
Citation: Sun, Y.; Huang, Y. The

Relationships among Chinese

University EFL Learners’

Feedback-Seeking Behavior,

Achievement Goals, and Mindsets.

Behav. Sci. 2023, 13, 190. https://

doi.org/10.3390/bs13020190

Academic Editor: Raúl Baños

Received: 22 December 2022

Revised: 15 February 2023

Accepted: 15 February 2023

Published: 20 February 2023

Copyright: © 2023 by the authors.

Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland.

This article is an open access article

distributed under the terms and

conditions of the Creative Commons

Attribution (CC BY) license (https://

creativecommons.org/licenses/by/

4.0/).

behavioral 
sciences

Article

The Relationships among Chinese University EFL Learners’
Feedback-Seeking Behavior, Achievement Goals, and Mindsets
Yunmei Sun and Yuting Huang *

School of Foreign Languages, Huazhong University of Science and Technology, Wuhan 430074, China
* Correspondence: m202075054@hust.edu.cn

Abstract: This study investigated the characteristics of feedback-seeking behavior and the underlying
motivational antecedents including the mindsets and achievement goals of Chinese EFL learners.
Questionnaire data were collected from 677 learners taking English classes at different levels in
China for (1) their beliefs about English learning (a fixed or growth mindset), (2) goal orientation
in achievement-related situations (development or demonstration goals), and (3) FSB (whether to
seek feedback, by what strategies, and from whom). Results indicated that Chinese EFL learn-
ers with a growth mindset or demonstration-approach goals proactively seek feedback through
variant strategies (i.e., feedback direct inquiry, indirect inquiry, and monitoring) while those with
development-approach goals or a fixed mindset seek feedback by monitoring only due to learners’
different perceptions of the cost and value attached to different strategies. Furthermore, a demonstra-
tion approach partially mediated the predictive role of a growth mindset on three FSBs, while the
relationships between feedback monitoring and the two mindsets were partially or fully mediated by
a development approach.

Keywords: feedback-seeking behavior; achievement goals; mindsets; mediation

1. Introduction

The roles of feedback and corrective feedback (CF) in performance and goal regulation
over work or study have received increased attention in a wide range of disciplines in recent
years [1,2]. Along with this growth of studies on feedback in the field of second language
acquisition (SLA), there is also increasing concern over the passive role learners play in the
process of receiving feedback about their performance from teachers. Several attempts [3,4]
have been made to study the basic components and motivational antecedents (e.g., mindset,
achievement goals) of foreign language learners’ feedback-seeking behavior (FSB). FSB
refers to the process in which individuals will proactively monitor and seek feedback
information [5]. However, no large-scale studies have been conducted to investigate the
components and predictors of the FSB of Chinese EFL learners, who have been taught
with the expository or duck-feeding method [6]. As a result, they have been accustomed
to being passive knowledge receivers rather than active feedback seekers. This study
aims to explore the relationships among Chinese university EFL learners’ feedback-seeking
behavior, achievement goals, and mindsets. The results of this study might provide Chinese
EFL teachers with some insights into transforming learners from passive feedback receivers
into active feedback seekers.

2. Literature Review
2.1. Feedback and Corrective Feedback

A large number of studies in variant fields have proved the positive roles of feed-
back in performance [1] and goal regulation [2] since the early 1950s [7]. Applied to the
context of language teaching, feedback, which refers to information provided to learners
to improve their performance in learning tasks [8], includes assessment and correction
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and is considered important for L2 learning [9]. Compared to merely assessing how well
or badly a learner performs, correction provides learners with more specific information
to improve their language learning in ways such as an explanation or the provision of
better alternatives [8], and thus corrective feedback has been a research focus in second
language acquisition (SLA) for decades. CF in SLA refers to the responses to a learner’s
non-target-like L2 production [10].

There are three different types of classifications for CF. From the perspective of strate-
gies teachers applied, CF can be broadly categorized into two types: reformulations and
prompts [11]. Reformulations include recasts and explicit corrections, which give learners
reformulations of their non-target-like L2 production. Prompts encourage learners to self-
repair and consist of variant signals such as elicitation, metalinguistic clues, clarification
requests, and repetition [12]. In terms of its forms, CF can be classified into oral, written,
and non-verbal CF. As regards the ideal time to give CF, there are mainly two ways to
operationalize the timing of CF. The first way is to distinguish whether CF is provided while
a communicative task (online feedback) is being performed or after the task is completed
(offline feedback). The other way is to differentiate whether CF is offered at the early stages
of instruction (immediate feedback) or after learners engage in practice activities (delayed
feedback) [13].

Studies on feedback in the field of second language acquisition (SLA) have mainly
focused on teachers’ providing corrective feedback to learners, and have extensively ex-
plored the conceptualization, categorization [11], antecedents [14], frequency [15], and
learning outcomes [16,17] of CF, as well as related mediates of CF, including the learner’s
age [12]. Previous empirical and theoretical studies conducted in laboratory or classroom
settings [10] generally support the facilitating role of CF on SLA while undervaluing and
even neglecting learners’ active role of seeking feedback proactively in L2 learning [3].
Therefore, Papi et al. [3] redefine corrective feedback from the perspective of social and
organizational psychology and introduce the concept of feedback-seeking behavior into
SLA, which casts L2 learners as human agents who can seek, attend to, and learn from
different types of feedback through conscious, proactive, and selective behaviors.

2.2. Feedback-Seeking Behavior
2.2.1. Definition, Basic Components, and Strategies of FSB

FSB refers to the process in which “individuals will actively monitor and seek feedback
information concerning organizationally determined and individually held goals” [5]
(p. 380). This process consists of three stages: motivation, cognitive processing, and
behavior. In the first stage, individuals are considered as situated in an information
environment where they proactively seek feedback due to variant motivations: competence
motive, drive to self-evaluation, uncertainty reduction, and error correction (FSB) [5].
Second language learning is also considered as fundamentally a motivational pursuit and
FSB as a motivated behavior [9]. The second stage involves translating those motivations
into actual feedback-seeking behavior. Individuals would weigh the value against the cost
related to different feedback-seeking strategies and direct their effort to decide on their
feedback-seeking behavior. There are three primary costs of FSB strategies: effort cost, ego
cost, and self-presentation cost [18]. Effort cost is the level of effort needed to seek feedback
information [5]; ego cost relates to the risk of receiving negative feedback about oneself;
and self-presentation cost refers to “the cost of exposing one’s uncertainty and need for
help” [18] (p. 392). The value of feedback-seeking is concerned with the belief that seeking
feedback will be useful for individuals to improve their performance and develop their
abilities. In the last stage, FSB refers to the actions and strategies employed by an individual
who wants to obtain information and reduce the uncertainty of his or her performance
when pursuing certain goals in the field of SLA [3].

FSB consists of several basic components: the source from which or whom people seek
feedback, the strategies which an individual employs to seek feedback, and the type of
feedback information people seek [19]. Firstly, people can seek feedback from supervisors,
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coworkers, customers, or documentation like manuals and memos. SLA researchers found
that L2 learners tended to seek feedback from teachers and others (e.g., peers, friends, and
native speakers of their target languages) [3], including socializing agents such as senior
researchers and former colleagues in the same field, a university’s writing support services,
and a native speaker’s editing services from a private company [20].

Secondly, Ashford and Cummings [5] offered two sets of strategies individuals used
to seek feedback: feedback monitoring and feedback inquiry. The former implies that
individuals actively attend to and take information from the environment by observing the
situation and other actors’ behaviors based on their self- and goal-related schemas, while
the latter is associated with “asking actors in that environment for their perception and/or
evaluation of the behavior in question” [5] (p. 385). Miller and Jablin [21] argued that
feedback inquiry could be further divided into asking for feedback directly or indirectly
(e.g., by using hinting, joking, or roundabout questions). Learners from different cultures
display a distinctive preference for strategies used to receive and seek feedback. For
example, learners from collective cultures (e.g., Confucian-based Asia) prefer to receive
indirect and implicit feedback, while those from individualist cultures (e.g., the United
States) are more likely to employ a direct inquiry strategy to seek feedback [22].

Thirdly, the types of feedback information individuals seek could range from perfor-
mance feedback, referent feedback, technical feedback, and social feedback, to normative
feedback [19]. However, L2 learners mainly seek performance feedback, strategic feed-
back, and corrective feedback. More specifically, they actively seek performance feedback
from variant sources to evaluate their learning performance [23] and strategic feedback
information to determine the appropriateness of the learning methods adopted to learn a
foreign or a second language [19]; they consciously seek and learn from corrective feedback,
(responses to a learner’s non-target like L2 production) from people they trust to improve
their L2 proficiency [3].

2.2.2. Previous Studies on FSB

Since the concept of FSB was proposed, research on FSB has covered dimensions such
as conceptualization, measurement [23,24], motivational mechanisms [25,26], individual
and situational antecedents, and outcomes of FSB. Studies on FSB have been conducted
in fields like management [25], psychology [27], and education [28], all of which have
demonstrated the value of FSB for both individuals and organizations [19].

While in the field of SLA, it was not until 2019 that Papi et al. [3] first investigated the
basic components and motivational antecedents of L2 learners’ FSB. Ever since then, the foci
of the limited number of FSB studies in SLA include the conceptualization, classification,
and antecedents of feedback-seeking strategies. The antecedents of FSB that have been
examined include individual efforts, affective differences (e.g., self-efficacy) [29], conative
differences (e.g., mindsets and achievement goals) [3,4], available resources, and contextual
and structural factors [20]. For example, Gan et al. [29] probed into individual differences in
learners’ choices of seeking, avoiding [30], and acting on teacher feedback, while Sung [20]
focused on learners’ sources of feedback. Even so, there is still a very limited number of
studies on FSB, and the existing research either focused on English speakers’ FSB in the
SLA process [3,4] or had a very limited number of participants, leaving the findings hard
to generalize [20]. All neglect the learners’ feedback-seeking strategies, which might be of
significant pedagogical implications for those such as Chinese EFL learners who have been
instructed under a test-oriented educational system and are accustomed to being passive
receivers of feedback.

2.3. Achievement Goals
2.3.1. Definition and Classification of Achievement Goals

Achievement goals are concerned with personal goal preference in achievement-
related situations [31] and are traditionally divided into learning goals and performance
goals. Learning goals are associated with increasing competence through acquiring new
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skills and showing mastery-oriented response patterns including seeking challenging
tasks [32]. Performance goals, however, are related to demonstrating as well as validating
the adequacy of an individual’s competence by seeking favorable judgments and avoiding
negative judgments on one’s competence [31]. Korn and Elliot [33] added a dichotomy
to the traditional classification of achievement goals, which bifurcate learning and perfor-
mance goals (relabeled as development and demonstration goals, respectively) into two
types concerning their valence (i.e., approach vs. avoidance). Development-approach and
development-avoidance goals are concerned with improving and maintaining competence,
respectively [33]. Performance-approach and performance-avoidance refer to the demon-
stration of competence and the avoidance of demonstrating incompetence compared to
other learners, respectively [34].

2.3.2. Previous Studies on FSB and Achievement Goals

Research attention on FSB began with a focus on its individual (also called seeker), tar-
get (source), contextual antecedents, and outcome variables [35]. VandeWalle [36] studied
individual variables and maintained that achievement goals are important motivational
constructs underlying the quality and quantity of one’s FSB. Research on the relationship
between FSB and achievement goals started by establishing an overall construct of FSB
and confirmed a positive correlation between the frequency of FSB and the achievement of
learning goals [18]. Later on, researchers noticed the divergences among different feedback-
seeking strategies and attempted to probe into the outcomes and antecedents of specific
feedback-seeking strategies. For example, Papi et al. [3] examined the predictive role of
achievement goals on FSB and concluded that L2 learners with development goals tend
to seek feedback through both inquiry and monitoring strategies from teachers as well as
others, while learners with demonstration goals only seek feedback through inquiry.

2.4. Mindsets
2.4.1. Definition and Classification of Mindsets

Mindsets refer to people’s beliefs about the malleability of their intelligence, that is,
whether individuals believe their intelligence can develop and improve through effort
and practice or not [32]. Mindsets were traditionally divided into growth and fixed mind-
sets [37]. A growth mindset (or incremental theory of intelligence) is defined as a belief that
construes intelligence as malleable and improvable [38]. Learners with a growth mindset
are likely to learn through a mastery approach, embracing challenges and putting in the
effort to learn [39]. In comparison, learners with a fixed mindset (also called an entity
theory of intelligence) believe that one’s basic qualities and attributes such as aptitude and
intelligence are innate and, therefore, unchangeable [40]. A fixed mindset was related to
“adopting the performance goal of documenting the entity”, whereas a growth mindset
was attached to “the learning goal of developing that quality” [32] (p. 256).

2.4.2. Previous Studies among Mindsets, Achievement Goals, and FSBs

Mindset theory, concerning one’s fundamental beliefs about the malleability of per-
sonal characteristics, has been applied to variant domains such as psychology, relationships,
and management for a long time. However, SLA researchers did not systematically examine
the role of mindsets in language learning until the past decade [40]. To date, studies on
mindsets in the SLA field have mainly focused on whether and how individual differences
in mindsets are related to human motivation, including distinct cognitions, emotions, and
behaviors, as well as ultimate achievement and resilience [40]. For example, a growth
mindset was found to be positively associated with effort belief, learning goals, and
mastery-oriented strategies like feedback-seeking, while it was negatively associated with
setting goals that focused on failure avoidance, avoidant coping strategies, and anxiety [40].
Other researchers such as Papi et al. [4] found that a growth mindset predicted L2 learners’
perception of the value of feedback, which positively predicted both feedback inquiry and
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feedback monitoring, while learners’ fixed mindset predicted the cost of feedback, which is
a negative predictor of feedback monitoring.

Dweck and Leggett [32] maintained that learners’ adoption of different achievement
goals could have been rooted in their mindset. Studies by Papi et al. [3] also confirmed
the mediating role of achievement goals on the relationship between mindsets and FSB.
They found that development-approach goals partially mediated the relationship between
the growth mindset and three feedback-seeking strategies (i.e., feedback monitoring, feed-
back inquiry/teacher, feedback inquiry/others), indicating that learners with a growth
mindset and development-approach goals tend to seek feedback that is conducive to the
development of their competence through different strategies and from variant sources.

Taken together, previous studies demonstrate that there exists a relationship between
FSB and two motivational antecedents: mindsets and achievement goals. However, fur-
ther empirical research is needed to verify the preliminary findings. The above review
of the literature also revealed a lack of research on EFL learners from mainland China.
Furthermore, it is necessary to investigate the nature and role of Chinese EFL learners’ FSB
for at least two reasons. First, most Chinese EFL learners have been accustomed to the
expository or duck-feeding method of teaching [6], in which they are passive knowledge
receivers rather than active feedback seekers. Second, Chinese EFL learners are considered
to have the fear of losing face (also called lian, i.e., fear of being laughed at and feeling
embarrassed), which restrains learners from seeking feedback [41] in the second/foreign
learning process [42]. The educational and social differences may contribute to Chinese
EFL learners’ perception of a higher face-loss cost related to seeking feedback through
direct inquiry [19]. The results of this study could help enhance understanding as well
as raise the attention of learners, instructors, researchers, and policymakers to the nature
and motivational mechanism of FSB in the English-learning process of Chinese learners. In
light of the need for more research into Chinese EFL learners’ FSB and its relationship with
the two motivational antecedents, this study addresses the following research questions:

Research Question 1: What are the relationships between Chinese EFL learners’
achievement goals and FSB?

Research Question 2: What are the relationships between Chinese EFL learners’ mind-
sets and FSB?

Research Question 3: Are the possible relationships between Chinese EFL learners’
mindsets and FSB mediated by their achievement goals?

3. Methodology
3.1. Participants

Six hundred and ninety Chinese university students from different parts of China,
including southern, eastern, and central regions, were recruited for this study. All of them
have studied English for at least 6 years. After eliminating data from 13 respondents
because of random answering, the final samples included 677 participants, with 287 males
and 390 females. There were 566 undergraduates (431 freshmen, 58 sophomores, and
77 others), 107 graduates, and 4 doctoral students from different disciplines, covering
engineering, management, and linguistics. They are all Chinese native speakers. Only
several of them had the experience of living or studying in an English community for a
few months.

3.2. Instrumentation

To address the three research questions, a questionnaire consisting of four parts was
adapted and applied to measure Chinese EFL learners’ mindsets, achievement goals, and
FSBs, respectively, and some basic demographic information such as gender, age, etc., is
also included. The instruments used were adapted mainly from Papi et al.’s 2019 version,
taking Chinese EFL learners’ context and Krasman’s 2010 model into consideration.

The items of mindset and achievement goals were responded to using a 6-point Likert
scale, with 1 indicating strongly disagree, 2 indicating disagree, 3 indicating mostly disagree,
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4 indicating mostly agree, 5 indicating agree, and 6 indicating strongly agree. The scale
of mindsets included 8 items directly adapted from Papi et al.’s [3], changing language
learning intelligence into English learning intelligence. The adapted scale of achievement
goals was composed of 12 items, aiming to measure English-specific achievement goals.
The items of FSB were responded to using a 5-point Likert scale to investigate the frequency
of learners’ FSB, with 1 indicating never, 2 indicating seldom, 3 indicating sometimes,
4 indicating often, and 5 indicating always. All three original sub-scales were written in
English, so we first translated each item from English into Chinese to avoid any possible
misunderstandings caused by language competence and then re-translated them back
into English to verify the reliability of the scales. We also invited experts in the field of
translation study to proofread our translated work. The reliability of the questionnaire
was high (i.e., Cronbach’s alpha > 0.90) or good (i.e., Cronbach’s alpha > 0.80) because the
Cronbach’s alpha coefficients were 0.90, 0.93, 0.81, and 0.90, respectively, for the whole
scale and the sub-scales of FSBs, mindsets, and achievement goals.

Aiming at figuring out the latent variables underlying the scales of Chinese EFL
learners’ FSB, mindsets, and achievement goals, we conducted two exploratory factor
analyses (EFA) for all three sub-scales for data reduction using SPSS 21 (IBM). In the first
EFA, the method of maximum likelihood was used for extraction, direct oblimin with Kaiser
normalization was used for rotation, and eigenvalues larger than 1 (Kaiser’s criterion),
and scree plots were used to determine the number of factors. Results indicated that
the numbers of factors presented by eigenvalues larger than 1 and the scree plots were
contradictory. Based on the theoretical framework confirmed in previous studies [3,33], we
conducted the second EFA with a predetermined number of factors’ extraction. Before the
formal analyses, five items on FSB were deleted because of repeatability and cross-loadings.
EFAs conducted on the instrument of FSB yielded three factors that explained 60.7% of the
variance. The first factor, composed of six items on learners’ tendency to seek feedback
indirectly (e.g., by hinting, joking, or asking roundabout questions) from teachers or others,
was named Feedback Indirect Inquiry. The second factor, labeled as Feedback Monitoring,
consists of five items on learners’ conscious employment of attentional resources to monitor
the feedback present in the environment [3,23]. The third factor included eight items on
learners’ direct inquiry for feedback from teachers and others and was labeled as Feedback
Direct Inquiry. The Cronbach’s alpha coefficients of all three factors reached 0.90, 0.86, and
0.90, respectively.

The EFAs for the instrument of achievement goals yielded four factors explaining 64.9%
of the variance. The four factors were labeled as Development-Approach, Demonstration-
Avoidance, Development-Avoidance, and Demonstration-Approach, demonstrating learn-
ers’ valence (approach vs. avoidance) towards different (demonstration vs. development)
achievement goals [33]. The Cronbach’s alpha coefficients reached 0.83, 0.82, 0.86, and 0.75,
respectively, for each factor of the scale, indicating good or acceptable internal consistency
of this scale. EFAs conducted on the instrument of mindsets yielded two factors which
were named Growth Mindset and Fixed Mindset, explaining 56.7% of the variance. The
Cronbach’s alpha coefficients reached 0.85 and 0.81 for each factor of the mindset scale,
respectively. Each factor of achievement goals and mindsets includes three and four items,
respectively. For details, see Appendices A–C.

3.3. Data Collection and Analysis

The adapted questionnaire was distributed to the 690 recruited participants online in
the spring of 2021. Participants were informed of the purpose and their rights of voluntary
participation and confidentiality on the first page of the questionnaire. Before formal
analysis, we examined the raw data and eliminated 13 random answers (selecting the same
answer for all the items), leaving 677 final samples.

To address the first and second research questions, we conducted several multiple
regression analyses using the stepwise method, which combines the advantages of forward
and backward regression [43]. We set achievement goals and mindsets as antecedents
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and FSBs as outcome variables. The Bonferroni adjustment was applied to avoid Type
I errors resulting from multiple significance testing [3]. Descriptive statistical analyses,
assumptions of normality, correlation, and collinearity among variables were tested before
or with the regression analyses.

Achievement goals are considered not only as motivational antecedents of FSB [36]
but also as possible outcome variables of mindsets [32].

To answer the third research question, mediation models proposed by Baron and
Kenny [44] are used to analyze the mediating role of achievement goals. Three conditions
have to be met. That is, a variable may function as a mediator when (a) the independent
variable (i.e., mindsets) significantly predicts the presumed mediator (i.e., achievement
goals), (b) the presumed mediator significantly predicts the dependent variable (i.e., FSB),
and (c) the previously significant relation between the independent variable and the depen-
dent variable eliminates or decreases if the presumed mediator’s effect on the dependent
variable is controlled. More specifically, full mediation holds when the previously sig-
nificant predictive impact of the independent variable on the dependent variable is no
longer significant after controlling the impact of the mediator, and partial mediation holds
when the effect of the independent variable on the dependent variable remains significant
albeit reduced if the mediator’s impact is controlled [3]. The Sobel test of mediation was
employed to examine the hypothesized mediations (i.e., whether a drop in the beta value is
significant or not) avoiding subjective judgment of partial mediation.

4. Results
4.1. Descriptive Statistics, Normality Tests, and Correlations

Table 1 displays the descriptive statistics. The mode of different variables indicated
that most Chinese EFL learners considered themselves as having a growth mindset and
four achievement goals. In addition, the mean and standard deviation (SD) of the dataset
indicated that Chinese EFL learners generally tended to possess a growth mindset, pursued
development goals, and sought feedback through monitoring. A normal distribution of the
datasets was indicated by the coefficients of skewness and kurtosis (absolute value < 1).

Table 1. Descriptive Statistics of Learners’ Mindsets, Achievement Goals, and FSBs.

Min. Max. Mode Mean SD Skewness
(Std. Error)

Kurtosis
(Std. Error)

Growth Mindset 1 6 4 3.77 0.97 −0.01 (0.09) 0.38 (0.19)
Fixed Mindset 1 6 3 3.06 0.99 −0.08 (0.09) −0.11 (0.19)

Development-Approach 1 6 4 4.51 0.84 −0.31 (0.09) 0.70 (0.19)
Demonstration-Avoidance 1 6 4 3.88 1.02 −0.12 (0.09) 0.19 (0.19)
Development-Avoidance 1 6 4 4.22 0.90 −0.15 (0.09) 0.41 (0.19)
Demonstration-Approach 1 6 4 3.75 0.94 −0.07 (0.09) 0.56 (0.19)
Feedback Direct Inquiry 1 5 3 2.45 0.82 0.36 (0.09) −0.13 (0.19)

Feedback Indirect Inquiry 1 5 3 2.31 0.89 0.45 (0.09) −0.26 (0.19)
Feedback Monitoring 1 5 3 3.39 0.84 −0.38 (0.09) 0.08 (0.19)

Table 2 shows that most factors of each variable were significantly correlated to each
other (r < 0.7, p < 0.05), ranging from low (r ≤ 0.39) to moderate correlation (0.40 ≤ r ≤ 0.69),
which laid the foundation for the following regression analyses. In the field of SLA, we
commonly accept correlations between variables that are not very high because they might
affect the process of foreign language learning, and we cannot ignore the important role of
these variables even with not-very-high correlations [43].
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Table 2. Intercorrelations Among Predictors and Outcome Variables.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

1. Growth Mindset 1
2. Fixed Mindset −0.31 ** 1

3. Development-Approach 0.42 ** −0.21 ** 1
4. Demonstration-Avoidance 0.15 ** 0.10 ** 0.36 ** 1
5. Development-Avoidance 0.32 ** −0.08 * 0.65 ** 0.59 ** 1
6. Demonstration-Approach 0.27 ** 0.02 0.44 ** 0.65 ** 0.52 ** 1
7. Feedback Direct Inquiry 0.19 ** −0.04 0.16 ** 0.12 ** 0.13 ** 0.24 ** 1

8. Feedback Indirect Inquiry 0.16 ** 0.03 0.05 0.18 ** 0.12 ** 0.27 ** 0.75 ** 1
9. Feedback Monitoring 0.22 ** −0.19 ** 0.47 ** 0.12 ** 0.29 ** 0.14 ** 0.41 ** 0.30 **

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

4.2. Predictive Roles of Chinese EFL Learners’ Achievement Goals on FSB

The coefficients of tolerance and VIF in the following tables indicate no collinearity.
The stepwise regression with Bonferroni adjustment in Table 3 shows that Demonstration-
Approach predicted three FSBs significantly (p < 0.05), while Development-Approach only
significantly predicted Feedback Monitoring (p < 0.001).

Table 3. Predictive Roles of Chinese EFL Learners’ Achievement Goals on FSB.

Outcome Variable R2 Predictor B Std. Error β t Sig.
Collinearity Statistics

Tolerance VIF

Feedback Direct
Inquiry 0.06 (Constant) 1.67 0.13 13.34 0.001

Demonstration-Approach 0.21 0.03 0.24 6.40 0.001 1.00 1.00
Feedback Indirect

Inquiry 0.07 (Constant) 1.37 0.14 1.12 0.001
Demonstration-Approach 0.25 0.03 0.27 7.15 0.001 1.00 1.00

Feedback
Monitoring 0.22

(Constant) 1.40 0.16 8.51 0.001
Development-Approach 0.51 0.04 0.51 13.41 0.001 0.80 1.25

Demonstration-Approach −0.08 0.03 −0.09 −2.38 0.018 0.80 1.25

4.3. Predictive Roles of Chinese EFL Learners’ English Mindsets on FSB

Table 4 shows that Growth Mindset significantly predicted three FSBs (p < 0.001), while
Fixed Mindset emerged as a significant predictor of Feedback Monitoring only (p < 0.05).

Table 4. Predictive Roles of Chinese EFL Learners’ English Mindsets on FSB.

Outcome Variable R2 Predictor B Std. Error β t Sig.
Collinearity Statistics

Tolerance VIF

Feedback Direct
Inquiry 0.03 (Constant) 1.86 0.12 14.92 0.001

Growth Mindset 0.16 0.03 0.18 4.88 0.001 1.00 1.00
Feedback Indirect

Inquiry 0.02 (Constant) 1.75 0.14 12.84 0.001
Growth Mindset 0.15 0.04 0.16 4.24 0.001 1.00 1.00

Feedback
Monitoring 0.06

(Constant) 3.12 0.19 16.46 0.001
Growth Mindset 0.16 0.03 0.18 4.69 0.001 0.90 1.11
Fixed Mindset −0.11 0.03 −0.13 −3.30 0.001 0.90 1.11

4.4. Mediating Roles of Achievement Goals on Relationships between Chinese EFL Learners’
Mindsets and FSB

To examine mediation models, several stepwise regression analyses were then con-
ducted to figure out variables that can meet both condition (b) (see Table 3) and condition
(a) of the above-mentioned presumed mediators [44], that is, to test the predictive roles
of Chinese EFL learners’ mindsets on their achievement goals. The results in Table 5 in-
dicated that Growth Mindset significantly (p < 0.001) predicted four achievement goals,
while Fixed Mindset only significantly predicted Development-Approach (p < 0.05) and
Demonstration-Avoidance (p < 0.001).
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Table 5. Predictive Role of Chinese EFL Learners’ Mindsets on Achievement Goals.

Outcome Variable R2 Predictor B Std. Error β t Sig.
Collinearity Statistics

Tolerance VIF

Development-Approach 0.18
(Constant) 3.45 0.18 19.48 0.001

Growth Mindset 0.34 0.03 0.39 1.62 0.001 0.90 1.11
Fixed Mindset −0.07 0.03 −0.08 −2.30 0.022 0.90 1.11

Demonstration-
Avoidance 0.04

(Constant) 2.59 0.23 11.13 0.001
Growth Mindset 0.21 0.04 0.20 4.95 0.001 0.90 1.11
Fixed Mindset 0.17 0.04 0.16 4.12 0.001 0.90 1.11

Development-Avoidance 0.10 (Constant) 3.11 0.13 23.49 0.001
Growth Mindset 0.30 0.03 0.32 8.67 0.001 1.00 1.00

Demonstration-
Approach 0.07 (Constant) 2.74 0.14 19.48 0.001

Growth Mindset 0.27 0.04 0.27 7.39 0.001 1.00 1.00

After figuring out all the variables that met both condition (a) and condition (b), four stepwise
regression analyses were conducted to examine the mediating role of Demonstration-Approach on
the relationship between Growth Mindset and three FSBs, and whether Development-Approach
mediates the predictive roles of two mindset scales on Feedback Monitoring.

Table 6 and Figure 1 show that Demonstration-Approach partially mediated the
predictive role of Growth Mindset on Feedback Direct Inquiry (Sobel statistic = 5.28,
p < 0.001), Indirect Inquiry (Sobel statistic = 5.35, p < 0.001), and Feedback Monitoring
(Sobel statistic = −2.52, p < 0.05), with a significant drop of the beta value of Growth Mindset
for outcome variables. Growth Mindset and Demonstration-Approach together explained
7% of the variance in Feedback Direct Inquiry (R2 = 0.07, F = 26.364, p < 0.001), explained 8%
(R2 = 0.08, F = 28.862, p < 0.001) of the variance in Feedback Indirect Inquiry, and accounted
for 5% (R2 = 0.05, F = 20.007, p < 0.001) of the variance in Feedback Monitoring.

Table 6. Mediating Role of Achievement Goals on Relationships Between Mindset and FSB.

Outcome Variable R2 Predictor B Std. Error β t Sig.
Collinearity Statistics

Tolerance VIF

Feedback Direct
Inquiry 0.07

(Constant) 1.38 0.15 9.00 0.001
Demonstration-Approach 0.18 0.03 0.20 5.29 0.001 0.93 1.08

Growth Mindset 0.11 0.03 0.13 3.34 0.001 0.93 1.08

Feedback Indirect
Inquiry 0.08

(Constant) 1.13 0.17 6.82 0.001
Demonstration-Approach 0.23 0.04 0.24 6.23 0.001 0.93 1.08

Growth Mindset 0.09 0.04 0.10 2.48 0.013 0.93 1.08

Feedback
Monitoring

0.22
(Constant) 1.61 0.20 8.13 0.001

Development-Approach 0.45 0.03 0.45 12.95 0.001 0.96 1.04
Fixed Mindset −0.08 0.03 −0.09 −2.73 0.007 0.96 1.04

0.07

(Constant) 2.93 0.20 14.32 0.001
Growth Mindset 0.13 0.04 0.15 3.76 0.001 0.83 1.21
Fixed Mindset −0.12 0.03 −0.14 −3.59 0.001 0.89 1.12

Demonstration-Approach 0.09 0.04 0.10 2.49 0.013 0.91 1.10
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Development-Approach emerged as a full mediator between Growth Mindset and
Feedback Monitoring, making the former no longer a significant predictor of the latter.
Development-Approach also partially mediated the predicting role of Fixed Mindset on
Feedback Monitoring, with a significant decrease in the beta weight (Sobel statistic = −2.67,
p < 0.05). Development-Approach and Fixed Mindset together explained 22% of the
variance in Feedback Monitoring (R2 = 0.22, F = 99.032, p < 0.001).

5. Discussion
5.1. The Relationships between Chinese EFL Learners’ Achievement Goals and FSB

The first research question addressed the relationship between Chinese EFL learners’
achievement goals (Development-Approach, Demonstration-Avoidance, Development-
Avoidance, and Demonstration-Approach) and FSB (Feedback Monitoring, Feedback Direct
Inquiry, and Feedback Indirect Inquiry). The results showed that learners’ approach goals
significantly predicted their FSBs. More specifically, Demonstration-Approach positively
predicted both Direct and Indirect Feedback Inquiry but negatively predicted Feedback
Monitoring. However, Development-Approach was found only to positively predict
Feedback Monitoring, which was different from previous research findings [3].

One plausible explanation is the influence of the distinctive and conscious cost-value
calculations associated with different feedback-seeking behaviors of Chinese EFL learners
who possess variant achievement goals [3]. In this regard, Chinese EFL learners who
have been accustomed to examination-oriented and expository education [6] may perceive
higher ego, effort, and self-presentation costs (which refer to the risk of receiving negative
feedback about oneself, the level of effort needed to seek feedback information, and the
cost of disclosing one’s uncertainty and need for help, respectively) [5,18] for feedback
than learners from other cultures [3,4]. On one hand, learners with development-approach
goals who simply want to develop their abilities may avoid seeking feedback through
inquiries because they attach a higher face-loss cost of feedback to inquiry than monitoring
strategies. Thus, they tend to use feedback monitoring to observe the situation and the
behaviors of teachers or other language learners because it is a high-value and low-cost
strategy [36]. On the other hand, learners who want to demonstrate their competence
are more likely to seek feedback information through direct and indirect inquiry. This
means learners may consider FSB as an interactive tool to make a good and positive
impression on teachers and their peers through inquiries. In other words, learners with
demonstration-approach goals perceive higher impression-management value over the ego,
self-presentation, and effort cost of FSB through direct or indirect inquiry [3]. However,
they may avoid applying feedback monitoring because simple monitoring does not offer
learners interactive opportunities to impress both teachers and their peers, Additionally, the
fact that Development-Avoidance and Demonstration-Avoidance did not predict Chinese
EFL learners’ FSB suggests that learners perceive a higher cost than the value of FSB when
they want to maintain existing competence or demonstrate that they are not incompetent
compared to other learners. Our results confirmed that learners’ achievement goals play an
important role in activating learners’ FSB, which is a proactive and self-motivated behavior
requiring learners’ strong motivation to improve their ability or competence.

5.2. The Relationships between Chinese EFL Learners’ Mindsets and FSB

The second research question addressed the relationship between Chinese EFL learners’
mindsets (fixed vs. growth mindset) and FSB. The results revealed that Growth Mindset
positively predicted Chinese EFL learners’ three FSBs significantly, while Fixed Mindset
negatively predicted Feedback Monitoring. The findings are consistent with those of
Papi et al. [3,4]. Our findings further confirm that learners with a growth mindset perceive
a higher value over the cost of feedback, and they tend to proactively seek feedback from
variant resources (e.g., teachers, peers, native speakers, or other more proficient English
users) through different strategies (i.e., direct inquiry, indirect inquiry, and monitoring).
The results also demonstrate that learners with a fixed mindset consider their intelligence
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and ability to learn English as unchangeable. Accordingly, they think their effort to seek
feedback is unavailing.

5.3. Mediating Role of Achievement Goals on the Relationships between Chinese EFL Learners’
Mindsets and FSB

The third research question addressed whether achievement goals mediated the re-
lationships between learners’ mindsets and FSB. Results indicated that Demonstration-
Approach partially mediated the predictive role of Growth Mindset on three FSB factors,
but Development-Approach fully mediated the relationship between Growth Mindset and
Feedback Monitoring. These results contradict Papi et al.’s [3] findings which indicated
the mediative roles of development-approach goals and two demonstration goals on the
relationships between mindsets and FSB. Our results further confirm that learners with
a growth mindset can have both development-approach and demonstration-approach
goals [3]. However, our results contradict their results in finding that demonstration goals
should not be the main occupation of learners. Compared to second language learners in
the US, Chinese EFL learners with a growth mindset and demonstration-approach goals
are more likely to seek feedback through variant strategies, while those with development-
approach goals tend to seek feedback only through monitoring.

A possible explanation for the differences might be that Chinese EFL learners with
a growth mindset may perceive a similar level of competence development, uncertainty
reduction, and error correction value of FSB. However, their distinctive achievement goals
may contribute to a different perception of the value and cost attached to variant feedback-
seeking strategies. For instance, learners chasing demonstration-approach goals attach
higher performance and impression-management value to feedback inquiries than those
with development-approach goals. On the contrary, learners with development-approach
goals are less likely to use feedback-seeking inquiry due to its higher cost compared to
monitoring. The full mediating role of Development-Approach on the relationship between
Growth Mindset and Feedback Monitoring indicated that it is a strong indicator of a
mediative effect [44].

The results also demonstrated that Development-Approach partially mediated the
relationship between Fixed Mindset and Feedback Monitoring. These results contradict
previous findings [3,4]. One plausible explanation could be that learners with a fixed
mindset think their ability to learn a foreign language is unmalleable and thus perceive
FSB as a low-value activity. In addition, previous studies proved that Fixed Mindset
positively predicted the self-presentation cost of FSB, which negatively predicted Feedback
Monitoring [4]. However, Chinese EFL learners were situated in a test-oriented educational
system, in which individuals need to try their best to improve their competence even
though they are not confident enough about their English competence through their effort.
The pressure of taking and passing numerous tests together with peer pressure urged them
to actively seek feedback from people around them. Considering the low value of FSB and
high costs of inquiries, they tend to monitor the environment and other actors’ (i.e., teachers
or more advanced English learners) reactions towards their or their peers’ performance to
obtain feedback information.

6. Educational Implications

The results further proved the important role of mindsets and achievement goals in for-
eign language learners’ FSB as well as the mediative role of Development-Approach in the
relationships between two mindset factors and Feedback Monitoring strategies. Therefore,
our findings could have some pedagogical implications for foreign language educators.

First, foreign language educators could intervene by prompting learners’ growth
mindset and development-approach goals. This might increase the value and decrease
the cost of FSB, thus contributing to learners’ FSB. For instance, teachers could set both
short-term and long-term goals for learners and focus on developing their learning ability
to achieve these goals rather than set performance standards. This could help minimize the
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degree of competition and social comparison, thus lessening the pressure and enhancing
learners’ confidence.

Second, teachers could also create an FSB-friendly environment by developing a
favorable seeker–source relationship, thus stimulating learners’ motivation to seek feedback
from different sources using variant strategies. For example, they could seek help from
peers, friends, and teachers in private rather than in class or public.

Third, teachers could help Chinese EFL learners with development-approach goals
but a fixed mindset to attribute the progress of their English performance to their effort.
For example, teachers could encourage learners to set development-approach goals and
record their effort and progress, which may help learners realize the malleability of their
foreign language intelligence through effort, hence forming a growth mindset. This may
help them find it more useful and meaningful to proactively seek feedback from the bottom
of their heart.

7. Conclusions

This study investigated the predictive role of achievement goals and mindsets on Chi-
nese EFL learners’ FSB. We found learners with different achievement goals and mindsets
tend to make conscious calculations of the cost and value attached to variant feedback-
seeking strategies. More specifically, Demonstration-Approach and Growth Mindset posi-
tively predicted learners’ feedback-inquiry strategies, while Feedback Monitoring was posi-
tively predicted by Development-Approach and Growth Mindset and negatively predicted
by Demonstration-Approach and Fixed Mindset. We also found the relationships between
Growth Mindset and three FSB factors were mediated by Demonstration-Approach, while
Development-Approach fully or partially mediated the predictive role of two mindset
factors on Feedback Monitoring.

Limitations and Directions for Future Research

The present study only employed a self-report questionnaire to conduct quantitative
analyses of the relationships among Chinese EFL learners’ FSB, mindsets, and achievement
goals. Therefore, our future study would employ a mixed method combining self-reported
questionnaire data with qualitative data such as interviews or learners’ diaries, which might
yield richer findings. Furthermore, future research could also investigate the mediating
roles of FSB on other variables such as motivation, language aptitude, proficiency levels, the
teacher–student relationship, etc., as well as interventions that might improve L2 learners’
FSB in their language learning process.
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Appendix A

Table A1. Exploratory Factor Analysis of Feedback-Seeking Behavior ≥0.30 Displayed.

Pattern Matrix

FII FM FDI

19. Ask for feedback indirectly on my speaking performance from more proficient English learners.
2.28 (1.08) 0.86

18. Ask for feedback indirectly on my proficiency from English teachers. 2.05 (1.07) 0.81
12. Ask for feedback indirectly (e.g., by hinting, joking, or asking roundabout questions) on learning
methods from English teachers. 2.31 (1.12) 0.75

11. Ask for feedback indirectly on learning methods from more proficient English learners. 2.66 (1.10) 0.68
22. Ask English teachers indirectly to tell me what mistakes I make while using English. 2.17 (1.03) 0.68
24. Ask more proficient English learners indirectly to tell me what mistakes I make while using
English. 2.36 (1.09) 0.66

27. When teachers correct my use of English, I listen carefully and try not to make the same mistakes.
3.54 (1.07) −0.95

26. When my teachers correct other students’ use of English, I pay attention and try not to make the
same mistakes. 3.52 (1.05) −0.93

25. Pay attention when more proficient English learners correct my mistakes while using English.
3.46 (1.07) −0.89

14. Observe the characteristics of more proficient English learners and learn from their methods.
3.23 (1.01) −0.44

17. Compare peers’ performance with mine in learning and using English. 3.20 (1.03) −0.38
20. Ask my English teachers to point out my speaking weaknesses. 2.41 (1.09) −0.96
21. Ask my teachers to tell me what mistakes I make when I speak English. 2.55 (1.06) −0.83
9. Ask my teachers to show me correct and efficient strategies to improve my English. 2.40 (1.00) −0.72
15. Ask teachers to give me feedback on my English learning performance. 2.07 (1.04) −0.71
13. Ask teachers to give me feedback on my English learning methods. 2.21 (1.11) −0.67
16. Ask more proficient English learners to give me feedback on my English. 2.50 (1.08) −0.42
10. Ask more proficient English learners for suggestions on how to improve my English. 3.04 (1.00) −0.34
23. Ask more proficient English learners to correct me when I make a mistake speaking English.
2.44 (1.17) −0.30

Percentage of variance 41.41 14.82 4.46
Cronbach’s alpha 0.91 0.86 0.90

Appendix B

Table A2. Exploratory Factor Analysis of Achievement Goals with Factor Loadings ≥0.30 Displayed.

Pattern Matrix

M (SD) Development-
Approach

Demonstration-
Avoidance

Development-
Avoidance

Demonstration-
Approach

37. My goal in learning English is “To
develop my English ability.” 4.58 (0.96) 1.05

36. My aim in learning English is “To
develop my English competence.” 4.48 (1.02) 0.57

45. My goal in learning English is “To
develop my English knowledge.” 4.46 (0.95) 0.48

42. My focus in learning English is
“To avoid demonstrating inability
in English.”

3.88 (1.16) 0.84

41. My goal in learning English is
“To avoid presenting incompetence
in English.”

3.96 (1.15) 0.62

38. My goal in learning English is
“To avoid showing that I lack
English knowledge.”

3.80 (1.25) 0.59
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Table A2. Cont.

Pattern Matrix

M (SD) Development-
Approach

Demonstration-
Avoidance

Development-
Avoidance

Demonstration-
Approach

44. My goal in learning English is “To
avoid losing my English knowledge.” 4.18 (1.04) −0.91

46. My focus in learning English is
“To avoid becoming less competence
in English.”

4.24 (1.03) −0.72

40. My aim in learning English is “To
avoid a decrease in English ability.” 4.24 (0.99) −0.6

43. My aim in learning English is
“To show that I’m knowledgeable
in English.”

3.28 (1.21) 0.65

39. My focus in learning English is “To
present my English ability.” 3.92 (1.17) 0.61

47. My goal in learning English is “To
demonstrate my English competence.” 4.05 (1.08) 0.52

Percentage of variance 26.49 28.54 6.39 3.42
Cronbach’s alpha 0.83 0.83 0.86 0.75

Appendix C

Table A3. Exploratory Factor Analysis of English Mindsets with Factor Loadings ≥0.30 Displayed.

Pattern Matrix

M (SD) Growth Mindset Fixed Mindset

34. No matter how much intelligence I have for
learning English, I can always change it quite a bit. 3.79 (1.17) 0.90

35. I can change even my basic English learning
intelligence level considerably. 3.63 (1.15) 0.83

32. I can always substantially change my English
learning intelligence. 3.63 (1.14) 0.72

29. No matter who I am, I can significantly change
my English learning intelligence. 4.01 (1.20) 0.62

30. My English learning intelligence is something
about me that I can’t change very much. 2.91 (1.23) 0.80

31. To be honest, I can’t really change my English
learning intelligence. 2.82 (1.28) 0.79

28. I have a certain amount of intelligence for
learning English, and I can’t really do much to
change it.

3.13 (1.27) 0.65

33. I can improve my English skills, but I can’t really
change my basic English learning intelligence. 3.39 (1.20) 0.61

Percentage of variance 38.63 18.11
Cronbach’s alpha 0.85 0.81

References
1. Taylor, S.M.; Fisher, C.D.; Ilgen, D.R. Individual reactions to performance feedback in organizations: A control theory perspective.

In Research in Personnel and Human Resource Management; Rowland, K.M., Ferris, G.R., Eds.; JAI Press: Greenwich, CT, USA, 1984;
Volume 2, pp. 81–124.

2. Illies, R.; De Pater, I.E.; Judge, T.A. Emotional reactions to performance feedback: The effect on goal-regulation. J. Manag. Psychol.
2006, 22, 590–609.

3. Papi, M.; Rios, A.; Pelt, H.; Ozdemir, E. Feedback-seeking behavior in language learning: Basic components and motivational
antecedents. Mod. Lang. J. 2019, 103, 205–226. [CrossRef]

4. Papi, M.; Bondarenko, A.V.; Wawire, B.; Jiang, C.; Zhou, S. Feedback-seeking behavior in second language writing: Motivational
mechanisms. Read. Writ. 2020, 33, 485–505. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1111/modl.12538
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11145-019-09971-6


Behav. Sci. 2023, 13, 190 15 of 16

5. Ashford, S.J.; Cummings, L.L. Feedback as an individual resource: Personal strategies of creating information. Organ. Behav.
Hum. Perform. 1983, 32, 370–398. [CrossRef]

6. Liu, Y. Chuang xin ren cai pei yang xu yao zhuan bian de jiao xue guan nian [Teaching concepts that need to be changed for
innovative talent development]. China High. Educ. 2010, 431, 45–47.

7. Payne, R.B.; Hauty, G.T. Effect of psychological feedback upon work decrement. J. Exp. Psychol. 1955, 50, 343–351. [CrossRef]
8. Ur, P. A Course in Language Teaching Trainee Book; Cambridge Teacher Training and Development; Cambridge University Press:

Cambridge, UK, 1999. [CrossRef]
9. Papi, M.; Hiver, P. Motivation. In The Routledge Handbook of Second Language Acquisition and Individual Differences, 1st ed.; Li, S.,

Hiver, P., Papi, M., Eds.; Routledge: New York, NY, USA, 2022; pp. 113–127. [CrossRef]
10. Li, S. The effectiveness of corrective feedback in SLA: A meta-analysis. Lang. Learn. 2010, 60, 309–365. [CrossRef]
11. Lyster, R.; Ranta, L. Corrective feedback and learner uptake: Negotiation of form in communicative classrooms. Stud. Second

Lang. Acquis. 1997, 19, 37–66. [CrossRef]
12. Lyster, R.; Saito, K.; Sato, M. Oral corrective feedback in second language classrooms. Lang. Teach. 2013, 46, 1–40. [CrossRef]
13. Fu, M.; Li, S. The Effects of Immediate and Delayed Corrective Feedback on L2 Development. Stud. Second Lang. Acquis. 2022,

44, 2–34. [CrossRef]
14. Li, S.; Roshan, S. The associations between working memory and the effects of four different types of written corrective feedback.

J. Second Lang. Writ. 2019, 45, 1–15. [CrossRef]
15. Lyster, R.; Mori, H. Interactional feedback and instructional counterbalance. Stud. Second Lang. Acquis. 2006, 28, 269–300.

[CrossRef]
16. Han, Z. A study of the impact of recasts on tense consistency in L2 output. TESOL Q. 2002, 36, 543–572. [CrossRef]
17. Ellis, R.; Sheen, Y.; Murakami, M.; Takashima, H. The effects of focused and unfocused written corrective feedback in an English

as a foreign language context. System 2008, 36, 353–371. [CrossRef]
18. VandeWalle, D.; Cummings, L.L. A test of the influence of goal orientation on the feedback-seeking process. J. Appl. Psychol. 1997,

82, 390–400. [CrossRef]
19. Krasman, J. The feedback-seeking personality: Big five and feedback-seeking behavior. J. Leadersh. Organ. Stud. 2010, 17, 18–32.

[CrossRef]
20. Sung, C.C.M. Agency and feedback-seeking: Academic English socialization of L2 students in Hong Kong. Lang. Educ. 2022, 1–19.

[CrossRef]
21. Miller, V.; Jablin, F. Information seeking during organizational entry: Influences, tactics, and a model of the process. Acad. Manag.

Rev. 1991, 16, 92–120. [CrossRef]
22. Hattie, J.; Timperley, H. The Power of Feedback. Rev. Educ. Res. 2007, 77, 81–112. [CrossRef]
23. Ashford, S.J. Feedback-seeking in individual adaptation: A resource perspective. Acad. Manag. J. 1986, 29, 465–487. [CrossRef]
24. Ashford, S.J.; Tsui, A.S. Self-regulation for managerial effectiveness: The role of active feedback seeking. Acad. Manag. J. 1991,

34, 251–280. [CrossRef]
25. Ashford, S.J.; Blatt, R.; VandeWalle, D. Reflections on the looking glass: A review of research on feedback-seeking behavior in

organizations. J. Manag. 2003, 29, 773–799.
26. Morrison, E.W.; Bies, R.J. Impression management in the feedback-seeking process: A literature review and research agenda.

Acad. Manag. Rev. 1991, 16, 522–541. [CrossRef]
27. Crant, J.M. Proactive behavior in organizations. J. Manag. 2000, 26, 435–462. [CrossRef]
28. Crommelinck, M.; Anseel, F. Understanding and encouraging feedback-seeking behaviour: A literature review. Med. Educ. 2013,

47, 232–241. [CrossRef]
29. Gan, Z.; Nang, H.; Mu, K. Trainee teachers’ experiences of classroom feedback practices and their motivation to learn. J. Educ.

Teach. 2018, 44, 505–510. [CrossRef]
30. Waller, L.; Papi, M. Motivation and feedback: How implicit theories of intelligence predict L2 writers’ motivation and feedback

orientation. J. Second Lang. Writ. 2017, 35, 54–65. [CrossRef]
31. Anseel, F.; Beatty, A.S.; Shen, W.; Lievens, F.; Sackett, P.R. How are we doing after 30 years? A meta-analytic review of the

antecedents and outcomes of feedback-seeking behavior. J. Manag. 2015, 41, 318–348.
32. Dweck, C.S.; Leggett, E.L. A social-cognitive approach to motivation and personality. Psychol. Rev. 1988, 95, 256–273. [CrossRef]
33. Korn, R.M.; Elliot, A.J. The 2× 2 standpoints model of achievement goals. Front. Psychol. 2016, 7, 1–12. [CrossRef]
34. Elliot, A.J.; Harackiewicz, J.M. Approach and avoidance achievement goals and intrinsic motivation: A mediational analysis.

J. Personal. Soc. Psychol. 1996, 70, 461–475. [CrossRef]
35. Ashford, S.J.; De Stobbeleir, K.; Nujella, M. To seek or not to seek: Is that the only question? Recent developments in feedback-

seeking literature. Annu. Rev. Organ. Psychol. Organ. Behav. 2016, 3, 213–239. [CrossRef]
36. VandeWalle, D. A goal orientation model of feedback-seeking behavior. Hum. Resour. Manag. Rev. 2003, 13, 581–604. [CrossRef]
37. Dweck, C.S. Self-Theories: Their Role in Motivation, Personality, and Development, 1st ed.; Psychology Press: New York, NY, USA,

1999; pp. 20–29. [CrossRef]
38. Dweck, C.S. Mindsets and human nature: Promoting change in the Middle East, the schoolyard, the racial divide, and willpower.

Am. Psychol. 2012, 67, 614–622. [CrossRef]
39. Ng, B. The Neuroscience of Growth Mindset and Intrinsic Motivation. Brain Sci. 2018, 8, 20. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1016/0030-5073(83)90156-3
http://doi.org/10.1037/h0045068
http://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511732928
http://doi.org/10.4324/9781003270546
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9922.2010.00561.x
http://doi.org/10.1017/S0272263197001034
http://doi.org/10.1017/S0261444812000365
http://doi.org/10.1017/S0272263120000388
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jslw.2019.03.003
http://doi.org/10.1017/S0272263106060128
http://doi.org/10.2307/3588240
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2008.02.001
http://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.82.3.390
http://doi.org/10.1177/1548051809350895
http://doi.org/10.1080/09500782.2022.2085048
http://doi.org/10.2307/258608
http://doi.org/10.3102/003465430298487
http://doi.org/10.2307/256219
http://doi.org/10.2307/256442
http://doi.org/10.2307/258916
http://doi.org/10.1177/014920630002600304
http://doi.org/10.1111/medu.12075
http://doi.org/10.1080/02607476.2018.1450956
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jslw.2017.01.004
http://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.95.2.256
http://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2016.00742
http://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.70.3.461
http://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-041015-062314
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2003.11.004
http://doi.org/10.4324/9781315783048
http://doi.org/10.1037/a0029783
http://doi.org/10.3390/brainsci8020020


Behav. Sci. 2023, 13, 190 16 of 16

40. Lou, N.M.; Zarrinabadi, N. Mindsets. In The Routledge Handbook of Second Language Acquisition and Individual Differences, 1st ed.; Li,
S., Hiver, P., Papi, M., Eds.; Routledge: New York, NY, USA, 2022; pp. 128–145. [CrossRef]

41. Hwang, A.; Francesco, A.M.; Kessler, E. The Relationship between Individualism-Collectivism, Face, and Feedback and Learning
Processes in Hong Kong, Singapore, and the United States. J. Cross Cult. Psychol. 2003, 34, 72–91. [CrossRef]

42. Liu, M. Understanding Chinese Middle School Students’ Anxiety in English Speaking Class. J. Asia TEFL 2018, 15, 721–734.
[CrossRef]

43. Qin, X.; Bi, J. Quantitative Approaches and Quantitative Data Analysis in L2 Research, 1st ed.; Foreign Language Teaching and
Research Press: Beijing, China, 2015.

44. Baron, R.M.; Kenny, D.A. The moderator–mediator variable distinction in social psychological research: Conceptual, strategic,
and statistical considerations. J. Personal. Soc. Psychol. 1986, 51, 1173–1182. [CrossRef]

Disclaimer/Publisher’s Note: The statements, opinions and data contained in all publications are solely those of the individual
author(s) and contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s) disclaim responsibility for any injury to
people or property resulting from any ideas, methods, instructions or products referred to in the content.

http://doi.org/10.4324/9781003270546
http://doi.org/10.1177/0022022102239156
http://doi.org/10.18823/asiatefl.2018.15.3.10.721
http://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.51.6.1173

	Introduction 
	Literature Review 
	Feedback and Corrective Feedback 
	Feedback-Seeking Behavior 
	Definition, Basic Components, and Strategies of FSB 
	Previous Studies on FSB 

	Achievement Goals 
	Definition and Classification of Achievement Goals 
	Previous Studies on FSB and Achievement Goals 

	Mindsets 
	Definition and Classification of Mindsets 
	Previous Studies among Mindsets, Achievement Goals, and FSBs 


	Methodology 
	Participants 
	Instrumentation 
	Data Collection and Analysis 

	Results 
	Descriptive Statistics, Normality Tests, and Correlations 
	Predictive Roles of Chinese EFL Learners’ Achievement Goals on FSB 
	Predictive Roles of Chinese EFL Learners’ English Mindsets on FSB 
	Mediating Roles of Achievement Goals on Relationships between Chinese EFL Learners’ Mindsets and FSB 

	Discussion 
	The Relationships between Chinese EFL Learners’ Achievement Goals and FSB 
	The Relationships between Chinese EFL Learners’ Mindsets and FSB 
	Mediating Role of Achievement Goals on the Relationships between Chinese EFL Learners’ Mindsets and FSB 

	Educational Implications 
	Conclusions 
	Appendix A
	Appendix B
	Appendix C
	References

