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Development of a Measure of Receptivity to Instructional Feedback and Examination of Its 

Links to Personality 

There is a general consensus in the field of educational psychology that instructional 

feedback matters. A substantial body of research has demonstrated that feedback is a key 

variable that can promote student engagement, help students maintain on enhance motivation, 

and achieve key instructional goals (Hattie & Timperley, 2007; Lipnevich & Smith, 2018). 

Studies also consistently conclude that feedback is a gentle beast in that it functions best under 

specific conditions, and requires a great deal of work for all involved in order to be utilized most 

effectively. One of the main conditions for the effective use of feedback is whether a student 

wants to and is capable of incorporating the feedback provided to him or her. After all, if 

instructors prepare the best kind of feedback and students do not utilize it, the effort will be 

wasted and no benefit will obtain (Lipnevich, Berg, & Smith, 2016). There is initial evidence to 

suggest that people may be more or less receptive to feedback across domains (Murano, Martin, 

Burrus, and Roberts, 2018). In other words, some of us are more eager than others to hear about 

our performance in general, irrespective of the particular area under consideration. Our goal in 

this research is to develop and examine a measure of in

feedback. 
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In the current study, we aimed to provide initial validity evidence on the internal structure 

of the RIF self-report instrument designed to measure the degree to which tertiary students were 

receptive to instructional feedback. We also investigated the association between receptivity and 

personality to ensure that the construct of receptivity is not subsumed under the Big Five 

personality dimensions (e.g., Lipnevich & Roberts, 2014).  

The CFA results confirmed the existence of four separate factors of receptivity to 

feedback: experiential attitudes toward feedback, instrumental attitudes toward feedback, 

cognitive engagement with feedback, and behavioural engagement with feedback. Links between 
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personality and receptivity were of the expected direction and magnitude, thus providing 

personality factors. Conscientiousness and Openness were the strongest predictors of receptivity, 

particularly for the behavioural engagement component.  

Very often, newly introduced constructs strongly relate to personality factors, and upon 

careful examination get subsumed under large personality dimensions (MacCann, Lipnevich, 

-jungle  Hence, it was crucial to 

show that receptivity to instructional feedback could be differentiated from the Big Five factors. 

Our results revealed that we indeed were not simply reproducing facets of the Big Five 

personality dimensions. Conscientiousness and Openness were the strongest predictors of the 

four factors of receptivity, suggesting that students who were achievement-oriented and 

disciplined (high on C) as well as intellectually curious and open to new information (high on O) 

would tend to be more receptive to feedback. Agreeableness yielded significant albeit weak links 

with the RIF factors, indicating that being cooperative and trusting was not the key predictor of 

high feedback receptivity. This is an interesting finding which shows that  to 

exhibit cooperative behaviours is less predictive of willingness to welcome feedback and engage 

with it compared to  These links have to be 

further disentangled with studies examining relations among the facets of Big Five, the four 

factors of the RIF scale, and achievement and well-being outcomes. Finally, we also found that 

Neuroticism negatively predicted one of the RIF factors  behavioural engagement with 

feedback  suggesting -conscious and 

impulsive would be less likely to engage in deep processing of feedback. Such differential links 

among personality and RIF factors offer evidence of discriminant validity of the scale. In sum, 
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our initial exploration suggests a promising route for future studies, and establishing links among 

RIF and well-being and achievement outcomes will be of substantive theoretical and practical 

significance.
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7. I hate it when the instructor hands back the work I have done -- -- 

8. I like learning how I did on an assignment -- -- 

 

 

 

 

 

6. I find the comments I get on my assignment to be very helpful -- -- 

7. Receiving feedback is the best way to learn -- -- 

8. I don't find feedback to be helpful -- -- 

-- -- 

 

 

 

 

5. When I get feedback on an assignment, I know how to work with it -- -- 

6. The feedback I get on my work does not make sense to me -- -- 

7. When I get comments, I do not understand what the instructor is trying to tell me -- -- 

8. I understand how to use instructor's comments to make my work better -- -- 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

10. I only look at feedback quickly -- -- 

11. I ask my instructor to explain comments I do not understand -- -- 

12. I spend a lot of time studying instructor's comments -- -- 
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