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[Abstract] Objective: To investigate the reliability and validity of Chinese Version of the Facilitative Interpersonal
Skills(FIS) Task and Rating Method. Methods: A sample of 124 participants was adopted to accomplish the IRI-C, SSI and
FIS performance task in the counseling room by themselves, and two graduate students who are in a program of counseling
and clinical psychology rated the recorded responses for each participant. Results: (D The exploratory factor analysis
showed that FIS consisted of two factors, accounting for 74.810% of the total variance. @Cronbach’s Alpha of 8—items and
7—stimulus clips were 0.892 and 0.931 respectively; The ICCs between two raters were ranging from 0.767 to 0.952 for the
8—items and 7— stimulus clips, and 0.952 for the FIS total score. @ The scores of 7—items were significantly and positively
correlated with the FIS total score except the Hope & Positive Expectation item. @ The scores of professional group in FIS
were significantly higher than nonprofessional group in total as well as 6 of 8 items except the Hope & Positive Expectation
and Persuasiveness items. Conclusion: The Chinese Version of the FIS Task and Rating Method is a valid and reliable in-
strument to assess the therapists” facilitative interpersonal skills.
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