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Abstract

The research conducts a study of college students’ beliefs about oral corrective feedback in Eng-
lish classes from non-English major students and English major students, and identifies five com-
ponents in their beliefs through Principle Components Analysis, and compares the students’ be-
liefs at different proficiency levels from the perspectives of the importance of CF, the error types
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to correct, the providers of CF, the timing of CF and the preferred types of CF. The results validate
the questionnaire and indicate that the proficiency levels have an impact on college students’ be-
liefs about CF.
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Table 1. Factor analysis of English learners’ beliefs of oral corrective feedback by PCA
F 1. JBFIEOLMEMRIRESHERDEFoH

Component

Questionnaire Item 1 2 3 4 5

15 0.702

9 0.7

17 0.657

14 0.635

10 0.617

13 0.588

34 0.445

29 0.782

30 0.73

7 0.627

21 0.554

16 0.512

38 0.844

31 0.813

35 0.666

4 0.625

37 0.553

23 0.683

25 0.678

24 0.596

22 0.512

20 0.444
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33 0.424

39 0.718

36 0.644

40 0.597

32 0.531

11 0.77

12 0.711

18 0.531

26 0.608
27 0.598
28 0.548
19 0.534
5 0.687
3 0.544
1 0.525
6 0.468
2 0.908
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[F) 2 1) 75 R i i TR B T F %, XU BT &2, JUEL AT DB bR ERE &, [F
B2 T AR SR ER M ) B SR (FEB IS T, B 9y B EVEFIR & I AER T . iIX 5 Loewen Z5[3] 1A i 45
WHE 3, FE S FESKERSE R, F)E B RRIEIES AR 5 4 Bh(AF 43E T
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(N58%; E54%); TEZ 38 il rf (G ML 1Z A LU IE AR LL s ma BLAR HE & B %), FRSEil T Al £k 2% 51 %
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RIES S it 5 AR AR, 5 Davis [24]811 Brown [27]HIHF 70 A — 3.

EMEE T ROT T, IS )5 Y B FUMAR AN R S oot 7 AR SR, 758 10 R (A IR 21 v i)
PR 1R BAZAE FH AN R ) 77 sCM SRR ), PRI B A5 23 70 9 (NB1%; EB3%), kil Fll 2y =) %t T Z 1 )
SR 7 RN SR 1 e SR = T AESE Bk, [FIRT, PR ) Em T B oy A RS AR E, 18
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