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ABSTRACT:
Students consistently report dissatisfactionwith feedback but there has been little work examining how
student characteristics relate to this. The present study focuses on Academic Locus of Control (ALoC),
self-regulation strategies, self-efficacy and intrinsic motivation. Psychology undergraduate students
(N=251) completed a questionnaire and analyses revealed two clusters of students: (i) ‘Externals’ with
an external ALoC, low self-regulation strategies, low self-efficacy, low intrinsic motivation; and (ii)
‘Internals’with an internal ALoC, high self-regulation strategies, high self-efficacy and high intrinsic
motivation. Comparing the clusters, Externals reported less satisfaction with feedback, readfeedback less
often, were more likely to place greater importance on the mark relative to feedback, and used the
feedback on their work less frequently when working on subsequent assessments. Institutions may need to
consider supporting students to engage with and use the feedback but some students may need additional
support to develop the skills to do this effectively.

Keywords:Academic locus of control; self-regulation; self-efficacy; intrinsic motivation; assessment
feedback.

Introduction
Assessment feedback is consistently one area where students report less satisfaction
compared to other aspects of their course. The assessment and feedback section of the National
Student Survey (NSS) in the UK is one metric and tends to receive the poorest feedback scores
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across institutions (Blair, et al 2013). There have been many scholars and practitioners who have
aimed to address this from the perspective of the institution by exploring different methods of
feedback. However, there is a small body of literature that examines student characteristics and
how this might relate to satisfaction with feedback. For example, there is evidence to suggest
student differences in terms of receptivity to feedback (Winstone, et al 2017) but these
differences have not been examined within the context of (dis)satisfaction with feedback. Given
the research on differences in receptivity to feedback, it is plausible to propose that there may be
certain groups of students that perceive their feedback as unhelpful due to personal
characteristics (e.g. they fail to take ownership for the outcomes associated with their work
and/or lack the skills and motivation to engage with and reflect effectively on the feedback on
their work). The present study addresses this by examining four factors relating to individual
differences: academic locus of control, self-regulation, self-efficacy and intrinsic motivation. It
will exam the relationship between these four factors and student satisfaction with feedback on
assessment.

Academic locus of control
General locus of control (LoC) is a psychological construct proposed by Rotter, (1966)
and is seen to be a fairly stable characteristic (Davis & Davis, 1972). Rotter asserts that
individuals perceive rewards and reinforcements to either be a direct result of their own
behaviour (i.e. a causal relationship) or to be something which happens by luck or chance, or is
controlled by others. Rotter referred to these beliefs as an internal and external LoC respectively
since the former attributes outcomes to internal factors while the latter attributes them to external
factors.
LoC has also been explored within the context of education, referred to as Academic
Locus of Control (ALoC). Students with an internal ALoC perceive their successes and failures
in their studies to be a result of their own abilities and behaviours and tend to be more successful,
for example attaining higher grades (Carden, et al 2004; Dubey & Nayyar, 2016; Madanagopal
& Thenmozhi, 2017). Since they attribute outcomes to internal factors, they tend to be more
motivated and more in-tune with using internal processes. For example, students with an internal
ALoC have been found to be more likely to be active learners (Cassidy & Eachus, 2000), to put
more effort into their work (Shell & Husman, 2001), to begin work on an assignment early
(Janssen & Carton, 1999), and to be less likely to procrastinate when engaging in academic work
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(Carden et al., 2004). Since ALoC is usually measured on a continuous scale, the opposite
patterns are assumed among students with an external ALoC. In addition, students with an
external ALoC are more focussed on the achievement of grades rather than the process of
learning itself (Goodboy &Frisby, 2014). Given this focus on grades rather than learning, it is
understandable that students with an external ALoC are also more likely to report higher levels
of stress and anxiety (Abouserie, 1994), particularly in relation to tests and examinations (Carden
et al., 2004).

Correlates of ALoC
Several educational factors have been found to correlate with ALoC and are likely
instrumental in the relationships discussed above. The current study will address three of these
factors: self-regulation strategies, self-efficacy and intrinsic motivation.
Self-regulated learning has been defined as “actions and processes directed at acquiring
information or skill that involve agency, purpose, and instrumentality perceptions by learners”
(Zimmerman, 1989, p.329). Zimmerman outlines different self-regulated learning strategies
including (but not limited to) self-evaluation, record keeping and monitoring, goal setting, and
planning. Unsurprisingly, students who possess the skills and ability to self-regulate their
learning effectively tend to perform better academically (Yip, 2012; Zimmerman & MartinezPons, 1990). In relation to ALoC, students with an internal ALoC are more likely to be selfregulated learners (Sidelinger, 2010), being more able to synthesise learning and to be more
skilled at transferring knowledge to different contexts (Agnew, Slate, Jones, & Agnew, 1993).
They are also more able to relate ideas to one another and to have greater time management and
study organisational skills (Cassidy & Eachus, 2000).
Self-efficacy and intrinsic motivation are closely linked to one another and to selfregulation strategies (Pintrich & de Groot, 1990). Self-efficacy relates to perceptions or beliefs
about one’s ability to be able to plan and subsequently use appropriate skills to attain goals or
outcomes in relation to tasks (Bandura, 2002) and is thought to be a key personal factor
influencing self-regulated learning (Zimmerman, 1989). Intrinsic motivation refers to the
motivation within oneself to perform an action whereby the performance of this action is carried
out for the sake of the action rather than for some external reward (Deci, Vallerand, Pelletier, &
Ryan, 1991). In terms of education this refers to a student who enjoys studying for studying’s
sake rather than for instrumental reasons such as good grades (Fazey & Fazey, 2001). Students
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with a high level of intrinsic motivation are more likely to be self-regulated learners, (Pintrich &
de Groot, 1990), for example previous research has found that students who are intrinsically
motivated are more likely to employ skills such as planning their studies and setting goals for
themselves (Ames & Archer, 1988).
Since both self-efficacy and intrinsic motivation are beliefs and motivations that come
from within (i.e. internal), it is clear how these have relationships with ALoC. Students with an
internal ALoC are more likely to have higher levels of self-efficacy (Landine & Stewart, 1998)
and an internal ALoC has been found to be a stronger predictor of self-efficacy than goal
orientation and ability (Phillips & Gully, 1997). Conversely, students high in external ALoC
have been found to have less belief in their own academic capabilities (Goodboy & Frisby,
2014). In terms of intrinsic motivation, low levels of intrinsic motivation have been found to be
related to an external ALoC (Fazey & Fazey, 2001) and as already mentioned, those with an
external ALoC are less learning-oriented than internal ALoC students (Goodboy & Frisby,
2014).
Theevidence suggests that students with an internal ALoC are more likely to be selfregulated learners, more likely to be intrinsically motivated and to have higher levels of selfefficacy compared to students with an external ALoC. Since a key characteristic of an internal
ALoC is to take ownership for the outcomes related to one’s own learning, it is understandable
that students with this personal characteristic are more likely to regulate their own learning, have
a motivation for learning that comes from within, and have a higher belief in their own
capabilities.

Current Study
The literature shows that ALoC, self-regulation, self-efficacy and intrinsic motivation are
closely related to one another. It can therefore be hypothesised that students will generally fall
into one of two groups: (i) those with an External ALoC who tend to use a low level of selfregulated learning strategies and have low levels of both self-efficacy and intrinsic motivation,
and (ii) those with an Internal ALoC who tend to use a high level of self-regulated learning
strategies, and have high levels of both self-efficacy and intrinsic motivation (for the purpose of
this study, the former group will be referred to as ‘Externals’ and the latter ‘Internals’). Although
these variables have been examined in terms of academic outcomes such as grades and
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performance (e.g.Caprara et al., 2008; Phillips & Gully, 1997), as cluster groupings they have
not been examined in relation to satisfaction with feedback on assessments.
There is evidence to suggest that self-regulation strategies, goal setting, and motivation
play a role in students’ receptivity to feedback (Winstone, et al., 2017)and a lack of appropriate
strategies can be one barrier that prevents students using feedback appropriately (Winstone, et
al., 2017). Moreover, students with high levels of self-efficacy and high self-regulation are more
likely to put more effort into engaging with feedback (Handley, et al., 2011; Orsmond & Merry,
2013). However, ALoC has not been examined within this context and further, there is little
evidence that these variables as a whole have been examined in terms of satisfaction with
feedback. One could argue that External students will be less satisfied with their feedback for
two reasons. First, many feedback and assessment models assume that students not only read the
feedback but can also use internal processes (e.g. self-regulation; Nicol & Macfarlane‐Dick,
2006) to use the feedback effectively to develop their learning and understanding. However, as
suggested by previous research, those students who would fit into the Externals cluster (having
low self-regulation, self-efficacy and intrinsic motivation) may be less likely to read, engage
with and use the feedback effectively, possibly due to a lack of appropriate skills and/or because
of their preoccupation with marks rather than developing their learning (Goodboy & Frisby,
2014). Together, this might translate to lower satisfaction with the feedback they receive since
this disengagement with their feedback is less likely to lead to improved results. Second, since
they are more likely to attribute outcomes to external factors, they are less likely to attribute
outcomes of their work (e.g. a poor mark) to their own behaviours and are therefore more likely
to blame external factors (e.g. blaming previous markers for unhelpful feedback). In line with
previous research and the points made above, the current study has the following hypotheses:
Compared to Internal students, External students will:
H1 report lower levels of satisfaction with assessment feedback
H2 report that they read their assessment feedback less frequently
H3 be more likely to perceive the mark on their work as more important than the feedback

One of the purposes of feedback is to help students identify areas where they can improve which
allows them to focus on different elements of the task (e.g. essay writing) with a view to
improving these in future assessments but some students may not use their feedback to inform
future work (Price et al., 2011). We therefore followed up some of the students in our sample to
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ask how often they used their feedback to help them write subsequent assessments. We
hypothesised that compared to students from the Internals cluster, students from the Externals
cluster would report using the feedback less frequently (H4).

Method
Participants
All first and second year undergraduate BSc Psychology students from a researchintensive university in the North of England were invited to take part in the study in the 2017/18
academic year. Of this sample, 251 students participated (93.23% female; mean age = 19.45,
SD= 2.13) which constitutes approximately 56% of the first and second year undergraduate
student population. The majority of the sample were from the UK (85.66%).
Measures
The measures for three of the four variables of interest (self-efficacy, intrinsic motivation,
and self-regulation) were measured with the Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire
(MSLQ) scale used by Pintrich and de Groot(1990) – each were measured using a different subscales (i.e. 3 sub-scales). Examples of items from these scales are ‘I think I will receive a good
grade in this degree’ (self-efficacy); ‘Understanding this subject is important to me’ (intrinsic
motivation); and ‘Before I begin studying I think about the things I will need to do to learn’ (selfregulation strategies). Participants were required to indicate the extent to which they agreed with
each of these statements by responding on a 7 point Likert scale ranging from ‘Not at all true of
me’ (scored as 1) to ‘Very true of me’ (scored as 7).Each of these three subscales were found to
be reliable (all Cronbach alphas > .72).
To measure ALoC, the revised version of the Academic Locus of Control Scale for
college students (Curtis & Trice, 2013) was used. An example item from this scale is ‘I
sometimes feel that there is nothing I can do to improve my situation.’ Participants were required
to indicate whether the statement was true (scored as 1) or false (scored as 0) of them. Each
participant’s score was totalled and then a mean score calculated so that a high score indicated an
external ALoC.Reliability analyses showed this scale to be reasonably reliable (Cronbach’s alpha
= .68).
To measure student satisfaction with feedback, a new scale was devised which contained
6 items (e.g. ‘The feedback on my work has helped me to identify areas in my work which need to
be improved’). Participants were required to indicate the extent to which they agreed with each
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statement on a 5 point Likert scale ranging from ‘strongly disagree’ (scored as 1) to ‘strongly
agree’ (scored as 5). This scale was found to be reliable (Cronbach’s alpha = .78). Students were
also asked to indicate the frequency with which they read the feedback on their work (possible
answers were ‘never’, ‘rarely’, ‘sometimes’, ‘often’or ‘always’), and to state the importance of
feedback relative to their mark (possible answers were ‘less important’, ‘as important’, or ‘more
important’).

Procedure
Ethical approval was provided by the ethics committee of the Department of Psychology
prior to beginning the study. Participants were provided with a link to the online questionnaire.
The first page outlined the aims of the study and asked participants for their consent to take part
in the study. Once this had been confirmed, participants worked through the questionnaire at
their own pace. The final page debriefed the participants on the aims of the study.

Results
The mean scores of all variables for the entire sample were calculated and are shown in
Table 1. Correlation analyses showed that as expected, ALoC, was negatively correlated with
self-regulation, self-efficacy and intrinsic motivation with the latter three variables being
positively correlated with each other (Table 1). These four variables were therefore entered into a
cluster analysis to identify groups or clusters of students based on their scores on these variables.
All four variables were standardised before entering them into the cluster analysis due to the
ALoC scale being measured on a different scale to the other three variables. Since the correlation
analyses reflected what was expected, a k-means cluster analysis was carried out requesting two
clusters to be formed based on Euclidian distance. Convergence to these two clusters was
achieved after 5 iterations. Figure 1 shows the mean standardised scores for each of these two
clusters on all 4 variables entered into the analysis. These two clusters reflect two groups of
students as expected - Internals with high levels of self-efficacy, intrinsic motivation and selfregulation strategies (n=139); and Externals with low self-efficacy, intrinsic motivation, and selfregulation strategies (n=112). There were significant differences between these two clusters on
all variables entered into the cluster analysis (all ps <.001).
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1

Standardised mean score

0.8
0.6
0.4

Cluster 2: Externals
n=112

0.2
0

Cluster 1: Internals
n=139

-0.2

-0.4
-0.6
-0.8
-1

ALoC

Self-efficacy

Intrinsic motivation

Self-regulation

Figure 1Standardised mean scores of each of the four main variables for each cluster
Table 1
Means and standard deviations of the key variables, and correlations between ALoC, selfregulation, self-efficacy and intrinsic motivation.

1 ALoC (0-1)
2 Self-regulation (1-7)
3 Self-efficacy (1-7)
4 Intrinsic motivation- (1-7)
5 Feedback satisfaction (1-5)
** p <.010

Mean (SD)
0.48 (0.18)
4.83 (0.65)
4.58 (0.81)
5.25 (0.73)
3.85 (0.63)

2
-.47**

3
-.51**
.61**

4
-.36**
.62**
.54**

5
-.22**
.11
.17**
.17**

H1: Satisfaction with feedback
An independent t-test revealed that External students reported lower satisfaction with
the feedback on their work (mean score = 3.75, SD = 0.61) than Internal students (mean score =
3.94, SD = 0.63), t(249) = 2.48, p=.014, r = .16.

H2: Frequency students read feedback
Only 1 student from the Externals cluster reported rarely reading their feedback. All
other students from both clusters reported that they read the feedback on their work either
sometimes (7.57%), often (20.32%) or all the time (71.31%). The percentages for each of these
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options for each cluster were calculated and are shown in Table 2. In order to test whether
there were differences between the two clusters regarding the number of students who always
read their feedback, the data from the 1 student who answered ‘rarely’ was discounted and the
categories ‘sometimes’ and ‘often’ were merged together to form one category. A 2x2 Chi
Square test of independence showed that there was a significant difference between the
groups with a larger percentage of students from the Internals cluster reporting that they
always read their feedback compared to the students from the Externals cluster (78.42% versus
63.06%),2(1) = 6.64, p =.010.
Table 2
Percentage of students from each cluster who reported reading the feedback on their work
rarely, sometimes, often or always.
Cluster group
Rarely
Sometimes
Often
Always
Internals (n=139)
0.00%
5.76%
15.82%
78.42%
a
Externals (n=111)
0.90%
9.90%
26.13%
63.06%
a One student from the Externals cluster did not answer this question so the percentages in this table are based on
a sample of 111 for this cluster

H3 Importance of marks relative to feedback
The two clusters were also compared on perceived relative importance of marks to
feedback. The smallest percentage from each cluster reported that the feedback was more
important to them (see table 3). In order to test whether those from the Externals cluster
would place more importance on marks, the data for the options ‘equal importance’ and
‘feedback more important’ were merged. A 2 x 2 Chi square test of independence revealed that
External students were significantly more likely than Internal students to report that the mark
was more important to them than the feedback (52.25% versus29.50%), 2 (1) = 13.36, p=.001.
Table 3
Percentage of students from each cluster who reported how important their mark was relative
to feedback

Internals (n=139)
Externals (n=111)a

Mark more
important
29.50%
52.25%

Equal importance
65.47%
43.24%

Feedback more
important
5.04%
4.50%

a One student from the Externals cluster did not answer this question so the percentages in this table are based on
a sample of 111 for this cluster
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H4 Using feedback for subsequent assessments
We gathered data on this question from 129 students from the original sample (69 from the
Internals cluster and 60 from the Externals cluster). The percentage from each cluster for each
possible frequency is shown in table 4. The options ‘rarely’ and ‘sometimes’ were merged to
form one category and the options ‘Most of the time’ and ‘Always’ were merged to form one
category. A 2 x 2 Chi square test of independence showed that significantly more students from
the Internals cluster reported using the feedback most of the time or always in subsequent
assessments (75.36%) compared to those in the Externals cluster (58.33%), 2 (1) = 4.24,
p=.040.
Table 4
Percentage of students in each cluster who reported using their assessment feedback on
subsequent assessments either rarely, sometimes, most of the time, or always.

Internals (n=69)
Externals (n=60)

Rarely

Sometimes

4.35%
8.33%

20.29%
33.33%

Most of the
time
37.68%
38.33%

Always
37.68%
20.00%

Discussion
The current study aimed to explore whether student characteristics are associated with
student satisfaction ratings on assessment feedback, the frequency with which they read the
feedback, the importance placed on the mark relative to the feedback, and the extent to which
they use the feedback to help them with subsequent assessments. Specifically, it hypothesised
that compared to Internal students, External students would (H1) be less satisfied with the
feedback on their work; (H2) read the feedback less frequently; (H3) place more importance on
the mark than the feedback; and (H4) use the feedback less frequently when writing subsequent
assessments. All four hypotheses were supported by the data.
These results suggest that there may be a certain type of student who perceives the
feedback on their work as unhelpful. The reason for this perception of feedback may relate to
two things: having an External ALoC and a deficit of appropriate skills. Students with an
external ALoC will typically look to external (rather than internal) factors when explaining
outcomes of events (Rotter, 1966). In the case of assessment and feedback, this could relate to
blaming markers, or previously unhelpful feedback for a poor mark or attributing a good mark to
an ‘easy’ essay question. In either case, the feedback will be relatively unhelpful seeing as
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feedback tends to focus on what the student has and has not done well and provides advice on
how to improve in future assessments (i.e. requiring the student to look at internal factors). This
interpretation may also explain why the Externals cluster reported reading and using their
assessment feedback less frequently than the Internals cluster. Seeing as one of the purposes of
feedback is to help students identify areas that require improvement, this is likely to be seen as
unhelpful to someone who does not focus on internal factors and processes and thus may read
and use the feedback less frequently. Although in light of the research on ALoC this may be
perfectly plausible, it mightbe concerning when it comes to publicly accessible metrics like the
NSS. Students who are rating feedback as less satisfactory could possibly be the students who
are reading and using their feedback less frequently and thus their ratings may not be an accurate
reflection of the quality of feedback.
An additional reason why these types of students may perceive feedback as unhelpful is
because they lack the motivationand skills to engage with it effectively. In Nicol and McFarlaneDick’s (2006) model of feedback, it is assumed that students will use self-regulatory processes
(including intrinsic motivation) alongside the feedback on their work to help develop their skills
for future outputs (e.g. essays).This process can also be influenced by motivational beliefs (i.e.
self-efficacy). In the present study, students in the Externals cluster had low levels of selfefficacy, low self-regulation strategies and low intrinsic motivation and previous literature
supports these relationships. Taken together, these factors may mean that students in the
Externals factor lack the skills necessary to engage with the feedback appropriately and therefore
read and use it less frequentlythan students in the Internals cluster. This inability to use the
feedback appropriately may then lead to the perception that the feedback is unhelpful, being
reflected in student satisfaction ratings. However, the present study offers no evidence to
disentangle the causal relationships between reading and using feedback, and perceptions of the
usefulness of feedback. There is some evidence that dissatisfaction pre-empts disengagement
(Price, et al., 2011) but there is no evidence on whether this process is moderated by student
individual differences such as those examined in the current study. Future research should
examine more closely the relationships between dissatisfaction and disengagement with feedback
specifically to see if it differs between different clusters of students.
Moreover, an interesting route for further research would be to examine the specific
reasons to explain why and when students do not use feedback. In their review on the literature
relating to receptivity of students to feedback, Winstone, et al.,(2017) report that when the
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awarded grade is lower than expected, some research has found that this increases engagement
but others have found it leads to disengagement. These contrary findings may be a function of
student individual differences. We would hypothesise that this situation would lead to
disengagement from ‘External’ students (since they would blame external factors and therefore
would see little point in reading the feedback) but increased engagement from ‘Internal’ students
(since they would blame internal factors and would therefore wish to know how to improve
future work). Another interesting avenue is to look at students who do use their feedback and
examine differences in how it is used, with a specific interest in whether this would differ
between different types of students. One would hypothesise that due to their lower selfregulation, lower self-efficacy and lower intrinsic motivation, students in the Externals cluster
who use their feedback would use it in a sub-optimal way. Studies such as this may enable
strategies to be put in place to supportdifferent types of students use their feedback more
effectively which may then have an effect on their perceptions of the usefulness of the feedback.
The current study also found that those in the Externals cluster were more likely to place
greater importance on marks relative to feedback. This finding is in line with previous research
where an external ALoC has been found to be related to placing more importance on marks than
learning (Goodboy &Frisby (2014), and students with low levels of intrinsic motivation are less
interested in learning for learning’s sake (Fazey & Fazey, 2001). This preoccupation with the
mark rather than feedback could be another explanation for why students in the Externals cluster
reported reading and using the feedback less frequently than those in the Internals cluster; if it is
not important to them, they are less likely to engage with it. However, it should be noted that just
above forty per cent of students in the Externals cluster reported that their mark and feedback
had equal importance to them. Although this was lower than the percentage of students from the
Internals cluster, it is still a sizeable proportion. In a Utopian world, one might want all students
to view feedback as more important than the mark as it is this that can help develop their
understanding and learning. However, in reality students are also concerned with their final
degree classification and how this might relate to their employability prospects (Liang, 2012) and
changes in marks between different assessments may be used as a gauge for students to ‘track’
their learning. It is therefore perfectly understandable that students place equal importance on the
grade and feedback and thus can explain why this was selected by a high percentage of
studentsfrom both clusters.

INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF HIGHER EDUCATION AND RESEARCH
(WWW.IJHER.COM)[AUTHOR NAME] 23

The results from the current study suggest that there may be a particular ‘type’ of student
who when asked, reports higher levels of dissatisfaction with their feedback. When aiming to
improve assessment and feedback scores on measures like the NSS, and to help students see the
value of feedback, it may therefore be prudent to focus on students who would typically sit
within the Externals cluster found in the present studies. The challenge to academic staff is
therefore how best to support these students with the feedback they receive on their work.Given
the results of the current studies, institutionscould aim to improve ALoC, self-regulation
strategies, self-efficacy and intrinsic motivation in External students. However, it would
beunethical to provide this support to certain students only. Instead, this support could be
delivered to all students with the expectation that it will benefit more those who would typically
fall in the Externals cluster found in the present study. For example, Winstone,et al., (2017)
report that self-regulation skills can be improved through various interventions such as
encouraging students to keep portfolios of their work, to make action plans and to reflect on
these, and allowing students to discuss feedback with the tutor (although student attendance can
be a problem with the latter of these). These interventions can also increase student engagement
with feedback and may then have a positive impact on student satisfaction ratings.
There may however be a problem with attempts to shift ALoC from external to internal,
particularly if ALoC is seen to underpin the other factors covered in the current study. General
LoC is seen to be a relatively stable personality characteristic (Davis & Davis, 1972) and ALoC
could

therefore

be

difficult

to

change.

Assuming

that

ALoC

as

a

personality

characteristicunderpins self-regulation, self-efficacy and intrinsic motivation, any attempt to
improve these three factors would supposedly have little or no effect for those with an external
ALoC. This may be particularly concerning given that there is evidence to suggest students have
become more external in their LoC (Twenge et al., 2004). In addition to this, the relationships
between LoC and educational outcomes may be stronger for first generation university students
(Aspelmeier, et al., 2012), and there has been a steady increase in first generation students across
the last few years in the UK (HEFCE, 2017). Together, these findings may mean that ALoC
which may come with a deficit in learning skills (e.g. self-regulation) will become an increasing
concern for institutions. In addition, it may point to a rather negative viewpoint of attempting to
increase assessment and feedback scores on the NSS - if ALoC is stable and has an effect on
student ratings, these NSS scores may be very difficult to increase. There is however evidence
that challenges the assumption that ALoC underpins other educational factors and the
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assumption that it is a stable characteristic. Improvement in self-regulation strategies can lead to
students becoming less external and more internal in their ALoC (Arlin & Whitley, 1978; Haury,
1988) and so training students in these skills could have positive effects on ALoC.Providing
training in self-regulation skills may be useful specifically in relation to assessment and feedback
as it will allow students to develop skills such as self-reflection, self-monitoring and goal setting,
all of which can be useful when using feedback effectively to make improvements to future
assessments.Students may therefore require support in the development of these skills to help
them read and use their feedback appropriately.
The present study is not without its limitations. First, the sample was largely female and
although this is representative of Psychology University Departments (Barry et al., 2016), this
could have influenced the average scores found on certain variables. Female students tend to
have higher levels of self-efficacy compared to males (Aspelmeier et al., 2012; Fazey & Fazey,
2001) and females may be more likely to have a more internal ALoC than males (Aspelmeier et
al., 2012). In addition, compared to males, females have been found to be more likely to use
feedback (Turner & Gibbs, 2010). Obtaining a sample of equal gender could not only allow for a
more balanced distribution of the variables but also allow for gender effects to be analysed.
Another limitation is that the effect size reported for the differences between the clusters in
satisfaction with feedback is small. There are clearly other variables that feed into the extent to
which students are satisfied with their feedback, one of these variables being the way in which
feedback is delivered. Educators should therefore continue to work with students to deliver
feedback in ways that students find useful and easy to use.
In summary, the current study shows that students with an external ALoC, low selfregulation strategies, low self-efficacy and low intrinsic motivation are more likely to report
dissatisfaction with the feedback on their work, to read and use it to a lesser extent, and to place
more importance on their mark than feedback. In order to improve student ratings on the NSS
and to help students use their feedback effectively, institutions may need to put measures in place
to help students improve their skills. Through this support and together with appropriate
feedback from staff, not only can students develop skills that will help their learning but the
outcome may also have a positive impact on assessment feedback scores in measures like the
NSS.
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