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Re-examination of the Reliability and Validity of Family Upbringing Style Questionnaire

ZHANG Ting, LIU Xin-min, WANG Xue-qin, CHEN Mei—fang, et al
Wannan Medical University , Wuhu 241002, China

[Abstract] Objective: To examine the reliability and validity of Family Upbringing Style Questionaire(FUSQ) in a sam-

ple from Wuhu City. Methods: Seven hundred and twenty subjects, who were sampled from schools, communities and hos-

pitals in the Wuhu City, were administered Family Upbringing Style Questionnaire (FUSQ). Two hundred subjects of them

were re—tested after one month. Results: The Cronbach’s a coefficient, split—half reliability and test-retest reliability were

0.49~0.92, 0.63~0.93, 0.68~0.96 respectively. Confirmatory factor analyses indicated that mode fit index were equal to or

more than 0.9 and REMEA were less than 0.08. Most dimension scores of the disorder group were significantly lower than

normal control group(P<0.05). Conclusion: The Family Upbringing Style Questionnaire(FUSQ) have better reliability and

validity.
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