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Updating and extending the work of O’Leary-Kelly, Martocchio, and Frink (1994), with this meta-analysis on
goal setting and group performance we show that specific difficult goals yield considerably higher group
performance compared with nonspecific goals (d ⫽ 0.80 ⫾ 0.35, k ⫽ 23 effect sizes). Moderately difficult and
easy goals were also associated with performance benefits relative to nonspecific goals, but these effects were
smaller. The overall effect size for all group goals was d ⫽ 0.56 ⫾ 0.19 (k ⫽ 49). Unexpectedly, task
interdependence, task complexity, and participation did not moderate the effect of group goals. Our inventory
of multilevel goals in interdependent groups indicated that the effect of individual goals in groups on group
performance was contingent upon the focus of the goal: “Egocentric” individual goals, aimed at maximizing
individual performance, yielded a particularly negative group-performance effect (d ⫽ –1.75 ⫾ 0.60, k ⫽ 6),
whereas “groupcentric” goals, aimed at maximizing the individual contribution to the group’s performance,
showed a positive effect (d ⫽ 1.20 ⫾ 1.03, k ⫽ 4). These findings demonstrate that group goals have a robust
effect on group performance. Individual goals can also promote group performance but should be used with
caution in interdependent groups. Future research might explore the role of multilevel goals for group
performance in more detail. The striking lack of recent field studies in organizational settings that emerged
from our brief review of trends in group goal-setting research should be taken into account when designing
future studies in this domain.
Keywords: goal setting, groups, teams, meta-analysis, group performance

practice, in which individual jobs are giving way to teamwork
(Kozlowski & Bell, 2003). This observation inspired new research,
examining goal setting in work groups. O’Leary-Kelly, Martocchio, and Frink (1994) conducted the only published meta-analysis
on goal setting in groups, reporting a large positive effect of group
goals on group performance (d ⫽ 0.92, k ⫽ 26). They derived this
effect by comparing the performance effect of group goals with the
effect of “no goals or low goals” (O’Leary-Kelly et al., 1994, p.
1289). Group goals included specific goals as well as goals for
which “the extent of goal specificity could not be determined”
(O’Leary-Kelly et al., 1994, p. 1294) and goals of varying difficulty. Although this meta-analysis provided valuable insight into
the effect of group goals in general, it did not reflect the performance effect of specific difficult goals compared with goals that
are either nonspecific or easy, and thus provided no comprehensive
test of the core goal-setting principles. Moreover, the qualitative
moderator analysis of O’Leary-Kelly et al. (goal specificity, goal
difficulty, participation, task interdependence, subject type, lab vs.
field setting, group type, time) yielded inconclusive results. We
therefore report a new meta-analysis on goal setting in groups,
providing a comprehensive up-to-date assessment of the effect of
specific difficult group goals on group performance. We include a
quantitative analysis of the moderators in O’Leary-Kelly et al.,
adding task complexity, a key moderator in goal-setting theory.
Finally, we examine the effect of individual goals on group performance, because groups are multilevel goal environments (e.g.,
DeShon, Kozlowski, Schmidt, Milner, & Wiechmann, 2004)
where goals can be set for the group as a whole as well as for
individual group members.

Goal-setting theory (GST) is a well-established motivation theory, as evidenced by a large body of research and widespread
application of goal-setting principles in organizational practice.
The main GST premise is that encouraging people to pursue a goal
that is specific and difficult will yield better performance than
encouraging them either to pursue a specific but easy goal or to
simply do their best (Locke & Latham, 1990). Numerous studies,
mainly focusing on individuals, have generated additional insights
into goal-setting mechanisms and boundary conditions. Specific
difficult goals have been shown to enhance individual performance
by directing attention toward desired end states, mobilizing effort
and persistence, and encouraging the development and use of task
strategies. The goal-setting effect has been shown to depend, at
least in part, on factors such as goal commitment, task complexity,
and feedback (e.g., Latham, Locke, & Fassina, 2002).
No matter how well established, GST as an individual motivation theory is not entirely aligned with current organizational
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Goal Setting in Groups: Group Goal Specificity and
Difficulty
GST rests on two core principles: Specific difficult goals yield
higher performance than nonspecific (“do-your best”) goals, and
specific difficult goals yield higher performance than specific easy
goals. Goal specificity reflects the extent to which a goal indicates
a specific performance standard and is primarily associated with
reduced variance in performance (Locke, Chah, Harrison, & Lustgarten, 1989). Difficult goals initiate goal striving by directing
attention, mobilizing effort and persistence, and encouraging development and use of task strategies. Even though the criteria for
what constitutes a difficult goal are surprisingly unclear (e.g.,
Mitchell, Thompson, & George-Falvy, 2000), meta-analyses consistently have supported the superiority of specific difficult goals
to nonspecific difficult goals and easy goals for individual tasks
(e.g., Mento, Steel, & Karren, 1987). The two core GST principles
are commonly expected to generalize to the group level, even
though the underlying mechanisms are more complex. Specific
difficult group goals have also been found to motivate groups by
directing attention, mobilizing effort and persistence, and encouraging development and use of task strategies that facilitate goal
attainment. In addition, group goals trigger unique motivational
mechanisms such as planning, cooperation, morale-building communication, and collective efficacy (e.g., Weldon & Weingart,
1993). We therefore hypothesize that the GST principles also hold
for specific difficult group goals:
Hypothesis 1: Specific difficult group goals yield higher
group performance than (a) nonspecific goals and (b) specific
easy group goals.
Because goal specificity has been associated with performance
variability rather than absolute performance (Locke et al., 1989),
we include no hypothesis for the performance effect of goal
specificity. We report a comparison of specific to nonspecific
goals to illustrate the overall effect of specific group goals on
group performance.

Moderators of the Group-Goal Effect
Task Interdependence
Task interdependence (TI) is a defining characteristic of group
work and a contingency factor for the emergence and outcomes of
many group states and processes (e.g., Kozlowski & Bell, 2003).
It refers to the degree to which group members have to share or
exchange information, materials, or expertise to achieve the desired group performance (Van der Vegt, Emans, & Van der Vliert,
1998). TI is commonly divided into four levels (Van de Ven,
Delbecq, & Koenig, 1976): pooled (independent workflow; e.g., a
call center), sequential (one-way workflow; e.g., an assembly line),
reciprocal (two-way workflow; e.g., a multidisciplinary team of
medical specialists diagnosing patients), and intensive (simultaneous multidirectional workflow; e.g., a surgical emergency room
team). The actual level of TI that is achieved during task execution
depends on the interplay of external design choices (e.g., group
composition, work instructions) and internal process choices (e.g.,
task strategies, communication preferences; Wageman, 1995). We

expect TI to moderate the effect of specific difficult goals on group
performance, such that this effect is strongest when TI is high.
Group goals emphasize collective outcomes, thus encouraging
group members to use cooperative task strategies and facilitating
the exchange that is required for successful performance when TI
is high (cf. Jewel & Reitz, 1981). When TI is low, group goals may
overemphasize cooperation—not critical for such tasks—and/or
promote social loafing (i.e., individual performance is not emphasized or encouraged; Hertel, Kerr, & Messé, 2000), thus causing
efficiency losses.
Hypothesis 2: Task interdependence moderates the effect of
group goals on group performance such that the effect becomes stronger with increasing levels of task interdependence.

Task Complexity
Task complexity (TC) involves three aspects of a task: the
number of acts and information cues (component complexity), the
number of relationships among acts and cues (coordinative complexity), and changes in acts and cues and their relationships
(dynamic complexity; Wood, 1986). TC is a well-established
moderator of the goal–performance link at the individual level:
The more complex the task, the smaller the goal-setting effect
(Wood, Mento, & Locke, 1987). For simple tasks, goals affect
performance mainly via motivational mechanisms, while complex
tasks require the discovery and implementation of effective task
strategies. Because individuals do not always succeed in identifying and adopting effective strategies, the effects of goals would be
less pronounced for complex tasks.
On the basis of Wood (1986), we define group TC as a combination of the component, coordinative, and dynamic complexity of
the task that is assigned to a group, regardless of how the group
actually carries out the task (e.g., allocation of subtasks, TI). As
such, we consider TC and TI as relatively independent constructs.
For example, carrying out this meta-analysis is a highly complex
group task (cf. Wood et al., 1987), irrespective of how the subtasks—ranging from complex (e.g., doing the actual analyses) to
simple (e.g., compiling the reference list)—are distributed among
the researchers. The task itself is highly complex, but the team
could minimize TI by dividing the work into subtasks that each
member can complete more or less independently.
Analogous to the role of individual TC, we expect that group TC
moderates the group goal–performance relationship. For simple
group tasks, groups know what must be done to achieve their goals
so that a specific difficult group goal can mobilize sustained
collective effort that directly increases the chances of goal attainment. For complex tasks, the optimal path to performance often is
not apparent and requires planning and strategy. The focus on
results that is induced by specific difficult goals may also prevent
the group from investing in planning and strategy development,
thus reducing the intended performance enhancement.
Hypothesis 3: Task complexity moderates the effect of group
goals on group performance, such that this effect decreases as
tasks become more complex.
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Participation
Participation in decision making (PDM) refers to influence
sharing among supervisors and subordinates (Mitchell, 1973) and
is associated with performance gains via cognitive (e.g., increased
communication) and motivational mechanisms (e.g., commitment
to decisions; Wagner, Leana, Locke, & Schweiger, 1997). Although in the PDM literature participation in goal setting (PGS) is
often expected to enhance goal-setting effectiveness, research
mostly yields weak, inconsistent effects of PGS. Reduced effectiveness is supported only for “tell” style goals (authoritarian,
without rationale), while “tell-and-sell” style goals (supportive,
with a rationale) and PGS show similar effects (Latham, Erez, &
Locke, 1988; Wagner, 1994).
Regarding participation in groups, a meta-analysis (Wagner &
Gooding, 1987) revealed a weak, nonsignificant positive relation
between PDM and group performance. Moreover, Sagie (1994)
reported similar effects for participation and tell-and-sell decisionmaking strategies that were both superior to a tell strategy. PGS
and tell-and-sell goal setting thus seem to result in higher group
performance, probably because they yield similar cognitive and
motivational benefits, while a tell approach appears to undermine
group performance, which may be due to, for example, lower
commitment and less information sharing. Therefore, we hypothesize the following:
Hypothesis 4: Participation moderates the effect of group
goals on group performance such that this effect is stronger
for group goals that are set through “tell-and-sell,” participation, or delegation than for goals set in a “tell” manner.

Study Type
Individual GST generalizes quite well from lab to field (Latham
& Lee, 1986). This has not yet been examined for groups, so we
report separate results for lab and field studies.1

Multilevel Goals in Groups
Groups are multilevel goal systems where goals can be set for
the group as a whole and/or for the individual members. Only few
studies have addressed the effects of individual goals (IGs) on
group performance. An exception is the work of Crown and Rosse
(1995), who introduced a distinction between egocentric and
groupcentric IGs. Egocentric IGs focus on maximizing individual
performance (e.g., realize individual result X), which increases
commitment to individual performance and the likelihood of competitive strategies. Groupcentric IGs (e.g., contribute X to the
group result) focus on maximizing the individual contribution to
the group, which increases commitment to group performance and
the likelihood of cooperative task strategies. Crown and Rosse
argued that for interdependent tasks IGs can help or hinder group
performance depending on their focus. For independent (pooled)
tasks, group performance is defined as the sum of all group
members’ individual performances. For such tasks, individual performance (the focus of egocentric IGs) equals the individual contribution to the group (the focus of groupcentric IGs), so that both
types of IG may be expected to increase individual motivation and
performance, which will directly increase group performance.
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However, for interdependent group tasks, individual and group
performance are not directly related, and successful group performance requires cooperation and alignment of individual efforts.
An egocentric IG may now prevent members from investing in the
group process, because they have no direct interest in group
performance gains. An egocentric IG may even evoke competitive
strategies, for example when resources are scarce or when IG
attainment is competitively rewarded. As such, the motivational
and cognitive effect of the egocentric IG might still increase
individual performance but, relative to nonspecific goals, will tend
to undermine group performance, which is our current focus. A
groupcentric IG for interdependent tasks, on the other hand, will
focus group members’ attention on their individual contribution to
the group. To maximize this contribution, group members will
need to cooperate and align efforts, thus promoting group performance relative to nonspecific or no goals. We thus hypothesize the
following:
Hypothesis 5: For interdependent group tasks, (a) egocentric
individual goals are associated with lower group performance
and (b) groupcentric individual goals are associated with
higher group performance compared with nonspecific goals.

Method
Literature Search and Inclusion Criteria
To locate relevant studies we (1) inspected all studies from the
O’Leary-Kelly et al. (1994) meta-analysis (n ⫽ 10) and narrative
review; (2) searched PsycINFO, ABI/Inform, and Scopus for publications up to May 2009 (search terms: group/team, performance/
efficiency/effectiveness, goal[s]/target[s]/goal-setting); (3)
scanned literature reviews; (4) scanned all reference lists of the
publications in our sample; (5) examined all publications that cited
O’Leary-Kelly et al.; (6) searched databases for unpublished dissertations and theses; (7) posted on the Academy of Management
Organizational Behavior Division Listserv; and (8) contacted 10
leading authors to retrieve unpublished research.
This search yielded 131 studies, which we subsequently assessed on their relevance to the content domain and availability of
information. Examination of the full-text manuscripts revealed that
93 publications, listed in Appendix B, could not be included for
one or more of the following reasons: (1) no measurement or
manipulation of outcome goal difficulty or specificity; (2) required
statistical data could not be retrieved; (3) no pretest or control
group available; (4) multiple interventions, possible confounding
of goal effects; (5) study did not involve goal setting in groups; and
(6) not an empirical study. Five of the studies in O’Leary-Kelly et
al. were excluded due to lack of a clear group goal intervention
(Anderson, Crowell, Doman, & Howard, 1988; Lee, 1989) and/or
1

O’Leary-Kelly et al. (1994) differentiated among group type (newly
formed vs. preexisting), subject type (students vs. organizational members), and time (short-term vs. ongoing tasks). These factors largely overlap with the lab and field distinction, because lab studies typically include
newly formed student groups, working on time-restricted tasks, whereas
field studies concern existing groups in organizations, working on ongoing
tasks. Our sample showed very few exceptions to this pattern, so we did not
include a separate assessment of subject type, group type, or time.
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unavailability of required data (e.g., Buller, 1988; Buller & Bell,
1986; Smith, Locke, & Barry, 1990). Our final sample included 38
studies: 30 published journal articles (containing 33 studies), one
book chapter, one submitted paper, two unpublished doctoral
dissertations, and one unpublished manuscript. Together, these
studies yielded 76 independent effect sizes.
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Coding of Goal Specificity and Difficulty
Goal specificity reflects the extent to which a goal suggests a
precise target. It typically varies from vague (e.g., “go ahead,” “do
your best”), via moderately specific, indicating a range of acceptable performance levels (e.g., “generate between 8 and 12 uses for
a coat hanger”), to specific goals (e.g., “generate 10 uses for a coat
hanger”; cf. Locke et al., 1989). Any appropriate test of the main
premise of GST involves specific goals, and all studies in our
sample included specific goals (no studies used moderately specific goals). These specific goals are typically compared with
vague or no goals (i.e., “work as usual,” no intervention).
Most articles in our sample stated that difficult, moderately
difficult, or easy goals were set. However, very few provided a
definition in terms of attainment percentages, and only a minority
verified whether the goals actually operated as intended. Therefore, to create a consistent index of goal difficulty, we used
quantitative data about control group, pretest, or pilot test performance (k ⫽ 32). We used the following classification: (1) difficult
goal: pretest/control group/pilot test performance at least 1 SD
lower than the goal (goal attainment ⱕ15%); (2) moderately

difficult goal: pretest/control group/pilot test performance less than
1 SD lower than the goal (goal attainment 15%–50%); (3) easy
goal: pretest or control group performance at least equal to the goal
level (goal attainment ⱖ50%). When this information was not
available, we used other information (e.g., qualitative information
about a pilot test, k ⫽ 8, or attainment percentages in the experimental condition, k ⫽ 5, or for all conditions combined, k ⫽ 1).
Two publications (k ⫽ 3) provided no information from which
goal difficulty could be inferred. These studies were removed from
all analyses requiring an estimate of goal difficulty but were
retained for analyses involving all specific goals.

Coding of Moderators
The first and second authors independently coded all studies,
yielding high agreement (TI: r ⫽ .84, independent vs. dependent
 ⫽ 1.00, four categories  ⫽ .71; TC: r ⫽ .96, three categories
 ⫽ .84; participation:  ⫽ .78). We discussed differences and
reached agreement on the appropriate codes. Examples of coding
decisions are provided in Table 1, and an overview of all codes is
given in Appendix A, Table A1.
TI. To code TI, we used a 7-point scale with four anchors:
pooled (1), sequential (3), reciprocal (5), and intensive (7). Values
in between represent mixed forms of TI (e.g., reciprocal with
intensive aspects). Estimates were based on descriptions of actual
teamwork patterns, determined by characteristics of the group task
and process choices made by the groups. We also distinguished
between independent (1.0 –2.0) and interdependent (2.5–7.0) tasks.

Table 1
Examples of Coding, Based on Available Information in Publications
Task interdependence

Task complexity

Participation

POOLED (1.0–2.0): Individually creating and
recording a succession of color patterns
using colored cubes (Larson &
Schaumann, 1993; coded 1).

LOW (1.00–2.75): As a group, participants had
to find and write down individually as many
different uses for common objects (e.g., a
pocket lamp) as they could (Wegge & Haslam,
2005; coded 2).

SEQUENTIAL (2.25–4.00): Three-person
groups composing three-word sentences,
using a work sheet that is passed between
members (e.g. A to B to C; Gowen, 1985;
coded 3).

MODERATE (3.00–4.75): Participants worked in
groups of three to build abstract structures
using materials such as Styrofoam balls,
popsicle sticks, aluminum foil, a needle, and
thread. Building the structure required 26 acts
(e.g., gluing macaroni to a stick), 11 of which
were unique, and these acts included seven
precedence requirements (Weldon, Jehn, &
Pradhan, 1991; coded 3.75).

RECIPROCAL (4.25–5.75): Three-person
groups carrying out the unusual uses
brainstorming task, using connected
computers to send and receive messages
and store ideas; no verbal communication
allowed (Miura, 2003; coded 4.5).

HIGH (5.00–7.00): Teams of three to five nurse
surveyors working together to plan the
inspection of homes for the developmentally
disabled, perform the inspections, and write a
report to document their findings (Weldon &
Yun, 2000; coded 5).

TELL: In the assigned goal condition, a
specific, challenging goal for group performance was assigned. To prevent
spontaneous competition in this condition,
groups were not told how this goal was
derived (Mulvey & Ribbens, 1999).
TELL-AND-SELL: Groups were instructed as
follows: “To make money typically
requires groups to think strategically.
Hence, it is important that this group
commits to a specific, difficult yet
attainable goal to make money. In previous
sessions, the average amount of money that
groups made was $31.00. Therefore, this
group’s goal is to think of ways to make
$31.00 or more” (Seijts & Latham, 2000).
PARTICIPATION: The foremen asked
workers to set a goal. If the goal selected
was reasonable, the foremen commented on
the acceptability of the goal and placed it
on a graph. If the goal was too easy or too
difficult, the foremen asked the workers to
try again (Fellner & Sulzer-Azaroff, 1985).
DELEGATION: Team members discussed
and chose two simultaneous goals for the
test quiz. The discussion was led by the
experimenter, and the leader had no distinct
role in the goal-setting process (Sagie,
1996).

INTENSIVE (6.00–7.00): Holding a 6-kg
medicine ball aloft at shoulder level on a
platform created by the hands of three
persons, with fingertips touching but not
overlapping (Bray, 2004; coded 7).
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For five studies (13 effect sizes) TI could not be coded due to large
within-study variation in TI or lack of information.
TC. To assess TC, we related authors’ task content descriptions to the Wood et al. (1987) TC scale for individual tasks: 1
(e.g., reaction time), 2 (e.g., brainstorming), 3 (e.g., anagrams), 4
(e.g., sewing machine work), 5 (e.g., college course work), 6 (e.g.,
technician work), and 7 (e.g., science & engineering). In line with
Wood et al. we reduced these scores to three categories: low
(1–2.75), moderate (3– 4.75), and high (5–7) complexity. TC was
not significantly related to TI (r ⫽ .10, ns).
Participation. Participation was coded with Heller’s (1971)
typology of participation in decision making: 1 ⫽ tell (assigned
without rationale); 2 ⫽ tell-and-sell (assigned with rationale); 3 ⫽
consultation (leader/experimenter consults group and then decides); 4 ⫽ participation (joint decision of group and leader/
experimenter); 5 ⫽ delegation (self-set goal, group decides). Our
sample did not include any studies that used consultation as the
goal-setting method.
Study type. We distinguished between laboratory and field
studies.

Coding of Individual Goals
First, we coded studies that included individual goal setting in
groups for TI. All studies involved interdependent tasks. We then
coded for egocentric and groupcentric IGs (k ⫽ 10,  ⫽ 1.00, see
Appendix A, Table A3). IGs were coded as egocentric when the
goal manipulation involved maximizing individual results (e.g.,
“construct seven words [on your individual word list]”) and as
groupcentric when the goal manipulation involved a contribution
to the group outcome (e.g., “contribute 17 letters to the group’s
final sentences”; Crown & Rosse, 1995, p. 143). Some studies
allowed for an indirect assessment through examination of a measure of commitment to maximizing individual versus group performance (e.g., Crown & Rosse, 1995; Van Mierlo & Kleingeld,
2010). All IGs were assigned goals and were identical for all group
members. In five studies, the IG was combined with a group goal,
for example, “contribute 17 letters to the group’s final sentences”
(groupcentric IG) combined with “construct five sentences, each
with at least one three-letter word from each group member”
(group goal; Crown & Rosse, 1995, p. 143).

Statistical Analysis
The main effect size index used in this meta-analysis is Cohen’s
d, which represents the difference between the means of two
groups divided by the pooled within-group standard deviation. We
calculated pooled mean effect sizes with the random effects model,
explicitly taking into account heterogeneity across the studies
(Schmidt, 2008). The study weights in the random effects analysis
are the inverse of the sum of the within-study variances plus the
between-study variance. This represents the Hedges-Vevea approach (Hedges & Vevea, 1998), which is recommended when d is
used as the effect size index (Marı́n-Martı́nez & Sánchez-Meca,
2010). The effect sizes were independent: One effect size was
calculated per condition. One study used multiple performance
measures (Sagie, 1996), which we combined into one overall
measure to retain independence of the effect sizes. When multiple
trials were used, these were combined into one effect size. Anal-
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yses were carried out with Biostat’s Comprehensive MetaAnalysis program (Borenstein, Hedges, Higgins, & Rothstein,
2005).

Results
Table 2 shows effect sizes and moderators for the comparison of
specific group goals to nonspecific goals, for all specific goals
(k ⫽ 49), and for the subset of specific difficult goals (k ⫽ 23).
Table 3 shows separate effect sizes for laboratory and field studies.
The overall mean effect on group performance of specific group
goals compared with nonspecific goals was significant (d ⫽
0.56 ⫾ 0.19, k ⫽ 49, p ⬍ .001). Some heterogeneity existed,
indicated by an 80% credibility interval that includes zero [– 0.29,
1.41] as well as a significant homogeneity statistic, Q(48) ⫽ 146.0,
p ⬍ .001. In line with Hypothesis 1a, the mean effect on group
performance of specific difficult group goals compared with nonspecific goals was significant (d ⫽ 0.80 ⫾ 0.35, k ⫽ 23, p ⬍ .001).
Some heterogeneity was indicated by an 80% credibility interval
that includes zero [– 0.30, 1.90] as well as a significant homogeneity statistic, Q(22) ⫽ 101.8, p ⬍ .001. Furthermore, in line with
Hypothesis 1b, specific difficult group goals yielded higher group
performance than specific easy group goals, d ⫽ 0.80 ⫾ 0.35, k ⫽
23 vs. d ⫽ 0.23 ⫾ 0.22, k ⫽ 8; t(28.81) ⫽ 2.70, p ⫽ .012. Goals
that were moderately difficult or easy were also associated with
significantly higher group performance compared with nonspecific
goals (easy: z ⫽ 2.07, p ⫽ .04; moderate: z ⫽ 3.65, p ⬍ .001). The
effect of moderately difficult group goals on group performance
(d ⫽ 0.53 ⫾ 0.29, k ⫽ 15) did not differ significantly from the
effect of easy or difficult goals. A separate analysis of the goaldifficulty effect, including 17 effect sizes from experimental studies that specifically compared the effect of difficult to easy goals
and from correlational studies relating self-set group goal difficulty to group performance (see Appendix A, Table A2), yielded
a significant overall effect, r ⫽ .38 (95% confidence interval: [.23
to .52], p ⬍ .001), offering additional support for Hypothesis 1b.
These results show that goal difficulty moderates the effect of
specific group goals on group performance: The more difficult the
goal, the stronger the effect. Table 3 shows that the laboratory–
field distinction did not moderate the specific group goal effect
(lab: 0.51 ⫾ 0.20, field: 0.71 ⫾ 0.44; Q[1] ⫽ 0.65, p ⫽ .42) or the
specific difficult group goal effect (lab: 0.68 ⫾ 0.36, field: 1.51 ⫾
1.23; Q[1] ⫽ 1.63, p ⫽ .20).
Contrary to Hypothesis 2, TI did not moderate the effect of
specific group goals on group performance, d ⫽ 0.82 ⫾ 0.39 and
d ⫽ 0.56 ⫾ 0.29, for independent and interdependent tasks,
respectively, Q(1) ⫽ 1.10, p ⫽ .30, and a regression analysis
showed no significant relation between TI and the effect size for
group goals (␤ ⫽ –.09, p ⫽ .17). The same result emerged when
considering only specific difficult goals, Q(1) ⫽ 0.92, p ⫽ .34, and
when considering the four levels of TI, Q(3) ⫽ 2.70, p ⫽ .44.
Hypothesis 3 also was not supported: Group performance did
not differ significantly across simple, moderately complex, and
complex tasks, d ⫽ 0.50 ⫾ 0.18, d ⫽ 0.52 ⫾ 0.32, and d ⫽ 0.94 ⫾
0.86, respectively (see Table 2), Q(2) ⫽ 0.94, p ⫽ .63, and a
regression analysis showed no significant relation between TC and
the effect size of specific group goals (␤ ⫽ .09, p ⫽ .39). TC also
did not moderate the effect of specific difficult goals, Q(2) ⫽ 0.42,
p ⫽ .81. Table 3 shows that lab studies focused almost exclusively
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Table 2
Specific Versus Nonspecific Goals: Effect Sizes and Moderators for All Specific Group Goals and for Specific Difficult Group
Goals Only
All studies (specific group goals)

Specific difficult group goals
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95% CI

95% CI

Variable

k

d

SE

Low

High

k

d

SE

Low

High

Overall effect
Goal difficulty
Easy (1)
Moderate (2)
Difficult (3)
Task interdependence
Independent (1–2)
Dependent (2.5–7)
Task interdependence
Pooled (1.0–2.0)
Sequential (2.25–4.0)
Reciprocal (4.25–5.75)
Intensive (6.0–7.0)
Task complexity
Low (1–2.75)
Moderate (3–4.75)
High (5–7)
Participation
(1) Tell
(2) Tell-and-sell
(4) Participation
(5) Delegation
Study type
Laboratory
Field

49

0.56

0.095

0.37

0.75

23

0.80

0.180

0.45

1.15

8
15
23

0.23
0.53
0.80

0.111
0.145
0.180

0.01
0.25
0.45

0.45
0.81
1.15

11
25

0.82
0.56

0.197
0.147

0.43
0.27

1.21
0.85

6
13

1.13
0.72

0.336
0.270

0.47
0.19

1.79
1.25

11
3
8
14

0.82
0.93
0.64
0.44

0.197
0.314
0.296
0.195

0.43
0.31
0.06
0.06

1.21
1.55
1.22
0.82

6
2
2
9

1.13
0.95
1.97
0.43

0.336
0.560
0.806
0.308

0.47
⫺0.15
0.39
⫺0.18

1.79
2.05
3.55
1.03

22
21
6

0.50
0.52
0.94

0.092
0.163
0.440

0.32
0.20
0.08

0.68
0.84
1.80

8
13
2

0.74
0.71
1.52

0.138
0.285
1.228

0.47
0.15
⫺0.89

1.01
1.27
3.93

18
17
8
5

0.51
0.48
0.64
0.99

0.186
0.126
0.159
0.349

0.15
0.23
0.33
0.31

0.87
0.73
0.95
1.67

12
7
2
2

0.68
0.76
0.88
1.60

0.285
0.238
0.297
1.123

0.12
0.29
0.30
⫺0.60

1.24
1.23
1.46
3.80

37
12

0.51
0.71

0.103
0.226

0.31
0.27

0.71
1.15

19
4

0.67
1.51

0.186
0.629

0.31
0.28

1.03
2.74

Note. Findings (k ⫽ 49) are based on 739 groups, consisting of 2,954 individuals. k ⫽ number of effect sizes; CI ⫽ confidence interval.

on easy and moderately complex tasks, with similar effect sizes
(d ⫽ 0.56 and d ⫽ 0.48, respectively).
The moderating role of participation (Hypothesis 4) also was not
confirmed. The specific group goal effect did not differ among the
tell, tell-and-sell, participation, and delegation conditions, Q(3) ⫽
2.29, p ⫽ .51, and neither did the specific difficult group goal
effect, Q(3) ⫽ 0.80, p ⫽ .85. The difference between the tell
condition and the other three conditions combined also failed to
reach significance, for all studies as well as for the subset of
studies employing specific difficult goals. A comparison of lab and
field studies revealed that assigning goals tell-style was common
in lab studies (17 of 37 effect sizes) and uncommon in field studies
(1 of 11 effect sizes).
Finally, we examined the role of IGs in groups (see Table 4).
While the overall IG effect did not differ from zero (d ⫽ – 0.61 ⫾
1.00), the mean effect for interventions containing an egocentric
IG (egocentric IG only, or combined with a group goal) was
significant and negative (d ⫽ –1.75 ⫾ 0.60), thus supporting
Hypothesis 5a. The mean effect size of interventions containing a
groupcentric IG (groupcentric IG only, or combined with a group
goal) was significant and positive (d ⫽ 1.20 ⫾ 1.03), supporting
Hypothesis 5b.

Discussion
The contribution of this meta-analysis to the field of goal setting
in groups is threefold. First, it constitutes the first comprehensive

quantitative test of the basic premise of goal setting for groups:
Setting specific difficult goals will increase group performance.
This endeavor also yielded explicit guidelines for evaluating goal
difficulty. Second, this meta-analysis is the first to address multilevel goals in groups by assessing the effects of egocentric and
groupcentric IGs on group performance. Third, we extended previous work with a quantitative analysis of potential moderators of
the group goal effect, while one of these, TC, was investigated for
the first time.
Our findings show a robust positive effect of specific group
goals versus nonspecific goals on group performance. Compared
with the effects of goals on individual performance found by
Mento et al. (1987), the effects of specific difficult group goals
versus both nonspecific goals and specific easy goals are somewhat stronger. Goal setting thus appears to be at least as effective
at the group level as at the individual level. Moreover, negative
effects of group goal setting are rare. Only one study reported a
significant negative effect (Van Mierlo & Kleingeld, 2010) that
was attributed to the specific task context (i.e., time pressure and
risk).
To our surprise, our results did not support the moderating role
of TI, TC, or participation. Perhaps most unexpected was the
finding that the group goal effect did not decrease with increasing
TC, because TC is considered a key moderator at the individual
level (Wood et al., 1987). One possible explanation involves an
advantage that groups hold over individuals: Different group mem-
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Table 3
Specific Versus Nonspecific Goals: Overview of Effect Sizes and Moderators for Laboratory and Field Studies
Laboratory studies

Field studies
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95% CI
Variable

k

d

SE

Overall effect
Goal difficulty
Easy
Moderate
Difficult
Task interdependence
Independent (1–2)
Dependent (2.5–7)
Task interdependence
Pooled (1.0–2.0)
Sequential (2.25–4.0)
Reciprocal (4.25–5.75)
Intensive (6.0–7.0)
Task complexity
Low (1–2.75)
Moderate (3–4.75)
High (5–7)
Participation
(1) Tell
(2) Tell-and-sell
(4) Participation
(5) Delegation

37

0.51

0.103

5
11
19

0.22
0.63
0.68

10
21

Note.

Low

95% CI
High

k

d

SE

Low

High

0.31

0.71

12

0.71

0.226

0.27

1.15

0.138
0.131
0.186

⫺0.05
0.37
0.32

0.49
0.89
1.04

3
4
4

0.27
0.44
1.51

0.186
0.380
0.395

⫺0.09
⫺0.30
0.28

0.63
1.18
2.74

0.68
0.48

0.156
0.144

0.37
0.20

0.99
0.76

1
4

2.97
1.06

0.629
0.646

1.33
⫺0.21

4.61
2.33

10
3
4
14

0.68
0.93
0.21
0.44

0.156
0.314
0.178
0.195

0.37
0.32
⫺0.14
0.06

0.99
1.54
0.56
0.82

1
0
4
0

2.97

0.836

1.33

4.61

1.06

0.646

⫺0.21

2.33

18
18
1

0.56
0.48
0.33

0.104
0.179
0.381

0.36
0.13
⫺0.42

0.76
0.83
1.08

4
3
5

0.32
0.87
1.08

0.192
0.511
0.546

⫺0.06
⫺0.13
0.01

0.70
1.87
2.15

17
11
6
3

0.54
0.57
0.65
0.34

0.202
0.139
0.191
0.122

0.14
0.30
0.28
0.10

0.94
0.84
1.02
0.58

1
6
2
2

0.24
0.43
0.67
2.25

0.254
0.272
0.357
0.437

⫺0.26
⫺0.10
⫺0.03
1.39

0.74
0.96
1.37
3.11

k ⫽ number of effect sizes; CI ⫽ confidence interval.

bers may offer different perspectives to the problems that need to
be solved to achieve high performance on complex group tasks,
resulting in the development of more effective task strategies than
could be achieved individually. Another explanation involves a
limitation of our data: Only six studies used complex tasks, five of
which were field studies. A third explanation relates to the Wood
et al. (1987) meta-analysis, the main resource used to support the
role of task complexity in goal setting. In effect, Wood et al. found
only a very small difference in the goal-setting effect for simple
and complex tasks, and only the simplest of tasks (e.g., reaction
time, brain storming) showed a strong impact of goals. This
suggests that the empirical evidence for the moderating role of TC
may not be as strong as is often assumed.
Task interdependence did not moderate the group goal– group
performance effect, which conflicts with the idea that group goals
may yield efficiency losses in low-interdependent group tasks.

With respect to participation, the inferiority of a tell strategy was
not confirmed. However, 17 of the 18 effect sizes were obtained in
lab settings with relatively simple tasks for which the potential
motivational and cognitive problems associated with a tell strategy
(rejection of goals, little information sharing) are arguably less
pronounced. The idea that in modern organizational contexts with
relatively complex tasks a tell strategy does not have the desired
effects cannot be addressed with the available data. Research by
Haslam, Wegge, and Postmes (2009) suggested that participative
goal setting becomes more effective as goals become more difficult over time. This seems a worthwhile proposition to pursue.
Finally, our findings suggest that egocentric IGs (aimed at
maximizing individual performance) undermine group performance in interdependent groups, whereas groupcentric IGs (aimed
at maximizing the individual contribution to the group) enhance
group performance. This implies that IGs may help enhance group

Table 4
Specific Versus Nonspecific Goals: Overview of Effect Sizes for Individual Goal Interventions
Group goal
Without group goal

Combined with group goal

All

Individual goal

k

d

95% CI

k

d

95% CI

k

d

95% CI

Egocentric
Groupcentric
All

3
2
5

⫺1.93
0.40
⫺1.05

[⫺2.79, ⫺1.09]
[⫺0.13, 0.93]
[⫺2.27, 0.17]

3
2
5

⫺1.61
2.19
⫺0.16

[⫺2.62, ⫺0.61]
[1.49, 2.89]
[⫺1.97, 1.65]

6
4
10

⫺1.75
1.20
⫺0.61

[⫺2.35, ⫺1.15]
[0.17, 2.23]
[⫺1.61, 0.39]

Note. Findings are based on 138 groups, consisting of 714 individuals receiving individual goals. k ⫽ number of effect sizes; CI ⫽ confidence interval.
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performance, but only if they specifically target the individual
contribution to the group. Often, this is not the case (e.g., interdisciplinary sales teams in which each sales person has individual
targets). Especially when such targets are competitive in nature
they may even undermine group performance. When group performance matters, egocentric IGs would best be framed as to
emphasize the individual contribution to the group. As our findings
for IGs were based on a relatively small number of studies with
simple tasks in laboratory settings, future research should verify to
what extent this generalizes to organizational settings.

Trends and Limitations in Group Goal-Setting
Research
When we look at the studies considered for this meta-analysis,
we can distinguish three broad eras. In the 1970s and 1980s,
research on Locke’s GST heavily focused on individual goal
setting, and work on group goal setting was mostly limited to field
studies in the behavior modification and organization development
research traditions (e.g., Buller & Bell, 1986; Komaki, Barwick, &
Scott, 1978). Many of these studies were excluded from our
meta-analysis because the goal interventions could not be disentangled from other simultaneous interventions or because of other
methodological problems. In the 1990s, group goal-setting research was quite diverse, with laboratory and field studies investigating the goal intervention– group performance relationship as
well as various moderators and mediators. In the new millennium,
field research on group goal setting virtually came to a halt.
Instead, laboratory studies with ad hoc student samples mainly
focused on multilevel goals and the effects of participative versus
assigned goal setting. While the internal validity of these studies is
uniformly high, they lack the ecological validity associated with
studying ongoing groups in organizations. Recently, this issue
emerged in a debate about negative side effects to goal setting in
practice (Locke & Latham, 2009; Ordóñez, Schweitzer, Galinsky,
& Bazerman, 2009), where the lack of valid field research that
could support anecdotal findings impeded a constructive discussion. Thus, the development of a comprehensive theory on goal
setting in groups would especially profit from findings in real-life
organizational settings. However, field studies on group goal setting are a challenging endeavor. Even if organizations agree to
participate, realizing a strong (quasi-experimental) design with
valid performance measures that are comparable across conditions
and reflect the multidimensional nature of team performance is no
sinecure. An interesting compromise was found by Crown
(2007b), who used preexistent groups as participants in her laboratory experiment. We would like to encourage the use of such
creative alternatives to complement the typical laboratory student
sample study.

Future Research
Although we have established a robust positive effect of group
goals on group performance, our data suggested heterogeneity that
was not accounted for by the moderators we examined. The roles
of task complexity, task interdependence, and participation in
group goal setting clearly warrant further attention. Specific issues
that should be addressed include the effects of specific difficult

group goals for complex tasks, the effects of tell-style goals in field
settings, and the changing nature of moderating effects over time.
To fill in the gaps in our knowledge with respect to moderators
that we did not include, future research could focus on several
aspects. For complex group tasks, the effects of specific difficult
outcome goals versus specific difficult learning goals could be
investigated to test whether individual-level findings—learning
goals are more effective than outcome goals—are also valid in a
group setting. As feedback is another potential moderator of goalsetting effects in groups, the research by Saavedra, Earley, and
Van Dyne (1993) and DeShon et al. (2004) could be extended by
studying the effects of different combinations of individual goals,
group goals, individual feedback, and group feedback at different
levels of task interdependence. Research along these lines is
needed to gain a better insight into the functioning of goals in
group settings and will serve the further development and continuous improvement of goal-based motivation interventions for
groups.
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Author(s)
Becker (1978)
Becker (1978)
Becker (1978)
Becker (1978)
Bray (2004)
Crown (2007a)
Crown (2007b)
Crown & Rosse (1995)
Fellner & Sulzer-Azaroff
(1985)
Fellner & Sulzer-Azaroff
(1985)
Haslam, Wegge, &
Postmes (2009)
Haslam, Wegge, &
Postmes (2009)
Haslam, Wegge, &
Postmes (2009)
Haslam, Wegge, &
Postmes (2009)
Haslam, Wegge, &
Postmes (2009)
Haslam, Wegge, &
Postmes (2009)
Johnson, Ostrow, Perna,
& Etzel (1997)
Larson & Schaumann
(1993)
Larson & Schaumann
(1993)
Mann, Samson, & Dow
(1998)
Mann, Samson, & Dow
(1998)
Miura (2003)
Miura (2003)
Mulvey & Ribbens
(1999)
Noel (1997)
Pritchard, Jones, Roth,
Stuebing, & Ekeberg
(1988)
Sagie (1996)
Sagie (1996)
Seijts & Latham (2000)
Seijts & Latham (2000)
Seijts & Latham (2000)

Condition, according to
author(s)

Task
interdependence

Difficult goal plus feedback
Easy goal plus feedback
Difficult goal, no feedback
Easy goal, no feedback
Group goal
Group goal
Group goal
Group goal

n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
7
6
6
6

Group goal set by foreman

n/a

Participative group goal
Experiment 1, imposed
group goal
Experiment 1, participative
group goal
Experiment 2, imposed
easy group goal
Experiment 2, participative
easy group goal
Experiment 2, imposed
hard group goal
Experiment 2, participative
hard group goal

n/a
6

Group goal
Group goal, low
coordination demand
Group goal, high
coordination demand

Task complexity

Participation

Goal
difficulty

Setting

Effect
size d
0.79
0.48
0.12
⫺0.08
0.35
1.85
1.34
0.74

2.25
2.25
2.25
2.25
1.25
3
3
3

Low
Low
Low
Low
Low
Moderate
Moderate
Moderate

2
2
2
2
5
1
1
1

Tell-and-sell
Tell-and-sell
Tell-and-sell
Tell-and-sell
Delegation
Tell
Tell
Tell

Difficult
Easy
Difficult
Easy
Easy
Difficult
Difficult
Difficult

Field
Field
Field
Field
Laboratory
Laboratory
Laboratory
Laboratory

3.5

Moderate

1

Tell

Moderate

Field

0.24

Intensive

3.5
2

Moderate
Low

4
2

Participation
Tell-and-sell

Easy
Moderate

Field
Laboratory

0.44
0.21

6

Intensive

2

Low

4

Participation

Moderate

Laboratory

0.20

6

Intensive

2

Low

2

Tell-and-sell

Moderate

Laboratory

0.89

6

Intensive

2

Low

4

Participation

Moderate

Laboratory

0.96

6

Intensive

2

Low

2

Tell-and-sell

Difficult

Laboratory

0.91

6

Intensive

2

Low

4

Participation

Difficult

Laboratory

0.92

1.5
1

Pooled
Pooled

3.25
2

Moderate
Low

2
1

Tell-and-sell
Tell

Difficult
Difficult

Field
Laboratory

2.97
1.63

1

Pooled

3

Moderate

1

Tell

Difficult

Laboratory

1.82

Small wins

5

Reciprocal

5

High

n/a

Moderate

Field

⫺0.01

Big bang
Group goal, face-to-face
Group goal, computermediated communication

5
5.5
4.5

Reciprocal
Reciprocal
Reciprocal

5
2
2

High
Low
Low

2
1
1

Tell-and-sell
Tell
Tell

Moderate
Difficult
Moderate

Field
Laboratory
Laboratory

⫺0.18
1.17
⫺0.05

Group goal
Do-your-best learning plus
difficult outcome group
goal

4
6

Sequential
Intensive

3
5

Moderate
High

1
1

Tell
Tell

Difficult
Difficult

Laboratory
Laboratory

0.41
0.33

Group goal
Participative group goal
Assigned group goal
Difficult group goal, threeperson groups
Difficult group goal, sevenperson groups
Moderately difficult group
goal, three-person groups

n/a
4.75
4.75
2

Reciprocal
Reciprocal
Pooled

5
3.25
3.25
3

High
Moderate
Moderate
Moderate

4
5
1
2

Participation
Delegation
Tell
Tell-and-sell

n/a
n/a
n/a
Moderate

Field
Laboratory
Laboratory
Laboratory

1.21
0.17
0.09
0.33

2

Pooled

3

Moderate

2

Tell-and-sell

Difficult

Laboratory

0.17

2

Pooled

3

Moderate

2

Tell-and-sell

Moderate

Laboratory

0.38

Intensive
Intensive
Intensive
Intensive
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Seijts & Latham (2000)
Van Mierlo & Kleingeld
(2009)
Van Mierlo & Kleingeld
(2009)
Van Mierlo & Kleingeld
(2010)
Wegge (2000)
Wegge (2000)
Wegge & Haslam (2005)
Wegge & Haslam (2005)
Wegge & Haslam (2008)
Wegge & Haslam (2008)
Wegge & Haslam (2008)
Wegge & Haslam (2008)
Weldon, Jehn, &
Pradhan (1991)
Weldon, Jehn, &
Pradhan (1991)
Weldon & Yun (2000)
Weldon & Yun (2000)
Whitney (1994)
Whitney (1994)

Condition, according to
author(s)

Task
interdependence

Task complexity

Participation

Goal
difficulty

Setting

Effect
size d

Moderately difficult group
goal, seven-person
groups
Group goal without strategy
discussion
Group goal with strategy
discussion

2

Pooled

3

Moderate

2

Tell-and-sell

Easy

Laboratory

0.19

6

Intensive

3

Moderate

1

Tell

Difficult

Laboratory

⫺0.12

6

Intensive

3

Moderate

1

Tell

Difficult

Laboratory

⫺0.48

Group goal
Assigned group goal
Participative group goal
Directive group goal setting
Participative group goal
setting
Directive group goal
setting, easy task
Directive group goal
setting, difficult task
Participative group goal
setting, easy task
Participative group goal
setting, difficult task

6
2
2
2
2

Intensive
Pooled
Pooled
Pooled
Pooled

3
2
2
2
2

Moderate
Low
Low
Low
Low

1
2
5
2
4

Tell
Tell-and-sell
Delegation
Tell-and-sell
Participation

Difficult
Difficult
Difficult
Moderate
Moderate

Laboratory
Laboratory
Laboratory
Laboratory
Laboratory

⫺1.18
0.96
0.53
0.99
1.02

n/a

2.5

Low

2

Tell-and-sell

Easy

Laboratory

0.13

n/a

3.5

Moderate

2

Tell-and-sell

Difficult

Laboratory

0.81

n/a

2.5

Low

4

Participation

Easy

Laboratory

⫺0.13

n/a

3.5

Moderate

4

Participation

Difficult

Laboratory

0.80

Assigned high group goal

4

Sequential

3.75

Moderate

1

Tell

Difficult

Laboratory

1.53

Assigned low group goal
Short-term plus long-term
group goal
Long-term group goal
Assigned difficult group
goal
Assigned moderate group
goal

4
5.5

Sequential
Reciprocal

3.75
5

Moderate
High

1
5

Tell
Delegation

Moderate
Difficult

Laboratory
Field

0.92
2.78

5.5
n/a

Reciprocal

5
2.75

High
Low

5
1

Delegation
Tell

Moderate
Moderate

Field
Laboratory

1.89
0.64

2.75

Low

1

Tell

Easy

Laboratory

⫺0.28

n/a

Table A2
Effect Sizes r for Test of Hypothesis 1b
Author(s)

Study design

Basis for effect size

Effect size r

Becker (1978)
Becker (1978)
Bray (2004)
Durham, Knight, & Locke (1997)
Durham, Locke, Poon, & McLeod (2000)
Guthrie & Hollensbe (2004)
Klein & Mulvey (1995)
Klein & Mulvey (1995)
Knight, Durham, & Locke (2001)
Mesch, Farh, & Podsakoff (1994)
Mulvey & Klein (1998)
Mulvey & Klein (1998)
Silver & Bufanio (1996)
Weingart (1992)
Weingart (1992)
Weldon, Jehn, & Pradhan (1991)

Experimental
Experimental
Correlational
Experimental
Experimental
Correlational
Correlational
Correlational
Experimental
Correlational
Correlational
Correlational
Correlational
Experimental
Experimental
Experimental

Difficult goal plus feedback vs. easy goal plus feedback
Difficult goal no feedback vs. easy goal no feedback
Difficulty of group-set group goal
Assigned hard goal vs. assigned easy goal
Difficult group goal vs. easy group goal
Chosen group goal level
Self-set group goal difficulty (Study 1)
Self-set group goal difficulty (Study 2)
Assigned difficult team goal vs. assigned easy team goal
Group goal level
Group goal difficulty (Study 1)
Collective goal difficulty (Study 2)
Group goal difficulty
Difficult vs. easy group goal (low task complexity)
Difficult vs. easy group goal (high task complexity)
Assigned high group goal vs. assigned low group goal

.25
.10
.87
⫺.01
⫺.08
.04
.32
.71
.11
.46
.30
.57
.53
.56
.62
.30

Note. Findings are based on 728 groups consisting of 2,632 individuals.
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Table A3
Effect Sizes d and Coding of Individual Goals and Task Interdependence for Studies Involving an Individual Goal
Author(s)

Condition, according to author(s)

Coding of individual goal

Task
interdependence

Effect size d

Crown (2007a)
Crown (2007a)
Crown (2007b)
Crown & Rosse (1995)
Crown & Rosse (1995)
Crown & Rosse (1995)
Crown & Rosse (1995)
Gowen (1985)
Van Mierlo & Kleingeld (2010)
Van Mierlo & Kleingeld (2010)

Egocentric individual goal
Egocentric individual goal and group goal
Groupcentric individual goal and group goal
Egocentric individual goal
Egocentric individual goal plus group goal
Groupcentric individual goal
Groupcentric individual goal plus group goal
Individual goal
Individual goal
Individual goal and group goal

Egocentric
Egocentric
Groupcentric
Egocentric
Egocentric
Groupcentric
Groupcentric
Groupcentric
Egocentric
Egocentric

6
6
6
6
6
6
6
3
6
6

⫺3.11
⫺2.98
2.33
⫺1.46
⫺1.04
0.02
1.99
0.60
⫺1.63
⫺1.17

Appendix B
Publications Excluded From the Meta-Analysis
In all, 131 publications were considered for inclusion in this
meta-analysis. Examination of the full-text manuscripts resulted in
the exclusion of 93 publications. These are listed below. With each
reference the primary reason for excluding the publication is
provided (number in superscript). Six broad categories were used:
(1) no measurement or manipulation of outcome goal difficulty or
specificity; (2) required statistical data could not be retrieved; (3)
no pretest or control group available; (4) multiple interventions,
possible confounding of goal effects; (5) study does not involve
goal setting in groups; and (6) not an empirical study.
For some studies, multiple reasons apply. For these studies, only
the most important or obvious reason is listed.
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