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Abstract 

Two studies investigated whether perceived closeness of siblings, and aggression 

between siblings, were associated with genetic relatedness. In following Hamilton’s rule, we 

predicted that as the coefficient of relatedness between siblings increased, emotional 

closeness would also increase while conflict would decrease. Contrary to the predictions, we 

found no effect of genetic relatedness in Study 1 when we compared participants’ (n = 240) 

ratings of emotional closeness; participants also reported significantly higher levels of 

conflict with full siblings than with half siblings. In Study 2, participants (n = 214) also 

reported a higher frequency of physical aggression with full siblings than with half siblings. 

These findings were contrary to the prediction from Hamilton’s rule. We discuss them in 

relation to parental investment in biological and non-biological offspring.  

 

Keywords: family violence, conflict, Hamilton’s rule, sibling violence, weapon use.  
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Genetic Relatedness, Emotional Closeness and Physical Aggression: A Comparison of 

Full and Half Sibling Experiences 

According to “Hamilton’s Rule” (Hamilton, 1964), genetic relatedness predicts the 

form and frequency of altruistic and competitive behavior, such that people are most altruistic 

and least competitive with those to whom they are most closely related. Within the familial 

environment, research has consistently documented the disparate treatment of genetically 

unrelated children by stepparents compared with their own biological offspring. In particular, 

stepchildren are at a far greater risk of neglect, physical maltreatment, and infanticide, than 

genetically related children (e.g., Daly & Wilson, 1994, 2008; Harris, Hilton, Rice, & Eke, 

2007; Tooley, Karakis, Stokes, & Ozanne-Smith, 2006; Weekes-Shackelford & Shackelford, 

2004; Wilson, Daly, & Weghorst, 1980). The present studies explore the influence of genetic 

relatedness on closeness and aggression between siblings. Genetic relatedness can be 

expressed by the coefficient of relatedness (r), from Wright (1922), which denotes the 

likelihood that two people have the same gene as a result of common inheritance. From 

Hamilton’s Rule, we should expect people to report greater emotional closeness and less 

intentional aggression towards full (r = .5) than half siblings (r = .25). 

Emotional Closeness 

Previous research indicates that genetic relatedness predicts emotional closeness and 

social support (Neyer & Lang, 2003). For example, coalitions are more frequently formed 

with those who are closely related (Dunbar, Clark, & Hurst, 1995) and people are more likely 

to incur costs for kin than non-kin (Burnstein, Crandall, & Kitayama, 1994). The importance 

of genetic relatedness appears to extend to sibling relationships. Fraley and Tancredy’s 

(2012) exploration of national data on 28,169 sibling relationships showed that twins were 

more likely to be attached to their siblings than non-twin siblings and identical (monozygotic) 

twins were more likely than fraternal (dizygotic) twins to be strongly attached to one another. 
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These findings are consistent with previous research that demonstrates that (1) non-twins are 

less positive towards each other than identical or fraternal twins, with unrelated siblings least 

positive of all (Reiss, Neiderhiser, Hetherington, & Plomin, 2000); (2) there is more severe 

grief following the death of a twin than a non-twin sibling (Segal, Wilson, Bouchard, & 

Gitlin, 1995); (3) there is greater cooperation between identical than fraternal twins (Segal, 

2005); and (4) there is greater contact between full than half siblings (Pollet, 2007; 

Tanskanen, & Danielsbacka, 2014; White & Riedmann, 1992).  

Furthermore, differences between full and half sibling interactions were found in a 

polygynous Mormon community (Jankowiak & Diderich, 2000), where half siblings share a 

father and have different mothers but are reared in the same household as full siblings. 

Despite attempts to reduce the significance of genetic relatedness in this community, in the 

interests of social cohesion, individuals reported greater affection for full than half siblings 

(Jankowiak & Diderich, 2000). These findings are consistent with the assertion that humans 

should have developed the ability to distinguish full from half siblings and to act more 

cooperatively with full siblings (Buss, 1999; Daly, Salmon, & Wilson, 1997). However, other 

studies report that genetically related siblings (full and half) were both more positive and 

more negative in their relationship than were unrelated siblings (Hetherington et al., 1999; 

Reiss et al., 1994). Thus we investigate sibling relatedness in the context of both closeness 

and conflict. 

Conflict and Aggression 

While siblings provide a source of support in human families (Tucker, McHale, & 

Crouter, 2001), they also represent competition for valued resources, and this is apparent 

throughout the animal kingdom (Mock & Parker, 1997). As the number of children in the 

household increases, there is a decline in the amount of parental time and investment 

allocated to each child (Black, Devereux, & Salvanes, 2005). More generally, larger family 
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size is associated with lower offspring fitness in other animals (Lack, 1947; Roff, 2002). The 

number of siblings within the household is particularly detrimental to later-born children 

(Lawson & Mace, 2009). For example, children with additional older siblings have a lower 

height and growth rate (Lawson & Mace, 2008) and a lower level of educational attainment 

and wealth (Steelman, Powell, Werum, & Carter, 2002). Consistent with the importance of 

household resources, short birth intervals (increasing the intensity of resource competition) 

are associated with a greater risk of child mortality (Whitworth & Stephenson, 2002) and 

sibling conflict often centers on personal possessions (Felson, 1983; McGuire, Manke, 

Etfekhari, & Dunn, 2000; Raffaelli, 1992). Competition for resources may be particularly 

intense within middle income or poorer households where parents may focus their investment 

on a few of their children, creating substantial inequalities amongst siblings (Dahan & 

Gaviria, 2003).  

Aggressive altercations among siblings are commonplace, widespread, and occur in 

different cultures (Rapoza, Cook, Zaveri, & Malley-Morrison, 2010; Relva, Fernandes, & 

Costa, 2013), although it is often minimized (Khan & Rogers, 2015), not only by victims but 

also by family members and professionals (McDonald & Martinez, 2015; Phillips, Phillips, 

Grupp, & Trigg, 2009). Indeed, physical aggression is often viewed as a normal part of the 

sibling relationship (Caspi, 2012; Hardy, 2001; Kettrey & Emery, 2006), despite the negative 

emotional and behavioral consequences of this behavior (Caffaro & Conn-Caffaro, 1998; 

Kashani, Daniel, Dandoy, & Holcomb, 1992). The widespread acceptance of physical 

aggression against siblings is further reflected in the absence of laws to protect victims from 

this maltreatment (Stock, 1993). Hence, although sibling aggression is likely to be the most 

prevalent form of family violence (e.g., Eriksen & Jensen, 2006, 2009; Finkelhor, Turner, & 

Ormrod, 2006; Straus & Gelles, 1986), a substantial proportion of those experiencing it being 

injured (Reese-Weber, 2008; Khan & Cooke, 2013), and a range of weapons being used to 
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threaten or attack siblings, including knives, broken glass, and guns (Kiselica & Morrill-

Richards, 2007), this behavior has received much less research attention than other forms of 

familial aggression (DesKeseredy & Ellis, 1997; Wiehe, 1997). This is surprising given that 

weapon use against siblings has been reported not only in clinical and forensic populations 

who might be deemed at higher risk for violence (Kuay et al., 2016; Tompsett, Mahoney, & 

Lackey, 2016) but also in lower-risk community and student populations (Khan, 2017) and 

extreme sibling aggression also occurs (Salmon & Hehman, 2014).  

Archer (2013) noted that while most studies of sibling aggression do not measure the 

genetic relatedness of perpetrator and victim, living with genetically unrelated brothers and 

sisters (i.e., stepsiblings) is a robust predictor of intentional and severe sibling aggression 

perpetration, including the use of weapons (Khan & Cooke, 2008). Parents report less 

frequent conflict between full siblings than those who are not fully related (Aquilino, 1991) 

and conflict between non-biological siblings is most intense (Salmon & Hehman, 2015). 

Furthermore, children living in households with both full and half siblings are at greater risk 

of injury than those living with full siblings only (Tanskanen, Danielsbacka, & Rotkirch, 

2015) although conflict is less intense among half siblings than full siblings (Salmon & 

Hehman, 2015). The invisibility of sibling aggression in official crime databases or statistics 

has impinged on efforts to test this hypothesis using violence and homicide data. In a notable 

exception, Michalski, Russell, Shackelford, and Weekes-Shackelford (2007) examined 

historical records to explore the influence of genetic relatedness on the nature of aggression 

used in siblicides. Although they found a relationship between more brutal methods of 

homicide (e.g., beatings) and genetic relatedness of siblings, it was not statistically 

significant, and they concluded that there was insufficient reliable data available to examine 

this effect with full confidence.  
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The current studies investigated closeness and aggression among full and half 

siblings. Study 1 examined emotional closeness and conflict, and Study 2 addressed the 

intentional use of aggression. For both studies, retrospective accounts of relationships with 

full and half sibling were gathered using self-report questionnaires. If Hamilton’s Rule is 

operating without any other considerations, we would expect that as the coefficient of 

relatedness decreased, emotional closeness would decline, while conflict and the use of 

physical aggression would be more frequent and/or more severe. Specifically, we predicted 

greater emotional closeness and lower levels of conflict and intentional aggression within 

relationships with full (r = .5) than with half (r = .25) siblings.  

Study 1  

Method 

Participants 

Men and women (N = 243, 201 female) aged 16 to 21 years (M = 17.30, SD = .83) 

were recruited from a British College of Further Education. Questionnaires were completed 

offline at the college campus. Participation was voluntary and all participants provided 

informed consent. 

Materials  

Participants completed a questionnaire specifically designed for the study. It 

contained initial demographic questions, e.g., age and sex, and the age, sex, and type of 

sibling (full, half, or unrelated). These were followed by 15 statements relating to help and 

support, lending money and possessions, conflict, and relationship quality which were 

developed to assess sibling relationship closeness. The items are shown in Table 1. Three of 

these items concerned conflict (items 2, 4, and 6 in Table 1), and these were analysed 

separately to provide a measure of conflict. Participants responded to each item on a 5-point 

scale (1 = “not true at all”, 2 = “not really true”, 3 = “occasionally true”, 4 = “fairly true”, 5 = 
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“very true”). Seven items were worded in a positive direction, seven in a negative direction 

and one measured perceived similarity to the sibling. The overall sibling relationship quality 

scale demonstrated acceptable reliability (α = .88). High scores indicated greater levels of 

sibling closeness. The sibling conflict sub-scale also demonstrated acceptable reliability (α = 

.84); higher scores indicated greater sibling conflict. 

Results 

Participants reported having 462 siblings aged 1 to 39 years (M = 17.80, SD = 7.09). 

Of these, 234 were male and 228 female; 349 were full siblings, 75 were half siblings, and 38 

were unrelated siblings. Only 23 participants reported having an unrelated sibling (adopted 

sibling or stepsibling) and 3 of these participants reported having only unrelated siblings. 

Due to the few cases of unrelated siblings in the present study, we decided to omit all reports 

of unrelated siblings from the analysis, which thus focused on comparing full and half 

siblings. Table 1 shows the frequencies reported for each of the 15 items in the sibling 

relationship closeness scale; on average emotional closeness scores were lower for full (M = 

47.86, SD = 10.37) than for half (M = 52.93, SD = 9.77) siblings.  

____________________ 

Insert Table 1 here 

____________________ 

One of the central assumptions underlying Analyses-of-Variance is that all data points 

are independent. Thus, where participants had more than one sibling and therefore 

contributed more than one response to the data set, responses were averaged across siblings 

for each participant. For participants with a half sibling, closeness scores were averaged for 

all half siblings and their closeness scores for any full siblings were removed from the data 

set. For the remaining participants (who had only full siblings), closeness scores were 

averaged for all siblings. This resulted in 194 mean closeness scores for full siblings and 46 
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mean closeness scores for half siblings. There were no differences between male and female 

participants in mean closeness scores, t(238) = .96, p = .34. The differences in age between 

the respondent and each sibling that contributed to the data were also averaged to give a mean 

age difference for each participant, both full siblings (M = -.11, SD = 6.03) and half siblings 

(M = -2.02, SD = 10.56). Mean age difference was significantly correlated with mean 

closeness, r = .205, p = .001, indicating that participants reported being closer to siblings with 

whom there was a larger age difference, and that competition between similar age siblings is 

important. Furthermore, there was a positive correlation between age difference and 

emotional closeness, r = .28, p = .001, for participants older than their siblings. This 

suggested that these participants reported feeling closer to their younger siblings if there was 

a larger age difference, but not siblings similar to their own age. On the other hand, there was 

a negative correlation between and emotional closeness, r = -.30, p = .001, when the 

participant was the younger sibling, indicating that these participants felt less close to siblings 

with a larger age gap. We therefore used mean age difference as a covariate in subsequent 

analyses of the effect of genetic relatedness on closeness scores. 

Mean closeness scores for full siblings and half siblings were entered into a general 

linear model univariate ANCOVA. After controlling for mean age difference, F(1,237) = 

10.01, p = .002, there was no effect of relatedness group on closeness, F(1,237) = .22, p = 

.642, partial η2 = .001, indicating that participants did not report being closer to full siblings 

than half siblings. We then examined separately the three items in the closeness scale that 

addressed conflict (i.e., items 2, 4, and 6; see Table 1). In this case, the items were not 

reversed so that the sum of the items formed a conflict score with higher scores indicating 

greater conflict. There were no differences between male and female participants in mean 

conflict scores, t(238) = .88, p = .38. Age difference significantly correlated with conflict, r = 

.34, p < .001, and so mean age difference was entered as a covariate. After controlling for 
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mean age difference, F(1,237) = 13.26, p < .001, there was a significant effect of relatedness 

on conflict, F(1,237) = 5.34, p =.022, partial η2 = .022, indicating that more conflict (d = .43) 

was reported with full siblings (M = 9.27, SD = 2.73), than with half siblings (M = 8.06, SD = 

3.11).1  

Given that the method of averaging across siblings for each participant was a 

somewhat unorthodox approach, we also adopted a second approach to data analysis which 

involved the inclusion of all reports of full and half siblings and treating them as independent 

data. This resulted in 424 reports of sibling relationships (329 full siblings, 75 half siblings) 

being entered into a univariate ANCOVA with age difference treated as a covariate. Again, 

after controlling for age difference, F(1,421) = 26.46, p < .001, there was no effect of group 

on closeness scores, F(1,421) = 2.00, p = .158, partial η2 = .005, but there was a significant 

effect of group for the three-item conflict score, F(1,421) = 7.68, p = .006, indicating that 

more conflict was reported with full siblings, M = 6.61, SD = 2.19, than with half siblings, M 

= 5.12, SD = 2.59; d = .66.  

As we did not expect to find more conflict between full siblings than half siblings, and 

because there were only three items dealing with low level conflict (rather than actual 

aggressive behavior) on the emotional closeness scale, we conducted a second study that was 

specifically concerned with sibling aggression. 

Study 2  

Method 

Participants  

Men and women (N = 218, 163 female) aged 16 to 55 years (M = 23.50, SD = 7.16) 

were recruited from a British College of Further Education and University. Questionnaires 

were completed offline at the college or university campus. Participation was voluntary and 

all participants provided informed consent. 
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Materials 

Participants completed a questionnaire, which requested the following: (1) 

demographic information (i.e., age and sex, number of siblings, and type of relationship (full, 

half, or unrelated) with each sibling). (2) For each sibling, participants responded to 13 items 

based on those used by Straus et al. (1980) for their US national representative study of 

different forms of family violence. The items, shown in Table 2, measured the frequency of 

various intentional acts of aggression against a sibling.  

Participants were asked not to include any incidents which were accidental or the 

result of play-fighting. Frequencies were rated along a 6-point scale (0 = “never”, 1 = “very 

rarely”, 2 = “rarely”, 3 = “sometimes”, 4 = “often”, 5 = “very often”). The overall sibling 

conflict measure demonstrated acceptable reliability (α = .87). High scores indicated greater 

levels of sibling conflict. 

Results 

Participants reported 422 sibling relationships, including 317 full, 81 half, and 24 

unrelated siblings. Table 2 shows the frequencies reported for each of the 13 items in the 

intentional aggression scale, for full and half siblings.  

____________________ 

Insert Table 2 here 

____________________ 

Following the same procedure used to recode the data from Study 1, relationships 

involving unrelated siblings were removed from the dataset, responses from each participant 

with half siblings (n = 42) were averaged across all half siblings (and their full sibling 

relationships removed), and responses from each participant with only full siblings (n = 172) 

were averaged across all full siblings. An independent samples t-test showed that there were 

no sex differences in the overall level of aggression reported, t(212) = .06, p = .955, and so 



Running head: SIBLING CLOSENESS AND AGGRESSION      12 
 

participant sex played no further part in the analyses. Participants reported significantly more 

frequent physically aggressive behavior overall towards full siblings (M = 8.92, SD = 7.34) 

than towards half siblings (M = 4.42, SD = 5.58), t(212) = 3.71, p < .001, d = .64.  

Following the analysis in Study 1, we also took a second approach to data analysis 

that treated all responses as independent data rather than averaging across responses for each 

participant. The resulting analysis comparing all responses involving a full sibling (n = 317) 

with all responses involving a half sibling (n = 81) was consistent with the main analysis. 

Participants reported more frequent aggressive behavior overall towards full siblings (M = 

8.61, SD = 8.09) than towards half siblings (M = 4.93, SD = 7.36), t(396) = 2.39, p = .017 (d 

= .46).  

Discussion 

The present study investigated closeness and frequency of physically aggressive 

behavior in full and half sibling relationships. Contrary to Hamilton’s Rule (Hamilton, 1964), 

we found no effect of relatedness in Study 1 for closeness when age differences were 

controlled. In both studies, we found higher levels of conflict or aggression between full 

siblings than between half siblings.  

To consider these findings within an evolutionary framework, we note that according 

to “Hamilton’s rule” (Buss, 1999, 2011), altruistic behavior will only occur when the benefits 

from helping relatives exceed the costs of doing so. These cost-benefit considerations can 

explain both altruistic behavior and aggression between close relatives, the latter reflecting 

competition for resources. Although full, half, and unrelated siblings typically receive 

parental investment, parents favor biological over non-biological children (e.g., Daly & 

Wilson, 1994, 2008). Hence, full siblings receive a greater proportion of parental investment 

and constitute a greater threat to the acquisition of valued resources. These resources have a 

substantial impact on sibling wellbeing (e.g., physical development: Lawson & Mace, 2008; 
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education: Steelman et al., 2002; and health: Zeng et al., 2013). These findings are consistent 

with the suggestion that there is diluted resource competition over parental investment 

between half-siblings in societies with serial monogamy as sources of parental investment are 

only partly overlapping among half-siblings (Tanskanen, Danielsbacker, Jokela, David-

Barrett, & Rotkirch, 2016). 

A number of variables are predicted to increase the intensity of this competition and 

future research should consider the relative influence of these. For example, the level of 

household resources available to parents influences the allocation of parental investment 

(Beaulieu & Bugental, 2008). In non-human species, sibling aggression is greater when 

resources are limited (e.g., Drummond & Garcia Chavelas, 1989; Mock & Parker, 1997), and 

in humans, a severe lack of resources may result in investment in one child only. However, 

an abundance of parental resources does not necessarily reduce the frequency or severity of 

sibling competition and greater access to resources may actually increase motivation for 

sibling-oriented aggression. Consistent with this, Gibson and Lawson (2011) demonstrated 

that modernization and subsequent greater access to resources are associated with greater 

sibling competition. Additional research is required to investigate the importance of resource 

availability, differential allocation of resources between siblings, and the extent to which 

perceived parental favoritism (Goodwin & Roscoe, 1990; Hoffman & Edwards, 2004; 

Roscoe, Goodwin, & Kennedy, 1987) impacts on this association. As the extent to which 

competition is ‘local’ may influence the frequency and level of cooperative and competitive 

behavior (West et al., 2006) future research may consider the extent to which siblings shared 

resources (e.g., shared bedroom). 

The structure of the family unit (e.g., child birth order) is also likely to influence 

sibling dynamics. For example, the number of siblings may be detrimental to later-born 

children (Lawson & Mace, 2009), while young children can benefit from resources generated 
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by older siblings (Sawada & Lokshin, 2009). Closeness and aggression may further differ 

between maternal and paternal half siblings. Due to paternity uncertainty and the prevalence 

of cuckoldry (Platek & Shackelford, 2006), a minority of paternal half siblings will be 

unrelated. Overall, genetic relatedness is higher in matrilineal than in patrilineal kin 

(Michalski & Euler, 2008) and more frequent contact has been identified between maternal 

than paternal half siblings, although generational differences exist (Tanskanen & 

Danielsbacka, 2014). Future research would benefit from comparing relationships with 

maternal and paternal half siblings, and the extent to which these differ from relationships 

with full siblings.  

The present study investigated full and half siblings. Future studies may extend these 

findings and compare relationships with categories of unrelated siblings, i.e., adopted and 

stepsiblings. While adopted and stepsiblings are both genetically unrelated (and therefore fall 

into the same category of relatedness), their status is very different. For example, the circum-

stances that lead to children living with an adoptive parent or a stepparent are likely to be 

markedly different (Kreider & Lofquist, 2010). Thus, an adopted child who joins a family in 

which they form part of a sibling-set is more actively ‘wanted’ or ‘desired’ than stepsiblings. 

Consistent with this, there is greater maternal involvement in adoptive families (Rhea & 

Corley, 1994), and adoptive families invest greater resources (Hamilton, Cheng, & Powell, 

2007) particularly in the education (Gibson, 2009) and health of the child (Bramlett, Radel, & 

Blumberg, 2007).  

The extent of conflict between siblings is likely to be related to the amount of time 

that they spent living in the same residence (and thus, covary with the extent of competition 

for resources), although the number of cohabitation years is itself not a perfect measure of the 

extent of competition. In order to minimize the impact of variation in cohabitation years, 

Study 2 asked respondents to report on the frequency of aggression rather than estimating the 
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number of acts of aggression, using the rationale that the frequency of behavior transcends 

the time period over which that behavior occurs. Nevertheless, the inclusion of cohabitation 

years alongside frequency estimates of aggression would allow a more comprehensive 

analysis of sibling conflict and future investigations should consider this approach. 

While sex differences in aggression are widely reported (Archer, 2004, 2009; Card, 

Stucky, Sawalani, & Little, 2008), no sex differences were apparent in our data with respect 

to reported levels of conflict (Study 1) or aggression (Study 2). While our findings do not 

support the sex differences in sibling conflict found in some studies (e.g., Campione‐Barr & 

Smetana, 2010; Salmon & Hehman, 2015; White & Riedman, 1992), they corroborate 

research that reports no difference between male and female siblings’ use of aggression (e.g., 

Felson, 1983; Minnett, Vandell, & Santrock, 1983; Roscoe et al., 1987; Stock, 1993). One 

explanation for our findings might be that the data from Study 1 were reports of the 

frequency of low-level conflict (e.g., irritation, arguing) where the expectation of sex 

differences may be much less clear. It might also be that expectations of sex differences in 

aggressive behavior (i.e., more male than female aggression) are driven by observations of 

conflict interactions between strangers or acquaintances whereas a rather different picture 

emerges from observations of partner conflict and parental conflict. In these latter familial 

and partner relationships, it is not uncommon to find more female aggression than male 

aggression (Archer, 2000; Bates, Graham-Kevan, & Archer, 2014; Straus & Gelles, 1986; 

Straus et al., 1980).2  

The diversity in sibling structures raises several measurement issues that can only be 

answered by subsequent studies that collect a wider range of background variables from 

participants. There are, for example, mixed results for the influence of sibling-dyad’s sex on 

aggression (see Goodwin & Roscoe, 1990; Hoffman & Edwards, 2004; Pepler, Abramovitch, 

& Corter, 1981). However, Salmon and Hehman (2015) found this to be pertinent in relation 
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to sibling conflict. Though respondent sex did not predict the intensity of sibling conflict, 

more intense conflict occurred between siblings of the same than opposite sex. Same-sex 

siblings are more likely to share bedrooms or spend time together on sports-teams or in 

social-clubs; hence there are more opportunities to compete for resources, peers, or mates. 

Thus, for a fuller examination, future studies would benefit from measuring the influence of 

same/opposite sex of sibling as a contributory factor. Longitudinal research is also 

recommended to explore these issues as sibling relationships change over time (Pollet & 

Hoben, 2011). Future studies might also benefit from more specific measures of sibling 

closeness that separate this from related concepts such as altruism. A single-item measure of 

emotional closeness may also be useful for comparison purposes (i.e., asking respondents 

“how close to you feel to this sibling?”).   

Assessments of physical aggression were collected using self-reported ratings of the 

frequency of a range of violent behavior used against each sibling. It is noteworthy that these 

self-report data may have been influenced by social desirability and the ‘softening’ effect of 

memory bias (Wilson & Fromuth, 1997), possibly as a result of the normalization of sibling 

aggression during childhood (Khan & Rogers, 2015). Nevertheless, there is a widespread 

history of using anonymous self-reports to assess aggression in adults where other methods 

used for children, such as observations, and peer or teacher reports, are not appropriate. 

Finally, despite varying in grievousness, each form of behavior was equally weighted to 

aggregate an index of aggression; this is because we wished to record the frequency of 

aggression rather than the acuteness or intention to harm. Nevertheless, aggression towards 

others may be indexed in terms of severity as well as frequency, and these individual facets 

of aggression may be independent of each other and not necessarily correlated. Thus, future 

work could also assess how sibling relatedness impacts on the severity of physical aggression 

as well as its frequency. Research addressing a range of covert and overt physical and non-
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physical behaviors would be beneficial, together with further investigation of prosocial 

cooperative interactions. 

The current study was reliant on a British student sample, consistent with the 

dominance of ‘WEIRD’ participants (Western, Educated, from Industrialised, Rich, 

Democratic countries) in psychological research (Henrich, Heine, & Norenzayan, 2010). 

Previous research has demonstrated cultural differences in cooperative and competitive 

sibling behavior which does not appear to be a consequence of differences in family structure 

(such as number of siblings) between cultural groups (Knight, Kagan, & Knight, 1982). 

Culture may also influence parental treatment of siblings and equality of sibling treatment 

(McHale, Updegraff, Shanahan, Crouter, & Killoren, 2005). Future research should adopt a 

wider cross-cultural sample and consider factors such as the customs of child rearing and the 

environment in which the child lives (Super & Harkness, 1986). Comparisons of 

individualistic and collectivistic cultures would be of particular interest (Buist et al. 2014; 

Oetzel et al. 2003). Though previous research suggests that ethnicity does not impact on 

family conflict (e.g., Formoso, Gonzales, & Aiken, 200), studies recruiting from one country 

may also explore the importance of this demographic variable. 

To conclude, the present studies indicate that relationships with full siblings involve 

levels of emotional closeness that are no different to those with half siblings and that they 

involve higher levels of aggression than in relationships with half siblings. While apparently 

inconsistent with Hamilton’s rule (Hamilton, 1964), these findings may reflect the other side 

of this rule, the extent to which siblings constitute rivals for parental investment, which is 

disproportionately provided to biological offspring. We encourage further research that 

explores not only the influence of genetic relatedness on sibling aggression, but also their 

competition for resources, not least because blended sibling relationships are socially 

ubiquitous yet often overlooked by family aggression researchers.  
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Endnote 

1. To explore the utility of including siblings who were very young, in a supplementary 

analysis, all siblings less than the age of 10 years (at the time of reporting) were 

removed. There were 50 siblings (18 half siblings, 32 full siblings) who fell into this 

category. While a majority of the affected participants had other siblings who were 

older, the removal of all very young siblings resulted in the complete removal of two 

participants from the full sibling group and one participant from the half sibling 

group. After controlling for mean age difference, F(1,234) = 12.62, p < .001, there 

was no effect of relatedness group on closeness, F(1,234) = 2.01, p = .158, partial η2 = 

.009. When we examined the non-reversed three items that referred to conflict, and 

after controlling for mean age difference, F(1,234) = 8.81, p = .003, there was still a 

higher level of conflict with full siblings, M = 10.19, SD = 2.74, than with half 

siblings, M = 7.64, SD = 3.19, F(1,234) = 9.94, p =.002, partial η2 = .041. 

2. It is also noteworthy that Straus et al. (1980, p. 87), upon which our Study 2 measure 

of aggression was based, discuss sex differences in sibling violence, noting that boys 

are only slightly more aggressive than girls (83 v 74% overall). Similarly, in our 

Study 2 data, if we take an arbitrary cut-off for minimal violence a score of more than 

3 on total aggression, 69% of men are aggressive and 73% of women are aggressive. 

 

References 

Aquilino, W.S. (1991). Family structure and home-leaving: A further specification of the 

relationship. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 53, 999-1010. doi:10.2307/353003 

Archer, J. (2000). Sex differences in aggression between heterosexual partners: A meta-

analytic review. Psychological Bulletin, 126, 651-680. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-

2909.126.5.651 

http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/353003


Running head: SIBLING CLOSENESS AND AGGRESSION      19 
 

Archer, J. (2004). Sex differences in aggression in real-world settings: A meta-analytic 

review. Review of General Psychology, 8, 291-322.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/1089-

2680.8.4.291 

Archer, J. (2009). Does sexual selection explain human sex differences in aggression? 

Behavioral and Brain Sciences, 32, 249-311. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X09990951 

Archer, J. (2013). Can evolutionary principles explain patterns of family violence? 

Psychological Bulletin, 139, 403-440. doi:10.1037/a0029114 

Bates, E.A., Graham-Kevan, N. & Archer, J. (2014). Testing predictions from the male 

control theory of men’s partner violence. Aggressive Behavior, 40, 42-55. 

doi: 10.1002/ab.21499 

Beaulieu, D.A., & Bugental, D. (2008). Contingent parental investment: An evolutionary 

framework for understanding early interaction between mothers and children. 

Evolution and Human Behavior, 29, 249-255.  

Black, S.E., Devereux, P.J., & Salvanes, K.G. (2005). The more the merrier? The effect of 

family size and birth order on children’s education. Quarterly Journal of Economics, 

120, 669-700. doi:10.1093/qje/120.2.669 

Bramlett, M.D., Radel, L.F., & Blumberg, S.J. (2007). The health and well-being of adopted 

children. Pediatrics, 119, S54-S60. doi:10.1542/peds.2006-2089I 

Buist, K.L., Paalman, C.H., Branje, S.J.T., Dekovic, M., Reitz, E., Verhoeven, M…Hale, 

W.W. (2014). Longitudinal effects of sibling relationship quality on adolescent 

problem behavior: A cross-ethnic comparison. Cultural Diversity and Ethnic Minority 

Psychology, 20, 266-275, doi: 10.1037/a0033675 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1037%2F1089-2680.8.4.291
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037%2F1089-2680.8.4.291


Running head: SIBLING CLOSENESS AND AGGRESSION      20 
 

Burnstein, E., Crandall, C., & Kitayama, S. (1994). Some neo-Darwinian decision rules for 

altruism: Weighting cues for inclusive fitness as a function of the biological 

importance of the decision. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 67, 733- 

Buss, D.M. (1999). Evolutionary psychology. The new science of the mind. Boston, MA: 

Allyn & Bacon. 

Buss, D.M. (2011). Evolutionary psychology: The new science of the mind (4th. ed.). Boston, 

MA: Allyn & Bacon. 

Caffaro, J., & Conn-Caffaro, A. (1998). Sibling abuse trauma: Assessment and intervention 

strategies for children, families and adults. Binghamton, NY: Haworth Maltreatment 

and Trauma Press. 

Campione‐Barr, N., & Smetana, J. G. (2010). “Who said you could wear my sweater?” 

Adolescent siblings’ conflicts and associations with relationship quality. Child 

Development, 81, 464-471.doi: 10.1111/j.1467-8624.2009.01407.x 

Card, N.A., Stucky, B.D., Sawalani, G.M., & Little, T.D. (2008). Direct and indirect 

aggression during childhood and adolescence: A meta-analytic review of gender 

differences, intercorrelations, and relations to maladjustment. Child Development, 79, 

1185-1229.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2008.01184.x 

Caspi, J. (2012). Sibling aggression: Assessment and treatment. New York: Springer. 

Dahan, M., & Gaviria, A. (2003). Parental actions and sibling inequality. Journal of 

Developmental Economics, 72, 281-297. doi:10.1016/S0304-3878(03)00077-4 

Daly, M., Salmon, C., & Wilson, M.I. (1997). Kinship: The conceptual hole in psychological 

studies of social cognition and close relationships. In J.A. Simpson & D. Kenrick 

(Eds.), Evolutionary social psychology (pp. 265-296). Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum.  

http://dx.doi.org/10.1111%2Fj.1467-8624.2008.01184.x


Running head: SIBLING CLOSENESS AND AGGRESSION      21 
 

Daly, M., & Wilson, M. (1994). Some differential attributes of lethal assaults on small 

children by stepfathers versus genetic fathers. Ethology and Sociobiology, 15, 207-

217. doi:10.1016/0162-3095(94)90014-0 

Daly, M., & Wilson, M. (2008). Is the "Cinderella effect" controversial? A case study of 

evolution-minded research and critiques thereof. In C.B. Crawford & D. Krebs 

(Eds.), Foundations of evolutionary psychology. (pp. 383-400). Mahwah, NJ: 

Erlbaum. 

DesKeseredy, W., & Ellis, D. (1997). Sibling violence: A review of Canadian social research 

and suggestions for further empirical work. Humanity and Society, 21, 397-411.  

Drummond, H., & Garcia Chavelas, C. (1989). Food shortage influences sibling aggression in 

the blue-footed booby. Animal Behavior, 37, 806-819. doi:10.1016/0003-

3472(89)90065-1 

Dunbar, R.I.M., Clark, A., & Hurst, N.L. (1995). Conflict and cooperation amongst Vikings: 

Contingent behavioural decisions. Ethology and Sociobiology, 16, 233-246. 

doi:10.1016/0162-3095(95)00022-D 

Eriksen, S., & Jensen, V. (2006). All in the family? Family environmental factors in sibling 

violence. Journal of Family Violence, 21, 497-507. doi:10.1007/s10896-006-9048-9 

Eriksen, S., & Jensen, V. (2009). A push or a punch: Distinguishing the severity of sibling 

violence. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 24, 183-208. 

doi:10.1177/0886260508316298. 

Felson, R.B. (1983). Aggression and violence between siblings. Social Psychology Quarterly, 

46, 271-285. 

Finkelhor, D., Turner, H., & Ormrod, R. (2006). Kids’ stuff: The nature and impact of peer 

and sibling violence on younger and older children. Child Abuse and Neglect, 30, 

1401-1421. doi:10.1016/j.chiabu.2006.06.006 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0162-3095%2894%2990014-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0162-3095%2895%2900022-D


Running head: SIBLING CLOSENESS AND AGGRESSION      22 
 

Formoso, D., Gonzales, N.A., & Aiken, L.S. (2000). Family conflict and children’s 

internalizing and externalizing behavior: Protective factors. American Journal of 

Community Psychology, 28, 175-199. doi: 10.1023/A:1005135217449 

Fraley, R.C., & Tancredy, C.M. (2012). Twin and sibling attachment in a nationally 

representative sample. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 38, 308-316. doi: 

10.1177/0146167211432936 

Gibson, K. (2009). Differential parental investment in families with both adopted and genetic 

children. Evolution and Human Behavior, 30, 184-189. 

doi:10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2009.01.001 

Gibson, M.A., & Lawson, D.W. (2011). “Modernization” increases parental investment and 

sibling resource competition: Evidence from a rural development initiative in 

Ethiopia. Evolution and Human Behavior, 32, 97-105. 

doi:10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2010.10.002 

Goodwin, M.P., & Roscoe, B. (1990). Sibling violence and agonistic interaction among 

middle adolescents. Adolescence, 25, 451-467. 

Hamilton, L., Cheng, S., & Powell, B. (2007). Adoptive parents, adaptive parents: Evaluating 

the importance of biological ties for parental investment. American Sociological 

Review, 72, 95-116. doi:10.1177/000312240707200105. 

Hamilton, W.D. (1964). The genetic evolution of social behavior, I and II. Journal of 

Theoretical Biology, 7, 1-52. doi:10.1016/0022-5193(64)90039-6 

Hardy, M.S. (2001). Physical aggression and sexual behavior among siblings: A retrospective 

study. Journal of Family Violence, 16, 255-268. doi:10.1023/A:1011186215874 

Harris, G.T., Hilton, N.Z., Rice, M.E., & Eke, A.W. (2007). Children killed by genetic 

parents versus stepparents. Evolution and Human Behavior, 28, 85-95. 

doi:10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2006.08.001 



Running head: SIBLING CLOSENESS AND AGGRESSION      23 
 

Henrich, J., Heine, S.J., & Norenzayan, A. (2010). The weirdest people in the world? 

Behavioral and Brain Sciences, 33, 61-83. doi: 10.1017/S0140525X0999152X 

Hetherington, E.M., Henderson, S.H., Reiss, D., Anderson, E.R., Bridges, M., Chan, R.W., et 

al. (1999). Adolescent siblings in stepfamilies. Monographs of the Society for 

Research in Child Development, 64, 209-222. 

Hoffman, K.L. & Edwards, J.N. (2004). An integrated theoretical model of sibling violence 

and abuse. Journal of Family Violence, 19, 185-200. 

doi:10.1023/B:JOFV.0000028078.71745.a2  

Jankowiak, W., & Diderich, M. (2000). Sibling solidarity in a polygamous community in the 

USA: Unpacking inclusive fitness. Evolution and Human Behavior, 21, 125-139. doi: 

10.1016/S1090-5138(00)00027-1 

Kashani, J.H., Daniel, A.E., Dandoy, A.C., & Holcomb, H.R. (1992). Family violence: 

Impact on children. Journal of American Academy of Child Adolescent Psychiatry, 

31, 181-189. doi:10.1097/00004583-199203000-00001 

Kettrey, H.H., & Emery, B.C. (2006). The discourse of sibling violence. Journal of Family 

Violence, 21, 407-416. doi:10.1007/s10896-006-9036-0 

Khan, R. (2017). Sibling violence: validating a 2-factor model of severity in non-offender 

populations. Psychology of Violence, 7(4), 498-507.doi.org/10.1037/vio0000067 

Khan, R., & Cooke, D.J. (2013). Measurement of sibling violence: A two-factor model of 

severity. Criminal Justice and Behavior, 40, 26-39. doi:10.1177/0093854812463349 

Khan, R., & Cooke, D.J. (2008). Risk factors for severe inter-sibling violence: A preliminary 

study of a youth forensic sample. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 23, 1513-1530. 

doi:10.1177/0886260508314312 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10896-006-9036-0


Running head: SIBLING CLOSENESS AND AGGRESSION      24 
 

Khan, R., & Rogers, P. (2015). The normalization of sibling violence: Does gender and 

personal experience of violence influence perceptions of physical assault against 

siblings? Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 30, 437-458. doi: 0886260514535095  

Kiselica, M.S., & Morrill-Richards, M. (2007). Sibling maltreatment: The forgotten abuse. 

Journal of Counseling & Development, 85, 148-160. doi:10.1002/j.1556-

6678.2007.tb00457.x 

Knight, G.P., Kagan, S., & Knight, G.P. (1982). Siblings, birth order, and cooperative-

competitive social behavior. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 13, 239-249. 

Kuay, H.S., Lee, S., Centifanti, L.C., Parnis, A.C., Mrozik, J.H., & Tiffin, P.A. (2016). 

Adolescents as perpetrators of aggression within the family. International Journal of 

Law and Psychiatry. doi.org/10.1016/j.ijlp.2016.02.035 

Kreider, R. M., & Lofquist, D. A. (2010). Adopted children and stepchildren: 2010. Adoption 

Quarterly, 13, 268-291. 

Lack, D. (1947). The significance of clutch size. Ibis, 89, 302-352. 

Lawson, D.W., & Mace, R. (2008). Sibling configuration and childhood growth in 

contemporary British Families. International Journal of Epidemiology, 37, 1408-

1421. doi:10.1093/ije/dyn116 

Lawson, D.W., & Mace, R. (2009). Trade-offs in modern parenting: A longitudinal study of 

sibling competition for parental care. Evolution and Human Behavior, 30, 170-183. 

doi:10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2008.12.001 

McDonald, C., & Martinez, K. (2015). Parental and others’ responses to physical sibling 

violence: a descriptive analysis of victims’ retrospective accounts. Journal of Family 

Violence, 1-10. doi:10.1007/s10896-015-9766-y 



Running head: SIBLING CLOSENESS AND AGGRESSION      25 
 

McGuire, S., Manke, B., & Eftekhari, A., & Dunn, J. (2000). Children’s perceptions of 

sibling conflict during middle children: Issues and (dis)similarity. Social 

Development, 9, 173-190. doi:10.1111/1467-9507.00118 

McHale, S.M., Updegraff, K.A., Shanahan, L., Crouter, A.C., & Killoren, S.E. (2005). 

Siblings’ differential treatment in Mexican American Families. Journal of Marriage 

and Family, 67, 1259-1274. doi: 10.1111/j.1741-3737.2005.00215.x 

Michalski, R.L., Russell, D.P., Shakelford, T.K., & Weekes-Shackelford, V.A. (2007). 

Siblicide and genetic relatedness in Chicago, 1870-1930. Homicide Studies, 11, 231-

237. doi:10.1177/1088767907304098 

Michalski, R.L., & Euler, H.A. (2008). Evolutionary perspectives on sibling relationships. In 

C.A. Salmon & T.K. Shackelford (Eds). Family relationships: An evolutionary 

perspective (pp. 185-204). New York: Oxford University Press. 

Minnett, A.M., Vandell, D.L., & Santrock, J.W. (1983). The effects of sibling status on 

sibling interaction: Influence of birth order, age spacing, sex of child, and sex of 

sibling. Child Development, 1064-1072. doi: 10.2307/1129910 

Mock, D.W., & Parker, G.A. (1997). The evolution of sibling rivalry. USA: Oxford 

University Press. 

Neyer, F.J., & Lang, F.R. (2003). Blood is thicker than water: Kinship orientation across 

adulthood. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 84, 310-321.doi: 

10.1037/0022-3514.84.2.310 

Oetzel, J., Ting-Toomey, S., Chew-Sanchez, M.I., Harris, R., Wilcox, R., & Stumpf, S. 

(2003). Face and facework in conflicts with parents and siblings: A cross-cultural 

comparison of Germans, Japanese, Mexicans, and U.S. Americans. Journal of Family 

Communication, 3, 67-93. doi: 10.1207/S15327698JFC0302_01 



Running head: SIBLING CLOSENESS AND AGGRESSION      26 
 

Pepler, D.J., Abramovitch, R., & Corter, C. (1981). Sibling interaction in the home: A 

longitudinal study. Child Development, 52, 1344-1347. 

Phillips, D.A., Phillips, K.H., Grupp, K., & Trigg, L.J. (2009). Sibling violence silenced: 

Rivalry, competition, wrestling, playing, roughhousing, benign. Advances in Nursing 

Science, 32, E1-E16. doi:10.1097/ANS.0b013e3181a3b2cb 

Platek, S.M., & Shackelford, T.K. (2006). (Eds). Female infidelity and paternal uncertainty: 

evolutionary perspectives on male anti-cuckoldry tactics. Cambridge, UK: 

Cambridge University Press. 

Pollet, T.V. (2007). Genetic relatedness and sibling relationship characteristics in modern 

society. Evolution and Human Behavior, 28, 176-185. 

doi:10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2006.10.001. 

Pollet, T.V., & Hoben, A.D. (2011). An evolutionary perspective on siblings: Rivals and 

resources. In C. Salmon & T.K. Shackelford (Eds). The Oxford handbook on 

evolutionary family psychology (pp. 128-148). New York: Oxford University Press. 

Raffaelli, M. (1992). Sibling conflict in early adolescence. Journal of Marriage and the 

Family, 54, 652-663. doi:10.2307/353251 

Rapoza, K.A., Cook, K., Zaveri, T., & Malley-Morrison, K. (2010). Ethnic perspectives on 

sibling abuse in the United States. Journal of Family Issues, 31, 808-829. doi: 

10.1177/0192513X09359158 

Reese-Weber, M. (2008). A new experimental method assessing attitudes toward adolescent 

dating and sibling violence using observations of violent interactions. Journal of 

Adolescence, 31, 857-876. doi:10.1016/j.adolescence.2007.11.002 

Reiss, D., Neiderhiser, J.M., Hetherington, E.M., & Plomin, R. (2000). The relationship 

code: Deciphering genetic and social influences on adolescent development. London: 

Harvard University Press. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/353251


Running head: SIBLING CLOSENESS AND AGGRESSION      27 
 

Reiss, D., Plomin, R., Hetherington, E.M., Howe, G.W., Rovine, M, Tryron, A., et al. (1994). 

The separate worlds of teenage siblings: An introduction to the study of the 

nonshared environment and adolescent development.  In E.M. Hetherington, D. 

Reiss, & R. Plomin (Eds), Separate social worlds of siblings: The impact of 

nonshared environment on development (pp 63-109).  Hillside, NJ: Lawrence 

Erlbaum Associates.    

Relva, I.C., Fernandes, O.M., & Costa, R. (2013). Psychometric properties of revised conflict 

tactics scales: Portuguese sibling version (CTS2-SP). Journal of Family Violence, 28, 

577-585. doi: 10.1007/s10896-013-9530-0  

Rhea, S.A., & Corley, R.P. (1994). Applied issues. In J.C. DeFries, R. Plomin, & D.W.  

Fulker (Eds). Nature and nurture during middle childhood (pp. 295-309). Oxford: 

Blackwell. 

Roff, D.A. (2002). Life history evolution. Sunderland MA: Sinauer. 

Roscoe, B., Goodwin, M.P., & Kennedy, D. (1987). Sibling violence and agonist interactions 

experienced by early adolescents. Journal of Family Violence, 2, 121-137. 

doi:10.1007/BF00977037 

Salmon, C.A., & Hehman, J.A. (2014). The evolutionary psychology of sibling conflict and 

siblicide. In T.K. Shackelford & R.D. Hansen (Eds). The evolution of violence (pp. 

137-157). New York: Springer. 

Salmon, C., & Hehman, J. (2015). Evolutionary perspectives on the nature of sibling conflict: 

The impact of sex, relatedness, and co-residence. Evolutionary Psychological 

Science, 1, 123-129. doi:10.1007/s40806-015-0013-9 

Sawada, Y., & Lokshin, M. (2009). Obstacles to school progression in rural Pakistan: An 

analysis of gender and sibling rivalry using field survey data. Journal of 

Developmental Economics, 88, 335-347. doi:10.1016/j.jdeveco.2008.03.002 



Running head: SIBLING CLOSENESS AND AGGRESSION      28 
 

Segal, N.L. (2005). Evolutionary studies of cooperation, competition, and altruism: A twin 

based approach. In R.L. Burgess & K.B. MacDonald (Eds). Evolutionary perspectives 

on human development (2nd Ed, pp. 265-304). Thousand Oak, CA: Sage. 

Segal, N.L., Wilson, S.M., Bouchard, T.J., & Gitlin, D.G. (1995) Comparative grief 

experiences of bereaved twins and other bereaved relatives. Personality and 

Individual Differences, 18, 511-524. doi:10.1016/0191-8869(94)00174-Q 

Steelman, L.C., Powell, B., Werum, R., & Carter, S. (2002). Reconsidering the effects of 

sibling configuration: Recent advances and challenges. Annual Review of Sociology, 

28, 243-269. doi: 10.1146/annurev.soc.28.111301.093304 

Stock, L. (1993). Sibling abuse: It’s much more serious than child's play. Children's Legal 

Rights, 14, 19-21. 

Straus, M.A. & Gelles, R.J. (1986). Societal change and change in family violence from 1975 

to 1985 as revealed by two national surveys. Journal of Marriage and Family, 48, 

465-479. doi:10.2307/352033 

Straus, M.A., Gelles, R.J., & Steinmetz, S.K. (1980). Behind closed doors: Violence in the 

American family. Garden City, New York: Anchor Press/Doubleday. 

Super, C.M., & Harkness, S. (1986). The developmental niche: A conceptualization at the 

interface of child and culture. International Journal of Behavioral Development, 9, 

545-569. 

Tanskanen, A.O., Danielsbacka, M., & Rotkirch, A. (2015). More unintended injuries in half 

sibling than full sibling households in the UK. Journal of Individual Differences, 36, 

177-182. doi: 10.1027/1614-0001/a000171 

Tanskanen, A.O., & Danielsbacka, M. (2014). Genetic relatedness predicts contact 

frequencies with siblings, nieces and nephews: Results from the Generational 



Running head: SIBLING CLOSENESS AND AGGRESSION      29 
 

Transmissions in Finland surveys. Personality and Individual Differences, 69, 5-11. 

doi:10.1016/j.paid.2014.04.034 

Tanskanen, A.O., Danielsbacka, M., Jokela, M., Rotkirch, A., & David-Barrett, T. (2016). 

Diluted competition? Conflicts between full and half siblings in two adult 

generations. Frontiers in Sociology, 1, 1-11. doi: 10.3389/fsoc.2016.00006 

Tompsett, C.J., Mahoney, A., & Lackey, J. (2016). Sibling aggression among clinic-referred 

children and adolescents. Journal of Clinical Child & Adolescent Psychology, 1-13. doi. 

10.1080/15374416.2016.1138409 

Tooley, G.A., Karakis, M., Stokes, M., & Ozanne-Smith, J. (2006). Generalizing the 

Cinderella Effect to unintentional childhood fatalities. Evolution and Human 

Behavior, 27, 224-230. doi:10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2005.10.001 

Tucker, C.J., McHale, S.M., & Crouter, A.C. (2001). Conditions of sibling support in 

adolescence. Journal of Family Psychology, 15, 254-271. doi:10.1037/0893-

3200.15.2.254 

Weekes-Shackelford, V.A. & Shackelford, T.K. (2004). Methods of filicide: Stepparents and 

genetic parents kill differently. Violence & Victims, 19, 75-81. 

doi.org/10.1891/vivi.19.1.75.33232 

West, S.A., Gardner, A., Shuker, D.M., Reynolds, T., Burton-Chellow, M., Sykes, E.M., 

Guinnee, M.A., & Griffin, A.S. (2006). Cooperation and the scale of competition in 

humans. Current Biology, 16, 1103-1106. doi: 10.1016/j.cub.2006.03.069 

White, L.K., & Riedmann, A. (1992). When the Brady bunch grows up: Step/half- and full 

sibling relationships in adulthood. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 54, 197-208. 

doi:10.2307/353287 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1891/vivi.19.1.75.33232


Running head: SIBLING CLOSENESS AND AGGRESSION      30 
 

Whitworth, A., & Stephenson, R. (2002). Birth spacing, sibling rivalry and child mortality in 

India. Social Science and Medicine, 55, 2107-2119. doi:10.1016/S0277-

9536(02)00002-3 

Wiehe, V.R. (1997). Sibling abuse: Hidden physical, emotional, and sexual trauma. (2nd ed.) 

Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.  

Wilson, M.I., Daly, M., & Weghorst, S.J. (1980). Household composition and the risk of 

child abuse and neglect. Journal of Biosocial Science, 12, 333-340. doi: 

10.1017/S0021932000012876. 

Wilson, C.D., & Fromuth, M.E. (1997). Characteristics of abusive sibling relationships and 

correlations with later relationships. In 105th annual convention of the American 

Psychological Association, Chicago. 

Wright, S. (1922). Coefficients of inbreeding and relationship. American Naturalist, 56, 330-

338. 

Zeng, W., Undurraga, E.A., Nyberg, C., Eisenberg, T.A., Parida, S., Zycherman, A., 

Magvanjav, O., Reyes-Garcia, V., & Tanner, S. (2013). Sibling composition during 

childhood and adult blood pressure among native Amazonians in Bolivia. Economics 

and Human Biology, 11, 391-400. doi:10.1016/j.ehb.2012.08.002 

 

 

  

http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S0021932000012876
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S0021932000012876


Running head: SIBLING CLOSENESS AND AGGRESSION      31 
 

Table 1: Percentages of Reports in Study 1 of Different Frequencies of Each of 15 Questions 

Designed to Assess Perceived Closeness of Relationship to Full Siblings (n = 349) or Half 

Siblings (n = 75).  

 
Closeness Sibling 

type 

Not 

true at 
all 

Not 

really 
true 

Occasionally 

true 

Fairly  

true 

Very  

true 

1. I get on well with this brother/sister Full 3% 5% 25% 32% 34% 

Half 4% 4% 11% 38% 45% 

2. I argue with this brother/sister (R)*               Full 12% 22% 32% 14% 20% 

Half 9% 11% 21% 21% 38% 

3. I would lend money to this 

brother/sister 

Full 14% 14% 24% 14% 36% 

Half 5% 7% 9% 29% 50% 

4. This brother/sister gets on my nerves      

(R)* 

Full 22% 15% 31% 15% 17% 

Half 9% 14% 21% 25% 30% 

5. I would happily lend my possessions to 

this brother/sister 

Full 14% 17% 19% 29% 22% 

Half 11% 14% 25% 16% 34% 

6. I sometimes get angry and shout at this 

brother/sister (R)*                                              

Full 25% 12% 41% 14% 89% 

Half 13% 20% 13% 25% 30% 

7. I feel I am in many ways similar to this 

brother/sister 

Full 24% 19% 17% 27% 14% 

Half 14% 16% 20% 25% 23% 

8. I would not willingly lend my 

possessions to this brother/sister                                           

(R)  

Full 19% 9% 17% 15% 41% 

Half 7% 9% 11% 25% 48% 

9. This person would help me in a time of 

difficulty 

Full 3% 10% 15% 22% 49% 

Half 4% 9% 13% 30% 44% 

10. I do not miss this brother/sister when 

they are away (for example on holiday)                      

(R) 

Full 17% 19% 17% 15% 32% 

Half 16% 21% 13% 18% 32% 

11. When I am upset I would go to this 

brother/sister for advice 

Full 24% 17% 20% 9% 31% 

Half 27% 23% 16% 16% 18% 

12. I would not willingly lend money to 

this brother/sister (R)                                                           

Full 9% 7% 25% 19% 41% 

Half 5% 7% 14% 27% 46% 

13. When I am upset I would go to this 

brother/sister for comfort 

Full 25% 12% 24% 12% 27% 

Half 27% 14% 14% 18% 27% 

14. I would be happy to help this 

brother/sister if they were in a difficult 

situation 

Full 2% 2% 3% 24% 70% 

Half 4% 2% 7% 21% 66% 

15. I don’t get on very well with this             

brother/sister (R)   

 

Full 0 3% 19% 37% 41% 

Half 2% 5% 7% 32% 54% 

Percentages may not total 100% as all figures are rounded. 

Items marked * denote acts of conflict. 

(R) indicates a reverse-scored item  
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Table 2: Percentages of Reports in Study 2 of Different Frequencies of Each of 13 Acts of 

Aggression Towards Full Siblings (n = 317) or Half Siblings (n = 81).  

 

Act of aggression 
Sibling 

type 
Never 

Very 

rarely 
Rarely Sometimes Often 

Very 

often 

1. Kicked or bitten  
Full  44% 11% 21% 17% 5% 2% 

Half  68% 6% 10% 14% 3% 0 

2. Punched  
Full  44% 13% 17% 16% 8% 2% 

Half  69% 6% 6% 12% 6% 0 

3. Threw heavy/sharp object* 
Full  59% 10% 16% 10% 4% 1% 

Half  78% 7% 6% 7% 1% 0 

4. Slapped  
Full  45% 15% 18% 12% 7% 3% 

Half  67% 10% 12% 9% 1% 1% 

5. Beaten  
Full  77% 6% 9% 4% 3% 1% 

Half  91% 1% 1% 4% 3% 0 

6. Attempted to strangle 
Full  92% 4% 3% 1% 1 0 

Half  96% 1% 0 1% 1% 0 

7. Threatened with knife* 
Full  95% 3% 0 1% 0 0 

Half  96% 4% 0 0 0 0 

8. Used a knife* 
Full  100% 0 0 0 0 0 

Half  100% 0 0 0 0 0 

9. Pushed  
Full  36% 9% 22% 22% 9% 3% 

Half  54% 9% 24% 10% 4% 0 

10. Threatened with gun* 
Full  100% 0 0 0 0 0 

Half  99% 0 0 0 1% 0 

11. Grabbed  
Full  48% 10% 19% 17% 5% 1% 

Half  69% 7% 12% 7% 4% 0 

12. Used a gun* 
Full  100% 0 0 0 0 0 

Half  100% 0 0 0 0 0 

13. Other serious act* 
Full  98% 1% 0 0 0 0 

Half  97% 3% 1% 0 0 0 
Percentages may not total 100% as all figures are rounded. 

Items marked * denote aggressive acts with the use or threat of weapons. 


