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Attending group therapy sessions is necessary for a group member to have a chance at receiving
benefit from the intervention. Group members’ perceptions of their group’s climate has been linked
with important group member outcomes, including session attendance. On the basis of the writings
of Curran and Bauer (2011), the current study examined group members’ longitudinal ratings of
session engagement and decomposed them into between-groups, between-members, and betweensessions components. These components were then used to examine the relationship between group
members’ ratings of an engaged group climate in the previous session and their attendance the
following session. Session attendance in 573 group sessions for 91 group members in 14 Taiwanese
counseling groups was modeled in a 3-level hierarchical model (sessions within group members,
within groups). Contrary to our hypotheses, between-groups, between-members, and betweensessions components of engagement were not related to session attendance. However, there was a
significant interaction between the between-members and between-sessions components of session
engagement and group size in predicting session attendance. The likelihood of attendance increased
when group members who, on average, rated sessions as being low in engagement uncharacteristically rated a previous session as high in engagement. The likelihood of attendance also increased
when group members who, on average, rated sessions as high in engagement uncharacteristically
rated the previous session as low in engagement. Larger group sizes amplified these effects.
Expectancy (dis)confirmation theory is used to explain these results. Theoretical, research, and
clinical implications are discussed.
Keywords: attendance, group climate, longitudinal models, variance partitioning

culture” and can affect the attendance of the other group members
(Gellatly & Luchak, 1998).
Surprisingly, there is little research on the effect of member
attendance in counseling, therapy, or growth groups. In an early
study of therapy groups, Stone, Blase, and Bozzuto (1980) found
that low attendance in early group sessions was related to later
group member dropout. In the more recent research on attendance
in groups, researchers examined the effects of group members’
attendance in structured groups. For example, Nix, Bierman, McMahon, and the Conduct Problems Prevention Research Group
(2009) found that poorer attendance was related to poorer outcomes in parenting support groups. Similarly, in exercise groups,
better group member attendance was related to better health outcomes (e.g., Baker et al., 2007). There has, however, been an
extensive examination of the impact of attendance in university
classes. A meta-analysis of a large number of studies (90 independent samples and data from 28,034 students) revealed that attendance was positively related to both class grades and overall
college grade-point average (Credé, Roch, & Kieszczynka, 2010).
Because group member attendance is theoretically and empirically
important, theorists and researchers have developed models for
predicting attendance. In these models, researchers have examined

Attendance is important in all types of groups. In the group
therapy setting, Yalom and Leszcz (2005) said that, “A member
who has a poor attendance record (for whatever reason) is unlikely
to benefit from the group” (p. 327). From a dose–response perspective, it is easy to see why poor attendance would be detrimental, particularly in closed groups (groups in which new members
are not added after the first or early sessions). Group members who
attend fewer sessions have a lower dose of the treatment than do
group members who attend a greater number of sessions, and
therefore likely to benefit less than members who attend regularly.
Furthermore, infrequent attendance can contribute to an “absence
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between-person, between-group, and between-session predictors
of attendance.
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Between-Group Predictors of Attendance
“Attendance norms” are the most studied between-group predictor of group member attendance. They are considered betweengroup predictors because “norms” of any sort are an inherently
group-level phenomenon. Therefore, to determine attendance
norms, one must ask: What are the particular norms surrounding
attendance in this particular group? Gellatly and Luchak (1998)
defined attendance norms as the attendance-related “beliefs, values
and behavioral patterns that are shared among members of a work
group or organizational unit” (p. 1086). Typically, attendance
norms are operationalized as the prior attendance of the members
of the group. In the industrial-organizational literature, group
norms surrounding attendance are consistently associated with
individual attendance (Rentsch & Steel, 2003).
Only one group counseling study examined attendance norms,
operationalized as the aggregated previous attendance of the other
group members (excluding the target group member) to predict
that individual group member’s attendance. Specifically, Kivlighan, Kivlighan, and Cole (2012) found that the higher levels of
attendance by the other group members, in a prior session, were
associated with a higher probability of a group member attending
the next group session. Additionally, attendance norms are not the
only group-level process that can affect a group member’s attendance. For example, Paquin, Miles, and Kivlighan (2011) found
that a greater number of in-session intimate behaviors (e.g., “Talks
about own feelings and behavior”), aggregated across the other
group members in a previous group session, increased the probability that an individual group member would attend the following
session.
The Kivlighan et al. (2012) and Paquin et al. (2011) studies
suggest that between-group processes can affect a group member’s
session attendance. Building on these two studies, we examined
between-group perceptions of group engagement as a predictor of
group member attendance. Specifically, we hypothesized that people in groups with higher levels of between-group engagement
compared with groups with lower levels of between-group engagement would be more likely to attend the next session.
Between-group variables can only account for a portion of the
variance in group member behaviors, including attendance. Therefore, in the current study, we also examine between-member
predictors of group member attendance. These between-member
variables are described below.

Between-Member Predictors of Attendance
Early theorists and researchers saw attendance as a characteristic of the group member; therefore, they looked for personality
correlates of attendance. In group therapy/counseling settings,
researchers examined individual diagnoses and personality as predictors of attendance (reviewed in Yalom & Leszcz, 2005). For
example, in their study, Ilardi and Kaslow (2009) found that lower
attendance was related to a fearful attachment style and interpersonal hassles among the 51 African American women who participated in empowerment group psychotherapy. In one of the largest
and most comprehensive studies of attendance, MacNair-Semands

(2002) used the Group Therapy Questionnaire (MacNair &
Corazzini, 1994) to assess client characteristics believed to be
related to attendance. Using 310 group therapy clients, group
member anger/hostility and social inhibition predicted lower attendance. However, MacNair-Semands was only able to correctly
predict whether a group member was in the high- or lowattendance cluster 58.4% of the time.
The research summarized above has conceptualized betweengroup member predictors of attendance as traitlike variables (e.g.,
personality traits). It is possible, however, to examine more statelike between-group member variables. An important state variable
is the group member’s perception of the group’s cohesion or group
climate. Ogrodniczuk, Piper, and Joyce (2006) examined group
members’ sense of belonging to their group as a predictor of
session attendance in supportive group therapy for individuals with
personality disorders. They found that a group member’s sense of
belongingness to the group was related to her or his session
attendance. Specifically, and perhaps unsurprisingly, a lower sense
of belonging was related to less frequent group attendance. In a
related study examining group dropout, which is highly correlated
with attendance, McCallum, Piper, Ogrodniczuk, and Joyce (2002)
found that group dropouts reported less positive feelings in early
group sessions than other group members. These studies are important because they suggest that a group member’s general perceptions of the group are an important between-member predictor
of attendance.
In the current study, we examined group members’ perceptions
of an engaged group climate (MacKenzie, 1983) as a betweenmember predictor of attendance. We examined group members’
perceptions of an engaged group climate because group climate is
the most robust area of group counseling research (McClendon &
Burlingame, 2010); the most widely used measure of group climate is the Group Climate Questionnaire (GCQ; MacKenzie,
1983). The GCQ describes the climate of a group along the
dimensions of engagement (self-disclosure; cohesion and work
orientation), avoidance (relying on the leader or other group members to avoid responsibility for change), and conflict (interpersonal
conflict and lack of trust) (McClendon & Burlingame, 2010).
Given that perceptions of group engagement are moderately to
strongly positively correlated with group member outcome and
other important group processes (McClendon & Burlingame,
2010), we chose to examine the relationship between engagement
and attendance. We hypothesized that group members who saw the
group as generally more engaged would have a greater probability
of attending subsequent sessions.
In order to determine what predicts session attendance, it is also
important to examine processes operating at the level of each
therapy session. These between-session processes are discussed
below.

Between-Session Predictors of Attendance
Paquin et al. (2011) were the first to examine attendance at the
session level. In their study, if a group member was an outlier in
the previous session (had either the highest or lowest number of
intimate behaviors), then that group member was less likely to
attend the following session. Kivlighan et al. (2012) also examined
attendance at the session level. They found that a group member’s
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cumulative history of attendance was an important predictor of that
member’s probability of attending the next session.
Both Paquin et al. (2011) and Kivlighan et al. (2012) examined
behaviors as predictors of group member attendance. It is likely,
however, that a group member’s perceptions of a previous session
will also affect her or his probability of attending the next session.
As noted above, a member’s perception of her or his group’s level
of engagement in a session is an important area for investigation
(Ogrodniczuk et al., 2006). Therefore, we hypothesized that when
group members rated the previous session as more engaged, relative to other sessions, they have a higher probability of attending
the next group session.

Identifying Between-Session, Between-Member, and
Between-Group Effects
When perceptions of the group’s engaged climate and session
attendance are measured longitudinally, it is possible to separate
these perceptions of engagement into between-group, betweenmember, and between-session components. As shown by Curran
and Bauer (2011), separating the between-member and betweensession components is done by obtaining each individual group
member’s session-by-session deviation in engaged perceptions
from a between-session constant. When a group member’s perceptions of engagement are changing linearly across time, each group
member’s session engagement rating is expressed as a deviation of
their session engagement rating (the residual) from the linear line
of best fit for engagement regressed on time for that group member. Specifically, the researcher, separately, regresses each group
member’s engaged ratings on the mean-centered session number
for each individual group member. The individual error terms
(residuals) from these regressions are used as Level 1, betweensession predictors of group member attendance, and the individual
intercepts from each of the regressions can be used as Level 2,
between-member predictors of group member session attendance
in a two-level, multilevel model (see Curran & Bauer, 2011).
It is also possible, however, to decompose the intercepts described above into between-members and between-groups components. This is done by expressing each group member’s intercept
as a deviation from the aggregated engagement score for her or his
group. These deviation scores are the scores used as Level 2,
between-member predictors of group member attendance, and
aggregated group engagement scores are used as Level 3, betweengroups predictors of group member session attendance in a threelevel, multilevel model.
As seen above, we have made predictions for how betweengroup, between-member, and between-session components of a
perceived engaged climate will be related to group member session
attendance. It is likely, however, that these different levels of the
perceived engaged climate will interact to predict group member
session attendance. For example, for a group member who generally sees her or his group sessions as highly engaged, a decrease in
a particular session’s engaged climate may be more impactful on
whether she ⴱattends subsequent sessions than would a decrease in
a particular session’s engaged climate for a group member who
generally sees her group’s climate during sessions as being less
engaged. However, there is not enough theory or research to make
specific hypotheses about particular cross-level interactions.
Therefore, we examined these cross-level interactions without
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making specific hypotheses. Furthermore, because the counseling
groups in the current study varied in size and because group size
is related to many group dynamics (e.g., Shaw, 1981), we also
examined how group size affects session attendance.

Group Size
Some research shows that larger groups are more productive
(e.g., Laughlin, Hatch, Silver, & Boh, 2006); however, other
research shows that in larger groups, group members are more
dissatisfied and experience more negative affect (Shaw, 1981).
Examining counseling groups, Shechtman and Dvir (2006) found
that members made fewer “simple self-disclosures” in large
groups; however, intimate self-disclosures, resistance, unproductive behaviors, productive behaviors, positive responses, and negative responses were all unrelated to group size.
It is likely that group size is related to some group processes and
outcomes and that group size is often a function of the type of
group. For example, Yalom and Leszcz, (2005) said that the ideal
size for an interactional group is between seven and 12 members.
The rationale is that groups that have fewer than seven members
lack diversity in reactions that are essential for effective group
functioning. Groups that have more than 12 members are more
likely to have participation problems (either members participating
too much or too little). Because the groups in the current study
ranged in size from five to nine members, it is likely that the
groups varied from being “too small” to more ideal in size.
Therefore, we hypothesized that as group size increases, attendance levels will also increase.

Method
Groups
The groups examined in this study are the same groups used in
Hsu, Paquin, and Kivlighan (2013). The prior study’s focus on
reasons for self-disclosing and attendance was not examined. The
orientation of the counseling groups in this study were semistructured and based on the interpersonal process approach (Yalom
& Leszcz, 2005), which encouraged members to listen, support,
solve problems, practice new behaviors in and outside of group,
and exchange feedback with one another. In the initial stage, the
group leaders used structured activities to help the members
“warm up,” build norms, and facilitate member sharing and interacting designed to foster participants’ involvement and group
cohesion. In later stages, the group format shifted to focusing on
problem solving and interpersonal learning through the provision
of interpersonal feedback.
These 14 counseling groups were conducted on a university
campus in Taiwan. Groups were composed of university students
and participants from the community. Groups ranged in size from
five to nine members (M ⫽ 6.86, SD ⫽ 1.29). The groups met for
ten, 90-min weekly sessions. Ten of these groups were coled by
two trainees, and four groups were led by a single leader. Assignment to a particular group was based on participants’ scheduling
availability. After the first session, attendance rate for these 14
groups was 77.57% across sessions.
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Participants
Group leaders. Twenty-three graduate students, 19 women
and four men, ranging in age from 24 to 48 years old, in a
counseling program either enrolled in a group practicum course or
facilitated the groups on their master’s-level internship. The practicum students (leading 11 of the 14 groups) participated in a
6-week intensive group counseling course. The students on internship (leading three of the 14 groups) participated in a 10-hr group
counseling workshop.
Group members. Ninety-six Taiwanese participants, 71
women (74%) and 25 men (26%), ranging in age from 16 to 52 years
old (M ⫽ 28.77, SD ⫽ 9.44), were assigned to groups. Of these
participants, 49 were individuals from the community at large (51%)
and 47 were current undergraduates (49%). Highest level of education
attained for most group members was some college or above (n ⫽ 81,
84.4%). Six group members had completed high school (n ⫽ 6,
6.3%), six group members had completed middle school (n ⫽ 6,
6.3%), one had completed elementary school (n ⫽ 1, 1%), and educational attainment data are unknown for two members.

Measures
The GCQ-Short form (GCQ-S). A Chinese version of the
GCQ-S (MacKenzie, 1983), translated and updated by Taiwan
scholars (Wang & Lin, 2000), was used to measure group members’ perceptions of the group climate in this study. The GCQ-S
comprises 12 items on a 7-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 (not
at all) to 7 (extremely). Although the GCQ-S is composed of three
scales—Engagement, Avoidance and Conflict—for the purposes of
the current study, we examined the Engaged scale only. The construct
validity of GCQ-S has been tested extensively, and research has
demonstrated links between the GCQ-S scales and both group processes and group member outcomes (McClendon & Burlingmame,
2010). The factor structure of the GCQ-S was confirmed using confirmatory factors analysis (CFA) in a recent study (Wang, Chen,
Wang, & Lin, 2012). Coefficient alphas in Wang et al. (2012) were
.67 for Engagement, .31 for Avoidance, and .61 for Conflict, which is
based on a sample of 744 participants, in 82 groups. Only the Engagement scale was examined in the current study, and the coefficient
alphas across all members and sessions was .71.

Procedure
Potential group members were invited through the electronic
solicitations in several university and community forums in the
Hsinchu area of Taiwan. The groups were advertised as an intervention aimed at helping potential group members with problem
solving regarding interpersonal relationships (family, friends, and
romantic relationships), adjustment issues, and career exploration.
Group leaders met with group members for a screening interview
to provide information, answer questions, clarify the group process
and related expectations, and to determine goodness of fit between
the group and the participant. In general, members were deemed
appropriate for the group if their levels of symptoms and functioning were consistent with nonclinical populations and their stated
goals for therapy were consistent with the stated goals of the group
intervention. Potential group members were excluded from the
groups if they met criteria for severe depression or anxiety, en-

dorsed psychotic symptoms, or displayed traits consistent with a
personality disorder. No group members screened during these
interviews were excluded from participation in the groups; some
group members declined participation after the screening interview. Informed consent was obtained from all group leaders and
group members. Group leaders met weekly with the supervisor for
group supervision. The counseling groups met once a week, for 90
min each session, for 10 sessions. The GCQ-S was completed
immediately after sessions two through 10.

Results
We used an empty model to determine the variance in attendance that was between sessions, between group members and
between groups. Because the outcome variable was dichotomous
(0 ⫽ absent, 1 ⫽ present), a Bernoulli distribution was used.
Eighty-five percent of the variance in attendance (present or absent) was at the session level (between sessions). Differences
between group members (between member) accounted for 12% of
the variance in attendance, and 3% of the variance in attendance
was attributable to groups (between groups). The gamma coefficient for the intercept from the empty model was significant,
␥000(13) ⫽ 1.44, SE ⫽ 0.14, t ⫽ 10.97, p ⬍ .001, meaning that the
probability of a member being present was significantly different
from zero. Exponentiating this gamma indicated that the average
attendance rate for group members (the probability that a member
would attend the next session) was .82.
Our main analysis used a three-level hierarchical linear model:
The between-session engaged rating from the previous session was
a Level 1 (session-level) predictor, the between-member engaged
rating was a Level 2 (member-level) predictor, and the betweengroup engaged rating and the group’s size were the Level 3
(group-level) predictors of current session attendance. As in the
empty model, a Bernoulli distribution was used.
The specific model examined was:
Level 1 Model:
prob(ATTENDijk ⫽ 1| jk) ⫽ ijk .
log[ijk ⁄ (1 – ijk)] ⫽ ijk .
ijk ⫽ 0jk ⫹ *1jk(between-session engagement jk).
Level 2 Model:
0jk ⫽ ß00k ⫹ ß*01k(between-member engagement jk) ⫹ r0jk .
1jk ⫽ ß10k ⫹ ß*11k(between-member engagement jk) ⫹ r1jk .
Level 3 Model:
ß00k ⫽ ␥000 ⫹ ␥001(between-group engagementk)
⫹ ␥002(group sizek) ⫹ u00k .
ß01k ⫽ ␥010 ⫹ ␥011(between-group engagementk)
⫹ ␥012(group sizek) ⫹ u01k .
ß10k ⫽ ␥100 ⫹ ␥101(between-group engagementk)
⫹ ␥102(group sizek) ⫹ u10k .
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ß11k ⫽ ␥110 ⫹ ␥111(between-group engagementk)
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⫹ ␥112(group sizek) ⫹ u11k .
Both the between-session engagement and between-member engagement scores were group centered, and the between-group
engagement scores were grand-mean centered.
The final estimation of fixed effects, using the populationaverage model, is reported in Table 1. In this final hierarchal linear
model, the intercept was significant (␥000 ⫽ 1.49, SE ⫽ 0.11, t ⫽
13.26, p ⬍ .000), meaning that the attendance rate was significantly different from zero. The probability of attendance for a
group member with an average level of between-session engaged,
an average level of between-member engaged, and an average
level of between-group engaged in an average sized group was .82.
None of our hypotheses were supported. Specifically, the slope for
between-session engaged was not significant (␥100 ⫽ ⫺0.09, SE ⫽
0.25, t ⫽ ⫺0.35, p ⫽ .74). Also, between-member engaged was
not related to session attendance (␥010 ⫽ 0.01, SE ⫽ 0.11, t ⫽
0.11, p ⫽ .93). Finally, between-group engaged was also not
related to session attendance (␥001 ⫽ 0.22, SE ⫽ 0.30, t ⫽ 0.74,
p ⫽ .48). There was, however, a significant three-way interaction
that involved between-session engaged ratings, between-member
engaged ratings, and group size (␥112 ⫽ ⫺0.61, SE ⫽ 0.17,
t ⫽ ⫺3.53, p ⫽ .005). The odds ratio for the interaction term is .54.
Therefore, the interaction reduces the odds of attendance by 46%.
The interaction effect is illustrated in Figure 1.
In examining Figure 1, it is important to note that the slopes are
not significantly different (t value for slope difference ⫽ ⫺1.06,
p ⫽ .37) between the line representing a high level of betweenmember engaged and a large group size and the line representing
a high level of between-member engaged and a small group size.
Therefore, regardless of group size, when group members who
typically rate their group as more engaged (compared with the
other members of their group) and rate their previous session as
more engaged than their typical session rating, this group member
is less likely to attend the following session. Conversely, when
group members who typically rate their group as more engaged
(compared with the other members of their group) rate their
previous session as less engaged than what they typically rate their
group sessions, this group member is more likely to attend the
following session. In examining Figure 1, it is important to note

Table 1
Between-Session, Between-Member, and Between-Group
Engaged; Group Size; and Session Absence
Effect
Attendance intercept ␥000
Between-group engaged ␥001
Group size ␥002
Between-member engaged ␥010
Between-group engaged ␥011
Group size ␥000
Between-session engaged ␥100
Between-group engaged ␥101
Group size ␥102
Between-member engaged ␥110
Between-group engaged ␥111
Group size ␥112

y

SE

t(8)

p

1.49
0.22
0.16
0.01
⫺0.54
⫺0.10
⫺0.09
0.33
0.11
0.06
⫺0.46
⫺0.61

0.11
0.30
0.09
0.11
0.36
0.06
0.25
0.60
0.20
0.30
1.00
0.17

13.26
0.74
1.84
0.11
⫺1.52
⫺1.84
⫺0.35
0.54
0.53
0.21
⫺0.47
⫺3.53

.000
.477
.092
.926
.156
.093
.735
.599
.608
.837
.647
.005

Figure 1. Interaction of between-session engaged ratings, betweenmember engaged ratings, and group size.

that the slopes are significantly different (t value for slope difference ⫽ 3.38, p ⫽ .03) between the line representing a low level of
between-member engagement and a large group size and the line
representing a low level of between-member engaged and a small
group size. This means that when group members who typically
rate the group as being less engaged (compared with the other
members of their group) rate the previous session as more engaged
than their own typical session rating, then the group member is
more likely to attend the following session. Conversely, when
group members who typically rate the group as being less engaged
(compared with the other members of their group) rate the previous session as less engaged than their own typical session rating,
then the group member is less likely to attend the following
session. This effect is stronger (i.e., the slope is significantly
steeper) for larger groups than it is for smaller groups.

Discussion
None of our hypotheses were supported. Therefore, it appears
that predicting session attendance is more complicated than our
simple, direct effects hypotheses would suggest. We found that
when group members who typically see the group as less engaged
than the other group members (i.e., low between-member engagement) see the preceding session as more engaged than they typically see sessions, they are more likely to attend the next session.
However, when group members who typically see the group as
more engaged than the other group members (i.e., high betweenmember engagement) see the preceding session as less engaged
than they typically see sessions, they are also more likely to attend
the next session. How can we reconcile these seemingly discrepant
findings?
Expectancy confirmation/disconfirmation theory (Carlsmith &
Aronson, 1963) offers one unifying explanation for the apparent
discrepant findings. Specifically, group members bring with them
certain expectations about how engaged group members will be
during the group session. These expectations are based in part
on their sense of the group’s engagement in the previous
sessions. When these expectations are confirmed, there is congruence between the expectation and the experience. However,
when these expectations are disconfirmed, this creates cognitive
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dissonance. When cognitive dissonance occurs, people are motivated to reduce it.
When group members who see the group as more engaged
(relative to the other members of their group) instead see a session
as less engaged than they usually see sessions (relative to other
sessions), this experience constitutes a disconfirmed expectation
and therefore creates cognitive dissonance. Additionally, when
group members who typically see the group as less engaged
(relative to the other members of their group) instead see a session
as more engaged than they usually see sessions (relative to other
sessions), this experience constitutes another type of disconfirmed
expectation, but again results in creating cognitive dissonance for
these group members. Therefore, group members—for nearly opposite reasons—find themselves in the same position of being
confronted with having to reduce cognitive dissonance. And although there are many ways a group member can attempt to reduce
this dissonance, from a behavioral perspective, attending the next
group session will likely give the group member more information
about what is “going on” in the group. Attendance allows the
group member to acquire more information. Attendance, therefore,
is a strategy to reduce cognitive dissonance by acquiring additional
information.
It also appears that larger group size may exacerbate a group
member’s cognitive dissonance. Larger groups are less predictable
than smaller groups because there is less normative control in
larger groups. Therefore, it appears that large group size combines
with disconfirmed expectations to amplify group member uncertainty.

Strengths
This study is one of a small group of studies (Kivlighan et al.,
2012; Paquin et al., 2011) in which attendance at the session level
has been examined. Most of the studies examining attendance have
examined attendance at the member level, as a percentage of
sessions attended. Our results showed that session-level and
member-level dynamics interacted to predict group attendance.
This important interaction would have been missed if attendance
had only been studied at the member level. On the basis of our
results, it is important for future research to also examine attendance at the session level.
To the best of our knowledge, this is the first group counseling
study in which Curran and Bauer’s (2011) model to decompose a
group process variable into between-group, between-member, and
between-session components has been used. Recently, Hoffart,
Øktedalen, Formo Langkaas, and Wampold (2013) used variance
partitioning to examine between-client and between-session
changes in the alliance and changes in posttraumatic stress disorder symptoms. In both the current study and in Hoffart et al.
(2013), between-session changes in treatment processes were important predictors of the outcome measured. We believe it is
important for group researchers to measure processes and outcomes over time and to use variance partitioning to understand
which type of variance is most important in predicting various
types of outcomes.
An additional strength of the current study is its focus on a
non-Western sample. Most of our group counseling knowledge
comes from Western samples. The current study is one of a
growing number of studies in which group processes and outcomes

in other cultural contexts have been examined. The internationalization of group counseling research is important because it is only
with accumulating studies do we begin to understand both the emic
and etic nature of group counseling processes. A final strength of
the current study relates to common rater confounds (Heppner,
Wampold, & Kivlighan, 2008). Most research on group counseling
suffers from common rater confounds (Heppner, Wampold, &
Kivlighan, 2008), which occurs when group members rate all of
the variables examined. By using attendance, a behavioral measure, we were able to avoid interpretation problems associated with
this confound.

Limitations
The current study is correlational; therefore, causal implications
about the relationships between group engagement and session
attendance cannot be concluded. It is important to note, however,
that perceptions of engagement temporally preceded attendance.
As Jones, Ghannam, Nigg, and Dyer (1993) pointed out, establishing temporal precedence moves us a step closer to understanding causality. Second, as mentioned above, studying engagement
and attendance in Taiwan adds an important cross-cultural perspective to the group counseling literature. However, the effects of
between-session and between-member perceptions of engagement
in diverse cultural contexts may be different. Therefore, it would
be important to replicate these results with groups occurring in
other cultural contexts. We were fortunate that the Chinese version
of the GCQ-S has been commonly used and its validity is well
established. However, we do not know whether other group process measures can be transported across cultures. This is an area
for future development. In addition, the engaged scales coefficient
alpha was acceptable but low. The engaged items may not hang
together as well when used with groups in Taiwan or in other
societies with ties to China and Chinese culture. Further study is
needed to explore cultural similarities or differences regarding the
construct of group climate and its many dimensions.

Implications
The results suggest that disconfirmed expectations, in terms of
the perceptions of the group’s engagement, motivate group members to reduce cognitive dissonance created by an unexpected
experience. When people do not know what to expect, they may be
motivated to attend sessions in order to get more information.
Conversely, when group members’ climate expectations are confirmed, they are at risk for missing the next session. Another way
to conceptualize these disconfirmed expectations is in terms of fit.
The members’ current experience of the group’s climate do not fit
with their previous perceptions. Paquin et al. (2011) also examined
fit and absences in groups. In their study, when a group member’s
in-session behaviors did not fit with the behaviors of the other
group members, the member’s likelihood of missing the next
session increases. Therefore, there appear to be two different kinds
of fit in groups, “fit with self” and “fit with others,” which operate
differently with respect to group member absences.
There appear to be two strains of thought among group theorists
and practitioners concerning the best way to end group sessions.
Some theorists (e.g., Jacobs, Masson, & Harvill, 1998) suggest that
group leaders use a structured activity, like sharing reactions to the
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session, to wind down the session. These authors believe that
dissonance or discomfort should not be carried out of the group
session. Gestalt group therapists, however, believe that dissonance
or discomfort at the end of the group is beneficial because it
motivates group members to complete the gestalt, in this case, to
get more information about the group’s engagement. The results of
our research suggest that, in terms of attendance in the next
session, the group leader may want to highlight the dissonance that
group members may feel within themselves. Our distinction between “fit with self” and “fit with others” may resolve the conflict
between the two schools of thought about how to end group
sessions. Perhaps a lack of “fit with self” should be highlighted
with an invitation to group members to allow it to remain unresolved, whereas leaders should engage in some attempt to resolve
a lack of “fit with others,” as this type of fit, if left unchallenged,
may lead to early termination.
Many group leaders end sessions by asking the group members
to reflect on and evaluate the session. Exploring group members’
sense of engagement in the session is one important focus for this
type of reflection. The results of this research suggest that it is not
sufficient to have group members just reflect on their perceptions
of engagement in the current session. Rather, group leaders need to
help group members reflect on how their perceptions of engagement in the current session fit their overall sense of the group’s
engagement. Group leaders may be especially important in helping
members compare current experiences with previous perceptions.
Yalom and Leszcz (2005) suggested that one important role for the
leader is to be the group historian.
As seen above, it is important for group leaders to know how
consistent group members’ views of the group climate are over
time. However, it may be hard for group leaders to systematically
know when group members’ expectations are disconfirmed unless
they systematically collect group member climate perceptions. For
example, Slone, Reese, Mathews-Duvall, and Kodet (2013) tested
a feedback model using the Partners for Change Outcome Management System (Miller, Duncan, Sorrell, & Brown, 2005) in
counseling groups. Clients scored and graphed their weekly ratings
of outcome and alliance and shared the graphs in the group. In this
manner, all group participants and the group therapists were aware
of how outcomes and alliance were changing across time. A
similar model could be used to keep track of climate engagement
ratings. By making this type of group process information public,
therapists and other group members have a chance to interact with
each other about their changing perceptions of group engagement,
thus adding another layer of “grist” to the mill of group therapy.
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