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. ' ABSTRACT
The Role of 'Cognitive Development and Parental Factors
in the Development of Attitudes About Weight ™
* . Linda Rhodes, Ph.D.’ l . , .
Concordia University, 1988 . . ! -

The first goal of the present study was to identify sex {T
differences and developmental.trends in children's attitudes
about weight. The second poal was to identify factors which L

contribute to the development of these attitudes; the “
rnfluence of cognltlve development and parental factors was {
'exam;ned._ Measures of children's use of weight as a . .
categorization dimension, weight prefere;ces, and traitﬁ
attrlbutlons on the basis of weight were admlnlstered to 256 ¢
boys and girls in kindergarten ‘through grade 6. Chlldrenkln
grades klndergarten through grade 3 were also given Goldschmld
& Bentler's (1968)’Concept Assessment Klt - Conservation.
Fifty—one mothers submitted completed questionnaires on past
and present parental weight‘etatus‘and“maternal attitudes © ' \
" about welght ‘
There were several developmental trends: the number of\‘
‘body responses declined with age; the number of positive
“ attributions to the normal weiqht’figure decreased; the number.
‘ of shared attributions increased; and’ the number of normal - o v
weight preferences in a normal weight/underweight selection
: task.also increased. The results of the regression analyses
‘ predicting children's attitudes suggested that the child's ‘

“ . P ~ .

level of cognitive development accounts for some of the

variance explained in the deve}opmental trends.
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'With respect to sex "differences, girls made more
underweight‘ch01ces in an underwexght/éﬂerwexght preference
task and more normal weight choices -in a normal‘§.
welght/overwelght preference task. Preferences were

lnﬁluenced by maternal varlables such as a maternal hlstory

'_‘,\.,.«

‘of overweight as well as by cognitive devexppment.

The majority of boys and girls at all of the grade levels

a\
I

expressed a preference fcr 'an overweight playmate pictured

w1rh,a relevant toy versus a normal weight playmate without a
toy. .
5 <

The results were interpreted as modifying notions of the

existence of a global négative attitude toward overweight

.

children, expressed in all situations. Instead, children seem.

to gradually adopt the view thaﬁ QVerweight peérs can possess

good qudlities, but are to be pitied for their condition.

.
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. R . .
The purpose of the present study is to‘%gplore the .,
development of children's éptitudeg about weight. The first -

goal is to investigate developméntal trehds and sex. .
difﬁerences in specific aspects gf children's weight \
attitudes. The second goal is to expiére the ﬁrocééges which
conttibdte to the development of these a;titudes. ‘

t . *
The past 10 to 15 years have been marked by an increasing

}nteregt in childhood Pbesity. This interest haé grown‘;ith\
réseafch indicating that chiidhood obesit§”predicts later:‘
obesity (e.g. Zack, Harlan, Leaverton & Coroni-Huntley, '1979)
and may-b; associated g}th later health pnpblems((e.g. Lauer,
‘Connor, Leaverton, Reiter & Clarke, 1975). In’adé%ﬁion to the
medical implications, thene.fs also concern~that'obesity
.seriously affects the quality of children's lives (e.g. LeBow,
1986). o © ¥

g
The bulk of past research on the social implications of

.

qbesity‘has taken two forms. One approach was to interview

Y

Y

obese adults and children about the conseqhences of-obesity in

daily life (e.g. Allonm, 1979, Millman, 1980). While tﬁese
clinical réports prSduced valuable insights into the social i
stigma of obeéity, their validity was quest}onable.\‘

The second wayxfesearcheré have studied the social
implications of obesity has been to measure normai/weightﬁ
children's awareness of wdight éategories. trait'éttfibugioﬁs
by weight type and preferences for séecifié weight groups in
children., These studies have shown that children as youn§ ase

/3 or 4 years of age are awaré of weight and use the dimension

o
~

0 ‘ T .
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e

to categorizeror match (eug..ﬁpite,'nauro & Spindler,. 1985);
: R - .. .o T i %
that children as young as 5 years of age éxpress a slight . o

preference fof‘normal.weight or. an aversion to overweight

-

. fxgures (e. g. ‘Lerner & Gellert, 1969; dﬁerner &. Schroeder, S

. 1971a; Lerner § Korn, 1972- Lerner, Karabenlck 5 Mexsels,-;. N !

r -
.

1975 Young & Avdzej. 1979) and that chlldren 6 years of age

and older tend to attrlbute p051tbve tralts to normal weIght \

b

,and negatlve traits to overwelght or underwelght peers (e.g: !
Caskey & Felker, 1971; K1rkpatr1ok & Sanders,*1978, Lerner, ‘
1969a; Lerner & Korn, 19723 Lerner' & Schroedet,. ;971b; ) A

‘Staffieri; 1967, 1972; Young &‘Atdzej,‘197§). .

. P . 4
. However, recent reviewers (Woody, 1986; Jarvie, Lahey, Lo
. ~ " “ - )

" Grazlano & Framer, 1983) have suggested ‘that the results of

5

F .
these studles are questlonablek - Some ' common or1t1c1sms . “

0

1nclude the ‘lack of studies asse551ng developmental trends and

. 'sex dlfﬁerences, the use of -a rigid forced ch01de trait T
. ; ) a

/ attribution paradigm, and the use of an unreliaylﬁlézpe R
dimensional measure of preference. in‘other‘words, arly .-

preference and trait attribution measures may have encouraged

o 14
* . .

subjects to respond in a. negatlve or "stereotyped" mapner -

Ay

@ + .b . .
toward the overweight- gtimuli. o~ ,r¥f7

< ° .. ¥ .e.. s ‘- b ’
The present study takes these cnltlcrsms into account by

Jaddlng a new free cholce tf%zt attrxbutlon tadk and a two. " e
! .

d1mensxonal measure of preference. These improvemenbs/allow -
1]
chlldren with no negatlve attltude about overwelght peers to
.

Id

" demonstrate it by attributing tralts "to both stimu11 or by

using anotper dimension as a basis for their peer preferences. .

Y o
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.Thus, it.is" hoped that the itpg;oved‘measures used in the

. s

- present stndy‘willdmore accurately reflect how cﬁildren'see

)
he 3

their overveight-peers. ' i ce .

4

-

. ] The exoiueiveafocus"on trait attribution and 'peer

pieferenceé used in early studies now seems narrow. While
<= early researoh on'person perception fotussed on ideas people

Have“about-others, newer studies have also explored the social
and mental processes which contribute to these peroeptlons

~(Hamllton, 1979). One obvious social factor which has been
1mpllcated in the development of other social attltudes (e g:
Serbln, 1980) is _the attltude held by the society as a, whole,
and the chlld 's parents ln part#¢éular. .At tﬁe present time,
there_is"no evidenceilinking parents' and children's attitudés
rabout we;ght. However, there ls con;TEerable evidence that
adults also have negatlve attitudes about overweight (Dibiase

& Hjelle, 1968, Lerner, 1969b Roberts & Herman, 1980

Spigelman & ﬁchultz, 1980 Wells & Siegel, 1960). Therefore,

'

reeeq;chers have speculated that children may adopt some of

thetr parents' attitudes about weioht (e.g. Woody, 1986). As
a result, the contrlbutlon of parents attitudes about weight

h‘\}he development of chlldren 8 att;tudesa&s explored in the

presenf study. , ¢’ . e

4 -

‘a@ .{/. y A second process variable which has been recently

impliceted'in the development of -children's social attitudes
*lis cognitive development (e.g. Livesiey & Bromley, 1973;

¢ Martin. & Halverson, 1981).' A recent study by Rhodes & White
Q ..

319&5) deﬁonstrated that both Piagetian'stage level-and

. ' - \ - ' , L2
.




;. Halverson (1981) contribute to the development of some
’ ‘ ~-att1tudes about welght. However, this earlier study was

conducted on a small sample with a restricted age range. ' The

' present\study aétempts to expand understanding of the

¢

relationship between cognition and weight attitudes in. a

b
L

iarger study within a cross-sectional developmental design

usifhg regression techniques.

A ) -
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1 . Background

- . ‘ ¢

. The review of the literature is divided into two major

sectione. The first section, Weight Attitudes,—describe$°the

. importance of research on children's attitudes about Qeignt in

i general, and the need for further research"at the present \ L
time. It also includes a critical evalnation of past research

on weight awareness, preference, aversion and attributions to

overweight versus normal weight by children‘and adults. Of
particular relevance to the present study is evidence of

gender and developﬁental‘differences in such attitudes.

The second secfﬁon, Weight Attitude Development, reviews

: , L
various theories of attitude development as they relate to the

development of weight attitudes. Cognltlve-developmental

f

theory and social-learning theory are emphaslzed. Examples

from the 11terature on the relationship bfocognitive
development and gender~a;3Ttudes are reviewed as, to date,

these theories have not been tested for attltudes about
overwelght. L.

- : ,"

. ‘Weidht Attitudes

Vet e

Why Study Attitudes About Weight?

The study of attitudes about weight has beenﬂmotiveted by
the belief that obesity negatively affects the qnality of
s ) children's llves, and an adequate understanding of such
attltudes is necessary to be able to help obese children cope
with their condition. .
The telief‘that overweight is a.negative condition is

;supported by a large bodi of sociological work which attests




+

to the stigma or social ‘disgrace associated with overweight in

North America (e.g. Cahnman, 1968;' Sobol, 1984a). While the
negative evaluation of overweight is thought t& be pe:vasive,
it is often describe§ as particdlarly burdensome for women
(e;g; Gordon &DTobiag, 1984) and members of lower soéial
classes (e.g. Schwa;tz,’lQBh). At ledst part of the negative
evaluation of obese persons séems to be due to their ﬁerceived
responsibility for ‘their condition (Maiman, ﬁang, Beckeal
Finlay & Simonson, 1979). | ‘

H Empiripal work by sociologists confirms.that this geﬁeral
disgpproval of ovgrweight in our society applies to overweight
children as well. A series ofd?tudies'(DeJong, 1980; Goodman,
‘Dornbusch, Richardson & Hastorf, 1963; Mathews, & Westie, %966;

. Dedoné, 1980{ Richardson, Goodman, Hastorf & Dornbusch, i961)

! | on child ‘and adult preferred rankings gor children with

.. varioﬁs disabilities revealed that an obese child is

consistently evaluated less positively than children with more

¥

functionally disruptiye and dramatic disabilities (i.e;
crippled children, children with facial disfiguremenés). The
_/f ‘ ~ results of DeJong's (1980) study of high school girls
L . - confirmed that negative evaluations of overweight resulted
wnen the subjects believed the overweight people were
responéibie for their weight.
‘ Some writers have suggested that the negative effects of
overwéiqht have been exaggerated. For eiample, aithough
writers Ford & Beach\(1951) wrote that ."extreme corpglence...

e - . - .
in either sex tends to lessen the'iﬂdividual's sexual a




N ‘ : : 7
att:activenéss" (p.&é}, Sobol (1984b) found little demographic
evidence that obese ind%viduals tend to‘}émAin singie, have
more sexual or marital probiem§ or become divorced m&re oftéhn
than normal weight people. 'Similarly,'others“have found that
the negative traits aftributed to anonymous ovefweight figures
are not systematically attributed to overweight friends
(Lawson, 1980; Sallade, 1973). .
However, there‘is some experimental evidence that

overweight people are actually treated differently by others

‘as a function of their weight status. The few studies

"conducted on overt discrimination suggest that young

overweiéht adults are less likely to attend prestigious

.

American colleges {Canning & Mayer 1966), less likely to be

accepted as tenants (Karris, 1977), and less likely to be

recommended for jobs (Larké® & Pines, 1979).

The negative effects of overweight are also borne out‘by
ipgerviews of overweight childrén and adults by researchers
(e.g. Allon, 1979; Monello & Mayer, 1963) and popélar writers
(e.g. Chernin, 1981; Millman, 1980). These authors present
compelling portraits of what it is like to grow up overweighta_’
in North America. The overweight-;hbjects inéérviewed
repeatedly refer to their shame, ﬁumiliation and disgrace.

They speak of having lost social and occupational ___

opportunities because of their weight, but their self-esteem

‘is:so low they tend to consider the discrimination

x1
“

approbriatg.
4

Empirical studies of body- and self-esteem in overweight
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' Review of Past Research

~

children and adults élso suggest that overweight has a
negative effect on the development of these céncepts.
Overweiéht children and adults are consistentlyureported to
dislike their bodies more than do normal weight peoélé (e.g.
Pearlson, Fluornoy, Simonson & Slavney, 1981; Stunkard & Burt,
1967). S unkard-& Mendelson (1961) descrlbed thls negative
évaluatlon £ thEII bodles as part of "an Qverwhelmlng
preoccupatlon with one's obesity, often to the exclusion of
any other personal characteristic (p.328)". 'Theroafore{!5 it is
not surprising that researchers have found that self—esfeem
also suffers in some overwei;ht people. While young children
appear to have intact.-self-esteem (Lawson, ;980; Wadden,
Fostér, Brownell & Finley, 1984), by early adolescence
overweight adolescents begin to make more negative self-
évaluations than normal-weight adoléscents (Hammar, Campbell,.
Campbeli; Moores, Sareen, Garies & Lucas, 1972; ﬁ;ndelson &

»

White, 1985; Sallade>“1973; Worsley, 1981). B

el
4

Society's attitudes about over%eight have wide ranging
effects on the lives of obese children. These attftudes have
long been considered worthy of study. 1In the past,
researchers have explored.several distinct aspects of
attitudes about weight. These three areas are: . children's
awareness of weighf as a social category, their preferences

for weight types, and their weight-based trait attributions.

Schema develobment or categorizing by weight. In

general, the literature on, the developmeﬁt of a schema or
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mental categpry for weight suggests that such a schema exists
by the age’ of 3. It also appears that the tendency to use
that gchémaqrather than an activity schema to categorize peérs
declines between 3 and 10 years of age, and tﬁére are no sex

differences in weight schema development. s

) ‘
Children mustfgave some type of meﬁtal structure for a \
concept in order to haQe any feelings or thoughts about itl
G(Vauégh, 1978). Therefore, it seems logical thatlﬁhe first

step in developing attitudés about weight must be an awéreness;'"°
of yérious ’de types. Early researcherégattemptgd to .
demonstrate that young children 'were aware_of body type’ ' //
differences by showing that they could correctly identify // '
their own body or welght types. Several studies found that -/
while older chlldren could identify their own weight group . //
(e.g. Kagan, 1966), most 5 to 7 year old children could not ///
identify their own weight or body type (Lerner & Schroeder;//
1971a; Lerner & Korn, 1972; Staffieri, 1967; Young & Avdzej,

1979). Ironically, these same studies found body type ot'

weight-based preferences, aversions and trait attribugfén
/

/

patterns. ' ' S/
Since one must be aware of -weight in order tq bossess

such preferences—;nd aversions, this is a confu51ng set of

findings.- However, there are several reasons, to believe that

iaentifying one's own weight or body type may be a distinct

task from deimonstrating awareness of otheté' weight or body

type.‘ First, identification of own wgight may simply be a s

more difficult task than identifying the weight type of




activity or no known dimension. They found that even 3 year

. « i " o -
others. ‘Many studies have found that mést adults do pot ‘ -
estimate their own weight accurately (e.g. Gray,’197;: Kallen
& Doughty, 1964; Pearlson et al,~1981;\Pirie, Jécoﬁé, Jeffrey
& Hannon, 1981; Stewart & Brook, 1983). Secondly, others have
suggested that a lack of awareness of yoﬁr owniweight status
might serve defensive functions (éisher, 1986; Monéllo &

Mayer, 1963). h ‘

A study by Lerner & Gellert (1969)‘confirms that the
identification of one's own and the awareness of others'
w;ights are distinct processes. Théif study“compares 5 year
0ld children's abilityito identify the photograph they "most .
lookllike", with their ability to identify peeré who look like
each of the three photographs. They?ﬁoundvthat while only 24§
of tze children could correctly identify their own body tyﬁe,
most of the children could accurately match their peers to
photographs. Thus, it appears that identification of their
own weight is not an accurate measure of childrégzs general
awareness of weight categories.

More recent evidencelusing-é different task confirms that
very young children can distinguish differences in weight type

(ﬁhite et al, 1985). They gave 3 to 1l yeér old children the '

opportunity to match drawings of'peers on the basis of weight,

old children made 37% of their matches by weight. Their

" results were replicated in a subsequent study by Rhodes &

White (1985). Therefore, even by the age of 3, children must

possess a rudimentary schema for weight. They must have such
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a structure in order to differentiate the drawings by weight,

whicL in turn allows them to matﬁh by that dimension. =¢"
These two mdst recent studies also yield the only data
available on.developmental and gender differences in #.
children's awareness of weight. White et al (1985)‘¥ounﬁ tha§
the choice to matéh by weight réf%er than activity declined

with increasing age. The 3 and 4 year olds matched by weight

significantly more than all the others, ang the 10 and 11 year

olds matched by weight significantly less than the others.
There were no sex differences. Rhodes & White (1985) also

» \
found no sex differences in the tendency to match stimuli on

the basis of weight. The present study is a replication of
this earlier. work on using weight as a cajegorization
dimension.

. Preferences. 1In general, the results of past studies on

weight preferences suggest that there is a slight preference-
for the normal weidht, or perhaps noneoéerweight, figure and
that this preference is present by the age of 7. in
addition,.theyuﬁggpngly suggest there is an aversion toward
the o&erweight chiiﬁ present By the-age of 6.) No
developmental différenéeilin these attitudes appear to exist
between thenage of onset a;d 20 &ears of age. There is some
evidence girls have a stronger preference for tLe non-

overweight figure or aversion for thé overweight figure than
KN

-

boys.
Once children have some sort of mental structure for

weight, it might be expected that they would begin to develop
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feelings about various weight categories. These feelings ma
be measured as preferences or averéions for particular weight
groups. ;These concepts have been measured in two different
ways. The most common method involved asking children which
of three different weight stimuli they would prefer to "look
like". The seéond ﬁethod involved using a social distance
measure. In these studies, children were asked to indicate
how close they would like to be to figures of varying weighés.

‘The resulté of studies conducted using the "look like"
paradigm consistently reveal a pgeference for normal weight
figures' and an aversion for overweight figuges( Two of the
'Farliest studies were conducted by staff%fri (1967; 19%972). 1In
one study of 90 boys from ages 6 to 10, he found a clear
preference for the normal weight figure in éubjects 7 years of
age and older. 'In a second study, the subjects were 60 girls
from ages 7 to 11. . Again, girls.preferred to look 115e the
normal weight §igure.\ The preference for normal weight
figures in subjects over the age of 5 or 6 was also‘obtained'
in two later studies of 5 to 20 year old.subjects (Brenner &
Hinsdale, 1978; Lerner & Korn, 1972).

In another study, Lerner & Gellert (196?{ asked children
‘ahout whom they wodld "least like to look like" as well. They

s \

féund thag kindergarten.boys and'girls chose the overwéight
figure as the one they did not want to look like significantly
more than the otﬂer two body types. This aversion for the
overweight figure was“subsequeﬁtly replicated i "later studies

| of kindergarten children (Lerner & Schoeder, 1971a), and 5 to

-
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20 year olds {Lerner & Korn, 1972)

o

' . Similar results have been obtalned using the social
distance paradigm. Lerner {1973) found that boys and girls in
ggades 1 to 3 left more“space beéweeb thg self figure and the ,
overweight figure ?han between %he self figure and underweight

or normal weight figures. Only the kindergarten children did

}
-

not allocage more space to the overweight figure. This
avergion for the'oveiweight figure was later replicated in two /
- studies of Amerlcan chlldrep (Lerner, Karabenlck & Meisels,
' * '

1975 Lerner, Vennlng & -Knapp, 1975) and two studles bf

Japanese children (Iwawaki, Lerner & Chihara, 1977;: Lerner,

- Iwawaki & Chihara, 1976).

Several of these studies -used wide enohgh age ranges to
provide information.on def?loémentéi changes in children's
weight ﬁ}ngerences. In general, there appear to'be.no ;
developmental .changes in weight prefereﬁcés,following the

onset of clear preferences and aversions. There were no

o5

¢ developmental changes in subjects ﬁ}ready possessing a clear

preference for normal weight or aversion fqor overweight in
_ Staffieri's (1967; 1972) studies of elémengary)school age;
children.” The sociai¢dist§nce studies conducted by Lerner and
his coyleagpes'dewawaki et al, 1977; Lerner, 1973; Lerner et . .
} al; 1976; Lerner, Kargbenick & Meisels, 1975; Lerner & Korn,
1972; Lerner, Venning & Knapp, 1975) are more difficult to § .
interpret. They all reveal oné large increase in -distance
between the self and ovgrweight figures occurring aftef

Kindergarten or grade 1. This effect seems to represent the
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bq?/et of weight pref'erﬁnces. .

Two of the aforementioned studies yielded "data on sex
d%ggerences‘in weight preferences and aversions. In their _
study“of:kindérgarten boys and girls, Lerner & Gellert (1969)

£51ind thatﬁfﬁe girls had a strdnger desire to look like
.,-«*,

,non-overwexgnﬁ'flgures than boys. Similarly, Rhodes & White

(1985) found that 4 to 8 year old girls tended to choose non-
overwelght flgures more than boys.

L]

These earlky studles on preference using the "look like"

and social distance paradigms raise a number of methodological

issues. In a sense, the "look like" paradigm may not directly

reflect social preferences or aversions -and may be confounded

by the child's own body type. The reliability of both types
of measures is also questionable. Although reliability.is
always an issue in stugies uging child subjects, it ig
particd%arly pertinent here for two reasons. First, the’
subjecggzwere exceptionally young; more studies used a
kindergarten age group than any other single group. ‘Second,
the tasks consisted of only one or two prgference or aversion
choices. Two 6f the three studies which Qad subjécts repeat
the task a second time repotrted the reliability of responsés.
*thile Lerner, Karabenick & geisels (1975) found their
subjéézs, particularly the older ones, were generally
reliable, Lerper & Schroeder (1971a) ‘found only 50% of theff
subjects were relfgﬁle. Even those studies which repeated the

‘task, did so with the same stimuli. Thus, while short term

reliability may have been adeguate, the extent to which

L
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idiosyncratic cﬁanecteristics of the stimuli elicited the

responses can not be assessed. As a reeult; the
generalizability of the results is questionable:

In addition, tbefnature of the tasks may have forced the
subjects to be unnaturally rigid or oversimplify a more
complex value system. ‘ In all of the studies, subjects were
a;ked to choose only one of two or three bod§ types. ‘?hisg
.otocedure allowed the expe&imenters to-identify oniy-the most
‘Preferred and most aversive figures; the possibility that.
which figures were paired miéht affect whidh figute was >
prefefred or found aversive was‘not explored. Similarly,othe
data obtained from one-dimensional measures of preference is
very limited, because the child.was forced to make weigbt—
based preferences. The 11ke11hood of using welght as a basis
for gteferences can not be assessed.

Two studies have” manipulated more than one stimulus.
dimension in this manner.’ In other words, they explored
factors which mediate the effect of weight dnadetermining
preferences. Young & Avdzej (1979) assessed the relat%ve .
imoortance of behaviour and weight. Their subjects were 108
boys and girls in grades 3 through 5. They showed each'
subject two videotapes of an adult and Chlld 1nteract1ng.

Some of the videotapes featured ‘an obese boy, while others
featured a normal weight boy. In/addlt}on, he was depicted as
obedient or disobedient. 'Afterwarde, subjects were shown
photos of these boys and asked to peint to the one they

+« "wanted to play with", In keeping with research u51ng other
Fr P i
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| - |




g

paradlgms. when the behavrour of both boys was. normal, the

3

normal we1ght boy was selected as a playmate more often than

the obese boy. However, when an obedient obese boy and a

. disobedient normal weight boy were compared, the obese boy was

-

preferred: These flndlngs were independent of age and sex. ‘
* The res:its of a recent study by Whrte‘et_al (1985)

support -Young &yg\dzej's (1879) finding Ehat'avérsion for
overweight_may be modified by other factors. White et al
(1985) stndied the relative'importance~o; an attractrve prop
and.weight in children's playmate preférences. They asked 3
to. 11 year old children to-choose with whom they w1shed-to do
a partlcular act1v1ty. In each case, they chose between an

overwelght peer with the act1V1ty related prop and a normal

[ T

. weight peer with no prop. They found . that prop—based

responses were made three to four' t1mes more often at all

ages.! 'However, theY‘also found that girls, regardless of aJe,

mad more.welght -based responses than boys. Girls-chose to

-

- - q

pla w1th the propless normal we1ght, same-sexed pe€er more
of&‘h than boys. S o

Thus, it appears that preferences for various:.weight ' .

groups are mediated by at least two other‘factors. As such,

current research should include a, measure which glves chzldren

7

the oppprtunity to make preferences on the basis of other

_d1mens1o 8/ as well as 1mprov1ng the rellab1lity of* more

trad1t10na1 preference measures. The preference measures used ~

1

in the present study were designed to meet both these

objectives.

»
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Trait attributions. A similar review was undertaken of

-
~ . N b

-etﬁdied'on how children attribute traits to peers of varyihg

Fod
Y

N P . \ "
weights. .In general, the resulée of these studies suggest
" that both boys. and .girls attribute negative traits to

% 7 oﬁerweiéht figures and positive traits to normal weight

figures. . There is_ some indirect evidence that girls have more
- |

#

faworable attitudes toward underweigﬁt figures. The evidence

" for developmental changes'isaequfvocal, and may be the result

-’

of methodological problems with the parq@}gm used in‘these
studies. :

-7 ;Earl} researéhers referred to the study of children's ‘
. weight—bésea traitoattribﬁtions’as "stereotyping". They'i
typlcally‘used a forced choice trait attribution paradlgm.

. - Chlldren were asked to attrlbute a set of traits or adjectives

. ' “go one of three srlhouettes,,photographs or drawings

répresentrng normal weight, overwelght and underwelght sa&e-

e;x peers. Thgge reseerggers attempted to demonstrete'the

existence of a stereotypeﬁfor eacﬁ body type (e.g. Staffieri,
- . 1967 1972). 1In other wordé, they expected to find e

- r ‘ i
con51stent set of positive and negatlve tra:ts attributed to

.

eachfbody Eype. However, the results of these early studles

‘ ‘did not‘support'thls expectation. One reason may be that each
~s ' " trait ﬁas not been studiéd often enough to judge whether it is -
} ‘ ) éellably assocxated with one of the three body types. ~In a
sample set of five studies in the area, ‘only 34 of 123 tralts

" used were studled more than three tlmes. Furthermore, even

Riiife whlch had been studied more than three tlmes had not
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been attributed to the same weight group each time. - K
v Therefore; it appears that there is no evidence that children
o . have specific trait stereotypés about weight. | |
One way to make sense of studies using many different
traits is to compare the attribution of posxtive and negative
traits, rather than specific traits, to each weight group

o .
across studies. Taking this approach, the results clearly

support the existence of a negatlve attitude toward ‘ ,
overwelght. All of the studies found that subjects of va:ied
socio-economic levels, cultures and wexghts assigned negative

traits to the overweight figure'and pogitive traits to the

normal weight fiqure most often (Caskey & Felker, 1971;

Coun;s, Jones, @rame, Jarvie & Strauss, 1986; Jchnsoﬁ &

Staffiér;, 1971; Kirkpatrick & Sanders, 1978, Lawqpn. 1986; ' .
Lerner & Korn, 1972; Lerner & Pool, 1972; Staffierl, 1967;
Stager & Burke, 1982, Wright & Bradbard, 1980; Young & Avdzej,
1979). ’

Most of these studies alsp found that the underweight

, figure was evaluated negatively as well.- However, two studies
fou;d thaf the underweight figure was gvaluated.aé positivply

as the normal weight figure. The dis¢repant results obtained’
by thesé résearchers can be easily exéiained in tegms of their
samples. Both Staffieri's (1972) and Brenner & Hinsdale's g
(1578) samples were compééed entirel\_bf girls,owhereas the
above studies used mixeé saqples of\:sys and girls or only . —

\ boys. There is considerable evidence that societal standards

b .
for ideal weight are more stringent .for girls than boys {e.gq.




Millman, -1980); therefore, it is logfcal that girls would‘have
* a more positive view of underwelght figures. : . H
Several of these researchers examined thelr ‘data for sex.

differences. Four of them §irect1y analyzed the results of
their studies for sex differences. Lerner & Pool (1972),
Wright & Braéba;&\(l980) and Stager & Burke (198%) all :
reported no differences’ in boys and girls' trait attribution
patterns. Kirkpatrick & Sandere (1978) found sex,differeﬁces
in hpw some traits were attributed. However, they described.
these effects as negligible, comgared to those obtained by age,
‘and failed to fully describe the differing attribution
patterns.

] .
Some of these same studies also explored developmental:

° . ¢

trends in trait attribution. 1In general, ‘the data on

.

developmental'effects in trait attribution are much less

‘ consistent than the data on-sex dlfferences. There dre a

large number of studles which found no age differences in
trait attribution. For example, Staffieri (l&ﬁ7§<eompared
. trait attribution in grade 1 through 5 boys (1967) and grade 2
through 6 girle (1232;. In both.cases, no age differences
were obtained.‘ Two other studies of elementary school age

children confirm Staffieri's findings with respect to age.

Caskey & Felkerk1197l; studied 90 birls from grades l-throagh
\‘ 5 as subjects ueing most of Staffieri's adjectives. Trait
attributions were too random in graae 1 to be included in tﬁe
analysee. However, there were no age differences in the grade

2 through grade 5 children. Similarly, Lerner & Pool (1972)

’
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found no age differences in their'grade 4 through grade 6
gubjects._ ‘ 3

‘ One explanation for the lack of age differeﬁces in these
studles may be that the researchers simply did not study a
' wide enough age range of subjects. However, several studies
extéﬁding the age of their sample into adolesc:pce have also
failed to find age-differences. Lerner (1969a) .studied body |
A ?'type attitudes in 10, 14 and 17 §ear old ‘boys. Somewhat
) atfpically, ﬁe asked these 50 bo&s to atttibute traits to

? photqgfaphs of adult males of.the three bpdy'types. No.aée'

v differences were repérfed. Subsqgugﬁtly, Lerner and Korn
(1972). compared trait attribution éattérns in 5-6 year,olq
boys, 14-15 year old boys, and 19-20 year oldnyqpng men: They
were asked to assign 28 bipolar traits to dkawings of.male
peers. Once again, hg age effects were found. Finally,
Stager & Burke (1982) also found no age differences in their 9 ;
to 16 year old subjects. | '

These studles seem to 1nd1cate that body stereotypes are e

held by children from 7-8 years of age. through adolescence,

*with no developmental chapges.— Hb&ever, three other-studies
reported age Ehanges in attitudés toward norhai‘weight

"igureég\ Lawson (1980) tompared trait attribution in boys ang;
gitls in grades 2, 4 and 6. She reported that the overweight
figure was perceived equally unfavorably by all age groﬁpé.
However, between tqf ages of 8 and 9, the normal qeightﬁtigﬁre

became more positively perceived. Brénnef 5~Blnsda1e (1978)

compared trait attributions in 6, 15 and 19 year old girls and

. 5 ‘ k
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found the youngest subjects were more pogsitive toward the
ovetwéight figures than the two older groups. ’

| However, one study (Kirkpatrick & Sanders, 1978) found a
contradictory age trend; the 6 to 18 year old suﬁjects in
their étudy became less favorably disposeé to the normal
weight figure'with age. They supported Lawson's (1980)
‘findings that the overweight figure was perceived negatively
at all ages. However, in contrast to Lawson, they found that
the normal weight figure was perceived less positively at the
age of 13, and the underweight figure was perceived '
consistently moderately across all ages.

It is difficult to expléin these two opposite age trenéé.
It is equally difﬁiculg to e;plain the fact that these thrge
studies found age trends whfle’the‘preceding three studies
examining age trends in elementafy school  age and adolescent
children found no differences by age. Except for Lerner's
(1969a) study in whiéh children attributed traits to adult
figures, the metho@ology of'studies findini no age effects‘is
no different from those which .found age effects.

| One general explanation for these diécrepancies may be
éhat all of the studies on trait attribution are using an
unre;iablg_or invalid paradigm which is y%elding ambiguqus‘
results across studies. One'major issue, often mentioned in
relation to social attitude measurement, is the validity of

the forced choice paradigm (Jarvie et al, 1983; Singleton &

A '

. o, !
Asher, 1977). It is possible that forcing children to

“3ttribute each trait to one and only one fiéure results in an
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unnaturally rigid attribution pattern, more reflective of

-

knowledge of social convention thég,their owrmm attitudes about

a subject. Thus, there appears éo be a need for researchers -
to assess trait attributions based on weight using a free

choice paradigm.

Summary and Implications for the Present Study

- The preceding review of research on children's attitudes
about weight suggests the need fo¥r further research on
children's attitudes about weigﬁt for several reasons. First,'
there are a number of areas which require more studj. For
example, the awareness ES weight as a social category has only .
been examined in one study to date. There is also a need for
more.studies on deve10pmentaf and sex differences in all
aspects of weight attitude development. Secondly, the
methodological difficulties with thosé early studies available
render even their results questionable. For example,'the use
oﬁ\yery primitive, one-d}mensional preference measures and a
forced choice'tréit attribution paradigm are severe .
limitations to understanding these aspects of weight
atgitudes. B

Despite the\iimitations of the previous research, the

results do have implications for the design of the present
study. First, the fact that children appear to have a schema
for weight by the age of three, and somelweight preferences,
aversions and trait attribution patterna'by the age of 7 '
years, suggests the n;Ld to study elementiry school age

_ children in order to understand the development of these
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attitudés. Secondly, the'suggestion that there are ﬁ}abably
sex and developmental differences in weight attitudes suggests
the need for a design comparihg boys and girls at each grade

level. ~ ‘

,

The presenﬁ‘studyawas designed to add;ess these issues.
The subj?cts were bo§s and girls in grades kindergaréen "
through grade 6. New and improved measures of children's
weight ﬁttiti&des were used. Their awareness of weight was
measdred using White et al's (1985) method of comparing the
use of weight as a social category with the use of actfvity as,
a social category, rather than asking children to identify
their own weiéht type. Weight-based preferenceg were measured
using a preference measure‘composed of repeated tr}als where
the weights of stimulus—pairs—vary. White et al's (1985) two-
dimeﬁsional affiliation-preference measure was also used in'
order to obtain a mgasureoof the likelihood of using weight as
a basis for preferences, and to betéer approximate real—iiﬁe
preference judgements. Weight-based trait attributions were P :

measured using a new free choice measure.

" Weight Attitude Development

Yet another limitation of the literature on children's ‘
attitudes about weight is the lack of information on the
processes which contribute to the development of these

attitudes. Very few researchers have even speculated on the

- processes by which attitudes about weight are acquired, and

none have attempted to measure the effect of these influences.

One goal of the present study is to identify and measure
b )

L]




B A R T 210 B R S T & SRR ()
N - T A . 2oL T IO e d

L
&

factors contributing to the development of children's :
attitudes, apout weight. Therefore, a review-of some theories
and empirical research on social attitude development and
their possible reievance to the develoPment of attitudes about
weight is undertaken in this section.

Previous résearphers have speculated on three basic
factors which might influence the development of attitudes
about weight in children.° First, it has been suggested that
children learn to prefer certain wéight groups and have ideas
about those groups E; a result of their actual experiences
with individuals of vatying weights (e.g. Lerner & Gellert,
1969). Secondly, it has been suggested that childre9 learn
these attitudes as part of the "cultural lore" passed on by
thei; parents and other agents- of socialization (e.g. Goodman
et al, 1963; Lerner & Gellert, 1969). Thirdly, the o
interaction of socialiéation with cognitiye factoys has been
stressed (Lerner & Korn, 1972). The theoretical rationale and -
empirical evidence for each factor's influence is discussed

below.

The Effect of Learned Body-Behaviour Associations

One frequently suggested theory of social attitude
development is that children acquire their social attitudes
partly through %peir experiences with people (e.g. Vinacke,
1957; Kohlberg, 1968; Martin & Halverson, 1981).‘ In other
worcés, they learn to associate certain characteristics with
certain weight groups because they have seen people in those

r

weight groups exhibit those traits.
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The history of this theory with regard to attitudes about
weight begins with w;rk by Sheldon (1942). He hypothesized
that personaiity traits and body types were highly correlated.
Over the years, this idea pas received very little support. ,
While a few characteristics have occasionally been associated
with parﬁiéular weight categories (Kagan, 1966; Stewart,
1982), the résultsiwere not repliqated; studies were poorly
controlled and even positive results were not as roSust as
Sheldon (1942) would have predicted. Therefore, it seemé
unlikely that children could acquire either specific or
uniformly negative ideas about overweight or underweight
people through experience with individuals in those weight

_ groups.

The Effect of Socialization

. better;suppqrted theory is that children acquire thedr
attitudes through soci@l transmission. While the impact of
such a process on children's attitudes is very difficult to
meagure empirically, tpe following review suggests that theré
is theoretical and empirical evidence to support the influencé
of socialization on the development of children's atLitudes.
While there have been no empirical tests of such a
relationship between sbcialization and attitudes about weight,
-there is indirect support for the existence of such é a

relationship.

Social influences and attitude development. Social

transmission theories of attitude development suggest that

a

children éimply adobt the prevailing ideas in a ¢ulture or are

1
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directly taught what it means to belong to a:particular weight
category during the process of socialization. The broadest
theories, such as Bandura's (1969;1577) social learning
theory, see many potential sources of influence in the ch;ld‘s
world. The major point of Bandura's theory is that children
learn most of their'knowledge about the world through
observing and imitating éeople in their environment. Social
learning theory differs from learning tﬂzory in that children
are théught to acqﬁire observed behaviors by vicarious
processes.  In éther words, they can learn a behaviour gimply
by observing the consequences of .others performing the
" behaviour. . .

The theory of,modeling has good face\validity: everyone
can regall adopting ; point of view after hearing a high
status person voice the same opinion or learning a new
behaviour by watching someone else perform it. Bandura ;nd
many others have also empi%ically demonstrated that children
'imitate the behaviors of others. For example,oinlg§§3ura,
Ross & Ross' (1963) classic experiment chil&ren were found to
imitate the aggressive acts they observed being performed on a
bobo doll by an adult model. In Bandura's theory, the people
children choose to imitate are called models. While parenEs
and other important figures in the child's life are more
likefy to Hk‘imitated than others, Bandura stresses that
anybne children observe is a potential model. Thus, the
theory recognizes the role that friends and the media play in

transmifting the larger society's values to young °"ilq‘§;'

<
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In recent years, there haé been some support for the
notion that society has an influence on tﬁe'developmeni of
children's social attitudes. One way the society;s values are
B thought to be transmitted to children is through the media
. (e.g. Huston, 1983; Serbin,’1980). In recent years, the
‘f "influence of television on children has been studied o -
.~( extensively. While much of ;he research done to Qate has
tended to focus on children’s understanding of content (e.gf
+  Kunkel, 1987) and its effects on their behaviour (e.g. Potts,
Huston & Wrighg, 1986), thé&¥2 has been some recent attention

to the issue of the effect of television on children's ideas

and attitudes. 1In a recent review of this literature, Van Der

‘

» Voort (1986) notgd the following: there is a positive

' correlation between the time children spend viewing violent

A d

television shows and their positive feelings about aggression;
conversely, children who watched pro-black or pro-Jewish midi=

series' were later found to have more positive attitudes.

toward that racial group; and children whd watch more

typically sexist American television have stronger sex
Stereotypes. Obviously these findings do not imply a causal
relationship between children's exposure to the media and the
.development of particular attitudes and values; however; they :
do support a rélaﬁionship,between exposure to values and the
development of similar attitudes that is consistent with

/ social learning theory.(

Bandura's social learning theory is intended to explain

how all kinds of béhaviors are learned. In contrast, more

!
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sbecific theories on the social transmission oﬁ attitudes have

ﬁ%been developed. These theories typically emphasizé tce
1mportance of parental behav1our in children's adoption of
attitudes. -In Allport's (1954).c1assic book on the’
acguisition of ‘what he called "prejudice", he described how
children adopt their parents; values and attitudes in response°
to explicit or implicit teaching. The development of
prejudice was thought to occur more,dndirectly ihrcugh an
atmosphere created by the family. Allport (1954) stated that
the parénts' "mode of handling the child (disciplining,
loving, threatening) is such that the child cannot help
acquire suspicions, fears, hatreds that sooner or later may

_ fix on minority groups“‘(p.29;). According to this model, it‘
is only at pubertf and adolescence that more complex and
varied social influences seriously influence children's
attitudes. Thus, the~influence:of parental attitudes on the
development of pre-adolescent children's attitudes is
con51dered primary. o,

One area in which a great deal of work has been conducted
on the influence of parents is the development of attitudest
about gender. There is considerable evidencf of sex \
stereotypes in young children (see Lewis & ﬁeinraub, 1979).

'At the seme time, there'is a large body of work‘ upporting th
existence of sex‘stekeotyped attitudes in parents. For
example, in one often-cited study Rubin, Provenzano & Luria' T

(1974) asked parents to describe their newborn infants. ,They“

found that parents already described these babies in sex-typed
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teigg; girls were described as éofter and oore atéentive,-
while boys were deecriBed as stronger and better co-ordinated “a
despite the fact that the babies did not“seem to differ
behaviorally. Since parents have these. attltudes 80 early in’
the child's life, it. seems plau91b1e that chlldren would -
1ncorporate these parental attitudes into their ideas about
themselve; and the world. l . ’
However, the existence of sex—ryped attitudes in bth | .
children and their parents is not very solid grounds for
concluding that parents have transmitted these a}titudee to h
their childrép. Direct eyidenoe of a causal linﬁ between
parents aﬁd‘childreo's“attirudes is not ava%}able. However,
there is iodirect.eyidenee that sygge;ts children may have
acquired these attitudes through eocial learning. Evidence to )
support this theory comes from research identifyinéhparents'
differential behaviors toward sons and daughters. Researchers
have suggested that it is through this type of'éocia; 1ea}n§ng
that children learn about sex typing. , & A
There is evidence that parents behave'differenyly toward
boys and gifls. For example, researcﬁers have found that boys
are handled more roughly than glrls (Parke & O' Leary, 1975);
boys and girls are aesigned sex- typed household. chores ”
(Duncan, Schuman & Duncan, 1973) and boys are reinforced more .
for aggressive behaviour than girls (Maccoby & Jacklln, 1974)
Thus, it is clear that parents can be considered sex—gyped

models. 'While no-one has observed the modeling processtin°,

action, experts in the area have no difficulty accepting the

[y
-
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suggestion~that children model these sex-typed behaviors from
their patents. For example, Serbin (1980) concluded a review
of this. l1terature by statlng, "there ig, no doubt that
children do learn about Bex roles from parents by observing -
tnem, by questlonlng..: and by dlrect‘lnstructionf (p.68).

»Thus, it can befconcludedfthat there is some cdnsengus
rearding the sacial transmission of gender attitudes from
parents to their ,children. “

“

. Soclal influences: and welght attxtudes. While the

1nf1uence of societal and parental values on children's
attltudes about weight has begen repeatedly suggested (e.g.
wOody, 1986), there have been no emp1r1ca1 tests of this

4 4

hypothesis to date. Therefore, the present review can only

_evaluate the possibility that Society's attituydes about weight

arelcommunicated to children. One.necessary condition for a
social transmlssion theory of'peight attitude development is
that there must bé evidence that adults possess attitudes
about weight similar t0°those expressed by children. In.

genéral, the results of a review of the adult literature on

. attxtudes about _weight support the existence of attitudes like

those exh1b1ted by chlldren.

Adult studles on attltudes about ‘weight have explored
both preferences-and trait attrrbution patterns. Preference
has been measured by .asking adults which of three photographs
of .adults of varylng welght they.liked best or most preferred
to- look like. The, results of these. studies have been very

consistent; .researchers have tound a clear preference for the

/
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~normal weight figure, even wﬁén,the non-normal weight stimuli

presented are only very slightly overweight or underwelght
(e.qg. D;R}ase ¢ HJelle, 1968; Galper ' We1ss, 1975; Powell,
e Tutton & Stewart, 1974). ) ' .
{ ' The results of studles oh trait attrlbutlon have been
.equ;lly cpns%stent. "The typlcal paradlgm involves asking
a }ts.ié view figures of varyyng weights and rate themion a

. number of bipolar personality trait scales. As with the

earliest studies on trait attribution in children, the tesuits
of’tgéée studies do not suppor: the existence of a specific
begsdhality trait stereotype for each weight group. ‘Instead,
there seens to‘b; a general "negativity" towards non-normai‘

D) weight figurés{ negative traits are assignedgto'overweight and

> ‘upderweight frggres, while positivé traits are assigned to
the normal weight figure (e.g. Dibiase & Hjelle, 1968; Larkln
& Pineé;jl979; Lerner, 1969b; Litman, Powell & Siewart, 1983°
Roberts & Herman, 1580; Spigelman & Schultz, 1980; Strongman &
Hart, 1968; Wells & Siegel, 1961). The methodology of these
studies has béeg.cfit§cized for biasing‘the:results in a
'\ ﬂéga};ve directf&n c%:g. Jones,&uSignqll, 1971): However, the
’ basic finakhgs have been replicated in studies using a‘less
rigid procedure (e.g. Galper & Weiss, 1975; Lerner, Knapp &
"Pool, 1974), more subtle variations in weight categories (e.g.
Powell et al), 1974).and the use of stimhli varying on mére‘
than one dlmen31on (e. g Gascaly & Borges, 1979) Therefote,

it must be concluded that the flndlngs are at least reasonably

teflect;ve of adults' attitudes about wexgﬂt.

- S W{ Bn




These preferenées and trait attribht}on_pggpétnm~ife
éxactly ﬁﬁe same gq‘}hose observed in young children. The
results obtained ig studies of adults and children are also
consistent in terms of sex differences. Both girls (e.g.
Brenner & Hinsdale, 1978; Staffieri, 1972) and women (e.g.
Litman et al,-1983; Powell et al, 1974) évaluated‘thin figures >
more positively than boy5»and'men. Thus, it can be concluded ‘
that children could be léérn;ng tpeir attitudes from the

attitudes in their environment.

Igplﬁcations for the.present study. There seems to be at

leastApreliminary'support for investigating the relationship
between parents' and their'égildren's attitudes about weight.’
The present study was designed as a preliminary explo¥ation of
this relationship. i
Since there is no, previous work on pafentai attitudes
about weight,.measures were derived on the basis.of the’
previous literature on_ahult attitudes about w;ight. The o
findings obtained with thesq measures seem robust, and the
fact that negative attitudes were discovered suggests that
there was no social desirability bias operating. However, one
limitation of previous work is that only parents' preferences
anq fxait attributions were examined. There Qefe no data

collected. on the adults' own weight status-and history.

Furthermore, the measurement of‘prefetences and trait

- - attribution patterns alone seems overly simplisfic for
representing adults' attitudes. Most‘new work 6n adults’

social attitudes also measures some of the attributional -

-




processes assoéiated with a negative attitude toward a
barticular group (e.g. Hamiltbn, 1979). For exaﬁple, one
attribution which has been associated with attitudes about

' weight is the person 8 perce1ved—fespensrbritty*for‘theit“—*\
condition (e. g. Maiman et al, 1979).

The measure of parental attitudes used in the present
study\represents an attempt to broaden the way adult attitudes
are meaeured. The narental attitudes quest}onnaire derived
for the gresent study attempts to measure the weight status
and history of both parents, their trait attribution patterns-
to overweight and normal weight adults, their general
negativity toward the condition of'overweight and their
attributions about TR® causes of overweight.

Since there is no previous.work in this area, the.
hypotheses of the present study were derived from the nature
- .of the relatlonshlp between adult and child attitudes about
weight, modelling theory and previous research on sex
differences in children's attitudes about-weight. The flrst :
aspect of chlldren s attitudes about welght examined in the
present study is the use of weight aggg categorlzatxon
éimens%on. Unfortunately, there,is’no comparable work on
. adnlts; therefore, there is no empirical evidence to support
the effect of modeling;pn children's tendency to categorize by
weight. There is also no theoretical .reason-to bel&eve that v
this particular alpect of.neight attitude deveiopment would be v

transmitted from parents to'children via modeling. In order

for model}ng to take place,s the child must‘actually observe
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the parent engaging in the behaviour 1n‘§uestion. The
matching task used to measure this concept is not one that
parents would have modeled for thei; children. Sex
Vdifferences'in a behaviour are often considered evidence of
some sort of socialized phenomenon (e.g. Block, 1983).
Therefore, the lack of sex differences obtained in preyiousjjﬂ\
studies on children's categotizetion (e.qg. Bhodes-& White,
1935) also belies the imfluence of social variables.such as
parental attitydes. Therefore, there is no hypothesis
regarding the influence of parental attitudes on children's.
use of weight as a c;tegorizat;en dimension. -

In contr;st, there is evidence suagertingxtee mede}ing
hypothesis for cﬁildren's'weighi—based preferences. Children ©
and adults were observed to have identical preferences for
no}mal weight figures (%.g. Gascalx & Borges, 1978;’Letner,
1969a). Such findings are consistent with modeling theory;
it implies the existence of exactly parallel attitudes 1n‘ '\J
parents and their children. Some type'of social transmission
~ is also implicated by the sex differences found in children's
-preferences (e.g. Lerner & Gellert,11969). Therefore, one 1
hypothesis of the present study is that there will be sex
Jifferences in children's preference for non-overweight
f1gures, with gxrls exhibiting a stnonget preference. It is
expected that parents' attitudes about overweight will be
pred‘ctive of their childree 8 preferences for non-overweight

fi&ﬁres in both the preference and affiliation-preference

tasks.
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Finélly, modeling tgeory may also épply to cﬂildren's
trait attribution patterns. There is evidence that parallel
trait afttibution patterns exist in adults and children (e.qg.
Lerner & Korn, 1972; Roberts & Herman, 1980). Furthermore,
the parental and child measures of trait attribution are
direétly parallel; the{eéore, it might be expected that
parents' trait attribution patterns will be predictive of
children's trait attribution patterns. However, there is not

. enough empirical support for the.influence of gocial learning
én trait attribution to hypothesize this relationship in thé
+ free choice paradigm.

\ ¢ -
The Effect of Cognitive Development and Processes

As children's learning has become viewed as an active
process, éognitive structureS'aAd processes have also beair-
implicated in the development of soEiai attitudes (e.g.
Ashmore & Delboca, 1979; Campbell, 1976; Kohlberg, 1968;
Seiq;r, 1979; Vaughn, 1978). To date, there is strong
theoretical and'empirical support for its involveiment in the
development of many social attitudes. Evidence of its
involvement in the development of attitudes about weight ise
sparse; only one unpublished study (Rhodes & White, 1985) has
supported the role of cognitive processes in the development
of attitudes aboﬁt weidht at the present time.

The role of cognitiveﬂfactors.has been proposed in
interaction with other influences on the development of
attitudes. 'Piagetian theory allows for social as well as

experiential influences on the child's mental development.’

: “




Piaget's view is that the child actiyely constructs an

individual understanding of the world through interactions

with the physical and social world. ‘The child's knowledée
deveiops érom experience and pre-existing mental structures ‘ ;‘
(Furth, 1970): As new information is encountered, .the

e

existing structures are modified in a process referred to as
accommodation. z)Thus, a cognitive-developmental -theory of
social attitude development can be seen as a multivariate
model of attitude formation.

_The role of cognitive development in social perceptions.

In general, research and theory suggest a link between
cognitive development é;d social pétceptions. One way
invéstigatogg have_ attempted to link cognitive-developmental
theory to social aevelopment has been noting that changes in
thinking about objects and thinking about people occur at f
similar ages. For example, both Peevers & Secord (1973) and

Livesley & Bromley (1973)'§§Pdied children's perceptions of

others. Peeveré & Secord {1973) found that descriptions qgf
acquaintances became more differentiated between kindergarten

and grade 3, grade’?, high school and university. Livesley &

Bromley (1973) found that elementary scheol age chi?dren began

us&ng more personal qualitiés to describg others at the age of

7 or é. Furthermore, after the age of 9 children focussed

less on how the qualities of others qffected them personally

and became able to take situational and other factors into

accou?t. Since the trgnsiflon to concrete operational thought

occurs at approximately the same time as these changes in

~
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person perception, these changes in how people are perceived
could be associated with cogn;tive development.

Although such findings are provocative, they do not
'strongly sﬁpp&ft or elucidate the relationship of cognitive
and social attitude development. Tests of more speéific v

hypotheses, directly related to specific cognitive theories
and tested in a fashion dﬁ}ch controls for the effects of age,
have been made. The bulk of the work linking.specific

_ cognitive hevelopmental milestones and social attitudes
involves the transition from the pre—operationél stage t? the
concrete operational stage. : | ,I/f“

- In Piagetian theory, this particular transition is
! uéﬁally thought to ‘take place between 5 and 8 years of age

(Turner, 1984). During this time, children losettheir simple,
egocentric response to the world, which is primarily in terms

of action§\and images, and acquire a response which includes
the abilif; to symbolize, to use internal cognitive mediators

and, to reflect upon relations 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 intﬁitive, perceptually-
based world of pre-operational intelligence, to the period of

coﬁcretp operations (Piaget, 1952). At this time, their

thinking becomes governed by operations or internalized

actions which are reversible and governed by laws (Turner,

- >

1984). These cognitive changes are reflected in behavioral

z‘hanges (Uzgiris & Hunt, 1975; White, 1965).
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Piaget and his followers have noted thq‘development of

many new mental abilities (i.e. classification, setiaéion,
number, conservétion, berception, memory, and language) at
this time (e.gq. Ginsgurg & Opper, 1979). Three of these areas
seem suitable for relating knowledge about physical reality to
children's development of social attitudes: perception,
classification, and conservation. With respect to perceptiod,
the pre-operational child is thouéht to focus on perceptual
aspects of stimuli (Piaget, 1968). Perception also frequently
provides the basis for clags}ficqtion in the bre—operationAI
étagef In contrast, the concrete operationél child is more
likely to relate two objects in terms of their functions. ' -
Furthermore, the pre-operational child is said to focus on
only one aspect or dimension of a.stimulus, whereas by about 7
years of age, children had deyeloped hierarchical systems of
classifjcation (Gelman & Baillargeon, 1983). < L

: oth perception and classification are related to the
concept of conservation. According to fiaget (1968), it is
the diminished importance of perceptual cues and‘focus on one
éspect of a stimulus ("Centration") which allows the child to
conser;;. "Conservation means the understanding that certain
attributes such as ‘numbér, substance, weight, wvolume, and -7
identity of objects or people will remain invariant, i.e., be
conserved, despite apparent, often perceptual, changes which
have no bearing on the attrib in question" (Turner,
1984,p.83). Many authors consider the acquisition of this

concept to be the primary boundary between pre-operational and
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concrete operational thought'(Hamel, 1974; Kohlberg, 1968;
Singer & Reveson, 1978; Turnér, 1984).

Several researchers on gender attitudes have
experimentally examined the relationship between the
acquisition of conservation and attitude development. For
example, Marcus & Overton 11?78) studied the relationship
between conservation and gender constancy.in kindergarten,
grade 1 and grade 2 children. Gender conséancy increasedﬁ;Zth
age; however, controlling for age, non—conéer&érs had
significantly lower gender constancy scores than conservers.
Coker (1984) also attempted to sequence the development of
some gender wconcepts and’conservation~in 3 to 6 year old
children. For girls, conservation was positively correlated
with age, recall memory, stereotypic knowledge.(attributes and
objects) and sex categorization. For boys, éonservation was
negatively correlated with sfereotypic‘?howledge fog§§
attributes. |

One common finding in these.studies was that cognitive
measures were related to some gender concept measures when age
was held constant. °This conclusion suggests that
developmental trends in children's perceptions of others‘may—«
be the result of the transition to concrete opérational
thought. 1In addition, Coker's (1984) results tentatively.
suggest that there may be sex differences in the relationship

between cognitive development and social attitudes.

. i/ . . ey
Specific cognitive processes involved in social ’

perceptions. Studies relating Piagetian-stage and social
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attitudes imply a relationship between cognition and social
" ,
attitudes, but they contribute little to understanding exact

. a8
processes involved. Other attitude researchers have addressed

. this question by hypothesizing, specific cognitive’processes

involving attitudes. In gender research, these theories are
called gender schema theories. ‘Sﬁé of the earliest, Vinacke
(1957), believed that people possessed "concept systems",which
included personality traits and identifying characéeristics.
He suggested thag these characteristics might be based on
experience or social iearning. More recent theorists (e.gq.
Bem, 198); Bryntwyck & Serbin;, 1983; Kohlberg, 1968; Lewis &
Weinraub: 1979; Livesley & Bromley, 1973; Marcus & Overton,
1978; Martin & Halverson, 1981; Stewart, Tutton & Steele,
1973; Vaughn, 1978) suggest that the self-concept interacts
with social influences to produce social schemaq,

-

Martin'and'Halverson (1981) describe a model which is

N

conceivably generalfgable to the development of other social
attitudes. They emphasize social modeling as the source of
gender schemas, and suggest that gender is such a common

o
dichotomy in society that %:l?ildren automatically ipcorporate

it into their manner of thinking. However, they conceptualize

the resultant categories as represénting "like me" and "not
like me" as opposed to "ma}e" and "female". Thus, they too
sugéestvthat the self plays a primary role in the Hevqiopment
of gen@er schemas. ., The sex typingaproeess is déscribed ;s an
object becoming salient through‘self-televance, being

categorized as masculine or feminine, and being re-labelled

Ay
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"like'me" or "not like me". Then a decision is made about
the appropriateness .of using the object. .A second schema,

>

containing specif%c {nformatién for the child's own sex, then
allowé the child to manipulate the object appropriatel;.
The existence of such a schema is consistent yith
previous research on atéitudes and interpersonal attraction.
—There is a large body of work which suggests ;pat attitudes
are largely a function of:.an ingroup/outgroup distinction
(Hamilton, 1979). 1In other words,’people tend to evaluate
similar others more positivelj than\dissimila; others. )
Studiesiof intefpersonal attraction suggest that people are
more attracted to others if they are perceived similar to
themselves (e.qg. Byrné &.Griffitt, 1966).
The relationship between schematic processes and the

child's level of cognitive development is not completely
clear. However, Martin & Halverson (1981) found that
children's use of the like me/not like me category system

increased with age in 2 to 5 year old children. They

suggested that older children were more capable of sorting in

the less random, more differentiated manner embodied in

schema-based sorting. The transition to concrete operational

L]

thought is also marked by increasingly complex, differentiated

and organized thought and the ability to differentiate the
self from the rest of the world (Piaget, i973); therefore,
c&ncrete operational children might be expected to use the
like @e/not like me schema more efficientiy than pre-

operational children. : .
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Thus, there seems to be considerabie evidence-that at
least some of children's social attitudes a;e influenced by
their level of cognitive development. In particular, the
transition to concrete operational thought, as measured by the
achievement of conservation, seems to be important.
.Furthermore, there.is some suggestion that some éf the
observed changes in aétitudes cofresponding to cognitive
development may be due to the child's greater facil%ty to
enéage with schema-based proce;sing using a "like me/not like

me" schema.

Cognitive development and processes in weight attitudes.

To date, only one study has suégested the {;fluence of both
cognitive developmental level and schema-based processing in
children's attitudes about weight. In an unpublished sth@y,
Rhodes & White (1985) compared attitudes about weight in
conéerving and non-conserving boys and girls between the ages
of 4 and 8. Non-conservers found weigﬁt a more salient
matching dimension, demonstrated less preference for the
normal weight figure and assigned fewer negative traits to
overweight figures and positive traits to normal weight
ufigures.' In other words, conservers in this age range tended
to assign traits more gigidly thgn non-conservers., =

The resulés of this study support the importance of the
transition to concrete operatioﬂal thought for children's use
of weight as a categorizdtion dimé;sion, preferences, and

trait attributions. The trait attribution regsults also

provide support for schema-based processing of the type
< ?
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éuggested by Martin & Halverson (198%). .Concrete operational
children were more inclineé to sy_stematicaliy.attribute
positive traits to theix: own group (normal weight) and . L
negative traits to the other group (overweight). However,‘

these results were only found using the fqz;ced"choice fofrpat\.

Implications for the present study. There appears to be

at least preliminary support for the role of cognitive factors
-in the development of children's z}ttitudeé about weight.
However, the only studg-( previously conducted on. at‘tit‘:udes
about weight was conducted on a very small sample (n=42) with .

a limited age range of children. Furthermore, while the

series of analyses of variance revealed group d;fferenceSp

they did not contribute any information on the relative , .
contribution of cogniti?e factors versus purely social
factors, like parental attitudes, in-‘the deveIOprtent of .
attitudes about weight. The present study was designed to
‘confirm the impo-rtance of the acguisition ;:f conservatior; in a
l‘arger sample of children, and compare the relative.i’r-n-;a-gt‘: of
cognitive-developmental processes 'and social influences on

LA

children's attitudes using.a multiple regressionidesign,. '

Goldschmid & Bentler's (1968) measure of c_onservation was

retained as the measure "of cognitive development since its use

was wvalidated. ) t ‘
The previously mentioned literature and findings about - ‘

the imp;ct of cognitive deveiopment, together with ttﬂxe results

of earlier work on children's attitudes aboutlweig'ht, also

lead to several hypotheses for the present study. Previous -

L4
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work on :the use of° weight as a categorization dimension found

‘that it decreases between the ages of 4 and & (White et al,

1985), and that it decreases with the acquisition of ‘

ccnservatxon (Rhodes & Whlte, 1985).! Furthermore, Piagetian\
theory suggests that pre—operatlonal children tend to focus on
51ng'1e, perceptual st1mulus aspects than concrete operational
children. 'Therefore, another hypoihesis of the present study

is that these previous results will be teplica'tedﬂ.' In other

words, there will be a tendency for children to begin to use

weight as a categorization dimension less with age, with the
biggest decreage: foliowing grade 1. Eurthermo're, conservation
would be expected to predict the Ballence of weight as a
categorization dimension in regresuons.

i Iﬁ contrast, the previous research on weight related

’ " v
preferences found no developmental trends in weight-hased

'prefererices (e.q. _Staffieri,‘1967;1972), bj{xt evidence for a

str'om";er‘preference for normal weight figures and aversion for °
Qverweight fiqures in girls (e.g. Lerner & Gellert, 1969).

Although Rhodes & White (1985) found differences in the

-.preferéncelfor normal weight between conserving and non-—

conserving ’children,'they found only sex d;fferences in their -
aversion for overweight score. Thus, there'- is onlyy limited
evidence for the effect 'of cognition on preferences. i
Further‘r‘nore, since sex differences are often thought to

xefleci: differential socialization between the sexe; (e.qg.

Block, 1983) and preferences may sometimes.be considered —
P '

independent of cognitive processes {Zajonc, 1989,),Qhere is ,no‘

.
)

;
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basis t&lhxgothe§ize a cognitive level-effect for preferences.
Finally, previous research yieldéd equivocal results on
the existence of developmental fﬁgnds inlttait.attribution~ :
' p&tterns. There is also theoret1ca1 suppert for expecting
pre-operatlonal and concrete operat10nal chlldren to differ 'in
trait attribution (e.g. Martin & Halveﬁﬁon( 1?81). However,.‘
all of the previous empirical work and theorizing was based on .
a f;;ced choice model of trait attribution. Therefore, it ﬂas
' limited relevance to ghe present study. |
Ag previously mentioned, there is no Empirical exidence
on freggchbice trait attripution patterns in gleméntary school
aged chi;dren.' However, Piagetian theorf“would shpport an
' increése in flexible ttait attribgtion by concrete operational

»

children, since they have a reduced perceptual focus, the
v . )

) ability to attend to more than one aspect of a stimulus and
i later stages are described as more complete, differentiated
- . and integrated. Therefore, theﬂfinal hypothesis of the ,
o7 ’present study is that there will be a developmental increase . >
L] t
; ~ in sorting tra1ts~to both overwelghf‘and normal weight figures
with the Blggest increase occurring after grade 1. ’ .
3 Furthermore, conservation will predict the attkibution of |
traits to both figures , in regressions. ‘ ' . h
.‘ ) ’ ‘ ‘ -'I ’
. - L
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Sggfﬁﬁent of the Problem

. h} N
As indicated by the litérature review, there are many

omissions and methodoioéical\problems-in early studies of
children's attitudes about weight. Some of’these difficulties
include the foilowing: a lack of attention‘to the use of
weight as a categorization dimension and the tend;ncy to use
weight as a basis.fof prefefences; a lack of attention ;owhex
. differences and developmental trends; and the use of measures
which focussed on negative rather than. positiye atti}ﬁdes.
Therefore, the first goal of the present study is to more
ESTT§ describe children's attitudes about weight. It waé
designed. to explore the deve}gpmental trends and sex
differences uging“hew’and improved measures of the awareness
of weight as a caﬁegorization Qimension, preferences, and
trait attributions in boys and girls in kindergarten through
grade 6:
Another d{fficulty with early work is their lack of )

atteptio; to the processes which Eontribute to the development
of particuiar attitudes qbéut weight. 1In contrast, work on
gender and other social attitudes has implicated both parental
variabiés and cognitive development in the development of
‘ pagtiéular aspects of these attitudes. While there is little
ie‘pirical support for the role of these variables in thé
development of attitudes about weight, there is theoretical
support for their involvement. Socigl learning theory
suggests that children would model their attitudes from their-

‘parents' statements and behaviour. Furthermore, Piagetian

N
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stage theory seems pertinent to the development of somg
aspects sf attitudes about weight. o

' The hypotheses of the present study were developed on the
basis of‘these’theories, the available empiriéal support for
the role of parental and cognitive variables, and ?he earlieé
findings on‘’developmental trends and sex differences in
attitudes about weight. The three hypotheses are summarized

below:

1) There will be a developmental trend toward décreasing

‘use of weight as’ a catego}ization dimension with the biggest

decrease following grade 1. Furthermore, conservation would
be expecied to predict the saliencg\of~weight as a
caﬁegorization dimené?gn in the“;egressions.

2) Both boys and girls will prefer.hgn-ov rweightkgigures
in the prgfe;enpe and affilialion-preference/::sks; however,
girls will exhibit ; stronger preference for these fiqures
than boys. Parental attitudes will also be positively related
to children'é preferences for non-overweight figures.

3) There will be a developmental increase in sorting
t;aits to, both overwefght and normal weight figures with the
biggest increase occurring after grade 1. Furthermore,

conservation will predict the attributior of traits to both

figures in the regressions.
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' Method )
Subijects °

A total of 258 boys and girls in Kindergarten throuéh

<@

grade 6 were recruited for the first phase of an intensive
three year study of social attigudéﬁae§elopment. -They ranged
in age from 60 months (5 years) ta 159 months (13.24 years).
These subjects were attending'one of three elementary schools '
located in lower-middle to uppex-middle class sqciof?coﬁgazc u
"areas of Montreé&. All subjects ﬁet three criteria: their

parents had given permission for them to participate,‘they

attended English language schools, ana they themselves agreed

to pagticipate. s

éritical demographic data were missing for two subjects.

‘As a result, they were dropped from the prese;t study, .
reducing the total sample to 256 subjec;g (127 boys land 129
girls). 1In aé%ition, inéomplete data for some variaSles ‘
reduced the total numbep_gf subjects tested in each group- for
those particular variables.

The parents of all 258 boys and girls were requested to
complete questionnaires. A total of 100 mothers, between 36%
and 44% of mothers in each school, agreed to participate, -
Only 27 fathers éompleted questionnaires; therefore, these

2
data were omitted from the present study.

e

Measures

Body salience. White et al's (1985) Body Salience Test

A

was used to assess the extent to which weight was a salient
ot (étegorization dimension for each child. This measure is a

series of 14 matching items. Each item consists of four kS
—
.
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s;mble line-érawinQS'of male or female children .engaged in
some activity. An item by item description can be found 'in
Appendix A. A sample item is pictured in Figure 1.

The 14 standards vary in sex, weight status, and
activity. The corresponding three drawings are the same sex
as the standard. For each item, one of these three drawings
matches the st;ndard in terms of weight, one matches the
standard in terms of activity, and one does not match the
standard on any known dimensién. for examplé, in the‘samble
item the standard pictures an overweight.boy fighting. The
child can match th%s drawing with an overweight boy standﬁng
é%ill (body matéh), a normal weight boy fighting (activity
match) or a normal weight boy combing his hair (random match).

The stimu}i were designed such thét the potential for
matching on the basis of incidental éues, such as dress or
stance, isﬁminimal. All of the pictured children had the same
faces. The faces were simply altered to fit the body type.
They are pictured participating in socially acceptable,
unacceptable or neutral activities. The relative position of
the types of matches on the page varies. a
» The reliability of this measuré was assessed in a p}lot

study conducted by White et al (1985) on 96 children from 3 to

9 years of age. The split half coefficient obtained at this

time was .72. The validity of this’measure has yet to be
.assessed. Two scores may be‘obtainedﬂfrom tﬁis measure. The

sum total of random responses is used to identify subjects who

responid unreliably. The score retaided for data analysis is
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the body responses score. This score is.the number of times
the child chooses to'match two figures on the basis of body‘

4
weight. Both scores can range from 0 to 14.

Preference. Preference was measured using nine pairs of

line-drawn children. A sample item is picturedﬁln Figure 2.
This task differs from the Body Salience Task in that the
stimuli used are the same sex as gﬁe subject.

For this measure, both drawings of an item are presented
with no prop, ané the subject is asked to identify the child
he/she would most like to play'with. The drawings are of
either an overweight, normal weight or underweight child. . For
example, in the sample item the child must choose between an
underweight boy/girl and an normal weight boy/girl. All
possible combinétions of two body types are presented thrge
times, with the position of each on the page varying.

Thus, there are three types of selection tasks:
underweight versus overweight, normal weight versus
overweight, and normal weight versus underweight. One s&o;e
is obtained for each selection task. For example, t ‘number
of times the_child chooses the underweight figure rather than

the overweight figure in the underweight versus ove ight

selection task is the Préﬁerence for Underweight over
Ovefweight score. Similarly, the two other scores are the
freference for Normal ﬁeight over Overweiéht score and/the
Preference for Normal Weight over Underweight score. These
scores range from 0 to 3.

Affiliation-preference. White et al's (1985) N

i

°
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Affiliation-Preference Test was used to measure the relative

! ]

‘likelihood of choosing playmates by weight compared to another a

dimensioﬁ. As can be seen in Figure 3, the other dimension
presented is the presence of an attractive prsp (i.e. a toy).
Only overweight and normal weight pairs of drawings are
presented. The overweight figure is always pictured 'with én
attractive prop such as a ball, sled, guitar on‘skates. Once
again, the pé;ition of each body type on the page varies.

The question asked of the child also varies with each
item; for the first item, the child is §hown a'normal_weight .
peer with no prop and an overweight peer with a sled, and
he/she is asked with yhom he/she would like to play. However, .
for the remaining items, the child is asked with whom he/she
would like to participate in the specific prop-related
activity. For example, when the overweight child is piétured
with skates, the phild is asked with whom he/she would like- to
skate. E

The score derived from this measure is the number of
prop-based choices the child makes. 1In other words, the
number of times Fhe child chooses to play with the overweight
child with the attractive prop rather than the normal weight

child with no prop. Since the first item is a trial item in AQ?VV

which the child is not asked about the prop-related activity, AN
»
[ .
only the child's responses on the remaining three items are

scored. This score ranges from 0 to 3.

Trait attributions. A Weight Attributions measure was

developed to assess the manner in which children attribute

N
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characteristics to overweight and normal weight figureé under
both forced-and free choice conditions. This measure is a
pictorial version of measures used by previous researchers to
assess stereotyping. - It consists of a series of 20 pictures.
gresentation of each picture is followed by a standardized
verbal explana?ion. Theée remarks describe the picture, name
the trait, and ask.the child to identify who is being I
described. For example, the trait addressed by the First item
is "smart". The child;:n are shown a picture of a test paper
with an "5ﬁ and a star on it. Then they are asked, "Somegne
always does well in school. Who is smart and does well in
school. Each item is des;ribed in detail in Appengix A.

The pictures are simple, colored drawings on yhite, 10 by
15.5 €m cards encased in plastic. Few children are pictured
in the drawings. When pictur?hg childrenﬂras unavoidable,
they were the same sex as the subject and 6qu the faces were
pictured. There is a pre*determined'random order of
presentation for the pictures.

Each picture reflects a concrete behavior associated with
the particular trait. Twedve of the pictures represent a
positive or neutral trait (sm&rt, clean, polite, neat, jolly,
strong, affectionate, generous, likes to play, watches-tv,
quiet, likes music), and eight represént negative traits
(mean, sad, gets teased, lazy, teases, 5sneaky, naughty,
afraid). N

These stimuli are accompanied by three, silver and white,

16 cm square cardboard boxes. Eaéh box has a clip for

s S




\ 2
attaching one or two figures. One box displays an overweight ;

silhouette, one a normal weight silhouette, and on;‘ggggk“h‘“*N
normal and overweight silhouettes. The silhouettes are black,

18 cm high,gcut-out figures txpically the same sex as the

- subject. The relativg positions of the silhouettes is varied

L

when the test is administered. . ' .

Three scores are calculated from this measure. The total
number- of attributions to both: body type§ is calculated
(flexibility score). This score ranges from 0 to 26. The
attribution of positive and negative traits are scored by
calculating the number of positive traits attributed to the

(normal weight figure (rangé = 0 to 12) and .the number of>
negative traits attributed to the overweight figure (range = 0

~

to 8).

Conservation., A modified version of Goldschmid &

Bentler's (1968) Concept Assessment Kit - Conservation test
(form B) was used to assess the level of conservation children
in kindergarten through grade 3 had achieved. The original
measure was developeék}or use with male and female children
between 4 and 7.5 years of age. It is a series of six,
conseé&ation tests: conservation of two dimen;ignal space,
aumber, substance, continuous quantity, weight, and
‘discontinuous quantity. The kit contains many items which
must be manipulated by the ekperimenter ané the child.
Goldschmid & Bentler's (1968) final 6 tasks were chosen

‘from the original 10 piloted by Goldschmid (1967). Although

this form was internally reliable and seemed to measure one

| (
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global construct, Goldschmid & Bentler (1968) created two-
parallel forms to decrease the administéation time and allow
subjects to be retested. A sﬁbseguent analysis demonstrated
that‘écoges on the two forms were highly correlated (:95).
Pilot testing using thi; measure with éhe presen£ qampie
revealed a tendency for children in grades .2 and 3 to reach
"Eeiling" on this task. Therefore, an addifional item
concerning the conservation of volume was deviséd and added.

Goldschmid & Bentler's (1968) étimuli, the_additiopgl
iggm on conservation of volume and the rationale for!the

v ‘ &
revised scoring system are described in detail in Appendix A.

" A total conservation score is derived from the sum of the

child's scores on-all the tasks. This score, ranging from 0
‘to 28, takes into account both the answer and the explanation

for the answer.

o

Parent questionnaire. Maternal weight attitudes were

-
measured by means of a three part questionnaire (See Appendix

A). The first section asks the mother to identify her past

and present weight status and her spouse's preseﬂt weight
status. She is asked to circlé the response which best
aéproximates her answer. For example, to indicate self and
spouse weight, the parent can circlé underweight, normal
weight, overweight or obese weight categories.

The second section of the parent questionnaire assesses
the mothet's'@éneral attitudes aboit weight. This section was
designed to measure two distinct aspect§ of adult weight

attitudes. These are beliéfs about the overweight person's:

A L
oty O '
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control over his/her ﬁ%ignt status ("Internality/Externality

g
o
3
s
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3.
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Scale") and the overall negativity of overweight status

("Negativity.écele"). Six itens were intended to relate to
each scale. ~
The items are presented as gwelverdeclagative statemgnts.
¢ For each statement, the mothers are instructed to indicate the
extent of her agreement with 7he statementsaon a 6 point scale
ranging from‘"strongly agree” to "strongly disagree". 1In
order to avoid the Q0551b111ty of a response set bias, half
the items were phrased positively anthelf were phrased
negat1vely. In other words, the response "strongly agree" to
an 1nterna11ty/externa11ty item could be scored either
internal or external-depending on the wording of the 1
. particu%ar item. The scoring system for each 'item of the

general attitudes section of the parent ‘questionnaire can be

found in. Appendlx A.

The range of scores “for each scale.is 0 to 36.. {;g$ow
score on the 1nterna11ty/extern;;;ty scale indicates
a internality. In gther words, thd parent believes overweight

people are responsible for their condit{on.v A high

2 internality/externality scofe indicates exterﬁalitgiJin other
words, the subject believes‘o;erweight'péople cannot contrpl 0
their condition. A low score on the neqativicy scale . \\
indicates a parent who believes overweigﬁ%ais a positive or
neutral condition, 1In contrast, a high scofe on this scale
indicates the belief that overwexght is a very negatf:e

condition. The internal reliability of this gectMon og the

® 4
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parent questionneire will be assessed in the present studyu‘j

Finally, the thi d section of the parent quest1onna1re
requires the respondenE to attribute 22 traits to~overwelght,
normal weight or both overweight and normal welght people.
Tﬁls task was patterned after White & Rhodes' (1954)0Weight )
Attributions measure given to childrenuin the present~study.
Seventeen of the traits are exactly those attributed by the
children. The five dissimilar items include three '
substitutions of more adult words or phrases for the child
form. The traits "Jolly", "naughty”, and "play with
instruments" were replaced with the traits "“happy", . -
“"disobedient” and "likes’music". The two new traits were "9
"healthy" and "good looking? were also added for adults to
attribute. The number of tr" s aut of 20 attributed to both

figures (parental flexibility) is scored. - -

Procedure

¥ - . V] . )
Subjects in schpols 1 and 2 and their parents were tested < =

'between October, 1983 -.and May, 1984. Subjects in school 3 and
their parents were tested between September, 1984 vand May,
19851 As participants in-a larger study, these subjects were , ',
given a variety of social attitude-related measures and tested
on five separate occasions. Each was tested 1nd1v1dua11y\b3
‘one of several female experimenters.. / /

Data'collection was ﬁbsigned to minimize the disrubtion /
of school'progfams. Subjects were called out of class at

o
times deemed appropriate by the teacher. They were reminded .

that the experimenters were conducting a study of #how kids ‘
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think", and that éheir parents had .given permission for them
to pérticipate. Tgey were tested in a separate room and
retufne? to their classroom 20 to 35 miqutes later. The
‘segsions were typically 3 weeks apart. The Body Saliencte,
‘Prefergnce'and Affiliation-preference measures were given in
the first session. The Weight Attributions meaéure and

Conservation task followed.

-Body salience, preference and affiliftion—prefe;ence.
These measures were given in one session. The egperimenter
introducéd the task, sayingﬁ"Here is a book full of pictures.
I'd-like to play a game w1th you and ask you some questions
about the plctg;es." 1f the child asked about right or wrong
answers, the expérimenter then said, "These are special kinds
of questions; they don't have a right and wrong answer. Kids
answer many different ways to these questlons, and all 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,
tLook carefully at:the picture on top. Now, which one of the
children down here (E;perimenter pointedato each one in tdrn)
goes best with this on up heré (experlmenter pointed to the
standard)?" The plctureg chlldren were the same sex as the

child tested. . /

. 3
-

After the matching items had been compleﬁed, the
experimenter said "Now.we will do something a bit différent.
Look at these two people agd pretend that you had to chdose
one of them to play with. Which one would you choose?"

-

After the preference items- had been completed, the .

TN
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experimenter turned to the affiliation items and asked the

question for ‘each item. . - .

. Trait attributions. In the training phase of the Weight
Attributions Measure, each child was shown»fhertwo cut-outs,
one of ah overweight and one of a normal 'weight peer. Once
again, children were shown same-sex peers. For example, girls
were téld, "Here are cut-outs of two girls. Can you tell me
what's different about these two?" If the child.did not know,

. [4
the experimenter pointed out that one is fatter than the

) other. Regardless of her response to this question, each

"child was asked the same question about the other two

]
cut-outs.

Then the experimenter said, "Watch what I'm going.to do

(
with dhe cut-outs. 1I'll put the overweight girl here - with
+

this box. And the normal weight girl here - with this box.

Ahd onv thi; box, I'll put cut-outs of both. Then the ,
experimenter said, "Now we are going to sort some pictune;\\\\<
into the boxes. i'm'going to show you séme~pictures of things

¥

kids do. I want, you to tell me whovwould usually do these

1l

things.! The experimenter then presented each picture in

turn, asking the appropriate huegtion.. Thesé questions are

‘listed in Appendix A, After each question; the experimenter
PP \ %

poxnted to each box, in a rdﬁﬁ%m order,.and said, "Would this

girl, wpuld:this girl, or would both girls (adjective)?"

Conservation. “The revised Goldschmld & Bentler (1968)

tasks were 1ntroduced to the chlld by saylng, "I have lots of

Y

games for you to play here. I'm going to show you some things

o

A1 . Pl -
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and then ask you some questipﬁ;". Then she proceeded with the .

. .exact verbal instructions and manipulations specified on the .

record form (See Appendix A). 1In each case, the experimenter
directed the child to identify two equal quantities, then'g?ﬁ\
watch her transform them, and then asked the-ch%ld if the two
were the same or if one had mofe. -

» *

Parent questionnaire. One copy of the parent
+ . 14

questionnaife was mailed to all parents who had given
ﬁgsdfssion for their children toapatticipate in the preéent
study. Elther parent Qas requested to COmplete the
qguestionnaire as fully as possxble, and return it to’%he

experimenters as soon as possible. A stamped, self-addressed !



®

N v - [l 5
.

- ' 63
Results -
The results section is divided into two sections based oﬁ

the doals of the study. The first section, children's weight

attitudes, includes explorations of grade and sex effects in

the various aspects of children's attitudes about weight. The

¢4

second section, predicting children's weight attitudes,

includes explorations of tﬁe‘relation of children's level of

cognitive deVelopmentvand parents' attitudes about weight to

I3

children's attitudes about weight. \ .
The results of a number of preliminary analyses, not.

central to the hypotheses of the present study, can be found

in the appendices. A summary of analyses intended to a;segs

the psychometric properties of all °€ tﬁe"meagpres used in the -

present study can be foqu/{; Appendix B, Another set of * '

analyses were conducted on eéch variable to determiné the most

appropriate statistical analyses. Detailed rationales for the

" selection of the statistical analyses reported .in the

following results section can be found in Appendix C.

[}
-

Children's Weight Attitudes

Data“wete collebtgq on three aspects of chi{dreh's
attitudes about weight: the use of we&dht as a categorization -
dimension, trait attributions on the basis of weight and
weight preferences. Correlational énalyses of the variables :
derived from each of the four measures revealed that the

measures were independent (see Appendix D). Therefore,. the

data obtained from each measure were examined separately.
. ! w
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Categorizing by Weight

[

0

. ' The Body Salifnce task was intended to measure the

importance of weight versus activity as a categorization

. dimension: This task is scored\by calculating the number of
times the child chooses to match two figures on the basis of
body weight '(body responses score). The body responges score

- was-transfofmed using a logarithm;:—;ransformation in order to

render it suitable fg; univariate analyses (see Appendix C for
a discussion).

.Two subjects were missing data for this task and

therefore were dropped from the analyses. Ten other subjects

were dropped from analyses due t? their unreliability. The

frequency of random matches was used to identify subjects who

responded unreliably. The vast majority of subjects (96.06%)
’ made between 0 and 2 random matches.' In cqntrast, the ten

subjects who were eliminated made 3 or more random responses.

- .

Thus, the sample size was 244 for' the analyses.

A grade fkindergarten through grade 6) X sex (boys,

- girls) analysis of variance was chosen” to examine grade and

o

sex differences in this variable. The mean raw body responses

~

score and the transformed body responses score for each grade

by sex group in the sample are presented in Table 1. There

was a' significant grade effect, F (6, 230) = 2.36, p < .001.

As can be seen in Figure 4, the number of Body responses

declined with age. Due to the unequal cell sizes, a scheffe

post hoc test, with significance set at .05, was conducted on

oy

' his effect. Significant differences were

n
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Table 1

Grade by Sex Raw,and Revised Body Responses Means for Total

Sample .

Revised Scores ~ Raw Scores

Group ) n ' . Mean (S.D.) Mean (S.D.)
Kindergarten 30 .79 (.29) ' 6.47 (4.46)

. boys 17 .71 (.30) 5.29 (4.31)

girls 13 .90  (.24) ~.8.00 (4.34)

([ Grade 1 34 .60 (.38) 4.71 (4.71)
. { .. .boys 16 .59 (.37) 4.20 (4.79)
girls 18 .62 (.40) 4.89 (4.76)
Grade 2 40 " .40 (.36) . 2.56 (3.44)
: boys 22 .44  (.36) 2.82 (3.55)
~ - girls 18 © .35 (.35) 2.28 (3.63)
Grade 3 37 . .42 (.43) 3.35 (4.74)
boys 17 .41 (.42) 3.12 . (4.41)
gi{ls 20 .42 (.44) } 3.55 (5.10)
. Grade 4 37 .32 (.39) " 2.35  (4.02)
boys 16 .20 (.24) .88 (1.50)
girls 21 .42 (.45) ; 3.48 (4.93)

| ‘ ) |
Grade 5 . 32 .45 (.41) . '3.41 (4.55)
boys 19 .35 (.39) 2,53 (4.31)
girls 13 .60 (.41) 4.69 (4.75)
Grade 6 . 34. .20 (.34) 1.44 .(3.36)
) boys 14 .12 (.23) .57 ({1.34)
! girls . 20 .25 (.40) 2.05 (4.19)
f
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obtained between graae 1 and grade 6, as well as between
kindergarten and grades 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6. The strength of the
grade effect was assessed using the omega squared procedure. '
The amount of variance in tﬁe transﬁgrméd body responses score
explained by grade was 16.34%. This represents a strong L
effect (Keppel, 1982). Neither the effect of sex, F (1,230) =
2.36, p N.S., nor the grade by sex interaction, F (6, 230) =
1.04, p N.S. were significant. The anova summary table can be

found in Appendix E. .

Preferentces

Children's preferences for each'weight group were
measured using two tasks:: the,P;eference Task, and the
Affiliation-Preference Task.

Preference task results. This task produces three

scores: preference for underweight over overweight;
preference for normal weight over overweight, and preference
for no;ﬁal weight over underweight. Once again, two of the
“ .256 subjects did not compiete this task. Therefore, 254
children were included in these analyses. '
The grade" by sex means for each of the three variables

can be found in Appendix F. These threejvariables were judged

more suited for chi ségiie analyses than either' univariate or
multivariate analysis of variance. As a result, sepaéate chi
. squa;e analyses we{s:ggéductgd by sex and by grade for each of
the variables. The obtained frequencies by sex of each

possible .score on each of the three selection tasks are

presented in Table 2. The scores of boys and girls were
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Table 2 'ﬁ
Frequency of Weight Choices by Sex for Each Selection rask*
Underweight/Overweight Task
. Sex
Score ‘Boys - . . GirIs
0 .29 15
1 33 : ' - 38
2 . 41 ' 36
3 ° 24 -+ 38 i
Normal Weight /Overweight Task e N ’
Sex
- Score Boys ‘Girls
- ' : ¢
0 ‘ o 21 6
1 | v  26- 22 -
‘ - 2 | as - e > ‘
N - ’, N -
3 : . 36 .~ 58 -
Normal Weight/Underweight Task
o Sex )
Score - Boys ©, Girls <
:'1 b‘ M .. , 8 » ‘ 8
1 20 , 28
. - . 3 b Al -
, 2 o 34 - 41
v * 3 - 65 50 e
ﬁl:" hi
i * he frequency reported is the numbef of times the child
» chose the weight group in the first term of the selection
' . task; for example, for UW/OW, the numbers represent the number .
. of underweight choices made in an UW/OW 'selection task. 3
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significantly different than would be expected by chance for
both the number of underweight choices over overweight
choices, %2 (3) = 8.29, p < .05, and the number of normal
weight choices over QQerweight choicesy x2 (3) = 13.92, p <
.01. Girls made morg‘ngrmal wé%ght choices in the normal
weight/overweight selection task and more underweight choices
in the underweight/overweight selectign task.- In contrast%
the obtained freguencies of normal weight choices over:,nm
underweight choices were not significantly different‘fromf;ne
expected frequencies, x2 (3) = 3.94, N.S. . J i

The obtained frequencies by érade for each of the three
variables are presented ifi Table 3. The analyses were
conducted using each grade as a level in the analysis,
producing a 7 (grade) X 4:(possible score) chi square. The
number of underweight choices over overweight énd the number
of normal weight choices over ove?@eight did not differ
significantly by'grade from those that would be expected by
chance, X2 (18) = 24.62, p N.S., X2 (18) = 14.95, p N.S.
However, the number of normal weight choices over underweight

choices differed sighificantly between grades more than would

 be expected by chance, X% (18) = 38.18, p < .01. older

children made more normal weight ipoices in the normal
weight/underwéight selection task. C

Affiliation-preference task results. This task was

designed to measure the relative salience of an attractive

prop (e.g. skates) and weigﬁt status in children's playmate

-

.choices. 1In other words, it is a two dimensional measure of

)
{

L
|-
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.Table 3

"

‘Frequency of Preference Choices* by Grade -

Underveight/Overweight Task .
) . " " Grade
Score . K 1 2 3 4 5 6
A
y 0 8 5 11 ' 4 6 ' 6 4,
1 10 8 11 7 7 13 15
2 e 12 9 7 16 12 10 11
’ 3 - 9 -12 12 10 12 3 4
Normal Weight/Overweight ‘Task :
, ' Grade
Score R K 1 2 3 4. 5 6 v
. 0 5 5 6 3 2 4 2
1 11 S 3 7 -1 6 5
2 12 9 14 12 12 11 15
3 11 15 18 15 12 11 - 12
. . , = .
Normal Weight/Underweight Task .
N ‘ Grade
Score ‘ 7 ¢+ 1 2 3 4 5 6 o

4 1 4 3 3 1 o0
12 14 4 6 1 6 5

% 7 .12 10 12 7 11

-~
(73] ~N | aad (=]

-

7 12 21 18 21 18 18
[}

Vélges repreéent the number of times the first weight group -
specified was ché?en over the second weight group specified.

.
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.presented in Table 5. These gg}ained frequencies also did not
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children's weight preferences. The score derived from tﬁis
measure is the number of prop-based choices the‘éhila makes.
Two of the original 256 subjects were_missiné data on this
variable; therefore, the sample for affiliation-preference
analy;es was 254. ‘

The grade by sex group means on this variable can be, -
found in Appendix F. As can be seen in these tables, th;
majority of children chosé playmates on the basis of the
presence of the attractive prop. Once again, a Chi Square &
analysis was selected for these data. fﬁo separatg chi square .
analyses were coﬁducted on the grade and sex variables in the
design. The frequency of each possible prop-based score (0,

1, 2 or 3) was compared in boys and girls, ana then again

)

among the seven grade groups.. The obtained frequencies by séx
can be found in Tablé 4. The obtained fr§quencies were ho£
significantly different from those that would be expected by
chance, X2 (3) = l?b, p N.S.. 1In other words, the number of*
prop-based affiliafion-prefetences did not differ for boys an

girls. The frequency table for the seven grade levels is

diffey from those expected by chance, x2 (18) = 21.99, p N.S.
4 . 3
Once again, the number of prop-based affiliation-preferences

did not differ between the different grade levels.

Trait Attributions
The trait attributions task was designed to assess the
manner in which children attribute characteristics to

overweight and normal weight peers under free choice




N - -~ g~y TS I FE Al wrEE 4, S o e TR S
& N “ . . . \ ~ |
* ’ -
. . 5 vl v
- 1
@ - N »
, .
S . ' aa
. L]
S, g
. e
Tableé 4 i
. " . ¢ 75
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conditions. _ Many scores can be calculated from thlS measure.

‘In order to av01d 91ngular1ty or multlcolllnearlty, only three®

are scored. The total number of attributions to both the

A\ 3
normal weight and overweight figures is the flexibility score.
w . ,‘v k
The attribution of positive and negative traits are scored by
C ?
calculating the number of positive traits attributed to the.

[

nofmal weight figure and the,number of negative traits
attributed to the overweicht‘figure. Five of the ogiginfl
sample of 256: subjects yere missing data, leavrng a sample of
251 for the trait attribution analyses, Data from one more
subject was deleted ‘from the ;ultlvarlate ana1y51s because it
was,Judged to SZ extreme (eee Appendix C for a discussion).
‘The grade by sex means for eLch of . the three variables
are presen&ed in qules 6, 7 and 8. A grade by sex ’
multivariate analysis of varianck was selected for the

¥

analysis of these means. APillalé' criterion was selected due/

't the unequal cell sizes in tge design (Olson, 1976). This

test revealed a significant multivariate efﬁect‘of grade, F

(18, 708f = 3.46, p < .001. There was also a significant

effect of sex, P (3, 234, p < '.05. However, there was no

sigfiificant interaction effect, F (18, 708) = .65, p N.S. The

o

multivariate analysis of variance summary table is comtained

1n Appendix G. < 'Q
The unlvarlate analyses .0of variance results can also be

S

found in Appendix G However, 51gn1f1ca;} correlations.

-~ 8

between the three varlables (see Appendix C) make

-1nterpretat10n of these results,suspect\ There are several

-

L
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°Gtadeuby Se£~Means: Positive Attributions to Normal Weight.

4

‘ Figureés

Group n
Kindergarten - 8
boys 3
. girls 715
Grade 1 * . 35
-~ boys o 16
girls 19
. L
Grade 2 | 39
' boys 20
girls 19
Grade 3 35
boys . 16
girls 19
Grade 4 2 37
boys 16
% girls 21
-' " ‘ . '
- Grade 5 - 32
" boys 19
girls 13
, Grade 6 } *34
. boys » 14
~girls 20
y )
,ﬁ

\

Mean

4 .
Standard
t  deviation

2.93
3.34
2,31

2.91
2.99 N
2.86 ° .

3.03
3,08
'3.01

‘ 2,73
3.10
2.46

2.90
3.19
2.70
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Table 7 L
Grade by Sex Means: Negative Attribptions to Overweight
Figures | ‘
Group n ’ Mean - Standard
: ‘ ‘ deviatioh
Kindergarten 39~ ¢ 3.51 . 1.88
boys -~ 23 3.22 ' 1.73 ‘
girls 16 - 3.81 2.04 - A
oW -
Grade 1¢ ' 35 3.87 . 1.90 :
boys ;. 16 3.69 f * 2,02
_ girls 19 - . 4.05 ! 1.78
Grade 2. 39 _ 3.82 : 2.08 "
A ) boys . 20 ‘ 3.85 2.23
girls 19 . 3.79 1.93
Grade 3 35 3.22 1.89
o . boys 16 - 3.19 1.97
y girls =~ . 19 3.26 1.82
L4
J , . )
Grade 4 37 © 3.65 . 2.33
“~1J boys . 16 3.88 . 2.78 .
1] . . ! \
i Grade 5 © . 32 .. 3,00 - 1.64
, oo - boys - 19 . l 3.00 y . 1.77
_ Cgirls -, 13 3.00 . o 1.58 X
~ . Grade'6 R VO 2,93 2,00
. { . ' boys 14 ~ T 3.07 ) 2.34
girls 20 2.80 . 1.85 .
vy L ‘ . . ' ' \ [
} S ] .
, | ™ ‘
. M ' , . i‘;l
»
- ~ . ' "’ bo-
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Table 8 ‘ ) fﬁi\ )
Grade by SexﬁMeans:(fFlexib;lity or Attributions to Both
IFigures ‘ | | P .
‘ / .
- Group . .n Mean Standérd
. ‘ : deviation
Kindergarten 39 §.90 4.04
boys . 23 6.70 4.61
girls 16 7.19 . 3.17°
Grade 1. - 35 7.03 4.46 '
bOYS 16 . 6.38‘ 405‘7
R girls 19 *7.58 4.41
K - Grade 2 39 8.77 . 5.24
‘ boys 20 8.30 o 5.31
girls .19 © 49,26 5.27
Grade 3 35 9.51 . 5.24
boys . . 16 10.38 6.41
girls . 19 @ .8.79 - 4.06
\ , . . ¢ ~-
) ' ' ’ - . .
Grade 4 37 + 10.54 ’ 5.52
boys T 16 10.06 5.99
girls .21 . 10.90 °~ - 5.24
Grade 5 32. . 10.94 *. 4.95
. boys - 19 11.26 5.22
girls : 13 .. .10,46 4.70
R ‘ O LT |
- ‘Grade 6 34 156 . 5,13
boys - 14 <. 10.57 C 5,50
R girls 20 7 - 12:25 4.88
- " \ ' "
. . 1. ’
‘ . ! . -
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more appropriate ways of determining the contribution of
individual variablés to the multivariate effqurlGabriel,
1979). The pgesent data were judged suitqble for usingla
direct entry discriminant .function analysis as a way to
explore the significant multivariate effects obtqined using
manova. ‘
The nﬁmber of posifive'fraits attributed to normal weight
figures, negative traits attribdtediﬁo’oberwéfzht figures and
the flexibility score were entered into a direct discrimiﬁang
function analysis oé“the sex effect using the Wilk's lambda
criterion. The pooled within-groups correlation between the
f}ﬁ%anonical discriminant functions and-each variable was

examined to determine the contribution of each Variable to the. -7

significant multivariate effect. The variable with the.

strongest contribution to the multivariate sex effect is the

number of positive traits attributed to the nébrmal weiéht

figure (r = .73), followed bf the number of attributions to

both figures (r = -.29), and,finally, the number of negative

traits attributed to the overweight figure (r = -.02). This

order of imporéance was confirmed in both the F to enﬁer, and

Wilk's ladeagstat@stics (see Appendix G). Inspection of)the

Wilk's lambda coefficients indicated that ﬁnly the numpg;)of
positive traits attributed to the normal weighf figure
significantly differentiates boys and girls, Wilk'sciamsda =
.98, p =.02. This effect is presented graphically in Fiqure

5. As can be seen in the figure, girls made fewer positive L\ ‘

attributions to normal wéight figures at all ages than.boys;

T .
ok
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The same three variables were entgregiinto a direct entry
discriminant function analysis of the grade effect using the
Wilk's‘lambda Eriterion. In this case, the variable with the
strongest contribution was the number of  positive traits
attributed to the normal weight figu}e (r = -.85), followed by
the number of traits attributed to both figures (r = .74), and
finally, the number of negative aftributions to overwefbht

. X\
figures (r = -.20). This order of importance was confir

the F to enter and Wilk's Lambda statistics (see Appen
Both the number of positive attributions to the nor
figure, Wilk's lambda = .86, p = .001, and the number of
attributions to both figures, Wilk's lambda = .89, p = .001,
significaqtly differentlated the grade levels. As can be seen
in Figure 6, the number of positive attributions to the normal
weiaht figure decreasqd with age. In contrast, there was an
increase in flexibility, or the number of attributions to both
figures, with age.

These findings Y€ad to the hypothesis that the primary '
change in childien's attribution patterns/wi age is that
positive traits once attributed to the notrmal weight'figure
begin to.be attributed to both figures. In order to explore
this hypothesis, a more detailed exploration of the traits

>

gttributed to both figufes was undertaken.

The mean number/éé positive and negative traitsﬂ
attributgg,by children to both figures was calculated
separately for the sample of 251 children (see Table 9).

Although only the grade effect was significant in teéts of the
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Table 9 ° T |
Grade by Sex Means for‘tt&umber of Pogitive and Negative
Traits Attributed to Both Figures ‘
Valence of Trait ~
Positive - ' Negative
Group - n - Mean {SD) Mean (SD)
" )
.o t o
Kindergarten 39 4.15 (2.80) 2.74 (2.12)
boys 23 3.91  (3.29) 2.78 (2.19)
girls 16 4,50 (1.93) 2.69 (2.09)
' , Grade 1 35 5.23 (3.22) 1.80 (1.73)
. boys 16 4.75 (4.44) 1,63 (1.78)
o girls 19 5.63 (3.06) 1.95 (1.72)
' Grade 2 39 .5.87 (3.51) 2.90  (2.30)
boys 20 5.45 (3.56) 2.85 (2.41)
girls 19 . 6.32 (3.50) - 2.95 (2.25)
. i ’ »
Grade T . 35 6.63 (3.34) 2.89 (2.29).
boys 16 6.94 (3.89) 3.44 (2.76)
girls . 19 6.37 (2.87) 2.42 (1.74)
Grade 4 : 37 7.05 (3.47) 3.49 (2.46)
boys \ 16 . 6.75 (3.71) 3.31 (2.70)
.girls 21 7.29 (3.35) 3.62 (2.31)
Grade 5 32 7.44 (3.17) 3.50 (2.36)
boys 19 7.37 (3.61) 3.89 (2%18)
girls 13 7.54 (2.54) ?.92 (2.56)
. . Grade 6 34 7.71  (3.08) 3.85 (2.44)
' boys 14 7.21 (3.14) . 3.36 (2.73)
(3.07)

girls c20 8.05 4.20 (2.21)
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original flexibility score, the manova énalysis on1the§9 new
variables was conducted by grade and sex in order to rule out
the possibility of sex effects in the new variabies. As with.
the original flexibilit& score, .there wasi@usignificant

multivariate effect of grade, F (12, 474) = 3.74, p'< .001,

f .

and there were no significant effects of sex, F (2, 236) = -
2.09, p N.S., or the grade by sex interaction, F (12, 474) =
.45, p N.S. The manova su&mary table can be found in Appendix
G.
. . N H

Once again, the significant grade effect was followed up
by means of a direct entry disciiminant function analysis.
This anglysis confirmed that the number of positive traits
attributed to’both figures was the flost important variable in
differentiating grade levels (r = .99, Wilk's lambda = .88, ﬁr

=,001),. but the number of negative traits attributed to both

figures also contributed significantly to the multivariate
grade effect (r = .51, Wilk's lambda = .93, E = ,006).
Supporting statistical re§u1ts can be found in Appendix G. As
can be seen in Figure 7, there'was an increase in both the

>

number of positive and the number of negative traits

"attributed to both figures with age. Thus, children begin

attributing more traits in general to both figures, rather
than simply increasing the number of positive traits to both
figures, with age.

However, these results are inconsistent with the earlier

finding that there is no change in negative trait attribution

with age. Two .subsequent analyses.ma:e_undefeégg;\EB\élgfif&

¥

;
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Figure 7 Deyelopmental Trends in the Attrlbut‘ion of Positive and
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this discrepancy. First, children's overall willingness to
attribute positivé versug/nééative traits to both figures was
explored.’ The per cent of posiéive traits 3nd negative traits
attributed to both figures was calculated for each graae
level. These results are graphed in Figure 8. There vere
more positive traits than negative traits attributed to both
figures at allﬂages. Thus, it appears that children are more
likely to attribute positive traits to both figures at all
ages. ‘

Secondly, an item by itém analysis of the aétribution of
traits to both figure® was undertaken to further clarify the
age trends in positive and negative attributions to both X
figures. For the sqﬂg of clarity, the attribution of each
negative and positive trait was compared in younger

(kindergarten through grade 2) and older children (grades 3

through 6) rather than in each grade level. The total number .

of times each trait was attributed to both figures at the two
grade levels is presented in Table 10.

These means both reflect aﬁd exteﬁd the previously
reported findingé.‘1The finding that flexibility increases

with age can be observed; the percentage of -children

.attributing each trait to both figures was generally greatér

in later grades. The greater strength of the trend toward
increasing the attribution of positive traits to both figures
can also be observed. The increase in attributions to both

figures betwegp yodnger andlo;der grades appeéré greater for

positive than negative traits. Furthermore, the only two
s . L] -
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Table. 10 : : , ’ ‘
Frequency of Individual ‘Attributions to.Both Eiéun:es in o
. . R s ‘ ,
_ Younger 'and Older Children’ ' . . .
. Grades - | e
: K“thr’ough Gr.2 " -+ Grs,3 throdgh 6 - ,
. . . ¢ . R o -
s | ) 7
‘ ~ Absolute Percent Absolute Percent S
‘ ° Frequency ' Erequency - .
‘ Positive Traits . : . .
Play (toys) - 65 57.52 97 . 70.29 :
Play quietly ¢ 39 34.51 66 47.83 1
L\ o . -
Watch TV 64 .56.64 ° - 93 67.39
+ play (instruments) 65 57.52 ' . 94 68.12 |
. N . ‘ ’
Smart ) 65 = 57.52 109 78.99
; o . * ¢ ) ' , . .
oo : Jolly v 35 30.97 , 72 ! 52.17 \\\\\\
] N . /‘ ~ . . ¢
. Strong : 32 28.32 - 52 . 37.68
‘ Neat - . 36 31.86, 74 '  53.62
‘ Affectionate 44 38.94 - - 89 64.49
Polite ' ‘40 35.40 . 84.-  60.87 |
v e . : ' r
Generous . 38 33.63 . 84 60,87 .,
Clean © S1. 45.13 79-  57.26.
* Negative Traits : e > N
Teasing . ./~ ¢ 23 20.35 42 . 30.43
Mean . ’ 31 27.43 " 56 . 40.58
o ‘ ) ;
. Sneaky . 3L _27.4@&%@ 75 ° 7 54.35
Unhappy .' . 48 42.48 63 . 45.65
- , . ’ ~ Ll \ N : ' o
3 Gets Teased 3 20.35 126 18.84 A
X . Nawghty . 371 32,74 1 s1us 7
S Lazy ~ . - " - 34 30.09 - . .56 '  40.58 . '
. ‘ ' A . ) ) } ' N ' '
" Afraid . 56 < 49.56. . 84 -60.87 . -
?///{ | - . CLo L N
YA - \ ;
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- traits which were not attributed more to both figures with age
s

were both negative: unhappy and gets teased. Thus, it=

-

appearsathat while children also begin to attribute more

negatlve_gralts to both fighres with age, they continue to
reserve some particuXar negative traits for the overweight
figuré. This flndlng explains the lack of a developmental

. shift, ;n the overall attribution of negatlve traits to -

overwe}ﬁgz‘fxgures.“ . _

Summary a4 ; .o

4

These analyses revealed both sex, dlfferences and
developmental trends in chlldren s attitudes about welghiL
Girls made more underweight choices in an underwelght/

Y C overwelght preference task and more normal weight choxces in a

¢ no;;al‘welght/overwe1ght preference task. Girls also made
fewer positive attributions to normal weight figures at all
ages than boys. There were ma;y developmenéal trends: th®
number of body resbonsesqdeclined with age; the number of
ﬁositive attributions to the normal weight figure decreased;
the number of attrlbutlons to both figures 1ncreased "and the

-

number of normal wexght preferences in a normal
p .
welght/underwelght preference task also 1ncreased. r

Predicting Children's .Weight Attltudes ‘

The second goaf’of the present study was to discover

factore which contribute to the development of children's,

attitudes about weight. The two fagtors examined were
v ' ) Ay
children's level of cognitive development, as meaeured by the

. achie&ement of conservation, and their parents"attitudes

9
A

A

. - \ .
o .
' N L 9
N -
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r‘- © " about we;ght, ae mee;ﬁreé by a parent questionnaire. ¢
This quest1on was add ressed using regression analyses.
: The selection of dependent varlables for the regression
analyses is descrlbed in detail in Appendix H. The variables

. L) ' '

judged appropriate for regression analyses included seven

r

ependent variables derived from the child attitude measures. -

ﬁ\\independent variables derived from these measures and four
The seven independ&nt or predietor'variab;es are: the total
D - coneervation ‘score, maternel weiggt:status, spouse's neight o
status, paet maternal weight status, negativity, flexibility .
e:b internality/externality. The four dependent variables.or .
variables to be predicted are: the body:responses score, the
numben‘of undefweight over overweight preference choices, the
number of prop-based afflllataon—preference choices” and the
L . child"s flexlblllty score on the trait attrlbutlon task The
regression'equatiens were designed to meet the goals of the

study and to conform to the statistical restrictions -on these

analyses (see Appendix H for a discussion).

Categorizing by Weight )

. . The results of the regressions prediéting the‘transformed
; St body’respenses score ere presenteg'in Table -11. As can be
seen in the table, the only‘significant regression was
N obteined by using conservation alone to predict the nnhber of
times the child chose to use weight‘rather than ectivity as -
the categorization dimension. The relationship between
) conservation and the body responses score is negative;
‘ ‘;hildren who had obtained higher levels of cognitive

N .
- I

¢ .
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Responses Score ' . ) . , - . . -

.. pPredictors
S % .

=z
BLC)
ro

‘' semi-  sig. . e
Partial ' t :

Vo " Regression 1 - ' - \ o P T
Conservation 141 13.22 S.000 0 -.29 . ,00L .-
' . ,’ «
] ‘? i
./ Regression 2 . ‘ , .

Negativity ) R ~.02 '~ NS-

Externaliéy' o : . . o =209 NS \f
" ) \ frlexibilftg . ‘ o s =21 . NS
;: M: \Mather's Weighé , .« 07 , ﬁs
| " . Father's Weight =~ : o . ' .24 NS ‘
g | Mother's Pastf Wéiéht ‘ ' - -.001 ° ¢+ NS e
- ‘ | 48~ 1.18 .33 3 |
) . eme—mm——a e e ——— -
° .Regression 3' - 5 L ; 1 .
" Conservation o .- T35 NS
Father's Welght \ R ' .14 | NS
® . o Externallty ‘\ o ' ‘ o C .02 ‘NS
‘ ’ Flexibfligy . | S T/ . - =10, - ‘NS ,i e
T o Mﬁpher's Past Weight ' o *<Q: " —=.06 . .+« NS i
\ N

R . 26 .84 .54 c o
o . .
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‘development ténded'to uée'weight as a categorization dimension

less often than children at lower levels of cognitlve

development. The conservation score accounted for 8 69% of

L

the variance in the body responses scores. The parent scores C e
were not predictive of the .child's body responses score when
entered alone or when they were entered with the conservation

score. Furthermore, when the child's conservation score and AN
. . N\
the four most predictive parent variables were entered

together, the regression was not significant.

Preferences r

’

Two sets of regressions were calculated to preQict ‘
childten's weight preferences: oné was designed to predict
the number of times the child chose the underﬁeight over the
overweight gigure in the preferehce task,‘and the other was
designed to predict the number of ptop-baséd affiliation
preferences the child mede on the affiliatipn:preference task.'

The resylts of the regressions predicting the child's

performance on the .preference task are presented in Table 1l2.

As can be seen in the table, the regressions using

Iy

- conservation alone and the parent scores alone as predictors

did not significantly predict children's breference for

ﬁnderweight over overweight figures. However, these

varlables, plus the one 51gn1f1cant interaction and minus the

three least predictive parent variables, ylelded a 51gn1f1cant

regra2ssion equation. - This effect explains 40.37% of the

variance in the number of underweight over overweight

preference choices the child made. It was the peﬁent's paet
\
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Table-12 S 7
. - : ST . s
: Results From Regressions to Predict the Number of Undedeight ,
' Choices on the Underweiéht/Ovérwe;ght Preference Selection
o ' Task . B ‘ ‘ ' )
Predictors 0 N F ‘2‘ © Semi- Sig.
o , ; . Partial t ® -
Regression 1 . . : fW
, . Conservation 150 . .1 .74 .03 .74
v *D ' ' “' ‘ ' -
Regression 2 : - ‘ o ' L,
. I ) B ‘e ) Y
Negativity » +04 NS
. Externality o .06 . NS
: Flexibility , R © =14 NS
' ’ C b L .
Mother's Weight ' ' -.14 NS
' -Father's Weight . -.15 . .NS
Mother's Past Weight , , o, W04 NS
. . " - ’ .
5 .° . .53 . .78 . - L
~ , " h ! O
4 . d [y
Regression 3 ; .
“ ' .
Block 1: . ,

) Conservation \ o, . =08 NS
Negativity ' L . .06 NS
Externality : 1,23 NS )
Mother's Past Weight | ‘ =51 .001

, 29 3.79 - . .02 ‘ :
: -Block 2: : ‘ .
F”‘ o Conservation X Negativity . ‘ 137 NS
29 3.11 . .03 . ‘
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D . . A /.
weight status which was most predictive of the child's/
o /

g "~ tendency to ¢hoose underwe1ght over overwelght figu:7s in this

L

%

preference task. The relationshlp between” these tw varlabdes

is negative, and-a‘%igh score on the dummy variabl
repreeeﬂting past weight status means the mother has never

L
Jbeen qverweight %B the past had children who preferred

-

/:ij been overweight. Therefore, it appears that mothers who had

underweight to overweight‘figures in the preference task.'
. The results of the regtessions to.-predi¢t children's
' prop—based Ehpices on the affiliation-prefefence task are
presented in Table 13. As can be seen in the taale, when o
conservation is entered into the regres:ybn equation alone, it

prediets a small (2.74%) but significant proportion of the

‘'variance in the number of prop—baaed, filiation—preferencea
the ?hild makes.- The association be ween.tbese two scorea is
_ positive; therefore, child}en at higher cognitive-
developmental levels chose their playmates by the presence of
attractive props, not weight status. In other words, they
chose to play with the overwelgét child with an attractive toy
rather than the normal weight/child with no toy. The
regreseion based oh all the /jparent scores was marciinally @
significant. A total of 21{5% of~the variance was explained
by the parent scores. Iﬂ this case, 1t was maternal . ’
1nterna11ty/externa11t$/and flex1blllty which predlcted the
T child's attitude sco;e/best. Mothers who were flexible in
| trait attribution and saw overwelght as under external ‘control’

Voo
had children who de' few affiliation-prefetence choices on
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Table 13 . | . . P
Results From Direct Entry Regressions to Predict Prop-based
' Affiliation-Preferences | . . |
Predictors N F °) Semi- *  Sig.
’ . Partial - "t
Regression 1 ' . ;
Conservation * 150 e.17 . ba 7 Los
- —_—— - .'.......‘..._.‘S-_..._.... — —— -
. Rggrésgion 2.
Negativi;ty_ ) " -.18“ ) . NS
Externality . . o / —'.32 .02
Flexibility = -.32 .02
Mother's Weight . ' 001 NS
' Father's Weight ' -.01 ‘NS
Mother'§ Past Weight' ) “ s | -.02 - Ns:
51 2.01 .08 . '
Régression 3. ) o .
Cr')'nservation A - | .36 .02
Externality K "=.30 .05
FlexiBility - r 4 X _ -‘?41» .o
Father's Weight R -.05° NS
Mother's Past Weighé ' ‘ ., "«. ‘ -.18 | NS
29 5.20  .002' \
- - | . ¢ * ' |

(RN
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the basis of toyé. *In.other words, fheir‘children preferred
to play with the normal weight child with no toy rather than
the‘overweight child with an attractive‘toy.

When conservation and parent variabie;\Vere combined in’
Qne regression omitting the two least predictive parent -
variables, the amount of variance predicted was Qignificant.
10nce again, this significant regression was the result of the
maternal flexibility and externality scores.' However, the
child's level of conservation alsd contributed. Téé direction
of these effects follows the pattern described in the two
earlier regressions. As can be seen in the tablg, these five
vari?bles combined accounted for 53.08% of the variance in . -
c@ildren's£g}op—based afﬁiliation-preféiences.

Flexibility

The results of the regressions to preéict children's
fléxigiiity in the trait attributiop task are presented in
Table 14. As can be seen’'in the‘tabﬂe, conservation alone
significantly predicted the child's'flexibility in the trait

attribution task. Conservdtion predicted 3.36% of the

s

varignce in-the child's flexibility score. Children at higher
+levely of cognitive development attributed more traits to both
‘ figures than children at lower cognitive levelsl The'parent
variables alone failed to predict a significant proportion of
the variance in the child's flexibility score. Finally, the
regression including botﬁ”soneervation and parent variables,
plus the significant interaction and minus the least

.

predictive garent variables was also not significant.

1
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| L]

N

I

[

Predi'ctors N F Semi- sig. gﬁ
S . Partial t
/Regression 1 : .
Conser¥ation YA 5.05 .03 .18 .03 .
- - — —— _—- —
' Regression 2 A ’
Negativity ) -.11 NS
Externality e - -.02 °NS
Flexibility | | .02 NS
kKN . & R
: M?ther's Weight .09 NS
Father's Weight ’ : -.001 NS
Mother's Past Weight -.14 NS - '
51 - .27 95. .
- - .
—————— - —— - - . <:'
Regression 3 t :
Block 1: Y " 4 )
Coriservation ' .32 NS “
. L '
Negativity -.16 NS.
Mother's Weight .17 ’NS‘
Father's Weight .08 NS s
' ! 29 3 1.12' 037 ’
Block 2:°
—_— , . ' \
.Spouse's weight X Past weight . =14 | NS
| 29 & 7,99 " .45
. = . ‘
: f
%




Summ i i) , -‘, ’ - | /
The results of the regtession‘analyses predlcting

chlldren s attltudes suggested that the cqlld .8 level of

cognltlve development accounts for some of/ the varlance

-

explained in the developmental trends. ‘Chxldren at hlgher

'Ievels of cognitive development tended to use weight as a

categorlzatlon dimension less often than children at(iower
'levels of cognitive development. They also chose to play w1th
the overwéight child with an attractlvg'toy rather than the
normal weight child v;ith no toy more than children‘ at lower
levéls of cognitive deyelopment. Finally, the more
cognitively advanoed children also attributed more traits to,
both flgurei'than children at lower cognltlve levels. . |

The regre351ons also supported the 1nfluence of. soc1a1

[

tr&nsmission suggested by the sex differences. A maternal '

°

history of overweight was aSsociated with children' choosing
more underweight rather than o&erweight figures. Furthetmore,
mothers perceiving overweight as externally controlled and
attributing traitsxflexibly to figures of both weights’was
predlctlve of chlldren ch0051ng to playwith the normal welght

chxld w1th no prop)ig the. aff111atx0n-pfeference task.

-

v

°
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- - Discussion - “
There were two goals of the pie;en; study: te inveétigate " ,'

sex differences and developmental trends in chiIdren'sn

attitudes about weight and to relate chlldren 8 level of:

i

!

cognltlve development and their parents' weight status and

attxtudes to children's attitudes. . The results of thls study

clarlfy the results o} previous studles on the nature of R
chlldren s attitudes about weight, and suggestszhat both the |
child's level of cognitive development and parental fact%rs
con;ribute to children's attitudes about weight.

Developmental Trends and Cognitive Developmen&

As predicted -6n the basis of cognitive-developmental
theory and some of the results of past resea{ch,.the agigor
grade of children was related to their attitudes about weight..

The results of thquadevelopmental analyses revealed that the

.

number. of body responses declined with age, as did °the nunber
'of positive attributions to the normal weight figyre. The

.number of shared attributions and the number of normal weight-

*

preferences in a normal weight/underweight selection task

increased with age. - - o A Jy

- B - “

The fact that the youngest children in the present sample -
were aware of others' weights, and that thelr tendency to use
weight as a categorization dngenswn declu’wuh age had

been predicted. While the early research on children's

\
X

awareness of weid%t failed to find evidence that elementary

]

school age children could identify thelr own body types (e g.“ .

Lerner & th{ggder, 1971a), more recent research using a

g
»




acategorization task found that by the age of 3,‘children could

W

R

match drawrngs on the basis af welght and thatathis tendeﬁcy

declined with age (e. g Rhodes & White, 13&5 Whrte et_al,-

1985). This, resultﬂls,also,con51stent w1th;P1aget1an theorysf’
The decline in categdrizing by welght occurs when most of the’
chlldren learned to conserve. after klndergarten or grade 1..

Accordlng to Plagetran theory, the acqulstxon of this cbncept'

marks ‘the onset of concrete operational tﬁbught. The reduped -

perceptual focus assoc1ated with thls transrtlon could explaln

7

the tendency to match draw1ngs on the ba51s of act1v1ty.more

often than weight type,_ ’

. " . LITY
” . v ’

The results.of the regression apalyses predictipg
r -

”

childrenfs performance on this task SUpport:the'influence of

cogniti%e legel on the use of weight as a categorization

-

dimension. Whlle parental factors dld not have any predlctlve

power, the chlld s conservatlon score accounted forJa\\-;-

significant proportion of the- var;ance in match1ng the R

draw1ngs by welght. As the developmental trend 1mp11ed, .-
&
higher scores on the conservatlon task were predlctlve of less

s ¢

likelihood of using weight as a categorlzatlon d1mensron.

"The ability of young chlldren tb maRe body responses on

- L

the Body Salience Task seems to reflect the acqulsltlon of a

" weight schema. The present results*support prevrous flndrngs

L ) !

'1ndrcat1ng that such a/échema is acqulred during the
preoperational stage,’ at about 4-5 years’ of 'age. Bekween
kindergarten and grade 2, there is a decline in yeight -
categoriratidn whfch_seems best interpretedtas indgcating that

, .
’ .
. , -
] . \ -
“ .
« 4 N o

+

i p
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"thezweight schema is-well established and that, given a
‘choice, children ﬁrefer using newer, more complex matching
dimenﬁions such‘as'activity“(e.g. Kohlheré, 1966).' ‘
mhq&present study orovides indirect evidence that .the
devélopment of d weight schema precedes the use of that ‘'schema
) ) torprocess 1nformatlon about,normal welght and overwelght . . N
peers. Age changes in trait attr1butlons occur between
R kindergarten and grade 6. Past research based upon forced

‘choice paradlgms, failed to find conclusive evidence of -

. developmental trends in trait attrlbutlon. However, cognltlve

4 ‘ / b

developmental theory (e.g. Martln & Halverson, 1981i; Plaget,
1951) and the resu}ts of studies on the development of other .
‘ ﬂtypeS'of social attitudes (e.g. Coker, 1984) -strongly"
.sugoested that there,should be deyelopmental'trends in this
. aspect~of weight attitude development under free choide
conditions. On the-hasis of Piagetian theory regarding

concreti:operational children's increased ability to classify.
pd -

hierarchically and take into account more aspects of a

stlmulus, it 'was hypothe51zed that there would be a

-

develo;me%tal 1ncreasé in sorting tralts to bgth overwelght .%

. and normdl welght flgures (glexlble sortlng), with the blggest
gﬁtrease occuring around Grade 1.. This ,hypothesis was

*supponted in. the present study ‘ . \

The fact  that posrtlve and negatlve traits begln to be

attributed to both figures by boys and girls suggests that

this rncreased flexlbrllty is strongly deve}opmentally

programmed. On the basis’ of Plagetlan~theory, 1t was | .

[
N [ 2 . ~
s
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predicted that this developmental effect wolld be'related to

cognitive factors.

child 'ﬁ level

of conservation ﬁfedicted a small but

sxgn1f1cant amdunt of the variance in the attribution of

traits to both figures. .

The results of the analyses on chlldren s flexibility in

-

attributing tralts to f1gures conflrm that younger children

tend to attribute positive traits to flgures like themselves

]

and negatlve trdits to overwelght figures, as did subjects of .

-all ages in studies using a force? choice paradigm.

older children were more likely qs'abandon the rigid "like

me/not like me" type of sorting described by Mattin &

7

*Halverson (1981) Instead, they used the optioﬁ of

attributing tralts to both figures available in the free

choice format-
. ~y

choice format

° L &
trait attributions to figures of varying weights develop.

can no longer

3

- lifetime.
o

The results of the regression anélyses suggest that this

developmental

consider more

amount of the
‘attributed to
variables‘aré

trend.

used in the present study. Thus,,the free

has shed new light.on our understanding of how

be ;tgﬁaghthatJnegative evaluations of~

overweight figures are acTﬁf;;E‘early and ret?ined for a

A

shift is partly due to the child's_.ability to
aspects of a stimulus. However, only a small

variance in flexibility scores could be

cognitive level. Therefore, a number of other

contributing to the observed developmentai .

v
»

‘ This ‘hypothesis also received subpo€t; the

However,

It

-
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"The:e are a nomber_of factors which could be intluential;
for example, the development of social conformity and/or
empathy. Indeed, there is some evidence that both ot e
susceptibility to social desirability or confotmity influences - 4

and’ empathy toward less fortunate others increases in children

" around the:age of 8 years (e.g.,Igbitsky, 1988; Stra?er,

.

1987). This explanation is also supported by the patterns of
>a5tr1but1ng specific tralts observed in the present study.
The shift with age is primarily marked by acknowledglng

overweight children can possess positive traits. There is

‘less of a trend toward attributing negative traits to both

figures. Furthermore, while some negative traits begin to' be

attributed to normal weight figures with age, the traits "gets

teased" and "unhappy" continue to be associated w1th

overwelght. Therefore, older T dren exhibit a more )

positive and.a more realistic attttude toward"overweight

peers. They-have leerned'that overweight peers have difficult . -
social lives, and the observed trait attribution pattern may

represent their increased empathj for them. .

BAnother factor which may be contributing to the

development of flexibility in trait attribution may be

4

childfen's experiences‘with peers. As they age, children -
naturally have more contact with people who are overweight.
It-seems likely that ‘these experiences would leao to a re-
examination of schema-baeed trait attributions. |

' The use of the free choice paradigm eliminated aﬁy

possible predictions about how positive and negative traits
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would be attributed to normal weight 'and overweight figures.
These results confirm that it is preoperational cﬁiidren who
have already mastered the use of the "like.me/not like me"

' schema, and the concrete operational chﬁldienywho are
abanéoning the rigid, echema-Based way of evaluating ethets.' :
Older children madeafewer pesitive attributions to the normal
weight figu{;ﬂ Only two negative traits continued to be
érimafily attributed to the overweight figure by older
children.

The shlft away from rigid trait, attrlbutlon patterns
could also be seen as the result of a‘fectlve as well as
cognitive growth. The pﬁev1ously mentioned hypothe81s
regarding the concu}fent increase in empathy or sociali \;
eonformity in children around the age oij, suggests that the
shift away from rigid sorting may also be due to children's
increased fear of social censure and/or increased emphathy for
fheir overweighé peers. While each of these two concepts are
thought to have cegn;tive components, they are also considered
affective processes (e.g. Hartup, 1983; Strayer, 1987).

' -Similarly, increased experience with overweight and

normal welght peers could also have contributed to the shift

’1n which traits are ‘attributed to fxgures. By late elementary
scﬁeol, children may also have discovered that peers who are
like them with regard to weight are not necessarily like them
in ¢ther ways. The 1nfluence of experlence is very 11kely in

termg of changes in the attribution of negative traits to

OVEIWElght figures. The two traits "gets teased" and

4
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"unhappy" may well reflect the overweight child's social,
. . ; a

S

reality. .
‘The results of the present study do not allbw the
differential role .of cognitive, affecgiQesand Experience
factors to be distihguisﬁed in the development of trait
attributions based on weight; the‘developmental patterns
obtained are consisient with each explanation, and the child's
specific trait attributions could not be eéplored using
regression analyses for statistical reasons. Futufe research
would do well to measure the relative contributions of ‘

} 2

affective and cognitive growth to developmental trends ;P

trait attribution gore directly. épecific measures of

schematic pr sing (i.e. memory or information processing

. il
. tasks) or affective concepts (i.e. empathy, social conformity)

should be taken. Similarly, an exploration” of the role of
experience would be useful. The discovery of certain
experiences associated with the early development of more
poéitive attitudes about weight ﬁight be applicable to
teachers and parents interested in bringing about attitude
change in children., |

The final trait attribution result obtained in the
present study was unexpected; girls made fewer positive
atgributions to the normal weight .figure on the trait
attributiqn_taski' Instead, girls were more likely to
attribute positive traits to the overweight figure as well as
the normal weight figure. Unlike the developmental trends in

trait attribution, this result can not be attributed to

/

o

>




differences in cognigive‘development because girls and boys
) did not differ in their level of cognitive development. Once
LS again, however, this finding may reflect the involvemeﬁt of
affective Aevelopment. Girls may be more~sensitiye to the
social”aesirability pressures or empathic toward others
earlier than boys (Strajer{ 1987). Finally, an alternative
explanation is that boys simply over-learg the association
between peoéle and things like them and positive evaluat@gns.
The only remaining developmental trend obtainea was the
number of times children chose‘lhe normal weight figure ovér.

-’

the underweight figure on the preference task. While the

results suggest that older children tended to choose the
hormal weight figure more often than the underweight figure,

Ay

past research had led to thé_ﬁypothesié that preference
variables would Se more affected by children's sex than grade.
While there is a significant ‘correlation between children's
' ability to conserve and theirqscore on this’ task, there is no ,
cognitive developmental explanation for this resuit.
- 'Therefore, the correlation may reflect'the often-discussed
relationship between intelligencé and conservation (e.g.
Jordaﬂ & Jordan, 1975). In other words, thedmore intelligent
children may simply be more able to pick out the normal weighL
figure. The lack of a cognitive developmental explanation for
this result leads to an explanation regarding the nature of
thg task. Examination of tge'measurefteveals_that the most
subtle distinctions between body typeg appear to be betwqgn

the underweight and normal weight figures. This particular

.
rd
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preference task also demonstrated the boorest internal .

reliability of all the preferehce tasks. Therefore, the
. ™ *
observed age trend may simply-reflect the-fact that older

children were more ablF to make the difficult distinction

/-v‘i

between the two body types.

Sex Differences and Parental Factors

v
o«

Another particular interest of the present study was the—
identification and explanation of sex differences in
children's attitudes about weight. Largely .on the basis of

a

preferences. However, the aforementioned results from the

‘measure of children's preference for normal weight over
¥ . .

underweight figures were inconsistent with this hypothesis. ' //

While the grade effect in this measure of preference can be

explained, the lack of the hypothesized sex difference‘'in this //

aspect of preference, iq contrast to the other two measures ,/ .
derived from the same meagure, is somewhat puzzling. Howeverv/l
one differentiating feature of this selection task is that /
neither figure is overweight. Careful examination ofﬂthe//
earlier studies on preference (e.q. Lerﬂer & Gellert, 1965;
Rhodes & White, 1985) reyeals fﬁ?t the séx differences ,

»

obtained have all been in measures of aversion for overweight,

- not preference for normal weight. Thus, it appears quite

J
logical that the sex differences in preference were only

{
obtained in measures contrasting ové&weight and other figures. -
Indeed, the obtained sex differences were in the expected

direction; girls made more underweight choices in an
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//unaerweight/overweight selection task, and more normal weight

/// choices in a normal weight/ovérweight sgle:fion task.
/ Sex differences. in task performance are often thought to
' /// be the result of differential socialization Setween bogs and
/ ) girls (Block, 1983). Thislexplanation seems particularly
/ appropriéte, since the‘%xistence of biologically-based sex
// differences in preferences seems unlikely. Consistent“with
‘this gxplanation, the regressions predicting children's
tendency to choose the undg;weight figure over the overweight
figure point to the influence of variables associated with & "“\\
X individual differences in task berformance rather than
developmentally programmed factors sqéh as cognitive
development.. While the entire set of parental variables did
not predict children's preferences on this task, the deletion
of some related pareﬁtal weight status variables le? to tpe
finding that past maternal weight status predicted the child;s
preferénce. Mothers who said theyehad been overweight in the
past had children who tended éo choése underweight over
averweight figures. Thus, it may be that mothers with some
personal concern over overweibht convey phis concern to their
‘children, who manifest it as a preference for underweight
rigures. ’
‘ One explanation for the sex difference may be
differential transmission of concern about weight to'female._
¢ children. Many researchers have notéd that girls and women..

are mere concerned about weight than boys and men (e.g.

Klesges, 1984). Others have noted that there is greater

’
s
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presaure on females in aur'society to ﬁaihtain a low body
weight; girls as young as 8 years of age‘}estrain‘their 3
apﬁetites (Davis, Best & Hawkins, 1981), and the incidencé‘Pf-
eating disorders such as.bulimia is higher in females (Halmi,
Falk & Schwartz,q1981). Thus, it is éanceivable that young
female children internalize the societal and parental value of

parental thinness better than boys. —

. The lack of a sex difference in the results from the

'measure of affiliation-preference is less easily explained

than the results from the other preference tasks since the
task is an overwelght/normal weight choice, albeit with
another dimension added. It is particularly pui&llng in view
of the fact that past research with the same measure has
revealed sex differences; both White et al 11985) and’ﬁhodes &
White (1985) found that girls made fewer pﬁop-based choices
than boys. This conflict may be explained by the age of the
children in tha studies. Both previous samples included large
samples of 4 year gldgf‘ﬁgeras the present atudy had no 4 year
olds and few 5 year olds.’ A re-examination of the previous
results revealed that it seemed to be the extrem;’scores of
these youngest children which produced the significant sex
differences. The lack of thls effect may also be explained by
the fact that most of the subjects overwhelmlngly chose to

make their selections on the basis of the attractive prop.

Another interesting result involved the influence of

cognitive developmental factors. Although no developmental

differences were obtained in the univariate analyses, and

Qe
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there was no theoretical or empirical rationale for relating

Fognitive development to performénce on this task, children
with higher‘consétvation scores' made more prop-based playmate
choices. 1In otger words, they ;hose to play with the
overweight child with the attractive prophtather than the
normal weight child with no pfop. ’On»the one hand, this
result is consistent with the results on the use of weight as
a categorization dimension,. because mére.cognitively advanced
children are'éaying less attention to weight. Similarly, it
is consisteht with the trait attributfﬁn resﬁlts, because the
more ad®anced children are acknowledging %hai.children unlike

themselves can be good.

a The most perplexing results obtained in the present study

were found in the regressions predicting the child's

,affiliation-preference task score. 1In all other cases, sex =~

differenées in a particular variable were accompanied by the
significant influence of parental factors in the regression
analyses. However, in the case of the affiltation-preference
results, there were no sex differenceé, but the parental
factors were predictive of children's scores in'the /
regressions. Mothers who expressed a gr?at deél of "
flexibility'in trait attribution and seemed to bélieve
dperyeight was beyond the individual's cont;ol were assoéiated
with children with low levels of prop-based responses. In
other wdrds,,their childrén tended to avoid playing with the
overﬁeight child. .

These results are counter to social learning theory; if

I .
FX LI S



their children can be explained. Mothers-with an external
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mddelling is the process of transmission, then mothers with
positive attitudes should have children with positive
attitudes. There are two possible abproaches to understanding

this unusual and counter—intuitive;result. First, the results

can be accepted at face value and interpreted as best as

possible. The relationship between an external view of

overweight and increase& interest in weight preferences in

|

. . e
view can be thought of as having a more cognitively primitive

view of weight, because they do not seem to have an internal
locus of control. Similarly, children who make many weight-

3

based choices on this task. have been associated with lower

3
-

levels of cognitive development. However, the pattern does
not hold for pa;éntal flexibilig;1 If the maternal
flexibility score was.equivalent to the nature of igis conbept
in, children, .then flexible mothers would have to be seen. as
moré cognitively aé?anced.' However, flexibility can not be
related to éiagétian concepts in adulthood, since.most adults
have reached the concrete operational stage. Thus, it is
uncxsar exacEly what fléiibility represents in adults, and we
can not fully explain these results without such knowledge.

—

Bnother way of looking at the unusual :fﬁiliation—
preference results would be to question their validity. It is
quite likely that all the mothers who had extreme.scores on
the téo parental measures compose a unique subsample of
mothers. In fact, all of the mothers who completed the

questionnaire may be considered unrepresentative of the
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“ ~ general population, since many mothers who received the .

questionnaire refused to participate. It may be that those K

s

. who agreed to particjpate were exceptionally vulnerable to

) Y, /-1‘3.‘ ' .
.social desirability pressures. Furthermore, the mothers with
- P S § - B
i : -

the most extreme scores might be considered most conforming.
The questionnaire was extremely face valid. Since most adults

. know”we;are not .supposed to think negatively of overweight |,
* ' :

people, these mothers may have consciously or unconsciously

L
exaggerated their results in a positive direction. If
parental scores do not reflect their real attitudes, there is

no reason ty expect children's scores to bb‘comparable.

- .

Furthermore, ff\gpeir true attitudes are more negative than

>

their scores éuggest, it would explai? the fact that their .

childrén are more preoccupied By weight status than most of

.
’

'their peers.. .’

¢  The Nature and Origins of Children's Attitudes About Weight

. — Thus, the results of the present study succeeded in
increasing understanding of sex differences and developmental
trends in children's attitudes and the factors which
contribute to the development of tﬁ;se attituées. The results
support the influence of both cognitive and parental factors
in the development of children's attitudes about weight. The
deéelopmental trends Segm to be atlleast pértly tied to the

. influence of cognitive"developmental factors.” However, many
éuesiions also remain; theré must be othén factors

contributing. to developmental trends as well. First, the

‘ grade efﬁgct in the prefetence for normal weight oveé

w




underweight figures can notvbe‘explained by cognitive

developmeﬁtal theory. Secondly, the regressions revealed that

only a small amount of the variance in any variable can be

o«

explained by the child's conservation score. Thirdly, some of

the developmental trends féund in the present'study are also’

congistent with growth in affective devélopment.. Therefore,

future researchers should explore the'relationship of o

A v

.affective factors such as empathy and socialuconfbrmity to
¥ ‘ " .

']

children's attitudes about weight. . . .
fhe‘;ncidence of sex differences was more consistently -
accompanied by evidence of parental influence on children's

scores on the various tasks. The one exception was the

absence gf sex differences in affiliation-preference scores,

despite the “influence of parental factors observed in the
] : ' .
regressions predicting these scores. While the influence of

parents on attitudes aboqt weight Has been sugggsted by these
results, much of p;renté' and society's role in the ‘
development of these attitudes remains unclgar. Once againp,
onlf very small amounts of the variance in children's scores
werepgttributable to the parental variables measured in tﬁe.
present study. Furthermore, most of the parental vqriabies
weré gotally without‘prgdictive value. Therefore, researchers
may have to broaden the study of parerital variables to inclugde’
moreqdetaiied weight history information (é.g..numbgr of times
on diets, rating of body’sqtisfaction) 6r concrete, observab;e
paf%ntal behaviors (F.g. taking food away from‘children,

1 f

statements about overweight to children) in the éuture.
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~present study is the documentatlon of the- psychmetrlc

"so was not a-stated goal of the present study, .it is an

Fathers attltudes should be examlneﬁ as well. Finally,, the

process of att;tude transmresmn between parents and ‘children T

may be ‘c/pnsiderably more complex th‘a‘n behavioral modelling,

and therefore’ requige more creat:.ve hypothesizing about
G

. .
M A

- The informatiop«%n sex differences and developmental

relatlonshipsuhetween their attitudes.

=

trends in all aspects of children's aétitudes abput weight

documented in_ the present -study,is noteworthy. . The

N

modifications made to measures, and the.systematic study of a

wide age range of bo'ys and girls are considerable improvemeénts

. . ~ ¢
' -

to previously available data.’ Another contribution of the B .

i

- o,
=

propert1es of all the weight attitude measures. While domg

>

, important advance in a fhleld marked by numerous; dlscrepant .

9

at

and unprov n measurement 1nstruments. o ) i

@

-
. X
¢ .

-The r ults of the psychometrzc analyses were 1arge1y
pOSitive"lCl st of the measures met adequate standards of .

1nternal reliability and relatxonships between variables

L4

der1ved from the same measures were not problematlc for -

statlstlca'l analyses. The results of analyses condnot_ed on

the weight preference variables were an interesting exception.

The nearly ac
¢

from the affilation-preference task suggests that this task ~

'tablé?i_nternal‘ reliability level of the'gcore

simply requires a few more items to reach an appropri'ate level

of consistency. In contrast, the internal reliability of the

, +
, three vanables derived from the preference measure was

k]
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,'acceﬁtabletkor preliminary research purposes, but requires
'rerineuent for.future reséarch, Unfgrtunatelg, other methods
. ‘\oﬁ scoring produced scores which were even less reliable than
U those.reported in the present study. * This lack of
reliability is 1nterest1ngeln lrght of previous methods of
assessing preference and our lack of understandlng of weight
pfef:}encesf Prev}ous researchegs (ésg.Lerner & Geilert,
1969) used only a single trial with children asked-to choose
betueen stimuli of all three weight types to determine a

[N
~ 'l

" Chlld S welght preference. 1In contrast, the method used in
the present study used three trials for each of three
combinations of weight types, and yet in most cases no stable

. preference emerged. Therefore, it seems clear that tﬁe

resultho; previous research using one trial tasks can not be
relred>upon. Furthermore, the entlre nature of what we have ,
consrdered welght preferences must be guestloned. The results
of the two ‘dimensional measure of,pregerenceJrevealed that |
children sfﬁply doynot make many preference choices on the
basis:of weight; this rdnding plus the unreliability‘of one-

- dimepsional preference data suggest that children simply don't

have stable preferenées for a partiéular weight group in the
absence otﬂother 1nformat10n‘about a peer. Of course, more

\}complex, multr-drmens1onal measures might reveal that chlldren

have stable welght preferences. Future researchers should

explore alternatlve means of defining and measuring welght

-
“

. preferencesi\ . .

L ' Other results from the present study suggest the need to
: ' ‘ '

&




v re-examine how we think about attitudes about weight in
geﬂfsgl.A In the past, researchers have -tended to assume that
if children have a negative attitude on one measure, then the
same feeling will prevail in all other measures of weight
attitudes. In contrast, the results of . the present study
suggest that attitudes about weight can not be thought of as
one unitary concept. The measures used in the present study
were intended to tap three aspects of ueight,attitudegz schema
development, preferences, and trait attribution patterns. The
results of correlational analyses of the variables derived
from each 5% the four attitude measures revealed that each
aspect of children's attitudes about weight must be consideted

independently. . ‘ . ‘ -
1

Some mild relationships between these aspects of weight
attitudes might have been‘expected on the basis of past
thinking about attitudes about weight which emphasized a
globally negative reaction to overweight. However, the

distinctness of each aspect of weight attitudes can be

explainéd by the present study's findings. First, the rdsults

of arialyses on debeiopmental trends revealed that the use of
weight schemas, some aspects of weight preferences and- the
attribution of traits on the basis of weight type differ
depending on the grade of the child. Str?hg tendencies to
categorize by weight are found only in kindetqartenoand grade
1 éhildren, wheras it is older éhildren who prefer normal
weight to underweight drawings on the preterence\tank. At the

. . .
same time, however, older children begin attributing traits

L
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: more flexibly. Therefore, correlations betyeen the four
g ' measures or three aspeets of attitddes about weiéhr across
., grade levels would not reelly be exoected: "éecondly,:;wo
distinct influencesg on the development of sbeciﬁiccaspects!of
attitudes about weight g;;e been identified, and the‘influence '
_of more factors seeﬁe likely. Therefore, each’aspect of
weight attitudes may be uniquely and multiply-determined.

Tﬁe results, in conjuction with past research, also add C
further support to‘the potioﬁ that there is no global negative
stereotype about overweight by late childhood. The attitudes
about overweigot observed in older children can be described
as fairly positive. First, they do not necessarlly seem
preoccupled with the weight of others, at least as a way of

categorizing them. Furthermore, when given another basis for

making preference choices they overwhelmingly choose to ignore

the weight of drawings. Secoodly, they do not simply assume

that negative qualities are associated with overwerght people

and poésitive qualities aré associated with normal weight

people. e

. Thus, the body-behavior relationships hypothesized in ‘ .
Sheldon's’ (1942) constitutional psychology and the overweight
stereotype described by earlier researchers do not seem to

exist. The idea of an overweight stereotype seems to have

been an artifact of the forced choice paradigm. ' It may be -

| . that forcing children to attribute traits to one figure or
another yielded 1nformatlon about the1r understanding of -

popular opinion, rather than of thelr own attitudes.

[
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' The attitudes observed in the children in the present
study seém to bexinflueﬁced,by a number of factors. Some of |
these :aetors mef be_cognitive developmeut, barental_attttudes

fend history, experieuée with peers, and the characteristics df
the task or:situation. “There do seem to'be some negativge

~ attftudes about overueight: However, thé results of the

“present study modify understanding of these negative
att}tudes. The tralt attribution results’ suggest that
overweight 19 viewved as a negative condltion, rather than

‘ overweight peOple being viewed as ‘negative. The results on

preferences suggest that whatever negatlve feelings children.‘
may have about overweight figures, those ‘feelings do. not
necessarily influence their playmate choices. Thus, while

e negative attitudes about ovefwe;ght do exist, they @ppear to

be much less pervasive, and unrelenting than p?eviously thought.
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Item(sex) Standard

1 (M)

2 (F)

3 (F)

4 (F)

5 (M)

6 (F)

e

7' (M)

8°(M)

.9 (F)

10

11
12
13

14

R

(Fp

(M)

(F)

(M)

(M)

Y

Overweight
Fightiug

Normal
Vacuuming

Overweight
Stealing

Underweight
Wagon

* Normal

Angry

Normal
Party

Underweight
Wagon

Overweight
Raking

Overweight
Combing

Overweight-

Snowman

Normal -
Standing

Normal
Reading

Overweight
Mud

Overweight ,

Weights

Male étimuli'

Female Stimuli

. 4

B I TS
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Table A - 1 ‘

~

"Choice 1 Choice 2
Overweight Nprmal .
Standing .Fighting
Normal ‘ Overweight
Swimsuit- Standing
Normal Overweight
TV Cleaning '
Overweight  Overweight
Skateboard Standing
Normal Overweight
Standing Angry
vUngggyeight Normal
swimsuit Shopping
Overweight 'Underweight
Bicycle Swimsui
Overweight  Underweight
Ball , - Reading
Normal Normal
Combing Eating
Normal Overweight
Snow house  Standing
Overweight . Normal" ' ds
Guitar Swimsuit
Overweight  Overweight
Reading Guitar

| Overweight  Underweight
Groceries Mud

Normal = Normal
Combing Exerciging

“Top = Weight Type
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White et al's (1985) Body Salience Measure Items

. Choice 3

®

Normal
Combing

Overweight
Cleaning

Normal
Stealing

Underweight
Camera

Overweight
Reading

Underweight

Party

Overweight

Reading

Underweight

Pruning

Overweight
Standing

Normal
Swimsuit

Overweight
Standing

Normal
Chess

Underweight
Tennis
Overwéight
v

Bottom = Agg\vity/Prop

“
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Table A -2 ’ "
R Trait Attributions Measure Items q
Item . Picture " Question” ! .
. 1 4 .
- s
1 A test with an "A" Someone always does well on \ ,
and a star on it tests in school. Who is smart °

and does well in school: this
Roy/girl, this boy/girl or both

L boys/girls?
2 A boy/girl crying Someone teased this boy/girlg
) (full body) . Who probably teased him/her:
’ this boy/girl, this boy/girl or
. both boys/girls?
: - v
* 3 A collection of - Who would like to play with
non-sex-specific these toys? Would it be this
toys boy/girl, both’ boys/girls or
this boy/girl?
4 A boy/girl crying Someone took his/her toy away.
. and reaching out Who was mean and took the toy:
- (full body) ‘' wWas.it this boy/girl, this
' boy/girl or both boys/girls? ~
5 A smiling boy/girl ‘This boy/girl likes to joke and
with rosy cheeks laugh a lot. Who is jolly? 1Is
) (face only) it both boys/girls, this boy/
o girl, or this boy/girl?
"6 Males: A tool bench Males: Somebody's been touching

coveted in tools Daddy's tools and he won't 1like *
. it. Who was sneaky: was it this
boy, both boys or this boy?

7 V.
Females: A vanity Females: Somebody's been playing
table covered in with Mom's cosmetics, and she
toiletries ° . won't like it. Who's sneaky:
Is it both girls, this girl or
this girl?
7 A desk and a book . This is a nice quiet place to
case go. Who would like to go there
F _ This boy/girl, this boy/girl or
' both boys/girls?
8 A frowning boy/girl This boy/girl is unhappy. Who
crying (face only) would be sad: Both boys/girls

this boy/girl or this boy/girl? \




17

18

/

A larée shopping .
‘bag full to the
top .

~
3

A neat- bedroom

A. couch and TV

‘A boy/girl pointing
and laughing (full
"body) .

" A baby lylng on a
. blanket

A hand holding a
box of crayons

¢

A woman shaking
her finger and

_ frownlng (full
body)

A collection of

musical instruments

A room with toys
scattered around

A large gift-
wrapped box
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- Who could '1ift this heavy bag?

Who is strong; ‘this boy/girl,
both boys/glrls, or this boy/
glrl?

Someone always keeps their room
neat. Whose neat room is this:
both boys/girls, this boy/girl

or this boy/girl?

Someone likes to watch TV. Is
this boy/girl, this boy/girl or
both boys/girls?

This boy/girl is teasing someone
Who is being teased: this boy/
this boy/girl, this boy/girl -or
both boys/girls?

Who would like to hold and
cuddle this baby? Who's
affectionate: 1is it both
boys/girls, this boy/glrl or

this boy/girl?

Who would say thank you when

. given these crayons? Who's

polite: this boy/girl, this
boy/girl or both boys/girls?

" Mother is angry. Who was

naughty and made her angry:
was it both boys/girls, this
boy/girl or this boy/girl?

Who would like to play with
these musical instruments? Would
it be this boy/girl, both boys/
girls or this boy/girl?

Some boys/girls are lazy and

-never help clean up. Would it .

be this boy/girl, this boy/girl
or both boys/girls?

Who likes to give presents; who
is generous? 1Is it this boy/
girl, both boys/girls or this

" boy/girl?

~ . W/‘

”~




10  A'sink with soap - " Some boys/girls like to keep ‘
and water- . clean. Who's clean: both boys/ 5
- C girls, this boy/girl or this ;
- . , , boy/girl? :
. 20 A theatre with a " Some kids are afraid of scary '
, wolf on the screen movies like this one, Wh¢ is
- : afraid: this boy/girl,. this
boy/girl or both boys/girls?:
? )
. ' ,
\ , "
\ .
; . ~
!
y \
o »
. ; ‘ - w/
- . -
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Table A-3

Goldschmid & Rgntler's (1968)

Concept Assessment Kit - Conservation

?ﬁ‘ﬁ m va‘
W

SCORES
Record Form Tok [Benwvior | Sapianation] Tots
A o
[ ]
c
NAME DATE o
DATE OF BINTH . LAGE sex £ ‘
$CHOOL : GRADE F
- Tow
EXAMINER JL
COMMENTS : - '
'
{Al TWO-DIMENSIONAL SPACE '
ITEV DIRECTIONS VERBAL INSTRUCTIONS RESPONSE  |SCORE
I Zequal Buile 2 recrangles auch with 8 blocks of wood
rectangles g | Watch what 1 do.
S When firtshed, sk ’ 15 there 15 much wood hers™ s therg, ov i
does ont have more I |
: E If the subpect 3avs they are both the same, v Yes. they are both the mme, . .
and go on 1o (1]}, N \.
b E If he savs they are not the same. say ‘1 Look, m:»:bpnubi;uumm Sex, o
E Demonsmrate 10 subrect by poinning that they sre they are both the same
the seme, then, when S agrees. go on taill), M
1. 2unequal Take 2 addinonal blocks. sning Look. 1 am putting these Blocks here. same 3| 20
reciangles Then, s : Now tellme 13 there 35 much wood here & thumoe )}
there. or does ome have more? b has more ol
S Record. Then ask why? ,
. l—f'ﬂ"i B .
» 9
b FL; (V‘
o et
E Record. and say - OX. Let's do something eise, o
HL 2equal s | Buld D squares with |6 blocks of wood each, . V«.,’:f,
3 squin sying Watch what 1 do, e
s When fluhed, exk- . Is there 38 much wood here as thers. or dees
. one have more® [,
T If the sudyect savs they sre the some, connnuc s tyw o
1 wth (1V}, ’ :
i If the sulyect 33 thev sre 8O1 the same. 38y Look, %mhhﬁubﬁuﬁn& N
2 ] 8 are both the same. +
E . Demonstrate to mbsect by polnm that they ore N
she same, then, go on 2o (VL
V. v w, Mnuthﬂbrhﬁwmn;mnm;d
nnght e © Suild & single lme wath 8il 16 Docks, saving Watch what ! do, o <
Same
When finished, ask - Now. it there 2 much wood in this one 2¢ in
s PERS Mw.u‘mmh«pﬁ shamore [
—t Record, then ask. iy bhumort Ol
= ’
» ST pcond
E

3
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(8) NUMBER ‘
ITEM DINECTIONS VERBAL INSTRUCTIONS RESPONSS  [scons|
i reops Pace 6 egz cups in a svaight bne gbout 4 mches
! :".:l,'" aporl, Mkltorhm.::dhmh
tomepondng posinon, el in 8 umeigh
ne, saying » : ' ' .| Wetch what 1 do. .
S When finished, sy New, | want you to put eoch ene of than ' .
' B2 e the g Cup mest 0 4.
] -
000000 g |
979779 " .
E
I egpsvi.egtcups | Rettore the two Bnes of eggs ond cups, but speved
out cup1 (6 mches apeart ]} and move egps closer s D
. 1ogether {2 inches apert), saying . Watch what | do, . o Same .
Then, sk ‘ Now t;n $ Mo more (1
n, . e 5 JMOAY SEE1 'S CRPS OF arv —
s ’ there more of one kind? S b more
. Record, then ask wy? ’
+ 000000 ‘
WTTYYY rewe “
L]
. ¢
{C) SUBSTANCE ‘
1. 2equal balls Make o bells of plas dok (cach J 0z.), saytag | Hars aee twe bads of play doh. There b the :
. * sarne smount of ploy dob in soch bell.
Mzh(ld:‘. s thers o¢ much
o "] 1] [N J
x‘! l/w-lwmmwynnmmm.pan :ionh:“m’ ay
ol
QO] = , |
B If the mdject says one ball is kovger, sy Lat's make them the same. | om king » '
E . Netle it sony from this ene and sdding
. X to thet ene, .
Contimuee 10 adfutt the rwo bells wati] the sabject New, s there s much pluy dob in fhjs oae
atys ivey ave the sove. asln ghgt one® ’
B Saivs. pancsht | pirrien one bail 110 o pencoe (4 inches in
. diometer - use nler). sying Wotch whet | do. Soo. | am making thin ball o O
. - tato s pameshs. ‘ ohasmere )
5 - ® hos mars (]
" one, ot dovs ome
' O O | ottt "yt o s i
e’ .
Record. * t %
¢ L7




D} CONTINUOUS QUANTITY
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ITEM

DIRECTIONS

VERBAL INSTRUCTIONS

RESPONSE {SCORE

L 2larpe giasses

Gl

Place the two large plasses filied with ot !
amouni of weter (130 mi) before the ZZ':'L. mying

Then, sk

1f the ubject says they both heve the seme amount,
goontofll)

If the sudject says one has m aduss the water
level, saving

Then, ask

>
Conninue to adyust the water in the two glasses
untll he says that they both Aeve the :eme

Sev. hare are twe ghasses both fiiked with the
e amount of waler,

bmEETEh s s

Pour 25 ml of weter from an extra glass into lerge glass

» litthe from this gless into that eme,

. 2unequal 81 right. remore the extra giass, but leave It on the | Watch what | do. See, ] am pouring s little JL
Blasies mbie, saying water from this glam into that ene, same ) AN
s
. . Then, ask Now, is there o3 much water im thit gless s in absmore (O f .. .-
B B that one, or does ose have more? bhas more [ |.
Record, and ask Why?
[y 3 ] .
. - v RN
Record. y )
1 R s;( WA
Pour water from the lerge {which hes more ot
n ';m*""m water] nto rhrﬁnhut;"hm:.um : Watch what | da. ok
FC s When finished, ask: Now, does this glas have as much water as'
. fhese glsses fogether, or does ome ude shumore O «
£ . * more? bharmore O '
B -8 EB Record, end ask Wny?
a Eb h
E Record. ’ \'\ '
\\\ o
Place the wo large giasses filled with an equal .
IV. 2equallarge - emount of water (150 mi) before the subject, saying | See, bere are two glasses both filied with the
glastes mene senount of water, . E
H . 3
: Then, esk {s there as much water in this plass 23 in it < f
1f the mbject says they both heve the seme one, or dors one have more? LG
onount, go om 1o (V). v : v
a b . S
E 1f the subject says one has more, adjust the water Lot's make them the mme, See. ] am pouring RS
level, saying )

Then, k. Now, is there 30 much water v this ghas s ){
Conrinue 1o admust the water by the two glasses n that eee. or dors sme have more? 2 ‘_;1
umhcmwylborhmm-m L
v, Ilr:;.!lmn. Pour the water from the large glast into the five . - )
S small glasses nall glasses, saying Watch what [ do,
. Same
s Remove empry glass, but leave it on the tabie, and sk | Is there a3 much water in this glass 03 jn sl 8
ﬁ L1 (bese tegether, or doet ome side have more? 3 has more
B E . » b has more (0} ~———
B' 5 Record, and ask. Way?
2 Y ’
E L | Record .
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(E) WEIGHT
ITEM DIRECTIONS : VERBAL INSTRUCTIONS AIPONSE  [SCORL
L. 2equal balls ’
‘ s Make two equal Dalls of plas doh (eech 3 0., seving | Weve ave twe bulls of pisy doh. O ball it
s basvy s the other ball,
O O Give the balls to the child. snd 18y ’ Is one ball 06 heavy as the othet., o0 ks sme
a b {Be sure thet the mbyect picks up the bally and Sall haovier than the other?
weighs them in Ais hands. ) .
t If the child savs thev weigh the seme. gu on 1o (11}
If the mubject ays one weghs more, v Lat's make them the sme. | am [} N
4 Nttle bit sway from (his onr. and =
i 10 that ote. .
Give ball back 10 subject and ask. . Now are they the mme, is one ball os heavy
08 the other®
Connhnut fo adyust the two balls until ke savs they
. wergh the same.
Il balivs § Make the nght ball into. 3 Krtle balbs of approximateh »
hdle balt the 1eme uze, and arvenge them in 8 circle, seving Watch whai | am doing | am going 10 make
e o " | " etie bat out of s bel, sam O
s
(o) When finsshed, ask Ne hewvy 0a olt they bolls ¢ has more [
O %c? Do pot alkow the subret1 t0 pick up rhe balls.) :,:,a,h:'.:,“:,,&" I | -
a b Record. and ask Why*
' I
E
Record. f
I
, P
b . ' ’
. - .
{F) DISCONTINUOUS QUANTITY
1 2equal larpe Place the two glasses. filled with an equal emount of
ghses corn (150 mi), in front of the child, say ing Son, heve ore ms.' Soth filied with the 4
{Level the surface in both glasses } mone amdunt of corn. |5 there o much :
§ oorn in thil gless ¢ in (hat sue, ov doss j
B B 1f the sudject sy they both have the seme. go on ons have mors in 1! S
(il
. » If the mbject one Az move, By Lot's make them the wame. See. ! am
’ g mmhmlhh‘nhul:’ ,
E .t Now, Is thove 0s much com in this
. Conrinuge 10 adiust the com i the two glesses uanl 28 in hel one or does one hove mers? .
he 0yt they both Meve the some emount, before "
going on to (1]},
1n. gas v Pour the com from thy lergy piass inito the toll
:Tuu placs, sdying Wotch whet | do, Ser, | am pouring the sorn
s from this om inte thet eme som [
When fimshed, ay* ! Neow, is there o much som i hig oee & in shamore O ¢
E nons p et one, o0 doet one hove Imore? » s more (]
Record, end ek , wiy?
s 1
\d
£ , ]
Record.
, ?
. - ‘ . | .
- P -~
v
o o
\
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3 (G) Conservatidn of Volume ",
’ " . . ~ d
Item ' - Directions - Verbal Instructions
I. 2 equal Place the 2 glasses o .o -
large in front of the child )
glasses ' saying: See, here are 2
. : glasses filled
i with the same
amount of water. ‘
, Is there as much
$ ’ . water in this
‘ : , glass as in that.
, ‘ ﬂ, one, or does one

o o . . have more in it?

) If the child -says
they are the same, '
) go on to.II.

If the child says . :
one has more say: Let's make them
- T T T the same. See,
: I am pouring some:
. - water from this
\ glass into that
~* . ' one. Now is
- there as much
water in this one
as in that one or
does one have

more? .
Continue to ad- v
* just the water in '
- , . the 2 glasses un- ~ .
‘ SO . , til the child says
they are the same
, amount before\ going
’ on to II. .
11, . Place a golf ball - /
' _ . . into the 2nd of '
. ' : o ‘ the large glasses,
;! (b) and say: ' Watch what I do.
. - See 1 am placing ;, -
- - x a golf ball in’ )
. ; this glass. Now '’
' b ‘ _is there as much
. . water in this
i T - '
. » \

I

Shig ot o
AT TR T et



III.

glass as in that
one, or-does
one have more?

thé same

“ a more
Why?
Take the ball
out .of the -
glass\. Spill
some water out
of glass (b) /

.until glass (a)

has a higher
level with no
ball but glass
(b) has a higher
level with the
ball, and say:

{,

If the child says

that {a) has more,

say:

Go on to IV.
If the child says

that (b) has more °

or that they are
the same, point
and say:

a

Watch what I do..
I am talking out
the golf ball and
I am pouring a’
little water out’
of this glass.
Now is there as
much water in
this glass as 'in
that one or does
one have more?

Yes, this has
more.

[ 4

Look: This one
(a) .has more,
water -than. that
one (b). See?

-

. .
T e .
A o ny o7 Y 4.
Gatm B e n i Lt L




t

When the child
agtees, go on to
Iv. °

/

Place the golf ball

back in glass (b),
saying: -

Watch what I do.’
.I am placxng the
golf ball in this
glass. Is there
as much water in
this glass as in
that one, ‘or does
one have more?.

. the same

a more
b more

Why?
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Table-A - 4 .

. co 5cor1ng for. Conservation Task

Coldschmld & Bentler's (1968) normative tables and .
scoring system were judged mappropriate for the present
study S. sample, and therefore required revision. Although
they provide norms for male and female childten from 4 to 7.5
years of age, thelr Jormative sample was predominantly '
coggposed of lower-rmlddle class ,ehildren. The scoring systém
was rejected as it seemed to excessively penalize children
yith leeser verbal- skills by requiring a relai:ively
sophistica;ed verbal explanation for f.he child to obtain any

¢

explanation points. Their scoring system assigned two points
for thehcor’r;eft answer to the questign “Is there as much in
this one as’'that one or does one have more?". An additional
1’t:wo points were added to the score for each dimension if the
cﬁiléren lbould~ explain their answer by giving a response
containimg invariant qualit& (for example, "You didn't add or
subtract anything"), compex;gation .("The glass is taller, but
also thlnner"): or reversibility ("If we put this back in a

ball it would ‘tf)e the same"). Answers which implied one of the

"above rationales, but failed to fully explain the process were
| .

“"given scores of 0. An example of such an answer would be "you

just moved them around, it's still the same"..

Thé revised scoring Bystem still ylielded three scores.
Each correct answer '(beha\;ior) to the seven conservation
questioxfs still resulted in 2 points toward the total bbha(@or

score. Howevet, in conttast to the ouginal 0 or 2 scoring -

.
£l
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system, the child's verbal eﬁplanation fiaﬁawérded 0, 1, or 2
points. Each fully explained correct explanation resulted in

-another 2 points being added to the total score as per the

.original scoring system. Partial answers were queried, and if
‘no further elaboration resulted, were given scores of 1.
Totally inapproﬁriate answers or responses of "I don't know"

were given scores of 0. The behavior and explanation scores

are then summed to create a total conservation score for the .
' . 4

child. This score can range from 0 to 28. This revised -

’ -
sgoriné system was piloted using the responses of 106 ‘subjects
between the ages of '3 and 10 years of age. The two

, independent raters agreed on 97.3% of the responses.
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, Table A -5
PLEASE INDICATE: THIS QUESTIONNAIRE IS BEING COMPLETED BY:
' NOTHER___  FATHER___

¢ .

¢ ~
. A. PARENT WEIGHT STATUS: Clrcle the best response for each question.
. 1. HOW WOULD YOU DESCRIBE YOUR OWN WEIGHT STATUS:

. Undervelight Normal welght Overwelght Obese

2. HAVE YOU EYER BEtN OVERWE IGHT? ' .. .
i Yes No '
3. HOW WOULD YOU DESCRIBE YOUR SPOUSES WEIGHT STATUS: \\‘ /
" Underwelght. Normal welght TUverweight Obese '
e . m
. -
B. GENERAL ATTITUQES: For each of the following statements clrcle ’

the response that best describes how much you sgree or disegree with
the statement. '

2

- 1. ‘OéESIW IS PRIMARILY CAUSED BY METABOL IC DYSFUNCTION. . ’
Strongly - Agree Agree Disagree Dliagrn Strongly
Agree Somewhat _Slightly Slightiy ° Somewhat Disagree
, 2. BEING OVERWEIGHT IS USUALLY THE RESULT OF GENETIC FACTORS. -
, .
Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Disagree Strongly ’

Agree Somewhat  Siightly :Slightly  Somewhat Oisagree

)

3. OVERWEIGHT PEOPLE ARE JUST AS HAPPY AS NORMAL WEIGHT PEOBLE.

Strongly Agree Agree’ »Disagree - Disagree . Strongly °
Agree Somewhat Siightly Slightly  Somewhat Olsagres

.4, -OVERWEIGHT PEOPLE HAVE POOR WILL POWER.

‘ Sfro;tgly . Agree Agree Otsagree Disagree Strongly
Agree Somewhat  Slightly  Siightly ° Somewhat leugrn

.5, @AYEREIGHT . PEOPLE FIND IT MORE DIFFICULT TO INTERACT WITH
THERS THAN NORMAL WEIGHT PEOPLE.

Sirongly‘ N Agr'n ‘Agrn Disagree Disegres Strongly
Agree Somevhat  Slightly  Slightly  Somewhat Disagree
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* 6. BEING OVERWEIGHT IS THE RESULT OF BAD 'EATINsb RABITS.
/ * : .
Strongly Aree Aree Disagres Dlsagres Strongly
- ’ - Agree Somewhat - Slightly Slightly Someyhat Disagree ‘l""
. 7. OVERﬂElGHT PEOPLE ARE GENERALLY LESS ATTRACTIVE THAN NON-
N - OVERWE IGHT PEOPLE. .
. Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Disagree Strongly
@ Agree Somewhat  Si lghﬂy Si lghﬂy Somewhat Dlsagree
B. BEING MODERATELY OVERWEIGHT IS NOT RELATED TO HEALTH PR@LEHS.
Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Disagree- Strong I Yy’
- . Agree Semgwhat  Sjightly , Slightly Somewhat Disagree
9. IT (S DIFFICULT TO CONTRG. OVEREATING IN OJR FOOD-ORIBHTED
- . .. SOCIETY., . .
z ¢ Strongly Agree - Agree Disagree DisagFee Strongly *
Agree Samewhat  Slightly N.Sllghﬂy Somewhat Disagree

. g LI ‘ - ‘ \
10, OVERWEIGHT PEOPLE ARE LESS PHYSICALLY ACTIVE.

Strongly " Agres [ Agree Disagree Disagree Strongly
Agree Somewhat  Slightly Slightly Somewhat  Disagree

1t. OVERWEIGHT PEOPLE ARE AS CONFIDENT AS NORMAL WEIGHT PEOPLE.

Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Disagree Strongly
~ Agree’ Somewhat  Siightly -Silghtly Somewhat  Disagree

.

12, OVEFMEIGHT PEOPLE HAVE A SLOPPIER APPEARANCE THAN  NORMAL

WEIGHT PECPLE. . 7

v

. Strongly Agree Agree Disagree.. Disagree Strongly
- Agree - Somewhat SITghtly Slightly Somewhat Disagree
-
”,
. A
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c.

20.
21,
22,

_PLAYS,

oy o |
Put & check mark In the spproprlate column to sssMie the adjective
on the left fo the welght catagory (overweight, normal weight,
both) that you tes! [+ best describes.

used to Indicate that the sdjective can describe both overwelght and
normal welght persons.

QVERWEIGHT  MORMAL WEIGHT  BOTM

SMART,

The both cat

agory should be

TEASES,

MEAN

HAPPY.

SNEAKY,

QUIET.

SAD,

STRONG,

NEAT.

WATCHES T.V.

GETS TEASED

\AFFECTIONATE

POLITE

DISOBEDIENT.

LIKES MUSIC,

LAZY.

GENERQUS,

QLEAN

AFRAID

HEAL THY,

GOOD LOOKING

145



Table A -6

Scoring System ﬁdr Parent Questionnaire

! 1

Generai Attitudes

1. Obesity is primarily caused by metabolic dysfunction.
-Internality/Externality Scale .

-Strongly agree. = 6 = External

-Strongly disagree = 1 = Internal

‘2. Being overweight is usually the result of genetic factors.

-Internallty/External1ty Scale
~Strongly agree = 6 External
. -Strongly disagree = 1 = Internal

3. Overweight people are just as happy as normal wexght
peaple. . ,
-Negativity Scale
-Strongly agree = 1 = Positive
_ -Strongly disagree = 6 = Negative

4. Overweight people have poor will power.
~Internality/Externality Scale !/
-Strongly agree = 1 = Intérnal
~Strongly disagree = 6 = External

5. Overweight people find it more difficult "to interact with
others than normal weight people.
~Negativity Scale
-Strongly agree = 6 = Negative
-Strongly disagree = 1 = Positive

6. Being overweight is the result of bad eating habitss ;L
-Internality/Externality Scale L
-Strongly agree = 1 = Internal
~Strongly disagree = 6 = External

7. Overweight people are generally less attractive than non-
overweight people.
-Negativity Scale .
o~Strongly agree = 6 = Negative
‘-Strongly disagree = 1 = Positiv€

8. Being moderately overweight is not related to health
problems.
-Negativity Scale
" -Strongly agree = 1 = Positive
—Sftongly dlsagree = 6 = Negative

- - 3 o IR P e T
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9. It is difficult to control overeating in our food-
\ ‘ oriented society.
‘ -Internalxty/Externality Scale
-Strongly agree-= 6 = External 2
. -Strongly disagree = 1 = Internal

10. Overweight people ‘are’ less physically active.
~-Internality/Externality Scale
-Strongly agree = 1 = Internal
-Strongly disagree = 6 = External

11, Overweight people are as confident as normal weight

. people.
-Negativity Scale . , °
. -Strongly agree = 1 = Positive {;’ .
x : iﬁt’. ~-Strongly disagree = 6 = Negative - Y
o ottt '

12. Overweight people have a sloppie: ‘appearance than normal
weight people. .
) ~Negativity Scale
-Strongly agree = 6 = Negative-
—-Strongly disagree = 1 = Positive

’

) oy oo
ettt o
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2

The psychometric propefties of each variable were '
examined using sliéhtly different ptocedﬁ?éew As a :esul&. ’
the procedures and conclusions regarding the eriablea from
each measure are described éebaraéely.

Body Salience Measﬁte -

\

The internal reliability of the bbdy responses score was
% .
examined. The Cronbach alpha coefficient for this score (.90)

was well in excess-of the .6 or .7 recommended for

+

experimental measures (Walker, 1985). Therefore, the score

appears to be internally consistent or reliable.

’

3

Trait Attributions Measure \

Each of the three variables derived from this measure was
examined to\determing its reliability. All three variables
were highly reliable. The cronbach alpha coefficient for the
number of positive traits attributed to normal weight figurgs
was .82, The coefficient for the numberlof negative tfaitgééﬁ
attributed to overweight.figures was .71. Finally, the
coefficient for the number of traits attributed to both
figures was .85.

Some of the analyses conducted on these resultg required
tﬁe computation of two new scores from the flexibility score.
The cronbach alpha coefficients of these scores was also
acceptable. The coefficieni for the number of positive traits
attributed to both figures was .84. The coefficient for the
number of negative traits péttlbuted to both figures was .76.

Thus, the variables derived from this measure vere

considered internally consistent.,

N [



Preference Measure

The Cronbach alpha coefficients of these.variables were
also calculated (see Table B - 1). As can be seen in the////
table, the coefficients were lower than the .6 or .7
recommended for e#perimental measures (Walker: 1985). The ,
item-total corrglations and alpha if item deleted statistics
did not reveal any particular items which could be eliminated
to raise the alpha coefficients. Furthermore, foilow up
analyses cbmparing the reliability of these scores by grade
failed to support the hypothesis that the poor reliabilif
might be largely confined tv younger children (see Table B-a).
While these scores cannot bé.judged wholly internally
cénsistent, they were nonetheless considered adequate for an
explératory study such as the present one. Their questionable

reliability was considered in interpreting theé results.

Affiliation~-Preference Measure

The Cronbach alpha coefficient obtained when all three'

items' were considered (.58) was slightly below the .6 or .7

recommended for experimental measures (Walker, 1985). The

?‘1

item-total coréelation and alpha if item deleted statistics

revealed that the deletion of one other item would increase

"the alpha level substantially (see Table B — 3). However, the

P

deletion of an item was rejected since two highly related
items do not really constitute a test (Nie, Hull, Jenkins,
Steinbrenner & Bent, 1975), and the coefficient was so close
to an ideal level. Therefore, the present score was judged

reliable enough for the present\j;udy.



UW over OW

- Items

o

Table B - i\'

\

Cronbach Alpha

13

=
4

.46

L1

‘Cronbach Alphg.Statistiés: Preference Scores

S — —
L s mE o, - -
.
- r
[

Corrected item-total - " Alpha if item
. Correlations -, deleted
1 .24 L4400 ¢
5 .411 4125
NW over OW , Cronbach Alpha = .47
Items Corrected item-total Alpha if item
\ , "+ Cortelationsg deleted
3 ‘ . 280 .387°
4 .328 .301
7 - .262 -+418
‘ - -
NW over UW Cronbach Alpha = .45 .
Items . Corrected item-total Alpha if item
Correlations deleted
6 - " .319 271
8 . 240 .413
9 . - +268. +366
! 3
. \
Variable Names ‘ ’ .
UW over OW = Number of undé?weight choices in an '
underweight/overweight preference seledtion task
NW over OW = Number of normal weight cholices in.a normal .
weight/overweight preference selection task
NW over UW = Number of normal weight choices in a normal

-

‘weight /underweight preference selection task



P oA VUL ST S
JE e I B <1, N ETHSTRATIRLT L VT
At e ??ﬁf{"‘*f 7 _"" . . e *""'ﬁgﬂ.’;"‘;\- T T e, oo
. : [ A P
+ . @ N - ‘ x @ +r Y

152 -

Table B - 2
Cronbach Alpha Coefficients by Grade:
Preference Scores
Grade (s) ‘ Variable - Coefficient
Kindergarten, UW over OW .60
Grade 1 and NW over OW .58
Grade 2 NW over UW .41
Grades 3, 4,. - U over OW - .32
M 5 and 6 NW over OW = .37
NW over UW - .47
Kindergarten ‘UN over OW . ' .51
\ NW over OW ' .45
. NW over UW .11
Grade'l UW over OW .57
NW over OW \ .67
_ NW over UW .33
‘Grade 2 ° , UW over OW - .72
' ) NW over OW ;o 62
’&’ NW over UW .63
E Grade 3 UW over OW .- .32 A
NW over OW .46
L NW over UW .55
Grade 4 UW over OW .55
Y ’ NW over OW : .29
NW over UW .55
‘Grade 5 UW over OW .09
- NW over OW .49
NW over UW- .49
~y 4 .
Grade 6 UW over OW . =.0
NW over OW y «23
NW

over UW ’ . « «13

Variable Names
&

UW over OW = Number of underweight choices in an
underweight/overweight preference selection task

NW over OW = Number of normal weight choices in a normal
weight/overweight preference selection task

NW over UW = NulM#@® of normal weight choices in a normal

'welght/underwelght preference selection task
- k 1
. c




‘Table B - 3

Cronbach klpha Statistics:  Number of Prop-based

Affiliation~Preference Choices . -
oy - ) e
A ' .
Items - Corrected item-total . Alpha if item |
, Correlations “ deleted ..
2 C .24 _ .68
3 . .53 . : .28
4 . .43 - .42
. . V
_ ’ oo ' .
\
[ e \ ) i
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Conservation Measure ) A

The internal reliability was assessed using Cronbach .

alpha. The scere correlated exceptionally well with
individual scores on the me;sure (Cronbach aléha = ;94).
Therefore, it was judged extremely internally consietent.

.The collection of data on developmental trends in
children's conservation scores allows the validity of the
conservation score as a measure‘of cogn}tive development to be
assessed. On the basis of cognitive-developmental theor§ it
would be expected that there would be no sex differences in
children's conservation scores, but a strong developmental
trend toward increasing scores with age. Therefore, a grade
by sex analysis of variance was conducted on this score. The
grade by sex means are presented in Table B - 4. As expected,

-]

there was a significant main effect of grade, F (3, 144) ="
) e
33.44, p < .001. . As can be seen in the table, children's mean

conservation scores increased with advanciﬂ; age. The omega
squared test for strength of effect revealed that 38.33% of
ghe variance in these scores can be attributed to children's
grade level. This represents a very large effect (Keppei,
1982). A scheffe post hoc test revealed that the significant

grade differences in conservation scores exist between

kindergarten and grades 1, 2 and 3, as well as between grades

‘1 and 3. There were no significant effects by sex, F (1, 144)

= 1.23, p > .05, or by the sex by grade interaction, F (3,

.144j = .27, p > .05. The anova summary table can be found in

Table B - 5.
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T . Table B - 4

Grade by Sex Means: Total Conservation Score

Group n ; Mean "~ .~ . sStandard *
, | : , ) Deviation -
Kindergarten 38 NN . ’
* boys , 23 6.22 6.95
girls - T« 15, ° 6.80 6.95
Grade 1 36 :
boys 16 . 16.94 - 8.16
girlS 20 15020 ! 8.12 * N -
. . i
Grade 2 . 41 ’ . )
boys 22 - 20.73 - 6.50
girls - 19 18.63 : 7.62 *
’ Grade 3 37. . T . .
» boys ¢ 17 22024 . : . 7008
"girls . 20 . . 20.60 . o 5.99
. n\* ) p r
r R,
/
“ 3 ‘ - .
‘ v B
S
% - Y
= . .-
;. e —
‘ ‘ A
h ‘ ‘ - 4. )
% a : .
¥ "
5. . . o
ol LA,
g“ N v )
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Table B - 5 )
Grade by Sex Anova Sumn;ary Table for Total ~ ™
: . Conservation Score -
. ¥ .
Effect §SQ df MSQ F
Sex 58.01 1 58.01 1.23
Grade 5161.70 3 '1720.57  33.44
SXG 41.26 3 13.75 .27
Residual 7409.10 14'4, 51.45°
~ Total 12613.05 151 83.53
. < . lf /
- ¢
y ' » ‘ &y
~
.%‘t
“ ) ¢ 5'““
\ | , ~ .
. »’ i ;": - | J%J R ¢
o ,\"’7‘"‘-,‘ fu T

P
.29
.001

<85
» ’
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Thus, the analyses conducted on\the conservation score’
demonstrated that it is both internallynconsistent and a valid ©

.

measure of cognitive development.

Parental Questionnaire

Weight status measures. All three scores derived from

this section represent the mother's perceptions. These data
are straight forward pieces of information, and thus do‘ﬁot
require complex analyses to determine their reliability.
Instead, all that is desired is’a wide enough range of , .
gespgﬁsgs to allow the statisticai comparison of parents- of
7 differ;nt weight caEegories. i%hese results are summarized for
the 51 mothers in Tébie B~ 6. As can be seen in the table,
there aEe both‘curréntly overweight parents and previously
overweight mothers in the presehf sample. Thé samplé sizes
are also sufficient to combare the two groups.using univariate
' analyse; (Fergﬁsoﬁ, 1981). Therefore, these data will allow
further subdivision of the.parent sample for analyses of both

the child and parent data. '

[
a ’

Attitude measures. The internal reliability of the two

v

attitude scores was assessed by aldhlating Cronbach Alpha

coefficients.‘ The Cronbach alpha coefficient for the

. megatiQity score (T?G) was acceptable for experimental

| measures (Walker, 1985). However, the alpha coefficient of

- the second score, fntegnality/eiteﬁpélity, was oniy .41. An
exploration of the erpbach alpha statistics for this score

/ : revealed that the reli%bility of this scoie can be inérqaggd

¢

toh.gl by deleting one of the'least correlated items (see
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%Table B - 6 ,
: Parental Weight Status Results \ '
. . (‘ ' v »
Item : Number of Mothers
Current Weight Status
. Normal weight 37
' Underweight | ' , 0 '
, Overweight. : 13
b i Obese SR U
o ‘ . '
‘; : Past Weight Status | "
% - .
Overwyeight ’ ' 22 s
- Not 0ver\w'eight : 29
- . N ‘ ] )
: Spouse'suWeigpnt Status .
- - Normal Weight | j ' ‘ “ 34
v - - s
4eUnderweight : t ‘ 2
'y Overweight - o 15
’ a . < T
\ . . Obese ° ’ 0
. 0 ¢
A ‘ \ Y ’
1l v 9' ‘l
\ ) ’ K
- \ -— (I
1‘1 - L N
:;';':”‘ oo 6‘ “ § i # ,.:?
m&vﬁ',ﬁ A ’ e




Tab1? B~ 7

+

Item Item-Total
Correlations
o {
1 g .24
'2 q; . .36
4 . .14
6 ‘ .26
9 -.04
10 .30
S
A N
H
[

t

" CronBach Alpha Statistics: Internality/Externality Score

Alpha if
-Item Deleted

.34
»28
.40
.33
«51
«30
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increase the reliability,'qnd a gréat.dbal of variability
would be lost if three of the original six items were deiéfed,
the five,item score was judged most appropriate. It Yas

. acceptea for further analyses despite its_limited internaf

~c5nsistency_due its nearness to an acceptable_levél of

+

reliability,rand the explo}atory ﬁature of the present sEudy.

~ Trait ‘attribution 'measures. Cronbach alpha coefficients
'were also calculated between each of the three trait

attribution scores and the items from.which they were derived.

The Cropbach alpha coefficients all met the .6 or .7 level df
internal consistency Walker (1985) recommgnded'for.
experiméntal measures. The coeff¥cient for the number of
positive traits attributed to the normal weight figufe was
.72. The coefficient for the number of negative traits |

"~ attributed to the overweight figure was .69. Finally, the

coefficient of the number of traits attributed to both figures
e . . .

was .80. ‘. -

rrrrrrrrrr

7 _ 160
Jﬁﬁ;;:’B - 7). Since the deletion of a second item did not .
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A set of analyses was conducted on each variable to
determine the most appropriate statistical techniques. This
section summarizes the results of these analyses, and

§ describes the seléction of the statistical analyses reported
] - N

in the results section.

’ Childrén's Weight Attitudes

Categorizing by Weight

»

o A grade by sex analysis of variance would typically be
the stagistic of choice to determine grade and sex differences
in one independent score. The suitability of the body

% ~responses score for univariate analysis was assessed by

ot examinihg homogeneitf of variance in each grade X sex cell
“ ) using the Bartlett-Box F test. -This test revealed
heterogeneity of vatiance, F (13, 29891) = 3.23, p = .001.¢ As

a result, tests for univariate outliers and skewness or non-

no¥mality were carried out. Although there were no outliers,

the variable was severely positively skewed (skewness = 1.36).

The skewness coefficient was significantly differept from the

standard error for skewness with N = 244, z = 8.66, p < .001.

T;bachnick & Fidell (1983) state that the best érocedufe
fog correcting positive skewness is simple logarithmic
transformation; Following this transformation the body

respbnses score was relaéively no;mglly distributed, z = 2.84,

N.S, and the variance because homogeneous between cells within

groups, F (13, 29891) = 1.36, p- N.S. Therefore, the

transformed body responses score was judged appropriate for'a

©
¢

univariate analysis of variance. %
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Trait Attributions

Manova. Once again, the desire to explore grade and sex
differences in theése variables suggests'the need for an
analysis of variance Qtatistic; In order to determine whether
each variable was suitable for this type of analysis,
homogéneity of variance between cells in the design was
examined. A Bartlett-Box F test revealed that the variance

betwe?m grade X sex cells was homogeneous for the attribution

.of traits to both figures, F (13, 31904) = .84, p N.S., the

" attribution of positive traits to normal weight figures, F

(13, 31904) = .83, p N.S., and the attribution of negative
traits to overweight figures, F (13,31904)'= .67, p N.S,
Since‘the Bartlett-Box F test is also sensitive to normality
violations (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1983), the variables were
also judged to be normally distributed. Thus, all three
variables were judged to be suitable for anal;sis.

. In order to determine whether a univariate or
multivariate approach was appropriate the relationships
between the three variables were explored with Pearson product
moment correlation coefficients. As can be seen in Table C -
1, the variables were highly correlated, reaching statistical
significance with the Bonferroni's corrected test of
significance. Correlations in excess of .80 might be
consiéered to'represent redundant variables; however, since it
is not necessary to minimize the number of wariables for an
analyzis of variance, none of the variables were eliminated on

the grounds of redundancy. On the other hand, these




Table C - 1

Pearson Correlations for Trait Attribution Variables

-

Variables

POSNW NegOW Flexibility .
. . N .
] . . * i )
NegOwW ‘ . .678 ——— Com—
- . N . » " ) * ' . * ’ * ) ) -
Flexibility -.815 -.699 . . e

°

\

_Variable.Names’

.

Number of 'positive traits attributed to the

POSNW / =
q normal weight figure
NegOW = Number of negative traits attributed to the
. overweight figure ,
- Flexibility = Number of traits attributed to both figures

-

.
' .
N N - -
, )
. . .
, .

-

. : .
Bonferroni-adjusted Signigzgshce Levels

* ¢ 005 a
% 01 \ ) ’ ‘ L
*xx 001 ‘ : ‘

lAv
-l
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correlations strongly suggest that conducting univariate
analyses of variance on each variable would be,misleadihg
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 1983).

N Therefore, the assumptiéns fer tﬁe multivariate analysis
ofvvariance were assessed for these variables. Ba}tlett's
test of Sphericity demonséréted that the three Variaples were
.strongly related enough to be entered in one analysis, F (3) =
402.58, p < .001. The determinant of the within cell
correlation matrix was also sufficiently different from zero
(.18) that multicollieearity or singularity was ruled out.
Finally, althougﬁ Box's M revealed mild heterogeneity of
variance-covariance matrix, F (78, 42857) = 1.50,;2 < .01,
.Tabachnick & Fidell (1983) suggest that only a significance
level‘of .001 be considered evidence of heterogeneity. -

‘ Therefore, the three scores were judged suitable for a
multivariate analysis of variance.

Despite the lack of significant heterogeneity, an ettempt
was made to eliminate all heterogeneity by testihg for the
presence of multivariate outliers. One multivariate outlier
was discovefed: A re-test of multivariate heterogeneity

" revealed some imprqvement following deletion of this subject,
F (28, 42857) = 1.50, p < .05. Therefore, the sample gize was

250 subjects for these analyses.

Post-manova techniques. Manova results are often

explained by referring to the results of upivariate &nalyses
of the variables entered into the manova. However, the

~correlations between variables make interpretation of these

/
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results suspect, and there are more rigorous ways of
determining which variables contribute to the significant

multivariate effects (Gabriel, 1979). The lack of a

_theoretical basis for ordering the°entry of the three

variables in the present studyfs analysis rules out the

possibility of a step down analysis. 1In contrast, the use of

a discriminant Function analysis does not require entering thé\
variables in any particular prder, and the preéént study méets f?’-r
its required 10-20 subjects per variable (Baggchnick & Fidéll"
1983). Therefore, a direct entry discriminant functioﬁ

analysis was chosen to determiné'which Qariables were

responsible for eaéh significant effect in the manova.

Analyses of'trails attributed to both figpres.“'The two .

. new variables created for these analiseg; the number of

positive traits attributed to the normal weight figure and the-
number of negativeviraits attributed to the overyeight figuée,
were examined tb determine if they were suitable for a grade
by sex analysis of'yariance. The results of Bartlett-Box F “
test of homogeneity of Qariance revealed that both variables

)

wére relatively normally distributed and the variance within
each cell was relatively homogeheous, F %13, 319Qﬁf = .81, p
N.S., F (13,319045'= .77, p N.S. Therefore, they were judged
appropriate for analysis of variance statistics.

The choice of univariate wversus multivariate statistics
was made on the basis of the Pearson produgt moment -

correlation between the number of positive traits attributed

to both figures and the .number of negative traits attributed

.
{)
g

!

£,




to determine if these variables were appropriate for a -
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A

to both figures (r ='.63, p < .00l). A correlation of this

.magnitude does not warrant the elimination of one score, but

a

suggests that the scores be analyzed multivétiately.

Three tests were conducted on data from all 251 subjects

v

N

multivariate analysis of variance. Box's M, a multivariate

S

. ¢

test of homogeneity of variance indicated homogeneity, F (39,
S

79676) = .80, p N.S. Bartlett's test of sphericity indicated

5

a strong enough inter-relationship between variables, F (1) =

115.44, p< ..001, Finally, the determinant of the within cells.
correlation matrix was greater than zero (.61) indicating a
lack of multicollinearity. Therefore, a multivariate analysis
of variance (N = 251) was selectedlfor the analysis of these
results. The decision to follow the significant multivariate
grade effect with a dlrect entry discriminant function
analysis was made on the same ba51s as previously descrlbed.

Preferences : .

The selection of a statii’ical analysis for the three
variables derived from the preference measure and the one
variable derived from the affiliation—préference ﬁeasu;e is
pestriéted by their limited four point ranges. Such a

restricted range of scores makes the selection of any type of,

anglysis of variaqce questionable. However, these data are
suitable for Chi Square analyses. First, the scores are
essentially frequency_count%. Secondly, the cells in a grade
or sex analysis would be 1ndependent of each other. Thirdly,

the sample gsize is sufficient that the expected values 1n each

- N \
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cell are in excess of a value of 5. Finally, theory;and

previous pilo search suggest there is no reason to expect

any interactions in these data. This fact was informally
_confirmed‘by running a gtade by sen analysis of variance on e

each variable. Therefore, the grade and sex variab;es in the h~!

design were examined with Chi Square analyses.

Predicting Children's Weight'Attitudes

Several analyses were conducted to determine the
appropriateness of a regression design to aédress the a
hypotheses regarding the factors contributing to the

é%elopment of attitudes about weight. First, the

}ationship between the potential independent and dependent
sets of variablee was explored using canonical correlation.
One significant variate was extracted, X2 (56) = 87.48, p <
.01. . The shared variance between the two sets of variables
was 85.64%. In other nords, one set of va;iabies may be used
to predict the other in a regression design. The ¢anonical
correlat}on‘coefficients'are presented in Table C - 2.

Specific independent and depende&; variables were !

selected fo:?ﬁnclu51on in the analyses designed to determlne

the factors affectlng children's attltudes about welght (see

Appendlx H for a discussion of the ratlonale for variable
selection and the design of individual regression eéquations).

In order to determine the suitability of these data for

regression analyses, a number of correlational analyses were
=
'f undertaken. First, previous analyses 1nd1cated approprlately

small relatlonshlps between the four dependent variables (see

o
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+ . . TableC - 2
Canonical Correlation Results. ‘ f
¢ ——
. a :
: Canonical Coefficients
B - ‘ ° G-
‘Dependent Variables
Body responses ' ' -.001 . fﬂ\
, Prop-based ) > S * .10
UW over OW o -.69 N
Flexibility . .15
; . | o ) °
Independent Variables ‘ ' S 4 -
Conservation .. . -.43
. Mother's Weight Status .=.75
Father's Weight Status , = - .16
: Mother's Past Weight Status \ . -.62
. ~ Negativity Score _ . , -.15
. Internality/Externality Score -.34 :
Mother's Flexibility . ' o 40
o ‘ & L]
il ’ "
! e Ld -
¢ ‘. . M ) (‘ ‘ ’
Child Attitude Variable™Names : .- .
’ . ‘ ° 4 . ‘1 )
o Body Responses = Number of matches on t,he' basis of\wqight\ )
‘ Flexibility = Number ‘of traijts attributed to both fii;ures "
’ UW over OW = Number of underweight choices in the
. underweight/overweight preference selection
< task . ‘ 5 I o :
y Prop-based = Number of p.r‘op-based choices of laymates on '
: the affiliation-preference task_’g . : .
- b ? ) \ o
. [ s 2 * .
‘Q ' < -’
" S \ c
! - t - N ' "
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.- 8 . : . | N
P . : * Table € - 3 \ . ‘ o
: ‘ Chi}ld Attltude and Conservatmn Correlations. -
* ", . ’ \ I ’ .
v { ) K ! N ! r
. ’ L N. AR Total Conservation / .
. , : Score
Child Attitude Veriel;les' . e ‘
L]
Body" Responses > . 141 \5. , -.29\*
Erop—based ' - 150 - 17 .
‘ -t-UW bver OW LT 150 ‘ . 03
. ' rd
R A 9 i : Iy
. Flex1b11,1ty ‘ ¢ o 147 .18
} ﬁ C - v B s >.
/ é' . Ea i .. s A‘E " .
v '. 9 P » L4 i , !
’ Variable Names ' . Ao
) ‘P. . OO ) ) ' X . h\ )
o .- Bpdy Responses =, Number of match,es on’ the basis of weight
. H , ‘ ' . e : . !
S Flexibility Number of traits attributed to both, flgures ‘\
v Tt 4
o g s UW over OW %m?ﬁ f underwelght ch01ces in‘the o ;
AR A RS ght/overwelght preference seleétlon ;
. . hN [ <
ot o -9 » .\ . task . i
"~ ... . ' Prop-based’ N Number of -based choices of playmates in
Do Ve, L 1he afflli tio -preference task
" ; ® . 5 ° ! . . N oot P
o 4y - @ . . " ¢ . .
--"(. o N I 7 ) ; ' ,
R ? 9 ’ SN e ¢ A ‘ YN )
- \ Lo e T o T ’
- SR . \
e ' o, 3 T . . ‘ . ,
' LN \Bonferrom-adjusted Slgn1g1cance Levels ' '
3 . ] ‘! ,: ‘ ; - e . . ‘° i . * . , “;‘
¢ N :‘ 05 " ! ‘ \. ’ J
) . \: 1y 01 ’ .. 4 . - L, o
. e ol o x o ' ’ L d
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Appendix D). Furthermofe,\there were sufficiently stfpng

relationships between the aependent and lndependeﬁt‘variables

»

(see Tables C_- 3 and C - 4). As can be seen in Table C - 3,
1y 3 k

5 the transformed eody responses score from the”Bédy Salience
task was significently correlated with the child's
caonservation score. ; Trends towagd significant correlations
were algo found between conservatiog‘and ehe flexibility score

t from the trait attribution task_and the number of prop-based
’ af;iliation—préferences from‘the Affiliation-Preference task.
| There were no E&ulylsignificant ;elationshiés between the
) parenf variables and cggldeeﬁ's weight attitudes using
Bonferroni's alpha level (see Table C - 4%. However, there
were a number of tiends toyard significance: the number of

v pro&-:besed affiliation preferences was négatigely relatedJ to
maternal internality/externality End flexibility scores.

: Flnally Awhere was also a negative tnegd in the child's
tendency to prefer normal weight figures over overwe1ght

.

flgures and the mother's externality score. T

’

Taken,together, these correlational analyses suggest that
the variabl®s in the present study are appropriate for
regression analyses designed to pre@1ct the child attitude

v s

variables from the independent.variables. However, it is q}so
'neceesary to further demonstrate that the particular
O~ regressions conducted on these data are reliable $nd
» ‘interpretable. .Teerefoae, each of the regressions was -

4 examined to determine if iﬁ‘met the multi-variate assumptions

of normality, linearity, homoscedasticity and the absence of

,
. -«
.

L4
L4

t
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Table C - 4
L . \ ' .
Child' Attitude Variables and Parent Variables'(n=48 or 51)
,! ’ .
f , Parent Variables \
ﬂj\jheg Int/Ext Flex Weight  SpWt PtiWt
‘Child Attitude
Variables
. - .
. Body Responses .18 -.12 -.26 .18 .26 .09
PropfbaSEG 003 --034 _032 - |O3 _-05 —103
i - f * - . B
UW/OW . .00 .04, - 11 =,14 -.15 -.07
. N .
. - ;
Flexibilityl =.12 .01 .06 =-.05 - =03 -,13

Number of matches on the basis of weight

Flexibility = Number of traits attributed to, both figures,

UW over OW = Number of underweight choices in the -
underwelght/overwelght preference selection
task

Prop-q?sed = Number of prop-based choices of playmates on

s the afflllatlon-preference task.

Neg = Mgther's Negativity Score

Int/Ext = Mother's Internality/Externality Score

Flex = Mother's Flexibility Score

Weight = Mother's present weight status

SpWt = Father's present weight status

PtWt - = Mother's past weight status

H " -
\, " —————.
s 4
L 1 _ N “‘
" ’ . ‘ K \
fad Bonferfoni-adjusted Significance Levels : \
. : o
' * .05 . : ©
Tk D) ' ‘
kK v “)

.001 .
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;
i

multivariate outliers. The residuals were plotted, and in

each case the scattergrams indicated that the assumptions had
' been satisfied. No outliers were detected. As a result, it
v 4 '
was .concluded that the particular regressions designed for the
v/\j present study were apgropriate for interpretation.
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Appendix D

Correlations Between Measures
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Table D - 1 | '
Inter-correlations Between Body SalienFe‘and Other’
' Child Attitude Variables . .
. '“J K
Body Responses Score
Variables n>’ . Coefficient Significance
Trait Attribution - - |
NegOW ‘ -.03 . .69 \
PosNW ’ .10 ° .13 .o Y
Flexibility -.07 . .28 :
, ° & . . " 2
Preference ) . " . ‘
UW over OW ‘ = . .00 .96
NW over OW ) -.05 . . .42
NWgmpver UW : -.11 ; .10
Kffilfation-Preference C , S - -
Prop-based . .03 W .63
. ' N
. ' T :
Variable Names ‘ . . :
Body Responses = Number of matches on the basis of weight >
NegOwW = Number of negative traits attributed to
: overweight flgure
PosNW = Number of positive traits attrlbuted to
. normal weight figure
Flexibility = Number of traits attributed to both flgures
UW over OW = Number of underweight choices in the
underwelght/overwe1ght preference selection
. task* s .
* .NW over OW = Numbet of normal weight choic¢es in the normal
: weight/overweight preference selection task
NW over UW = Number of pormal weight choices in the normal
o " weight/underweight preference selection task °
Prop-based = Number of prop-based choices of playmate
Bonferroni-adjusted Significance Le§els . I , )
ek .05 . o
¥k 0L . v . ’
\ kkx 001 . : :

- . . . . N -

.“

L5y

e ~. .
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. »Variable Names

Body Responses
NegOW

Ld

PosNW

Flexibility
UW over OW
-:)J

NW over ow' *
NW over UW

Prop-based

I L}

*

Number of matches on the basis of weight
Number of negative traits attributed to
overweight figure

Number of Positive traits attributed to
normal weight figure

Number of traits attributed to both figures
Number of underweight choices in the

.underweight/overweight preference selection

* task T

n.on

Number of normal weight choices in the' normal
weight/overweight preference selection task
Number of normal weight choices in the normal
weight/underweight preference selection task
Number of prop-based choices of playmate

r

Levels “

J Bonfeironi—adjusted‘Significance

* .05
** Iol
k%% 001

o

4

w .
' : { ’
"a . . (‘
‘ L _ . h Q ’ 176
. . ) Table D - 2
Inter-correlations Between Trait Attribution Variables.
' » and Other Child Attitude Variables \
, ‘Trait Attribution Variables
oo Variables NegOW POSNW Flexibilit& e
\ » LI .
~ Body Salience }
) .Body Responses -.03 .10 -.07
Preference o ' v s
UW over OW .07 .08 - -.04
. NW over OW ~-.01 .06 | ~-.05 .
NW over UW -.03 ° -.09 .09
' Wffiliation-Preference - ) * :
Prop-hased ~.01 ’ -.03 Q1 .




a

Inter-correlations Between Affiliation-Preference

@

Table D - 3

Variables and Other Child Attitude Variables

Variables

NW over UW -

. : 5
;sVariable Names

4ﬁde Responses
NegOW

'POSNW °
r 4

Flexibility .
UW. over OW

- NW -over OW

NW over UW

Prop-based

Affiliation—-Preference Qariables

Prop-based
'
Body Salience
’ Body Responses .03 $§
Trait Attribution .
NegOW ’ -.01
PosNW . -.03
Flexibility . ' . ‘ .01
. & v -
Preference :
UW over OW -.16
NW over OW -.17
-.09

Number of matches on the basis of weight
Number of negative traits attributed to
‘overweight figqure

Number of positive traits attributed to
normal weight figure '

Number of traits attributed /to™poth figures
Nuimber of underweight choiceés in the
underweight/overweight preférence selection
task '

Number of normal weight choices in the normal
weight/overweight preference selection task
Number of normal weight choices in the normal
weight/underwgight preference selection task
Number of prgp-based choices of playmate

1

Bonferroni-adjusted Significance Levels

* .05
** .Ol

**xk ,001

Pralv
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, ’ : ' " Table D - 4
b
Inter-correlations Between Preference Variables and
- Other Child Attitude Variables
Preference Variables <
Variables : . UW over OW NW over OW NW over UW
: Body Salience 2( I \ {
Body Responses ’ .001 -.05 -.11
Trait Attribution : ' E
NegOW .07 To-.01 -.03
POSNW ’ 008 006 --’09
Flexibility -.04 ~ =.05 .01
Affiliation-Preference
) . Prop-based - -.16 -.17 -.09
i
Q £y
’ .
’ ‘Variable Names . -
Body Responses = Number of matches on the basis of weight
NegqOW = Number of negative traits attributed to
overweight figure
PosNW = Number of positive traits attributed to
normal weight figure
Flexibility = Number of traits attrlbuted to both figures
UW over OW = Number of underweight choices in the
- ' underwelght/overwelght preference selection
- , task : .
. NW over OW = Number of normal weight choices in the normal ™
“ o . weight/overweight preference selection task
5 NW over UW = Number of normal weight choices in the normal

. \ weight/underweight preference. selection task
.. . Prop-based » Number of prop-based choices of playmate

e . . ¥

Bonferroni-adjusted Significance Levels

k.05 | S
*k .01. A L ' ‘.._ . ‘ .

*k* 0001 , C , . ‘ ".'.:
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Appendix E

: ; Statistical Tables for Catégorizing By
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Analysxs of Varlance Summary Table for Transfog@ed Body

Source

sex .32
Graée 7.42
SXG .86
Residual %.31.54

Total 40,13
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Appendix F

Statistical Tables £6r Preference Results
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o L T 82

.'Table'F;;Vif
Mean Number of Underweight Choices in an UW over OW
Preference Selection Task . }

Group n Mean -** . Standard
_— deviation
Kindergarten 39 1.56 1.07
boys ’ 23 . : 1.65 1.07
girls 16 1.44 1.09
Grade 1 S V! - 1.82 1.09
boys 16 1.50 ' " 1.15
girls 18 . 2.11 .96 .
Grade 2 . 41 1.49 1.19 i
boys 22 /7 Ll . 1.18
girls 19 1.84 1.12 )
%
o Grade 3 37 1.86 .95
i R : boys 17 1.76 1.03
. girls 20. _ 1.95.: .89
Grade 4 37 181 1.08
boys . 16 - 1.75 1.06
girls 21 . - 1.86° . 1.11
Grade 5 32 . 1.31 .90
boys 19 i 1.2) .92
B girlS * 13 ' : 1046 * o * 088
g Grade 6 =~ - . 34 ~ 1.44 - .86
i _boys 14 S L 1,29 , .73
iy ' girls. ' 20 ' 1.55° .94
(. ; '
;:'J\ . '
A ' ' o
‘;'.;. ' > . ’ '(‘ Q‘ »
; / t 4\/.1‘?

* L



Table F - 2

Mean Number of Normal Weight Choices in a NW over OW

Preference Selection Task

, . Y N ‘
GrSup n , . Mean
Kindergarten - 39 1.74°

bo - 23 1.78
- girlls 16 - 1.69
L ’ Q
_Grade 1 34 2,000
.bgys 16 - 1.88
qﬁglrls 18 - | gjl%\
Grade 2, a1 - : 12,07
* boys “ 22X, 1.77
‘girls 19 2,42
Grade 3 37 } . 2,05
+ boys 17 1.59
girls * . 20 2.45
Grade 4 ' 37 1,92
‘boys 16. - .1.50 i
girls <21 - 2.24
Grade 5 2 ., 5 - 1l.91
boys 19 - ’ . 1,68
girls | ¥ 13 . - 2.23
. * . : . _5' L] '
Grade 6 3¢ . 7 2,09
- boys - 14 ' 2.07
girls 20 2,10
—_—————— / -
, e i
« 0~ N S
, e

.
¢

L]

N

A}

.,

. Staﬂdafﬁ

deviation

1.10

1.20

L1.02.

1.06
1.19
' .77

1.00




Number of Normal Welght Choices in a\NW
Preference. Selection Task

,Grbup

boys
\ girls

Grade 1
boys

*  girls

‘ Grade 2

boys -
girls
—
s :
Grade 3
boys
girls

Grade 4
boys
girls

Grade 5
boys
girls

Grade 6
boys
girls

N S

. Mean <

*

-'¢Kinaergarxen

.

’

n

39
23
16

34
16
18

41
22

37
17
20

37

16 -

21

32

.19
13

34
14

Y 20

Table F - 3

- 4
b

Mean

1.67
1.65
. 1.69

1.88
2.25
1.56

2.22
2.50
1.89

.2l16
2.00
2.30

2,38

2.69

2.14

"20 31
2.32.
2.31

2,38
2.36
2.40

\

\

»

Standard
deviation

.90
.93
87

(\

.95
»1.00
.78

'99
.91

.99

.99
1.06
.92

.89

1.06

.92

.90

.95

.74
.84
.68

'
\
o
3
.
i
5
K
?

2,
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) Table F - 4
NI érade'by Sex Means for Prop-basegd , -
‘ Affiliation-Preference Choices, a
.3 '
&
Group - n ! : Mean i .Standard
3 . deviation
" Kindergarten , 39 2.26 .97

' " boys | 23 ' 2.09 1.00

girls .16 2.50 =~ ~ .89
. o -

Grade 1 ', *34 2.44 1.02
boys "16 2.75 .77
girls - 18 2.17,. ‘ 1.15

Grade 2 4 T 2.4 1.0¥
boys 22 2.59 .73
girls 19 2.26 , .93

Grade 3 .37 © 2.62 .79
boys 17 2.47 - .94
girls 20 2.75 , .64

Grade 4 ' 37 2.35 .89
boys 16 2.38 .81 ¢
girls 21 2,33 .97

Grade 5 o 32 . 2.56 .72
boys ” 19 2,74 .56
girls 13 2,31 - .85

{

. Grade 6 34 2.29 .84
boys 14 2,29 T .83
girls - 20 2.30 - .86
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N * ?
‘ v




e
7
Sy

J

~t

Appendix G

Statistical Tables fof Trait Attribution Results
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P o f _:' 2 ';, L iﬁ. .
' ~ Table G -
Summary Table of Grade by Sex quova on Trait Attrlbutlon
. Variables ) .
& ‘ o
Effect Pillais . S8 MS F- df T p
Grade* . ' R .
~ﬁi:i—vanables 24 . - -- - 3.46 18,708 .000
] NegOW - -32.70 5.458 1.40 6,236 .220
. ~ PosNW «-- 306.89 51.15 6.56 6,236 .000
Flexibzllty -- 728.15 121.36 -4.84 6,236 .000
Sex: - ,
All varlables .04 - - 3.27 3,234 .020
NegOW . - .02 .02 .01 1,236 .940
PosNW - 42.22 42,22 5.42° 1,236 ..020 .-
Flexibility - 20.72 20.72 .83 1,236 .360
- Grade X Sex: . '
All variables .05 - == . _.s65 18,708 .860
NegOW - 9.53 1.59 .41 6,236 .870
POsSNW - 7.17 1.19 .16 6,236 .990
Flexibility -- 68.45 11.41 .46 6,236 .840
5- A
“
S
| ~ Variable Names "
. * .
Ty ' NegOW = number of negatlve items to overweight flgure
' ‘ - . POsNW - = number of positive items to normal weight
: i _ figure
Flexibility = number of traits sorted to both Eigures

i’
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Table G - 2 : ' ,/ ) .

Statlstlcs From The Direct Dlscr1m1nant Functxon by Sex:
Varlable-Functlon Correlatlons, F to Enter, Wilk's' Lambda
~and its Slgn1f1cance Level for Each Var1able-w

¢

“Variable- - N © T Wilk's ngnlf—
» - Variable Function . F to enter. Lambda - icance .
. . Correlation . ’ ‘
. ' “h > . ot ’ E
* POSNW © . <173 4,86 .98 .02
Flexibility C-.29 " .77 . 1.00 S.38
. NegOW .. -.02 R " 1.00 " .94
) L
. A
¢ . 1
. ’ L. . ¢ ’
Variable Names , L : .
A . ( ) . .
. NegOW = number of negative items to overweight figure
- POSNW = number of posxtlve items to normal weight
figure - -
Flexibility = number of traits sorted to. both flgures
' ' : ‘ . @
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Statistics’ From The Df:ecE_Discriﬁihant Function h&’ ade:g;'
Variable-Function Correlations, F to Enter, Wilk's Lambda -
, and its Significance Level for Bach Vatiable ~. . .

v

L
e

Variable

. POsNW
{

' Flexibility.

NegOW- .

!

Variablé Names "

NegOW

- PosNW .

Flexibility

<

Variable-.
Function
Coxte;ation

<74

-.20

) ~.85.

1

3

[y

Pl

4 L3

.
-
'

. 1 o Wilk's | Signif-
_F to enter’

Lambda icance

6.83 86 . .00
4.99 .88 - .00
1.43 97. ¢ .21
B h . ‘¢
[ , . ( 1
- IR
~‘ . ' 14
A ] : . '. . "ﬂ"

&

number of negative
number of positive
fiqure ) . ‘ ‘
number of traits sorted to both figures -

-

-

items to‘overweight'figuréi
items to normal weight
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. Effect ...
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' .

i

-

,Ctédé{. ,
All variables -

.. Positive

Négative v

- 1
Sex: ' R
.All variables
Positive’.
. - Negative ’
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»

Grade X Sex:
All variablebk™
Positive. .
Negative
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Appendix H

Detailed Discussion of the Variable Selection and Design
| \

' g for the Regressions
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Selectidn-*of Variables for Regrébsion Analyses

, One of the goals of the present study was to exblore the
effect of the child's level of»c:;é;rﬁétion and various
.- parental factors oo the developmént of their attitudes about
weight. Therefore, all seven possibi;\}hdgggndent or ‘ #ﬁ
predibtor goriables were used in the regresoion analyges. . '
However, the solection of dependent v;riableé was made on the
basis of several analyses. While predicting eacg of the . 4
variables indgpendently is possible sioce none

A
were correlated to the point of redundancy, a more

eight dependent

parsimonious approach was souggt. The possibility that _these o
eight dependent vériables may'behgrOuped into a few general
faotors was explored with a brinciple components analysis.

These data were judged suitable for such an analysis because

there were no univariate outliers, the variables were normally

distributed the*sample size (n=239) was' adequate, and there
. yere several correlations over .30.

' Both varimax (orthogonal factors) and oblique (correlated <j
factors) rotations were cdrried out in order to rule out
correlations between the factors and to compare the results.
One significant corr@lation between two factors was '
discovered, r = .22, p < .01l. However, sipce both types of -
rotatipn yielded identical variable loading pattorns on fooq
factors, and oblique rotétions are more difficult to
interpret, the‘varimax rotétiou was interpreted.

The factor structure derived from the varimax rotation

was judged to be relatively stable. Firgt, eigenvalues above
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1.0 for each factor suggested the ébsence'offmulti- y
collingarity. In additibn, sfmilat eigenvaiues in the rotated
and unrotated solutions suggested stability. Finally,‘the

) ~commgnalit§ scores for each vqfiable were all, high enéugﬁxtp
each indicate consistency across factors. These results are ’

presented in Tables H - 1 and H - 2. ’ . K

The prgsépcé of four factors roughly corresponding to the
four '‘measures was confirmed (;ee Tabie'H - 3). The' total |
amount ‘of variance .explained by thé four féctSrs was 74.9%.
The first factpr acc?unted for 29.9% af the vari#ance. High
loadings were obtained‘for flexibilit;, the number of positive
traits attributed to the normal weight figure, and the ;umber
of negative traits attributed to ihe overweight figure.. The
second factor accounteé for 17.6% of the variance. ' The two
variables which loaded heaviest on this factor were the
underweight/ovérweight and normal weight/underweight
Preference task choices. Th; third factor aqéounted for 14.3%
of the variance. High loadings were obtainéd for the number 0
Sf normal yeight over gverweight choices on the Prefarence :
task and the number of prop-bésed affifiation-preferences.

The final factor accounted for 13.{%'5& the variance. The

. only variable -which loaded heavily on it was the body

. responses score.. ’

The presence of four genefal factors suggeéfs that

. ¢ .
predicting each-of the eight variables in turn would be

redundant. However, predicting the four factor scores was |
(-4

ruled out because too much information would be lost through

° &
1

o

s 3 - N , ’ .
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Table H - 1° S "
Reliability of Variables in the Pr1nC1p1e Components
. Analysis
Variables Communaltity
Unrotated - . Rotated
Body Responses ., - .88 .88
Affil-Ptef ) -83 » ’ -83
UW/OW : .68 : .68
NW/OW .51 +51+¢
NW/UW .69 , .69
Flexibility .87 : .87
PosNW . .85 -85,
NegOW l .76 ) .76,

Variable Names - v P

Body Responses = Number of matches on the basis of weight
NegOW = Number of negative traits attrlbuted to
overweight fiqure
PosNW Number of positive traits attributed to
. normal weight figure :

Flexibility = Number of traits attributed to both figures
w .~ ~ UW over OW = ‘Number of underweight choices in the
n//f . ) underweight/overweight preference selectlon\
' task
NW over OW = Number of normal weightfchoices in the normal

' ’ weight/overweight preference selection task

. NW over UW = Number of normal weight choices in the normal
‘ " weight/underweight preference selection task
Prop-based = Number of prop-based choices of playmate
¢ ’ A ) N . \/l
’ .3 r —
::; s ‘ /
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) 4 e Table H - 2 ' L DA
Reliability.of Factors Derived from’'Varimax . e
' Principle Gomponegsg Analysis S ,

N . , .. 14 . . »
s.o, L s | / : RS §
R ¢ ‘ [} ‘. ot v ", ! . . ;./
Factors ‘ : Solutions . . e R

. 1 , 1 N . o v R R .

v . Unrotated T + * Retated ' ' )
* +  Eigenvalue .%.Vaniapce« Eigenvalue % Variance - | »

El . T bl b ' . ’ ' . ~
N PECI \ oy o :
Factor 1 2,50+ . = 31.2 T 2,39 .. ’ 29;9 - :
7 L i
-, . ”~
Factor 2 1.57 . 19.6 1.41° CA7.6 ;
) . . . — . . . , }’ s ; « - ‘ hd B
. N ' L v l‘
- * " Factor 3 . 1.09 . 13.7 ~ 1.14 k4.3
: ° . » :".‘ , - Q ‘\ s ~ e 3 "“' b . .
\ . ‘ ! FaCtOI'G 4 ,“ ’ 08’9“ 11-2 . 1;05 ; °‘ .213‘-1' i i
* s ' v, h"l" R [
o v . v" 3" - . ’ ? - .
» N . - R R N

4
-
=
o
o
o
.
“
'
-
&

o . ’
- -
4 3 ~
.
* . & ' ‘¢
L] 4
\J o v ¥ - .
~ . « va Y . -
. . > ' - i
. B L r - -
3 ’ .
4 . o e . ) P
13 R _. * $
- ~ N i
S - ¢
o ¢ A \i . . ° a N v
¢ - " ¥
f
7 N : - :
- ~ LY . ' . . -
. o ws : .
v t * LRI Y - &
o “ C e M

)
o
@
o~

BT AL o v g
-
°
-

o
.
.
.
.
.
.

o
-
2
.
.
L]
.
°




.‘\~

v
’ ”

Variables

v ’
b

Prop-based -
UW over OW
. NW over ow

NW over UW'

. glexibility_'

POsSNW

" NegOW . _

Variable Names

Factor Matrix from Varimax Principle Components Analysis °

Body ReBponses, .

Body Responses
NegOW

VEQSNW~\\>
.Flexibility
UW over OW

-

NW over OW

-

NW ovger Uw

Prop-based

[ RS e

197
T Teble H~-3

L]
.
~ . A - - 4

Factors

’ 1. 2. 3 T 4
~.04092, ° .06991  -.01489° .93555
_ -.00976 .008?1’ .90223  -.10806
.04488 .78475 ~ >.21785  -.10802
..91976‘ .39693  -.51881  -,28457

-.03929 -.79078  -.09231 | -.,22686
Yo' --.93092 -.05091 ;01452 .08767
.91119. +06698 -.05259 | .08767
.86567 ~.00605 .03148  -.07901
.

~<
Number of matches on_#he basis of weight
Number of negative traits attrlbuted to
overweight figure
Number of positive traits attrlbuted to
normal weight figure &
Number of traits attributed t@ both figures
Nunber of underweight choices in the -
sunderwelght7overwelght preference selectlon
task
Number of normal weight choices in the normal”
weight/overweight preference selection task
Number of normal. weight choices in the normal
weight/underweight preference selection task
Number of. prop-based choices of playmate

-

113
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combining variables. Therefore, the highest loading score.on
i ‘ . ) . " .
each factor was simply considered representative of the

A

factor, and only these four strongest variables were

predigted? .
h . . &
Designing the Regressions

The regreseion analyses were also designed to meet the
goals of the study and to conform to:thé»statietical
restrictions ‘on these analyses (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1983).

. Relationships between the predictor variables were ‘
exariined to determine how these variables could be combined to
“ predict children's weight attituldes (see Tabie H- 4). -One
goal of the study was to idéntiﬁyéthe unique effects“of |
\oégnitiye 1e§e1 and parent variables on children's weight‘

L
attitudes, As can be seen in' the table, there were no

Y

significant correlations between the parent and conservatjion,

variabl®s, Therefore, separate direct regressxons predicting ‘ 5

13

the four child weight attitude variables from;consetvation
alone and parent ariables alone'was 3udged to be an‘
appropriate way of neeting is goal. ‘
However,x second gdal of the present study was to ) &
compare the re}Ltive effects of conservation.and parentx
variables. -The absence of high Pearson product moment
correiations between the conservation and parent variaoiee was
also_ taken to indicate that combining all the predictors in
one analysis would not yield a set of redundant predictors..
Thersfore, the relative 1mportance of both child codgnitive and

» parent variables in predicting child attitudes are determined .
0 ’ o .
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: , . Table H - 4 -
Conservation and Parent Variable Correlations l
T T . . . .
} 0 L L
Total Conservation Score . ;
- , /
Parent Variables ’ .

Negativity ' -.12

@ ‘ -

s, Externality -.10

Flexibility ’ S . .06

P

Mother's weight - -.21 -~

Father's weight ' \NNN

Mother.'s past weight - -.32 ’
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by combining both types of predictors in one Qirect ' .j'
regression. ) ) . o

. : Although there were no .significant relationships between
conservatlon and the parent variablesg, the exlstence of
1nteract10ns between predlctors was possible.. Srnce there was
no theoretical basis for expecting particular interactions, .
every possible two way interaction was modelled'in‘to a
preliminary re§ression'ino1uding'congervation and all the
parent variables. Very few significant interactions were
___found. Those which had significant t values in the

preliminary regressions were included as predictors in the
final regressions. Interactlons weré’added to the~regre351one
in a second block after the original variables (Tabachnick &

. ‘ Fidell, 1983). ' .

1

The finalwéonsideration regarding the design of

\

regressions was that there be at least five times as many »
subjects as variables (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1983). There were
different sample sizes depending on the measures included in a
°  regression. ‘However, regressions usino only conservation to
predict each chiild attitude variable, and those using only the
® six parent varlables, were well within the requirement of flve' o
‘3ubjects per wvariable. The regressrons us1ng all 7 parent ,
. | . variables and conservation was problematic. Two variables had
to be eliminated from these analyses in order to meet the
I ;}nimum ratio. In order-to identify dispensable variables, a
! "~pre1iminary.regression including a1l significant interactions, -

‘. ' . - . :
| conservation and the six parent variables was conducted. The
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;ﬁwo least prediéﬁive parent variaBles were dikcardéd,‘and;only’

the five most useful variables were included in final




