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* Most people in the United States grow up with at i
METHODS

Hypothesis 1: Not supported- Siblings from
intact families disclosed more to each other than

least one sibling, and oftentimes, relationships with

MEASURES

siblings are the most long-lasting relationships in Participants 139 first born: 121 second born . | | | siblings from non-intact families.
people’s lives (Whiteman et al., 2011). Viean Age 18,52 (:0.87 Disclosure: A revised version of Smetana et al.’s (2006) measure was
used. Participants reported the frequency of their disclosure to their sibling Hypothesis 2: Partially Supported-
e Some research shows that adolescents disclose 22)9( S:;giSition — (Ii:'-i:)l 0 on a scale of 1 (never tell) to 5 (always tell) in three different domains: When target adolescent was female, they
more to their siblings than their close friends or Ethnicity : W (87%): B (6%);’A/P| (4%): H (2%); * Personal- private issues that are completely left to the discretion of the disclosed more to their female sibling than males.
parents (Howe et al., 2000). Other (1%) individual (a0 =.94) And when target was male, they disclosed more to
Median Income $85,000 - $99,000 * Prudential- pertain to negative consequences for the self, like issues with their male sibling than females disclosed to their
FAMILY STRUCTURE IN RELATION TO ADOLESCENT Parental Education 72% college degree health, safety, or harm (o = .87) male sibling.
SIBLING RELATIONSHIPS Parental Marital Status 72% Intact * Multifaceted- issues where multiple domains overlap (a = .87)
* Perceived marital satisfaction is a significant Hypothesis 3: Not supported- Only second-
predictor of total sibling closeness, support, and PROCEDURES ANALYTICAL PLAN borns disclosed significantly more issues from the
communication (Milevsky, 2008). First year college students were recruited from a psychology departmental Differences in adolescent disclosure were prudential domain than from the personal domain
participant pool in a Midwestern college town. Students were invited to examined using a 2 (Target Gender) X 2 (Sibling and the moral domain.
* The spillover hypothesis implies that the quality of participate if they were the first- or second-born child in their family and had Gender) X 3 (Domain) X 2 (Family Intactness) X 2
marriage may affect the quality of parent child biological second- or first-born sibling. Participants were sent an online (Target Birth Order) Repeated-Measures Analysis CONCLUSIONS
relationships, or in other words, marital conflict might | questionnaire via individualized link that was completed at their own convenience.  of Variance (ANOVA). * Adolescents are more likely to disclose to
spill over and create conflict in other family siblings in intact families.
subsystems (Erel and Burman, 1995). e RESULTS * Siblings from intact * Adolescents disclose a variety of issues to their
apie |I.

families disclosed more to siblings.
Means (Standard Deviations) of Disclosure to Sibling by Target Gender, Sibling Gender, Domain, Family Intactness, and Target Birth Order . ! <

* The compensatory hypothesis states that when each other than siblings

. . . Male (target) Female (target) ) -
parents experience marital conflict, they compensate Male (sibling) Female (sibling) Male (sibling) Female (sibling) from non-intact families, LIMITATIONS
. . . . . = 2 . . .
by becoming more invested in their parent-child llly 2210)) = 205 (2 < 408 * Sample was predominantly White, middle-class
. . . Personal Domain =.02.
relationships (Krishnakumar & Buehler, 2000). - adolescents.
1 Born 2.59 (1.00) 1.83 (0.68) 243 (0.84) 3.17(0.81) e When the t . * Non-binary adolescents were not examined.
G A R A 2nd Born 2.66 (0.77) 2.20 (0.85) 257 (0.87) 3.02 (0.99) =l ks elighs e Intact famil rumbered et famil:
ENDER AND AGE IN RELATION TO ADOLESCENT Non-intact adolescent was first-born el elniiliss ecnimissitstel inkeln=Unitelarnelmiliss:
SlBLlNG DlSCLOSURE 15t Born 2.41 (1.03) 2.28 (0.88) 2.07 (0.48) 3.09 (0.84) and female. the
2nd Born 1.98 (0.85) 2.26 (0.90) 2.21 (1.15) 2.42 (1.06) ) sy IMPLICATIONS
* Research shows that females were more concerned Prudential Domain disclosed significantly less ) : - :
. _ . to the broth * Adolescents likely disclose more to siblings in
with emotional issues than males (Howe et al., 2001). Intact O Their younger brothers , . , ,
1stdBom 2.78 (0.98) 1.82 (0.76) 2.40 (1.10) 3.06 (1.11) than their younger sisters, intact families because of social learning from
* Research shows that younger siblings typically Non-intact e Siblinas in non-intact families miaht not soend
. ibli | -i ili |
disclose more to older siblings than the reverse 1tdB°m 241 (1.37) 1.65(0.94) 1.97(0.84) 3.08 (1.22) , 9 ) .g P
(H t al,, 2001) 2" Born 2.08 (0.96) 2.24 (1.00) 2.62 (1.44) 2.75 (1.14) * If target was first-born as much time together, decreasing the
owe et al. : i i : :
' v itaceted Domain and male, they disclosed frequency of disclosure.
THE PRESENT STUDY: Th 4 1% Born 2.44 (0.80) 1.76 (0.59) 2.44 (0.73) 3.23 (0.84) significantly more to their * Parents and researchers can use these findings
. The present study examin n T T :
whether emerging adult sibling disclosure is on-intact their younger sisters, 143 : : :
derated by th d £ the sibl; 1t Born 2.44 (0.96) 1.92 (0.81) 2.14 (0.78) 2.87 (1.09) _ 4 4;' <g o (43) family structures and family dynamics.
nferetz fenstel o)/ iinke {gfsinelslr ©ir elgle @ tnls liilinkg, ©ir 2nd Born 1.90 (0.58) 2.27 (0.83) 2.31 (1.28) 2.51 (1.08) - A4 P =Y
domain of disclosure, depending on family structure - ] - ,
: 7 'gure 1. 'gure <. * |f target was second-
(intact or non-intact). Means for Family Intactness and Sibling Disclosure Means for Disclosure to Sibling by Target Gender and Sibling Gender : REFERENCES
born, neither males nor —_—
HYPOTH ES ES Disclosure to Sibling by Family Intactness Disclosure to Sibling by Target Gender and Sibling Gender femoles diSCIOSQd Erellriétit-aBr;rlI;t?? ’rEx;i(elv?z??’)é;lcl;iﬁgegl?;cZ?gsilsetoiil,rialrétii,ri)aSt-llO;ZS. i
——————— 300 3.00 Sibling - . https:/ /doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.118.1.108
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disclosed significantly
more issues from the
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prudential domain than

Frequency to Disclosure to Sibling
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from the personal domain
(H119) = -4.13, p < .01),
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come from intact versus non-intact families.
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