
American 
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The Interpersonal Support Evaluation List 

3The ISEL published in Cohen and Hoberman (1983) is the college version of the scale. A general 
population version is described in Cohen, Mermelstein, Kamarck, and Hoberman (1985). 
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Although the ISEL was intended to assess the availability of four dis- 
tinguishable support 
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the Interpersonal Support Evaluation List. 
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Table I. Descriptive Statistics for the ISEL Subscales and Total Scale a 
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1 2 3 4 M SD KR20 

1. Tangible - .32 .40 .50 10.5 1.9 .69 
2. Appraisal .41 - .29 .50 10.7 2.1 .83 
3. Self-esteem .30 .36 - .54 8.9 1.9 .64 
4. Belonging .49 .48 .46 -- 9.2 2.1 .61 
5. Total 39.3 6.1 .86 

"Subscale intercorrelations for the present study (n = 133) and median 
correlations from Cohen, Mermelstein, Kamarck, and Hoberman (1985) 
are presented above and below, respectively, the principal diagonal. 

ly and 6 negatively. Respondents are instructed to indicate whether each state- 
ment  is "p robab l y  t rue"  or "p robab l y  false" abou t  themselves.  The i tems are 
scored so that  for each 

Prel iminary Analyses 

Examina t ion  o f  the i tem response d is t r ibut ions ind icated extreme nega- 
t ive skew in a ma jo r i t y  o f  the i tems; for  33 o f  the 48 i tems, at least 80% 
o f  the subjects endorsed the a l ternat ive indicat ive o f  high social s u p p o r t ?  
Fac to r  analyses o f  such i tems are i napprop r ia te  for two ma jo r  reasons:  (a) 
I tems with simi lar marg ina l  splits corre late more  highly with each other  than 
with another  i tem related to the same factor  but  having a d i f ferent  split ,  thus 
p roduc ing  factors that  represent  the d i f ferent  d is t r ibut ions,  or,  as they are 
known in the abi l i t ies l i terature,  "d i f f icu l ty  factors"  (Gorsuch,  1983); and 
(b) The chi -square values and s tandard  errors compu ted  for  con f i rma to ry  
max imum l ike l ihood solut ions assume mul t ivar ia te  norma l  d is t r ibut ions and 
may  be in f luenced by  ext reme depar tures  f rom norma l i t y  in ways that  are 

4According to S. Cohen (personal communication, July 11, 1986), negative skew is also re- 
ported by other investigators using the ISEL. Cohen the b y  o t h e r  o t h e r  por ted por ted other ISEL. communication, 
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Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

Confirmatory factor analysis 

SA set of  supplementary tables which includes the variance/covariance matrices for each of  the 
three sets of item parcels and parameter estimates for all analyses is available upon request 
f rom the first author.  





144 Brookings and Bolton 

Table IL Goodness-of-Fit Indices for the ISEL Factor Models: Ranges for Three Different 
Sets of Item Parcels a 

Model X 2 (df) x2/df NFI RMSR 
0. Null model 510.73-538.99 (66) 7.74-8.17 - .21-.22 
1. 1 First-order fac to r  165.00-215.97 (54) 3.06-4.00 .60-.68 .06-.07 
2.2 First-order factors 154.29-193.67 (53) 2.91-3.65 .64-.70 .06-.07 
3.4 First-order factors 81.62- 89.34 (48) 1.70-1.86 .82-.85 .05-.06 
4.4 First-order factors, 

1 Second-order factor 98.11-106.45 (53) 1.85-2.01 .79-.82 .06-.06 

~The normed fit index (NFI) compares the fit of each model relative to the null model. 
The root mean square residual (RMSR) is a measure of average residual variances and 
covariances. For the second-order model, target coefficients ranged from .82 to .88. 

sets of item parcels. As expected, the null model provides a poor fit to the 
data. The x2/dfrat ios are all greater than 7 and the RMSRs are greater than 
.20. Models 1 and 2 provide a better fit, relative to the null model, as evi- 
denced by lower x2/dfrat ios and RMSRs less than.  10. However, the x2/d f  
criterion of 2 is not met by either model and the NFIs are considerably lower 
than for Models 3 and 4. In general, Models 1 and 2 provide a poor fit to 
the data, relative to Models 3 and 4. 

Models 3 and 4 differ only in the latter's inclusion of a second-order 
factor to account for correlations among the four primary factors, and both 
fit the data equally well. 4 .  
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Table III. Standardized Parameter Estimates and Critical Ratios for the 
First Analysis of Model 3: A Four-Factor First-Order Model ~ 
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Factor loadings 

Parcel Tangible Belonging Appraisal Self-esteem 

Tangible 1 .53* 0 0 0 
Tangible 2 .39 (4.33) 0 0 0 
Tangible 3 .46 (4.40) 0 0 0 
Belonging 1 0 .56* 0 0 
Belonging 2 0 .72 (6.52) 0 0 
Belonging 3 0 .44 (4.72) 0 0 
Appraisal 1 0 0 .51" 0 
Appraisal 2 0 0 .69 (8.24) 0 
Appraisal 3 0 0 .70 (7.42) 0 
Self-esteem 1 0 0 0 .55* 
Self-esteem 2 0 0 0 .52 (4.76) 
Self-esteem 3 0 0 0 .43 (5.06) 

Factor correlations 

Tangible 
Belonging .84 (3.63) - 
Appraisal .38 (2.59) .64 (4.08) -- 
Self-esteem .75 (3.54) .88 (4.46) .41 (2.97) 

aAsterisk indicates a parameter fixed at 1.0 in the original solution. Criti- 
cal ratios for each estimated parameter are listed in parentheses. 

Statistically, the large interfactor correlations are not surprising; most 
of  the individual ISEL items are skewed in the same direction and the sub- 
scale correlations (Table I) range from .29 to .54. What is at issue is the in- 
terpretation of  these correlations. On the one hand, because the ISEL is a 
measure of  perceived social support, it is possible that the interfactor corre- 
lations reflect the generalized influence of construct-irrelevant variables, such 
as personality characteristics (see Monroe & Steiner, 1986) as well as social 
support. On the other hand, it is reasonable to assume that supportive per- 
sons tend to provide more than one kind of support. In other words, the 
large correlations simply reflect the influence of  the higher order, general 
support factor posited in Model 4. Consistent with this interpretation, 
Cohen et al. (1985) reported that the general population version of the ISEL 
is highly correlated with other social support scales and shows adequate dis- 
criminant validity with respect to measures of  personality characteristics. 

In summary, it is clear from the large correlations among the four 
primary factors in Model 3 that it is defensible to think of  the ISEL as a 
measure of a general social support construct. However, the superiority of  
both Model 3 and Model 4 over the one-factor model (Model 1) makes it 
equally clear that analyzing the ISEL solely as a unidimensional measure 
results in the loss of unique information carried by the four subscales. 
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

Cohen and Syme (1985) suggested that the most methodologically sound 
way of assessing the stress-buffering properties of different functional sup- 
port dimensions is through the introduction of experimental manipulations 
designed to elicit needs for specific support resources, and we agree. Of 
course, such tests are feasible only to the extent that it is possible to separate 
the support dimensions empirically. The results reported here indicate that 
despite considerable covariation among the latent variables corresponding 
to the four ISEL subscales, covariation that most likely represents the in- 
fluence of a general second-order support factor, there is also evidence that 
the four subscales provide 
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