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resources and goals within the Family Paradigm
Assessment Scale (F-PAS).

paradigms and player parts, the professional
should suggest recommendations that work well
with the family’s paradigms (Hidecker, Jones,
Imig, & Villarruel, 2009).

* This overall understanding could significantly
alter the success of an Intervention or assist
patients and families In family-centered
evidence-based decision-making (Hidecker, et
al., 2009).

Figure 1

F-PAS Test-Retest Reliability

The following are sample reliability findings for the individual components. They are separated
Into sets by Ideal Family Paradigm, Current Family Paradigm, Ideal Player Part and Current
Player Part.

*The study consisted of 53 participants, 35 females
and 18 males. Ages ranged from 18 to 70+ with
51% of the participants being 25 or younger. The
majority of participants had at least some college
education.
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strategy. Zero means the family never uses the
strategy, and five means they used that strategy
most often. Weighted kappas with 95% confidence
Intervals were calculated to measure the test-retest
reliability of the F-PAS.

*With the use of statistical software, SAS, weighted
kappas with 95 % confidence intervals (C.I.), used
to measure test-retest reliability, were calculated for

Weighted Kappa = 0.29
(95% CI1 0.10-0.47)
Slight Reliability

Weighted Kappa = 0.46
(95% CI1 0.27-0.65)
Fair Reliability

Weighted Kappa = 0.48
(95% CI1 0.48-0.66)
Fair Reliability

Weighted Kappa = 0.36
(95% CI 0.21-0.52)
Slight Reliability

Table 1. Quality of Agreement for Paradigm/Player Part Components (n)

Those who participated by taking the F-PAS
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Ideal Player

each component. The quality of agreement scale Paradigm Paradigm Parts Parts F-PAS creator: Dr. David R. Imig
(Byrt, 1996) used was: Good; 0.61-0.80 1 0 0 1 Re_sear(_:h team members: Arlel Adams, Amanda
Fair; 0.41-0.60 20 10 9 3 Kioski, Morgan Poole, Brittany Reed, Megan
e cellont A (0.93-1.00) Slight; 0.21-0.40 21 29 30 31 Scott, Sara Shaw, Izenee Smitlh, Tammy Solleau,
Xcellent Agreement .JO-1. and Kara Tay or
Very Good Agreement (0.81-0.92) roor; 0.92-0.20 > & & This research was supported in part by a Student
Good Agreement (0.61-0.80) Weighted kappas for all components (each resource or goal) were calculated and quality of Undergraduate Research Fellowship from the
Fair Agreement (0.41-0.60) agreement determined (Byrt, 1996). See table below. Overall 63% of the weighted kappas University of Wyoming EPSCoR, a program
Slight Agreement (0.21-0.40) agreement were slight agreement, 27% fair agreement, .08% was poor agreement, and .01 was funded by the National Science Foundation (NSF)

recognized as good agreement.



