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Impact of Goal Orientation on Attitude towards Leadership Development
Introduction

In any large organization a positive future is “dependent upon the building and strengthening of leadership and decision making skills” (Nistler, Lamm, & Stedman, 2011, p. 110). “Leadership is unquestionably the key factor in determining if [the land-grant system] will be capable of synthesizing future changes” (Fehlis, 2005, p. 6). Many believe leaders are born, not made; however previous research has shown that while some leadership skills are innate, others can be learned (Kotter, 1996). Knowing how important leaders are to the sustainability of any system, colleges and universities have been devoting valuable resources to the development of future leaders through leadership training (Eddy & VanDerLinden, 2006). Faculty members are often volunteered by administrators to participate in leadership training and therefore engage, but little is known about why individuals form attitudes towards developing leadership skills or emerge as leaders. The purpose of this study was to understand the impact goal orientation has on attitude towards a leadership development program. Focusing on how to appeal to faculty members’ motivations to participate in leadership development programming is directly supportive of the National Research Agenda for Agricultural Education priority area focused on developing a sufficient scientific and professional workforce that addresses the challenges of the 21st Century (Doerfert, 2011). 
Theoretical framework

The theoretical framework for this study was the theory of goal orientation (Dweck, 1986). Goal orientation refers to an individual’s persistent, trait like, approach to setting and pursuing goals (Vandewalle, 1997). Goal orientation is typically classified into two categories: learning or performance. Individuals with a preference for learning goal orientation typically seek “to develop competence by acquiring new skills and mastering new situations” (Vandewalle, 1997, p. 997) while individuals with a preference for performance goal orientation look “to demonstrate and validate the adequacy of one’s competence by seeking favorable judgments and avoiding negative judgments about one’s competence” (p. 997). Vandewalle (1997) further classified performance goal orientation in to two unique categories: performance goal prove and performance goal avoid. Individuals with a tendency towards performance goal prove tend to focus on the favorable judgments aspect whereas performance goal avoid focus on avoiding negative judgments about competence.  
Leadership development has been shown to be possible (Avolio, Reichard, Hannah, Walumbwa, & Chan, 2009; Day & Sin, 2011); however, “when it comes to building leadership skills that last, motivation and how a person feels about learning matter immensely” (Goleman, Boyatzis, and McKee, 2002, p. 99). Due to the trait-like nature of goal orientation, it has been used within organizational settings to serve as an antecedent to desired outcomes (Button, Mathieu, & Zajac, 1996).
Methodology

A census study of 83 faculty members participating in a national land-grant leadership development program in 2012 was conducted. The program participants were nominated by their home institutions and represented future land-grant leaders. Data were collected using an online instrument based on the target population’s access to the Internet (Dillman, Smyth, & Christian, 2008). Seventy-three responses were obtained for a response rate of 88%. Goal orientation was measured using a 14-item instrument developed by Vandewalle (1997). Respondents were asked to rate their level of agreement on a five-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 – Strongly Disagree to 5 – Strongly Agree. Participants’ attitude toward participating in the leadership development program was measured using a researcher-developed attitude scale. The attitude scale was made up of four semantic differential items requesting respondents indicate their attitude between two opposing adjectives on a five-point scale. Responses to the four items were averaged to create an index score with a score of one indicating a negative attitude and a five indicating a positive attitude. The instrument was reviewed by an expert panel from the [Universities] for content and face validity. Reliability was calculated ex post facto.  The learning goal orientation construct had a Cronbach’s  = .85, the performance goal - prove construct had a Cronbach’s = .85, and the performance goal - avoid construct had a Cronbach’s = .80. Attitude towards the leadership development program index had a Cronbach’s = .95.  
Results
Respondents scored highest in learning goal orientation (M = 4.25, SD = .51), followed by performance goal - prove (M = 3.39, SD = .77), and performance goal - avoid (M = 2.71, SD = .74). Respondents also reported a high attitude toward the leadership development program (M = 4.80, SD = .44). Attitude was regressed on the three goal orientations. Unstandardized regression coefficients in the form of variable level effects along with statistical significance are provided in Table 1. 
Table 1
Multiple Regression of Attitude on Goal Orientation

	
	b

	Constant
	4.47

	Learning Goal
	0.08

	Performance Goal – Prove
	0.12

	Performance Goal – Avoid
	-0.16*


Note: *p < .05. R2 = .11.
Conclusions, Implications and Recommendations
The results indicated goal orientation is a predictor of participant attitude towards the leadership development program. The primary result of the study is that performance goal – avoid orientation, which had the lowest overall mean score, also had a negative effect on attitude towards the program. This finding implies that if an individual is nervous that their performance may be judged as inadequate (Vandewalle, 1997), they are less likely to have a positive attitude about participating. Given this, leadership development program directors may want to develop recruitment messages that emphasize the benefit of participation rather than that participants may be rated or evaluated. Encouraging potential participants to see the leadership development program as relatively judgment free could encourage individuals to participate that may otherwise be reluctant. Additionally, leadership development program directors should ensure recruitment materials sent to administrators clearly identify the program as a development opportunity that will increase self-awareness and growth, rather than as a way to fix problem behaviors within participants. Future research across multiple audience types, in particular students or industry professionals also participating in leadership development programs, could further explore these concepts and confirm the findings.
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