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Validity and Reliability of Chinese Version of Feetham Family Functioning Survey
ZHANG Ying', WEI Min® (1. School of Nursing, Shanghai Jiaotong University, Shanghai 200025, China;
2. Department of Paediatrics,Peking Union Medical College Hospital,Beijing 100730, China)
[ Abstract] Objective To assess the validity and reliability of the Chinese version of Feetham Family Func-
tioning Survey (FFFS). Methods FFFS was administered to 399 caregivers of children with chronic disea-
ses to conduct psychometric test. Results The results of factor analysis indicated 6 factors explaining
58 61% variance. Concurrent validity (Pearson correlation coefficient=0. 37, P<C0. 01) was supported by
significant correlation between FFFS and Family Assessment Device (FAD). Internal consistency reliability
for the scales ranged from 0. 69 to 0. 90. The correlation coefficients of each dimension and the total scale
were 0. 47~10. 63(P<C0. 01) and 0. 75~0. 89 (P<C0. 01), respectively. Conclusion The psychometric
property of the Chinese version of FFFS is acceptable as a reliable and valid instrument to measure the
family function of Chinese families of children with chronic disease.
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