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We examined the relationships between the numbers of group leaders and group
members, and group climate and member satisfaction in 32 semistructured therapy
groups for adolescents. Specifically, we compared group climate and group member
satisfaction in 13 singly led and 19 co-led therapy groups ranging in size from 3 to 12
members. Group members completed the Group Climate Questionnaire after each of
eight sessions, and the Youth Client Satisfaction Questionnaire at termination. Results
indicated that group size was negatively related to group member ratings of engage-
ment, and positively related to ratings of conflict. In individually led groups, group size
was also positively related to ratings of avoidance, and negatively related to group
members’ relationship with the group. In coled groups, however, group size was
negatively related to ratings of avoidance, and positively related to group members’
relationship with the group. Group members who participated in coled groups reported
greater benefit from treatment than those group members in individually led groups.
These results suggest that coled groups have several advantages over individually led
groups.
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Coleadership describes a group therapy lead-
ership structure in which two therapists are part-
nered to facilitate meaningful interactions
among group members (e.g., Okech & Kline,
2006). This leadership structure exists in con-
trast to individual leadership, in which the re-
sponsibility for facilitating group members’
interactions is the sole responsibility of one
therapist. Coleadership of group therapy has
been practiced since at least the 1920s when
Alfred Adler used this technique in his clinics in
Vienna (Dreikurs, 1950; Roller & Nelson,
1993). By the 1950s, therapists and researchers
recognized the potential of coleadership as a

useful modality for facilitating group interven-
tions, and advocated for its increased use (e.g.,
Hadden, 1947). Today, coleadership is a widely
used leadership structure across various mental
health domains (see Yalom & Leszcz, 2005),
and is often utilized in the training of group
psychotherapists (Dies, 1994). Additionally, re-
search has found coleadership to be the clear
preference among group therapists (e.g., Fried-
man, 1973; Paulson, Burroughs & Gelb, 1976;
Rabin, 1967).

This widespread use of coleadership may
stem from its many advantages, as described in
the coleadership literature. For example, Yalom
and Leszcz (2005) suggest that coled group
therapy may offer the opportunity for modeling
healthy interpersonal interactions, increase ob-
servational range within the group, provide a
greater range of transference reactions, reduce
therapist anxiety, and increase objectivity. Sim-
ilarly, in a recent article in the Group Psychol-
ogist, Breeskin stated that, “An individual
group therapist, no matter how skilled, cannot
conceivably keep up with the richness of group
experience. Important cues, particularly nonver-
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bal ones, are in danger of being missed” (Bree-
skin, 2010, p. 5). Breeskin goes on further to say
that individually led group therapy “falls below
the minimum benchmark of approved profes-
sional practice,” (p. 5) and may actually harm
the therapist, the group members, and the
agency in which the therapy takes place.

Despite the commonly cited advantages and
widespread use of coleadership (e.g., Yalom &
Leszcz, 2005), there are also some potential
disadvantages to this leadership structure, when
compared with individual leadership. For exam-
ple, two therapists leading one therapy group is
potentially an inefficient use of mental health
resources (Dick, Lessler, & Whiteside, 1980).
Competition between coleaders (e.g., Block,
1961; Roller & Nelson, 1993), and the harmful
effects of coleaders “modeling” an unhealthy
relationship (e.g., Bowers & Gauron, 1981) rep-
resent other potential disadvantages associated
with coleadership.

Unfortunately, there is a lack of empirical
literature on group leadership structure (Riva &
Smith, 1997), and on coleadership in particular
(Fall & Menendez, 2002; Luke & Hackney,
2007), on which to base decisions about lead-
ership (i.e., coled vs. individually led) of group
therapy. Because of the potential advantages
and disadvantages associated with different
leadership structures in group therapy, it is im-
portant to understand how each leadership
structure may relate to group members’ experi-
ences of the group (e.g., their perceptions of the
group climate and their satisfaction with their
group experience). Understanding leadership
structure is also important because research has
established that group leadership is related to
group member outcomes (e.g., Dies, 1994).

Leadership Structure and Group Process
and Outcome

Only a few studies have compared the effects of
individually versus coled counseling or therapy.
One such study compared treatment delivered by
one or two therapists in a couples’ therapy training
clinic (Hendrix, Fournier, & Briggs, 2001). These
authors found significantly higher rates of session
attendance in coled therapy versus individual ther-
apy. However, they noted that this difference was
largely driven by coleader pairs that included one
student and one faculty member. In another anal-
ysis, comparing only the coleader pairs comprised

of two students and individual student therapists,
Hendrix et al. found that coleader teams and indi-
vidual therapists had equivalent outcomes in terms
of treatment sessions attendance and client com-
pletion of treatment. There are two limitations that
preclude wide application of the results of the
Hendrix et al. (2001) study, including applying the
results to group therapy. First, the interactions that
occur within groups with three or more members
are undoubtedly more complex than the interac-
tions that occur within dyads. Therefore, a second
pair of ears and eyes may be more important in
groups than in couples counseling because of this
increased interactional complexity. Second, the
outcomes examined by Hendrix et al. were limited
to the structural aspects of treatment (i.e., sessions
attended and treatment completion).

Mehlman, Baucom, and Anderson (1983)
also compared individually led and coled ther-
apy for distressed couples. In their controlled
experiment, Mehlman et al. randomly assigned
couples to either immediate or delayed (i.e.,
therapy after 10 weeks on a waitlist) treatment;
with an individual female therapist, an individ-
ual male therapist, or a female-male coleader
team. While Mehlman et al. found better out-
comes for couples who received immediate
therapy versus delayed therapy (regardless of
the number of therapists), they did not find any
relationship between number of therapists and
outcome. One limitation to the Mehlman et al.
study, however, is that the same coleader team
saw all of the couples in the coled therapy
conditions. Additionally, as with the Hendrix et
al. (2001) study, Mehlman et al. examined cou-
ples therapy, not therapy groups, and so the
findings may not be generalizable to group ther-
apy. Given the limitations of these studies, ad-
ditional research examining individually led
versus coled group therapy is warranted. As
such, a major aim of the present study was to
compare coleadership with individual leader-
ship of group therapy.

Group Size and Leadership Structure

In organizational settings, large groups yield
some advantages, as well as several notable
disadvantages, over small groups. For example,
large groups often out-perform small groups
because they have access to more resources,
including time, energy, and expertise (Dennis &
Valacich, 1993; Haleblian & Finkelstein, 1993).
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Unfortunately, in larger groups, there is also
more conflict (O’Dell, 1968), absenteeism
(Durand, 1985), and less cooperation (Brewer &
Kramer, 1986) than in smaller groups. Levels of
participation are also lower in larger groups
(Patterson & Schaeffer, 1977). Finally, mem-
bers of large groups are less satisfied with their
group (Mullen, Symons, Hu, & Salas, 1989).

Similar results are observed in counseling
and psychotherapy groups. For example, Daley,
Bloom, Defenbacher, and Stewart (1983) found
that members of Anxiety Management Training
groups with 10–12 members reported signifi-
cantly greater improvement and missed fewer
sessions than members in groups with 20 mem-
bers. Castore (1962) found significant decreases
in member-to-member interactions as the size of
therapy groups increased. These studies suggest
that larger groups may result in less effective
group processes and reduced group member
outcome in therapy groups.

Some authors suggest that coleadership may
help to mitigate the negative effects of large
groups (Daley et al., 1983; Yalom & Leszcz,
2005). However, no studies have examined this
suggestion. Therefore, a second aim of the cur-
rent study was to examine the interaction of
leadership structure (coleadership vs. individual
leadership) and group size on group climate and
group member satisfaction with their group ex-
perience. Specifically, we build on Witte and
Davis’ (1996) suggestion that the size of the
group may be less important than its staffing
level.

The Current Study

Given that coleadership is the preferred mo-
dality of treatment in group therapy (e.g., Fried-
man, 1973; Paulson, Burroughs, & Gelb, 1976;
Rabin, 1967), but that little research exists to
support the use of coleadership over individual
leadership, a main aim of the current study was
to compare these two leadership structures. Be-
cause research has found that group climate
relates to group member outcomes (e.g., Ogrod-
niczuk & Piper, 2003), and that group climate
mediates the relationship between group lead-
ership and outcomes (Kivlighan & Tarrant,
2001), we were interested in how leadership
structure relates to group climate (i.e., the inter-
personal environment of the group [MacKenzie,
1983]). To examine group climate, we used the

Group Climate Questionnaire-Short Form
(GCQ-S; MacKenzie, 1983). Additionally, be-
cause research has found that group member
satisfaction with their group experience relates
to outcomes (e.g., pre- to posttreatment changes
in behavior and functioning; Shapiro, Welker,
& Jacobson, 1997), we were also interested in
how leadership structure relates to group mem-
ber satisfaction. To examine group member sat-
isfaction, a version of the Youth Client Satis-
faction Questionnaire (YCSQ; Shapiro, Welker,
& Jacobson, 1997), modified for group therapy,
was used. This self-report measure assesses two
dimensions of client satisfaction with their
group: relationship with the group and benefits
of therapy.

In addition, given that previous research has
shown that group size may impact the function-
ing of the group (e.g., Castore, 1962; Daley et
al., 1983), and the suggestion that coleadership
may mitigate some of the negative effects asso-
ciated with a larger group (e.g., Daley et al.,
1983; Yalom & Leszcz, 2005), a secondary aim
of the current study was to examine the possible
interaction of leadership structure and number
of group members, as it relates to both group
climate and group member satisfaction.

Although relatively little research has com-
pared coleadership with individual leadership
(Fall & Menendez, 2002; Luke & Hackney,
2007), and the research that does exist finds
little or no difference between the two leader-
ship structures when experience level of the
therapists being compared is similar (e.g., Hen-
drix et al., 2001; Mehlman et al., 1983), the
theoretical literature on leadership structure
suggests that there are unique advantages to
coleadership (e.g., Breeskin, 2010; Yalom &
Leszcz, 2005), and coleadership is the preferred
treatment modality among group therapists
(e.g., Friedman, 1973; Paulson, Burroughs, &
Gelb, 1976; Rabin, 1967). Therefore, our first
set of hypotheses reflects the notion that group
members’ experiences of the group climate and
group member satisfaction would be better in
coled groups. Specifically, we hypothesized that
the group climate in coled groups would be
characterized by greater engagement, and less
avoidance and conflict, than the group climate
in individually led groups. Additionally, we hy-
pothesized that group members in coled groups
would report a better relationship with the group
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and greater benefits of therapy than group mem-
bers in individually led groups.

Based on the research showing deleterious
effects of larger group size in both the orga-
nizational (e.g., Mullen et al., 1989) and
group counseling (e.g., Daley et al., 1983)
literatures, our second set of hypotheses re-
flects the notion that group members’ experi-
ences of the group climate and group member
satisfaction would be better in smaller versus
larger groups. Specifically, we hypothesized
that there would be a significant, inverse re-
lationship between group size and engage-
ment, and significant, positive relationships
between group size and both avoidance and
conflict. Additionally, we hypothesized that
there would be significant, inverse relation-
ships between group size and group member
ratings of both their relationship with the
group and benefits of therapy.

Our final set of hypotheses is based on the
suggestion by Yalom and Leszcz (2005) that an
additional leader may mitigate the negative ef-
fects of group size, thereby allowing the group
to take advantage of the benefits of a larger
group (e.g., the greater resources available in
larger groups; Dennis & Valacich, 1993; Hale-
blian & Finkelstein, 1993). Specifically, we hy-
pothesized that there would be a significant
interaction between group leadership structure
and number of group members such that in
individually led groups, increasing group size
would be associated with diminished group cli-
mate (i.e., decreases in engagement, and in-
creases in avoidance and conflict), and with less
positive group member ratings of their relation-
ship with the group and benefits of therapy. For
coled groups, however, we hypothesized that
increasing group size would be associated with
improved group climate (i.e., increases in en-
gagement, and decreases in avoidance and con-
flict), and with more positive group member
ratings of their relationship with the group and
benefits of therapy.

Method

The data for this study came from an inves-
tigation of leadership, group climate, and mem-
ber outcomes in semistructured therapy groups
for adolescents. A detailed description of the
design and methodology of this investigation
can be found in Kivlighan and Tarrant (2001). It

should be noted that the Kivlighan and Tarrant
study only reported on data for individually led
groups. The current study uses both these data,
and data collected simultaneously for coled
“Choices” (see below) groups.

Treatment Groups

The treatment groups in the current study
were 32 “Choices Independent Living Pro-
gram” groups. The number of groups (and,
therefore, group members) in the current study
is lower than that used in the Kivlighan and
Tarrant (2001) study because in that study, the
group leadership structure of some of the groups
changed at some point during the course of the
therapy (e.g., a coleader was added to a group
led by an individual leader). In the current
study, we examined only those groups in which
leadership structure was consistent from the be-
ginning of the group.

Choices is a group therapy program for youth
ages 13–15 years. Each Choices group con-
sisted of eight, 2-hr sessions. Choices sessions
consist of structured group exercises, didactic
material, and group discussion and interactions.
Although the sessions are semistructured, group
leaders were trained to emphasize member-to-
member interaction. The groups ranged in size
from 3 to 12 members with a mean of 6.58
(SD � 2.29) members per group. Thirteen of the
groups were individually led and 19 of the
groups were coled.

Group Members

Group members were 87 boys and 89 girls
referred by the Division of Family Services.
The group members had a mean age of 15.05
years (SD � 0.97). Their racial/ethnic back-
grounds were: 48% White, 37% African Amer-
ican, and 15% Native Americans, Latinos, or
Asian Americans. The group members reported
experiencing a large number of problems in-
cluding alcohol and drug use, physical abuse,
and school suspensions or expulsions.

Group Leaders

Group leaders were 41 adults who had pre-
viously facilitated one or more these groups.
Thirty-five of the group leaders were women
and six were men. Their ages ranged from 26
to 52 years, with a mean of 32.9 (SD � 9.1).
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Group leaders were predominately White
(86%). Most of group leaders held a bachelor’s
degree or higher (82%). Group leaders were
given the option of coleading or individually
leading their group. Kivlighan and Tarrant re-
ported data only on those leaders who initially
opted to individually lead their group, whereas
the current study reports on data from all groups
with a consistent leadership structure (i.e., indi-
vidually and coled groups) across the life span
of the group.

Measures

Group Climate Questionnaire-Short Form
(GCQ-S). Group climate was measured with
the short form of the GCQ-S (MacKenzie,
1983). The GCQ-S is a 12-item measure that
assesses the interpersonal environment in the
group. The GCQ-S consists of three scales: en-
gagement, avoidance, and conflict. Engagement
refers to the degree of cohesion, orientation to
the group work, and the importance of the group
to the group members. The engagement scale
contains five items. A sample item on the en-
gagement scale is “The members tried to under-
stand why they do the things they do, tried to
reason it out.” Avoidance refers to the degree to
which individuals avoid responsibility for their
own problems and rely on the other group mem-
bers or leaders. The avoidance scale contains
three items. A sample item from the avoidance
scale is “The members avoided looking at im-
portant issues going on between themselves.”
Conflict refers to interpersonal conflict and dis-
trust in the group. The conflict scale contains
four items. A sample item from the conflict
scale is “There was friction and anger between
the members.”

Responses to the GCQ-S items are made on a
6-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (not at all)
to 6 (extremely). The GCQ-S has been used in
studies to assess climate differences across
groups (Kanas & Barr, 1986; MacKenzie, Dies,
Coché, & Rutan, 1987), and to examine the
relationships between group climate and group
member interpersonal problems (Kivlighan &
Angelone, 1992), and other outcomes (Ogrod-
niczuk & Piper, 2003). Previous research has
found good reliability of the GCQ-S, with co-
efficient alphas of .94 for engagement, .92 for
avoidance, and .88 for conflict (Kivlighan &
Goldfine, 1991).

Youth Client Satisfaction Questionnaire
(YCSQ). Client satisfaction with treatment
was assessed using the 14-item YCSQ (Sha-
piro, Welker, & Jacobson, 1997). Factor anal-
ysis of the scale by Shapiro et al. revealed two
factors: relationship with therapist and bene-
fits of therapy. Cronbach’s alphas for both
factors were .85 in the original measurement
development study by Shapiro et al. The re-
lationship with therapist scale contains six
items. Sample items from this scale include
“Did [your counselor] understand you?” “Did
[your counselor] have good ideas that helped
you?” and “Did you like your counselor?”
The benefits of therapy scale contains eight
items. Sample items from this scale include
“Do you feel differently now because of
counseling?” “Did counseling change the way
you feel about yourself?” and “Did counsel-
ing help your problems to get better?” All
items are scored on a 4-point Likert scale
ranging from 0 (not at all) to 3 (a great deal).

Shapiro et al. (1997) established validity of
the YCSQ by examining the relationships be-
tween relationship with therapist and benefits
of therapy scores, and demographic and treat-
ment variables. YCSQ ratings were signifi-
cantly correlated with parents’ relationship
with the youths’ treatment, parents’ ratings of
the youths’ outcome, and pre- to posttreat-
ment changes on the Child Behavior Check-
list and Global Assessment of Functioning.
Kivlighan and Tarrant (2001) revised the re-
lationship with therapist scale to assess the
youth’s relationship with the group as a whole
(i.e., relationship with the group). Data from
this revised version of the scale was used in
the current study. In this study the Cronbach’s
alphas for the relationship with the group and
the benefits of therapy scales were .83 and
.84, respectively.

Procedure

Group leaders and group members com-
pleted consent forms before the first group
meeting. All groups met for 2 hr a week, for 8
wk. Group members completed the GCQ-S at
the end of each session they attended. Group
members also completed the YCSQ at termi-
nation.
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Results

Analyses of Group Member Satisfaction
Data

The mean scores for relationship with the
group and benefits of therapy were 2.39
(SD � 0.69) and 1.60 (SD � 0.93), respec-
tively. The correlation between relationship
with the group and benefits of therapy was .40
( p � .001).

In the subsequent analyses we examine the
interaction between the number of leaders and
the number of members in the groups. To re-
duce multicolinearity, number of leaders and
number of members were centered when mak-
ing the interaction term.

Because group members’ ratings of satisfac-
tion (i.e., relationship with the group and bene-
fits of therapy) were nested within groups, hi-
erarchical linear modeling (HLM; Bryk &
Raudenbush, 1992) was used to analyze the
relationships between group leadership struc-
ture, group size, and the two group satisfaction
variables. The specific HLM model for relation-
ship with the group is depicted below. (The
model for benefits of therapy was identical, with
the exception that benefits of therapy served as
the dependent variable).

The Level 1 conditional model for relation-
ship with the group for member i in Group t
was:

Y ti � �0i � e0i

where Yti represents the relationship with the
group score for member i in group t, and e0i
represents individual error.

The Level 2 conditional model for relation-
ship with the group was:

�0i � �00 � �01(number of group leaders)

� �02(number of group members) �

�03(number of group leaders by number of

group members interaction) � u0

where �00 represents the overall mean level of
relationship with the group, �01 represents the
slope for number of group leaders, �02 repre-

sents the slope number of group members, �03
represents the slope for the interaction of num-
ber of group leaders by number of group mem-
bers, and u0 represents error.

Table 1 contains the coefficients for the HLM
analyses for relationship with the group and
benefits of therapy. The significant gamma
(�00 � 2.36) for the intercept for relationship
with the group indicates that the average level
of this variable was greater than zero. There was
a significant interaction effect for the number of
group leaders by the number of group members
(�03 � 0.05). This significant interaction effect
is illustrated in Figure 1. For individually led
groups, an increasing number of members was
related to a poorer relationship with the group.
For coled groups, an increasing number of
members was related to a better relationship
with the group.

The significant gamma (�00 � 1.57) for the
intercept for benefits of therapy indicated that
the average level of benefit of therapy was
greater than zero. There was also a significant
main effect for the number of group leaders
(�01 � 0.12). Group members reported more
benefit in coled groups than in individual leader
groups.

Analyses of Group Climate Data

Cronbach’s alphas for interitem reliability for
engagement, avoidance, and conflict were .86,
.75, and .79, respectively. The engagement,
avoidance, and conflict scales are group charac-
teristics constructed from the climate ratings of
individual group members. To justify aggrega-
tion across individual group members it was
important to demonstrate within-group agree-
ment and between-groups differences (Klein &
Kozlowski, 2000), and so we calculated an in-
terrater agreement score (rWG) for engagement,
avoidance, and conflict scales. An rWG can
range from 0, for no agreement, to 1, for com-
plete agreement. Average interrater agreement
was .83 for engagement, .85 for avoidance, and
.84 for conflict. Because these values exceeded
the .60 criterion for aggregation suggested by
Glick (1985), group climate scores were aggre-
gated across group members to obtain an indi-
vidual measure for each of the group climate
variables, for each group, for each session.
These aggregated scores were used in the sub-
sequent analyses.
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The aggregated mean scores for engage-
ment, avoidance, and conflict were 3.40
(SD � 0.70), 3.08 (SD � 0.53), and 1.96
(SD � 0.89), respectively. The correlation be-
tween engagement and avoidance was .49, the
correlation between engagement and conflict
was �.22, and the correlation between avoid-
ance and conflict was .15. MacKenzie (1983)
reported correlations of �.44, �.18, .30, for the
correlations between engagement and avoid-
ance, engagement and conflict, and avoidance
and conflict, respectively. Miles and Kivlighan
(2008) reported correlations of �.36, �.14, and
.36, for the correlations between engagement
and avoidance, engagement and conflict, and
avoidance and conflict, respectively. It should
be noted that the correlation between engage-
ment and avoidance, in the current study was
quite different from the correlations reported by
MacKenzie, and Miles and Kivlighan.

The studies by MacKenzie (1983) and Miles
and Kivlighan (2008) were both conducted with
adult group members, whereas the group mem-
bers in the current study were adolescents in

groups facilitated by adults. Given their age,
these adolescents are likely in many other set-
tings (e.g., in a classroom) in their lives in
which they are expected to obey or please adult
authority figures (e.g., parents, teachers), and to
behave in “acceptable” ways. Because the
group therapists were also adult authority fig-
ures, and the group members were in a semi-
structured group setting, the adolescent group
members may have perceived that depending on
the leaders for direction, and doing things in the
way that are acceptable to the group, were be-
haviors that were desired by the adult leaders, or
required by the group therapy setting. As such,
for adolescents, these behaviors (though char-
acterized by group therapists and the GCQ-S as
“avoidance”) may not be seen by these adoles-
cent group members as being incompatible with
engagement in the group. Rather, for adoles-
cents, these behaviors may be seen as engaging
in the group in a way that is appropriate and
expected by the adult or adults leading the
group. In contrast, given the greater level of
autonomy afforded to adults with regard to their

Table 1
Group Member Satisfaction and Group Climate as a Function of the Number of Group Leaders and the
Number of Group Members

Effects � Coefficient SE t-test p value

Relationship with the group
Intercept 2.36 0.09 26.40 0.000
Number of leaders 0.11 0.09 1.29 0.212
Number of members �0.02 0.03 �0.61 0.552
Leaders by members interaction 0.05 0.02 2.19 0.046

Benefits of therapy
Intercept 1.57 0.07 23.48 0.000
Number of leaders 0.12 0.06 2.25 0.041
Number of members �0.01 0.03 �0.26 0.799
Leaders by members interaction 0.01 0.03 0.31 0.759

Engagement
Intercept 3.29 0.09 36.65 0.000
Number of leaders 0.10 0.11 0.94 0.355

Number of members �0.09 0.04 �2.28 0.031
Leaders by members interaction 0.01 0.04 0.321 0.751

Avoidance
Intercept 3.07 0.05 58.58 0.000
Number of leaders �0.04 0.05 �0.67 0.505

Number of members 0.01 0.02 0.52 0.604
Leaders by members interaction �0.05 0.02 2.23 0.046

Conflict
Intercept 1.89 0.12 15.86 0.000
Number of leaders �0.07 0.12 �0.63 0.536
Number of members 0.09 0.04 2.31 0.039
Leaders by members interaction 0.07 0.04 1.51 0.141
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behavior, depending on group leaders for direc-
tion and doing things in ways that are accept-
able to the group may reflect avoidance in a way
that is incompatible with engagement, as found
in the studies by MacKenzie and Miles and
Kivlighan. Regardless of age, however, depend-
ing on the leaders for direction and doing things
in ways that one believes are acceptable to the
group likely hinders the depth with which the
therapy proceeds (even if these behaviors, for
adolescents, are not incompatibly with engage-
ment with the group).

As with group member satisfaction scores,
group climate scores were nested within groups.
HLM was used to take into account this nesting.
We modeled each group climate variable (i.e.,
engagement, avoidance, and conflict) as a latent
variable in these HLM analyses. For example,
the group engagement scores from the six group
sessions were used as Level 1 indicators of an
engagement latent variable. Leadership struc-
ture and group size were Level 2 variables that
were modeled as predictors of the latent group
climate variables in two separate HLM analy-
ses, one with relationship with group as the
dependent variable, and one with benefits of
therapy as the dependent variable.

Table 1 contains the coefficients for the anal-
yses of group climate. The significant gamma

(�00 � 3.29) for the intercept for engagement
indicated that the average level of engagement
was greater than zero. Only the main effect for
the number of members was significant (�20 �
�0.09), indicating that as the number of group
members increased the level of group engage-
ment decreased.

The significant gamma (�00 � 3.07) for the
intercept for avoidance indicated that the aver-
age level of avoidance was greater than zero.
There was also a significant interaction effect
for the number of group leaders by the number
of group members (�03 � �0.05). This signif-
icant interaction effect is illustrated in Figure 2.
For groups with an individual leader, as the
number of members increased, avoidance also
increased. For coled groups, as the number of
members increased, group avoidance decreased.

The significant gamma (�00 � 1.89) for the
intercept for conflict indicated that the average
level of conflict was greater than zero. The only
significant effect was the main effect for the
number of group members (�00 � 1.89). As the
number of group members increased, group
conflict also increased.

In summary, we found partial support for
each set of hypotheses. Consistent with our hy-
potheses involving group leadership structure
(i.e., number of group leaders), we found that
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Figure 1. Number of group leaders by number of group members interaction for the benefits
of therapy.
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members in coled groups reported greater ben-
efits of therapy than members in individually
led groups. Contrary to our hypotheses involv-
ing group leadership structure, however, we did
not find any significant relationships between
group leadership structure and any of the group
climate variables, or relationship with the
group.

Consistent with our hypotheses involving
number of group members, we also found that
increasing group size was associated with de-
creases in engagement and increases in conflict.
Contrary to our hypotheses involving number of
group members, however, we did not find sig-
nificant relationships between group size and
avoidance, relationship with the group, or ben-
efits of therapy.

Finally, consistent with our hypotheses re-
garding the interaction of group leadership
structure and group size, the interaction be-
tween leadership structure and group size was
significant for avoidance and relationship with
the group. Specifically, in individually led
groups, as group size increased, ratings of
avoidance increased, and ratings of relationship
with the group decreased. In contrast, in coled
groups, as group size increased, ratings of
avoidance decreased, and ratings of relationship
with the group increased. Contrary to our hy-
potheses, however, the interaction between

group leadership structure and group size was
not significant for engagement, conflict, or ben-
efits of therapy.

Discussion

There is a saying that “two heads are better
than one.” Consistent with this saying, group
therapists have embraced the notion that two
therapists are better than one, as reflected in the
widespread use of, and preference for, colead-
ership (e.g., Friedman, 1973; Paulson, Bur-
roughs & Gelb, 1976; Rabin, 1967; Yalom &
Leszcz, 2005). However, there exists little em-
pirical literature on which to base decisions on
group leadership structure in group therapy
(Fall & Menendez, 2002; Luke & Hackney,
2007). As such, a primary aim of the current
study was to empirically examine group leader-
ship structure in therapy groups for adolescents.

In the current study, consistent with our first
set of hypotheses regarding group leadership
structure, we found some potential advantages
of coleadership over leadership by an individual
therapist. Specifically, group members in coled
groups reported greater benefits of therapy than
those in individually led groups, as well as
significant interactions of group leadership
structure and group size in relationship to avoid-
ance and relationship with the group.
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Previous research on coled therapy versus
therapy by a individual therapist in couples ther-
apy suggests that there may be no difference
between coled and individually led therapy
when all of the therapists being compared are of
a similar level of experience (Hendrix et al.,
2001, Mehlman et al., 1983). There are two
important differences between the current
study, and the studies by Mehlman et al. and
Hendrix et al. First, the treatment in the current
study involved group therapy, and groups aver-
aged between six and seven members per group.
The Mehlman et al. and Hendrix et al. studies
involved couples therapy, and thus there were
only two participants in the treatment. The in-
teractional complexity in a system expands as
the number of participants in the system in-
creases. As such, a second therapist may not be
as crucial in less complex systems, such as
when counseling dyads. Because of the in-
creased interactional complexity in groups, a
“second set of eyes and ears” may make a big
difference when group leaders are trying to keep
track of multiple interactions. This is consistent
with the theoretical writing on group coleader-
ship that suggests that one of the benefits of
coleadership is greater observational range in
the group (e.g., Yalom & Leszcz, 2005). That is,
in the complex interpersonal system that is
group therapy, having more than one leader
increases the chances of at least one of the
therapists being able to attend to the many ver-
bal and nonverbal interactions that are taking
place within the group at any given time. This
way, coleaders may help catch one another’s
“blind spots” within any given session, and thus
serving to provide a better experience (i.e.,
more therapeutic) for the group members.

The current study did not provide support for
our other hypotheses regarding group leader-
ship structure, however. That is, there were no
significant main effects for group structure (in-
dividually vs. coled) with regard to conflict or
engagement (the significant interactions be-
tween group leadership structure and group size
for avoidance and for relationship with the
group are discussed below). It may be that the
increased observational range allowed by hav-
ing two leaders in the group may be particularly
useful in helping individual group members feel
as thought their needs are being met, as re-
flected in the higher benefits of therapy ratings
for coled groups. That is, with more than one

leader, there is a greater chance for at least one
therapist to be able to attend to the needs of each
individual group member, whether these needs
are explicitly stated or not. Future research
should examine the relationship between group
leadership structure and outcome variables be-
yond group members’ perceptions of benefits of
therapy.

The current study also provided partial sup-
port for our hypotheses regarding group size.
Specifically, increased group size was related to
decreased levels of engagement and increased
levels of conflict in the group. These finding are
similar to studies of group size in organizational
settings. For example, Lundgren and Bogart
(1974) found that increasing group size was
related to decreasing cohesion, a construct sim-
ilar to engagement. They also found that in-
creasing group size was related to a more com-
petitive and argumentative group culture.

One explanation for the negative effects as-
sociated with larger groups may be found in the
concept of deindividuation (Zimbardo, 1969).
As group size increases group members feel
more anonymous and less responsible for their
actions. This deindividuation in turn leads to a
weakening of individual behavioral controls
and a lowered tendency to express behaviors
that are normally inhibited. As a result, it may
be that group members in larger groups, where
there is greater deindividuation, may be less
inhibited when it comes to expressing emotions
and behaviors related to conflict (e.g., anger,
distrust, rejection) than they might be in smaller
group settings. In addition, this deindividuation
may also contribute to social loafing (e.g.,
Karau & Williams, 1993) in larger groups. That
is, in larger groups, participants may feel less
individual responsibility and motivation for ac-
tively engaging in the work of the group than in
smaller groups.

Our second aim in the current study was to
examine whether group leadership structure in-
teracted with group size to affect group climate
and group member satisfaction. Group counsel-
ing and psychotherapy research suggests that
there are potential benefits to smaller groups.
For example, Daley et al. (1983) reported
greater improvement and better attendance in
smaller groups, and Castore (1962) reported
decreased member-to-member interactions as
group size increases. The significant main ef-
fects of group size on engagement and conflict
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in the current study are consistent with this
research, as they represent some of the potential
negative consequences of larger group size. Re-
search in organizational settings, however,
shows that larger groups can have both negative
(e.g., more conflict; O’Dell, 1968) and positive
(e.g., more resources and better performance;
Dennis & Valacich, 1993) consequences.
Therefore, an important question is how to take
advantage of the positive consequences of
larger group size, while minimizing the nega-
tive consequences.

Theoretical writing in the group counseling
and psychotherapy literature suggests that the
presence of a coleader may help to mitigate
some of the negative effects associated with the
increased complexity of larger groups (e.g.,
Yalom & Leszcz, 2005). Therefore, in the cur-
rent study, we hypothesized that there would be
an interaction between group leadership struc-
ture and group size such that in individually led
groups, increased group size would be associ-
ated with negative consequences for the group
(i.e., less engagement, more avoidance and con-
flict, and lower ratings of group members’ re-
lationship with the group and benefits of ther-
apy), whereas in coled groups, increased group
size would be associated with positive conse-
quences for the group (i.e., higher engagement,
less avoidance and conflict, and higher ratings
of group members’ relationship with the group
and benefits of therapy).

Consistent with this set of hypotheses, based
on the results of the current study, it appears
that coleadership may be particularly advanta-
geous as group size increases. In the individu-
ally led groups, increased group size was related
to greater levels of avoidance, and decreased
quality of group members’ relationship with the
group. In coled groups, however, increased
group size was associated related to lower levels
of avoidance, and increased quality of group
members’ relationship with the group. We sus-
pect that two leaders maximize the groups
chance of utilizing the additional resources that
increased memberships brings. For example, if
one group leader is taking the lead in helping
two group members communicate better, the
other leader can be observing the reactions of
the other members. This second group leader
can pull other group members into the interac-
tion by, for instance, requesting their feedback
concerning the interaction. It is difficult for an

individual leader to be both involved in inter-
actions and observing interactions, simultane-
ously. The second group leader can make sure
that the group makes full use of its resources by
keeping track of the involvement of noninter-
acting members. In addition, research by
Maslach, Stapp, and Santee (1985) shows that
the deindividuation associated with larger
groups, as discussed above, can be lessened
when group members receive individual atten-
tion. The research by Maslach et al. may help to
explain why groups with two leaders are less
avoiding and group members are more satisfied
as group size increases. The two leaders can
provide the individual attention that may help
members feel less anonymous in larger groups.

Limitations

There are several limitations that qualify the
interpretation of the results. First, group leaders
were not assigned to type of leadership struc-
ture. Rather, group leaders opted to lead the
groups individually or with a coleader or both.
Because of lack of random assignment to type
of leadership structure, it is inappropriate to
make causal attributions about the effect of in-
dividual versus coleadership. We also do not
know why leaders choose to lead groups by
themselves or with a partner. Perhaps the “bet-
ter” group leaders for some reason choose the
coleader model. For example, the leaders that
chose to colead may be more secure in their
leadership ability and therefore more willing to
make themselves vulnerable by allowing an-
other leader see them in a leadership role. It
would be interesting for future research to ex-
amine what goes into the choice of leading a
group by one’s self or leading with a partner.

Second, we examined semistructured struc-
tured groups composed of adolescents. It is un-
clear if more unstructured groups like those
described by Yalom and Leszcz (2005), and
groups composed of adult group members,
would also benefit from a coleader model.
Third, the group leaders were paraprofessionals
with only a small amount of formal group train-
ing. Therefore, it is possible that leaders with
less training may need to rely on a coleader
more than leaders with more extensive group
training. Future research should examine the
individual versus coleadership with different
types of groups and group leaders.
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Finally, in the current study we examined the
relationships between group leadership struc-
ture and group size, and group climate and
group member satisfaction. Although both
group climate and satisfaction have been found
to relate to outcomes in therapy (e.g., Ogrod-
niczuk & Piper, 2003; Shapiro et al., 1997,
respectively), it will be important for future
research to examine the relationships between
leadership structure and group size, and other
outcome variables important to group treatment.

Implications

Despite these limitations, the results of this
study were quite encouraging with regard to the
use of coleadership in group treatments. Future
research should look at mediating and moderat-
ing variables that may lead to more or less
effective coleadership. Future research should
also continue to examine the relationships be-
tween group leadership structure and group size
in other types of group treatments, and with
different populations. If future studies confirm
the superiority of coled groups, Breeskin’s
(2010) advocacy of coleadership may come to
be seen as a best practice in all group treat-
ments. Given the interactions between group
leadership structure and group size found in the
current study, it may be particularly important
for group therapists to utilize coleadership in
larger groups. If group therapists are unable to
utilize a coleader, an alternative may be to
maintain small membership in any given group.
This way, there is a greater possibility that each
individual member will be able to benefit from
individual attention from the therapist, and re-
duce the impact of deindividuation.
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