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This study proposed and tested a revised model of feedback-seeking behavior in second language 
acquisition. The revised model included feedback elicitation, monitoring, and use. In two studies, 
data were collected from 207 learners enrolled in Spanish classes at a large public university in 
Florida and 294 learners of English at a multi-branch private language institute in Iran. Exploratory 
factor analyses generally combined CF Monitoring and CF Use, whereas confirmatory factor 
analyses favored the hypothesized three-factor model, with stronger support in Study 2. The scales 
demonstrated acceptable convergent validity and internal consistency, although the distinction 
between Monitoring and Use was limited in Study 1 and improved in Study 2. Hierarchical multiple 
regression analyses further showed that the overall FSB index significantly predicted self-assessed 
L2 proficiency in both contexts, although the unique contributions of the individual components 
varied across samples. Overall, the findings supported the tripartite model of FSB, defined as 
learners’ proactive efforts to elicit, monitor, and use CF to enhance their L2 production. Theoretical 
and practical implications are discussed, and future research directions are outlined.
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Introduction
Feedback-seeking behavior (FSB) in second language (L2) learning refers to learners’ proactive ef
forts in seeking and using corrective feedback (CF) on their L2 performance (Papi et al. 2019, 2020; 
Carless 2026). To highlight the primacy of the learner in the feedback process, Papi et al. (2019) in
troduced this notion to the field of second language acquisition (SLA), which has been dominated 
by a cognitive and psycholinguistic approach that views CF as a teaching technique and focuses its 
empirical lens on the techniques, timing and scope of CF (e.g. Long 1996; Gass and Mackey 2006). 
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FSB was introduced to emphasize learners’ proactive role in the CF process and to reframe CF as a 
resource learners actively seek, process, and utilize to advance their L2 learning goals.

FSB has been the subject of growing empirical research over the last seven years, since the topic 
was introduced to the field (Carless 2026). Researchers have taken an interest in exploring the in
dividual and contextual factors that affect and shape FSB, as well as how this behavior influences 
learning and performance outcomes (Wang and Zheng 2026). Studies in different contexts show 
that learners’ FSB was predicted by learner characteristics, such as their self-esteem, mindsets 
and achievement goals (Yao and Zhu 2024; Guo and Xu 2026; Zhang 2023), future L2 selves (e.g. 
Zhan et al. 2023; Li and Zhang 2026), self-efficacy beliefs (Xu and Wang 2024), grit (Zhang and 
Jiang 2025), perceived costs and benefits of FSB (Man et al. 2026), and use of cognitive, metacogni
tive, social, and motivational self-regulation strategies (Xu 2021). Contextual variables such as 
teacher academic support (Zhang 2025), students’ trust in their teachers (Mahbodi et al. 2025; 
Papi et al. 2026), and the availability of low-cost, flexible feedback opportunities have also been 
found to contribute to student FSB in both in-person and online environments (Kessler 2023). 
Finally, learners’ FSB has been shown to contribute to their feedback literacy and ecology (Li 
and Han 2024), as well as to their L2 performance (e.g. Zhan et al. 2023; Papi et al. 2024).

The findings of the FSB studies conducted in the field, however, have not been symmetrical for 
both components of the FSB model. That is, whereas feedback monitoring, an FSB strategy which in
volves paying attention and trying to learn from the CF, has been associated with adaptive individual 
or contextual variables, feedback inquiry, which involves directly asking for CF, has been either 
weakly associated or not associated with such variables. For instance, in the context of L2 writing, 
Papi et al. (2024) found that only feedback monitoring predicted improvement in revision quality 
after students received written CF from their teachers. In contrast, feedback inquiry was unrelated 
to any of the L2 written performance measures. In the context of oral CF, studies have found feedback 
monitoring to be associated with adaptive motivational variables such as a growth mindset, develop
ment goals, and the ideal L2 self; by contrast, feedback inquiry has not shown parallel connections 
with those variables (e.g. Bondarenko 2020; Papi et al. 2019, 2020). In one study, feedback inquiry 
was in fact associated with a desire for the most implicit or no oral CF at all (Papi et al. in press).

Researchers have argued that these results could be attributed to the limited corrective function 
of feedback inquiry, which can instead serve as an impression-management or social-bonding 
strategy when feedback is sought from teachers or peers (e.g. Mahbodi et al. 2025; Papi et al. 
2019, 2020). For instance, some questionnaire items, such as ‘I ask my teachers to tell me how I 
can improve my (L2) speaking’, which are often used for measuring feedback inquiry, do not ne
cessarily tap into students’ desire for correcting their errors and may represent a request for gen
eral L2 learning strategies. In other words, rather than tapping into a strategy exclusively for 
seeking correction, feedback inquiry may have served as a means of establishing or enhancing 
socio-emotional relationships with feedback sources, such as the teacher.

CF, however, is commonly seen in the field of SLA to have a corrective function. ‘It is generally con
sidered to be a form of negative evidence, or information that a particular utterance is deviant 
vis-à-vis target language norms’ (Gass and Mackey 2006: 7). As a dimension of proactive language 
learning (Papi and Hiver 2025), FSB components are also expected to align with that definition and 
contribute to L2 knowledge through their corrective function. Given the empirical evidence and the
oretical arguments, the construct of feedback inquiry does not appear to qualify as a meaningful strat
egy for seeking CF; thus, it needs to be redefined and re-operationalized accordingly. When viewed as 
a request for corrective rather than directive feedback, feedback inquiry has been associated with 
more intrinsic forms of motivation, complementing the monitoring strategy (Zhou et al. 2025). The 
present study aims to address this issue and reconceptualize feedback inquiry as an FSB construct 
that taps into learners’ direct requests for corrective rather than directive feedback on their problem
atic L2 output. In addition, given the emerging interest in exploiting proactive behaviors through digit
al technology (Liu and Zhao 2026) and learners’ reports of seeking feedback from artificial intelligence 
tools such as ChatGPT (Yan et al. 2026), including such technologies as potential sources of feedback 
appears both necessary and aligned with current developments in SLA research.
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A second purpose of this study is to expand the theoretical scope of FSB to include CF use, com
monly referred to as uptake, which is a key dimension of the CF process. Such an addition aligns 
with the theoretical understanding of CF as information used in L2 production. For instance, 
from an interactionist perspective, L2 input, output, and CF on oral output are the three key con
structs that help understand how L2 learning occurs. Interactionist researchers view CF as infor
mation that learners selectively attend to and use to adjust their L2 output (Swain 1993). That is, 
‘they receive feedback which both modifies the linguistic input they receive and pushes them to 
modify their output during conversation’ (Gass and Mackey 2006: 3). According to Swain (1993), 
CF pushes learners to produce L2 that is more accurate, appropriate, or comprehensible. Gass 
and Mackey (2006) did not consider the CF to be useful unless it could be used to make changes 
in one’s output. The production of modified output can thus be considered part of the CF process, 
something that has not been clearly addressed in Papi et al.’s (2019) FSB model. Although the mon
itoring component of the model includes items such as ‘I try to learn from my teachers’ comments 
on my L2 performance,’ which suggest the use of CF for learning, the lack of explicit attention to CF 
use warrants greater focus on this dimension of FSB.

To address these issues, the present study hypothesizes and tests a revised model of FSB in the 
context of oral CF. The model reconceptualizes feedback inquiry as CF elicitation, and another com
ponent representing the use of CF. The use of the term elicitation in place of inquiry aligns with the 
SLA literature and theory and more clearly captures the corrective function of CF in oral interaction 
contexts. It can also help distinguish the findings of the previous studies from those using the new 
construct. In addition, a new CF use scale was developed that specifically taps into students’ efforts 
to use the CF they receive across different dimensions of their L2 performance (e.g. grammar, vo
cabulary, pronunciation), as well as from teachers, peers, and technologies. It is hypothesized that 
an FSB model with three constructs would offer better content validity and a more comprehensive 
coverage of students’ feedback-seeking behaviors.

The conceptualization (see Fig. 1) also aligns with the current understanding of feedback literacy 
as ‘the capacities and dispositions to seek, generate and use feedback information for enhancement 
purposes’ (Carless 2026: 2). Additionally, it is anticipated that all three components of the FSB model 
will significantly predict students’ self-assessed proficiency in L2, either individually or in combin
ation with other FSB variables.

Literature review
Feedback seeking behavior

Drawing on Ashford’s (1986) model of FSB in the context of organizational psychology, Papi et al. 
(2019) proposed two FSB strategies in L2 learning. Feedback inquiry, which involves directly 

Figure 1 Proposed three-component model of feedback-seeking behavior. Feedback-seeking be
havior is conceptualized as a multidimensional construct consisting of three interrelated dimensions: 
corrective feedback (CF) elicitation, CF monitoring, and CF use. CF elicitation refers to learners’ active 
efforts to obtain feedback, CF monitoring refers to learners’ attention to and processing of available 
feedback, and CF use refers to the implementation of feedback in subsequent language production.
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asking for CF on one’s L2 performance, and feedback monitoring, which involves paying attention 
to and learning from CF. From the earliest studies, however, results have shown that CF inquiry and 
monitoring are associated with different types of individual, contextual, and performance varia
bles. For instance, in their original study of 287 university foreign language learners in the 
United States, Papi et al. (2019) found that students with a growth mindset and a learning-approach 
goal engaged in more feedback monitoring than inquiry. In addition, only students with perform
ance goals engaged in feedback inquiry, suggesting that learners who engage in feedback inquiry 
might have secondary goals, such as making a positive impression on their teachers (see also Yao 
and Zhu 2024). Drawing on the expectancy-value perspective, Wei (2026) found that a growth mind
set did not directly predict FSB but did so indirectly through motivational factors such as self-efficacy, 
utility value, and interest, depending on participants’ proficiency level. In a translation context, Man 
et al. (2026) reported that the perceived utility value of feedback positively predicted both feedback 
inquiry and monitoring. In contrast, a fixed mindset was a positive predictor of the self-presentation 
cost of FSB, which negatively predicted feedback monitoring but not inquiry. Zhang (2025) found that 
both ideal and ought-to L2 writing self were associated with feedback monitoring but not inquiry. 
The impression management function of feedback inquiry in the context of L2 speaking was also 
supported by the findings of Mahbodi et al.’s (2025) study, which found that L2-Spanish students’ 
trust in their teachers’ competence positively predicted their feedback monitoring but negatively pre
dicted their feedback inquiry. Papi et al. (2026) found feedback monitoring to be associated with 
learner preference for the most explicit types of oral CF, whereas feedback inquiry was only associ
ated with the most implicit types or a preference to receive no CF on their speaking errors at all.

Two studies have shown that feedback monitoring is more consistently associated with L2 learn
ing and performance than feedback inquiry is. In China, Zhan et al. (2023) found that for mid- 
achieving students, feedback monitoring positively and feedback inquiry negatively mediated 
the relationship between high school students’ ideal English writing self and their writing perform
ance. For high-achieving students, the relationship was inverse: monitoring negatively and feed
back inquiry positively mediated the relationships. In a study of ESL writing students in the 
United States, Papi et al. (2024) found that after controlling for the number of teacher comments 
on ESL learners’ essays, feedback monitoring positively predicted their revision quality, whereas 
feedback inquiry did not.

While feedback inquiry and monitoring, as two subcomponents of an FSB model, should con
sistently be associated with adaptive individual, contextual, and performance variables, the 
studies show that the inquiry component has not met these expectations. As discussed earlier, 
this asymmetry can be attributed to the lack of a corrective focus in the operationalization of 
this construct. Papi et al. (2019) drew on Ashford and associates’ work in organizational psych
ology (e.g. Ashford 1986), which does not seem to directly extend to the context of SLA where L2 
learning is commonly viewed as acquiring a set of skills that need to be gradually acquired 
through correction of erroneous utterances, among other things (Long 1996; Lyster and Ranta 
1997). To address this shortcoming, the present study will explore how creating a corrective con
ceptual focus for this construct (CF elicitation) can lead to differences in learners’ self-assessed 
oral L2 proficiency. Oral L2 proficiency was selected as our focal outcome measure because 
the present study explores FSB in oral L2 interaction, where learners have frequent and imme
diate opportunities to elicit, monitor, and utilize CF during real-time language use. In other 
words, oral FSB is fundamentally interaction-driven and theoretically expected to influence 
oral interaction skills, which justifies using oral L2 proficiency as the outcome variable. 
Moreover, in L2 learning contexts, beyond eliciting and monitoring corrective feedback, consist
ent and intentional use of the CF is essential for the acquisition of linguistic features. Given the 
central role of CF uptake and use in L2 learning, the present study incorporates a third compo
nent to the FSB model representing the extent to which learners actively use the CF they receive. 
Reconceptualizing feedback inquiry to capture the corrective function of CF and the inclusion of 
CF use in the revised FSB model are grounded in major theoretical perspectives on CF processes 
in SLA, to which we turn now.
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Theoretical background
Despite the persistence of negative views of CF in the field (e.g. Truscott 2023), there is a 
growing consensus on its utility in L2 development. From a theoretical perspective, CF is 
a central focus of inquiry in SLA (Lyster and Ranta 1997) and is considered essential for 
driving language development (Long 1996). The utility of CF in L2 learning can be attributed 
to its function in providing negative evidence that can be used to raise a learner’s awareness 
of their erroneous L2 utterances and lead them to modify their following L2 utterances. 
Long’s (1980) interaction hypothesis posits that CF serves as a fundamental mechanism 
that helps learners notice the gap between their problematic production and what is correct, 
and modify their output as they negotiate meaning. Acquisition is posited to be more likely 
with increased awareness of both target and incorrect forms (Schmidt 1990). From a 
skill-acquisition perspective, Dekeyser (2020) posits that CF provides declarative knowledge 
that can help learners reformulate their L2 utterances, which can be proceduralized 
through further practice. Usage-based theories (e.g. Ellis 2010) also view CF as beneficial, 
as it can provide marked, target-like input for further pattern building. Such a transform
ation from corrective information to L2 modification, however, does not occur automatical
ly or consistently for all learners, and it involves how learners seek, monitor, and make use 
of CF (Papi et al. 2019).

According to Long (1996), the key to successful feedback incorporation is how the learner nav
igates noticing, processing, and adjusting their output after receiving CF. However, not all learners 
engage equally with CF, and not all types of CF are noticed by learners or result in modified output 
(Lyster and Ranta 1997). The relationship between CF and learner beliefs (Han and Hyland 2015; 
Han 2017), preferences (Amrhein and Nassaji 2010; Akiyama 2017), motivation (Waller and Papi 
2017; Papi et al. 2021), and a variety of background characteristics (Han and Hyland 2015) also sug
gests that learner experience and context shape their response to CF. For instance, Han (2017)
found that learner beliefs about CF were associated with learner engagement with CF. Akiyama 
(2017) found that CF uptake was maximized when the CF type matched the learner’s preference. 
Collectively, these variables represent important precursors to learner engagement with CF and 
align with the notion of feedback monitoring and use, which will be examined in this study.

Furthermore, SLA research and theory have centralized students’ reactions to CF as their focus 
of analysis and thinking. However, a close reading of several CF studies in the literature has long 
suggested that learners elicit CF. For instance, in Lyster and Ranta’s (1997) cornerstone taxonomy 
of CF, two interaction excerpts commence with a learner’s turn and a noun phrase followed by a 
question mark (‘L’eau érable?’ on p. 47 and ‘Le… le girafe?’ on p. 48), suggesting the learners’ indir
ect requests prompted the teacher to provide CF. In recent literature, Zhang and Zhang’s (2023) ana
lysis of feedback episodes in L2 writing found that some learners took the initiative in resolving 
issues in CF. From an interactionist perspective, CF elicitation involves learners initiating CF se
quences that are believed to drive development in communicative episodes (Long 1996; Gass 
and Mackey 2006). By explicitly requesting clarification or correction (Lyster and Ranta 1997), 
learners can maximize feedback (Zhang and Zhang 2023), thereby increasing opportunities to 
modify their output.

When learners habitually and strategically prompt interlocutors for correction, they increase 
the probability, salience, and immediacy of feedback episodes, all of which have been shown to 
predict uptake and subsequent accuracy gains across a wide variety of contexts (Li 2010). The no
tion of CF elicitation aligns with the interactionist claim that development can be accelerated when 
learners create, rather than merely participate in, feedback-rich exchanges that direct attention to 
language form (Mackey et al. 2000). Further opportunities for learners to seek feedback are pre
sented by technologies such as ChatGPT (Yan et al. 2026). Conceptualizing FSB as learners’ effort 
in eliciting, monitoring, and using CF, therefore, aligns the model with core interactionist 
mechanisms—request, feedback, modification—that are believed to contribute to L2 development, 
creating alignments between the revised FSB model and SLA theory.
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Research questions
Based on the literature reviewed above and the need for a reconceptualization of inquiry as a 
strategy with a corrective function and the addition of a component representing students’ 
use of CF, the present study aims to test a revised FSB model that includes three hypothetical 
components: CF Elicitation, CF Monitoring, and CF Use. We will examine the construct validity, 
convergent validity, and discriminant validity of the new scales using factor-analytic methods. 
Additionally, the predictive validity of the FSB constructs will be assessed in relation to students’ 
self-assessed interactive oral L2 proficiency. Based on these objectives, the following research 
questions will be addressed:

RQ1 To what extent does the revised conceptual model of FSB demonstrate structural validity 
through its hypothesized factor structure?

RQ2 How does the revised model of FSB demonstrate convergent and discriminant validity?
RQ3 How do the constituent components of the FSB model predict students’ self-assessed L2 

proficiency?

Methods
Study 1. Spanish Learners in the US

The study was conducted at a university in Florida, a US state with a significant Spanish-speaking 
population. Spanish is the most common home language among English language learners in the 
state, comprising about 75 per cent of this population. Given the popularity of the language, univer
sities in Florida offer a range of courses to help students develop Spanish proficiency. This setting 
provides an ideal environment to explore feedback-seeking behavior among Spanish L2 learners.

Participants
Two hundred seven students (77 males, 126 females, and 4 others) enrolled in L2-Spanish courses 
at a university in Florida participated in the study. Participants’ ages ranged from 17 to 58 years 
(M = 21.62, SD = 3.31), and the vast majority were undergraduate students (n = 203). Nearly all par
ticipants were native English speakers (n = 206), with one participant reporting Bengali as their first 
language. The students represented a range of academic majors, including Psychology (n = 32), 
Biology (n = 24), and Computer Science (n = 11). Approximately 70 per cent (n = 145) were enrolled 
in 1,000- or 2,000-level courses (beginner level), while the remaining participants were enrolled in 
3,000-level or higher courses (intermediate to advanced levels). The mean score for L2 proficiency 
was 2.18 (SD = 0.82), indicating that participants were, on average, at an intermediate level. Finally, 
their mean Length of L2 Study was 3.49 years (SD = 3.01).

Procedures
Following Institutional Review Board (IRB) approval, instructors of Spanish classes at the same uni
versity were contacted to facilitate data collection. A researcher visited the classes of the instructors 
who agreed to participate in the study. The students were informed about their voluntary partici
pation, the anonymity of their data, and the confidentiality of their data. The data were collected in 
person using paper questionnaires.

Instruments
A questionnaire (Appendix A) was used to collect data. It consisted of three sections: Demographic 
Information (e.g. age, first language, and major), a short version of ACTFL Spanish Proficiency 
Self-Assessment (Tigchelaar et al. 2017), and 15 items measuring CF elicitation (5 items), monitoring 
(5 items), and use (5 items). Participants responded to the items using a 6-point Likert scale ranging 
from 1 (Never/Rarely) to 6 (Constantly). The instrument also included items for measuring other 
types of proactive behaviors, which are not reported in this study. The Spanish Proficiency 
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Self-Assessment included five general statements presenting descriptors for five different levels of 
L2 proficiency—from 1 (Novice) to 5 (Distinguished).

Data analysis
SPSS 29 was used to analyze the data. First, the means and standard deviations of the FSB measures 
and participants’ proficiency levels were calculated. Next, an exploratory factor analysis (EFA) with 
the principal axis factoring method of extraction and direct oblimin method of rotation was con
ducted on the FSB items to identify the underlying factor structure of the FSB construct. Before con
ducting EFA, the dataset was checked for missing values and overall suitability. The proportion of 
missing data was below 5 per cent, which is considered acceptable (Kline 2016), and missing cases 
were handled using pairwise deletion. The Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin (KMO) measure exceeded .50, and 
Bartlett’s test of sphericity reached statistical significance in all analyses, confirming the adequacy 
of the data for EFA.

To further evaluate the convergent and discriminant validity of the FSB model, confirmatory fac
tor analysis (CFA) with maximum likelihood estimation was performed using AMOS 29. The CFA 
tested the fit of alternative models and provided evidence for the distinctiveness and coherence 
of the identified factors. Finally, hierarchical multiple regression analyses were conducted using 
SPSS 29 to examine the predictive validity of the FSB components.

Results
Exploratory factor analysis. The initial EFA yielded a three-factor solution, as determined by ei
genvalues greater than 1 and scree plots. The initial analysis yielded three factors, with pragmatics- 
related items creating their own factor. Because the three pragmatic items did not represent a the
oretically meaningful construct and instead reflected a mixture of elicitation, monitoring, and use, 
they were removed prior to a second EFA. The follow-up analysis identified a two-factor solution, 
with Factor 1 comprising eight items that captured both CF Use and Monitoring, accounting for 
62.61 per cent of the total variance, and Factor 2 included four items that measured CF 
Elicitation, accounting for an additional 5.89 per cent of the variance, not aligning with the hy
pothesized three-factor model.

Confirmatory factor analysis. A series of CFAs were conducted to determine the best-fitting fac
tor structure of FSB among alternative configurations, which is considered best practice in scale 
development (Brown 2015; Kline 2016). Based on the items retained from the EFA, CFA was per
formed to compare three competing models: (1) a three-factor model consisting of CF Elicitation, 
CF Monitoring, and CF Use, as originally hypothesized; (2) a two-factor model comprising CF 
Elicitation and CF Monitoring/Use, as suggested by the EFA results; and (3) a one-factor model in 
which all items loaded on a single construct.

Although the chi square tests were significant for all models, this index is known to be highly 
sensitive to large sample sizes (e.g. N > 200; Kline 2016), limiting its usefulness as a sole indicator 
of model fit. Therefore, additional goodness-of-fit indices were considered, including the 
Comparative Fit Index (CFI; acceptable >.90), the Tucker–Lewis Index (TLI; acceptable >.90), 
and the Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA; acceptable <.08). Alternative models 
were further compared using chi-square difference tests, the Akaike Information Criterion (AIC), 
and the Browne–Cudeck Criterion (BCC). The results for the three models are presented in 
Table 1, showing that the three-factor model and the two-factor model demonstrated significant
ly better fit than the one-factor alternative across the fit indices. In addition, the three-factor 
model showed a marginally better fit than the two-factor model, with the chi-square difference 
test being significant.

Convergent validity was supported for the three-factor model, as the average variance extracted 
(AVE) (Table 3) exceeded the .50 criterion (Fornell and Larcker 1981) for each construct (CF 
Elicitation = .56; CF Use = .78; CF Monitoring = .75). However, squared inter-construct correlations 
(SICs) exceeded the corresponding AVEs between CF Monitoring and CF Use, indicating insufficient 
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discriminant validity and suggesting that the conceptual distinctiveness between the two con
structs may not be adequately supported due to the high correlation between Monitoring and 
Use (Table 2).

Finally, as presented in Table 3, internal consistency for the three constructs was high, with 
McDonald’s ω, Cronbach’s alpha, and composite reliability values exceeding the acceptable thresh
old of .70. Descriptive statistics (Table 3) showed that participants reported the highest engagement 
in CF Use (M = 4.69, SD = 1.13), followed by CF Monitoring (M = 4.42, SD = 1.15), and CF Elicitation 
(M = 3.94, SD = 1.19).

Although the three-factor model yielded the best overall fit, the modest improvement over the 
two-factor model, along with evidence of high correlations, suggests potential overlap among the 
factors, especially CF Monitoring and Use. Taken together, these results suggest that FSB is not 
adequately represented as a single construct and is better conceptualized as comprising at least 
two, and potentially three, dimensions. As presented in Table 4, all items loaded significantly on 
their intended latent constructs, with standardized loadings ranging from .47 to .92 (P < .001). 
Overall, the results support the adequacy of the three-factor measurement model (Table 4).

Multiple regression
Hierarchical multiple regressions were conducted to examine the extent to which each FSB con
struct (CF Elicitation, Monitoring, and Use) explained variance in the L2 proficiency in an incre
mental way. In addition, Length of Study was included as a covariate, given its expected 
influence on L2 proficiency (Hakuta et al. 2000; Zhang et al. 2020). The analysis, however, resulted 
in collinearity due to the high correlation between Monitoring and Use. Therefore, the two varia
bles were combined to create a composite score, referred to as Monitoring/Use, and entered into 

Table 1 Comparison of tested models (US data).

χ2/df (N= 207) CFI TLI RMSEA Δχ2 AIC BCC

3-Factor model 154.32/51*** .954 .93 .099 — 232.32 237.57
2-Factor model 169.04/53*** .948 .92 .103 14.72*** 243.04 248.02
1-Factor model 271.034/54*** .903 .86 .140 116.72*** 343.03 347.88

***P < .001.

Table 3 Descriptives and reliabilities of final scales in the three-factor model (US data).

k M SD α ω CR AVE

Elicitation 4 3.94 1.19 .81 .82 .82 .56
Monitoring 4 4.42 1.15 .92 .92 .92 .75
Use 4 4.69 1.13 .93 .93 .93 .78

Coefficient omega (ω) tests the reliability of measurement scales that do not satisfy assumptions of tau-equivalence. CR, 
composite reliability; AVE, average variance extracted.

Table 2 Pearson correlations (US data).

CF elicitation CF use

CF use .65*** —
CF monitoring .71*** .91***

***P < .001.
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another regression analysis. The results showed that, in the base model with Elicitation and Length 
of Study as predictors, both variables significantly predicted L2 proficiency. When Monitoring/Use 
was added to the second model, Elicitation remained a significant predictor, whereas Monitoring/ 
Use did not emerge as a significant predictor.

To further explore the relationships, we conducted another hierarchical regression analysis in 
which Monitoring/Use was entered before Elicitation (Table 6). The results in the base model 
showed that Monitoring/Use significantly predicted L2 proficiency along with Length of Study 
when Elicitation was not added to the analysis, suggesting that Elicitation accounts for the variance 
explained by Monitoring/Use in this data. Finally, to assess the predictive power of the FSB con
struct as a whole, an FSB Index was created by combining Elicitation and Monitoring/Use, which 
was entered as a predictor alongside Length of L2 Study. As shown in Table 6, the two variables 
significantly predicted 27 per cent of variance in L2 proficiency.

Study 2: English learners in Iran

Participants
A total of 294 students (82 males, 212 females) enrolled in an English language institute in Iran 
participated in Study 2. Most participants were high school students (n = 234), with smaller 
groups of undergraduate (n = 45) and graduate students (n = 15). Their mean age was 
17.94 years (SD = 5.06). Nearly all participants were native speakers of Farsi (n = 283), and 

Table 4 Standardized and unstandardized CFA factor loadings for the three-factor model (US 
data).

Latent constructs β B

CF elicitation
Q1 .76 —
Q2 .47 0.66
Q3 .88 1.05
Q4 .82 1.00
CF monitoring
Q5 .84 —
Q6 .86 1.05
Q7 .92 1.18
Q8 .84 1.05
CF use
Q9 .89 —
Q10 .88 0.99
Q11 .88 1.12
Q12 .88 1.21

N = 207. All coefficients significant at the P < .001 level.

Table 5 Regression results with the proficiency self-rating scores as the outcome variable (US 
data).

Beta t P Tolerance VIF

Model 1 
R2 = .27

Length of L2 study .47 7.36*** <.001 1.00 1.00
Elicitation .23 3.67*** <.001 1.00 1.00

Model 2 
R2 = .27

Length of L2 study .46 7.16*** <.001 0.97 1.03
Elicitation .20 2.21* .03 0.52 1.94
Monitoring/use .05 0.61 .55 0.51 1.96

*P < .05, ***P < .001.
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the majority had never lived in an English-speaking country (n = 234). Participants reported a 
range of academic majors, primarily within the Natural Sciences (n = 70) and Mathematics/ 
Physics (n = 86). On average, they had studied English for 6.85 years (SD = 2.48) and were 
placed by their institute in either high-intermediate (n = 159) or advanced (n = 130) proficiency 
levels (missing data = 5). The participants’ mean self-reported L2 proficiency score was 179.70 
(SD = 21.01), which indicates that, on average, learners demonstrated proficiency at the high- 
intermediate to advanced level.

Procedure
After receiving IRB approval, instructors at the Iran Language Institute were invited to participate. 
Once they agreed, a researcher visited the classrooms and distributed a link to an online version of 
the questionnaire, which was implemented on SurveyMonkey. Participants were also assured that 
their participation was anonymous and voluntary and they could refuse to participate without any 
negative consequences. In addition, they were informed that their responses would remain confi
dential and would not affect their grades or academic standing. These procedures were intended to 
reduce potential classroom pressure and allow participants to respond more freely and thoughtful
ly. The students completed the questionnaire outside of class time, which took approximately 15– 
20 minutes on average.

Instruments
The same questionnaire as Study 1, with minor differences, was used. First, the questionnaire was 
translated into Persian for better comprehension. Second, to better distinguish items for monitor
ing and use, the wording for the items related to monitoring was modified to replace ‘to learn’ with 
‘to understand’ as the former may imply use. For instance, the item ‘I pay close attention and try to 
learn from the corrections I receive on errors in my spoken English’ changed to ‘I pay close attention 
and try to understand from the corrections I receive on errors in my spoken English’. Finally, L2 pro
ficiency was also assessed using the long version of the ACTFL Proficiency Self-Assessment, which 
included 50 Can-do statements that asked how well one can perform specific tasks (Tigchelaar et al. 
2017; Winke et al. 2023). The items were responded to on a 4-point Likert scale, including ‘Not yet 
(1), With much help (2), With little help (3), and Yes, I can do this well (4)’. The possible range of scores 
was from 10 to 200.

Data analysis
Similar to Study 1, descriptive statistics were calculated, and an EFA was run following the same 
extraction and rotation procedures used in Study 1, followed by a series of CFAs with maximum 
likelihood estimation to compare alternative models. Finally, hierarchical multiple regression ana
lyses were performed to assess the extent to which the identified FSB constructs predicted learners’ 
L2 proficiency.

Table 6 Regression analysis results with monitoring and use merged into a single predictor 
with the proficiency self-rating scores as the outcome variable (US data).

Beta t P Tolerance VIF

Model 1 
R2 = .25

Length of L2 study .44 6.86*** <.001 0.99 1.01
Monitoring/use .19 2.96* .01 0.99 1.01

Model 2 
R2 = .27

Length of L2 study .46 7.16*** <.001 0.97 1.03
Monitoring/use .05 0.61 .55 0.51 1.96
Elicitation .20 2.21* .03 0.52 1.94

The index model 
R2 = .27

Length of L2 study .45 7.07*** <.001 1.00 1.00
FSB index .22 3.47*** <.001 1.00 1.00

*P < .05, **P < .01, ***P < .001.
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Results
Exploratory factor analysis. In the initial EFA, items tapping CF on pragmatics again emerged as 
a source of structural distortion and were thus removed. The final EFA yielded a stable two-factor 
solution, supported by eigenvalues greater than 1 and the scree plot. Similar to Study 1, Factor 1 
consisted of eight CF Use and Monitoring items and accounted for 63.86 per cent of the total vari
ance. Factor 2 captured four CF Elicitation items and explained 5.39 per cent of the variance.

Confirmatory factor analysis. As in Study 1, CFAs were conducted to test alternative models, as 
well as the convergent and discriminant validity of the scales (see the section ‘Study 1’ for details). 
The evaluation of the CFI, TLI, RMSEA, and SRMR indices (Table 7) indicated that the three-factor 
model provided a significantly better fit than the two-factor and one-factor alternatives. 
Convergent validity was also supported, with the AVEs exceeding the recommended .50 thresholds 
for all constructs (Table 8). In addition, AVEs exceeded the corresponding SICs, indicating reason
able discriminant validity. Global model fit indices and model comparison results provided strong 
support for the three-factor solution. In addition, the Pearson correlation of .83 between 
Monitoring and Use (Table 9) indicates improved discriminant validity of the two variables com
pared with the .91 correlation in Study 1 (Table 2), which is below the common threshold of .85 
that raises concerns about discriminant validity (Brown 2015). Finally, internal consistency reli
ability for the three constructs was high, as evidenced by McDonald’s ω, Cronbach’s alpha, and com
posite reliability values (Table 8). Finally, all items loaded significantly on their intended latent 

Table 7 Comparison of tested models (Iran data).

χ2/df (N= 294) CFI TLI RMSEA SRMR Δχ2 AIC BCC

3-Factor model 101.74/51*** .98 .98 .06 .02 — 179.74 183.36
2-Factor model 174.06/53*** .96 .95 .09 .03 72.32*** 248.06 251.49
1-Factor model 367.07/54*** .90 .87 .14 .06 265.34*** 439.07 442.42

***P < .001.

Table 8 Descriptives and reliabilities of final scales in the three-factor model (Iran data).

k M SD α ω CR AVE

Elicitation 4 4.81 1.06 .90 .90 .90 .69
Monitoring 4 4.77 1.04 .92 .92 .91 .72
Use 4 4.86 1.00 .90 .90 .90 .70

Coefficient omega (ω) tests the reliability of measurement scales that do not satisfy assumptions of tau-equivalence. CR, 
composite reliability; AVE, average variance extracted.

Table 9 Pearson correlations (Iran data).

CF elicitation CF use

CF use .71*** —
CF monitoring .76*** .83***

***P < .001.
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constructs, with standardized loadings ranging from .78 to .90 further supporting the adequacy of 
the three-factor measurement model (Table 10).

Multiple regression analyses
A hierarchical regression model was run, where Length of Study (covariate), Elicitation, 
Monitoring, and Use were entered in order, with L2 proficiency (Long ACTFL self-assessment 
scores) as the outcome variable. The results of the analyses (Table 11) indicate that both Length 
of Study and CF Elicitation were significant predictors in the base model, accounting for 9 per 
cent of the variance. When CF Monitoring was added in Model 2, it emerged as a significant pre
dictor, whereas CF Elicitation was no longer significant. The model explained 16 per cent of the 
variance. In the final model, which included all three FSB constructs, CF Monitoring and CF Use 
emerged as significant predictors of L2 proficiency, while CF Elicitation remained non-significant. 
In addition, no serious multicollinearity issues were observed in this dataset, with VIF values below 
5 and tolerance values above .20.

Finally, an additional multiple regression analysis was conducted using the FSB Index, which 
was formed by summing the mean scores for all three FSB variables. Consistent with Study 1, 

Table 10 Standardized and unstandardized CFA factor loadings for the three-factor model (Iran 
data).

Latent constructs β B

CF elicitation
Q1 .78 —
Q2 .85 1.01
Q3 .86 1.16
Q4 .86 1.14
CF monitoring
Q5 .79 —
Q6 .89 1.16
Q7 .86 1.18
Q8 .90 1.24
CF Use
Q9 .78 —
Q10 .87 1.06
Q11 .83 1.07
Q12 .87 1.08

N = 294. All coefficients significant at the P < .001 level.

Table 11 Hierarchical regression with ACTFL long scale as outcome variable (Iran data).

β t P Tolerance VIF

Model 1 
R2 = .09

Length of L2 study .12 2.17* .03 1.00 1.00
Elicitation .27 4.73*** <.001 1.00 1.00
Length of L2 study .13 2.37* .02 1.00 1.00

Model 2 Elicitation −.05 −0.65 .51 0.42 2.38
R2 = .16 Monitoring .42 5.06*** <.001 0.42 2.38

Length of L2 study .12 2.27* .02 0.99 1.01
Model 3 Elicitation −.09 −1.09 .28 0.40 2.51
R2 = .18 Monitoring .28 2.57* .01 0.24 4.10

Use .20 2.01* .04 0.28 3.57
The index model 
R2 = .15

L2 study length .12 2.17* .03 1.00 1.00
FSB index .37 6.76*** <.001 1.00 1.00

*P < .05, ***P < .001.
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the FSB Index emerged as a significant predictor, and along with Length of L2 Study, accounted for 
15 per cent of the variance in the outcome variable (see Table 11), underscoring the overall import
ance of FSB in explaining L2 proficiency.

Discussion
The purpose of this study was to expand the theoretical scope and enhance the psychometric char
acteristics of the FSB constructs, originally developed by Papi et al. (2019). Motivated by the results 
of previous studies regarding feedback inquiry, the present study recalibrated the construct of in
quiry, focusing on the corrective nature of students’ CF elicitation while engaged in oral interaction. 
Therefore, the construct was named CF Elicitation to reflect these features. In addition, building on 
theoretical and empirical grounds in CF research, a scale was developed to measure the use or up
take aspect of FSB. The original questionnaire (Papi et al. 2019) was revised and used to collect data 
from learners of Spanish in the United States and learners of English in Iran. CFA results provided 
support for the emergence of three factors, particularly in Study 2, following the modification of 
items used in Study 1.

The first factor, CF Elicitation, represents learners’ intentional attempts to elicit CF when they are 
not certain about the accuracy of their oral L2 utterances. That is, when they suspect they might 
have made grammatical, lexical, or pronunciation errors while speaking English, they ask other in
dividuals (teachers or peers) or use digital resources (e.g. ChatGPT) for CF. CF Elicitation thus func
tions as a gateway strategy that helps students gain access to the feedback needed when it is not 
already available. Researchers have proposed that students taking such initiatives signal motiv
ational readiness to process and use CF (Mackey et al. 2000; Gass and Mackey 2006), which leads 
to the production and saliency of CF sequences (Li 2010; Lyster and Ranta 1997) and maximizes 
the feedback they receive (Zhang and Zhang 2023).

The second factor included items that traditionally measured the monitoring component of FSB 
(Papi et al. 2019), representing learners’ attention to and attempts to understand the CF provided on 
their various L2 errors (e.g. grammar, vocabulary, pronunciation). This FSB strategy has been 
linked to various adaptive motivational, affective, and contextual variables and has been shown 
to predict L2 performance (e.g. Papi et al. 2019, 2020, 2024). In addition, learners’ attention to CF 
has been the focus of much SLA research and theorizing. For instance, Schmidt (1990) emphasized 
that learners can gain from CF when they notice, pay attention to, and become aware of the CF that 
fills a gap in their L2 knowledge. Dekeyser (2020) views CF as declarative information that learners 
can understand and use to improve through practice. The notion of feedback monitoring encom
passes all the cognitive processes that learners engage in in relation to CF and equates the notion 
of cognitive engagement with CF. Such engagement concerns ‘whether or not the information con
tained in the feedback is attended to, noticed, and processed in the right way’ (Pawlak 2013: 69).

The third factor, CF Use, which was added to the original FSB model in this study, included items 
measuring learners’ attempts to use the CF provided on errors in their oral L2 production. Although 
CF Use and Monitoring did not demonstrate desirable discriminant validity in the first study, mod
ifications in Study 2 led to improved distinctions. More specifically, CFA results suggested that CF 
Monitoring and CF Use represent closely related yet conceptually distinct FSB dimensions rather 
than a single undifferentiated construct. CF Use equates the behavioral dimension of CF engage
ment, where ‘the focus is on whether and in what way learners uptake oral corrections’ (Ellis 
2010: 342). The addition of the use dimension to FSB also aligns with the interaction perspective, 
which views CF as a prompt that contributes to acquisition not only by raising learners’ awareness 
of their errors but also through leading them to adjust their erroneous L2 output (Long 1996). From 
Dekeyser’s (2020) perspective, CF can lead to proceduralized L2 knowledge only when it leads to 
modified practice.

The results of hierarchical multiple regression analyses showed that the FSB predictors func
tioned differently across the two contexts. In the L2-Spanish context of the USA, CF Monitoring/ 
Use was a significant predictor of L2 proficiency alongside Length of L2 Study. However, when 
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CF Elicitation was added to the model, it significantly predicted L2 proficiency, but CF Monitoring/ 
Use was no longer significant, suggesting that CF Elicitation accounts for the variance explained by 
Monitoring/Use in L2 proficiency. In the context of Iran, Elicitation was also a significant predictor 
when it was entered into the base model. However, it lost significance when CF Monitoring and CF 
Use were added in the next two models. Contrary to the previous studies, which did not produce 
results favorable to feedback inquiry (e.g. Papi et al. 2024), CF Elicitation emerged as a predictor 
of L2 proficiency in both L2 Spanish and L2-English data in this study. These results confirm 
that this study has achieved its first objective of re-operationalizing feedback inquiry in a way 
that represents genuine requests for CF during oral interaction rather than for other purposes, 
such as impression management (e.g. Papi et al. 2020). Whereas the original scales developed for 
measuring Feedback Inquiry (Papi et al. 2019) included eight items asking the teacher or others 
‘to give me feedback’, ‘show me strategies/suggestions’ on ‘how I can improve’, only three items spe
cifically focused on the request ‘to correct me when I make a mistake speaking.’ By contrast, the 
new CF Elicitation scale developed in this study exclusively focuses on requests for correction of 
grammatical, lexical, and pronunciation errors among others, achieving the first objective of this 
study in capturing the corrective function of CF.

Relatedly, the inclusion of digital tools (e.g. ChatGPT) as potential sources of feedback in the CF 
Elicitation items reflects recent developments in SLA research. Learners are increasingly engaging 
in proactive learning behaviors such as feedback seeking (e.g. Liu and Zhao 2026) through 
AI-powered technologies and digital platforms, where immediate and individualized feedback op
portunities are accessible (Kessler 2023; Liu and Hwang 2024; Yan et al. 2026). Although the present 
study did not specifically examine the distinct role of AI-mediated feedback sources, including them 
within the broader conceptualization of feedback sources, it reflects the growing role of digital tech
nologies in proactive language learning and aligns the revised FSB framework with emerging 
trends in SLA research.

Differences in the L2-Spanish and L2-English data reflect differences in the sociocultural con
texts of Florida and Iran. Students’ use of Spanish in Florida is not limited to the classroom context. 
Proactive students can gain access to various contexts where they can use Spanish in real-life sit
uations. Even though it is not commonly expected of native speakers to correct L2 speakers’ erro
neous utterances in social contexts, students’ direct elicitation of CF can result in the reception of 
the desired CF and help learners develop their L2 proficiency. CF Elicitation can therefore represent 
learners’ proactivity more effectively than CF Monitoring/Use, which only comes into play if CF is 
already provided. In the context of Iran, however, students’ use of English is primarily limited to 
their classroom, where plenty of CF is provided on their faulty oral L2 production, obviating the 
need to ask for more CF. In the abundance of the CF provided, CF Monitoring and CF Use seem 
to play the primary role in developing Iranian learners’ L2 proficiency.

The results of this study support the original rationale that a model of FSB in L2 learning with 
three components representing how learners elicit, reflect on, and use CF to improve their L2 
knowledge and performance provides a more accurate and comprehensive understanding of 
learner involvement in the feedback process than the original FSB model (Papi et al. 2019). 
Proactive learners are expected to seek out CF on their erroneous L2 production, try to fully under
stand the CF on their errors, and utilize the CF to improve the accuracy of their L2 production. The 
inclusion of three components representing elicitation, monitoring, and use in an FSB model in 
SLA, thus, expands the previous view of FSB as inquiry and monitoring (Ashford 1986; Papi 
et al. 2019).

Conclusions
FSB was originally defined as ‘learners’ intentional, calculated, and strategic attempts to gather 
feedback information’ on their L2 performance (Papi et al. 2020: 486). In light of the findings of 
the present study, FSB is defined as learners’ self-directed efforts to elicit, monitor, and use correct
ive feedback to enhance their L2 production. The new instrument provides more comprehensive 

14 | Applied Linguistics, 2026, Volume 00, Issue 0
D

ow
nloaded from

 https://academ
ic.oup.com

/applij/advance-article/doi/10.1093/applin/am
ag055/8754088 by guest on 07 August 2026



coverage of learners’ feedback-related behaviors, which are expected to contribute to L2 develop
ment. The model is also parsimonious in that it outlines the major behavioral steps learners take to 
seek out, monitor (i.e. assess, analyze, evaluate), and utilize CF. In addition, it provides a theoretic
ally meaningful tool that is superior to other models of feedback engagement (e.g. Ellis 2010) in 
multiple ways.

FSB shares commonalities with the notion of CF engagement (e.g. Ellis 2010) in that it encom
passes both cognitive and behavioral aspects of learners’ responses to CF. However, it differs in 
at least two major ways. First, whereas concepts such as feedback engagement suggest that learn
ers wait for feedback to be provided, FSB views learners as proactive agents who directly solicit 
feedback, observe, assess it, and finally put it to use in their L2 production (e.g. Li and Han 
2024). Second, FSB does not include non-behavioral dimensions such as affective engagement, 
‘where the focus is on how learners respond attitudinally to the CF’ (Ellis 2010, p. 342). Instead, 
the FSB model focuses exclusively on the physical and cognitive behaviors learners proactively 
demonstrate in relation to CF, aiming to improve their L2 knowledge and skills. From this perspec
tive, affective factors are viewed either as antecedents or byproducts of feedback-related experien
ces rather than as actions that learners take (Papi and Hiver 2025).

Finally, the strong relationships between the FSB constructs, as well as the overall FSB index, and 
L2 proficiency underscore the importance of CF in learning outcomes in diverse learning contexts. 
Although this was not an experimental or longitudinal study, the association between different FSB 
and L2 proficiency further supports the value of feedback in L2 learning, which contradicts previ
ous claims about the ineffectiveness of CF in L2 acquisition (e.g. Truscott 2023).

Limitations and future directions
Caution must be exercised in extending the results to other contexts and populations until the study 
is replicated. Considering the goal of this study was to reconceptualize FSB as a behavioral con
struct and examine its relationship with L2 proficiency, only self-report data were used. Future 
studies can benefit from using a variety of data collection methods, including observational, inter
actional, and interview data, to triangulate questionnaire data. Using the new instrument devel
oped in this study, researchers can examine the roles of contextual, motivational, affective, and 
cognitive predictors of FSB. In addition, intervention studies can be used to explore how FSB strat
egy training and structuring (Li and Han 2024) and the enhancement of learners’ feedback literacy 
(Carless 2026) can prepare learners to make the most of their learning environments. Other studies 
can explore how enhancing the social and relational dimensions of the instructional environment 
can influence learners’ FSB, particularly when CF is provided by teachers, peers, technologies such 
as ChatGPT, or a combination of these sources.

According to Brown (2015), ‘in applied research, a factor correlation that equals or exceeds .85 is 
often used as the cutoff criterion for problematic discriminant validity’ (p. 147). Although the cor
relation between Monitoring and Use did not reach this cutoff point after modifications to the 
items, the findings suggest that Monitoring and Use may represent closely related, and potentially 
sequential, phases of CF processing. In other words, learners’ attention to and processing of feed
back (monitoring) may naturally co-occur with, or lead directly to, attempts to incorporate that CF 
into subsequent use. From this perspective, the two constructs may represent interconnected as
pects of a broader behavioral pattern rather than entirely independent entities. At the same 
time, the enhanced distinction shown in Study 2 supports their conceptual distinction. Taken to
gether, these findings highlight the need for further research to more clearly delineate the bound
ary between Monitoring and Use and determine if the two are best modeled as separate constructs 
or integrated within a unified measurement framework.

Practical implications
The FSB model can be instrumental for teachers in helping their students navigate feedback envi
ronments and benefit from the available feedback. The learner-centered perspective underlying 
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the notion of FSB enables teachers to do more than provide information about a student’s perform
ance; ‘it places emphasis on them designing learning environments in which students can seek, 
generate, and use feedback’ (Carless 2026: 2). Extended to the L2 classroom, teachers can enhance 
students’ feedback literacy, that is, knowledge and skills for seeking out, processing, and using CF to 
enhance their L2 performance. Teachers can instill the value of CF in students’ minds, as students 
who do not value CF are unlikely to seek it out (e.g. Papi et al. 2020). Once CF is valued in a learner’s 
mind, they can be trained to use strategies to elicit CF from human or digital sources and process it 
for understanding and learning. Finally, students need to be aware that being corrected is not the 
ultimate goal; instead, they must incorporate the corrected version of their previous erroneous ut
terances into their future L2 use.
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