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Abstract

Objective: The purpose of this study is to investigate the effect of positive imagined contact expe-
riment on improving pupils’ attitude and behavioral tendency towards obese children. Method:
The experimental intervention was carried out on 122 pupils from grade 4 to grade 6 in a primary
school in Beijing, and 83 effective subjects were tested, using the child weight discrimination scale,
the sharing activity scale and the behavior measurement scale. The experiment was designed by
mixing two factors. Results: 1) Pupils’ preference for obese female children is lower than that of
obese male children in the child weight discrimination scale. 2) After the imaginary contact expe-
riment, there are significant differences in the different groups of scores on discrimination atti-
tude to girls’ scale tested later. The obese imaginary contact group is observably lower than the
non-obese imaginary contact group. This finding indicating that imaginary contact can effectively
change the participants’ discriminatory attitude towards obese girls and increase their liking for
them. But after the imaginary contact experiment, there are fewer differences in the different
groups of scores on discrimination attitude to boys’ scale tested later. 3) After the imaginary con-
tact experiment, there are less difference in the different groups, which they scored in the sharing
activity scale and the behavior measurement scale. Conclusion: Positive imagined contact can ef-
fectively reduce the weight discrimination of female obese children, but the effect of intervention
on female obese children is not significant. The positive imagined contact intervention strategy
had no significant effect on the sharing activity and behavior measurement score.
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1. 518

BT AEEAKERRE, BIRRNARIRRSEE, M 20 thad 80 AT 4s, FRIE )L T /b 4k = e
R B R AR (20 ok, s, B s, S, &EUAL, 2014). Z 2005 FAbRTSE AT C & 4T
HENRERERAT A (S 4 & 50Uk, 2009), 88 2 R AN AR 5 1 AT IE 1. AN S, AT
. HEARIAMEEZRI(Puhl & Latner, 2007). fESARAEE S, JEREAAESZ BIFME. ZIHA AR E
(KR TR AL 457 (Schwartz, Chambliss, Brownell, Blair, & Billington, 2003). BEASEEMIZ, AREREAR B £ A4k
TH ARG %, Sr=AMm. RAE., GRERE WS OIEER, #2255 800 M ACRECH 1)
NEX T, RN T INAME B AR & SRR 4 2 &S 3l (Puhl, Moss-Racusin, Schwartz, & Brownell,
2008), MNPt ITH A TE & B P TE A PRB TG IR (L 1) (Tomiyama, 2014).
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Figure 1. The vicious cycle of weight stigma
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ARG T IERE ) LEE () VR ok M2, 1 B R AR IR & S5 B IR 8B T AT (R T, 2014
757, ARJI%E, &REL, 2014; #H/NHE&X JHE, 2014). MTER, WFRENIFHIENIIT T IRREE TS
%, RO AR R A LA AN, S5O0 JLEAT 7. RO LA 48 AT RE R A 45 A T AR P 17 T
L ECE A BE(CEBEN, 2013), RIMIEREREARA RUR . HRARMIASEE . fm WAEAE Sk — 20 S B AT
IR (ZE 5 & iy SCH, 2009), ol sk AR PR B3 Ak, AR R e S . DRI, — SR AUE T AR
R Z e NAT TR R R RE AR A S, DA ARG — A R UF AR AE 3R 55

FEBREEfm (Intergroup Contact Theory) B¢ /4t 2 O F AT ST B BN 28 22—, BERREEAmFE 10 (055 18] e
fil, AE QIR B =R — BB, BETUE D R R A iR el e A O P S5 R
22—/ B, IR, &40, 2010; X%, 2007; Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006), K EEBREAI1E S
— ol X AN EEAAR () O L BT T i (Brown & Hewstone, 2005). Turner A1 West (2011) 300 FRAR S AIREBR
LA AL, IR A A A 2 0 B PR A B P2 A A oA o B ST L K2 AR AR R 5 P A N e, 3L
H— B AR R S IR I B 2R N B, 5 — AR SN SR N Bk, 45 R0, G5 IR A
HEAT AR R B oo () 1 2 B e 5 A AN AR TE S5 B2 A AT 55 R A A3 B (Turner & West, 2011). B N BE — 5
TIF SRRt L 1 P B i DL PRI SR I, R R T o T L Y 25 02 At RS PR e 1) A9 8 v DL (i 7 7
2018). XKW, MG NTHASE R TIE, EX RS E TR A R .

YRS T B PERI T 9T K 22 56 vE R A BB (Turner & West, 2011), 45 & ) 2o M IR BEE 1078 FERF AT
BZ (R, 2018), R LEE DFERAR. R LEE DERIIGE R, ME SIS R H
DL, ABATTAEE S B CAR TR, 2 FAE AR SR UK, A AT IR PR P 25 B T R 2 LA ™
WERAME S, BFSSEERE—ERIREL(Turner & West, 2011). Bk, ABF5E B EX /N FE S ER
JUBE AT R T, PRITAATTX JE R J L 28 RS BEATAT g fiie), P SR AR A AR SR e ik ) 7 v gk AT 56 il

WG A TAR R S AR AR ) L3 AT AR e e b X, A8 G 5 B R ) L 28 AT AR R ke 1 3K
Xof AR PR J L2 RS BE RN SL 2 AT N R, 2R R SR ) LEEAE S B AT 55 AR B

2. AR GE
2.1, ¥k

ABEFCAIAL S — P 22 BN R N2, BTS2 34 122 A1 102 LR S0, AR S
HH ) 2 [T 100%, 17 36 14 58 AR T 75% B SR 5 A Y ML A JE AR 4, FIE IR I & b JE AU B
BRI 2R 25 83 N BB 1 9 5236 20 W il

22. METHR

221 JIEGEERITEESR

fiti FH Latner 55 A\ (2007) A&7 {9 )L 74 B SR VP Al B3R o 12 3R P B 1y AL 5 A 785K 10~11
GILERER, BEMLZgs—%, KE & 60 mm, NKE AT — N EEIEMILE. — 3Rkt
JLE . — D ERBIEELE . — MRS LE, — D RERRRLE, —NEETRJLEN—
AN B A EIR ) LB (KB (8 22 A — AN ROR IER) . BRI RIS H0R, BRI S AR E %
FULERE S, e fS I =S R0)LERE A %S, DL, BRXNGKE g A i s 55
Jo BEALAPARER 2 B H AT RS IZE R HORIME AL LB A5 4. LB FR AR SR L 1
BEXNREEEAE ) LR B BTG BRGS0, BMAREIm M BEAT N ZEZS8T

2.2.2. }EFFEE
{# Fl Morgan %5 A\ (Morgan, Bieberich, Walker, & Schwerdtfeger, 1998; Jonathan, 2008) %!l i) 3£ 5% 5
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%, WEthatE, SR SR = AN ERE L 24 B, B A GO B % i U R RS N B
“NFREEEAEREZN” . “ANEZR” 3L IR —I0) SRR 3 MR RO 3,
2, 1, RIAJ79 3% 4 M B AR L 24T BIE Sy JREEIE S MBI P — BU8U% N 0.871; EARME.
FEE PRI SR A I TG B = AR RE R P — B8 43 ) 0.743. 0.683 A1 0.658.
223 [TANEER

{45 Turner AT West (2011) 52 H I 7E 4252 AR Rk AE SR B2 Al R AR PR AR et T A e ) L3 #2581 B AT
MIFRIE . BORERM RS —ANIERE ) LFE AT BRI, SRR N R BN D2 [ e, R T BRI 5
— IR NIRRT, AR AT D JRE AT B 2 M B I B B AR AT A 4, 3, 2, 1, RUATAR w06 T AR R
INEEAE IR N RS FE T T BT N RIE I X 5

2.3, SEREET

KM 2 (LRI NS ARIERE AR S x 2 (RIS I, eI &SRBt Kb
KIS A O ER A AR, LB AR ATl R AL A S B S Nl AR &,

24. SKRERF

P BAR AT RTIN, 520 LI AR S B R AL EE B WG . WA, #BATIEARR
FRR ISR, PrA Z AT SR B EN L AL, — AT IE A R A T, ) — AT AR L AR
FAEAT I, LI R G ik g AT AR 2R, RIS B (IR N SHE r B, BRI FE AL
e, BSE S AN — A L A BT Al B R AN S B

ANIF)SEG 2% 2 T SRR ST IR, IR

1) JEMESREMIERIE: IR R BEEREE A CRRE, kA CAE - MEFIRER
&, HEXURSKIT R . R E O — ek b, BRI, R, FERRSE MR . XA
A—ABEAER . BERERIRIR N FRGE TR, ()R (B fh (d) R Be, ARFE b () BORE T th A
DI, FUMRGE I KA () B, AR RS, RABUh )R ACE, AN, R
AUERR T, IR A A ? RN IR, RATRE T A AR ? HiF 2 )5,
WHOTHRES, LEE TR .

2) MRS SE: IR 1A, IEEIRIAE T A O, 1kE CAE— A E IR
WA, FERRIr & . MR E O Faxih b, B, M, MRS & k. XA
15— PEAE R RN IR E 1R, i (Uh) SRE TS TR E At (W) — 2Bt IR A () O RE 7~ AN o FE 46,
T UARGE 1 25 R (i) — A2 B0, FEAHALROEAE b, ARARBUB G IRAGE, —AHEBIIN . AP
R AR ) i 1A AR ? AR R AT AR, ARATRIE T A ARG ? AEF 25, BT RS
EEETR" .

BB REAR LIRS N AT M, AR A ESR Il 1 e R

2.5. BURSHT

K spss 19.0 #4740 H7 o
3. &HR
3.1, fERG

MR GE TR FE (WAL 1), ERTIAR T, N AS 2P AR ) LB A 1A S S A 3 R FEAR 1 5 P
PEJLE (G0 flm, BASERK).
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Table 1. The descriptive statistics of the child weight discrimination scale
= 1 JLEfEENERNEEST

) i J&
SERG S
M SD M SD

R Ji AR 5 8 f 3.850 1.642 2.800 1.181

JLEREBM: %
AT AR S f 3.535 1.502 3.326 1.584
JIE A G 4 3.625 1531 3.050 1.431

JUEREB: B
AL NE AR G e fah 3.372 1512 3.326 1.614

MRS KA ( 2), FERTINAS I, AEAR R AL /N7 A HE R ) LFE RO 3E 23 201520 00 iy
TARE AR SR (15 b, B 5 IR L B L 3 3h) o

Table 2. The descriptive statistics of the sharing activity scale
= 2. £ZFEDEEHRE T

gL S
g IS
SD M SD
A AR 5 e fil 57.300 10.797 61.750 6.743
A R P

AR AR S 4 55.488 11.396 60.744 8.455
JIEJ AR G 4 19.400 3.754 20.700 2.775

AR S EIE SR 5
AENE AR G i 18.302 4.183 20.419 3.216
AR G2 4z ik 19.425 3.802 20.900 2.351

e ML RS 15 0
AR RE AR G i 19.186 3.679 20.488 3.097
I REAR S 4 ik 18.475 3.942 20.150 2.587

ISR M LR B 15
AL AR G i 18.000 4315 19.837 3.265

32. IEHEBRMERTINAESH
321 BREMIUSMBEIEFELEN: LB LHERMRE

DU G Se i AU ORI AR &, DU LB AR L Zala oA &, TR ER SR
Ti 20, GEREIRETE I RN R 2, R ARSI KA RORA B2, —H A AR (BRI 3).

Table 3. The difference in child weight discrimination scale: girls’ scores in the imagined contact groups
3. BREMIB N EEILEREREN: 4B%Es LNERMERE

SS MS F p N
JLEARE B LA A 16.432 16.432 11.137 0.001 0.121
RGBS 261 B 0.459 0.459 0.155 0.695 0.002
AxB 7.323 7.323 4963 0.029 0.058

XA HAE AT AT SR RN A JE AL, PR AE ) LEE AR B, Al > B =R AR, it
TR G S ARCRIE L E R R E: L& allsn FER R, LA R M BT A
TR EARAL (L 2), 1 AR S ] DAAT RS i ot AR L 22 R BAS E , 389 s AR L #2010 8 AR
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Figure 2. The different average scores on the child weight discrimination scale: girls between none-imagined contact group
and imagined contact group

B 2. BSREMINNMAS) | ERELEN: TERATENNHEER

322 BREFEMIBSBEILEFERN: BERES LHERMERYE

AR G A s i Ol I A &, DULEAREEAL: B n oot s, #rpiRRES
FERTT 2200 T, SRR 5 T AN R 25, AR G SEIR R AT RN 2, T E AR AR (45
R 4).

Table 4. The difference in child weight discrimination scale: boys’ scores in the imagined contact groups

4 BREMIENBEE/ILEFELN: BHRES LHNEFMERE

SS MS F p n:
JUEAREBA: BRI A 4.002 4,002 2270 0.136 0.27
RGBSR 261 B 0.005 0.005 0.002 0.966 0.000
AxB 2.894 2.894 1.641 0.204 0.200

33 HREMIBSEELFEENRS LHEREER

PAAHR S S0 O k(e AR &, AR DISEiE 3, AR s b It =im sl Rk

HEEA T NG NAE R, BT IR R R BT 2000, 45 RE RIS EhS 0 (Rl 5 I

TR R, AR ARSI S A BN AR 2, MRS 50 E B 2RSS
ARV RIS D IR BAR R (S5 R K 5).

Table 5. The difference in the sharing activity in the imagined contact groups

5. BREMIUFMMAERZEDES LHERMRE

SS MS F p n:
HEVEBETEI A 976.077 976.077 22.359 0.000 0.216
R R A S5 %A B 82.249 82.249 0.593 0.444 0.007
AxB 6.728 6.728 0.154 0.696 0.002
e VEESI AT E I A 79.923 79.923 14.596 0.000 0.153
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Continued
HERFAb S5 %A B 4.386 4386 0.272 0.604 0.003
AxB 0.309 0.309 0.564 0.813 0.001
ZARMIENHT G A 120.928 120.928 14.229 0.000 0.149
AR RSN B 19.706 19.706 1.199 0.277 0.015
AxB 6.904 6.904 0.812 0.370 0.010
IR MR SR E I A 127.815 127.815 24.342 0.000 0.231
RS %A B 6.430 6.430 0.312 0578 0.004
AxB 0.273 0.273 0.052 0.820 0.001

SKIRHRAE R 3L IS S5 20 (0 3 T AT IS 0
34. MREFEMIBSEETHVER S LHERMER

DU GRS I oy AN A2, AT A INES Ol AR &, AT R t e, 4R
AR AR R AL AT N TN R R AT T MR T A AL AR S A AR (S5 R 6) B2, AN
TARE AR S g ik, MEEAR SR A PR AR B A I, k3% 1 TSR AR J LB AR R o A AT M
ERGLAEMLE, WM R — R LR 1 e R LEE A B S S

Table 6. The difference in the behavior measurement scale in the imagined contact groups
6. BMREMIBSEMTANESINES

SEG A REJHEAR S 42 M £ SD JEAE LA G 3k M + SD t p
1T =155 1.300 + 1.137 1.488 + 0.985 0.808 0.421

4. srth5ve
4.1, FRIPIESREFMAR BRI LES B T RER S

AT TTIGE SRR, AL AR G A A A P A G2 A o 2L A ) LB A S S %R AS  E22
FANRE, MEAT R G PIAR AR LR BB L&A RlEs EER R, LR
P EART AR ML AR Gk, Ul AR S it AT DU RSO3 S M PR e £ R SRS B, 388 okt S JrE 22
B E R (HIX B S R B L BRSO  BRA R . XRY, e LERSE
TR L, BURAR R R xRN L 28 0 i s B B BRI B AR, BERE I /N2 ZE 0 B 22
AR EAESE, EX B VAT e ) L 28 0 A AL A T TR AN B3 .

XG5 Rl e 5 NI LB S AR A S A 2 k. BT EAR G e, e S
AR E A SZE LB IEE RIS, AR, XAERA e BB R/ h A H AR, i
R b 53 42 22 1200 MR L P R QTR FE S S, AT T/ s i R i) 22 AR A R WAL, AEASHIE FE R0
RS, /NS A e PR ) L EE A B AL A B R AR AR T 55 PENE I ) L (19 il vy, AN %K) I
JREAR G i T L AR AR A T T A A SR 22 IR, ARON T 5B X AR RO R BOA R o0 e ocids, T BUAE
JREAEL G A ox T RS I A 55 £ S BE R B35 2 . Hunger A1 Tomiyama (2014) H— BN [ BF 72 &
B, 10 Z AL 19 DI LRy ORI T BRI 1.66 1%, XU T/ IR AR L
HGRGPNEE KRBT IR, JCHR L, FIRE U R AR N R 2 S R S e, AR
FUATESNE LI HIR .
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Pt 2 REAEA R 7 AR AN FRIRE B W ILIE ? AT 0T8N, Sk R BOA B b A 4™
R AN EEAR . AL Lo, R MERT LIS IV E . MBI AL P R TR RN SE K B = (Saguy, 2012). FEIXFE
Mt 2, XA 22 RN R RS b, BRI L SR, AT T RE A S KA S
THEEATER S -

4.2, FAREREMAR R LEIT AR R LB TRBR S

AT R A AR LR PR AT O R, SR IE I S S FE R A, AR s
KPS IR, BB S — A B LB SR A, AT R R S L L AR . SR, FEPY
MAT NE RIS B, PIASERARRME T TR ZER.

EIZESER NG L, IXATRER RUOE RTINS 70, AR AR R 4 (/I 2 A S A ) L FE FR 3%
EIEBNG o I T AR L AR R A A (15 by, BRUE E S IR LB AL A BD), R AR SL AL
WA T PRCR AN 2

FESLI B AT N ERA S £, REWA LR H NP AR B LA B3 2R, (HARX
TARNE AR S A Ak, NEPEAR SR A A AR R PR R I, R 1 S SR AR LA JREAL . A AT
EHATACE L, SRR AR — ERRRE R 1O IR LE AT N E I, R IR gt b
AR 25 . XA REE BKDv i AR P i A8 G2 S IE I LB AT MR 1 18, X AT RE A/ AVE 2 T AR
A AN AR AR R A AL R AL A I T IR 5 (AR 3 1 — AR LB G (3t 5

KB FAE EIRFBNAR R B RAE D 22 A IR ) LE B RSN BT b, WA RIEE L N RS B
Z5t. KR DESN RIS TR REMEZES, WAL BUOYRE BT A B A5 I S A e Rt AT 1
A PERETRL o [ PRI — R 9F T RE R Lo 2 A Bt DL PRI IR TR B 5 ORI ) A R 2 i e 0 i 2 A B Al AL (570
2018). it MEIL IS ERAMT M ERRNLE R LA R BEIEER

5. &

RABAE R AL ST P56 e A R AR NIRRT Lo PR A J LB AR S, {ERT 2 R AR )L 28 B T
PERRCRA R . BURAR G T BSOS 2 L 2 iE s AT N A AR 2.

E&WE
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