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Objectives This study was conducted for evaluation of the reliability and validity of the Korean
version of the Burden Assessment Scale (K-BAS).

Methods A sample of 256 first-order relatives of schizophrenics completed the K-BAS and the
data were analyzed for internal consistency and factor structure. In addition, a subset of partici-
pants (n=112) refiled the K-BAS after two weeks for test-retest reliability. To test for validity, the
Family Burden Scale (FBS), Korean version of Drug Attitude Inventory-10 (KDAI-10), and Korean
version of the Scale to Assess Unawareness of Mental Disorder (SUMD-K) were administered.

Results The Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of the K-BAS was high (0.91), which provided evi-
dence for good internal consistency. The test-retest reliability of K-BAS was 0.86 (correlation co-
efficient, p<0.001). Convergent validity was examined through correlations between the K-BAS
and the FBS (r=0.80, p<0.001). Divergent validity was examined through correlations between
the K-BAS and KDAI-10 (r=-0.21, p=0.001), and between the K-BAS and SUMD-K (r=-0.02,
p=0.796). Results of the factor analysis revealed a three-factor solution: activity limitation, social
strain, and feelings of worry and guilt.

Conclusion These results suggest that the K-BAS had good psychometric properties and may
be a useful instrument for evaluation of burden of families with schizophrenics.
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Table 1. Sociodemographic and clinical characteristics of the
subjects (n=256)

Variables Range
Patient’s characteristics

Gender, n (%)

Male 100 (39.1)

Female 156 (60.9)
Age (year, mean+SD) 34.1+£12.7  16-63
Duration of onset (month, mean+SD)  94.5+97.5  1-480
Daytime residence, n (%)

Home 108 (42.2)

Hospital admission 44 (17.2)

Work place 40 (15.6)

School 39(15.2)

Daycare center 13 (5.1)

Public mental health center 8(3.1)

Others 2(0.8)

Caregiver's characteristics

Gender, n (%)

Male 84 (32.8)

Female 172 (67.2)
Age (year, mean+SD) 54.4+112  21-78
Education (year, mean+SD) 12.9+2.8 0-18
Primary caregiver, n (%)

Mother 143 (55.9)

Father 26 (10.2)

Spouse 42 (16.4)

Son or daughter 19 (7.4)

Sibling 13 (5.1)

Others 5(2.0)

SD : Standard deviation

HAF A FEE Pearson AAAIS7) 0.863(p<0.00) o2 =
2 AA-A A AF =S BT
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Table 2. Factor loadings for each item of Korean version of Bur-
den Assessment Scale

Factor
| I Il
0.438
0.661
0.619
0.779
0.826
0.572
0.785
0.713

lfems

Financial problems
Missed work/school
Difficulty concentrating
Change personal plans
Reduced leisure fime
Upset household routine
Less time for friends
Neglected family’s needs
0.717
0.774
0.582

Family frictions
Frictions with others
Embarrassed

0.761
0.781

Guilty not helping enough

Guilty for causing iliness

0.601
0.622
0.715

Resented demands

Felt trapped

Upset about relative's change
0.755
0.680

Worry make iliness worse
Worry about future

Stigma upsetting 0.432

Table 3. Pearson’s correlations between Korean version of Bur-
den Assessment Scale and other questionnaires

K-BAS FBS KDAI-10 SUMD-K
K-BAS 1.00
FBS 0.80* 1.00
KDAI-10 -0.21* —-0.09 1.00
SUMD-K —-0.02 -0.13 —-0.23* 1.00

* 1 p<0.01. K-BAS : Korean version of Burden Assessment Scale,
FBS : Family Burden Scale, KDAI-10 : Korean version of Drug Afti-
tude Inventory-10, SUMD-K : Korean version of the Scale to As-
sess Unawareness of Mental Disorder
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