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Abstract

Persistent social norms can sustain unequal gender roles even when individuals endorse equality in
principle. This quasi-experimental pretest-posttest study compared structured psychoeducation with
group counseling for strengthening gender equality orientation among young adults in Bantul Regency,
Indonesia. Purposive sampling recruited 61 participants aged 20-30 years (psychoeducation, n = 31;
group counseling, n = 30). Equivalent forms of the Gender Equality Scale assessed equality, access,
participation, and harmony before and after the interventions. ANCOVA controlled baseline scores. The
adjusted group effect was not statistically significant, F(1, 58) = 0.026, p = 0.873, partial eta squared =
0.0004; the full model was also nonsignificant, F(2, 58)=1.762, p=0.181. Descriptively, both conditions
showed higher total posttest scores, but changes were uneven across dimensions, with participation
remaining comparatively resistant. The study does not establish formal equivalence between
interventions; rather, it indicates that a structured psychoeducational format can be considered a feasible
awareness-building option alongside group counseling. Its principal contribution is the identification of
participation as the priority target for subsequent behavior-oriented and gender-transformative
intervention components.

Keywords: Gender Equality; Group Counseling; Psychoeducation; Quasi-Experimental Design; Young
Adults.
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INTRODUCTION

Gender equality is not limited to formal non-discrimination; it requires equitable access to
rights, resources, recognition, and participation across the life course. Recent work in higher
education and family contexts shows that equality-oriented learning and everyday gender
relations remain mutually constitutive rather than separate domains [1], [2]. Evidence from
educational and youth populations also indicates that gender attitudes are shaped by social-
psychological processes and can reproduce unequal expectations even when equality is widely
endorsed in principle [3], [4].

The problem is consequential because gender inequality operates through several
interlinked dimensions. These include unequal opportunities and institutional arrangements,
access to knowledge and resources, participation in household and public decision-making, and
the legitimacy accorded to women'’s leadership and labour [5], [6]. Curriculum innovation and
structured education can improve awareness, yet gains in attitude do not automatically alter
unequal practices or institutional routines [7], [8]. Similarly, workshop and empowerment
interventions may improve knowledge or perceived agency while producing uneven effects
when broader norms, safety conditions, and resource constraints remain intact [9], [10].

Gender-based harms and inequitable norms are also linked to psychosocial wellbeing,
safety, and the delivery of social welfare services. Recent reviews of interventions for women
survivors of violence, youth exposed to violence, and community support programmes
underscore the value of preventive and psychosocial strategies, while also showing that
sustainable change depends on context-sensitive implementation [11], [12], [13], [14], [15].
These considerations align gender-equality learning with the wider goals of inclusive
education, wellbeing, and gender-responsive community development.

Young adulthood is a strategic period for intervention because individuals are
consolidating relationship expectations, household-role assumptions, and participation in
community life. Reviews of interventions with men who perpetrate violence and research on
anti-feminist gender-role beliefs indicate that rigid beliefs can become embedded in adult
interactions and may be difficult to shift through information alone [16], [17]. Accordingly,
interventions for young adults should create opportunities to distinguish biological sex from
socially constructed roles, critically assess inequitable expectations, and rehearse more
collaborative forms of participation.

Psychoeducation offers one potentially scalable route for this work. It is a structured
group intervention that combines accessible information, guided reflection, and skills-oriented
activities to strengthen understanding and coping [18], [19], [20]. In contrast with counseling,
which commonly invites deeper exploration of personal experience and relational meaning,
psychoeducation has a more directive, curriculum-like structure that may be especially useful
when the immediate goal is preventive awareness building in non-clinical community settings
[21], [22].

Research has documented psychoeducational benefits across diverse populations and
delivery modes, including caregivers of autistic children, trauma-exposed families, and older
immigrant volunteers [23], [24], [25]. However, evidence from these fields cannot be assumed
to transfer directly to gender-equality learning. Comparative research is still needed to
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determine whether psychoeducation can generate outcomes comparable to group counseling
when gender roles, social norms, and participation are the focal issues.

This study therefore compared a structured psychoeducational intervention and group
counseling for gender equality orientation among young adults in Bantul Regency, Indonesia.
It asks whether postintervention gender-equality scores differ between conditions after baseline
scores are controlled. The study contributes a community-based quasi-experimental
comparison, uses a multidimensional outcome framework, and identifies which gender-
equality dimensions appear most resistant to short-term intervention. These contributions are
relevant to gender equity, counseling and psychosocial support, and scalable community
education within women-centered social welfare systems.

METHODS

Research Design

This study used a quantitative quasi-experimental pretest-posttest comparison design with two
non-equivalent intervention conditions. The psychoeducation group received a structured,
counselor-guided programme, whereas the comparison group received group counseling
focused on gender-role analysis. Both groups completed a baseline assessment before the
intervention and an equivalent postintervention assessment after it. Because participants were
purposively recruited rather than randomly assigned, baseline comparability and covariate
adjustment were central to the analytical design.

Participants and Sampling

Participants were purposively recruited from Bantul Regency, Special Region of Yogyakarta,
Indonesia. Eligibility criteria were: (a) being a man or woman aged 20-30 years; (b) being in
the young-adult developmental period; (c) residing in Bantul Regency; and (d) being willing
to participate in the complete research sequence. The analytical sample comprised 61
participants: 31 in the psychoeducation group and 30 in the group-counseling condition. The
available dataset identifies the age range, residence, and group allocation but does not report
further demographic distributions; therefore, no unsupported demographic estimates are
presented.

Operational Definitions of Variables

The dependent outcome was gender equality orientation, operationalized as the degree to which
participants endorsed equitable opportunities, access, participation, and relational commitment
in gendered social life. The intervention condition served as the independent variable, and
baseline gender equality orientation was included as a covariate. Table 1 specifies the construct
and its four assessed dimensions.
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Table 1. Operational Definitions of Study Variables

Variable Role Dimension / Operational Meaning Measurement
Intervention  Independent Structured psychoeducation versus Categorical
condition variable group counseling, each incorporating  group indicator
gender-role analysis.
Gender Dependent Overall endorsement of equitable GES-01 / GES-
equality variable gender relations in society and 02 total score
orientation everyday life.
Equality Outcome Equity in opportunities, positions, Raw domain
dimension interactions, rights, and responsibilities. score
Access Outcome Opportunity to obtain knowledge, Raw domain
dimension power, resources, and essential score
services.
Participation Outcome Shared involvement in decision-making ~ Raw domain
dimension and household or social roles. score
Harmony Outcome Commitment to constructive, Raw domain
dimension collaborative, and gender-equitable score
relations.
Baseline Covariate Preintervention gender equality GES-01 total
score orientation used to adjust the posttest score
comparison.

Hypotheses Development

Both intervention models were expected to provide participants with a structured opportunity
to interrogate gender stereotypes and reconsider role expectations. Psychoeducation may offer
consistency through standardized content and guided reflection, whereas group counseling may
foster change through interpersonal exploration and feedback. Because the comparative
superiority of these formats for community-based gender-equality learning remained
empirically unresolved, the study tested a non-directional hypothesis: H1: After controlling for
baseline gender equality orientation, postintervention gender equality orientation differs
between the psychoeducation and group-counseling conditions.

Data Collection Procedure

Data collection followed four stages. First, eligible participants were recruited and allocated to
the psychoeducation or group-counseling condition. Second, participants completed the
baseline form of the Gender Equality Scale (GES-01). Third, the psychoeducation group
undertook a structured sequence comprising group readiness activities, concept presentation,
facilitated discussion, card-based gender-role analysis, reflection, and development planning.
The group-counseling condition used orientation, working, and termination phases, with
gender-role analysis conducted in five small groups. Finally, participants completed the
equivalent posttest form (GES-02). Participation was voluntary, and results are reported only
at group level.
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Data Analysis

Analysis proceeded in four stages. First, descriptive statistics summarized group allocation and
the pretest-posttest profiles of the four GES dimensions. Second, an independent-samples t-
test and Levene’s test assessed baseline comparability. Third, the assumptions for analysis of
covariance (ANCOVA) were examined using Kolmogorov-Smirnov normality tests, Levene’s
tests, a linearity test, and a homogeneity-of-regression-slopes test. Finally, ANCOVA
estimated the condition effect on posttest gender equality orientation while controlling the
pretest score. Statistical decisions used an alpha level of 0.05. The group effect and partial eta
squared reported in Table 6 are calculated from the available Type III sums of squares and
error mean square, ensuring internal consistency with the original output.

Validity and Reliability Results

The Gender Equality Scale was developed in two equivalent forms to reduce immediate retest
effects while maintaining the same construct coverage. GES-01 contained 37 items and was
used for the pretest; GES-02 contained 36 items and was used for the posttest. Responses used
a 10-point agreement scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 10 (strongly agree). Sixteen gender-
equality experts assessed content validity. The original validation records reported scale-level
Aiken’s V values of 0.75 for GES-01 and 0.77 for GES-02, with item-level coefficients ranging
from 0.36 to 0.77. Internal consistency was good for both forms, with Cronbach’s alpha values
0f 0.800 and 0.839, respectively.

Table 2. Validity and Reliability Evidence for the Gender Equality Scale

Instrument Use Items Content-Validity Evidence Cronbach's
Form Alpha
GES-01 Pretest 37 Aiken's V = 0.75 at scale level; item 0.800
range 0.36-0.77
GES-02 Posttest 36 Aiken's V = 0.77 at scale level; item 0.839

range 0.36-0.77

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
Results
Participant Allocation and Baseline Equivalence
All 61 participants were retained in the reported analysis: 31 participants in psychoeducation
and 30 in group counseling. The pretest means were 253.23 for psychoeducation and 244.43
for group counseling. Levene’s test was nonsignificant, F = 0.014, p = 0.906, indicating
homogeneous baseline variances. The independent-samples t-test likewise found no
statistically significant baseline difference, t(59) = -0.970, p = 0.336. Thus, the groups were
sufficiently comparable at baseline for a covariate-adjusted comparison, while the non-
randomized design still warrants cautious causal interpretation.
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Table 3. Baseline Equivalence of Total Gender Equality Scores

Condition N Pretest Levene's  Levene's T (Df) P
Mean F P
Psychoeducation 31 253.23 0.014 0.906 -0.970 (59) 0.336

Group counseling 30 244.43

Descriptive Changes Across Gender-Equality Dimensions

Figure 2 and Figure 3 display raw mean scores for the four GES dimensions before and after
the interventions. In the psychoeducation condition, the total of the four domain means
increased from 253.17 to 278.97 (+25.80). In the group-counseling condition, the
corresponding total increased from 244.43 to 277.93 (+33.50). Equality and harmony increased
in both conditions. Access was stable, while participation showed little change overall: it
declined descriptively by 1.94 points in psychoeducation and increased by 3.83 points in group
counseling. Because the domain scores are unstandardized and no within-group inferential test
was available in the supplied output, these descriptive patterns are not interpreted as
statistically significant within-condition effects.

Baseline Gender Equality Dimensions

I Psychoeducation

BN Group counseling

99.45
100 A

80 1
60 A

40

Mean raw dimension score

20 1

Equality Access Participation Harmony

Figure 2. Baseline Gender Equality Profile by Intervention Condition
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Postintervention Gender Equality Dimensions
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Figure 3. Postintervention Gender Equality Profile by Intervention Condition
Table 4. Raw GES Dimension Scores and Descriptive Change
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Equality 37.94 52.65 +14.71 41.83 53.20 +11.37
Access 71.84 71.19 -0.65 70.20 70.20 0.00
Participation 43.94 42.00 -1.94 38.00 41.83 +3.83
Harmony 99.45 113.13 +13.68 94.40 112.70 +18.30
Total of 253.17 278.97 +25.80 24443 277.93 +33.50
domain
means

Assumption Tests for ANCOVA
All reported Kolmogorov-Smirnov significance values exceeded 0.05, providing no evidence
against normality for the reported pretest and posttest distributions. Variance homogeneity was
supported at both measurement occasions. The pretest and posttest scores showed a significant

linear relation, F = 5.807, p = 0.033, and the deviation from linearity was nonsignificant, F =
1.782, p=0.138. Finally, the pretest-by-group interaction was nonsignificant, F(2, 58) =1.911,
p =0.157, supporting the homogeneity-of-regression-slopes assumption.

Table 5. ANCOVA Assumption Tests

Assumption Statistic / Condition Value P Decision
Normality Pretest psychoeducation: 0.364 0.999  Supported
Kolmogorov-Smirnov Z
Normality Posttest psychoeducation: 0.682  0.741  Supported
Kolmogorov-Smirnov Z
708 | WISE Fishosn



Assumption Statistic / Condition Value P Decision

Normality Pretest group counseling: 0.438 0991  Supported
Kolmogorov-Smirnov Z
Normality Posttest group counseling: 0.842  0.478  Supported
Kolmogorov-Smirnov Z
Variance Pretest: Levene's F 0.014  0.906  Supported
homogeneity
Variance Posttest: Levene's F 0.025 0.876  Supported
homogeneity
Linearity Pretest-posttest linearity: F 5.807 0.033  Supported
Linearity Deviation from linearity: F 1.782  0.138  Supported
Parallel Pretest x group interaction: F(2, 58) 1.911  0.157  Supported
regression
slopes

Adjusted Postintervention Comparison and Hypothesis Test

The ANCOVA model explained 5.7% of variance in posttest gender equality orientation
(adjusted R-squared = 0.025), but the overall corrected model was not statistically significant,
F(2, 58) = 1.762, p = 0.181. After accounting for baseline scores, the intervention-condition
effect was negligible, F(1, 58) = 0.026, p = 0.873, partial eta squared = 0.0004. The baseline
covariate was also not significant at the 0.05 level, F(1, 58) = 3.498, p = 0.067. Consequently,
HI1 was not supported. The available results therefore do not provide evidence that one
intervention produced a higher or lower adjusted posttest score than the other.

Table 6. ANCOVA Results for Posttest Gender Equality Orientation

Source SS Df MS F P Partial Eta
Squared
Corrected model 2244.654 2 1122.327 1.762  0.181 0.057*
Baseline GES 2228.341 1 2228.341 3.498 0.067 0.057
score
Intervention 16.313 1 16.313 0.026 0.873 0.0004
condition

Error 36952.496 58 637.112

Corrected total 39197.150 60

Table 7. Hypothesis Decision

Hypothesis Statement Decision
HI Adjusted posttest gender equality orientation differs Not supported
between psychoeducation and group counseling.

Discussion

The central result is not evidence that psychoeducation is superior to group counseling, nor
does it demonstrate that the two approaches are formally equivalent. Rather, the ANCOVA
detected no statistically significant adjusted difference between the two conditions. This
distinction is important. A nonsignificant result may reflect genuinely similar outcomes,
limited power, measurement sensitivity, or heterogeneity in participants’ exposure and
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engagement; it cannot, on its own, establish equivalence. The study nevertheless provides a
practically useful finding: a structured psychoeducational format was able to accompany
descriptive improvements in overall gender-equality orientation without performing detectably
worse or better than a more interaction-intensive counseling format in this sample.

This pattern is consistent with the conceptual foundation of psychoeducation as a
structured blend of learning and psychosocial support [26], [27]. Across health and family
settings, psychoeducational approaches have been implemented through dyadic support, digital
self-management, and narrative or arts-based formats, illustrating that their core mechanisms
are adaptable to different populations and delivery settings [28], [29], [30]. In the present study,
the intervention’s combination of concise conceptual material, guided discussion, card-based
gender-role analysis, and reflective planning plausibly supported cognitive reframing. Group
counseling may have arrived at similar outcomes through a different pathway: interpersonal
exploration, feedback, and shared meaning-making. The convergence in adjusted scores
therefore has theoretical value because it suggests that the depth of personal disclosure is not
the only route to early-stage gender awareness.

The most informative descriptive finding concerns the uneven movement across
dimensions. Equality and harmony increased in both groups, whereas participation remained
comparatively resistant. This pattern should not be converted into a causal claim because the
reported analysis did not test within-group changes by dimension. Still, it identifies a
substantively important target. Endorsing equitable principles or relational harmony may be
less socially costly than redistributing everyday decision-making and domestic responsibilities.
Young-adult gender attitudes are shaped by social scripts, relationship experiences, and
gendered expectations that can extend beyond a short educational intervention [31], [32], [33].
Gender-transformative programmes have similarly shown that norms related to practical
participation and shared labour require repeated engagement, social reinforcement, and
opportunities to practice alternative behaviors [34].

The findings also refine the value-action-gap framing. The study measured gender-
equality orientation, not observed behavior; consequently, it cannot claim that either
intervention changed household practice. What it does show is a mismatch between the relative
malleability of some orientation dimensions and the inertia of participation-related beliefs. This
is consistent with literature showing that gender equality is affected by structural opportunity,
education, visibility of inequality, and longstanding cultural expectations [35], [36], [37], [38].
A short group intervention can create an entry point for critical reflection, but it is unlikely to
dismantle social norms that are reinforced in families, workplaces, and communities without
continued, context-sensitive support.

The study’s novelty lies in bringing a multidimensional gender-equality measure into a
direct comparison between psychoeducation and group counseling for a non-clinical young-
adult community sample. Previous work often examines gender education, violence
prevention, or psychosocial support separately. Here, the design shows that both modalities can
be positioned within a women-centered social welfare strategy, but it also specifies where
future programming should be strengthened: participation. For practice, community
organizations and education providers can use psychoeducation as an accessible first-stage
format for large or dispersed groups, provided that they do not overstate it as a substitute for
deeper counseling where participants need individualized support. Subsequent modules should
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add behavioral rehearsal, household-task mapping, peer or partner dialogue, and follow-up
activities that make shared decision-making and care work discussable and observable.

For policy, the implication is to connect gender-equality learning with service design
rather than treating awareness as a stand-alone outcome. Programs aligned with women’s
education and social welfare should combine preventive psychoeducation with safe referral
pathways, facilitator training, and iterative evaluation of participation, safety, and wellbeing
[39], [40]. Future studies should use larger, randomized or cluster-randomized samples; report
participant characteristics and intervention dosage; include behavioral and longitudinal
outcomes; and predefine whether the research seeks superiority, non-inferiority, or formal
equivalence. Cost and facilitator-time data would also be necessary before claiming that
psychoeducation is more efficient than group counseling.

CONCLUSION

Among 61 young adults in Bantul Regency, structured psychoeducation and group counseling
produced no statistically detectable difference in postintervention gender equality orientation
after baseline adjustment. Both conditions were associated with descriptively higher total
posttest profiles, but gains were uneven across equality, access, participation, and harmony.
Participation was the most resistant dimension and should be prioritized in future intervention
design. The study contributes a cautious but actionable conclusion: psychoeducation can serve
as a feasible, structured entry point for community gender-awareness programmes, yet a
nonsignificant comparison does not prove equivalence or cost-effectiveness. Sustainable
gender equality programming should therefore extend beyond conceptual awareness to
behaviorally anchored, socially reinforced participation in decision-making and shared
responsibilities.

LIMITATIONS

This study has several limitations. First, purposive recruitment and non-random allocation limit
causal inference and generalizability beyond the participating young adults in Bantul Regency.
Second, the Gender Equality Scale relies on self-reported orientation and does not directly
observe behavior, household decision-making, or longer-term change. Third, the modest
sample size and the absence of reported intervention-dose and detailed demographic data may
have limited sensitivity to small condition differences and prevented subgroup analysis.
Fourth, the study was not designed as an equivalence or non-inferiority trial, so the
nonsignificant ANCOVA result must not be interpreted as proof that the two interventions are
interchangeable. Future research should use larger samples, pre-registered comparative
designs, behavioral indicators, and follow-up assessments.
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