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[ Abstract] Objective To examine the reliability and validity of the Chinese version of FACT-Cog among
gastrointestinal tumor patients,and explore its optimal critical value.Methods Random sampling was used
to select 311 gastrointestinal tumor patients for investigation. The reliability and validity of the tool was ex-
amined,and its optimal critical value was determined using the receiver operating characteristic (ROC)
curve.Results The Cronbach’ s « coefficient of the Chinese version of FACT-Cog was 0.876,and those of
the four dimensions were 0.851,0.946,0.838 and 0.969, respectively; the retest reliability was 0.975.Four
common factors were extracted by exploratory factor analysis, with the cumulative variance contribution
rate of 76.515%.Confirmatory factor analysis showed a good model fit. The criterion validity was a positive
correlation with the Montreal Cognitive Assessment (»=0.291).The optimal critical value was 75 points,
with the area under ROC curve of 0.967,the sensitivity of 84.6% and the specificity of 90.7 % .Conclusions

The Chinese version of FACT-Cog shows good reliability and validity among Chinese gastrointestinal
tumor patients,with the recommended optimal critical value of 75 points.This tool can be used to evaluate
the cognitive function of gastrointestinal tumor patients in China.
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