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Descriptive Statistics

* Sibling relationships are long-lastin _ L : : Younger Sample  Older Sample
elat ogn ships P & & National Longitudinal Study of Adolescent to StEston | EMpeine; | FERES FEITEL (N = 752) (N = 699)
* Sibling relationship quality is associated Adult Health (Add Realth) Wave 1 Y Sibling Sampl R : R : R : R : Quality with Sibling M (std) M (std)
_ P quafity « Nationally representative sample of young CUIEEREHIITEL ATNHIE Closeness 2.86 (1.14)  2.95 (1.05)
with mental health adults 18-26 BIDECTICE -] Quarrel 111 (1.10)  1.11 (1.06)
* Early adulthood is a period when «  Genetic Oversample: twins, full biological Udueline Direct contact 2.64 (1.52)  2.90 (1.47)
individuals break away from their family of siblings, half siblings, stepsiblings, and other Direct Contact e Indirect contact 4.15 (3.27)  4.46 (3.30)
origin and obtain social statuses - unrelated siblings Indirect Contact _ Seeking help 1.75 (1.31) 1.58 (1.31)
education, employment, relationship, and +  Excluded twins, same age siblings, and those Aid // Education
parenthood who did not have data for age or sibling type Older Sibling Sample P R < high school 0.15 0.11
_ Closeness / R high school 0.35 0.37
Current StUdy (N=1,351) Quarreling / R Some College 0.10 0.18
* Examines how social statuses, including * Analyses are divided: ~ Direct Contact /’ R In College 0.38 0.20
education, employment, romantic * YoungerSample (n = 752) indirect Contact _— R BA/BS+ 0.02 0.14
relationships, and parental status, are related * OlderSample (n = 699) Aid — ) S < high school 0.12 0.13
to relationship quality during early adulthood Fig. 1. Predicted M for Contact Notes. R stands for respondents; S stands for siblings; “+” refers to a pgsitive association; “-“ refers to a negative association. S high school 0.33 0.35
* Closeness, conflict/fights, direct and IE- : redicte e_an.s or O‘n ac OLS niodels controlled for sibling relationship type, gender composition of the sibling dyad, age gap between siblings, S Some College 0.26 0.39
indirect contact, seeking advice with the. Focal Slt.)"ng by R's geographic distance between siblings, relationship quality in agefescence, age, and race/ethnicity. S In College 017 0.09
Partnership Status: The Younger / | | / S BA/BS+ 013 0.03
Sibling Sample Fig. 2. Predicted Means for Contact _ Discussion [Feevihen
41 Fewer than V‘g:gttt?: ;ﬁg?loi':":fsti’z"sns gg:ﬁnle  Both the time demands perspective and the R Work hours 24.35 (19.31) 28.95 (19.41)
' once a week ' & § Samp role expansion perspective garnered partial S Work hours 29.78 (19.39) 23.79 (19.20)
3.323.40 3.90 4.42 support Relationship Status
2.14 5 115 39 ' « Relationship status showed the most robust 2 g'nfli 8;13 gig
associations with aspects of siblin ona ' '
AR 254 ClAtions Wit 85p & R Married 0.13 0.22
times relationship quality S Single 0.57 0.75
a week * Neither the respondents’ nor their siblings’ ' '
Indirect contact Direct contact lationshib status significantlv infl d = Coliele Gl Gl
relationship status significantly influence S Married 0.95 0.10
m R Single R Married = R Cohabiting Indirect contact Direct contact reports Of.CIOSGneSS - Parental Status
* Wave IV did not have comparable sibling R Parents 0.37 0.41
Non parent ® Parent relationships measures to Waves Il and Il S Parents 0.40 0.34
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