study aims to further examine the relationship between learners’ CF beliefs and their second language accuracy.

Although extensive research has been carried out on CF beliefs, it has been mostly restricted to those of English as a foreign/second language (henceforth, EFL/ESL) learners (Lyster and Ranta, 1997; Panova and Lyster, 2002; Han and Hyland, 2015; Chong, 2019). Another gap is that little research was designed to investigate the CF beliefs of Chinese as a second language (CSL) learners. Over the past two decades, there has been a tremendous growth of learning and teaching of CSL both within and outside China (Gong et al., 2020a,b). According to the Ministry of Education of China, there are cumulatively almost 200 million non-Chinese people learning Chinese languages (Xinhua News Agency, 2020). In accordance with the increasing demand for Chinese learning, there is a growing need for CSL teachers who can meet the diverse needs of CSL learners. Understanding the CF beliefs of CSL learners is of special significance to explore the pedagogical implications. Therefore, the present study also aims to obtain a comprehensive overview of the CF beliefs of CSL learners.

Overall, this study attempts to examine the relationship between learners’ CF beliefs and their second language oral accuracy from a cohort of CSL learners. Three formal aspects of language – vocabulary, grammar and pronunciation – are used as the indicators of oral accuracy. As CF outcomes differ between high- and low-accuracy learners (Powell, 1987), these two groups of learners were examined.



LITERATURE REVIEW


Corrective Feedback Beliefs of Second Language Learners

In a seminal article, Hendrickson (1978) summarized five fundamental questions about CF: (1) Should learner errors be corrected? (Efficacy of CF) (2) If so, when should learner errors be corrected? (Timing of CF) (3) Which learner errors should be corrected? (Choice of Errors to Correct) (4) How should learner errors be corrected? (Choice of CF Strategy) and (5) Who should correct learner errors? (Choice of Correctors). These questions were addressed by studies like Ellis (2009b), Zhang and Rahimi (2014), and Zhu and Wang (2019). In the following, we will review the recent studies on CF beliefs of second language learners, mostly EFL/ESL learners, based on those five questions. Regarding the efficacy of CF, there is a growing consensus that oral CF contributes to second language acquisition, at least to a certain extent. Earlier in 1978, Hendrickson already argued that oral errors should be corrected. Long (1996, 2006) specifically pointed out that recast, one of the most important types of CF, benefits learners’ oral acquisition by attracting their attention to form while keeping learners focused on meaning throughout a conversational exchange. The positive effects of CF are supported both by empirical evidence (e.g., Doughty and Varela, 1998; Han, 2002; Loewen et al., 2009; Lee, 2013; Zhang and Rahimi, 2014; Zhu and Wang, 2019) and the meta-analyses of CF studies (Mackey and Goo, 2007; Li, 2010; Lyster and Saito, 2010).

Apart from the issue of whether errors should be corrected, many studies have moved on to discuss when errors should be corrected but the results are rather mixed. Some studies supported delayed correction (e.g., Walker, 1973; Harmer, 1983; Bartram and Walt, 1991) while other studies supported immediate correction (e.g., Davis, 2003; Zhang and Rahimi, 2014). Quinn (2014), Li et al. (2016), and Zhu and Wang (2019) have suggested that these mixed pictures may be caused by learners’ different understandings of “immediate” and “delayed” CF. It is therefore worthwhile to explore CSL learners’ beliefs about CF timing and also to ascertain if high- and low-accuracy learners have different beliefs.

As for the choice of errors to correct, Zhu and Wang (2019) summarized three taxonomies of errors based on previous studies: (1) linguistic taxonomy (e.g., grammatical, lexical, phonological errors); (2) focused CF (attention is directed to a few errors) vs. unfocused CF (all errors are addressed); and (3) the gravity of errors (whether an error impedes communication). Zhu and Wang (2019) find that “the gravity of errors might inherently be the only line of demarcation for error types in the learners’ belief system.” The current study therefore explored learners’ CF beliefs toward different gravity of errors, as did Zhu and Wang (2019).

Regarding the choice of CF strategy, oral corrective strategies can be divided into implicit feedback and explicit feedback (Sheen and Ellis, 2011). Implicit feedback is a kind of feedback without an overt marker of errors, e.g., recast, while explicit feedback uses an overt marker, e.g., metalinguistic comment. Previous studies about EFL/ESL students’ preference for the CF strategies also showed a mixed picture. Some studies found a preference for explicit correction (e.g., Katayama, 2007; Lee, 2013; Zhang and Rahimi, 2014) while some showed that learners favor implicit correction (e.g., Oladejo, 1993; Zhu and Wang, 2019). Zhu and Wang (2019) suggest that learners’ preference for CF strategies might reflect “their beliefs as to whether comprehensible input or learner output is more important for language acquisition.”

With regard to the CF provider, compared to peer-correction and self-correction, EFL/ESL learners generally ranked the teacher as the favorite choice of correctors. Apart from the teacher as corrector, some studies showed peer-correction is the second favored, e.g., Schulz (2001), Zhang and Rahimi (2014), Agudo (2015), and Zhu and Wang (2019). However, a few studies like Katayama (2007) and Yoshida (2008) show learner reluctance toward peer-correction because it is not authoritative enough.

Based on the previous literature, researchers have generated a substantial amount of research on CF beliefs of EFL/ESL learners. These, by analog, may serve as useful benchmark models to investigate CSL learners’ CF beliefs, though some findings for EFL/ESL learners revealed a rather mixed picture regarding timing of CF, choice of CF strategy and choice of correctors.



Studies on Corrective Feedback Beliefs and Oral Accuracy

Second language acquisition is a process that involves three core dimensions – complexity, accuracy, and fluency (Skehan, 1989, 1996, 1998; Ellis, 2009c). Most studies regarding the efficiency of CF in improving accuracy lie in the research field of written accuracy (e.g., Krashen, 1982; Truscott, 1996, 1999; Ferris, 1999; Sheen, 2007; Ellis et al., 2008; Ellis, 2009a; Frear and Chiu, 2015; Shintani and Aubrey, 2016; Benson and DeKeyser, 2019; Karim and Nassaji, 2020) and focus on the accuracy of grammar and vocabulary. By contrast, the effects of CF in oral accuracy are still under researched. Only limited studies have paid attention to the relationship between CF and oral accuracy, showing mixed findings (e.g., Chu, 2011; Rahimpour et al., 2012; Abedi et al., 2015). Thus, one of the three dimensions, accuracy, is the focus of the present study.

Chu (2011) conducted an experimental study about the effects of CF on oral English accuracy in Chinese ESL learners. The study conducted a pre-test and a post-test using class observation and interviewed two CF classes and one control class. The analysis of the recording data showed that the CF classes significantly outperformed the control class, thus proving the substantial positive effect CF had on oral accuracy. Rahimpour et al. (2012) compared the extensive and intensive focus on form strategies (recast and general feedback, respectively) on the oral accuracy of EFL/ESL learners and found no differences between the two types. Abedi et al. (2015) had different findings. Their study found recast was significantly more effective for the oral accuracy of EFL/ESL learners, in comparison with the effects of direct feedback. In short, the efficacy of CF in oral accuracy, a specific dimension of oral production, has still not been extensively examined.

Since the relationship between CF and oral accuracy is still understudied, we tried to explore the effect of learner beliefs of CF on oral accuracy by comparing high-accuracy and low-accuracy learners. In order to compare with EFL/ESL learners’ findings, the current study also addresses five fundamental questions raised by Hendrickson (1978). To sum up, five research questions of the current study are:

In a comparison of CSL learners in a high-accuracy group and CSL learners in a low-accuracy group, are there any differences in their beliefs about (1) the efficacy of CF, (2) the best timing of CF, (3) the types of CF, (4) the types of errors that should be corrected, and (5) the choice of correctors?




METHODOLOGY


Research Context and Participants

Seventy-six (54 male and 22 female) CSL learners varying in their levels of Chinese participated in the research. They were in a CSL program in a Chinese university. They were selected because they agreed to participate in both the questionnaire survey and the oral test voluntarily. They were following Comprehensive Chinese courses with the aim of developing skills of reading, writing, speaking, and listening by native Chinese teachers. They majored in natural sciences, social sciences and humanities at a university in China, including Accounting, Anthropology, Business, Biology, Chemistry, China Studies, Economics, History, Law, and Music. Their ages ranged from 18 to 35 (mean (M) = 23.6, standard derivation (SD) = 3.46). Their mother tongues included English, French, Italian, German, Dutch, Hebrew, Russian, Spanish, Portuguese, Korean, Japanese, and Indonesian, etc. The average learning time was 22 months, ranging from the longest at 10 years and the shortest at 3 months. Consent from administrators of the institutes was obtained before their participation. All participants provided written informed consent forms and they were assured of the confidentiality and anonymity of the research.



Data Collection and Analysis


Research Instruments

Corrective Feedback Belief Scale (CFBS) (Fukuda, 2004) and a background demographic questionnaire (Zhang and Rahimi, 2014) were translated into Chinese with some adaptations in the current study (Supplementary Appendix). Students were requested to finish those two questionnaires in the lecture within 20 min. CFBS uses a five-point Likert scale, ranging from “strongly agree” (5 points) to “strongly disagree” (1 point), to elicit learners’ beliefs about the provision of CF, the time of providing CF, types of CF, types of errors to correct and the choice of corrections. Cronbach’s α was 0.86, indicating acceptable internal consistency for CFBS (DeVellis, 1991). Unlike Zhang and Rahimi (2014), errors and CF in second language acquisition were not explained systematically before conducting the questionnaire. However, according to their teachers, all students participated in our survey had been provided error corrections in the classroom before. In other words, all of them have perceptual experience of language errors and CF. So their CF beliefs developed naturally with limited intervention, which are the ideal objects we wish to carefully investigate.



Oral Test

In order to obtain data on the oral accuracy of each student, an oral test with four topics was conducted for each participant. Participants had 1 min to prepare for each topic before speaking and topics lasted for between 3 and 10 min. Four topics used to elicit oral Chinese were: (1) Please introduce your study and life in Nanjing this semester (up to 3 min); (2) Please introduce your travel experience in China or other places (up to 5 min); (3) Please introduce one of your acquaintances, including his/her appearance, personality, etc. (up to 5 min); and (4) Please compare your hometown and Nanjing, including environment, weather, population, transportation and culture, etc. (up to 10 min). Speech production for those topics was recorded and transcribed into Chinese.



Assessment of Oral Accuracy

Each participant’s oral accuracy was assessed in three aspects, i.e., vocabulary, grammar and pronunciation, yielding three independent indicators, i.e., vocabulary accuracy, grammatical accuracy and pronunciation accuracy. Vocabulary accuracy was defined as the ratio of the total number of correctly used words to the total number of words for each participant. Grammatical accuracy was defined as the ratio of the total number of clauses without grammatical errors to the total number of clauses (Jing-Schmidt, 2013). A clause is defined as an independent sentence or a dependent clause of a complex sentence, following the definition of Xing (1997: 13–15) and Jing-Schmidt (2013). In the assessment of vocabulary accuracy and grammatical accuracy, oral data with repetition, self-repair, a false start and pause filler like “en,” “er” were not counted as errors. Based on the above mentioned criteria, all the vocabulary and grammatical errors were labeled exhaustively for each participant by two trained research assistants. While pronunciation accuracy was rated by two experienced Chinese language teachers on a scale of 1 to 10, 1 means “too many errors to understand” while 10 means “native-like pronunciation with very few errors.” The interrater reliability was estimated by Pearson correlation. The ratings were given on an ordinal scale meanwhile the rank orders of the pronunciation performance were essential for us to determine high- and low-accuracy groups. The Pearson correlation coefficient between the two ratings was 0.919 (p < 0.001), which means the interrater reliability was strong. The pronunciation accuracy was accordingly established by means of two ratings.

For each indicator of vocabulary accuracy, grammatical accuracy and pronunciation accuracy, we classified the top 25% learners (n = 19) as a high-accuracy group and the bottom 25% (n = 19) as a low-accuracy group. In total, we obtained 6 groups, namely (I) vocabulary high-accuracy group, (II) vocabulary low-accuracy group, (III) grammatical high-accuracy group, (IV) grammatical low-accuracy group, (V) pronunciation high-accuracy group, and (VI) pronunciation low-accuracy group. The differences between high- and low-accuracy groups with respect to vocabulary (group I vs. group II: t(36) = −16.941, p < 0.001), grammar (group III vs. group IV: t(36) = −13.514, p < 0.001) and pronunciation (group V vs. group VI: t(36) = −12.993, p < 0.001) were all statistically significant.





RESULTS

To answer five research questions, high- and low-accuracy learners’ responses are reported with regard to their CF beliefs from sections “Research Context and Participants,” “Data Collection and Analysis,” “Research Instruments,” “Oral Test,” and “Assessment of Oral Accuracy.”


Efficacy of Corrective Feedback

Beliefs on the efficacy of CF were measured by Questions 1 and 2 of the Corrective Feedback Belief Scale (CFBS) in the Supplementary Appendix. With regard to Question 1, 93.4% of 76 participants responded “strongly agree” or “agree” concerning the necessity of error correction. No significant difference was observed between high- and low-accuracy groups in vocabulary (t(36) = 1.397, p > 0.05), grammar (t(36) = 0.577, p > 0.05) or pronunciation (t(36) = 0.203, p > 0.05). This result clearly shows that learners, regardless of their level of oral accuracy, were willing to accept error correction even without any explanation of CF beforehand. This consistency is attributable to learners’ awareness of the benefits of CF on improving their oral accuracy. In other words, participants in the current study were all open to CF. Potential differences between high- and low-accuracy groups were not relevant to their awareness of the necessity of CF.

Question 2 is about the frequency of error correction, and we found that 82.9% of 76 participants preferred their errors to be corrected. Comparing high- and low-accuracy groups, no statistically significant difference was found between high- and low-accuracy groups in vocabulary (t(36) = −0.651, p > 0.05), grammar (t(36) = −0.579, p > 0.05) or pronunciation (t(36) = 0.262, p > 0.05). Learners’ responses to the frequency of CF are in line with their responses to the necessity of CF. It indicates that the level of oral accuracy did not affect learners’ beliefs in the effect of error correction.



Timing of Corrective Feedback

Questions 4 to 7 elicited learners’ responses to the timing of CF. For 76 participants, “CF after students finish talking” received the highest mean (M = 4.17, SD = 0.661), “immediate CF” and “CF after the activity” received the second highest mean (M = 3.09, SD = 0.961) and the third highest mean (M = 3.05, SD = 0.928), “CF at the conclusion of class” received the lowest mean (M = 2.70, SD = 0.994). It indicates that learners generally believe their oral errors should be corrected after they finish talking.

A comparison of high- and low-accuracy groups, learners’ responses are reported in Table 1 with regard to vocabulary, grammar and pronunciation. As shown in the column of “pronunciation” in Table 1, there was no significant difference between high- and low-accuracy groups. Table 1 also illustrates that high- and low-accuracy groups in terms of vocabulary and grammar have significant differences. Low-accuracy groups preferred being corrected after they finished talking more than high-accuracy groups. A possible explanation is that low-accuracy groups normally made more oral errors thus they did not want to be interrupted when talking in order to ensure the entirety of communication.


TABLE 1. High- (H) and low-accuracy (L) group responses to the timing of corrective feedback (CF).

[image: Table 1]
Moreover, as shown in Table 1, the grammatical high-accuracy group preferred the correction at the conclusion of class more than low-accuracy group. The correction of grammatical errors at the conclusion of class may be beneficial to improve grammatical accuracy because grammatical rules can be generalized at this time.



Choice of Errors to Correct

Questions 14 to 18 elicit learners’ responses to the types of errors that should be corrected. For all participants, “serious errors” were believed as the most important errors to be corrected (M = 4.36, SD = 0.905), followed by “individual errors” (M = 4.08, SD = 0.903), “frequent errors” (M = 4.07, SD = 0.957) and “less serious errors” (M = 3.55, SD = 0.737). “Infrequent errors” were believed as the least important errors to be corrected (M = 3.32, SD = 0.927).

Comparing high- and low-accuracy groups, there was no significant difference in vocabulary as shown in Table 2. However, in terms of grammar and pronunciation, mean responses to “infrequent errors” were significantly different between high- and low-accuracy groups. High-accuracy learners in grammar and pronunciation considered “infrequent errors” to be more important than low-accuracy learners.


TABLE 2. High- (H) and low-accuracy (L) group responses to types of errors that should be corrected.

[image: Table 2]


Choice of Corrective Feedback Strategy

As illustrated in Table 3, there were no significant differences in the beliefs of high- and low-accuracy groups about the methods of CF. Learners in all groups rated explicit feedback as the most effective type of CF while recasts were thought to be the least effective type of CF. Fukuda’s (2004) CFBS tested the choice of CF strategies by an error of not using verb past tense in English. When developing the questionnaire in Chinese, since there is no verb conjugation in Chinese, we adapted this verb tense error into a vocabulary error in the Chinese version. However, the vocabulary high- and low-accuracy group did not show any difference in choosing CF strategies toward this vocabulary error.


TABLE 3. High- (H) and low-accuracy (L) group responses to corrective feedback (CF) strategies.

[image: Table 3]


Choice of Correctors

Table 4 illustrates the responses of high- and low-accuracy groups to the choice of correctors. Regardless of vocabulary, grammar or pronunciation, CF from teachers was the most favored, CF by students themselves was the second favored, while their classmates CF was the least favored.


TABLE 4. High- (H) and low-accuracy (L) group responses to choice of correctors.

[image: Table 4]
Moreover, the grammatical high-accuracy group valued their self-correction significantly higher than the grammatical low-accuracy group. McCormick and Vercellotti (2013) find that grammar is the largest category of self-correction comparing to vocabulary and pronunciation. It seems that grammatical errors are more easily noticed by learners themselves. Grammatical high-accuracy learners, having a lot of overlap with high accuracy learners, should possess more grammar knowledge and are thus more aware of the effectiveness of self-correction of grammar errors, so they value this item more highly than low-accuracy learners.




DISCUSSION


Relation Between Learners’ Corrective Feedback Beliefs and Their Second Language Oral Accuracy

Overall, this research shows, regardless of learners’ accuracy level, that there is no significant difference between high- and low-accuracy groups’ CF beliefs in the efficacy and types of CF. It also indicates that vocabulary high- and low-accuracy groups differ in their beliefs about timing of CF; pronunciation high- and low-accuracy groups differ in their beliefs on which type of errors should be corrected; grammatical high- and low-accuracy groups differ in their beliefs regarding timing of CF, which type of errors should be corrected and the choice of correctors. The discrepancy between high- and low-accuracy groups’ CF beliefs suggests that these beliefs are related to speakers’ oral accuracy. High-accuracy speakers have some unique CF beliefs such as the preference of correction at the conclusion of class and the preference of correction of infrequent errors. Previous research has found that learner beliefs can directly affect their learning behavior, and further influence their learning outcomes (Mori, 1999; Borg, 2003). Our results confirm that learners’ CF beliefs can modulate their language accuracy. From the perspective of language pedagogy, those results can have potential implications for improving learners’ accuracy. Specifically, the discrepancy between high- and low-accuracy groups’ CF beliefs further suggests that in providing CF, learners’ accuracy levels should be taken into account by the teacher. This confirms Ellis (2009b) guidelines for CF that “teachers should be prepared to vary who, when and how they correct in accordance with cognitive and affective needs of the individual learner.” For example, teachers should pay more attention to frequent errors for low-accuracy learners while infrequent errors for high-accuracy learners. It is also suggested that teachers can leave correction until the end of fluency practice for high-accuracy leaners as they also expect to develop their fluency and pragmatic competence (Gong et al., 2021a).

Additionally, the results of this study suggest that three indicators of oral accuracy, i.e., vocabulary, grammar and pronunciation, have different relations to CF beliefs. Students have different learning strategies for vocabulary, grammar and pronunciation and thus develop different CF beliefs for those aspects. For example, the acquisition of vocabulary is less interconnected and internalized than the acquisition of grammar and pronunciation. Learners can improve their accuracy of grammar and pronunciation by correcting infrequent errors. This may explain why high-accuracy groups of grammar and pronunciation considered infrequent errors more important than their low-accuracy peers, respectively. But such a difference was not found between high- and low-accuracy groups in vocabulary. This result suggests that teachers should implement a variety of CF strategies when teaching vocabulary, grammar and pronunciation in oral communication and integrate opportunities and resources outside the classroom to improve students’ communicative competence (Gong et al., 2021c). Corrections of infrequent errors in grammar and pronunciation are potentially valuable to high-accuracy learners.



Comparison With Corrective Feedback Beliefs of EFL/ESL Learners

Our results firstly showed that CSL learners of the current study shared many CF beliefs with EFL/ESL learners. For example, participants of the current study also showed strong support for the frequent provision of CF, even without a prior explanation of the purpose and significance of CF. They generally believed serious errors and frequent errors should be corrected. They also ranked explicit feedback as the best method of CF and ranked the teacher as the favorite choice of correctors. Learners of different languages and from different regions have developed those common CF beliefs probably because second language learners have realized the efficacy of those CF strategies during the process of language acquisition.

However, CSL participants of the current study differ from EFL/ESL participants in their beliefs about the timing and provider of CF. For the best timing of CF, our participants chose “CF after students finish talking,” i.e., delay correction, in comparison to “as soon as errors are made.” First, questions used in our questionnaire resolve the ambiguity of “delay correction” and “immediate correction” as noted by Zhu and Wang (2019) by clearly noting when CF is given (see section “Timing of Corrective Feedback”). We further compare our results with Zhang and Rahimi (2014) because we use the same questionnaire as they did. While Zhang and Rahimi (2014) find the best timing of CF is “immediate CF,” our participants preferred “CF after students finish talking”. What causes the difference in beliefs about timing of CF between the two studies? One justification for this difference is that participants of the two studies were taking different courses and thus had different expectations for the timing of oral correction. Learners in oral communication classes probably preferred immediate correction while learners in other classes preferred correction after they finished talking. Zhang and Rahimi (2014) distributed the questionnaire in an oral communication course. In the oral course, students focused on improving their speaking skills so they expected their oral errors to be corrected without any delay. However, our survey was conducted in comprehensive Chinese courses. Students not only practiced their speaking skills but also their reading, listening and writing skills in the class. Thus they wanted to express their meaning completely without interruption. Teachers need to take into account the course type when deciding whether to correct immediately or not, because learners’ expectation of immediate error correction is probably higher in an oral communication course than in other types of courses.

Moreover, our study found peer correction was the least favored and self-correction was the second favored, while in Schulz (2001), Zhang and Rahimi (2014), Agudo (2015), and Zhu and Wang (2019), participants preferred peer correction more than self-correction. This difference can be attributed to the accessibility of peer correction. Participants of Schulz (2001) were Colombian students; participants of Zhang and Rahimi (2014) were Persian EFL learners studying in Iran; participants of Agudo (2015) were Spanish EFL secondary school students; participants of Zhu and Wang (2019) were Chinese university students. What they have in common is that participants were from the same countries and shared similar language backgrounds. On the one hand, students from the same countries may know more about the language problems in their peers’ oral production and know how to correct these errors. On the other hand, it can be speculated that participants in the above four studies should have plenty of social connection after class. However, participants of the current study originated from 28 different countries and spoke 23 different mother tongues. They are speculated to have less contact outside the classroom, or more social isolation (Sawir et al., 2008; Gong et al., 2021b), than participants of Schulz (2001), Zhang and Rahimi (2014), Agudo (2015), and Zhu and Wang (2019). Having classmates with different language backgrounds and cultural backgrounds may reduce students’ expectations of the CF from classmates. As a result, participants of the current study relied more on self-correction than peer correction. The implication for CSL teaching is that CSL learners in China may depend more on self-correction than peer-correction if there is less contact with their classmates or language partners after class. In this case, the teacher should suggest appropriate and adequate references about target language to facilitate learners’ self-correction.

Generally speaking, our results show that CSL and EFL/ESL learners share many common CF beliefs. The differences between them have little to do with the target language of learning but are more relevant to the research design. Therefore, many language pedagogies developed from the research of EFL/ESL learners’ CF beliefs such as Ellis (2009b) should be able to shed light on this area and have significance for CSL learners.




CONCLUSION

Our research questions sought to explore the differences in high-accuracy and low-accuracy learners’ CF beliefs from a cohort of CSL learners. The research attempts to examine the relationship between CSL learners’ CF beliefs and oral accuracy, by adopting a questionnaire survey and an oral test with 76 CSL learners from a Chinese university. The results highlight that high- and low-accuracy learners of CSL share many CF beliefs like the efficacy of CF and CF strategies, but also differ in timing of CF, error types and choice of correctors. Learners also show different CF beliefs in terms of vocabulary, grammar and pronunciation. Those results provide direct implications for correcting learner errors in teaching CSL.

In addition, the current study also investigates if and why CF beliefs of CSL and EFL/ESL learners differ. Our findings suggest that common CF beliefs are the mainstream while minor differences in the timing and provider of CF exist. We attribute those differences to research design rather than different mechanism in learning Chinese and English. Further investigations should control CSL and EFL/ESL learners’ course type and language background in order to confirm our speculations.

It must be noted that our investigation was only conducted with CSL learners in China, and any generalization of the findings to all CSL learners worldwide should be undertaken with caution. This study was based on self-reported questionnaire. It would be helpful to carry out interviews to understand the reasons behind learner’s CF beliefs in future research. There are also several potential topics to be explored in future research. For example, another possible study could investigate how the unique CF beliefs held by the high-accuracy group affect their achievement of high accuracy in language performance. Additionally, a future study might recruit more participants to its sample to examine whether participants’ origin countries and mother tongues influence their CF beliefs, although they studied Chinese in the same environment. Lastly, future research could also investigate, besides accuracy, whether the other two core dimensions of second language acquisition, i.e., fluency and complexity, interact with CF beliefs.
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P value less than 0.05 was designated with one asterisk (%).
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