
Feedback-Seeking Behavior in
Language Learning: Basic
Components and Motivational
Antecedents
MOSTAFA PAPI,1 ANGEL RIOS,2 HUNTER PELT,3 and ESRA OZDEMIR4

1Florida State University, College of Education, G129 Stone Building, 600 W College Ave, Tallahassee, FL 32306
Email: mpapi@fsu.edu
2Florida State University, Center for Intensive English Studies, 306 Hecht House, 634 W Call St, Tallahassee, FL
32306 Email: arios@fsu.edu
3Florida State University, Center for Intensive English Studies, 306 Hecht House, 634 West Call Street, Tallahassee,
FL 32306 Email: hpelt@fsu.edu
4Florida State University, College of Education, 2211C Stone Building, 600 W College Ave, Tallahassee, FL 32306
Email: eozdemir@fsu.edu

This study investigated the concept of corrective feedback in second language learning as a learning re-
source, recasting it as feedback-seeking behavior. Dweck’s (1999) mindsets, Korn and Elliot’s (2016) achieve-
ment goals, and Ashford’s (1986) model of feedback-seeking behavior were re-operationalized in the
context of language learning. Questionnaire data from 287 college students studying foreign languages
in the United States confirmed that learners make calculated decisions regarding whether to seek feed-
back, by what method, and from what source, based on their own perceptions of the costs and values
associated with different feedback-seeking strategies, which are, in turn, largely predicted by the learners’
language mindsets and achievement goals. Learners with a growth language mindset and development-
approach goals sought feedback using bothmonitoring and inquiry methods and from teachers and oth-
ers. Learners with a fixed language mindset and demonstration goals sought feedback only by method
of inquiry but from different sources depending on the valence (approach vs. avoidance) of their goals.
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CORRECTIVE FEEDBACK (CF)HAS BEENTHE
subject of theoretical and empirical interest in the
field of second language acquisition (SLA) over
the last few decades. Researchers have extensively
investigated various dimensions of the phe-
nomenon such as the frequency of different types
of CF (e.g., Lyster & Ranta, 1997), the timing of
feedback (e.g., Fu &Nassaji, 2016), peer feedback
(e.g., Fujii & Mackey, 2009), and the effects of
different types of CF on learners’ uptake (e.g.,
Lyster & Ranta, 1997) and learning outcomes
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such as grammar (e.g., Ellis, 2007), vocabulary
(e.g., Ellis & He, 1999), phonology (Saito &
Lyster, 2012), and pragmatics (e.g., Takimoto,
2006). These studies, which generally support the
facilitative role of CF in second language (L2)
learning (see Li, 2010; Lyster, Saito, & Sato, 2013;
Nassaji, 2016), have shaped our current under-
standing of this multifaceted phenomenon and
made valuable contributions to second language
instruction. However, CF remains a controversial
topic and far from being completely understood.
One of the general and fundamental drawbacks in
past and current research on CF has been the lack
of sufficient attention to the role of individuals in
the learning process. A closer look at the research
conducted on CF suggests that these studies ty-
pically cast L2 learners as passive recipients of
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different types of CF rather than as human agents
who consciously, proactively, and selectively seek,
attend to, and learn from such information.
SLA researchers who have taken a socially

grounded approach toward the study of CF con-
sider a more active role for the learner during
the feedback exchange. Using experimental or
conversation analytic methods, these researchers
have highlighted the effectiveness of scaffolded
and dialogically negotiated feedback (e.g., Aljaa-
freh & Lantolf, 1994; Nassaji & Swain, 2000), and
the importance of looking at CF as a collaborative,
sequentially unfolding, and embodied practice
(e.g., Majlesi, 2018; Theodórsdóttir, 2018). These
perspectives, however, have ignored the motiva-
tional, goal, and belief systems that might lead
a learner to take part in such correction prac-
tices, and consciously pay attention to, selectively
process, and try to learn from such feedback to
begin with. In other words, the socially oriented
approach seems to assume that regardless of their
motivational states and dispositions, all learners
orient to the feedback process in a similar fashion
as long as the feedback is collaboratively nego-
tiated, scaffolded, or given using multimodal
resources. Such a view is in stark contrast with
decades of psychological research revealing
the motivational foundations of learning and
behavior (see A. Elliot & Dweck, 2013).
Individual differences in how learners ap-

proach or respond to CF have received some
attention within the cognitive–interactionist re-
search tradition. These studies have highlighted
the importance of factors such as age (Mackey
& Oliver, 2002), proficiency (Nassaji, 2010), anx-
iety (Sheen, 2008), attention control, and ana-
lytic ability (Trofimovich, Ammar, & Gatbonton,
2007), aptitude (DeKeyser, 1993), working mem-
ory (Mackey et al., 2002), and learner beliefs and
attitudes (e.g., Loewen et al., 2009). However,
these studies have also reinforced the undergoer
perception of learners in the learning process, as
they havemainly focused on the reasons for learn-
ers’ receptiveness to CF, or lack thereof, rather than
their proactive involvement in the learning pur-
suit. In other words, CF has been viewed largely as
a teaching resource and hardly as a learning resource.
This is because one side of the equation which
concerns the type of CF, and how, when, and
where to give CF, has been extensively studied,
while the learner’s conscious and motivated in-
volvement in the feedback process has remained
an unexplored dimension.
To bridge this important gap and highlight the

important issue of learner motivation and proac-
tivity in the feedback process, the present study

draws on social and organization psychology to
introduce the notion of feedback-seeking behavior
(FSB; Ashford & Cummings, 1983) to the field
of SLA, and examine its motivational antecedents
in relation to language learning. FSB refers to
the actions and strategies that an individual em-
ploys to gather information and reduce uncer-
tainty about his or her performance in the con-
text of a goal pursuit. Ashford (1983) defined
FSB as “the conscious devotion of effort toward
determining the correctness and adequacy of be-
haviors for attaining valued end states” (p. 466).
Not unlike the present study, Ashford and Cum-
mings (1983) proposed the theoretical model of
FSB in organizational settings to move beyond
the concept of feedback as an organizational re-
source and reconceptualize it as “a valuable re-
source for individuals throughout their tenure in
organizations” (p. 371). FSB has attracted many
researchers in different branches of psychology
(for a meta-analysis, see Anseel et al., 2015) but
has not been investigated in the field of SLA.
This is surprising considering CF has long been
a central area of theoretical and empirical inter-
est to SLA researchers. Examining FSB, which is
generally viewed as “an effective self-regulation
strategy to improve performance” (Anseel et al.,
2015, p. 318), in the context of language learn-
ing can highlight the role of learner in the feed-
back process and help paint a more wholistic pic-
ture of how CF works in language learning and
instruction.
Shifting the focus of research on CF to lan-

guage learners’ conscious and intentional FSB, on
the other hand, would naturally require serious
attention to the motivational attributes of the
learners. As FSB scholars argue, “the key avenue
to understanding how individual differences
and contextual factors affect feedback-seeking
strategies is uncovering the underlying motiva-
tional dynamics” (Anseel et al., 2015, p. 228).
SLA research, nonetheless, has also been silent
on the link between motivation and CF, which is
rather surprising considering the long history of
scholarly interest in these topics. In fact, the two
recent state-of-the-art reviews written by leading
CF experts (i.e., Lyster et al., 2013; Nassaji, 2016)
make almost no mention of any motivational
influence on the effectiveness of CF (cf. Bitch-
ener, 2017). Nor have L2 motivation researchers
shown any interest in this connection (e.g., see
Dörnyei & Ushioda, 2011). This is an important
gap in research in this area because regardless of
the type of CF provided, the context in which it
is provided, its scaffolded or multimodal mode of
delivery, its interactional or pedagogical purpose,
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its implicitness or explicitness, or learners’ work-
ing memory capacity, analytic ability, and anxiety
level, it is highly unlikely that students would
pay attention and learn from CF if they lack the
motivation to do so.

Drawing on Ashford’s (1986) model of FSB
from organization psychology, and Dweck’s
(1999) theory of mindsets and Korn and Elliot’s
(2016) model of achievement goals from social
and educational psychology, the present study
aims to bridge this gap by examining L2 learners’
FSB and some of its motivational antecedents.
Mindsets and achievement goals have previously
been shown to be instrumental in understanding
learners’ quality of attention to and processing
of feedback (e.g., Mangels et al., 2006), and
their FSB (e.g., VandeWalle & Cummings, 1997;
Tuckey, Brewer, & Williamson, 2002). In the fol-
lowing sections, FSB studies related to the present
work are reviewed first; the theoretical frame-
works used are presented next; and finally, the
results of a survey study in the foreign language
context of the United States are reported.

FEEDBACK-SEEKING BEHAVIOR

In a seminal publication, Ashford and Cum-
mings (1983) proposed a model of feedback-
seeking behavior in which “the individual is
portrayed as existing within an information envi-
ronment” (p. 382) where he or she can determine
the efficacy of his or her goal-directed behavior
and how this behavior is being perceived and
evaluated by others by seeking feedback from
them. The individual depicted in this model has
feedback-seeking motivations such as increasing
competence, self-evaluation, reducing uncer-
tainty about the efficacy of behaviors, and error
reduction, which determine the amount of ef-
fort the individual is willing to exert in his or her
feedback-seeking pursuits. The individual also has
an organizing function; a feedback seeker regulates
and directs his or her efforts based on the goals
he or she pursues. Finally, the individual has a
thinking function regarding feedback information,
in the sense that it is the feedback seeker who gen-
erates meaning from the feedback using the cues
present in the environment, and his or her own
goal and self-related schemas. The authors sug-
gested two distinct feedback-seeking strategies,
feedback monitoring and feedback inquiry. Feedback
monitoring was defined as attending to and taking
in personally relevant information from the en-
vironment through observing the situations and
the behaviors of other actors present in the envi-
ronment. Feedback inquiry, on the other hand,

involves accomplishing the same goal by “directly
asking actors in that environment for their per-
ception of and/or evaluation of the behavior in
question” (Ashford & Cummings, 1983, p. 385).

Ashford and Cummings (1983) proposed that
the quality and quantity of FSB depends on the
individual’s cognitions about the anticipated
cost and value of feedback seeking (see also
Anseel et al., 2015). It is generally assumed that
individuals consciously assess the costs and values
associated with FSB before deciding whether,
how, when, and from whom to seek feedback.
The costs associated with feedback seeking in-
clude ego cost, “the cost suffered from hearing
negative feedback about the self” (VandeWalle
& Cummings, 1997, p. 392), self-presentations
cost, which concerns “the cost of exposing one’s
uncertainty and need for help” (VandeWalle &
Cummings, 1997, p. 392), and effort cost, “the
level of effort required to obtain feedback infor-
mation” (Ashford & Cummings, 1983, p. 387).
However, the value of feedback seeking concerns
“the belief that feedback sought will be useful for
improving performance and developing ability”
(VandeWalle & Cummings, 1997, p. 392). The
value of feedback, which is considered the pri-
mary determinant of FSB, depends on numerous
factors such as the individual’s motivation in
the goal pursuit; the quality of the corrective,
directive, and incentive effects of feedback; and
the context in which feedback is provided.

Numerous studies have examined different di-
mensions of FSB based on this model including
the effects of various contextual and individual
factors as well as the consequences of FSB. The
studies have shown that feedback is sought more
frequently when the perceived diagnostic value of
feedback increases (e.g., Ashford, 1986; Tuckey
et al., 2002), and the ego and self-presentation
costs decrease (e.g., Ashford & Cummings, 1983;
Ashford & Northcraft, 1992). Higher perceived
value of feedback has also been found to motivate
individuals to seek diagnostic feedback (e.g., Ash-
ford & Tsui, 1991). The diagnostic value of feed-
back has been found to be higher when the indi-
vidual is uncertain about his or her performance
(e.g., Ashford & Cummings, 1985), little feed-
back is provided (e.g., Fedor, Rensvold, & Adams,
1992), and performance expectations are high
(e.g., Wanberg & Kammeyer–Mueller, 2000). The
value of feedback also depends on the source of
feedback. The more credible the individual per-
ceives the source to be, and the closer the emo-
tional relationship between the individual and
the source, the more frequently he or she seeks
feedback from that source (e.g., Choi, Moon, &
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Nae, 2014). Individuals distort feedback informa-
tion (e.g., Morrison & Cummings, 1992) and seek
less feedback in public (e.g., Northcraft & Ash-
ford, 1990) to avoid making negative impressions
on others (e.g., Tuckey et al., 2002), or protect
their own egos (e.g., Ashford&Cummings, 1983).
Such perceived image costs have been found to
decrease feedback inquiry but increase feedback
monitoring (e.g., Morrison, 1993; Northcraft &
Ashford, 1990). Factors related to the individual
such as propensity for external feedback (e.g., Fe-
dor et al., 1992; London & Smither, 2002) and
goal orientations (e.g., Tuckey et al., 2002; Van-
deWalle, 2003; VandeWalle & Cummings, 1997)
have also been found to result in quantitative and
qualitative differences in FSB. In terms of out-
comes, FSB has been revealed to improve individ-
uals’ adaptation (e.g., Morrison, 1993), job per-
formance (e.g., Ashford & Tsui, 1991), learning
(e.g., Yanagizawa, 2008), and creativity (e.g., De
Stobbeleir, Ashford, & Buyens, 2011).

ACHIEVEMENT GOALS AND MINDSETS

Achievement goals are considered impor-
tant motivational constructs underlying the
quality and quantity of individuals’ FSB (see
VandeWalle, 2003). Traditionally, achievement
goals include performance and learning goals,
which are related to differences in learners’
cognitive, affective, and behavioral response
patterns in various learning situations (e.g.,
Dweck & Leggett, 1988; E. Elliott & Dweck,
1988). According to Dweck and Leggett (1988),
learners who pursue learning goals are concerned
with increasing competence, and show mastery-
oriented response patterns involving “the seeking
of challenging tasks and the maintenance of
effective striving under failure” (p. 256), whereas
those with performance goals are concerned
with judgments of their competence, and display
helpless patterns “characterized by an avoidance
of challenge and deterioration of performance
in the face of obstacles” (p. 256). Achievement
goals have been examined in relation to FSB in
a few studies. In two of these studies involving
189 university students, Butler (1993) showed
that learners in a task-focus condition (a tempo-
rary learning goal) requested significantly more
task-related feedback and performed better than
those in an ego-focus condition (a temporary
performance goal), who preferred to compare
their performance and ability against others.
Performance goals have traditionally been
viewed from the perspective of an approach–
avoidance dichotomy. Performance-approach

(or “-prove”) goals concern proving competence
whereas performance-avoidance (or “-avoid”)
goals concern disproving lack of competence. In
a survey of 44 accounting students, VandeWalle
and Cummings (1997) showed that a learning
goal orientation positively correlated with FSB
frequency whereas the correlations between the
performance goals (both approach and avoid-
ance) and FSB frequency were negative. In Study
2, they found that the perceived value of FSB
correlated positively with learning goals and nega-
tively with performance-avoid, whereas perceived
costs correlated negatively with learning goals but
positively with both performance-approach and
performance-avoid goals. Similarly, VandeWalle
et al. (2000) showed that learning goals predicted
the perceived value of feedback positively and
the perceived costs of feedback negatively. In a
study of tutor–student relationships, Tuckey et al.
(2002) showed that the desire for useful informa-
tion was positively predicted by a learning goal
orientation, which, in turn, positively predicted
FSB, whereas performance-prove positively and
strongly predicted the desire to protect one’s
ego and defensive impression management, and
negatively predicted FSB frequency.
Whereas these studies have employed earlier

formulations of achievement goals, the present
study adopts Korn and Elliot’s (2016) recent
model of achievement goals. This model bifur-
cates each of the learning and performance goals
(relabeled as development and demonstration
goals, respectively) into two goals based on their
valence (approach vs. avoidance). Development-
approach and development-avoidance relate to impro-
ving competence and maintaining competence,
respectively. Demonstration-approach concerns de-
monstrating competence and demonstration-
avoidance concerns avoiding the demonstration
of incompetence.
Dweck and Leggett (1988) proposed that learn-

ers’ adoption of performance versus learning
goals could have roots in their mindsets, that is,
their beliefs about the malleability of their in-
telligence. More specifically, “conceiving of one’s
intelligence as a fixed entity was associated with
adopting the performance goal of documenting
that entity, whereas conceiving of intelligence as
a malleable quality was associated with the learn-
ing goal of developing that quality” (p. 256).
According to Dweck (1999), individuals with a
growth mindset (also called an incremental theory of
intelligence) believe that they can grow their in-
telligence by practice and effort whereas those
with a fixed mindset (also called an entity theory
of intelligence) believe that they cannot change
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their intelligence. Mindsets have been widely ap-
plied in various domains of educational and so-
cial psychology. Studies have found that whereas
a growth mindset is associated with a mastery
goal orientation (e.g., Good, Aronson, & Inzlicht,
2003; Thompson &Musket, 2005), classroommo-
tivation (e.g., Blackwell, Trzesniewski, & Dweck,
2007), and achievement (e.g., Thompson & Mus-
ket, 2005; Yeager et al., 2016), a fixed mindset
results in social comparison goals and poor per-
formance (e.g., Thompson & Musket, 2005). In
one FSB study, Devloo, Anseel, andDe Beuckelaer
(2011) showed that when there was a perceived
mismatch between the demands of a job and the
individuals’ abilities, those with a growth mind-
set sought more feedback while those with a fixed
mindset did not. Mindsets have also been shown
to significantly impact the processing of corrective
feedback. Mangels et al. (2006) used electroen-
cephalography to examine how students with dif-
ferent mindsets react to performance-oriented
versus learning-oriented feedback. Event-related
potentials (ERPs) showed that performance feed-
back (success vs. failure) increased brain activity
for all the participants regardless of their mind-
sets whereas only participants with a growthmind-
set showed increased brain activity when learning-
oriented feedback (i.e., corrective information)
was presented. In fact, not much brain activity
was detected for the participants with a fixed
mindset during the presentation of the corrective
information.

Whereas Dweck’s theory has recently been em-
ployed in a few studies in the field of language
learning (e.g., Lou & Noels, 2016, 2017; Mercer
& Ryan, 2009), the relationship between L2 learn-
ers’ mindsets, beliefs, or attitudes toward CF, and
by extension, their FSB has remained unexplored.
One notable exception is a study by Waller and
Papi (2017), which found that a fixed L2 writing
mindset positively predicted a feedback-avoiding
orientation whereas a growth mindset predicted
a feedback-seeking orientation and 50% of vari-
ance in L2 writing motivation, suggesting the im-
portance of this theory in understanding the in-
terface between motivation and FSB.

The findings of the studies reviewed above have
laid the foundation for our understanding of FSB
and its antecedents. In the current study, we aim
to build on the past work in a few ways. First, the
previous FSB studies have been conducted in the
field of social and organization psychology. This
study is the first investigating FSB in the context of
second language learning. Second, the past stud-
ies have only focused on achievement goals as
predictors of FSB with the assumption that mea-

suring the goals entails implicating mindsets; in
this study, the latter are directly examined. Third,
the studies reviewed above used FSB as a unitary
construct even though Ashford (1986) associated
feedback inquiry and monitoring with different
costs and values; in the present study feedback
inquiry and monitoring are measured separately
to reveal potential qualitative differences result-
ing fromdifferent achievement goals. Last but not
least, Korn and Elliot’s (2016) recent model of
achievement goals is employed for the first time
in relation to FSB to present a more precise un-
derstanding of the relationships between achieve-
ment goals and FSB.

RESEARCH QUESTIONS AND HYPOTHESES

RQ1. What are the relationships between L2
learners’ achievement goals and FSB?

RQ2. What are the relationships between L2
learners’ mindsets and FSB?

RQ3. Are the relationships between mind-
sets and FSB mediated by achievement
goals?

Based on the literature reviewed above, a
growth mindset and development goals are ex-
pected to predict both feedback inquiry andmon-
itoring. A fixed mindset and demonstration goals
are expected to positively predict feedback moni-
toring but not inquiry. Development goals are an-
ticipated tomediate the relationships between the
growth mindset and FSB. Demonstration goals
are anticipated to mediate the relationships be-
tween the fixed mindset and FSB.

METHODS

Participants

Two-hundred-eighty-seven university students
(89 males, 193 females, 3 others, and 2 miss-
ing gender) studying foreign languages at Florida
State University were recruited to participate in
the current study. The student sample consisted
of 273 undergraduate and 10 graduate students (4
responses missing). Participants had a wide vari-
ety of majors, were in different years of study, and
were learning different languages including Ara-
bic (67), French (113), and Spanish (107). Most
of the participants spoke English (261) as their
native language while 23 participants chose other
languages as their mother tongue (3 responses
missing). Other than two participants, who were
35 and 65 years old, the rest of the students’ ages
ranged from 18 to 30 years old (total mean =
20.4, mode = 20). Only 11% of the participants
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had experienced residence in a target language
community for a length of time ranging from
1month to 19 years (mode= 12months) whereas
89% of them had no such experience.

Procedures

The data were collected in the spring of 2017
using a questionnaire survey. After receiving the
Institutional Review Board’s approval, we con-
tacted the heads of the Arabic, Spanish, and
French programs, and explained the purpose and
procedures of the study. Instructors of the for-
eign language classes were then contacted and
asked for cooperation. The researchers admin-
istered the questionnaire during scheduled vis-
its to the classes. Students were informed of the
purpose and procedures of the survey, and their
rights to voluntary participation and confidential-
ity. All students were provided a paper copy of the
survey in English with questions adapted to their
respective L2. The questionnaires took about 15–
20 minutes to complete.

Instruments and Measurement

Data were collected using a questionnaire de-
veloped for this study. The first part of the ques-
tionnaire included items measuring different
variables including learners’ language mindsets
(Appendix B), achievement goals (Appendix
D), and FSB (Appendix F). The items were
responded to using a 6-point Likert scale with 1
showing Strongly Disagree and 6 indicating Strongly
Agree. The second part included demographic
questions.

Language Mindsets

Dweck’s (1999) scales were adapted to reflect
participants’ language mindsets. These included
statements targeting learners’ beliefs regarding
the malleability of their language intelligence.
Waller and Papi (2017) developed similar scales
to measure L2 writing mindsets, which correlated
with but were independent from Dweck’s gen-
eral scales; they also predicted L2 writing moti-
vation and feedback orientations more strongly
than the general scales. Similarly, Lou and Noels
(2017) found that language mindsets correlated
with but were distinct from other mindsets includ-
ing math, sports, and general mindsets. There-
fore, in this study, L2-specific versions of eight
items from Dweck’s questionnaire were used to
measure language mindsets. The general items
(e.g., You have a certain amount of intelligence, and
you can’t really do much to change it) were simply

changed to items specific to the language learn-
ing domain (e.g., You have a certain amount of in-
telligence for learning other languages, and you can’t
really do much to change it).
Using SPSS 21 (IBM), three Exploratory Factor

Analyses (EFA) were performed on the items re-
lated to L2mindsets, achievement goals, and FSB.
Maximum Likelihood was used as method of ex-
traction, direct oblimin with Kaiser Normalization
as method of rotation, and the number of fac-
tors determined using eigenvalues larger than 1
(Kaiser’s criterion) and the scree plots. The de-
tailed results of the analyses along with respective
scree plots, descriptive statistics, and Cronbach’s
alpha coefficients are presented in Appendix A
through F. The initial analysis on items related to
L2mindsets yielded one factor with an eigenvalue
above 1 explaining 66.6% of the variance. The
scree plot (Appendix A), however, showed two
factors from the point of inflection. The second
analysis was run with two factors predetermined
to be extracted. The results showed that the two
factors (Appendix B), representing a Growth L2
Mindset and a Fixed L2Mindset, explained 75.7%of
the variance, confirming the two-factor solution
emerged in the studies by Lou and Noels (2017)
and Waller and Papi (2017). In addition, Kaiser–
Meyer–Olkinmeasure of sampling adequacy (.91)
was excellent (i.e., >.05), and Bartlett’s test of
sphericity was statistically significant (χ2(29) =
1975.29, p < .001), indicating a good fit for the
dataset. The scales were highly reliable as shown
by Cronbach’s alpha coefficients of .92 and .93.
Twelve items measuring four L2 achievement

goals corresponding to Korn and Elliot’s (2016)
scales were developed. The wording of the items
was simply changed from general (e.g., My focus
is to increase competence) to L2-specific (e.g., My fo-
cus in this L2 program is to develop my L2 competence).
The initial EFA results showed a three-factor so-
lution with eigenvalues larger than 1, explain-
ing 74.7% of the variance. The scree plot, how-
ever, suggested four factors (Appendix C), which
matched the original model. Results of the analy-
sis with four factors determined to be extracted
(Appendix D) explained 82% of the variance.
The Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin value (.89) was large,
and Bartlett’s test of sphericity was significant
(χ2(66) = 3120.68, p < .001), indicating good
model fitness. The scales showed excellent inter-
nal consistency (i.e., Cronbach’s alpha � .90).
Finally, based on Ashford’s (1986) question-

naire, 18 items were developed for measuring
L2-specific feedback-monitoring and feedback-
inquiry strategies. Ashford’s questionnaire in-
cluded scales asking how frequently individuals



Mostafa Papi, Angel Rios, Hunter Pelt, and Esra Ozdemir 211

TABLE 1
Results of Three Regression Analyses

Outcome Variable Predictor Variable B Std. Error Beta T Sig.

Feedback Monitoring (Constant) 2.84 .16 17.70 <.001
Development–Approach .36 .04 .59 10.15 <.001
Development–Avoidance −.01 .03 −.02 −.22 .82

R2 = .37 Demonstration–Approach .01 .03 .03 .42 .68
Demonstration–Avoidance .02 .03 .04 .62 .54

Feedback Inquiry Teacher (Constant) 1.54 .33 4.73 <.001
Development–Approach .24 .07 .22 3.29 .001
Development–Avoidance −.04 .06 −.04 −.59 .56

R2 = .17 Demonstration–Approach .25 .07 .28 3.53 <.001
Demonstration–Avoidance −.01 .07 −.01 −.14 .89

Feedback Inquiry Others (Constant) 1.15 .35 3.30 <.001
Development–Approach .47 .08 .40 6.08 <.001
Development–Avoidance −.06 .07 −.06 −.80 .42

R2 = .19 Demonstration–Approach .02 .07 .02 .21 .83
Demonstration–Avoidance .12 .07 .14 1.78 .077

seek feedback at the workplace using monitoring
(e.g., Pay attention to how your boss acts toward
you in order to understand how he/she perceives and
evaluates your work performance) and inquiry (e.g.,
Seek information from your coworkers about your work
performance). The initial EFA on items related to
feedback seeking in the language learning con-
text showed three factors accounting for 61.68%
of the variance, but the scree plot suggested the
existence of four factors (Appendix E). After
dropping three negatively worded items related
to feedback monitoring, which had formed a
separate factor, the analysis yielded a three-factor
solution (Appendix F), which also matched the
scree plot. The three factors explained 66.2%
of the variance and the scales showed very high
Cronbach’s alpha coefficients (i.e., �.86). Ad-
ditionally, the Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin figure (.92)
was excellent, and Bartlett’s test of sphericity was
significant (χ2(105) = 3005.92, p < .001), con-
firming model fitness. Following Ashford (1986),
the first factor, which included seven items
concerning learners’ conscious employment of
attentional resources to monitor the feedback
present in the environment, was labeled Feedback
Monitoring. The second factor, labeled Feedback
Inquiry/Teacher, included four items related to the
learners’ behavioral tendency to directly ask for
feedback from their teachers. The third factor in-
cluded four items also concerning feedback seek-
ing by method of inquiry but from other sources,
which was labeled Feedback Inquiry/Others. The
mean scores for the factors identified in the three
EFAs reported above were used in the following
analyses.

DATA ANALYSIS AND RESULTS

To answer the first research question re-
garding the relationships between L2 learners’
achievement goals and their FSB, three multiple
regression analyses were run with L2 achieve-
ment goals as predictors and the three feedback-
seeking strategies as outcome variables. As shown
in Table 1, the results showed that Development–
Approach predicted Feedback Monitoring, Feed-
back Inquiry/Teacher, and Feedback Inquiry/
Others; Demonstration–Approach predicted
Feedback Inquiry/Teacher; and Demonstration–
Avoidance predicted Feedback Inquiry/Others
even though the relationship was near-significant
(for intercorrelations, see Appendix G). The
significant results remained significant even after
applying the Bonferroni adjustment to account
for the potential Type I error resulting from
multiple significance testing.

To answer the second and third research ques-
tions concerning whether mindsets predicted
feedback-seeking strategies, and if these relation-
ships were mediated by achievement goals, medi-
ationmodels were tested. According to Baron and
Kenny (1986), a variable (here, an achievement
goal) can function as a mediator if (a) it is signifi-
cantly predicted by the independent variable (IV:
mindsets), (b) it significantly predicts the depen-
dent variable (DV: FSB), and (c) when its effect
on the dependent variable is controlled, the
independent variable is no longer a significant
predictor of the dependent variable. In such an
analysis, “a given variable may be said to function
as a mediator to the extent that it accounts for the
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TABLE 2
Regression Results With Achievement Goals as the Outcome Variables

Outcome Variable Predictor Variable B Std. Error Beta T Sig.

Development–Approach (Constant) 3.89 .50 7.81 <.001
Fixed Mindset .05 .08 .05 .62 .536

R2 = .07 Growth Mindset .26 .08 .29 3.5 .001
Development–Avoidance (Constant) 1.98 .63 3.15 .002

Fixed Mindset .19 .10 .16 1.90 .059
R2 = .08 Growth Mindset .43 .10 .38 4.55 <.001
Demonstration–Approach (Constant) 1.51 .60 2.50 .013

Fixed Mindset .25 .10 .21 2.53 .012
R2 = .11 Growth Mindset .51 .09 .46 5.54 <.001
Demonstration–Avoidance (Constant) .85 .64 1.31 .190

Fixed Mindset .38 .11 .31 3.63 <.001
R2 = .07 Growth Mindset .46 .10 .40 4.76 <.001

TABLE 3
Stepwise Regression Results With Feedback Monitoring as the Outcome Variable

Outcome Variable Predictor Variable B Std. Error Beta T Sig.

Feedback Monitoring (Constant) 3.91 .30 12.90 <.001
Fixed Mindset .05 .05 .08 .92 .361

R2 = .08 Growth Mindset .18 .05 .33 3.88 <.001
Feedback Monitoring (Constant) 2.55 .27 9.31 <.001

Fixed Mindset .03 .04 .05 .68 .50
R2 = .38, p < .001 Growth Mindset .09 .04 .16 2.27 .024

Development–Approach .35 .03 .57 11.76 <.001

relation between the predictor and the criterion”
(Baron & Kenny, 1986, p. 1176). If after control-
ling for the effect of the mediator, the IV→DV
relationship is no longer significant, full media-
tion holds. In other cases, when the strength of
the IV→DV relationship decreases but it remains
significant, partial mediation has happened. To
avoid subjective judgments of partial mediation,
the Sobel test of mediation was also employed.
This test shows whether or not a drop in the beta
value (as a result of adding the potential medi-
ator) is significant to support the hypothesized
mediation.
For performing our mediation analyses, con-

dition (b) had already been met (see Table 1).
To meet condition (a), that is, to see if mindsets
significantly predict the achievement goals, four
regression analyses were run, each with one of the
achievement goals as the outcome variable. The
results (Table 2) showed that GrowthMindset pre-
dicted a significant amount of variance in all the
achievement goals, but Fixed Mindset predicted
demonstration goals only. These results remained
the same with the Bonferroni adjustment. There-

fore, whereas all the achievement goals could
have mediated Growth Mindset→FSB relations,
only demonstration goals could have mediated
Fixed Mindset→FSB relations. To test these
mediations, three stepwise regression analyses
were conducted with feedback-seeking strategies
regressed on mindsets as predictor variables in
the first step (RQ2); then the achievement goals
(potential mediators) that were predicted by
those mindsets (see Table 1) were added to the
model in the second step in each analysis (RQ3).
With Feedback Monitoring as the outcome

variable (Table 3), Growth Mindset emerged as
the only significant predictor in the first step.
When Development–Approach was added to the
model, the beta value for Growth Mindset re-
mained significant (nonsignificant with Bonfer-
roni adjustment) but its magnitude dropped sig-
nificantly (Sobel statistic = 6.23, p < .001). These
results suggest that the relationship between
Growth L2 Mindset and Feedback Monitoring
was, at least partially, mediated by Development–
Approach. Growth Mindset and Development–
Approach together explained 38% (R2 = .38,
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TABLE 4
Two Stepwise Regression Analyses With Feedback Inquiry/Teacher as the Outcome Variable

Outcome Variable Predictor Variable B Std. Error Beta t Sig.

Feedback Inquiry/Teacher (Constant) 1.59 .53 2.99 <.01
Fixed Mindset .17 .09 .16 1.92 .056

R2 = .08 Growth Mindset .37 .08 .39 4.61 <.001
Feedback Inquiry/Teacher (Constant) 1.20 .52 2.33 <.05

Fixed Mindset .10 .08 .10 1.22 .23
R2 = .16, p < .001 Growth Mindset .24 .08 .25 2.96 .003

Demonstration–Approach .26 .05 .30 5.15 <.001
Feedback Inquiry/Teacher (Constant) .38 .56 .68 .50

Fixed Mindset .15 .08 .15 1.82 .07
R2 = .16, p < .001 Growth Mindset .29 .08 .30 3.7 <.001

Development–Approach .31 .06 .29 5.11 <.001

TABLE 5
Two Stepwise Regression Analyses With Feedback Inquiry/Others as the Outcome Variable

Outcome Variable Predictor Variable B Std. Error Beta T Sig.

Feedback Inquiry/Others (Constant) 1.61 .58 2.79 .006
Fixed Mindset .20 .09 .18 2.17 <.031

R2 = .08 Growth Mindset .40 .09 .38 4.54 <.001
Feedback Inquiry/Others (Constant) −.07 .59 −.13 .90

Fixed Mindset .18 .09 .16 2.09 <.038
R2 = .21, p < .001 Growth Mindset .29 .08 .28 3.44 .001

Development–Approach .43 .06 .37 6.75 <.001
Feedback Inquiry/Others (Constant) 1.50 .58 2.61 .01

Fixed Mindset .16 .10 .14 1.62 .11
R2 = .10, p < .05 Growth Mindset .34 .09 .33 3.74 <.001

Demonstration–Avoidance .13 .05 .15 2.47 .014

F (3,281) = 57.63, p< .001) of the variance in Feed-
back Monitoring.

With Feedback Inquiry/Teacher as the out-
come variable (Table 4), both Growth and Fixed
Mindset emerged as predictors, even though the
latter was near-significant. When Demonstration–
Approach was added to the initial model, Growth
Mindset remained significant (even with the Bon-
ferroni adjustment), but its beta value dropped
significantly (Sobel statistic = 3.15, p < .01), sug-
gesting that Demonstration–Approach partially
mediated the relationship between Growth Mind-
set and Feedback Inquiry/Teacher. There was
also a significant drop in the beta value of Fixed
Mindset, whose p value lost its near-significant
status, supporting a similar mediation (Sobel
statistic = 1.86, p = .06). These results suggest
that Demonstration–Approach partially medi-
ated the relationships between the mindsets and
Feedback Inquiry/Teacher. When Development–
Approach was added to the model, the beta value
for Fixed Mindset remained almost unchanged,

and Growth Mindset remained a significant
predictor with a significant drop in its beta value
(Sobel statistic = 3.51, p < .001), suggesting that
Development–Approach partially mediated the
relationship between Growth Mindset and Feed-
back Inquiry/Teacher as well. Growth and Fixed
Mindset, Development–Approach and Dem-
onstration–Approach together accounted for
19% of variance in Feedback Inquiry/Teacher
(R2 = .19, F (4,280)= 16.49, p < .001).

With Feedback Inquiry/Others as the outcome
variable (see Table 5), both Growth Mind-
set and Fixed Mindset emerged as significant
predictors in the first step, the latter being a
near-significant predictor after the Bonferroni
adjustment (i.e., p = .062). When Development–
Approach was added to the model, Fixed Mindset
remained almost unaffected and Growth Mindset
remained significant (even with the Bonfer-
roni adjustment) but its beta weight decreased
significantly (Sobel statistic = 3.94, p < .001),
suggesting that Development–Approach partially
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mediated the relationship between Growth
Mindset and Feedback Inquiry/Others as well.
When Demonstration–Avoidance was added to
the model, both Fixed Mindset (Sobel statistic
= 2.05, p < .05) and Growth Mindset (Sobel
statistic = 2.40, p < .05) underwent a significant
change in their beta magnitude, suggesting par-
tial mediation. Growth Mindset, Fixed Mindset,
Development–Approach, and Demonstration–
Avoidance together predicted 21% of variance
in Feedback Inquiry/Others (R2 = .21, F (4,280)=
18.71, p < .001).

DISCUSSION

The results of the present study showed that
Growth L2 Mindset and Development–Approach
were strong predictors of Feedback Monitoring,
together explaining 38% of its variance. In addi-
tion, the relationship between Growth L2 Mind-
set and Feedback Monitoring was partially me-
diated by Development–Approach. These results
confirm that learners with a growth mindset and
development–approach goals tend to perceive
setbacks such as being corrected as opportunities
for growth, attribute gaps in their competence to
their efforts and strategies rather than their abili-
ties, and take action to improve their competence
through the use of extra effort and better strate-
gies (e.g., Dweck, 1999; Hong et al., 1999; Lou
& Noels, 2017; Mangels et al., 2006). Therefore,
these learners are not typically concernedwith the
ego and self-presentation costs of feedback mon-
itoring due to their tendency to focus on devel-
oping rather than validating their L2 abilities. In
other words, they do not see being corrected as
an attack on their self-esteem or their image be-
cause they endorse the belief that their abilities
can always change as a result of effort, and correc-
tive feedback is a resource they can use to improve
their language learning competence. The higher
perceived learning and performance values of
Feedback Monitoring compared to its perceived
lower costs seem to have motivated these learn-
ers to monitor the corrective feedback addressed
to them or their classmates. The other devel-
opment goal, Development–Avoidance, however,
did not predict Feedback Monitoring. Nor did
it predict the feedback-inquiry strategies. These
results might be due to the fact that CF is a re-
source for improving L2 competence; therefore,
it does not interest learners with development-
avoidance goals, who are focused on competence
maintenance. In other words, because these learn-
ers are motivated to maintain rather than develop
their L2 competence, they do not perceive correc-

tive feedback to be of high value; nor do they asso-
ciate any impression value to feedback seeking be-
cause learners with development goals are gener-
ally not concerned with impression management
either (Ashford & Northcraft, 1992).
Surprisingly, Fixed L2 Mindset, Demonstra-

tion–Approach and Demonstration–Avoidance
did not predict Feedback Monitoring, which is
considered a high-value and low-cost strategy
in employment settings (e.g., Morrison, 1993;
Northcraft & Ashford, 1990; VandeWalle, 2003).
Learners with a fixed mindset do not see learning
value in feedback monitoring simply because they
do not believe feedback can help them develop
their L2 learning competence (e.g., Butler, 1993;
Janssen & Prins, 2007; Tuckey et al., 2002; Van-
deWalle & Cummings, 1997; VandeWalle et al.,
2000). On the other hand, they believe they can
use feedback monitoring to improve their class
performance and show that they are competent
(Demonstration–Approach) or not incompetent
(Demonstration–Avoidance).However, since they
attribute setbacks to their abilities rather than ef-
forts, these learners tend to avoid being corrected
in class and see CF as an attack on their self-esteem
and image (e.g., Dweck, 1999; Hong et al., 1999;
Lou & Noels, 2017; Mangels et al., 2006). These
results contradict VandeWalle’s (2003) prediction
that “[b]ecause performance-goal-oriented indi-
viduals are more sensitive to the self-presentation
cost of feedback seeking, they should prefer the
monitoring method of seeking” (p. 590). The
discrepant results, however, could be due to the
different nature of feedback monitoring in work
versus instructional settings. Unlike employment
settings, the L2 classroom context is a public stage
where the target learner is usually singled out
and corrected in front of their peers. Feedback
Monitoring in such a context, therefore, could
have serious ego and self-presentation costs for
learners with a fixed mindset, making it their
less-preferred strategy (Janssen & Prins, 2007;
VandeWalle, 2003). Being corrected in class can
be perceived by learners with a fixed mindset as
a reflection of their weakness and lack of com-
petence. According to Ashford and Northcraft
(1992), when seeking feedback “could be inter-
preted as a sign of weakness, uncertainty or lack
of confidence” (p. 311), individuals are less likely
to do so. When presented with CF, these students
likely feel embarrassed, anxious, and preoccu-
pied with how they are being perceived by others
rather than focused on learning from the content
of the feedback available (Mangels et al., 2006).
The performance value these students associate
with feedback monitoring, therefore, seems to
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get dwarfed by the ego and self-presentation costs
of being corrected in front of other students.
These cost-value perceptions seem to have led
these learners to avoid monitoring feedback in
the language classroom.

Growth L2 Mindset, Development–Approach,
and Demonstration–Approach strongly predicted
Feedback Inquiry/Teacher. In addition, the two
goals mediated the relationship between Growth
Mindset and Feedback Inquiry/Teacher. These
results show that learners with a growth mind-
set can have both development and demonstra-
tion goals, which could be an advantage as long as
the demonstration goals do not become the main
preoccupation of the learners (Dweck, 1999). In
other words, these learners seek feedback from
their teachers by method of inquiry because they
consider CF to be useful for both developing
their competence and achieving higher perfor-
mance levels (e.g., Butler, 1993) rather than a
sign of their inherent weakness. Therefore, they
perceive this strategy to be having high learning
and performance values, and low ego and self-
presentation costs. In addition, the potential ef-
fort costs associated with asking their teachers for
feedback (e.g., scheduling a meeting, going to of-
fice hours, raising one’s hand) are also most likely
dwarfed by the high learning and performance
values of feedback. A calculation of these costs
and values seems to have led these students to
seek feedback from their teachers by method of
inquiry.

Fixed L2 Mindset also predicted Feedback
Inquiry/Teacher, and this relationship was me-
diated by Demonstration-Approach. For the
students who predominantly endorse a fixed
mindset and pursue demonstration-approach
goals, there is a different set of costs and values
associated with Feedback Inquiry/Teacher. These
learners tend to perceive this feedback-seeking
strategy to be of low learning value because
they do not believe it can help them grow their
abilities. In addition, they may consider asking
teachers for feedback to be a display of lack of
competence. Despite the low learning value and
high costs, however, these learners use this strat-
egy possibly because it can help them improve
their performance. In other words, they use this
method feedback seeking because they view it “as
a viable strategy for improving their performance
notwithstanding its potential costs to their image”
(Anseel et al., 2015, p. 336). Alternatively, these
learners may see this feedback-seeking strategy
as a tool to make a good impression on their
teachers even though they may have no intention
of using the feedback. Tuckey et al. (2002) found

that individuals with performance-prove goals did
not show any interest in useful feedback informa-
tion but tended to use feedback inquiry to make a
positive impression on others (see also Ashford &
Northcraft, 1992; Janssen & Prins, 2007; Newton
& Duda, 1993). Given the approach valence of
their orientations, learners with a fixed mindset
and demonstration-approach goals may perceive
the performance and impression-management
values of this strategy to be higher than its ego,
image, and effort costs. A calculation of these
costs and values seems to have led these learners
to use this strategy.

Growth L2Mindset also predicted Feedback In-
quiry/Others, a relationship which was partially
mediated by Development–Approach. Learn-
ers with a growth mindset and development-
approach goals tend to use different strategies to
seek feedback that could be conducive to the de-
velopment of their competence from any avail-
able sources without being concerned with the
potential ego, image, and effort costs associated
with feedback seeking. The high learning value
and low costs that they associate with Feedback
Inquiry/Others might have led these learners to
seek feedback by method of inquiry from other
people as well.

Feedback Inquiry/Others was also predicted
by Fixed L2 Mindset and Demonstration–Avoid-
ance; this achievement goal also mediated the
relationship between the first two. The emer-
gence of Demonstration–Avoidance as a predic-
tor of Feedback Inquiry/Others was not surpris-
ing as some studies have shown that individuals
with performance-avoid goals also seek feedback
to improve their performance level and avoid
appearing incompetent (e.g., Janssen & Prins,
2007; Tuckey et al., 2002). Learners who en-
dorse a fixed mindset and pursue demonstration-
avoidance goals are highly concerned with others’
judgments of their abilities and try to avoid pro-
jecting a negative image of themselves. Therefore,
they tend to avoid any kind of behavior that would
threaten their ego and taint their image, includ-
ing seeking feedback from their teachers. How-
ever, to avoid looking incompetent, these learners
appear to have found a way of receiving feedback
without suffering these costs. They might seek
feedback beneficial to their performance from
sources other than their teachers, including their
peers, friends, and native speakers of their target
languages, without fearing that the judgments of
these individuals would adversely affect their per-
formance evaluation. Learners with a fixed mind-
set and/or demonstration-avoidance goals might
seek feedback from sources with whom they have
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a closer emotional relationship (e.g., Choi et al.,
2014; McAllister, 1995) because such sources may
only provide them with the type of feedback that
would validate their abilities (e.g., Klich & Feld-
man, 1992; Park et al., 2007). By doing so, these
students avoid the ego and image costs of feed-
back seeking at the expense of receiving expert
and accurate feedback. In sum, the perceived low
ego and self-presentation costs, and high perfor-
mance value of Feedback Inquiry/Other seem
to have led learners with fixed L2 mindsets and
demonstration-avoidance goals to seek feedback
from others.
Demonstration–Approach, on the other hand,

did not predict Feedback Inquiry/Others. Learn-
ers with a fixed mindset and demonstration-
approach goals do not believe they can develop
their abilities but strive to validate their abilities
and show that they are more competent than oth-
ers (Dweck & Leggett, 1988). Seeking feedback
from peers, therefore, does not interest these
learners because they do not believe it would
promote their learning or even performance,
and also because they would like to see/present
themselves as more competent than their peers.
The strategy, therefore, would not help the pos-
itive image they try to project; nor would it sat-
isfy their ego’s need for a sense of superiority.
Learners with a fixedmindset and demonstration-
approach goals, therefore, tend to associate high
ego and self-presentation costs, and low learn-
ing, performance, and impression-management
values with Feedback Inquiry/Others, a calcula-
tion that seems to have led these learners to avoid
asking others for feedback.
The findings of this study support the key but

neglected assumption in the field of SLA that
the decision to seek and pay attention to the lin-
guistic input in the environment, and the quality
and quantity of learners’ cognitive engagement
in this pursuit are highly dependent on learn-
ers’ motivation, goals, and belief systems (Bitch-
ener, 2017; Crookes & Schmidt, 1991; Schmidt,
2010; Tremblay &Gardner, 1995). In other words,
this study confirmed that learners’ attention to
CF (Schmidt, 1990, 2001) is not an exclusively
cognitive mechanism for the intake and process-
ing of CF (Gass, 1997); rather, it is an “internally
motivated” (Ellis, 2005) method of engagement
that is strategically employed by motivated learn-
ers (e.g., MacIntyre &Noels, 1996; Schmidt, 2010;
Schmidt, Boraie, & Kassabgy, 1996; Tremblay &
Gardner, 1995).
Even though FSB is a new concept in the

field, SLA researchers have commonly implicated

learners’ cost–value calculations in their expla-
nations for differential effects of various types of
CF. For example, peer CF has been argued to be
less intimidating (lower ego and self-presentation
costs) to students because it involves more favor-
able social dynamics (Sato, 2017) such as the ab-
sence of teacher’s monitoring (Philp, Adams, &
Iwashita, 2013). Sato (2013) explained that some
learners have no aversion to peer CF because they
“are afraid of making errors with teacher but (…)
this filter is lowered when they interact with their
peers” (p. 619). Along the same lines, Varonis and
Gass (1985) argued that learners prefer receiving
feedback from their peers because they recognize
their “shared incompetence” and therefore “have
little to lose by indicating a nonunderstanding”
(p. 84), suggesting the low performance and self-
presentation costs associated with peer CF. These
positions show that SLA researchers, at least im-
plicitly, accept learners’ calculated involvement in
such form-focused events. As evidenced in the cur-
rent study, however, the picture is more compli-
cated than what has been assumed. In this study,
learners’ estimations of the costs and values of
CF, hence their feedback-seeking strategies, were
found to vary in quality and quantity as a func-
tion of their chronic or situational motivational
dispositions such as their language mindsets and
achievement goals.
The differences uncovered in the learners’

feedback-seeking goals, motives, and strategies
also suggest that language learners’ overwhelm-
ingly positive beliefs and attitudes about teach-
ers’ provision of CF (e.g., Agudo, 2015; Loewen
et al., 2009; Oladejo, 1993; Sheen, 2007) do not
necessarily match their behavioral engagement
with CF. In this study, only learners with a growth
mindset and development goals were found to
pay attention to (monitor) the CF teachers pro-
vide in class. In fact, learners with a fixed mindset
and demonstration goals were found to see CF in
the classroom as an attack on their ego and im-
age, and detrimental to their class performance.
These findings confirm that teachers’ concerns
regarding the uninhibited provision of CF (e.g.,
Davis, 2003; Lee, 2013; Schulz, 1996, 2001) are not
unsubstantiated.

CONCLUSIONS

The present study provided evidence for qual-
itative differences in language learners’ FSB
originating from learners’ different motivational
dispositions (Papi, 2018; Papi et al., 2019).
Learners make calculated decisions as to whether
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to seek feedback, where, when, how, and from
whom based on their perceptions of the values
and costs associated with different feedback-
seeking strategies (e.g., Ashford, 1986; Vande-
Walle, 2003; VandeWalle & Cummings, 1997).
However, these calculations and decisions are
not completely unbiased; rather, they are highly
influenced by the students’ internalized and
implicit beliefs about the nature of their intelli-
gence (Dweck, 1999), the kind of achievement
goals they pursue (Korn & Elliot, 2016), and the
learning context in which they are situated (e.g.,
Ashford & Northcraft, 1992). In other words,
even though learners are proactive agents of
their learning pursuits, their agency in decision
making is limited by the motivational and belief
systems they have subconsciously been socialized
into since early childhood (Dweck, 1999).

These findings confirm the central argument
in the present study that it is not possible to com-
pletely understand howCF works if the role of lan-
guage learner in the feedback process is ignored.
While it is still important to fully examine the ef-
fects of different types of CF and how, when, and
where they are given, ignoring the learner’s in-
volvement in the feedback process only paints an
incomplete picture of the phenomenon. There-
fore, an exclusively cognitive and linguistic expla-
nation for how CF works (e.g., Gass & Mackey,
2006; Long, 1996) without considering the role of
the learner and the motivational underpinnings
of his or her learning behavior seems to be in-
adequate. Likewise, an exclusively contextual per-
spective (e.g., Aljaafreh & Lantolf, 1994; Majlesi,
2018; Theodórsdóttir, 2018) which reduces the
complexity of the learner’s involvement in the
feedback process to what happens during the con-
versational exchange between the learner and his
or her interlocutor would be in denial of the key
motivational, goal, and meaning systems that in-
fluence the learner’s otherwise completely agen-
tic engagement in the learning process, and is,
therefore, equally inadequate. Whether in the
classroom or “in the wild,” understanding themo-
tivational underpinning of learning and behavior
needs to inform the social and cognitive perspec-
tives in exploring issues such as corrective feed-
back. Such a motivational recasting of these per-
spectives can help present a view of the field of
SLA as a “more theoretically and methodolog-
ically balanced enterprise that endeavors to at-
tend to, explicate, and explore, in more equal
measures, and where possible, in integrated ways,
both the social and cognitive dimensions of S/FL
[second/foreign language] use and acquisition”
(Firth & Wagner, 1997, p. 286).

Limitations and Directions for Future Research

In the present study, self-report measures were
employed in order to lay out the theoretical foun-
dations of FSB. Measuring and manipulating the
actual FSB through more direct documentation
and experimental methods could be the next
steps that can capture a more valid picture of the
mechanisms governing the phenomenon. In our
interpretation of the results, we employed a cost–
value model with ego, self-presentation, and ef-
fort costs speculated to be competing with learn-
ing, performance, and impression–management
values to affect learners’ decision as to which
feedback-seeking strategies to use. In future stud-
ies, directly measuring learners’ perceptions of
these costs and values could develop our under-
standing of the mechanisms mediating the rela-
tionship between belief/motive systems and FSB.
This study examined only a few of the factors that
influence FSB. There are also many other fac-
tors that could potentially influence the learner
perception of FSB costs and values, which need
to be directly investigated. Anseel et al. (2015)
listed a multitude of such factors including how
new the learner is to the environment, how fre-
quently feedback is provided, the credibility of
the source of feedback, the relationship between
the feedback source and the feedback seeker, and
the performance level of the seeker. It is not clear
who are meant by “others” in the participants’
answers to the questions measuring Feedback In-
quiry/Others. Exploring more specific sources of
feedback could shed more light on FSB com-
plexity. FSB was used in this study as the depen-
dent variable predicted by learner’s mindsets and
achievement goals. It would be interesting to see
how FSB and its consequences could affect learn-
ers’ goals and beliefs. Exploring FSB in relation
to actual learning outcomes can better test its
predictive validity.

Educational Implications

Changing L2 learners’ fixed mindsets and pro-
moting a growth mindset could be the most fun-
damental step toward enhancing learners’ FSB.
One of the most commonly used mindset in-
terventions is a reading and writing activity that
could be easily adopted for language classes (see
Lou & Noels, 2016). This technique has been
shown to be effective in promoting learners’
adoption of a growth mindset, level of challenge-
seeking, and achievement especially among low
achievers (e.g., Blackwell et al., 2007; Good et al.,
2003; Yeager et al., 2016). In addition, teachers
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are recommended to promote learning goals in
their classes. Learning goals can increase the per-
ceived value and reduce the perceived costs of
FSB, thereby making feedback seeking a more
likely behavior to emerge. Using relevant, novel,
diverse, and challenging tasks in class, creating an
autonomy-supportive environment, emphasizing
effort instead of ability, and using self-referenced
rather than normative standards of evaluation can
help foster adaptive and learning-oriented cog-
nitive, affective, and behavioral patterns in class
(Ames, 1992).
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APPENDIX A

Scree Plot From the Initial Exploratory Factor Analysis on Items Related to L2 Mindsets
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APPENDIX B

Exploratory Factor Analysis on L2 Mindsets With Factor Loadings � .30 Displayed

Pattern Matrix

Item No. M (SD)
Growth L2
Mindset

Fixed L2
Mindset h

49. You can always improve your language learning
intelligence.

4.48(1.29) .79 .76

56. No matter how much intelligence you have for
learning languages, you can always change it a lot.

4.10(1.37) .89 .73

58. No matter who you are, you can significantly
change your language learning intelligence.

4.23(1.34) .87 .83

60. You can change even your basic language learning
intelligence considerably.

4.16(1.36) .88 .77

19. You have a certain amount of intelligence for
learning other languages, and you can’t really do much
to change it.

2.57(1.25) .86 .67

25. Your language learning intelligence is something
that you can’t change very much.

2.52(1.25) .93 .80

33. You can improve your language skills, but you can’t
really change your basic language learning intelligence.

2.72(1.30) .76 .69

41. To be honest, you can’t really change your
language learning intelligence.

2.50(1.27) .80 .81

75.7% of Variance 67.8% 7.9%
M (SD) 4.24 (1.21) 2.58 (1.14)
Cronbach’s alpha .93 .92
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APPENDIX C

Scree Plot From the Initial Exploratory Factor Analysis on Items Related to Achievement Goals
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APPENDIX D

Exploratory Factor Analysis on Achievement Goals With Factor Loadings � .30 Displayed.

Pattern Matrix

Items M (SD)
Development
Approach

Development
Avoidance

Demonstration
Approach

Demonstration
Avoidance h

59. My focus in this (L2)
program is “To avoid
demonstrating inability in my
(L2).”

3.76
(1.48)

.95 .95 .89

61. My goal this in (L2)
program is “To avoid
demonstrating that I lack
knowledge of (L2).”

3.73
(1.52)

.92 .83

57. My aim in this (L2)
program is “To avoid showing
incompetence in my (L2).”

3.89
(1.50)

.75 .74

27. My aim in this (L2)
program is “To develop (L2)
ability.”

5.17
(1.13)

.95 .85

31. My goal in this (L2)
program is “To increase (L2)
competence.”

5.20
(1.09)

.89 .87

23. My focus in this (L2)
program is “To develop my
(L2) knowledge.”

4.99
(1.20)

.86 .82

51. My focus in this (L2)
program is “To avoid
becoming less competent in
my (L2).”

4.29
(1.47)

.95 .87

47. My goal in this (L2)
program is “To avoid a
decrease in (L2) ability.”

4.29
(1.49)

.84 .76

55. My aim in this (L2)
program is “To avoid losing my
(L2) knowledge.”

4.32
(1.51)

.76 .74

43. My focus in this (L2)
program is “To demonstrate
that I am knowledgeable in my
(L2).”

4.19
(1.49)

.91 .78

35. My goal in this (L2)
program is “To demonstrate
my (L2) ability.”

4.34
(1.44)

.87 .83

39. My aim in this (L2)
program is “To show my (L2)
competence.”

4.38
(1.41)

.79 .81

Percentage of variance 52.80 16.31 7.51 5.02
M (SD) 5.12 (1.07) 4.30 (1.37) 4.30 (1.30) 3.79 (1.40)
Cronbach’s alpha .94 .91 .92 .93
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APPENDIX E

Scree Plot From the Initial Exploratory Factor Analysis on Items Related to Feedback-Seeking Behavior

APPENDIX F

Exploratory Factor Analysis on Feedback-Seeking Behavior With Factor Loadings � .30 Displayed

Pattern Matrix

Item (M/SD)
Feedback
Monitoring

Inquiry
Teacher

Inquiry
Others h

28. I listen carefully when my teachers correct my (L2)
pronunciation, grammar, or vocabulary. (5.14/1.01)

.92 .81

24. When I get corrected on my use of (L2), I pay careful
attention to the comments. (5.02/1.02)

.86 .78

36. When my teachers point out mistakes in my (L2) I try
not to make them again. (5.08/.96)

.85 .70

20. I pay attention when my teachers correct my mistakes
while speaking (L2). (5.16/.97)

.84 .68

32. I try to learn from my teachers’ comments on my (L2).
(5.22/.93)

.83 .71
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(Continued)

Pattern Matrix

Item (M/SD)
Feedback
Monitoring

Inquiry
Teacher

Inquiry
Others h

40. I try to remember my teachers’ comments on my
mistakes when speaking (L2). (5.04/1.02)

.80 .67

52. When my teachers correct other students’ (L2), I pay
attention and try not to make the same mistakes.
(4.94/1.01)

.70 .55

46. I ask my teachers to tell me how I can improve my (L2)
speaking. (3.75/3.75)

.94 .86

38. I ask my (L2) teachers to show me strategies to
improve my speaking. (3.64/1.45)

.71 .64

18. I ask my (L2) teachers to point out my speaking
weaknesses. (3.12/1.01)

.68 .42

50. I ask my teachers to tell me what mistakes I make when
I speak (L2). (3.90/1.33)

.63 .62

26. I ask others to give me feedback on my (L2).
(3.67/1.50)

.88 .79

30. I ask others to correct me when I make a mistake
speaking (L2). (3.88/1.44)

.87 .69

22. I ask others for suggestions on how I can improve my
(L2) speaking. (3.76/1.46)

.67 .60

54. I ask native speakers of English to correct me when I
make a mistake speaking (L2). (3.99/1.61)

.56 .41

Percentage of variance 45.79 15.89 4.52
M(SD) 4.80(.66) 3.60(1.17) 3.83(1.26)
Cronbach’s alpha .94 .86 .86

APPENDIX G

Intercorrelations Among Predictor and Outcome Variables

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

1. Fixed (L2) Mindset —-
2. Growth (L2) Mindset .74 —-
3. Development–Approach −.16 .26 —-
4. Development–Avoidance −.13 .27 .42 —-
5. Demonstration–Approach −.13 .31 .52 .57 —-
6. Demonstration–Avoidance .01* .18 .24 .62 .62 —-
7. Feedback Monitoring −.16 .27 .61 .28 .35 .19 —-
8. Feedback Inquiry/Teacher −.12 .27 .34 .20 .36 .19 .36 —-
9. Feedback Inquiry/Others −.10* .25 .41 .20 .27 .21 .41 .65

Note. Asterisk = nonsignificant.


