Constitutional Psychology

        - studies the relationship between body build and behavior

        - psychologists reluctant to consider an intimate tie between body and behavior


fear of genetic determinism


the dogma of the self-made person

William Sheldon

       - classifies people according to three primary kinds of physique

       - not a type theory

       - "continuous" variables

       - everyone comprises some of each kind of physique

       - allows for a huge number of possible physique types

       - glandular and cellular levels of bodily function are significant in determining behavior

       - focused on observable, structural aspects of the body – the overall physique

Assessing the Somatype

(Somatype Performance Test)

     - studied 4000 male college students

     - took standardized 
photographs, front, back and left side

      - identified variables by inspecting the photographs
     - identified endomorphy, mesomorphy and ectomorphy 

     - subjects were ranked on a scale from 1 to 7 on the variables

     - further refined the identification process, eventually, using three measures 

(46 000 subjects)

Endomorphy – relative predominance of body portions involved in digestion


- soft and round


- tends to put on fat easily


- not suited to hard physical activity

Mesomorphy – relative predominance of bone, muscle and connective tissue


- strong and tough


- resistant to injury


- hardness and rectangularity


- equipped for strenuous physical demands

Ectomorphy – relative predominance of the skin and the nervous system


- thin and light muscled


- delicate and light muscled

- proportionally, the largest brain and nervous system

- poorly equipped for hard physical activity and competition


- easily over stimulated

     - can the somatype change?  


1940 – "we have discovered no 


case…"


1954 – not if nutrition and health are constant


1969 – no; trunk index remains the same

Personality Dynamics

     - identified 60 traits, three groups of 20 each

     - drawn from traits he assumed were likely to have biological roots

Scale of Temperament

     1.  viscerotonia – love comfort and food


- relaxed in posture


- react slowly


- quite even-tempered


- affectionate

     2.  somatonia – love physical adventure


- risk taking


- need for vigorous activity


- aggressive


- often insensitive to feelings of others

- courageous


- power and domination

     3.  cerebrotonia – like to be inconspicuous


- self-conscious


- tend to conceal themselves and things that concern them

- prefer to be alone


- overly fast reactions


- prone to problems sleeping


- resistant to habits and routines

Relation between physique and temperament

     - studied 200 white males over a five year period

     - observed them in daily routines

     - in interpersonal interactions

     - interviews 

     - gave them temperament ratings

     - identified somatype

     - found unexpectedly high correlations between somatypes and the expected temperament types.

"…the dynamics of an individual should be related to the static picture he presents" (Sheldon, 1942)

Possible biases?

       - knew his hypothesis – what he was looking for

       - knew a lot about the people he was rating

Explaining the Correlations

     - certain physiques associated with behaviors that are more likely to be rewarded?


e.g., running vs. football vs. socializing


mesomorph strength

- cultural stereotypes associated with physiques may evoke the associated behaviors?


e.g., "fat and jolly"


muscular types and athletics

- a unitary biological factor?

- certain env. events may influence both physical and temperamental characteristics?

Physique and temperament in nursery school  (Walker, 1962)

     - very careful study

     - independent judges for physique  and temperament

     - purpose of study not known by judges

     - results supported Sheldon's findings

     - not as strong

Somatypes and Delinquency:    (Sheldon, 1949)

    - studied 200 delinquent boys for 8 years

    - tended to be strongly mesomorphic

    - 40 year follow-up showed 86% continued to have mild to severe problems

      Glueck & Glueck (1956)

    - compared 500 delinquents with 500 carefully matched non-delinquent youths

    - 60% of del. youths were mainly mesomorphic vs. 30% of non-del. youths

    - 40% of non-del. youth were mainly ectomorphic vs. 5% of del. youth
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