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Appendix 1. Prevalence and distribution of emotional maltreatment (EM), physical (PA) and sexual abuse (SA) in the NESDA sibling sample
Table A1. Prevalence of EM, PA and SA
	Emotional maltreatment M (SD)
	9.85 (3.6)

	no EM N (%)
	162 (25.5)

	EM low  N (%)
	236 (37.1)

	EM moderate  N (%)
	134 (21.1)

	EM high  N (%)
	104 (16.4)

	 Physical abuse M (SD)
	5.63 (1.8)

	No PA N (%)
	581 (91.4)

	PA low  N (%)
	30 (4.7)

	PA moderate  N (%)
	14 (2.2)

	PA high  N (%)
	11 (1.7)

	 Sexual abuse M (SD)
	5.8 (2.4)

	No SA N (%)
	521 (81.9)

	SA low  N (%)
	54 (8.5)

	SA moderate  N (%)
	39 (6.1)

	SA high  N (%)
	22 (3.5)
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The violin plots in Figure A1 represent the distribution of EM, PA and SA levels in the sample. Compared to EM, the density of low PA and SA scores is high. The levels of EM are more equally distributed as is also shown in table 1 of appendix 3.
Figure A1. Distribution of EM, PA and SA in the sample 
Appendix 2. Multiple imputations of missing data
We generated 100 imputed datasets using 100 iterations each using multiple imputations (mice-package), carried out with R version 3.5.0 (R Core Team, 2018).. The imputation model and assessing the convergence of the algorithm was based on Vink & Van Buuren (2017a) and Grund, Robitzsch & Ludtke (2018). Because of the nested structure of the data we chose the pan-method (version 1.6, Schafer & Yucel, 2002, Grund, Ludtke, Robitzch, 2016) within the “multiple imputation by chained equations” method implemented in the mice- package (version 3.3.0, Van Buuren & Groothuis-Oudshoorn, 2011). To consider the fact participants are nested in families, a clustering variable, i.e. family number, indicating which siblings originate from the same family, was included in the imputation model. To estimate missing values on the IDS, data of earlier data collection waves (i.e. wave 1-5) on the IDS was added to the imputation model as predictor variable. Also, data of the NEMESIS interview (wave 1) was included in the model to estimate missing values on the CTQ. To evaluate the convergence of the imputations we examined trace lines and density plots, and compared means of the imputed datasets with the original dataset by visual inspection (Vink & Van Buuren, 2017b). The mitml-package (version 0.3-6) was used to combine the datasets for further analysis (Grund, Robitzsch & Ludtke 2016).
Appendix 3. Calculation of predictors

The two types of predictors were calculated as follows: The family means of maltreatment (model 1) were obtained by calculating the mean per family of each CTQ subscale of all siblings. For the analysis the family means were grand-mean centered. The relative scores (model 2) were calculated as each individual deviation from their family mean, also referred to as centering within context (CWC; Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002; Snijders & Bosker, 1999). With respect to the relative levels, positive scores indicate more reported CM compared to siblings of the same family and negative scores indicate less reported maltreatment compared to the siblings in the same family. Similar methods for decomposing family and individual relative effects from individual-level data were used in studies by Jenkins et al.  (2009), Valgardson & Schwartz (2019) and Feaster et al. (2011)

Appendix 4. Testing specificity: CM in the family context and adult anxiety symptoms 
 
Table A2. Multilevel regression analyses on anxiety symptoms: unconditional means model, baseline and individual model (N=636)

	
	UNCONDITIONAL MEANS MODEL
	BASELINE MODEL
	INDIVIDUAL MODEL

	
	Estimate
	SE
	T
	p
	95% CI
	Estimate
	SE
	T
	p
	95% CI
	Estimate
	SE
	T
	p
	95% CI

	Intercept
	7.27
	0.34
	21.64
	<.001
	6.62
	7.93
	6.27
	2.21
	2.84
	.004
	1.95
	10.59
	-0.59
	2.37
	-0.25
	0.801
	-5.24
	4.04

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	EM
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.38
	0.10
	3.95
	<.001
	0.19
	0.56

	PA
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.41
	0.20
	2.11
	0.035
	0.03
	0.79

	SA
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.30
	0.13
	2.29
	0.022
	0.04
	0.56

	Covariates
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Age
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-0.01
	0.03
	-0.59
	0.558
	-0.06
	0.03
	-0.03
	0.02
	-1.37
	0.171
	-0.08
	0.01

	Educational level
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-0.87
	0.57
	-1.54
	0.123
	-1.98
	0.24
	-0.58
	0.55
	-1.06
	0.287
	-1.65
	0.49

	Gender
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2.37
	0.62
	3.84
	<.001
	1.16
	3.57
	1.95
	0.60
	3.24
	0.001
	0.77
	3.12

	Between family variance IDS
	8.13
	7.50
	6.47

	Within family variance IDS
	49.39
	48.35
	44.85

	ICC
	0.14
	0.13
	0.13

	F 
	
	5.77
	16.04

	p
	
	0.001
	<.001


Note. Sex: 0 = Male 1 = Female, EM = Emotional Maltreatment, PA=Physical Abuse, SA=Sexual Abuse

Table A3. Multilevel regression analyses on anxiety symptoms: model 1 (family means of EM, PA and SA) and model 2 (relative EM, PA and SA) (N = 636) 

	
	FAMILY MODEL 1
	FAMILY MODEL2
	

	
	Estimate
	SE
	T
	p
	95% CI
	Estimate
	SE
	T
	p
	95% CI
	

	Intercept
	6.88
	2.17
	3.17
	.002
	2.63
	11.14
	6.73
	2.15
	3.14
	0.002
	2.53
	10.93
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	EM
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	family level
	0.24
	0.13
	1.83
	.067
	-0.02
	0.50
	0.24
	0.13
	1.82
	0.069
	-0.02
	0.49
	

	relative level
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.51
	0.14
	3.76
	<.001
	0.25
	0.78
	

	PA
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	family level
	0.68
	0.32
	2.14
	0.032
	0.06
	1.29
	0.68
	0.32
	2.15
	0.031
	0.06
	1.30
	

	relative level
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.23
	0.25
	0.93
	0.352
	-0.25
	0.71
	

	SA
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	family level
	0.41
	0.22
	1.83
	.067
	-0.03
	0.84
	0.42
	0.22
	1.87
	0.062
	-0.02
	0.85
	

	relative level
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.21
	0.16
	1.29
	0.196
	-0.11
	0.53
	

	Covariates
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Age
	-0.03
	0.02
	-1.27
	0.204
	-0.08
	0.02
	-0.03
	0.02
	-1.19
	0.236
	-0.08
	0.02
	

	Educational level
	-0.68
	0.56
	-1.23
	0.218
	-1.77
	0.40
	-0.51
	0.55
	-0.93
	-.354
	-1.58
	0.57
	

	Gender
	2.19
	0.61
	3.61
	<.001
	1.00
	3.38
	1.96
	0.60
	3.27
	0.001
	0.79
	3.13
	

	Between family variance IDS
	
	
	4.79
	
	
	
	
	
	
	6.35
	
	
	

	Within family variance IDS
	
	
	48.30
	
	
	
	
	
	
	44.65
	
	
	

	ICC
	
	
	0.09
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.12
	
	
	

	F 
	
	
	8.51
	
	
	
	
	
	
	8.96
	
	
	

	p
	
	
	<.001
	
	
	
	
	
	
	<.001
	
	
	


Note. Sex: 0 = Male 1 = Female, EM = Emotional Maltreatment, PA=Physical Abuse, SA=Sexual Abuse.
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