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ABSTRACT 

A survey was conducted of 378 undergraduate students 

who reported on their "closest" and "least close" sibling 

relationships. The proposed model included both dyadic 

relationship variables (relative age, sex of dyad, age 

spacing) and systemic family variables (family size, sex of 

sibship, family type). Respondents rated positive and 

negative qualities of their closest and least close sibling 

relationships. Chodorow's object-relations theory, based 

on the traditional family (with the mother as the primary 

caregiver), provided the contextual base for the model. 

For this study, the theory was expanded to include families 

in which the father was involved in childcare and/or 

household tasks. Further, while Chodorow only considers 

the mother-father-child triad, this study also included 

same-sex and cross-sex sibling relationships. Contrary to 

expectations based on the childhood sibling literature, 

relative age and age spacing were not significant factors 

in these young adults' sibling relationships. Predictably, 

there were significant differences between the positive and 

negative qualities of sibling relationships. Further, 

participants rated their closest sibling relationship more 

positively than their least close sibling relationship. 

However, the two types of relationships differed only 

minimally on negativity ratings. There were significant 
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correlations between the positive ratings of the closest 

and least close sibling relationships and between the 

negative ratings of those relationships. This finding 

emphasizes the importance of family context in determining 

sibling relationships. In tests of the proposed model, 

there were significant interactions between respondent sex, 

sex of the sibling, and the sibling relationships (closest, 

least close). For ratings of closest siblings, same-sex 

relationships were more positive, and for male respondents 

more negative, than were cross-sex relationships. 

Similarly, having a same-sex closest sibling was associated 

with more positive and less negative least close sibling 

relationships regardless of the sex of the least close 

sibling. Results also suggest sibship sex (all-male, all-

female, mixed-sex) is important to the closest sibling 

relationship, while the larger context of family type 

(egalitarian, modern, traditional) is important to the 

least close sibling relationship. Both dyadic and 

contextual variables, therefore, appear important to 

understanding the dynamics of young adult sibling 

relationships. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

It has long been established that the sibling 

relationship is both unique and important. Its uniqueness 

stems from being a relationship not of choice, but one of 

biology and similar affective ties with one's parents 

(Furman & Buhrmester, 1985b). The great majority of 

individuals have at least one sibling (Bedford, 1989c; 

Cicirelli, 1982; Goetting, 1986; Scott, 1990; Wellman & 

Wortley, 1989). Observational studies have shown that 

infants perceive their siblings almost as early and with as 

much frequency as they perceive their mothers (Agger, 

1988). 

Emotionally, sibling relationships in childhood are 

second only to the relationships between parents and 

children (Gumming & Schneider, 1961; Furman & Buhrmester, 

1985b; Goetting, 1986; Irish, 1964). Further, the sibling 

relationship is the most constant and long lasting 

relationship an individual may have, extending beyond the 

parent-child relationship, into an individual's old age 

(Cicirelli, 1982, 1991; Gumming & Schneider, 1961; Downing, 

1990; Goetting, 1986; Lamb, 1982; Lewis, 1990; Pulakos, 

1987a; Scott, 1990; Seltzer, 1989; Teti, 1992). Most 

siblings have a commitment to maintain their relationship 

(Cicirelli, 1991; Scott, 1990) and generally assume the 



relationship is permanent (Ross & Milgram, 1982). The 

horizontal nature of the sibling connection allows for a 

more egalitarian relationship than in other family ties 

(Cicirelli, 1982, 1991; Connidis, 1989a, 1989b). For most 

children, the sibling relationship is the first intimate 

relationship with a peer (Connidis, 1989b; Goetting, 1986). 

Researchers have long since demonstrated that siblings 

are influential and important to individual development and 

outcomes in childhood (Dunn, 1988; Furman & Buhrmester, 

1985b; Irish, 1964; Lamb, 1982; Sutton-Smith, Roberts, & 

Rosenberg, 1964; Sutton-Smith & Rosenberg, 1970) . Most 

widely studied has been sibling influence on intellectual 

outcomes (Azmitia & Hesser, 1993; Blake, 1986, 1989; 

Ilechukwu, 1988; Lawrie & Brown, 1992; Marjoribanks, 1989a, 

1989b; Perner, Ruffman, & Leekam, 1994; Smith, 1993; 

Woollett, 1986) . Siblings may also have influence on 

reactions to family crises (e.g., divorce, teenage 

pregnancy) (Fishbein, 1981; Ganong & Coleman, 1993; Kaplan, 

Ade-Ridder, & Hennon, 1991; MacKinnon, 1989a, I989b; 

Merriman, 1993; Monahan, Buchanan, Maccoby, & Dornbusch, 

1993; Pitzer & Hock, 1992; Rodgers & Rowe, 1988, 1990; 

Shapiro & Wallace, 1987; Thompson, 1986). 

The sibling illness and disability literature in 

particular has received widespread attention and generally 

follows one of two lines. Research concerning the effects 

of a special needs sibling on the healthy sibling suggests 



both positive and negative effects on the development of 

the healthy child depending on the variables assessed 

(Adams & Deveau, 1987; Atkins, 1989; Bischoff & Tingstrom, 

1991; Craft & Wyatt, 1986; Drotar & Crawford, 1985; Fisman 

& Wolf, 1991; Konstam et al., 1993; Stewart, Stein, 

Forrest, & Clark, 1992; Tritt & Esses, 1988). Further, the 

illness may have both positive and negative effects on the 

overall sibling relationship (Caldwell & Pichert, 1985; 

Ferrari, 1984; Gallagher & Powell, 1989; Horwitz & Kazak, 

1990; Lobato, Faust, & Spirito, 1988; Lobato & Tlaker, 

1985; Madan-Swain, Sexson, Brown, & Ragab, 1993; McHale & 

Pawletko, 1992; Senapati Sc Hayes, 1988; Stoneman & Crapps, 

1990). Importantly, this research also suggests the 

existence of different nuances in the sibling relationship 

dimensions when one sibling is ill, compared to the 

relationship dimensions of healthy sibling pairs 

(Abramovitch, Stanhope, Pepler, & Corter, 1987; Begun, 

1989; Dallas, Stevenson, & McGurk, 1993a, 1993b; Fisman & 

Wolf, 1991; Gamble & McHale, 1989; McHale, Sloan, & 

Simeonsson, 1986). 

Finally, research on sibling influence has often 

focused on deviant behaviors in nonmedical populations in 

childhood and adolescence. For example, adolescents are 

found to be more likely to smoke cigarettes (Ary, 

Tildesley, Hops, & Andrews, 1993; Heaven, 1989; O'Connell 

et al., 1981; Quine & Stephenson, 1990) and drink alcohol 



(Barrera, Chassin, & Rogosch, 1993; Cook & Goethe, 1990; 

Hall, Henggeler, Ferreira, & East, 1992; McGue, Sharma, & 

Benson, 1996; McKillip, Johnson, & Petzel, 1973) or use 

illegal drugs if a sibling, usually an older one, already 

does so (Ary et al., 1993; Brook, Lukoff, & Whiteman, 1977; 

Brook, Whiteman, & Gordon, 1983; Clayton & Lacy, 1982; 

Needle et al., 1986; Quine & Stephenson, 1990; Schwartz, 

Hoffmann, & Jones, 1987). Usually, the older sibling 

initiates the younger sibling to the behavior (Mirzaee, 

Kingery, Pruitt, Heuberger, & Hurley, 1991; Presti, Ary, & 

Lichtenstein, 1992; Schwartz et al., 1987). Siblings are 

also likely to directly influence aggressive behaviors 

(Rowe & HerStand, 1986) and delinquency (Conger & Conger, 

1994; Grenier & Roundtree, 1987; Rowe & Britt, 1991; Rowe, 

Rodgers, & Meseck-Bushey, 1992). 

Childhood sibling studies invariably assess only one 

aspect of the relationship without truly illuminating its 

complexities (Connidis, 1989b; Furman & Buhrmester, 1985b; 

Goetting, 1986; Irish, 1964). There appear to be two 

uncorrelated aspects to sibling relationships: positive 

qualities or supportiveness and negative interchanges (Bank 

& Kahn, 1982b; Brody, Stoneman, & McCoy, 1994; Cicirelli, 

1991; Furman & Buhrmester, 1985b; Scott, 1990; Stocker & 

McHale, 1992; Troll & Smith, 1976). These two relational 

aspects may be able to coexist more freely in the sibling 

relationship than in other interpersonal relationships 



because of the unique qualities inherent to sibling bonds 

(e.g., tie to family, relationship ascription, and 

longevity). Sibling rivalry appears to increase and 

decrease in various family situations. Sibling closeness 

also varies across the life span, appearing to wane in 

early adulthood with a resurgence in the later years 

(Cicirelli, 1982; Ross & Milgram, 1982; Scott, 1990). 

Contrary to many views of sibling relationships, 

rivalry may actually have beneficial consequences for the 

relationship as a whole (Agger, 1988; Leung & Robson, 1991; 

Ross & Milgram, 1982). The institutional structure of the 

family insures the survival of the sibling relationship, 

thus allowing more frequent and honest expressions of 

conflict than in other relationships (Downing, 1990; Furman 

& Buhrmester, 1985b). Bank and Kahn (1982a, 1982b) found 

that most adolescent siblings in their study argued, 

disagreed, and fought, but what differed among pairs was 

the ability to forgive and forget hurts or grievances 

without magnifying or ignoring them. Those siblings who 

were able to balance these aspects of their relationship 

were able to maintain positive sibling bonds overall. 

Mature adult sibling relationships appear to have 

different qualities than children's sibling bonds (Ross & 

Milgram, 1982; Scott, 1990). Developmental research 

generally suggests sibling relationship qualities change on 

multiple variables over the life span (Mosatche, Brady, & 



Noberini, 1983). While younger children are more likely to 

view siblings as friends, older individuals are more likely 

to refer to the kinship connection (Ross & Milgram, 1982). 

From late childhood through young adulthood, siblings 

frequently become primary confidants and sources of 

emotional support (Lamb, 1982). Qualities of admiration 

and shared activities are highlighted in younger sibling 

relationships while feelings of connection become more 

important in later years (Cicirelli, 1991). Significantly, 

continuing sibling contact is repeatedly linked to the 

positive adjustment of older adults (Cicirelli, 1982, 1991; 

Greenberg, Siegel, & Leitch, 1983; Scott, 1983, 1990). 

Studies generally show siblings do maintain contact 

with one another in later life with very few reporting a 

complete lack of connection (Cicirelli, 1982, 1991; Scott, 

1983) . The shared common past and similarity in age may 

lead siblings to be able to provide a unique type of 

support for each other in late life (Scott, 1983, 1990). 

Rivalry and other negative aspects of the sibling 

relationship evident in childhood appear to decline over 

time with minimal negativity evident in old age (Cicirelli, 

1991; Connidis, 1989a, 1989b; Scott, 1983). Regularity and 

frequency of contact with siblings has also been found to 

be more important in late life than middle age, 

particularly as a means of self-validation and social and 

psychological support (Scott, 1983). Contact alone, 



however, does not adequately define closeness in the adult 

sibling relationship (Allan, 1977; Bahr & Nye, 1974; 

Blieszner, 1986; Depner & Ingersoll-Dayton, 1988). 

Research concerning the young adult period is 

noticeably incomplete in the sibling literature (Cicirelli, 

1982; Goetting, 1986; Troll, 1971). The young adult, 

specifically the college age person, is in a particularly 

important transitional phase in regard to family 

relationships and individual development (Bockneck, 1986; 

Deutsch, 1973) . The focus of relational research in this 

age period, however, has remained more on differentiation 

from parents (Barnes, 1988; Bedford, 1989c; Grotevant & 

Cooper, 1986; Hendry, Roberts, Glendinning, & Coleman, 

1992; Markowitz, 1994) and the development of heterosexual 

love relationships. There has been less emphasis on other 

changing family relationships, such as sibling bonds 

(Irish, 1964), although these relationships are also in 

transition during this period. 

The college years seem to be a unique, but 

particularly important, developmental period. There is 

much shifting in interpersonal connections as the 

individual attempts to find his or her own way into 

adulthood. Parsons (1943) described a "youth culture" 

representing a distinct pattern of values and attitudes in 

young adults as they attempt to balance their lives between 

the dependency of childhood and the full assumption of more 



adult responsibilities. While not all young adults attend 

college and move away from the nuclear family context, 

attendance at a residential college or university makes 

this transitional period more distinct, given that these 

students usually assume the day-to-day responsibilities for 

their lives while still requiring financial and other 

support from their parents. 

The transition to college has been described as a 

normative, "on time" critical incident which may reduce 

contact and reduce closeness for siblings (Ross & Milgram, 

1982; Baltes, Reese, & Lipsitt, 1980) . This may not be 

problematic to the relationship overall, however, because 

it is an expected life change for which neither individual 

is to blame. The young adult transitional phase may be a 

time for the sibling relationship to develop some of its 

more adult qualities (Cicirelli, 1982; Goetting, 1986), 

apart from direct parental involvement and unhindered by 

the siblings' own spousal and offspring commitments that 

will come later. 

The freedom of choice for young adults to interact or 

not with siblings is much greater than it is for parent-

child interactions, although there still appears to be some 

level of obligation to remain in contact with brothers and 

sisters (Scott, 1983). Once siblings leave home, helping 

and other relational behaviors generally continue between 

them, at least to some extent (Cicirelli, 1982). The 
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parent-child relationship often maintains its judgmental, 

nonegalitarian aspects for the life of the relationship. 

Siblings, however, are a peer link to the family of origin 

and thus, may seirve as a less threatening family connection 

during the process of individuation from the parents 

(Cicirelli, 1982; Goetting, 1986; Lamb, 1982; Sandmaier, 

1994). This seems particularly important when the siblings 

also are undergoing similar parent-child relationship 

reorganizations at about the same time. 

The positive nature of the sibling bond in late 

adulthood appears to be greatly influenced by the character 

of the relationship in childhood and young adulthood, such 

that closeness is less likely in late life if it was not 

present previously (Connidis, 1989a, 1989b; Goetting, 1986; 

Lewis, 1990; Moyer, 1992; Pulakos, 1987a; Ross & Milgram, 

1982; Sandmaier, 1994; Scott, 1983). The college years may 

offer an opportunity to establish a more positive, less 

rivalrous relationship with siblings outside the direct 

influence of the family context. It has already been 

demonstrated that individuals may be less close to their 

siblings during the early marriage and child rearing years 

(post-college) due to personal family commitments (Lamb, 

1982; Ross & Milgram, 1982). Later in life, siblings seem 

to reconnect and become a part of the support system 

essential to successful life adjustment. Notably, this is 

a period when parents are not likely to be available, and 



an individual's own children are likely to be busy 

establishing careers and raising their own or their own 

children's families. Rarely does sibling closeness 

originate in late adulthood (Ross & Milgram, 1982). what 

happens during the young adult period, however, can serve 

to complete the foundation for a successful adult sibling 

relationship that can be called upon again later in life. 

Without a positive foundation, siblings may lose each other 

as valuable resources during their later years. 

In the research, there has been a dearth of 

information about theoretically important aspects of the 

sibling relationship, namely aspects of the sibling context 

(Goetting, 1986; Sutton-Smith & Rosenberg, 1970). Each 

child is by definition, born into a different family 

context (Dunn & Plomin, 1991; Lewis, 1990) . While studies 

have assessed close sibling relationships and negative or 

rivalrous sibling relationships, there has been a lack of 

comparison between different sibling relationships within 

the same family (Sandmaier, 1994; Scott, 1990). That is to 

say, an individual's relationship with one sibling may have 

different qualities than his or her relationship with a 

different brother or sister. Yet typically, sibling 

researchers select only sibling pairs from two-child 

families due to statistical complexities (Abramovich, 

Corter, Pepler, & Stanhope, 1986; Brody, Stoneman, & McCoy, 

1992; Cicirelli, 1991; Graham-Berman, 1991; Minnett, 
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Vandell, & Santrock, 1983; Pfouts, 1976; Stoneman, Brody, & 

Burke, 1989; Tesser, 1980; Vandell, Minnett, & Santrock, 

1987) or assess only one sibling relationship from within 

the larger sibling context (Furman & Buhrmester, 1985b; 

Irish, 1964), as if that relationship were "typical" for 

the family. Further, rarely have researchers attempted to 

assess how supportive and negative sibling relationships 

are similar or different for a particular individual. It 

has long been established, however, that differences in 

sibling relationships occur within the same family and 

certainly for an individual within that family (Furman & 

Buhrmester, 1985b; Moyer, 1992). Connidis (1989a, 1989b) 

has made a call for a better understanding of the factors 

that contribute to the differentiation of sibling 

relationships within the same family, but little empirical 

work has been done. 

The impacts of parents, spouses, or one's own children 

on the qualities of sibling relationships are often 

mentioned in the literature (Connidis, 1989a, 1989b; Scott, 

1983), but there has been little attention given to the 

effect of relationships with other siblings on a targeted 

sibling relationship. Investigators have recognized that 

the family can be conceptualized as a system, but the 

interrelations between siblings in that system have been 

largely ignored (Irish, 1964; Scott, 1990). Although this 

neglect may be due to the traditional emphasis on the more 
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salient parent-child relationship (Goetting, 1986; Lewis, 

1990; Teti, 1992), the qualities of relationships between 

one sibling pair are likely to influence relationships 

those siblings have with other children in the family 

(Furman & Buhrmester, 1985b; Lamb, 1982; Scott, 1990; 

Sutton-Smith & Rosenberg, 1970) . If the family is to be 

fully defined systemically, then the sibling subsystems can 

not be ignored (Cicirelli, 1991; Lamb, 1982). 

Theoretical and statistical complexities have also led 

more than one researcher to suggest limiting studies to a 

single same-sex sibling pair in each family studied 

(Abramovitch, Corter, & Lando, 1979; Brody, Stoneman, & 

McCoy, 1992; Brody & Stoneman, 1987; Pfouts, 1976; Stoneman 

et al., 1989) . Gender, however, is not merely being male 

or female; rather it is evoked, created, and sustained 

through continuous interaction among family members, 

including siblings (Lips, 1993). Feminist theories have 

long recognized the importance of gender in relationships 

(Thompson, 1992). Many researchers continue to think of 

gender as an individual property (meaning sex as the 

variable), however, and focus on individual experience and 

the packaging of a set of unified male or female 

characteristics. That is, regardless of the gender of the 

actor or actors, the identified subject is often defined in 

certain ways by gender and not by context. This thinking 

denies diversity within gender and ignores both the 
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immediate and wider structural contexts. For example, a 

female child in a family with only female siblings may have 

different experiences and sibling relationships than the 

same child might have with the addition of a younger or 

older brother. 

The broader social structures also enhance the 

developing construction of gender (Thompson, 1992). The 

predominant feminist theoretical ideas contend that 

personal experience cannot be understood fully without 

consideration of the social and political context, which 

must include gender. Thompson (1992) points out that 

family studies research should help connect personal 

experience in families to the larger social context. To 

date, however, feminist researchers have tended to focus on 

the overall social/political situation on a broader 

societal scale while more or less ignoring the more 

immediate social/political context of the family. Few 

studies have assessed the sex composition of the sibling 

context or considered the effects of the underlying family 

gender message on the sibling relationship. 

Earlier sibling research was primarily interested in 

status effects, such as birth order, sibling sex, and 

family size. Contemporary research addresses both the 

contexts (Agger, 1988; Bahr & Nye, 1974; Spanier, 1989) and 

the processes involved in relationships (Lamb, 1982). The 

gender composition of the sibling domain may be relevant to 
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the relational outcomes within that domain. It may be that 

sibling relationships from all-brother families differ from 

those in all-sister or mixed brother-sister families 

(Goetting, 1986; Scott, 1990). For example, brothers have 

been repeatedly reported as less emotionally responsive in 

family life. Children with only brothers may get less of 

their social and affective needs met through sibling 

contact (Cicirelli, 1982). On the other hand, all sister 

families may be lacking in aspects of the sibling 

relationship that might be gained by having brothers, such 

as the development of conflict management skills or 

assertiveness when in mixed-gender interactions. 

That the family context, including gender of the 

family members (Bahr & Nye, 1974) , is important is seen in 

Ross and Milgram's (1982) finding that the most powerful 

contributor to closeness between individual siblings was 

the overall framework of the family in which they grew up. 

They determined that the sense of belonging to a family and 

of being cared for by particular siblings was interrupted 

more by some family contexts than others. For example, a 

wider age spacing between siblings or being in a mixed-sex 

sibling pair has been related to decreased closeness in the 

sibling relationship. 

Cicirelli (1982) suggests that sibling influence 

arises directly from the type of day-to-day interaction 

between siblings in the context of the family. More latent 
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aspects of context, such as family values and traditions, 

have also been suggested as important factors in 

determining and maintaining closeness among siblings 

(Goetting, 1986; Hetherington, 1994; Irish, 1964; Ross & 

Milgram, 1982). Some types of family interactions, 

however, seem to be responsible for discouraging closeness 

among siblings (Rosenberg & Anspach, 1973; Ross & Milgram, 

1982) . For instance, parental partiality toward one 

sibling or increased dominance by a sibling, particularly 

an older brother, has been related to less closeness in the 

sibling relationship (Brody, Stoneman, & Burke, 1987; 

Brody, Stoneman, McCoy, & Forehand, 1992; Nichols, 1986; 

Ross & Milgram, 1982; Teti, 1992). 

Another element of sibling relationships virtually 

ignored in the literature concerns the role the overall 

structure of family gender roles (e.g., patriarchal, 

matriarchal) might play in defining the qualities of the 

sibling relationships. It is not adequate to generalize 

research findings from one family political context to 

another type of family context (Thompson, 1992) that may 

also differ significantly on variables such as sibship sex 

composition (e.g., all-male, all-female, mixed-sex) or 

family size. Further, the life course of different age 

cohorts is likely to differ based on historical events and 

atmospheres (Baltes et al., 1980). Studies of older adult 

sibling relationships to date are primarily based on 
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cohorts of individuals who grew up in traditional, that is 

male dominated, family of origin contexts. The young 

adults of today, however, are the first to have grown up 

with parents exposed to a sociopolitical atmosphere of 

women's rights, more women in the workplace, the two-career 

family, and rising divorce rates (Spanier, 1989). More 

families have both parents in the workforce than ever 

before. Work status alone, however, is not necessarily 

enough to understand the family task structure. Gilbert 

(1985, 1993) has described current dual-earner family 

structures differentiated by the parents' behavior in 

regard to childcare and household responsibilities. She 

suggests that the level of each parent's participation in 

these two activities may better delineate the gendered 

context of the family than parent work status alone. 

Ross and Milgram (1982) have also suggested that the 

structure of family gender roles may have an effect on 

sibling groupings and relationships. In their study, 

gender created a division between female children who were 

given household chores traditionally assigned to women and 

male children who were not required to do such chores. 

Many female participants in the Ross and Milgram (19 82) 

study tied their feelings of sibling rivalry directly to 

their brothers' greater privileges in the family, 

perceiving this to be preferential treatment based on 

gender. Ross and Milgram (1982) further suggest that when 
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both the mother and father support such preferential 

treatment, feelings of conflict, frustration, and rebellion 

might be directed toward the whole family. These authors 

suggest this may be especially crucial for older sisters 

who feel underbenefited as compared to their younger 

brothers. This may also be a particular feature of larger 

families, which are more likely to have both male and 

female siblings. 

The study proposed here will address some of the as 

yet unanswered questions concerning young adult sibling 

relationships within the same family as they relate to 

different sibling and family contexts. The research 

questions are: 

1. How do the supportive and negative qualities 

differ in the young adult sibling relationships of males 

and females? 

2. Are there differences between various types of 

sibling relationships (i.e., closest, least close) in terms 

of the supportive and negative qualities of sibling 

relationships within a nuclear family? 

3. Does the overall sibling gender context within the 

family (i.e., all male, all female, or mixed-sex sibling 

groups) affect the relationship qualities of a particular 

sibling within that family? 
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4. Does the underlying structure of family gender 

roles (i.e., patriarchal, matriarchal) affect the qualities 

of sibling relationships within that family? 

The young adult sibling relationship is important 

because it provides the relational continuity between 

siblings in childhood and as older adults. The relational 

connections established during the young adult period may 

serve to bolster individual adjustment in later life by 

keeping the valuable sibling relationship viable. When 

such connections are broken, a potentially important 

present and future source of instrumental and psychological 

support is lost. Given increasing longevity (Goetting, 

1986; Spanier, 1989) and the increased likelihood of 

divorce, coupled with the decreasing number of offspring 

(Pilisuk & Minkler, 1980; Seltzer, 1989; Spanier, 1989) and 

increased geographical separation in nuclear families 

(Moyer, 1992), the sibling relationship may provide an 

important alternate resource for instrumental and emotional 

support in late life (Goetting, 1986). 
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CHAPTER II 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Classical literature has long recognized the 

importance of sibling relationships (Leung & Robson, 1991; 

Lewis, 1990; Pfouts, 1976; Sutton-Smith & Rosenberg, 1970). 

Common literary themes concerning siblings include aspects 

of rivalry, ambivalence, as well as solidarity (Pfouts, 

1976) . Fairy tales are perhaps the first contact children 

have with stories of sibling rivalry (e.g., Cinderella, The 

Two Brothers) and of sibling solidarity (e.g.. Hansel and 

Gretel, Snow White and Rose Red). Most of these stories 

are about children, with adults as peripheral characters. 

The Bible relates the tales of fratricide between Cain 

and Abel, the rivalry, enmity, and eventual reconciliation 

of Jacob and Esau, and of the multicolored coat over which 

Joseph's brothers become embittered (Leung & Robson, 1991). 

Forsyth (1991) suggests the entire series of stories about 

brothers in Genesis presents a fabula, or integrated 

message, about sibling rivalry. Early Eastern and Middle 

Eastern literatures likewise relate many stories of 

brother-to-brother rivalry (Markowitz, 1994). Mythology 

relates sibling tales such as that of Psyche and her 

deceitful and envious sisters (Hamilton, 1942). Downing 

(1^90), hov^ver, recognizes this classic as illuminating 

the challenging and disappointing aspects, yet still 
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potentially nurturing role, of sisterhood. Similarly, the 

Biblical Joseph eventually forgives his brothers their 

malevolence from his position of temporal power and moral 

superiority (Forsyth, 1991). 

Clearly then, early literature recognized the 

significance of the sibling bond and its changes over time. 

The field of psychology, however, has been slower in 

acknowledging its importance (Bedford, 1989a; Pfouts, 

1976). The early history of psychology and the strong 

influence of Freud's psychoanalytic framework in the United 

States probably played a key role in this omission. 

Freud's theory places primary emphasis on infancy and the 

mother-infant relationship (Agger, 1988; Baltes et al., 

1980; Bedford, 1989c; Goetting, 1986; Irish, 1964; Pfouts, 

1976; Rabin, 1989; Rosner, 1985). Agger (1988) adds that 

Freud's theory was heavily based on Freud's own self-

analysis and that the minimal use of sibling theory was a 

manifestation of Freud's conflicted feelings for and about 

his own brothers and sisters. This may explain Freud's 

heavy emphasis on rivalry in the limited cases in which he 

did consider siblings (Irish, 1964; Lewis, 1990). 

More recently, systemic and family therapy theorists 

have made mention of sibling subsystems in their 

theoretical frameworks (e.g., Framo, 1992; Kerr & Bowen, 

1988; Minuchin & Fishman, 1981) . They too, however, have 

followed the early pattern of virtual omission of the 
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sibling relationship by allowing it to become subsumed 

under the more dominant parent component, parent-child 

relationships, or the family system as a whole (Bank & 

Kahn, 1975; Barnes, 1988; Hetherington, 1994; Lewis, 1990; 

Pfouts, 1976). Significantly, while perhaps siblings may 

be mentioned in the general statement of theory, their 

relationships are almost universally ignored in actual 

individual and family therapy work (Agger, 1988; Lewis, 

1990; Markowitz, 1994; Rabin, 1989; Rosner, 1985). 

Family researchers have also been slow to recognize 

the lifespan continuity of the sibling relationship. Lamb 

and Sutton-Smith's (1982) book. Sibling Relationships: 

Their Nature and Significance Across the Lifespan, first 

brought notable attention to the issue. In general, 

however, research has focused on the childhood 

relationships of siblings and not on the continuing nature 

of these relationships into adulthood. More recently, a 

growing gerontology literature base has established the 

importance of emotional and instrumental support from 

siblings in old age. The potential value of each sibling 

relationship is becoming increasingly important because 

individuals currently reaching their late adult years are 

likely to have fewer of their own children to depend on for 

support (Connidis, 1989a; Goetting, 1986). Further, these 

children are more likely to be widely scattered 

geographically than is the previous generation of siblings. 
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Together, these factors increase the importance of the 

sibling connection, rather than the parent-adult child 

connection, for providing instrumental and emotional 

support. 

The young adult sibling tie has been empirically 

examined less often. There are several possible 

explanations for this dearth of empirical information. In 

part, it may stem from the focus on the more remarkable 

transitions in adolescence and young adulthood involving 

individuation and separation from the parents (Markowitz, 

1994). A second major branch of research for this age 

group highlights the individual's increasing connection to 

platonic friends and romantic partners (Irish, 1964). 

Rarely is the sibling relationship the primary focus of 

empirical work concerning the relationships of the young 

adult age group, even though it is undergoing considerable 

change during this period. 

sibling Relationships Across the Lifespan 

Lifespan developmental psychology is not a theory, but 

rather a perspective or conceptual framework for 

understanding the behavior changes occurring throughout the 

life cycle (Baltes et al., 1980). Earlier behaviors are 

viewed as precursors for or contributors to later behaviors 

(Antonucci, 1976; Bockneck, 1986; Pfouts, 1976). 

Developmental research has primarily focused on childhood. 

22 



Children's relationships have clearly defined developmental 

sequences with changes in their ability to relate to peers 

(Rabin, 1989). Siblings have been established as important 

companions for children and represent a special case of 

peer relationship. 

Some of the major theoretical perspectives based in 

childhood have begun to recognize developmental process as 

only beginning in childhood. For example, attachment 

theorists have begun to explore the effects of early 

attachment styles with the parents on later interpersonal 

relationships, yet they almost completely exclude the 

sibling connection (Antonucci, 1976; Baltes et al., 1980; 

Bowlby, 1988; Teti, 1992). Collins and Read (1990) also 

believe that the nature and quality of close relationships 

in adulthood are strongly influenced by affective events in 

childhood. While they stress the parent-child 

relationship, they have expanded their view to include 

other close relationships. 

Adult development has been less recognized in the 

human sciences until recently (Bockneck, 1986). Levinson 

(1978, 1986) delineated an adult developmental process that 

focuses on transitional stages. These transitions are 

considered opportunities for reexamining existing life 

structures and creating the possibility for new structures. 

Of particular interest here is Levinson's (1978, 1986) 

Early Adult Transition (ages 17 to 22), during which time 
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the individual is part of both youth and adulthood 

(Dederick & Miller, 1992). This transition is described as 

a time to individuate and modify significant family 

relationships. The sibling relationship is one example of 

a significant family relationship in transition during 

young adulthood (Bank & Kahn, 1982b; Brody et al., 1994; 

Fishel, 1994; Sandmaier, 1994; Zilbach, 1988). 

Adolescents and young adults tend to be absorbed with 

pursuits outside the family, making family connections less 

salient during this life stage (Shulman, 1975). It also 

appears, however, that members of the nuclear family unit, 

especially those who have shared a household, remain close 

even after moving away from each other (in contrast to 

friendships that often die away quickly over distances). 

In other words, the sibling bond is not broken merely by 

establishing separate residences and decreasing the degree 

of direct contact (Bank & Kahn, 1982b; Sandmaier, 1994; 

Shulman, 1975) . The sibling family, usually consisting of 

the children of the original nuclear couple but often 

including step-siblings, continues to exist after the 

parents' deaths until the death of the last sibling (Moss & 

Moss, 1989; Zilbach, 1988). 

The lifespan development perspective suggests that a 

more integrated account of human development can be gained 

by viewing behavioral development in the framework of the 

life course (Baltes et al., 1980). Each life phase must be 
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understood as a unit as well as part of the whole, with no 

one part more or less important than any other part 

(Levinson, 1986). It is possible to use a lifespan 

perspective without necessarily studying individuals of all 

ages (Baltes et al., 1980). 

Sibling Relationship Qualities 

Weiss (1974) has proposed a theory of relationships 

based on the assumption that an individual's beliefs, 

attitudes, and understandings about human affiliations are 

formed in the primary groups to which he or she belongs in 

childhood. These beliefs, attitudes, and understandings 

are maintained through interaction with current primary 

groups, with different types of relationships providing for 

different physical and emotional needs. With adequate life 

organization, an individual presumably could readily access 

the relationships and specific aspects of a particular 

relationship needed to fulfill different needs at any point 

of development. 

Furman and Buhrmester (1985a, 1992) have adapted the 

theoretical ideas of Weiss (1974) in their studies of 

relationship networks in general, and of sibling 

relationships in particular. These authors suggest that 

there are several qualities in interpersonal affiliations 

that address the relational provisions proposed by Weiss. 

The qualities they outline include aspects of negative 
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interchanges (punishment, antagonism, and conflict) and 

social support (reliable alliance, affection, admiration, 

instrumental aid, companionship, intimacy, and nurturance). 

It is generally agreed that both these negative and 

positive qualities are found in most sibling relationships 

and that the two qualities coexist relatively uncorrelated 

with each other (Cicirelli, 1991; Furman & Buhrmester, 

1985b; Sandmaier, 1994; Scott, 1990). 

Negative Aspects of Sibling Relationships 

Childhood. Childhood sibling relationship research 

has most often focused on aspects of displacement and 

rivalry (Agger, 1988; Goetting, 1986; Irish, 1964; Wagner, 

Schubert, & Schubert, 1985), which are usually manifested 

in terms of antagonistic behaviors and conflict. Rivalry 

is a particularly important concept because highly negative 

sibling relationships can prevent bonding and lead to a 

general lack of trust that pervades all other relationships 

(Lewis, 1990). Freud first created the idea that sibling 

rivalry is both natural and inevitable, thus developing 

parents' expectations for life long antagonism, resentment, 

and envy in their offspring (Markowitz, 1994). 

Studies of rivalry in childhood have been primarily 

interested in rivalrous behavior aimed at gaining parents' 

attention, that is, vertical rather than horizontal rivalry 

(Irish, 1964; Pfouts, 1976; Rosner, 1985). With vertical 
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rivalry, there is an assumption that the basic needs of 

love, attention, approval, and parent time will be objects 

of competition for siblings as each child tries to maximize 

his or her share of the resources (Handel, 1986; Ihinger, 

1975) . Because the parent is primarily responsible for 

meeting the child's needs and resources, it may be too 

threatening to express anger directly toward the parent. 

Instead, anger about differential parent treatment is 

expressed in relationships with siblings. 

Reactions to differential parental treatment of a 

sibling, however, are not necessarily based on objective 

behaviors, but rather are related to the child's view of 

perceived parental favoritism (Agger, 1988; Buhrmester & 

Furman, 1990; Furman, 1984; Furman & Buhrmester, 1985a, 

1985b; Olson, 1977; Rosner, 1985; Stocker & McHale, 1992). 

The effects of such perceived inequities can be profound. 

Similarly, it is the individual's perception of the overall 

sibling relationship that is important to future individual 

and relational outcomes (Scott, 1990). 

Several researchers have recognized potential positive 

outcomes of rivalry and its manifestations. They suggest 

that being allowed to experience conflict with siblings may 

lead to greater frustration tolerance, improved conflict 

management skills, and increased autonomy overall (Agger, 

1988; Bank & Kahn, 1982b; Laursen, 1993; Leung & Robson, 

1991; Ross & Milgram, 1982). 
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Adulthood. While few adult sibling studies 

specifically focus on rivalry, some do find evidence of 

competition and other forms of rivalry related either to 

parental favoritism or to comparisons of one's own 

qualities and assets with those of a sibling (horizontal 

rivalry). Bedford (1992) assessed how memories of parental 

favoritism in childhood might affect the adult sibling 

relationship. Bedford (1992) also suggests, however, that 

adults are no longer physically dependent on parents; 

therefore, they may direct the original anger over partial 

treatment back to the offending parent. This may be a 

large part of why sibling relationships tend to improve in 

later life (Bedford, 1992). Rivalry and other negative 

elements between siblings in adulthood may also decrease 

due to limited contact with siblings and lost relevance of 

childhood issues (Cicirelli, 1991; Connidis, 1989b). Most 

individuals can still recall at least some degree of 

childhood rivalry and its precursors, however (Bedford, 

1989c). 

Increased sibling contact in middle to late adulthood 

has often been related to the increasing needs for 

caretaking of the elderly parents (Cicirelli, 1992; Moyer, 

1992; Schoonover, Brody, Hoffman, & Kleban, 1988). It is 

likely that the forced contact between siblings surrounding 

the need for parent caregiving causes at least some strain 

on relationships (Brody, Hoffman, Kleban, & Schoonover, 
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1989) . In particular, past conflicts and rivalries may be 

reactivated (Allan, 1977), and the dynamics of childhood 

relationships may be maintained (Bedford, 1989a, 1989c, 

1989d). 

Indeed, many adults who do report negative sibling 

relationships credit continued or renewed parental 

favoritism with helping to sustain rivalry between siblings 

well into adulthood (Sandmaier, 1994). These old sibling 

rivalries may cause further damage to the relationship 

(Goetting, 1986). Bank and Kahn (1975) found that missing 

closeness between siblings in later life was related to a 

lack of ability to bond in childhood. There appears to be 

limited content to such unbonded sibling relationships, and 

they are often maintained simply to hold on to the family 

connection while providing little other substantive benefit 

to either party (Allan, 1977). Other unbonded adult 

siblings choose to simply disengage entirely (Sandmaier, 

1994) . 

Positive Aspects of Sibling Relationships 

While negative relational elements have certainly been 

a large part of sibling relationship research, 

observational studies of siblings in childhood established 

that sibling interactions actually involve a full range of 

affective behaviors. Positive and negative interactions 

are not polar opposites in these relationships. Indeed, 
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sometimes the most rivalrous, negative sibling 

relationships are also the closest emotionally (Bedford, 

1989c; Laursen, 1993; Scott, 1990). Troll and Smith (1976) 

found that reports of happiness were both highest and 

lowest in the sibling relationships of the youngest age 

group they studied. They note that when affect is found at 

any intense level, there are usually at least some aspects 

of both positive and negative emotion. Indeed, the absence 

of fighting or disagreement between siblings may indicate a 

lack of caring (Troll & Smith, 1976). 

The primary positive emotional constructs assessed in 

the sibling literature include affection, instrumental aid, 

companionship, and intimacy. 

Affection. Sibling affection can be defined by 

aspects of liking, loving, and caring about each other, and 

is commonly labeled "closeness" in the sibling literature. 

While some researchers suggest that affection between 

siblings decreases with age during childhood and 

adolescence (Buhrmester & Furman, 1990; Furman & 

Buhrmester, 1985b) , many find that all forms of positive 

affect tend to increase during that age period (Stocker, 

Dunn, & Plomin, 1989). Sibling relationships tend to 

increase in closeness from middle adulthood and into old 

age, as well (Cicirelli, 1989, 1991; Seltzer, 1989). It 

may be that the commonly reported decreases in contact with 

adult siblings actually serve to increase feelings of 
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closeness because old rivalries and other negative 

relational issues are avoided (Goetting, 1986). 

Closeness is generally measured, at least in part, by 

frequency of contact, including phone calls, letters, face-

to-face interactions, and more recently, e-mail (Troll, 

1971; White & Riedmann, 1992). Most adult siblings do 

remain in direct contact with each other, or at least 

indirect contact through the parents or other siblings 

(Allan,1977; Moss & Moss, 1989; White & Riedmann, 1992). 

Equating frequency of contact with closeness, however, 

presumes that adult sibling contact is wholly voluntary and 

positive in nature (Goetting, 1986) . For some, contact 

with siblings may consist only of low level, companionate-

type activities surrounding family occasions, concerns, or 

obligations (Cicirelli, 1991). Increasingly, researchers 

are recognizing that the socioemotional distance between 

individuals is not readily represented by various forms of 

contact or physical proximity (Allan, 1977; Avioli, 1989; 

Bahr & Nye, 1974; Blieszner, 1986; Borland, 1987; 

Cicirelli, 1989; Depner & Ingersoll-Dayton, 1988; O'Bryant, 

1988; Shanas, 1973). 

Cicirelli (1989) uses attachment theory ideas to 

explain the maintenance of sibling bonds during adulthood 

despite decreased contact and proximity. He contends that 

the propensity for closeness and contact with the sibling, 

as an attachment figure, continues throughout life, but in 
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adulthood, is readily satisfied on a more symbolic level, 

such as through identification. To sustain the 

relationship, only occasional supplements of more direct 

contact may be needed (Cicirelli, 1989, 1991). 

Instmmental aid, instrumental aid is most often 

defined as the providing of assistance in other than an 

emotional manner. In childhood, this may include routine 

helping and teaching behaviors. Siblings may also turn to 

one another in times of family crises (e.g., divorce, 

death, parent unemployment), if the parents cannot or do 

not supply the needed levels of support, protection, and 

care (Agger, 1988; Bank & Kahn, 1975; Goetting, 19 86; 

Irish, 1964; Lewis, 1990; Rosner, 1985; Teti, 1992). This 

behavior is frequently termed "sibling solidarity" (Gumming 

& Schneider, 1961; Gold, 1989). While helping and teaching 

behaviors tend to decrease with age (Vandell et al., 1987), 

feelings of solidarity may continue into adulthood. 

Financial assistance and caretaking behaviors are two 

of the most frequent kinds of instriimental aid assessed in 

adult sibling studies, although geographical distance 

affects the form these helping behaviors take (Avioli, 

1989; Wellman & Wortley, 1989) . Statistically, adult 

siblings are not more likely to provide instrumental 

support than are other members of a relational network; 

however, adult siblings do provide an important source of 

such support overall (Scott, 1983; Wellman & Wortley, 
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1989) . Some older adults actually prefer receiving support 

from a peer, including a sibling, rather than from more 

common sources, such as their adult children (Peters, Hoyt, 

Babchuk, Kaiser, & lijima, 1987). Most adults do report 

not wishing to be dependent on a sibling, however (Moyer, 

1988; O'Bryant, 1988). 

Adult siblings are more likely to provide support to 

one another if closeness has existed between them 

previously (Chatters, Taylor, & Jackson, 1986; Cicirelli, 

1989; Horwitz, 1993) . Sometimes the giving of such support 

can be more beneficial for the giver than the receiver, as 

the giver feels less dependent or needy. Finally, Avioli 

(1989) contends that the presence of siblings can function 

as somewhat of an "insurance policy" for older persons, 

even if they are rarely actually accessed for support. 

That is, knowing that siblings are available and would give 

support if needed may be more important to overall well-

being than actually receiving assistance (Cicirelli, 1992; 

Gumming & Schneider, 1961). 

Companionship. Companionship can be conceptualized as 

the regular sharing of activities and pastimes (Connidis & 

Davies, 1992) . Most suggest companionship appears to first 

increase with age through late childhood, and then decrease 

as adolescence progresses (Vandell et al., 1987). One 

study did find a more linear decrease in sibling 

companionship from childhood through late adolescence. 
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That finding is likely an artifact of the methodology, 

however, in that four non-overlapping age groupings were 

assessed (grades 3, 6, 9, and 12)(Buhrmester & Furman, 

1990) . In studies of adults, reports of companionate 

sibling relationships again increase, even if levels of 

instrumental supports are relatively low (Cicirelli, 1982; 

Scott, 1983). This suggests companionship is indeed a 

unique aspect of sibling relationships. 

Intimacy. The construct of intimacy in sibling 

studies most often represents the verbal sharing of 

information, or confiding, that is not shared with others 

outside the relationship. Older children in a family 

report lower levels of intimacy with their younger siblings 

than do younger children (Buhrmester & Furman, 1990; Furman 

& Buhrmester, 1985a). This may be confounded by decreasing 

levels of contact between adolescent siblings, however. In 

adulthood, higher levels of confiding between siblings are 

related to increased levels of conflict (Bedford, 1989b; 

Fischer & Narus, 1981). This may be because siblings who 

know more about each other's lives also have more topics 

about which to disagree. 

Primary Influences on Sibling Relationships 

Perhaps due to their relative ease in measurement, 

constellation effects have been the most widely studied 

variables in the sibling literature. Investigations of the 
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effects of birth order began with Adler's early sibling 

studies (1927, 1956) and have been the most prolific area 

of sibling constellation variable research to date (Ernst & 

Angst,1983; Sutton-Smith, 1982; Toman, 1993). The majority 

of birth order studies have assessed individual outcomes 

(Goetting, 1986; Irish, 1964; Lewis, 1990) such as the 

influence of birth order on personality and abilities 

(Runco & Bahleda, 1987; Saunders & Norcross, 1988; 

Schooler, 1972), or on intelligence and academic 

achievement (Hester, Osborne, & Nguyen, 1992; Shavit & 

Pierce, 1991; Steelman, 1985; Taubman & Behrman, 1986; 

Zajonc & Markus, 1975). Fewer studies have assessed the 

effects of family constellation on family relationships 

(Minnett et al., 1983; Stocker & McHale, 1992). 

Importantly, constellation effects are not static but 

continue to be supported by later socialization and adult 

interactions (Sutton-Smith et al., 1964). Their effects on 

relationships may not even become evident until later in 

life (Teti, 1992), yet the majority of constellation 

studies assess children. Several researchers have also 

expressed concern that no consistent significant 

associations can be found in constellation effect studies 

of relationships when the contextual variables of relative 

age, age spacing, sex, sex of sibling, and family size are 

not included (Irish, 1964; Pulakos, 1987b; Schooler, 1972; 

Sutton-Smith et al., 1964; Taubman & Behrman, 1986; Teti, 
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1992; Wagner et al., 1985; Watkins, 1992). Further, 

comparisons of relationship study results are difficult 

because the nature of the relationships considered in the 

studies varies. While some studies assess siblings closest 

in age (Stocker & McHale, 1992), others assess siblings 

closest in emotional qualities (Mosatche et al., 1983) or 

those with the most contact (Suggs & Kivett, 1986). 

Relative Age 

It is generally assumed that the birth of a younger 

sibling has a profound effect on the older sibling 

(Vandell, 1987) . The concept of relative age is most often 

discussed in terms of birth order or sibling position 

(e.g., first born, second born). Birth order can also be 

conceptualized as a relative status variable in a dyadic 

system (i.e., older, younger) (Thompson & Walker, 1982). 

Negative affect. Generally, negative affect between 

siblings is more commonly experienced by the older child in 

the dyad than the younger because the older child has had 

primary access to the parents for some time before having 

to adjust to the new family member (Leung & Robson, 1991; 

Vandell, 1987). Indeed, older children report perceptions 

of greater parent partiality, more quarreling, and more 

antagonism with younger siblings than younger siblings 

perceive with older siblings (Buhrmester & Furman, 1990; 

Furman & Buhrmester, 1985b). Older siblings also have been 
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found to initiate more of these negative behaviors than do 

younger siblings (Abramovich et al., 1979, 1986; Carey, 

1986) . Younger siblings, on the other hand, place greater 

importance on sibling relationships than do their older 

siblings; thus, younger siblings are more likely to 

discount such negative interchanges as expected and 

acceptable interactions, given the older siblings' higher 

"status" (Sandmaier, 1994) . 

As children age, the relative differences in their 

developmental abilities become increasingly less 

significant (Buhrmester & Furman, 1990). That is, as 

children reach adolescence, they become more similar in 

size and behavioral capabilities, thus allowing the older 

child less physical and emotional leverage against the 

younger. Indeed, children in late adolescence generally 

report less quarreling, antagonism, and competition with 

older siblings than do children in early adolescence 

(Buhrmester & Furman, 1990; Leung & Robson, 1991). It is 

also likely, however, that late adolescents are reporting 

on relationships with older siblings no longer living in 

the primary family residence. Indeed, as children become 

increasingly less engaged with their siblings as they near 

young adulthood, the decrease in contact may allow less 

time for both negative and positive interactions. 

Positive affect. As with negative affective 

behaviors, older siblings also initiate more prosocial 
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behaviors toward their younger siblings than younger 

siblings direct toward them (Abramovich et al., 1986; 

Carey, 1986; Minnett et al., 1983). More instrumental aid 

and caretaking are received from an older, rather than 

younger, sibling (Brody, Stoneman, & McCoy, 1992; Furman & 

Buhrmester, 1985a; Stoneman, Brody, & MacKinnon, 1986; 

Vandell, 1987). 

Interestingly, children report a greater sense of 

certainty about the continuity of the relationship when a 

sibling is younger rather than older (Furman & Buhrmester, 

1985a). It may be that the younger child feels more 

indebted to the older sibling because of the receipt of 

caretaking and other support; thus, the younger child can 

be counted on to remain true to the relationship with the 

highly valued older sibling. An older sibling, on the 

other hand, may be spending less time with the family, or 

preparing to move to his or her own residence (e.g., 

college, military service), thus making family allegiances 

seem less certain or less important. 

Late adolescents and college students express 

perceptions of moderate sibling support. For example, in a 

study of college undergraduates living away from home, 

older siblings (students) were more likely to call their 

younger siblings than younger siblings (students) were to 

call their older siblings (Newman, 1991). Middle born 

children in college called their siblings at intermediate 
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levels, but when they did call, middle siblings were more 

likely to communicate with their younger, rather than their 

older, siblings. Thus, older siblings were consistently 

more likely to call younger siblings, regardless of their 

position in the birth order. 

Although most researchers have ignored relative age as 

a variable in adult sibling studies (Horwitz, 1993), others 

are beginning to recognize its continued importance. Some 

studies, as well as a wealth of anecdotal evidence, suggest 

childhood characteristics have lasting importance to the 

development of sibling relationships in general (Matthews & 

Rosner, 1988; Sandmaier, 1994). Families tend to view 

their members as having largely stable characteristics. 

For example, much of the conflict over decisions about 

caregiving for elderly parents or impaired adult siblings 

may stem from earlier, largely unrelated sibling issues 

(Matthews & Rosner, 1988). With no empirical support, it 

cannot be assumed that the effects of relative age on the 

sibling relationship just disappear once adulthood is 

reached (Abramovich et al., 1986). 

SPJX: of the Sibling Dyad 

Biological sex has been perhaps the most widely 

considered variable in the sibling relationship literature. 

Although some researchers find no gender effects on the 

sibling relationship (Stocker & McHale, 1992; Troll & 

39 



Smith, 1976; Veiling & Belsky, 1992), these findings have 

generally been attributed to methodological flaws. Indeed, 

most researchers now agree that the sex composition of the 

sibling pair, and not just the sex of the respondent in the 

study, must be considered when assessing gender effects on 

sibling relationship qualities (Avioli, 1989; Connidis, 

1989b; Pfouts, 1976; Sandmaier, 1994; White & Riedmann, 

1992) . 

Negative affect. Rivalry is more commonly found in 

same-sex pairs (Leung & Robson, 1991; Sutton-Smith & 

Rosenberg, 1970). Individuals with same-sex younger 

siblings tend to be less egalitarian in their relationships 

than are those with younger or older siblings of the other 

sex (Sugawara, Koval, & Gate, 1990) . Most studies of 

siblings in childhood find that male sibling pairs engage 

in greater amounts of physical and verbal aggression and 

conflict than do female pairs (Abramovich et al., 1979). 

Downing (1990) suggests that relationships with sisters may 

be more intimate and intense making any difference more 

difficult to tolerate. Difference is, therefore, assumed 

to be avoided. 

Increased contact between young adult siblings may be 

correlated with higher levels of rivalry, particularly for 

men (Searcy & Eisenberg, 1992) . Young adult brothers 

report more negative affect with siblings than do young 

adult sisters (Pulakos, 1989; Tesser, 1980). Downing 
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(1990) suggests that rivalry between sisters is less often 

accepted socially and, thus, may be less consciously 

acknowledged, worked through, or resolved. 

Studies concerning rivalry in older adult siblings 

found rivalry to be highest for late life brother pairs and 

lowest for sister or mixed-sexed pairs in this age group 

(Cicirelli, 1991). While some suggest women may be more 

evaluative in their relationships in general (Suggs & 

Kivett, 1986), others found no actual significant 

differences between older men and women on either ratings 

of conflicts with siblings or ratings of indifference 

toward siblings (Cicirelli, 1989). In a qualitative study 

by Bedford (1989b), women's fantasies of their sister 

relationships were filled with more conflict themes than 

were men's fantasies of their brother relationships. In 

general, however, reported feelings of rivalry with 

siblings tend to decrease to relatively low levels in the 

late life period (Cicirelli, 1991; Connidis, 1989b). 

Positive affect. Same-sex childhood sibling pairs 

tend to be more positive in nature overall than are mixed-

sex pairs (Stocker et al., 1989). In particular, girls 

consistently rate sisters higher than brothers on intimacy, 

companionship, and admiration (Buhrmester & Furman, 1990) . 

Girls have also been found to do more praising and teaching 

in their sibling interactions, especially to younger 

sisters, than do boys (Stoneman et al., 1986). Notably, 
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older sisters were also found to direct more negative 

behavior toward their younger siblings (Blakemore, 1990). 

Greater intimacy, affection, and prosocial behaviors in 

general have been reported with older sisters than older 

brothers or younger siblings of either sex (Blakemore, 

1990; Buhrmester & Furman, 1990). In mixed-sex sibling 

dyads, however, older brothers are more active in 

caregiving with younger sisters, while older sisters do 

more caregiving of younger brothers (Stewart, 1983). 

Younger siblings do not report such sex differences in 

their relationships with older siblings, however (Newman, 

1991) . 

Studies of late adolescent and young adult siblings 

suggest that overall family support increases for females 

during these age periods while it decreases for males 

(Vaux, 1985) . Indeed, women away at college were more 

likely to communicate and discuss problems with parents or 

siblings than were males (Newman, 1991; Pulakos, 1990). 

Young adult women also report being significantly closer to 

their siblings, and that sibling relationships are more 

important to them, than do young adult men (Pulakos, 1989, 

1990) . These women rate their siblings higher on positive 

attributes in general than do men in this age group (Clark-

Lempers, Lempers, & Ho, 1991). 

A strong, mutual attachment between brothers in late 

adolescence and early adulthood has been characterized by 
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the younger brother identifying with the older, while the 

older brother is more nurturant, respectful, and 

affectionate to the younger (Brook, Whiteman, Brook, & 

Gordon, 1991). In one study, males and females in late 

adolescence were just as likely to list brothers as they 

were sisters, as being important significant others in 

their lives (Blyth, Hill, & Thiel, 1982). All the 

respondents' significant others were listed, however, and 

over two thirds of the respondents listed all of their 

siblings as significant to them. Also noteworthy is the 

finding by Komarovsky (1974) that male undergraduates, 

while rating a closest female friend as their primary 

confidante, did rate brothers ahead of sisters as likely 

disclosure targets overall. 

Adult sibling ties are generally found to be mediated 

more often through sisters than brothers (Gumming & 

Schneider, 1961; Wellman & Wortley, 1989). An adult sister 

is usually responsible for holding together the kinship 

group, particularly after parents get frail; however, this 

pattern continues even after the parents' deaths 

(Sandmaier, 1994; Wellman & Wortley, 1989). Indeed, in the 

absence of their own siblings, women will often experience 

solidarity with the siblings of their spouses (Gumming & 

Schneider, 1961). Studies show that having at least one 

sister is related to increased amounts of sibling contact 

(White & Riedmann, 1992) . Men have consistently been found 

43 



to be closer to their sisters than to their brothers 

(Cicirelli, 1989). Indeed, brother-brother relationships 

appear to be the weakest of all adult sibling dyads (White 

& Riedmann, 1992), and they tend to be described as more 

resentful and less accepting than sister-sister or mixed-

sex sibling pairs (Cicirelli, 1992). The commonly accepted 

implication is that adult sisters do the majority of the 

relational work in families. 

While adult men and women are most likely to report a 

sister as the sibling to which they feel closest, they are 

equally likely to report "very close" relationships with 

their siblings (Sandmaier, 1994) . Women and men may mean 

very different things by this description, however. Women 

are likely to describe an inwardly directed bond of 

intimacy and emotional connection (Allan, 1977, Sandmaier, 

1994), and are less likely to report negative feelings 

(Bedford, 1989a). Men, on the other hand, are more likely 

to describe an active, outward relationship (Allan, 1977; 

Sandmaier, 1994) . Brothers are also more likely to be 

comfortable with long periods of no contact (Sandmaier, 

1994) . The sister-brother bond, even when reported to be 

"very close," may suffer from a mismatch of relational 

needs and goals. This may stem from these different 

experiences of relationships. 

Studies do find chronological age effects for adult 

sibling relationships. For example, women in their 

44 



childrearing years, that is young to middle adulthood, are 

more aware of positive feelings for their sisters, while 

women in late adulthood are more attuned to their negative 

feelings about their sisters (Bedford, 1989a). For the 

men, frequency of contact with a sibling was more relevant 

to the relationship than stage of life (Bedford, 1989a). 

In late adulthood, however, women tend to be seen as 

more attractive attachment figures than are men (Cicirelli, 

1989; Sandmaier, 1994; Troll & Smith, 1976), and sister 

relationships again tend to be closer than brother 

relationships (Cicirelli, 1989; 1991). Women in late 

adulthood are more likely to see or have contact with their 

siblings than are men in this age period (Connidis, 1989a, 

1989b; Shanas, 1973); however, it has been suggested that 

this may be because there are more widows than widowers in 

the late life age group (Shanas, 1973) . It is likely that 

the loss of a spouse is related to seeking sibling support. 

In terms of contact, brother pairs and mixed-sex pairs are 

found to be more similar to each other than either is to 

sister pairs, with mixed-sex pairs having slightly more 

contact than brother pairs (Connidis, 1989a). 

Beyond emotional supportiveness, siblings may provide 

each other instrumental support in the late life period. 

Sisters both give and receive the most sibling assistance 

(Cicirelli, 1992). While not a majority, a significant 

number of unmarried older persons do live with a relative, 
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most often a sister or brother who is also likely to be 

unmarried (Borland, 1987; Cicirelli, 1992; Shanas, 1973). 

Closeness in the early and middle adult years has been 

directly related to willingness to consider living with a 

sibling as an option in late life (Borland, 1987). 

Aoe Sparing 

Birth spacing interval, or age spacing, is a 

constellation variable less often considered in sibling 

studies. Birth spacing interval refers to the number of 

months or years between the sibling immediately before or 

after the target sibling in the overall birth sequence. 

Comparisons of studies on sibling spacings have been 

somewhat problematic due to the use of different spacing 

intervals and a general failure to control for other 

constellation effects, surprisingly including sibling sex 

(Wagner et al., 1985). 

While some propose a gap of eight or more years is the 

crucial spacing interval (Lewis, 1990), most feel four or 

five years is the age span of differential importance 

(Sutton-Smith & Rosenberg, 1970; Toman, 1993; Wagner et 

al., 1985). If the older sibling has not reached an age of 

relative independence from the parents, such as having 

started preschool or kindergarten, there may be greater 

difficulty for the older child upon the birth of the 

younger sibling (Vandell, 1987). With age spacings larger 
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than four to five years, there are likely to be sibling 

groupings that more closely resemble separate sibling 

families in terms of sibling relationship characteristics 

(Toman, 1993). Spacing studies to date have found 

differential effects dependent on relative age (i.e., 

older, younger) and sex of the siblings (Wagner et al., 

1985). 

Negative affect. Childhood studies generally reveal 

that as the age spacing between siblings decreases, from 

more than five years to closer spacings, rivalry between 

siblings increases (Buhrmester & Furman, 1990; Furman & 

Buhrmester, 1985a, 1985b; Minnett et al., 1983). Children 

in closely spaced pairs and of the same sex have been found 

to be most competitive in a hostile fashion when compared 

to other sibling gender and age spacing combinations. 

Specifically, closely spaced brother pairs are consistently 

found to be more aggressive than are closely spaced sister 

pairs (Abramovich et al., 1979; Pfouts, 1980; Teti, 1992; 

Wagner et al., 1985). Sisters can be aggressive, however, 

perhaps in a different form. In particular, sisters in 

wider age spacings exhibit more verbal aggression than do 

sisters in narrower spacings (Abramovich et al., 1979). In 

terms of relative age, children report less conflict with 

older siblings in wide, rather than narrow, spaced dyads 

and report more conflict with younger siblings in either 

dyad spacing (Furman & Buhrmester, 1985a, 1985b). 
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Tesser (1980) found that identification between 

siblings decreases and friction increases with close age 

spacings, provided the target sibling is rated higher on 

the personal dimensions described as important by the 

respondent. In this college age sample, when the 

respondent rated him or herself higher on the personality 

dimensions he or she considered important, close age 

spacings were associated with increased identification and 

decreased friction between siblings. This is an example of 

horizontal rivalry and demonstrates the importance of 

individual perceptions to sibling relationships. 

Positive affect. Closer age spacings may foster 

identification, common interests, and positive social 

relationships among siblings (Bank & Kahn, 1982b; 

Cicirelli, 1980; Corter, Abramovich, & Pepler, 1983; 

Pfouts, 1976; Toman, 1993). Children, however, also report 

less admiration of their sibling when the age spacing is 

narrow rather than wide (Furman & Buhrmester, 1985b). 

Closely spaced younger siblings appear to be the least 

prosocial members of all sibling dyads (Corter et al., 

1983) . Other research suggests that siblings report 

greater affection, prosocial behaviors, and admiration of 

widely spaced siblings, but more intimacy with siblings who 

are closely spaced (Buhrmester & Furman, 1990). 

Unfortunately, a lack of consistency in defining these 

constructs prevents comparison across these studies. 
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Older siblings in widely spaced dyads report the most 

nurturant and caretaking behavior (Furman & Buhrmester, 

1985b; Minnett et al., 1983). Indeed, younger children are 

more willing to accept help from a sibling more than four 

years older (Cicirelli, 1974; Wagner et al., 1985). First 

born children with siblings less than three years younger 

are more affiliative than those with siblings more than 

four years younger, however (Black & Sturge, 1979). 

Research also suggests that widely spaced first born 

children are more likely to praise and teach in their 

sibling interactions, while widely spaced second boms are 

more positive in both behavior with and affection for 

siblings when compared with more closely spaced sibling 

pairs (Minnett et al., 1983; Wagner et al., 1985). it may 

be that siblings with narrow age spacings are more likely 

to have a companionate but rivalrous relationship, while 

wider spacings may lead to more parental or teaching 

behaviors, with less competition, in the older child 

(Stocker & McHale, 1992). When gender is accounted for in 

childhood spacing studies, older girls in both wide and 

narrow sibling spacings engage in more positive behaviors, 

particularly aspects of nurturance, than do younger sisters 

(Abramovitch et al., 1979). 

Some contend that there is no advantage to having 

close-in-age siblings, while wider spacing may allow a 

positive sibling relationship to develop (Abramovitch et 
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al., 1986). It may be that closer age spacings foster more 

frequent interaction and greater dependence while also 

increasing competitiveness. Most likely, closer age 

spacings between siblings create more opportunities for 

them to both bond and conflict. 

Unfortunately, the majority of adult sibling studies 

ignore age spacing as a variable. While perhaps losing 

some relevance in adulthood, qualitative studies do suggest 

relative age and age spacing remain important to the most 

intense sibling relationships (Sandmaier, 1994). Notably, 

when age spacing between brothers was more than three to 

four years, serious competition between them did not emerge 

until young adulthood (Sandmaier, 1994). 

Summary 

The trends suggest decreasing negative affect and 

increasing positive affect in the sibling relationship 

through late adolescence. This may be related to the 

general finding that the relationship becomes somewhat less 

intense, in both amount of contact and degree of affect, as 

the child moves beyond the family sphere (Furman & 

Buhrmester, 1992) . It is important to recognize that the 

sibling relationship does not decrease in its own 

importance, however. 

Rivalry, and negative affect in general, is more 

common in the older, rather than the younger sibling in a 
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dyad. Older siblings, however, also initiate more 

prosocial, nurturant, teaching, and helping behaviors 

towards their younger siblings. Younger siblings report 

greater admiration of their older siblings, perhaps related 

to being the recipient of so many supportive behaviors. 

Sex of the sibling dyad is the most heavily researched 

variable and is often the only constellation variable 

assessed in adult sibling studies. Generally, the 

relationships of male sibling pairs are the most negative 

or rivalrous, while female pairs are least negative. 

Mixed-sex sibling pairs experience intermediate levels of 

negative affect. Similarly, positive affect is highest in 

female sibling pairs, lowest in male pairs, and 

intermediate in mixed-sex pairs. Sisters tend to be the 

"kin-keepers" in sibling relationships, especially in 

adulthood. They often take on aspects of instrumental 

caretaking, as well as emotional supportiveness. Women's 

sibling relationships also tend to be more internal, 

emotionally based, while men's are more external and 

activity based. 

Age spacing, or years between siblings, is rarely 

assessed outside of childhood and adolescence. Childhood 

studies generally show that closer age spacings create more 

negative, as well as more positive, sibling relationships, 

as each member of the pair both competes and identifies 

with the other. Closely spaced brother pairs are the most 
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rivalrous pairing. Assistance is more acceptable from a 

wider spaced, older sibling, and younger siblings are more 

likely to admire a widely spaced older sibling. More 

common interests and companionship are shared with closely 

spaced same-sex siblings, however. 

While the research on sibling relationships does 

suggest some general trends, less is understood about the 

sibling relationship in the transitional period of young 

adulthood than in any other age group. Unfortunately, 

adult sibling studies generally do not assess relative age 

and age spacings, instead deeming gender to be the primary 

differentiating variable. It is assumed that once full 

adulthood is reached, all individuals have similar adult-

type abilities, and thus, early age and spacing dynamics, 

and early experiences are no longer important. It seems 

possible, however, that family age and gender structures 

both continue to provide the underlying framework for 

sibling interactions and relationships in adult life. 

Mediating Influences on Sibling Relationships 

Many researchers suggest the whole family context must 

be considered in order to fully understand dyadic sibling 

relationships (Allan, 1977; Bossard & Boll, 1956; Brody et 

al., 1994; Cicirelli, 1976; Fishel, 1994; Lerner, 1988; 

Markowitz, 1994; Matthews & Rosner, 1988; Rosenberg & 

Anspach, 1973; Sandmaier, 1994; Scott, 1990; Seltzer, 1989; 
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Sutton-Smith & Rosenberg, 1970; Walsh & Sheinkman, 1989). 

In particular, family size and gender of the sibship 

context have been considered. 

Sibship Size 

The overall sibling context, particularly sibship 

size, is a relevant variable when assessing the quality of 

sibling relationships (Bossard & Boll, 1956; Seltzer, 1989; 

Toman, 1993). Bank and Kahn (1975) feel that sibling 

phenomena might be even more visible in large families than 

smaller ones because there is a greater need for role 

allocation and division of household labor. They found 

emphasis to be on sacrifice for the group with rivalry and 

conflicts quickly forgotten. Some researchers have 

questioned studies of family size that conclude increased 

sibship sizes necessarily mean diminished resources for 

individual members or increased competition and rivalry. 

These researchers contend that this assumption does not 

account for the resources the siblings themselves bring 

into the family and the family's relationships (Heer, 1986; 

MacKinnon, 1989a, 1989b). 

While rivalry does exist in larger families, it may be 

less intense (Leung & Robson, 1991). Further, reactions to 

the birth of siblings born after the second born child may 

be less pronounced as the family's size continues to 

increase (Vandell, 1987). In other words, older children 
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react less extremely to the births of successive siblings 

because they have already assimilated the role of "big 

sister" or "big brother." 

Larger households have been reported as buffering 

siblings from life stresses during childhood by providing 

more individuals with whom to share human contact as well 

as responsibilities (Bland, Krogh, Winkelstein, & Trevisan, 

1991). Members of large families do tend to affirm 

responsibilities to kin, such as caregiving to the parents, 

but they are also less likely to express strong disapproval 

if a member fails to honor family obligations (Bahr & Nye, 

1974). 

When there are many siblings, filial loyalty and 

responsibility are likely to be shared in general; however, 

one sibling tends to become the primary caregiver of the 

other siblings (Cicirelli, 1992; Matthews, 1987), while 

other siblings may provide more circumscribed or backup 

support (Matthews & Rosner, 1988). This primary caregiver 

is usually a sister (Finley, 1989; Lee, Dwyer, & Coward, 

1993; Walters, Carter, Papp, & Silverstein, 1988). This 

division is especially likely when there are brothers in 

the family as well (Cicirelli, 1992). 

Family size is a problematic variable for research. 

For example, family size may affect frequency of contact. 

Specifically, having a larger sibship is related to less 

frequent contact among late life male siblings (Bedford, 
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1989a). This was not the case for sisters, however. 

Further, a larger sibship may mean less frequent contact 

with any one sibling but greater total contact with the 

sibship in general. When assessing contact, having more 

siblings available may increase the likelihood that an 

individual will have contact with at least one sibling 

(White & Riedmann, 1992). If contact is used as an 

indication of closeness, then individuals from larger 

families will appear closer to at least one sibling 

(Connidis, 1989b). Further, given having a same-sex 

sibling is more likely in larger families, and same-sex 

siblings are generally closer than mixed-sex siblings 

(Buhrmester & Furman, 1990; Stocker et al., 1989; Stoneman 

et al., 1986), individuals in larger families may also be 

more likely to have a close, confiding relationship with at 

least one sibling (Connidis & Davies, 1992). 

Sibship Gender Context 

The sex composition of the overall sibling 

constellation may also be an important contextual variable. 

Toman (1993) suggests that both larger sibships and their 

gender contexts will serve to increase the magnitude of 

effects of relative age and dyad gender demonstrated in 

two-child families. Many suggest that girls may be more 

affected by the sex composition of the sibling group than 

55 



are boys (Grotevant, 1978; Rosenberg & Sutton-Smith, 1968, 

1971; Sutton-Smith & Rosenberg, 1970). 

In a childhood sibling study, girls with sisters had 

less feminine interests on an interest inventory than did 

girls with brothers, thus implying that the presence of 

brothers forces greater gender role selection (Grotevant, 

1978; Sutton-Smith & Rosenberg, 1970). Further, for girls, 

an increased number of sisters was associated with less 

feminine interests as well. This decrease may be an 

attempt to deidentify from the sisters, thereby avoiding 

horizontal rivalry. This pattern thus escalates in effect 

as the number of sisters increases. 

Brothers create a different scenario whereby boys with 

brothers tend to be more masculine than do boys with 

sisters (Sutton-Smith-Smith & Rosenberg, 1970), reflecting 

the greater competitiveness shown by boys. Most certainly, 

boys have less socially acceptable access to "feminine" 

interests as an alternative. Toman (1993) also suggests 

that boys with only brothers will exhibit more extreme 

rivalry for the mother's attention, as she is the only 

female available in the immediate family; however, in a 

study of two-child families, boys with older sisters 

reported more masculine interests than did boys with 

younger sisters. Conversely, girls with older brothers 

reported more feminine interests than did those with 

younger brothers (Grotevant, 1978). It has not yet been 
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assessed whether these differences translate into different 

relational behaviors, however. 

When relationships are assessed, girls from sister-

only sibling groups report that their sibling relationships 

are likely to grow closer or stay the same with increasing 

age. Girls with only brothers or in mixed-sex sibships, on 

the other hand, report growing less close or staying the 

same in their sibling relationships (Cicirelli, 1992). In 

an adult sample, any woman who reported problems in her 

adult-sibling relationships (in this case related to 

caregiving to parents) had at least one brother in her 

sibling network (Cicirelli, 1992). When there are only two 

adult siblings, women in sister pairs are both likely to 

report similar affectual solidarity in their relationship 

(Matthews, 1987). 

Theoretical Foundation 

Sibling studies have been remarkably atheoretical to 

date. There have been some attempts to build theories, but 

there has been little empirical substantiation of these 

attempts (Bedford, 1989c; Gecas & Seff, 1991). Chodorow 

(1978, 1989) has put forth a feminist perspective of 

families that can be expanded to include siblings. Her 

theory uses a psychoanalytic perspective that rests on the 

assumption that women mother. Although fathers may be 
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involved intermittently, fathers are not generally seen as 

primary caregivers. 

The idea that women mother is considered resoundingly 

important in the reproduction of gender in the family 

structure, in the formation of relations between the sexes, 

and in the pervasive sexual inequality evident at both the 

familial and societal levels. Chodorow (1978, 1989) 

suggests that women's mothering is the enduring element in 

the sexual division of labor and continues as such because 

it is viewed as inevitable. She argues against those who 

assume women mother because of some biological imperative 

or intentional social role training, however. Instead, 

Chodorow believes that women's role as mother stems from 

early developmental psychological processes. 

Like Freud, Chodorow (1978, 1989) emphasizes the 

organization of sexuality during early childhood; however, 

in her object-relations perspective, it is the child's 

social/relational experiences that determine psychological 

growth and personality development. Her perspective 

focuses on the idea that the erotogenic zones delineated by 

Freud become important because they are used by the child 

to attain personal contact with others in the immediate 

environment (usually the family). Chodorow suggests that 

it is the self-other relations, whether experienced 

consciously or unconsciously, that are at the center of 
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development and not Freud's idea of genital difference 

(Chodorow, 1978, 1989). 

According to traditional psychoanalytic theory, young 

children spend their preoedipal period attached either 

primarily or exclusively to their mothers (Chodorow, 1978, 

1989; Deutsch, 1973). Chodorow (1978, 1989) highlights 

that this attachment lasts much longer for girls than for 

boys and is both intense and ambivalent. While boys move 

to the oedipal phase, girls remain in the preoedipal phase. 

Boys move on to issues of competition with the father, 

possession of the mother, and complementarity, or being 

"not like" the mother. This being "not like" the primary 

attachment figure helps boys differentiate themselves from 

their mother, and their mother from their father. 

According to Freud, boys are rewarded for their successful 

negotiation of the oedipal complex by their identification 

with their father and the general superiority of the 

masculine identification in society. Yet boys always 

remain in some degree of competition with their father, 

struggling against passive submission that would renew the 

early oedipal castration anxiety so crucial to Freud's 

conceptualization (Chodorow, 1994). 

Girls, however, retain their preoedipal and exclusive 

relationship with the mother and are involved with issues 

of dependence on and individuation from the mother long 

after boys have moved on to their oedipal issues of 
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separateness and differentiation. For girls, these issues 

are more confusing, and also more important, than for boys 

because girls are "like" their primary attachment figure, 

that is the mother, from whom they must eventually 

differentiate (Chodorow, 1994; Donovan, 1996). Chodorow 

(1978, 1989) also underlines the research showing that the 

father is less available to the girl than is the mother, 

and that this, coupled with the girl's already intense 

relationship with her mother, tends to lead to a less 

complete transfer of the girl's affection to her father 

during her oedipal phase. Girls instead, simultaneously 

continue their involvement with the mother while 

transferring affection to the father, and thus, must 

oscillate between mother and father, maintaining an 

essential relationship with both parents. 

Chodorow (1978, 1989) further points out that beyond 

the time-in-phase factor, the nature of the relationship 

with the mother is essentially different for girls and 

boys. Because the girl's developmental context includes 

two important love objects (mother and father) , her context 

is more complex than is the boy's; he has already been 

pulling away from the mother for some time. This 

relational complexity carries forward into adult life where 

women are generally seen as participating in triangular 

contexts in which men are not exclusive objects for them. 

Further, because the girl's relationship with her father 
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develops later than does the boy's, the girl's sense of 

self has been more firmly established than the boy's has 

been during his oedipal phase. According to Chodorow, this 

stronger sense of self in the girl may lead to an oedipal 

love for the father that is less threatening to her than 

the boy's love for his mother is to him. The girl, 

therefore, does not necessarily "resolve" her oedipal 

complex by rejecting her mother as completely as does the 

boy (nor does she need to do so) . Thus, she remains more 

concerned with both internal and external object relations, 

that is, both symbolic and real relationships (Chodorow, 

1994). 

Following from these preoedipal and oedipal processes, 

Chodorow (1978, 1989) contends that feminine and masculine 

personalities must therefore develop differently in boys 

and girls to the extent that they experience these unique 

interpersonal environments as they develop. The prevailing 

family context and structure, that is women as the primary 

caretakers in a male dominated society, serves to create 

different relational needs and capacities in men and women. 

Specifically, women are presumed to be continually focused 

on issues of primary love and symbiosis, rather than the 

differentiation focused on by men (Chafetz, 1988; Lerner, 

1988) . It is these assumed different relational needs, 

however, that are hypothesized to cause the cyclic 
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reproduction of mothering that is the mainstay of 

Chodorow's conceptual framework. 

Chodorow (1978) also contends that different 

orientations to parenting, and relationships in general, 

are based on the development (in the oedipal phase) of 

different capacities for relationships in the intrapsychic 

structures of men and women. The internalized views of the 

self in relation to significant others assist the 

individual in anticipating interpersonal outcomes and 

motivate and govern his or her emotions as well as 

behaviors (Agger, 1988; Chodorow, 1994). Internalization, 

however, is also thought to be dependent of the quality of 

the affective aspects of a relationship as well as the 

setting of the relationship (Chodorow, 1978; Lerner, 1988). 

Chodorow (1978, 1989) specifically highlights the ways in 

which family structure and process affect the unconscious 

psychic structure and process. Like most Freudians and 

neo-Freudians, she seems to assume that all family contexts 

are the same, that is patriarchal, or traditional, in 

nature. Further, she assumes that male and female 

development is not significantly influenced by sibling 

gender and sibling relationships. 

Family Context 

Chafetz (1988) suggests that as children seek 

confirmation of their gendered identity in their 
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interactions with others, they learn to behaviorally 

repress those behaviors not socially accepted for their 

gender, in other words, the capacity for these behaviors 

does exist, but the individual does not use those behaviors 

that go against sex type (Bem, 1981; Chafetz, 1988; 

Deutsch, 1973; Donovan, 1996; O'Neil & Egan, 1992; 

Sandmaier, 1994). Presumably, these repressed behaviors 

would include the capacity for relationships (Donovan, 

1996; McWilliams, 1992). Girls from traditional families, 

with the mother as the primary caretaker, may develop a 

larger interest in relationships than do the boys in those 

families (Chafetz, 1988) . In a family with greater father 

involvement, however, the difference between women's and 

men's relational interests and capacities should be less 

sharply defined. Specifically, in less traditional 

families, men's relationships should be more similar to 

women's relationships than would be the case for men and 

women from more traditional family contexts (McWilliams, 

1992; see Hypothesis 4, below). 

Chodorow's (1994) later work does emphasize that the 

individual's unique sense of self and self in relationship 

comes from the family in which she or he is raised. 

Parents may communicate gender patterns covertly, through 

attitudes, and overtly, through behaviors, as the child 

develops a gendered and relational sense of self (Chodorow, 

1994; Glass, Bengtson, & Dunham, 1986; Kane & Sanchez, 
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1994) . Chodorow (1994) agrees that individuals are more 

likely to notice, react to, and interpret those tendencies 

to which they have been most sensitized. Key to this idea 

is that it is the experience of the particular mother, 

father, or family that is important and reacted to, and not 

only the larger society's idea of family culture and 

context (Lerner, 1988). 

Most often in the research, family contexts and 

ideologies have been described in terms of the division of 

household labor. Household work and its performance may 

have numerous consequences for the family members' 

relationships with one another (Berk, 1985). Gilbert 

(1985, 1993) defines family structure by differentiating 

between household tasks and child care tasks and including 

both types in her conceptualization, while her research 

primarily concerns dual career couples, the household task 

divisions certainly apply to families in general. She 

suggests that the level of each parent's participation in 

both child care and household labor may explain the 

gendered context of the family more completely than other, 

less inclusive, methodologies. 

Specifically, Gilbert (1985, 1993) describes three 

family types: traditional/conventional, modern/ 

participant, and egalitarian/role sharing. In the 

conventional family, the woman is the primary person 

performing all household and child care tasks. In the 
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modern family, parenting is shared by the partners, but the 

wife generally completes the household tasks. Finally, in 

egalitarian families, participation in both child care and 

household labor is shared equally by the husband and wife. 

Inclusion of Siblings in Chodorow'.s 
Relational Perspective 

While Chodorow proposes a relational argument with 

feminist emphasis, she neglects much of the gendered 

context she contends is essential to her argument. 

Chodorow has gone from the two- and three-person parent-

child dynamics suggested by psychoanalytic theory, directly 

to the larger societal context and its pervasive 

patriarchy. It is unfortunate, but not surprising given 

the psychoanalytic underpinnings of her theory, that she 

has for the most part ignored the larger family context 

emphasized by family systems theories. Specifically, 

although there is an underlying systemic rationale for 

including siblings in her object-relations perspective of 

families, Chodorow fails to do so. According to Lerner 

(1988), this selective contextual conceptualization has 

precedents in the feminist psychoanalytic literature, 

making scant mention of siblings and their relationships 

(e.g.. Brown & Gilligan, 1992; Deutsch, 1973; Gilligan, 

1982; Walters et al., 1988). Because Chodorow proposes a 

focus on relational aspects (albeit in her case only 
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parent-child relationships) of development, an expansion of 

her theory to include siblings appears appropriate. 

In her later work, Chodorow (1994) makes her own case 

for the potential incorporation of siblings into 

psychoanalytic theory. She suggests that by looking only 

at cultural and social axes of differentiation, the greater 

complexity of multiplicity of identities and social 

relations within gender relations may be missed. 

Unfortunately, in her conceptualization of women's roles as 

participants in family relationships, Chodorow almost 

completely ignores the role of "sister." Yet, beyond the 

basic love and identification with the primary caretaker, 

children also internalize and organize other increasingly 

complex constellations of family relationships (Lerner, 

1988). Presumably, resolution of the oedipal complex, 

establishing gender role for the person, leaves children 

with unconscious inner representations concerning their 

position in relation not only to parents but also to other 

primary family members. Certainly, siblings have been 

shown to be such primary figures in children's lives. 

Several researchers suggest that the understanding of 

the inner object world can only be enriched by including 

relationships beyond the parent-child sphere (Agger, 1988; 

Lerner, 1988; Spelman, 1988). This study, then will expand 

the understanding of family contexts by including aspects 

of the larger sibling constellation. 
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The Relationship Model 

The model proposed in this study includes primary 

independent variables of the sibling dyad context and 

mediating variables of the broader family context. The 

dependent variables are defined by the qualities of the 

sibling relationship. The relationship model is shown in 

Figure 2.1. 

The sibling dyad is defined by the sex of the 

respondent and the sibling the respondent is rating, the 

relative age of the respondent to the rated sibling (older, 

younger) , and the age spacing of the dyad. Age spacing in 

this study is a dichotomous variable following the most 

often used division, with four years as the cutoff for 

close versus wide spacing. 

The mediating variables in the model include aspects 

of the sibling and family contexts. The sibling gender 

context is defined as a sibship with all males, all 

females, or a mixed-sex group, not including the sex of the 

respondent. That is, a female respondent could be a woman 

with only sisters, a woman with only brothers, or a woman 

with both sisters and brothers. Similarly, a male 

respondent could have only sisters, only brothers, or both 

brothers and sisters. Family size is also considered a 

sibling context variable and is defined by the number of 

children in the family, including the respondent. Family 

type is defined using Gilbert's (1985) conceptualization of 

67 



traditional/conventional, modern/participant, and 

egalitarian/role sharing descriptions of family work. 

The dependent variables, sibling relationship 

outcomes, are defined by the positive and negative 

qualities delineated by Furman and Buhrmester (1989a, 

1989b). Specifically, the positive qualities in the model 

include reliable alliance, affection, admiration, 

instrumental aid, companionship, intimacy, and nurturance. 

Negative qualities included in the model are punishment, 

antagonism, and conflict. Using the model as the 

underlying framework, hypotheses were developed both from 

the review of the literature and from the expansion of 

Chodorow's relational theory. 

Hypotheses 

Using a contextual framework in sibling studies seems 

fitting at this time because the current conceptualizations 

of sibling relationships offer incomplete and artificially 

narrow views of what is occurring in family relationships. 

The family gender atmosphere may be the pivotal variable in 

determining the meaning of gender and gender roles for the 

individuals within that particular family. Behaviors and 

attitudes come from this gendered context and not from the 

label "male" or "female"; thus, it is only by knowing these 

meanings that we can begin to understand the contextual 

intricacies of sibling relationships as they are played out 
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in everyday life. The first three hypotheses were 

developed based on the literature concerning the sibling 

relationship across the lifespan. The final hypothesis was 

developed from the expansion of Chodorow's theory of 

relationships. 

la. Young adult women will rate a younger sibling as 

their "closest sibling" significantly more often than they 

will rate an older sibling as their "closest sibling." 

Young adult men will rate a younger sibling as their 

"closest sibling" significantly more often than they will 

rate an older sibling as their "closest sibling." 

lb. Young adult women who choose a sister-sister bond 

as their "closest sibling" relationship will rate that dyad 

significantly higher on the social support scale and 

significantly lower on the negative interchanges scale of 

the Network of Relationships Inventory (NRI; Furman & 

Buhrmester, 1985a, 1992) than young adult men who choose a 

brother-brother dyad as their "closest sibling" 

relationship will rate that relationship. Young adult 

women and men rating a cross-sex sibling dyad as their 

"closest sibling" relationship will have intermediate 

scores on both scales of the NRI when compared to the same-

sex dyads. 

ic. Young adult women and young adult men in narrow 

age-spaced dyads will report significantly higher scores on 

the negative interchanges scale, as well as significantly 
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higher scores on the social support scale of the NRI in 

their "closest sibling" relationships than young adult 

women and young adult men in wide age-spaced dyads will 

report for their "closest sibling" relationships. 

2. Young adult women and young adult men will report 

significantly higher scores on the social support scale and 

significantly lower scores on the negative interchanges 

scale of the NRI for their "closest sibling" relationship 

than they will report for their "least close" sibling 

relationship. 

3. Young adult women from all-female sibling groups 

will rate their "closest sibling" relationship as higher on 

the social support scale and lower on the negative 

interchanges scale of the NRI, than young adult women from 

mixed-sex or all-male sibling groups will rate their 

"closest sibling" relationship. Young adult men from all-

male sibling groups will report their "closest sibling" 

relationships lower on the social support scale and higher 

on the negative interchanges scale of the NRI than young 

adult males from mixed-sex or all-female sibling groups 

will rate their "closest sibling" relationship. 

4. The young adult "closest sibling" relationships of 

sister pairs and brother pairs in egalitarian/role sharing 

families will be more similar to each other on the social 

support and negative interchanges scales of the NRI than 

will be the "closest sibling" relationships of sister pairs 
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and brother pairs in traditional/conventional families, as 

measured by the Who Does What (WDW; Cowan & Cowan, 1988). 

Sister-brother pairs in both family types will report 

intermediate scores on the social support and negative 

interchanges scales of the NRI. 
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CHAPTER III 

METHODS 

Participants 

This study used a nonprobability sample of unmarried 

undergraduate students at a large southwestern university 

who were not living with a parent at the time of 

participation. Participation was limited to those 

individuals between the ages of 18 and 24 years, with at 

least one living sibling, and who lived in a two-parent 

family during adolescence. The age range was set because 

it most clearly represents the young adult transitional 

period between high school and independent adult life after 

college (Baltes et al., 1980). In order to control for the 

number of life stage transitions participants were 

undergoing, individuals with children, and those who were 

married were excluded from the study. 

A total of 549 questionnaires were distributed in 

upper level undergraduate classes during scheduled class 

periods. No participant refused to complete the 

questionnaire outright, likely due to the classroom 

environment and extra-credit points given as incentive. Of 

the participants, 171 did not meet the study requirements. 

Discjualification criteria included: (a) participant older 

than 25 (n=45) , or younger than 18 (n=l) / (b) participant 

without siblings (n=24), (c) participant not living in a 
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two parent family in adolescence (n=65), and (d) 

participant currently living with parents (n=52), or (e) 

participant currently living with offspring (n=28). 

Several individuals met more than one of the 

discjualification criteria. 

After the discjualification process, 378 eligible 

participants were identified. The demographic 

characteristics of the male and female participants are 

presented separately in Table 3.1. Of the eligible 

participants, 303 were women (80.2%) and 75 were men 

(19.8%). The sample was primarily Caucasian (88.6%), 6.3% 

were Hispanic, and 5.1% were of other ethnic origin. 

Participants were relatively evenly distributed across year 

in college, with 19.6% first year students, 26.5% second 

year students, 24.1% third year students, and 20.1% fourth 

year students. The remaining 9.7% of the participants were 

in their fifth or sixth year of college. 

The majority of eligible participants were from intact 

biological families (males: 88%, females: 85.8%). A large 

percentage of the sample with at least one sibling came 

from two-child families (47.9%), 31% had two siblings, 

14.3% had three siblings, and 6.8% had more than three 

siblings. Participants were primarily first or second born 

children (35.2% and 38.6%, respectively); 17.2% were the 

third oldest child, and 10% were later in the birth order. 
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Measures 

Independent Var-iahî ff 

The primary independent variables in this study were 

demographic in nature and were assessed using the 

demographic questionnaire developed for this study 

(Appendix A) . In this study, relative age was defined as a 

dichotomous variable with two levels: (l) respondent older 

than targeted sibling, and (2) respondent younger than 

targeted sibling. Sex was also defined as a categorical 

variable for participants, closest siblings, and least 

close siblings and had two levels: (l) male, and (2) 

female. Finally, age spacing is most commonly used as a 

categorical variable in sibling research. To assist in 

comparisons to other studies, age spacing in this study had 

two levels: (1) four years spacing or closer, and (2) more 

than four years apart. This grouping was chosen because it 

is the most commonly accepted division in studies of age 

spacing to date (Toman, 1993; Wagner et al., 1985). 

Mediating Variables 

sibling context. The relationship model proposed 

suggested the mediating variables important to sibling 

relationships include both the sibling and family contexts. 

In this study, sibling context was defined by sibship size 

and the gender make-up of the sibling group. Sibship size 

was operationalized as a continuous variable and was a 
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covariate in the model. Sibship gender was a categorical 

variable with three levels: (l) respondent has only male 

siblings, (2) respondent has only female siblings, and (3) 

respondent has both male and female siblings. These two 

contextual variables must be considered together because 

individuals from larger sibling groups are more likely to 

have both male and female siblings. 

Family context. The second contextual construct in 

the model, family type, was operationalized using the Who 

Does What (WDW; Cowan & Cowan, 1988) . The WDW is a 43-item 

Likert scale that assesses perceived gender roles for 

family responsibilities and household tasks. It was 

designed to measure spouses' perceptions of their relative 

responsibilities along three dimensions: (1) household 

tasks (13 items), (2) family decision making (10 items), 

and (3) the caring for and rearing of children (20 items). 

For each item, individuals indicate who does what in their 

household on a 9-point scale ranging from "she does it all" 

to "he does it all." Three separate scale scores are 

calculated by summing the values indicated within each of 

the dimensions. The test authors recommend that the scale 

scores for the three dimensions be examined separately. 

They report Cronbach alphas and Spearman-Brown split-half 

reliabilities for the subscales in the range of .92 to .99. 

For the purposes of this study, items on the WDW were 

modified so that the individual's own perceptions of the 
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gender roles in his or her family could be assessed. For 

each item on the household tasks, family decision making, 

and caring for and rearing of children scales, participants 

indicated which parent did what most of the time in their 

family when they were between the ages of 12 and 18. The 

rating scale for the modified version of the WDW is a 9-

point Likert scale ranging from "mother did it all" to 

"father did it all." High scores on the three scales 

indicate an increased level of father involvement relative 

to mother involvement. Conversely, low scores indicate a 

decreased level of father involvement relative to mother 

involvement. 

This adaptation of the WDW has been used previously 

(Ivey & Yaktus, 1996) to study the relationship of young 

adult respondents' family histories (i.e., patriarchal, 

matriarchal) to gender inecjuitable perceptions of family 

and family member functioning. In that study, scores on 

the three WDW scales were used in regression models. The 

results in that study indicate that as father involvement 

in the family-of-origin increases, participants' 

perceptions of family and family member functioning vary 

when different family leadership styles (father led, mother 

led) are exhibited. Similar statistically significant 

effects were found for the WDW household and child care 

tasks scales. The authors of that study report Cronbach 
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alpha values ranging from .82 to .92 on the three adapted 

WDW scales. 

For the present study, a second change was made on the 

Child Care Tasks scale of the WDW. Items on this scale 

were amended to better represent child care tasks 

appropriate to teenage children. Seven items were dropped, 

and the wording was changed on the remaining thirteen 

items. Both the amended and original items are presented 

in Appendix B. While these changes potentially affect the 

scale's validity, they were deemed necessary to the 

appropriateness and usefulness of the scale for this study. 

Cronbach alpha on the WDW for this study was .91. On the 

individual WDW scales, Cronbach alpha values ranged from 

.78 on the Household Tasks Scale to .90 on the amended 

Childcare Scale. 

Following the conceptualization of family context 

suggested by Gilbert (1985, 1993), this study used the 

scores on the WDW to define three family types (Table 3.2). 

For each of the three WDW scales, a median split was 

employed to place respondents' parents in one of two 

groups: (1) high father involvement, or (2) low father 

involvement. The traditional/conventional family type was 

defined by low father involvement on the household tasks 

and child care scales and high father involvement on the 

decision making scale. The modern/participant family was 

defined by low father involvement on the household tasks 
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scale but high father involvement on the child care and 

family decision making scales. Finally, the egalitarian/ 

role sharing family type was defined by high father 

involvement on the household tasks, child care, and family 

decision making scales. 

Toman (1993) suggests that the residential family is 

likely to be the psychological family and should, 

therefore, exert greater influence than would any non

residential family members. Radin and Sagi (1982) agree 

that children's perceptions are most influenced by actual 

behaviors taking place in the home. Following this, 

respondents in this study rated the family they lived with 

between the ages of 12 and 18 years, including step-parents 

and step-siblings if appropriate. Further, while 

Chodorow's theory concerns relational development in 

childhood, this study assessed family behavior in 

adolescence. Several researchers have suggested there is 

some stability in family relational behaviors over time and 

across marriages (Berk, 1985, p. 208; Toman, 1993, p. 37); 

therefore, it is likely that participants' family types 

(i.e., traditional, modern, egalitarian) remained 

consistent during their childhood and adolescent life 

phases. 

The accuracy of recall methodology of family of origin 

events has also been cjuestioned (Halverson, 1988) . 

Researchers in the field of memory have delineated two 
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kinds of memory (Benson, Curtner-Smith, Collins, & Keith, 

1995). Episodic memories include those of concrete 

experiences and events. They suggest that semantic 

memories, however, are stored on the basis of inferences 

one has made about actual experiences. These types of 

memories are more likely to represent the perceptual 

processes of the individual, if not objective facts. For 

the purposes of this study, it was the meanings the 

respondent has made of his or her parents' activities that 

were most of interest; therefore, recall methodology was 

deemed appropriate. 

Dependent Variahlps 

Sibling relationships can be described in terms of 

negative and positive affective qualities. In this study, 

the revised Network of Relationships Inventory (NRI; 

Buhrmester & Furman, 1987; Furman & Buhrmester, 1985a, 

1992) was used to assess these two distinct qualities. The 

NRI is a 36 item measure with scales delineating several 

aspects of various associations in an individual's personal 

network of relationships. The 12 subscales are: 

companionship, conflict, instrumental aid, satisfaction, 

antagonism, intimacy, nurturance, affection, punishment, 

admiration, relative power, and reliable alliance. Scale 

scores on the NRI can be found separately for each 

relationship assessed. 

80 



The measure is designed to simultaneously assess 

multiple relationships in an individual's family and social 

structures. In this study, participants indicated how they 

perceived their "closest" and "least close" sibling 

relationships. 

Participants rated their relationships on the NRI 

items using five-point Likert scales ranging from "little 

or none" to "the most." Scores on the separate scales are 

derived by simple averaging of the three items making up 

each scale. Some items have variations of these anchor 

points such as "not often or never" to "the most," however, 

in each case, a low scale score indicates less of that 

aspect is present in the relationship, while a high score 

suggests the variable is more descriptive of the 

relationship. For example, low scores on the companionship 

scale indicate less companionate, or less positive, 

relationships while low scores on the conflict scale 

indicate lower levels of conflict, that is, relationships 

lower in that form of negativity. 

The authors report that subscales of negative 

interchanges and social support can be derived. These 

subscales represented the dependent variables of negative 

and positive affect in this study. The negative 

interchanges factor is derived from the average of the 

scores for a particular relationship on punishment, 

antagonism, and conflict. In this study, Cronbach alpha 
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for the negative interchanges factor was .92 for the 

closest sibling relationship and .99 for the least close 

sibling relationship. 

The social support factor is derived from the average 

of the scale scores of reliable alliance, affection, 

admiration, instrumental aid, companionship, intimacy, and 

nurturance. Cronbach alpha values for the composite scores 

on the NRI were .95 for the closest sibling relationship 

and .99 for the least close sibling relationship. The 

scale scores for satisfaction and relative power are not 

used in the factor scores and were not used in the analyses 

for this study. 

Procedures 

Data were collected from volunteer participants 

recruited from the group of undergraduate students taking 

courses in the human development and family studies 

department at a large southwestern university. The survey 

instrument was distributed during the students' normal 

class time, with consent from the course instructor. 

Participants were offered the incentive of extra credit 

points for completing the packet. No student chose to 

complete an alternate extra credit assignment provided by 

the course instructor. Participants remained anonymous. 
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Analyses 

A truly contextual study would seek to analyze all 

variables in one model concurrently. For example, in this 

study, the factorial design for the "closest sibling" 

relationship would be: 2 (relative age) X 2 (sex of 

participant) X 2 (sex of closest sibling) X 2 (age spacing) 

X 3 (sex of sibship) X 3 (family context). When the "least 

close" sibling relationship is added, the design becomes 

even more unwieldy. In the interest of clarity of 

analyses, therefore, the design was segmented into sibling 

dyad variables and the wider family factors of the sibling 

and family contexts. 

In order to insure the sibling being assessed was 

actually chosen as "closest," rather than being the only 

sibling, only those students with two or more siblings who 

also met all other participation criteria were included in 

the analyses of Hypotheses la, lb, ic, and 2. Data from 

participants from all family sizes were included in the 

analyses of Hypotheses 3 and 4 because family size was a 

covariate in those analyses. 

For Hypothesis la, chi-scjuare tests were conducted to 

assess the differences between young adult males' and 

females' choices of younger or older siblings as their 

"closest siblings." First, all participants were used in 

the analysis. A second analysis was done excluding those 

participants who were first born and last born to include 
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the element of choice between younger and older siblings in 

the analysis. 

For Hypotheses lb and ic, 2 (participant sex) X 2 (sex 

of chosen sibling) X 2 (age spacing) multiple analysis of 

variance (MANOVA) procedures were used to assess the 

difference between the groups on the negative interchanges 

scale and on the social support scale of the NRI. Separate 

MANOVAs were used to assess the closest sibling 

relationships and the least close sibling relationships. 

For Hypothesis 2, a mixed model MANOVA was used. 

Between subject factors were sex of respondent (male, 

female) , sex of "closest" sibling (male, female) , and sex 

of "least close" sibling (male, female). The within 

subject factor was relationship type (closest sibling, 

least close sibling) . This design was used to assess the 

differences between the "closest" and "least close" sibling 

relationships on the negative interchanges and social 

support scales of the NRI. Because each respondent rated 

both his or her closest and least close sibling 

relationship, relationship type was considered a repeated 

measure. 

Hypotheses 3 and 4 were advanced from the proposed 

expansion of Chodorow's relational theory. For Hypothesis 

3, a 2 (respondent sex) X 3 (sex of sibship: all-male, all-

female, mixed-sex) X 3 (family context: egalitarian, 

modern, traditional) between subjects X 2 (relationship 
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type: closest sibling, least close sibling) within subjects 

MANCOVA with sibship size as the covariate, was used to 

assess differences between the groups on the negative 

interchanges and social support scales of the NRI. While 

not part of the hypothesis, both relationship type (closest 

sibling, least close sibling) and family context 

(egalitarian, modern, traditional) were included in the 

analyses to more closely correspond to the proposed model 

(Figure 2.1) . Post hoc analyses were conducted to 

determine specific group differences. 

For Hypothesis 4, a 2 (respondent sex) X 2 (closest 

sibling sex) X 3 (sex of sibship: all-male, all-female, 

mixed-sex) X 3 (family context: egalitarian, modern, 

traditional) MZ^COVA with family size as the covariate was 

used to assess the differences between the groups on the 

positive and negative equalities of the closest sibling 

relationship. While not a part of the hypothesis, sibship 

context (all-male, all-female, mixed-sex) was included in 

the analysis to more closely correspond to the proposed 

model (Figure 2.1). Post hoc analyses were conducted to 

determine specific group differences. 
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Table 3.1 

Demographic Characteristics of the Sample 

Characteristic Males Females 

Current Age (Mean) 

Ethnicity 

Caucasian 

Hispanic 

African American 

Asian 

Other 

Class in School 

First Year 

Second Year 

Third Year 

Fourth Year 

More than 4 Years 

Family Type as an Adolescent 

Intact Biological Family 

Mother and Step-father 

Father and Step-mother 

2 1 . 3 2 
( 1 . 7 3 ) ^ 

% 

8 8 . 0 

8 . 0 

1 . 3 

1 . 3 

1 . 3 

2 0 . 2 3 
( 1 . 6 4 ) 

% 

9 0 . 8 

5 . 3 

0 . 7 

1 . 7 

1 . 5 

8 . 0 

2 0 . 0 

2 9 . 3 

2 1 . 3 

2 1 . 3 

2 2 . 4 

2 8 . 1 

2 2 . 8 

1 9 . 8 

6 . 9 

8 8 . 0 

8 . 0 

4 . 0 

8 5 . 8 

1 1 . 6 

2 . 3 
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Table 3.1 

Continued 

Characteristic Males Females 

Total Children in Family % % 

Two Children 45.3 48.5 

Three Children 32.0 30.7 

Four Children 16.0 13.9 

More than Four Children 6.6 6.9 

Position in Sibling Group 

Oldest Child 37.3 34.7 

Second Child 37.3 38.9 

Third Child 13.3 18.2 

Fourth Child 6.7 5.9 

Other 5.3 2.3 

^Standard deviations are in parentheses. 

UQtfi. Unless otherwise noted, values presented are 
percentage of each group. Male N=75 and Female N=303 
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Table 3.2 

Father Involvement by Scores 
on the Who Does What 

Family Type 

Traditional/ 
Conventional 

Modern/ 
Participant 

Egalitarian/ 
Role Sharing 

Notfi. High score 

Household 
Tasks 

Low 
13-59 

Low 
13-59 

High 
60-117 

categories rep: 

Childcare 
Tasks 

Low 
13-49 

High 
50-117 

High 
50-117 

resent values 

Decision 
Making 

High 
50-90 

High 
50-90 

High 
50-90 

greater than 
or ecjual to the median. Low score categories represent 
values less than the median. 
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CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

Preliminary Analyses 

Description of the Dependent Variables 

Chi-square analyses were used to test the differences 

between male and female participants on the major dependent 

variables. There was no significant difference between 

males and females in their choices of older or younger 

siblings (Hypothesis la) as their closest sibling {X^ (N = 

367) = .097, p = .756) or their least close sibling {X^ (N 

= 192) = .361, p = .548). Overall, participants were as 

likely to chose a female for their closest sibling as they 

were a male {X^ (N = 374) = .133, p = .715). Participants 

were also as likely to chose a female as they were a male 

for their least close sibling {X^ (N = 193) = 4.758, p = 

.093) . Finally, there was no significant difference 

between males and females in their choices of closely or 

widely spaced siblings as their closest sibling (x̂  (N = 

376) = .474, p = .491) or their least close sibling {X^ (N 

= 193) = .440, p = .507). Percentages for these variables 

are presented in Table 4.1. 

There was a significant difference between the sibling 

contexts of male and female participants {X (N = 378) = 

97.036, p = .001). Males were more likely to have a mixed-
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sex sibling group (65.3%) and less likely to have an all 

male (29.3%) or all female (5.3%) sibling group. Female 

participants were also more likely to have a mixed-sex 

sibling group (71.0%). Of the same-sex sibling contexts, 

however, female participants were much more likely to have 

all female siblings (28.7%) than they were all male 

siblings (0.3%). 

Finally, there was a significant difference between 

the family contexts (i.e., egalitarian, modern, 

traditional) of the male and female participants {X^ (N = 

376) = 10.192, p = .006). Male participants reported 

egalitarian family of origin contexts (41.3%) more often 

than either modern contexts (37.3%) or traditional contexts 

(21.3%). On the other hand, female participants were more 

likely to report a modern family of origin context (41.3%) 

than either egalitarian (23.8%) or traditional (34.3%) 

contexts. It may be that males from non-traditional family 

contexts are more likely to enroll in upper level human 

sciences courses (thus going against gender typing); while 

conversely, females from traditional family contexts are 

more likely to choose such human sciences courses (thus 

going with gender typing) . These men and women may be 

different on other potentially important variables not 

assessed here from those young adults not choosing human 

sciences courses. 
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Independent V;̂ -̂! ;.hl <.c; 

The correlations between the outcome measures are 

presented in Table 4.2. The positive outcome ratings of 

the closest and least close sibling relationships were 

significantly correlated (r = .570, p < .01). Further, the 

negative outcome ratings of the closest and least close 

sibling relationships were significantly correlated (r = 

.330, p < .01). In light of these significant 

relationships, multivariate analysis of variance was chosen 

to add conceptual clarity to the remaining analyses. 

Hypotheses la. lb, and ir 

Hypothesis la 

Hypothesis la predicted young adult women and men 

would choose a younger sibling as their closest sibling 

more often than they would choose an older sibling for that 

relationship. When all participants were included in the 

analysis, there was no significant difference between male 

and female participants' choice of a younger or older 

sibling as the closest sibling (as reported above). When 

first and last born respondents were excluded from the 

analysis, there was also no significant difference in the 

selection of older or younger siblings as the closest 

sibling {X^ (N = 77) = .313, p = 0.576). The findings do 

not support Hypothesis la. 
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Hypotheses ih and ^r 

Hypothesis lb predicted women who choose a sister as 

their closest sibling would rate that sister-sister 

relationship as more positive and less negative than men 

who choose a brother as their closest sibling relationship 

would rate that brother-brother relationship. It was also 

predicted that participants choosing a cross-sex sibling as 

their closest sibling relationship would have intermediate 

scores on the positive and negative relationship scales. 

Hypothesis Ic predicted those participants choosing a 

narrow age-spaced sibling as their closest sibling would 

report that sibling relationship to be both more negative 

and more positive than would those participants choosing a 

widely-spaced sibling as the closest sibling relationship. 

These hypotheses were combined in the analysis and were 

tested with a factorial 2 (participant sex) X 2 (sibling 

sex) X 2 (age spacing) between subjects MANOVAs for each 

relationship type (closest sibling, least close sibling). 

That is, a MANOVA combining Hypotheses lb and ic was 

conducted for the closest sibling relationship and a second 

MANOVA combining Hypotheses lb and ic was conducted for the 

least close sibling relationship. 

Closest Sibling Relationship. In the test of 

Hypotheses lb and Ic for participants' closest sibling 

relationships, equality of the covariance matrices was 

adequate (Box's M: Z (21, 3702) = 28.344, p = .196). The 
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analysis of the closest sibling relationship, however, 

revealed no significant multivariate main effects or 

interactions (Table 4.3). The findings, therefore, do not 

support Hypotheses lb or Ic for the closest sibling 

relationship. 

Least Close Sibling Relationship. m the test of 

Hypotheses lb and Ic for participants' least close sibling 

relationship, the analysis failed the test of equality of 

the covariance matrices (Box's M: Z (18, 234) = 50.654, p 

= .006) . MANOVA is robust against this violation of the 

assumption of ecjuality of the covariances; however, results 

must be interpreted with some caution. The analysis of the 

least close sibling relationship revealed no significant 

multivariate main effects or interactions (Table 4.4). The 

findings do not support Hypothesis lb or ic for the least 

close sibling relationship. 

Hypothesis 2 

Hypothesis 2 predicted young adult women and men would 

report significantly higher scores of relationship 

positivity and significantly lower scores of relationship 

negativity for their closest sibling relationship when 

compared to scores for their least close sibling 

relationship. A 2 (participant sex) X 2 (sex of closest 

sibling) X 2 (sex of least close sibling) X 2 (relationship 

type: closest and least close sibling) mixed-design MANOVA 

93 



with repeated measures on the last factor was used to test 

the hypothesis. The full factorial model with all possible 

interactions was tested. 

The multivariate test of equality of covariance 

matrices was significant (Box's M: £ (70, 4959) = 158.094, 

p = .001). This may be due to the small numbers of 

participants in several of the cells. While MANOVA is 

robust against violations of the assumption, results must 

be interpreted with caution. Two significant main effects 

and four significant interactions were revealed. Means and 

standard deviations for these effects are reported in Table 

4.5. Multivariate test results for the complete analysis 

are given in Table 4.6. 

Closest and Least Close Sibling Relationships 

An interaction between the closest and least close 

sibling relationships was revealed (Z (i, 181) = 62.779, p 

= .001) and is shown in Figure 4.1. The main effect for 

the closest sibling relationship was significant (Z (l, 

181) = 25.623, p = .001) with the relationship being more 

positive than negative (means: 3.67, 1.71, respectively). 

Further, the main effect for the least close relationship 

was also significant (Z (1, 181) = 275.187, p = .001) with 

the relationship again being more positive than negative 

(means: 2.94, 1.78), however, to a lesser degree than in 

the closest sibling relationship. 
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Sex of the Respondent and Sex of Closest fiihling 
for the Closest sibling Relationship 

For the closest sibling relationship, an interaction 

was found between sex of the respondent and sex of the 

closest sibling (Z (l, 181) = 4.833, p = .029) and is shown 

in Figure 4.2. Closest siblings of the same sex were rated 

more positively and more negatively than were cross-sex 

closest siblings. 

Sex Qf the Respondent and Sex of the Clo.gest sibling 
for the Least close sibling Relationgh-ip 

In the analysis of the least close sibling 

relationship, an interaction was found between the sex of 

the respondent and the sex of the closest sibling (z (1/ 

181) = 7.891, p = .006). This interaction is shown in 

Figure 4.3. The least close sibling relationship was more 

positive and less negative if the closest sibling was the 

same sex as the respondent, rather than cross-sexed. 

Closest and Least Close Sibling Relationship 
for Least Close Sibling Sex 

Finally, an interaction between the closest sibling 

relationship, least close sibling relationship, and the sex 

of the least closest sibling was found (Z (l, 181) = 6.423, 

p = .012) . For the positive outcome factor, the ratings 

for the closest sibling were very similar regardless of sex 

of the least close sibling. Such a similarity was found 
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for the least close sibling positive outcome ratings. 

These results are found in Figure 4.4. 

There was a complete interaction for sex of the least 

close sibling on the negative outcome scales, however. For 

the closest sibling negative outcome when the least close 

sibling was male, respondents rated their closest sibling 

relationship slightly more negatively than when the least 

close sibling was female. For the least close sibling 

negative outcome, however, respondents rated that 

relationship more negatively when the least close sibling 

was female, rather than male. These results are also shown 

in Figure 4.4. 

Hypothesis 3 

Hypothesis 3 predicted women from all-female sibling 

groups would rate their closest sibling relationship higher 

on positive and lower on negative equalities than would 

women from other sibling contexts. This hypothesis also 

predicted men from all-male sibling groups would rate their 

closest sibling relationship lower on positive and higher 

on negative equalities than would men from other sibling 

contexts. 

A 2 (participant sex) X 3 (sex of sibship) X 3 (family 

context: egalitarian, modern, traditional) X 2 relationship 

type: closest and least close sibling) mixed-design 

MTÛ COVA with repeated measures on the last factor was used 
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to test the hypothesis. The covariate was total number of 

siblings in the family during adolescence. The full 

factorial model with all possible interactions was tested. 

The multivariate test of ecjuality of covariance 

matrices was not significant (Box's M: Z (90, 306) = 

184.776, p = .995) indicating the assumption was adecjuately 

met. Two significant main effects and four significant 

interactions were revealed. Means and standard deviations 

for these effects are reported in Table 4.7. Multivariate 

test results for the complete analysis are given in Table 

4.8. 

Main Effects and Covariate Effects 

A main effect for the closest sibling relationship was 

revealed (Z (l, 177) = 6.807, p = .010). When the number 

of siblings was introduced as a covariate, the main effect 

was still significant (Z (1, 177) = 19.555, p = .001). The 

least close sibling relationship was also a significant 

main effect (Z (l, 177) = 47.316, p = .001). The main 

effect for the least close sibling relationship 

disappeared, however, when the covariate of family size was 

included (Z (l, 177) = 1.171, p = .281). The interaction 

between relationship type (closest sibling, least close 

sibling) was significant only when the covariate, number of 

siblings, was considered (Z (l, 177) = 11.051, p = .001). 

These results are shown in Figure 4.5. 
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Closest Sibling Relationship 
and Sex of the Sibship 

An interaction between the closest sibling 

relationship and the sex of the sibling group was revealed 

(Z (2, 177) = 3.159, p = .045). This interaction is 

presented in Figure 4.6. Post hoc comparisons (Tukey test) 

revealed that the only significant mean difference was 

between the all-female and mixed-sex sibling groups (mean 

difference = .6452, p = .002) on the positive outcome 

factor. There were no significant mean differences on the 

negative outcome factor (Tukey). 

Least Close Sibling Relationship 
and Family Context 

An interaction between the least close sibling 

relationship and family type also proved significant (Z (2, 

177) = 4.328, p = .015) and is shown in Figure 4.7. Post 

hoc comparisons (Tukey) revealed that there were 

significant mean differences between the egalitarian and 

traditional family types (mean difference = .4167, p = 

.037) and between the modern and traditional family types 

(mean difference = .4745, p = .006) on the positive outcome 

factor. There were no significant mean differences between 

the family types on the negative outcome factor, using the 

Tukey test. 
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Hypothesis 4 

Hypothesis 4 predicted women and men from egalitarian 

family types rating like-sex closest siblings would rate 

their relationships more similarly than would women and men 

from other family types. Women and men rating cross-sex 

closest sibling relationships were predicted to have 

intermediate scores on the outcome measures. Data from all 

respondents with one or more siblings were used in the 

analysis. 

A 2 (participant sex) X 2 (sex of closest sibling) X 3 

(sex of sibship) X 3 (family context: egalitarian, modern, 

traditional) MANCOVA with family size as the covariate was 

used to test this hypothesis. The full factorial model 

with all possible interactions was tested. 

The multivariate test of equality of covariance 

matrices was not significant (Box's M: Z (51, 1214) = 

68.013, p = .312) indicating the assumption was adecjuately 

met. One significant main effect and three significant 

interactions were revealed. Means and standard deviations 

for these effects are reported in Table 4.9. Multivariate 

test results for the complete analysis are given in Table 

4.10. 

Main Effprt for Familv Context 

A main effect for family context (i.e., egalitarian, 

modern, traditional) was revealed (Z (4,694) = 2.693, p = 
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.030) and is shown in Figure 4.8. While a true statistical 

effect does exist, no significant mean differences were 

found between the family types, for either the positive or 

negative outcome factor, after post hoc comparisons using 

the Tukey test were conducted. 

Respondent Sex and Sex of 
the Closest Sibling 

A significant interaction was found between respondent 

sex and the sex of the closest sibling (Z (2,347) = 6.827, 

p = .001) and is shown in Figure 4.9. Note that this 

figure is simply a different perspective of Figure 4.2. 

Closest siblings of the same sex were rated more positively 

and more negatively than were cross-sex closest siblings. 

Respondent Sex and Sex of the Sibship 

A significant interaction between respondent sex and 

sex of the sibling group was also revealed (Z (4, 694) = 

2.643, p = .033) and is shown in Figure 4.10. For female 

respondents, positivity of the closest sibling relationship 

was highest in mixed-sex sibling groups and very much the 

lowest for the sole female respondent in an all-male 

sibling group. Another large difference occurs between 

male respondents ratings of all-male, all-female (n = 4), 

and mixed-sex sibling groups. While these results are 

tantalizing, the small numbers in the cells limit their 
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interpretation. In fact, post hoc analysis using the Tukey 

test failed to reveal any significant mean differences for 

sibling context. 

sibship Sex and Family Context 

Finally, an interaction between the sex composition of 

the sibling group and family context (i.e., egalitarian, 

modern, traditional) was found (Z (8, 696) = 1.946, p = 

.050) and is shown in Figure 4.11. Post hoc analysis using 

the Tukey test, however, failed to reveal any significant 

mean differences for sibling context or family type. 
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Table 4.1 

Description of the Siblings 

Characteristic Males Females 

Sex of Closest Sibling 

Male 

Female 

Sex of Least Close Sibling^ 

Male 61.5 52.9 

Female 38.5 47.1 

Closest Sibling 

% 

4 6 . 7 

5 2 . 0 

( 

49 

49 

% 

. 2 

. 8 

Oldest Child 

Second Child 

Third Child 

Fourth Child 

Other 

Least Close Sibling^ 

Oldest Child 

Second Child 

Third Child 

Fourth Child 

Other 

1 3 . 2 

3 5 . 5 

2 6 . 3 

7 . 9 

1 7 . 1 

2 8 . 1 

2 6 . 8 

2 4 . 4 

1 0 . 0 

1 0 . 7 

4 6 . 2 

1 5 . 4 

3 0 . 2 

7 . 7 

0 . 0 

3 6 . 8 

2 4 . 3 

2 8 . 3 

7 . 9 

2 . 6 
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Table 4.1 

Continued 

Characteristic Males Females 

Current 
Sibling 

Current 

Age of 
(Mean) 

Age of 
Close Sibling 

Closest 

Least 
(Mean) ̂  

Relative Age of Closest 
Sibling 

Sibling Older 

Sil Dling Y ounger 

21. 
(6. 

22. 
(7, 

.67 
,87)^ 

.93 

.70) 

% 

50 

46 

.7 

.7 

20. 
(6, 

21. 
(9, 

.98 

.97) 

,88 
.62) 

% 

52, 

44 

.5 

.6 

Relative Age of Least 
Close Sibling^ 

Older 

Younger 

Age Spacing of Closest Sibling 

More than Four Years 

Less than or Ecjual 
to Four Years 

Age Spacing of Least Close 
Sibling^ 

More than Four Years 

Less than or Ecjual 
to Four Years 

62.5 

37.5 

16.0 

84.0 

30.0 

70.0 

57.2 

42.8 

12.9 

86.5 

24.8 

75.2 
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Table 4.1 

Continued 

Characteristic Males Females 

Sibling Context % % 

All Male Sibling Group 29.3 0.3 

All Female Sibling Group 5.3 28.7 

Mixed-Sex Sibling Group 65.3 71.0 

Family Context 

Egalitarian 41.3 23.8 

Modern 37.3 41.3 

Traditional 21.3 34.3 

^For those with more than one sibling, Male N=41 and Female 
N=156. 
^Standard deviations are in parentheses. 

NQiLe. Unless otherwise noted, values presented are 
percentage of each group. Male N=75 and Female N=303. 
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Table 4.2 

Pearson Correlations of Network of Relationship 
Positive and Negative Outcome Scales 

CS CS LS LS 
Positive Negative Positive Negative 

CS 

CS 

LS 

LS 

Positive 

Negative 

Positive 

Negative 

1.000 

.113 

.570* 

- .104 

1.000 

-.067 1.000 

.330* -.085 1.000 

*|i < .01, N = 191 

NQt.£. CS = Closest Sibling, LS = Least Close Sibling. 
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Table 4.3 

Multivariate Tests for Hypotheses IB and IC, 
Closest Sibling 

Wilks' Test of 
Effect Lambda F Significance Power^ 

Respondent Sex .986 2.534 .081 .506 

Close Sib Sex .994 1.048 .352 .233 

Close Sib Age 

Spacing .998 .417 .660 .117 

Respondent Sex 
X Close Sib Sex .988 2.196 .113 .448 

Respondent Sex 
X Close Sib 
Age Spacing .997 .581 .560 .146 

Close Sib Sex 
X Close Sib 
Age Spacing .989 2.094 .125 .429 

Respondent Sex 
X Close Sib Sex 
X Close Sib 
Age Spacing .999 .233 .793 .086 

^Power computed using alpha = .05 

Note, df (2, 364). 
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Table 4.4 

Multivariate Tests for Hypotheses IB and IC, 
Least Close Sibling 

Wilks' Test of 
Effect Lambda F Significance Power^ 

Respondent Sex .999 .130 .878 .070 

Least Sib Sex .976 2.243 .109 .453 

Least Sib Age 

Spacing .996 .374 .688 .110 

Respondent Sex 
X Least Sib Sex .982 1.654 .194 .346 

Respondent Sex 
X Least Sib 
Age Spacing .995 .419 .658 .117 

Least Sib Sex 
X Least Sib 
Age Spacing .988 1.131 .325 .247 

Respondent Sex 
X Least Sib Sex 
X Least Sib 
Age spacing .997 .317 .729 .100 

^Power computed using alpha = .05 

NQlie. df (2, 181). Least Sib = Least Close Sibling 
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3.67 

1.72 

2.94 

1.77 

.72 

.68 

.95 

.79 

189 

189 

189 

189 

Table 4.5 

Means and Standard Deviations for Significant Main 
Effects and Interactions of Hypothesis 2 

Standard Sample 
Effect Mean Deviation Size 

Relationship Type/Outcome 

Closest Sib/Positive 

Closest Sib/Negative 

Least Sib/Positive 

Least Sib/Negative 

Closest Sib Outcomes 
X Respondent Sex 
X Closest Sib Sex 

Positive Outcome 

Male Rater/Male CS 3.68 

Male Rater/Female CS 3.11 

Female Rater/Male CS 3.56 

Female Rater/Female CS 3.86 

Negative Outcome 

Male Rater/Male CS 1.71 

Male Rater/Female CS 1.49 

Female Rater/Male CS 1.73 

Female Rater/Female CS 1.75 

108 

68 

71 

69 

69 

22 

17 

62 

88 

64 

40 

72 

71 

22 

17 

62 

88 



Table 4.5 

Continued 

Standard Sample 
Effect Mean Deviation Size 

Least Close Sib Outcome 
X Respondent Sex 
X Close Sib Sex 

Positive Outcome 

Male Rater/Male CS 3.08 

Male Rater/Female CS 2.63 

Female Rater/Male CS 2.83 

Female Rater/Female CS 3.05 

Negative Outcome 

Male Rater/Male CS 1.56 

Male Rater/Female CS 1.88 

Female Rater/Male CS 1.89 

Female Rater/Female CS 1.71 

. 8 3 

. 8 1 

1 . 0 1 

. 96 

22 

17 

62 

88 

. 54 

. 97 

.96 

. 6 5 

22 

17 

62 

88 
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Table 4.5 

Continued 

Effect 
Standard Sample 

Mean Deviation Size 

Closest Sib Outcome 
X Least Close Sib Outcome 
X Least Close Sib Sex 

Closest Sib Positive 
Outcome 

Least Sib Male 3.67 

Least Sib Female 3.68 

Closest Sib Negative 
Outcome 

Least Sib Male 1.75 

Least Sib Female 1.67 

Least Sib Positive Outcome 

Least Sib Male 2.95 

Least Sib Female 2.94 

Least Sib Negative Outcome 

Least Sib Male 1.67 

Least Sib Female 1.88 

73 

72 

76 

57 

94 

97 

72 

85 

103 

86 

103 

86 

103 

86 

103 

86 

Note. CS = Closest Sibling, Least Sib = Least Close 

Sibling. 
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Table 4.6 

Multivariate Tests for Hypothesis 2 

Wilks' Test of 
Effect Lambda F Significance Power^ 

Closest Sib .876 25.623 .001 .999 

Closest Sib 
X Respondent Sex .994 1.047 .308 .174 

Closest Sib 
X Close Sib Sex .995 .958 .329 .164 

Closest Sib 
X Least Sib Sex 1.000 .057 .812 .056 

Closest Sib 
X Respondent Sex 
X Close Sib Sex .974 4.833 .029 .590 

Closest Sib 
X Respondent Sex 
X Least Sib Sex .987 2.451 .119 .344 

Closest Sib 
X Close Sib Sex 
X Least Sib Sex .998 .450 .503 .102 

Closest Sib 
X Respondent Sex 
X Close Sib Sex 
X Least Sib Sex .999 .153 .696 .068 

Least Close Sib .397 275.187 .001 1.000 

Least Close Sib 
X Respondent Sex .996 663 .417 .128 
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Table 4.6 

Continued 

Effect 
wilks' 
Lambda 

Test of 
F Significance Power^ 

Least Close Sib 
X Close Sib Sex .995 .853 .357 151 

Least Close Sib 
X Least Sib Sex 987 2.371 .125 334 

Least Close Sib 
X Respondent Sex 
X Close Sib Sex 958 7.891 .006 .798 

Least Close Sib 
X Respondent Sex 
X Least Sib Sex 980 3.622 .059 473 

Least Close Sib 
X Close Sib Sex 
X Least Sib Sex 983 3.108 .080 418 

Least Close Sib 
X Respondent Sex 
X Close Sib Sex 
X Least Sib Sex 986 2.480 117 .347 

Closest Sib 
X Least Close Sib 742 62.779 .001 1.000 

Closest Sib 
X Least Close Sib 
X Respondent Sex .998 

Closest Sib 
X Least Close Sib 
X Close Sib Sex .994 

291 

1.043 

.590 

.308 

084 

174 
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Table 4.6 

Continued 

Effect 
Wilks' 
Lambda 

Test of 
Significance Power' 

Closest Sib 
X Least Close Sib 
X Least Sib Sex .966 

Closest Sib 
X Least Close Sib 
X Respondent Sex 
X Close Sib Sex .986 

6.423 .012 713 

2.616 108 363 

Closest Sib 
X Least Close Sib 
X Respondent Sex 
X Least Sib Sex 988 2.163 143 310 

Closest Sib 
X Least Close Sib 
X Close Sib Sex 
X Least Sib Sex 986 2.545 112 355 

Closest Sib 
X Least Close Sib 
X Respondent Sex 
X Close Sib Sex 
X Least Sib Sex 979 3.801 .053 .492 

^Power computed using alpha = .05 

NQtfi. df (1, 181). 
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Table 4.7 

Means and Standard Deviations for Significant 
Main Effects and Interactions of 
Hypothesis 3 

Effect 
Standard Sample 

Mean Deviation Size 

Relationship Type/Outcome 

Close Sib/Positive 

Close Sib/Negative 

Least Sib/Positive 

Least Sib/Negative 

Least Sib X Family Context 

3 . 6 8 

1 .72 

2 . 9 6 

1 .76 

. 72 

. 6 8 

. 94 

. 77 

190 

190 

190 

190 

Positive Outcome 

Egalitarian 

Modern 

Traditional 

3.07 

3.13 

2.65 

98 

86 

94 

51 

75 

64 

Negative Outcome 

Egalitarian 

Modern 

Traditional 

1 .78 

1 .70 

1 . 8 1 

. 63 

. 77 

. 87 

5 1 

75 

64 
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Table 4.7 

Continued 

Effect 

Closest Sib X Sibling Context 

Close Sib Positive 

All Male Sibs 

All Female Sibs 

Mixed-Sex Sibs 

Close Sib Negative 

All Male Sibs 

All Female Sibs 

Mixed-Sex Sibs 

Standard Sample 
Mean Deviation Size 

1.57 

1.66 

1.74 

3 . 6 6 

3 . 8 3 

3 . 6 5 

. 6 8 

. 7 7 

. 7 1 

12 

27 

151 

60 

59 

71 

12 

27 

151 

Notfi. Close Sib = Closest Sibling Relationship, Least 
Close Sibling Relationship. 
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Table 4.8 

Multivariate Tests for Hypothesis 3 

Wilks' Test of 
Effect Lambda F Significance Power^ 

Closest Sib .963 6.807^ .010 .737 

Closest Sib 
X Family Size .901 19.555^ .001 .993 

Closest Sib 
X Respondent Sex .986 2.589^ .109 .360 

Closest Sib 
X Sib Context .966 3.159^ .045 .600 

Closest Sib 
X Family Type .996 .331^ .718 .102 

Closest Sib 
X Respondent Sex 
X Sib Context 1.000 

Closest Sib 
X Respondent Sex 
X Family Type 1.000 .025^ .975 .054 

Closest Sib 
X Sib Context 
X Family Type .987 

Closest Sib 
X Respondent Sex 
X Sib Context 
X Family Type l.OOO 

.561^ .691 .185 

Least Close Sib .789 47.316^ .001 1.000 
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Table 4.8 

Continued 

Effect 
wilks' 
Lambda 

Test of 
F Significance Power^ 

Least Close Sib 
X Family Size 

Least Close Sib 
X Sib Context 

.993 

Least Close Sib 
X Respondent Sex .995 

985 

i.i7r 

882^ 

1.373^ 

.281 

349 

.256 

190 

.154 

293 

Least Close Sib 
X Family Type 

Least Close Sib 
X Sib Context 
X Family Type 

.953 

Least Close Sib 
X Respondent Sex 
X Sib Context 1.000 

Least Close Sib 
X Respondent Sex 
X Family Type 999 

981 

Least Close Sib 
X Respondent Sex 
X Sib Context 
X Family Type l.OOO 

Closest Sib 
X Least Close Sib .993 

4.328^ 

113' 

875* 

.015 

.893 

480 

746 

067 

.275 

1.323^ .252 .208 
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Table 4.8 

Continued 

Wilks' Test of 
Effect Lambda F Significance Power^ 

Closest Sib 
X Least Close Sib 
X Family Size .941 11.051^ .001 .911 

Closest Sib 
X Least Close Sib 
X Respondent Sex l.OOO .076^ .783 .059 

Closest Sib 
X Least Close Sib 
X Sib Context .995 .477^ .622 .127 

Closest Sib 
X Least Close Sib 
X Family Type .998 .153^ .858 .073 

Closest Sib 
X Least Close Sib 
X Respondent Sex 
X Sib Context 1.000 

Closest Sib 
X Least Close Sib 
X Respondent Sex 
X Family Type .995 .473^ .624 .127 

Closest Sib 
X Least Close Sib 
X Sib Context , 

[Q .799 .145 X Family Type .991 .413 
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Table 4.8 

Continued 

Wilks' Test of 
Effect Lambda F significance Power^ 

Closest Sib 
X Least Close Sib 
X Respondent Sex 
X Sib Context 
X Family Type 1.000 

^Power computed using alpha = .05 
^ df (1, 177) 
c df (2, 177) 
^ df (4, 177) 

Nats. (--) denotes values not computed due to small cell 
size. 
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Table 4.9 

Means and Standard Deviations for Significant 
Main Effects and Interactions of 
Hypothesis 4 

Effect 
Standard Sample 

Mean Deviation Size 

Family Context 

Positive Outcome 

Egalitarian 3.50 

Modern 3.58 

Traditional 3.42 

Negative Outcome 

Egalitarian 

Modern 

Traditional 

Respondent Sex X Closest 
Sibling Sex 

Positive Outcome 

Male with Male Sib 3.49 

Male with Female Sib 3.04 

Female with Male Sib 3.49 

Female with Female 
Sib 3.65 

84 

75 

78 

.79 

.80 

.70 

.81 

102 

150 

119 

1 .64 

1 .73 

1 .77 

. 5 7 

. 6 8 

.64 

102 

150 

119 

35 

39 

146 

151 
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Table 4.9 

Continued 

Standard Sample 
Effect Mean Deviation Size 

Respondent Sex X Closest 
Sibling Sex (cont.) 

Negative Outcome 

Male with Male Sib 1.73 .60 35 

Male with Female Sib 1.60 .54 39 

Female with Male Sib 1.67 .62 146 

Female with Female 1.79 .68 151 
Sib 

Respondent Sex X Sibling Context 

Positive Outcome 

Male/All-Male Sibs 3.38 .85 22 

Male/All-Female Sibs 3.41 1.18 4 

Male/Mixed-Sex Sibs 3.19 .79 48 

Female/All-Male Sibs 1.95 -- l 

Female/All-Female Sibs 3.49 .89 86 

Female/Mixed-Sex Sibs 3.61 .70 210 
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Table 4.9 

Continued 

Standard Sample 
Effect Mean Deviation Size 

Negative Outcome 

Male/All-Male Sibs 1.63 

Male/All-Female Sibs 1.44 

Male/Mixed-Sex Sibs 1.69 

Female/All-Male Sibs 1.67 

Female/All-Female Sibs 1.80 

Female/Mixed-Sex Sibs 1.70 

Sibling Context X Family Type 

Positive Outcome 

All Male Sibs 

All Female Sibs 

57 

35 

59 

-

63 

67 

22 

4 

48 

1 

86 

210 

Egalitarian 

Modern 

Traditional 

3.17 

3.57 

3.10 

.90 

.99 

.42 

11 

9 

3 

Egalitarian 

Modern 

Traditional 

3.87 

3.54 

3.18 

.70 

.93 

.88 

23 

33 

34 
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Table 4.9 

Continued 

Standard Sample 
Effect Mean Deviation Size 

Sibling Context X Family Type 
(continued) 

Mixed-Sex Sibs 

Egalitarian 3.43 

Modern 3.60 

Traditional 3.53 

Negative Outcome 

All Male Sibs 

All Female Sibs 

84 

67 

72 

68 

108 

82 

Egalitarian 

Modern 

Traditional 

1.58 

1.53 

2.11 

.62 

.38 

.73 

11 

9 

3 

Egalitarian 

Modern 

Traditional 

1.59 

1.70 

2.01 

.63 

.56 

.64 

23 

33 

34 
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Table 4.9 

Continued 

Standard Sample 
Effect Mean Deviation Size 

Sibling Context X Family Type 
(continued) 

Mixed-Sex Sibs 

Egalitarian 1.66 

Modern 1.75 

Traditional 1.66 

.55 

.73 

.62 

68 

108 

82 

UQLSL. (--) denotes values not computed due to small cell 
size. 
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Table 4.10 

Multivariate Tests for Hypothesis 4 

Effect 
Wilks' 
Lambda 

Test of 
F Significance Power^ 

Respondent Sex 

Closest Sib Sex 

Sibling Context 

Family Context 

992 

992 

977 

970 

Respondent Sex 
X Closest Sib Sex .962 

Respondent Sex 
X Sibling Context .970 

Respondent Sex 
X Family Context .980 

Closest Sib Sex 
X Sibling Context 1.000 

Closest Sib Sex 
X Family Context .995 

Sibling Context 
X Family Context .956 

Respondent Sex 
X Closest Sib 
Sex X Sibling 
Context 1.000 

1.447^ 

1.443^ 

2.059^ 

2.693^ 

6.827^ 

2.643^ 

1.803^ 

.397^ 

1.972' 

.237 

.238 

.085 

.030 

.001 

.033 

.126 

811 

047 

.309 

.208 

.616 

.749 

.919 

.740 

.551 

.142 

818 
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Table 4.10 

Continued 

Effect 
wilks' 
Lambda 

Respondent Sex 
X Closest Sib 
Sex X Family 
Context 994 

Respondent Sex 
X Sibling Context 
X Family Context .989 

Closest Sib Sex 
X Sibling Context 
X Family Context 1.000 

Respondent Sex 
X Closest Sib Sex 
X Sibling Context 
X Family Context 1.000 

Test of 
F Significance Power^ 

506* 

833' 

732 172 

444 298 

^Power computed using alpha = .05 
^ df (2, 347) 
c df (4, 696) 
^ df (8, 696) 

Natfi. (--) denotes values not computed due to small cell 
size. 
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CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION 

This study examined young adult sibling relationship 

outcomes as they relate to dyadic relational and systemic 

family variables. Chodorow's relational theory provided 

the contextual base for the model of sibling relationships 

hypothesized. Hypotheses la, lb, and ic were not 

supported. Partial support was found for Hypotheses 2, 3, 

and 4. 

Relative Age and Age Spacing 

Contrary to the proposed relationships, relative age 

and age spacing do not appear to be important factors in 

young adult sibling relationships. It may be that because 

the sibling relationship is less intense in this age 

period, relative age and age spacing lose significance as 

relational factors for siblings in young adulthood. It is 

likewise possible the newness of the young adults' 

independence from the day to day influence of the family 

context causes them to discount these factors as important 

to the relational dynamic. It may also be, however, that 

if the intensity of the sibling relationship increases in 

later adulthood (i.e., surrounding caretaking for elderly 

parents or the parents' deaths), these factors may again 

become important. This idea is supported by qualitative 
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studies, which report that siblings in middle and late 

adulthood continue to include relative age and age spacing 

as relevant variables in their discussions of their sibling 

relationships (Sandmaier, 1994). 

Outcome Score Correlation.c; 

As was predicted, the positive and negative outcome 

scores within relationship type (closest sibling, least 

close sibling) were not significantly correlated (Table 

4.2) . That is, the positive and negative outcome scores 

for the closest sibling relationship were not significantly 

correlated, nor were the positive and negative outcome 

scores for the least close sibling relationship. These 

findings support the sibling relationship literature 

suggesting that the positive and negative qualities of 

particular sibling relationships coexist relatively 

independently with each other (Cicirelli, 1991; Furman & 

Buhrmester, 1985b; Sandmaier, 1994; Scott, 1990). This 

finding also supports the view that sibling research 

should, indeed, include both the positive and negative 

aspects of relationship outcomes in order to gain a more 

complete understanding of the complex dynamics of sibling 

relationships. 

While the outcome score correlations were not 

significant within relationship type, there were 
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significant correlations across sibling relationships. 

Specifically, positive outcomes of the closest and least 

close sibling relationships were significantly correlated. 

Similarly, the negative outcome scores of the closest and 

least close sibling relationships were significantly 

correlated. These findings provide support for the 

relationship model proposed in this study (Figure 2.1), in 

that the dyadic sibling relationships (closest, least 

close) are not independent, but rather, have some systemic 

connection to the larger sibling context. Given a positive 

family context, more positive sibling relationships all 

around would be predicted. Conversely, negative ratings of 

one sibling predict similarly negative ratings of the other 

siblings in the family. It could also be, however, that 

these results relate to a more individual tendency to 

generally see things either positively or negatively, 

regardless of family context. For example, males may be 

more reluctant to report positive qualities in their male-

female interactions, while females may be less likely to 

report negative interaction qualities in general. 

Hypothesis 2 was only partially supported by the data 

from this study (Figure 4.1). While the positive outcome 

scores for the closest sibling relationship were indeed 

significantly higher than were the positive outcome scores 

for the least close sibling relationship, there was not a 

significant difference between the negativity of the 
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closest and least close sibling relationships. That is, 

negativity appears to remain constant across sibling 

relationships. These results suggest that researchers 

should carefully specify the criteria involved in selecting 

target sibling relationships for their studies. There are 

significant differences in the positive emotional quality 

of various sibling relationships. 

This finding agrees with the conceptualization of Bank 

and Kahn (1982a, 1982b). They suggest it is the positive 

qualities of the sibling relationship that determine its 

overall closeness, while the negative qualities have an 

underlying (albeit low level) constancy across all 

relationships (but are an accepted part of this unique 

interpersonal relationship). That is, although there may 

be an underlying negative quality to relationships in 

general, because the sibling relationship is ascribed and 

life-long, it is safe to acknowledge the underlying 

negativity. Friendships and romantic relationships, on the 

other hand, are less permanent, and therefore, present 

greater risks in divulging negativity. Further, sibling 

conflict is socially accepted as the norm and, therefore, 

more readily acknowledged; whereas the image of friendships 

and romantic relationships is that those relationships are 

wholly positive. 
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Sex of the Sibling Dyad 

Closest Sibling Relationship 

The importance of the sex of the sibling dyad for the 

closest sibling relationship was examined in the tests of 

Hypotheses lb and ic, but did not reach significance in 

those analyses. This may be attributed to the small 

numbers in several of the age-spacing groups in the 

analyses, particularly for male respondents and male 

siblings. With no significant differences, however, the 

question must remain moot. 

In the test of Hypothesis 2, however, an interaction 

was found between the sex of the respondent and sex of the 

closest sibling for the closest sibling relationship. 

Complete interactions were found for both the positive and 

negative outcome variables of the closest sibling 

relationship (Figure 4.2). These differences result 

primarily from same-sex versus cross-sex pairings, not from 

gender, per se. 

Specifically, within the male respondents, ratings of 

male (same-sex) closest siblings were more positive than 

were ratings of female (cross-sex) closest siblings. In 

parallel, female respondents rated female (same-sex) 

closest siblings more positively than they did male (cross-

sex) closest siblings. Male respondents rated their male 

closest sibling more negatively than their female closest 

siblings, but female respondents rated both female and male 
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closest siblings similarly on negative outcome. That is, 

respondents rated closest siblings more positively (and for 

males, also more negatively) if they were same-sex siblings 

than they were rated if they were cross-sex siblings. It 

appears, then, that same-sex closest sibling relationships 

are more intense for both male and female young adults than 

are cross-sex relationships. Conversely, cross-sex closest 

sibling relationships for this age group are less positive 

and, perhaps, more negative than same-sex relationships. 

These results are also found, although from a different 

perspective, in the analysis of Hypothesis 4 (Figure 4.9) . 

Hypothesis lb predicted that female closest sibling 

pairs would be most positive and least negative overall. 

In this study, males, in fact, rated their closest sibling 

sister as less negative than did females. This lower 

negative rating may reflect males more limited competition 

with their sisters (Cicirelli, 1991). The females in this 

study may not yet have fully resolved the disagreements and 

competitions generally evident, to some degree, in 

adolescent sister relationships. 

T.̂ aBt cin.ct<:> .q-ihiina pplationship 

The effect of same-sex and cross-sex of closest 

sibling also had an effect on the ratings of the ieaaT 

close sibling, regardless of the least close sibling's sex 

(Figure 4.3). Female respondents with a female (same-sex) 
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closest sibling rated their relationship with their l̂ ast. 

close sibling as more positive and less negative than did 

males with a female (cross-sex) closest sibling. Male 

respondents with a male (same-sex) closest sibling also 

rated their least, close sibling more positively and less 

negatively than did females with male (cross-sex) closest 

siblings. Thus, same-sex closest sibling pairs were 

related to more positive and less negative leaslL close 

sibling relationships. This finding suggests that the 

positivity in same-sex closest sibling relationships 

discussed previously, further predicts greater closeness in 

the least close sibling relationship. 

For ratings of negativity of the least close sibling 

relationship, same-sex closest sibling relationships were 

related to less negativity in ieajsii close sibling 

relationships. Conversely, cross-sex closest sibling 

relationships were related to more negativity in the leaaL 

close sibling relationship, however. Thus, having a same-

sex closest sibling also predicts less negativity in the 

Ifiaat. close sibling relationship. 

Finally, an interaction between the closest sibling 

and least close sibling relationship outcomes and the least 

close sibling sex was found (Figure 4.4). The ratings of 

positivity of the closest and least close sibling 

relationships remained constant across sex of the least 

close sibling. That is, the sex of the least close sibling 
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does not appear relevant to ratings of positivity in either 

the closest or the least close sibling relationship. There 

was a complete interaction, however, between the negative 

outcome ratings of the closest and least close sibling 

relationships. If the least close sibling were a male, he 

and the closest sibling were rated similarly (Figure 4-4), 

with the closest sibling relationship rated slightly higher 

in negativity. In contrast, if the least close sibling 

were a female, she was rated more negatively than the 

closest sibling. This may reflect the tendency of females, 

who form the wide majority of this sample, to rate their 

sisters more negatively as well as more positively. 

These findings further demonstrate the importance of 

assessing both positive and negative affective qualities 

when studying sibling relationships. Illiominating the 

differences in both the positivity and the negativity of 

sibling relationships adds to the empirical understanding 

of these relationships. 

These results also support others' findings that the 

qualities of the relationship between one sibling pair are 

likely to influence relationships those siblings have with 

other children in the family (Furman & Buhrmester, 1985b; 

Lamb, 1982; Scott, 1990; Sutton-Smith & Rosenberg, 1970) . 

The findings, therefore, further substantiate the need for 

a contextual, rather than a dyadic, model of sibling 

relationships. 
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Sibling and Family Contevf 

Test of Hypnthpgifi 3 

Hypothesis 3 addressed the importance of the sex 

composition of the sibling group beyond the sibling dyad. 

This hypothesis proposed that young adult women from all-

female sibling groups would rate their closest sibling 

relationships as more positive and less negative than would 

women from other sibling contexts (all-male, mixed-sex). 

First, both the closest and least close sibling 

relationships were rated significantly more positive than 

negative overall (Figure 4.5). Family size proved 

important as a covariate in the analysis, however. 

Surprisingly, the inclusion of family size in the analysis 

served to strengthen the effect for the closest sibling 

relationship and for the interaction between the 

relationship types (closest sibling, least close sibling), 

while it weakened the effect of the least close 

relationship (to nonsignificance). This emphasizes that 

the inclusion of family size is indeed important in studies 

exploring contextual variables of the sibling group. 

Future sibling studies should, therefore, include family 

size as a variable as well as including siblings from 

various sibship sizes in the sample. 

Sex of thfx sibship. A significant interaction was 

revealed between the sibling sex context (all-male, all-

female, mixed-sex) and the closest sibling relationship in 
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regard to the positive and negative outcomes of the closest 

sibling relationship (Figure 4.6). Post hoc analyses 

indicated the only significant group difference was found 

on the positive outcome factor, between the all-female and 

mixed-sex sibling groups. Negativity in the closest 

sibling relationship did not differ significantly across 

sibling contexts. 

Positivity for respondents with same-sex sibships 

(all-male, all-female) did not differ significantly. 

Respondents with all-female sibships did rate their closest 

sibling relationship significantly more positively than did 

respondents from mixed-sex sibships. There was no 

significant difference in positivity between all-male and 

mixed-sex sibships, however. Thus, when sibling sex 

context is considered, it appears the presence of a male 

sibling (mixed-sex group) is related to significantly less 

positivity than when there are only female siblings (all-

female group). The presence of a female sibling (mixed-sex 

group), however, is not related to significantly different 

positivity than when there are only male siblings (all-male 

group). The number of females with all-male sibships was 

quite small (n=l) , as was the number of all-female sibships 

for males (n=4). These small samples do not contribute to 

any definitive understanding of single-sex, cross-sex 

sibships (i.e., when the respondent was one sex and all his 

or her siblings were the other sex). 

147 



Family typ^ For the least close sibling 

relationship, family type (egalitarian, modern, 

traditional), rather than sex of the sibling group, was 

related to significant differences between the groups 

(Figure 4.7). Least close sibling relationships from 

traditional family types (low father involvement in both 

childcare and household tasks) were significantly less 

positive than were those relationships in modern family 

types (high father involvement in childcare tasks, low 

involvement in household tasks). Least close sibling 

relationships in traditional families were also 

significantly less positive than were those relationships 

in egalitarian families (high father involvement in 

childcare and household tasks). The modern and egalitarian 

family types did not differ significantly from each other 

on the least close sibling outcome ratings. 

It may be that the most important aspect of father 

involvement to the least close sibling relationship is the 

father's participation in childcare. When fathers were 

involved in childcare, as is the case in egalitarian and 

modem families, least close sibling relationships were 

significantly more positive than when fathers were not 

involved in childcare, as is the case in traditional 

families. Because fathers in egalitarian and modern family 

types are more involved in childcare, they are more 

available for relationships. 
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Fathers' participation in household tasks, however, 

did not serve to differentiate the modern and egalitarian 

families in this analysis. While perhaps important to the 

parent relationship, Gilbert's (1985, 1993) differentiation 

between fathers participation in childcare and household 

tasks does not appear important to sibling relationship 

outcomes- Without normative data, however, the current 

procedure of defining groups based on median scores on each 

of the three family role scales may have blended many 

"modern" families into the "egalitarian" category. 

According to the expansion of Chodorow's theoretical 

ideas proposed in this study, traditional family types 

should indeed be least conducive to positive sibling 

relationships because males and females in traditional 

families should not learn to connect with one another as 

successfully as they would learn to in the more non-

traditional family types (egalitarian, modern) (Chafetz, 

1988) . Siblings in these family contexts are also likely 

to experience, as well as witness, differential treatment 

based on sex, possibly further alienating their 

relationships (Ross & Milgram, 1982) . It may be that this 

differentiation only becomes evident in secondary family 

relationships, such as with a least close sibling. 
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Hypothesis 4 

Hypothesis 4 proposed that sister-sister and brother-

brother sibling relationships in egalitarian family types 

would be more similar to each other than the relationships 

of those sibling pairs would be in other family types 

(modern, traditional). Some support for the importance of 

family context to sibling relationships overall was found 

(Figure 4.8). No significant group differences were found 

in the post hoc analyses, however. 

These findings suggest that while there are 

significant differences in the positivity and negativity of 

least close sibling relationships dependent on family type 

(Figure 4.7), overall, sibling relationships do not differ 

significantly by family type (Figure 4.8). Thus, while 

sibling sex context appears important to the closest 

sibling relationship, family type appears most important to 

the least close sibling relationship. 

A significant interaction was found between the sex of 

the respondent and the sex of the sibling group (Figure 

4.10). Because of the small numbers in several cells of 

this analysis, caution is required when interpreting the 

results. Indeed, post hoc analyses did not reveal 

significant differences between the sibling contexts. 

Thus, the primary difference in this analysis occurred 

between the positive and negative outcome ratings, and not 

between sibling contexts. 
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A final interaction between sibship sex and family 

context was revealed (Figure 4.11). Here again, however, 

small numbers in many of the cells call for cautious 

interpretation of the results. No significant group 

differences were found in the post hoc analyses. It 

appears, therefore, that the primary difference in the 

analysis occurred between the overall positive and negative 

outcome ratings across sibling sex contexts and across 

family types. 

Limitations of the Study 

Several limitations of this study should be noted. 

First, the sample may not be representative of all young 

adults and their siblings. The participants for this study 

were recruited from a large southwestern university and may 

be different in substantial ways from those young adults 

not attending school or from different regions of the 

country. Further, the sample was primarily Caucasian and 

middle class. Generalizations of the results of the 

present study to minority groups or other social classes 

should, therefore, be made with caution. 

Second, several of the groups in the analyses were 

limited in number, particularly for male respondent and 

male sibling groups. These unequal cell sizes are cause 

for caution in the interpretation of the results. Further, 

the participants in this study were primarily students in 
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upper level human development and family studies courses. 

They were likely to be majoring in fields of study related 

to those topics, and could, thus, be significantly 

different than students in other majors. This may be 

particularly true for the male respondents, given they 

would be in a nontraditional field for their sex. 

Specifically, the male respondents in this study were more 

likely to report they had egalitarian, rather than modern 

or traditional, families during their adolescence. Female 

respondents were more likely than males (34.3% and 21.3% 

respectively) to report coming from traditional families. 

The limited number of males in this study, and their 

selection of courses (and majors) , is, therefore, a cause 

for limiting generalizations of these results beyond this 

group of respondents. 

Implications for Future Research 

The research concerning sibling relationships is 

incomplete in that the majority of studies concern the 

childhood and adolescence age groups. Studies of 

adulthood, particularly the young adult age period do not 

yet adequately explain sibling relationships during those 

life periods. This study included only a few of the many 

possible variables that may be important to young adult 

sibling relationships. Studies are needed to assess the 

importance of other variables (e.g., life events, family of 
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origin violence). Importantly, the results of this study 

suggest that it is necessary to include both dyadic and 

contextual variables in future studies of sibling 

relationships. 

The design of this study was cross-sectional in nature 

and does not fully address the transitional features of 

sibling relationships across the lifespan. Further studies 

using longitudinal designs are needed to clarify the 

dynamic processes involved in sibling relationships across 

the many life stage transitions. 

This study assessed only those young adults going to 

college, living apart from their family, and taking courses 

in the field human sciences. Such variables may correspond 

to substantial differences between the respondents and 

other young adults not meeting these criteria. Research 

assessing individuals not in a residential college setting 

or in different courses of study may yield different 

results. 

Finally, it is important not to forget the systemic 

rationale for family relationship research. Studies 

including other family relationships (e.g., mother-child, 

father-mother, father-child) may provide a more complete 

understanding of the family dynamics important to 

successful sibling relationships. 
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Clinical Implications 

Although family theorists have almost universally 

recognized the importance of the sibling subsystem, few 

clinicians actually routinely include a client's siblings 

in therapy (Agger, 1988; Lewis, 1990; Markowitz, 1994; 

Rabin, 1989; Rosner, 1985). The results of this study 

suggest family relationships (in particular, sibling 

relationships) do interact. Young adult sibling 

relationships offer a potential source of support and 

assistance that has not been utilized often. Clients with 

positive sibling relationships could be encouraged to bring 

siblings to sessions for help with problem solving, life 

stage transitions, or family of origin issues. Siblings 

not in the same geographic area could be included through 

phone contact or letter writing. 

Importantly, the respondents in this study came 

primarily from intact biological families. A more complete 

depiction of sibling relationship outcomes could be 

obtained by including other family types. Further 

information could also be obtained from less well-

functioning families, that is clinical families such as 

those involved with community child welfare or juvenile 

delinquency agencies. With a broader cross-section of 

families, the differences between positivity and negativity 

in family relationships might be more clearly illuminated. 
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Summary 

From the findings of this study, it appears that both 

the positive and negative qualities of sibling 

relationships are uniquely important to the understanding 

of these relationships. As predicted, ratings of closest 

and least close siblings differed in degree of positivity. 

Somewhat surprisingly, they differed little in ratings of 

negativity. Negativity appears to be more a function of 

family system, in that sibling relationships in traditional 

families are more negative. There were significant 

correlations between the positive ratings of the closest 

and least close sibling relationships and between the 

negative ratings of those relationships. 

Further, female sibling relationships may be more 

intense overall than are male sibling relationships. 

Degrees of relationship positivity and negativity were 

dependent on relationship type (closest sibling, least 

close sibling), as well as sex of each member of the 

relationship, in addition, the qualities of the closest 

sibling relationship appear most associated with the more 

immediate sibling context, while the broader family context 

appears most relevant to the qualities of the least close 

sibling relationship. 

Chodorow has argued that women and men respond 

differentially in relationships because women have 

historically been the primary caregivers during the 
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preoedipal and oedipal life phases. If Chodorow's 

contention is true, then when the father, as well as the 

mother, becomes a primary attachment figure (as was likely 

the case in the modern and egalitarian family types), young 

adult men and women from those families should demonstrate 

less of a difference between same-sex and cross-sex 

relational behaviors. While such gender specific 

differences cannot be established here, the results of this 

study do suggest there are dyadic relational differences 

related to broader family interactions. That is, young 

adult women and men reporting higher father involvement 

during childhood, when compared to those reporting less 

involved fathers, did report significant relational 

differences in terms of the positivity of their least close 

sibling relationships. Further research is needed, 

however, to clarify the connection between childhood family 

type (specifically, father involvement) and the qualities 

of adult same- and cross-sex relationships. 

From the results of this study, it appears that 

contextual variables should be included in studies of 

sibling relationships. Specifically, sex of both siblings 

in the pair, sex of the sibling group, family size, and the 

role of fathers in the family seem important to sibling 

relationship outcomes. Further, the qualities of an 

individual's sibling relationships are dependent on the 

specific sibling relationship being assessed. Both dyadic 
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and contextual variables, therefore, should be included in 

future studies concerning young adult sibling 

relationships. 
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APPENDIX A 

DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONNAIRE 
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PIRBCTIQNS; In this questionnaire, you will be reporting 
some information about your family during different timea in 
your life. Please read the directions given for each 
section. The directions will tell you which time period you 
will be reporting about. Please answer the following 
questions about yourself AS YOU AR5 NOW. 

1. Age 2. Birthdate 3. Sex M / F 

day/month/year 

4. Ethnicity (check one for each BIOLOGICAL parent): 

Mother Father 

a. Caucasian (Anglo) 

b. African-American 
c. Hispanic 
d. American Indian 
e. Asian 
f. Other (write in) 

5. Your year in college (circle) 

6. Do you live (check one): 

a. With parents at home 
b. Alone 
c. With a romantic partner 
d. with a romantic partner and child(ren) 
e. With family member roommate(s) (not parents) 
f. With my husband/wife 
g. With my spouse and our child(ren) 
h. By myself, with my child(ren) 
i. With non-family member roommate(s) 

7. If you ctTRRENTLY DO NOT live with your parent (s) : 

a. How long since you lived with them (yrs./months) 

b. Do you live with your parents in the summer Yes / No 
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8. If you CURRENTLY live with a family member, but NOT 
your parpn^p, who do you live with (please list by 
relationship only, NOT BY NAMB) 

a. 
relationship relationship relationship 

NOW, PLEASE ANSWER THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS ABOUT THE FAMTT.Y 
YOTT LIVED TN AS IT WAS THE MAJORITY OF THE TIME WHEN YOU 
WERE BETWEEN THE AGES OF 12 AND 18. 

1. Which of the following most represents the family you 
lived in aa a teenager (check one)? 

a. Intact (both biological/adoptive parents together) 
b. Single parent home-lived with mother 
c. Single parent home-lived with father 
d. Remarried-lived with father and step-mother 
e. Remarried-lived with mother and step-father 
f. Did not live with family (foster care, group 

home, etc.) 

NOTE: If you lived vit--h a step-parent in vour home, please 
answer the following questions with that person in mind. 
For example, if you lived with your father and step-mother 
most of the time between the ages of 12 and 18, answer the 
T-ATn̂ 4ntncy queflfcionq ̂ n fhta booklet with those two parents 
in mind. 

2. Family size in the home you lived in as a teenager 
(fill in number): 

Full Half Step 

a. Siblings living with you 

b. Siblings not living with you 
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Parent's education (check highest grade completed for 
the PARENTS YOU LIVED WITH while you werfi a teenager^ : 

Motlifii: EaX-hor 
a. Less than high school diploma/GED 
b. High school diploma/GED 
c. Some college/associate's degree 
d. Bachelor's degree or equivalent 
e. Master's degree 
f. Doctorate 

4. Parent's employment status for the PARENTS YOU LIVED WITH 
while you were a teenager (check one): 

Mother Father 
a. Worked full-time 
b. Worked part-time 
c. Unemployed by choice 
d. Unemployed NOT by choice 
e. Disabled 

5. If your (step)father (the one you lived with most aa_a 
teenager) worked, what job did he hold? 

If your (step)mother (the one you lived with most aa_A 
tieenager) worked, what job did she hold? 
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Please fill in the following information for each of the 
children in your family, including yourself. The first 
child you list should be the oldest, the second child 
the second oldest, and so on, until all your siblings 
(brothers and sisters), including yourself, are listed. 
The last child listed should be the youngest child in 
your family, if you have more children in your family 
than space here, you may continue the list at the bottom 
of the page. PLK\5B iNrLiiPB YOTTRSELF IN THE LIST AND 
CIRCLE THE NUMBER OF YOTTR OWN POSITION IN THE FAMILY. 

Child First Sex Age How long since Full/ 
Number Initial (M/F) NQM you lived with Half/ 

them last? Step 

1. (oldest) 

2. (second) 

3.(third) 

5 

6 

***Did you remember to include yourself in the list and 
CIRCLE YOUR POSITION in the family? Thank You 

Now, for the next section of questions, you will be rating 
how you feel about your family HQH. PLEASE ANSWER ALL THE 
QUESTIONS AS YQU PESL TODAY. RIGHT NOW. You will be rating 
your EMOTIONAL relationships with people in your family. 

A. If you havA NO b̂ ô hftrfl or sisters: 

Please complete this form about your relationships 
RIGHT NOW for yonr parpnts only. RATE THE PARENTS 
YOU LIVED WITH MOST AS A TEENAGER. 
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B. If VQuhave ONLY ONE brother or sister: 

Please complete the following form for your mother, 
father, and sibling, using the closest sibling line 
for your only sibling PLEASE RATE YOUR EMOTIONAL 
RELATIONSHIPS RIGHT NOW WITH THESE FAMILY MEMBERS. 

1. Overall, how close would you rate your EMOTIONAL 
relationship with your only sibling RIGHT NOW (circle 
a number)? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Q 

very not close 
close at all 

C. If you have MORE THAN ONE SIBLING; 

1. By number on the list of children in your family you 
just made, please write the number of the brother or 
sister you feel you are EMOTIONALLY closest to RIGHT 
NQM: 

For example, if you feel EMOTIONALLY CLOSEST to the 
oldest child in your family, you should put the number 
"l" in the blank provided. If you feel gMQTIQNALLY 
CLOSEST to the second oldest child in your family, you 
should put the number "2" in the space. And so on... 

NOTE; From this point on, this person will be referred 
to as ynur clospst- sibling. Please answer all questions 
about your closest sibling with this person in mind. 
Remember, you should be reporting about RIGHT NOW. 

2. Overall, hn^ ^T"«*^ EMOTIONALLY would you rate your 
relationship with your closesr sibling RIGHT NOW 
(circle below)? 

A 

very ^°^ *=̂ ^̂ ^ 
i/« at all 
close 
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3. By number on the list of children in your family you 
just made, please write the number of the brother or 
sister you feel least EMOTIONALLY close to RIGHT NOW-

NOTE: From this point on, this person will be referred 
to as vour least cloge sibling. Please answer all 
questions about your least close sibling with this 
person in mind. Remember, you should be reporting about 
your PEELINGS RIGHT NOW. 

4. Overall, how close would you rate your relationship 
with your least close sibling RIGHT NOW (circle 
below)? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Q 

very not close 
close at all 
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FAMILY TASKS 

Now, Please show how you think your mother and father 
divided the family ta.gka listed below. Please rate the " 
parents you lived with most as a teenager. Using the 
numbers on the scale below, show how you think it was most 
fiJLtfia for the parents you lived with when you were between 
ages 12 and 18. write the appropriate number in the space 
beside the family tasks listed below. Remember, we would 
like your opinion about how you think it was in your family. 
Please respond to each item with your best estimate. Do not 
skip any items. 

8 

mother both did father 
did it all it equally did it all 

a. Planning and preparing meals 
b. Cleaning up after meals 
c. Repairs around the home 
d. House cleaning 
e. Taking out the garbage 
f. Buying groceries, household needs 
g. Paying bills 
h. Laundry: washing, folding, ironing 
i. Writing letters/making calls to family 

and friends 
j . Looking after the car 
k. Providing income for our family 
1. Caring for plants, garden, yard 
m. Working outside the family 

NOW, on the list of tasks above, please circle the letters 
^f All the hnn«ehQid !•««>« you did while qroyipq UP in your 
home. For example, if you helped in house cleaning and 
taking out the garbage, you should circle letters "g" and 

"h." 
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FAMILY DECISION MAKING 

Now, please show how much INFLUENCE you think your mother 
and father each had in the family decisions listed below. 
Please rate the parents you lived with most as a teenager. 
Using the numbers on the scale below, show how you think it 
was most often when you were between ages 12 and 18. Write 
the appropriate number on the blank before the decision 
making areas listed below. Remember, we would like your 
opinion about how you think it was in your family. Please 
respond to each item with your best estimate. Do not akip 
aay items. 

A. 

mother both did father 
did it all it equally did it all 

a. How they spent time at home 
b. How they spent time outside the home 
c. Deciding which friends and family to see, 

and when 
d. Deciding about vacations: when, where, 

expenses 
e. Deciding about major^expenses: house, car, 

furniture 
f. Deciding about financial planning: 

insurance, loans, taxes, savings 
g. Deciding when, how much time both partners 

should work outside the family 
h. Deciding about religious practices in your 

family 
i. Deciding about involvement in community 

activities 
j. Deciding how people should behave toward one 

another in your family 
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CHILD GARB 
(AMMENDBD TTEMfl̂  

Please show how you think your mother and father divided 
the child care tr̂ skR listed below. Please rate the parents 
you lived with most as a teenager. Using the numbers on 
the scale below, show how you think it was most often when 
VQU were between the agps of 12 and TR. Write the 
appropriate number in the space beside the child care tasks 
listed below. Remember, we would like your opinion about 
how you think it was in your family. Please respond to 
each item with your best estimate. Do not skip any items. 

8 

mother both did father 
did it all equally did it all 

a. Preparing meals for the teenager 
b. Waiting up at night for the teenager 
c. Taking the teenager places 
d. Choosing activities for the teenager 
e. Spending time with the teenager 
f. Doing the teenager's laundry 
g. Dealing with the doctor regarding the 

teenager's health 
h. Getting the teenager to and from school 
i. Setting limits for the teenager 
j . Disciplining the teenager 
k. Teaching the teenager 
1. Picking up after the teenager 
m. Helping when the teenager has a 

problem with friends/siblings 
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CHILD CARE 
(ORIGINAL ITEMS) 

Please show how you think your mother and father divided 
the child care tasks listed below. Using the numbers on 
the scale below, show how you think it was most often when 
you were a child. Write the appropriate number in the 
space beside the child care tasks listed below. 

8 

mother both did father 
did it all equally did it all 

a. Reading to the children 
b. Preparing meals for the children 
c. Dressing the children 
d. Cleaning or bathing the children 
e. Deciding whether or how to respond to the 

children's crying 
f. Getting up at night with the children 
g. Taking the children out: walks, drives, 

visits, parks 
h. Choosing toys for the children 
i. Playing with the children 
j. Doing the children's laundry 
k. Arranging for babysitters or childcare 
1. Dealing with the doctor regarding children's 

health 
m. Getting the children to and from school 
n. Tending to the children in public: 

restaurants, shopping, playgrounds 
o. Setting limits for the children 
p. Disciplining the children 
q. Teaching the children 
r. Picking up after the children 
s. Arranging children's visits, play with 

friends 
t. Helping when the children have a 
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The following questions ask about your relationships AS TESY AR5 NOW 

with the people you just described. You will be rating EACH of the 
following people: 

1) Your relationship AT THIS TIMS with your mother or stepaohher. 
Please describe your relationship with the one you lived with 
maat between the ages of 12 and 18. 

2) Your relationship AT THIS TIMS with your father or atepfather, 
Please describe your relationship with the one you lived with 
moaJ: between the ages of 12 and 18. 

3) The brother or sister you feel you are EMOTIONALLY CLOSg.qT TO 
AT TBIS TUSS. Please use the same person you chose earlier in 
this questionairre. 

4) The brother or sister you feel you are LSAST CL05B TO 
EMOTIONALLY AT THIS TIM3. Please use the saae person you choae 
earlier in this questionairre. 

Please answer each of the following questions for each person that 
applies to your family situation AS YOUR RSTATTONSHIP IS NOW by 
circling the appropriate number. Sometimes your answers for the 
different people may be the same; sometimes they may be different. 
PLBASB ANSWER EACH QUESTION. 

1. How much free time do you spend with this person? 

U^jj^ Very Extremely Ihs. 
or Non«> <;r<r«>whar tiiCh tJuCh KOSi. 

mother 
father 

closest sibling 
least close sibling 

1 
1 
1 
1 

2 
2 
2 
2 

3 
3 
3 
3 

4 
4 
4 
4 

5 
5 
5 
5 

2 , How much do you and t h i s person ge t upset with or mad at each 
other? 

T.•î l̂t> very Kxrrftmely The 
nr Nono Sonpvhat: UiiSh Kuch KOSt 

mother 
father 

closest sibling 
least close sibling 

1 
1 
1 
1 

2 
2 
2 
2 

3 
3 
3 
3 

4 
4 
4 
4 

5 
5 
5 
5 
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3 . How much does t h i s p e r s o n t e a c h you how t o do J:hings t h a t you d o n ' t 
know? 

Litr.lff Very Extremely Iha 
o r None somewhat; Much Much Most. 

mother 
f a t h e r 

c l o s e s t s i b l i n g 
l e a s t c l o s e s i b l i n g 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2 

2 

2 

2 

3 

3 

3 

3 

4 

4 

4 

4 

5 

5 

5 

5 

4. How s a t i s f i e d a r e you w i t h your r e l a t i o n s h i p w i t h t h i s pe r son? 

Litrlfi Somevhat Very Extremely The Most 
or Nona saMsfi^d Satisfied Satisfied Satisfied 

mother 
f a t h e r 

c l o s e s t s i b l i n g 
l e a s t c l o s e s i b l i n g 

1 
1 
1 
1 

2 
2 
2 
2 

3 
3 
3 
3 

4 
4 
4 
4 

5 
5 
5 
5 

5. How much do you and this person get on each other's nerves? 

Not O f t e n 
o r Never Sometimes 

Very Rxtremely Jhs. 
Often Often tloat 

mother 
f a t h e r 

c l o s e s t s i b l i n g 
l e a s t c l o s e s i b l i n g 

1 
1 
1 
1 

2 
2 
2 
2 

3 
3 
3 
3 

4 
4 
4 
4 

5 
5 
5 
5 

6. How much do you tell this person everything? 

mother 
father 

closest sibling 
least close sibling 

Little 
or None 

1 
1 
1 
1 

Someyhat 

2 
2 
2 
2 

Very 

Much 

3 
3 
3 
3 

Kxtremelv 

Much 

4 
4 
4 
4 

Iha 
Most 

5 
5 
5 
5 
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7. How much do you help this person with things she/he can't do by 
him/herself? 

mother 
father 

closest sibling 
least close sibling 

Little 
or None 

1 
1 
1 
1 

Som.ewhat 

2 
2 
2 
2 

Very 
Much 

3 
3 
3 
3 

Extremely The 
Much Most 

4 
4 
4 
4 

5 
5 
5 
5 

8. How much does this person like or love you? 

LitMA 

or None Som.ewhat 
Very Extremely lh&. 
Much Much Most: 

mother 
father 

closest sibling 
least close sibling 

1 
1 
1 
1 

2 
2 
2 
2 

3 
3 
3 
3 

4 
4 
4 
4 

5 
5 
5 
5 

9. How much does t h i s person pxinish you? 

L i t t l e 
or None Somewhat 

Very Extremely Ihs. 
Much Much Most 

mother 
father 

closest sibling 
least close sibling 

1 
1 
1 
1 

2 
2 
2 
2 

3 
3 
3 
3 

4 
4 
4 
4 

5 
5 
5 
5 

10. How much does t h i s person t r e a t you l i k e you're admired and 
respected? 

Little 
o r None Somewhat 

Very Extremely lh£ 
Much Much MOfit 

mother 
father 

closest sibling 
least close sibling 

1 
1 
1 
1 

2 
2 
2 
2 

3 
3 
3 
3 

4 
4 
4 
4 

5 
5 
5 
5 
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11. who tells the other person what to do more often, you or this 
person? 

S/He almoet Ue/Sh£ 
Alvays Does often Does 

About I I Almost 
the Same Often DO Always Do 

mother 
father 

closest sibling 
least close sibling 

1 
1 
1 
1 

2 
2 
2 
2 

3 
3 
3 
3 

4 
4 
4 
4 

5 
5 
5 
5 

12. How sure are you that this relationship will last no matter what? 

Not 

mother 
f a the r 

c l o s e s t s i b l i n g 
l e a s t c lose s i b l i n g 

a t 

1 
1 
1 
1 

All £ur£ 

2 
2 
2 
2 

Sure 

3 
3 
3 
3 

Sure 

4 
4 
4 
4 

MOf 

5 
5 
5 
5 

13. How much do you play aroxind and have fun with this person? 

mother 
father 

closest sibling 
least close sibling 

Little 
pr None 

1 
1 
1 
1 

Somewhat 

2 
2 
2 
2 

Very 
Much 

3 
3 
3 
3 

Extremely 
Much 

4 
4 
4 
4 

The 
MOST 

5 
5 
5 
5 

14. How much do you and this person disagree and quarrel? 

mother 
f a the r 

c l o s e s t s i b l i n g 
l e a s t c lose s i b l i n g 

Little 
ox. jicne. 

1 
1 
1 
1 

.Somewhat 

2 
2 
2 
2 

Very 
Much 

3 
3 
3 
3 

p^ttremely 
Much 

4 

4 
4 
4 

Ihft 
Moat 

5 

5 
5 
5 
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15. How much does this person help you figure out or fix things? 

mother 
father 

closest sibling 
least close sibling 

Li^ttlfi Very Extremely Uie 
or Nona SQmevfhat Much Much Most 

1 
1 
1 
1 

2 
2 
2 
2 

3 
3 
3 
3 

4 
4 
4 
4 

5 
5 
5 
5 

16. How happy are you with the way things are between you and this 
person? 

Little Very Extremely Jhe 
or None Somewhat Much Much Eosl. 

mother 
father 

closest sibling 
least close sibling 

1 
1 
1 
1 

2 
2 
2 
2 

3 
3 
3 
3 

4 
4 
4 
4 

5 
5 
5 
5 

17. How much do you and this person get annoyed with each other's 
behavior? 

Not Often Very Extremely The 
or Never Sometimes Oftfin Oftfin Moat 

mother 
father 

closest sibling 
least close sibling 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2 
2 
2 
2 

3 
3 
3 
3 

4 
4 
4 
4 

5 
5 
5 
5 

18. How much do you share your s e c r e t s and p r i v a t e f e e l i n g s with t h l 
person? 

s 

T.ittie Very Extremely Iha 
pr None ^o(r.»whAt MUCh MUCh KOSt 

mother 
father 

closest sibling 
least close sibling 

1 
1 
1 
1 

2 
2 
2 
2 

3 
3 
3 
3 

4 
4 
4 
4 

5 
5 
5 
5 
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19. How much do you protect and look out for this person? 

mother 
father 

closest sibling 
least close sibling 

LiLtla 
o r None 

1 

1 

1 

1 

Somewhat 

2 
2 
2 
2 

Very 
Much 

3 
3 
3 
3 

E x t r e m e l y 
Much 

4 
4 
4 
4 

Iha 
Most 

• 
5 
5 
5 
5 

20. How much does th i s person real ly care about you? 

mother 
father 

c l o s e s t s ib l ing 
l e a s t c lose s ib l ing 

LiiLtlfi 
or None 

1 
1 
1 
1 

Scmewhar 

2 
2 
2 
2 

Verv 
Much 

3 
3 
3 
3 

Extremely 
Much 

4 
4 
4 
4 

The 
Moar 

5 
5 
5 
5 

21. How much does th i s person discipl ine you for disobeying him/her? 

mother 
father 

c l o s e s t s ib l ing 
l e a s t c lose s ib l ing 

Little 
or,None 

1 
1 
1 
1 

Scaewhat 

2 
2 
2 
2 

Very 
Much 

3 
3 
3 
3 

Extreme 
Much 

4 
4 
4 
4 

ay The 
MOfit 

5 
5 
5 
5 

2 2 . How much d o e s t h i s p e r s o n t r e a t you l i k e y o u ' r e good a t many 
t h i n g s ? 

mother 
f a t h e r 

c l o s e s t s i b l i n g 
l e a s t c l o s e s i b l i n g 

Li t t l e 
or None 

1 
1 
1 
1 

Somewhat 

2 
2 
2 
2 

Very 
Much 

3 
3 
3 
3 

Extremely 
Much 

4 
4 
4 
4 

The 
McfiT 

5 
5 
5 
5 
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23. Between you and t h i s person, who tends to be the BOSS in t h i s 
r e l a t i o n s h i p ? 

S/He MxQnr He/She Ahcut x i Aimoar 
Alwayn TK)^n Often DOfS the same often Do Always Do 

mother 
father 

closest sibling 
least close sibling 

1 
1 
1 
1 

2 
2 
2 
2 

3 
3 
3 
3 

4 
4 
4 
4 

5 
5 
5 
5 

24. How sure are you that your relationship will last in spite of 
fights? 

Not at AU 

mother i 
father i 

closest sibling i 
least close sibling i 

Somewhat 
Sure 

2 
2 
2 
2 

Very 
Sure 

3 
3 
3 
3 

Extremely 
Sure 

4 
4 
4 
4 

The 
Most 

5 
5 
5 
5 

25. How often do you go places and do enjoyable things with this 
person? 

Not Often 
or.Never Sometimes 

Very Extremely The 

Ofrea 0£t£ii Mcer 

mother 
father 

closest sibling 
least close sibling 

1 
1 
1 
1 

2 
2 
2 
2 

3 
3 
3 
3 

4 
4 
4 
4 

5 
5 
5 
5 

26. How much do you and this person argue with each other? 

Not Often 
or Never Sometimes 

Very gxtremely Xh£ 

Ofren Clrea Moat 

mother 
f a the r 

c l o s e s t s i b l i n g 
l e a s t c lose s i b l i n g 

1 
1 
1 
1 

2 
2 
2 
2 

3 
3 
3 
3 

4 
4 
4 
4 

5 
5 
5 
5 
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" • done?"" ""^ '"" '""°° "''P ^°" •"'̂ ° 1"=" ° " ^ •=» 9't something 

mother 
f a t h e r 

c l o s e s t s i b l i n g 
l e a s t c lose s i b l i n g 

Littlft 
or. Non ft 

1 
1 
1 
1 

Somewhat 

2 
2 
2 
2 

Very 
Much 

3 
3 

3 
3 

Extreme ly 
Much 

4 
4 

4 

4 

Thfi 
MQ5 

c; 1 
in 

in 
in 

28. How good is your relationship with this person? 

mother 
father 

closest sibling 
least close sibling 

LittlR 
or Nonft 

1 

1 

1 

1 

Somewhaf 
Good. 

2 
2 
2 
2 

Very 
Good 

3 
3 
3 
3 

Extreme ly 
Gciod 

4 
4 
4 
4 

The Mo.!t 
Good 

5 
5 
5 
5 

29. How much do you and this person hassle or nag one another? 

Little Very Extremely Hie 
or None somewhat MUCh Much Most 

mother 
father 

closest sibling 
least close sibling 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2 

2 

2 

2 

3 

3 

3 

3 

4 

4 

4 

4 

5 

5 

5 

5 

30. How much do you talk to this person about things that you don't 
want others to know? 

mother 
father 

closest sibling 
least close sibling 

Littlfi 
or None 

1 
1 
1 
1 

Somewhat 

2 
2 
2 
2 

Very 
Much 

3 
3 
3 
3 

Extremely 
Much 

4 
4 
4 
4 

The 
MOfit 

5 
5 
5 
5 
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31. How much do you take care of this person? 

mother 
father 

closest sibling 
least close sibling 

Little 
or None 

1 
1 
1 
1 

Scm.ewhac 

2 
2 
2 
2 

Very 
Much 

3 
3 
3 
3 

Extremely ihe 
Much Most 

4 
4 
4 
4 

5 
5 
5 
5 

32. How much does this person have a strong feeling of affection (love 
or liking) toward you? 

mother 
father 

closest sibling 
least close sibling 

Little 
or None 

1 
1 
1 
1 

Sem.ewhat 

2 
2 
2 
2 

Very 
Much 

3 
3 
3 
3 

Extremely J^S. 
Much Most 

4 
4 
4 
4 

5 
5 
5 
5 

33. How much does this person scold you for doing something you're not 
supposed to do? 

mother 
father 

c lo se s t s ib l ing 
l e a s t c lose s ib l ing 

Little 
or None 

1 
1 
1 
1 

Somevhat 

2 
2 
2 
2 

Very 
Much 

3 
3 
3 
3 

Extremely 
Much 

4 
4 
4 
4 

The 
Most 

5 
5 
5 
5 

34. How much does th i s person l ike or approve of the things you do? 

Little 
o r None Somewhat 

Very Extremely Jhft 
Much Much Mflfit 

mother 
father 

closest sibling 
least close sibling 

1 
1 
1 
1 

2 
2 
2 
2 

3 
3 
3 
3 

4 
4 
4 
4 

5 
5 
5 
5 
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35. In your relationship with this person, who tends to take charge 
and decide what should be done? 

S/He Almost UsIShS. Ahcut I I Almost 
Alvays Does Often Does the ..Same often Do Always Do 

mother 
fa ther 

c l o s e s t s i b l i ng 
l e a s t c lose s i b l i n g 

1 
1 
1 
1 

2 
2 
2 
2 

3 
3 
3 
3 

4 
4 
4 
4 

5 
5 
5 
5 

36. How sure are you that your relationship will continue in the years 
to come? 

A Little Or Somewhat 
Not at All Sura 

Very Extremely The 
Sure Sure Mflfit. 

mother 1 
father 1 

closest sibling l 
least close sibling 1 

2 
2 
2 
2 

3 
3 
3 
3 

4 
4 
4 
4 

5 
5 
5 
5 
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