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Abstract 
We must often give and receive constructive feedback in various contexts. Constructive feedback offers unique benefits including improvements in performance, goal-pursuit, self-awareness, and self-efficacy. However, it is challenging to give and receive. This may be due to threats to self-concept that giving and receiving constructive feedback pose. Yet, the role of self-concept threat in constructive feedback remains understudied. We propose that giving and receiving constructive feedback trigger self-concept threat and can result in negative affect for givers and recipients. This framing allows us to approach feedback in a novel way -- as an emotion-regulation problem. Recipients must down-regulate negative affect when hearing negative self-relevant information. Givers must down-regulate negative affect when risking interpersonal rifts or rejection. Here, we review relevant emotion regulation literature as it applies to the feedback process and identify points for future research. Conceptualizing constructive feedback as an emotional-regulation challenge may inform the design of future interventions.
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The Self, Emotion, & Regulation Model of Giving and Receiving Constructive Feedback
Can you think of the last time you watched a TV show and felt the discomfort of being unable to prevent a character from entering into an uncomfortable or tense situation with others due to information accessible to you as the audience, but not to the person themself? Writers of TV shows, movies, books, and plays commonly use this tactic, called “dramatic irony,” in which they give the audience access to information about characters’ situations that characters themselves do not yet know in order to build tension (Britannica, 2020). In a sense, we serve as the viewers of the lives of those around us (and vice versa) and may feel a similar sense of dramatic irony and the tension it creates when we pick up on others’ errors or wrong-doings. Unlike TV shows or movies, however, in our own lives, we have the opportunity to provide helpful information and insights on others’ behavior to them directly such that it might be corrected to benefit both the individual and those around them. The process of intervening in such situations-- in other words, giving constructive feedback to support others in avoiding potential mistakes or harm-- is highly beneficial in a variety of contexts.
Due to its utility for growth and goal pursuit in professional (Prue & Fairbank, 1981; London & Smither, 2002; Kluger & DeNisi, 1996), academic (Bing-You, et al., 2017; Schartel 2012; Ossenberg, Henderson, & Mitchell, 2019; Donnon, et al., 2014; Wiśniewski, Zierer, & Hattie, 2020), and interpersonal (Nadler, 1979) contexts, a great deal of literature outlines the benefits of constructive feedback. We define constructive feedback as explicit information that is negatively valanced and delivered with the intent to correct a target’s behavior, thought process, or performance strategy (Herold & Greller, 1977). Constructive feedback is thus effective when it is given appropriately and when it is accepted and leveraged into personal improvement.  In a laboratory setting, negative feedback from a credible source is one of the most powerful positive influences on both task performance and goal setting (Podsakoff & Farh, 1989). Constructive feedback is necessary professionally for employees to learn which strategies maximize performance, which in turn drives progress towards overall goals and improves well-being (Pichler, Beenen & Wood, 2018; Mackie, Holahan, & Gottlieb, 2001). In education, constructive feedback provides a way to both assess the effectiveness of learning methods (van de Ridder et al., 2008) and to measure progress towards academic goals (Schartel, 2012), thus allowing students to reach these goals and improve performance (Hattie & Timperley, 2007). Constructive feedback from others is one of the social-environmental factors that underlies the formation of self-efficacy (Bandura, 1986), and it promotes self-regulated learning (Zimmerman, 1990; Wang & Wu, 2008). In addition to students and employees who benefit from receiving it, constructive feedback promotes overall efficiency and strong performance within organizations. Across contexts, constructive feedback affords more accurate self-perceptions (Labuhn, Zimmerman, & Hasselhorn, 2010), thus improving self-efficacy and allowing people to fulfill their various roles more effectively (Chung & Yuen, 2011; Butler & Winne, 1995; Nesbit, 2012). 
Despite its benefits, constructive feedback is emotionally and interpersonally challenging to receive in ways that can diminish its effectiveness. Even in settings in which objectivity and performance improvement are valued, including the workplace and the classroom, people are not always comfortable accepting and implementing constructive feedback. In the workplace, employee reactions to feedback are the primary determinants of its effectiveness (Keeping & Levy, 2000; Levy & Williams, 2004). Yet these reactions are often influenced by emotion and individual differences (Ilgen, Fisher, & Taylor, 1979). For example, employees tend to be more accepting of constructive feedback and view their supervisors more positively based on their perceptions of feedback fairness (Flint, 1999; Cawley et al., 1998). While feedback is effective in improving professional performance on average, employees reject about one-third of negative feedback (Kluger & DeNisi, 1996). Even those who self-report poor workplace performance avoid negative feedback, and instead tend to prefer to seek positive feedback to restore self-esteem (Meyer, 1991). In education too, the benefits of constructive feedback hinge on the way students perceive and react to it. Although constructive feedback is expected in the classroom, it nevertheless tends to feel personal, and results in defensiveness and negative affect (McConnell, Rydell, & Brown, 2009). In this vein, in the classroom, feedback focused on self-relevant features (e.g., a person’s intelligence) of its recipient tends to be the least effective, whereas feedback connecting academic performance to specific learning strategies and concrete suggestions for improvement is preferred (Schartel, 2012; Shute, 2008; Sadler, 2010, Hattie & Timperley 2007).  
Constructive feedback is similarly emotionally and interpersonally challenging for its givers. Just as recipients can struggle to effectively accept and implement constructive feedback, its givers can likewise give it ineffectively or withhold it due to the social and emotional challenge it poses. Even when it is a professional obligation, employers avoid giving constructive feedback due to fear of negative personal judgment by their employees (Luckett & Eggleton, 1991), reluctance to share negative evaluations of others (Ilgen, Fisher, & Taylor, 1979), and the potential to spark interpersonal rifts (Larson, 1986). Constructive feedback may be specifically uncomfortable to give due to reluctance to share bad news with others in general (Dibble & Levine, 2010; Cox et al., 2011). It is clear that despite its benefits, constructive feedback is challenging to give and receive in ways that can render it ineffective or prevent it from being given altogether. 
Taken together, existing work provides promising, though largely unrecognized, evidence that both giving and receiving feedback present an emotion-regulation problem. Specifically, individuals must regulate their emotions-- the negative states that arise from receiving negative information about the self or being the source of negative information to others-- to achieve their goals-- improving their performance or giving someone useful information. We propose that in all contexts, the central challenge limiting the benefits of constructive feedback is threat to self-concept. Threat to self-concept sparks negative affect, necessitating emotion regulation and restoration of positive self-regard (Roese & Olson, 2007). This aligns with a central commonality described in existing work: that constructive feedback is least effective when explicitly directed towards an individual’s self-concept (Schartel 2012; Hattie & Timperley, 2007; Kluger & DeNisi, 1996; Shute, 2008). However, threat to self-concept can arise even when feedback is not explicitly personal (McConnell, Rydell, & Brown, 2009). 
Self, Emotion, and Regulation (SeER) Model of Constructive Feedback. We propose that effective constructive feedback can both promote successful self-regulation by providing external-- and ideally relatively objective-- indicators of how well individuals are engaging behavioral, cognitive, and affective processes that promote goal attainment (Zimmerman, 2000; Schartel, 2012). Constructive feedback may thus require and consequently improve self-regulation and emotion-regulation processes in its recipients. Likewise, giving constructive feedback is an act of emotion-regulation in and of itself. We posit that the effectiveness of constructive feedback hinges upon the regulation of negative affect following threat to self-concept for both in its givers and recipients (Figure 1, red). 
Our proposed model of constructive feedback is novel in that it outlines common ground in the feedback process across contexts, unpacks challenges experienced by givers of feedback, and paves the way for potential interventions that could maximize the unique benefits of constructive feedback. The bulk of existing work regarding feedback centers on education or the workplace and focuses either on ways that feedback is optimally received (Larson, 1986; Kim 2019; Hattie & Timperley, 2007; Pichler, Beenan, & Wood, 2020; Alvero, Bucklin, & Austin, 2001) or the role it plays in the self-evaluation processes of those receiving it (Kruglanski, 1990; Wood & Bandura, 1989). As a result, many existing models are dependent upon the expectation that feedback will be given and received as opposed to the possibility that feedback will arise. Unexpected feedback occurs frequently and may trigger equally unexpected self-evaluation in givers and recipients. For example, if an individual unintentionally makes an offensive comment and is corrected by another person, both people may undergo unexpected self-reflection. 
Existing work also tends to underweight the cognitive, social, and affective processes underlying giving feedback, as compared to receiving it. One of the aims of this review is to identify central commonalities of the process of giving and receiving feedback, with a particular focus on the role that negative affect and its regulation may play in both processes. Lastly, relative to positive feedback, negative feedback is uniquely supportive of self-regulation in pursuit of goals, improvement of performance (Fishbach, Eyal, & Finkelstein, 2010; Louro, Pieters, & Zeelenberg, 2007), and enhanced self-awareness (Carver & Scheier, 1998; London, Larsen, & Thisted, 1999). Constructive feedback offers great potential for growth by illuminating sources of performance improvement that a feedback recipient might be unaware of (Higgins, 1987; Tosi, Locke & Latham, 1991; Cannon & Witherspoon, 2005; Kluger & DeNisi, 1996; Conway & Huffcutt, 1997). 
Below, we examine the nature of self-concept threat and negative affect caused by giving and receiving constructive feedback and explore the feedback process through an emotion-regulatory lens. In the first section, we define the nature of the relationship between constructive feedback, self-concept threat, and negative affect (Figure 1). In the second, we outline individual and interpersonal factors that might influence these components (Figure 1, orange). Finally, we conclude by discussing regulation strategies that may be applied to make constructive feedback more effective for its givers and recipients. 

Constructive Feedback Self-Concept Threat and Negative Affect.
Self-concept is often defined as the structure of beliefs and attitudes that an individual holds as truths about the self (Gallagher, 2013; Baumeister, 2011). Self-concept is multi-faceted, including conceptualizations of past and future selves (Wilson & Ross, 2001) and possible selves that have not yet been realized (Markus & Wurf, 1986; Higgins, 1987). Self-concept also tracks the self across multiple personal roles (McConnell, 2011), in major social relationships (called the relational self) and may present differently in particular contexts or over time (Chen, Boucher, & Taipas, 2006). We thus define self-concept as a structure of beliefs about the self that are stitched together across time, in dreams, expectations, social relationships, and personal roles. Self-concept is an important facet of an individual’s psychological health and well-being (Linville, 1987; Greve & Wentura, 2003). Indeed, individuals are motivated to hold it in positive regard, and failure to do so often leads to negative affect (Baumeister et al., 1990; Roese & Olson, 2007). The goal to maintain a positive self-concept often biases information seeking, evaluation, and retrieval (Gaertner et al., 2002; Sedikides, Gaertner, & Toguchi, 2003; Schleicher & McConnell, 2005). For example, individuals disproportionately associate positive self-memories and self-aspects as more central to overall self-concept (Wilson & Ross, 2001; Ross & Wilson, 2002; Wilson & Dunn, 2004). 
The motivation to maintain a positive self-concept can make giving constructive feedback challenging. Specifically, individuals may fear negative personal evaluation, rejection by others, and interpersonal conflict (e.g., a challenge to the relational self). Likewise, for those who receive feedback, motivation to maintain a positive self-concept might cause constructive feedback to be seen as a threat, particularly if it is inconsistent with an individual’s self-evaluation tendencies. Information offered through constructive feedback that is not consistent with recipient self-evaluations might also result in defensiveness and rejection of information when feedback does not confirm existing beliefs about the self (Hart et al., 2009; Trope & Bassok, 1982). Though the way that it arises varies for those on the giving and receiving ends of constructive feedback, threat to self-concept disrupts positive regard for the self and generates negative affect that must be regulated for givers and recipients. We hypothesize that the regulatory strategies elicited by feedback can be adaptive or maladaptive and that strategy choice will moderate feedback effectiveness. For example, an adaptive regulation strategy like reappraisal may help the individual reframe the act of giving feedback as a helpful one, or one with both parties’ best interests in mind. In contrast, a more maladaptive strategy like suppression may lead to denial or refusal to engage with the feedback, leading to suboptimal outcomes.
Internal and Interpersonal Self-Concept Threat when Giving Constructive Feedback. The prospect of giving constructive feedback often presents a threat to self-concept: if it is given, the giver faces possible personal negative judgment, rejection, or conflict with others, but if it is withheld, the giver must remedy inconsistencies between personal values and inaction (e.g., cognitive dissonance). People tend to avoid giving constructive feedback to protect the relational self-- that is, to prevent conflict with (Waung & Highhouse, 1997) and negative emotional responses in others (Larson, 1984). Thus, the underlying motivation to maintain a positive self-concept and avoid negative affect might either inhibit or encourage individuals to give constructive feedback. In a larger review, London (1995) emphasized that negative feedback is more likely to be destructive than constructive when its giver is low in self-control and/or self-esteem and is more likely to be withheld when its giver is high in these domains. Taken together, these findings indicate that when negative evaluation holds greater personal or social impact for givers, constructive feedback is more likely to be withheld or to be ineffective. 
Notably, constructive feedback is even withheld to prevent negative recipient reactions in the workplace, where such feedback is standard (Ilgen & Davis, 2000) and where relationships may be less central to self-concept. Fear of negative recipient responses is so potent that individuals prefer to give constructive feedback when they cannot see the recipient’s reaction. People are quicker and less reluctant to give constructive feedback online rather than in person (Sussman & Sproull, 1999), and prefer to give negative feedback anonymously (Antonini, 1994). Individuals also avoid giving constructive feedback for fear that it is undesired by its recipient, which could cause the recipient to negatively evaluate and/or reject the giver (Folkes, 1982). Withholding potentially undesired feedback serves to prevent personal rejection, especially if giving unsolicited feedback may be considered a norm violation. Likewise, even in the workplace, fear of personal rejection is associated with downplaying the magnitude of poor performance (Tesser & Rosen, 1975; Fisher, 1979; Ilgen & Knowlton, 1980). This results in constructive feedback being given less frequently and less honestly than employees want (Conlee & Tesser, 1973; Jampol & Zayas, 2020). Constructive feedback givers thus are potentially engaging frequently in a behavior that they find aversive due to personal and relational consequences and are perhaps doing so sub-optimally as a result. 
Though failure to give constructive feedback can be self-protective, it can also give way to incongruent personal values and actions, particularly if a person fails to act on something central to self-concept. This incongruence itself is threatening to self-concept and causes negative affect, accompanied by feelings of inauthenticity (Chen, 2019) and negative arousal (Festinger, 1957). However, the internal self-concept threat sparked by withholding feedback may be less powerful than external or social threats posed by giving feedback. Potential feedback givers may avoid doing so through fear of harsh judgment or rejection from the feedback recipient. This tendency, while understandable, may, unfortunately, lead to negative outcomes. Take, for example, research on pluralistic ignorance (Prentice & Miller, 1993), which finds that inaccurate knowledge of societal and group norms leads to undesirable and regrettable behavior (e.g., binge drinking on college campuses). Giving feedback in these situations would result in everyone having more accurate normative information but relies on givers taking an interpersonal risk; this interpersonal risk can be accompanied by fear of conflict with the feedback recipient and fear of negative personal evaluation or rejection. 
That said, the decision to give feedback can be emotionally driven when the failure to act on personal values outweigh possible damage to self-concept. For example, a person who consciously values gender equality may feel compelled to give constructive feedback upon hearing a sexist remark-- in such a scenario, internal threat to self-concept and negative affect posed by the failure to intervene may outweigh relational self-threat, thereby leading to intervention. Negative affect may also be a primary motivator for giving feedback in scenarios in which feedback is not expected, such as intervening in a situation because of moral outrage (Teper, Zhong, & Inzlicht, 2015). Thus, both giving and withholding constructive feedback elicit negative affect, which must be regulated. Negative affect elicited by threat to self-concept can serve as a barrier or a catalyst to the decision to give feedback. In either case, negative affect must be successfully regulated for constructive feedback to be effective for all people involved. The unpleasant nature of giving feedback is both empirically and experientially clear, but the basis and regulation of this unpleasantness, particularly in scenarios that are not characterized by a power discrepancy (e.g., between romantic partners, close friends, colleagues at the same level) remains understudied. 
Self-concept threat when receiving constructive feedback. Threat to self-concept has been explicitly identified as a primary source of negative emotional response and feedback rejection in existing research. The central motivation to maintain a positive self-concept tends to manifest as self-protection. This protective tendency often presents as self-serving bias, in which people protect personal self-concept by judging themselves as superior to others or past selves (Alicke & Sedikides, 2009; Kruger & Dunning, 1999; Zeller et al., 2020). Self-protective strategies are adaptive, serving to enhance self-esteem (Campbell, Rudich, & Sedikides, 2002; Gebauer et al., 2012), improve problem-solving (Isen & Means, 1983), fortify immune system function (Taylor et al., 2003), and elicit positive affect (Roese & Olson, 2007; Beach & Tesser, 2000). The absence of self-protection is associated with depression (Abramson, Metalsky, & Alloy, 1989; Sweeney, Anderson, & Bailey,1986) and increases in morbidity and mortality in physical illness (Peterson & Seligman, 1987). Self-protection is, in fact, one of the oldest recognized motivations in self-evaluation (Allport, 1937). In some ways, self-protective motives (including self-serving biases) can meaningfully influence the way individuals view the world. This could make receiving constructive feedback from others one of the best options for aligning beliefs about the self with reality. However, motivation to protect positive self-concept also makes people less receptive to constructive feedback, even when they intend to self-evaluate differently (e.g., to self-improve). 
Receiving constructive feedback has been associated with self-concept threat in interpersonal contexts, such as familial (Hakmiller, 1966) and companion relationships (Korn et al., 2012), and more objective contexts, such as economic choice (Jermias, 2001) and clinical education (Kim et al., 2018). In domains that can characterize personal values and identity, including personal relationships and moral values, receiving negative feedback presents a particularly powerful threat to self-concept. In romantic relationships, for example, bogus negative feedback regarding potential relationship infidelity led its recipients to experience cognitive dissonance, psychological discomfort, and discrepancy in self-concept (Foster & Misra, 2013). In the context of prejudice and bias, individuals with low implicit prejudice experienced strong negative affect, particularly guilt, following bogus feedback regarding their implicit biases (Fourie et al., 2014). Moreover, individuals’ self-reported moral identities are enhanced when told that they are developing into their ideal moral selves but are diminished when they are told that they have met their maximum moral potential (Jordan, Leliveld, & Tenbrunsel, 2015). Thus, in general, feedback that is inconsistent with, or unfavorable towards, one’s view of the self tends to produce negative affect and is often rejected even in academic and professional contexts (Kluger & DeNisi, 1996; Hattie & Timperley, 2007). The ability to effectively receive constructive feedback depends on the navigation of the threat to self-concept it poses in part through management of the negative affect it brings. 
Existing self-evaluation tendencies may further moderate the magnitude of self-concept threat and intensity of negative affect resulting from receipt of constructive feedback. When people self-evaluate intentionally, they tend to do so with one of several primary motives. The most objective motive is self-assessment, or the goal to gain objective, accurate information about the self (Festinger, 1957; Trope, 1986). Alternatively, people may seek out information that aligns with existing beliefs about the self (i.e., self-verification) (Swann, 1990; Frey, 1986) or fortifies evaluative judgments about the self (e.g., self-esteem) (Taylor & Brown, 1988; Tesser, 1988; Zuckerman, 1979). Individuals may also have social motives and seek information to gain awareness and management of the impressions they broadcast to other people (Stebbins & Tedeschi, 1982; Schlenker et al., 1980; Leary & Kowalski, 1990). Lastly, self-improvement or self-change motives may drive people to seek honest, diagnostic information on personal strengths and shortcomings that can be leveraged or changed to better the self (Taylor, Neter, & Wayment, 1995; Sedikides & Hepper, 2009). 
However, self-evaluation processes can be at odds with motives to maintain a positive self-concept, particularly when one receives negative information. In these situations, individuals experience conflict between motives to improve versus to protect the self (Sedikides & Hepper, 2009; Taylor, Neter, & Wayment, 1995). In such contexts, improvement is the desired self-evaluation motive, while protection is the natural, adaptive tendency. Receiving constructive feedback can force consideration of the self, but when self-evaluation motives such as improvement and protection are at odds with one another, it is unclear which would be utilized particularly in unexpected situations. For example, if an individual is corrected when unknowingly making an insensitive comment, it is unclear whether intentional self-evaluation motives would be assumed, or whether the recipient would instead default to adaptive protection motives. If a recipient has an intentional improvement motive, constructive feedback might be implemented and used to shift behavior, whereas a self-protective individual may become defensive and reject the same information. The self-evaluation motive one holds when receiving constructive feedback, particularly when it is unexpected, might thus impact its effectiveness. Intentional regulation of negative affect arising in response to threatening information about the self might support a recipient’s ability to intentionally self-evaluate when receiving constructive feedback by reframing the feedback process. 

Regulation of Emotion during the Feedback Process.
Approaching the feedback process as a threat to self-concept and negative emotional experience for both feedback givers and recipients allows us to identify it more clearly as an emotion-regulation problem. This conceptualization is valuable: it provides a framework in which individuals must weigh short-term considerations (protection of self-concept, avoidance of producing negative feelings in the self and others) against long-term goals (improving self-assessment, giving others relevant corrective information). Emotion regulation may thus play a key, and understudied, role in both sides of the feedback process. Successfully regulating affect may present a fundamental challenge when giving constructive feedback. It is likely that giving effective feedback sometimes requires up-regulation of positive emotion (e.g., “I am doing this to be helpful”, “This will improve the situation in the long run”) or acceptance of negative affect (e.g., recognizing that failure to act on one’s values by withholding feedback is a greater threat to self-concept than interpersonal fears). 
In contrast, the fundamental challenge of receiving constructive feedback may stem from the negative affect caused by the threat of negative self-relevant information, particularly if the topic of such feedback had been outside of one’s awareness. Effectively receiving constructive feedback may primarily be a matter of managing negative affect through up-regulating positive emotion (e.g., “Feedback will support me to improve performance”, “This information is helping me grow personally”). Both giving and receiving feedback might benefit from adopting an emotion-regulatory approach. Successful emotion regulation may make the process of constructive feedback more effective by helping individuals to overcome defensiveness as recipients and fear of negative personal evaluation and interpersonal tension as givers.

Antecedent-focused Emotion-Regulation Approaches.
Emotion regulation strategies would be most successful in the constructive feedback process when they focus on reducing self-concept threat and associated negative affect. The Process Model of Emotional Regulation (Gross 1998; 2002) suggests that primary mechanisms of regulating negative affect are either antecedent-focused, arising before an emotionally charged scenario to cushion its impact on emotion (such as cognitive reappraisal), or are response-focused, arising after an emotionally-evocative scenario has occurred (such as suppression). Antecedent-based strategies may be most helpful in regulating the negative affect associated with the threat to self-concept posed by both giving and receiving constructive feedback. Below, we outline several antecedent focused approaches that may facilitate the process of giving and receiving constructive feedback for all involved.
Improving affective forecasts. Given that predicted negative affect is one of the primary factors that might preclude giving or seeking out constructive feedback, we first turn to the literature on affective forecasting (Wilson & Gilbert, 2003) to better understand the emotional dynamics involved in the feedback process. For example, someone may predict that they would be extremely angry if they heard a coworker make an offensive comment, and that this anger would lead them to act (e.g., give feedback). However, it is possible that the individual may falsely predict the intensity of their affective state in this situation (i.e., focalism, Wilson & Gilbert, 2003), in which case, they may fail to give feedback in a similar real-world scenario due to the absence of the motivating negative affect they had expected. Alternatively, they may falsely predict the strength of the link between their emotional experience and likelihood of acting (Teper, Zhong, & Inzlicht, 2015), in which case, they may feel intense negative affect but nevertheless, fail to give feedback if faced with a similar real-world situation. In this case, to give feedback, an individual would possibly have to up-regulate their anger and down-regulate their fear to deliver a feedback response. When both giving and withholding feedback could threaten self-concept, leaning into negative affect might motivate intervention by making the potential compromise of personal values (e.g., withholding) worse than interpersonal fall-out (e.g., giving). It is not clear whether giving feedback motivated by negative or positive emotion is more effective; this should be further examined in future work. However, it is clear that negative feedback may become destructive, rather than constructive, if it is motivated by negative affect in a way that is not guided by a genuine desire to support its recipients to grow, but instead, by a desire to assert power or belittle. For example, if a friend tells another that they should lose weight unprompted, this may technically be a corrective suggestion and may be motivated by negative affect (e.g., concern) but is not relevant to improving the friendship nor supporting the recipient towards personal goals. Thus, it may be interpreted as a malicious suggestion that may undermine rather than support the recipient. The way people relate to and relay negative emotions (rather than the emotions themselves) could make feedback driven by them destructive rather than constructive (Haase et al., 2011). Regardless, giving constructive feedback when it is motivated by negative affect likely requires emotional regulation for it to be effective and delivered appropriately.
In contrast, recipients must down-regulate the negative affect elicited by constructive feedback, and possibly up-regulate their positive emotions towards the giver, for it to be effective. This association has already been leveraged to facilitate feedback effectiveness. For example, one study (Trope & Neter, 1994, Experiment 2) found that when a positive mood is induced in advance, individuals tend to be more interested in negative feedback. Negative emotional reactions are often cited as barriers to effectively receiving feedback (Steelman & Rutkowski, 2004). These negative emotional reactions are linked to the threat to self-concept posed by feedback. Indeed, self-protective bias may in and of itself function as an emotion-regulation strategy that increases positive emotion in the context of receiving negative feedback (Roese & Olson, 2007; Campbell & Sedikides, 1999). Intriguingly, even negative mood manipulations (through movie clips) that do not threaten self-concept are associated with increases in self-protective bias (Jundt & Hinsz, 2002). This corroborates that self-protective bias itself serves as a response to regulate negative affect. Indeed, self-protection produces positive affect and self-concept maintenance (Beach & Tesser, 2000; Beach & Tesser, 2012). 
Although they are adaptive and tend to be the default responses to a threat to self-concept, self-protective biases may damage relationships with oneself and others following feedback events. Self-protective biases may cause individuals to remember others as disproportionately at-fault and the self as not at-fault for shared problems. For example, self-serving bias causes people to disregard negative feedback from others when it is personally threatening (Sedikides & Green, 2009) and to selectively remember events that are favorable to self-concept (Zhang et al., 2018; Ritchie et al., 2016). Self-favoring bias might generally lead to an inaccurate view of the self, which might damage individuals’ perspectives of their relationships with others by driving unreliable and self-favoring perceptions of shared problems or recalled events (Helion et al., 2020; El-Alayli & Wynne, 2015). This underscores the need to identify alternative emotional regulation strategies to fortify against natural self-protective tendencies that may be maladaptive. 
Adopting a higher-level construal. In addition to minimizing negative affect, it is also possible that emotion regulation may be used to increase positive emotions associated with the feedback process. Adopting a high-level construal of the feedback process may be one way of increasing positive affect. Trope & Liberman’s (2003) Construal Level Theory suggests that mental events, experiences, and information can be construed at different levels of psychological distance -- for example, the same act of cleaning a friend or family members’ dishes after they’ve had a long day can be construed at a lower level as an immediate, potentially frustrating task, and at a higher level as important for demonstrating support and maintaining a caring relationship. Items construed at a low level are psychologically closer, more immediate, and tangible, while items construed at a high level are more psychologically distant, abstract, and big-picture (Trope & Lieberman, 2010). The wide lens of high-level construal can allow for focus on overarching goals to outweigh the immediacy of present experience and can thus allow individuals to overcome immediate temptations that are inconsistent with broader goals (Fujita et al., 2006). If constructive feedback is construed at a high level (e.g., “this person is being helpful”, “this will improve my performance”), it might feel less threatening and more positive to the self and ultimately be more beneficial for both parties involved.
One possibility for a potential intervention would be to have individuals intentionally adopt a high-level construal prior to giving or receiving constructive feedback. This might increase positive emotions and reduce defensiveness associated with the feedback process. Consistent with this hypothesis, prior research has found that individuals who generally construe constructive feedback at a higher level are more receptive to its contents and are more likely to seek out it out (Freitas, Gollwitzer, & Trope, 2004; Rim & Summerville, 2014; Belding, Naufel, & Fujita, 2015; Fujita & Roberts, 2010). Future work should examine if adopting a high-level construal decreases the self-concept threat and negative affect associated with receiving feedback. 
It is also possible that intentionally adopting a high-level construal might equally benefit feedback givers. For example, a potential giver of constructive feedback who construes it at a higher level may see it as more integral to overall goals, supportive of its recipient, and important to big-picture issues. All of these features may make them more likely to give feedback. In contrast, construing giving feedback at a lower level may instead involve seeing it as only an immediate, tangible change that is unattached to larger goals and may inconvenience its recipient. This construal type would decrease the likelihood of giving feedback. Future work should examine the role that construal level may play in the process of giving feedback, and how it may impact self-concept threat and subsequent affective experience. 
Self-affirmation. Self-affirmation may present another route for successful antecedent-focused emotion-regulation during the feedback process. Intentional self-affirmation provides a method to induce a high-level, goal-oriented mindset in the feedback recipient (Steele & Liu, 1983; Creswell et al., 2005). Self-affirmation theory contends that affirming one’s values and integrity allows for reduced defensiveness and distress in the face of a personal threat, thus allowing protection of self-concept and emotional state (Steele, 1988). Self-affirmation has been associated with reduction of self-favoring memory following feedback threatening to self-concept (Green, Sedikides, & Gregg, 2008). In general, self-affirmation also leads to individuals perceiving their actions as leading to a broader goal. This reframing might allow for feedback to be processed in a way that is not defensive, but rather, as a useful method for striving towards broader goals -- potentially driving a higher-level construal (Wakslak & Trope, 2009; Cohen, Aronson, & Steele, 2000). It might also allow people to feel more comfortable and affirmed in the self before giving feedback to others, thus reducing the threat that conflict or rejection might pose. Overall, self-affirmation might serve as a form of self-soothing before self-concept threat-- this would enable preemptive reaffirmation of the values of potential givers of feedback to allow them to give effective constructive feedback (Sherman & Cohen, 2006; Blanton et al., 1997; Koole et al., 1999). Self-affirmation practices have also been found to restore self-concept following a threat, which might be beneficial to those who give constructive feedback and do experience social conflict as a result (Steele, Spencer, & Lynch, 1993). 
In addition to supporting givers, self-affirmation might reduce the dissonance that negative feedback might produce in its recipients, particularly if it brings their attention to a component of their behavior that they were unaware of (Simon, Greenberg, & Brehm, 1995). Pre-emptive self-affirmation may thus prevent an individual’s view of reality from being clouded by self-protective bias and allow them to better process constructive feedback. Self-affirmation might be a powerful tool as an antecedent-focused emotion regulation strategy for everyone involved by driving a high-level construal as well. Overall, self-affirmation might be an effective emotion-regulation technique for reaffirming self-concept prior to receiving and/or giving negative feedback, thus reducing threat and preventing negative affect during the constructive feedback process.
Cognitive reappraisal. Cognitive reappraisal is a way of changing the meaning of an emotionally eliciting event and has been one of the most commonly studied forms of emotion regulation (Gross, 2003; Ochsner & Gross, 2005; Ochsner, Silvers & Buhle, 2012). Cognitive reappraisal is considered an adaptive strategy for dealing with negative affect, particularly in comparison to emotional suppression, which is associated with negative mental and emotional health outcomes such as memory impairment and emotional instability (Gross, 1998; Bujor & Turliuc, 2020; Gross, 2002). For all involved, reappraisal of constructive feedback itself may be beneficial in that it might allow feedback to shift from being a challenge to self-concept to being an act of care and support. Intentional high-level construal, as in this example, represents a form of reappraisal, but cognitive reappraisal might be achieved differently and in a way that does not necessarily entail a shift in construal level (for example, framing the feedback as an impersonal observation rather than as a personal attack). Reappraisal allows the meaning of the events of giving and receiving feedback themselves to be shifted into a more positive light, whereas intentionally taking a high-level construal would situate these events in terms of their overall goals and broad implications. Intentional cognitive reappraisal could therefore take the form of higher-level construal as described in an earlier section. Those tasked with giving feedback might mitigate the negative affect arising from threat to self-concept through reappraising their feedback as beneficial for both themselves and the feedback recipients. Given that well-intentioned feedback is critical for individual progress (Tosi, Locke & Latham 1990), reframing constructive feedback as beneficial may make giving it a less emotionally challenging experience. 
Reappraisal techniques might allow for greater effectiveness for feedback recipients as well. Existing work has shown that people may wish to receive well-intentioned corrective feedback more than anticipated, especially when it is reappraised as directly actionable and impersonal, which maximizes effectiveness for recipients (Cannon & Witherspoon, 2005). Furthermore, those who tend to engage in reappraisal strategies to mitigate negative affect when receiving critical performance feedback show improvements in subsequent performance, whereas those who tend to engage in suppression techniques do not (Raftery & Bizer, 2009). Finally, in the workplace, employees who perceive constructive feedback as positively reinforcing and non-threatening tend to feel greater empowerment and perform better than those who do not (London, Larsen, & Thisted, 1999). This indicates the potency of cognitive reappraisal and other antecedent-focused regulation-- framing constructive feedback as positive, helpful, and non-threatening-- in construing the process at a high level to improve both the affective experiences of giving and receiving constructive feedback and the ability to leverage feedback into improved performance. 

Response-Focused Regulation Strategies.
Mindfulness. Mindfulness-meditation and mindfulness-based stress reduction techniques might also serve to pre-emptively fortify self-concept such that giving and receiving negative feedback becomes less threatening. Mindfulness-based stress-reduction strategies reduce negative affect while maintaining positive self-concept and self-esteem (Goldin & Gross, 2010), increase self-acceptance and self-esteem, and contribute to more positive self-representations (Emavardhana & Tori, 1997). Mindfulness meditation practice is also associated with reductions in criticism of the self (Zabelina & Robinson, 2010). Like self-affirmation practices, mindfulness meditation tends to contribute to a natural high-level construal through cultivating a tendency to focus on broader perspectives and big-picture goals (Chan & Wang, 2019). Collectively, mindfulness meditation might serve to fortify self-concept and enhance high-level construal prior to hearing or giving feedback.
After continued practice, mindfulness itself may become a momentary regulatory measure that could turn one’s attention to present responses during the feedback process. Constructive feedback may be easier to give following mindfulness-based practices. Mindfulness may enable people to be more aware of and thus, better able to navigate negative affect stirred up through threat to the relational self posed by giving feedback. Through enhanced self-awareness and emotional regulation (Roemer, Williston, & Rollins, 2015), people who regularly practice mindfulness may be better able to receive and give constructive feedback effectively. Likewise, through affording greater self-awareness, mindfulness-based interventions might allow even unexpected feedback to be less distressing to receive as individuals may already be aware of the topic of said feedback within themselves. Overall, if both givers and recipients of constructive feedback partake in mindfulness practices, they may also come to higher mutual understanding through agreement on the legitimacy and goal-relevance of the information exchanged. Future work should more deeply explore the effect of mindfulness practice on the process of constructive feedback. Mindfulness practiced at the moment of a feedback exchange might attenuate threat to self-concept for recipients and allow givers to construe feedback at a higher level such that both parties agree on the target of feedback and that it is supportive of overall goals.
Affect-Labeling. Affect labeling may also be a beneficial strategy to regulate the negative affect after feedback has already occurred. Affect labeling-- or the act of labeling emotions with explicit words -- is a mechanism of implicit emotion regulation in that it modulates the experience of emotion concerning the duration, intensity, or quality of the emotional experience (Torre & Liberman, 2018; Gross & Thompson, 2007). Affect labeling is so effective in regulating negative affect that it may even rival the long-established emotional regulatory mechanism of cognitive reappraisal: one study found that affect labeling was as strongly correlated with distress reduction as reappraisal was when used to regulate negative affect (Lieberman et al., 2011). 
Affect-labeling may promote more effective feedback processes by allowing individuals to recognize the emotional experiences of giving and receiving feedback, and implicitly regulate them through the act of recognition. A growing line of work has indicated that labeling negative affect and accepting its presence effectively alleviates both the negative affect itself and the distress that can accompany it (Shallcross et al., 2010; Brown 2006). Some studies have found affect labeling to have direct behavioral implications through its regulation of negative affect. For example, affect-labeling reduces the personal tension associated with watching a film that elicits negative affect (Mendolia & Kleck, 1993), enhances math test performance (Ramirez & Beilock, 2011), and improves effectiveness of exposure treatment in reducing public speaking anxiety (Niles et al., 2015). Likewise, affect-labeling may support givers of constructive feedback by allowing them to recognize when giving feedback may be particularly appropriate, and even necessary, on the basis of experience of specific negative emotions through related emotional action tendencies (Tamir et al., 2015; Tamir, Mitchell, & Gross, 2008). For example, if an individual is deciding whether or not to give constructive feedback, affect-labeling might allow for enhanced recognition of anger, which might then promote the action of giving constructive feedback in an appropriate way when it is most needed. Regulation of negative affect through affect-labeling may make emotions less distressing and increase the likelihood that people will recognize when it is necessary to give constructive feedback.
In both giving and receiving constructive feedback, affect-labeling might promote self-awareness, and facilitate reappraisal processes. For givers, affect-labeling might look like recognizing the negative emotional experiences of threat to self-concept when deciding whether or not to give feedback (e.g., fear of interpersonal conflict). As recipients, affect-labeling might look like the practice of intentionally labeling negative emotions following threat to the self that the feedback process may pose (e.g., disappointment, anger). Some existing interventions used to treat a range of psychopathology, including depression and anxiety disorder, center around the recognition and acceptance of negative affect, including radical acceptance work through dialectical behavior therapy (Robins et al., 2004). Similar interventions might thus be beneficially applied in the context of constructive feedback through fostering healthy emotional acceptance in its givers and recipients. Taken together, the implicit emotional regulatory advantages offered by affect labeling might allow individuals to benefit and grow from the feedback process. 

Interpersonal & Individual Factors. 
Although strategies discussed thus far may be beneficial for regulating emotion during the constructive feedback process, contextual factors may also be influential. These include interpersonal factors-- feedback content and relationship factors-- as well as individual differences. We will focus on individual differences that span over and influence all distinct components of self-concept: mindset, self-efficacy, personality, and regulatory focus. Both individual differences and interpersonal factors might impact the level of threat to self-concept, the intensity of resulting negative affect, and the capacity to utilize optimal emotional regulation strategies so that feedback might be most effectively given and received. This section describes interpersonal and individual-level factors that could influence the intensity of negative affect and which emotional regulation strategy might be optimal to enhance the constructive feedback process. 
Interpersonal Factors.
Nature of the Relationship Between Feedback Giver and Recipient. The extent to which constructive feedback challenges the self in givers and is accepted in recipients may be linked to the relationship between the giver and recipient. Mutual understanding between feedback givers and recipients may increase with feelings of shared reality -- i.e., shared epistemic goals or motivation. The Theory of Shared Reality posits that experiences of subjective interpersonal “shared reality” of inner states occur in reference to a common target (Echterhoff, Higgins, & Levine, 2009), and underlie perceptions of both interpersonal closeness and epistemic truth (Rossignac-Milon & Higgins, 2018). Constructive feedback may be more effectively given and received with a greater shared reality. When shared reality is high, individuals may have a greater mutual understanding of common goals. Feedback givers may be more likely to provide information that is goal-relevant, and recipients may be more likely to recognize the feedback’s legitimacy. 
Givers and recipients of feedback might also benefit from closeness and a relationship-oriented construal of feedback. In general, the high-level construal of relationship conflict (e.g., construal of conflict as a component in the pursuit of stronger relationships) tends to lead to an emphasis on relationship over individual goals (Yip-Bannicq, 2018), which might give individuals in close relationships a unique opportunity to give and receive feedback more effectively. Relationship closeness increases personal responsibility for poor performance on a joint task (Sedikides et al., 2002; Sedikides et al., 1998; Campbell et al., 2002). Likewise, those in longer-standing and more in-depth relationships tend to be more comfortable receiving negative feedback within their relationship and have reduced fear of negative interpersonal consequences when giving negative feedback to their relationship partner (Trope & Neter, 1994; Showers & Kling, 1996). These findings indicate that relational closeness may increase sensitivity to one another’s needs and intentions as feedback givers and recipients. Within close relationships in particular, high-level construal of constructive feedback on a relational level may be a beneficial regulatory strategy to mitigate threat to self-concept and resulting negative affect for both givers and recipients and thus, make feedback more effective.
While we have posited that relational factors including shared reality and closeness may make feedback easier to give and receive, there are also reasons to suspect that closeness could make feedback more difficult to give in certain contexts. Negative feedback often results in displeasure on the part of the recipient, and individuals may particularly want to avoid this outcome in close relationships. For example, Larson (1984) proposes that the degree to which managers like their subordinates is inversely associated with the likelihood that they will give them negative feedback; similarly, when managers like their subordinates more, they are more likely to hold them responsible for positive events, and less likely to hold them responsible for negative ones (Gochman & Smith, 1979; Regan & Totten, 1975). Constructive feedback may be more likely to be withheld if individuals fear potential conflict and negative evaluation from a close recipient. Although constructive feedback may be challenging to give in many circumstances (Dibble & Levine, 2013), faith in relationship stability, increased feelings of shared reality, and the use of emotion-regulation strategies may allow givers of feedback to better deal with the threat to the relational self and recipients to trust in supportive giver intentions, ultimately allowing for reduced negative affect and heightened effectiveness when exchanging constructive feedback between close others. 
Feedback Content. The content of feedback given and received-- specifically, mutability of a feedback topic and diagnosticity of feedback itself-- might impact its effectiveness. In their 2007 review, Roese & Olson propose that self-serving bias itself serves to regulate negative affect following a threat to self-concept. If self-concept threat arises through the experience of feedback, both topic mutability and feedback diagnosticity might influence the level of self-concept threat and negative affect experienced. However, in order for feedback to be effective, alternative emotional regulation strategies must be assumed. 
Receptivity to and likelihood of giving constructive feedback are dependent upon the perceived mutability of its topic. Mutability is defined as the changeability of a trait, decision, or event, and is low when a topic cannot be easily changed (e.g., eye color, final semester grade for a class) and high when a topic can be easily changed (e.g., choice of shoes, grade on a recurring class assignment) (Roese & Olson, 2007). When the topic of constructive feedback is highly mutable, direct actions for its improvement are clearer (Dunning, 1995; Green, Pinter, & Sedikides, 2005). In contrast, constructive feedback on immutable topics does not promote direct action because it speaks to relatively unchangeable things and tends to yield negative emotional responses and interpersonal conflict. Constructive feedback on immutable topics tends to be received with greater self-protective biases (e.g., downward self- and social comparison) to comparatively appear or feel better (Testa, Major, & Blysma, 1991; Roese & Olson, 1995). These findings indicate that constructive feedback might be given and received most effectively if it focuses on topics that can be modified simply and through direct action. Perceived feedback topic mutability might inform emotional regulation strategy selection as well. High-level construal might be a particularly effective method for up-regulating positive emotions during the feedback process when it comes to mutability of a feedback topic. For example, givers of constructive feedback who construe it at a high-level may naturally focus on goal-relevant, high-mutability topics such that recipients might take direct action to advance towards goals. Likewise, recipients of constructive feedback who construe it at a high level may be better equipped to reframe even low-mutability information as goal-relevant, down-regulate negative affect, and find action items to pursue their aims.
Perceived diagnosticity of constructive feedback may also influence feedback effectiveness. Diagnosticity is the extent to which the information is perceived as being diagnostic of underlying components of the self (Green & Sedikides, 2004). For example, saying that a person is wearing a nice outfit is low in diagnosticity, while saying that their outfit makes them look like a smart person is high in diagnosticity. For givers, diagnostic constructive feedback may drive greater anticipation of negative recipient response and conflict. Whether it is correct or not, forecasting of negative recipient responses to diagnostic feedback might cause its potential givers to withhold it and thus prevent a stronger anticipated threat to relational self-concept. For recipients, diagnostic feedback is a greater threat to self-concept and might lead to greater negative affect and lower receptivity as a result (Green & Sedikides, 2004; Green, Sedikides, & Gregg, 2008; Green, Pinter, & Sedikides, 2005). Negative affect arising from threats to the self through feedback that is higher in diagnosticity might be regulated particularly well through cognitive reappraisal. Intentional reappraisal of negative and diagnostic feedback as not intentionally personal, for example, may both support reduction of initial experienced threat to self-concept and down-regulate negative affect that could arise upon receiving such information. Taken together, these findings indicate that high diagnosticity can hurt the effectiveness of constructive feedback both for its givers and recipients.

Individual Differences in Constructive Feedback Processing.
Mindset & Self-Efficacy. Mindset and self-efficacy are examples of individual beliefs that might meaningfully impact the effectiveness of constructive feedback. These two factors may influence givers and recipients’ views of feedback’s utility (e.g., whether or not feedback could drive improvement). According to Dweck and Leggett’s 1988 implicit intelligence mindset theories, individuals tend to vary in the tendency to view personal attributes as changeable (particularly intelligence). Within this framework, people tend to take either a growth mindset, in which such personal attributes are subject to improvement, or a fixed mindset, in which such personal attributes are not modifiable (Dweck & Leggett, 1988). Mindset tends to be a chronic individual difference but can be modified through intervention (Yeager, Walton, & Cohen, 2013; Dweck & Haimovitz, 2017). One’s long-term mindset impacts how they tend to respond to negative feedback: those with a growth mindset tend to experience reduced defensiveness and negative affect upon receipt of negative information about the self, as the self is considered malleable (Dweck & Haimovitz, 2017). Likewise, an individual’s chronic perceptions of self-efficacy may impact views of feedback. Self-efficacy is one’s belief in their abilities to successfully approach novel life events (Bandura, 1977) and is a crucial individual difference associated with greater motivation and performance (Schunk, 1990; Schunk, 2003; Schunk, 1983). Those who are high in self-efficacy generally believe that they can learn and master new skills, while those who are low in self-efficacy do not share in this belief. 
Within mindset and self-efficacy, those who tend to view personal traits such as intelligence and athleticism as fixed might be more likely to withhold and respond poorly to constructive feedback. From a fixed perspective, constructive feedback on these traits likely seems unhelpful as they are believed by the individual to be unmodifiable. Alternatively, individuals with a growth perspective likely tend to view personal traits as improvable, and thus may be more likely to give and more responsive to the receipt of constructive feedback (Forsythe & Johnson, 2017; Dweck & Leggett, 1988). In students, the tendency to view traits as unchangeable leads to greater defensiveness upon receipt of academic feedback (Forsythe & Johnson, 2017). Favorable impressions of constructive feedback are positively linked to academic performance, making mindset an important factor in the feedback process (Gibbs & Simpson, 2004; Kohn 2013). Furthermore, a fixed mindset might make constructive feedback feel more self-directed than it is intended (Haimovitz & Dweck, 2017). Seeing constructive feedback as more self-directed might intensify the threat to self-concept and negative affect arising from the experience, further making those with a fixed mindset more likely to refrain from giving feedback and feel more defensive upon receiving it. As such, when delivered well, interventions that encourage a growth mindset or increase self-efficacy may shift how people process constructive feedback (Yeager, Walton, & Cohen, 2013). For example, in the classroom, constructive feedback can be ineffective if students perceive that it implies lower teacher expectations, especially if these expectations are founded in bias; as such, when critical feedback is framed as indicative of higher expectations and belief in student efficacy, it is more effective in supporting students, particularly those who represent racial minorities (Cohen, Steele, & Ross, 1999; Yeager et al., 2012). Interventions that target enhanced self-efficacy and growth mindset might thus both impact, and be enhanced by, effectively-given constructive feedback.
The impact of mindset and self-efficacy on threat to self-concept and subsequent negative affect might also inform selection of emotional regulation strategies to enhance effectiveness of the feedback process for all involved. High-level construal tends to support those with fixed mindsets and/or low self-efficacy to enhance performance (Tabanero & Wood, 1999). Likewise, those with a growth mindset might be more likely to naturally see negative feedback as supportive of growth (e.g., naturally assume a higher-level construal), and may thus most benefit from affect-labeling to regulate any negative affect arising from constructive feedback. Thus, high-level construal might serve as the most beneficial emotional regulation strategy to support the constructive feedback process among those with low self-efficacy or fixed mindset, whereas those with a growth mindset or high self-efficacy may benefit more from affect-labeling.
Regulatory focus. Regulatory focus is a motivational difference that might affect individuals’ approaches to and perceptions of giving and receiving constructive feedback. Regulatory Focus Theory (Higgins, 1998) suggests that individuals can either be motivated towards their goals with a prevention-focus such that they act to avoid negative outcomes that might lead them astray from goals, or a promotion-focus, such that they act towards positive outcomes that might actively lead them closer to goals. Regulatory focus can be temporarily manipulated in a laboratory setting, but individuals also tend to take a chronic promotion or prevention focus (Scholer & Higgins, 2008). Regulatory focus can be built into particular tasks and goals which might make them more conducive to feedback. For example, aspiration-focused goals and creative, open-ended tasks tend to align with promotion-focus while obligation-driven goals and detail-oriented tasks tend to align with prevention-focus (Higgins, Shah, & Friedman, 1997; Van Dijk & Kluger, 2011). Feedback that corresponds with the regulatory focus of a particular task tends to be better-received: for example, negative feedback on prevention-focused tasks (tasks requiring vigilance, e.g., medical diagnosis) tends to be more effective in improving performance, and positive feedback tends to be more effective in improving performance on promotion-focused tasks (tasks requiring creativity, e.g., research study design) (Van Dijk & Kluger, 2011).  
People may tend to give feedback that aligns with their regulatory focus, which may be more poorly received by those with the opposite regulatory focus. Additionally, the motivations underlying decisions to give feedback may be fundamentally different between those with promotion and prevention focus: promotion-focused individuals may be driven to give feedback to support individuals in actively striving for their goals, while prevention-focused individuals may be driven to give feedback to support individuals in avoiding perils that might take away from their goals. As recipients, individuals with a chronic type of regulatory focus tend to best receive feedback and perform on tasks when they are aligned with that focus (Keller & Bless, 2006; Lanaj, Chang, & Johnson, 2012) more effectively. 
In the constructive feedback process, regulatory focus might also impact the magnitude of threat to self-concept and the intensity of negative emotions that arise as a result. Negative emotional tendencies themselves tend to vary between those with prevention and promotion focuses (Brockner & Higgins, 2001). This indicates that regulatory focus may influence the intensity of negative affect arising through constructive feedback, and the extent of the regulatory measures needed to make the process effective for all involved. For example, response-focused emotional regulation strategies (including mindfulness and affect-labeling) might be optimal for prevention-focused individuals. Healthy response-focused strategies may be effective in allowing those with a prevention focus to recognize negative affect on its own rather than experiencing constructive feedback as a failure to prevent negative outcomes. Likewise, promotion-focused individuals might benefit most from antecedent-focused emotional regulation strategies (such as self-affirmation or cognitive reappraisal). Antecedent-focused strategies might enable promotion-focused individuals to reframe constructive feedback in a positive light in order to feel that it is supportive of their pursuit of positive outcomes.
Personality. Lastly, individual-level personality traits might impact the feedback process. One prominent model of personality-- The Big Five model-- delineates personality into five dimensions: extraversion, openness, conscientiousness, agreeableness, and neuroticism (Costa & McCrae, 2012). The Big Five personality traits have been linked to feedback behavior in the workplace. For example, the pursuit of and reflection on feedback from superiors and peers is higher in those with greater conscientiousness, extraversion, and neuroticism, and that agreeableness is not linked to feedback-seeking or response (Krasman, 2010). It is likely those who are higher in agreeableness, lower in openness, and lower in extroversion may also have a harder time giving constructive feedback. These components of personality might impact perceived threat to self-concept posed by the process of giving and receiving feedback. For example, those who are higher in agreeableness, lower in openness and lower in extroversion might experience greater fear of negative recipient response when asked to give constructive feedback and may thus potentially be more likely to withhold it. Another study finds that higher extraversion, openness to experience, agreeableness, emotional stability, and conscientiousness predict greater effectiveness of negative feedback in improving workplace performance (Guo et al., 2017). High levels of these traits might be linked to higher rates of effectiveness of negative feedback if they naturally find it to be less threatening to the self as givers and recipients. If individuals with these traits experience constructive feedback as less of a threat to the self, they may have reduced negative affect through the process. Those who experience constructive feedback as a greater threat to self-concept on the basis of personality might likewise feel more intense negative emotions as givers and recipients, and thus greatly benefit from emotional regulation so that feedback can be most effective. In particular, high-level construal might support those who naturally struggle to give and receive constructive feedback effectively by framing it as consistent with personal traits. For example, someone who is high in agreeableness might struggle to give feedback because of its potential to spark conflict, which is disagreeable; construing feedback at a high-level could transform it into a supportive act that might help its recipient pursue their goals, making it seem agreeable and thus less emotionally negative to give and receive. Taken together, it is clear that the feedback process is impacted by personality. Further work is needed to determine specific personality-level differences in responses to giving and receiving constructive feedback. For example, high levels of neuroticism are linked to reduced emotional- and self-regulatory capacities, which may make negative affect arising during the feedback process particularly limiting to its effectiveness (de la Fuente et al., 2020). Other similar variations in emotional- and self-regulation on the basis of personality might impact the effectiveness of constructive feedback. Although the likelihood of giving and receptivity to constructive feedback can vary on an individual basis, the feedback process is inherently interpersonal. Individual and interpersonal factors thus work in tandem to impact the entire process of giving and receiving constructive feedback.

Conclusion.
	Across multiple domains, we describe evidence for a tight coupling between constructive feedback, threat to self-concept, and negative emotional experience for both givers and recipients. Approaching the act of giving and receiving feedback as an emotion-regulation problem, one in which individuals must regulate their negative affect in both feedback roles, illuminates various avenues for future research. In addition to describing the nature of the close relationship between feedback and self-concept, we have outlined several potential contexts and moderators that might impact the regulatory processes surrounding feedback, including feedback content, context, and the relationship between givers and recipients. We have also delineated emotion-regulatory measures that may support the reduction of threat to self-concept and management of emotions that can arise in giving and receiving feedback to increase feedback effectiveness. Future research should further explore components of this model of the constructive feedback process. Additionally, future research should examine interventions to maximize the effectiveness of constructive feedback across settings from the foundations offered in this model.
Taken together, it is clear that all forms of negative feedback might share in common the challenge of threat to self-concept, resulting in negative affect and subsequently requiring significant emotion-regulation on behalf of both givers and recipients. With this commonality in mind, feedback may be more effectively given and implemented across domains if it aims to attenuate threat to self-concept through a focus on specific types of content (e.g., topics of greater mutability and lower diagnosticity), higher-level construal, relationship-specific considerations, and sensitivity towards individual differences that might impact perceptions of feedback. Furthermore, by fostering close relationships, cultivating healthy emotional regulation practices, and engaging in antecedent-focused regulatory strategies, individuals may be better equipped to receive and give constructive feedback in various settings. In general, future empirical work should focus on exploring connections proposed in this model, investigating potential interventions it suggests to enhance constructive feedback effectiveness (e.g., introducing emotional regulation strategies), and the specific cognitive, emotional, and social dynamics underlying giving constructive feedback in addition to receiving it across contexts. 
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Figure 1. Self, Emotion, and Regulation (SeER) Model of Constructive Feedback. The effectiveness of the constructive feedback process (in terms of its potential to support positive change) (in yellow) for its givers and recipients depends on the regulation of negative affect arising from threat to self-concept it produces (in red). For feedback givers, the nature of threat to self-concept can either be internal in cases where valued feedback is withheld, or relational when it impacts relationships or causes negative personal evaluation. For feedback recipients, the nature of threat to self-concept manifests through an adaptive motivation to self-evaluate positively. Interpersonal factors and individual differences unique to feedback contexts, relationships, and individuals themselves impact the feedback process as well (in orange).
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