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Abstract

Results and Discussion Results and Discussion
608 older adults (329 men, 279 women) (average age = 64.6 years)
provided self-report data about their sibling relationships and well- Goal 1: ASRQ-VSF, New Measure of Sibling Relationships in Older Adulthood Goal 3: Associations Among Sibling Relationship Quality, Loneliness and Well-
being. Results from a new questionnaire measure of sibling | Being in Later Life.

Confirmatory Factor Analysis supported the predicted factor structure of the
ASRQ-VSF with 3 independent factors: Warmth, Conflict and Rivalry /
favoritism (see Figure 1).

relationships (ASRQ-VSF) showed that the sibling relationship was

characterized by independent dimensions of: warmth, conflict, and Correlational analyses showed that sibling conflict and rivalry / favoritism were
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become increasingly important as Americans age. However, we know oersonal issues with each other?”
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relationships, loneliness, and well-being in later life. Levels of sibling conflict were lower than typically found in childhood and . The ASRQ-VSF is a new questionnaire measure about sibling relationship quality that
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have a global positive bias toward family members (Winkeler et al., 2000). « Older adults’ sibling relationships were characterized by independent dimensions of:

Participants warmth, conflict and rivalry / favoritism.

Similar to findings from earlier developmental periods, sister-sister sibling
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