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The Relationship of Children’s Attitudes About Weight
' . to Cognitive Development

Linda BRhodes -

The purpose of this study was to test specific hypotheses about the AR
rehtiohship betveen cognitive-developnenl;al level and children’s ideas
shout overveight peers.

Fort?-tvo 4 to 8 year old subjects were se.lected from a sample pf
17% children to vhom the Concept Assessment Xit-Conservation (Goldschmid
& Bentler, 1968) had been administered. Twenty-one subjects, 11 males ‘
and 10 females, vith the highect‘c&niervntion scores véte selected, and
2] children of similar ages with the lowest conux;vam'.on scores were to
selected. Balience of weight as a categori?tion &iunlion, preferencé :

for normal weight #nd aversion for overweight, the incidence of veigbt-

based affiliation-preferences,.and veight-based trait attribntio'n

" patterns were assessed. The trait attribution measure was administered

3

under free choice and forced choice conditions.
" Low conservers found weight s more salient ntching' diménsion,
demonstrated less prqfere’nce for the mmlﬂvgizht figure and assigned

more negative trpits t',o‘t;xe overweight and positive traits to ;be normal "
vgiiht fi’gui‘e. There seemed to be no differences in the i'ate” of

allocating traits to bothk fiaureln by sex or’colnu'rvntion level. In

addition, girls chose either the normal or underweight over the

,

overweight figure, and made more weight-based sffilistion-preferences




than boyt.-'fbcu tesults oug';ut\th_at eguqnnth;\, level, or porhupo'
X cogn‘itivo-dovclop‘mtﬂ 1«.1._‘91”. s uﬁorqtcic in weight 'lil'icnéc.

. putorncc and trait nttribution, uul that sex 1u!1uucu ni;ht-\uud

0

- - ot

aversions and aftilntio::—putuucu tn & to 8 year.olds.’ ‘l‘hcy tho

suggest that Martin & Halverson’s (1901) t)uory of attitude dwclopunt

RN

s
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auy anly to nigbt ‘a8 nn s nndcr cttitudn. ‘
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.. Overview ‘ . %
. The purpose of the present study‘it- to investigate the
relationship between cognitive developmental level and children’s ideas
about %vetveight peers. SP;cificnlly, the Fené}ich focussed on vhether
yogpg childrep”s sbility to comserve properties such as‘lgn;th, vnigh;
¢r volume of physical stimuli was rei,ted to their development of social
. ochelftn, preference./nveru@og., ntfilintiye-preferencel or weight-based
trait attributions. ".' . ) ‘ v
A number of studies ﬁnve attempted to investigate children”s:
" awareness of overweight , preferences for normal véﬁght‘ot aversions for
overv;ight, and trait ntttibution; to overveight peers and adults.
These studies have shbown that children as young as 3 or 4 years of age
are ;varé of weight l;d use the di-zuni#n to cateiorize'ot match (White,
Mauro & Spindler, in press); that children jl young as 5 years of age
express q»‘light preference for%nor-al weight or an ;vernion to
‘-.o;erveight figures (Lermer & Gellert, 19§2; Lerner & écbroeder. 1971a;
Lerner & Korn, 1972; Lerner, Karabenick & Hei;e}.; 1975; Young &’Aédzej,
1979)% and that children 6 years-of age and ;Lde; tend to ;ttribnt;
positive traits to normal veight and negative traits to overweight or
underveight peeru_&ﬂtaffi;ri} 1967; ‘Eﬁffieti. i972;ﬂLetner. 1969;
Lerner & Korn, 1972; Lerner & Schroedar, 1971b; iogng & Avdzej, 1979;%
Caskey & Felker, 19713 lifkpltrick & Sanders, 1978).

It has recently been suggested that ;ognitive—deveibp-cntai theory
may provide a fr Qvork,fq: underrtnpding the processes by which

children devélop loéjnl schemata, ‘preferences and stereotypes (e.3.

Martin & Halverson, ldbl): This theory has its root in Piaget’s stage

.‘@ ~ o

K
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theory of child development. He suggested that childrem axe active
. o N .
participsnts in the leAtnéng process, and that development copsists of *»

gradus] progression through an invarkcnt sequence of hierarch&cal’

LY -

. 4 4 .
~ stages. In each stage, the child”s cognitive organization is * “a
qualitatively different from the other stages. As the child develops,

his level of thinking becomes more complex, differentiated and .

v

integrated. o o .o ) i}
T ' - ' }

¥ . . \

Research attempting to relate cognitive stages to social attitude

~

and stereo;ypé development has been based\upon two ty;ea of findings.
. Y ‘ ‘
First, there are developmental chanfes in'how others are perceived, with
the age of 7 or 8 years found to be a critica% traéuition point
(Livesley & Bromley, 1973;.Peeve}s & Secord, 1973). Since EPiB dge 1
' also the transition point fg?n precperational to concrete oﬁérétioual
N ‘ . , . \

thinking 'in Piaget”s cognitive theory, it has been suggested that

cognitive level affects the acquisition and enddrsement of social ) . -

1 . A
) attitudes. Secondly, some studies have shown that cognitive
- "‘, - . -
. developmental changes are correlated with social attitude changes, -

(Marcus & Overton, 1978; Cokeér;-.1984). . . .
PR . »

Hetherinéton & Parke (1979), among others, have noted the parallel
- ] . et
development of cognitjon and person peraeption. They suggested that the

@«

critical eighth year transition peint marks the decline of the
preoperational tendencies to focus-on single often perceptual,
it dimensions of a stimulus (Centration) and see stimuli solely from one’s

‘ -

. P ’
_own perspective (Egocentrism). Concurrently, the child sequires the

S 14
4 .
ability to classify objects hierarchically and conserve properties of a

. stimulus despite perceptual transformations (Conservation).

LY ! ‘ i ’ -
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e purpose of the present study was to compare social schemata,of

A \ 4 -
- body ®eight, weight-based preferences, aversions affiliation-

L . - . » . )
“ T 1 prx’gfexjcncec, and trait attributions to overweight and normal weight

'

N 3 peers in children of comparable ages who are pteoperat;onal versus -

*

- \

l + & ' £  concrete operational tginkétl. Cogﬁi‘tive level was ‘measured by
iable wase selected ’for it's importance in .the

« "conservation. This va

-

-

transition from preop?ioml to concrete operationfl thought, its

\ ¢ . v
. ’ - * proven relevance to social attitude development (Marcus & Overton, 1978;
. ) . . R '

Coker, 1984) and the availability.of a #tandardized measure (Goldsthmid

. ¥ . & Bentler, 1968). C
> w!! i

v Although recent thinking emphasizes th;’. role of cognitive variables
“in atti:tude develop-en't. other.: factors may be equetly infl vngial. Many
- L : authors ,’have indicated that there is greater pressure on females in our
- N - society to uintafn s low body weight; girls as young as 8 years of ug/el
\,b\ » . restegin their appetites (‘Davia. Best & Hawkins, 1981); and the
inz:dex;oe of eatin‘goditordera such as:bulimia is higher in females

. VR (Halmi, Falk & Schwartz, 1981). Therefore, differential socialization

) 0
-

of ‘attitudes about overweight ’ight be expected for males and femalea.
! " .

4
- ¢

. A secondary goal of the study, then, was to explore the role of sex in

t H ¢ . -

socisl attitudes about overweight.

. .
VoW -~ : . . .. - '
- ’ Background !
" * ~ » * : ; - i a
b o The review of the literature is divi.d:d into two major sections.

]

-

4

,

‘'The first section deals with a criticgl evaluation of jresearch on weight
by ] avareness, preference, nvgtaiox; u;d attributions to oyerweight versus
liorial veighé by child;'en and adults. Of particularfinterest is whether
4 developmental changes in such nt‘titudea seem to occur it7 thel \

\ L‘ N - * »

- < - .
4

L

v 4 e e+
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preoperational to concrete operational transition point of 8 years, and

. whether there are séi differences in these aspects of .weight attitudes.
|
. The lgc:)}nd séction reviews cognitive-developmental theory and its
3 "‘~

;elitioﬁlhip‘to social attitude development. Jmi;les from the

1 .
literature on the relationship of cognitive development and gender

‘R attitudes are reviewed as, to date, the theory-has not been related to

»
sattitudes about overweight. This section is intended to provide the
. basis for hypothiesizing specific relationships between conservation of

. pPhysical properties and several aspects of weight attitude‘s.

B 4
Weight Attjitudes - - :
* ' “ B 3
Categorizing Dy weight: schems development. Early studies on
oy .

attitudes about weight utilized Sheldon’s (1942) definitions of body

- R N )
type rather than direct}y assessing attitudes to overveight. These body

¢

types were never int’aded to be‘ synonyms for underweight, normal weight
and overweight; in actual .fact. Sheldon”’s (191:2) labels vere meant to be
applied foiloving an gn’alysif ;)f muscle tone and bone structure, not

solely on the basis of weight. For instance, one cou}d be normsl véight

.and not possess the muscle tone required to be considered s mesomorph.
-~ 7

Unfortunately, some early researchers, such as Lerner and his

¥

A

collesgues, used these labels to describe underveigbﬂt, nomlp weight "and *
» - '\

overveight figures. The absence of this distinction between veight‘ and %

body type nakes interpretation of the literature nnd< application of
1 .

-
previous findings to the present study difficult. For the sake of

tconsistency, the terms used by each author will be used when dis'cuning
- . RS
previous research, but only weight will be discussed in the present

study. ¢

-

-
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Initially, these studies attempted to demonitéate that young

-

" children were avare of body type differences by showing that they lluld
correctly identif¥ their own body or weight types. Several thQie{

< . ) * ¥
failed to support the idea that most kindergarten and elementary school

children can identify tfieir own weight or body fype. but did find body

type or weight-based ptefeéences and aversions (Lgrner & Schroeder,
1971a; Lerner & Korn, 1972; Lerner, Karabenick & Meisels, 1975; Young &

Avdzej, 1979). Since one must be aware of weight in order to possess

&

sucqlpreffiﬁncec and aversions, it seemed that QHn weight or body typ;

category identification, was not an accurate measure of weight awareness.

i

Identifying one’s own weigPt or body type may be a distinct and more

coi;lex process ;bid avareness of others” weight or boa} type.
Recedt‘;videnée that children can distinguish differences in weight

type was supplied by ﬁhite et:al (in press). Inltend(gf aaking cﬁildten

to ideniify their own weight category, they ga®e 3 to 11 year old
r
children the opportunity to match drawings of peers on the basis of-

veight, activity or no Xnown dimension. They found that' even 3 year old
N , : .
children made 372 of their matches by weight; therefore, they must have

been aware of the weight dimension. Furthermore, this choice to match
by weight rather than activity declined with incrensing age, fud vas
independent of the subject”s sex. The 3 and & year olds matched by

weight significintly more than all the others, and.the 10 and 11 year

olds matched by weight significantly less than the others. y

r

The finding that 3o 4 year old children can match drawings on the

basis of weight when a competing dimension was svailable suggests that

théy must possess a“rudimentary schems for'weight. They iult‘bnve such

’

»
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a structure in orde?\to differentiate the dtl'i%gl by weight, v?ich in
turn allows them to ngch by that dimension. The trend toward less
matching ou the perceptual (weight) basis suggests & relntionchip’
between matching and conservation. Weight is intuitively more
perceptual than activity; it refers to Ehe act:;l physical
chlthtﬁrilticl éf the person, not their function or capacity. The
ability:to conserve, or understand physical invariance gdespite

.

petceptual,trlnsfor-nti§nt. also requires that the child focus less on

»

perceptual cues. This change in weight salience seems to take place .

;o-etine between 5 and 10 years of age, which en?onpqples the transition
from preoperational to ;o;cr;te opetn;ional time period. Therefore,
-while there is?ho evidence of sex differences in weight salience, éhere
is some uuggeg&éoé that the transition to concrete eéerntional thought

-

may play & role in less matching by weight over activity. This
o
conclusion gives rise to the first hypothesis of the present study; that

fied

\il. that preoperational children would match on the basis of weight .more

than. concrete operational children of similar ages.

Preference aud aversion. Although early researchers had difficulty -

de-onltratiyg that childrfn were awvare of weight or body type, they did
find weight-based prefereﬁcel nndhaversions.' However, these studies
wvere plagued with methodological problems, particularly in the
measurement of preference and aversion. Most of these early studies
measured pref;ténce and aversion in relation to a desire to "look like"
fat, thin or average weight stimuli. In some sense, they did not

directly reflect social preferencks or aversions and may have been

confounded by the'child”s own body type. RNonetheless, as thﬁne studies

1

Q.lr

¥ 0




ptovid; most of the available data regarding preference, the& are

i

revieved together with studies directly measuring social choices. ’
Staffieri (1967) conducted ome of the first studi;s«in this area.
He asked 90 boys from grades llthréhgh 5 (ages 6 to 10) to‘choque vhich
drawing of an endomorph, mesomorph and ectomorph‘peé} they would like to
look like:., He found ; clear preference for tﬁe mesomor;h in éubjects 7.
years of age and older. In a subsequent study, Staffieri (1§72) asked
the same question of 60 girls in grades 2 through 6 (ages 7 to 11).
Again, the prgference was for the mesomorph, but there were no age

effects. |

In a similar studf, Ler;;r and G%lizrt (1969) showed 45 male and
female kindefsatten pupils black and white photographs of an endomorph,
mksomorph and ectomorph peer of the same sex. Tgey vere asked to point
to :;e one they "most want to look like" and "don“t want to look like".
Each subject performed each task twice. They found that the endomorph
figure was chosen as the one they did not want to look like
significantly more than the other two body types. In.addition, female.
subjects had a significantly greater preference for the non-overweight
body types. The authors concluded that by'S yéara of age, chilﬁren
possessed ;n aversion to the endomorph figure. Lerner & Schrqeaer
(1971a) subsequently replicated this study and confirﬁediihe eagl;er
lfindings. _ h S

Subsequent researchers examined chese.effeqtl developmeﬁtally with
slightly modified procedures. Ls;ﬁer & iorn (1972) studied ﬁixéy 5—6;

14-15, and 19-20 year old males. They were shown same sex drawings of |
’ 4
an endomorph, mesomorph and ectomorph peer, asked to point to the one ”(

-



they "vnpt té look like" and then asked to explain why; Significant ‘age
differences were found between the 5-6 year old subjects and the two
older groups. Preference tor £he yeiomorph figure was exhibited by the
’youngeathsubjects. and this preference increased with ;ge; pr;ference
for looking like the ectomorPh decreased. The endomorph was not o Tl
preferred -across a1l age groups. All subjects explain;d their ]

préferences in terms of physical appearance. The authors c?ncluded that

K the‘prefergnce for the mesomorph body cfpe had been supported.

Lerner, Karabenick & Meisels (1975) examiried children”s bodf type

preferences and aversions using a social distance paradigm. Their

K

subjects were 202 male and female findetgnrten grade 1, 2 and 3 pupils.
" After being trained on the task, these subjects were twice asked to,
indicate "how close" they wished to be to drawings of a male and female'
' endoimorph, menomorpﬂ and ectomorph.  All subjects placed the (igure : »

representing themselves farthest a&ly from the endomorph tigure. The

¥ ~

tendency to leave the most space betveen the self and the endomorph
figures increased significantly between grades 1 and.z; similerly, the
", spsce allotted by the.kindergarten and grade 1 ‘subjects was

significantly less than that allotted by the grnde 2 and 3 subjects.

There were no.main effects by sex of subjéct. The authors concluded

that their results confirmed the previous findings on the importance of

body type in social behavior and pusgeltea that these evaluative

judgements increased with age. .

. Finally, two studies addressed how lpeéiffc conditions affected ' 4f‘

¢

preference or aversion. Young & Avdzej (1979) assessed the relative:

importance of behayio}'upd wveight in the'e:presuionyof peer prefezencés
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and aversions. Their sybjects were 108 male and female children in

grgde- 3 through 5. They showed each subject two vxdeotap;l o£~an.ndu1t"
and child in;eracting. Some og the videotape; fentur;d an obese boy,
while others fentgred.n'nornnl weight boy."In addition, he was depicted
as obedient or dicobedit?:. Afterwvards, supjecta vere shown photos of
thetéiboyl and asked to point to tﬁe one ihey "wanted to play with",
They tound that when the behavior of the boys was equal, the normal
wveight boy was selected as a ﬁl:ynate more often than the obese boy. |

However, wheﬂ an obedient obese boy and a disobedient normal weight boy

vere compared, the obese boy was prefegred. These findings were

FN

independent of the subjects” age and séx. The authors concluded that

the preference for normal weight peers exists, but may be lessened if

they are behaviorally deviant. Cos

. ’

Recently, White et al (in press) studied the relative importance of Z:

an\attractizé prop and weight in children”s affiliative~preferences. :
Th#y asked 3 to 1l year old children to choose with whom they wished to
do a particular activity. Iun each case, they chose between an

overveight peer with the activity-related prop and a normal weight peer

’

with no prop. The results supported Young & Avdzej’s (1979) finding

-

that. aversion for overveight may be modified by other factors. They

found that prop~b;ned responses vere made three to four times more often

~

at all agel; However, they also %ound that girls, regardless of age,

made more weight-based responses than boys., Girls chose to play Lt
with the propless normal weight, same-sexed peer more often than boys.
The previous studies’ on preference and aversion suggest that there

i

is a slight preference for the mesomorph, or perhaps non-endomorph,

.\
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,ffiﬁrc and that this preference is priesent by the age of 7. In

. Qdditian. they strongly luzzelt\there ﬁ‘/;n aversion toward the
endouorpﬁ/prelent by the age of 5. No data clearly establishes the age
of ona:t‘for social preferences, though Lerner et al (1975)- show that
nverlién to over;eightApeiru as ;culugpd'ﬁy l;ckal diltngze occurs by -

gr;den 2-3, and is present to a lesser extent in kindergarten-grade l

géildrin. o .

/ In addition to ideantifying the age of onset for preferences and

3

aversions, the present study reqﬁirel an analykis of age related

changes, particularly those betveég;&‘g; years. >~ Unfortunately, none

of the four studies of simple preference-aversion provide data relevant

to this transition period. Staffieri’s (1967;1972) youngest subj;cts

vere 6 or 7 years of age, and many may have beeh concrete operatiohnls

Lerner & Gellert (1?6;) studied only 5 year oidl. Lerner &.Korn (1972)

compared 5-6 year olds, lz;ij year olds and 19-20 year olds. While tﬂey'

found developmental differences, it is not poisiblﬁ’to,relnte the.

chn;gel to the transition from preoperational to concrete opern;ionni

thought. Finallf, th; one study which prévidel,releVlnt data vith

regard to age utilized a social distance paradigm rather than the look- .

like par;dig-. Lerner et al (1975) didvfind an inirgale in aversion to :

overweight between kindergarteq-grade 1 children and ch@ldren in grnd:l~ .‘

_ 2-3. Therefore, it is not posligle‘to;hypotheuize ilcognitive- .

<§F#elop-entll basis for veight-based pr;ferencel'an& gvetliqnl at‘thil
time. | \ '

In addition to reliance on a "look }ike" measure, and llck'of_dltq

13
! ‘ x

relevant to the 5-8 year old range, other -ithodoafiical probleas in “

“

.
v
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these studies make conclusions about both age of onset and developmental

.

patterns diffieult to interpret; The tasks raise questions about the A
reliability of subjects” renp&ﬁlea. Although this fl’ilvayl an issue in
studies using child subjects, it is particularly pertinent here for two
reasons.” First, the subjects were exceptionally young; wore studies
used a kindergarten age group than ‘any other single group. Second, .the
tasks consisted of only one or two preference or nverlio; choices. Two
of tﬁe tﬁr;e lgudien vhiéh had ndbjec;s reﬁeut the task reported the
r;linbility of relpon?él, Lerner et al (1975) fouﬁd their subjects,
particularly the older ones, vwere generally reliable, while Lerner &
Schroeder (15711) foundfbnly SPZ'of\thcig lubjects'vere reliable. Ev?n
those studies which repeated the task, did so with the same stimuli.
Thus, while lhorf ternlfeliability'-ny h:;e been adequate, the extent to

vhich idiosyncratic characteristics of the stimuli elicited the

responses can not be assessed. As a result, the generllizubility of the

b 1

results is questionable. n . {f

In additi?n. thf nature of the task may have forced-thc subjects to
be unnatyrally rigid or oversimplify a Iore.co-plex value system. In
all of the ltu&iel, subjects were asked ta.ChDOIQ only one of two or
three body types. fhis.ﬁroccdure allg:sé/the experimenters to identify
only the most preferred and no?t aversive figures; the possibility tplt
wvhich figures vere paired might affect which figure was preferred or
found aversive was not explored. Similarly, preference for normal

veight and aversion for overweight were discussed as if they were

opposite points on a continuum. The possibility that one might not be

gujﬂ:\converle of the other was not explored.

~
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The brcut‘u study nti-ptcd to correct some of these methodological
* problems. !iu’t, the preference task utilized -in the present .ntudy
required lufaje\ctl to choose a playmate from two dravings of peers of
different v‘nighu rather than to ¢hoose the figure .thnt they would
prefer to look like. This change was made in order to ltﬁdy early
social pr‘gferenc'c rather than s preferred self-body type. Ouly Lerner
et n; (1975) utilized s measure related to social aversion. These
investigators did find a significant developmental increase in aversion
to overveight between 5-7. yaar olds and 8-10 year olds. However, this
‘oinale finding was not regarded as sufficient basis for a hypothesis
reluib‘; social preferences and anitivc dcve.l’omnt.

The prclint study also used a paired co-pctlilon measure of
pr:fercncc and sversion. Children were asked to make several (nine)
comparisons, o.timli nn':ed from trial to trial, apd each weight
cathory was contrasted with th'o othrnr‘tw weight categories three
times. Thus, preference for normal weight was clearly specified as over
underweight and overweight, and av‘cnion for overweight as the tendency
to choose the normal and underweight figures over ’the o;vervéight
" figures. |

In addi'tion; the present study utilized an affiliulve-breference
measure (White et al, in pr;n) in order to uuu‘the relative )
i-port-;:ce of a child'\?u potuuion-/activ"tgy and i%hj.ldl"s veight
condition. This task required subjects to choose between an overweight
_peer with o attrlctiﬁnlprop undl normsl weight:peer with no pfop four

times. It was ho.pcd these messures wnldqproiide wore valid assessment

of weight-based preferences, aversions snd affiliative-preferences.

- - .
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!in'ally,. the studies of greference and aversion were all_o examined
Eor “sex differencel. Three of the ntndie_s anslyzed for sex differelncn.
Le;'ner & Gellert (1969) found females had a stronger preference for non-
endomorph figures than did males. White et al (in press) reported th;t
femsles tended to expren/; 't iliatiéve—preferencu based upon boély typ;e.v
more often than ulu; Only Young & Avdzej (19"[9) reported no sex
differences in we?lion to over‘eight. .This may fuvet been due to the
fact that ihcy ut'i.lized mie stimuli for 1‘11 subjects, vi!ereu the other
two st\;dien utilized same-sexed stimuli. Aversion for ;verveight' uy be
more ctrongl”'upreued toward female stimuli.

Altbough there is only weak empirical evidence for sex differences,
this suggeation complements the literature on sex differences in )
societal pressure to be thin. Millsan (1980) intervieved over\;gight men
and vomen from the United States. Ome of her concluaionl.'vu‘ that -
ovew;ight was a strikingly different exi;crienée for men and women.
While the voun“felt it hnfl leriov:uly 1ilited‘r.heir socisl and

occupational opportunities, the men felt that being-overveight had had a

limited effect on the course of their lives, The ptevalence\of .

.
s

restraint-related eating disorders also refllectl this sex difference.
ﬁilni et al (1981) found that 87% of the bulimics g—: college
population were female. There is also evidence th;t this pressure .
affects children as well as adults. Woody & Costanzo (}(1981) found that
parents encour;gfd only thei..r overveight fmle children to exercise

eating restraint. In addition, Davis et sl (1981) found that girls as
)

young as 8 years of age were exercising restraint in eating. Thus, it

seems likely that attitudes about wveight would develop differently in

N
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of the present study; that is, that girls would extribi,t; a8 greafer

‘general "negativity” towards non-mesomorphs; negative traits are
) N .

‘nuigned\to endomorphs and ectoiorphl, while positive traits are

‘ 14

preference than boys for nom‘ weight_ figures or aversion for

overweight with age held constant. ..

Body type sttributioms in sgum bThe third general component °

of weight attitude}u is trait attribuf%. Adult weight-based trait. '

attribution patterns were examined in order to determine whether adults

possessed a stereotype which could be socially transmitted to children.

True stereotypes should be manifested in specific sets of both positive -

o

and negative traits conlil'tently attributed to each of the three basic

body types. However, the results of studies on adult trait attribution

nt

do not support this contentio& Instead, there seems to be simply a

u;)igned to the mesomorph. ’
One of the -earliest studies of specific trnitﬂattrib&tions vas-

conducted by Wells & Siegel (1961). They chose 120 nnju and female

‘

adults from several social classes and age groups as subjects. These

|
subjects were _ﬁsked to rate adult male endomorph, mesomorph and

ectomorph silhouettes on 24 bipolar scales. They found that the
endomorph was judged fatter, older, shorter, more old-fashioned, lazier,
wveaker, léss good looking, more talkative, more ly-p‘tbetic, more good-

natired, more dependent and more trusting. In contrast, the mes0mo
‘ - - e

[y

vas rated stronger, more uléuline, better looking, more ndirentutoul,
younger, wmore mature and more independent. Finally, the ectomorph was

rated thinner, taller, more ambitious, -ote/lunpicioun, more tense, less
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masculine, more stubborn, more pessimistic and qui"eter.
Dibiase & Hjelle (1968"};«5& a similar procedure with 51 male
undgrgnduuu. Once again, the three body types were rated

significantly differently on some of tiieir 21 bipoliér scales. When J
endo-o\rpb and mesomorph ratings wvere compared, the -eco-oAt"ph vas rated

more active, energetic, doni:_unt and efficient, while the endomorph was

-

rated more shy, wjthhra\m, and dependent. Similarly, when the mesomorph

was compared to the ectomorph, the mesomorph was rated more active,
energetic and dominant, vhile the ectomorph was rated more anxious, shy,

wvithdrawn and dependent. Finally, vhen the endomorph and ectomorph were
,./

coipu:‘ed, the ectoworph was rn\{ed more anxious. As can be seen by

‘revieving the specific discriminating traits in these two studies, few
. i 2

of the same adjectives were used. Furthermore, in this study only one

' . 7
adjéctive (anxious) differentiated ectomorphs from endomorphs. It seems

that the results from both studies can best be summarized as & tendency

4 »

to attribu%uitive adjectives to the mesomorph and negative traits to

v
£

the endomorph and ectomorph. ) k N ¢

3

This tendency, to assign negative traits to both non-mesomorph

figures is consistent with Lerner’s (1960) findings. He asked 90
. ~ ) i
female undergraduates to assign 30 traits to photographs of adult males

.wit'h the three body typea.( He found that uﬁy traits were usigned t°,.;
one body type significantly more than the others. All the traits
attributéa to the endomorph and ectomorph were negative, while onmly 2 of
the‘ 10 attributed to the mesomorph were nelgu:ive. ‘Wl':ile he found many

traits differentiated endomorphs’ and ectomoxphs, five negative traits

% were assigned to both the endomorph and ectonofﬁh more frequently than

Al
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menonorpﬁa.

Similarly, Roberts & Herman (1980) ‘sampled 288 visitors to the
Ontario Science Center. g}ey read Jescriptions of endomorph, mesomorph,
. ‘. 3

average and ectomorph males and females of varipus heights. They were

then asked to rate these "job applicants” on 12 bipolar scales. The

K

endomorph applicants were rated less attractive, less self-controlled,

:

less self-confident, less outgoing, less fashionable and more good-
humoured thin the others. In additién, the endomorph females and

mesomorph females were judged significantly less productive than all the

~ ”
o 3

others.
.In a recent study on adults, Spigelman & Schultz (1980) reportedpon

- , - P .
general negativity about body typed. They asked 798 visitors to a fair

°

from 16 to 80 years of‘age for the;F impreassions of silhouettes of1
varying body types. The subjects were,asked to rat; the three malé and
three female figures on f&ye bipolar lE’leﬂ. Although the results were
not reported in detail, the authors found that the endomorphs were rated
most negatively, follow;d.by phé ectomorphs and then the mesomorphs.
Th; methodology uged in Lese studies is very similar; four out of
the five studies had'aubjectJ?Jiew similar figures and rgte them on
bipolar scales. This faci}ftates between—study cﬁmparisons of the
r;sufks. quev;r, other methodological factors maké it difficult to
determine theoexistence of a specific stereotype consisting of specific
positive and negative traits. First, almost all of the traits or
characteristics used in thes; studies were only studied once. Without

more replications,”the existence of a true stereotype can not be

assessed. Secondly, the samples-were poorly defined, and probably

Ll
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> heterngeneous in all cases. Given the likelihood \of socio-cultural

factors in the maintenance of social stereotypes, differences by sge,
. ° ki .
4 socia-econo&ic status, race and lifestyle must be expected. Therefore,

/ . ‘tfe pon-significant results for many of the traits used may bave been
™ # due to combin-ing the responses of ‘'vastly different subjects for group
analyses. Thirdly, four of tbeﬂltudieu used bipola'r scales which

~ probably had a néut‘rall midpoint. Tt)is auggeat‘nitbe possibility that

)

o : social desirability factors caused sub;‘iecta to "suspend judgement" om a
Variety of scales. Even if the subjects had deviated from the mid~ '
point, the trge ¥tent to which they assigned the adje;:tives to the'body

types” is unknown. All four of the studie's‘uéing scales reported their
) results in terms of wore or less of & trait being attributed; in actiial
¢ ; fact, it is possible that no twaits were strongly attributed to any of .

~
-

e LD £igUTES . ) . l : v

. ﬂ,z\l.f;hough the existence and nature of body type stereotypes can not
& be assessed, negativiz; towards body types can be detemined by 'J/
deeigna‘ting traits ad either positive or negative. These results

Sy , suggest several conclu{m 8. First, they confirm that there is a trend

. /‘ .
tgva;d% characétizin,g the endomorph negatively. However, the ectomorph

£ T is characte_r'i.zé'd almost ec/;/ually as neistively. and the traits assigned - °

to either endgmorphs and mesomorphs, or endomorphs and ectomorphs are

also negative. Thus, it seems that the mesémorph is characterized -
'y ‘ e n : ' :.' :
w ? positively, while all other body ty;fe’; are seen negatively. This is
\} - . A .
N ’ 3,

™ ‘sconsistent with thé results of some of the previouely mentioned studies.

.
g ¢ !

However, most chose to emphasize the negativity to the endomorph in

their discvgssion of the results, and consider this negativity equivalent
, .
! . . \
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to stereotyping. Collapsing across studies, it appears that thwrait

. . -
attribution patterns are more accurately conceptualized as negativity

-

towards non-mesomorphs than stereotypi'ng of the endomoiph.
Once again, a secondary purpose of this review was to assess the
* -’
existence of sex differences. Unfortunately, only Spigelman & Schultz

(1980) analysed their results by sex of subject, and they did not fully

°

report their'findinga. 'fherefore, no conclusions about the existence of
se; differences in adult trasit attribution patterns can be drawn from
thgse studiea\.L

Iu.conc'luai.on, it seems that specific positive and neguative‘trai;a
have not been éonailtently attltibuted to figu;'el by weigh\t or body -type
by adults. In contrast, a general pnt.tern of x;eggtiVe trait att:ibutiouﬂ

to non-mesomorphs has been observed. There is also no evidence for the

existence of sex differences. Therefore, if children were to acquire

any attitudes about weight from the adults in their environment, it
. . o .
would likely be this general negativity toward non-mesomorphs and. not a -

-

spe;:ific stereotype.

e A
-

Body type sttributions in childhood. A similar review of the
results of child "stereotyping" studies was undertsken. Once agaitp;.

early research focussed upon trait attributions and attempted to show

- ¢ * . \
that a specific stereotype existed for each body type (e.g. Staffieri,

v

1967;1972). Hovéver, as the number of studies in this area increased,
kS

and as authors tried to investigate develoi:hental changes, it became
difficult to suymmarize redults in terms of specific traits. Of 123

traits used in five studies, only 34 were studied more than three times.

While there is some comsistency in the‘attribution of these repeated

0

- . -
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traits across studies, there is not sufficient e-piriul support for

3

concludmg that lpecxfxc ctereotypu exist for the three body types.

Too . few adJect;vel have been repeated. Also, the forced choxce,
nethodology'uied in these studiel might invalidate such a gonclulion.
Rﬁiher. some mvelugaton found it reasomable to auunltue thexr
renu}tl in terms of negativity. All of the studies suppart the fmdmg
that negative traits are nauign'ed to the endomorph and Zkrph figures
ngd po;aj.tive traits alre sssigned tb’ the mesomorph figures (Caskey &

Felker, 1971; Lawaon, 1980; Lerner, 1969; Lerner & Korn, 1972;°
v -
n:kpltr;ck & Sandeﬂ, 1978; Young & AvdzeJ, 1979).

!
In 'the folloving review, an attempt is made.to anllyze sex and age

related differences. in negativity toward endomorphs and ectomworphs.

Only 'St,affieri’l (1967'19727%“; are presented in terms of specific

Erntl in order to fnzlurue the teader with the type of adjectives

utudxed an‘d the co-plexxty of such resultu.

¢

Staffieri (1967) conducted the first study in this area with 90

+

b
boys from grades | through 5. He read them 39 adjectives and asked the

boys to choose between silbpuettes resembling adult and child

endomorphs, mesomorphs ;nd ectomorpha. He failed to specify the sex of
\ - by ~
fhe silbouette. His relrlts .are presented i,n/\'l'able 1. Not all the

. - .
traits wvere assigned to one body type more than the others; some were

also assigned to two 'body types significantly more than.the third. The
. P ) . ¢

.word "remembers" was most oftep assigned to the mesomorph and the

-

- ectomorph. "Fights","nervous”, "sick" and "tired" were associsted vith

the endomorph and ectomorph more than the mesomorph. No&age‘di-fferencea

vere'obtained. Staffieri (1967) concluded that a clear ater'eotype had

¢
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Boys Cheats
(1967) Argues
Gets teased
Forgets
Lazy
Lies
+ 8loppy
‘Naughty
Mean
Ugly
Dirty.
Stugéd

i
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Girls Fights .
(1972) Cheats
: Worrier
Argues
. Gets teased
" Lonely B
Lazy '
Lies
Sloppy

S Naughty ' o

. Mean
- Ugly
Sad
Stupid

¢

Strong
Best friend
Clesn

‘Many friends
- Happy

Helps others
Polite
Healthy
Honest

Brave

Good looking
Smart

Neat:

}
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Best friend
Many friends
Happy
Helps others
Polite
Remenmbers
Healthy
Brave .
Good looking
Smart -
Heat !
YA
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Ectomorph

Quiet
Worries
Lonely
Sneaky
Afraid
Sad
Weak

Quiet e

Veak



been obtained for the thireé body types.
Staffieri.(19725 vent or to replicate this experiment with 60 girls
i; gr;dea 2 through 6. The procedure vas similar, vith'the 38
adje;tivel being alligne& to female silhouettes of un-gecified age.
Onc; again, many traits were élligned to one body type more than the
others (See Table 1). Se;;ral traits were also sssigned equally to more
than Bne.body“type. "Xind" and fclean" were assigned to mesomorph and
ectouorpb‘nOte than the endomorph, The qndbmorph and ectomorph were
aosociatedﬁ;itﬁ "afraid" and "tired" more than the mesomorph. As gn
boys, novtge_aifferenceo were found. Staffieri (1972) cggcludéd that a
clear stereotype had been obtained for the three body types by the age
of 6., : "
Three ntdﬁi;t confirm and extend Staffieri’s (1967; 1972) findings
" with respect to age. Caik;y and Felker (1971) “studied 90 girls from
grades 1 thtougﬁ S as subjects. They used Staffieri”s (1967) adjectives
(with three exceptions) and had them attributed to three female
silhouettes, Once again, many of these traits were Fasigned to one bod}
type than the others, with the trait attributions.becoming less rapdom
after grade 1. They concluded that itereotyping ;f the ecté;orph'?nd
endonorphlbody types begins after grade 2.
Using a different set of 30 adjectives, Lerner (1969) studied.body
. type attitudes in 10, 14 and 17 year old boys. He asked these 50 boys
to attribute traits to photographs of adult males of the three body
types. S%nilarly. allfihe traits attributed to the endomorph and .

ectomorph vere negative Yqile only 2 of the 10 attributed to the

mesomorph were negative., Once again, no age differences were rep&rted.

4
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Lerger (1969) reported that the ;terotypeu found gy Staffieri (196%)
extén&ed through adolescence. 7
Lerner and Korn (1972) studied 60 boys, including 5-6 year 616!,‘
14-15 yeaé‘oldl, and 19-20 year O}dl. The boys were asked to assign 28
bipolar traits to dravings of male peers. The authors reported that all
subjects attributed negstive traits to the endomorph and positive traits
to the -eno-&rph. No age effects were found.
These studies seem to indicate that body.ltereotypel are held by
children from 7-8 years of age through adolescence, with no
. developmental changes. However, two other studies did report age
changes, a£ iealt vith'relpect to a}titudel toward mesomorphs. Lawson
- (1980) studied age trends in Australian migrant ch{ﬁdren. She asked 84
male and female chfldren in grades 2,4 and 6 to assign the 28 bipolar
Verbal éﬁecklilt items. The stimulus figures were same sex drawvings of
the threeubody'typel. She reported ﬁylt thé endomorph was perceived
equally unfavorably by all\:ge groups. The ,nuo-orph became more
positively perceived,‘nnd the ‘ectomorph became less positively perceived
between the ages of 8 and 9.
‘ Kirkpgtrick and Sanders (1978) asked 300 male and female 6 to;la
year olds to assign Staffieri’s (1967) adjectives to three silhquettes.
They found that the traits assigned to the body types differed by the
age of the subject. They supported Lawson’s (1980) findings that the
endomorph was perceived negntiQely at all ages. BHowever, in contrast to
Lawson, they found that the mesomorph was suddenly perceived less \

positively at the age of 13, and the eqﬁo-orph vas perceived

consistently moderately.

™
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By and large, these studies do not present data which is helpfuloto
a study of cognition and stereotypic development for several ressons.

, i :
Tﬁe most obvious deficiency is the failure to focus upon the 5 to 8 year
transition period. Most of these attributional studies utilized methods
appropriate to older, not younger, children. Before turning to a
. cri;ique of some of the methodological problems and to some later
research which clirifiel age and sex differences, it’' is necessary to
briefly summarize the results of these studies with respect to sex.

Once again, sex differences seem likely, but‘the data are too weak
to identify them. Only one of these studies, Kirkpatrick & Sanders
(1978), directly analyzed their results.for sex difference;. They

found differences in how the traits "fights", "kind", "polite",

"remembers", "mean” and "tired" were attributed. However, they

p
(

discussed these effects as negligible compared to those generated by
age, and failed to describe the differing attribution patterns.
Although he did no; compare male and female lubjectu within one study,
Staffieri (1972) compared the results he obtninéd f;on two le;etate
studies of male and female children. He found that the boys rated the
ectomorph more negatively than the girls. Unfortunately, ;his
comparison is confounded with age; the girls were oldeg than the boys.
Clearly, the study of sex differences in veight category attributions

has been haphazard. -

In addition to the lack of research which systematically analyzes

sex differences and age changes, several issues are raised by these

K

studies. Ome is the validity of the forced choice paradigm. 1t may be

that this fgctor accounts for the ambiguity in the findlings on age

%
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trends in atiributioq patterns. I; is possible that forcing the child‘
nEo attribute each trait to one and only one figure results in an
unnaturally rigid attribution pattérn; more reflective of knowledge of
social comvention. Om the other hand, children could refuse to
attribute traits hpneotly, out of fear of disapproval, if they had a
free choice like adults vere given. Lerner an; Schroeder (1971a) found
that results similar to those obtained on the attribution task were

\

‘?btlined wvhen children were asked to describe body types in their own
words; however, only 5 year olds did this task, and not the older
childrsn vho would be wore liiely to feel social pressure. Therefore,
some exploration of free v;r-ul forceJ choice,parndig-l‘woula be
valuable. . : ’ -

A recent study by Vhite & Rhodes (1984) elucidated the equivocal
ag; ngd sex difference results by taking some of the ctiticill‘eﬂf the
forced choice paradigm into account, They ltﬁdied 27’ male and female
children in three age groups; 3-5 years, 6-8'ieatl and 9-11 years.

Each subject sorted 20 traits to overweight, normal weight or both
oormal weight and overweight figures (free ;hoice) and then to the
normal weight or oyerweight figure kforced choice), The extent to which
each child asttributed positive iraits to the normal viight figure and
negative traits to the overweight figure ("negativity”) was irléulated
under both forceé snd free choice conditions. The number of traits
attributed to both figures ("flexibility") was albo calculated. The
results indicated that only preschool girls were negative to overweight,

~ and by 6~8 years of sge, both sexes sorted negatively under forced

choice conditions, but not as consistently under free choice counditions.
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,'Ilexibifity gradually increased with age for both sexes and by 9-11

years of ‘age, both sexes acknowledged that traits could be shared by.'
both weight types. 'd
' Seversl conclusions can be drawn from these relulty. First, there

seems to be a distinction between free and forced choice trait

attributions, and the flexibility score also provides unique

" . information. 8econdly, the results suggested that the onset of negative

attribution patterns varies between the sexes, and that negativity
;ariel vith age under both free and forced choice conditions. The fact
that this variation js not parallel in males and females, however,
suggests that it may not be age alone which mediates changes in
attitudes. Thirdly, tge trends suggest a peak in negativity at’6-8
years.

Thus, teleltéh nlleviating‘no-e of the methodological difficulties
of earlier studies supports the theo;y that negative trait attribution
patterns may be mediated by cﬁgnitivg development. The faster '
development of kirll’ cognitive abilities is well-documented (e.g. /,féj
Eetheriﬁkton & Parke, 1919?. Therefore, this could explain the age by
sex interaction in attribution patterns. In addition, the pesk in
negativity tovards overweight occurs at 6-8 yeara, which roughly
corresponds to the transition from preoperational amnd conc?e&e
operational thinking in Piagetian theory,

Piagetian stage theo;y does not apply to trait attribution
specifically enough to warrent forming hypotheses on this basis. He
did, however, d;scunl the tendency to view one’s own group more

favorably than another unfamiliar group (Campbell, 1976). In addition,

B -
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a recent theory of gender attitude development (Martin & Hslverson,
} 1981) suggested that forced choice attribution pstterns developed into
!~h . "like me/not like me" nchennéa with develgynegt. In weight terms, such
4 schems would result in what has been referted to here as negativity;
positive traits being attributed to the normal weight figure ("like me")
and negative traits being attributed to the overveigﬁt figuré ("not like
fﬁqaéﬁi”) by normal weight children. This theory and White & Rhodes”(1984)
results gave rise to the third hypothesis of the presemt study; that is,
that concrete operationsl children, vh& would have already learned such

8 schema, would assign traits more negatively than preoperational °

children. In contrast, the finding that flexibility increased with age

~

, ) is consistent with Piagetian theory on incré;led use of multiple
categorization after the transition from preoperational to concrete
operational tﬁoqght. This conclusion gives rise 'to the fourth
hypothesis of the present study; that is, that concrete operational

' children would tend to attribute more traits to both pormal weight and

overveight. figures more than preoperational children.
There are several possible exp;adiiionn for the existence of such

negative attitudes in young children. Veridical category-behavior

-~
| relationships, social transmission and epgnitive-developmental, factors
; [N — R

have all been implicated in the development of social stereotypes, and
may all be operating in the development of attitudes about weight.
- Cognitive-developmental factors have often been igndgihed, though the <

‘ A
literature on weight attitudes implicates their involvement. As a

s

o »
result, this study focusses on their role in weight attitudes.

A
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Petpnpl the simplest attitude development theory is that éﬁildren
dé‘elop their attitudes bhroﬁfh experience; in other words, people with
specific body‘sype- actually behave as prevailing attitudes -ugge;t.'
Tﬁil theory, first proposed by Sheldon (1942), has received limited
support. While some characteristics have been associated with
particular weight -categories (Kagan, 1966; Stewart, 1982), the studies-
wvere poorly congrolled and the results were not a; robust as Shg}don

(1942) would have predicted.

A better-supported theory is that childrem acquire attitudes

*

through social transmission. That is, they might be directly taught or

simply adopt the yreviiling idea-'in 8 culture. Traditionally, parents
have been assumed to be the most influential mo }s for children
(Allport, 1954). 1Indeed, there is some evidence that childfen share a
oumber of their parents” general attitudes, e.g. ethnocentrism,
(Gardner, Taylor & Feenstra, 1970), and that parental behavior is ﬂ?&v
correlated with children”s attitudes (e.g. Serbin, 1980). No'luch
studies have been conducted on the transmission of weight-related
asttitudes. BHowever, the fact that adults also possess negativity
tova;dl non-mesomorphs suggests that some of children”s weight-related
attitudes are socially transmitted. .
Both these theories may be valid; children may develop weight
attitudes by exposure to ﬁ:dividuall of varying weights and the
prevailing cultural norms. As the child”s learning has become viewed as
an active proce;s, the role of cognitive~developmental factors has also

- .
been implicated. A1§9ough previous researchers have adopted a

nultivariate model of attitude formation they have neglected cognitive-
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developmental variables until recently.
» : , >
Pjagetian theory. Cognitive-developmental theory has its origins \§/£E£,

ith”%iaset’s stage theory of cgzld development. Therefore, a review and

attempt at integrating Piagetian concepts with weight attitudes will be

«

sttempted first. This theory incorporates the contribution of the
w»
"subject” or child who processes, and the "object", or information, as
wvell as allowing for experiential and social learning effects. P 78 ’ .
- ) .

view 1s that the child actively constructs an individual undérstanding

of the world during the course of developgent. Such construction N
implies an interaction between the ¢Hild and the physi . social
. ‘ » > ‘

world. The child”s knowledge develops from experience.and pre-existing
mental lg;ucturea (Fur}F, 1970). As nev information is encountered, the
existing structures are modified in a process t;ferred to as
accommodation, Over tiug, the child moves from a prelogical state to a
logical/operational oﬁi\through this process. h,

All aspects of Piaget's éheory havg n;t been implicated in social
attitude development. Thereﬁore,‘this review will.focus only on the
trannition ffom the p;eoper;tionnl stage to the concrete operational ' ———
stage. In Piagetian theory, lu;h transitions are made when a itagd |
becomes inadequ;te for processing experiences. As a result, there are
wide variations in the age ;t wvhich transitions are made (Ginlﬁuré &\ ~

\

Opper, 1579; Singer & Reveson, 1978). This particular transition is  \\\
‘uaually thought to take place between 5 and 8 years of age (Turner,
1984). During this time, children lose their uiﬁple,'egocentric‘ I

response to-the world, which is primarily¥fn terms of actions and . ' e

images, and acquire a response which includes the ability to symbolize,®
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ég:;%%’:nterndl cognitive mediators and, to reflect upon relatioya
between general symbols. Piaget believed that the development of
concrete operations marked a critical -qualitative shift in the thinking
of children in that they moved from the intuitive world of
preoperational intelligence, to the period of Eoncrege operations. At
this time, their thinking becomes govetrned by operatiouns or
internalized ;ctions whi;h are reversible and govefned by laws (Turner,
1984). These cognitive’ changes are reflected in behaviorallchangés;
S. White (1965) found changes in 21 non-social behaviots in children
between 5 and 7 years of age.

Piaget and his followers have roumented the development Qf ;

specific ggrns of understanding such as class%fication, seriation,
i X
number, conservation, pgrception, memory, and language. Three of these
™ - : .
areas serve as a basis for relating knowledge about physical reality to

* children”s development of social attitudes. "The jreas of perception,

. classification, and conservation intuitively seem to be the most

i

pertinent to the veiéht awareness magching task and trait attribution.
With respect to percep;ion, the preoperational child is thought to

focus omw pefceptuai aspects of stimuli (Singer & Reveson, 1978). For

exalple,‘vhen asked how a quarter and 3 dime are alike, he ‘or she is

likely to respond that they are both round or silver. In contrast, the
; -

Concrete operational ¢hild is more likely to respond that they are both

money and can be used to bgy things. Thus, the transition to concrete

1 4

operational thought seems to be marked by a reduction in the perceptual

’focul} _ &/$%\\~ ’ -

As can be seen in the above example, percéption also frequently -
N ¥

Y T

L4

"

\ . ~.
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provides the basis for clagsification in the preopefational stage. The
clﬁgai{ication systémakof these children have also been descrfbea as
mere collections of objects, ralher than trﬁe classeq {Turner, 1984).
Fufthermore, the preoperational child is said to focus on only one
aspezt or dimenaioﬁ»;?\a stimulus. This centration results in the
preopeggtidn&l child being unable to appgeciaté the fact that one qﬁject

can be a member of more than one class, or see relationships between

¥ |

Flasses. In contrast, by about 7 years of age, children were found to

have developed systems of classification and relatiomship which enabled °

doz
them to see that objects could belong-to more than ome class (Turmer,

1984' Gingburg %?Opper 1979). Thus, the ch119 also seems to gain
"undersband1ng of relationships betveeqﬁmbjecta durxng this time.
<:_ Both perceptxon and class1f1cat1on ‘are related to the concept of
conservation. According to Ginsburg & Opper (1979), it is the -
'dimi?ished iﬁportance of perceptual cues andifocus on one a;pe;; of a
‘ htim:iugl(tCentration") vpiéh allows éhe';hild‘gﬁ conserve. B
"Conservhtio@.meaﬁs the understa;ding fhﬁt cerféin atéributes such a#
number, ségiiancg, weight, ;oiumé, and identity of objects or peoplé
will remain invar@ant: i.e., be conserved, despite apparent, often
perceptual, changes which have no bearing on the attribute in. question"
Y (Turner, '1984,p.83). Many authors conmsider the acquisition- of this
concept to be the primary boundary between pfeoperational and con;rete
opE?;tional thought (Turner, 1984; Singer & Reveson, 1978).
Cognitive-dgvgloggental theory and soci atti;udgs.h Alth;ugh
Piagetfan stage theory has been widely applied to the study o} logical

thought abaut ijecta, it has only been recently that researchers have

I'e
" } 1

R
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; begun to explore the relationship of cognitive stage theory’to person

. { . . s
i perception and social attitudesy One way in which investigators have

o \ s L2 S .

! " attempted to link Piagetian theory to social development has been noting
€ /’ . . . .

/ that. changes in 'thinking about objects and people occur at similar ages

(e.g. Hetherington & Parke, 1979). For example, Peevers & Secord (197%)
‘T“\ . - 7 ! § ' .
. / studied changes in children®s perceptions of others with age. They

°

intefé22ved 80 gubjects from kindergarten, grade 3, grade 7, high school

and university. They found' that their descriptions of acquaintances

-

v ¢ Qecame‘more differentiated with age. Although no_post'hoc tests vere
L ) ' -
conducted on these data, there was a large. increase in the use of

[

'Y ' \:’aifferentiating descriptﬂhi betveen fhe kindergarten and older subjects. *

/ ‘ L Similarly, vaesley & Bromley (1973) collected descrlptlons of

— others from hundredl of children over several years, and sub;ected them
to qualitative analyses. They found that children did not consxstently
‘3' . r try to classify others untx/ the age of 7 or 8, -and there was a

. v ‘ . ,
L ' corresponding ifdcrease in the number of “personal qualities a@%ributed to

-

them. From 7 to 9. .years, ildren still tended to focus' on how these
o, .

qualitied affected them pérlonally. After the age of 9, this
e

eéoé@ntrisu decreased and tﬁey al'so became able to take situational

LY

variables. apd other factors into account, Thus, they concluded that -

. : since decentering-and the loss of egocentricity occur at appro}imately‘

//" the same time, they'jyggﬂ explain these changes in how people are
. - - .

. .- perceived, ' - ¢ . Lt L \‘§

" Although such findings are provocative, they do not atroﬂgly

»
v

[ © \- .
. " *.  support or elucidate the relationdhip of cognitive and social attitude

"1developﬁent. More specificvhypotheses, directly related to Eognitive

°
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theory and tgifé& in a tashion which controls for the effects of age, is N TR
tequireq. ’éuch attempts to link cognitive development and social & ¢
iperceﬁtioﬁ have been,hade. xFof exagple, Connor & Serbin (1977) implied
a relationship between a typically cognitive process and”children’s
gender attitqdes vhen they correlated boys” and girls” verbal

intelligence to preference for sex appropriate activitigqs, and boys” . //”7

o
e . *

~ .

visual spatial abiligy in activity preferences.

¢

Other researchers have felaged more specific cognitive abilit{es,t&
gender concepts. Marcus and Overton f1978) studied the relaéionship
between consér@htion and gender preference "and constancy. Thef
tested 96 male and female children in kindergqrten, grade 1 and gr:di 2.
Both equivalence conservation (the comp;riuon betveen two ) | ’
simuitaneously érelentea vievws of ome object) an}\idgq;ity conservation
(the comparisop of an earlier and)a ;rhhéfofmed viegyof éne object)

.

vere tested with two Piagetian tasks. The\subjects; gender preference
o
was determined through a series of open-ended questions about their
. .o —_ o . . o ‘
friends, activities and goals. In addition, their understanding of c '

lgenﬁer constancy was measured with a task that invglved altering the

hair; clothes, play or motives of the stimulus person and auki;g q)e

o @ ' -

child vhut seéx the'perlon was after-each transfdr?ation. The stimulus -
person was presented as either the ::;}‘ another person, and in either
" drawn or l;§i\£?rn. There were no: sex differences in the results. They

found gender cénstancy increased with ag#é,'both with the use of the self

as the stimulus person, and, for younger subjects, the use of drawn ST

stimuli. -There were no differences between the equi&alénce and identity ) l
) ’ ‘ |

“forms of the conlervgfion tank,} both scores also increased with age.

¢ . ,\ ‘ - ,\ I . L L
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Controlling for age, non-conservers had é&gnificantly lower gender
. J
constancy scores than other aubj!cta. Guttnan_scaling revesled seven

st;géa in the acquisition of all of these "concepts, with one type of
gepder constancy preceding co;uervation, and anoth;r‘follow1ng it. No
effects were'found for gender yreféreﬁée. The authors concluded that
gender constancy and physical conservation-develop concurrently. They
also suggested that, while ‘gendemaconstancy 9&3 cognitively determined,

gender préferences were socially determined.

Similatly, Coker (1984) attempted to sequence ,the development of
gender concepts and conservation in sixty 3 to 6 year old males and
+ females. Although she used many meR@sures, only the résults for the

cognitive measures, item memory and conservation, and their relationship
‘ (Y
to gender concepts, are. presented here. Despite little variability in

L4

the conservation scores, some significant correlations were obtained.
For.girls, conservation was positively correlated with agé. recall

m' ry, stereotypic knowledge (attributes and objects) and sex
ﬁéiZZgorization. For boys, conservation was neig:ively correlated with

sterotypic knowledge for attributes. Recall‘memory and conservation
2

contributed little to a stepwise regression vith the effecte of age

-

partialled out. The author concluded that more semsitive cognitive
- i

measures were required to truly assess the relationship between
cognitive and gender concept development.
These studies used subjeEEs‘of ditfering -ages, different measures

and different desiéné, Therefore, it is not surprising that their
Tor e .
results do not lead to a precisé theory of gender attitude development.

However, one common finding in these studies was that cognitive médsures

i
4




were related to some gender concept measures when age was held constant.
While this finding is too general to greatly alter current knovledge. it

»

does suggest that developmental trends in children’s perceptions of

sRthers may be the result of cognitive growth. In addition, Coker’s

(1984) results téhtativeiy suggest that there may be sex differences in S

the relationship between cogrnitive development and social attitudes.
The above studies give rise to a link between cognition and social
attitudes, but contribute little to understa;ding the processes
involved. Other gender attitude reaéarch;ra have addressed this
question by hypothecizi;;‘ ognitive structures for social attitudes or
stereotypfs. One of the earliest, Vinacke (1957), believed that people
possessed "concept systems" which inciuded personslity traits and

identifying characteristics. He suggest thnt‘th;qe characteristics

might be based on experience or social learning.

More rdcent. theorists de-emphasize the pgssibility that ‘some
content 18 veridical, and suggest that the self-concept inééractl with
social xnfluence; to prodace social schemas. These theorists suggest
that the gender schema either results trom the development of the self-
concept (Bem, 1981) or is first applied to the self-concept and then to
the world (Lewis & Weintraub,.1979). Their models involve the "

¢

realization of one’s own gender label, acquiring knowledge about

appropriate behaviors, and finally, the application of this knowledge to

othera}/behavior. - 3

i .

Martin and Halverson (1981) provide the most operational model of ;
such procesdes. They emphasize social modeling as the source of gender

schemas, and suggest that gender is such a common dichotomi in<spciety

.

By . .




; ' 4?//
35

that cﬁildren automitically incorporate it into their manner' of
thinking. .however, they conceptuaslize the resultant categories as
representing “like me" and "not like me" as opposed to “;ale" and -
"female". Thus, they too suyggest that the self plays a primary roie in
the qevelopment of gender sthemas. fhe sex typing process is described
a8 an object bézhuiﬁg salient through self-relevance, being categorized

“

as masculine or feminine, and being re-labelled "like me" or "not like
me". Then a decision is made about the appropriateness of using the
objgit. A second schema, contaiAing specific information for the.
child“s own sex, then allows the child to manipulate the object
appropriately. o

While these theories about the origin of cognitive #tructures for
gender are not identical, they are more alike than they arédaiscrepant.‘
They all conceptualize the development of schemas as an interaction
between self concep} development and socio-cultural influences. The
advantage of Martin|& ‘Halverson”s (1981) theéry over the others is that
they have described the nature of the categories generally enough that

3

they can be applied to other types of attitudes.

Qggn;ti!g-dgvglggggntgl theory gnd weight attjtudes. Thg studies
relating cognitive development to'gender attitudes justify testing the
effects of cognition on other social attitudes in a design controlling
for age and assessing the effect of se; differences. However, the
m;tbodology of these studies could be ifproved. First, the

'

determination of cognitive levels seems questionable; Marcus & Overton’s
4

(1978) conservation measure was very narrow in focus, and the limited

range of scores on Coker’s (1984) test made their use for correlational
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analysea suspect. Second, in both cases cognitive level was confounded
with age, neceésitating statistically partialling out its effects.

The present study attempted to correct these methodological
problems. One of the primary issues in this study is the means of
differentiating subjects of varying cognitive levels. Conservation was
selected over an intelligence test for several reasons. First, previous
researchers on gender attitudes have found a;rqnger relationships Y
between conservation and attitudes (Marcus & Overton, 1978; Coker, 1984)
than betweeen IQ and attitudes (Connor & Serbin, 1977). Second,
conservation has a critical role in cognitive-developmental theory, the
basis for the present studies” hypotheses. According to the theory, the
acquisition of conservation implies specific shifts in the quality of
thought . As such, the use of a conservation measure permitted

. generation of specific hypotheses based on cognitive-developmental
level. In contralt,’a lov or high IQ score would not have communicated
any information about qualitative shifts in thisking. Tﬁxrd, an Ié o
NgTore” is de;ived from age norms. As a result, the use of such a measure
would not permit complete controlljng for the effects of age.
Therefore, while conservation and IQ h?ve be;gjgzzzaﬁio be moderately
correlate& (Goldschmid & Bentler,1968), there are advantages to using a
conservation measure rather than & traditional IQ test to distinguish
squecés of'varying cognitive levels.

In order to alsess\onl} differences 1n cognitive function{ng, the

effects of age vere also controlled in the present study. Subjeéts

between the ages of 4 and 8 were studied in order to ensure a suitably

wide range of conservation scores. Their ages were then controlled by

€

)

é
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selecting subjects of similar ages for ‘the high and low conserving
groups.

The literature on cognitive-developmental theory and its relation
to social attitudes also suggests some of the prelent'ltudy’l specific

hypotheses. Piagetian theory serves as the basis for predictions about

the relationship between categorizing by weight and cognitive

~development. According to Piaget and his followers, the tramsition to

concrete operational thought is marked by a reduced focus on perceptual
cues (Singer & Reveson, 1978).\\Veight ihtuitive1§ seens to be # gore
visual or perceptual characteristic than activity. Therefore, CQDOIing
to match less o; the basis of weight in favor of activity seems
congruent vith a diminished ;etceptual focus. Thus, it would be
expected that preoperational children would match on the basis of veight
more often than concrete operational children. ' .
Children’s trait attribution patterns can also be hypothesized from
cognitiZ;;developnentcl theory. Since adults possess uegntiv?ty about
overwveight, the lcne:bype of differential sorting by childrehn cgn g%lo '
be predicted on the bnfin of lociai trensmission, However, Martin &
Hnlveplon" (1981) schema theory suggests the process bivvhich this
pattern emerges. With regard to weight, thele”nornnl wveight subjects
would see the normal weight figure as "like me" and the overweight
figute as "not like me". ‘Martin & Halverson (1981) suggest that this
categoriz:tion system d;velopl with age in 2 to 5 year ;ldl. As a
result, chiidren at higher cognitive levels might have learned to
systematically process information using this better than children at

lower cognitive levels. Since categorizing by weight likely develops
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later than categorizing by sex, it might be predicted that concrete
operational children would assign more negative traits to the overveight
and positive traits to the normal weight figure. Although this theory
is only based on a forced choice paradigm, there is no reason to believe
'the negative attribution patterns would differ for free choice sorts; as
s result, this pattern would be expected under both conditions.
Children’s ackn;vledge-ent that traits could éblcribe both figures
(£lexibility) can be predicted from Piagetisn sheoty. Turner (198a).,
among others, notes that higher stages of cognjtive development are NOr;J
complete, differentiated and integrated. In addition, concrete
3pe:ntional children are described as more able to see that objects'
c&uld belong to more than one class. The attribution of traits to more
than one figure is clearly the IOCili equivalent of multiple
categoriration. Therefore, it would be expected that concrete
operationsl children would tend to attribute more tra;tn to both figures
than preoperational children.‘
. 4
In cbntralé, cognitive—developnéntcl theory hoea not seem to

clearly suggest predictions about preference, aversion and affiliation-
preference. While Piaget suggested that children prefer their own éioﬁb
to others (Campbell, 1576), this hypothesis was not really related to
his stage theory. In addition, only Coker (1984) studied the
telation;hip between conservation and gender preference and she found wo
correlation in boys or girls. There is, however, a growing literatu?;rh
on the differential socialization of girls and boys with regard to

weight. Adult women and young girls seem forced to be much wore weight

conscious than males. While this sort of social pressure is unlikely to
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have much effect on the more cognitive matching or sorting tasks, it may
be reflected in children'; prefere§ces, aversions and affiliation-
preferences. As a result, it would be predicted that girls would
exhibit a greater preference for nOrnnl-ve%th, aversion for overweight
and make mofe weight-based nffiliation-prefere;cel than boys=>
Statement of the Problem

. As indicated by the literature review, cognitive and socisl
development are thought to show parallel age courses in chiléren
(Hetherington & P.rke:‘1979), and to be correlated (Marcus & Overton,
1978; Coker, 1984). However, to date, few ltudiel have Qevelgped
specific hypotheses about cognitive-social relationships or utilized a
methodo logy thch controlied for the effects of age. The purpose of the
present study vas to attempt an initial integration of Piagetian theory
and social attitudes about overweight, to develop specific hypotheses
about éie relation of cognitigg level and social aétitudei. and to test
these hypotheses in a paradigm which controls for age effects and allows
the examination of sex differences: It was suggested that while
cognitive theory predicts some aspects of social sttitude develépnent,
sex may also be an important subject wmfiabie in the acquisition’of ‘
attitudes about weight.

In order to di#fferentiate the cognitive level of &4 to 8 year old
subjects, ; measure of conservation was administered., This meassure was
uled to differentiate preoperationai and concrete operational level
children. As conservation level and “&R;?‘ moderately correlated

R 2005
&F &_3
j%mf

(Goldschmid & Bentler, 1968), and ag@ Mis slsc been relsated to weight

attitudes (Kirkpatrick & Sanders, 1978; Lawson, 1?80), groups of high

-

PUCET



e e e s e

40

and low conserving subjects were of similar ages.
& {
Three sets of variables measuring social attitudes vere selected:

veight avareness or matching by weight; preference, aversion and

"affiliation-preference; and veight-buoﬁp trait attributions. ‘With

respect to body weight as & matching di.ff:igp' it was predicted that
s ’

precperational children, who are apt to focus on a single, perceptual

larnulup aspect, would find body weight a more salient matching

dimension than children at the concrete operational level.' Empirical

evidence is consistent with such a prediction and indicates that

. matching on the Eﬂlil of weight declines significantly after 8 years of

.

age (Vhite et al, in press). The first hypothesis of the study was that

"children who' scored low on the counservation measure would make more

veight matches on White et al”s (in press) Body Salience measure than .
children who scored high on the conle;vation measure.

In contrast, cognitive-developnenta{ theory does not provide the
basis for predictions about preferences. Although one study by Lerner
et al (1975) supports am increase in aversion to overweight between the
ages of 5-7 and 8-10, lack of confirmation in other studies and
methodological problems make it impossible to hypothesize a link between
social preferences and cognitive development. Previous work on body
type preferencel, However, has found that girls possess a stronger
preference for the normal weight figure (Lerner & Gellert, 1969). White
et al (in pre;l)‘teported that females tended to express affiliative- |
preferences based upon weight more often than males. In addition, there

seems to be differential pressure to be thin on male and female children

(Woody & Costanzo, 1981). Therefore, the second hypothesis was that
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girls would choose the normal weight figure mﬁre and the overweight
figure less on the Preference task, and make more weight-based
affiliation preferences than boys.

With respect to trait attribution, children in Ehis study were
asked to attribute twenty traits or behaviors }o normal weight,
overweight, or "both" normal weight dhd overveight stimuli in free and
forced choice sorts. This was intended to measure the ;;bject’s actual
endo;senent of negative attitudes towards overweight. Knowledge of
prevailing attitudes was assessed by havi:g subjects sort the same
traits to only a normal weight figure or overveight figure. Empirical
studies provide conflicting data regarding the development of tt;it
attributions. Several studies found no age related changes (Caskey &
Felker, 1971; Lerner, 1969; Lerner & Korn, 1972; Staffieri, 1967,1972);
others found conflicting developmental patterns (Kirkpatrick & Sanders,
1978; Lawson, 1980; White & Rhodes, 1984), 1In view of these conflicting
results, the hypothesis relating cognition and trait attribution was
obtained from theoretical rtther than empirical grounds. The third
hypothesis was based ou Har}ln & Ralverson’s (1981) extemsion of
cognitive theory to gender role learning. They suggested that once the
gender dichotomy was incorporated into children’s thinking, "like me"

and "not like me”

categories result. Therefore, they would predict that
‘children at moderate cognitive levels ;ould be more apt to clearly
differentiate positive and negniive traits on a like me/not like me
dimension, while children at lower cognitive levels would sort in a more

random, less differentiated mnﬁher.

The use of the "both" category in the free choice sort vas designed

4
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Ca ' \ S :
to measure flexibility, or the recognition that a trait could belong to
.more ‘thnn one. category. Piagetian theory rglated to the transition from
preoperational to concrete operational stages provided the basis for the
fourth hypothesis. This transition is inrked by tye diminished
importance of perceptual\cuel, and later stages are dencribed as more
complete, differentiated snd integrated (Hetherington & Parke, 1979).‘
.Therefore', ‘the c¢oncrete op;rltioln‘alfthinkern lﬁould be generally l—eu
ipfiuenced by v;ight. and less rigid in his or her attributiono. Sinc;
the preoperational child does not appreciate the fict th;‘t an object can
be a mewber of m;e than one class, it was p'tedictAed that children who
scored low on the eon;engtion task would mske leas use of the "both"
category than children who scored high on the conservation task. Thinb
prediction is supported by the increasing flexibility in grnit

attributions under free choice conditions with age found by White &

kl;odel .(198‘4) .

2
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Method
‘Subis
_ Forty-two subjects were chosen f::on .a larger sat‘nple df 177 male and
female subjects between the ages o/f 42 and 125 months (3.& a'nd ‘10.6
years). These aubjects attended one of four i:reschool snd elementary
schools, located in lover—m’iddle to upper-middle class socio-economic 4

, . /
areHn Montreal., All subjects met thgee criteria: their parents had

given permission for them to pu-tici_gnte, they possessed an adequate

familiarity vith the English language, and they themselves agreed to
A /o, .

" Subjects were selected for this study on the basis of their scores

on the Cancept Assessment Kit - Conservation Test (Goldschgid, & Bentler,
1968). An analysis of these scores for fhe total sample revealed a

‘range of scores from 0 to 24. ‘The male and female subjects with the

most extreme scores were selected; this resulted in lqw conservation

scores being defined as. 0 to 10, and high coxiservation\ scores being

I - '
" defined as 18 to 24, The resultant sample consisted of 10 high

13

R A
conserver and }0 low conserver females, and 11 high conserver and 11 low

conserver males. An attempt vas also made to minimize age differences

betwveen the four groups.

The mean ages and counservation scores for all four groups. are
presented in Table 2. At the initinl‘,sessidn, the gubjects ‘ranged in age
from 53 to 99 months (4.6 to 8 yeu.:sj, and the mean age for the sample
wvas 77.55 m:l?gl (6.46 years). An analysis of varian‘ce on gsubjects”

» Ik
ages revealed no significant differences by conservation level,

y

F(1,38) = .15, p = .70, sex, F(1,38) =..18, p = .67, or

&
:} «

S

2
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Table 2 , Q‘\ s

Megn Age and Conservatjon Scores by Group
. P Cw -

S

Group ) A'ge‘in months : Conservation score
(standard deviation) (standard deviation)
. ‘ B ' ’ ’ ’
- M‘le ” 77.4'5 X . ’ 4191
lov conservers (11.77) ( 3.36)
(n=11) K .o
Male ‘ ‘ 79.09 . 19.45
high conservers J (9,78 ( 1.51)
(n=11) , , .
. - . g
' . (ﬂ.' .
Female ‘ . ©.76.20 . 4,80
© 'low  conservers (12.79) . ' r(3,29)
Femgle 11300 8 .05 -
high\( conservers 4€11,93) | (1.90) )
(n=1 . , Q SN : " - ..
B’
B J', B
c .
- v /A -
° 1{}
- (, o . L4
9 . ‘?
- Wi
° . " v * ’,".
] ) - . .-
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their interaction, F(1,38) = .01, p = .94. Subjects” conservation .
scores also varied as intended; high and low ::onservers vere : }

significantly djifferent, E(1,38) = 342.61, p = .0000, but males and

females were not different, F(1,38) = .33, p.= .57, and the iﬁtgtlction
was not significant, F(1,38) = .50, p = .48. . \

sures
. -, °
. Body saglience, White et al’s (in press) Body Salience Test was
used‘)‘to assess the extent to which weight was a salient c&egorintion !
dimension for each child. This measure is a seriedQf 14 matching
‘ 4

items. Each item consists of four linpie line-drdwings of male or female

»

children engaged in some activity. An item by .item descri}tiox: can be

found in Appendix A. . : o (

Aside from their weights, all of the pictured children had been
pre-judged to be equally alttrlcti\‘ve. They are pictured participating in

socially acceptable, unacceptable or neutral activities.

%

- ¢
W ]

The drawings are in black ink on wvhite paper 10 by 15 cm in size.

’ Eac'h’ is attached to a black background, and covered by a shéet of

W p@utic. The drawings for each item are displayed on the. bsck of the

preceding page and ‘the f.acing page of the stimulus binder. For each
item, ';'he child is asked ,£o ;ntch a standard to one of three other .
dr;wings. The standard drawing is prépentedv on one page, vhile the
remaining three drawings are equally spaced below.

- The 14 stindar;"ll vary in sex, veigi:g .status, and activity. . 'l'he:
corresponding three drawings are the same sex as the u.i:mdnrd. For each . o
item, one of these three dravings matches the standard in terms of

weight, one matches the standard in terms of activity, and one does not

A\

-

/
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match the staidard on any known dimemsion. The ft%nuli vere designed
such that the potential for natchiﬁg on the bllil‘gf incidental cuél,'
such as dress or stance, is minimal. The relative poaitiou.of the types

of matches on the page also varies. : . v
. \ # . ,
The reliability of this measure was assessed in a pilot study

+ . . .
conducted by WhitedNet al (in press) oo 96 children from 3 to 9 years of
age. The split half coefficiént obtained at this time was .716. The

validity of this measuie has yet to be assessed. , |

~

Three scores may be obtsined from thil'neasurg4/<fg:~bq§ , activity

and random responses scores are obtained by summing the total number of

each type of response. Each of these scores can range from 0 to l4. b

Preference, Preference was measured using nine pairs of line-drawn

.

. N :
children. The two drawings for each item are placed 2 to 3 cm apart on

_one page of the stimulus binder. These_dravings are similar to the Bo&y

. >
Salience drawings in simplicity, color, :né size. The pictured figures-

are once again equally attractive children of var&ing weights. These
differ from the Body Salience drl;ingl in that they are the same sex as
the subject, snd are alvays pteleﬁted ntnﬂding inactive.

: For thi; messure, both dravings of an item are pre;ented with no
prop, and the subject is asked to identify the cﬁild he/she wuld most
like to play with. The dravingl'ire'of either an-overweight, normal

veight or underveight child. All possible combinations of two body

types are presented three tiles.avith the position of each on the page
| . |
A preference for normal weight lcgre is obtained for each subject

-

varying.

by summing the total number of normal weight choices made out of six.

<

.3
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An aversion-for overweight score is obtained’by summing the total number
of times out of six that subjects chose the normal veight or underweight

figure over the overveight figure.

Affilistion-preference.' White et al’s (in press) AfE;I}ation—

Preference Test was used to measure the relative salience of prop and

weight in children”s affiliation preferences. These four items resemble
the Preference test items in appearance and mode of preientafion. They

differ from the Preference test items in that only overweight and normal
. 5 ‘—‘
weight pairs of drawings are presented. In addition, the overweight

figure is always pictured with an attractive prop such as a ball, sled,

.

guitar or skates. . Once again, the position of each body type on the

page varies. The question asked of the child also varies with each item;
. .

for the first item, he/she is asked vwith vhom he/she would like to play,’

’

, ¢ .
but 5%: the remsining items, the child is asked with whom he/she would

ddike to participate in the specific pr‘p—rellted activity. thgg example,

vhen the overveight child is pictured with skates, the child is asked

with whom he/she would like to skate.
‘

,Affiliation-Preference scores can be obtained for each subject pby
I ' .

summing ‘the total number of weight-based and prop-bssed cboices\:f§e in
.the final four items. These two scores range from 0 4,

Trajt attriftions. White & Rhodes” (1984) Weight Stereotyping

.

measure vas used to assess the manner in which children sttribute

chn;;cterinticn to overwveight a;d normal weight figures unde; both
forced and free choice conditioms. Tﬁis~|egture.is a pictorial version
of measures used by previous researchers to assess stereotyping. It
consists of a series .of 20 pictures. :Prelentntion of each éicture is

w
4

“
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followed .by & standardized verbal explanation. These remarks describe'.
the picture, name the trait, and ask the child to identify who is being
described. Each item is descr'ibed in Appendix B. The pictures are
simple, colﬁox.'ed dravings on white, 1 By 15.5 cm cards encased in
f plastic. An,attempt was made to avoid displaying childrem in t!\e
B npictutes, as it seemed to confuse the pilot subjects. When this was
unavoid\able, the pictured child was the vsame gex as the sub ject and
only the faces.were pictured. There is a pre-determined random ord'er of
. ;Jrelentation for the pictures.
Each pigture reflects a concrete behavior associated with the
plrtic%\lar trait. Twelve of the pictures represent a positive or
neutral trait (smart, clean, polite, neai:, jolly, :trong, affectionate,
genercus, likes to play, watches tv, quiet,‘ likes music), and eight
4 ’ .
represent negative traits (mean, sad, gets teased, lazy‘. teases, sneaky,
naughty, afraid). \

These stimuli are accompanied .by three, silver and vhitg, 16 cm
square cardboard boxzes. Eac}: box has a clip for attaching one or two
figures. One box displays an oveneiéht lilhouet,'te. one a normsl veqlls -
silhouette, and one botlz normal and overvexdght silhouettes. The
silhouettes are black, 18 cm high, cut-out figures the same sex as the

. subject. The relative positions of the silhouettes 1s vari\&d vhen the
/ )  test is administered. ‘ ) , . ’
. _. ' White & Rhodes (1984) assessed the internal reliability of this
measure separately for 104 prec.ehool and 167 elementary scl;ool uubje'ctl.

# Cronbach’s alpha vas .85 in the preschool sample and .86 in the

elementary school subjects for forced choice responses. For free choice

[ . -
- .

o s o et} it e - - v ——————t o} 5 (
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_responses, Cronbach’s alpha was .8 in.the preschool ssmple and .76 in
the elementary school subjects. The alpha for preaschool children”s use

of the both response was .74, while the alpha for elementary school

A
children”s use of the both response equalled f78.

Three scores can be calculated from this measure. A neéativ%ty
score can be calculated under both free and forced choice conditions.
This score 1a obtained by assigning a value of +1 each time either a
po’itive or neutralﬂttait is attributed to the normal weight figure or a
negative trait 1s attributed to the.overweight figure, and assigning a
value of -1 each time the reverse occurs. Thus, this score can range
from =20 to 20. The total number of attributions to both body types
under free choice conditiona will also be calculated (flexibility

score). This scores ranges from 0 to 20.

Conservatjon. Goldschmid & Bentler’s (1968) Concept Assessment

4

Kit - Conservation test (form B) was used to assess the level of

% L4

congervation each child had achieved.. This measure was developed for
use with male a;d female children bet;;en 4 an; 7.5 years of age. It is =
a series of six conservation tests: conservation of two dimensional
space, number,.nu;stance, continuous qdantity. weight and discontinuous )
quantity. The.kit contains many items which must be manipulated by the
experimenter and the child. The ltiguii are dglcribed in detail 1n
Appendix C.

The present 6 tasks were Cboaen-f:om the original 10 piloted‘by
Goldschmid (1967). Although this.%brlﬁiaf internaliw reliable and
seemed to measure one global construgt, Goldschmid & Bentler (1968)

created two parallel forms to decrease the administration time and allow -
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subjects to be retested. A subsequent analysis daonntuteoi that scores
on the two forms were highly correlated (.95). >

Goldschmid & Bentler”s (1968) normative tables and scoring system
were judged inappropriate for the present study’s sample. Although they
provide norms for male and femsle children frg- 4 to 7.5 years of age, |
their normstive sample was predoninan.tly‘conp;led of lover-middle class’
children. The scoring system vas rejected as it seemed to excessively
penalize children with lesser verbal skills by requiring a relatively
sophisticated vex:bll explsnation fOt‘the child to obtain any expla‘nation

points. it

The reviled\;soring ;yste- still yielded three scores. Each
correct angwer (bebavior) to the six conservation questions resulted in
2 points being added to the total behavior score. Eoveve;, io contrast
to the original 0 or 2 scoring lylt?. the child”s expluutioln vas

avarded 0, 1, or 2 points." Each fullly explsined correct expluiaticn
resulted in another 2 points beﬁg added to the total score. To
receive 2 points the child must have given a response conuin‘i,ng"
invariant quality (for ua’ple, "You didn’t add or subtract anything”).\
compensation (“The glass is taller, but also thinmer") or reversibility
("1f we pu£ this back in & ball it would be the same"). Anu‘etl which:
implied oné&of the above rationales, but failed to fully explain the
process vere queried, and if no further elaboration resulted, were given
scores of 1. An exsmple of such su answer would be "you just moved them
|

around, it°s still the same”. Totally innppmpfiate snswers or

responses of "I don’t knm‘v: were given scores of 0. The behavior and

’ explanation scores sre then summed to creste a total comservatiop score

LY ~N
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for the child. This score can range from 0 to 24. This revised ucéiﬁng
system was piloted using the responses of 106 subjects between gre ages
of 3 and 10 years of age. The two independent raters agreed 05397.31 of

‘4
the responses.

Procedure

_Data col}ection vas designed to minimize the disruption of school
progr;m;, and -maximize subject performance. As a result, general
procedutesufiffered for the preschool and elementary 'school lubject;»
ﬂovevet,(i%e actual adminiltration of the four mea;uren wag consistent
across populations. _

Preschool subjects. Each subject was t€{:ed individually in three
separate sessions by one of two female testers. Prior to the onset of
testing; both testers lpent\tuo fuli\gfyl in the preschool, so that the
children became familidr with them. 'The éxferinentero approached
subjects during free play time. Subjects were invited to "play the
game" and asked to go to the ptit of the roon‘whete the atimuius
materials vere located. Children who refuléd vere told a little about
the "games" and asked if they wvished to observe apother child; if this
failed, they/were told the experimenter would come back when they were

not 8o busy.

E——
v

Due to the subjects” .short attention span, the sessions were
between 10 and 20 minutes in duration. The experimenter responded
enthusiastically to all answers given by the child, and attempted to
minimize distractions by other children in the room. Children who ulkea
to leave before the end of the session wer; allowed to do so. That

child was then spproached on each following day until he or she agreed
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to complete the session. The sessions were typically 3 weeks apart.

.
The prelcﬁool.subjectl did the Body Salience, ?reference and
Affiliation-f;eference measures in session 1, the Weight Attributions
measure 1n session 2, and the“Capcept Aa-;l-ent Kit - Conservation test
in session'3. » \

Elepentary school subjects. As psrticipants in a larger study,
these subjects were given a variety of social attitude-related measures
and tested on five separate occasions. Each was te:ted individually by
one 0of rour temale experimenters. Subjects.vere called out of class at
times. deemed nppropri;ce by the teacher. They were reminded thht the
experimenters vere conducting a study of "how kids think”, and that
their parents had given permission for them to participate, They were
tested in a separate room and returned tovtheir classxoom 20 to 35
;inuiel later. The sessions vere typically 3 weeks apart. 1A1tn0ugh the
order of administration of the measures varied between schools, the
Concept Assesssment K%} - Conservation test always followed the other
three body measures. |

Body salience, preference and affiliation-preference, These
measures vere given 1n one session. The experimenter introduced the
task, saying "Here is a book full of pictures. I'd~1ike to glly a game
with you and ask you some questions about the pictures." If the child
asked about right Ot'urong ansvers, the exp;rinznter then an;d, “These
are special kinds of questions; they don“t have a right and wrong
apswver. Kids 1nsve;luany different viyl to these questions, and ali

the answers are ok. I just want to find out what your answers are."

Then the child was shown each item in turn and told, "Look carefully at
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the picture on tap. Now, which one of the children down here

- (experimenter poinfed to each one in turn) goes best with this one up

here (experimenter pointed to the standard)?”

,Aftlcr the matching items had been cltnpletod, the experimenter said
"Mow we will do something a bit different. Look at these two people and
pretend that you h‘dr to choose one of them to play with. Which one
would you choose?” After the preference items have been conpletled. the
experimenter turned to the uex-apptofiélte af fililtion itﬂl’ and asked

+

the question on the scoring sheet for each item.

Trait sttfibutions, 1In the training phase, each child was shown
the tvo—cnt-out‘l. one o‘é an overwveight and one of a normal weight same-
sexed peer. For example, girls were told, "Here are cué-out- of two
girls. Can you tell me what’s different about these two?" If the chi)d
did not know, the experimenter p;inted out that one is fatter than the
other. Regardless of her respomse to this question, each child was
asked the same question about the other two cut-outs. Then the
experimenter u’id, "™Watch vhat I“m going to do with the cut-outs. - 1711
put the overweight girl here - with this dox. And the normal weight
girl here - with tﬁio box Aud on this box, 111 put cut-outs of both.
Then the experimenter said, "Now we are going to l;:rt some pictures
into the boxes. I”'m going to show you some pictures of things kids do.
I want you to tell me who would usually do these things." The
expgrinnttr then presented each picture in turm, asking the appropriate
question. These questions are listed in Lppe;;dix B, After each

question, the experimenter pointed to each box, in a random order, and

said, "™Would this girl, would this girl, or ¥ould both girls
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(adiwctive)?" When the child had 'sorted all the adjectives, the

\ ‘ ‘ :
experimenter said, "Now I“m going to take these cards out, and take the
both box avay, and I want you to tell \v;b would do these things more

often; the overveight or the normal weight\boy/girl." Once again, the

=

question associated with the trait was asked, and the experimenter

i

pointed to each box, hefore recording in which box the picture was
placed. ' .

Copservatiou. The task was jintroduced to the child by saying, "I
" v -

have lots of zﬁes for you to play here. I’m going to shov you some
thiﬁgl and then ask you some questions”. Then she proceeded with the
exact verbal in'ltructionl and manipulations specified on the record form
(See Appendix C). In each case, the ex‘pcfiunter directed the child to

.

identify two equal quantities, then to watch her transform them, and

-

then ssked the child if the two .were the same or if one had more.

i N t '..! ——
- N R
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- . .
Results

Body Salience

Three scores were calculated f£om this meaauré: the mean numbers
of random, activity u;d body responses. The mean number of random
responses is used to eliminate unreliable subjects from the sample.
Since no subjects had more than th;ee random responses, none were juﬁged
to be unreliable enough to be eliminated. In order to determine the
appropriateness of analyzing both remaining scores, a Pearson
correlation coefficient between the mean gumber of activity and body

ot

responses was calculated. It revealed a correlation of -.9852, p=.001.
This finding, plui the lesser importance of the'activity response scoée
to the hypotheses of the study led to its being elimated from further
analyses. ’ F

The mean number of body responses by grouﬁ\:?é presented in Tablg\
3. Bartlett’s homogeneity of variance test, to test the appropriateness
of an analysis of v;riance, revealed that the vqriances of the number of
body responses between the four groups were not significantly different.
F = ,2299, p = .8756. As a result,’a 2 X 2 (Sex by Conservation Level)
analysis of variance was performed on the mean number of body responses.

As predicted in Hypothesis 1, th;re vas a significant mgin effect
of conservation level for subjects” total number of body responses on
‘this task, 2(1338) = 5.44, p<.05. Low conservers made more matche; on
the basis of weight (x = 6.524) than high conservers -(x = 3,429) (See
Table 3). The strength of this effect (") was .0975; therefore, 9.752

of the variability 1n body response scores was explained by conservation

level. Neither the main effect of sex, F(1,38) = .07, p>.05,

—.
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Table 3
‘Masn Number of Body Responsgs B Group
. ‘K '

Male

low conservers: 7.00
‘(n=11)

Male "

high conservers | C,2.63
(n=11) '

Female ) .
-low consetvers T 6400
(n=10) - .@b
Female

high conservers 4.30
(a=10)

. « ’
~
! -
Y
-

-

4.9

4.67

o
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s

0 F(1,38)-= .07, p>. 05. nor the sex by conservation level mteracnon,

F(1,38) = 1.05, p>,05, were ugnxfu:ant.ﬂ'l'he analysis of variaunce

v

summary table for tlleu effects can be Foynd in Appemndix D.
Preference . - \

Two scores were ca‘\lcuut.ed from this measure: the mean number of
times thgﬂml weight fiiu:? vas chosen over the overveight o;-

underveight figures (preference for normal weight) and the mean number

&
of times the normal or underweight figure was chosen over the overveight

figure (aversion for overweight). The group meais’ for these two scores

are presented in Table 4

In order to ‘determine the appropriate statistical procedure for

studying these variables, Pearson correlation and Bartlett”s homogeneity
. \

of variance tests _were carried out. 'l'hq‘_& prelxm.nnry malyua revealed .

a non-uznxfxcant correllnon betveen the tvo score-, L= .2387, p>. 05.
"and o significant differences between groups ‘J.l.'l the vatiancenaof
ptef?:ence for iorul weight, F = 31, p>.05, and ahvion for
overveight bcc;rel. E = 1.18, p>.05. As a result, two seperate 2X2

anslyses of variance were carried out on these scores.

»

Contrary to Hypothesis 2, there was a significant main effect of

conservation level for ﬁtgference for normsl \night.-corel, F(1,38) =

'5.25, p<.03. Bigh conservers chose the normal weight playmate more (x =

4.26) ‘thsn lowv consetvers (X = 3.625) (See Table &4). The sctrengtlla of
this effect was found to be .08%. There were no ;ignificnnt effects l;y
sex, F(1,38) = 1.15, p>.05, or the sex by ;onaenation level
int'euct.i.ou.‘ ;(1,38) = 2.24, p>.05. These anovas are susmarized in

~

Appendix E.

[, -
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Table 4 ) -
- Mesn Preferemce for Normal Weight(P-NW) and Aversion for
ight (A-OW) Scores By Group
R ) ‘ . ' o | K
. Group - .. Mean acores[L;.Landax:d deviation) ~ 7
P-NW AZOW, ;
H‘Ie > i} ) v < " ‘ ) . I
low couservers . 3.55:( .93) 2.64 (1.81)
(n=11) , i
Male \ { ‘ - . !
high cousetrvers (O 3.82 (1.17) 3.55 (2.02) |
(n=11) o, ‘

- 4 - e ¢ L
Female , : '
low conservers 3.40 (1.27) 4,10 (1.85)
(n=10) ’ ’ . ’ -
Female < - . ‘ ,
high. conservers 4.70 (1.06) 4.,460°.(1,08)
(—n-lé)_ B . .

]

A
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As predicted in Bypothesi'a 2, th‘e sex effect was signifjcspnt,

- F(1,38) = 4.67, p<.05, for aversion for overweight. Girls chose the

non-overweight figure more often (3 = 4,25), than b;yl (x =3.95) (See

Table 4). The strength of thi- effect was foundrto be .0810. \Tl;e effect

of conservation level ;nd the sex by comnservgtion, level interaction vere
not ugnxfxcant, F(1,38) =.1,27, p>. OE F(1,38) = ,32, p>.05.

Affiliation-P nc

Once again, two scores were calculated from this measure:

-~

the mean

¢

. number of prop-b'a‘led (overweight figure with prop chosen). and weight-

& .

based (normal weight figug:e vwith no prop chosen) responses. The linear
)«9

dependency betveen these two varubleu vas confxmed by calculatmg a

Pearson correlation coefficient; these scores wvere perfectly correlated

(¢ ‘-1.00, p = .001). As this’ fmdmg necelutated ehmnaung one

score fron furthe;_malylea (Tabachnick & Fidell _*383) only the mean
number of weight-based responses were analyzed. 'I'hgae n‘ean*:’ are

ﬁrele'nted in Table 5. ' o - a
Baréléct'l homogeneity of vnriaﬁce test demonstrated that é;e

variances of these scores did not vary siguificantly between the four

-groupe, F = .9352, p = .422; this led to a 2 X 2 analysis of variance

being performed.

v
Lo A

. As predicted in Hypothesis 2, there was a ngnxiu’:ﬁxt main effect
of sex on the number of vexght—bued response*s E(1,38) = 8.36, p,<.01.
Gigls chose the ‘normal weight figure with no prop more often (x = 1.80)

than boys (% = .68)%(See Table 5). The strength of this effect was.

found to be .1417. This finding also confirms the second hypothesis of
1 4
the present study. Neither the main effect of conservation level,

r .

. ¢ ' '



60

Table 5 . g
Mean Weight-Based Affilistion-Preference Scores Jv Group
Male , ‘o

low conservetrs
(n=11).

Hile ‘o
high conservers
(n=11)

Female

low ¢onservers
(n=10)

‘Female
* high conservers

(n=10)

.

e
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F(1,38) = .86, p>.05, nor the sex by conservation level interaction,
F(1,38) -~.18,~p>205-vére gignifiéaﬂt. The analysis of variance summary

tablé,for‘thele results ma&,be found in Appeadix F.

»

JIrajt A;;;ibgtioﬁ! ‘ - ’
. Three. scores vere calculated from this measure. A degativitstcorggm
was calculated fo; b@th free and forced choice condirions. This score
" was calculated by assigning a value of +1 each time a positive or
néutralxtrait va; assigned to th; normal weight tigure, or a negative
trait was nssxgned to the overvexght flgure. In addition: a value of -l
vas assigned each time the converse occarred The sum of gﬁe two ScOores
vas the negativity score. A flexibility score (number of traits
alsigneé to both figures under free cﬁoice conditions) ua? also
caléulated: ) . ’ }
" In order to determine the appropriate statistical procedure fo§
“ ¥
analyzing these scores, Pearson correlation coefficieqtskvere
calculated. Significant cbrrela:ions‘vere obtained between the two >
negativity scores, [ = .86, p<.0l, and the free choice negétivity and
‘ flexibiiity scores, r = -.38, p<,p1.j In .addition, thRe forced choice
' negatxvify and }lex1b111ty scores vere margxnally correlated, r = .24, )
p= .07. ance a less than perfect correlatLOn indicates a tack of
linear dependency d the three scores have previously provided unique
information .(White Rhodes, 1984), all three scores were retained for
further;analy;es (Tabachnick & F;dell, 1983).
fhree,;esta were carried out to determine the appropriatenessiof
using a multiQariate’analysis of varian’ce on these scores. Bartlett’s

L - .
test of sphericity revealed that the three scores were inter-related
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enough for a multivariate analysis, F = 52,51, p<.00l. Box"s M, a
mult}vas}ate test of homogeneity of variance, rev;aled that the
variances of the two scores were similar across all four groups, F=
1.21, p = .24, ‘1p additiomn, the deternidlht of the pooled within cell
correlation matrix was sufficiently different from zero (.23),
indicating no significant multicollinearity or singularity (Tabachnick &
Fidell, 1983). Therefore, s multivariate apalysis of variance (with sex
and conuerv;tion level-as indepeéndent varisbles) was carried out on
ytheue three scores.

The mean free and forced choice negativity and flf;}bility scores
are presented in Table 6. Pillai’s crxteggoqrvas selected fdr'\\
significance testing due to the relatively smallcsample size and the
unequal cell sizes in the design (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1983).

As predicted in Hypothesis 3, there was a ;ignxficant main effect o%
conservation leével on the free and forced choice ne;ativitg and
flexibility scores, F(3,36) = 4.42, p,<.0l. The strength of this effect
can not be calculated using Piflai’s criterion. Neither the
multivariate sex effect, mor the se{'by conservation level 1nte¥a?tion'
were significant, F(3,36) ; .73, p>.05, F(3,36) = .10, p>.05.

Correlations between the three scores increases the risk of type 1
'errors 1n univariate analyses, and hence make their interpretation
suspect (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1983). B&vebet, the lack of any
theoretical basis for ordering the three scores in 1mportance suggested
a stepdown analysis was inappropriate. As a result, the univariate

analysis for the conservation level effect will be reported and

cautiously interpreted. The conservation level effect was significant




Table 6 ‘ 41’ ’
) .
mmmmmmm,

Flexibility Scores By Group
f ' ‘ . o’
- - Free choice Torced choice Flexibility
N " »
Male . '
lov conservers 4.00 (3.87) 4.18 (4.94) 6.36 €9.44)
(n=11) . ' : ,
Male . ’
~ high conservers . 7.27 (4,52) 9.82 (4.,94) 6.46 (8.94)
(o=11) ’ '
Female ' ’ ' ' . ‘e
lowv couservers 2.90 (3.67) 3.80 (4.37) 4.80 (8.57)
(n=10) ’ " i :
Female ' / . ‘ .
high conservers 4.70 (4.99) 7.40 (4,90) 7.20 (9.8u)
{n=10) . )
2
A\ N
B ' ‘ : 4
A
1 N 'y
j '




64

!
for forced choice negativity, L(l 38) = 10.46, g<.01 urginally
_significant for free choice unnvity. 2(1,38) = 3,77, p = .06, and not
signifiunt for ﬂuibility. 7(1,38) = .27, p>.05. Bince correlations”
bctvdcn ntubln mctmt tlu risk of Type 1 ermri. oaly thc highly
ciauifxcnt effect for forced choice negativity will be described. l};h

conurn_tn (x = 8.61) assigned more traits unegatively ‘than low

conservers (X = 3.99).
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Discussion:

The purpose of this study was to investigate the relationship‘
between cognitive-developmental level and children”s ideas aBbut their
overveight peers. To this end, male and female preoperational and
concrete operational leveél childrgn were given several weight attitude
measures. The aspects of veig;t attitudes assessed were: weight as a
‘;ntegorization dimension, préference for normal veight, aversion for
overwveight, and weight-based affiliation-preferences and trait

'etttibnti;ns.

in general, the results of the present study support a relationshia
between cognitive-develoﬁmental level and some aspects of weight
attitude development. Ait;inmcnt of the concrete operational level of
development seems to be associated with a reduced tendency to categorize
by weight, and ;;;;ﬁaaed,preference for normal weight and negatiyity

about overweight.

*

The fact Ekat children st both cognitive levels used weight as a
matching dimenn}on suggests that children between the ages of 4, and 8~
possess a rudimentary schema for weight. Clearly, they could not match .
on that dimension without such a structure. Ii must be present in order
for them to differentiate the drawings by weight, and then match on that
basis,

The finding that 4 to 8 year old children match on the basis of
veight is inconsistent with earlier studies of veight awareness (e.g.

Lerner & Schroeder, 1971a). These researchers used identification of

“own body type as their measure of weight awareness, and failed to find

‘that children betveeen the ages of 5 and 11 could identify their body

-~
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types. It seems likely that identificstion of own body type is a more

complex response than simple weight awareness. It can be concluded that -

"

" the matching task pfoviden a good measure of early weight schema
development. . .

As predicted, preoperational children chose to match on the basis

of weight more than concrete operntionnl.chi}dten. Therefore, it

- appears that the child”s level of understanding affects how salient
weight is as a cu;egori;ntion dimension. This finding is consistent
with the Piagetian notion that reliaece on perceptual cues decreases
vith cognitive development. Early Piagetian work focussed p; :
de-bgltrating the change from single, perceptual cues to more abstract,
logical cues as the basis for making judgements about physical reality.
Singer & Reveson (1978) have docg:;ntéd these children”s tendency to
focus on p?rceptunl aspects of non-social stimuli more than concrete
operational children. The present study”s finding suggests that the
preoperational child lay.allo be apt to focus on perceptual aspects of
people more than the concrete operational child.

In addition, concrete operational children assign traits more
negatively than preoperational children under forced choice conditions,
as predicted. In other words, concrete operational children tend to
characterize the overweight figure more negatively and the normal weight
figure more positively. This finding is consistent witlf increased

‘negative trait nttr%{gﬁ}on between .the ages of 5 and 8 years. By and

large, previous studies did not find such a developmental change for
several reasons. First, many of these studies simply did not include

" young (3 to'6 year old) children‘(Lavlon..l980; Lerner, 1969; Staffieri,
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1967, 1972; Young & Avdzej, 1979). Secondly, those studies which did
include 5 and 6 year olds (Caskey & Felker, 1971; Kirkpatrick & Sanders,
1978; Lerner & Korn, 1972) ultilized adjective checklists wvhich vere
less r_eliable with younger children.

One study (White & Rhodes, 1984) which used the same pictorial
" trait measure as the present ;ork. did find a significant increueoiin
forced and free choice megativity between 3 to 5 years and 6 to 1l
" years. However, this result was modified by a significant age by sex
interaction. Girls between the 13‘1‘ of 3 snd 5 made more negative
~attributions than boys of similar l;el. The findings of the present
study' \uuggent that this ap.pu'ent sex difference may be confounded by
cognitive—developmental level. Younmg girls in the White & Rhodes (1984)
sapple may have been more concrete operational than young boys.‘ There
is sowe support for such an idea in that some studies have found that
girls develop the ability to conserve earlier than boys (Goldschmid &
Bentler, 1968). Furtlher work is needed to determine if negative trqit
attribution of young girls i; a function of sex :r advanced cognit‘ive
level. !Q -

.Not only does the relatiomship of cognitive level and neg{ative.
attributions to overweight expand the understanding of empirical
findings, it is consistent with cognitive-developmental theory. Martin
& Halverson’s (1981) tﬁeory suggests that children at higher cognitive
levels might master the "like me/not like me" catregoriution system
faster than their peers. Hovever, future research must confirm that

. 0
this result actually reflects the existence of such a schema. Although

the current findings offer tentative support, future research must
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1

demonstrate the relationship more directly. Onme way to do 0 might be
to modify the measure such that both self-attributions and weight-based
attributions can be assessed. If Martin & Halverson (1981) are correct,

then negativity to overweight should be positively correlated with a

positive self-concept. If this is the case, it raises the question of

overveight childrqg’s attitudes about themselves, and how they relate to
their attitudes about overweight.

In summary, the resuylts of the present study support two hypotheses

v

about weight attitudes based upon P%;getisn theory. Concrete
operational thought was associated with r;du;ed perc;;tual matching by
weight and increased negativity toward overweight. As well, concrete
operational children chose the normal weight figure as a.playmste more
than preoperational children. Such a finding was not predicted by
Piagetian theory. Furthermore, the laci of consistent empirical
findinés made such a result difficult to predict. This dilemms was dpe
to widely discrepant methodology, and the lack of studies breaking
subject; down into re;evnnt age 3roup;. As 8 result, the finding that
preference for normal weight differed by cognitive level vas not
predicted.

?ﬁo;e perplexing is the lack of a cognitive—develoqmcntal
explanation for this effect. MIt may be that in this case the cognitive
levelveffect simply reflects intelligence differences in the two groups.
Many researchers (e.g. Goldschmid & sentler, 1968) have noted the
positive correlation betveen.IQ’and conservation. As a result, it is

almost ‘certain that coucrete operational children are brighter than

precpevational children of similar ages, as well as possessing the




* were not analyzed to reflect flexibility in assigning traits to more
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discussed differences in quality of thought. Therefore, it may be that ‘

these children simply acquire & preference linilnr‘{that of older

.

4
P4

children and .adults at an earlier chronological age. Futur‘e,nreaeatch on

the developmental progression of preference for normal weight is

necessary to substantiate this explnpation. ) . -
The introduction of this explanation for the prefergnce‘for norm"ll

weight cognitive level‘effeé't suggests that perhaps all th‘e cognitive

level effe.;:t- are simply due to intelligence interacting with social

leafning. 'This does not seem to be the case. It is difficult to

conceive of a child learning to categorize peers by aqtiv;’.ty rather than

weight thro;ngh socipal transmission. The intelligence-social 1enrn'ing

t,heory seems to apply more logically to negativity. Previous research

(e.g. Roberts & Herman, 1984) suggests that North American adults do

possess a negative attitude abo;n: overveight. Consequently, it could bel

argued that children learn this attitude from the adults in their.

environment, and that the brighter concrete operationsl children simply

® :
.acquire .the prevalent negativity st an' earlier chronological age.

,lowever, the bi-polar scale paradigm employed in the study of adult

trait attribution renders the results questionable. <Subjects” ratings

than one figure. - Instead, these researchers assessed evaluative

e

¥



Not all the predicted aspects of weight attitudes could be
explained ~by cognitive-deve;opmental tactors. Since conclusions
regarding the trait attribution results must be Fautious, it must be
concluded that concréte operational children did not assign trajits more
negapively_ihan preoperstional\chlldreu under free choice conditions.
This|gs contrary to the third hypqthesis of the present study, but not
surprising. While there was no.theoretical basis fo; postulating
differences between the two conditions, it may si;ply reflect the
concrete,operationai c¢hild”“s earlier development of social sensitivity.
. This sensitivity would result in %he observed greater reduction in the
negativity scores of concrete operational children, which makes their

€ &

scores more similar to those of predperaticnal children.

fSimilarly, the predicted greater flexibility of concrete
operati;nnl childrenGZas also not supported. This finding is’
inconsistent with White & Rk‘u?des' (19%%) results. They found that
flexibility increased in their 3 to 12 year old subjects, with young
children making few tlexible responses. Generally speaking, & go 8 year
olds were not ve}y flexible in Fhe present study. This suggests that
either they did not really understand the task, or that they had not yet
fully developed the necessary cognitive abilities. -This flexibility
result initig&ly seems.Lnéonsistent with cognitive-developmental theory.
Piaggfian theory suggests that concrete operational children are better
able to appreciate that an object can belong to more than one class.

However, the multiple categorization aspect of ‘concrete operational

thouiht was not actually measured in the present study. While

v
ra

congervation is a generally-éood indicator of the attainment of concrete
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I

operations, i: does not necessarily imply the ‘achievement of multiple
cdtegorization. Therefore, it may be that the fazilure to &ifferentilte
high and low conservers on flexibility reflects the absence of this
ability in these children,

The fact that the role of coénitive-developnentnl faqgg;a has been
supported-does not preclude the role of other social and non-social
;atiablep in the developmeht'of weight attitudes. Social factors do
seem to ingluence the-development of other aspects of weight attit;dea .
more than ?ognitive factors. Two variables, ;ve;sion for overweight and
weight~based affiliation-prefergncez,_seem related to sex,

‘ B @ .
Aversion for overweight and weight-based affiliation— preferences

did not differ by subjects” cdgnitive leyel; instead, sex explained
subjects” scores on these ‘variables.
overweight'figqie more often than boys. Therefgre, it appéarn that e
girls possess a stronger aversion fg overveight, as pugéelted by Lerner

& Gellert’s (1969) results. 1In a ition, girls chose the normsl weight

. figure with no prop over the overweight wvith a prop more than boys. 1In

other vofds,‘girla $aged their affiliation-preferences on weight more
Yrequeﬁtly thanﬂboza. o .

The affiliationjprefqrence results are consistent with White et °
al'é (in prei;) finﬁingq from the only study of affiliation-preference
prib} to the present study. Tﬁey found that 3 to 1l year old children

maintained a low level of weight-based affiliation-preferences, but thaf

girls made more weight-based affiliatioq—preferéncen than boys. Both of

L
N

these findings vere replicated in the present study. While & to 8 year
Iéld children deem capable of making wveight-based affiliation cloices,

i

As predicted, girls chose the non-

AN
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the rate was low; on the average 1.3 out of every 4 f:hoices was based

o

on weight. (/\
M | L

Both the aversion for overveight and affiliation—preferen{e results
are consistent with & social transmission theory of wei;ht attitude
developﬁunt.l There is considerable‘ evidence in the clinical literature = _
that: boys and girls are differentially socialized with regard to weight
(é:g. Woody & Costanzo, 1981v). Therefore, it may be that an aversion
for overveight and increased tendency to make weight-based affiliation-
preferences may .be the result of the rint:rtaaaed pressure on females to be
thin. Since: the male and female subjecés did not differ in their
preference for normal v‘ei.ght, it seems that all female children are
learning is an apvetaion for overweight, not a preference for normal
veight. 1In fa;t‘, the possibility that‘cgcietal pressures suggest
u’nder_weight. is to be preferred should be explored in the future.

The present, study ﬁn clearly related cognitive level and sex to
the development of veigbt attitnden; However, thexe\ aée some
difficulties vit:.h this study which require discussion. First, it is

difficult to conclude what bearing these results might have bn - _,/

. N
children’s real-life behavior toward overweight peers, since noune of the

\\

measuges involved direct observition. It is particufarly difficult to\

L4 ey

guess tl{e result of an increased tendency to match by veight and geight-
based attribution l‘nttemls. One might hypotheosize t.ha,t'these attitudes
would influence éhildren'l playmate choices. The Preference measure‘
actu‘ally iavolves asking subjects with vho;n (t\;ey would likke to 'play.
However, in‘the real world weight is not .li,kely\ﬁ be the only variable
;ﬁonsidered vh;n evaluating a peer, as it is in all of th{zug measures .

N .
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The Affiliation-Preference measure was intended to assess the

* impact of oweight an playmate choices more accdrat\ély.‘ The addition of

4 = &

this measure i8 clearly beneficial; it allows explora'tion of the role of

- . + . " 4 N . . . . 12
situational factors on weight preference and facilitates generalizations

+

. - 7
tb children’s real-life playmate choices better than the Preference 1

: probably -influential.

&

H

L

mea/sure.' "HJvever, the implications of even these findings for

children”s reésl-life interactions are‘,not clear. The task is still a

e & / ‘

"vastly o(re‘r-simplified version of real playmate choices. Factors such

- a8 persc;nality, f;cial attractiveness, skill and intelligence are aiso
§

/ ; v

i
i

"e tact that Ybung,, &‘Avdu;j’a (1979) findings with videotapéd
be}xav‘ioral deviance par‘h}lel‘.thes‘e with an aEtractivé prop, isuggest:
s;me tgntative generalizations are'apptopriac‘e. Both sets of results:
suggest that clinical reporf; of f're.quentv socialz exclu:it'm‘_gn 'the basis
of weight (e.g. .Hi]:lna.ﬁ ,»r1989) nj.ay be W;’;&,‘;iﬂpllfﬁd. ) A;\?jn.xte et al

» )

, " (in press?‘'suggest;’ these occurrences seem rare in youn\g.children, and

might be eliminated by increasing the attractiveness of the overweight
' ' . - <

child on some~other dimension. sFuture researchers should determine if

these tasks accuratély reflect regl-life playmate choices, and ;rhicn

competing factors are most effective at reducing weaght-based
affiliation-preferences. Tt )
A second minor difficulty with the ;&gen; study is some mild

* e

mechanical interdependence between some of the scores. For example, the

-~ -

prefererice for normal weight and aversionsfor 5verve’ight scores are
- \ ’ . -~ ' : . ,%
based on some common item&. In addition, all. three trait attribution
{
- \ P N 1) *
'scores are related; the free négativity' Mems are subsumed by forced

S : / L '

"
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negativity, and those items not used to derive free negativity are used

t - -

to cal'cplite flexibility.. While statistical analyses suggest that the

_relationships are not strong enough to invalidate the results, totilly

ind¥pendent muu’tei are alwvays preferibl'e (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1983).,
Therefore, future reasearchers should devise ways of calculating these

. - .
fcores such that they ltilla represent the same concepts, but are

mechanically independent of each other. for instance, the free and
' I . B

forced negativity scores could emsily be individualized by having

‘ + . -
subjects completely re-sort the traits under forced choice conditions,
“

i

rather than simply re-soxting those assigned to both-figures.
lan

- The breuent ctudy'; results have ilpli‘&ntionl for understanding

'wejght attitude development. It appears that both cognitive and social
- ' >

' variables play roles in the development of these attitudes. It also

uﬁl‘ likely that the ;c'hm or catéxoriution ny;tu sight mske
child:e;: norre luucep;‘iﬁle to pro“celli;:g information on tize"buin of .
veight. The child may also be primed to deveiop s "like me/mot like me”
schema, vhiép readily interprets sdcial transuiissions about the
ovetveight’ "not like me"” person negativ{ly. In other words, the

de\;,elopne‘nt of nigative wveight attitudes might be part\ of normal

cognitive development. |
4 r

This conceptualization of the process is in contrast to the
. .

. v -
commonly held belief that such attitudes are the result of aboormal or *

¢ o

> L4

primitive thought processes. However, it does not ‘imply that n:Btive
attitudes about overveight are indomit able.mWhile inegativit:y/a/em

8 pre-
programmed, White & Rhodes” (1984) results would suggest that

i
flex'ibility*ig as well. Therefore, the normal process of weight

! N /A_\



attitude development may be a period of negativiMy, followed by
5

flexibility at a mqre advanced stage, : N

. L ' '

Thilmﬂ;erty‘ u{gselti that the persistence of negstive attitudes
about overveight into adoleAlcen‘ce and adulthood may be the result of
“"faulty"™ cognitive éevelop-_ent. This suggestion is in contrast to thf
results of previous studies on adult trait attribution pattern; (e.g.
.Boberu & Herman, 1980). As previously mentioned g hovever, there is

.

reason to believe that these atudies exaggerated extetﬁo.vhicb

adults characterize non-mesomorphs negatively.
1 . ‘

The process by which negat»iv‘ity fades and flexib(ility emerges is a

fascinating one. The results of White & Rhodes” (1984) trait

]

attribution study suggest that children come to realize that their

. ]
overveight peers can be good. . Hovever, Martin & Halverson’s (1981)

-

fchems theory might suggest the opposite. If sorting traits is truly

-}

the outcome of delf-concept development, then it may be that wvhat

children are really learning to accept is thit they themselves Tan be

bad. Finally, Piaget ougge.s_y@ that both might occur (Campbell, 1976)
Clearly, the relationship between self—éoncept and weight attitude

development should be /explox'ed further,
L

3 . "\
\ . .
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Amsh._é. Y. '
Mﬁ&h&mulmmmm'm

Exmn,}. ths.i 939.&3
Overvexght ’ Hﬁiial ) Ror-al
Standing Fighting Combing
Normal Overweight ngrvéiaht )
Swimsuit Standing | Cleanxng
Normal ‘Overieight lor:al* Vet
1v : Cleaning . Stealing
Overweight Over#eight Underveight
Skateboard Standing Caméra’
Normal Overweight Overweight
Standing ‘Standing Reading
Underveight  Normal Underveight
Svimsuit Shopping Party
0§erv¢ight Underveight Overweight
Bicycle Svimsuit Reading
Overweight Underwveight Underweight
Ball Reading Pruning
Normal Formal Overweight
Combing Eatinév' Standing
.Normal Overwveight Normal

" Snow. house Standing Swimsuit
Overweight Rormal Overweight
Guitar Swimsuit Standing
Overveight Overweight ‘Normal
Reading Guitar Cheas
Overweight Underweight Underweight
Groceries Mud \ Tennis

- i “

Normal Normal Overweight .

Combing Exercising =~ TV

Iten(Sex) Stapdard .
1(M) Overweight
Fighting
2(¥) ' Normal
: Vacuuming
3(?5 ‘Overveight
Stesling -
4(p) *Uud.néi;ht
Wagon
S(M) Normal
Standing
6(F) Normal
) Party
70w Dnderveight
‘ Wagon
8(M) Overwveight
' Raking
9(?)\~“‘ Overweight'
. ®  Combing
10(M) Overveiéht
e Snowman
11(F)  Normal
Standing
12(m) Normal
' lcndxng
JL3(F) Overweight
: ., Mud
14(M)  Overweight
) Weights
%
M = Male
F = Female

. Top = Weight Type

Bottom = Activity/Prop -

L3
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. . Appendix B
’ ’ ) i
| hite & Rbodes” (1984) Trait Atcributious Messure Liems
‘1tem " PRictuge “ Question
1 A test with an "A" - Someope slways does well on |
and s star on it tests in school. Would this ¥
: boy/girl, this boy/girl, or :
both boys/girls.do well on
- | tests ‘in school? '
2 " A boy/girl crying i Someone teased this boy/girl.
(Full body) - Who probably teased him/her:
this boy/g#rl, both boys/girls *
or this boy/girl?
3 A collection of " Who would like to play with
* non-sex—specific these toys? Would it be this
toys o boy/girl, this boy/girl, or
both?
4 S A boy/girl crying - Someone took his/her toy awvay. '
' ‘snd reaching out - . Who was mean and took the toy: )
(Pull bady) . - was it both boys/girls, this
boy/girl or 21- boy/girl?
5 A smiling boy/girl’ This boy/girl likes to, joke
: vith rosey cheeks and laugh a lot. Who is .
. (Pace only) -jolly? Is it this boy/girl,
<o - ‘ . this boy/girl, or both?
6 " Males:A tool bench Males:Somebody’s been touching
covered in tools Daddy“s tools, and he won’t ’
like it. Who was sneaky: is °
it both boys, this boy or .
‘- : this boy?
Femgles :A vanity Femsles :Somebody”s been
. . table covered in playing with Mom"s cosmetics,
) toiletries and she wn“t like it. Who's
T B ’ ‘ been sneaky: was it both girls
> *  -this girl or this girl?
7. A desk and s book This is a nice quiet place to
case go. Who would probably like
s ¥ ° to go to this quiet place:
this boy/girl, this boy/girl,
] C - or both? P
\ t ]
v
' /o : B



10

11

13

14

15

16

17.

A frowning boy/girl
crying |
(Face only)

¥
A large shopping

bag full to the
) top

A neat bedroom

@
Iy

W couch and TV

A boy/girl point-
ing and laughing
(Full body)

A baby lying on”

a blanket

A hand bolding
a box of crayons

A woman shaking .
her finger and
frowning
(Full body) °

A collection of
musical
instruments

" A room with toys

scattered around

.

84

This boy/girl is unhappy. Who
would be sad: would it be both
boys/girls, this boy/girl or
this. boy/girl?

Who c¢ould lift this heavy bag?
Who is stromg: is it this
boy/girl, both boys/girls, or
this boy/girl? ’

Someone slways keeps their
Toom veéry neat. Whose neat

" room is this: 1s it both

boyw/girls, this boy/girl’s,
or thid boy/girl s? . -

Someone likes to watch TV. 1Is
it this boy/girl, this boy/
girl or both?

This boy/girl is teasing. some~
one. Who is being teased: 1I's
it this boy/girl, both boys/
girls or this boy/girl?

Who would like to hold and
cuddle this baby? Who“s af-
fectionate: this boy/girl,
this boy/girl or both?

Who would say “thank you~
when given the crayons? Who's

polite: is it this bqy/girl,

this boy/girl,or both?

Mother is angry. Who was
naughty and made mother angry?
Was ‘it this boy/girl, both
boys/girls or this boy/girl?

Who would like to play with
these musical instruments:
this boy/girl, this boy/girl "
or both boys/girls?

Some boy;/gifls are lazy and
never help clean up. Would it
be both boys/girls, this boy/

girl, or this boy/girl?




18
‘19

20

‘A large gift-
" wrapped box -

A siok with soap
‘4nd water

A theater with a
wolf on the pcreen

-85
w i
Who likes to give presents? I~

Is it this boy/girl, both
boys/girls or. thio-boy/gitjl?(

Some boys/girls like to keep .
clesn. Who is clean: is it:
this boy/girl, this boy/girl,
or both boys/girls? -

~ Some kids are afraid of scary
.movies like this one. Who

would probably be afraid:
Would it be this boy/girl,
this boy/girl or both? .

L)
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Goldschmid & Bentler's (1968) Concept ‘Assessment
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NAME OATE o f _
DATE OF BIRT™H AGE N SAX t |’ s
SCHOOL ouo{ ¢
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< COMMENTS L il
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~ ! {A) TWO-DIMENSIONAL SPACE !
1" ITEM DIRECTIONS VERBAL INSTAUCTIONS RESPONSE  |SCORE!
™) Bulld 2 rectengier, guch wieh § Mocks of wood. 4 . .
rectangles sying what | ds. ’
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doss o
"E If the sobpoct suvs they are both the sme. siv \'a.hy-hﬁ!h--n
. ond go on o (1),
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o E Demonstvave 10 suiject by poinsing thee they sre they ase both the same.
\ she sume, shew, whe S agrees. go on 10 (1]): -
1. 2uesqe Toke 2 addivionat borks, seving:’ Look. | o puiting chase blacks hve.
- rctage Thew. v Now ol sme. 15 thare 98 avach woed hery
thevy, o¢ doss one hove mene!
X $ Record. Them stk why? & ' :
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! ) DIrCTIONS VINBAL MITRUCTIONS AgwoNn_[scone]
| Puraietoggeups | [0t ¢ apg cupe im o Wregiee ding sbout 4 mches
._# ry™ -:.Ib‘doh-.:un-h , e .
comusponding posifon: el ¢ 8 sreight '
e, saying: Wosah wht | do. Y "
] Mot fuivhrd, v Now, | want you 0o put sash v of e
1 \ o Oooo O SN ate e gup S RExt 48 &
3
; Rewove cpes from cups. . .
» POFP9T
. ! : !
N s .
. : 0 oapm.oggoups | Reworw che rem B of agy et cope. bt spvand )
. out cupl (6 inche) sport] sud mive g claser
: » . - mgether 12 inches ot saying’ Watsh what | 6. h-g .
s bws mory
' Thon, quk. 4 Now_ ke thee & many gl @ sgge oF asv J——
. - : it oy A thomn D
. ' Revord, show ast: \ Woy”
i ” s m - ¢
!? ? ? ? ? M ’ . .
E [
N - .
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(C) SUBSTANCE
1 2oqenl bl Make 1o geunt baid of Wiry dok {each Age. /. Jeying | Hame ame twe ball of ploy dob. Thoe s the
. - . sy somount 60 ploy okl in coch Suil.
. , zuhﬁ‘_&\thn.ﬁ
p ‘ deh in »in L X J
s - ll:’;:nmmnmn-n.pd ) h-hn‘-l? -
QO O» ,
’Q‘ 1Y the maljoct says one ball & luvger. sey u‘-&-h—.l-“-
E Watie bit suoy fonm this sun and sdding
LS . ¥ 0 thot one,
. Convinne 0 atiunt she two balls unil s sebjort New, la Shuny & wnsh gloy dob in fhis oo
v ! g’ . syt thay @ she soma. win gy ow? s -
: ) ]
B bl v poncake Flotton ows ball ineg ¢ 14 inches in L ] ;
‘--r--_uﬁ& _ Watsh what § do. :-%l--d‘n.hn Same ) )
® ! e s puis. .. ssmmene O] -
. 3 R " foos mare (| —
Whon fnishod ast Now, s ther & mach ploy $ob ja Shiy oo
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R Plave the rws borge glosyt Mliod ° 3
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