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CHILDREN'S PERCEPTIONS OF
PARENTAL RESPONSES TO SIBLING QUARRELS AND
THE QUALITIES OF SIBLING RELATIONSHIPS

CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

One of the least studied yet highly important and long-lasting
relationships in families is that of siblings.

Most siblings will know

and interact with each other not only throughout their childhood years,
but also through their adult years and into old age (Cicirelli, 1982).
Sibling interactions have not been well studied, yet "siblings are
key family members and often central to the quantity and quality of
family interactions" (Schvaneveldt & Ihinger, 1979, p. 457).

Most

studies of sibling relationships during childhood have focused on the
effects of selected sibling constellation variables such as birth order
(Baskett, 1985; Furman & Buhrmester, 1985; Smith, 1985; Zvonkovic,

Zengerle, & Shin, 1987), age spacing (Buhrmester & Furman, 1990; Dunn &
Munn, 1986; Felson, 1983; Felson & Russo, 1988; Kidwell, 1981; Stocker,
Dunn, & Plomin, 1989; Zvonkovic et al., 1987), and gender (Abramovitch,
Corter, Pepler, & Stanhope, 1986; Cicirelli, 1982; Dunn & Munn, 1986;
Felson, 1983; Furman & Buhrmester, 1985; Zvonkovic et al., 1987) on the
frequency of conflict and aggression.

However, conflict and aggression

represent only two aspects of the complex relationships that exist
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between siblings, and sibling constellation variables are not the only
important factors in various sibling roles and relationships.

Family systems theory argues that a family is an organized system
of individuals, each of whom has an influence on every other individual
within the family, constantly interacting with one another over time
(Minuchin, 1985).

As these individuals within a family interact, they

create various dyadic, triadic, or even larger subsystems within the
family, which are also constantly interacting and influencing each other
over time (Arnold, 1985; Bell, 1968; Daniels, Dunn, Furstenberg, &
Plomin, 1985; Harris & Howard, 1985; Johnson, 1982; Kreppner, Paulsen, &
Schuetze, 1982; Rosenberg & Hajal, 1985; Volling & Belsky, 1992).

Some

of these subsystems are more permeable than others, allowing subsystems
to interact and influence each other more readily.

One of these

subsystems is the parent-sibling subsystem, while another is the sibling
subsystem.

Therefore, in order to understand sibling relationships, it

is important to investigate how all family members affect sibling
relationships. In the present study, both the parent-sibling subsystem
and the sibling subsystem are of interest, particularly parental
responses to sibling quarrels and their contributions to the
characteristics of sibling relationships.

Symbolic interaction theory suggests that, in order to fully
understand how family members interact,.one must come to understand the
symbolic meaning each family member attributes to their interactions
within the family (Stryker, 1964; 1980).

Perceptions individual family

members have about their interactions with other family members are
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fundamental in understanding family relationships.

In the present

study, children's perceptions of parental responses to sibling quarrels
and their perceptions of aspects of their sibling relationships will be
studied.

Previous research has found that a connection exists between
differential parental behavior toward individuals within a sibling dyad
and characteristics of their sibling relationship (Brody, Stoneman, &
Burke, 1987a; Brody, Stoneman, McCoy, & Forehand, 1992; Bryant &
Crockenberg, 1980; Dunn & Munn, 1986; Kendrick & Dunn, 1983; Stewart,
Mobley, Van Tuyl, & Salvador, 1987; Stocker et al., 1989).

Sibling

quarrels have been observed to be a frequent source of stimulation of
parent-child interaction with young children (Dunn & Munn, 1986;
Kendrick & Dunn, 1983).

Only two major studies were found to report

observations delineating different types of responses parents display in
response to sibling quarrels (Dunn & Munn, 1986; Kendrick & Dunn, 1983).
In these studies of very young children, five different types of
parental responses were identified.

These were prohibiting, referring

to rules/feelings, distracting, suggesting conciliation, and
nonintervention.

No studies were found that have examined various types

of parental responses to sibling quarrels among older sibling dyads, and
only one study that examined young adolescent's perceptions of responses
by parents to sibling quarrels (Raffaelli, 1992).

The present study

explores this area of sibling relationships in preadolescent children.
A number of studies have investigated children's perceptions of
the characteristics of their sibling relationships (Arnold, 1985; Brody
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et al., 1992; Daniels, 1986; Daniels & Plomin, 1985; Daniels et al.,
1985; Felson, 1983; Felson & Russo, 1988; Furman & Buhrmester, 1985;
Kidwell, 1981; McHale & Gamble, 1989; Raffaelli, 1992; Stocker et al.,
1989), such as sibling conflict, rivalry, relative power/status, and
warmth/closeness in middle childhood and adolescence.

However, no

studies were found that investigated the possible interrelations between
children's perceptions of parental responses to sibling quarrels and
children's perceptions of their sibling relationships.

Parental

responses to sibling quarrels have been observed to be different for
younger and older siblings within the same family (Dunn & Munn, 1986,
Felson & Russo, 1988; Kidwell, 1981) and for male and female siblings
(Felson & Russo, 1988; Kidwell, 1981).

Parents may often be perceived

by children to treat a sibling more or less favorably than themselves
(Calladine, 1979).

Several studies have found observations of unequal

or differential treatment of siblings by parents to be associated with
child perceptions of greater conflict (Brody et al., 1992), and with
observations of less prosocial and more negative sibling behaviors
(Brody et al., 1987a; Brody et al., 1992; Bryant & Crockenberg, 1980;
Stocker et al., 1989).

Therefore, child perceptions of parental

responses to sibling quarrels may be expected to be related to child
perceptions of sibling conflict and other aspects of their sibling
relationships.

If parents display various responses to sibling

quarrels, but these responses are not perceived to have symbolic meaning
to children, they would have no impact on children's sibling
relationships.

Consideration of children's perceptions of parental
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responses to sibling quarrels, therefore, is essential for an
understanding of their impact on sibling relationships.

This study will

attempt to assess children's perceptions of parental responses to
sibling quarrels, and children's perceptions of important
characteristics of their own sibling relationships.
Finally, a variety of sibling constellation variables have been
identified in the research literature as being important in
understanding the sibling relationship.

These variables include birth

order (Furman & Buhrmester, 1985; Smith, 1985), gender (Cicirelli, 1982;
Felson & Russo, 1988; Furman & Buhrmester, 1985; Kidwell, 1981; Stocker
et al., 1989; Zvonkovic et al., 1987), age spacing (Felson, 1983; Felson
& Russo, 1988; Furman & Buhrmester, 1985; Raffaelli, 1992), and family
size (Kidwell, 1981; Raffaelli, 1992).

These variables have been

included in data analyses.

Purpose of the Study

The primary purpose of this study was to investigate the extent to
which children's perceptions of their parent's responses to sibling
quarrels are associated with their perceptions of their sibling
relationships during the middle childhood years.

Perceptions of

parental responses to sibling quarrels included punishing, prohibiting,
referring to rules, group discipline, mediating conciliation, and
nonintervention.

Aspects of children's sibling relationships measured

were sibling conflict, warmth/closeness, and perceptions of parental
partiality.

6
Definition of Terms

The following definitions have been used in this study:
the process through which third-,

1. Children's Perceptions

fourth-, and fifth-grade children attach symbolic and personal meaning
to their experiences and relationships.

2. Parental Responses to Sibling Quarrels

the types of

responses parents display toward sibling quarrels.

3. Parental Punishing

a parental response to sibling quarrels

in which a parent punishes a sibling.

4. Parental Prohibiting

a parental response to sibling quarrels

in which a parent forbids one sibling from continuing his or her
interactions with another.

5. Parental Referring to Rules

a parental response to sibling

quarrels in which a parent refers to family rules, such as "no hitting."
6. Parental Group Discipline

a parental response to sibling

quarrels in which a parent responds to both siblings in the same way,
separating them or giving them both a consequence.

7. Parental Mediating Conciliation

a parental response to

sibling quarrels in which a parent serves as a mediator by engaging
children in problem-solving with the purpose of conciliation.
8. Parental Nonintervention

a parental response to sibling

quarrels in which a parent avoids becoming involved.
9. Characteristics of Sibling Relationships

various

characteristics describing sibling relationships, including
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warmth/closeness, relative power/status, conflict, and perceptions of
parental partiality.

10. Sibling Warmth/Closeness

characteristics such as intimacy,

companionship, prosocial behavior, affection, admiration of or by a
sibling as measured in this study.
11. Sibling Relative Power/Status

characteristics such as

nurturance of or by a sibling or dominance of or by a sibling as
measured in this study.
12. Sibling Conflict

characteristics such as antagonism,

competition, and quarreling among siblings as measured in this study.
13. Perceptions of Parental Partiality

perceptions of maternal

and paternal partiality toward self or a sibling, represented by self or
sibling getting better treatment, more attention, or being favored more,
as measured in this study.

Assumptions

The following major assumptions have been made in this study.
1. The Type of Parental Response Questionnaire (TPR) is a valid
and reliable measure of children's perceptions of the various ways in
which parents respond to sibling quarrels, including such responses as
parental punishing, prohibiting, referring to rules, group discipline,
and mediating conciliation.

2. The Sibling Relationship Questionnaire (SRQ; Furman &
Buhrmester, 1985) is a valid and reliable measure of children's
perceptions of characteristics of their sibling relationships:

sibling
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warmth/closeness, relative power/status, conflict, and perceptions of
parental partiality.

Hypotheses

The following general hypotheses were tested in this study.
1.

There will be a significant positive relationship between

children's perceptions of parental punishing, parental prohibiting, and
parental referring to rules in response to sibling quarrels, and
children's perceptions of relative power/status, conflict, and
perceptions of parental partiality in their sibling relationships.
2.

There will be a significant negative relationship between

children's perceptions of parental punishing, parental prohibiting, and
parental referring to rules in response to sibling quarrels, and
children's perceptions of the quality of warmth/closeness in their
sibling relationships.
3.

There will be a significant negative relationship between

children's perceptions of parental group discipline and parental
mediating conciliation in response to sibling quarrels, and children's
perceptions of the characteristics of relative power/status, conflict,
and perceptions of parental partiality in their sibling relationships.
4.

There will be a significant positive relationship between

children's perceptions of parental group discipline and parental
mediating conciliation in response to sibling quarrels, and children's
perceptions of the quality of warmth/closeness in their sibling
relationships.
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5.

There will be a significant positive relationship between

children's perceptions of parental nonintervention in response to
sibling quarrels, and children's perceptions of the characteristics of
relative power/status and perceptions of parental partiality in their
sibling relationships.
6.

There will be a significant negative relationship between

children's perceptions of parental nonintervention in response to
sibling quarrels, and children's perceptions of conflict and
warmth/closeness in their sibling relationships.
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CHAPTER 2

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

In this chapter, the theoretical basis of this study is presented,
followed by discussions associated with research on the types of
responses parents display toward sibling quarrels, the characteristics
of sibling relationships, and the connections between parental responses
to sibling quarrels and characteristics of children's sibling relation
ships.

Theoretical Basis of Study

A combination of two theoretical approaches focused on
interactions between family members form the theoretical basis of this
study.

These approaches include family systems theory and symbolic

interaction theory.

Family Systems Theory

According to family systems theory (Minuchin, 1985), the family is
considered to be an organized system of individuals, each of whom has an
influence on every other individual within the family, so that all are
interdependent and engaged in "cycle(s) of interactions" (p. 290) with
one another.

For example, a mother, father, or child are all individual

subsystems within the larger family system, and each interacts with the
others, creating still other subsystems that make up the family (Arnold,
1985; Bell, 1968; Brody et al., 1987; Daniels et al., 1985, Harris &
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Howard, 1985; Johnson, 1982; Kreppner et al., 1982; MacKinnon, 1988;
Rosenberg & Hajal, 1985).

A wife's relationship with her husband is the

marital subsystem, which can influence and be influenced by the
children's subsystem (Brody et al., 1987; MacKinnon, 1988; Rosenberg &
Hajal, 1985).

Each parent's relationship with his or her children is

the parental subsystem, which can influence and be influenced by the
sibling subsystem.

Further, the relationship each sibling has with one

another is the sibling subsystem, which can influence and be influenced
by the marital or parent-child subsystem.

Therefore, each member within

the family is a member of several family subsystems at the same time.
These subsystems may be dyadic, triadic, or larger.

Therefore, in order

to study sibling relationships within the family, a researcher cannot
focus solely on the sibling subsystem for an understanding of the
relationships between siblings.

Other subsystems within the family must

also be explored, one of which may be the parent-child (sibling)
subsystem.

Family systems theory also argues that the permeability of
boundaries among family subsystems depends upon a variety of
environmental, social, family, and personal interactional circumstances
(Minuchin, 1985).

For example, when parents respond to sibling

quarrels, the parent-child (sibling) subsystem is crossing boundaries
with the sibling subsystem in ways that may affect the interactions and
affectional bonds within both subsystems.

Family systems theory is a

useful way of understanding sibling relationships within a family, and
the interactions that may occur among parents, children, and siblings.
In the present study, of primary interest are the interrelations between
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parental responses to sibling quarrels (parent-sibling subsystem) and
the characteristics of sibling relationships (sibling subsystem).

Both

are important because quarrels between siblings have been observed to be
a common occurrence in families and parental intervention in response to
these quarrels is frequent (Kendrick & Dunn, 1983; Vuchinich, Emery, &
Cassidy, 1988).

Symbolic Interaction Theory

According to symbolic interaction theory, individuals live in an
environment full of meaning and respond to that environment through
symbolic processes (Stryker, 1964; Stryker, 1980).

Through the process

of interacting with other individuals, the meanings of symbols or
actions are learned.

Affect and decisions about behavior in relation

ships are largely based on these meanings and the importance attached to
them.

To understand an individual's affect and behaviors in

relationships, therefore, it is necessary to focus on their perceptions.
In centering upon the perceptions of individuals in understanding
their relationships, symbolic interaction theory adds a dimension to
parent-child (sibling) relationships that family systems theory does not
emphasize.

For example, although parents may display specific behaviors

in their interactions with siblings in the family, if a child does not
perceive these behaviors as symbolically meaningful, than such behaviors
are not likely to influence the child's relationship with his or her
siblings.

However, if the behaviors displayed by parents toward

siblings within the family have symbolic meaning to the child, then such
perceptions of these behaviors will likely have an effect on the
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characteristics of sibling relationships (Bennett, 1990).

According to

Dunn (1993), "what matters developmentally is not only how loved or
attended to by the mother or father a child feels, but also how loved or
attended to he feels compared with his siblings" (p. 85-86).

In

addition to studying the relationship between the parent-sibling and
sibling subsystems within the family, therefore, the present study also
focuses upon examining how children's perceptions of their parents'
responses to sibling quarrels (parent-sibling subsystem) contribute to
their perceptions of the characteristics of their sibling relationships
(sibling subsystem) within the family.

Parental Responses to Sibling Quarrels

A review of the literature indicated that little attention has
been given by researchers to ways in which parents respond to sibling
quarrels.

This section of the review will attempt to identify specific

types or categories of responses parents make to sibling quarrels.

One

observational study, focused on observations of family conflict episodes
during family dinners, reported on the intervention of third parties
into dyadic conflict, including that between siblings (Vuchinich, Emery,
& Cassidy, 1988). The children in this study ranged in age from 2 to 22
years, with a mean of 11.7 years.
were observed.

Two main categories of intervention

One was "conflict continuation," defined as acting in

the role of a "fighter," perhaps by forming an alliance with one of the
fighters in the dyad (p. 1296).
party.

The other role was acting as a third

Five categories of acting as a third party were observed:

"authority," (b) "mediation/information," (c)"distraction," and

(a)
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(d) "nonintervention."

Using authority was defined as being in a

position of power and making attempts to stop the conflict, often by
using directives.

Using mediation/information was defined as entering

the conflict as an equal or subordinate, reframing the issues and
providing information or suggestions to facilitate ending the conflict.
Using distraction was defined as making attempts to change the subject.
Nonintervention was defined as responding to some statement made by
other third parties that was not related to the conflict at hand
(Vuchinich et al., 1988).

Two other studies have focused on observations of types of
parental responses to sibling quarrels, both of which were studies of
very young children and their mothers.

Kendrick and Dunn (1983)

classified maternal intervention into two categories.

"Mother

prohibits" was not defined other than that it included restraining the
first-born child; "mother distracts" included suggesting an alternative
activity or involving a child in a new topic of conversation.
intervention" was also observed.

"No

Dunn and Munn (1986) classified

maternal intervention into four categories:

(a) "prohibits,", (b)

"suggests conciliation," (c) "distracts," and (d) "refers to social
rules/feelings."

"Prohibits" was not defined; "suggests conciliation"

included suggesting a possible conciliatory action or solution;

"distracts" was diverting the attention of one of the siblings to an
alternative focus of interest; "refers to social rules/feelings"
included both referring to family rules about behavioral expectations
and explaining the feelings or thoughts of one sibling to the other.
Punishes and intervenes physically were coded but infrequently observed.
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A major limitation of applying these studies to the current investi
gation is that these responses were directed toward very young children
and may not be used by parents of children in the middle years.
Research on children's perceptions of parental responses to
sibling quarrels has been limited to a few studies that have focused on
parents' use of punishment (Arnold, 1985; Felson, 1983; Felson & Russo,
1988) and one study that focused on sibling conflict among young
adolescents (Raffaelli, 1992).

In this study, children reported that

parents intervened by taking sides, enforcing property rights, telling
both siblings to stop or removing a disputed item, and using arbitration
to provide a solution.

Vuchinich et al. (1988) considered taking sides

to be a conflict continuation response as opposed to acting as a third
party.

Enforcing property rights could be considered in the same

category as referring to social rules/feelings (Dunn & Munn, 1986) and
using arbitration could be considered similar to the definition of
suggests conciliation (Dunn and Munn, 1986).

Three theoretical works have addressed the parental response issue
with children's perceptions in mind.

First, Ihinger (1975) recommended

parental intervention in sibling quarrels in the role of referee, who
refers to family norms of equity relevant to the conflict, then settles
disputes and allocates limited family resources according to these
norms.

To the extent that the parent is consistent in enforcing these

rules or moral principles, Ihinger predicted that conflict between
siblings would be reduced because children would perceive the rules as
just and see little use in challenging them.

This approach provides a
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theoretical justification for the parental response of referring to
rules observed by Dunn and Munn (1986).

Second, Calladine (1983) argued that parents are likely to
exacerbate sibling rivalry and conflict when they act in the role of
referee or judge in response to sibling quarrels because one sibling is
likely to perceive that he or she has either won or lost.

Calladine

outlined two alternative parental responses: using group discipline and
acting in the role of mediator.

Group discipline involved responding to

both siblings in the same way, such as separating them both until they
were calm or giving them both work to do to channel aggressive and angry
feelings.

Group discipline is somewhat similar to distracting (Dunn &

Munn, 1986; Kendrick & Dunn, 1983; Vuchinich et al., 1988), to telling
both siblings to stop, and to removing access to a disputed item
(Raffaelli, 1992).

Acting as a mediator included helping children

engage in problem-solving, both formally and informally.

This approach

is similar to suggesting conciliation as described by Dunn and Munn
(1986).

In the third theoretical article, Bennett (1990) disputed the
suggestion by Dreikurs (1964) that parents should avoid intervening in
sibling fights, and argued that this lack of parental response to
sibling quarrels might contribute to the development of learned
helplessness in weaker siblings.

A content analysis of four books in

the popular parenting literature that address the issue of parental
response to sibling quarrels (Calladine & Calladine, 1979; Crary, 1979;
Driekurs, 1964; Faber & Mazlish, 1987) revealed categories similar to
those observed in the research and theoretical literature.

Punishment
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of one sibling and not the other was discouraged.

Recommendations

included referring to clear, consistent rules; using group discipline or
group consequences; urging conciliation, serving in a mediating role,
and teaching problem-solving skills.

Finally, parental nonintervention

in sibling quarrels was recommended to varying degrees by different
authors.

In summary, a number of parental responses toward sibling quarrels
have been identified in the literature.

These included punishing,

prohibiting, referring to rules, group discipline, mediating
conciliation, and nonintervention.

While two studies observed several

types of parental responses to quarrels among very young siblings and
one study reported adolescents' perceptions of types of parental
response, no research examined preadolescent children's perceptions of
types of parental responses to their sibling quarrels.

The present

study, therefore, is focused in particular on understanding
preadolescent children's perceptions of parental responses to sibling
quarrels.

Characteristics of Sibling Relationships

Since sibling conflict can be highly problematic for parents as
they raise their children (Kreppner et al., 1982; Schvaneveldt &
Ihinger, 1979), it is not unusual that many studies in this area have
focused their attention on delineating the reasons why such conflict
occurs.

From these studies, a number of reasons relative to the

characteristics of siblings in relationships have been identified.
Dreikurs (1964) asserted that most sibling quarrels occur as a result of
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the desire siblings simultaneously have for their parents' attention.
Other studies, however, have challenged Dreikurs' (1964) assertion.
Other reasons suggested include an older sibling's attempt to maintain
power and status over the younger sibling (Kreppner et al., 1983,
Prochaska & Prochaska, 1985); rivalry between siblings (Furman &
Buhrmester, 1985); the maintenance of parent-sibling coalitions (Caplow,
1968); a younger sibling's attempt to gain power and status over the
older sibling (Felson, 1983; Felson & Russo, 1988; Raffaelli, 1992);
protecting one's possessions (Prochaska & Prochaska, 1985; Raffaelli,
1992); teasing, harassing, bugging or physical abuse (Raffaelli, 1992);
a bad mood, getting even, and boredom (Prochaska & Prochaska, 1985).
Given the wide range of causes suggested for sibling conflict,
there is no reason to postulate that one single cause can explain such a
relationship.

However, considering the fact that many of the causes

identified represent characteristics of the sibling relationship, it
appears that examining aspects of sibling relationships rather than
reasons for conflicts might be a productive way of understanding children's sibling relationships.

Once these characteristics have been

identified, questions regarding what factors might be influential in
encouraging positive sibling relationships can be fruitfully explored.
To date, several attempts have been made to quantify a number of
different characteristics of sibling relationships.

From videotaped

observations of sibling interactions among children aged 3

10 years,

Stocker et al. (1989) identified four major characteristics.
included conflict, cooperation, control, and competition.

These

McHale and

Gamble (1989) measured 8- to 14-year -old children's perceptions of
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positive and negative behaviors with their disabled siblings,
warmth/hostility, contact/-leadership, and satisfaction with the sibling
relationship.

Raffaelli (1992) measured young adolescents' perceptions

of their interpersonal relations with a sibling in terms of emotional
closeness, shared time, importance of sibling, and relationship
satisfaction.

However, the most comprehensive scale for measuring

children's perceptions of their sibling relationships was developed by
Furman and Buhrmester (1985), based on open-ended interviews of 11- to
13-year-old children.

This led to the development of the Sibling

Relationship Questionnaire (SRQ), which consists of 16 scales, each
composed of three items related to the characteristics of intimacy,
prosocial behavior, companionship, similarity, nurturance by and of a
sibling, admiration by or of a sibling, affection, dominance by or over
a sibling, quarreling, antagonism, competition, parental partiality,
satisfaction with the relationship, and importance of the relationship.
Items in all but the last two scales were subjected to factor analysis,

from which four major factors, representing general characteristics of
sibling relationships, emerged.

These four major factors were (a)

Warmth/Closeness, (b) Relative Power/Status, (c) Conflict, and (d)
Perceptions of Parental Partiality (termed Rivalry by Furman and
Buhrmester (1985).
Methods chapter.

These factors are described in more detail in the
Since its development, the SRQ has been used in

several studies (Brody et al., 1992; Buhrmester & Furman, 1990; Furman &
Buhrmester, 1985).

It is through the use of the SRQ that this study

examines third- through fifth-grade children's perceptions of their
sibling relationships.
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Parental Responses and Sibling Relationship Characteristics

Only a few empirical studies have examined how parental responses
to sibling quarrels may be related to sibling relationships.

However, a

number of studies have found child perceptions of unequal or
differential treatment by mothers and fathers to be associated with
child perceptions of greater sibling conflict (Brody et al., 1992), and
observations of less prosocial and more negative sibling behaviors
(Brody et al., 1987a; Brody et al., 1992; Bryant & Crockenberg, 1980;
Stocker et al., 1989).

Parents have been found to intervene in various

ways in from 40% to 85% of quarrels between very young siblings (Dunn &
Munn, 1986; Kendrick & Dunn, 1983).

When parents were present during

young adolescents' sibling quarrels, they intervened in them an average
of 45% of the time, according to the adolescents' reports (Raffaelli,
1992).

Parental nonintervention may be interpreted by children as a type
of response (Bennett, 1990).

Parental responses to sibling quarrels

have been found to be different for younger and older siblings within
the same family (Dunn & Munn, 1986, Felson & Russo, 1988; Kidwell, 1981)
and for male and female siblings (Felson & Russo, 1988; Kidwell, 1981).
Since perceptions of differential treatment have been found to be
related to characteristics of sibling relationships, it follows that
parental responses to sibling quarrels that are perceived to represent
unequal or differential treatment on the part of parents could be
expected to have a negative impact on these sibling relationships as
well.

The relationship between parental punishing, prohibiting,

referring to rules, group consequences, mediating conciliation and
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nonintervention in response to sibling quarrels, and conflict,
perceptions of parental partiality, relative power/status, and
warmth/closeness in sibling relationships is the focus of this
investigation.

Parental Punishing

Two studies have found a positive relationship between the
parental response of punishing and the amount of sibling conflict and
aggression perceived by early adolescents (Felson, 1983; Felson & Russo,
1988).

Felson and Russo (1988) also found that younger children were

more likely to initiate aggression against their older sibling if the
older sibling was likely to be punished.

They theorized that punishment

of the older sibling may be viewed as coalition behavior between the
parent and the younger sibling.

Caplow (1963) predicted such a

coalition would be associated with intense rivalry between the favored
child and other siblings.

Since perceptions of parental partiality and

sibling conflict are significantly related (Furman & Buhrmester, 1985),
it seems likely that child perceptions of parental punishment of one
sibling more than another in response to sibling quarrels would be
positively related to perceptions of relative power/status, sibling
conflict, and perceptions of parental partiality.

It is further

hypothesized that child perceptions of parental punishment will be
negatively correlated with perceptions of sibling warmth/closeness.
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Parental Prohibiting

Two longitudinal studies have examined the relationship between
observations of maternal responses to sibling quarrels and actual
sibling behaviors in the home among very young children (Dunn & Munn,
1986; Kendrick & Dunn, 1983).

Dunn and Munn (1986) found that maternal

prohibition in response to sibling quarrels, which was used twice as
often with firstborn children as with younger children when the youngest
child was 18 months old, was positively correlated with hitting,
teasing, and conciliation behaviors in the younger children six months
later.

Kendrick and Dunn (1983) found that maternal prohibition of

firstborn boys was negatively correlated with concurrent friendly social
behaviors with their eight-month-old siblings and positively correlated
with firstborn boys' hostile behavior six months later.

The results of

these two studies support the argument previously discussed that referee
behavior on the part of parents may exacerbate sibling competition,
perceptions of parental partiality, and conflict, because children may
perceive that the parent has taken sides (Raffaelli, 1992) and that
individual siblings have either won or lost (Calladine, 1983, Caplow,
1968).

Therefore, there is reason to expect that child perceptions of

the parental response of prohibiting may be positively associated with
child perceptions of sibling conflict, perceptions of parental
partiality, and relative status/power.

It is further hypothesized that

perceptions of parental prohibition will be negatively related to
perceptions of sibling warmth/closeness.
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Parental Referring to Rules

As discussed previously in this chapter, Ihinger (1975) theorized
that parental decisions made on the basis of verbalized, consistently
applied family rules are more likely to be associated with less sibling
conflict than decisions based on inconsistent factors due to the
children's greater sense of parental fairness and low inclination to
challenge such decisions.

Ihinger also theorized that when parents

settle disputes using creative and inconsistent solutions, children will
view quarrelling as potentially rewarding.

However, Dunn and Munn

(1986) found that maternal response to sibling quarrels in the form of
referring to rules, although applied equally to both older and younger
siblings, was correlated with hitting six months later among very young
children.

In addition, parental reference to rules may be perceived by

children as resulting in one child having won or lost the dispute
(Calladine, 1983).

Unless enforced consistently over all children's

disputes, it seems unlikely that children will perceive equal treatment
by parents.

This kind of consistency seems unlikely, since parents

become involved in only a portion of the quarrels they observe (Dunn &
Munn, 1986; Kendrick & Dunn, 1983; Raffaelli, 1992).

Therefore, it is

expected that parental referring to rules will be positively related to
sibling conflict, perceptions of parental partiality, and relative
power/status, and negatively related to sibling warmth/closeness.
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Parental Group Discipline

Since unequal treatment has been shown to be correlated with more
negative and less positive sibling relationships, as discussed
previously, parental group discipline may be expected to contribute to a
less negative sibling relationship (Calladine, 1983; Caplow, 1968;
Driekurs, 1964).

However, no empirical studies have examined this type

of parental response, except in the form of mother distracts, which Dunn
and Munn (1986) found to be unrelated to sibling behaviors of hitting,
teasing, or conciliation.

Since distraction of young children may have

a significantly different effect from methods of group discipline in
older children, it is hypothesized that child perceptions of parental
group discipline will be negatively related to child perceptions of
sibling conflict, perceptions of parental partiality, and relative
power/status, and positively related to perceptions of sibling
warmth/closeness.

Parental Mediating Conciliation

Helping children to engage in problem-solving, both formally and
informally, has been recommended by Calladine (1983) as a parental
strategy that would reduce competition, conflict, and rivalry, as well
as encourage a cooperative spirit among siblings.

One study has

reported that open family discussions of sibling disputes among 5- to
14-year-olds in family problem-solving sessions where parents treated
children equally, were related to less perceived sibling conflict as
well as less negative sibling behaviors, contemporaneously and
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longitudinally over one year (Brody et al., 1992).

In addition, Dunn

and Munn (1986) found that mothers suggesting conciliation was
positively related to child conciliation behaviors longitudinally over
six months in very young children.
hitting by the younger child.

This was also related to teasing and

It may be that because mothers suggested

conciliation more often to older siblings than to younger siblings,
perceptions of unequal treatment were involved in the increase in
aggression found.

On the basis of these studies, it seems reasonable to

expect that child perceptions of the parental response of mediating
conciliation will be negatively related to child perceptions of sibling
conflict, perceptions of parental partiality, and relative power/status,
and positively related to child perceptions of sibling warmth/closeness.

Parental Nonintervention

The relationship between nonintervention as a parental response to
sibling quarrels and the quality of children's sibling relationships has
been examined in several studies.

These studies indicate that parental

nonintervention may decrease the frequency and duration of conflict
among siblings. For example, Felson (1983) and Dunn and Munn (1986)
found that parental nonintervention was negatively correlated with
verbal and/or physical aggression and conflict among siblings in family
situations.

Felson and Russo (1988) also found that parental

nonintervention resulted in less conflict between siblings than did
parental punishment.

Felson (1983) found that younger siblings were

more likely than older siblings to request parental intervention in
sibling quarrels, especially when their age difference was large, or
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when the younger was female and the older male.

Felson theorized that

the availability of parental intervention led younger siblings to be
more willing to engage in overt conflict with their older siblings.
A few studies suggested that parental nonintervention in sibling
quarrels may have a negative consequence for the sibling relationship as
well.

According to these studies, if nonintervention is used most of

the time, children may not develop some of the social skills important
in family relationships that can result from appropriate parental
intervention in sibling quarrels.

For example, Dunn and Munn (1986)

found that maternal intervention was positively correlated with the more
mature behaviors of conciliation, justification, and reference to social
rules displayed by the younger sibling in the sibling relationship.
Dunn (1985) theorized that during conflicts among siblings, appropriate
intervention by parents may be important for their growth in
understanding each other and learning the social rules of the family.
Bennett (1990) suggested that parental nonintervention optimistically
assumes that siblings are equal physically, psychologically, and
mentally, and that this is unlikely to be true, except perhaps among
twins.

Bennett theorized that parental nonintervention may be likely to

result in the tyranny of one child over the other.

The unavailability

of parental aid could be expected to increase the susceptibility of the
weaker child to learned helplessness.

In addition, Bennett argued that

weaker children may perceive that their parents don't care about them as
much as their siblings.

Therefore, on the basis of these studies,

parental nonintervention is expected to be negatively related to
children's perceptions of sibling conflict and warmth/closeness, but
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positively related to perceptions of parental partiality and relative
power/status.

Summary

In summary, on the basis of the limited research available on the
relationship between parental response to sibling quarrels and the
characteristics of children's sibling relationships, it is reasonable to
assume that parental responses can have both a positive and a negative
impact on the characteristics of children's sibling relationships.

Children's perceptions of the parental responses of punishing,
prohibiting, and referring to rules are likely to be positively related
to their perceptions of sibling conflict, parental partiality, and
relative power/status, but negatively related to sibling
warmth/closeness.

In addition, children's perceptions of the parental

responses of group discipline and mediating conciliation are likely to
be positively related to their perceptions of sibling warmth/closeness,
but negatively related to sibling conflict, perceptions of parental
partiality, and relative power/status.

Finally, children's perceptions

of the parental response of nonintervention are likely to be positively
related to their perceptions of parental partiality and relative
power/status, and negatively related to sibling conflict and
warmth/closeness.
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Sibling Constellation Variables

A review of the literature related to sibling relationships
revealed a number of significant sibling constellation variables that
need to be considered in studying the connections between children's
perceived parental responses to sibling quarrels and characteristics of
children's sibling relationships.
considered in this study.

Four of these variables are

These were birth order, gender, age spacing,

and family size.

Birth Order

Findings related to birth order suggest that this variable must be
considered in any study of sibling relationships.

Baskett (1985) found

that adults (including parents) expressed higher expectations for their
firstborn children in the areas of achievement, obedience, and
responsibility.

In addition, Furman and Buhrmester (1985) found

fourth- and fifth-grade children, if they were the older sibling, were
likely to perceive greater parental partiality than their younger
counterparts.

Further, in families with more than two children, Harris

and Howard (1985) found that high school students perceived the youngest
child as the most favored, with the middle child as least favored.
Smith (1984) found that among sixth-, eighth-, and tenth-grade students,
middle-born boys were more likely to be less accurate in perceiving
their fathers' educational orientations than either first- or last-born
siblings.

Among college students, a retrospective study revealed that

older male siblings, when they were in junior high, perceived themselves
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as more likely to get punished when there was a large rather than a
small age difference between the siblings (Felson, 1983).

However,

Zvonkovic et al. (1987), in their retrospective study with college
students, found no correlations between birth order and perceptions of
sibling rivalry and closeness.

In the present study, birth order contributions are examined
relative to the association between third-, fourth-, and fifth-grade
children's perceptions of their parental responses to sibling quarrels
and the characteristics of their sibling relationships.

Gender

Another important variable for understanding sibling relationships
is the gender of siblings within the family.

Research conducted in this

area can be divided into two groups: (a) those focused on the
characteristics of individual children and their sibling relationships
relative to gender, and (b) those focused on different gender
combinations within sibling dyads and their impact on sibling
relationships.

With respect to research focused on gender of individual children,
several studies have found that from ages three years through
adolescence there are no differences between boys and girls in frequency
of sibling conflict or violence (Dunn & Munn, 1986; Felson & Russo,
1988; Kidwell, 1981).

However, Felson and Russo (1988) found that among

fourth- to seventh-grade children, older brothers who fought with their
sisters were more likely to be punished than their younger siblings, and
that physical violence was more frequent between same-gender than mixed
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gender siblings.

Further, Kidwell (1981) found adolescent boys

perceived their parents as more punitive than adolescent girls.
With respect to studies focused on same-gender or mixed-gender
sibling dyads, additional information about sibling relationships has
been found.

Observational studies of young sibling dyads revealed no

differences in conflict between boys and girls or between same- and
mixed-gender dyads, although there was some evidence of closer
relationships between siblings in same-gender dyads (Abramovitch et al.,
1986; Stocker et al., 1989).

On the other hand, studies with

preadolescent and college-aged sibling dyads, based on siblings'
reported perceptions, found higher levels of conflict and competition in
same-gender dyads, as well as greater closeness, especially among girl
dyads (Cicirelli, 1982; Furman & Buhrmester, 1985; Zvonkovic et al.,
1987).

Gender, therefore, may have an impact on children's sibling

relationships during the middle childhood years.

Age Spacing

Still another variable of importance in studying sibling
relationships is the variable of age spacing between siblings.

At the

present time, there is no consensus in the empirical literature as to
the optimum age spacing between siblings for child development and
parent-child relationships.

White (1980), however, recommended that

parents try to arrange at least three years between siblings, since
children at least three years older than their younger sibling would
more likely have outside resources and interests to distract and comfort
them during their adjustment to a life with a younger sibling.

In such
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a circumstance, the cost of the displacement by the younger sibling for
the older sibling would be reduced, and his or her emotional resources
for coping would be greater.

Controversy does exist, however, in

varying the age differences between siblings to lessen conflict or
increase warmth.

Whatever the case, researchers have used different age

spacings to represent what is meant by close in age or widely spaced,
making it extremely difficult to compare studies and make generali
zations.

Among young children (preschool and early elementary),
observational studies indicate no association between age spacing and
the frequency of sibling conflict or aggression (Abramovitch et al.,
1986; Dunn & Munn, 1986; Stocker et al., 1989).

However, studies based

on young children's and adolescents' perceptions, found that siblings
with smaller age spacing perceived more conflict and aggression, as well
as greater closeness, than siblings with wider age spacing (Felson,
1983; Felson & Russo, 1988; Furman & Buhrmester, 1985).

In addition,

smaller age spacing between siblings was associated with greater
parental punitiveness in one study (Kidwell, 1981) and with less
parental punitiveness in another (Felson, 1983).

However, Zvonkovic et

al., (1987) in their study of 350 college students, found no difference
in sibling rivalry, closeness, or competition among the different agespacing groups.

It appears, therefore, that during the middle-childhood years,
smaller age differences of one to three years seem to be associated with
more aggression, higher levels of conflict, less prosocial behavior, and
more warmth/closeness between siblings.

As Felson (1983) and Felson and
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Russo (1988) indicate, such sibling conflicts are often related to
"realistic conflicts" over property and division of labor.

This seems

reasonable, since middle-childhood siblings may still share the same
toys and activities together, often use the same materials and goods,
spend more time with each other, and, therefore, have more opportunities
to fight and develop jealous behaviors than those'who are greater than
four years apart (Felson & Russo, 1988).

Siblings in age spacings

larger than four years may be more likely to have different toys to play
with, have different household tasks assigned, and to be involved in
activities that do not include their younger siblings.
are less likely to experience conflict.

Therefore, they

On the other hand, the fact

that siblings in smaller age-spacing groups may be more often involved
in similar interests and experiences, interacting with each other in
shared exchanges, suggests that during the middle-childhood years, such
siblings could also have greater warmth/closeness in their relationship.
Since age spacing appears to be related to children's perceptions of
parental behavior and the characteristics of children's sibling
relationships, it must be taken into account in this study.

Family Size

No previous research was found relative to the contribution of
family size to the connections between parental responses to sibling
quarrels and the characteristics of children's sibling relationships.
In one study by Kidwell (1981), however, family size was positively
related to perceptions of parental punitiveness and lack of support
among adolescents.

Theoretically, one can argue on the basis of
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coalition theory (Caplow, 1989) that more opportunities for parentsibling coalitions are possible in larger than in smaller families.

The

limited availability of parental attention, affection, goods, and
services may lead siblings to vie for and maintain parental alliances,
thus intensifying sibling conflict and rivalry.

On the other hand, the

limited availability of parental interaction, goods, and services, may
also lead siblings in larger families to share affection, goods, and
services with one another, thus enhancing sibling warmth/closeness.
Whatever the case, the variable of family size is likely to influence
how children perceive their relationships with parents and siblings.

Summary

A review of the literature relative to the association between
children's perceptions of parental responses to sibling quarrels and the
characteristics of children's sibling relationships revealed a
combination of two theoretical approaches appropriate for the present
These included family systems theory and symbolic interaction

study.

theory.

Family systems theory argued for the importance of

understanding the interaction between various subsystems within the
family in a study of sibling relationships.

Symbolic interaction theory

focused on the importance of children's perceptions in understanding
sibling relationships.

Research has indicated that parental responses to sibling quarrels
can be organized into various types, including punishing, prohibiting,
referring to rules, group discipline, mediating conciliation, and
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nonintervention.

An investigation of children's perceptions of parental

responses to sibling quarrels, however, has yet to be undertaken.
Available research on the attributes of children's sibling
relationships indicate that they can be characterized by
warmth/closeness, relative power/status, conflict, and perceptions of
parental partiality.

A number of studies relative to the association

between parental responses to sibling quarrels and characteristics of
children's sibling relationships were reviewed, indicating some
significant relationships between these variables.

However, a study of

the relationship between children's perceptions of parental responses to
sibling quarrels and characteristics of their sibling relationships has
yet to be done.

Finally, research has indicated the importance of

considering a number of sibling constellation variables in studies of
sibling relationships.

These include birth order, gender, age spacing,

and family size.

The primary purpose of this study is to understand how children's
perceptions of their parents' responses to sibling quarrels contribute
to the characteristics of their sibling relationships during middlechildhood.

The sibling constellation variables of birth order, gender,

age spacing and family size, are also considered in this study.
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CHAPTER 3
METHODS

The purpose of this study is to investigate how children's
perceptions of parental responses to sibling quarrels contribute to
certain characteristics of sibling relationships during the middlechildhood years.

In this chapter the data collection procedures and the

instruments used are discussed.

Next the respondents and their family

and sibling characteristics are described.

Finally, the data cleaning

and substitution of missing values procedures are detailed.

Data Collection Procedures

Respondents were recruited by contacting a number of elementary
school principals in the cities of Albany and Corvallis.

First, letters

were sent which briefly explained the project, its importance, and what
specific tasks participation in the project would mean for the classroom
teachers (Appendix A).

Copies of the questionnaire (Appendix C) and

permission slip forms to be sent home to parents (Appendix A) were also
enclosed.

Follow-up phone-calls were made within one to two weeks after

the letters were sent.

Sometimes the researcher met with teachers to

explain the project in person.

The Albany schools that participated in

the project were Oak Grove Elementary (45 students) and South Shore
Elementary (23 students).

The Corvallis schools that participated were

Garfield Elementary (16 students) and Hoover Elementary (87 students).
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Initial Preparations

When a school principal or certain teachers agreed to participate
in the project, enough copies of permission slip forms for each
participating classroom were delivered to the schools within a few days.
Brightly labeled permission slip collection tubs were also delivered,
one for each classroom.

After the permission slip forms had been

distributed to the children to take home to their parents or guardians,
the school principal or secretary was asked if there was a suitable room
where the questionnaire could be administered.
the times when this room would be available.

A schedule was made of
The principal or secretary

was then asked if they would facilitate teachers signing up for a time
when the participating children could be taken out of class for
administration of the questionnaire.

A phone call to the secretary or

principal two or three school days before beginning the administration
of the questionnaire was effective in facilitating this process.

A more

detailed account of techniques that were helpful are included in
Appendix B, along with examples of a memo to teachers and a sign-up
schedule.

Permission Slips

The return of permission slips ranged from about 4% in a classroom
with an unenthusiastic teacher to 60% when an incentive was offered, and
the principal was enthusiastic.

At Hoover Elementary School, permission

was obtained from each teacher to offer ice cream cups to those
classrooms who achieved a permission slip return rate of over 50%.

All

37
of these classrooms achieved 50% or came close.

All were provided with

the treat after administration of the questionnaire.

Administering the Questionnaire

The Garfield Elementary School children were administered the
questionnaire in their own classroom, while those children without
permission slips worked quietly at their desks.

In the other three

schools, the children left their classrooms and came to the room used
for the administration process.

Each child sat at a table or in a chair

with a slate to use as a clipboard.

The introductory letter to students

on the front page of the questionnaire was read to them.

During this

process, the researcher emphasized to them the importance of the
research, the confidentiality and anonymity of their answers, and the
importance of being honest and providing the answers that were most
accurate for them.

The importance of not sharing their answers with

others was stressed, but some of this occurred anyway in whispers,
especially when children were sitting around tables.

The questionnaire

was read to the children, item by item, with enough time given for
children's questions to be asked and selected item responses to be
filled in as reading continued.

Before each major section, a sample

question on a poster was used to demonstrate how to read and select an
appropriate answer.

For some of the fourth- and fifth-grade classes,

students were allowed to read the questions themselves and fill them out
at their own rate.

This was because it became clear that it was

unworkable to keep most of the children in these classes to the slower
pace of a few individuals.

As completed questionnaires were collected,
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the students were asked if they had any brothers or sisters that
attended the same school.

If the answer was yes, a sticky-note was

attached to the front of their questionnaire, and their sibling's
initials and teacher's name were written there.

This procedure made it

easy to match up the two siblings' questionnaires, and attach them
together for later analysis.

Children were assured that as soon as the

two questionnaires were matched, the sticky-notes would be taken off and
discarded.

They were told that the reason was that siblings'

questionnaires needed to be entered into the computer in a slightly
different way.

In later data analyses, one of each of nine sibling

pairs was randomly selected for use in the study.

Description of the Instruments

Three instruments were used:

(a) the Sibling Relationship

Questionnaire (SRQ, Furman & Buhrmester, 1985); (b) the Types of
Parental Response Questionnaire (TPR, as developed for this study); and
(c) a demographic questionnaire.
is included in Appendix C.

The entire text of the questionnaire

Prior to conducting this research project,

approval was obtained from the Committee for the Protection of Human
Subjects at Oregon State University.

In the following descriptions of

the instruments, all of the statistics reflect analyses made after the
data was cleaned (described later in the data cleaning section).

The

code book for entering the data and a sample program for analyzing the
data, using the SAS 6.04 statistical package, are presented in
Appendix D.
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Sibling Relationship Questionnaire (SRO).

The SRQ (Furman & Buhrmester, 1985) was used to assess
respondents' perceptions of some of the characteristics of the
relationship between them and the sibling that was closest in age to
them.

The SRQ is a structured self-report questionnaire comprised of a

series of questions assessing children's perceptions about their
relationships with a sibling.

These questions were developed from

analyses of open-ended interviews with fifth- and sixth-grade children
(Furman & Buhrmester, 1985).

The SRQ consisted of 16 scales with a

total of 48 items (i.e., three items each per scale) which respondents
were asked to rate from hardly at all (1) to extremely much (5).

Factor

analysis reported by Furman and Buhrmester (1985) revealed four major
factors:

sibling warmth/closeness, relative power/status, conflict, and

perceptions of parental partiality.

Higher scores for each factor

represented more of a specific quality perceived by respondents about
their sibling relationship.

Sibling Conflict

The Sibling Conflict scale of the SRQ consisted of three subscales
(with three items each) assessing the dimensions of antagonism,
competition, and quarreling.

Scores could range of from 9 to 45 points.

Sibling Warmth/Closeness

The Sibling Warmth/Closeness scale of the SRQ consisted of seven
subscales (with three items each), assessing such dimensions as
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intimacy, affection, prosocial behavior, companionship, similarity,
admiration of sibling, and admiration by sibling.

Scores could range of

from 21 to 105 points.

Perceptions of Parental Partiality

The Sibling Rivalry scale of the SRQ consisted of two subscales
(with three items each) assessing the dimensions of maternal partiality
and paternal partiality.

This scale asked questions such as "Who gets

treated better, you or this sibling?" and offers five choices ranging
from "my sibling almost always gets treated better" to "I almost always
get treated better".

Scores for this scale were measured by deviations

from the midpoint of "about the same" and summed.

Direction of

partiality was determined by summing the unadjusted scores.

Scores

ranged from 0 to 12 for degree of partiality, or from 6 to 30 for
direction of partiality.

Since rivalry usually is not defined solely as

children's perceptions of parental partiality, this scale will be
referred to in this thesis as the perceptions of parental partiality
scale for the purpose of greater clarity.

Sibling Relative Power/Status

The Sibling Relative Power/Status scale of the SRQ consisted of
four subscales (with three items each) assessing the dimensions of
nurturance of sibling, nurturance by sibling, dominance of sibling, and
dominance by sibling.

However, the Chronbach's alpha for this scale was

only .37 and the scale was not considered adequate for use in any
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further analyses.

Further, the originators of the SRQ have not used

this scale as a whole in any of their subsequent papers, reporting
instead on the individual subscales of which it was comprised.

Reliability and Validity

Previous studies.

Test-retest reliabilities for each of the

three-item scales found in the SRQ have ranged from .58 to .86, with an
average of .71 (Furman & Buhrmester, 1985).

Internal consistency

estimates, Cronbach alpha coefficients, have been .63 for the
competition scale, and over .70 for all other scales (Brody et al.,
1992; Buhrmester & Furman, 1990; Furman & Buhrmester, 1985).

In

addition, internal consistency coefficients computed separately for
children in the third-, sixth-, ninth-, and twelfth-grades revealed
average coefficients from .71 to .81 for all SRQ scales across all grade
levels.

Selected factors in the SRQ have distinguished between several

qualities of family interactions during videotaped problem-solving
sessions (Brody et al., 1992).

In addition, scores on several SRQ

factors have been correlated with such sibling constellation variables
as gender and age spacing between siblings (Buhrmester & Furman, 1990;
Furman & Buhrmester, 1985) and family harmony or marital quality (Brody
et al., 1992) in theoretically explainable ways.

These three studies

provide support for the construct validity of the SRQ.

This study.

Analyses of the SRQ results from this study produced

a Chronbach's alpha of .83 for the sibling conflict scale, .88 for
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sibling warmth/closeness scale, and .82 for the perception of parental
partiality scale after substitutions for missing data were made.

Types of Parental Response Questionnaire (TPR)

An extensive review of the literature revealed no measurement
device available to assess fourth- and fifth-grade children's
perceptions of their parents' responses to sibling quarrels.

However,

this review also revealed several dimensions of parental responses to
sibling quarrels.

These dimensions included parental punishing,

prohibiting, referring to rules, group discipline, mediating
conciliation, and nonintervention.

In this exploratory survey, each

category was represented by a single question that asked the children
how often their parent responded to their sibling quarrels in a
particular way.

Table 1 lists the questions in the TPR that represent

each different category of parental response.

Answers were indicated on a 7-point Likert-type scale in which
responses ranged from never (1) to always (7).

An initial (noncoded)

question was used to provide practice and make sure none of the types of
parental response questions came first.

The order in which each TPR

item was placed in the questionnaire was varied to control for possible
order effects, creating six different forms of the TPR.

Following these

six main TPR items, respondents were asked to indicate which of the six
types of parental response in the questionnaire they believed to be used
most often by their parent.
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Table 1
Types of Parental Response Questions

Punishing:

"How often does she punish one of you as a result of a quarrel?"
Prohibiting:

"In response to a quarrel, how often does she tell one of you to
stop what you are doing?"
Nonintervention:

"How often does she ignore your quarrels?"
Group Discipline:

"How often does she tell you both to do something else or to
separate in response to a quarrel?"
Referring to Family Rules:

"How often does she refer to family rules in response to a
quarrel?"

Mediating Conciliation:

"How often does she help both of you talk about the quarrel
together and come to an agreement?"

In the actual questionnaires, when the same questions referred
to fathers, the pronoun he was used in place of she.
Note.

Preliminary Questions

At the beginning of the TPR, respondents were asked to identify
the sibling closest in age to themselves as their "target" sibling,
providing this sibling's age and gender.

Next the children were asked
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to indicate how often they thought they and their target sibling had
quarrels.

Answers were indicated on a 7-point Likert-type scale in

which responses ranged from rarely (1) to many times a day (7).

Answers

to this question were used in regression analyses to control for the
frequency of quarreling.

After this, the respondents were asked

"Generally speaking, what is it that you quarrel about most often?"

The

purpose of this question was to help the children think about the most
common situations in which their parents had responded to their sibling
quarrels.
answers.

A single blank line was available for them to write out their
The children were asked to complete this questionnaire for

their mothers (or" mother substitutes") and fathers (or "father
substitutes") separately.

Respondents were asked to identify

specifically the relationship they had to their mother or father
Options offered as mother substitutes were

substitute when applicable.

stepmother, grandmother, other female relative, foster mother, other,
and no substitute mother.
substitutes as well.

The same categories were offered for father

The children were asked to indicate which parent

or "parent substitute" had the most influence on them, and with whom
they lived most of the time.

Three children were living with foster

mothers and fathers, and eleven with stepfathers.

Content Validity

Prior to this study, a small pilot test of the TPR questionnaire
was conducted to check for content validity and clarity.

The TPR

questionnaire was slightly modified for the use of parents, and filled
out by ten parents of four- to fourteen-year-olds, including three
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fathers and seven mothers, nonrandomly selected at a school carnival.
Their responses and comments demonstrated a high content validity for
the questionnaire from the parents' perspective, and were used to
slightly modify the wording of some of the questions.

The modified

questionnaire was administered to the respondents in this study.

Factor Analysis

A factor analysis of the survey results (after data cleaning)
revealed five different factors in the TPR questionnaire.
analysis matrix is presented in Table 2.

The factor

Factor One included three of

the mothers' responses (Chronbach's alpha = .76).

These were punishing

("How often does she [or he] punish one of you," labeled PUN),

prohibiting ("How often does she [or he] tell one of you to stop what
you are doing," labeled STOP), and group discipline ("How often does she
[or he] tell you both to do something else or to separate in response to
a quarrel," labeled DOELSE).

Factor Two included the same three of the

fathers' responses (Chronbach's alpha = .73).

Factor Three was a

combination of mothers' and fathers' mediating conciliation (labeled
MEDIATE).

Factor Four was a combination of mothers' and fathers'

referring to family rules (labeled RULES).

Factor five was a

combination of mothers' and fathers' nonintervention (labeled
NONINTERV).

When the six items from the first two factors were put into a
factor analysis by themselves, they formed one factor with Chronbach's
alpha = .81.

Conceptually, these items could be seen as different from
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Table 2
Factor Loadings for TPR Items for Mothers and Fathers

Item

Factor 1

Factor 2

Factor 3

Factor 4

Factor 5

Mothers
PUN

.716

.196

.064

.259

-.157

STOP

.783

.251

-.004

.040

.002

-.235

-.010

.125

-.012

.806

RULES

.369

.020

.079

.786

.005

DOELSE

.807

.206

.093

.063

.010

MEDIATE

.241

.038

.822

.157

-.080

NONINTERV

Fathers
PUN

.195

.775

.031

.156

-.190

STOP

.185

.805

-.003

.107

-.074

NONINTERV

.144

-.155

-.187

.043

.799

-.030

.255

.109

.846

.031

.334

AZQ

.252

.062

.079

-.083

.110

.871

.028

.017

RULES
DOELSE

MEDIATE

Variance explained by each factor was 2.24 for Factor 1; 1.95 for
Factor 2; 1.58 for Factor 3; 1.47 for Factor 4; and 1.37 for Factor 5
(varimax rotation method).
Note.

the other types of parental responses examined here.
restricting the children from fighting.

They all focus on

Therefore, the sum of these six

items was named "parents restricting," and labeled RESTRICT.

This score

was used to represent these six parental response items in subsequent
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regression analyses.

Mothers' and fathers' referring to family rules

had a Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient of .47 (g<.0001).
The sum of these two items was used in regression analyses as "parents
referring to rules".

The correlation value for mothers' and fathers'

nonintervention was .34 (Q<.0001), and the sum of these was used in
analyses as parents nonintervention.

The correlation value for mothers'

and fathers' mediating conciliation was .52 (v.0001), and the sum of
these was used in regression analyses as "parents mediating
conciliation".

Demographic Questionnaire

A demographic questionnaire was also administered to respondents
for sample description and analysis purposes (Appendix C).

Respondents

were asked to note their own gender, birth order and age, and the gender
and ages of all of their siblings, including their target sibling for
the study.
below.

The results of this part of the questionnaire are described

The respondents were asked to provide their parents' ages,

occupations, and educational level.
difficult.

They found the latter to be very

Many of them stated that they had no idea.

Therefore, much

of this information about parents' socioeconomic status was missing, and
that which was noted by the children was quite suspect as to its
accuracy.

However, the general educational and income levels for Linn

and Benton Counties, where the surveyed schools were located, were
generally comparable to those in Oregon and the United States (see
Table 3).

The level of higher education in Corvallis was substantially

greater than in the State or Nation, but that of Albany was somewhat
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Table 3
Educational Levels and Median Household Income for the Survey Locations.
Oregon. and the United States

Geographic
Area

Median
Household
Income
(1989 dollars)

High School*
Graduates
or higher

Bachelors*
Degree
or higher

(%)

(%)

$23,212

92.1

49.0

Albany

24,474

81.1

12.4

Oregon (state)

27,250

81.5

20.6

United States

30,056

79.5

21.4

Corvallis

*Percent of all persons 25 years or older, 1990 Census

lower.

There appeared to be no significant numbers of racial minorities

among the respondents.

Description of the Respondents

The respondents were 171 children enrolled in third-, fourth-, and
fifth-grades in public schools in Albany and Corvallis, Oregon during
the winter and spring of 1994.

Fifteen respondents' questionnaires were

removed from the sample (described later in the data cleaning and
initial data analyses sections).

After data cleaning, the final sample

used was a nonprobability sample of 156 children ranging in age from 8
to 12 years, consisting of 91 girls and 65 boys.

The information

provided by the respondents about themselves and their families is
summarized in Table 4 and is described as follows.
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Table 4
Demographic Frequencies of Respondents in Various Categories

Gender:

91 girls
65 boys

Age:

14 age 8

48 age 9
51 age 10
45 age 11

Family type:

123 both mother and father
11 mother and a stepfather
17 mother
1 father

3 foster parents

Family size:

87 one sibling

66 between 2 and 8 siblings

Birth order:

53 firstborn children

30 middle- or later-born children
67 lastborn children

Family Type

One hundred twenty-three of them lived with both of their
biological parents together; 11 of them lived with their mother and a
stepfather; 17 lived with their mother only; and of the rest, three
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lived with foster parents and one with his or her father alone.

A

dichotomous variable was created to test for differences in sibling
relationship characteristics due to living with both biological parents
together or living in some other arrangements.

Family Size

Eighty-seven of the respondents had one sibling and 66 had between
2 and 8 siblings.

A dichotomous variable was created to test for

differences between those children with one other sibling and those with
more than one.

Birth Order

Fifty-three respondents were firstborn children, 67 were lastborn
children, and 30 were middle- or later-born.

A trichotomous variable

was created to test for differences in sibling relationship
characteristics between these three categories of birth order.

Respondents and Their Siblings

Each respondent was asked to indicate a particular sibling who was
closest to him or herself in age.

Respondents then provided some

information about these target siblings (see Table 5).

Gender Combination

Eighty-eight respondent/sibling pairs were the same gender (39
brother pairs, 49 sister pairs) and 68 were mixed gender pairs.

A
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Table 5
Descriptions of Respondents and Their Target Siblings

88 same gender

Gender combination:

49 sister pairs
39 brother pairs
68 mixed gender

66 the older sibling of the pair

Relative age:

90 the younger sibling of the pair

Categorical age difference:

52
101

Age of the youngest child:

equal to or under 2 years
more than 2 years

94

equal to or under 3 years

59

more than 3 years

mean of 7.4 years
ranged from 2 mo. to 11 yr.

dichotomous variable was created to test for differences in sibling
relationship characteristics between mixed and same-gender pairs.

Relative Age

Sixty-six respondents were older than their target sibling and 90
were the younger of the pair.

A dichotomous variable was created to

52
test for differences in sibling relationship characteristics due to
relative age.

Age Difference

The absolute value of the difference between the respondent's age
and the age of his or her target sibling was called age difference.

Age

difference was a continuous variable but it was reported in years only.
It can provide only a gross measure of actual age difference.

For

example, an age difference reported as 2 years may actually be only 13
months or as many as 35 months.

Age difference in years was used as a

control variable in the regression analyses.

For testing the importance

of age difference to sibling relationship characteristics in the initial
analyses, a dichotomous variable was created.

Fifty-two respondents

reported an age difference of 2 years or less and 101 respondents
reported an age difference of 3 years or more.

For comparison with the

age difference categories used by Furman and Buhrmester (1985), another
dichotomous variable was created with 94 respondents reporting an age
difference of 3 years or less and 59 respondents reporting an age
difference of 4 years or more.

Age of the Youngest Child

The age of the youngest sibling in the family reported by the
respondents was 2 months and ranged up to 11 years.

This variable was

used in the initial regression analyses to test for differences in
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sibling relationship characteristics due to the relative maturity of the
overall sibling subsystem.

Data Cleaning

After coding, the data was entered into the computer, and a
printed copy was obtained.

Then 20% of the questionnaires were checked

item-by-item relative to the computer-printed copy.

In addition,

computer-generated frequency tables were examined for any unreasonablelooking numbers, and these were checked against the original
questionnaires.

In the array of 103 columns by 171 rows, a total of 4

errors were found.

Three questionnaires with an unusually large number

of missing data were removed from the sample.

In addition, three

respondents who reported that they were one of twins were also removed
because their numbers were few and analyses showed that their responses
were significantly different from those of non-twins.

The final sample

consisted of 156 questionnaires.

Substitution of Missing Data

Many questionnaires included a few missing data points, where an
item was skipped or overlooked.

When this occurred in variables that

were included in the regression analyses, it reduced the sample size
substantively.

This was considered problematic because of the large

number of essential variables in this study.

If there were no

significant differences between the observations which contained some
missing values and those which did not contain missing values, then
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substituting variable means for the essential continuous variables
missing in these observations would allow all the observations to be
used without risk of distorting the results of data analyses.

To test

this aspect of the dataset, every observation that contained a missing
value among the essential continuous variables was assigned a dummy
variable value of 1, and those for which this was not true were assigned
the corresponding value of 0.

Then t-tests were run for all three

dependent variables (Conflict, Warmth/Closeness, and Perceptions of
Parental Partiality) on this dummy.

There were no significant

differences in the dependent variables between the questionnaires in
which there were one or more missing values and those with none.
Substitutions were made for all continuous missing variable values
in each observation using the variable's mean value for all
observations.

Since the initial test for differences due to

substitution of missing values did not test for differences in the
effect of each independent variable on the dependent variables, a
further test was made when the regression analyses were run.

A new

dummy variable was made for each variable for which substitutions were
made.

This dummy was given the value of 1 for those observations where

a substitution had been made in that particular variable, and otherwise
was equal to 0.

For example, if there was a missing value for the

variable MTALK, the dummy MTALKMIS was given the value of 1 for that
observation, and was otherwise equal to 0.

When MTALK was included in

the regression equation, so also was MTALKMIS.

When some variables were

a combined sum of other variable values, the corresponding dummy was
made equal to 1 if any of the summed variable values were missing.
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The missing value dummy variables were included as separate
independent variables in all of the initial regression analyses to test
for significant differences between those observations for which
substitutions were made and those for which there were no substitutions.
In all regressions reported in this thesis, there were no substitution
dummies that were found to be significant with respect to any of the
dependent variables.
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CHAPTER 4
RESULTS

The purpose of this study was to explore possible connections
between the ways in which parents respond to sibling quarrels and
certain characteristics of sibling relationships as reported by children
in the middle-childhood years.

The Sibling Relationship Questionnaire

(SRQ, Furman & Buhrmester, 1985), the Types of Parental Response
questionnaire (TPR, developed for this study), and a demographic
questionnaire were administered to 171 third- through fifth-grade
students, with a final sample size of 156 respondents (91 girls and 65
boys) after data cleaning procedures.

Substitutions were made for

missing values of important continuous variables in the dataset, and
conservative tests applied to assure lack of data distortion.

Four

different categories of parental responses emerged from the TPR
questionnaire for both mothers and fathers:

mediating conciliation

(MEDIATE); nonintervention (NONINTERV); referring to family rules
(RULES); and restricting (RESTRICT).

The variable RESTRICT was a

closely correlated composite of both mothers' and fathers' punishing,
prohibiting, and group discipline, with a Chronbach's alpha = .81.

The

children's perceptions of their mothers' and fathers' responses for each
of the other types of responses were strongly correlated.

The sum of

these was used to represent each type of response in the analyses.
Sibling relationship characteristics measured by the SRQ were sibling
conflict (CONFLICT), sibling warmth/closeness (WARMTH), and perceptions
of parental partiality (PPARTIAL), which was labeled Rivalry by Furman
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and Buhrmester (1985).

The Chronbach's alpha levels were over .80 for

all three scales.

In this chapter, the initial data analyses are described and the
effects of the independent variables on the main sibling relationship
characteristics conflict, warmth/closeness, and perceptions of parental
partiality are examined.

Initial Data Analyses

After substitution for missing data and cleaning, the means,
ranges, and standard deviations of the TPR variables and the three SRQ
scales were calculated and have been listed in Tables 6 and 7.

The mean

value for how often the respondents quarreled with their siblings (Table
6) represented a point mid-way between the responses of twice a week and
several times a day (M = 4.04).

The large standard deviation (1.90) for

this variable indicated a wide variation in the frequency of quarreling
reported by the respondents, which covered the entire range from rarely
(1) to many times a day (7).

The mean value for children's perceptions

of parental partiality (2.74) was at the low end of the range, with a
large standard deviation (3.20).

Most of the respondents did not

perceive that either they or their target sibling was favored or treated
better than the other by their parents, but there was a significant
degree of variability in this variable in the sample (R = 0

12).

The

TPR items that made up the variable restricting (Table 7) were reported
by the children to be used by parents (both mothers and fathers) more
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Table 6
Means, Ranges, and Standard Deviations for the TPR and SRO Scales

Variable
Name

Minimum

Maximum

Mean

Standard
Deviation

SRQ Characteristics
CONFLICT'

9

45

28.11 (3.12)

8.50

22

102

63.18 (3.01)

16.42

PARPARTL'

0

12

2.74 (0.46)

3.20

FREQ/QUARREL

1

7

WARMTH'

4.04

1.90

Mothers TPR Responses
PUN

1

7

3.19

1.80

STOP

1

7

4.28

1.90

DOELSE

1

7

3.79

1.87

NONINTERV

1

7

2.72

1.47

RULES

1

7

2.85

1.84

MEDIATE

1

7

2.79

1.74

Fathers TPR Responses
PUN

1

7

3.15

1.80

STOP

1

7

3.96

1.80

DOELSE

1

7

3.53

1.79

NONINTERV

1

7

2.55

1.50

RULES

1

7

2.47

1.67

MEDIATE

1

7

2.53

1.61

a Numbers in parentheses are total scores divided by the number of items
to produce a score conducive to comparisons with other variables.
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Table 7
Means, Ranges, and Standard Deviations for the Combined TPR Responses

Variable
Name

Minimum

Maximum

Standard
Deviation

Mean

Combined Parental Responses
RESTRICT'

6

42

21.89

(3.65)

7.83

NONINTERV'

2

14

5.27

(2.64)

2.43

RULES'

2

14

5.31

(2.66)

3.01

TALK'

2

14

5.32

(2.66)

2.92

' Numbers in parentheses are total scores divided by the number of items
to produce a score conducive to comparisons with other variables.

often than any of the other three types of responses, with a mean value
per item of 3.65 for restricting compared with 2.64 for nonintervention,
and 2.66 for both referring to rules and mediating conciliation.
Pearson correlation coefficients between the TPR, SRQ, and
continuous sibling constellation variables are presented in Table 8.
Significant correlations will be discussed starting with the first
column of the table.

Sibling conflict was significantly and positively

correlated with perceptions of parental partiality (r = .32, g<.001),
with the parental responses of restricting (r = .52, p<.001) and

referring to family rules (r = .29, E.001).

Conflict was significantly

and negatively correlated with sibling warmth/closeness (r = -.48,
g<.001).

Sibling conflict was not significantly correlated with any of

the other types of parental responses.

Variable

CONFLICT WARMTH

PPARTIAL RESTRICT RULES NONINTERV MEDIATE

CONFLICT

1.00

WARMTH

-.48"**

PPARTIAL

.32***

-.33***

1.00

RESTRICT

.52"**

-.22"

.08

RULES

.29***

-.18*

.01

-.01

.04

-.18*

.16*

-.03

.24"

NONINTERV
MEDIATE

-.03
.05

*p<.05, "p<.01, "*p<.001

1.00

1.00

.41"*

1.00
-.01

.23**

1.00

-.08

1.00
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Sibling warmth/closeness was significantly and positively
correlated with the parental response of mediating conciliation (r =
.16, R<.05).

Warmth/closeness was significantly and negatively

correlated with sibling perceptions of parental partiality (r = -.33,
g<.001), and the parental responses of restricting (r = -.22, g<.01) and
referring to family rules (r = -.18, 2<.05).

Sibling warmth/closeness

was not significantly correlated with parental nonintervention.
The SRQ variable perceptions of parental partiality was not
significantly correlated with parental restricting, referring to rules,
nonintervention, or mediating conciliation.

Restricting was significantly and positively correlated with
referring to family rules (r = .41, 2<.001) and mediating conciliation
(r = .24, g<.01).

Restricting was significantly and negatively related

to nonintervention (r = -.18, g<.05).

Referring to family rules was

significantly and positively related to mediating conciliation (r = .23,
p<.01).

Eta and Pearson correlation values for the sibling constellation
and family structure variables are listed in Table 9.

None of these

correlations were significant, except for gender with sibling conflict
(g<.05) and with sibling warmth/closeness (2<.10).

Sibling Conflict

The size of the sample was small, considering the number of
variables included in this study.

This necessitated the initial

analysis of the sibling constellation and family structure variables
separately, for the purpose of reducing the number of final variables in
the regression equations.
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Table 9
Pearson Correlations (and Eta Values) for Sibling Conflict,
Warmth/Closeness, and Perceptions of Parental Partiality by Sibling
Constellation and Family Structure Variables

Correlations (& Eta"

Variables

Conflict

Warmth/
Closeness

Values)

Percepts of
Par. Partiality

Gender

.16

.16

.00

Gender Mix

.07

.09

.04

Gender Comb

.15

.13

.04

Respondents' Age

-.02

.03

-.04

Age Difference

-.12

.07

.11

Age Spacing 1
(age<=2, or>=3)

.01

.12

.01

Age Spacing 2
(age<=3, or>=4)

.04

.05

.11

Relative Age

.05

.10

.01

Birth Order

.05

.14

.08

Family Size (Cat.)

.04

.02

.10

Family Size

-.05

-.02

-.13

Family Type

.03

.05

.03

''When independent variables were categorical, eta values were calculated
by taking the square root of the ratio of the model sum of squares to
the total sum of squares from the ANOVA tables produced for univariate
analyses.
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Initial Analyses

Analysis of variance (ANOVA) procedures were used to test for any
significant differences in conflict due to respondent gender, gender of
the target sibling, gender combination of the sibling pair, relative
age, birth order, age difference (dichotomous), family size
(dichotomous), and family type.

The results are included in Table 10.

The only significant difference found was due to gender, with boys
reporting a conflict mean value of 29.70 and girls 26.98, F(1,154) =
3.96, g<.05.

Therefore, gender was included in the final regression

analyses.

The continuous sibling constellation variables age, age
difference, age of the youngest child, age of the oldest child, family
size; and the dichotomous variable of family type were included in a
regression of sibling conflict (see Table 11).

None of these continuous

constellation variables was close to statistical significance in
predicting sibling conflict.

Therefore, they were not included in the

following regression analyses for sibling conflict.

Analyses of Expected Predictor Variables

Table 12 presents the results of a regression of conflict on types
of parental response (both mothers' and fathers' combined) and gender.
This model was significant, F(5,150) = 13.36, R<.0001, explaining 31 %
of the variance in the sibling conflict score.

In this model, parental

restricting significantly and positively contributed to sibling conflict
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Table 10
ANOVA Results for Sibling Relationship Characteristics by Sibling
Constellation and Family Structure Variables

Variables

Conflict

n

Gender
boys
girls

F

N

3.96*
65

88
68

Gender Comb
brothers
sisters
mixed

38
48
67

0.26

Birth Order
first born
mid or later
last born

53
30
67

Family Size
2 children
3+ children

87
66

intact
others

*Q<.05

1.89

0.02

1.39

2.71
2.79

0.53
65.43
58.62
62.35

0.06
28.29
27.65

2.57
2.40
3.00
1.57

63.36
62.68
0.44

27.99
28.56

2.42
3.14

61.81
65.10

28.41
28.52
27.87

0.11
123
32

2.66
2.72

62.45
64.22
1.53

0.21

Family Type

0.01

0.42

0.15

2.57
2.48
2.93

60.47
64.50

27.76
28.61

65

0.15

2.06

0.37
91

2.63
2.88

62.41
66.16
61.48

28.53
27.82

94
59

0.24

1.22

28.40
28.19

M

2.75
2.74

64.49
61.48

29.56
26.15
29.04

Age Difference 2
age<=3
age>=4

F

0.00

1.29

1.70

Percepts of
Par. Partiality

60.18
65.33

27.59
28.79

0.02

M

3.80'

0.76

Age Difference 1
age<=2
52
age>=3
101

Relative Age
younger sib
older sib

F

29.70
26.98

91

Gender Mix
same
mixed

Warmth/
Closeness

3.02
2.37

0.10
63.66
61.49

2.72
2.92
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Table 11
Sibling Conflict:
Regression on Continuous Sibling Constellation
Variables and Family Type

Variable Name

r

Beta

Age

-0.17

-.02

Age Difference

-0.55

-.13

Age of Youngest Sib

-0.06

-.02

Family Size

-0.57

-.08

Family Type

1.40

.07

F

R2

0.71

.01

*2<.05, **v.01, ***v.001

Table 12
Sibling Conflict:

Variable Name

GENDER

Regression on Types of Parental Response and Gender

r

Beta

-2.37

-.14*

Parents

RESTRICT

0.55

.51***

RULES

0.27

.09

NONINTERV

0.24

.07

-0.23

-.08

MEDIATE

iv.10, *v.05, **v.01, ***g<.001

F

13.36***

R2

.31
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(p<.001).

Respondent's gender was also significant (p<.05) in

predicting sibling conflict, with boys tending to report more conflict
than girls.

Since the impact of mothers' responses to sibling quarrels may be
different from that of fathers' responses, a second regression was run
of sibling conflict on separate measures of mothers' and fathers'
responses.

Table 13 presents the results of this analysis.

There were

Table 13
Regression on Types of Mothers' and Fathers'
Sibling Conflict:
Responses and Gender

Variable Name

GENDER

r

Beta

-2.22

-.13?

Mothers

RESTRICT

0.59

.32***

RULES

0.23

.05

NONINTERV

-0.03

.00

MEDIATE

-0.12

-.03

Fathers

RESTRICT

0.49

.25**

RULES

0.29

.06

NONINTERV

0.49

.09

-0.30

-.06

MEDIATE

Tv.10, *R<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001

F

7.37

R2

.31
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few differences between the results of this regression model and the
former, except that the contribution of gender in the latter analysis
only tended toward significance (R<.10).

Since gender was significant

in predicting sibling conflict, and because there was a possibility of
interaction effects between gender and the influence of parental
responses to sibling quarrels, separate regression models were tested
for boys and for girls.

Predictors of Girls' Sibling Conflict

The results of the regression of sibling conflict on the types of
parental responses (mothers and fathers combined) for girls are
presented in Table 14.

The overall regression model was significant,

R2 = .36, F(4,86) = 12.09, R<.001, with both restricting (v.001) and

Table 14
Girls' Sibling Conflict:
Girls

Variable Name

Regression on Types of Parental Response for

Beta

r

F

R2

12.09***

.36

Parents

RESTRICT

0.49

.45***

RULES

0.64

.21*

NONINTERV
MEDIATE

-0.47

-.13

0.17

.06

*R<.05, **R<.01, ***R<.001
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referring to family rules (v.05) contributing significantly and
positively to sibling conflict.

When mothers' and fathers' responses

were analyzed separately (Table 15), similar findings were obtained,
although the contribution of referring to family rules lost its
significance in the model.

Table 15
Girls' Sibling Conflict:
Responses for Girls

Regression on Types of Mothers' and Fathers'

Variable Name

Beta

F

R2

Mothers
RESTRICT

0.57

.31**

RULES

0.75

.16

-0.10

-.02

0.03

.01

RESTRICT

0.44

.22*

RULES

0.58

.12

-0.92

-.14

0.31

.06

NONINTERV
MEDIATE
Fathers

NONINTERV
MEDIATE

*g<.05, **v.01, ***g<.001

5.97***

.37
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Predictors of Boys' Sibling Conflict

The results of the regression of sibling conflict on the types of
parental responses (mothers and fathers combined) for boys are presented
in Table 16.

The overall regression model was significant, R2 = .40,

Table 16
Boys' Sibling Conflict:
Boys

Regression on Types of Parental Response for

Variable Name

r

Beta

F

R2

Parents

RESTRICT

0.75

RULES

-0.10

NONINTERV
MEDIATE

.71***

9.99***

.40

-.04

0.88

.27*

-0.92

-.29**

*E.05, **v.01, ***R<.001

F(4,60) = 9.99, E.001, with both restricting (p<.001) and
nonintervention (g<.05) contributing significantly and positively, and
mediating conciliation (p<.01) contributing significantly and negatively
to sibling conflict.

When mothers' and fathers' responses were analyzed

separately in an expanded model (Table 17), fathers' responses were
similar to those obtained previously when mothers' and fathers' scores
were combined, although father's mediating conciliation reduced to

tendency (v.10).

However, mothers' restricting was the only
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Table 17
Boys' Sibling Conflict: Regression on Types of Mothers' and Fathers'
Responses for Boys

Beta

Variable Name

F

R2

5.35***

.43

Mothers

RESTRICT
RULES

NONINTERV
MEDIATE

0.88

.48**

-0.89

-.20

0.48

.08

-0.56

-.11

Fathers

RESTRICT

0.64

.35*

RULES

0.83

.16

NONINTERV

1.21

.25*

-1.36

-.23'

MEDIATE

Tp.<.10 *R<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001

maternal response that was significantly and positively related to
sibling conflict for boys.

Sibling Warmth/Closeness

As with the analyses for sibling conflict, initial ANOVA and
regression analyses were used to test the sibling constellation
variables for significance in relation to sibling warmth/closeness.
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Initial Analyses

Analysis of variance (ANOVA) procedures were used initially to
test for any significant differences in sibling warmth/closeness due to
sibling constellation variables or family characteristics (see Table
10).

The only variable that approached significance was child gender,

with girls reporting a mean level of warmth/closeness of 65.34 and boys
of 60.18, F(1,154) = 3.80, p<.10.

As a result, gender was considered in

all five regression models tested relative to sibling warmth/closeness.
A regression analysis of sibling warmth/closeness was run on the
continuous sibling constellation variables.

These variables were

respondents' age, age difference, age of the youngest child, family
size, and the dichotomous variable representing family type (see Table
18).

None of these continuous sibling constellation variables

approached significance in predicting sibling warmth/closeness.

Table 18
Sibling Warmth/Closeness: Regression on Continuous Sibling
Constellation Variables and Family Type

Variable Name

r

Beta

Age

0.78

-.05

Age Difference

0.65

.08

Age of Youngest Sib

-0.24

-.04

Family Size

-0.13

-.01

Family Type

-3.97

-.09

*p<.05, "p<.01, ***g<.001

F

0.52

R2

.02
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Analyses of Expected Predictor Variables

A regression of sibling warmth/closeness on types of parental
response and gender is presented in Table 19.

Table 19
Sibling Warmth/Closeness:
Gender

Regression on Types of Parental Response and

Beta

Variable Name

GENDER

The model was

4.26

.13'

F

4.56***

R2

.13

Parents

RESTRICT

-0.47

-.22**

RULES

-0.72

-.13

NONINTERV

-0.28

-.04

MEDIATE

1.34

.24**

'R<.10, *2<.05, **2<.01, ***R<.001

significant, R2 = .13, F(5,150) = 4.56, p<.001, with mediating
conciliation contributing significantly and positively (p <.01), and

restricting contributing significantly and negatively (p<.01) to sibling
warmth/closeness.

The variable of gender also approached significance

in the model (p<.10).

Since the impact of mothers' responses to sibling quarrels may be
different from that of fathers' responses, a second regression was run
of sibling warmth/closeness on separate measures of mothers' and
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fathers' responses and gender (see Table 20).

In this analysis, the

overall regression model was significant, R2 = .14, F(9,146) = 2.57,

E.01.

However, only fathers' mediating conciliation contributed

significantly and positively to sibling warmth/closeness.

Table 20
Sibling Warmth/Closeness:
Responses and Gender

Regression on Types of Mothers' and Fathers'

Variable Name

r

GENDER

4.26

Beta

.13

Mothers

RESTRICT

-0.39

.11

RULES

-0.41

-.05

NONINTERV

-0.19

-.02

0.80

.08

RESTRICT

-0.53

-.14

RULES

-1.03

-.10

NONINTERV

-0.43

-.04

MEDIATE

Fathers

MEDIATE

1.91

*g<.05, **g<.01, ***2<.001

.19*

F

2.57**

R2

.14
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Since in the first regression tested, gender tended toward

significance (v.10), separate regression models were tested for boys
and girls.

Predictors of Girls' Warmth/Closeness

The regression of girls' warmth/closeness on the types of parental
response (mothers and fathers combined) is presented in Table 21.

Table 21
Girls' Sibling Warmth/Closeness:
Response for Girls

Variable Name

r

The

Regression on Types of Parental

Beta

F

R2

Parents

RESTRICT

-0.56

-.27*

RULES

-1.11

-.19'

NONINTERV

0.75

.11

MEDIATE

0.20

.04

4.18**

.16

Tiv.10, *R<.05, **R<.01, ***R<.001

overall regression model was significant, R2 = .16, F(4,86) = 4.18
R<.01, with restricting a significant and negative predictor (p<.05) of
sibling warmth/closeness.

Parental referring to family rules tended to

contribute negatively (v.10) to sibling warmth/closeness as well.

When

both mothers' and fathers' responses were entered into the regression
separately (Table 22), mothers' restricting tended to contribute
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Table 22
Girls' Sibling Warmth/Closeness:
Fathers' Responses for Girls

Variable Name

r

Regression on Types of Mothers' and

Beta

F

R2

2.57*

.20

Mothers
RESTRICT

-.086

-.25'

RULES

-0.89

-.10

NONINTERV

-0.80

-.07

MEDIATE

-1.08

-.12

RESTRICT

-0.26

0.08

RULES

-1.09

-.11

Fathers

NONINTERV

2.28

.19'

MEDIATE

1.57

.17

TR<.10, *R<.05, **R<.01, ***g<.001

negatively to sibling warmth/closeness, fathers' nonintervention tended
to contribute positively, and the overall model remained significant,
R2 = .20, F(8,82) = 2.57, p<.05.

Predictors of Boys' Warmth/Closeness

When boys' warmth/closeness was regressed on the types of parental
response (mothers and fathers combined), the overall model was

significant, R2 = .26, F(4,60) = 5.32, z.001, with mediating
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conciliation contributing significantly and positively (p <.0001), and

restricting contributing significantly and negatively (p<.05) to sibling
warmth/closeness (Table 23).

When mothers' and fathers' responses were analyzed separately
(Table 24), the overall model was significant, R' = .31, F = 3.13,

However, mothers' mediating conciliation was the only

p<.01.

significant variable in this model, contributing positively to sibling
warmth/closeness (R<.01).

Table 23
Boys' Sibling Warmth/Closeness:
Response for Boys

Regression on Types of Parental

Beta

Variable Name

F

122

Parents

RESTRICT

-0.57

-.27*

RULES

-0.44

-.09

NONINTERV

-0.83

-.13

MEDIATE

3.23

5.32***

.26

.52***

*R<.05, **R<.01, ***R<.001

Perceptions of Parental Partiality

Initial Analyses

As with the previously discussed analyses for sibling conflict and
sibling warmth/closeness, ANOVAs (see Table 10) and regressions of
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Table 24
Boys' Sibling Warmth/Closeness:
Fathers' Responses for Boys

Variable Name

r

Regression on Types of Mothers' and

Beta

F

R2

Mothers

RESTRICT
RULES

NONINTERV
MEDIATE

-0.44

-.12

1.15

.13

-0.24

-.02

4.18

3.13**

.31

.40**

Fathers

RESTRICT

-0.85

-.23

RULES

-2.31

-.23

NONINTERV

-1.49

-.15

2.40

.21

MEDIATE

*Q<.05, **v.01, ***2<.001

sibling constellation and family context variables were used in the
initial analyses for children's perceptions of parental partiality
(PPARTIAL).

None of these variables was significant (see Table 25).

Analyses of Expected Predictor Variables

Since gender was entered into the regression models for predicting
sibling conflict and warmth/closeness, it was considered appropriate to
include gender in the analyses for children's perceptions of parental
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Table 25
Perceptions of Parental Partiality: Regression on Continuous Sibling
Constellation Variables and Family Type

Variable Name

Beta

Age

0.00

.00

Age Difference

0.15

.09

0.01

.01

Family Size

-0.34

-.13

Family Type

0.19

.02

Age of Youngest Sib

-

F

0.86

R2

.03

*v.05, **g<.01, ***v.001

partiality as well.

Table 26 shows the results of a regression of

children's perceptions of parental partiality on types of
parental (mothers and fathers combined) response and child gender.

The

overall model was not significant, and none of the variables entered
into the regression contributed significantly.

This was also true when

mothers and fathers responses were analyzed separately (Table 27).

Girls' Perceptions of Parental Partiality

Table 28 presents the results of the regression of children's
perceptions of parental partiality on types of parental response
(mothers and fathers combined) for girls.

The overall regression model

was not significant, R2 = .05, F(4,86) = 1.19, p.10.

However, when

mothers' and fathers' responses were analyzed separately (Table 29),
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Table 26
Perceptions of Parental Partiality:
Response and Gender

Variable Name

GENDER

Regression on Types of Parental

Beta

r

-0.00

-.00

0.04

.11

-0.02

-.02

0.08

.06

-0.05

-.04

F

R2

0.35

.01

Parents

RESTRICT
RULES

NONINTERV
MEDIATE

*R<.05, **R<.01, ***R<.001

fathers' nonintervention appeared to contribute significantly (R<.05)
and negatively to girls' perceptions of parental partiality.

The

overall model continued to be nonsignificant, R2 = .12, F(8,82) = 1.44,

p>.10, but this model accounted for more of the variance in perceptions
of parental partiality than did the previous model.

Boys' Perceptions of Parental Partiality

Table 30 presents the results of the regression of perceptions of
parental partiality on types of parental response (both mothers and
fathers combined) for boys.

The overall model was not significant,

R2 = .10, F = 1.68, p.10, but parental nonintervention contributed
significantly (R<.05) and positively to perceptions of parental
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Table 27
Regression on Mothers' and Fathers'
Perceptions of Parental Partiality:
Types of Parental Responses and Gender

Variable Name

r

Beta

0.09

.01

RESTRICT

0.02

.02

RULES

0.15

.08

NONINTERV

0.05

.03

MEDIATE

0.08

.05

0.05

.07

-0.22

-.11

0.10

.05

-0.17

-.08

GENDER

F

0.41

R2

.02

Mothers

Fathers

RESTRICT
RULES

NONINTERV
MEDIATE

*Q <.05, **E.01, ***v.001

partiality.

When mothers' and fathers' responses were analyzed

separately (Table 31), the overall model continued to be nonsignificant,

R2 = .14, F = 1.15, p.10, but fathers' nonintervention tended to
contribute positively (R<.10) to boys' perceptions of parental
partiality.

81
Table 28
Girls' Perceptions of Parental Partiality:
Parental Response for Girls

Beta

Variable Name

Regression on Types of

R2

F

Parents

RESTRICT

0.06

.13

RULES

0.03

.03

-0.21

-.15

0.07

.06

NONINTERV
MEDIATE

1.19

.05

**R<.01, ***R<.001

Summary

For the sake of clarity, the results of the regression analyses of
sibling relationship characteristics on types of parental response are
summarized in Table 32.

Sibling Conflict

Children's perceptions of parental restricting contributed
significantly and positively to their perceptions of sibling conflict
among both girls and boys.

Among girls, referring to family rules also

contributed significantly and positively to sibling conflict.

Among

boys, parental nonintervention contributed significantly and positively
to conflict, particularly when this perception was associated with
fathers.

Also among boys, parental mediating conciliation contributed
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Table 29
Girls' Perceptions of Parental Partiality:
Mothers' and Fathers' Responses for Girls

Regression on Types of

Beta

Variable Name

F

R2

Mothers

RESTRICT

0.02

.03

RULES

0.21

.11

NONINTERV

0.18

.08

MEDIATE

0.33

.19

0.10

.13

RULES

-0.18

-.09

NONINTERV

-0.60

-.24*

MEDIATE

-0.23

-.12

1.44

.12

Fathers

RESTRICT

*g<.05, **v.01, ***v.001

significantly and negatively to conflict.

This latter effect appeared

to be most closely linked to mediating conciliation by fathers.

The R2

values indicated that these models accounted for from 31% to 43% of the
variance in sibling conflict.

Sibling Warmth/closeness

Children's perceptions of parental restricting contributed to
their perceptions of sibling warmth/closeness significantly and
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Table 30
Boys' Perceptions of Parental Partiality:
Parental Response for Boys

Variable Name

Regression of Types of

Beta

F

R2

Parents

RESTRICT

0.06

RULES

-0.07

NONINTERV

0.33

MEDIATE

-0.18

.15

1.68

.10

-.07
.27*
-.16

*Q <.05, **v.01, ***v.001

negatively.

Parental mediating conciliation contributed significantly

and positively to sibling warmth/closeness.

Among girls, parental

referring to family rules tended to contribute negatively to sibling
warmth/closeness, and fathers' nonintervention appeared to contribute
positively to sibling warmth/closeness.

Among boys, parental mediating

conciliation contributed significantly and positively to
warmth/closeness, especially when involving mothers.

The R-square

values for the sibling warmth/closeness models indicated that they
accounted for from 13% to 31% of the variance in the measurement of
sibling warmth/closeness.

Perceptions of Parental Partiality

None of the models tested for parental partiality reached
significance.

However, parental nonintervention was significantly and
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Table 31
Boys' Perceptions of Parental Partiality:
Fathers' Types of Responses for Boys

Variable Name

r

Beta

Regression on Mothers' and

F

R2

Mothers
1.15

0.16

.23

-0.16

-.10

0.08

.04

-0.47

-.24

-0.03

-.05

RULES

0.02

.01

NONINTERV

0.51

.287

MEDIATE

0.20

.09

RESTRICT
RULES
NONINTERV
MEDIATE

.14

Fathers

RESTRICT

7R<.10, *R<.05, "R<.01, ***v.001

positively related to boys' perceptions of parental partiality,
particularly fathers' nonintervention.

Fathers' nonintervention also

appeared to be important for girls but in the opposite direction,
appearing to contribute negatively to girls' perceptions of parental
partiality.

The R2 values for these models indicated that they

accounted for from 1% to 14% of the variance in children's perceptions
of parental partiality.
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Table 32
Summary of Significant Findings Related to the Regression
Analyses

Regressions

Conflict

Warmth/
Closeness

Perceptions of
Parental Partiality

All Children
Parents
(mothers + fathers)

Restrict +

Restrict
Mediate

+

Mothers

Restrict +

Fathers

Restrict +

Mediate +

Restrict +

Restrict

Rules +

Rules (-)

Mothers

Restrict +

Restrict (-)

Fathers

Restrict +

Nonintery (+)

Restrict +

Restrict

Mediate

Mediate +

Girls

Parents
(mothers + fathers)

Nonintery

Boys

Parents
(mothers + fathers)

Nonintery +

Nonintery +
Mothers

Restrict +

Fathers

Restrict +

Mediate +
Nonintery (+)

Nonintery +
Mediate (-)

Note:
Tabulated results represent 18 different regression analyses,
+ or
means significant positive or negative contribution (v.05),
(+) or (-) tending toward positive or negative contribution (v.10).
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CHAPTER 5

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

The purpose of this study was to explore possible associations
between the ways parents respond to sibling quarrels and certain
characteristics of sibling relationships.

Hypotheses were guided by
Two instruments were

family systems and symbolic interaction theories.
used to survey third- through fifth-grade students.

One measured

sibling conflict, warmth/closeness, and perceptions of parental
partiality.

The other, designed for this study, was a rough measure of

children's perceptions about how often their parents responded to their
sibling quarrels in each of six different ways.

After data cleaning and

substitution of missing values, factor analysis revealed that only four
different dimensions of parental responses were measured.

These were

parental restricting (punishing, prohibiting, and group discipline
combined), referring to family rules, nonintervention, and mediating
conciliation.

The discussion will start with the study's main findings, relating
them to its theoretical basis, and the findings of previous research.
Next, the specific findings will be discussed, and how they relate to
previous research.

Then, the findings related to sibling constellation

and family structure variables will be examined.

Finally, implications

for parenting practices, and the study's limitations and implications
for future research will be explored.
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Main Findings

There were five main findings in this exploratory study.

First,

significant and meaningful associations were found between children's
perceptions of their sibling relationships and their perceptions of the
ways in which their parents responded to sibling quarrels.

These

associations demonstrate the importance of considering interactions
within the larger family system (i.e., the interactions between parents
and children) to better understand relationships within one subsystem
(i.e., between siblings) (Minuchin, 1985).

Second, as predicted by symbolic interaction theory (Stryker,
1974; 1980), the utility of considering children's perceptions about
parental responses to sibling quarrels and related perceptions of
characteristics of their sibling relationships has been demonstrated.
Third, children's gender was revealed to be a critical mediator of
a number of these associations.

Few other studies of sibling

relationships have demonstrated significant interaction effects between
children's gender and children's reactions to parent-child interactions
(Felson & Russo, 1988; Kendrick & Dunn, 1983); Kidwell, 1981), although
a number of studies have reported parental treatment of sons and
daughters to be different (Bearison, 1979; Grusec & Lytton, 1988; Lamb,
1981; Lynn, 1962; Perry & Bussey, 1984; Power & Shanks, 1989; Russell &
Russell, 1987; Vuchinich et al., 1988).

Fourth, although there was little difference between the
frequencies reported for mothers' and fathers' types of responses to
sibling quarrels, there were apparent differences between mothers' and
fathers' responses in the strengths of associations found with the
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characteristics of conflict, warmth/closeness, and perceptions of
parental partiality.

This implies that the salience to children of

their perceptions of mothers' responses may be different from that of
fathers' responses, and also be different for boys and girls.

Since

children's gender was found to mediate the effects of parental responses
to sibling quarrels, it is not surprising that parent's gender was also
important.

Previous research has demonstrated that fathers interact

with children differently from mothers, and that each parent also tends
to treat their daughters differently from their sons (Bearison, 1979;
Grusec & Lytton, 1988; Lamb, 1981; Perry & Bussey, 1984; Power & Shanks,
1989).

Fifth, the proportions of the variance accounted for in the models
used in this study were comparable to, or much larger than, those
reported for other models using parent behaviors to predict sibling
conflict and warmth (Brody, Stoneman, & McCoy, 1994; Brody et al., 1992;
Stoneman & Brody, 1993; Volling & Belsky, 1992).

This implies that

parental responses to sibling quarrels are an important aspect of family
interaction, and worthy of further study.

Specific Findings

Four specific findings are discussed in this section, each related
to a different type of parental response.
the children, both girls and boys.

Finding 1 applied to all of

Finding 2 was related mainly to the

girls, and Findings 3 and 4 were related mainly to the boys in this
study.

In the following discussion, the expanded models that attempted

to examine the differences in the relative strengths of mothers' and
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fathers' responses will frequently be considered in the interpretation
of the main findings.

These interpretations must be looked at with

caution, due to the low numbers of respondents relative to the number of
variables (particularly in the boys' models), and problems of
multicollinearity between mothers' and fathers' responses.

However, the

information provided by these expanded models may be useful in offering
clues to help explain the findings reported here.

Finding 1:

Boys and Girls

Parental Restricting

The parental response of restricting was strongly associated with
increased sibling conflict and decreased warmth/closeness.

There were

no apparent differences between mothers and fathers in the strength of
this association, except for girl's warmth/closeness, which appeared to
be more strongly reduced by mothers' restricting than by that of
fathers.

Hypotheses 1 and 2 were partially supported by this finding,

but not Hypotheses 3 and 4.

Restricting was a combination of the

punishing, prohibiting, and group discipline items in the TPR
questionnaire.

Finding 1 supports those of other studies that have

looked at the relationship between sibling conflict and punishing
(Felson, 1983; Felson & Russo, 1988) and between sibling conflict and
prohibiting (Dunn & Munn, 1986; Kendrick & Dunn, 1983).

In addition,

perceptions of sibling conflict have been associated with observations
of overcontrolling parental (both mothers and fathers) management styles
(Brody et al., 1992).

The SRQ conflict scale combines items measuring

antagonism, competition, and quarreling (Furman & Buhrmester, 1985).
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One explanation for Finding 1 might be that children perceive that
parents are taking sides when using a restricting response, resulting in
increased perceptions of antagonism and competition, and decreased
warmth.

However, the finding that parental group discipline was closely

related to punishing and prohibiting doesn't support this explanation
and was unexpected.

It is possible that children interpreted the

question that referred to group discipline differently from the way it
was meant to be interpreted, seeing it as punishing one of them.
Alternatively, when the restricting response is used most often, other
parental responses which might result in improved social skills and
better understanding between siblings might not be used with much
frequency.

Volling and Belsky (1992) hypothesized that children with

nonsupportive parental relationships may learn poor social skills,
affecting the qualities of their sibling interactions.

The opposite

might be said for children with positive and facilitative parenting
(Perry & Bussey, 1984).

These children may learn positive social skills

and apply them to their sibling relationships, resulting in high levels
of prosocial sibling interactions, and leading to strong feelings of
warmth or closeness.

The apparent importance of mothers' restricting in decreasing
girls' sibling warmth/closeness may be explained by the salience in
middle childhood of the same-gender parent (Grusec & Lytton, 1988;
Johnson, 1981), and perhaps, the reported tendency of both mothers and
fathers to be more punitive and less lenient with children the same
gender as themselves (Grusec & Lytton, 1988; Lamb, 1981; Power & Shanks,
1989).

Alternatively, mothers and fathers have also been observed to be
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equal in their reactions to misbehaviors, and in their involvement with
teaching and correcting (Russell & Russell, 1987).

In addition, Brody

et al. (1992) found that sibling conflict was more strongly (and
negatively) associated with mothers' equality of treatment than with
fathers' equality of treatment, both contemporaneously and
longitudinally, for the preadolescent children in their study.

This

might simply be due to the greater amount of time and interaction
children tend to have with mothers than with fathers (Grusec & Lamb,
1988; Lamb, 1981; Lynn, 1962).

Characteristics of Restricting

The fact that the item representing group discipline in the
questionnaire was closely linked with punishing and prohibiting begs the
question of what these three types of responses have in common.

One

answer is that all represent an authoritarian approach on the part of
the parents, in an effort to put an end to the quarreling by telling the
siblings what to do, and without attempting to address the underlying
cause or causes of the argument.
to family rules is unclear.

How this is different from referring

According to Ihinger (1975), consistent

application of family rules should contribute to children's increased
sense of parental fairness.

Perhaps referring to family rules also

helps to address the underlying cause of the argument, offering children
one method of resolving future quarrels with a sense of fairness.
is something that the restricting responses do not offer.

This

It would be

inadvisable to draw any firm conclusions about group discipline from
this exploratory study, but this type of parental response was perceived
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by the children to be used frequently, and merits further study.
From the perspective of social learning theory (Bandura, 1977),
when children are not provided with examples of positive ways to solve
everyday conflicts, or are not encouraged to use positive skills they
may already have, then they will be likely to engage in more conflict,
and fewer positive warmth-promoting behaviors than children who are
provided with positive parental modeling (Perry & Bussey, 1984).
Sibling warmth/closeness and sibling conflict were closely and
negatively related, and the parental response of restricting was
strongly associated with both.

Direction of Effects

The question of direction of effects is an important one.

Here,

the question is whether parental restricting contributed to sibling
conflict and decreased sibling warmth/closeness, or whether the sibling
relationship characteristics of high levels of conflict and low levels
of warmth caused parents to respond to sibling quarrels in more
restricting ways.

The cross-sectional nature of this study provides no

information to answer this question.

However, as previously discussed,

a number of researchers (Brody et al., 1992; Dunn & Munn, 1986; Kendrick
& Dunn, 1983) have demonstrated that parental behaviors do influence
sibling interactions longitudinally.

In addition, Volling and Belsky

(1992) found that observations of mothers being overcontrolling and
intrusive toward firstborn preschool-aged children predicted higher
levels of observed sibling conflict three years later.

Further, more

facilitative and supportive attention from fathers with these firstborn
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children predicted higher levels of prosocial sibling interactions three
years later (Volling & Belsky, 1992).

It is not unreasonable, in the

light of this study and others, to conclude that the direction of
effects is from parent-child interactions to the sibling relationship
characteristics.

Finding 2:

Referring to Family Rules

Girls

For girls, parental referring to family rules contributed
positively to sibling conflict, as did parental restricting.

In

addition, there was a trend for referring to family rules to decrease
sibling warmth/closeness for girls.
important for boys.
2.

Referring to family rules was not

Finding 2 gave partial support to Hypotheses 1 and

There appeared to be no differences between mothers and fathers in

the importance of this response.
these findings.

There is little information to explain

Dunn and Munn (1986) also found an association between

mothers' referring to rules and children's hitting six months later in
young children (findings were not differentiated by gender).

Perhaps

girls do not perceive their parents as referring to family rules in a
consistent manner, so that the results are fair to each sibling, as
Ihinger (1975) recommended.

If girls perceive that one sibling wins

over the other when a parent refers to family rules, then some of the
time each sibling would be perceived as winning.
conflict would be reinforced.

If so, sibling

Parental referring to rules, if not

applied equally, would also be expected to increase feelings of parental
partiality or favoritism (Calladine, 1983).

Yet, none of the types of

parental responses tested contributed significantly to girls'
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perceptions of parental partiality in this study, except fathers'
nonintervention, which contributed negatively.

Since boys tend to be punished more often and more harshly than
boys

girls (Felson & Russo, 1988; Kidwell, 1981; Perry & Bussey, 1984),

may be more likely than girls to judge the use of referring to rules as
a reasonable and preferable way to resolve a dispute.

If girls are

indulged more often when parents refer to rules, and thereby win the
arguments, their conflictual interactions would be positively
reinforced.

On the other hand, the differences in these findings between girls
and boys may be due to gender role differences in their socialization.
According to Gilligan & Attanucci (1988), women tend to perceive
problems from different orientations than men.

Women tend to perceive

potential solutions from a "care perspective" (p. 225), attending to
people's needs, whereas men tend to have a "justice perspective" (p.
224), which focuses on equal rights and respect.

These different

orientations may already be formed during middle childhood, and be a
partial explanation for the differences found between girls and boys in
this study.

The care orientation of girls may cause them to perceive

referring to rules as synonymous with a restricting response.

The

justice orientation of boys may cause them to perceive referring to
rules as a logical way to enforce equal rights.
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Finding 3:

Boys

Mediating Conciliation

For boys, parental mediating conciliation contributed strongly to
sibling warmth/closeness, and to decreasing sibling conflict.
not true for girls.

This finding provided partial support for

Hypotheses 3 and 4.

Previous research has found that mothers'

This was

references (fathers' interactions were not studied) to the youngest
siblings' feelings, skills, and motives, in conversations with the
firstborn, were related longitudinally to more child conciliation
behaviors in very young children (Dunn & Munn, 1986), to less perceived
sibling conflict and fewer observed negative sibling behaviors (Brody et
al., 1992), and to increased perspective-taking skills (Dunn, Brown,
Slomkowski, Tesla, & Youngblade, 1991), which have been linked to a
predisposition to cooperate with others (Johnson, 1975).

According to

Dunn (1993), "even with very young children, communication about and
interpretation of others' behavior and the articulation of that
interpretation play an important part in influencing the developing
relationship between family members" (p. 89).

To explain the salience of mediating conciliation for boys and not
for girls, gender role socialization is again implicated.

Girls in this

culture are raised to be focused on caring for others, while boys are
raised to value justice (Gilligan, 1982; Gilligan & Attanucci, 1988).
Girls may already be more skilled than boys at taking another's point of
view and finding a way to reach an agreement that meets the needs of
both siblings, due to an average difference in social and problemsolving skills.

Stoneman, Brody, and MacKinnon (1986) observed older

sisters to be more interactive with, and managing of, younger siblings
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than were older brothers.

They were often observed to assume a teaching

role, and sibling dyads with older sisters displayed the greatest
warmth.

Blakemore (1990) also reported that boys interacted less with

their siblings than did girls.

Vuchinich (1987) reported that girls

were observed to divert family interactions away from conflict more
often than boys.

Girls have been judged to be more compliant and

amenable to persuasion than boys (Grusec & Lytton, 1988).

Mediating

conciliation may not have been an important predictor for girls' sibling
conflict and warmth/closeness in the current study because the girls
already possessed more empathy skills, and more of the conflictdiverting and conflict-resolving social skills, than did the boys in the
study.

Boys did report significantly higher levels of conflict (and

somewhat lower levels of warmth/closeness) than did girls (see
Appendix F, Table 29).

Fathers' mediating conciliation appeared to be stronger than
mothers' as a negative predictor of boys' conflict.

Mothers' mediating

conciliation appeared to be stronger than fathers' as a predictor of
sibling warmth/closeness for boys.

These findings seem somewhat

incongruent, since conflict was so strongly negatively correlated with
warmth/closeness.

More information about how mothers and fathers may

differ in their approach to mediating conciliation would be helpful.
Certain approaches might be more effective at reducing sibling conflict,
while others might be more effective at promoting sibling warmth.
According to Grusec and Lytton (1988), fathers tend to interact in more
task-oriented and informative ways than do mothers, particularly with
their sons, and Bearison (1979) reported fathers to be more likely to
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appeal to behavioral rules and norms than were mothers.

This approach

might be particularly effective at teaching boys ways of resolving their
disputes.

Grusec and Lytton (1988) also reported that mothers tend to

engage in more verbal and nurturant interactions with children than do
fathers.

This approach may be more conducive to developing sibling

warmth than to reducing conflict.

Bearison (1979) found that mothers

tend to be more likely than fathers to use "person-oriented" appeals for
prosocial behavior referring to the feelings, thoughts, and needs of
others.

A greater understanding of each others' feelings may cause

siblings to feel increased warmth toward one another, without as
effective a reduction in conflict.

However, this possible difference

between mothers and fathers was contradicted by a few other studies.
Russell and Russell (1987) observed fathers to display greater warmth to
young children than did mothers, and mothers and fathers were equal in
their teaching and correcting behaviors.

Fathers' supportive behaviors

have also been longitudinally associated with more observed prosocial
interactions between siblings three years later (Volling & Belsky,
1992).

These prosocial interactions may be considered an indicator of

sibling warmth.

In any case, the current study provides evidence for

the importance of both mothers' and fathers' mediating conciliation for
boys.

Finding 4:

Boys

Nonintervention

Both boys' conflict and boys' perceptions of parental partiality
were increased by parental nonintervention.

This finding provided

partial support for Hypothesis 5 and no support for Hypothesis 6.

This
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finding contradicted that of Felson (1983) and Felson and Russo (1988),
who found parental nonintervention to decrease conflict between
siblings.

However, Finding 4 supports (for boys) the argument that

nonintervention may result in increased perceptions of parental
favoritism (Bennett, 1990).

For both sibling conflict and perceptions of parental partiality,
fathers' nonintervention seemed to be a stronger predictor than mothers'
nonintervention.

Perhaps, there exists a spurious relationship here,

with lower sibling conflict and perceptions of favoritism being caused
by greater paternal involvement.

Fathers who are more involved with

their sons may intervene more in their sibling quarrels, and more
successfully, reducing antagonism, competition, and perceptions of
parental favoritism due to fathers' greater accessibility and
involvement.

In addition, previous research has found father-son

socialization to be more salient than father-daughter socialization
(Ihinger-Tallman, 1982).

Girls' perceptions of parental partiality appeared to be decreased
by fathers' nonintervention.

This effect was opposite to that for boys,

and was not apparent when mothers' and fathers' nonintervention were
combined.

Because mothers tend to interact with children more, and

fathers tend to spend less time with children (Lynn, 1962; Grusec &
Lytton, 1988), girls can more easily identify with their mothers, than
boys can with their fathers (Grusec & Lytton, 1988).

For this reason,

interactions with fathers may be especially salient for boys (Lynn,
1962), but less so for girls.

For girls, fathers' nonintervention may

have contributed negatively to perceptions of parental partiality
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because fathers' interventions may be seen by girls as less fair than
are mothers' interventions.

If fathers are less likely than mothers to

refer to the affective dimensions when responding to sibling quarrels,
and more likely to take a task-oriented and informative approach (Grusec
& Lytton, 1988), then girls may perceive their interventions differently
than boys do.

Girls, who tend to have a more affective approach (Grusec

& Lytton, 1988), may perceive qualities of unfairness in a particular
intervention at the same time that boys perceive a logical, and
therefore fair, approach.

It is clear from the gender differences in these specific findings
that children's perceptions are particularly salient in the study of
children's sibling relationships, and that gender serves as a lens
through which a child perceives the meanings of parent-child
interactions and how these affect their sibling relationships in the
family system.

Sibling Constellation and Family Structure

It was expected that some of the sibling constellation and family
structure variables would have important effects on the sibling
relationship characteristics included in this study.

However, gender

was the only one of these variables that did, with boys reporting higher
levels of conflict with their siblings than did girls.

research in this area has provided inconsistent results.

Previous
Several

studies have observed boys to exhibit more negative interactions than
girls (Dunn et al., 1991; Stoneman & Brody, 1993).

Several studies have

found that boys are punished more often then girls in response to
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sibling conflict (Felson, 1983; Kidwell, 1981; Russell & Russell, 1987).
Since greater restricting on the part of parents in response to sibling
quarrels was related to greater sibling conflict and less sibling warmth
on the part of children in this study, boys who were punished more often
than others would be likely to report higher levels of sibling conflict
(and less warmth) as well.

On the other hand, a number of studies have

found no gender differences in observed or perceived conflict
(Abramovitch et al., 1986; Dunn & Munn, 1986; Felson & Russo, 1988;
Kidwell, 1981; Raffaelli, 1992).

Further research is needed to clarify

this inconsistency.

Sibling gender combination was found to be insignificant in this
study, a finding consonant with that of Volling and Belsky (1992) but
contradicting findings of some other studies that found same-gender
dyads to exhibit greater warmth or greater conflict or both, than mixedgender dyads (Abramovitch et al., 1986; Buhrmester & Furman, 1990;
Furman & Buhrmester, 1985; Stocker et al., 1989; Cicirelli, 1982;
Zvonkovic et al., 1987).

Age difference between siblings was not significant in predicting
any of the sibling characteristics examined in this study, a finding
consonant with a number of other studies (Abramovitch et al., 1986; Dunn
& Munn, 1986; Raffaelli, 1992; Stocker et al., 1989; Zvonkovic et al.,
1987), but contradicting others (Furman & Buhrmester, 1985; Felson,
1983; Felson & Russo, 1988).

Age difference was used in the initial

regressions as well as converted to age categories and used in the
initial ANOVA's.

Age difference was separated into categories of two

years and under, and three years and older.

For the purposes of
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comparison with the results of some of the other studies, it was also
divided into categories of three years and under, and four years and
Neither method of categorizing sibling age difference showed

over.

significant associations with sibling relationship characteristics.
The categories of birth order and relative age were also
insignificant predictors of sibling relationship characteristics in this
study.

These constellation variables were expected to be significant,

at least with respect to greater likelihood of firstborn children to
perceive parental partiality (Furman & Buhrmester, 1985; Harris &
Howard, 1985).

The age of the youngest child in each family was

expected to be associated with sibling conflict and warmth (Felson,
1983; Stocker et al., 1989), but this was not true for the current
study.

This study contradicted one other study with respect to the
variable of family size (Raffaelli, 1992), which found that sibling
conflict was lower in families with two siblings than in those with more
than two siblings.

The current study also found no differences in

sibling relationship characteristics between intact families and other
types of families included in the study (mainly single parent families
and blended families), a finding consonant with that of MacKinnon
(1988).

Little previous work has been done on these aspects of family

structure and sibling relationships.

Implications for Parenting

Although the findings of this study are based solely on children's
perceptions of parents' responses rather than actual responses, these
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findings present some important implications for parents who desire to
improve the quality of the relationships between their elementary
school-aged children.

Family systems theory implies that parents can

influence their children's sibling relationships by altering their own
relationship with each child or with the sibling subsystem.

Symbolic

interaction theory implies that the crucial factors to consider are the
perceptions of individual children, and the meanings with which they
interpret those perceptions.

These meanings may vary with children's

age, and both actual and perceived parental responses to sibling
quarrels may vary with children's age, as well.
was a particularly salient variable.

Further, child gender

The effects of different types of

parental response varied with the respondents' gender.

Parents' gender

appeared to be significant in this relationship as well, resulting in
interactions between child gender, parent gender, and types of parental
response.

This complexity, together with the preliminary nature of this

study, indicates that the implications communicated to parents should
probably be confined to the most major findings.

The most pervasive specific finding of this study was that the
more parents were perceived by children to respond to sibling quarrels
by restricting, the more conflict and the less warmth/closeness the
children perceived in their sibling relationships.

Restricting included

punishing one child, prohibiting (telling one child to stop), and group
discipline (telling both siblings to do something else or to separate).
Therefore, parents should be aware that these types of responses may not
be positive responses to use, because they may be likely to increase
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conflict and decrease warmth/closeness in the perceptions of their
children.

In this study, the only parental response that was associated with
increasing sibling warmth/closeness, and decreasing sibling conflict
(for boys), was mediating conciliation (helping children talk about the
quarrel together and come to an agreement).

It appears, therefore, that

mediating conciliation may be a positive technique for parents to use
when responding to sibling quarrels, especially to those involving boys.
Referring to family rules and nonintervention were both associated
with negative outcomes among some of the respondents in this study.
Referring to family rules contributed positively to girls' sibling
conflict.

Nonintervention, especially fathers' nonintervention, was

associated with increased perceptions of conflict and parental
partiality for boys, and decreased parental partiality for girls.
Therefore, these types of responses should probably not be recommended
to parents as positive responses to use, except to say that the evidence
is unclear as to the overall effects of these types of responses on
sibling relationships.

To summarize, on the basis of this study, parents might do well to
respond to sibling quarrels by mediating conciliation, and to avoid
restricting responses, such as punishing, prohibiting, or group
discipline.

Parents should be cautious about the use of other types of

responses, since their effects have not been adequately explored.
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Study Limitations and
Implications for Future Research

The Sibling Relationship Ouestionnaire

All of the alpha levels of the three SRQ sibling relationship
scales retained for this study were above .80, representing high
internal consistency.

The associations found in this study between

these scales and the independent variables lend additional support to
the face validity of the SRQ with respect to the three scales used.
Sibling conflict, warmth/closeness and perceptions of parental
partiality were all strongly associated with each other in this study,
with the correlations between warmth/closeness and the other two
variables being negative.

These relationships have not often been

addressed in previous research (Furman & Buhrmester, 1985).

The fourth

scale, relative power/status, evidenced a very low internal consistency,
and should not be called a scale, although it was strongly related to
relative age.

Another problem with the SRQ was the use of the term

Rivalry for the scale measuring perceptions of parental partiality.
This may lead to some confusion in interpretation of research using this
scale.

The SRQ is a long questionnaire.

It was necessary to read the

SRQ and additional parts of the survey to the third- and fourth-grade
children, and they seemed intimidated by the length of the survey.
However, they were successful at filling it out.
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Types of Parental Response Scale

Another limitation of this study was the rudimentary nature of the
TPR questionnaire.

Three of the final dimensions of parental responses

to sibling quarrels were represented by only one item.
children did not know what "family rules" meant.

A number of

It was not clear in

the sections for identifying parents or substitute parents, whether the
children should answer the TPR with respect to the parent who had the
most influence over them, or the parent with whom they lived most of the
time, although only one child asked about this.

The test-retest

reliability of the instrument has not been examined.

Children as young

as the respondents in this study may have a limited understanding of the
questions asked, and the concepts involved, in the questionnaire.

Its

face validity has not been tested by large groups of parents or
children.

However, only two additions to the types of response were

mentioned by the study respondents, and these were "punishing both of
us" and "tells us both to stop."

The Types of Parental Response scale was an exploratory attempt at
measuring what were thought to be six different dimensions of parental
responses to sibling quarrels.

The close relationship between the

punishing, prohibiting, and group discipline items was a significant
finding of this work.

The complex associations between the scale items

and the sibling relationship characteristics studied has validated the
use of this rudimentary scale, and calls for its further development.
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Administration and Sample Size

The fact that the children often whispered with each other during
the administration of the questionnaire violates to some extent the
assumption that the data for each child was completely independent of
that for the other children.

In the future, seating children in a large

circle, or at individual desks would reduce the incidence of whispered
conversations during the questionnaire administration.
This study was limited by its small sample size, particularly with
respect to boys.

The sample size necessitated the initial separate

analyses of sibling constellation and family structure variables, and
decreased the reliability of the expanded regression models.
Interaction effects between certain sibling constellation variables and
types of parental responses may exist.

For example, the effect of

nonintervention on sibling conflict may have been different for siblings
close in age than it was for other sibling pairs.

However, the sample

size was adequate to justify all of the major conclusions of this work.
This study found partial evidence for differences in the relative
importance of mothers' and fathers' types of response to sibling
quarrels.

However, findings were inconclusive due to the small sample

size and likely problems with multicollinearity effects.

Future studies

should examine mothers' and fathers' responses in relation to girls' and
boys' sibling relationship characteristics, both separately and in
comparison with one another.
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Population Diversity

Most of the respondents were unable to answer the questions
related to the Hollingshead Four-Factor Index of Social Status.
Therefore, the possible effects of socio-economic status on the
variables in this study could not be determined, or controlled.

In

addition, although the populations from which this study drew its
respondents represented a combination of two different general education
levels, the required permission slip process precluded claiming any
applicability of this study to the general population.

Further, this

study reveals nothing about possible multi-cultural differences in
parent-child and sibling relationships.

Different family types were

represented in the study, but not enough respondents belonged to nonintact families in the sample to provide much support for the relevant
findings.
this study.

Children's age may also be more important than indicated by
These results only represent children in middle childhood,

and may have been different if either younger or older children were
included.

Parental responses may vary with children's age, as well as

the effects of these responses.

Perceptual Basis

Although this study found children's perceptions to be a salient
basis for its findings, perceptions are not an objective measure of
actual behaviors, and may be affected by children's memories,
interpretation of events, and openness to the reporting process (Furman
& Buhrmester, 1985).

Since both measures of the independent and
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dependent variables were based on the perceptions of the same people at
the same time, no causal conclusions can be reached.

Also, children may

define quarrels differently from parents, and may attend to or remember
certain types of responses better than others.
one type of response may be used in tandem.

In addition, more than

For example, parents may

respond to a particular quarrel by restricting first, and then by
mediating conciliation.

Further, types of parental responses may only

be a specific expression of a more general environmental influence
(e.g., parenting style or parent's educational level).

It would have

been helpful to have had additional information from the parents, as
well as observational records of sibling and parent interactions upon
which to draw for analyses.

It may be imprudent to offer advice to

parents based only on children's perceptions.

Future Research

Expectations of the study related to perceptions of parental
partiality were not fulfilled.

This dependent variable was not

associated with many of the types of parental responses examined, only
with parental nonintervention for boys.

The children in the study

reported this sibling relationship characteristic to be of a generally
very low level relative to sibling warmth/closeness and sibling
conflict.

Since little research has examined this dimension with

respect to sibling conflict and warmth, and a number of fruitful studies
have focused instead on differential parental treatment, future research
should determine whether these represent the same or different
dimensions.
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Little is known about the relationships between the subscales
included in the measures of sibling conflict and warmth/closeness, and
other characteristics of sibling relationships.

A microanalysis of

these subscales might contribute to the understanding of the dynamics of
sibling relationships.

For example, does sibling competition contribute

to sibling quarrels in a model that includes other sibling relationship
subscale characteristics, such as perceptions of similarity, antagonism,
and perceptions of parental partiality?
contribute most to quarreling?

Which characteristics

What aspects (subscales) of sibling

warmth are affected by mediating conciliation?
A cross-sectional study cannot draw firm conclusions about the
direction of effects involved, nor about the stability of its findings
over time and with different age groups and cohorts.

Perhaps the

children who were experiencing greater conflict and less warmth in their
sibling relationships were experiencing more parental restrictiveness as
a response to that higher level of conflict.

Even though some other

studies have shown longitudinal effects of parent-child interactions on
sibling interactions, this is no guarantee of a similar direction for
the current study.

A longitudinal study would provide the opportunity

to examine not only direction of effects, but also associations between
observed behaviors and reports of perceptions of both parents and
children, while clarifying the effects of gender differences as
mediating variables.

Types of parental responses may be only one expression of family
harmony or other family functioning characteristics.

The quality of

sibling interactions and relationships have been shown to be related to
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family harmony (Raffaelli, 1992), interparental conflict (MacKinnon,
1988), sibling temperaments (Brody et al., 1994; Brody et al., 1992;
Stoneman & Brody, 1993), and genetic influence on siblings' and mothers'
behaviors (Rende, Slomkowski, Stocker, Fulker, & Plomin, 1992).
Eventually, it might be fruitful to design a research program that
examines models that include sibling relationship characteristics in
relation to family environment measures, types of parental responses,
gender interactions, and individual sibling and parent characteristics,
including sibling temperaments, social skills, and parents' marital
satisfaction.

The significance of the current exploratory study lies in

the strength of the associations found, and its salience in the study of
the ways in which parents may contribute to differences in sibling
relationship characteristics.

111
BIBLIOGRAPHY

Abramovitch, R., Corter, C., Pepler, D. J., & Stanhope, L. (1986).
Sibling and peer interaction: A final follow-up and a comparison.
Child Development, 57, 217-229.
Arnold, J. D.
(1985).
Adolescent perceptions of family
scapegoating: A comparison of parental and sibling involvement.
Journal of Adolescence, 8, 159-165.

Bandura, A. (1977).
Prentice-Hall.

Social learning theory.

Englewood Cliffs, N.J.:

Baskett, L. M. (1985). Sibling status effects: Adult expectations.
Developmental Psychology, 21, 441-445.
Bearison, D. J. (1979).
Roles, 5, 11-18.

Sex-linked patterns of socialization.

Sex

Bell, R. Q. (1968). A reinterpretation of the direction of effects
in studies of socialization.
Psychological Review, 75, 81-95.
Bennett, J. C. (1990). Nonintervention into siblings' fighting as a
catalyst for learned helplessness.
Psychological Reports, 66, 139
145.

Blakemore, J. E. O. (1990). Children's nurturant interactions with
their infant siblings: An exploration of gender differences and
maternal socialization. Sex Roles, 22, 43-57.
Brody, G. H., Stoneman, Z., & Burke, M. (1987a).
Child temperaments,
maternal differential behavior, and sibling relationships.
Developmental Psychology, 23, 354-362.
Brody, G. H., Stoneman, Z., & Burke, M. (1987b).
Family system and
individual child correlates of sibling behavior. American Journal
of Orthopsychiatry, 57, 561-568.
Brody, G. H., Stoneman, Z., & McCoy, J. K. (1994).
Forecasting sibling
relationships in early adolescence from child temperaments and family
processes in middle childhood. Child Development, 65, 771-784.

Brody, G. H., Stoneman, Z., McCoy, J. K., & Forehand, R. (1992).
Contemporaneous and longitudinal associations of sibling conflict
with family relationship assessments and family discussions about
sibling problems.
Child Development, 63, 391-400.
Bryant, B. K., & Crockenberg, S. B. (1980). Correlates and dimensions
of prosocial behavior: A study of female siblings with their
mothers.
Child Development, 51, 529-544.

112
Buhrmester, D. & Furman, W. (1990). Perceptions of sibling
relationships during middle childhood and adolescence. Child
Development, 6I, 1387-1398.

Sibling rivalry: A parent education
Calladine, C. E. (1983).
perspective. Child Welfare, 62, 421-427.
Calladine, C. & Calladine, A. (1979).
Delacorte Press.

New York:

Raising siblings.

Caplow, T. (1968). Two against one: Coalitions in triads.
Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.

Sibling influence throughout the lifespan.
Cicirelli, V. G. (1982).
In M. E. Lamb & B. Sutton-Smith (Eds.), Sibling relationships: Their
nature and significance across the lifespan (pp. 267-284).
Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.
Crary, E. (1979).

Kids can cooperate.

Seattle, WA:

Parenting Press,

Inc.

Daniels, D. (1986). Differential experiences of siblings in the same
family as predictors of adolescent sibling personality differences.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 51(2), 339-346.

Daniels, D., Dunn, J., Furstenberg, Jr., F. F., & Plomin, R. (1985).
Environmental differences within the family and adjustment
Child Development,
differences within pairs of adolescent siblings.
56, 764-774.
Differential experience of siblings
Daniels, D. & Plomin, R. (1985).
in the same family. Developmental Psychology, 21, 747-760.
Dreikurs, R. (1964).

Children the challenge.

New York:

Hawthorne

Books.

Sisters and brothers. Cambridge, MA:
Dunn, J. (1985).
University Press.

Harvard

Beyond
Dunn, J. (1993). Young children's close relationships:
Individual differences in development series, Volume 4.
attachment.
Newbury Park:
Sage Publications

Dunn, J., Brown, J. Slomkowski, C., Tesla, C. & Youngblade, L. (1991).
Young children's understanding of other people's feelings and
beliefs: Individual differences and their antecedents. Child
Development, 62, 1352-1366.
Dunn, J., & Kendrick, C. (1982).
understanding. Cambridge, MA:

Siblings: Love, envy and
Harvard University Press.

113
Dunn, J., & Munn, P. (1986). Sibling quarrels and maternal
intervention: Individual differences in understanding and
aggression.
Journal of Child Psychology and Psychiatry, IL 583
595.

Faber, A., & Mazlish, E. (1987).
Avon Books.

Siblings without rivalry.

New York:

Felson, R. B.
(1983).
Aggression and violence between siblings.
Social Psychology Ouarterly, 16., 271-285.

Felson, R. B., & Russo, N. (1988). Parental punishment and sibling
aggression.
Social Psychology Ouarterly, 51, 11-18.
Furman, W., & Buhrmester, D. (1985). Children's perceptions of the
qualities of sibling relationships. Child Development, 56, 448
461.

Gilligan, C. (1982).
University Press.

In a different voice.

Cambridge, MA:

Harvard

Gilligan, C., & Attanucci, J. (1988). Two moral orientations: Gender
differences and similarities. Merrill-Palmer Ouarterly, 34, 223-237.
Grusec, J. E., & Lytton, H. (1988).
theory, and research. New York:

Social development:
Springer-Verlag.

History,

Harris, I. D., & Howard, K. I. (1985). Correlates of perceived
parental favoritism. The Journal of Genetic Psychology, 146, 45
56

Hollingshead, A. B. (1975).
Four Factor Index of Social Status.
(Available from August B. Hollingshead, 1965 Yale Station, New Haven,
CT 05520).
Unpublished manuscript.
Ihinger, M. (1975). The referee role and norms of equity:
A
contribution toward a theory of sibling conflict.
Journal of
Marriage and the Family, 37, 515-524.

Ihinger-Tallman, M. (1982).
Family interaction, gender, and status
attainment value.
Sex Roles, 8, 543-556.
Johnson, C. L. (1982). Sibling solidarity:
functioning in Italian-American families.
the Family, 44, 155-167.

Its origin and
Journal of Marriage and

Johnson, D. W. (1975). Affective perspective taking and cooperative
predisposition.
Developmental Psychology, 11, 869-870.
Johnson, M. M. (1981). Fathers, mothers, and sex typing.
In E. M.
Hetherington & R. D. Parke (Eds.), Contemporary readings in child
psychology (pp. 391-403). New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company.

114
Sibling quarrels and maternal
Kendrick, C., & Dunn, J. (1983).
responses.
Developmental Psychology, 12, 62-70.
Kidwell, J. S. (1981). Number of siblings, sibling spacing, sex, and
birth order: Their effects on perceived parent-adolescent
relationships. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 5, 315-332.

Kreppner, K., Paulsen, S., & Schuetze, Y. (1982). Infant and family
development: From triads to tetrads. Human Development, 2a, 373
391.

An integrative
Lamb, M. E. (1981). Fathers and child development:
overview.
In M. E. Lamb (Ed.), The role of the father in child
development (pp. 1-70). New York, NY:
John Wiley & Sons.
Lynn, D. B. (1962). Sex-role and parental identification.
Development, 33, 555-564.

Child

MacKinnon, C. E. (1988).
Influences on sibling relations in families
with married and divorced parents.
Journal of Family Issues, 9,
469-477.

McHale, S. M., & Gamble, W. C. (1989).
Sibling relationships of
children with disabled and nondisabled brothers and sisters.
Developmental Psychology, 25(3), 421-429.
Minuchin, P. (1985).
Families and individual development:
Provocations from the field of family therapy.
Child Development,
56, 289-302.

Perry, D. G., & Bussey, K. (1984).
Cliffs, N. J.: Prentice-Hall.

Social development.

Englewood

Power, T. G., & Shanks, J. A. (1989). Parents as socializers: Maternal
and paternal views. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 18(2), 203
220.

Prochaska, J. M., & Prochaska, J. 0. (1985). Children's views of
the causes and cures of sibling rivalry.
Child Welfare, 64, 427
433.

Raffaelli, M. (1992). Sibling conflict in early adolescence.
Marriage and the Family, al, 652-663.

Journal of

Rende, R. D., Slomkowski, C. L., Stocker, C., Fulker, D. W., & Plomin,
R. (1992).
Genetic and environmental influences on maternal and
sibling interaction in middle childhood: A sibling adoption study.
Developmental Psychology, 2a, 484-490.
Russell, G., & Russell, A. (1987). Mother-child and father-child
relationships in middle childhood.
Child Development, aa, 1573-1585.

115
Rosenberg, E. B., & Hajal, F. (1985).
Stepsibling relationships in
remarried families. Social Casework, 66, 287-292.
(1979).
Sibling relationships in
Schvaneveldt, J. D., & Ihinger, M.
the family.
In W. R. Burr, R. Hill, F. I. Nye, & I. L. Reiss (Eds.),
Contemporary Theories About the Family (pp. 453-467). New York, NY:
The Free Press.

Smith, T. E. (1984).
Sex and sibling structure: Interaction effects
upon the accuracy of adolescent perceptions of parental
orientations. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 46, 901-907.

Stewart, R. B., Mobley, L. A., Tuyl, S. S., & Salvador, M. A. (1987).
The firstborn's adjustment to the birth of a sibling: A longitudinal
assessment.
Child Development, 5a, 341-355.
Stocker, C., Dunn, J., & Plomin, R. (1989).
Sibling relationships:
Links with child temperament, maternal behavior, and family struc
ture.
Child Development, 52, 715-727.
Stoneman, Z. & Brody, G. H. (1993).
Sibling temperaments, conflict,
warmth, and role asymmetry. Child Development, 64, 1786-1800.
Stoneman, Z., Brody, G. H., & Burke, M. (1989).
Sibling temperaments
and maternal and paternal perceptions of marital, family, and
personal functioning. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 51,
99-113.

Stoneman, Z., Brody, G. H., & MacKinnon, C. E. (1986).
Same-sex and
cross-sex siblings: Activity choices, roles, behavior, and gender
stereotypes.
Sex Roles, 15, 495-511.
Stryker, S. (1964). The interactional and situational approaches.
In H. T. Christensen (Ed.) Handbook of marriage and the family (pp.
125-170).
Chicago:
Rand McNally & Company.
Stryker, S. (1980). Symbolic interactionism.
Benjamin/Cummings Publishing Co.

Menlo Park: CA:

The

United States Department of Commerce, Economics & Statistics
Administration, Bureau of the Census, Statistical Abstract of the
United States, 1993.
United States Department of Commerce, Economics & Statistics
Administration, Bureau of the Census.
1990.
1990 Census of
Population.
Social & Economic Characteristics. Oregon.
Volling, B. L., & Belsky, J.
(1992).
The contribution of mother-child
and father-child relationships to the quality of sibling interaction:
A longitudinal study. Child Development, 63, 1209-1222.
Vuchinich, S. (1987).
Starting and stopping spontaneous family
conflicts. Journal of Marriage and the Family, Aa, 591-601.

116
Vuchinich, S., Emery, R. E., & Cassidy, J. (1988). Family members as
third parties in dyadic family conflict:
Strategies, alliances, and
outcomes. Child Development, 52, 1293-1302.
White, B. L. (1980). A Parent's Guide to the First Three Years.
Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall, Inc.

Zvonkovic, A., Zengerle, P., & Shin, H. (1987, April). Rivalry and
closeness:
Sibling relationships in late adolescence.
Paper
presented at the Biannual Meeting of the Society for Research In
Child Development, Baltimore, MD.

117

APPENDICES

118
APPENDIX A
LETTERS AND PERMISSION SLIP

May 3, 1994
Mr. Terry Vaughn, Principal
Hoover Elementary School
3838 N.W. Walnut Blvd.
Corvallis, OR 97330
Dear Mr. Vaughn:

Your school is one of those selected by the Oregon State University
Sibling Relationships Research Project to participate in its survey of
elementary-aged children.
This research examines sibling relationships
within the family system. The importance of sibling relationships to
individual child development and socialization has been vastly
underestimated in the past, and is only beginning to be understood.
We have developed a scientific survey for fourth- and fifth-grade
children that will provide valuable information for this research. The
information this survey will provide is likely to have important
implications for the parenting of siblings. The Sibling Relationships
Survey has been approved by the OSU Institutional Review Board for the
Protection of Human Subjects, and results will be kept completely
anonymous and confidential. The Survey takes children about 30 minutes
to fill out, and we will need to obtain written permission from parents
for all children who will fill out the survey.
Copies of the permission slip form, and the Survey itself, are
attached for your information. We will provide ice cream cups to
classes who manage a 50% return on the permission slips.
We will be
happy to answer any questions by phone, or to meet with you at your
school. We will be calling within the next week or two to discuss the
Survey with you.
It is our sincere hope that you will be willing to
facilitate our administration of this important survey at your school.
Thank you very much for your consideration.
Sincerely yours,

Rachel A. Ozretich
Alan I. Sugawara, Ph.D.
Graduate Student
Professor
Phone:
758-3221
Phone:
737-1078
Department of Human Development and Family Sciences
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THE OREGON SIBLING RELATIONSHIPS RESEARCH PROJECT
Department of Human Development and Family Sciences
Oregon State University
Dear Parents:

The importance of the characteristics of relationships between
brothers and sisters are only beginning to be understood. These
relationships are called sibling relationships, and strongly affect the
social development of children with siblings. Little is known about the
ways in which parents can help optimize their children's sibling
relationships. This is the focus of our research, and we need your
help.

If your child has brothers or sisters, would you allow your child
to fill out an anonymous scientific questionnaire? Each questionnaire
will be kept strictly confidential, and only the statistical analyses of
results will be released to the public. The questionnaire has been
officially approved by the University as appropriate for this use.
The questionnaire takes about 30 minutes to complete, and requires
very little writing. We plan to administer the questionnaire during
school hours. Besides providing us with important scientific
information (which we will share with you) we expect it to provide your
child with the unusual experience of participating in a social science
research survey.
Any questions you may have about the research, the rights of
research subjects, or any concerns you may have, should be directed to
Dr. Alan I. Sugawara at 737-1078. We will be very grateful for your
child's participation in this important research.
Please sign and
return the consent form below to your child's teacher by Friday. March

L.
Thank you very much!

Rachel A. Ozretich
Graduate Student

Alan I. Sugawara, Ph.D.
Professor

CONSENT FOR SIBLING RELATIONSHIPS SURVEY
I have read the information about the Sibling Relationships
Project, and I give permission for my child
to fill out the Sibling Relationships Survey.
Signed,

(Parent or Guardian)
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APPENDIX B
PROCEDURAL HINTS FOR SCHOOL SURVEYS

The following suggestions are based on experiences administering
the questionnaire for this study.
I.

Call or visit the school principal early in the initial

contact period.

Be sure to dress as you would for a formal interview.

Try to explain the project clearly, with an emphasis on exactly what
would be required of school personnel, and the expected benefits of the
research as well an any rewards the school can expect to receive from
participation.
2.

Immediately after you get permission to survey the school, you

should arrange the following with the principal or school secretary:
(a) arrange to use a school room that is available to you on certain
days or times during school hours.

Preferably, it should have chairs

and tables or hard surfaces of some kind on which the children can work;
(b) arrange a good time for the permission slips to be due, and turned
in to the classroom teachers.

Provide each of them will a tub or other

container clearly labelled for this purpose.

If it is visible in the

classroom, maybe it will serve as a reminder for the students and
teachers; and (c) make sure it is clear that the permission slips will
need to be organized by classrooms when it is time for the survey.
3.

After you have the due date written on the permission slips,

get an accurate count of the number of students in each participating
classroom along with the names and titles (i.e., Ms., Mr., Mrs., Dr.).
Count out enough permission slips for each class plus five extra for
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each class.

Label each packet with the teacher's name.

Include a small

packet of extra copies for the school secretary to keep for parents in
the office.

Also include an office copy of the questionnaire for

parents to peruse if they want.

It is important to be very prompt at

this stage, to avoid loss of "momentum" within the school.
4.

Make up a schedule indicating the times available for yourself

to take students with permission slips out of the classroom for a
certain period of time to administer the questionnaire (see example
included in this Appendix).

Be sure to consider the times when the room

made available will be unoccupied.

(If a teacher uses that room, make

sure that he or she is notified that you will be using it, and ask if
there are any special instructions this teacher would like you to
follow.)

Take the schedule to the school office, and ask the secretary

to make it available to the teachers for them to fill in the most
convenient times for them to schedule the survey.
5.

Four or five school days before the due date on the permission

slips, contact the teachers with a brief memo (see example included in
this Appendix), requesting that they remind the students about the
slips, reiterating any possible rewards for permission slip returns, and
asking them to sign up for the most convenient time for them available
on the schedule.

Be sure to indicate on this schedule the length of

time you expect the entire process to take.
little leeway.

Be sure to give yourself a

Let the teachers know that more copies of the permission

slips are available in the office, and remind them that each child will
need to have the permission slip in hand at the time of the survey.
Visit the school often during this period, and ask the secretary how
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they are doing with the return rate on permission slips.

If possible,

obtain a map of the school classrooms, so that you will know where to go
to pick up each class when it's time.

(Some schools don't want you

walking the halls without an escort; others may want you to wear a
badge.)
6.

When you pick up a class, ask their teacher what the next

activity is, and if it is important to release the students on time.
They may have a lot of questions to ask you after the survey has been
completed.

Once I had to tell some children to skip to the last

questions so that they could finish on time to get back to their
classrooms and catch the bus home.

Also determine whether it would be

acceptable to send individuals back to their classrooms as they complete
the survey, since this is often much preferable to trying to keep them
under control while the slower children finish.

You should probably

determine the bathroom policy for the school also.

Some children may be

scheduled for special instruction during the time you are scheduled to
have them.
7.

This can be awkward.

Be prepared to proceed quickly with the children.

Seating

them in a large circle worked a lot better than seating them at tables
because they were less tempted to talk to each other.
worked well also, if they weren't pushed together.
animated, and strict with the children.
easily with a "substitute" teacher.

Individual desks

Be friendly,

They can get out of control

It is helpful, and faster, to have

more than one researcher there to answer individual questions and to
help keep things under control.

Also, using sticky-notes to pair up
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questionnaires between classes without violating anonymity is useful
when necessary.
8.

If an incentive for percent participation has been offered,

such as ice cream cups, try very hard to give it to all of the classroom
children very soon after their participation.

If no incentive has been

offered, it is nice to give the teacher a bag of little treats for the
children anyway.

Also, at the conclusion of the survey, a gift of a

large box of candy to the office seemed greatly appreciated.
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OREGON SIBLING RELATIONSHIPS RESEARCH PROJECT
Department of Human Development and Family Sciences
Oregon State University

May 17, 1994

MEMO to Participating Teachers:

Thank you very much for participating in this important research!
There are a few things I need to let you know.

* Each class that achieves a 50% or better return on permission slips
will be treated to ice cream cups (from Sunny Brook Dairy) if you are
willing to permit this.

* A quick reminder to your students would help increase the number of
permission slips returned (especially if you mention the possibility of
ice cream cups), and would be very much appreciated!

* A sign-up sheet is available in the office for you to select the most
convenient time to send the students with their permission slips to meet
with me to fill out the questionnaire --it will take about 40 minutes
for the whole procedure, since I will be reading it with them and
answering their questions.

Gratefully yours,

Rachel A. Ozretich
Phone:
758-3221 (home/office)
928-8687 (M-W-F morn.)
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OREGON SIBLING RELATIONSHIPS RESEARCH PROJECT
Department of Human Development and Family Sciences
Oregon State University

Survey Administration Schedule

Hoover Elementary

TEACHERS:
Please write your name next to the preferred time for
you to release children who have permission slips to
participate in the research study
allot 40 minutes.

Monday
May 23

12:40

1:30 or 1:45
(circle one)

Tuesday
May 24

12:40

1:30 or 1:45
(circle one)

Wednesday
May 25

12:40

1:30 or 1:45
(circle one)

Thursday
May 26

12:40

1:30 or 1:45
(circle one)

Friday
May 27

12:40

1:30 or 1:45
(circle one)

THANK YOU VERY MUCH

!
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APPENDIX C

LETTER TO STUDENTS AND QUESTIONNAIRE

THE OREGON SIBLING RELATIONSHIPS RESEARCH PROJECT
Department of Human Development and Family Sciences
Oregon State University

Dear Students:

Thank you very much for agreeing to participate in this project. The
information you provide us will help us greatly in understanding sibling
relationships among children your age.
Please do not write your name on this questionnaire, so the information
you provide us will be kept completely private.
No one (including your
teachers, your parents, your brothers or sisters, or anyone) will ever
know your answers to these questions.
Please answer all of the questions. Remember, this is not a test.
There are no right or wrong answers. We just want to know what you
think and how you feel.
If you have any questions, please feel free to
ask.
We will be happy to answer your questions.
Again, thank you very much!

Rachel A. Ozretich
Alan I. Sugawara, Ph.D.
Graduate Student
Professor
Department of Human Development and Family Sciences
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THE QUESTIONNAIRE
1.

Children who live in the same household often disagree and have
quarrels (fights or angry words with each other). Think about your
quarrels with a brother/stepbrother or a sister/stepsister who is
closest in age to you. What is his or her:
girl

Sex:

boy

Age:

2.

(circle one)
(in years)

How often do you have quarrels with this brother or sister?
1

2

3

rarely

3.

tprl

4

twice
a week

5

7

6

several
times a day

many
times a day

Generally speaking, what is it that you quarrel about most often?
(write a brief answer on the line above)

4.

We will be asking questions about your pother or substitute mother, if
you have one.
Of the following, who has the most influence on you?
your mother
stepmother
grandmother
other female relative
foster mother
other (please describe:
no substitute mother (if so, ignore section #5 and #6)
Of the list above, with whom do you live (or visit) most of the time?

5.

Think about the kinds of quarrels you described in number 3 above.
Considering your pother or substitute mother, please answer the
following questions.
(circle a number on the scale after each question)

a) How often does she tell you that she's tired of the quarreling?
1

never

2

3

sometimes

4

5

usually

6

7

always
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b) How often does she ignore your quarrels?
1

2

never

3

4

sometimes

5

6

usually

7

always

c) How often does she punish one of you as a result of a quarrel?
1

2

never

3

4

sometimes

5

6

usually

7

always

d) In response to a quarrel, how often does she tell one of you
to stop what you are doing?
1

2

never

3

4

sometimes

5

6

usually

7

always

e) How often does she tell you both to do something else or to
separate in response to a quarrel?
1

2

never

3

4

sometimes

5

6

usually

7

always

f) How often does she help both of you talk about the quarrel
together and come to an agreement?
1

2

never

3

4

sometimes

5

6

usually

7

always

g) How often does she refer to family rules in response to a quarrel?
1

never

2

3

sometimes

4

5

usually

6

7

always
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6.

Of the kinds of responses described above, please circle the
way you think she responds most often.
ignoring your quarrels

punishing one of you
telling one of you to stop it
telling you both to do something else
helping you talk about it together
referring to family rules

7

Next, we will be asking questions about your father or substitute
father, if you have one. Of the following, who has the most influence
on you?
your father
stepfather
grandfather
other male relative
foster father
other (please describe:
no substitute father (if so, ignore section #8 and #9)
Of the list above, with whom do you live (or visit) most of the time?

8.

Again, think about the kinds of quarrels you described in number 3
above.
Considering your father or substitute father, please answer
the following questions.
(circle a number on the scale after each question)

a) How often does he tell you that he's tired of the quarreling?
1

never

2

3

sometimes

4

5

usually

6

7

always
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b) How often does he ignore your quarrels?
1

2

3

5

4

sometimes

never

6

7

always

usually

c) How often does he punish one of you as a result of a quarrel?
1

2

3

5

4

sometimes

never

6

7

always

usually

d) In response to a quarrel, how often does he tell one of you
to stop what you are doing?
1

2

3

4

sometimes

never

5

6

7

always

usually

e) How often does he tell you both to do something else or to
separate in response to a quarrel?
1

2

3

5

4

sometimes

never

6

7

always

usually

f) How often does he help both of you talk about the quarrel
together and come to an agreement?
1

2

3

5

4

sometimes

never

6

usually

7

always

g) How often does he refer to family rules in response to a quarrel?
1

never
9.

2

3

4

sometimes

5

usually

6

7

always

Of the kinds of responses described above, please circle the
way you think he responds most often.
ignoring your quarrels

punishing one of you
telling one of you to stop it
telling you both to do something else
helping you talk about it together
referring to family rules
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ABOUT YOUR SIBLING RELATIONSHIPS
Again, thinking about the relationship you have with your brother
or sister who is closest in age to you whom you identified
Place an (x) in
earlier, please answer the following questions.
one of the boxes provided for each question.
1.

Some siblings do nice things for each
other a lot, while other siblings do
nice things for each other a little.
How much do both you and this sibling
do nice things for each other?

[
[
[

[
[

[

2.

Who usually gets treated better by
your mother, you or this sibling?
[

[

How much do you show this sibling
how to do things he or she doesn't
know how to do?

]

[

]

[
[

[
[

How much does this sibling show you
how to do things you don't know how
to do?

Hardly at all
Not too much
Somewhat
Very much
EXTREMELY much

[

]
]
]
]

[

]

Hardly at all
Not too much
Somewhat
Very much
EXTREMELY much

[

[
[
[
[

[

6.

How much does this sibling tell
you what to do?

]

]
]
]
]
]

[

[

How much do you tell this sibling
what to do?

]

Hardly at all
Not too much
Somewhat
Very much
EXTREMELY much

[

[

5.

] Hardly at all
] Not too much
Somewhat
] Very much
EXTREMELY much
]
]
]
]
]

[

4.

Hardly at all
Not too much
Somewhat
Very much
EXTREMELY much

] My sibling almost
always gets
treated better
] My sibling often
gets treated
better
] We get treated
about the same
I often get
treated better
I almost always
get treated
better

[

[

3.

]
]
]
]
]

[
[
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[

7.

Who usually gets treated better by
your father, you or this sibling?
[

[

[

[

8.

9.

10.

11.

12.

13.

Some siblings care about each other a
lot while other siblings don't care
about each other that much.
How much do you and this sibling
care about each other?
How much do you and this sibling
go places and do things together?

How much do you and this sibling
insult and call each other names?

How much do you and this sibling
like the same things?

How much do you and this sibling
tell each other everything?

Some siblings try to out-do or beat
each other at things a lot, while other
siblings try to out-do or beat each
other a little. How much do you and
this sibling try to out-do or beat
each other at things?

] My sibling almost
always gets
treated better
] My sibling often
gets treated
better
] We get treated
about the same
]
I often get
treated better
I almost always
get treated
better

[

]

[

]

[

]

[

]

[

]

[

]

[

]

[

]

[

]

[

]

[

]

[

]

[

]

(

]

[

]

[

]

[

]

[

]

[

]

[

]

[

]

[

]

[

]

[

]

[

]

[

]

[

]

[

]

[

]

[

]

Hardly at all
Not too much
Somewhat
Very much
EXTREMELY much
Hardly at all
Not too much
Somewhat
Very much
EXTREMELY much
Hardly at all
Not too much
Somewhat
Very much
EXTREMELY much
Hardly at all
Not too much
Somewhat
Very much
EXTREMELY much

Hardly at all
Not too much
Somewhat
Very much
EXTREMELY much
Hardly at all
Not too much
Somewhat
Very much
EXTREMELY much
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[

] Hardly at all
] Not too much
Somewhat
] Very much
EXTREMELY much

[

]

[

14.

How much do you admire and respect
this sibling?

[
[
[

15.

How much does this sibling admire
and respect you?

[
[

[
[

[

16.

How much do you and this sibling
disagree and quarrel with each
other?

[
[
[

[

[

17.

Some siblings cooperate a lot, while
other siblings cooperate a little.
How much do you and this sibling
cooperate with each other?

[
[
[
[

[

18.

Who gets more attention from your
mother, you or this sibling?
[

[

19.

20.

21.

How much do you help this sibling
with things he or she can't do by
him or herself?

How much does this sibling help you
with things you can't do by yourself?

How much do you make this sibling
do things?

]

]

Hardly at all
] Not too much
Somewhat
] Very much
] EXTREMELY much

]

] Hardly at all
] Not too much
]
Somewhat
] Very much
] EXTREMELY much
]
]
]
]
]

] My sibling almost
always gets more
attention
] My sibling often
gets more attention
] We get about the
same amount of
attention
I often get more
attention
I almost always get
more attention

[

]

[

]

[

]

[

]

[

]

[

]

[

]

[

]

[

]

[

]

[

]

[

]

[

]

[

]

[

[
[

Hardly at all
Not too much
Somewhat
Very much
EXTREMELY much

]

]
]

Hardly at all
Not too much
Somewhat
Very much
EXTREMELY much
Hardly at all
Not too much
Somewhat
Very much
EXTREMELY much

Hardly at all
Not too much
Somewhat
Very much
EXTREMELY much
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[

22.

How much does this sibling make
you do things?

[

[
[

[

[

23.

Who gets more attention from your
father, you or this sibling?
[

[

How much do you and this sibling
love each other?

]

[

]

]
]
]
]
]

Hardly at all
Not too much
Somewhat
Very much
EXTREMELY much

]
]
]
]
]

Hardly at all
Not too much
Somewhat
Very much
EXTREMELY much

[

]
]
]
]

[

]

Hardly at all
Not too much
Somewhat
Very much
EXTREMELY much

[
[
[

[

25.

Some siblings play around and have
fun with each other a lot, while
other siblings play around and have
fun with each other a little. How
much do you and this sibling play
around and have fun with each other?

[

[
[
[

[

[

26.

How much are you and this sibling
mean to each other?

[
[

[

27.

How much do you and this sibling
have in common?

[
[

[
[

[

28.

How much do you and this sibling
share secrets and private feelings?

Hardly at all
Not too much
Somewhat
Very much
EXTREMELY much

] My sibling almost
always gets more
attention
] My sibling often
gets more attention
] We get about the
same amount of
attention
I often get more
attention
I almost always get
more attention

[

[

24.

]
]
]
]
]

[
[
[
[

]
]
]
]
]

Hardly at all
Not too much
Somewhat
Very much
EXTREMELY much

]
]
]
]
]

Hardly at all
Not too much
Somewhat
Very much
EXTREMELY much
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[

]
]
]
]

[

]

Hardly at all
Not too much
Somewhat
Very much
EXTREMELY much

]
]
]
]
]

Hardly at all
Not too much
Somewhat
Very much
EXTREMELY much

[

29.

How much do you and this sibling
compete with each other?

[
[

[

30.

How much do you look up to and feel
proud of this sibling?

[

[
[

[

[

31.

How much does this sibling look up
to and feel proud of you?

[
[
[

[

[

32.

How much do you and this sibling
get mad at and get in arguments
with each other?

[
[
[

[

[

33.

How much do both you and your sibling
share with each other?

[
[
[
[

[

34.

Who does your mother usually favor,
you or this sibling?

[

[

[

[

35.

36.

How much do you teach this sibling
things that he or she doesn't know?

How much does this sibling teach
you things that you don't know?

] Hardly at all
] Not too much
Somewhat
] Very much
] EXTREMELY much

]

]
]
]
]
]

Hardly at all
Not too much
Somewhat
Very much
EXTREMELY much

] Hardly at all
] Not too much
Somewhat
] Very much
EXTREMELY much

]

]

] My sibling almost
always is favored
] My sibling often
is favored
] Neither of us
is favored
I am often
favored
I almost always
am favored
]

[

]

[

]

[

]

[

]

[

]

[

]

[

]

[

]

[

]

[

]

Hardly at all
Not too much
Somewhat
Very much
EXTREMELY much

Hardly at all
Not too much
Somewhat
Very much
EXTREMELY much
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[

37.

How much do you order this
sibling around?

[

[
[
[

[

38.

How much does this sibling order
you around?

[

[
[
[

[

39.

Who does your father usually favor,
you or this sibling?

[

[

[

[

[

40.

How much is there a strong feeling
of affection (love) between you
and this sibling?

[

[

[
[

41.

Some kids spend
their siblings,
spend so much.
do you and this
together?

lots of time with
while others don't
How much free time
sibling spend

[
[
[
[
[

[

42.

How much do you and this sibling
bug and pick on each other in mean
ways?

[

[

[
[

[

43.

How much are you and this sibling
alike?

[
[
[
[

[

44.

How much do you and this sibling tell
each other things you don't want
other people to know?

[
[

[
[

]
]
]
]
]

Hardly at all
Not too much
Somewhat
Very much
EXTREMELY much

]
]
]
]
]

Hardly at all
Not too much
Somewhat
Very much
EXTREMELY much

] My sibling almost
always is favored
] My sibling often
is favored
] Neither of us
is favored
I am often
favored
]
I almost always
am favored
]
]
]
]
]

Hardly at all
Not too much
Somewhat
Very much
EXTREMELY much

]
]
]
]
]

Hardly at all
Not too much
Somewhat
Very much
EXTREMELY much

]
]
]
)
]

Hardly at all
Not too much
Somewhat
Very much
EXTREMELY much

]
]
]
]
]

Hardly at all
Not too much
Somewhat
Very much
EXTREMELY much

]
]
]
]
]

Hardly at all
Not too much
Somewhat
Very much
EXTREMELY much
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45.

46.

47.

48.

How much do you and this sibling try
to do things better than each other?

How much do you think highly of this
sibling?

How much does this sibling think
highly of you?

How much do you and this sibling
argue with each other?

[

]

[

]

[

]

[

]

[

]

[

]

[

]

[

]

[

]

[

]

[

]

[

]

[

]

[

]

[

]

[

]

[

]

[

]

[

]

[

]

Hardly at all
Not too much
Somewhat
Very much
EXTREMELY much
Hardly at all
Not too much
Somewhat
Very much
EXTREMELY much
Hardly at all
Not too much
Somewhat
Very much
EXTREMELY much
Hardly at all
Not too much
Somewhat
Very much
EXTREMELY much
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ABOUT YOU AND YOUR FAMILY
Now we want to know something about you and your family.
answer the following questions as best you can.

Please

1.

What is your age?

2.

What is your sex?

3.

Please fill in the age and relationship of any siblings
(brothers, stepbrothers, sisters, and stepsisters) with
whom you live most of the time, using the table below.
Age

(Example)

4.

(in years)

boy

girl

(circle one)

Relationship to You
Brother

2

Families can take many forms.
time?
(Check one)

With whom do you live most of the

Both mother and father together
Your mother and a stepfather
Your mother

Your father and a stepmother
Your father

With one or more grandparents(s)?
With foster parents
Other, please describe
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5.

How old is your mother or substitute mother?
(in years -- use your best guess if unsure)

6.

How old is your father or substitute father?
(in years -- use your best guess if unsure)

7.

What is your mother's or substitute mother's job?
(for example: homemaker, engineer, business owner,
secretary, etc.)
(write your answer on the line above)

8.

What is your father's or substitute father's job?
(for example:
teacher, lawyer, accountant, business owner,
engineer, etc.)
(write your answer on the line above)

9.

How much schooling has your mother or substitute mother
completed?
(Check one -- use your best guess if you aren't sure)
No school
Elementary school
Some high school
High school graduate
Some college or technical school
College graduate
Beyond college - professional training

10.

How much schooling has your father or substitute father
completed?
(Check one -- use your best guess if you aren't sure)
No school
Elementary school
Some high school
High school graduate
Some college or technical school
College graduate
Beyond college - professional training
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APPENDIX D
CODE BOOK AND STATISTICAL PROGRAMMING

CODE BOOK
for Sibling Relationships Research Project
Variable
Name

Definitions

ID

Questionnaire identification number

1 

SCH

School
1
2
3
4

4

FORM

The order in which the types of
parental response were presented

5

SIBGEN

Sibling gender, boy=0, girl =l

6

SIBAGE

Age of sibling

7 

OFTQUAR

How often respondent quarrels with sibling:
1 = rarely
2
(in between)
3 = twice a week
4
(in between)
5 = several times a day
6
(in between)
7 = many times a day

9

MINFLU

Mother or substitute mother with most
influence on respondent:
1 = your mother
2 = stepmother
3 = grandmother
4 = other female relative
5 = foster mother
6 = other
7 = no substitute mother

10

MLIVEMST

With which of the above do you live (or
visit) most of the time:
1 = your mother
2 = stepmother
3 = grandmother
4 = other female relative
5 = foster mother
6 = other
7 = no substitute mother

11

that was surveyed:
= Oak Grove Elementary
= South Shore Elementary
= Garfield Elementary
= Hoover Elementary

Column
Numbers
3

8
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MPUN

How often does she punish one of you as
the result of a quarrel?
1 = never

12

(in between)
3 = sometimes
(in between)
4
5 = usually
(in between)
6
7 = always
2

MSTOP

In response to a quarrel, how often does
she tell one of you to stop what you are
doing?
(responses as above)

13

MIGNORE

How often does she ignore your quarrels?
(responses as above)

14

MRULES

How often does she refer to family rules
in response to a quarrel?
(responses as above)

15

MDOELSE

How often does she tell you both to do
something else or to separate in response
to a quarrel?
(responses as above)

16

MTALK

How often does she help both of you talk
about the quarrel together and come to
an agreement?
(responses as above)

17

MMOST

18
Of the kinds of responses described above,
please circle the way you think she
responds most often:
1 = punishing one of you
2 = telling one of you to stop it
3 = ignoring your quarrels
4 = referring to family rules
5 = telling you both to do something else
6 = helping you talk about it together
7 = punishing both of us (handwritten in)
8 = tells us both to stop (handwritten in)
9 = Dad is never home (handwritten in)
0 = other

MCONSIST

Is this last response consistent with the
responses to the TPR questions?
0 = no
1 = yes
2 = not applicable

19
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FINFLU
FLIVEMST
FPUN
FSTOP
FIGNORE
FRULES
FDOELSE
FTALK
FMOST
FCONSIST

20
Same as MINFLU, except asks about fathers
21
Same as MLIVEMST, except for fathers
TPR variables for fathers instead of mothers 22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29

Q1 through Q48 Questions from the SRQ Questionnaire
1 = Hardly at all
2 = Not too much
3 = Somewhat
4 = Very much
5 = EXTREMELY much

30 - 77

or something similar to:

1
2
3
4
5

=
=
=
=
=

My sibling almost always gets treated better
My sibling often gets treated better
We get treated about the same
I often get treated better
I almost always get treated better

AGE

Respondent's age

78 - 79

GENDER

Respondent's gender
0 = boy
1 = girl

80

NUMSIS

Number of sisters reported

81

NUMBRO

Number of brothers reported

82

YONSTAGE

Age of the youngest child in the family

83 - 84

OLDSTAGE

Age of the oldest child in the family

85 - 86

CHOSE

Which sibling did the respondent choose
to talk about?
0 = Chose a proximal birth order sib
1 = If had both an older and a
younger sib, chose the vounaer
2 = If had both an older and a
younger sib, chose the older
3 = Skipped over a proximal sib

87
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BIRTHORD

The birth order of the respondent within
the family:
1 = firstborn child
2 = middleborn (second of three total)
3 = laterborn (neither first nor last,
family larger than three children)
4 = lastborn child
5 = one of twins

88

CONSTL

A combination variable that includes
relative age, respondent's gender, and
sibling gender
1 = younger boy with a brother
2 = younger boy with a sister
3 = younger girl with a brother
4 = younger girl with a sister
5 = older boy with a brother
6 = older boy with a sister
7 = older girl with a brother
8 = older girl with a sister

89

STEPSIBS

Were there any stepsibs in the family?
0 = no
1 = yes
2 = half-sibling

90

TARGSTEP

Was the target sibling a stepsibling?
o = no
1 = yes

91

LIVEWITH

With whom do you live most of the time?
1 = Both mother and father together
2 = Your mother and a stepfather
3 = Your mother
4 = Your father and a stepmother
5 = Your father
6 = With one or more grandparent(s)
7 = With foster parents
8 = Other

92

MAGE

Age of mother or substitute mother

93-94

FAGE

Age of father or substitute father

95-96

MJOB

Respondent's description of mother's job,
translated into Hollingshead code
"Homemaker", goes to school,
or no job coded as = 0

97

FJOB

Respondent's description of father's job
translated into Hollingshead code
"Homemaker", goes to school,
or no job coded as = 0

98
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SINGEARN

Is this family a single-earner family?
o = no
1 = yes
2 = neither parent is working

MEDUC

Schooling completed by mother or mother
substitute:
0 = No school
2 = Elementary school
3 = Some high school
4 = High school graduate
5 = Some college or technical school
6 = College graduate
7 = Beyond college - professional
training

FEDUC

Same as above, except for father or father
substitute

101

PAIR

Did this respondent have a sibling who
was also participating in the survey?
0 = no
1 = yes, older of the pair
2 = yes, younger of the pair
3 = yes, twins

102

PAIR ID

For those respondents who are paired,
which pair are they a member of?
0 = not paired
1 = first pair
2 = second pair
etc. up to nine pairs of siblings

103

99

100
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SAS STATISTICAL PROGRAM FOR THE DATA ANALYSIS

GIRLS REGRESSIONS OF DEPENDENT VARS ***/;
/*** REGCOMB9
DATA SRQTPR;
FILENAME RESDATA 'A:RESDATA';
INFILE RESDATA LRECL=110; /*** This sets the record length ***/;
INPUT ID 1-3 SCH 4 FORM 5 SIBGEN 6 SIBAGE 7-8 OFTQUAR 9 MINFLU 10
MLIVEMST 11 MPUN 12 MSTOP 13 MIGNORE 14 MRULES 15 MDOELSE 16 MTALK 17

MOST 18 MCONSIST 19 FINFLU 20 FLIVEMST 21 FPUN 22 FSTOP 23 FIGNORE 24
FRULES 25 FDOELSE 26 FTALK 27 FMOST 28 FCONSIST 29 Q1 30 Q2 31 Q3 32 Q4
33 Q5 34 Q6 35 Q7 36 Q8 37 Q9 38 Q10 39 Q11 40 Q12 41 Q13 42 Q14 43 Q15
44 Q16 45 Q17 46 Q18 47 Q19 48 Q20 49 Q21 50 Q22 51 Q23 52 Q24 53 Q25 54
Q26 55 Q27 56 Q28 57 Q29 58 Q30 59 Q31 60 Q32 61 Q33 62 Q34 63 Q35 64
Q36 65 Q37 66 Q38 67 Q39 68 Q40 69 Q41 70 Q42 71 Q43 72 Q44 73 Q45 74
Q46 75 Q47 76 Q48 77 AGE 78-79 GENDER 80 NUMSIS 81 NUMBRO 82 YONSTAGE
83-84 OLDSTAGE 85-86 CHOSE 87 BIRTHORD 88 CONSTL 89 STEPSIBS 90 TARGSTEP
91 LIVEWITH 92 MAGE 93-94 FAGE 95-96 MJOB 97 FJOB 98 SINGEARN 99 MEDUC
100 FEDUC 101 PAIR 102 PAIRID 103;
/*** Must delete randomly one member of each sibling pair included in
the sample * * */;

IF
IF
IF
IF
IF
IF
IF
IF
IF

ID=154
ID=157
ID=158
ID=161
ID=162
ID=165
ID=166
ID=169
ID=170

THEN
THEN
THEN
THEN
THEN
THEN
THEN
THEN
THEN

DELETE;
DELETE;
DELETE;
DELETE;
DELETE;
DELETE;
DELETE;
DELETE;
DELETE;

/*** Must delete three only partially completed forms ***/;
IF ID=057 THEN DELETE;
IF ID=058 THEN DELETE;
IF ID=059 THEN DELETE;
/*** Adding items to create each subscale ***/;
PROSOC=Q1+Q17+Q33;
AFFECTN=Q8+Q24+Q40;
COMPAN=Q9+Q25+Q41;
SIMILAR=Q11+Q27+Q43;
INTIM=Q12+Q28+Q44;
ADMIROF=Q14+Q30+Q46;
ADMIRBY=Q15+Q31+Q47;

/*** Adding subscales to obtain Scale Scores ***/;
WARMTH=PROSOC+AFFECTN+COMPAN+SIMILAR+INTIM+ADMIROF+ADMIRBY;
ANTAG=Q10+Q26+Q42;
COMP=Q13+Q29+Q45;
QUARREL=Q16+Q32+Q48;
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CONFLICT=ANTAG+COMP+QUARREL;
NURTUROF=Q3+Q19+Q35;
NURTURBY=Q4+Q20+Q36;
DOMINOF=Q5+Q21+Q37;
DOMINBY=Q6+Q22+Q38;
RELSTAT=NURTUROF+DOMINOF-NURTURBY-DOMINBY;
MPARTDIR=Q2+Q18+Q34;
FPARTDIR=Q7+Q23+Q39;

/*** Must convert straight item scores to deviations from the "we are
treated about the same" midpoint = score of 3 ***/;
RTWO=3-Q2;
REIT=3-Q18;
RTFR=3-Q34;
/*** Then add up the absolute values to get the partiality scores ***/;
MPART=ABS(RTWO)+ABS(REIT)+ABS(RTFR);
RSVN=3-Q7;
RTTH=3-Q23;
RTNN=3-Q39;
FPART=ABS(RSVN)+ABS(RTTH)+ABS(RTNN);
RIVALRY=MPART+FPART;

/*** Calculating sibling constellation variables ***/;
AGEDIF=ABS(SIBAGE-AGE);
FAMSIZE=l+NUMSIS+NUMBRO;
/*** Calculating Hollingshead Index ***/;
HOLLSUM= 5 *MJOB +5 *FJOB +3 *MEDUC +3 *FEDUC;

IF SINGEARN =O THEN HOLL=HOLLSUM/2;
ELSE IF SINGEARN>0 THEN HOLL=HOLLSUM;

/*** Must add up TPR items to get mothers' and fathers'
RESTRICT variable which was labeled PROH here ***/;
MPROH= MPUN +MSTOP +MDOELSE;

/*** Also must now create variables to test for significance of
missing value substitutions in the regression analyses ***/;
THEN MPROMISS = 1;
IF MPROH =
ELSE MPROMISS = 0;
.

/*** FPROH and MPROH are sums of mothers and fathers punishing, and
prohibiting, and group discipline ***/;
FPROH=FPUN+FSTOP+FDOELSE;
THEN FPROMISS = 1;
IF FPROH =
ELSE FPROMISS = 0;
PPROH=MPROH+FPROH;
THEN PPROMISS = 1;
IF PPROH =
ELSE PPROMISS = 0;
.

.
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/*** Adding mothers' and fathers' TPR variables to get joint value ***/;
PRULES=MRULES+FRULES;
THEN PRULMISS = 1;
IF PRULES =
ELSE PRULMISS = 0;
PIGNORE=MIGNORE+FIGNORE;
THEN PIGMISS = 1;
IF PIGNORE =
ELSE PIGMISS = 0;
PTALK=MTALK+FTALK;
THEN PTALMISS = 1;
IF PTALK =
ELSE PTALMISS = 0;
.

.

.

/*** Labeling observations with missing critical variables to test for
significant differences in the dependent variables using ANOVA
***/;

/***Obs with missing vars labeled MISSDATA=1 and rest =0***/;
MISSDATA = 0;
THEN MISSDATA=1;
IF OFTQUAR =
ELSE IF NMISS(OF Q1 -Q48) GT 0 THEN MISSDATA=1;
ELSE IF NMISS(OF MPUN--MTALK) GT 0 THEN
MISSDATA=1;
ELSE IF NMISS(OF FPUN--FTALK) GT 0 THEN
MISSDATA=1;
.

/***Replacing missing data with mean scores***/;
THEN OFTMISS = 1;
IF OFTQUAR =
ELSE OFTMISS = 0;
THEN OFTQUAR = 4.019;
IF OFTQUAR =
.

.

THEN MRULMISS = 1;
IF MRULES =
ELSE MRULMISS = 0;
THEN MRULES = 2.857;
IF MRULES =
.

.

THEN FIGMISS = 1;
IF FIGNORE =
ELSE FIGMISS = 0;
THEN FIGNORE = 2.584;
IF FIGNORE =
.

.

THEN FRULMISS = 1;
IF FRULES =
ELSE FRULMISS = 0;
THEN FRULES = 2.469;
IF FRULES =
.

.

THEN FTALMISS = 1;
IF FTALK =
ELSE FTALMISS = 0;
= 2.560;
THEN FTALK
=
IF FTALK
.

.

THEN MPUNMISS = 1;
IF MPUN =
ELSE MPUNMISS = 0;
= 3.174;
THEN MPUN
=
IF MPUN
.

.

THEN MSTPMISS = 1;
IF MSTOP =
ELSE MSTPMISS = 0;
THEN MSTOP
=
IF MSTOP
.

.

= 4.273;
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THEN MDOMISS = 1;
IF MDOELSE =
ELSE MDOMISS = 0;
THEN MDOELSE = 3.790;
IF MDOELSE =
.

.

THEN FPUNMISS = 1;
IF FPUN =
ELSE FPUNMISS = 0;
= 3.131;
THEN FPUN
=
IF FPUN
.

.

THEN FSTPMISS = 1;
IF FSTOP =
ELSE FSTPMISS = 0;
= 3.950;
THEN FSTOP
=
IF FSTOP
.

.

THEN FDOMISS = 1;
IF FDOELSE =
ELSE FDOMISS = 0;
THEN FDOELSE = 3.516;
IF FDOELSE =
.

.

IF
IF
IF
IF
IF
IF
IF
IF
IF
IF
IF
IF
IF
IF
IF
IF
IF
IF
IF
IF
IF
IF
IF
IF
IF
IF
IF
IF
IF
IF
IF
IF
IF
IF
IF
IF
IF

Q1
Q17
Q33
Q8

Q24
Q40
Q9
Q25
Q41
QII
Q27
Q43
Q12
Q28
Q44
Q14
Q30
Q46
Q15
Q31
Q47
Q10
Q26
Q42
Q13
Q29
Q45
Q16
Q32
Q48
Q4
Q20
Q36
Q5
Q21
Q37
Q6

=

=
=
=

=
=
=

=
=
=
=
=
=
=
=
=
=
=
=
=
=
=
=
=
=
=
=
=
=
=
=

=
=
=

=
=
=

.
.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

THEN
THEN
THEN
THEN
THEN
THEN
THEN
THEN
THEN
THEN
THEN
THEN
THEN
THEN
THEN
THEN
THEN
THEN
THEN
THEN
THEN
THEN
THEN
THEN
THEN
THEN
THEN
THEN
THEN
THEN
THEN
THEN
THEN
THEN
THEN
THEN
THEN

Q1 = 2.981;
Q17 = 2.906;
Q33 = 2.805;
Q8 = 3.681;
Q24 = 3.679;
Q40 = 1.307;
Q9 = 3.234;
Q25 = 3.394;
Q41 = 3.185;
QII = 2.860;
Q27 = 3.044;
Q43 = 2.975;
Q12 = 2.420;
Q28 = 2.087;
Q44 = 2.270;
Q14 = 3.335;
Q30 = 3.206;
Q46 = 3.205;
Q15 = 3.044;
Q31 = 2.987;
Q47 = 3.097;
Q10 = 3.138;
Q26 = 3.317;
Q42 = 3.151;
Q13 = 2.839;
Q29 = 2.826;
Q45 = 2.726;
Q16 = 3.380;
Q32 = 3.411;
Q48 = 3.325;
Q4 = 2.591;
Q20 = 2.652;
Q36 = 2.565;
Q5 = 2.375;
Q21 = 2.025;
Q37 = 2.144;
Q6 = 2.938;
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IF
IF
IF
IF
IF
IF
IF
IF

Q22
Q38
Q2
Q18
Q34
Q7
Q23
Q39

=
=
=

=
=
=

=
=

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

THEN
THEN
THEN
THEN
THEN
THEN
THEN
THEN

Q22 = 2.491;
Q38 = 2.500;
Q2 = 2.869;
Q18 = 2.994;
Q34 = 3.000;
Q7 = 2.955;
Q23 = 3.019;
Q39 = 3.065;

/*** Must omit the three subjects who are one of twins
IF SIBAGE=AGE THEN DELETE;

***/;

/***Must recompute subscales and scales using updated data***/;
PROSOC=Q1+Q17+Q33;
AFFECTN=Q8+Q24+Q40;
COMPAN=Q9+Q25+Q41;
SIMILAR=Q11+Q27+Q43;
INTIM=Q12+Q28+Q44;
ADMIROF=Q14+Q30+Q46;
ADMIRBY=Q15+Q31+Q47;
WARMTH=PROSOC+AFFECTN+COMPAN+SIMILAR+INTIM+ADMIROF+ADMIRBY;
ANTAG=Q10+Q26+Q42;
COMP=Q13+Q29+Q45;
QUARREL=Q16+Q32+Q48;
CONFLICT=ANTAG+COMP+QUARREL;
NURTUROF=Q3+Q19+Q35;
NURTURBY=Q4+Q20+Q36;
DOMINOF=Q5+Q21+Q37;
DOMINBY=Q6+Q22+Q38;
RELSTAT=NURTUROF+DOMINOF-NURTURBY-DOMINBY;
MPARTDIR=Q2+Q18+Q34;
FPARTDIR=Q7+Q23+Q39;
RTWO=3-Q2;
REIT=3-Q18;
RTFR=3-Q34;
MPART=ABS(RTWO)+ABS(REIT)+ABS(RTFR);
RSVN=3-Q7;
RTTH=3-Q23;
RTNN=3-Q39;
FPART=ABS(RSVN)+ABS(RTTH)+ABS(RTNN);
RIVALRY=MPART+FPART;

/*** Restricting was called PROH, mothers + fathers was parents ***/;
MPROH=MPUN+MSTOP+MDOELSE;
FPROH=FPUN+FSTOP+FDOELSE;
PPROH=MPROH+FPROH;
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/*** Parents responses sums of mothers and fathers responses ***/;
PRULES=MRULES+FRULES;
PIGNORE=MIGNORE+FIGNORE;
PTALK=MTALK+FTALK;
/***Converting continuous variables into categorical***/;
IF 0<=AGEDIF<=2 THEN AGECAT =O;
ELSE IF AGEDIF>=3 THEN AGECAT=1;
IF 0<=AGEDIF<=3 THEN AGEFUR =O;
ELSE IF AGEDIF>3 THEN AGEFUR=1;
IF 1 <=FAMSIZE<=2 THEN FSIZECAT =O;
ELSE IF FAMSIZE>2 THEN FSIZECAT=1;

/***Cleaning variables with too many categories with few obs_s***/;
/***Creating new variables for purpose of analysis***/;
IF BIRTHORD = 1 THEN BIRTH = 0;
ELSE IF 2<=BIRTHORD<=3 THEN BIRTH = 1;
ELSE IF BIRTHORD = 4 THEN BIRTH = 2;

/*** Is respondent older 1 or younger 0 than target sib? ***/;
IF SIBAGE>AGE THEN REOLDYNG=0;
ELSE IF SIBAGE<AGE THEN REOLDYNG=1;
/*** Creating dummy variable for BIRTHORD in regressions ***/;
IF BIRTH = 0 THEN FRSTBORN = 1;
ELSE IF BIRTH NE 0 THEN FRSTBORN = 0;
IF BIRTH = 1 THEN MIDBORN = 1;
ELSE IF BIRTH NE 1 THEN MIDBORN = 0;
IF BIRTH = 2 THEN LASTBORN = 1;
ELSE IF BIRTH NE 2 THEN LASTBORN = 0;
/*** Creating gender combination variable

bros 0, sists 1, mixed 2

***/;

IF GENDER+SIBGEN=0 THEN GENCOMB=0;
ELSE IF GENDER+SIBGEN=2 THEN GENCOMB=1;
ELSE IF GENDER+SIBGEN=1 THEN GENCOMB=2;
same gender 0, mixed 1 ***/;
/*** creating gender mix variable
IF 0<=GENCOMB<=1 THEN GENDMIX=0;
ELSE IF GENCOMB>1 THEN GENDMIX=1;

/*** Creating family type variable with intact 0 v other 1 ***/;
IF LIVEWITH=1 THEN FTYPE=0;
ELSE IF LIVEWITH>1 THEN FTYPE=1;
IF GENDER=0 THEN DELETE;
RUN;

/*** And the analyses follow ***/;

