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1. CLINICAL

Abstract: Few severe nutritional deficiencies were identified
by clinical examination. Most of the positive findings were non-
specific and would be useful in making a positive nutritional
diagnosis only if associated with related biochemical, anthro-
pometric, and dietary data. The nonspecific nature of the posi-
tive findings do not indicate the absence of deficiencies, but,
rather, emphasize the need for supporting information to con-
firm clinical impressions before nutritional diagnoses can be

made.

Clinical findings of malnutrition are generally
nonspecific. Malnutrition must be prolonged and
Severe to produce obvious clinical signs. Even in
Underdeveloped countries where malnutrition may

© a severe problem, specific nutritional deficien-
¢les may be difficult to recognize. For this reason
'L I not surprising that few severe nutritional
deficiencies were identified clinically in the Ten-
State Nutrition Survey.

The clinical examination identified signs that
cO_uld be related to deficiency diseases, but verified
clinica] diagnoses were not recorded. For example,
althOUgh signs which may relate to rickets were
recorded, diagnoses of rickets were not made.
Because most of the positive findings were non-
Specific, they would be useful in making a positive
Nutritional diagnosis only if associated with re-
lated biochemical and dietary data. The nonspecific
Nature of the positive findings do not indicate that
deficiencies do not exist. Rather, they point to the
Need for supporting information to confirm clinical
mpressions before a nutritional diagnosis can be
Made,

Many clinical parameters were included in the
€Xamination. (The clinical evaluation of growth
and development is treated separately in the
anthropometry section of this chapter.) Most were
found to pe positive in so few individuals that no
8eneral conclusions could be made. The clinical
S1gns chosen for presentation are those which, be-
Cause of their diagnostic importance, merit dis-
Cussion despite the low prevalence of positive
findings,

CHILDREN LESS THAN 6 YEARS OF AGE
Clinical signs of malnutrition in children were
Carefully looked for because of the critical impor-
tance of nutrition in normal growth and develop-
me.nt (Tables 1A-B). Among these clinical signs,
alr quality, color, and ease of plucking can be

useful markers of protein malnutrition. These
signs are generally associated with severe de-
ficiency. However, results of examination of hair
quality were inconclusive. A higher percentage of
black children had hair that was described as “dry,
staring,” but more white children had hair that
was ‘“‘easily pluckable.” For all ethnic groups,
there was a higher prevalence of positive findings
for girls than for boys. However, there was no
evidence from other measures that girls displayed
generally poorer nutritional status. In the absence
of other supporting findings, these observations
are inconclusive.

Bitot’s spots are well delineated, superficial,
white lesions of the eye which can be an indica-
tion of vitamin A deficiency. This findings was
identified in only one child in the entire survey, a
white male in the low-income-ratio group of states.
Obviously, no general conclusions concerning vita-
min A nutrition can be drawn from this solitary
finding.

Findings related to the tongue and lips can
be indicative of poor nutritional status, particu-
larly in relation to B-vitamin nutriture. However,
no uniform pattern of positive findings was seen
in the survey data. Cheilosis, cracking and dry
scaling of the lips, appeared to occur somewhat
more frequently in whites. Findings related to the
tongue showed no convincing relationship to sex
or ethnic group. Moreover, positive findings were
restricted to only a small percentage of the persons
examined.

Thyroid enlargement in children was quite
rare. There was no clearcut relationship to sex
in the age group under 6 years. There did appear
to be an increased incidence of thyroid enlarge-
ment in Spanish-Americans in both the low- and
high-income-ratio states. This is of interest in
that the Spanish-Americans in these two groups
of states are ethnically quite distinet. There is no
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ready explanation for the differences in prevalence
of thyroid enlargement within this ethnic group.
Thyroid enlargement can be due to iodine defici-
ency. However, biochemical studies of urinary
iodine excretion suggested that Spanish-American
persons in both low- and high-income-ratio states
had greater iodine intake than did either blacks
or whites.

Skin abnormalities may also be associated
with malnutrition. However, positive findings were
few, and no striking differences were found when
comparisons were made by sex or ethnic group.
The finding of liver enlargement was more com-
mon among Spanish-American children in the low-
income group of states, but no similar trend was
seen in the high-income group of states. Skeletal
findings that may possibly be related to rickets
appeared to be somewhat more common in Span-
ish-Americans in the low-income group of states.
The finding of “winged scapula” appeared to be
more common in whites in both high- and low-
income-ratio states. Again, there is no ready
explanation for these findings, nor can specific
diagnoses be made based on these data alone.

The clinical examination findings led to the
conclusion that there was little clinical evidence
of severe malnutrition in the children examined.
However, examination of these children did not
provide a useful means of identifying specific pop-
ulations at increased nutritional risk. Other means
of nutritional assessment, such as biochemical,
anthropometric, and dietary evaluations must be
relied upon for assessment of the more subtle and
often clinically inapparant levels of malnutrition.

INDIVIDUALS OLDER THAN 6 YEARS

The results of clinical examinations of older
children and adults also yielded generally non-
specific findings (Tables 2A-B). Findings related
to hair were inconclusive except that blacks
seemed to have a higher frequency of “dry, star-
ing” hair. Bitot’s spots were not encountered in
the high-income-ratio states. However, the diag-
nosis was made on a few individuals in the low-
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income-ratio states. Numbers are too small to draw
general conclusions.

Findings related to the lips and tongue were
not conclusive in consistently differentiating be-
tween ethnic groups in regard to nutritional status.
However, there appeared to be more positive find-
ings in the high-income-ratio group of states than
in the low-income-ratio states. This observation
is not supported by the general finding of some-
what more frequent nutritional problems in indi-
viduals from low-income-ratio states.

The prevalence of thyroid enlargement showed
differences between races and between sexes. In
both high- and low-income-ratio states, whites
tended to have the lowest prevalence of thyroid
enlargement, blacks had an intermediate preva-
lence, and Spanish-Americans consistently showed
the highest prevalence. There was no striking
difference in overall prevalence of thyroid enlarge-
ment between the low- and high-income-ratio
states.

Goiter prevalence by state ranged from less
than 1 percent to greater than 7 percent, but no
regional pattern to the occurrence of goiter was
seen. Also, there appeared to be no relationship
between the prevalence of goiter in the various
states and iodine status as reflected by urinary
iodine excretion. These data are discussed in more
detail in the iodine section of the biochemical
chapter of this report.

The final clinical index presented for older
children and adults is hepatomegaly. There was no
pattern to the prevalence of this finding in either
the low- or high-income-ratio states. In both
groups of states, hepatomegaly was found in only
a small percentage of the population.

As with the clinical assessment of children,
examination of adults demonstrated that there
was no evidence of widespread, severe, clinically
evident malnutrition in the population examined.
Clinical examination proved to be a tool of limited
value in the broad assessment of more subtle and
inapparent levels of malnutrition.



Table 1A. Number of Persons Under Siz Years of Age Examined and Percent with Positive Clinical Findings by Sex

and Ethnic Group for Low Income Ratio States—Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)

Mal. Female
ale
: Spanish American
Clinical White Black Spanish American White Black P
S Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
Ah110!'!!1(11 Hair
2.0 237 2.9
Dry Staring. 280 0.7 966 0.8 219 2.2 268 4.8 974
A 960 1.7 237 0.8
Easily Pluckable.... .. 286 3.8 957 0.4 210 — 273 8.7
Eyes
— 978 — 237 —
Bitot’s Spats 289 0.3 972 — 219 — 274
Lips
1.4 237 —
Cheilosis.._.____ . 289 4.1 972 1.8 219 - 273 2.9 978
Tongue
.0 981 0.4 237 5.4
Filiform Papillary. 291 2.0 973 0.1 219 5.0 274 1 -
4 981 0.8 237 ;
Fungiform Papillary..... 291 17 973 0.9 219 0.9 274 1 7 08
Geographic 291 1.3 973 0.4 219 0.4 274 1.4 981 0.2 23 :
>>>>>> ‘ — . 237 —
Fissures. 291 0.3 973 — 219 0.4 274 981 0.1
Face and Neck
o . Vi — . 237 1.6
é;?;gz:mh]y 296 0.3 973 0.1 219 1.3 2717 981 0.3
Skin
okl 981 1.6 237 0.8
Hy:e:;e‘::;:sis, 297 0.6 973 1.2 219 2.7 271 1.9 8 - "
981 0.7 ;
Dry Scaling... . 297 1.0 978 1.6 219 — 277 1.0 8
Abdomen
: 679 — 237 5.9
Hepatomegaly.. 222 1.3 650 0.1 216 5.5 213 0.9
Skeleta] -
961 0.3 237 1.6
Beading of Ribs 296 0.3 957 0.6 219 1.3 271 0.3 i
: 237 .
Bowed Legs 295 0.3 958 1:1 219 2.2 277 0.7 962 1.1
--------------------- 262 0.9 287 2.9
Bossing of Skull ... 295 2.3 958 1.4 219 5.0 277 2.1
5.0 276 14.4 959 22 237 2.1
Winged Scapula._ .. .. 204 11.9 957 3.5 219 :
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Table 1B. Number of Persons Under Six Years of Age Examined and Percent with Positive Clinical Findings by Sex
and Ethnic Group for High Income Ratio States—Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)

Male Female
Clinieal White Black Spanish American White Black Spanish American
Manifestation
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

Abnormal Hair

Dry Staring_.._...._.._. 969 0.1 344 1.7 314 0.6 937 0.2 322 3.1 314 0.3

Easily Pluckable...__ 918 4.3 332 —_ 310 —_ 925 7.3 321 0.6 312 0.6
Eyes

Bitot's Spots... 972 —_ 344 —_ 314 —_ 936 — 322 —_ 314 —
Lips

Cheilosis... ... . ... . 970 2.1 343 1.7 314 0.3 943 0.9 322 0.6 314 0.9
Tongue

Filiform Papillary._. 968 0.8 344 5.2 313 6.3 927 1.0 321 3.4 314 3.6

Fungiform Papillary_ 964 5.6 344 15.4 313 3.8 934 5.1 321 10.9 314 4.4

Geographie. . 964 0.7 344 0.2 313 1.9 934 0.6 321 — 314 0.3

D LT P 964 0.6 344 0.6 313 — 934 0.1 321 0.9 314 —_
Face and Neck

Thyroid Visibly

Enlarged . . .. 963 0.1 342 — 314 0.6 922 0.2 320 0.3 314 1.2

Skin

Follicular Arm

Hyperkeratosis...._._..... 974 2.5 344 2.9 314 — 942 1.8 322 1.6 314 0.3

Dry Sealing....... 974 0.3 344 3.4 314 1.2 942 0.7 322 1.8 314 0.3
Abdomen

Hepatomegaly.. . 826 0.9 330 0.9 310 0.9 783 0.5 306 0.6 312 0.9
Skeletal

Beading of Ribs. 970 0.5 344 2.0 308 —_ 938 0.4 320 2.6 312 =

Bowed Legs..... ... 960 0.9 340 1.7 308 0.9 933 0.6 318 3.1 312 0.3

Bossing of Skull... ... 971 0.6 343 1.7 308 1.9 937 0.9 320 1.5 312 0.6

Winged Seapula.. 944 8.0 337 12.1 308 5.1 906 8.8 317 6.9 312 3.2
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Table 24. Number of Persons Six Years of Age and Over Examined and Percent with Positive Clinical Findings by
Sex and Ethnic Group for Low Income Ratio States—Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)

Male Female
Clinical White Black Spanish American White Black Spanish American
Manifestation

—— Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
Abnormal Hair

Dry Staring. ... - 1621 11 30653 = 815 1.1 2093 1.0 4995 0.2 1160 0.5

Easily Pluckable ...
Eyes

Bitot's Spots. . 1632 0.1 3067 0.3 816 0.4 2089 . 4999 0.1 1160 0.3
Lips

cheﬂoﬂis.,.._._.______________,_,_‘, 1168 5.9 2987 3.0 816 0.8 1672 3.4 4860 1.8 1160 0.6
Tongue

Filiform Papillary_ 1647 4.9 3070 1.9 815 5.6 2107 6.6 6002 2.0 1160 9.6

Funxiform Papillary. . 1660 1.8 3070 1.9 815 4.0 2107 3.7 5003 2.2 1160 6.4

Gmcnbhic._..._...*__._._, 1660 2.0 3070 1.0 815 0.2 2108 2.3 5006 1.1 1160 0.6

Fissures.. . 1549 8.4 3070 2.0 816 6.7 2108 3.2 5006 2.4 1160 6.7
Face and Neck

Thyroid Visibly

Enllrxed...._...._.,..,_..____ 1562 1.2 3069 1.4 816 4.0 2112 4.3 5006 6.0 1160 6.2

Skin

Follicular Arm

Hynerkerawsis_ .......... 1662 3.8 3070 5.0 816 3.4 2111 4.3 5006 4.8 1160 2.7

Dry Sealing... . _ . 1562 4.1 3069 2.6 815 0.2 2111 3.8 5006 1.6 1160 0.4
Abdomen,

Hepatomegaly.._____. 1619 1.2 3097 0.6 816 23 20654 0.7 5038 0.1 1169 0.6

Table 2B. Number of Persons Six Years of Age and Over Examined and Percent with Positive Clinical Findings by
Sex and Ethnic Group for High Income Ratio States—Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)

= N =g

Male Female

Clinieal

. White Black Spanish American White Black Spanish American
anifestation =

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

Abnormg) Hair

Dry Staring..._______ sag; 0.4 1280 2.2 1099 0.6 6856 0.8 2085 3.9 1657 2.2
Easily Pluckable...__. ..
Eyes
Bitot's Spota________ 5339 _ 1281 _ 1100 = 6863 — 2089 0.1 1658 -
Lips
Chelloats. 5339 1.8 1281 42 1100 1.0 6867 1.3 2090 3.2 1669 1.3
Tongue
Flliform Papillary____ 5341 44 1281 1.3 1099 6.4 6862 49 2089 9.9 1666 7.3
Fungiform Papillary.... 5341 7.2 1281 17.3 1099 6.7 6866 9.9 2089 18.3 1658 6.5
Geographie.. _ B34l L6 1282 12 1099 1.6 6861 1.6 2087 0.6 1657 0.6
Fissures. 5342 7.9 1285 8.1 1099 5.8 6865 7.9 2090 6.7 1667 5.3
Face and Neck
Thyroig Visibly
larged_. . . 5889 1.2 1280 1.3 1100 3.1 6860 3.2 2084 4.2 1667 6.8
Skin
Follicular Arm
YDerkeratosis______. 5344 7.2 1281 8.4 1100 14 6859 4.9 2087 44 1668 12
Dry Scaling_..._ . 5344 1.4 1281 6.4 1100 1.8 6862 2.7 2087 4.2 1658 1.6
Abdomey
\Hep"omenly 4847 11 920 0.9 1095 0.1 6125 0.1 1529 0.1 1636 0.1
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2. ANTHROPOMETRY

Abstract: Higher income level was associated with greater
height, weight, fatness, and skeletal weight; and with larger
head circumference, earlier skeletal maturation, and earlier
tooth eruption in children. These effects of income level were
seen in both black and white populations and generally were
more noticeable in younger persons, although trends persisted
into adulthood, indicating the cumulative effects of poverty
income ratio on growth and maturation. Blacks were taller
than whites during the growing period, and were more ad-
vanced in skeletal and dental development but showed little
difference in weight. Fatfold measurements tended to be
smaller in blacks than in whites. Children and adults from the
high poverty-income-ratio group of states tended to be some-
what taller, heavier, and fatter, as well as to show earlier
skeletal maturation and somewhat larger head circumference,
indicating more favorable growth responses. Obesily, as
measured by fatfold thickness, was found to be most prevalent
in adult women, particularly black women, although white
males in both the adolescent and adult age groups also had a
relatively high prevalence of obesity.

Anthropometric measurements are useful in identifying
populations where nutritional inadequacies are reflected in
retarded growth and development. Many different types of
measurements are utilized. The most common are height and
weight, but these can be supplemented by detailed measure-
ments of other body parts and proportions. Another type of
anthropometric measure utilizes X-rays of the hand and wrist
for making measurements of bone size and estimates of skeletal
maturation.

Complete data were available on 62,582 children, adoles-
cents, and adults, and were used in the final computations and
comparisons. Radiographic data are similarly presented on
some 24,540 individuals.

i In two states, Louisiana and Texas, identi-
Otheg Information was not compatible with that of
J€r anthropometric and radiographic data. For
Sels reason, data for these states are presented
Parately throughout this section.
. }'11‘1.1e measurements presented in most detail
nf elgh.t, weight, and triceps fatfold thicknes§.
; S(;’l‘matlon on head circumference of children is
Presented, as is the mean age of eruption of
Permanent teeth, an index of dental maturation.
ata baged on radiographic measurements include
Ca:i Mean age of appearance of individual ossifi-
Skelo? (bone gr9wth) centers, which relates to
OSSig al .maturatlon, .sin-ce earlier appearance of
- cation centers indicates more advanced or
Ure growth status. Data are also presented on

estimated skeletal weight, a measure of body
skeletal growth. Skeletal weight estimates are use-
ful in defining population differences in bone
building and bone loss, and are appropriate both
in the study of growth and development in the
formative years and in the measurement of adult
bone loss in older age. This information is extrap-
olated from measurements of the second meta-
carpal bone of the hand. Most of the data
presented in this section are based on the total
population surveyed rather than on the popu-
lations of the low- and high-income-ratio states
separately.

Obesity is a nutritional problem of consider-
able importance. Fatness has been associated with
high rates of cardiovascular disease and other

III-7



chronic diseases and is a significant public health
concern. Data are presented on the prevalence of
obesity in adolescents and adults using a definition
of obesity based on triceps fatfold thickness.

Other measurements were made which are not
presented in this report. These measurements in-
clude subscapular fatfold, arm circumference,
chest circumference, shoulder width, wrist width,
knee width, knee height, and calf circumference.
Radiographic data, which have also been compiled
but not presented, include total bone area, corti-
cal area, medullary area, and percent cortical area
measurements of the second metacarpal bone at
midshaft. These last measurements were used in
the calculation of data on estimated skeletal
weights, which are presented.

HEIGHT AND WEIGHT OF CHILDREN AND
ADOLESCENTS — COMPARISON WITH STANDARDS

Height and weight are the two most used
measures of growth in children and adolescents.
Greater size at a given age is presumptive evidence
of better nutritional status on a group basis,
and lesser size suggests relative nutritional
inadequacy.

The major difficulty in making a meaningful
assessment of the significance of data on height
and weight is the selection of appropriate stand-
ards. Available standards have often been based
on relatively small numbers of children and from
measurements made as long as 30-40 years ago.
Despite these limitations, the height and weight
standards selected for comparison with Ten-State
Survey data are the Stuart-Meredith norms, the
most widely used standards in the United States.
They are based on two sources of data. Standards
for height and weight of children 1-4 years of age
are based on measurements of children in Boston
in the early 1940’s. Standards for children age
5-17 are based on measurements of Iowa City
children and adolescents made in the 1930’s. These
norms were initially published in a pediatric refer-
ence textbook.! They have been the ones most
extensively used by pediatricians and were en-
dorsed in November 1971, by an ad hoc committee
of the American Academy of Pediatrics for use
until other standards are developed.

Use of the Stuart-Meredith Standards for
comparison with Ten-State Survey data required
some adaptation. The published data show calcu-
lated values for the 3rd and 97th percentiles, and
values therefore had to be interpolated for the 5th

! Nelson, W. E., Textbook of Pediatrics, W. B. Saunders Co., 1846.
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and 95th percentiles used in the present data
analysis. Additionally, it should be noted that the
Stuart-Meredith Standards for ages 1-4 are based
on recumbent length rather than standing height,
which was used for some of the children in the
Ten-State Survey. Recumbent length is generally
about 1 cm. longer than standing height, and
therefore, the standards for height are actually
based on slightly different measurements for the
youngest age group.

The final consideraticn that bears on the use
of the standards stems firom the data-collecting
technique used in assembling the standard for the
1- to 4-year-old children. Data were collected in
a longitudinal fashion, measuring the same
children over a period of years on or very near
their birthdays. Therefore, children were meas-
ured at 1, 2, 8, or 4 years of age. In contrast,
children from the Ten-State Survey forming each
age group could be from 6 months younger to 6
months older than the exact age of 1, 2, 3, or 4
years. Therefore, measurements on these children
would be expected to show a range of values both
lower and higher than the standards. The wider
range of values is reflected in the excess of Survey
children above and below the standard 95th and
5th percentiles.

Height

Comparisons of the 5th, 50th, and 95th per-
centiles for height of children and adolescents in
the Ten-State Survey with the Stuart-Meredith
Standards are presented in Figures 1a-b. The area
enclosed by the 5th and 95th percentiles of the
standards is shown by the shaded area. The most
consistent finding is that the 5th percentile for
the Ten-State Survey children fell below the
standard, indicating that more than the expected
number of children were short for their age.
Generally, the 50th percentile or median value for
height also fell below standards.

Comparison of 95th percentile values gave
less consistent findings. In older children and
adolescents, the 95th percentiles were similar.
However, in the 1- and 2-year-old age groups the
95th percentile for the Ten-State Survey children
consistently exceeded the standard. This obser-
vation is explained, in part, by the expected wider
variation in values from the Ten-State Survey
population, as explained above. The same effect
would explain the observation that the 5th per-
centile fell considerably below the 5th percentile
of the standard in the youngest age groups. How-
ever, whereas the 95th percentile became quite



Comparable to the standard by age 2, the 5th per-
_cen!:ile remains substantially below standard. This
Indicates that the excess of Ten-State Survey
?hlldren below the 5th percentile of the standard
8 a real and persistent finding, but that the
apparent excess of tall-for-age children in the
Youngest age groups may be a statistical artifact
Tather than a valid finding.

Undersized Children. A further presentation

of the prevalence of undersized children in the
Urvey population is shown in Table 1. In this
tabulation, the 15th percentile is used to define a
BODUIation that is relatively short-for-age. In a
Normal” population, as defined by the standards,
One would expect to find 15 percent of children
With heights below this level. However, from 18
'0 46 percent of the Survey children were actually
below the standard 15th percentile, indicating an
e‘xce-‘IS of short-for-age children, particularly in

€ Younger age groups. There was little consistent
Sex or ethnic-group difference in the prevalence of
Short-for.age children.

The effect of income on the prevalence of
l(‘:"1(_]Grsized children is evaluated in Table 2.
cOmldren from families with a lower Poverty In-
Sizme Ratio (PIR) were more frequently under-
hi el;l than were children from families with a
isg er P_IR. These findings indicate that poverty

.associated with an excess of short-for-age
childrep,
Th Spanish-American Children and Adolescents.
vee Number of Spanish-American children sur-
sayed was too small to permit comparison in the
chl‘l'le way as that presented for white and black
“dl.‘en. This was particularly true since the
otl_”tmlsh-American population was really composed
in ’;VO rather distinct groups: Mexican-Americans
'I'orkexas' and Puerto Ricans primarily in New
Te To provide a basis for comparison with other
5ntnh-State data and with standards, median or
: I_Jercentile values are presented for Mexican-
pemel‘lcans and Puerto Ricans along with the 50th
Tcentile of the Stuart-Meredith Standards.
& I°Se data are presented in Figure lc. Median
8lues for height for both of these populations
Nded to be somewhat below the standard, as was
noe case for white and black children. There was
r_e,C:-)nsmtent difference in median values between
lcan-American and Puerto Rican populations.

weighf

Weights for children in the Ten-State Nu-

trids
TMton Survey are compared with the Stuart-

Meredith Standards in Figures 2a-b. Median
values for weight tended to be slightly below the
standard in younger age groups, but in contrast
to height data, the median values for both sexes
and ethnic groups equalled or exceeded the median
value by the adolescent age. Fifth percentile values
generally were below the standard for all age
groups. This finding indicates an excess of under-
weight children in the populations surveyed, as
compared with standards.

The 95th percentile values for weight tended
to exceed standards. This effect was most notice-
able in the adolescent age group. The finding of an
excess of overweight children relative to the stand-
ard indicates the existence of malnutrition based
either on overeating and lack of exercise or on an
imbalance of proper nutrients in the diet.

Underweight Children. From 17 to 45 percent
of children had weights falling below the 15th
percentile set by the standards (Table 3). The
excess of underweight children was greater in
younger age groups and was similar to the findings
for height. In the adolescent age group, blacks of
both sexes tended to have a higher percentage of
underweight children than did whites. Also there
tended to be a higher percentage of underweight
males than females among adolescents of both
ethnic groups.

The influence of income level on the preva-
lence of underweight children is presented in Table
4. Lower PIR was clearly associated with a higher
percentage of children falling below the 15th per-
centile of the standard and was seen to a greater
degree in the younger age groups. This finding
was consistent with the previous observation of
the influence of income level on the prevalence of
short-for-age children. It can be concluded that for
both whites and blacks, lower income levels were
associated with a higher prevalence of undersized
and underweight children.

Spanish-American Children and Adoles-
cents. Weight data for Spanish-American children
and adolescents are presented in a manner similar
to height data (Figure 2¢). Values were somewhat
more variable, but for both Mexican-Americans
and Puerto Ricans, median values in all age groups
tended to be slightly below or equal to the stand-
ard. In comparison, median values for older black
and white children and adolescents always
equalled or exceeded the standard. Therefore, it
appeared that Mexican-Americans and Puerto
Ricans lagged slightly behind whites and blacks
of comparable age in median weight.
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INFLUENCE OF POVERTY INCOME
RATIO ON GROWTH

Height

The effect of income level on growth was
evaluated by selecting and comparing two
Poverty-Income-Ratio groups, one high (2.25-
2.99) and one low (0.00-0.74). Computation of
mean heights for these groups indicated that mean
heights for white children and adolescents were
almost always greater for the high-income-ratio
group (Table 5A). The difference in stature
between high and low PIR groups was less con-
gistent for white adults. The same comparisons for
all blacks gave less consgistent results (Table 5B),
which can be attributed to the small number of
black persons in the high PIR group.

The effect of income on growth was also
illustrated by the difference in height-age between
low and high PIR groups. Height-age is the age
for which a given height value would be the 50th
percentile or median value. Figures 3a-b illustrate
that white children from the higher PIR group
had higher height-ages. For some age groups, the
high PIR children were advanced as much as a
year in height over the low PIR children.

Weight

Similar evaluation was made of the effect of
income on weight. For the white population, per-
sons of all ages with higher income levels tended
to weigh more (Tables 6A-B). Only for white
adult women was the influence of PIR not con-
sistent. It would seem that for this group an in-
crease in income level was not associated with
an increase in body weight. Similar analysis of
data for the black population demonstrated a
trend towards greater weight among persons of
higher income levels. The data showed more vari-
ation for the black population than for the white,
due to the small number of black persons in the
higher PIR group. But, as in the white population,
the least consistent data were for adult women.
It appears that for both black and white adult
women, income level did not consistently influence
mean body weight.

Weight-age comparisons between the high
and low PIR groups were made for white children
in a manner analogous to the presentation for
height-age (Figures 4a-b). Similarly, weight-age
was more advanced in the high-income-ratio
group. In quantitative terms, weight-age for some
age groups was advanced as much as two years
in the high-income-ratio children.
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Triceps Fatfold Thickness

Evaluation of the influence of income level on
triceps fatfold thickness among whites showed
that increasing PIR was associated with greater
fatfold thickness (Figures 5a-b). Adolescent and
adult women reflected the general tendency
towards increased fatfold thickness in the higher
PIR group, but the difference for women in the
two Poverty-Income-Ratio groups was small when
compared to the differences seen for men. It ap-
pears that higher income affects fatfold thickness
in white women less than in men, as was the case
for height and weight.

Similar data for the black population sup-
ported the general conclusion that higher income
status was associated with greater fatfold thick-
ness (Appendix Tables 3A-B). The data were
more variable because of the small number of
black persons available for measurement in the
high-income-ratio group. The greatest degree of
variability and inconsistency was seen in adult
women. Once again, it would appear that for both
the black and white populations, adult women
showed the least effect of income on measurements
of growth and body fat.

Head Circumference

The influence of income level on head circum-
ference in young children is presented in Appendix
Table 4A-B. Children from families with higher
income levels tended to have slightly greater head
circumferences. The data were most consistent
for white children. Values for black children were
based on very small numbers, and it is therefore
difficult to draw conclusions concerning this group:

Skeletal Weight

Skeletal weight was estimated by extrap-
olation from measurements of the second meta-
carpal bone of the hand.

No consistent influence of PIR on skeletal
weight was found in white male children, although
white females in the higher income group tended
to have somewhat larger skeletal weights (Ap-
pendix Table 5A). For black children there ap-
peared to be a trend towards increased skeletal
weight in both males and females in families at
the higher income levels, although this influence
was variable and the numbers of children were
quite small (Appendix Table 5B).

Adolescent males, both black and white,
showed no consistent relationship between income
level and skeletal weight, but females of both
ethnic groups demonstrated distinctly greater



Skeletal weights in the higher PIR group. For
fldu.lts of both ethnic groups, the data clearly
m_dlcated that higher income level was associated
With greater skeletal weight.

After age 50, skeletal weight generally de-
Creased with age, reflecting the loss and thinning
Of bone. This decrease in skeletal weight was com-
Parable in both the high and low PIR groups. The
10“_’ PIR groups continued to have lower skeletal
Welghts generally, but there was no added bone
088 associated with lower income status.

Mean Age of Appearance of Ossification Centers
. The radiographic record of bone development
0 children was used to identify the mean age of
4DDearance of individual ossification centers in
€ hand. This measurement was made to docu-
ment the degree of skeletal maturation. Findings
ll}dl_cated that for white children there was a
dls'fmct trend towards earlier appearance of ossifi-
cation centers in the high Poverty-Income-Ratio
8roup (Appendix Table 6A). This finding was not
38 consistently seen for black children (Appendix
laPle 6B). It appeared that in the white popu-
ation, and to a lesser extent for blacks, higher

i 5 .
Ntome was associated with advanced bone
Maturation.

Mean Age of Eruption of Permanent Teeth
The age at which permanent teeth erupt is
:Hother index of development. Earlier eruption of
eeth generally indicates more advanced develop-
Mental status. The influence of income level on
tooth eruption was examined by comparing a high
(ereater than 2.24) and a low (0.00-1.49)
overty-Income-Ratio group. There was a ten-
}?lcy towards earlier eruption of teeth in the
Children from a higher income background, al-
Ough this trend was not consistently evident
{Apvendix Tables 7A-B). Data for both black
1d white children demonstrated the same trend.

ETHNlc GROUP DIFFERENCES IN GROWTH
b Growth may be influenced by genetically
mSed racial differences, as well as by environ-
reental factors such as economic status. For this
wa.son, the major growth parameters of height,
€ight, and fatfold thickness were also evaluated
Y ethnic group for the black and white popu-
Su?};)qs' Numbers of Spanish-Americans were in-
& Cient to permit overall comparison with other
bl Nic groups. Comparisons are presented for
acl_‘s and whites in Louisiana and for blacks and
€Xican-Americans in Texas, using broader age

gm“pings to provide adequate numbers in each
Categ‘ory‘

Height

Mean heights in the total black and total
white populations were compared at various ages.
Black children tended to be taller than white
children of comparable age until the adolescent
years, despite the fact that the mean PIR of the
black children was lower than that of whites.
From the adolescent years on, there was little
consistent difference in mean heights between
blacks and whites (Table 7).

The effect of income level on mean height
values was minimized by selecting blacks and
whites from the same PIR group (PIR 0.75-1.49)
(Figures 6a-b). However, equalizing PIR did not
alter the trend towards higher mean heights in
black children. With PIR group equalized, in fact,
there was a trend towards greater mean heights
in blacks of all ages.

The data on height in Louisiana demonstrated
that blacks generally were taller than whites of
comparable age after early childhood (Appendix
Table 8B). Taller stature in blacks was seen most
consistently for older children and adolescents.
Black adult women continued to be consistently
taller than white women, while black men were
often but not consistently taller than whites. It
must be noted that fewer values were available for
whites and that this comparison must be inter-
preted with some caution.

A comparison of the height of blacks and
whites from Louisiana with persons in their same
ethnic group from the rest of the Ten-State Nu-
trition Survey indicated that white children from
this state area tended to be slightly shorter. In
adulthood, white males had similar mean heights
compared with white males from the rest of the
survey. However, white females were consistently
shorter than white females from the rest of the
survey, beginning with the adolescent age group
and continuing on through adulthood. Mean
heights for white females were 10-15 cm. shorter
in the age group 16 years of age and older. Black
persons in Louisiana showed little consistent
difference in mean height when compared to blacks
from the rest of the survey population.

The data for Texas compares blacks with
Mexican-Americans (Appendix Table 8C). Mean
height for blacks was greater for all age groups
beyond early childhood. Adult heights averaged
from 5-10 em. greater for black persons than for
Mexican-Americans of comparable age. This find-
ing was seen in both males and females. Compared
with black persons from the rest of the Ten-
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State Nutrition Survey, blacks in Texas showed
little consistent difference in mean height of
children and adolescents, although adults were
congistently taller. On the basis of mean height
values, Mexican-Americans from Texas were con-
sistently shorter than either white or black per-
sons in the rest of the survey.

Weight

With the exception of adult females, white
persons were generally heavier than black persons
of similar age (Table 8). Black women were found
to be consistently heavier than white women of
the same age group. Because of the difference in
PIR between the black and white populations,
an analysis of mean weight for the same
Poverty-Income-Ratio group (0.75-1.49) was
made (Figures 7a-b). Once income level was equal-
ized, black and white males demonstrated little
consistent difference in mean weight in either
childhood, adolescence, or adulthood. In contrast,
during childhood and early adolescence white fe-
males were generally as heavy as black females,
or heavier. In later adolescence and adulthood,
black women weighed more than white women of
comparable age.

Data on weight of both white and black per-
sons in Louisiana tended to parallel that seen for
height into the adolescent age group (Appendix
Tabhle 9B). Beyond this age, findings were less
consistent for males, although black females con-
tinued to be somewhat heavier than white females
of similar age. In Texas, with few exceptions the
weight of blacks exceeded the weight of Mexican-
Americans of comparable age (Appendix Table
11D). The greater weight of blacks compared with
Mexican-Americans was most consistent for
females.

Mean weights for whites in Louisiana were
below values for whites from the rest of the sur-
vey during childhood, but the reverse was seen for
adults. Black individuals from Louisiana were
comparable in weight to black persons from the
rest of the survey, although females tended to
weigh relatively less during childhood and slightly
more during adulthood.

In Texas, black persons weighed somewhat
less in childhood, but tended to be heavier than
blacks in the rest of the survey in adolescence and
adulthood. Mexican-Americans in Texas generally
weighed less than either white or black persons
from the rest of the survey (Appendix Tables
9A-C).
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Fatfold Thickness

Triceps fatfold thickness of whites and blacks
was evaluated in a manner similar to the analysis
of height and weight. It was found that, with the
exception of the youngest age groups, white
children and adolescents had greater fatfold thick-
ness than did black children of similar age (Table
9). For adults there was a clearcut sex difference
in fatfold measurements. Adult white men had
consistently greater fatfold thickness than men of
comparable age in the black population. By con-
trast, adult women had fatfolds that were con-
gistently smaller for whites than for blacks.

In order to equalize the effect of income on
fatfold measurements, black and white persons
from the same PIR group (0.75-1.49) were com-
pared (Figures 8a-b). Findings for black and
white persons from the same Poverty-Income-
Ratio group showed the same trend as data from
the overall black and white populations. With few
exceptions, white males had larger fatfolds than
did black males of comparable age. Findings for
females were similar in the childhood age group;
white girls from age 3-10 tended to have larger
fatfolds than black girls of similar age. Beyond
this age, however, differences were less consistent,
although black women more frequently had
greater triceps fatfolds than did white women.

Head Circumference

Head circumference measurements indicated
that for children 1-6 years of age from the total
black and white populations, black males had con-
sistently smaller head circumferences, and black
females had, with a single exception, larger head
circumferences than whites of comparable age
(Appendix Table 11A). Findings were far more
variable and inconclusive when Poverty-Income-
Ratio group was standardized, probably because
smaller numbers of children were involved (Ap-
pendix Table 11B).

Skeletal Weight

Estimated skeletal weight of blacks—children,
adolescents, and adults—was consistently greater
than the skeletal weight of white persons of com-
parable age. This finding held for both sexes
(Appendix Table 12A). Persons drawn from the
same Poverty-Income-Ratio group for both ethnic
groups demonstrated once again that blacks had
larger estimated skeletal weights (Appendix
Table 14B). The consistently greater skeletal
weight of black persons indicates that racially
based genetic differences, as well as nutritional
factors, can influence growth.



Mean Age of Appearance of Ossification Centers
Data on the mean age of appearance of
Various ossification centers supported the finding
of generally advanced skeletal development in
black children as compared with white (Appendix
Table 13A). Comparisons of black and white
children from the same Poverty-Income-Ratio
group also demonstrated that ossification centers
aPpeared at younger ages in black children.

Mean Age of Eruption of Permanent Teeth

Another measure of development is the
child’g age at eruption of permanent teeth. These
data were developed from the records of dental
€xamination. Examination of the data indicated
that eruption of permanant teeth consistently oc-
Curred at an earlier age in black children than in
White (Appendix Table 14). Comparison of
C}.lildren from the same PIR bracket (0.00-1.49)
did not effect the finding of earlier eruption of

Permanent teeth in blacks (Appendix Tables
TA-B).

Llow. AND HIGH-INCOME-RATIO STATES

~ Comparison was made of height, weight, fat-
fold thickness, and other body measurements
etween the low- and high-income-ratio states.
ThF data were presented with different age mid-
Doints for children and adolescents, but this
difference of presentation does not affect the in-
terpretation of the data. Age midpoints for the
adult population are the same as those used in
Previous comparisons.

Height

. White children were generally taller in the
mg.-h- than in the low-income-ratio states. Black
chlldren in the two groups of states appeared to be
More comparable in height (Table 10A). In the
*{flolescent age group, both white and black in-
dividuals tended to be taller in the high-income-
atio states although this finding was variable
(Table 10B). Findings were somewhat different
fol‘_ older persons (Table 10C). Adults from the
White population in the high-income-ratio states
Were shorter than those of comparable age in the
OW-income-ratio states. The reverse was true for
dlack adylts.
we'igh}

Both black and white children in the high-
mc_Ome-ratio states tended to weigh more than
Children of comparable age in the low-income-
Tatio states (Table 11A). The same finding was
?nc_Olmtered in the adolescent and adult popu-
lations (Tables 11B-C).

Fatfold Thickness

Findings for triceps fatfold thickness in white
children paralleled the findings for height and
weight, in that white children from the high-
income-ratio states had higher values than did
children from low-income-ratio states (Figures
9a-b). In black children, findings were more vari-
able. Generally, the younger black children from
the high-income-ratio states had smaller fatfold
thickness (Figures 9¢-d), whereas the older black
children from the high-income-ratio states demon-
strated greater fatfold thicknesses.

Findings for the adolescent age group were
more consistent for both whites and blacks. With
few exceptions, white and black adolescents in the
high-income-ratio states had larger fatfold meas-
urements than did adolescents of comparable age
in the low-income-ratio states. The finding for
adults was similar except for white women, in
whom fatfold thicknesses were not different in the
two groups of states.

Head Circumference

Head circumference measurements of chil-
dren age 1-6 showed little difference in the white
population between the two groups of states (Ap-
pendix Table 16). In the black population, how-
ever, generally larger head circumferences were
found in children from the high-income-ratio
states.

Mean Age at Eruption of Permanent Teeth

White children in the high- and low-income-
ratio states showed little difference in the age of
eruption of permanent teeth, although there was
a tendency towards earlier eruption in the low-
income-ratio states. Findings were distinctly
different for black children, in that black children
in the high-income-ratio states had earlier tooth
eruption than black children in the low-income-
ratio states (Appendix Table 17).

OBESITY

Obesity is a nutritionally-related problem of
significant public health concern because of its as-
sociation with increased rates of cardiovascular
disease and other chronic diseases. Although obe-
gity is a widely recognized problem, its scope is
poorly defined.

In an attempt to define the extent of obesity
within the Ten-State Survey population, criteria
for the definition of obesity in adolescents were
selected utilizing the data of Selzer and Mayer
(Appendix Table 19). Standards for adult obesity
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were developed from the Ten-State Survey data
itself. Obesity in adults was defined as a fatfold
measurement greater than the 85th percentile of
measurements for young white adults.?

Adolescents

Data on the prevalence of obesity in black and
in white adolescents, as defined by the Selzer-
Mayer Standards, indicated that white male
adolescents had a consistently higher percentage
of obesity than did black males of similar age
(Figure 10a). No comparable relationship was
seen for white and black female adolescents, in
that no difference in the prevalence of obesity was
seen. The percentage of obese adolescents varied
from 11 to 39 percent in white males and from 9
to 19 percent in white females. The prevalence of
obesity in black males ranged from 5 to 33 percent
and in black females from 6 to 32 percent.

The prevalence of obesity was also evaluated
in terms of the effect of income level. The percent
obese in high (greater than 1.49 PIR) and low
(0.00-1.49 PIR) income groups indicated little
consistent relationship between obesity and in-
come level (Table 12).

Adults

Comparison of adults from the black and
white populations indicated that there were con-
sistently more obese white males than obese black
males. The findings were entirely reversed for
adult women, with black women showing a higher
prevalence of obesity in all age groups (Figure
10b).

Apparent differences between white and
black populations in terms of the prevalence of
obesity may, in part, reflect differences in income
level (Figures 11a-b). It was found that for both
black and white males, lower income levels were
associated with a lower prevalence of obesity. The
picture was more complex for adult women.
Among older women in both ethnic groups, lower
income level was associated with a lower preva-
lence of obesity. However, for younger women the
relationship was not clearcut. In some age groups,
obesity was more prevalent in the lower income
group of women.

Adult men had a prevalence of obesity that
varied from 5 to 25 percent. Adult women were
more frequently found to be obese, with a preva-
lence of 10 to 55 percent. Middle-aged men and
women had the highest prevalence of obesity.

! Actual fatfold thickness defining obesity in males was 18.6 mm and
for females was 26.1 mm.
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SUMMARY

Comparison of height of children from the
Ten-State Survey with standards indicated an
excess of children below both the 5th and 15th
percentile. The prevalence of short-for-age chil-
dren was similar for both sexes and for both black
and white ethnic groups, but children from lower
income families were more frequently undersized.

Weight data indicated an excess of both over-
weight and underweight children relative to the
standard, suggesting the existence of malnutrition
stemming from either overeating or undereating.
There were more underweight children in the
younger age groups and in black children gener-
ally. Lower Poverty-Income-Ratio level was clearly
associated with a higher percentage of children
underweight for their age.

Persons in the high-income-ratio states were
generally taller and heavier and had larger fatfold
measurements than persons of the same race in
the low-income-ratio states. For black children,
eruption of permanent teeth occurred at an earlier
age in high-income-ratio states than in low-
whereas for white children there was little differ-
ence except for a slight tendency toward earlier
eruption in low-income-ratio states.

Higher Poverty-Income-Ratio levels were as-
sociated with greater height and fatfold thickness:
Adult women were often an exception to this trend
in that, for them, income level seemed to have little
consistent influence on these measures. Data de-
rived from X-ray measurements such as estimated
skeletal weight and the age of appearance of ossi-
fication centers supported the general finding of
more advance growth and development in persons
having higher levels of income.

Comparisons between blacks and whites indi-
cated that black children were generally taller
although not heavier than white children of com-
parable age. Fatfold measurements of black
children tended to be smaller than those of white
children, a finding compatible with the general
observation that black children are somewhat
taller but weigh about the same as white children.
Black persons consistently had greater estimated
skeletal weights and black children were consist-
ently advanced over white children in both the
appearance of bone ossification centers and in the
eruption of permanent teeth.

Findings for adolescents tended to be more
variable, particularly for height. Differences in
weight were most consistent; black males gener-
ally weighed less than white males of comparable
age. Fatfold measurements of black adolescents



Were generally smaller than those of whites, al-
ough this effect was eliminated by comparing
groups of equal Poverty-Income-Ratio level. Black
adult women tended to be somewhat taller and
heavier and to have greater fatfold measurements
than white women of comparable age. Black adult
men tended to be similar in height and weight to
White adult men of similar age, but their fatfold
Measurements were consistently smaller.

A high prevalence of obesity was identified in
Some segments of the population surveyed. Black
Women showed the highest prevalence of obesity,
€xceeding 50 percent in the 45- to 55-year-old age
group. White women demonstrated the next high-
est prevalence of obesity with more than 40 per-
Cent of them obese in the 45- to 55-year-old age
group. Obesity was substantially less prevalent in
adult, males, although approximately 20 percent
of white adult males were found to be obese. The
lowest prevalence of obesity was found in black
Males. Higher income level was associated with a

higher prevalence of obesity in both black and
white males, but for females of both races, income
was less consistently associated with the preva-
lence of obesity.

Anthropometric measurements demonstrated
that higher income was associated with more ad-
vanced growth and development, and that people
in high-income-ratio states were more advanced
than people in low-income-ratio states. These find-
ings are supported by the biochemical and dietary
data which indicate generally better nutritional
status in these groups. The finding that black
persons generally demonstrated advanced matu-
ration and growth relative to whites, appears
initially to conflict with findings from other
sections of this report which indicate that the
black population was generally less adequately
nourished than the white population. However,
these findings show that factors other than nu-
trition, such as racially based genetic differences,
have a major role in growth and development.
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Figure 1b—Comparison of Selected Helght Percentiles for Black Persons in the Survey
with Stuart-Meredith Standards by Age and Sex for Law and High Income Ratia Siates
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Table 1. Percent Below the 15th Percentile for Height of

Stuart-Meredith Standards by Selected Ages, Sex and

Ethnic Group for Low and High Income Ratio States—
Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)

Males Females
White Black White Black

Age {percent) (percent) (percent) (percent)
2 42 46 46 37
4 a8 34 44 36
6 37 30 38 32
8 sosmrns 45 36 39 26

35 41 31 24
b | 33 31 26 22
S & - 22 26 22 28
16 23 18 23 34

NOTE: For complete data see Table 1J Appendix.

Table 2. Percent Below the 15th Percentile for Height of

Stuart-Meredith Standards Comparing Poverty Income

Ratio Groups by Selected Ages, Sex and Ethnic Group for

Low and High Income Ratio States—Ten-State Nutrition
Survey (1968-1970)

Sex
Male Female
Poverty Income Poverty Income
Ratio Group Ratio Group
0.00-1.48 >1.49 0.00-1.49 >1.49
Age (percent) (percent) (percent) (percent)
WHITE
[ 47 26 41 33
L - 52 a9 42 28
100 42 32 41 23
| b Py 34 32 32 22
| [ 27 23 26 21
s | TU———— 22 20 29 18
BLACK

[ JS—— 30 30 36 8
8o 87 40 28 ]
0. e 46 27 22 22
) 30 22 24 16
Mo 29 13 29 13
: U I —— 22 8 a9 18

NOTE: For complete data see Table 1J Appendix.
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Figure le—Camparison of Median Helght for Mexican American and Puerto Rican
Persons In (he Survey wilh Stuart-Meredith Standards hy Age and Sex for Low and High
Income Ratio States—Ten-State Nulrilion Survey (1968-1970)
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with Stuart-Meredith Standards by Age and Sex for Low and High Income Ratio States
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Table 8. Percent Below the 15th Percentile for Weight of

Stuart-Meredith Standards by Selected Ages, Sex and

Ethnic Group for Low and High Income Ratio States—
Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)

Males Females
White Black White Black
Age {percent) (percent) (percent) (percent)
2 S —— 26 34 31 27
4. 22 22 33 33
[ T— 27 27 36 37
Bovo oo o 39 32 32 31
L 34 45 20 27
: 1 — 26 27 14 18
12... 17 21 14 18
16 19 24 16 20

NOTE: For complete data see Table 2J Appendix.

Table 4. Percent Below the 15th Percentile for Weight of

Stuart-Meredith Standards Comparing Poverty Income

Ratio Groups by Selected Ages, Sex and Ethnic Group for

Low and High Income Ratio States—Ten-State Nutrition
Survey (1968-1970)

Sex
Male Female
Poverty Income Poverty Income
Ratio Group Ratio Group
0.00-1.49 >1.49 0.00-1.49 >1.49
Age (percent) (percent) (percent) (percent)
WHITE
({8 : 38 16 42 29
- [R———— 47 33 39 25
(1 44 26 30 14
12 - 35 22 21 11
14 . - 15 19 156 14
PO e 21 11 17 16
BLACK

[ - S 28 25 39 23
8 34 26 33 19
10 53 22 28 26
j b 25 36 21 16
) | — 24 24 17 26
b - 26 - 23 7

NOTE: For complete data see Table 2J Appendix.
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Table 5A. Mean Height for White Persons by Age, Sex, and Selected Poverty Income Ratio Groups for Low and High
Income Ratio States—Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)

Sex
Male Female
Age Poverty Income Ratio Group Poverty Income Ratio Group
Mid-Point
(vears) 2.26-2.99 0.00-0.74 2.256-2.99 0.00-0.74
Number Mean Number Mean Number Mean Number Mean
of Height of Height Difference ! of Height of Height Difference !

Persons (em) Persons (em) {em) Persons (em) Persons {em) (em)

) N— 29 75.9 17 72.6 3.4 19 73.9 22 72.9 1.0
24 85.9 23 83.9 2.0 22 85.3 21 82.9 2.4

U 34 95.4 22 93.6 1.9 22 91.3 16 92.7 —1.4
Bopesis o e 26 100.6 22 99.4 1.2 24 101.1 28 99.5 1.6
L - 27 109.4 23 107.8 1.6 19 109.0 33 104.2 4.8
Basnscniunpin s 34 113.8 26 111.2 2.6 39 116.6 35 110.2 5.3
Vs e v 31 120.1 25 117.1 3.0 37 119.5 36 116.6 3.0
- IS—— 33 127.5 30 123.1 4.4 26 126.0 26 124.0 2.0
L 34 131.5 26 129.3 2.2 39 131.4 28 128.4 3.0
100 . 36 140.4 39 133.2 7.2 40 138.2 29 134.9 3.3
5 37 145.1 20 138.1 7.0 30 146.4 32 140.3 6.1
L 44 148.5 19 144.0 4.5 36 148.8 26 147.7 1.1
L 40 155.3 29 158.8 1.6 25 154.9 22 151.9 3.0
1 IR 35 158.9 21 161.0 =B 30 157.8 17 166.5 2:3
31 161.7 16 163.2 4.5 35 169.0 22 158.8 1.8

16 24 171.8 15 168.5 3.3 26 160.2 19 160.0 0.2
| &/ - 23 171.6 6 166.4 5.1 26 161.1 14 166.9 4.2
' 72 174.3 53 175.0 —0.7 113 161.2 114 160.9 0.3
Bz e 116 176.5 26 173.0 2.5 181 161.4 91 161.6 —0.2
113 174.3 28 171.1 3.2 144 160.8 81 158.2 2.6

T I 105 171.4 40 171.8 —0.4 110 168.8 65 159.0 —0.2
60 _ . . 65 168.9 80 170.6 —1.7 86 158.6 97 167.8 0.8
0 53 167.9 56 167.6 0.3 57 165.8 104 1656.6 —0.7
80, ... 16 167.2 29 167.0 0.2 22 156.1 50 163.4 1.7

! Negative numbers indicate that the low poverty income ratio group (0.00-0.74) mean height is greater than the high poverty income ratio group
(2.25-2.99) mean height.
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Table 5B. Mean Height for Black Persons, by Age, Sex, and Selected Poverty Income Ratio Groups for Low and High
Income Ratio States—Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)

Sex
Male Female
Age Poverty Income Ratio Group Poverty Income Ratio Group
Mid-Point
(years) 2.26-2.99 0.00-0.74 2.256-2.99 0.00-0.74
Number Mean Number Mean Number Mean Number Mean
of Height of Height Difference ! of Height of Height Difference !

Persons {(em) Persons {em) (em) Persons (em) Persons {em) (em)
e 2 74.1 37 76.4 —1.3 3 79.3 317 73.0 6.3
B sssespsemcerassziescasi 5 84.6 46 86.0 —1.4 2 91.2 53 83.6 7.6
: 3 95.0 52 93.5 1.5 4 93.9 48 93.3 0.6
(. [ 3 106.0 49 102.2 3.8 6 102.8 60 102.0 0.8

B mnnanin 3 113.0 80 108.3 4.7 — —_ 16 107.9 =
(AR — 3 112.1 69 116.0 —3.9 7 120.6 74 114.2 6.4
(1 b 123.3 71 120.5 2.8 6 122.4 63 121.0 14
e 3 126.9 61 126.7 —0.8 K 130.4 57 127.4 3.0
L 6 130.2 63 131.4 —-1.2 10 131.8 79 130.9 0.9

10 iz 1 138.2 64 134.6 3.6 = e 62 138.2 —_
11 10 146.2 56 141.4 4.8 11 148.1 85 145.1 —2.0
: L 3 147.3 61 146.9 04 8 149.2 64 160.7 —1.6
15 SR 6 162.2 64 1563.0 —0.8 1 166.7 60 162.8 3.9
14 2 160.5 59 158.1 2.4 8 159.6 67 1566.7 3.9
1 S = — 61 164.2 — 5 161.6 51 159.6 2.0
16 e 2 177.2 41 169.7 7.6 [ 166.6 64 168.6 8.0

) — — 32 169.7 — = — a7 1569.9 —
21 11 173.6 54 173.1 0.5 22 162.3 174 161.4 0.9
o1 7 173.1 32 174.6 —1.5 34 162.4 151 160.2 2.2
[ S— 9 172.6 30 176.9 —3.3 21 160.3 137 161.0 —0.7
9 169.6 50 170.6 —1.0 20 162.7 118 160.2 2.6
60.. .. ... 20 169.9 62 169.0 0.9 17 158.5 90 159.2 —0.7
L () I 7 173.1 44 167.3 5.8 9 168.9 93 156.4 2.6

) — — 13 166.3 - = ~ 32 165.9 —

! Negative numbers indicate that the low poverty income ratio group (0.00-0.74) mean height is greater than the hi i i
B e e high poverty income ratio groun
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Figure 3a—Comparison of Height-Age by Chronological Age of Sel d Poverty I
Ratio Groupa for White Malea Six through Seventeen Years of Age for Low and High
Income Ratio States—Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)
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Table 6A. Mean Weight for White Persons by Age, Sex, and Selected Poverty Income Ratio Groups for Low and High
Income Ratio States—Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)

Sex
Male Female
Age Poverty Income Ratio Group Poverty Income Ratio Group
M(i;];:’::)nt 2.25-2.99 0.00-0.74 2.26-2.99 0.00-0.74
Number Mean Number Mean Number Mean Number Mean
of Weight of Weight Difference ! of Weight of Weight Difference !

Persons (kg) Persons (kg) (kg) Persons (kg) Persons (kg) (kg)

1. 27 10.2 20 9.4 0.8 21 8.5 21 8.9 0.6
2. erremmnnrssm e msnnen 26 12.6 22 12.2 0.3 21 12.5 20 11.8 0.7
Bl aninnnag 32 14.6 20 14.56 0.1 25 13.8 14 13.2 0.6
Ao 24 16.6 22 15.4 1.2 26 15.9 30 16.4 0.6
S —— 28 19.2 22 19.0 0.2 19 18.4 28 18.8 —0.4
L 35 23.6 21 19.3 4.3 37 21.3 33 18.8 2.6
( (R— - 31 23.6 24 23.6 0.0 37 24.6 36 21.6 3.0
B 30 28.3 26 23.7 4.6 27 26.8 22 24.8 2.0
Qs 36 31.6 22 217.6 4.1 40 30.6 26 26.3 4.3
b {1 I ———— . 32 36.8 36 29.6 7.2 38 33.1 26 31.7 1.4
p & DO ———— 33 40.5 19 36.0 6.6 29 42.3 31 371 5.2
L - 39 43.3 16 39.1 4.2 37 40.9 21 38.7 2.2
3 S ———— 37 48.0 24 44.7 3.3 26 50.3 23 434 6.9
M4 30 51.9 17 51.1 0.8 31 53.4 14 50.1 3.3
| 11— 30 60.0 18 54.8 6.2 33 55.2 20 61.6 3.6
V8 iscinnaman: 20 69.2 10 60.7 8.5 23 56.0 20 65.5 0.6
b (RE—— i 21 61.6 1] 56.7 6.9 23 56.0 12 BE.4 0.6
) V—— 72 72.0 63 66.6 6.4 116 60.6 116 57.2 3.3
30 . —— 118 7.9 26 66.2 11.7 186 64.1 91 62.2 1.9
A0 113 80.1 28 71.1 9.0 140 66.2 80 66.9 0.3
BO.. e 102 76.0 41 71.9 4.1 110 65.4 63 69.2 —3.8
66 11.6 80 72.8 4.8 82 67.3 97 69.2 —1.9

| T — x, 56 8.4 i1 67.0 6.4 3] 66.3 99 64.2 L1
BO i 16 70.6 27 65.0 6.5 21 60.0 48 60.5 —0.5

! Negative numbers indicate that the low poverty income ratio group (0.00-0.74) mean weight is greater than the high poverty income ratio group
(2.26-2.99) mean weight.
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Table 6B. Mean Weight for Black Persons by Age, Sex, and Selected Poverty Income Ratio Groups for Low and High
Income Ratio States—Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)

Sex
Male Female
Age Poverty Income Ratio Group Poverty Income Ratio Group
Mid-Point
(years) 2.25-2.99 0.00-0.74 2.25-2.99 0.00-0.74
Number Mean Number Mean Number Mean Number Mean
of Weight of Weight Difference 1 of Weight of Weight Difference !

Persons (kg) Persons (ke) (kg) Persons (kg) Persons (kg) (kg)
Yoo v 2 9.8 34 8.7 0.1 3 10.9 34 8.8 2.1
Lo 5 11.4 41 12.4 —1.0 2 11.7 45 12.1 —0.4
3 —— 3 13.4 39 14.4 —1.0 4 14.1 40 14.0 0.1
L ——— 3 16.7 43 16.7 0.0 6 16.0 48 16.56 0.5

[ 2 17.4 68 18.9 —1.5 _ — 64 17.3 —
B it memnsrmeanai 4 20.7 52 20.7 0.0 7 20.8 58 19.7 1.1
b 24.5 56 23.0 1.6 6 25.6 54 21.7 3.9
2 24.4 43 26.3 —1.9 7 27.6 45 24.6 3.0
- SO G 6 29.6 56 21.6 2.0 9 28.9 61 27.2 1.7

| ———— 7 31.9 51 28.9 3.0 — — 46 30.4 —
L 9 41.8 46 33.6 8.2 10 36.2 62 38.0 —2.8
120 3 44.3 56 38.2 6.1 8 42.2 50 40.8 1.4
£ J— R 6 42.6 50 42.9 —0.3 7 55.8 44 45.4 10.4
Moo —_— — 46 49.2 —_ 8 49.7 b4 49.2 0.5
I S— PR = — 38 62.2 — 5 51.2 42 51.8 —0.6
b (- — S — 2 63.7 33 58.6 6.1 1 54.3 46 54.0 0.3

— — 25 60.8 — — — 29 57.2 —
9 69.5 39 66.2 4.3 22 64.9 140 60.2 4.7
30 [ 76.3 25 74.1 2.2 31 63.3 119 66.9 —3.6
40 9 80.3 28 2.1 7.6 20 62.2 111 70.2 —8.0
BO. 8 66.0 39 73.6 8.6 18 72.9 85 76.6 —2.6
19 80.4 41 71.4 9.0 16 78.7 66 71.0 7.7
L) — 6 78.6 23 71.6 7.0 7 78.7 64 67.1 1.6
80 - - 11 61.6 — 7 70.9 19 60.4 10.6

90 - — — — — — — 3 68.3 —

1 Negative numbers indicate that the low poverty income ratio group (0.00-0.74) mean weight is greater than the high poverty income ratio group
(2.26-2.99) mean weight.
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Figure 4a—Comparison of Weight-Age by Chronological Age of Selected Poverty I
Ratio Groups for White Males Six throngh Seventeen Years of Age for Low and High
Income Ratio States—Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)
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Figure 4b—Comparison of Weight-Age by Chr logical Age of Sel d Poverty |
Ratio Groups for White Females Six through Seventeen Years of Age for Low and RHigh
Income Ratio States—Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)
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Figure Sa—Comparison of Mean Triceps Fatfold Thickness of Selected
Poverty Income Ratio Groups for White Males by Age for Low and High
Income Ratio States—Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)
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Table 7. Mean Height by Age, Sex and Ethnic Group for All Persons for Low and High Income Ratio States—
Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)

Sex
Male Female
Age Ethnic Group Ethnic Group
Mid-Point
(years) Black White Black White
Number Mean Number Mean Number Mean -Number Mean
of Height of Height Difference 1 of Height of Height Difference !
Persons (em) Persons (em) (em) Persons (em) Peraans (em) (em)
b DOV 101 74.3 128 74.9 —0.6 93 72.6 1568 73.9 —1.4
2 116 86.3 168 86.4 —0.1 128 84.7 166 84.2 0.5
S 132 84.4 176 94.1 0.3 113 94.0 145 92.1 1.9
- I — 144 102.7 184 1014 1.8 148 102.0 188 100.4 1.6
| - — 170 108.0 231 107.6 1.4 169 108.3 211 106.8 1.6
(O ——— 168 114.9 222 118.9 1.0 168 114.9 231 113.0 1.9
7 R ——— 176 121.3 278 120.3 1.0 176 121.8 243 118.0 2.3
- O 166 127.6 269 126.7 1.8 166 126.9 281 125.0 1.9
9.t e 166 132.3 260 130.7 1.6 196 131.8 266 180.1 1.7
106 it 148 136.8 286 186.2 —0.4 171 138.2 261 136.2 2.0
) ¥ PRSI 145 142.0 267 141.6 0.4 200 145.7 246 142.1 3.6
b L - 169 146.8 264 146.8 0.0 179 150.9 233 148.8 2.1
) K- | 166 152.6 246 164.6 —1.9 162 154.8 203 164.8 0.5
4. 158 169.9 170 160.7 —1.0 156 167.6 169 158.1 —0.6
16 i 123 164.7 167 166.2 —1.6 127 160.0 170 169.2 0.8
L 110 170.7 133 170.2 0.6 127 169.9 164 160.6 —0.7
L ciennnmincainn 84 171.4 120 172.4 —-1.1 95 160.0 188 169.7 0.2
.5 HER— — 176 173.4 482 175.7 —2.3 460 161.7 866 161.8 —0.1
L[|/ ————— 143 174.3 628 175.3 -1.0 506 161.4 1133 161.6 —0.1
L { | O———— 186 174.3 568 178.9 04 429 161.3 860 160.1 1.2
(e — 168 171.6 570 172.1 —0.6 382 160.4 817 159.3 11
166 170.2 504 170.6 —0.4 278 1658.8 678 168.2 0.7
0. - 108 168.4 422 168.8 0.1 182 167.4 632 156.4 1.0
80, e 40 167.4 218 167.4 0.0 63 156.8 271 166.6 —0.2

' Negative numbers indicate that the mean height for White persons is greater than the mean height for Black persons.
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Figure 6a—Comparison of Mean Height of White Males with Black Males by Age in the
Poverty Income Ratio Group 0.75 through 1.49 for Low and High Income Ratio States
—Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)
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Figure 6b—Comparison of Mean Height of White Females with Black Females by Age
in the Poverty Income Ratio Group 0.75 through 1.49 for Low and High Income Ratio
States—Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)
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Table 8. Mean Weight by Age, Sex and Ethnic Groups for Black and White Persons for Low and High Income Ratio
States—Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)

Sex
Male Female
Age Ethniec Group Ethnic Group
Mid-Point
(years) Black White Black White
Number Mean Number Mean Number Mean Number Mean
of Weight of Weight Difference ! of Weight of Weight Difference !

Persons (kg) Persons (kg) (kg) Persons (kg) Persons (kg) (kg)

87 8.7 136 10.1 —0.4 86 8.9 168 9.2 —0.3

2 89 12.2 171 12.5 -—0.3 100 18.0 167 12.0 1.0

O, 106 14.6 181 14.7 —0.2 99 14.1 148 13.6 0.6

4. i 124 16.8 187 16.4 0.4 116 15.6 200 16.7 —0.1

Bl 149 18.8 232 18.7 0.1 138 17.7 216 17.8 —0.1

[ 148 20.6 222 21.1 —0.6 142 20.1 231 20.0 0.1

e L 150 28.4 281 22.9 0.6 156 22.7 248 22.8 —0.1

- 127 26.8 267 25.7 1.1 187 25.2 288 25.6 —0.4

B e = 147 28.6 266 29.1 —0.5 172 28.7 256 28.8 —0.1

{1 S 128 30.3 286 32.2 —1.9 136 82.6 249 32.9 —0.8

3 & LR 118 36.3 268 86.3 —-1.0 168 88.7 244 37.3 1.4

12 163 38.7 264 40.0 —1.3 148 424 231 42.0 0.4

8 143 43.8 246 456.8 —2.6 138 47.4 203 47.1 —0.8

14 . 130 50.3 170 52.0 —1.7 187 51.8 169 52.4 —0.6

ABiciis . i eiinrene 100 53.9 167 67.7 —3.8 107 54.6 172 54.6 0.0

D6 imannan e = 96 59.3 131 62.1 —2.8 111 56.6 166 66.9 0.6

17 = 70 64.1 122 64.5 —0.4 80 56.7 1384 56.4 —0.7

) LE————— 136 67.9 479 71.9 —4.0 376 61.5 866 69.3 2.2

126 76.3 626 16.6 —1.3 439 61.5 138 62.8 4.6

400 . 121 77.9 658 7.7 0.2 371 71.4 853 66.7 6.7

11— 183 75.8 564 76.8 —1.6 307 74.7 810 67.0 7.1

60, ... ..o 141 76.0 501 76.5 0.5 230 74.0 665 68.2 5.8

W0 osseovsmpissasigpns 16 71.4 424 71.9 —0.6 141 71.2 614 66.3 4.9

({1 ————— a3 66.3 214 70.6 —4.3 50 64.1 267 62.0 2.1

1 Negative numbers indicate that the mean weight for White persons is greater than the mean weight for Black persons.
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Figure 7a—Comparison of Mean Weight of White Males with Black Malea hy Age in the
Poverty Income Ratio Group 0.75 through 1.49 for Low and High Income Ratio Statea
—Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)
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Figure 7b—Comparison of Mean Weight of White Females with Black Females by Age
in the Poverty Income Ratlo Group 0.75 through 149 for Low and High Income Ratio
States—Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)
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Table 9. Mean Triceps Fatfold by Age, Sex and Ethnic Groups for Black and White Persons for Low and High Income
Ratio States—Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)

Sex
Male Female
Age Ethnic Group Ethnic Group
Mid-Point
(years) Black White Black White
Number Mean Number Mean Number Mean Number Mean
of Fatfold of Fatfold Difference! of Fatfold of Fatfold Difference !
Persons (mm) Persons {mm) {mm) Persons {(mm) Persons (mm) (mm)
) [P — 86 10.1 126 9.9 0.2 86 10.5 156 9.8 0.7
B s s 103 10.2 163 10.0 0.2 121 10.4 147 10.0 0.4
. S 128 10.2 176 9.8 0.4 108 10.0 146 9.7 0.3
. T TN 140 9.3 177 9.3 0.0 187 9.4 190 10.0 —0.6
e 161 8.6 229 9.1 —0.6 156 9.0 210 10.4 —1.4
L TP 163 8.4 224 8.6 —0.2 166 9.2 224 10.0 —0.8
L A S 178 7.8 278 8.7 —0.8 172 9.8 241 10.5 —0.7
T 153 8.2 2171 9.2 —1.0 162 9.9 231 11.0 —1.1
G 166 8.8 268 10.2 —1.4 192 10.6 264 12,6 —1.9
147 8.8 279 11.0 —2.2 166 11.8 247 13.8 —2.0
144 10.3 269 11.8 —1.6 196 13.2 241 13.7 —0.6
12hcsiicnn ... 172 10.2 252 12.4 —2.2 177 13.1 229 14.2 —1.1
| ¢ 164 10.6 245 11.7 -1.2 161 14.1 202 15.3 —1.2
p € SERT——— 162 10.1 170 11.3 —1.2 156 16.9 163 16.1 —0.2
b L 118 9.6 167 11.9 —2.4 127 16.8 169 17.4 —1.6
(- ——— 108 9.4 131 12.0 —2.6 126 16.56 162 16.8 —0.3
A 83 8.9 120 9.8 —0.9 92 17.0 130 17.7 —0.7
76 10.1 360 11.8 —1.7 278 18.4 629 18.6 —0.1
30 144 11.8 588 13.4 —1.6 486 22.3 1097 20.4 1.8
40 187 12.4 664 14.0 —-1.7 417 24.2 832 22.8 1.4
BO e, .. 151 12.56 661 14.0 —1.6 366 24.6 782 24.0 0.6
60 e 162 12.1 484 13.1 —0.9 213 24.0 664 23.0 1.0
| TR —— 101 10.6 396 12.6 —2.0 171 21.6 598 21.6 0.1
.11 I —— 37 11.6 204 12.3 —0.7 68 18.8 237 19.7 —0.9

! Negative numbers indicate that the mean triceps fatfold for White persons is greater than the mean triceps fatfold for Black persons.

I11-36



TRICEPS FATFOLD (mm)
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Flgure Ba—Comparison of Mean Triceps Fatfold of White Malea with Black Males by Age
in the Poverty Income Ratio Gronp 0.75 through 1.49 for Law and High Income Ratio
States—Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1870)
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Figure Bb—Comparison of Mean Triceps Fatfold of White Females with Black Females
by Age In the Poverty Income Ratlo Group 0.75 through 1.49 for Law and High Income
Ratio States—Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1870)
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Table 10A. Mean Height by Age, Sex, and Ethnic Group for White and Black Persons One through Twelve Years of
Age for Low Income Ratio States and High Income Ratio States—Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)

Sex
Male Female
Age High Income Low Income High Income Low Income
Mid-Point Ratio States Ratio States Ratio States Ratio States
(Years)
Number Mean Number Mean Number Mean Number Mean
of Height of Height Difference ! of Height of Height Difference
Persons (em) Persons (cm) (cm) Persons (cm) Persons (cm) (cm)
WHITE
1130 S ———— 132 80.8 22 81.7 —0.9 140 79.7 22 81.2 —1.6
2.6 139 89.6 30 89.2 0.4 137 88.4 20 86.4 2.0
T T 160 97.7 34 96.6 1.1 146 97.1 32 96.8 0.3
C 1N TR 177 104.8 40 106.2 —0.4 170 103.3 42 103.2 0.1
6. 197 109.9 41 109.7 0.2 186 110.0 38 108.9 1.1
6.6 216 117.2 47 117.6 —0.3 200 115.8 47 113.3 2.6
8 T — 239 122.8 650 122.6 0.3 213 121.8 43 1214 0.4
Biboe 231 128.2 38 126.9 1.3 219 127.8 41 128.2 —0.9
{: H R 280 138.4 63 182.3 1.1 224 132.9 40 132.9 0.0
10.5.. 234 139.0 59 138.1 0.9 217 138.9 43 139.0 —0.1
b5 1 S ——— 228 144.2 40 142.9 1.3 201 145.9 46 146.0 —0.1
126 214 160.0 60 149.8 0.2 183 1560.6 42 160.0 0.6
BLACK
16 49 80.1 54 80.8 —0.7 54 79.8 63 80.4 —0.6
T, 46 88.6 82 89.4 —0.9 49 89.4 58 88.0 14
b 1 R 61 98.9 86 97.6 1.4 65 97.4 82 98.4 —1.0
3 107.6 102 105.0 2.6 60 106.8 106 106.0 0.8
[ 1 — 72 112.4 94 110.6 1.8 54 111.6 114 110.7 0.9
[ 71 118.0 121 118.56 —0.6 81 117.0 118 117.6 —0.6
£ —— 92 123.9 M 124.0 —0.1 92 124.1 83 124.2 —0.1
85, . 1 130.2 92 128.1 1.1 89 129.7 102 128.7 1.0
9.6 . 73 134.4 103 133.7 0.7 101 134.2 97 134.0 0.2
106 7 139.0 80 138.7 0.3 81 142.8 101 141.3 1.6
79 143.9 90 144.2 —0.3 100 148.3 114 147.6 0.8
3 b 84 149.3 100 148.56 —0.2 69 162.8 113 163.3 —0.56

1 Negative numbers indicate that the mean height for the low income ratio states is greater than the mean height for the high income ratio states.
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Table 10B. Mean Height by Age, Sex, and Ethnic Group for White and Black Persons Thirteen through Seventeen
Years of Age for Low Income Ratio States and High Income Ratio States—Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)

Sex
Male Female
A
Mid-ggint High Income Low Income High Income Low Income
(y Ratio States Ratio States Ratio States Ratio States
ears)
Number Mean Number Mean Number Mean Number Mean
of Height of Height Difference ! of Height of Height Difference !
Persons (cm) Persons (em) (em) Persons (cm) Persons (em) (em)
WHITE
186 178 156.3 44 168.9 —2.6 166 167.0 42 160.1 6.9
147 164.3 40 163.6 0.7 150 159.0 41 156.4 2.6
183 169.4 30 168.0 1.4 133 169.8 32 157.0 2.8
108 172.0 23 170.5 1.6 126 169.4 a9 160.0 —0.6
86 172.2 15 174.2 —2.0 112 160.7 21 159.8 0.9
BLACK
13.6 62 165.8 104 166.5 —0.7 74 167.1 88 164.6 2.5
LT - 64 163.1 90 160.8 2.3 56 160.5 86 168.1 2.4
166 51 168.4 7 167.7 1.3 63 161.0 92 160.2 0.8
16.5 48 172.8 64 169.6 3.2 43 160.1 72 160.1 0.0
Vb 31 172.5 44 173.2 —0.7 31 160.4 57 161.1 —0.7

1 . . . .
Negative numbers indicate that the mean height for the low income ratio states is greater than the mean height for the high income ratio states.

Table 10C. Mean Height by Age, Sex, and Ethnic Group for White and Black Persons Eighteen Years of Age and
Over for Low Income Ratio States and High Income Ratio States—Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)

Sex
Male Female o
MidA-gzint Higl_l Income Low Income Higl.l Income Low' Income
(years) Ratio States Ratio States Ratio States Ratio States
Number Mean Number Mean Number Mean Number Mean
of Height of Height Difference ! of Height of Height Difference !
Persons (em) Persons (em) (cm) Persons (em) Persons (em) {(cm)
WHITE

a1, 464 176.7 19 174.1 1.6 798 162.1 109 160.8 1.3

30 572 176.1 58 177.0 —1.9 996 161.1 178 162.1 —1.0

40... 497 178.9 83 173.8 0.1 711 160.0 176 160.6 —0.6

5o... 500 172.0 94 172.4 —0.4 686 169.0 164 160.4 —1.4

60. 418 170.4 102 171.0 —0.6 548 167.7 166 169.0 —1.3

70.. 340 167.8 87 170.1 —2.3 524 166.1 123 167.6 —1.4

80.... 185 167.2 41 168.7 —1.6 223 1B66.7 41 156.0 0.7

BLACK

LS R 73 174.6 92 173.0 1.6 227 162.3 243 161.2 1.1

80 173.8 73 174.4 —0.6 283 161.4 248 161.6 —0.1

92 174.6 63 172.9 1.6 223 161.1 244 161.1 0.0

87 172.6 86 171.0 1.6 198 160.56 206 160.1 0.4

6o.. 84 170.6 82 169.3 2.8 124 169.1 162 169.0 0.1

70... 51 169.7 67 167.7 2.0 80 167.4 109 156.8 0.6

B0 18 169.9 23 166.0 3.9 28 165.8 a3 166.6 5
-

1 5 s . .
Negative numbers indicate that the mean height for the low income ratio states is greater than the mean height for the high income ratio states.
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Table 11A. Mean Weight by Age, Sex, and Ethnic Group for White and Black Persons One through Twelve Years of
Age for Low Income Ratio States and High Income Ratio States—Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)

Sex
Male Female
Age High Income Low Income High Income Low Inecome
Daid:t gint Ratio States Ratio States Ratio States Ratio States
(years)
Number Mean Number Mean Number Mean Number Mean
of ‘Weight of Weight Difference ! of Weight of Weight Difference !
Persons (kg) Persons (kg) (kg) Persona (kg) Persons (kg) (kg)
WHITE
1B 136 11.6 27 11.3 0.2 137 10.8 24 11.6 —0.8
2.5 v 142 13.8 34 13.2 0.6 140 12.7 23 12.2 0.5
[ 1 SR —— 162 15.4 a6 16.0 0.4 146 14.9 33 14.0 0.9
178 17.6 40 17.8 -—0.2 176 16.6 41 16.6 —0.1
199 19.3 Ri 19.4 —0.1 188 18.0 39 18.7 0.3
220 22.3 46 21.7 0.6 201 21.4 46 19.9 1.6
[ T 2389 24.2 61 23.7 0.5 219 24.1 43 23.6 0.6
B.b-wnmennn 231 27.4 38 26.0 1.4 226 26.9 38 27.4 —0.6
1 E— 233 30.8 52 30.4 0.4 228 80.6 37 30.9 —0.3
1 237 34.1 56 33.3 0.8 216 34.7 a8 34.3 0.4
11.6.. 232 38.3 41 36.4 1.9 202 40.3 46 40.6 —0.3
b & R ——— 214 42.8 48 40.4 24 184 44.3 39 41.8 2.6
BLACK
15 61 11.3 43 11.4 —0.1 51 12.4 46 10.8 1.6
2B s 42 12.7 68 134 —0.7 61 12.8 46 13.0 —0.2
8.8 e 61 15.4 64 16.3 0.1 b4 14.7 60 16.1 —0.4
I S — 73 17.7 82 117 0.0 59 16.9 80 16.8 0.1
71 19.8 76 18.4 0.4 66 18.9 88 18.4 0.5
e — 71 21.9 88 22.0 —0.1 81 21.0 86 21.0 0.0
92 24.6 51 24.8 —0.3 93 24.6 62 22.8 1.8
73 27.9 71 26.8 1.1 88 291 73 26.7 2.0
72 30.7 6 29.0 1.7 104 30.8 68 28.3 2.6
106 o K 33.1 111 32.1 1.0 82 36.6 66 34.8 1.8
4 3 £ 79 37.6 13 34.4 3.2 101 41.6 4 38.7 2.8
126 86 41.6 8 40.0 1.6 70 456.2 80 42.8 2.4

1 Negative numbers indicate that the mean weight for the low income ratio states is greater than the mean weight for the high income ratio states.
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Table 11B. Mean Weight by Age, Sex, and Ethnic Group for White and Black Persons Thirteen through Seventeen
Years of Age for Low Income Ratio States and High Income Ratio States—Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)

Sex
Male Female
Milﬁfg’zint High Income Low Incame High Income Low Income
(vears) Ratio States Ratio States Ratio States Ratio States
Number Mean Number Mean Number Mean Number Mean
of Weight of Weight Difference ! of Weight of Weight Difference 1
Persons (kg) Persons (kg) (kg) Persons (kg) Persons (kg) (kg)
WHITE
188 i, 180 48.6 41 48.9 —0.4 166 51.4 40 47.3 4.1
145 147 55.0 39 50.6 4.4 152 54.9 30 41.3 7.6
L 132 61.8 30 57.1 41 137 544 39 54.8 —0.4
166 cait 112 64.8 21 63.7 1.1 126 56.7 20 51.9 3.8
176 . s 87 65.3 15 61.7 3.6 117 58.9 28 54.8 4.1
BLACK
1365 62 47.2 i 45.9 1.3 5 51.9 69 47.7 4.2
6. G ey 63 54.2 58 417.8 6.4 56 56.8 59 0.9 5.9
16.5. R 51 57.7 1 56.8 0.9 64 57.0 4 64.3 2.7
16.6.. e 48 64.2 46 58.4 5.8 43 56.2 49 56.0 0.2
6. 31 66.6 34 64.7 0.8 30 59.2 49 55.7 3.6

1 .
Negative numbers indicate that the mean weight for the low income ratio states is greater than the mean weight for the high income ratio states.

Table 11C. Mean Weight by Age, Sex, and Ethnic Group for White and Black Persons Eighteen Years of Age and
Over for Low Income Ratio States and High Income Ratio States—Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)

Sex
Male Female
MidA-gsint High Income Low Ineome High Income Low Income
(vears) Ratio States Ratio States Ratio States Ratio States
Number Mean Number Mean Number Mean Number Mean
of Weight of Weight Difference ! of Weight of Weight Difference !
Persons (kg) Persons (kg) (kg) Persons (kg) Persons (kg) (kg)
WHITE
A 464 72.9 46 68.5 4.4 810 59.6 111 69.5 0.1
L 569 77.2 58 176.0 2.2 1002 63.1 174 62.6 0.6
10... 498 7.9 82 75.5 2.4 712 66.2 169 65.4 0.8
B e 403 1.2 95 75.3 1.9 679 66.6 163 69.5 —2.9
B0 i 416 76.0 100 73.4 2.4 541 67.8 148 70.1 —2.3
(L 343 72.8 84 68.2 46 504 66.4 122 64.2 2.2
8o A 182 70.7 40 68.7 2.0 216 62.8 44 69.5 3.3
BLACK

2 sy 73 71.8 56 64.8 7.0 227 63.0 167 60.2 2.8
e 81 4.7 56 75.6 —09 274 67.5 185 68.1 —0.6
L 92 79.1 43 75.5 3.6 222 71.4 187 73.3 —1.9
B 87 6.6 61 76.0 —0.4 191 73.0 129 75.4 —2.4
60 82 .2 59 74.2 3.0 124 73.8 114 73.8 0.0
W 4 78.2 26 66.7 6.5 79 73.6 63 66.9 6.6
g0 17 79.1 18 66.8 6.9 28 66.4 23 63.1 3.3
—

1 - . » : .
Negative numbers indicate that the mean weight for the low income ratio states is greater than the mean weight for the high income ratio states.
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Figure 9a—Mean Tricepa Fatfold of While Males by Age Comparing Low Income Ratio
States and High Income Ratic States—Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)
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Figure 9b—Mean Triceps Fatfold of White Females by Age Comparing Low Income Ratla
States and Righ Income Ratio States—Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)
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Figure 9c—Mean Triceps Fatfold of Black Males by Age Comparing Law Income Ratio
Ratlo States and High Income Ratio States—Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)
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Figure 9d—Mean Tricepa Fatfold of Black Females by Age Comparing Low Income Ratio
Siates and High Income Ratio States—Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1988-1970)
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Figure 10a—Percent Obese of White Adolescents Compared with Black Adolescents by
Age and Sex for Low and High Income Ratio States—Ten-State Nutrition Survey

(1968-1970)
307 307
MALES FEMALES
254 25 ~
204 20
8 %
£l -
(=] o
g -
& s Z 154
] w
o
———— - a
P —-
-
7~
104 __-_/ 10 4
£ 5+
C— White — Wit
—— v Black —— - Black
0. 0
T T T 3,1 T T
12 13 14 15 16 17 12 13 4 15 16 17
AGE AGE

Figure 10b—Percent Obese of White Adults Compared with Black Adults by Age and Sex
for Low and High Income Ratio States—Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)
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Table 12. Percent Obese for Selected Poverty Income Ratio Groups by Age, Sex, and Ethnic Group for White and
Black Persons Twelve Years of Age and Over for Low and High Income Ratio States—Ten-State Nutrition Survey

(1968-1970)

Female

Age Paverty Income Ratio Group Poverty Income Ratio Group
Mid-Point
(years) >1.49
Nur:fher Percent Nu:;ber Percent Nu:}ber Percent Nu(r;;ber Percent
Persons Obese * Persons Obese ! Persons Obese ! Persons Obese *
WHITE

Lt S 184 18.7 88 21.6 124 12.1 79 7.6
B 130 18.5 89 14.6 96 16.8 78 15.2
Mo 83 20.5 56 17.9 82 14.6 59 15.8
15 . - 26 26.0 50 28.0 96 13.7 66 15.4
6 72 38.9 33 21.2 76 9.3 61 16.4
76 21.1 27 1.1 67 13.4 37 18.9

L E 248 20.2 147 11.6 444 18.0 265 11.4
30 448 21.2 116 21.7 670 24.3 327 28.4
0 399 26.3 120 20.8 489 35.0 277 42,6
0. 394 24.1 108 22,0 532 39.5 196 45.9
L 288 20.5 156 16.7 347 41.5 238 33.2
Qe 188 15.4 176 14.8 241 33.2 306 28.5
72 16.8 111 12.6 4 17.6 156 23.1

BLACK

22 4.5 137 10.9 33 6.1 126 10.8

24 8.3 120 10.8 22 31.8 121 9.9

W 23 17.4 112 11.6 23 13.0 120 20.0
o 16 31.3 92 9.8 12 16.7 103 8.7
T8 i 12 33.3 80 12,5 16 12,5 98 12.2
L 9 33.3 66 9.1 12 16.7 73 15.1
e 42 11.9 102 5.9 67 22.4 319 16.8
0 48 18.8 70 7.1 127 27.6 310 37.4
46 23.9 72 9.7 96 46.8 277 4.8

41 14.6 99 13.1 89 56.2 223 52.0

56 19.6 80 16.7 63 52.4 176 45.5

25 12.0 91 8.6 31 36.6 140 31.4

b 20.0 32 9.4 8 25.0 51 25.5

: Obesity defined as a triceps fatfold measurement >18.6mm for males and >25.lmm for females. For derivation of these standards refer to the

Bection on abesity in the text for this chapter.
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Figure 11a—Percent Obese of White Males and White Females by Age Comparing Poverty
Income Ratia Groups for Law and High Income Ratio States Combined—Ten-State Nutri-
tion Survey (1968-1970)
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Figure 11b—Percent Obese of Black Males and Black Females by Age Comparing Paverty
Income Ratia Groups for Low and High Income Ratio States Combined—Ten-State Nutri-
tion Survev (1968-1970)
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APPENDIX

2. Anthropometry

Table 1A Appendix. Height Percentiles for White Males
by Age for Low and High Income Ratio States—Ten-State
Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)

Table 1B Appendix. Height Percentiles for White Females
by Age for Low and High Income Ratio States—Ten-State
Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)

Age Height (cm) Percentiles Age Height (cm) Percentiles

Mid-Point Number Mid-Point . Number

(years) 5th 16th 50th 86th 95th (years) 6th 15th 50th 86th 96th
8 months .. 38 53.40 57.86 68.25 67.18 72.02 8 montha 50 51.20 56.70 60.76 65.90 68.80
| S 129 66.39 69.44 76.00 80.09 88.41 Vs 168 64.78 68.58 74.07 79.08 88.56
[ _ 168 78.08 80.66 86.88 90.20 93.12 2 .. 1B 76.30 78.95 84.03 88.99 91.53
L 176 86.16 90.23 94.07 98.91 100.97 146 85.95 87.45 91.40 96.58 99.68
e L 184 83.24 95.82  100.76  106.77  110.23 4 198 93.39 95.36 99.81 10476  112.08
B 281 96.93 101.96 107.92 118.88 116.02 G S — 211 88.01 101.71 106.41 112.78 116.48
L I 222 108.08 107.08 114.25 120.08 128.56 [ J———— 231 102.72 106.82 112.90 118.68 128.43
(R 278 109.96 114.49 120.04 127.08 180.61 Y cronsmmmimmsimsons 2438 106.46 112.69 118.80 1256.21 128.62
B s 269  115.69  119.18  125.28  182.06  188.01 8 231 11524 11882  126.10  181.08  185.51
B, . 260  121.80  124.95 180.92  185.98  140.35 9 266 12012  128.47  120.80  186.72  140.45
lo.. . 286 126.27  120.95  186.45  142.61  146.54 10 251 12472  120.52  185.80  143.69  147.47
LS S - 257 180.92 184.47 140.95 149.38 152.69 ) § ISR 246 129.50 133.76 142.00 150.54 156.04
Y2 264 184.04 188.94 146.60 156.65 160.08 h L 233 136.16 140.97 149.40 167.12 160.57
W n = 246  140.16  144.69  154.20  168.82  160.64 18 208  142.66  147.72  154.67  160.70  165.78
Mo 170 146.40  151.67  160.77 17080  176.80 4. 169 14752  161.12  157.95 16488  169.10
W 167 149.47 166.97 167.80 178.76 178.01 16 170 149.70 158.07 159.18 166.87 168.80
6o 183 157.86  168.16 17018  179.12  18L177 16 164  149.86 16451  161.07  166.63  168.66
L S 120  160.35  165.02  172.35  179.85  188.90 17 e 188 160,61  154.00  160.10  166.06  169.25
L 482  164.84  169.84  176.47 183.40  186.86 21 ... 865 151.82  154.99  161.87  168.84  172.47
L 629 164.06 168.89 176.15 182.41 187.42 | [ 1188 150.70 164.70 161.72 168.17 172.44
. E69 162.23 166.45 174.08 181.33 185.80 | (T —— 860 149.67 163.52 160.16 166.68 170.52
50.. 670  160.60  164.58  172.27  178.44  184.60 B0 817  148.47  152.86  159.40  166.84  169.42
L 504  159.54  164.01  170.50 177.18  182.46 60 678  147.64  151.09  158.81  164.71  168.41
L 422 166.26  161.15  168.82  176.57  179.89 632  145.62  150.01  156.14  168.11  167.19
B0 218 155.29 159.82 167.90 1765.09 177.76 BO ..o 271 144.24 148.61 155.65 162.24 166.29
LIS 22 16212 159.02  166.456  178.28  178.84 90.. ... ... 24 14342 14593  151.67  161.08  165.78
L . 0 _ _ _ — S 'Y 0 = — . - —
S ————
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Table 1C Appendix. Height Percentiles for Black Males
by Age for Low and High Income Ratio States—Ten-State
Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)

Table 1D Appendix. Height Percentiles for Black Females
by Age for Low and High Income Ratio States—Ten-State
Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)

Age Height (em) Percentilea Age Height (ecm) Percentiles
Mid-Point Number Mid-Point Number
(years) bth 15th 60th 86th 95th (years) 6th 15th 50th 85th 95th
3 months...____ 18 54.88 68.54 61.365 70.10 = 3 months...__ 35 £3.40 66.02 62.10 67.09 69.82
 F— 101 66.25 68.64 74.67 79.17 83.82 Lowsmmns 93 62.64 66.04 72.10 79.13 83.23
R 116 76.96 81.07 86.15 89.17 93.07 - EER— 123 74.09 78.89 86.73 89.42 92.98
3 . 132 86.41 88.11 94.76 99.89 102.58 ¢ 113 86.11 88.29 94.22 98.51 106.51
- S T 144 92.37 96.72 102.95 109.52 114.13 ¢ T 143 91.66 96.78 101.10 108.567 114.68
B osicsonmen s 170 98.20 103.20 109.30 115.07 119.00 - JE—— 169 98.81 103.16 108.04 113.98 117.76
[ J—— — 168 103.89 109.59 114.56 120.65 126.04 6 168 105.69 108.31 114.77 121.63 125.64
P 176 111.28 116.67 121.26 127.31 130.99 1. - 176 112.42 1165.86 121.14 126.46 130.42
8. — 156 118.17 120.86 127.13 134.12 139.07 B 166 115.92 120.18 126.62 132.37 138.82
L 166 121.95 126.27 131.97 138.45 144.65 T, 196 120.31 124.46 131.81 139.71 144.07
10..... 148 124.87 129.37 136.50 142.86 148.24 10 . 171 126.21 130.68 137.37 146.97 151.19
11_. = 146 132.02 134.67 141.30 149.22 154.65 e 200 132.70 137.36 146.06 164.16 158.60
12.. 169 135.57 140.11 146.13 154.41 160.26 12..... 179 137.09 141.27 161.57 169.96 163.86
5 . HET S —— 166 138.14 142.84 162.40 161.32 168.30 [ 162 139.34 146.12 156.30 162.96 167.24
14 e 168 146.42 161.18 160.95 169.28 172.42 14 e 156 147.16 149.87 158.08 164.89 168.44
16 —— 123 150.00 155.38 164.60 174.560 179.47 16 127 150.64 1654.17 160.20 166.18 167.98
16 110 168.80 163.30 170.56 177.97 182.80 16, — 127 160.34 1654.18 160.00 166.98 170.39
17 . 84 156.31 162.23 172.60 178.88 184.76 17 R 95 151.07 153.87 160.00 166.72 168.67
21 e 176 162.12 166.09 173.00 181.12 185.19 21 . : 460 160.87 156.14 161.60 168.23 172.46
L — 143 163.36 168.08 174.10 181.67 184.62 B0iyveecni o 506 151.12 1654.92 161.28 167.62 171.47
{1 136 163.06 167.80 173.90 181.78 186.07 ¢ [ (R 429 150.69 164.47 161.16 167.63 172.11
159 161.68 164.58 171.54 178.14 181.563 BO... . 382 149.32 164.07 160.52 166.73 170.09
60 .. .. 166 168.98 163.54 169.90 177.17 181.65 60 278 148.48 152.08 168.99 165.28 168.50
| U 103 167.98 161.32 168.40 174.90 178.86 0 182 146.82 151.46 158.10 163.91 166.84
80 e 40 167.96 161.60 166.96 176.06 177.60 80 63 144.26 149.57 154.40 161.89 166.69
80 s 4 . 140.45 163.96 167.65 L ¢ 6 . 145.44 1562.50 162.04 *
LI/ 0 — —_ - — — BT i 2 * 1 165.86 L] L

* Because of the sample size or the form of the distribution interpola-
tion to the desired percentile cannot be made.
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Table 1E Appendix. Height Percentiles for Puerto Rican Table 1F Appendix. Height Percentiles for Puerto Rican

Males by Age for Low and High Income Ratio States— Females by Age for Low and High Income Ratio States—
Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970) Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)
Age Height (em) Percentiles Age Height (em) Percentiles
Mid-Point Number Mid-Point Number
(vears) 5th 15th 50th 85th 96th (years) 5th 16th 50th 86th 95th
3 months.. 3 . X 65.50 o . 3 months____. - 2 * . 60.10 L »
| 9 . 66.91 73.30 80.60 . 1o 7 * 64.82 70.27 76.97 .
2 8 . 12.84 86.05 92.18 s 2. i 10 77.60 80.20 84.06 90.00 91.00
6 . 87.12 95.50 99.88 L4 B e s 11 83.69 89.32 92.10 95.16 95.68
13 92.44 95.22 101.07 106.21 108.24 L SR 14 92.96 97.64 100.40 104.78 111.68
R 16 98.74 101.08 105.80 115.01 118.18 B e 6 . 96.80 102.66 108.18 o
O e 19 103.27 106.36 112.60 119.30 127.96 7 SO 13 104.64 106.68 111.00 119.74 "
T 15 106.50 114.37 120.20 125.60 128.560 Y S— 10 108.30 - 111.00 120.00 124.40 128.70
8 14 119.64 120.86 126.96 181.68 136.90 | S 9 * 121.21 129.00 134.77 *
9. 16 116.42 12176  181.40  136.47  142.25 e el 15 117.85 12415 127.70  135.15  142.72
0. 13 . 128.19  183.20  146.95  146.91 W0 13 124.60  128.49  136.00  148.35  152.32
13 132.87 135.90 141.80 144.59 148.82 1 |3 EAP 14 131.26 133.42 141.90 148.50 160.10
L S 14 138.76 139.18 143.80 166.64 168.78 10 138.30 140.30 144.60 163.00 156.40
L 14  141.28  144.62  161.80  160.36  165.00 ) &~ 2 * . 149.50 * .
4. 12 136.93  147.56  154.20  168.81  173.13 7 13 136.22  148.90  164.00  159.16  165.76
L 14 153.90  166.80  164.97  168.58  171.40 1B s 11 149.31  161.52  156.20  164.93  167.49
6. 7 . 160.18  173.90  178.43 . 16 6 * 160.00  157.85  166.32 .
o 5 . 168.20  169.30  177.16 » 17 7 . 149.27  166.30  166.72 .
. 23  169.12  162.68  168.80  173.20  178.71 21 ) 37 144.45 14954  166.80  161.97  162.96
0. 23 168.78 161.19 167.90 172.79 179.62 65 143.86 148.72 154.60 161.46 166.33
AV 26 151.48  160.76  166.90  172.96  175.66 40 55  143.65  147.97  155.00  162.56  166.67
60... 18 166.94  169.08  166.10  169.24  169.98 [ 38 143.24  148.34 16278  159.20  162.54
80. 10 156.60  160.00  164.30  171.80  172.00 [ — 17 14243 146.61  154.30  157.43  169.72
0. 2 . . 169.45 » . TO_ 7 . 14355  148.20  159.63 .
80 0 _ _ _ _ — 80 .. 2 * . 140.85 * .
90 0 . o _ _ _ 90 0 — — — — —
o7 5 . N N _ _ o _ _ _ o _
e
' Because of the sample size or the form of the distribution interpola- * Because of the sample size or the form of the distribution interpola-

tion to the desired percentile cannot be made. tion to the desired percentile cannot be made.
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Table 1G Appendix. Height Percentiles for Mexican
American Males by Age for Low and High Income Ratio
States—Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)

Table 1H Appendix. Height Percentiles for Mexican
American Females by Age for Low and High Income Ratio
States—Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)

Age Height (ecm) Percentiles Age Height (em) Percentiles

Mid-Point Numb Mid-Point Number

(years) 5th 16th 50th 86th 85th (years) Eth 16th 50th 86th 95th
3 months.____ - 10 60.00 60.40 62.80 64.87 65.60 8 months__..... = 11 63.30 67.24 61.50 66.17 66.96
) AR 26 66.82 68.62 78.65 80.74 84.12 Lo sen o 20 62.55 66.40 72.10 76.83 83.30
2 25 78.87 80.156 85.80 90.56 84.66 i pagenpas 38 71.92 78.87 83.50 88.00 b2.94
8 30 80.50 88.00 93.90 98.70 109.90 e 33 78.88 88.36 92.40 97.41 108.31
4. 34 91.10 96.06 100.37 118.86 117.38 L 36 88.99 95.03 89.20 118.81 115.41
B 33 96.18 100.78 110.50 117.81 119.78 { R ——— 35 94.10 98.66 106.00 116.02 118.07
[ F 37 107.01 110.82 118.23 119.18 121.12 R —— 48 104.62 109.50 114.10 119.86 128.94
S 43 111.97 114.20 118.40 122.86 180.51 L [R— 65 109.75 118.00 118.80 125.57 129.06
B. o 41 112.62 116.64 124.60 128.81 133.71 8o 67 111.98 116.82 123.60 130.24 136.28
Doumosnnann 46 120.95 125.27 128.80 133.08 141.45 O —— 46 118.94 118.24 126.20 184.24 140.54
L 38 124.14 126.89 186.30 141.62 143.08 10 60 122.58 128.10 134.76 140.20 143.90
) 41 128.24 132.26 186.70 144.08 160.06 11. 43 126.36 129.97 189.20 146.54 150.86
12y 36 127.71 135.38 146.40 161.86 166.86 120 43 137.46 140.29 1417.80 153.54 159.86
> | RERR———— 39 140.77 142.69 149.70 161.01 164.17 18 e 37 138.38 146.53 151.00 158.99 162.76
[ WS 36 141.45 149.85 159.07 168.74 171.31 4. as 144.30 150.55 165.00 162.65 164.80
3 ¥ — 21 149.44 167.62 168.20 170.80 176.96 16 34 145.00 149.16 166.43 161.40 166.94
b L S— 17 153.830 162.38 166.60 177.81 » 7 M — 28 145.13 148.06 164.40 160.26 163.78
17 15 156.42 158.20 168.90 171.30 176.12 1 e 20 147.15 151.06 166.40 161.10 168.76
21 56 158.76 161.056 167.60 174.70 179.36 -, QR 102 148.20 160.85 156.47 162.96 166.46
30 68 161.08 164.14 168.16 176.86 182.34 . 140 146.45 149.45 156.60 162.36 166.07
40 73 154.66 160.40 167.83 173.87 177.45 40 142 147.28 150.36 156.67 160.93 165.64
BO__ o i, 44 159.056 161.28 167.60 177.68 188.69 1 ——— 83 143.56 148.06 158.67 158.41 161.84
00 e 21 154.61 159.88 166.30 170.54 176.76 (5] —— 43 144.38 146.15 152.33 158.46 161.14
k(R —— 16 166.10 157.81 164.80 167.08 170.46 0. 27 139.97 146.71 1568.60 168.58 169.71
-1 I— 8 . 160.57 168.40 170.46 o 80 ... 11 140.94 141.92 148.10 168.40 156.26
0. 2 L . 161.70 . * 90, . 1 — — - - —_
B e ommcsmms mncs 0 — — —_ — — 8T 1 —_ — — — =

* Becaugse of the sample size or the form of the distribution interpola-
tion to the desired percentile cannot be made.
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Table 1I Appendix. Stuart-Meredith Height Standards by
Age and Sex for 5th, 50th, and 95th Percentiles.

Height (em) Percentiles

Age

Eth 50th g5th
MALE
| S 71.6 75.2 8.1
. S 88.1 87.5 92.1
91.1 98.5 101.2
98.0 106.56 108.0
S — 103.6 111.8 118.4
2 — 109.7 117.6 126.0
K DS — 115.2 124.1 181.7
B e 121.0 130.0 188.9
£ JOUURE TSR PRSI 125.9 136.5 144.1
j |} N 130.8 140.3 148.7
o |) TS — 144.2 158.0
o | 140.0 149.6 160.4
: 1 N 144.2 155.0 168.1
S 148.6 162.7 176.2
16 154.1 167.8 179.5
16 e 169.3 171.6 182.7
) 17 e 161.8 178.7 184.6
FEMALE

: 69.4 74.2 7.6
S — 80.6 86.6 91.7
O —— 89.0 85.7 101.8
S — 95.9 103.2 110.4
B 103.8 108.7 116.7
(S 109.3 116.9 128.9
y 115.4 122.3 130.3
. (P IDE S —— 120.6 128.0 186.0
T — 125.8 132.9 141.9
S e e B 129.6 188.6 147.6
i 5 VU — 134.5 144.7 166.2
12 e 140.0 161.5 162.6
& T 146.1 157.1 166.6
) ¢ S —— 1560.6 169.6 169.0
j 152.6 161.1 170.0
: - A 1563.8 162.2 170.6
153.6 162.5 171.0

NOTE: Nelson, Waldo Emerson, Textbook of Pediatrics, Philadelphia,
W. B. Saunders Company, 1959, pp. 50-55.
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Table 1J Appendix. Percent Below the 15th Percentile for Height of Stuart-Meredith Standards Comparing Poverty
Income Ratio Groups by Age, Sex and Ethnic Group for Low and High Income Ratio States—Ten-State Nutrition
Survey (1968-1970)

Sex

Male Female

Poverty Income Ratio Group Poverty Income Ratio Group

Age 0.00-1.49 >1.49 0.00-1.49 >1.49

Number Number (pl’g'ﬁlﬂe) Number Number (PIR?;?::,leg )
of Percent of Percent of Percent of Percent
Persons Persons Number Percent Persons Persons Number  Percent
WHITE
L 49 37 n 32 129 33 59 34 8 37 158 35
O 63 46 78 37 163 42 64 61 78 37 156 48
. S P 51 41 102 27 176 33 56 64 ki 65 146 69
[ W 9 47 79 38 184 39 90 47 87 41 198 44
Bocecanne o 80 37 118 3 231 37 97 53 87 43 211 46
B 108 47 94 26 222 37 97 41 116 33 231 38
S S — 121 41 121 27 279 36 112 45 116 34 243 41
{ - P 120 62 114 38 269 46 88 42 116 28 231 36
L I —— 99 46 129 84 260 40 101 48 125 35 266 39
3 (| IR —— 119 41 127 32 286 36 104 41 121 23 251 31
3 ) ETT ST = 102 41 127 34 267 37 1{4 37 106 22 246 30
) [ S 89 34 134 32 264 33 82 32 125 22 233 26
89 27 133 22 246 24 80 a9 94 19 203 29
Mo 56 27 84 23 170 22 59 25 87 21 169 22
16 49 25 97 19 167 20 64 25 96 24 170 26
32 22 74 20 133 23 61 30 76 18 164 24
) |y —— 28 18 76 24 120 22 317 32 70 a3 133 31
3 1. ORETA SRR 31 10 40 10 84 11 33 as 60 27 108 32
BLACK

A (R 86 37 6 60 101 41 70 49 14 43 93 47
e S 84 46 16 44 116 46 103 41 9 11 123 37
: O, 102 40 17 24 132 38 91 42 12 25 113 39
4. :: 111 34 19 21 144 34 112 34 17 35 143 36
| J e N 134 35 28 17 170 32 134 34 16 26 159 33
e 131 a0 20 30 168 30 132 36 25 8 168 32
Towae e ennncen 140 30 26 28 176 29 132 24 24 13 176 23
Bocnipapr e 116 37 26 40 166 36 114 28 34 9 166 26
B i 136 31 19 42 166 32 153 30 24 21 196 28
10 i 107 46 26 27 148 41 133 22 18 22 1711 24
i L 107 36 26 23 146 34 156 20 29 10 200 18
> | S — 134 30 22 23 1698 31 129 24 32 16 178 22
b &, 123 24 25 36 166 27 124 29 22 23 162 27
118 29 23 13 168 25 121 29 23 13 156 28
16 94 a1 17 24 123 29 104 28 12 25 127 26
16 e 82 22 12 8 110 18 98 39 16 19 127 36
) [ RN O 67 a3 9 22 84 30 76 28 12 33 96 31
18 cnanssiscinsasia 39 21 16 7 66 18 63 27 9 11 84 25
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Table 24 Appendix. Weight Percentiles for White Males
by Age for Low and High Income Ratio States—Ten-State
Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)

Table 2B Appendix. Weight Percentiles for White Fe-
males by Age for Low and High Income Ratio States—
Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)

Age Weight (kg) Percentiles Age Weight (kg) Percentiles
Mid-Point Number Mid-Point  Number
\(years) 5th 15th 50th 86th 95th (years) 5th 16th 50th 86th 96th
42 3.90 4.74 6.40 7.54 9.66 3 months . 50 3.60 4.37 5.80 7.40 7.90
136 7.39 8.26 10.01 11.88 12.83 b N=F = ST 159 6.86 7.66 9.31 10.82 12.00
171 10.10 10.91 12.34 14.17 15.39 R e 167 9.46 10.32 11.82 13.62 14.81
181 11.90 12.70 14.17 16.25 17.96 149 10.89 11.63 18.38 16.20 16.17
187 18.29 14.26 16.22 18.74 19.99 200 12.72 18.60 16.47 17.70 20.05
L 239 14.42 16.06 18.54 21.07 23.69 B 216 13.95 16.16 17.65 20.33 22.80
L 229 16.36 17.16 20.54 23.38 25.84 6. 281 16.58 16.95 19.57 23.11 25.51
T 281 18.63 19.71 22.32 26.18 20.21 T 248 17.49 19.43 22.21 26.05 30.51
8 287 19.64 21.42 24.95 29.50 34.51 S~ . 238 19.53 21.08 24.57 29.75 34.98
L 265 22.61 24.42 27.45 32.17 41.52 - O 256 21.71 23.44 217.08 34,76 42.45
o 286 24.16 26.33 31.26 37.91 44.34 10... 249 23.86 26.08 30.92 40.14 48.22
| S 268 26.04 29.81 34.66 44.06 53.96 Momone .. 244 26.00 28.72 34.75 47.26 56.79
12 . 254 29.44 31.62 37.87 49.29 57.26 LI 231 29.91 33.23 39.70 51.38 59.74
L 246 31.67 36.44 43.95 57.68 62.72 /3 S 203 34.36 37.74 46.17 58.91 67.77
Y. 10 34.70 39.50 50.55 64.40 73.70 Mo 169 39.78 42.98 49.95 63.69 69.84
15... 167 39.68 45.04 55.60 71.83 80.31 6o _ 112 42.11 44.92 53.12 64.39 74.56
16.. 131 45.81 50.76 60.80 74.03 84.48 16 i 166 43.04 47.08 64.63 64.82 73.34
7. e 122 49.92 53.09 62.85 73.92 84.12 & S 134 43.18 47.76 54.03 67.94 78.04
L 479 5413  59.87  70.07  84.28  92.93 CS W 866 4613  49.49  B7.70  68.28  80.38
%0 626 5839 64.37  75.64  88.97  101.11 30 1138 47.68 51.86  b59.95  74.69  89.62
Mo 558 58.99 66.58 76.74 90.68  100.96 863 47.51 52.50 62.80 79.30 95.26
80 . p64  ©757  63.66 7562  89.32  99.03 60 ... 810 4895 5436 €551  80.98  92.40
60 ko1 B6.30  6L66  74.80  B88.48  96.68 60 .. 665 4776 5458 6650  BL7I3 9217
L 424 E3.97  60.34 7167  82.69  90.85  T0__. .. 614  48.05  b53.44  64.40  79.54  89.98
80... 214 51.48 58.74 71.70 81.94 89.58 80 e 267 45.18 50.64 61.20 73.20 84.03
80 21 4456  50.32  60.80  74.34  87.86 90 25 4317 4665 5230  6€6.25  71.60
L 0 o _ _ _ — ;1 S 0 — — S = -
T —
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Table 2C Appendix. Weight Percentiles for Black Males
by Age for Low and High Income Ratio States—Ten-State
Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)

Table 2D Appendix. Weight Percentiles for Black Fe-
males by Age for Low and High Income Ratio States—
Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)

Age Weight (kg) Percentiles Age Weight (kg) Percentiles
Mid-Point Number Mid-Point Number

(years) 6th 16th 650th 85th 86th (vears) b6th 15th 50th 86th 96th
3 months______ 19 8.62 4.64 5.87 8.69 9.27 3months. 36 3.23 4.66 5.30 7.13 8.31
1. 87 6.88 1.67 8.77 11.46 12.86 ) (P —— 86 5.86 7.12 8.72 11.12 12.66
S 99 9.39 10.43 12.26 14.06 15.21 2 e el 100 9.00 10.30 12.06 13.62 17.06
F: T, 106 11.20 12.29 14.53 16.44 17.78 L T 99 11.14 12.09 13.717 16.04 19.46
T E . 124 13.06 14.44 16.43 19.36 21.29 ;U 116 12.19 13.68 15.30 17.67 19.98
R 149 14.89 16.51 18.54 21.21 23.24 ) 139 13.70 15.42 17.61 20.11 21.67
[ S ——— - 143 16.61 18.26 20.48 22.97 24.74 [ 142 15.68 17.14 19.76 23.32 26.54
L] R —— 160 18.03 19.80 22.97 26.80 30.40 L 156 17.27 19.23 21.76 26.46 30.41
5 P —— 127 20.26 22.38 25.62 31.85 36.06 137 19.96 21.60 24.53 29.19 32.46
) ——— 147 21.47 24.00 217.52 32.66 40.20 L S 172 21.71 23.23 27.24 34.87 39.48
h {1 = 128 23.69 25.23 29.26 35.47 39.07 10 136 23.89 26.69 31.00 39.17 49.81
(1] ———— 118 26.58 28.62 33.30 41.652 51.24 168 26.84 30.21 38.04 46.29 54.54
12 et 163 29.21 31.84 37.03 45.46 54.68 12 148 28.07 31.49 40.70 51.71 61.76
13 143 30.83 34.49 42.03 51.87 58.68 18 138 29.64 36.08 46.56 57.68 73.56
14 130 36.40 39.90 47.96 60.27 68.10 137 37.64 42.08 49.20 60.99 71.66
16 100 38.06 43.16 53.30 63.96 73.76 b U PO — 107 43.04 46.45 52.67 63.90 68.88
16 96 45.06 49.39 69.26 67.4b 76.04 1 111 41.40 44.94 53.80 66.20 78.98
1T ennas s 70 43.00 61.70 64.20 77.03 87.00 T Tssannamnan 80 41.86 45.20 53.83 64.60 75.86
3 ) 136 51.89 57.40 665.63 78.48 93.53 D RS m——— 376 44.58 48.69 59.20 73.96 88.95
| 126 67.18 62.24 74.85 88.86 95.50 B0 iivissiivsiacin 439 45.86 52.24 65.12 83.23 97.06
L) EREI————— 121 58.37 64.53 76.50 91.83 102.14 B0 cisscnsnsns wvssisa 371 46.85 53.83 68.40 90.27 102.59
{1 | A E———— 133 56.68 61.70 73.80 85.92 101.49 L) S ——— 307 52.47 68.57 73.16 89.89 103.01
11— 141 56.62 60.88 76.00 90.60 100.85 L] ) ——— 230 52.90 58.92 72.30 90.90 102.00
70 BT 76 61.12 56.86 68.80 86.36 91.90 T ccsimmsmimponens 141 47.86 57.69 70.87 86.36 98.68
80.. 33 49.27 65.07 66.10 765.82 86.64 80 60 44.00 48.80 63.85 76.10 84.08
80 3 . L 13.10 . . 80 b . 40.07 62.40 86.62 .
L 0 = e — — — [l S 2 . . 51.06 . .

% Because of the sample size or the form of the distribution interpola-
tion to the desired percentile cannot be made.
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Table 2E Appendix. Weight Percentiles for Puerto Rican
Males by Age for Low and High Income Ratio States—
Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)

Table 2F Appendix. Weight Percentiles for Puerto Rican
Females by Age for Low and High Income Ratio States—
Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)

Age Weight (kg) Percentiles Age Weight (kg) Percentiles
Mid-Point Number Mid-Paint Number

(vears) 6th 15th 650th 86th 86th (vears) 6th 16th 50th 86th 95th
3montha _____ 3 . » 7.30 » . 3 months.......... 2 . . 5.40 * .
L 10 4.90 6.80 8.60 12.20 12.70 et 8 . 7.98 9.00 10.01 .
Bt 9 » 10.28 12.88 16.67 * b S— 10 10.80 11.13 11.90 13.10 13.60
M — 6 . 13.46 15.70 16.59 . 3 T 11 * 11.52 13.60 15.36 17.11
4 i 13 . 14.17 16.15 18.37 19.79 AT —— 14 11.84 14.14 15.97 18.30 20.76
b 16 . 14.87 17.40 24.99 28.95 Blocessoessinasines 6 . 14.20 16.70 17.44 .
S S _ 19 16.98 18.13 20.40 32.88 41.12 [ JO— 13 15.58 16.74 20.23 22.92 27.85
e 15 16.70 20.07 22.23 26.67 38.90 11 16.33 16.99 22.20 29.36 31.68
e 14 20.24 21.85 24.97 36.22 43.90 SR 9 * 21.87 27.70 31.89 »
L B 15 20.32 21.67 27.53 34.05 45.22 [ I 16 21.72 22.02 26.80 32.40 42.76
W e 13 . 26.64 28.10 34.09 35.26 [/ 13 21.16 25.80 31.10 49.95 56.86
no 18 . 32.60 36.70 44.99 50.41 ;& I 14 24.96 27.16 29.90 42.80 47.24
2 14 28.68 31.46 36.55 47.94 66.00 ) 10 28.10 32.20 42.03 46.43 "
W 14 29.74 34.02 42.33 49.98 53.96 - T — 2 * * 50.55 * .
Mo 12 3063  36.23 4855  57.48  59.67 13 3668 4314  BL70  62.06  83.83
W 14 46.42 47.22 52.60 57.72 60.34 11 44.67 48.01 52.03 57.76 64.08
18 7 . 48.77 61.70 66.26 » 6 * 448 62.60 66.74 .
17 o 5 N 55.45 69.90 84.07 . & 7 * 47.10 51.70 60.08 »
i 28 55.16 57.18 64.40 72.64 77.96 38 41.00 44.67 54.20 68.94 79.52
. 23 49.68  58.46  73.93  87.41 100338 80 65 4142 4682  68.30  67.91  81.06
0. 26  53.28 6176  72.35  83.13 9528 40 .. 54 4202 5082  60.80 7526  86.62
60 18 BL18 55.36 70.55 84.67 96.31 [ N 38 49.24 55.50 64.45 82.54 88.00
80....... 10 63.10 67.60 63.95 73.50 76.30 60.... : 17 30.47 48.19 61.20 82.07 97.18
W 2 n 3 71.20 . . 0 N 7 . 45.62 58.10 74.39 .
80.... i o - == Y - 80 2 » * 58.75 . .
o o — - - s == 90 0 — = — — -
.. 0 - - — IS S 0 — — — — —
e ——

.
Eeﬂause of the sample size or the form of the distribution interpola-
On to the desired percentile cannot be made.

¢ Because of the sample size or the form of the distribution interpola-
tion to the desired percentile cannot be made.

I11-65



Table 2G Appendix. Weight Percentiles for Mexican
American Males by Age for Low and High Income Ratio
States—Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)

Table 2H Appendix. Weight Percentiles for Mexican
American Females by Age for Low and High Income Ratio
States—Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)

Age Weight (kg) Percetitiles Age Weight (kg) Percentiles
Mid-Point  Number Mid-Point  Number
(years) 5th 16th 50th 85th 95th (vears) 6th 16th 50th 85th 95th
10 5.40 5.80 6.26 6.80 7.00 3months._______ 10 3.70 4.10 5.36 7.50 1.70
27 6.71 7.81 9.60 11.34 12.29 : LURREENERRO— 22 6.80 7.28 9.36 11.38 13.20
27 9.30 11.18 12.90 14.64 15.34 R —— 39 10.04 10.32 11.73 13.30 14.36
29 11.59 12.64 13.70 16.73 17.87 a3 9.36 11.53 14.00 16.47 17.22
(S ——— 36 12.86 13.97 16.37 19.15 22.67 . (TR 38 12.34 13.34 14.90 17.09 18.12
O - 33 14.71 16.20 18.10 20.46 23.43 [ — 36 14.06 14.78 16.67 18.72 19.50
| 39 16.80 18.16 20.04 23.74 26.21 50 17.20 17.83 19.92 25.80 30.60
(O 42 18.62 20.44 22.16 26.04 29.70 1 S ———— 56 17.83 18.79 22.26 27.21 32.63
B 40 20.25 21.40 24.25 217.75 36.36 < 68 19.32 20.47 25.07 31.08 41.72
R, 45 21.46 23.17 26.60 31.96 42.26 ] 46 19.94 21.86 26.43 36.16 41.86
100 37 24.81 26.26 31.50 44.31 52.60 100 49 23.16 24.75 31.80 43.11 49.66
11 41 26.78 28.19 32.20 43.07 50.47 11 43 26.29 26.88 35.10 47.84 56.28
120 36 25.96 33.89 38.20 47.76 657.76 12 43 28.08 33.76 43.00 57.34 69.38
18 39 33.78 35.85 45.60 62.68 80.91 18 37 33.20 36.562 46.90 51.95 71.68
D 36 33.42 41.07 50.45 66.65 76.73 e 38 39.78 43.51 50.33 63.08 74.60
L 21 31.05 43.77 63.30 63.34 69.46 18 mannmin s 34 37.26 43.90 50.75 68.46 88.26
: L S —— 17 40.63 45.83 56.90 67.21 74.79 p (. 23 39.62 42.20 49.76 57.42 62.89
3 [ 15 48.30 652.12 58.70 63.42 83.38 ) L (E— 20 46.45 48.06 54.06 74.80 85.30
L | 56 51.67 56.46 62.50 76.80 84.57 1 [— 105 43.47 46.97 56.90 13.97 85.56
58 56.62 60.16 74.97 87.84 94.40 30... 138 43.47 50.06 62.10 75.34 84.16
40 72 58.92 61.12 73.06 86.91 101.09 4 () S —— 145 49.40 53.67 66.40 80.47 91.07
B0 43 53.73 62.96 76.00 85.65 109.16 60 84 47.31 65.71 62.65 717.76 87.01
60.. . 21 54.62 60.45 76.80 89.48 94.30 60 . .. 44 47.32 54.95 66.60 80.14 92.16
W ecmmnmmns 16 52.72 67.14 67.66 72.34 80.68 (1 TS 27 42.54 50.45 65.00 81.75 91.68
800 8 L 56.28 60.16 7%.43 L B0, e 12 41.24 49.31 54.97 69.93 80.40
L 2 L) 8 69.30 L L 90 _ 1 . B . . .
BT evsaingomsn - 0 - —_ — —_ —— M 1 . . . . .

* Because of the sample size or the form of the distribution interpola-
tion to the desired percentile cannot be made.
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Table 2I Appendix. Stuart-Meredith Weight Standards by
Age and Sex for 5th, 50th, and 95th Percentiles.

Weight (kg) Percentiles

Age
b6th 50th 95th
MALE

1 8.5 10.1 11.8
2 . 10.7 12.6 14.9
3 12.5 14.0 17.0
‘4 13.9 16.5 19.1
5 16.1 19.4 23.5
6 17.9 21.9 26.9
7 20.0 24.5 30.8
8 22.5 27.8 34.9

24.6 29.9 39.2
10 26.7 32.6 43.7
11 29.0 36.2 48.4
12 31.6 38.3 53.5
13 38.7 42.2 60.0
LV 37.7 48.8 66.8
16 43.1 54.5 70.8
160 48.4 58.8 74.8
) |/ SR R, 51.4 61.8 71.3

FEMALE

1 7.8 9.8 11.5
2 10.3 12.3 14.7
3 11.9 14.4 17.5
4 13.9 16.4 20.3
1 S 16.6 18.8 23.0
6 17.8 21.1 25.7
7 19.3 23.7 29.2
8 21.1 26.4 84.0
9 23.0 28.9 38.6
10 24.9 31.9 48.6
11 27.2 36.7 48.7
12 30.0 39.7 54.3
13 34.5 45.0 60.8
14 NSRRI 39.3 49.2 66.5
16 42.1 51.6 67.6
16 48.5 53.1 68.7
S L 44.5 54.0 69.5

NOTE: Nelson, Waldo Emerson, Textbook of Pediatrics, Philadelphia,
W. B. Saunders Company, 1959, pp. 50-65.
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Table 2J Appendix. Percent Below the 15th Percentile for Weight of Stuart-Meredith Standards Comparing Poverty
Income Ratio Groups by Age, Sex and Ethnic Group for Low and High Income Ratio States—Ten-State Nutrition
Survey (1968-1970)

Sex
Male Female
Poverty Income Ratio Group Poverty Income Ratio Group
Age 0.00-1.49 >1.49 Total 0.00-1.49 >1.49 Total

ks Numaber (PIR-Male) e Nimber (PIR-Females)

of Percent of Percent of Percent of Percent

Persons Persons Number Percent  Persons Persons Number Percent
WHITE
b O 54 33 70 33 136 33 60 45 80 30 159 36
.o 66 31 84 23 171 26 68 36 8 28 157 31
L N 66 29 104 24 181 27 511 47 80 36 149 40
Qecvimemsenmivsaas 78 27 83 17 187 22 89 32 90 34 200 33
B ssssainet s 90 33 114 26 232 30 98 38 90 32 216 36
Blcusviasupiparmsmoninns 104 38 99 16 222 27 96 42 117 29 231 35
T — 121 46 122 32 281 39 114 37 119 31 248 35
- 119 47 113 33 267 39 90 39 122 26 238 32
S 100 45 133 29 266 36 98 40 127 18 266 27
L) ——— 117 44 a3 26 286 34 101 30 122 14 249 20
b 5 S 101 31 128 29 2568 28 111 29 107 12 244 19
12 88 36 136 22 264 26 8 21 127 11 231 14
) 7 P 86 17 134 10 246 13 18 23 96 10 203 16
54 16 86 18 170 17 1] 16 87 14 169 14
49 16 97 18 167 17 64 17 98 20 172 19
) U 29 21 76 11 181 19 60 17 18 15 166 16
b . (S, 28 21 11 20 122 21 36 28 70 18 134 16
3 [ —— 30 20 40 5 83 12 31 26 62 10 109 14
BLACK

b 4 38 4 50 87 39 64 50 13 39 86 48
S —— 71 34 13 46 99 34 80 26 10 30 100 27
 F— 18 30 16 33 105 31 11 30 11 — 29 27
. [T 93 22 17 24 124 22 87 32 15 33 116 33
S . 114 26 22 23 148 26 117 41 16 33 139 39
6. 106 28 20 26 143 27 110 39 22 23 142 a1
(R 116 36 26 20 150 32 113 39 24 21 156 36
S 88 34 23 26 127 32 88 33 32 19 137 31
117 38 18 33 147 36 130 28 23 22 172 27
90 53 23 22 128 46 102 28 16 25 136 27
86 32 22 27 118 30 124 16 28 7 168 13
120 25 20 35 163 27 101 21 32 16 148 18
101 23 22 27 148 25 28 18 22 14 138 18
93 24 21 24 130 21 102 17 23 26 137 18
5 31 13 23 100 29 86 19 10 10 107 16
69 26 12 — 96 24 84 23 15 17 111 20
54 22 9 — 70 20 62 19 10 10 80 21
1B 29 28 1 — 51 20 48 20 8 13 68 18
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Table 3A Appendix. Mean Triceps Fatfold for White Persons by Age, Sex, and Selected Poverty Income Ratio Groups

for Low and High Income Ratio States—Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)

e —
Sex
Male Female
Age Poverty Income Ratio Group E Poverty Income Ratio Group
Mid-Point
(vears) 2.26-2.99 0.00-0.74 2.25-2.99 0.00-0.74
Number Mean Number Mean Number Mean Number Mean
of Fatfold of Fatfold Difference ! of Fatfold of Fatfold Difference 1
et Persons (rom) Persons (mm) (mm) Persons (mm) Peraona (mm) (mm)
25 9.7 18 9.2 0.6 17 10.4 19 9.1 1.8
26 11.0 24 8.0 3.0 21 10.9 18 9.9 1.0
31 9.9 21 9.8 0.6 22 10.6 17 8.2 2.3
22 10.9 22 7.9 3.0 25 11.1 27 9.0 2.1
28 10.3 23 8.5 0.8 18 11.0 27 10.0 1.0
a3 8.6 21 7.3 1.3 37 11.1 30 9.6 1.6
81 8.7 24 9.6 0.1 36 116 36 10.3 1.2
8“— 31 10.5 26 7.1 8.4 26 18.6 20 11.1 2.5
L 33 13.4 22 0.5 3.9 38 13.8 27 111 2.7
W 31 13.1 34 9.7 3.4 38 13.9 25 12.4 1.5
S % 190 19 9.3 41 29 14.8 30 12.7 2.2
i 38 14.2 17 12.9 1.3 37 14.2 21 11.9 2.3
L 36 18.0 26 12.0 1.0 24 16.7 22 12.2 4.5
W 30 12.5 17 10.3 2.2 30 16.0 14 16.6 —0.6
L S 30 14.7 19 10.4 43 81 17.7 20 16.5 2.2
L 19 16.6 12 13.3 3.3 22 16.9 20 164 0.5
L 21 10.5 5 7.0 3.5 21 16.2 12 18.0 18
L —— ) 12 11 53 9.5 2.2 114 18.1 109 17.6 0.5
116 13.8 26 1.1 2.7 176 22.0 88 21.2 0.8
114 15.5 27 18.2 2.8 136 28.2 80 22.6 0.6
102 13.8 37 11.7 2.1 108 25.8 68 24.5 0.8
64 18.9 7 12.9 1.0 84 22.7 85 21.9 0.8
49 11.8 54 11.4 0.4 53 22.7 98 20.0 2.7
16 12.3 27 11.6 0.7 20 18.5 47 20.8 —23

1
flet',“lve numbers indicate that the low poverty income ratio group (0.00
10 group (2.26-2.99) mean triceps fatfold.

-0.74) mean triceps fatfold is greater than the high poverty income
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Table 3B Appendix. Mean Triceps Fatfold for Black Persons by Age, Sex, and Selected Poverty Income Ratio Groups
for Low and High Income Ratio States—Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)

Sex
Male Female
Age Poverty Income Ratio Group Poverty Income Ratio Group
Mid-Point
(years) 2.26-2.99 0.00-0.74 2.25-2.99 0.00-0.74
Number Mean Number Mean Number Mean Number Mean
of Fatfold of Fatfold Difference ! of Fatfold of Fatfold Difference !
Persons (mm) Persons (mm) {mm) Persons (mm) Persons (mm) (mm)

i R — = 36 10.8 = 3 9.3 28 11.4 2.1
. 4 11.0 36 10.3 0.7 2 12.0 49 9.8 2.2
. 3 9.0 49 10.2 —1.2 4 10.0 45 10.4 —0.4

3 8.3 48 10.3 —2.0 6 9.0 52 9.2 —0.2

3 10.3 12 8.7 1.6 — — 59 9.2 —
L SO 4 10.56 65 8.5 2.0 1 10.1 58 9.0 1.1
T B 1.2 70 8.3 —1.0 6 10.5 67 10.0 0.6
- S 3 6.3 61 1.8 —1.5 1 10.4 55 10.1 0.3
R 6 13.0 61 8.2 4.8 10 11.0 71 11.0 0.0
Woenee o o q 9.4 63 8.4 1.0 — — 69 11.3 —
2 L 9 13.3 56 9.1 4.2 10 13.2 67 13.3 —0.1

3 1.0 64 9.2 —2.2 8 13.0 63 14.3 —1.3
{1/ b 8.2 60 10.8 —2.6 7 18.0 63 13.7 4.3
b 1 S 2 9.0 54 9.1 —0.1 8 12.9 b3 16.4 —3.56
> 1T = — = 49 8.4 — b 11.2 650 15.6 —4.3
L 2 10.0 38 9.8 0.2 6 13.6 44 18.2 —4.7
L R —— - — 30 8.4 — — — 36 17.3 =
.5 R —— 10 10.9 50 8.6 2.3 20 18.6 149 17.0 1.6

T 15.7 30 8.8 6.9 33 19.9 162 23.0 —3.1
A0 9 15.0 30 8.6 6.6 21 21.0 143 24.4 —3.4
1 — - 9 16.1 48 12.0 4.1 19 22.6 103 24.8 —2.3
| R —— 20 15.2 48 11.3 3.9 17 25.5 87 23.8 1.7
T0oimmsms 7 11.0 44 10.6 0.4 9 23.4 46 22.6 0.9
- — — 13 12.2 — — — 19 18.0 —_

1 Negative numbers indicate that the low poverty income ratio group (0.00-0.74) mean triceps fatfold is greater than the high poverty income
ratio group (2.25-2.99) mean triceps fatfold.
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Table 4A Appendix. Mean Head Circumference for White Persons One through Six Years of Age by Age, Sex, and
Selected Poverty Income Ratio Groups for Low and High Income Ratio States—Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)

Sex
Male Female
Age Poverty Income Ratio Group - Poverty Income Ratio Group
Mid-Point 2.25-2.99 0.00-0.74 2.25-2.99 0.00-0.74
(years)
Number g::: Number LH{::; Persons ?‘I!::: Number hHl:::
Per:rona Circu(x:lf‘e)rence Pel?s{ons Circu(l:::)rence Diﬂi:r;ce 2 Nuror:ber Circu(r:;‘e)rence Peroslons Circu(r:;e)rence Diﬂ::;r;ce 1
25 46.2 18 44.6 1.6 17 45.6 20 45.0 0.6
26 48.7 24 48.2 —0.6 20 4.7 18 46.7 1.0
e 20 49.7 18 40.7 0.0 19 48.4 15 483 0.1
e 28 50.8 21 49.6 1.2 24 49.5 27 48.9 0.6
s 27 51.8 22 50.9 0.9 17 50.2 27 49.8 0.4
e 1 511 8 61.0 0.1 12 51.0 19 495 1.6

1 . . <
Negative numbers indicate that the low poverty income ratio group (0.00-0.74) mean head circumference is greater than the high poverty in-
come ratio group (2.25-2.99) mean head circumference.

Table 4B Appendix. Mean Head Circumference for Rlack Persons One through Siz Years of Age by Age, Sex, and
Selected Poverty Income Ratio Groups for Low and High Income Ratio States—Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)

Sex
Male Female
Age Poverty Income Ratio Group Poverty Income Ratio Group
M(i:;‘l::si;:t 2.25-2.99 0.00-0.74 - 2.25-2.99 0.00-0.74

Number g::; Number g::; N“mtbe" g::; Num‘ber an::;

Pe:;fom‘ Circumference Pe;::ong Circumference Difference! Per(;ons Circumference Pe:som! Circumference Difference!
s (em) (em) (em) (cm) (em) (em)
Y 2 G 38 457 1.0 3 5.8 26 4.9 0.9
L 5 8.2 42 47.9 0.3 2 41.8 33 46.8 10
e 3 Wk 5 48.8 —03 4 8.0 25 482 —0.2
Ve 0 8 _— a7 49.9 2.3 6 49.3 30 49.6 —0.3
S i . 3 515 58 50.1 1.4 — - 32 49.8 —
L 3 - 28 50.9 2.1 3 49.7 13 49.5 0.2
—

1
Negative numbers indicate that the low poverty income ratio group (0.00-0.74) mean head circumference is greater than the high poverty in-

<o .
me ratio group (2.25-2.99) mean head circumference.
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Table 5A Appendix. Mean Estimated Skeletal Weight for White Persons by Age, Sex, and Selected Poverty Incomeé
Ratio Groups for Low and High Income Ratio States—Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)

Sex
Male Female
Poverty Income Ratio Group Poverty Income Ratio Group
e >1.49 0.00-1.49 >1.48 0.00-1.49
T e i v 0 Namber NN, Nember  ghen
Pe:;fons Weight Per.:ons Weight Difference ! Pe:"sfons Weight Pe:sfons Weight Difference !
(gm) (gm) (gm) (gm) (gm) (gm)

5 288.8 8 240.9 41.9 7 266.9 8 181.9 85.0
2 T ————— 16 382.9 17 359.6 23.3 19 361.5 1 364.4 —2.9
. JO 47 433.4 26 503.0 —69.6 27 436.8 21 423.5 18.8
Y O — 41 576.2 44 579.2 —4.0 48 556.7 50 562.7 4.0
5. 66 663.8 61 680.9 —27.1 41 669.0 61 633.8 85.7
L S — 67 826.8 67 781.2 45.6 78 7980.1 63 764.8 25.8
s 79 930.2 89 957.2 —217.0 67 960.2 86 910.2 50.0
A — 81 1166.8 11 1076.6 80.3 76 1097.0 66 1071.8 26.1
9. R 19 1805.6 65 1228.0 16.6 82 1191.6 68 1201.1 —9.56
V0encsensmmnenns 76 14380.6 80 1888.8 36.7 90 1432.9 66 1348.0 84.9
i & DRSS, 91 1613.9 66 1664.0 —40.1 18 1768.2 80 1626.3 142.9

92 1886.4 13 1823.0 —26.6 89 1848.5 67 1888.6 50.0
18 108 2541.3 64 2326.6 216.7 14 2356.4 1] 2188.7 167.7
b U E-S O S 62 2631.7 39 2611.9 19.8 62 2471.9 43 2680.7 —b58.8
16.. SR 5 3131.4 37 8183.2 —b1.8 68 2611.1 46 2604.3 6.8
16... s 49 8450.1 27 3632.1 —82.0 61 2679.9 40 2588.7 96.2
AT SR 52 3577.8 19 3762.4 —174.6 56 2716.6 27 2693.1 122.4
3 L 171 4146.1 88 8836.4 810.7 292 2810.7 146 2788.1 72.6
e e 292 4254.1 68 4149.2 104.9 441 2851.5 176 2875.4 —23.9
L1 273 4332.5 68 4388.9 —6.4 as7 29826.7 171 2870.0 —438.3
B0 s . 256 4213.6 66 4068.5 145.0 3176 2837.2 116 2926.0 11.2
B0kt 194 4166.3 16 4093.6 62.7 244 2838.9 145 2729.4 109.6
([ E———— 129 4053.0 93 3849.1 203.9 176 2647.6 200 2647.0 100.6
80 it 48 3889.9 12 3714.3 176.6 46 2521.9 106 2441.9 80.0

! Negative numbers indicate that the low poverty income ratio group (0.00-1.49) mean estimated skeletal weight is greater than the high poverty
income ratio group (>1.49) mean estimated skeletal weight.
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Table 5B Appendix. Mean Estimated Skeletal Weight for Black Persons by Age, Sex, and Selected Poverty Income
Ratio Groups for Low and High Income Ratio States—Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)

Sex
Male Female
Age Poverty Income Ratio Group Poverty Income Ratio Group
Mid-Point >1.49 0.00-1.49 >1.49 0.00-1.49
(vears)
Numbet sknflz?al Number gy djeral Number  gyoory ~ Number Sketeral
Pe:stonu Weight Pe:l‘onu Weight Difference ! Pe:l‘onl Weight Pe:atons Weight Difference !
(gm) (gm) (gm) (gm) (gm) (gm)
e _ 1 266.0 14 269.9 —8.9 2 262.0 10 228.0 34.0
2. 5 406.8 8 437.4 29.4 3 393.6 17 389.6 4.0
B 9 560.0 29 500.4 68.6 4 557.8 16 562.9 —5.1
e o 8 700.6 32 673.8 21.3 10 186.6 40 642.0 144.6
S 16 887.7 61 808.5 84.2 9 1708.6 56 187.8 —84.2
| . 1 871.2 % 972.8 —96.6 21 1018.8 85 908.9 109.9
(S — . 1 1136.6 94 1120.1 16.5 16 1126.4 95 1020.1 106.8
e 22 1267.7 80 1287.1 —19.4 26 1853.8 76 1222.9 180.9
16 1894.2 108 1878.6 16.6 16 1419.4 115 1414.6 4.8
18 1779.9 7 1547.7 282.2 14 1811.6 102 1668.2 168.4
19 2078.9 87 1784.9 279.0 19 1932.9 119 2012.1 —79.2
16 2016.8 95 1978.3 87.0 23 2209.3 99 2204.2 5.1
19 2885.5 89 2432.6 a4 18 2680.0 87 2474.6 106.4
14 2669.0 91 2766.0 —81.0 18 2888.9 86 2780.5 108.4
L — 1 8643.2 1 8022.4 620.8 9 8345.1 73 2894.2 450.9
l6_ 10 4064.1 72 3572.9 491.2 8 3212.9 6E 2858.8 354.1
' A 2 3785.0 52 3861.4 —126.4 1 8228.4 60 2001.6 237.8
Bl 25 4272.9 41 4008.2 264.7 43 3278.8 154 3126.7 U1
80 28 4314.7 27 4249.8 64.9 78 8284.1 187 3191.1 93.0
O 30 4946.3 a 4776.8 170.5 65 3846.4 168 3310.1 26.8
L N 24 4569.7 n 4517.4 52.8 n 3404.9 187 3305.5 96.4
60 s 33 4639.1 70 4511.8 121.2 82 3215.3 120 3001.6 218.7
Ll e S 21 413 40 4089.9 387.4 22 3016.4 94 2068.1 5.5
80 . 3 4065.8 21 41178 —52.0 3 2007.0 88 2740.8 166.2

1
i Negative numbers indicate that the low poverty income ratio group (0.00-1.48) mean estimated skeletal weight is greater than the high poverty
Ncome ratio group (>1.49) mean estimated skeletal weight.
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Table 6A Appendix. Mean Age of Appearance of Individual Ossification Centers for White Persons by Sex and Selected
Poverty Income Ratio Groups for Low and High Income Ratio States—Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)

Sex
Male Female
Poverty Income Ratio Group Poverty Income Ratio Group
Individual
Ossifleation >1.49 0.00-1.48 >1.49 0.00-1.48
Center P &
Number Men:nge Number ea:t e Number Men:nge Number Mea:nge
of Appearance Pe:')sfons Appearance Difference ! PeOf Appearance S of Appearance Difference!
Persons (years) (years) (vears) R (years) ersons (years) (years)
Distal Radius ..... 113 1.0 57 1.3 -—0.3 21 0.7 26 1.1 —0.4
Distal Ulna___ 667 7.2 500 7.3 —0.1 366 6.7 371 6.0 —0.3
Triquetral ... 362 2.6 467 2.8 —0.8 205 1.6 270 1.7 —0.3
Lunate.......____. 491 3.9 458 4.2 —0.3 302 2.9 362 3.2 —0.3
Seaphoid.....___ 478 6.0 448 6.1 —0.1 383 4.5 337 4.5 0.0
Trapezium......._.. 478 6.2 578 6.4 —0.2 4711 4.2 411 4.4 —0.2
Trapezoid.. ... 478 6.1 403 6.2 —0.1 289 4.6 899 4.6 —0.1

1 Negative numbers indicate that the low poverty income ratio group (0.00-1.49) mean age of appearance is greater than the high poverty income
ratio group (>1.49) mean age of appearance.

Table 6B Appendix. Mean Age of Appearance of Individual Ossification Centers for Black Persons by Sex and Selected
Poverty Income Ratio Groups for Low and High Income Ratio States—Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)

Sex
Male Female
Individual Poverty Income Ratio Group Poverty Income Ratio Group
Ossification >1.49 0.00-1.49 >1.48 0.00-1.49
Center
Number Men:nge Number Mea:nge Number Mea:nge Number Mea:nge
P of Appearance P of Appearance Difference? P of Appearance P of Appearance Difference®
ersons (years) ersons (years) (vears) ersons (vears) ersons (years) (years)
Distal Radius_ 8 0.0 27 0.8 —0.8 8 0.0 13 0.0 0.0
Distal Ulna______. 69 7.1 598 6.7 0.4 49 5.0 486 5.7 —0.7
Triquetral b4 1.4 386 2.4 —1.0 26 1.7 122 0.9 0.8
Lunate:.. ... 68 2.5 476 3.9 —1.4 36 2.2 536 1.7 0.5
Scaphoid ... __ 106 5.4 429 5.4 0.0 28 3.7 274 4.0 —0.8
Trapezium_.._._ 98 5.9 490 5.8 0.1 42 3.3 406 4.3 —1.0
Trapezoid........_ 83 6.4 881 5.6 0.8 34 4.3 274 4.2 0.1

1 Negative numbers indicate that the low poverty income ratio group (0.00-1.49) mean age of appearance is greater than the high poverty income
ratio group (>>1.49) mean age of appearance.
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Table 7A Appendix. Mean Age at Eruption of Permanent Teeth for White Persons by Sex and Selected Poverty Income
Ratio Groups for Low and High Income Ratio States—Ten-State Nutrition (1968-1970)

Sex
Male Female
Poverty Income Ratio Group Poverty Income Ratio Group
i >2.24 0.00-1.49 >2.24 0.00-1.49
Number Mean Number Mean Number Mean Number Mean
of Age of Age Difference 1 of Age of Age Difference !
N Persons (years) Persons (vears) (years) Persons (yvears) Persons (years) (years)
UPPER
Second Molar___ 486 12.52 961 12.45 0.07 3567 12.02 773 12.01 0.01
First Molar_...._....... 262 6.24 744 6.47 —0.23 234 6.80 568 6.86 —0.05
Second Pre-Molar.. 540 11.80 881 11.17 0.13 667 10.83 877 10.87 —0.04
Firat Pre-Molar__ 494 10.67 931 10.63 0.04 567 10.28 767 10.18 0.06
Cusptd ___ . 540 11.12 1076 11.46 —0.38 6592 10.49 815 10.78 —0.29
Second Inecisor...__ 464 8.10 872 8.51 —0.41 445 .99 760 7.96 0.04
First Incisor... 263 7.12 827 7.40 —0.28 317 6.7 647 7.02 —0.26
LOWER
Second Molar......... 417 11.98 588 12.06 —0.07 444 11.50 679 11.50 0.00
PFirst Molar______. - 223 6.36 531 6.36 —0.01 307 6.14 422 6.16 —0.01
Second Pre-Molar_ B27 11.568 740 11.47 0.06 691 11.07 767 10.96 0.11
First Pre-Molar.__ 510 10.57 688 10.79 —0.22 486 10.156 910 10.16 0.00
Cuepid.___.____ 494 10.46 899 10.61 —0.156 431 9.69 790 9.84 —0.15
Second Incisor...... 398 7.34 783 7.64 —0.20 328 1.06 789 7.16 —0.09
Firat Incisor....._.... 262 6.23 783 6.87 —0.14 208 5.92 894 6.30 —0.38

1 s v e ” .
Negative numbers indicate that the tooth erupts later in the low poverty income group (0.00-1.49).
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Table 7B Appendix. Mean Age at Eruption of Permanent Teeth for Black Persons by Sex and Selected Poverty Income
Ratio Groups for Low and High Income Ratio States—Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)

Sex
Male Female
Poverty Income Ratio Group Poverty Income Ratio Group
b >2.24 0.00-1.49 >2.24 0.00-1.49
Number Mean Number Mean Number Mean Number Mean
of Age of Age Difference ! of Age of Age Difference !
Persons (vears) Persons (years) (years) Persons (vears) Persons {years) {years) )
UPPER
Second Molar...__... 87 12.69 1318 12.82 0.27 81 11.71 1245 11.62 0.09
First Molar_.._____. 18 6.72 1879 6.25 0.47 19 6.62 1223 6.96 0.66
Second Pre-Molar.. 42 10.82 1581 11.22 —0.40 40 10.69 1173 10.74 —0.06
First Pre-Molar___. 42 10.20 1507 10.45 —0.25 48 10.06 1216 10.06 —0.01
Cuspid...... ... 49 10.42 15688 10.97 —0.55 40 9.97 1118 10.66 —0.69
Second Incisor____ 24 7.74 1870 7.97 —0.28 28 1.26 1216 7.64 —0.38
First Incisor___ ... 28 6.79 1254 6.96 —0.17 28 6.78 1178 6.76 0.08
LOWER
Second Molar. 48 12.88 12172 11.96 0.42 84 11.26 1594 11.22 0.04
Firat Molar_. . = 23 6.89 1185 6.10 —0.21 19 6.67 1223 5.68 0.88
Second Pre-Molar.. 42 10.78 1770 11.18 —0.45 44 10.94 1598 10.76 0.19
Firat Pre-Molar____ 42 10.41 16576 10.40 0.01 48 9.41 856 10.09 —0.68
Cuspid..... ... - 81 10.21 1576 10.88 —0.17 48 9.01 1216 9.82 —0.81
Second Incisor....._ 42 6.82 1182 6.98 —0.16 28 6.82 841 6.66 0.27
Firat Inclsor...._._.. 28 5.56 1082 6.11 —0.55 26 5.66 1026 5.88 —0.22

1 Negative numbers indicate that the tooth erupts later in the Jow poverty income ratio group (0.00-1.49).
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Table SA Appendix. Mean Height by Age, Sex and Ethnic Group for All Persons with a Poverty Income Ratio from
0.75 through 1.49 for Low and High Income Ratio States—Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)

Sex
Male Female
Age Ethnie Group Ethnie Group
Mid-Point
(years) Black White Black White
Number Mean Number Mean Number Mean Number Mean
of Height of Height Difference 1 of Height of Height Difference !
Persons {cm) Persons {cm) (cm) Persons (em) Persons (em) (cm)
L. 50 74.3 36 6.8 —15 34 1.2 43 73.8 —26
2. 37 84.7 4" 84.7 0.0 55 86.2 37 83.4 1.8
56 94.9 38 92.8 2.1 43 93.9 39 89.9 4.0
e 66 102.0 62 100.5 1.5 68 101.7 7 99.7 2.0
L 56 108.6 6 106.9 2.7 68 108.3 78 106.9 2.4
L . . 68 114.8 92 112.3 2.0 60 114.6 72 112.2 2.4
LS. 13 121.2 108 119.6 1.6 8 120.6 88 118.5 2.1
B s 56 128.0 100 124.9 3.1 66 126.5 79 124.4 2.1
[ 7 188.0 79 129.8 8.2 79 132.0 76 1284 3.6
W 48 186.3 97 185.6 —0.8 16 138.5 86 184.6 3.9
L} 55 141.1 98 140.5 0.6 70 146.1 83 140.6 5.5
12 79 146.6 8 146.2 0.4 7 149.3 69 146.7 2.6
| — . 59 158.8 59 168.1 0.2 63 165.8 56 163.1 2.7
s 68 160.5 58 158.9 1.6 68 1569.8 45 157.8 2.5
L 43 168.4 43 166.8 —2.9 50 169.7 a“ 169.3 0.4
RS a1 170.0 4 170.7 —0.7 4 160.6 a1 169.8 0.8
36 172.1 35 172.0 0.1 a8 160.3 25 159.9 0.4
53 172.9 97 175.8 —2.9 164 161.8 149 161.8 —0.5
Bl A, 39 178.5 87 174.5 —1.0 167 161.3 284 160.7 0.6
A0 a2 172.4 95 172.7 —0.8 148 161.8 208 169.4 2.4
L 52 1711 8 170.2 0.9 105 160.0 189 158.2 0.8
B0t 43 171.1 80 170.8 0.8 87 168.8 142 1574 1.4
(L0 S — 27 168.6 124 167.8 0.8 45 167.9 214 186.1 1.8
8o0.. 18 167.2 91 166.8 0.4 18 168.2 118 155.7 —2.5

! Negative numbers indicate that the mean height for White persons is greater than the mean height for Black persons.
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Table 8B Appendix. Mean Height by Age, Sex, and Ethnic Group for White and Black Persons for Louisiana—
Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)

Sex
Male Female
Age Ethnic Group Ethnic Group
Mid-Point
(years) Black White Black White
Number Mean Number Mean Number Mean Number Mean
of Height of Height Difference ! of Height of Height Difference *

Persons (cm) Persons (cm) (em) Persons (em) Persons (em) (em)

T e 89 84.8 11 86.1 —0.3 99 83.4 18 84.7 —1.3

i s 119 100.2 32 99.9 0.3 88 99.9 16 100.2 —0.3

112 114.6 30 113.0 1.6 98 112.8 25 112.6 0.2

e 113 126.9 29 123.0 3.9 142 125.4 21 125.0 0.4

) {1 o, 126 137.1 26 135.2 1.9 138 138.6 28 135.2 3.3

3 115 146.6 30 145.9 0.7 122 150.6 31 148.3 2.3

3 | O 95 162.0 18 156.7 5.3 116 159.1 24 164.2 4.9

3 N — 81 171.0 19 169.1 1.9 107 161.2 22 169.0 2.2

) | S — 30 170.3 12 173.4 —3.1 80 161.6 4 1653.6 8.0

22.... 53 174.5 9 172.56 2.0 122 161.7 22 159.8 1.9

B0 63 174.3 34 178.0 1.3 190 161.7 66 160.8 0.9

40 o 53 174.8 31 177.6 -2.9 178 162.2 50 162.0 0.2

B0 59 173.1 31 171.9 1.2 166 160.4 56 159.5 0.9

80, o 79 170.3 38 172.4 —2.1 140 159.6 54 158.8 0.8

F0smcves soncsnssmegsngs 60 170.9 29 169.7 1.2 104 167.9 31 1566.7 1.2

L[| [ ———— 21 168.7 8 167.5 1.2 31 167.6 9 156.8 1.8

1 Negative numbers indicate that the mean height for White persons is greater than the mean height for Black persons.
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Table 8C Appendix. Mean Height by Age, Sex, and Ethnic Group for Mexican American and Black Persons for Texas—
Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)

Sex
Male Female
Age Ethnie Group Ethnie Group
Mid-Point
(vears) Black Mexican American Black Mexican American
Number Mean Number Mean Number Mean Number Mean
of Height of Height Difference 1 of Height of Height Difference 1
Persons (em) Persons (cm) {(em) Persons (cm) Persons (em) (cm)

& e 39 84.6 60 84.8 —0.2 49 86.0 72 84.4 1.6

61 101.3 ki 98.9 24 63 101.8 78 97.1 4.7

60 113.6 103 111.3 2.3 68 114.6 91 108.7 4.9

63 126.0 101 121.9 4.1 71 125.9 97 122.6 3.4
L S— 77 138.3 106 188.1 5.2 62 137.6 89 182.8 4
Lt 55 149.1 94 148.2 5.9 51 162.7 86 146.4 6.8
W 33 160.5 88 156.1 44 58 1569.6 97 162.7 6.9
6o 36 169.0 45 163.8 5.2 46 160.2 72 156.7 4.6
D 18 173.0 21 168.8 4.7 33 161.7 60 156.2 5.6
S —— 9 174.5 32 167.5 7.0 45 162.3 87 165.2 7.1
0. 20 175.4 40 168.8 6.6 87 162.6 106 156.5 7.1
L S 22 177.2 54 167.8 9.4 9 162.8 163 166.1 7.7
S0 . 20 176.6 60 169.6 6.9 50 162.0 108 153.9 8.1
eo__ « 42 1727 38 166.9 5.8 82 160.9 6 152.4 8.6.
. 28 174.6 50 164.8 9.7 51 159.2 40 151.9 7.3
L 11 170.0 14 161.1 8.9 20 167.6 12 147.2 10.8

! Negative numbers indicate that the mean height for Mexican American persons is greater than the mean height for Black persons.
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Table 9A Appendix. Mean Weight by Age, Sex and Ethnic Groups for Black and White Persons with a Poverty Income
Ratio from 0.75 through 1.49 for Low and High Income Ratio States—Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)

Sex
Male Female
Age Ethnic Group Ethnic Group
Mid-Point
(years) Black White Black White
Number Mean Number Mean Number Mean Number Mean
of Weight of Weight Difference ! of Weight of Weight Difference *
Persons (kg) Persons (kg) (kg) Persons (kg) Persons (kg) (kg)
Tisisnomnemmscuspaonmmosps 42 9.7 37 10.6 —0.8 43 9.0 31 8.8 0.2
b U 29 11.8 417 12.4 —0.6 40 11.6 41 14.3 —2.7
S — 44 14.6 42 14.1 0.5 40 18.0 a7 14.3 —1.3
55 16.5 61 16.2 0.3 70 15.6 48 16.6 0.1
48 18.8 M 18.3 0.5 4 17.56 61 17.8 —0.3
Bl pessaguprans 69 20.6 88 20.2 0.3 1 19.7 53 20.2 —0.6
Qsssnssassnmussssn sevsosmuns 65 22.9 109 22.4 0.6 90 22.4 66 22.7 —0.8
L R 47 27.1 97 27.8 —0.7 80 25.8 50 25.3 0.5
L PRI i 66 28.9 81 28.4 0.5 5 271 6 28.8 -1.1
h 1 S 44 30.1 96 31.4 —1.3 84 32.0 61 38.4 -~14
A ) CA 43 36.4 92 36.4 0.0 80 35.0 62 38.6 —3.6
12— 71 38.6 8 39.8 —1.3 66 40.0 11 41.2 —-1.2
18 e 51 45.0 62 43.4 1.6 64 47.1 11 417.1 0.0
46 49.3 a1 50.1 —0.8 48 54.7 45 62.2 2.6
16 o o 37 53.9 31 58.8 —4.9 41 64.2 44 58.8 —4.1
A6 s o 36 67.6 19 59.5 —1.9 37 59.8 40 55.1 4.2
) | (P — 29 65.7 23 64.9 0.8 33 54.7 24 53.8 0.9
s EEEO 36 66.4 94 2.5 —8.1 116 61.2 147 59.2 2.0
() S — 33 74.9 86 1.0 —-2.1 143 70.2 231 64.2 6.0
A e 32 175.6 95 74.6 1.1 124 72.6 196 67.8 4.7
40 75.8 78 7.6 —1.8 81 4.4 139 10.9 8.5
60, a6 76.0 8 73.9 2.1 76 73.4 137 68.4 5.0
0. 23 68.9 124 1.0 —2.1 40 78.0 210 67.2 5.8
80 14 1.4 89 69.9 1.6 17 63.9 119 63.1 0.8

! Negative numbers indicate that the mean weight for White persons ia greater than the mean weight for Black persons.
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Table 9B

Appendix. Mean Weight by Age, Sexz, and Ethnic Groups for Black and White Persons for Louisiana—

Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)

Sex
Male Female
Age Ethnic Group Ethnie Sroup
Mid-Point
(veara) Black White Black White
Number Mean Number Mean Number Mean Number Mean
of Weight of Weight Difference ! of Weight of Weight Difference !

Persons (kg) Persons (keg) (kg) Persons (kg) Persons (kg) (kg)
- ST _— 91 12.4 11 12.2 0.2 104 11.5 20 11.7 —0.2
L 120 16.0 81 16.7 0.3 84 16.6 18 16.4 0.2
G 110 20.6 30 20.2 0.4 26 19.8 24 19.9 —0.1
L . 118 26.2 23 24.8 1.4 143 25.8 22 24.8 0.6
o - 122 82.2 26 82.0 0.2 134 82.5 28 80.7 1.8
12 116 8.9 29 88.8 0.1 121 418 a1 40.5 1.3
Mo 94 52.0 18 48.2 3.8 114 51.4 24 61.1 0.3
o 80 60.0 19 66.2 —5.2 108 66.8 22 51.2 4.6
... - 30 644 12 €8.5 —4.1 81 56.2 4 48.9 7.3
22 58 72. 9 72.8 —0.1 128 62.0 22 57.5 4.5
30.. i 52 81.5 84 79.8 2.2 189 69.2 66 68.5 5.7
0 56 80.2 81 87.8 —7.1 178 75.9 50 68.5 7.4
So_. . 60 71 81 78.8 —0.6 167 76.9 56 66.2 9.7
60 . - 79 78.5 88 76.4 —2.9 141 76.2 58 78.5 2.7
0. 61 74.0 30 76.9 —2.9 106 71.8 81 62.9 9.0
80.. 22 7.1 8 66.8 0.3 30 66.1 9 66.1 0.0

! Negative numbers indicate that the mean weight for White persons is greater than the mean weight for Black persons.
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Table 9C Appendix. Mean Weight by Age, Sex, and Ethnic Groups for Black and Mexican American Persons for
Texas—Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)

Sex
Male Female
Age Ethnie Group Ethnic Group
Mid-Point
(vears) Black Mexican American Black Mexican American
Number Mean Number Mean Number Mean Number Mean

of Weight of Weight Difference ! of Weight of Weight Difference !
Persons (kg) Persons (kg) (kg) Persons (kg) Persons (kg) (kg)
[ — 38 11.6 60 12.1 —0.5 50 11.6 1738 11.5 0.1
4. 62 16.7 5 16.4 0.3 62 15.6 78 15.0 0.6
6o 68 19.9 104 19.1 0.8 68 19.8 82 18.7 11
68 24.8 101 28.9 0.9 72 24.7 87 24.2 0.5
10 —_— 7 31.1 106 80.5 0.6 51 80.2 89 29.3 0.9
12 o o 55 89.6 83 86.7 2.9 1] 43.2 86 89.0 4.2
b I ) 33 50.6 89 46.2 44 58 61.2 98 411 4.1
160 cmapnnuan 36 62.9 45 53.6 9.8 45 53.1 78 49.6 8.5
b | (- 18 62.9 21 68.6 4.3 83 60.8 52 62.3 8.5
k] 62.9 32 68.6 —b.6 45 71.6 87 57.1 14.5
19 1.6 40 76.6 1.0 87 68.8 107 60.8 8.0
40 . 22 80.9 53 73.3 7.6 78 76.9 154 66.7 10.2
] —— 21 79.2 50 75.9 8.8 50 78.6 109 617.6 10.9
60 o 2o 42 4.8 38 72.8 2.0 88 4.2 M 66.0 8.2
A0esscnmgc s e 28 2.4 50 68.6 8.8 51 72.1 41 68.3 8.8
[ PO 11 67.4 14 58.6 8.8 21 67.2 12 49.1 18.1

1 Negative numbers indicate that the mean weight for Mexican American persons is greater than the mean weight for Black persons.
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Table 10 Appendix. Mean Triceps Fatfold by Age, Sex and Ethnic Groups for Black and White Persons with a Poverty
Income Ratio from 0.75 through 1.49 for Low and High Income Ratio States—Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)

Sex
Male Female
Age Ethnie Group Ethniec Group
Mid-Point
(vears) Black White Black White
Number Mean Number Mean Number Mean Number Mean
of Fatfold of Fatfold Difference ! of Fatfold of Fatfold Difference *

Ll Persons {(mm) Persons (mm) {mm) Persons (mm) Persons (mm) {mm)
L i e 48 10.0 33 10.0 0.0 30 11.2 44 10.1 1.1
S a7 10.0 m 109 —0.9 56 9.7 34 101 —04
L 57 10.2 39 9.0 1.2 " 10.4 37 9.6 0.8

66 8.9 60 9.1 —0.2 59 9.0 68 9.9 —0.8

56 8.3 74 8.8 —0.5 68 9.4 78 10.4 —1.0

66 8.6 93 8.6 0.0 62 8.7 69 9.9 —1.2
T 72 7.1 109 8.9 —1.2 78 9.9 88 10.0 —o01
8. S 56 9.0 102 9.4 —0.4 67 10.0 9 10.8 —0.8
e 80 9.0 81 9.7 —o0.1 7 11.0 76 119 —0s
W s 9.0 96 10.6 —16 76 115 86 145 —3.0
L 55 107 94 11.2 —0.5 69 13.1 81 13.0 0.1
e 18 111 77 12.2 —1.1 69 142 67 13.4 0.8
la. 60 10.8 €3 10.9 0.0 63 13.7 b7 15.1 —1.4
% 57 10.1 39 11.1 —1.0 53 16.4 45 16.4 0.0
L et 43 9.9 31 13.4 —3.5 50 15.5 45 19.5 —4.0
16‘\7 - 42 9.0 21 8.9 0.1 44 18.2 41 177 0.6
we 36 8.2 22 9.0 —08 36 17.3 25 17.2 0.1
L S 52 9.1 94 12.8 —8.7 149 17.0 146 17.6 —0.6
0 10 12.2 85 13.6 —13 162 23.0 286 20.5 2.5
Wi, 42 11.4 92 12.7 —1.3 143 24.4 195 23.6 0.8
0 e e 9 117 7 147 —3.0 108 24.8 133 25.1 —0.3
o 41 11.4 79 12.7 —1.3 87 23.8 142 23.4 0.4
0. 27 9.8 122 12.8 —3.0 4 22.5 207 21.8 0.7
80 18 1L8 84 12.3 —0.5 19 19.0 108 19.1 —01
G =

1
Negative numbers indicate that the mean triceps fatfold for White persons is greater than the mean triceps fatfold for Black persons.
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Table 11A Appendix. Mean Head Circumference by Age, Sex and Ethnic Group for Black and White Persons One
through Sixz Years of Age for Low and High Income Ratio States—Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)

Sex
Male Female
Age Ethnie Group Ethnie Group
Mid-Point Black White Black White
(years)
M
Number g::: Nun;ber Hz:: Nun;ber %2:: Number g:::
of Circumference P o Circumference Difference? P o Circumference of Circumference Difference?

Persons (cm) ersons (cm) (em) ersons (cm) Persons (em) (cm)
1 - . 100 45.8 128 46.0 —0.2 15 44.9 151 44.7 0.2
2 108 48.2 162 48.7 —0.5 89 47.3 137 47.3 0.0
8 129 49.3 162 49.7 —0.4 81 49.0 131 48.5 0.5
L 186 50.1 178 60.3 —0.2 99 49.6 186 49.2 0.3
b Ny ' 141 60.1 222 51.0 —0.8 87 50.1 186 48.6 0.5
[ S p— 80 50.9 104 51.6 —0.6 53 49.9 110 50.2 —0.8

1 Negative numbers indicate that the mean head circumference for White persons is greater than the mean head circumference for Black persons.

Table 11B Appendix. Mean Head Circumference by Age, Sex, and Ethnic Group for Black and White Persons Oneé
through Six Years of Age with a Poverty Income Ratio from 0.75 through 1.49 for Low and High Income Ratio
States—Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)

Sex
Male Female
Ethnie Group Ethnic Group
Age
Mid-Point Black White Black White
{(years)
Number g::: Number h}g::g Number %::: Number gz:s
of Cirecumference e Circumference Difference ! of Circumference of Circumference Difference

Persons (em) Persons (cm) (em) Persons (cm) Persons (cm) (em)
49 46.1 35 46.3 —0.2 16 39.8 41 44.5 —4.7
37 48.3 43 48.3 0.0 30 44.6 33 47.2 —2.6
e 56 49.6 38 49.5 0.1 44 474 87 48.8 —0.9
{ 66 49.9 56 50.1 —0.2 36 49.56 66 49.2 0.8
| I — 58 48.5 71 60.8 —1.8 49 49.4 69 49.3 0.1
32 50.7 44 51.6 -1.1 54 50.1 34 50.8 —0.2

1 Negative numbers indicate that the mean head circumference for White persons is greater than the mean head circumference for Black persons-
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Table 12A Appendix. Mean Estimated Skeletal Weight by Age, Sex and Ethnic Group for Black and White Persons
for Low and High Income Ratio States—Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)

Sex
Male Female
Axi Ethnie Group Ethnic Group
Mid-Point Black White Black White
(years)
Number  gyejers  Number Shcleta] Number  guoen;  Number  guioh)
Pex?sfnns Weight Pe:sf)ns Weight Difference 1 Pe::(lms Weight Pe::;:ns Weight Difference !
(gm) (gm) (gm) (gm) (gm) (gm)

) [ 15 259.6 13 269.3 0.3 12 233.7 16 221.6 12.1
TR 13 426.3 33 370.9 54.4 22 390.5 26 362.3 28.2
:: as 516.6 73 458.2 58.4 19 561.8 48 430.8 181.0
L R 40 678.8 86 577.3 101.56 50 670.9 98 564.7 116.2
B 77 810.7 126 666.9 143.8 64 776.0 102 647.7 128.3
| S 86 960.6 184 804.0 166.6 106 926.7 141 778.6 147.1
7. 111 1122.6 168 944.3 178.3 111 10365.4 153 932.1 103.3
B 102 1282.9 168 1116.8 166.1 102 1256.3 142 1086.8 171.0
L 118 1380.6 144 1271.0 109.6 131 1415.2 150 1195.9 219.3
lo.. 95 1691.7 166 1411.7 180.0 116 1672.3 166 1397.3 276.0
L 106 1844.9 167 1630.8 214.1 138 2001.2 168 1685.8 305.4
- - 110 1983.3 166 1807.9 76.4 122 2295.2 146 1928.9 366.3
B 108 2424.3 167 2458.2 —33.9 106 2492.7 133 2282.6 210.1
Mo 106 2744.4 101 2624.1 120.8 99 2794.1 105 2496.9 208.2
W 85 3102.7 112 3148.6 —45.8 82 2943.7 114 2608.4 335.3
le... 82 3632.8 76 3479.1 1563.7 74 2802.6 101 2641.8 260.8

54 3856.7 71 3623.8 239.9 67 3016.4 83 2675.7 340.7
L 72 4139.3 259 4040.5 98.8 197 3168.8 438 2786.6 372.3
80, 50 4279.6 360 42384.4 46.3 215 3224.8 616 2868.3 366.5

71 4847.8 341 4333.8 514.0 208 3819.6 508 2941.3 378.3
6O 05 4530.6 321 4184.1 346.5 208 3339.9 492 2934.6 455.3
f0.... 103 46552.7 2170 4138.7 414.0 1562 3046.8 389 2798.3 2477
W 61 4228.3 222 3967.6 266.7 116 2973.2 376 2593.8 879.4
80, 24 4110.8 120 3784.4 326.4 38 2748.6 161 2466.3 283.3

! Negative numbers indicate that the mean estimated skeletal weight for White persons is greater than the mean estimated skeletal weight for

lack persons.
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Table 12B Appendix. Mean Estimated Skeletal Weight by Age, Sex, and Ethnic Group for Black and White Persons
with @ Poverty Income Ratio from 0.00 through 1.49 for Low and High Income Ratio States— Ten-State Nutrition Survey
(1968-1970)

Sex
Male Female
And Ethnic Group Ethnic Group
Mid-Point Black ‘White Black White
(years)
Number Sllci‘l!::sl Number Slﬂ‘l!:tl:;l Number Sll;det;:tl:ll Number Slﬂ?:tl::l
Pe::;ms Weight Pe:sfons Weight Difference ! Pe::ons Weight Pe:sfons Weight Difference !

(gm) (gm) (gm) (gm) (gm) (gm)
Lo consmuniiiasas 14 269.9 8 240.9 18.0 10 228.0 8 181.9 46.1
S —— 8 437.4 17 359.6 77.8 17 389.6 7 364.4 26.2
., nrn 29 6500.4 26 503.0 —2.6 15 562.9 21 423.6 139.4
;[ — 32 673.3 44 579.2 94.1 40 642.0 50 662.7 89.3
S . 61 803.56 61 680.9 122.6 66 787.8 61 633.3 164.5
FR— - 76 972.8 67 781.2 191.6 85 903.9 63 764.3 139.6
f A - 94 1120.1 89 9567.2 162.9 96 1020.1 86 910.2 108.9
- S 80 1287.1 i 1075.6 211.6 76 1222.9 66 1071.9 161.0
T 103 1378.6 65 1229.0 149.6 116 1414.6 68 1201.1 213.6
1 | 1 16547.7 80 1393.9 163.9 102 1663.2 65 1348.0 306.2
11.--. 87 1794.9 66 1654.0 140.9 119 2012.1 80 1625.3 386.8
]2 S — 96 1978.3 73 1923.0 56.3 99 2294.2 67 18988.5 396.7
) 1 89 2432.6 64 2825.6 107.0 87 2474.6 59 2188.7 286.9
D F O ——— 91 2756.0 39 2611.9 144.1 86 2780.6 43 2530.7 249.8
g 74 3022.4 37 3183.2 160.8 73 2894.2 46 2604.3 289.9
16 gy 72 3672.9 27 3632.1 40.8 65 2858.8 40 2583.7 276.1
b [y ST - 52 3861.4 19 3762.4 109.0 60 2991.6 27 2593.1 398.56
21.. 47 4068.2 88 3835.4 232.8 164 3126.7 146 2738.1 388.6
(3 () SO O 27 4249.8 68 4149.2 100.6 137 3191.1 176 2875.4 316.7
40 41 4775.8 68 4338.9 436.9 153 3310.1 171 2970.0 340.1
6O 71 4517.4 65 4068.5 448.9 137 3306.5 116 2926.0 379.6
60__ . 70 4511.9 76 4093.6 418.3 120 3004.6 145 2729.9 2747
T v o s 40 4089.9 93 3849.1 240.8 94 2963.1 200 2647.0 416.1
BO e e 21 4117.3 72 3714.3 403.0 33 2740.8 105 2441.9 288.9

! Negative numbers indicate that the mean estimated skeletal weight for White persons is greater than the mean estimated skeletal weight for
Black persons.
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Table 13A Appendix. Mean Age of Appearance of Individual Ossification Centers for Black and White Persons by
Sex and Ethnic Group for Low and High Income Ratio States—Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)

Sex
Male Female
Individual Ethnic Group Ethnie Group
Ossification
Center Black White Black ‘White
Number Mean Number Mean Number Mean Number Mean
of Age of Age Difference of Age of Age Difference !
Persons (yrs) Persons (yrs) (yrs) Persons (yrs) Persons (yrs) (yrs)
Distal Radjus.__. 123 0.8 380 1.2 —0.4 27 0.8 91 0.9 —0.1
Distal Una.......... 1008 6.7 1630 7.2 —0.5 807 5.6 1143 5.8 —0.2
Triquetral . .. 673 2.3 1409 2.7 —0.4 262 14 576 ig —0.3
Lunate ... . 944 3.7 1379 4.0 —0.3 934 2.5 994 3.0 —0.5
Seaphoid__.. 764 5.5 1872 6.1 —0.6 213 3.9 942 4.4 —0.5
Trapezium_..._. 942 5.8 1872 6.2 —0.4 742 4.2 1174 4.2 0.0
Trapezoid ... 682 5.7 1450 6.2 —0.6 742 4.1 211 4.4 —0.3

! Negative numbers indicate that the mean age of appearance for White persons is greater than the mean age of appearance for Black persons.

Table 13B Appendix. Mean Age of Appearance of Individual Ossification Centers for Black and White Persons with
@ Poverty Income Ratio from 0.75 through 1.49 by Sex and Ethnic Group for Low and High Income Ratio States—
Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)

Sex
Male Female
Individual Ethnic Group Ethnic Group
Oséieﬂ:':fon Black White Black White
Nu:;ber n:o;aen Nu::;ber n:e;: Difference 1 Nu:’nfber h;(;:: Nu:;ber n:e;en Difference s
Peraons (years) Persons {years) (vears) Persons (vears) Persons (vears) (yvears)
Distal Radjus..... 21 0.8 57 1.3 —0.6 18 = 26 1.1 -
Distal Ulna..._ 593 6.7 500 7.3 —0.6 485 5.7 371 6.0 —0.3
Triquetral . 395 2.4 467 2.8 —0.4 122 0.9 270 1.7 —0.8
Lunate. ... 475 3.9 468 4.2 —0.3 536 1.7 352 3.2 —15
Scaphoid . 429 5.4 448 6.1 —0.7 274 4.0 337 45 —0§
Trapezium_ .. 490 5.8 573 6.4 —0.8 406 4.3 411 44 —01
Trapezofd ... 881 5.6 403 6.2 —0.6 274 42 399 46 b
e ——

! Negative numbers indicate that the mean age of appearance for White persons is greater than the mean age of appearance for Black persons.
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Table 14 Appendix. Mean Age at Eruption of Permanent Teeth by Sex and Ethnic Group for Black and White Persons
for Low and High Income Ratio States—Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)

Sex
Male Female )
Ethnic Group Ethnie Group
T Black White Black White
Number Mean Number Mean Number Mean Number Mean
of Age of Age Difference ! of Age of Age Difference !
Persons (years) Persons (years) (years) Persons (years) Persona (years) (years)
UPPER

Second Molar_ 1729 12.80 3641 12.44 —0.14 1645 11.63 2061 11.96 —0.82

First Molar_..__.. 1807 6.30 2080 6.40 —0.10 1781 6.00 1882 6.86 —0.86
Second

Pre-Molar__ _ 2141 11.09 3196 11.21 —0.12 1789 10.71 2564 10.88 —0.17

First Pre-Molar_ 1975 10.45 2981 10.64 —0.19 1869 10.00 1970 10.17 —0.17

Cuspid... ... - 2087 10.98 3106 11.29 —0.36 1477 10.54 2801 10.62 —0.08

Second Incisor__ 1798 7.95 2475 8.89 —0.44 1607 1.67 2086 7.97 —0.80

First Incisor_..... 1642 6.93 2217 7.84 —0.41 1662 6.74 1966 6.98 —0.24

LOWER

Second Molar.__ 1664 11.80 1960 12.00 —0.10 2221 11.20 1948 11.49 —0.28

First Molar. . 1669 6.11 1674 6.83 —0.22 1987 5.78 1361 6.15 —0.42
Second

Pre-Molar__.._. 2318 11.10 2288 11.48 —0.38 2160 10.74 8115 10.87 —0.23

Firat Pre-Molar_ 2068 10.47 2881 10.70 —0.28 1367 10.00 2136 10.17 —0.17

Cuspfd.c.....ccoiwnien 2068 10.34 2898 10.62 —0.18 1607 8.71 2478 9.78 —0.07

Second Incisor__ 1476 6.97 2217 7.47 —0.50 1429 6.58 1816 7.18 —0.56

Firat Incisor__._ 1406 6.07 2217 6.80 —0.28 1538 5.88 1694 6.18 —0.28

1 Negative numbers indicate that the tooth erupts later for White persona.
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Table 16A Appendix. Mean Triceps Fatfold by Age, Sex, and Ethnic Group for White and Black Persons One through
Twelve Years of Age for Low Income Ratio States and High Income Ratio States—Ten-State Nutrition Survey

(1968-1970)

Sex
Male Female
MidA-lg’iint High Income Low Income High Income Low Income
Crsann) Ratio States Ratio States Ratio States Ratio Statea
Number Mean Number Mean Number Mean Number Mean
of Fatfold of Fatfold Difference ! of Fatfold of Fatfold Difference *
Persons (mm) Persons (mm) (mm) Persons (mm) Persons (mm) (mm)
WHITE
D T 129 10.6 26 9.6 11 133 101 24 8.9 1.2
187 9.8 32 8.6 1.3 182 10.0 20 7.8 2.2
168 9.7 38 8.2 1.5 146 10.2 34 8.7 1.5
173 9.5 38 8.2 1.3 162 10.6 39 9.0 1.6
196 8.9 42 8.8 0.6 188 10.1 87 9.7 0.4
216 8.8 48 8.9 —0.1 196 10.8 4 9.0 1.3
237 8.9 52 7.8 11 213 10.7 44 10.1 0.6
Bboc i 228 10.0 40 8.9 11 219 11.8 40 12.3 —0.5
L 225 10.8 64 9.5 1.3 220 12.9 40 12.9 0.0
065 288 11.6 58 10.5 1.1 210 18.9 43 12.6 1.4
Wwe_ . 230 12.6 40 10.3 2.8 201 14.3 46 14.8 0.0
26 207 12.7 58 9.4 8.8 178 15.1 42 18.1 2.0
BLACK
Lo 46 9.4 56 10.4 —1.0 51 9.6 61 111 —1E
4 8.1 7% 10.8 —1.7 51 9.1 56 10.2 —1.1
L T 61 8.8 84 10.0 —1.2 54 102 76 9.7 0.5
46 73 8.6 29 9.1 —0.5 58 8.9 100 9.0 —0.1
L S 70 8.2 89 8.6 —0.4 56 9.6 111 8.9 0.7
L S 71 8.7 114 7.9 0.8 18 9.5 112 9.1 0.4
Voo 02 8.0 75 8.2 —0.2 94 10.4 80 9.1 1.8
B 78 8.6 91 7.8 0.8 88 11.3 101 9.8 1.5
88 12 10.8 102 8.4 2.4 108 11.8 88 9.8 2.0
UL O 76 9.4 78 9.2 0.2 80 18.7 100 11.4 2.8
Ws___ 8 11.1 89 8.9 2.2 100 14.0 108 12.6 1.4
2o 26 11.7 99 9.8 1.9 69 14.0 112 12.6 1.4

a Negative numbers indicate that the mean triceps fatfold for the low income ratio states is greater than the mean triceps fatfold for the high income

ratio states.
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Table 156B Appendix. Mean Triceps Fatfold by Age, Sex, and Ethnic Group for White and Black Persons Thirteen
through Seventeen Years of Age for Low Income Ratio States and High Income Ratio States— Ten-State Nutrition
Survey (1968-1970)

Sex
Male Female
‘Age. High Income Low Income High Income Low Income
Mid-Point Ratio States Ratio States Ratio States Ratio States
(Years)
Number Mean Number Mean Number Mean Number Mean
of Fatfold of Fatfold Difference ! of Fatfold of Fatfold Difference !
Persons (mm) Persons (mm) {em) Persons (mm) Persons (mm) (em)
WHITE
18.6__. 178 12.4 44 10.3 2.1 162 16.2 40 13.6 2.6
b 145 114 40 9.7 1.7 148 17.6 32 13.0 4.6
b7 P— 129 12.4 32 10.0 2.4 133 16.8 40 117.8 —1.6
b 1 14 S —— 108 11.6 23 8.9 2.6 123 16.9 21 16.56 0.4
b i 4 84 10.3 16 8.7 1.6 108 10.1 30 19.4 —0.8
BLACK
188 e 62 12.1 98 9.2 2.9 k(] 16.6 86 14.6 1.1
146 ... 64 12.0 88 7.9 4.1 56 18.8 83 14.9 3.9
1 S — 50 10.7 68 8.3 2.4 64 16.0 91 15.0 1.0
b ¥ 48 10.8 69 8.3 2.6 42 17.2 71 16.5 0.7
1T - 31 11.1 41 8.2 2.9 29 18.6 563 16.1 2.6

1 Negative numbers indicate that the mean triceps fatfold for the low income ratio states is greater than the mean triceps fatfold for the high income
ratio states.
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Table 15C Appendix. Mean Triceps Fatfold by Age, Sex, and Ethnic Group for White and Black Persons Eighteen
Years of Age and Over for Low Income Ratio States and High Income Ratio States—Ten-State Nutrition Survey
(1968-1970)

Sex
Male Female
Mi:—%’iint Higl‘x Income Lovu_' Income High Income Low_ Income
(Years) Ratio States Ratio States Ratio States Ratio States
Number Mean Number Mean Number Mean Number Mean
of Fatfold of Fatfold Difference 1 of Fatfold of Fatfold Difference ?
Persons (mm) Persons (mm) (mm) Persons (mm) Persons (mm) (mm)
WHITE

462 119 49 11.9 0.0 778 18.1 112 18.8 —0.7

30 560 13.6 57 12.0 1.6 966 20.3 178 20.5 —0.2
0 490 14.2 84 12.4 1.8 286 23.1 178 22.3 0.9
] 472 14.3 94 13.2 1.1 655 23.8 166 23.1 —1.8
o0 _ 406 13.1 106 12.8 0.3 524 22.9 166 23.4 —0.5
MO 226 12.7 91 12.7 0.0 501 21.8 124 20.4 1.4
80 1M 12.5 40 11.2 1.3 207 20.2 43 17.9 2.8
0. 16 11.8 3 7.3 4.5 18 15.3 6 9.5 5.8

BLACK

2 = 70 11.6 87 8.0 3.5 217 19.1 238 17.5 1.6
0. 80 12.9 72 10.7 2.2 270 22.3 239 22.0 0.8
0., 90 13.6 63 10.4 3.2 217 24.8 240 28.7 1.1
80, i s 83 13.0 81 11.9 1.1 192 25.0 199 24.1 0.9
60 . 78 13.7 80 10.6 3.1 123 24.9 161 23.2 1.7
O 50 11.3 67 10.1 1.2 79 23.1 110 20.5 2.6
LS 17 12.2 23 11.0 1.2 29 20.9 33 17.3 3.6
90 = = o — = = - — —

L Negative numbers indicate that the mean triceps fatfold for the low income ratio states is greater than the mean triceps fatfold for the high income
ratio states.
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Table 16 Appendix. Mean Head Circumference by Age, Sex, and Ethnic Group for White and Black Persons One
through Sixz Years of Age for Low Income Ratio States and High Income Ratio States—Ten-State Nutrition Survey
(1968-1970)

Sex
Male Female
Age High Income Low Income High Income Low Income
Mid-Point Ratio States Ratio States Ratio States Ratio States
(rears) Number g::: Number g::; Number g::: Number g::g
ot Circumference of Circumference Difference?! of Circumference of Circumference Difference’
Persons (em) Persons (em) (mm) Persons (cm) Persons (em) (mm)
WHITE
j WIS R S EAs 127 47.8 26 48.1 —0.3 128 46.2 23 46.6 —0.4
I —— 183 49.3 32 48.7 0.6 119 48.0 20 47.4 1.4
- TN — 161 §0.0 31 49.9 0.1 188 49.0 30 49.0 0.0
B g B - 167 £0.8 817 50.3 0.5 150 49.3 41 49.4 —0.1
T——— 188 61.2 41 61.6 —0.4 164 60.1 36 50.0 0.1
S — ] 60.6 2 62.6 —1.9 16 49.7 4 49.8 —=0.1
BLACK

1 8 46 47.8 58 47.2 0.6 52 47.1 38 46.0 1.1
40 48.6 78 48.9 -0.8 48 48.2 28 48.1 0.1

B 59 50.3 85 49.4 0.9 63 49.4 48 48.7 0.7
L 66 50.8 23 49.8 0.9 58 50.2 50 49.8 0.4
B s 67 50.6 72 50.2 0.4 51 60.0 49 50.0 0.0
B 5 51.2 5 49.9 1.3 9 51.3 2 49.2 2.1

1 Negative numbers indicate that the mean head circumference for the low income ratio states is greater than the mean head circumference for the
high income ratio states.

IT1-82



Table 17 Appendix. Mean Age at Eruption of Permanent Teeth for White and Black Persons by Sex and Ethnic Group
for Low Income Ratio States and High Income Ratio States—Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)

Sex
Male Female
High Income Low Income High Income Low Income
Tooth Ratio States Ratio States Ratio States Ratio States
Number Mean Number Mean Number Mean Number Mean
of Age of Age Difference ! of Age of Age Difference !
Persons (years) Persons (vears) (vears) Persons (years) Persons (years) (vears)
WHITE
Upper
Second Molar...... 1608 12.50 561 12.16 0.34 1616 11.93 294 12.02 —0.09
First Molar._._. 1279 6.87 270 6.58 —0.16 1163 6.37 211 6.21 0.16
Second
if;;e.MOI.r ________ 2661 11,26 282 10.88 0.38 1836 10.94 318 10.51 0.48
Pre-Molar.... . 2476 10.70 304 10.30 0.40 1664 10.28 316 9.81 0.82
Cuspid ... 25636 11.26 316 11.46 —0.18 2437 10.66 264 10.47 0.18
Second Incisor.... 2066 8.40 228 8.33 0.07 1608 17.87 289 .97 0.00
Firat Incisor.... 1610 1.36 248 7.28 0.07 1762 6.97 161 7.08 —0.11
Lower
Becond Molar.._.. 1626 12.04 300 11.78 0.26 1616 11.50 312 11.58 —0.08
First Molar.._....... 1386 6.38 174 6.34 —0.01 944 6.14 189 6.17 —0.03
Second
Pre-Molar........ 1666 11.50 316 11.10 0.40 2619 11.06 816 10.49 0.67
Firat
Pre-Molar...._... 2416 10.71 338 10.64 0.07 2006 10.21 306 8.92 0.29
Cuspid 2404 10.563 304 10.52 0.01 2073 9.83 2638 9.45 0.38
Second Incisor.... 1851 1.47 266 17.46 0.02 1687 7.12 170 7.14 —0.02
Firat Incisor...... 1861 6.29 188 6.30 —0.01 1679 6.16 148 6.80 —0.14
BLACK
Upper
Second Molar..... 583 12.84 948 12.80 0.04 631 11.74 901 11.51 0.28
Firat Molar...... 464 6.42 987 6.78 —0.36 288 6.17 808 5.89 0.28
Secong
Pre-Molar....... 520 11.04 1051 11.26 —0.21 549 10.56 791 10.82 —0.27
First
Pre-Molar..... 590 10.29 1019 10.61 —0.32 718 9.64 790 10.32 —0.68
Cuspig... .. 551 10.81 1144 11.06 —0.24 498 10.22 87 10.86 —0.63
8econg Incisor... 400 8.08 880 7.90 0.18 506 7.61 861 7.72 -0.11
First Incisor...... 476 6.88 894 7.01 —0.13 383 6.69 841 6.80 —0.11
Lower
Second Molar...... 428 11.92 911 11.89 0.03 510 11.17 201 11.22 —0.05
First Molar......... 854 6.11 860 6.12 —0.01 362 5.94 9808 6.58 0.86
Secong
Pre-Molar..__. 984 10.97 1164 11.23 —0.26 582 10.60 791 10.86 —0.26
Firgt
Pre-Molar..___.. 938 10.21 945 10.74 —0.58 556 9.68 790 10.86 —~0.67
Cuspta_ 817 10.14 1086 10.67 —0.48 746 9.22 781 10.80 —1.08
Second Ineisor.._. 668 6.96 718 6.99 —0.08 464 6.58 861 6.69 —0.01
First Ineisor... . 626 5.83 641 6.24 —0.41 491 6.71 841 6.03 —0.82

~—

5 Netltive numbers indicate that the tooth erupts later in the low income ratio states.
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Table 18 Appendix. Mean Number of Erupted Teeth by Age, Sex and Ethnic Group for White and Black Persons Five
through Fourteen Years of Age for Low Income Ratio States and High Income Ratio States—Ten-State Nutrition
Survey (1968-1970)

Sex
Male Female
High Income Low Income High Income Low Income
Age Ratio States Ratio States Ratio States Ratio States
Number Mean Number Mean Number Mean Number Mean
of Erupted of Erupted Difference ! of Erupted of Erupted Difference !
Persons Teeth Persons Teeth (teeth) Persons Teeth Persons Teeth (teeth)
WHITE
2097 14.5 646 14.9 —0.4 1946 16.5 586 16.5 —1.0
193 0.8 67 1.4 —0.6 188 1.3 53 2.1 —0.8
218 4.5 67 4.3 0.2 201 5.0 64 5.9 —0.9
243 7.9 12 7 0.2 214 9.6 56 8.9 0.6
L 225 11.1 60 1222 —1.1 216 12.0 69 12.2 —0.2
e T T S R 233 13.0 67 13.3 —0.3 229 14.7 63 17.0 —2.3
e 227 16.3 70 16.9 —0.6 204 18.2 59 18.8 —0.1
3 236 20.9 58 20.9 0.0 210 22.6 67 23.2 —0.6
o b 203 23.7 6 24.4 —0.7 173 24.9 62 24,8 0.4
o P R—— 177 26.1 68 26.0 0.1 164 26.6 67 26.8 —0.2
142 26.8 51 26.8 0.0 148 26.7 46 26.9 —0.2
BLACK
Total .. ... 732 15.9 1749 15.8 0.1 794 171 1860 16.8 0.3
Bocess 65 1.3 169 1.4 —0.1 57 2.3 179 2.3 0.0
B ey 69 6.6 198 5.7 —0.1 717 6.6 180 6.6 0.1
Vg 90 9.2 154 9.6 -0.3 96 104 199 9.8 0.6
D 74 11.9 182 12.2 —0.3 86 12.7 201 12,8 —0.1
76 14.4 205 14.3 0.1 103 16.0 180 16.2 0.8
b 72 17.7 1756 17.8 —0.1 80 21.6 196 19.1 24
b 5 SO, 5 227 168 21.6 1.2 100 23.4 191 23.1 0.3
12 86 24.3 186 24.6 —0.3 71 25.8 204 26.0 —0.2
Moo vens ws 62 26.0 166 26.6 —0.6 71 26.8 178 27.3 —0.6
2 | 66 27.0 146 27.0 0.0 56 26.8 152 27.4 —0.6
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Table 19 Appendix. Seltzer-Mayer Lower Limits of Obesity
by Age and Sex for Persons Twelve through Seventeen
Years of Age

Minimum Triceps Fatfold Thickness

Age Indicating Obesity (mm)
{vears)
Male Female
12 18 22
i K e P S T 18 22
14 17 28
15 16 24
16 15 25
17 14 26

NOTE: Seltzer, C. C. and Mayer, J., A Simple Criterion of Obesity.
Post. Grad. Med. 38, A101-107, 1966.

Table 29 Appendix. Percent Obese by Age, Sex and Ethnic Group for Black and White Persons Twelve Years of Age

and Over for Low and High Income Ratio States—Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)

Sex
Male Female
Age Ethnic Group Ethnic Group
Mid-Point
(vears) Black White Black White
Numtber Percent Nu:;ber Percunt Nm:fber Percent Nmonfber Percent
o
Persans Obese ! Persons Obene;! Persons Obese * Persons Obese !
—

172 8.8 262 18.8 177 9.0 229 10.0
164 9.8 245 16.9 161 13.0 202 14.8
152 12.6 170 18.8 166 18.6 163 15.3
119 12.6 167 24.6 127 11.0 169 14.2
108 13.0 131 29.0 126 11.1 162 11.7

83 13.3 120 17.6 92 16.2 130 13.8
168 8.3 478 16.1 443 18.1 8317 16.6
142 12.0 616 21.0 486 36.4 1107 25.9
134 16.4 6553 28.1 423 46.1 836 36.5
151 13.2 543 23.9 368 52.7 192 41.9
167 19.1 494 18.6 274 46.7 6568 87.8
102 8.8 a2 14.8 184 32.6 611 30.9

40 10.0 204 18.7 64 28.1 256 20.7

1
oheﬂty defined ns a triceps fatfold measurement >18.6mm for males and >25.1mm for females. For derivation of these standards refer to the

Section on obesity in the text for this chapter.
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3. DENTAL

Abstract: There was considerable variation in the number of
decayed and filled teeth in children from different subgroups
of the population. The data on decayed, missing, and filled
teeth showed that older Spanish-American children had the
lowest level of dental care. Among adults, the blacks and the
Spanish-Americans had the greatest treatment needs. Perio-
dontal disease and poor oral hygiene in adults were prevalent
and appeared to have some relationship to income status.
There was a relationship between the prevalence of caries in
adolescents and the intake of foods containing sugar. There
was little relationship between selected biochemical parameters
and dental disease. The data generally indicate poor dental
health associated with poor levels of dental care in many seg-

ments of the population surveyed.

The demographic variables used to describe
the distribution of dental diseases in the popula-
tion examined are age, sex, ethnic group, and
Poverty-Income-Ratio. Of the 40,000 people who
Were interviewed and attended the clinics, nearly
38,000 received dental examinations. Approxi-
Mately 40 percent were in low-income-ratio states
(Appendix Table 1A) and 60 percent were in
high-income-ratio states (Appendix Table 1B).
Data on the sex, age, and ethnic distribution of
these individuals are also presented in Appendix
Tables 1A and 1B.

Results from modern studies on humans have
raised questions regarding the importance of
Nutritional and dietary factors in dental health.
For example, while Vitamin A is believed to be
€ssential to tooth and bone development, which
Occurs during the first 8 years of life, very few
Cases of dental abnormalities due to Vitamin A
deﬁciency have been identified in the United
States. On the other hand, both dental caries and
Periodontal disease are related to the intake of
refined carbohydrate and the amount that remains
On the teeth. Hence, diet, rather than nutriture,

88 a major influence on caries and periodontal
disease.

The examinations were conducted by dentists
Utilizing standard dental instruments and criteria.
he examiners evaluated tooth status, the sup-
Porting tissues of the teeth, and oral hygiene,
employing the following indices: the Decayed-
Missing-Filled Index (DMF), the Periodontal In-
dex (PI), and the Simplified Oral-Hygiene Index
(OHI-S).

It is important to keep the purpose and lim-
itations of each of these indices in mind when
interpreting the results. The DMF index describes
the mean total number of decayed, missing, and
filled permanent teeth per person. Without the aid
of dental radiographs, the D (decayed) component
of the DMF index is an underestimate of the true
clinical condition. The M (missing) component
may be due to extracted, replaced, or unerupted
teeth, or teeth indicated for extraction. The F
(filled) component measures teeth with sound
fillings or crowns and no recurrent decay, and
thus reflects the person’s prior dental treatment
experience. The DMF index is age-dependent, and
within these limitations should serve as a reason-
ably accurate estimater of dental caries experience
in permanent teeth up to approximately 35 years
of age.

Tabulations of DMF teeth in this survey
were based on 32 teeth. Unerupted third molars
were recorded as ‘“‘unerupted” only if confirmed
by the person being examined. Previously ex-
tracted third molars were recorded as ‘“missing”
if the person being examined could strongly con-
firm this.

Caries experience in the primary (deciduous)
teeth of children is measured with the “df” index,
written in lower-case letters to distinguish if
from the DMF index in permanent teeth. The df
index measures the mean total number of decayed
and filled primary teeth per child. Missing teeth
are omitted because of the difficulty in determin-
ing whether the tooth was shed normally or ex-
tracted due to decay.
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The Periodontal Index (PI) quantitates the
severity of disease affecting the supporting tis-
sues, the gums (or gingiva), the fibers that hold
the tooth in the bone, and the alveolar bone itself.
PI scores assess the absence or presence of gin-
gival inflammation, periodontal pockets, and
sufficient bone support to permit the tooth to
function during mastication. Since the PI assesses
only obvious disease and does not include the use
of radiographs, or measurements with calibrated
instruments, the results are an underestimation
of periodontal disease.

Because of the relationship between perio-
dontal disease and oral hygiene, PI data are more
meaningful when oral hygiene status is also
assessed. The Simplified Oral-Hygiene Index
(OHI-S) measures the amount of foreign debris
(soft, sticky deposits, or plaque) and calculus
(hard deposits, or tartar) present on selected
teeth.

PRIMARY TEETH IN CHILDREN
UNDER 7 YEARS OF AGE

Low-lncome-Ratio States

In low-income-ratio states, the mean number
of decayed and filled (DF) teeth increased with
age, at a rate somewhat faster for white children
than for black children (Figure 1). Although the
rates for Spanish-American and white children
appear similar, the number of Spanish-American
children surveyed is smaller, making comparisons
questionable.

Black children had a slightly lower df score
than white children (Figure 2). Decayed teeth
contributed the larger portion among all ethnic
groups. Black children had the smallest number
of decayed teeth per child and white children
had the largest number. The number of filled
teeth was approximately the same for all three
ethnic groups.

The only sex differences were among Spanish-
American children, with males having slightly
more df teeth than females (Figure 2). Among
these children, slightly lower mean age for fe-
males than for males suggests that the slight
difference in df teeth by sex may be more apparent
than real.

High-Income-Ratio States

The mean number of df teeth per child in
high-income-ratio states also increased with age
(Figure 1), accumulating somewhat faster in
white and Spanish-American children than in
black children.
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Combining all age groups, the mean df scores
were approximately the same both within and
between ethnic groups (Figure 2). The number
of decayed and filled teeth was approximately the
same for all three ethnic groups.

Low- and High-Income-Ratio States

All children in high-income-ratio states had
a better experience with dental caries, consistently
having slightly less df teeth than their counter-
parts in low-income-ratio states. White children
in low-income-ratio states had the largest mean
number of df teeth per child (Figure 2), while
black children in high-income-ratio states had the
smallest number of df teeth per child but by only
a small margin. White and Spanish-American
children in low-income-ratio states had the most
decayed teeth, suggesting the greatest dental
need. Children from high-income-ratio states had
slightly fewer decayed teeth and more filled teeth,
suggesting less dental need and a more favorable
treatment history than their counterparts in low-
income-ratio states.

The absence of sex differences in df teeth in
white children was contrary to the usual finding
that males have more df teeth than females, and
may have been due either to inter-examiner var-
iability or to emergence of a new pattern of de-
cayed and filled teeth. The slightly smaller mean
number of df teeth among black children in com-
parison with white children was consistent with
findings of other surveys in the United States.

PERMANENT TEETH IN CHILDREN
6-17 YEARS OF AGE

Low-Income-Ratio States

For both males and females, DMF scores in-
creased with age at approximately the same rates
for all ethnic groups (Figure 3). Decayed teeth
accounted for most of the increase. The DMF
scores for white males and females were approx-
imately the same, but there were slight sex differ-
ences among blacks and Spanish-Americans. After
age 11, black females had slightly more DMF
teeth than black males. Among Spanish-American
children, females had slightly higher DMF scores
than males; but the total number of Spanish-
Americans was smaller and the mean age of fe-
males slightly higher, thus casting some doubt on
the validity of the comparison.

All groups of children had approximately the
same number of decayed teeth except that black
females had slightly more (Figure 4). Spanish-



Americans appeared to have more missing teeth
than the other groups, and whites had the most
filled teeth (Figure 4).

High-Income-Ratio States

In the high-income-ratio states, all ethnic
groups had similar age increases in DMF teeth
(Figure 38). No significant sex differences ap-
Peared.

Black children had the most decayed teeth by
a glight margin, and white children had the most
filled teeth, while all three ethnic groups had
similar numbers of missing teeth (Figure 4).

Low- and High-Income-Ratio States

Except for Spanish-Americans, children in
low-income-ratio states had DMF scores similar
to those of children in high-income-ratio states,
but with consistently more decayed teeth and
fewer filled teeth. The mean numbers of teeth
missing were similar for all groups except
Spanish-Americans in low-income-ratio states,
who seemed to have the highest number. Children
in high-income-ratio states consistently had more
filled teeth per child, with white children having
the most. Black and Spanish-American children in
low-income-ratio states had the smallest number
of filled teeth.

The mean number of DMF teeth per child
was similar in whites and blacks, but Spanish-
Americans from high-income-ratio states had a
Smaller number. Spanish-American females from
low-income-ratio states had the largest mean num-
ber of DMF teeth per child.

The salient DMF findings in children from 6
through 17 years of age were (1) the absence of
Sex differences among children in high-income-
ratio states, (2) the similarity between white and
black children in high-income-ratio states, and
(3) the apparent low level of dental care among
Spanish-American children in low-income-ratio
States.

DMF TEETH AND CARBOHYDRATE CONSUMPTION
IN CHILDREN FROM 10-16 YEARS OF AGE

The relationship between the long-term con-
Sumption of refined carbohydrates (foods with
high quantities of sugar such as pastries, candies,
Soft drinks) and DMF teeth has been established
beyond a reasonable doubt. Dietary data were
collected by the 24-hour recall method and are
used to describe the dietary intake patterns of
groups rather than individuals. The amount of
carbohydrates from desserts and foods that were

primarily sugar was calculated and compared with
caries experience of adolescents.

The consumption of refined carbohydrates
between meals is usually associated with higher
DMF scores than consumption of these carbohy-
drates during meals. In high-income-ratio states,
all three ethnic groups showed a positive associa-
tion between DMF teeth and the between-meal
consumption of carbohydrates (Figure 5); blacks
had similar numbers of DMF teeth for both dur-
ing-meal and between-meal consumption. In low-
income-ratio states, there was no association for
whites and Spanish-Americans between carbohy-
drate consumption and DMF scores, whereas black
children had a positive association.

DMF TEETH IN ADULTS (18 YEARS AND OVER)

Beyond approximately 35 years of age, the
DMF index reflects the loss of teeth from causes
other than dental caries, principally periodontal
disease. Hence, most comparisons will be limited
to the 18- to 35-year-old age group. The mean
number of decayed teeth remained almost the
same or decreased slightly after the age of 35,
but the mean number of missing teeth increased
with age until it became the largest component
for all groups. The number of missing teeth
surpassed the number of decayed teeth between
the ages of 25 and 34 for whites, and between 35
and 44 for blacks and Spanish-Americans. Blacks
and Spanish-Americans had the largest number of
decayed teeth and the smallest number of missing
teeth, and whites had the most filled teeth.

Low-Income-Ratio States. In the low-income-
ratio states, the total number of DMF teeth in-
creased with age at similar rates for all ethnie
groups (Figure 6) with males generally having
fewer DMF teeth than females. At every age,
whites had the highest number of DMF teeth,
followed by blacks, and then Spanish-Americans
(Figure 7a).

High-Income-Ratio States. In the high-
income-ratio states, the mean of DMF teeth in-
creased with age somewhat more slowly for blacks
than for whites and Spanish-Americans (Figure
6, 7b), with males having fewer DMF teeth than
females. Whites had the largest numbers of DMF
teeth until after age 60, when all three groups
had similar scores.

In general, the number of decayed and filled
teeth decreased slightly with age, and the missing
teeth increased slightly. The increase in missing
teeth became pronounced when numbers of wholly
endentulous persons were taken into account. For
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white males, missing teeth became the largest
component at age 45-59 years, the latest age for
any group. Whites tended to have the most de-
cayed and filled teeth, and blacks and Spanish-
Americans had the most missing teeth.

Low- and High-Income-Ratio States. Between
18 and 34 years of age, white and black males in
high-income-ratio states had slightly higher DMF
scores than in low-income-ratio states. White fe-
males tended to have the highest DMF scores, and
all Spanish-Americans had the lowest.

Persons in the low-income-ratio states had
more decayed teeth than persons in high-income-
ratio states. Black and Spanish-American fe-
males in low-income-ratio states had the most
decayed teeth, while whites and Spanish-Ameri-
cans in high-income-ratio states had the smallest
number of decayed teeth. White females in low-
income-ratio states had the largest number of
missing teeth. Black and Spanish-American fe-
males in low-income-ratio states had the smallest
number of filled teeth, while white males in high-
income-ratio states had the largest number of
filled teeth.

In this survey, black persons had slightly
higher DMF scores than have been observed pre-
viously. Spanish-Americans had the lowest num-
ber of DMF teeth. Among black persons in low-
income-ratio states, decayed teeth contributed the
most to the increased DMF scores, suggesting
increased treatment needs. In high-income-ratio
states, filled teeth contributed the most to the
increased scores, suggesting that higher economic
status contributed favorably to dental treatment.
In white persons from low-income-ratio states,
data on DMF teeth were similar to those from
previous United States surveys. A shift in the
components of the DMF index suggested slightly
higher needs and less adequate treatment expe-
rience.

PERIODONTAL DISEASE IN CHILDREN

Periodontal disease in persons less than 18
years of age consisted predominantly of gingivitis
(disease without pockets). The beginning of re-
versible destructive periodontal disease (disease
with pockets) may occur in adolescents but con-
stitutes a very small percentage of periodontal
disease in the under-18 age group.

In this survey an unusually high prevalence
of peridontal disease was reported. In low-income-
ratio states, white and black children had a similar
prevalence of peridontal disease, with that of
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Spanish-American children being smaller (Figure
8a).

Among children in high-income-ratio states,
the prevalence of periodontal disease (Figure 8b)
was similar for all three ethnic groups.

Overall, white and Spanish-American chil-
dren from high-income-ratio states had the highest
prevalence of gingivitis, while Spanish-American
children in low-income-ratio states had the lowest.
For periodontal disease with pockets, white and
black children in low-income-ratio states had the
highest prevalence, with white children from high-
income-ratio states and Spanish-American chil-
dren from both groups of states having similar
prevalences (Figures 8a-b).

These trends in the prevalence data are con-
trary to results of other United States surveys
(which have shown that blacks and males have
more gingivitis). This survey has shown an un-
usually high percentage of children under 10 years
of age with periodontal disease. This high prev-
alence could have resulted from the dispropor-
tionately small number of children in specific age
groups, and the possibility of examiners over-
estimating periodontal disease in all children less
than 18.

The severity of periodontal disease is de-
scribed more clearly by mean PI scores of sub-
groups, where a score up to 0.2 is considered
clinically healthy; a score from 0.3 to 0.9 is di-
agnosed as gingivitis; and 0.7 to 1.9 is diagnosed
as severe gingivitis and on through early revers-
ible destructive disease.

All the children from 10 through 17 years of
age had approximately the same mean PI scores
of 1 or less, except for Spanish-Americans in
low-income-ratio states, who had the smallest
mean scores (Figures 9a-b). The absence of sex
and ethnic differences in mean PI scores is con-
sistent with the findings on the prevalence of
periodontal disease. The mean PI scores cor-
responded clinically to gingivitis, which has been
considered the major periodontal disease problem
of children less than 18 years of age.

PERIODONTAL DISEASE IN ADULTS

The prevalence of periodontal disease in-
creased with age to over 90 percent in nearly every
subgroup of the survey population by the age of
65-74 years (Figures 8a and 8b). Periodontal
disease becomes a major problem in adults beyond
approximately 35 years of age.



In the low-income-ratio states, white and
black males had slightly more disease with pockets
than white and black females and all Spanish-
American adults. The prevalence of disease with-
out pockets (gingivitis) was similar among ethnic
groups.

In the high-income-ratio states, white males
had the highest prevalence of disease with pockets
and the lowest prevalence of disease without pock-
ets. White and black males had slightly higher
Prevalences of disease with pockets than white
and black females.

Except for black females, the prevalence of
periodontal disease (with and without pockets)
was somewhat higher in high-income-ratio states.
Consistently, white and black males had slightly
Mmore disease with pockets than white or black
females in both low- and high-income-ratio states.

Findings on the prevalence of peridontal dis-
ease were somewhat different from findings of
other recent surveys. Males usually have higher
rates of periodontal disease than females, but in
this survey, no sex differences were found among
Spanish-Americans. Typically, black persons have
a higher percentage of periodontal disease (with
bPockets) than white persons. In this survey no
Such differences by ethnic group were observed
In high- or low-income-ratio states. In fact, the
Converse was observed in high-income-ratio states,
Where white males had higher percentages of
Periodontal disease (with pockets) than black
Mmales.

Clinical conditions that correspond to the
Periodontal Index (PI) scores for adults are as
follows: 0 to 0.2, clinically healthy: 0.3 to 0.9,
gingivitis; 0.7 to 1.9, severe gingivitis to early
?eversible destructive disease; 1.5 to 5.0, advanced
Irreversible destructive disease; 3.8 to 8.0, ter-
Minal stages of periodontal disease.

In both low- and high-income-ratio states,
PI scores increased with age (Figures 9a and 9b).
Spanish-Americans in low-income-ratio states
consistently had the lowest PI scores. PI scores
Were generally slightly lower in high-income-ratio
States than in low-income-ratio states.

The influence of income on the Periodontal
Index is illustrated in Figure 10. PI scores de-
Creased with increasing Poverty-Income-Ratio
(PIR). The periodontal status of persons with a
PIR less than 1.0 was apparently poorer for
Whites than for blacks and Spanish-Americans.
In this same PIR group, white males had slightly
higher PI scores than white females. The inverse
elationship of PI scores and PIR appeared to be

stronger in low-income-ratio states than in high-
income-ratio states. For any given PIR group, PI
scores tended to be higher in the low-income-ratio
states.

ORAL HYGIENE IN CHILDREN 10-17 YEARS OF AGE

The Simplified Oral-Hygiene Index (OHI-S)
is the sum of the Debris Index and the Calculus
Index with scores ranging from 0 to 6. Clinically,
a score of 0 to 1.2 indicates good oral hygiene;
1.3 to 3.0, fair oral hygiene; 3.1 to 6.0, poor oral
hygiene.

The mean OHI-S scores of children 10
through 17 years increased with age in both low-
and high-income-ratio states, with debris pre-
dominating (Figures 11a and 11b). In the low-
income-ratio states, white children of both sexes
and Spanish-American females had similar scores,
with blacks and Spanish-American males having
slightly higher scores. In the high-income-ratio
states, white children of both sexes had the low-
est scores, with blacks and Spanish-Americans
having similarly, the highest scores.

White children, as a whole, appeared to have
the best level of oral hygiene and blacks the poor-
est level by the slightest margin. No sex differ-
ences were found except among Spanish-Ameri-
cans in the low-income-ratio states.

ORAL HYGIENE IN ADULTS

Among persons in low-income-ratio states,
mean Simplified Oral Hygiene Index (OHI-S)
scores increased with age (Figure 11a). Males
congistently had slightly higher OHI-S scores than
females. White and Spanish-American persons
had similar OHI-S scores, which were slightly
lower than in black persons.

In high-income-ratio states, mean OHI-S
scores also increased with age, and males con-
sistently had slightly higher OHI-S scores than
females (Figure 11b). Whites consistently had
slightly lower OHI-S scores than blacks and Span-
ish-Americans.

Figure 12 illustrates the decrease in mean
OHI-S scores with increasing PIR in both low-
and high-income-ratio states. Above a PIR of 1.0,
blacks in low-income-ratio states generally had
somewhat higher OHI-S scores than whites and
Spanish-Americans. Persons below a PIR of 1.0
in low-income-ratio states tended to have the
poorest oral hygiene.

The components of OHI-S, the Debris Index
(DI) and the Calculus Index (CI), paralleled the
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respective OHI-S scores by age, sex, and ethnic
group in low- and high-income-ratio states, except
for Spanish-American males in high-income-ratio
states, who consistently had more calculus than
debris. Generally, both debris and calculus in-

creased with age, with debris predominating at-

earlier ages.

EDENTULOUS PERSONS

Between 7 and 35 percent of the persons 18
and over had all 32 teeth missing; in both low-
and high-income-ratio states, whites had the larg-
est prevalence of edentulous persons, followed by
blacks and then Spanish-Americans (Figure 13).
The percentages increased with age, reaching a
prevalence of 55 percent in whites by the age of
55 to 64 (Tables 1A-B). As a group, endentulous
persons tend to have great difficulty in chewing,
which potentially affects their ability to eat a
nutritionally balanced diet.

ASSOCIATION OF SELECTED BIOCHEMICALS
AND DENTAL INDICES IN ADULTS 18-54

Simple correlations between DMF teeth,
periodontal disease (PI), oral hygiene (OHI-S),
and several biochemical determinations proved to
be weak (Table 2). Ranking the biochemicals in
quartiles was slightly more promising than cor-
relations but still did not demonstrate strong
associations. Mean dental scores by quartile of
levels of serum albumin, vitamin A, and vitamin
C for persons 18 through 54 years of age appear
in Tables 3A-C, 4A-C, and 5A-C. There appeared
to be slight inverse associations between these
nutrients and DMF teeth that varied by ethnic
group. Among Spanish-American persons, the
number of decayed teeth decreased consistently
with each increasing quartile of serum albumin.
For plasma vitamin A, the number of decayed
teeth also decreased slightly with increasing nu-
trient levels.

The number of decayed teeth consistently de-
creased with increasing serum vitamin C levels
(Tables 5A-C), while the number of filled teeth
were not related to vitamin C levels. Mean OHI-S
scores also appeared to decrease with increasing
serum vitamin C levels in all groups. These inverse
associations suggested that persons with low levels
of serum vitamin C, and, to a lesser extent, of
vitamin A and serum albumin, had slightly more
severe dental disease. However, the data presented
above cannot establish a causal relationship be-
tween low levels of these nutrients and the prev-
alence of dental disease.
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SUMMARY

In the Ten-State Nutrition Survey, approx-
imately 38,000 persons were examined for tooth
status and the condition of the tissues supporting
the teeth. The epidemiologic indices used were the
Decay-Missing-Filled Index (DMF), the Perio-
dontal Index (PI), and the Simplified Oral-Hy-
giene Index (OHI-S).

DMF and df Teeth

The caries experience in children’s primary
teeth was measured with the decayed and filled
(df) teeth index. In children under 7 years of
age, the number of df teeth increased with age.
Contrary to previously observed patterns of df
teeth in the United States, there was essentially
no differences in df teeth scores by sex among
white and black children. Other surveys have
identified fewer decayed and filled teeth in black
children than in white children, but in the Ten-
State Survey this result was found only in the
low-income-ratio states.

Dental caries in the permanent teeth (DMF)
of children 6 to 17 years old increased with age.
While no sex differences in DMF teeth were re-
ported for white children, black males in low-
income-ratio states had slightly fewer DMF teeth
than females. No ethnic-group differences in DMF
teeth were reported between white children and
black children in high-income-ratio states. The
findings also suggested an apparent low level of
dental care in Spanish-American children from
low-income-ratio states.

The dental caries experience of persons 18
years of age and over varied with age, sex, and
ethnic group. The pattern of DMF teeth generally
supported the observations of other surveys in
the United States, males consistently having lower
DMF scores than females. In black persons, how-
ever, DMF teeth scores were higher than pre-
viously observed.

Periodontal Disease

The prevalence and severity of periodontal
disease in children varied slightly with age, sex,
and ethnic group. Mean PI scores appeared to
give a truer indication of periodontal status than
the percent distributions of periodontal disease.
Gingivitis was the major periodontal problem in
children. Contrary to previous observations,
there were no major ethnic-group differences in
the percentage of persons with periodontal dis-
ease. In persons 18 years of age and over, there
was a higher pervalence of disease with pockets



among white and black males than among white
and black females. Except for black females, the
Prevalence of periodontal disease (with and with-
out pockets) was slightly higher in the high-
income-ratio states. PI scores, however, were
generally slightly lower in the high-income-ratio
states. In the low-income-ratio states, periodontal
disease was more prevalent among white persons
than among blacks or Spanish-Americans.

Oral Hygiene

The oral hygiene status (OHI-S) of children
tended to parallel the pattern of periodontal dis-
ease, and, in fact, clarified some of the differences
by sex and ethnic group. White children as a
Wwhole appeared to have the highest level of oral
hygiene and blacks the lowest by a slight margin.
Sex differences were reported only among Span-
ish-Americans in the low-income-ratio states.
Plaque or debris (DI) was the predominant oral
hygiene problem in children.

The oral hygiene status (OHI-S) of persons
18 years of age and over consistently followed
Previously observed patterns of oral hygiene.
Males had slightly higher OHI-S scores than fe-
Mmales, and white persons generally had slightly
lower OHI-S scores than blacks or Spanish-Amer-
icans, Mean OHI-S scores decreased with increas-
ing PIR. The amount of debris present was
greater than the amount of calculus except among
Spanish-American males in high-income-ratio
states, who consistently had more calculus than
debris.

Consumption of Carbohydrates

The association of tooth status (DMF) with
the consumption of carbohydrates from desserts
and other foods with high sugar content varied
Wwith ethnic group, income, and whether consumed

during meals or between meals. Black children in
low-income-ratio states and all groups of children
in high-income-ratio states showed a positive as-
gociation between DMF teeth and the between-
meal consumption of large quantities of these
carbohydrates.

Edentulous Persons

A very high percentage of the persons ex-
amined in this survey had lost all 32 of their
teeth. The percentage was highest for white per-
sons and lowest for Spanish-Americans. As a
group, edentulous persons have the greatest diffi-
culty in chewing properly, which potentially
affects their ability to maintain a nutritionally
balanced diet.

Biochemicals

Simple correlations between the dental in-
dices and several selected nutrients (serum al-
bumin, plasma vitamin A, and serum vitamin C)
were weak. Examination of mean dental scores
by quartile of serum vitamin A and serum albumin
showed an inconsistent inverse association. Serum
vitamin C, on the other hand, showed a relation-
ship with the number of decayed teeth, OHI-S
scores, and PI scores. However, these data did
not establish a causal relationship between levels
of these nutrients and the prevalence of dental
caries and periodontal disease.

The data presented in this section indicate
that, in the population surveyed, there is a major
public health problem in regard to the delivery
of dental care. Spanish-Americans in the low-
income-ratio states appeared to have the lowest
level of dental care. A large percentage of all
children showed evidence of having received little
or no dental care. In adults, periodontal disease
was by far the major dental problem seen.
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Figure 1—Mean Decayed and Filled (df) Primary Teeth for Persons Under Seven Years
of Age by Age, Sex, and Ethnic Group for Low Income Ratio States and High Income
Ratio States—Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)
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Figure 2—Mean Decayed and Filled (df) Primary Teeth for Persons Under Seven Years
of Age by Sex and Ethnic Group for Low Income Ratio States and High Income Ratio
States—Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)
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Figure 3—Mean Decayed, Missing and Filled (DMF) Permanent Teeth for Persons Six
through Seventeen Years of Age by Age, Sex and Ethnic Group for Low Income Ratio
States and High Income Ratio States—Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)
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Figure 4—Mean Decayed, Missing and Filled (DMF) Permanent Teeth for Persons Six
through Seventeen Years of Age by Sex and Ethnic Group for Low Income Ratio States
and High Income Ratio States—Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)
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Figure 5—Mean Decayed, Missing and Filled (DMF) Permanent Teeth for Persons Ten
through Sixteen Years of Age by Grams of Carhohydrate Consumed Between and During
Meals for Low Income Ratio States and High Income Ratio States—Ten-State Nutrition
Survey (1968-1970)
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Figure 6—Mean Decayed, Missing and Filled (DMF) Permanent Teeth for Persons
Eighteen Years of Age and Over by Age, Sex and Ethnic Group for Low Income Ratio
States and High Income Ratio States—Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)
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Figure 7u—Mean Decayed. Missing and Filled (DMF) Permanent Teeth for Persons
Eighteen Years of Age and Over hy Age. Sex. Ethnic Group. and Component Score for
Low Income Ratio States—Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)
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Figure 9a—Mean P’eriodontal Index Scores for Persons Ten Years of Age and Over by
Age, Sex and Ethnic Group for Low Income Ratio States—Ten-State Nutrition Survey
(1968-1970)
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Figure 9b—Mean Periodontal Index Scores for Persons Ten Years of Age and Over by
Age, Sex and Ethnic Group for High Income Ratio States—Ten-State Nutrition Survey
{1968-1970)
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Figure 10—Mean Periodontal Index Scores for Persons Thirty-five through Fifty-nine
Years of Age by Sex, Ethnic Group and Poverty Income Ratio Group for Low Income . White
Ratio States and High Income Ratio States—Ten-State Nutrition Survey

(1968-1970)
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MEAN ORAL HYGIENE INDEX SCORE
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Figure 11a—Mean Simplified Oral Hygiene index Scores for Persons Ten Years of Age
and Over by Age. Sex. and Ethnic Group for Low Income Ratio States—Ten-State
Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)
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Figure 11b—Mean Simplified Oral Hygiene Index Scores for Persons Ten Years of Age
and Over hy Age. Sex. and Ethnic Group for High Income Ratio States—Ten-State
Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)
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Figure 12—Mean Simplified Oral Hygiene Scores for Persons Thirty-five through Fifty-
nine Years of Age by Sex. Ethnic Group and Poverty Income Ratio Group for Low
Income Ratio States and High Income Ratio States—Ten-State
Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)
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Figure 13—Percent of Edentulous Persons by Sex and Ethni¢ Group for Low Income
Ratio States and High Income Ratio States—Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)
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Table Reference: 1A and 1B.

Table 1A. Percent of Edentulous Persons by Age, Sex and Ethnic Group for Low Income Ratio States—Ten-State
Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)

Ethnic Group

White Black Spanish American
Male Female Male Female Male Female

W B 5 : 3 : : 2
-4 8% BT _f 2@ ¥z _§ 23 8% _% 37 §E _F 33 BT _3 §% iZ
g5 5% & JE ES [Ef 3E EE = 3E ES £§ %% £E [ 3E EE %
HZ zZd AR HZ ZRH ol HZ 4" AR Bz 28 aM BFZ Z2Hd AR HzZ ZRA Al
845 305 36.1 1462 619  36.7 1106 161 138.7 2810 460 16.0 300 17 6.7 636 47 7.4
71 1 1.4 150 1 0.7 182 1 0.5 481 5 1.0 44 [i] 0.0 114 0 0.0
98 14 143 278 31 11.2 162 2 1.3 546 22 4.0 40 1 2.6 109 1 0.9
137 23 16.8 265 74 279 162 6 3.9 533 as 6.2 56 0 0.0 160 4 2.5
142 36 24.6 259 81 35.1 173 26 145 443 74 167 52 0 0.0 112 8 1.1
167 92 bb5.1 239 126 b52.7 212 38 17.9 411 127 30.8 39 4 103 82 15 18.8
167 80 57.3 187 132 170.6 163 62 319 286 120 42.1 52 8 16.4 44 13 295
73 60 68.5 74 64 86.5 72 27 816 111 69 62.2 17 4 2356 15 6 400
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Table 1B. Percent of Edentulous Pergons by Age, Sex and Ethnic Group for High Income Ratio States—Ten-State
Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)

Etbnic Group

White Black Spanish American

Male Female Male Female Male Female
Age n @ @ @ @ @ @ m @ @ @ @
: .5 E _E E £ g L E g 2 3 LE
% %3 B3z _% 3% (3 _X 8% gz _% K g3 _§ E¥ i3 _E i3 i3
3f Eg ¢f 35 fg o5& 3 EE ff e EE f5 3f £E fE 2F £E £f
HZ ZKR AR HZ ZEA MR HZ Z2Em AaR Bz Z[ [ HZ ZH AR =z ZE AR
TOTAL....._ . 3127 135 23.5 4786 1119 23.4 493 70 14.2 1218 166 13.6 466 31 6.7 963 103  10.7
480 4 0.8 836 18 2.2 73 0 0.0 239 1 0.4 107 1 0.9 184 2 1.1
583 32 6.5 1066 95 8.9 82 1 1.2 296 9 3.0 100 1 1.0 268 3 1.1
518 60 11.6 748 146 19.5 85 2 2.1 232 17 7.3 112 0 0.0 236 18 6.4
521 113 21.7 17 117 24.7 87 13 14.9 205 37 18.0 80 7 8.7 144 26 174
442 173 39.1 586 233 39.8 86 26 30.6 126 43 341 32 9 281 69 22 319
363 206 656.7 666 276  49.5 52 21  40.4 84 39 46.4 24 8 333 48 24 50.0
220 143  65.0 278 176 62.9 19 7 368 36 20 b55.6 10 5 50.0 14 12 85.7

Table 2. Simple Correlation Coefficients between Selected Biochemical Values and Dental Scores for Persons Eighteen
through Fifty-four Years of Age with Poverty Income Ratios 1.00 through 1.99—Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)

Biochemical
Dental Serum Albumin Plasma Vitamin A Serum Vitamin C
Score
Correlation Correlation Correlation
Number Coefficient Number Coefficient Number Coeflicient
DMP o i 3273 —0.01 1322 0.03 1762 —0.02
D 3273 0.02 1322 0.03 1762 0.07
3273 0.03 1322 0.02 1762 0.06
3273 —0.06 1322 0.01 1762 —0.16
3278 —0.02 1322 0.00 1762 0.09
3273 —0.01 1322 0.00 1762 0.11
L2 K 3273 —0.02 1822 —0.01 1762 0.11
PY. o 3273 0.06 1322 —0.03 1762 0.12
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Table 3A. Mean Dental Scores by Quartile of Serum Table 3B. Mean Dental Scores by Quartile of Serum
Albumin Values for White Persons Eighteen through Albumin Values for Black Persons Eighteen through
Fifty-four Years of Age with a Poverty Income Ratio Fifty-four Years of Age with a Poverty Income Ratio
from 1.00 through 1.99—Ten-State Nutrition Survey from 1.00 through 1.99—Ten-State Nutrition Survey
(1968-1970) (1968-1970)

Mean Seore Mean Seore

Persons 18-44 Yeara of Age Persons 45-564 Years of Age Persons 18-44 Years of Age Persons 45-54 Years of Age
o &
& - 2 -
Serum Albumin 3 g% Serum Albumin 3 an
Quartiles i O°g — Quartiles = [=] '§ —
- = 8 E.:g T g
tE- I S cg B 8§ 32 3 0o s B 8
g= 7 <= =z B2 fy Fy 3By g« § & 13 3¢ Hx Ty 3B
&g ¢ & £ EB 8% 3% %% gz g & = 8X 4T wE ETE
Ra a & = el AN Om fim AQd a = = nl AN On Ae
Number_..__.._._.. 1003 1003 1003 1003 123 123 128 166 Number............... 337 337 337 337 67 67 57 77
First Firat
Quartile__.______ 14.68 2.32 6.86 6650 3.20 1.36 185 1.78 Quartile...... ... 12,16 6.61 4.67 1.88 3.21 1.44 177 2.1
Second Second
Quartile.... . 13.66 2.72 65.19 576 2.66 1.22 143 1.79 Quartile~ 14.69 b5.64 6.92 213 2.87 131 166 1.48
Third Third
Quartile .. 14.64 2552 6.18 593 2,64 1.23 141 2,05 Quartile._......_. 12.61 4.30 595 226 294 120 174 1.63
Fourth Fourth
Quartile. . 1379 2.34 5.00 6.46 2.58 117 136 2.38 Quartile . 12.30 4.14 6.71 244 4.06 1.83 222 191
NOTE: For quartile intervals of Serum Albumin values refer to Table NOTE: For quartile intervals of Serum Albumin values refer to Table

16A Appendix. 16B Appendix.

Table 3C. Mean Dental Scores by Quartile of Serum

Albumin Values for Spanish American Persons Eighteen

through Fifty-four Years of Age with a Poverty Income

Ratio from 1.00 through 1.99—Ten-State Nutrition Survey
(1968-1970)

Mean Score

Persons 18-44 Years of Age Persons 46-54 Years of Age

)
] -
Serum Albumin j [
Quartiles (=F] -
- -5 .
; & Ty €
iz B & £§ 2 2 3
) - a2 X 3 o
§3 § 3 2 Er i 3% sd
= = () nkl AS of af
Number.............. 370 370 370 370 40 40 40 6
First
Quartile......._ 10.72 4.68 3.28 2.80 3.07 1.29 178 1.43
Seeond
Quartile__....... 12.86 4.37 4.91 3.08 3.30 1.49 1.81 2.19
Third
Quartile........... 10.18 2.85 8.94 3.34 3.46 142 2.04 1.42
Fourth
Quartile ... 8.68 2.8¢ 8.27 2.97 2.8 1.01 1.67 1.69

NOTE: For quartile intervals of Serum Albumin values refer to Table
16C Appendix.
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Table 4A. Mean Dental Scores by Quartile of Plasma Table 4B. Mean Dental Scores by Quartile of Plasma
Vitamin A Values for White Persons Eighteen through Vitamin A Values for Black Persons Eighteen through
Fifty-four Years of Age with a Poverty Income Ratio Fifty-four Years of Age with a Poverly Income Ratio
from 1.00 through 1.99—Ten-State Nutrition Survey from 1.00 through 1.99—Ten-State Nutrition Survey
__(1968-1970) (1968-1970)

Mean Score Mean Score

Persons 18-44 Yearsof Age Persons 46-64 Years of Age Persons 18-44 Years of Age Persons 45-54 Years of Age

[ %
Plasma = -E " Plasma = -
VitaminA & 53 _ VitaminA 8 £3
Quartiles 5 E 3 Quartiles S o% 3
-7 T'o - ] 8 I ~ &
32 T b e o | 2 BE T b Ee 2 S
5§ ¢ % 8¢ £y ¥ 2y g & £ 3§ @& dx 3y 3
g7 ¢t &£ = ER §T =T & g8 & & = Ef €% 3% Iw
A& A = [ mH Qs of &k a& A = &= A% af oL o8
Number.. ... 829 829 820 829 98 98 98 124 Number..._ ... 869 369 869 369 76 76 76 101
Firat First
Quartile_.__ 18.87 8.03 6549 5.5 3.08 133 170 217 Quartile_.._ 13.09 6.82 4.97 1.80 8.23 140 1.83 2.04
Second Second
Quartile_____ 1876 2.86 570 619 2.31 102 129 1.45 Quartile . 18.47 6.68 b5.37 147 3.71 178 1.98 2.44
Third Third
Quartile.__.___ 14.81 2,19 645 ©5.68 266 116 1.50 2.18 Quartile__.__. 14.16 5.24 6.51 2.41 3816 1.43 173 1.87
Fourth Fourth
Quartile_____ 13.89 1.99 685 6.06 278 134 1.39 216 Quartile_...___. 13.37 4.82 618 237 871 156 215 2.24

NOTE: For quartile intervals of Plasma Vitamin A values refer to Table

NOTE: For quartile intervals of Plasma Vitamin A values refer to Table
16B Appendix.

16A Appendix.

Table 4C. Mean Dental Scores by Quartile of Plasma

Vitamin A Values for Spanish American Persons Eighteen

through Fifty-four Years of Age with a Poverty Income

Ratio from 1.00 through 1.99—Ten-State Nutrition Survey
(1968-1970)

Mean Score

Peraons 18-44 Years of Age Persons 45-54 Years of Age

w0
Plasma = =
Vitamin A E] és
Quartiles 5 a 5
;3 ¥e -
3= ? -} Ee .! S
s 3§ ¥ B By 33 i
£z 8 2 £ B 3% 3% I3
§ a E & wmm &8 SE 4
Number.... .. ... 371 871 371 871 43 43 48 80
First
Quartile. ... e 11.49 5.67 3.69 228 2.67 1.29 1.88 1.78
Second
Quartile...... .. 10.71  2.89 4.04¢ 377 2.92 1.81 1.61 1.46
Third
Quartile___..__ .. 10.62 2.99 3.86 3.1 3.37 1.40 1.97 1.88
Fourth
Quartile .. _... 9.71 2.49 4.34 2.88 2.87 1.11 176 1.18

NOTE: For quartile intervals of Plasma Vitamin A values refer to Table
16C Appendix.
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Table 5A. Mean Dental Scores by Quartile of Serum Table 5B. Mean Dental Scores by Quartile of Serum
Vitamin C Values for White Persons Eighteen through Vitamin C Values for Black Persons Eighteen through
Fifty-four Years of Age with a Poverty Income Ratio Fifty-four Years of Age with a Poverty Income Ratio

from 1.00 through 1.99—Ten-State Nutrition Survey from 1.00 through 1.99—Ten-State Nutrition Survey
(1968-1970) (1968-1970)
Mean Score Mean Score
Persons 18-44 Years of Age Persons 45-564 Years of Age Persons 18-44 Years of Age Persons 45-54 Years of Age
e )
Serum £ - M Serum £ =
VitaminC =~ 8 5% g VitaminC  § 5%
Quartiles o, £ F Quartiles = £ 'E
~ g .g @ @ [-] "g '8 @ m &
TS % ] E8 o 2. 8 TS % ] Eg o, 2 s
g ¢ £ 3 8L £y Fx E:x 5% 2 £ 3 &% fy Fx 2
gg & & £ HB BF T §F g § @& = B® d% H%T &%
Qaé QA = & whE Qi of ak a8 A = & whd A8 of af
Number_..._.._.... 909 809 809 908 106 105 106 181 Number_._.._.__.. 868 368 368 368 72 72 72 94
Firat Firat
Quartile_____. 18.24 3.19 6.70 3.86 3.58 1.66 1.87 2.80 Quartile... . 14.76 17.56 6.08 1.13 3.86 1.80 2.06 2.26
Second Second
Quartile .~ 14.88 3.24 6.16 4.98 228 1.08 1.26 1.62 Quartile ... 16.07 17.64 6.10 1.38 3.20 1.38 1.82 2.18
Third Third
Quartile..... .. 14.78 1.68 5.92 17.18 2.48 1.08 1.38 1.76 Quartile__.___. 1201 4.06 677 2.18 3.40 1.60 1.80 2.52
Fourth Fourth
Quartile ..~ 14.48 2.02 4.56 17.91 1.80 0.84 0.96 1.60 Quartile._. 12.21 38.77 b65.14 3.29 38.01 1.37 1.64 1.98
NOTE: For quartile intervals of Serum Vitamin C values refer to Table NOTE: For quartile intervala of Serum Vitamin C values refer to Table
17A Appendix. 17B Appendix.

Table 5C. Mean Dental Scores by Quartile of Serum

Vitamin C Values for Spanish American Persons Eighteen

through Fifty-four Years of Age with a Poverty Income

Ratio from 1.00 through 1.99—7Ten-State Nulrition Survey
(1968-1970)

Mean Score

Persons 18-44 Years of Age Persons 45-64 Years of Age

Serum E = K
Vitamin C a g_g
Quartiles = 7 T 8 "
Tz P 28 o, B &
=2 2 £ 3 B& £y 3y 2
tg 8 & £ EB €% T 5T
As A = [ alk A o8 k&
Number..._______ 864 364 364 364 40 40 40 kkd
First
Quartile . 10.84 8.49 8.66 3.19 3.59 1.44 2.14 1.43
Second
Quartile__... . 9.70 8.98 8.24 2.53 8.37 1.68 1.74 2.52
Third
Quartile._____ 11.49 3.60 4.91 299 2.85 1.10 1.76 1.53
Fourth
Quartile.....__. 11.18 2.80 4.49 3.80 2.37 1.08 1.28 1.16

NOTE: For quartile intervals of Serum Vitamin C values refer to Table
17C Appendix.
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Table 1A Appendix.

APPENDIX

3. Dentdl

Number of Persons Receiving Dental Examinations by Age, Sex and Ethnic Group for Low Income

Ratio States—Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)

Ethnic Group

Age White Black Spanish American
Group Total
Total Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female
TOTAL . 15182 4002 1782 2270 8385 3786 6549 1845 774 1071
< 1974 418 209 204 1323 680 648 238 108 130
B-9._____ SN, 2844 631 886 295 1849 908 940 364 190 174
1014 2761 606 814 292 1767 841 926 3178 187 181
b1 T L 1126 239 118 126 k13 823 432 132 48 84
1824 e, . 946 194 60 134 618 172 446 138 40 98
26-84 1085 847 91 256 634 141 498 114 38 81
8644 . 1150 370 122 248 632 142 490 158 48 116
4550 16562 586 217 868 886 260 626 181 11 126
>Ee_ 1686 617 270 a47 871 318 568 147 70 k)

Table 1B Appendix.

Number of Persons Receiving Dental Exzaminations by Age, Sex and Ethnic Group for High

Income Ratio States—Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)

Ethnic Group

Age White Black Spanish American
Group Total
Total Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female
TOTAL.___ 20908 18612 6111 7601 8961 1608 2848 8840 1898 1042
<& — 2289 1290 668 627 514 264 250 486 240 2456
69 8637 2160 1112 1048 794 876 419 688 826 857
10-14_____ e 3228 1884 985 899 740 862 878 604 206 308
15-17 oo 1138 696 327 369 288 128 185 184 79 106
18-24 — 1844 1274 468 806 286 72 214 284 106 178
25.3¢ 2289 1676 568 1007 862 79 283 352 97 266
Bdg_ 0 1846 1192 487 705 315 94 221 289 112 207
4689 - 2389 1704 784 970 402 182 270 283 07 186
>5p 2248 1887 767 1070 280 107 178 126 45 81
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Table 2A Appendix. Mean Decayed and Filled (df) Primary Teeth for Males Under Seven Years of Age by Age and
Ethnic Group for Low Income Ratio States—Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)

Ethnic Group
White Black Spanish American
Age Mean Score Mean Score Mean Score
Number Number Number
of Decayed of Decayed of Decayed
Persons and Decayed Filled Persons and Decayed Filled Persons and Decayed Filled
Filled Filled Filled

TOTAL.oooee 342 8.2 3.0 0.2 1023 2.1 2.0 0.1 180 3.1 3.0 0.1
L o M 18 0.0 0.0 0.0 63 0.0 0.0 0.0 11 1.3 1.3 0.0
Lo e, o 35 0.3 0.3 0.0 90 0.1 0.1 0.0 16 0.3 0.3 0.0
RO R 43 1.6 1.6 0.0 148 0.6 0.6 0.0 20 1.8 1.8 0.0
Bl s 56 3.1 2.9 0.2 162 1.8 1.8 0.0 24 4.4 4.3 0.1
B s cvsin s 56 4.7 4.5 0.2 198 2.8 2.8 0.0 29 8.0 2.7 0.3
e 67 6.2 4.7 0.6 169 2.9 2.9 0.0 33 4.1 4.0 0.1
= 67 3.6 3.6 0.1 198 3.6 3.2 0.4 47 3.6 3.6 0.0

Table 2B Appendix. Mean Decayed and Filled (df) Primary Teeth for Females Under Seven Years of Age by Age and
Ethnic Group for Low Income Ratio States—Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)

Ethnic Group

White Black Spanish American
Age Mean Score Mean Score Mean Score
Number Number Number
of Decayed of Decayed of Decayed
Peraons and Decayed Filled Persons and Decayed Filled Persons and Decayed Filled
Filled Filled Filled
318 2.8 2.6 0.3 877 2.0 1.9 0.1 182 2.5 2.3 0.2
a0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4 0.0 0.0 0.0 11 0.0 0.0 0.0
a3 0.2 0.2 0.0 107 0.1 0.1 0.0 28 0.6 0.6 0.0
s 37 0.2 0.2 0.0 131 0.6 0.6 0.0 28 1.1 1.1 0.0
3 e 41 3.3 3.3 0.0 126 2.0 2.0 0.0 38 2.6 2.6 0.0
4_. e 54 3.3 3.1 0.2 180 2.6 2.4 0.2 23 3.7 3.7 0.0
5 e oo 53 4.5 4.3 0.2 179 3.3 8.2 0.1 32 3.0 2.8 0.2
64 4.7 3.7 1.0 180 3.1 2.8 0.3 a7 4.0 3.2 0.8
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Table 3A Appendix. Mean Decayed and Filled (df) Primary Teeth for Males Under Seven Years of Age by Age and

Ethnic Group for High Income Ratio States—Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)

Ethnie Group
White Black Spanish American
Age Mean Score Mean Score Mean Score
Number Number Number
of Decayed of Decayed of Decayed
Persons and Decayed  Filled Persons and Decayed Filled Persons and Decayed Filled
Filled Filled Filled

TOTAL.. .. 1074 1.8 1.2 0.6 399 1.6 1.2 0.3 866 1.9 1.3 0.6
S < 70 0.0 0.0 0.0 23 0.0 0.0 0.0 40 0.0 0.0 0.0
L sememrn 116 0.2 0.2 0.0 48 0.1 0.1 0.0 48 0.1 0.1 0.0
s P 184 0.2 0.2 0.0 61 0.3 0.3 0.0 3 0.4 0.8 0.1
B - 158 0.9 0.8 0.1 61 0.9 0.9 0.0 66 1.7 1.7 0.0
[ 186 1.8 1.4 0.5 81 2.0 1.7 0.2 B8 2.0 1.8 0.2
L 198 3.1 2.0 1.1 66 2.7 2.2 0.4 57 8.1 2.2 0.9
[ I 218 8.8 2.2 1.6 70 2.9 1.9 1.0 69 3.9 1.8 2.1

Table 3B Appendix. Mean Decayed and Filled (df) Primary Teeth for Females Under Seven Years of Age by Age and

Ethnic Group for High Income Ratio States—Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)

Ethnic Group
White Black Spanish American
Age Mean Score Mean Score Mean Score
Number Number Number
of Decayed of Decayed of Decayed
Pernons and Decayed Filled Persons and Decayed  Filled Persons and Decayed  Filled
Filled Filled Filled

—
TOTAL_. ... 1016 19 1.3 0.6 385 13 1.0 0.3 380 2.1 15 0.6
- o 81 0.0 0.0 0.0 40 0.0 0.0 0.0 84 0.0 0.0 0.0
TS s 118 0.0 0.0 0.0 49 0.1 0.1 0.0 4“4 0.1 0.1 0.0
e 118 0.5 0.5 0.0 52 0.1 0.1 0.0 52 0.7 0.7 0.0
L e 142 11 1.0 0.1 49 0.8 0.8 0.0 56 1.4 1.4 0.0
e 172 2.6 2.0 0.6 60 2.0 1.8 0.1 60 3.0 2.6 04
L 188 3.2 2.1 1.1 57 2.8 1.4 0.9 59 8.1 1.8 1.8
| _— 202 3.3 1.7 1.6 8 2.8 19 0.9 % 42 2.5 1.7
e
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Table 4A Appendix. Mean Decayed, Missing and Filled (DMF) Permanent Teeth for Males Six through Seventeen
Years of Age by Age and Ethnic Group for Low Income Ratio States—Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)

Ethnie Group

White Black Spanish American
Mean Score Mean Score Mean Score
' . '
Y T .
s PR oY% T %
P BHETOI O BETIO
z¢ &% & 3§ E 22 & & § E 6 42 & =z &
TOTAL .o oo 686 4.4 2.9 0.4 1.1 1903 3.8 3.3 0.3 0.2 892 4.9 3.1 1.7 0.1
R 67 0.7 0.7 0.0 0.0 198 0.6 0.6 0.0 0.1 47 2.8 0.4 2.4 0.0
o - S— 738 1.2 1.0 0.1 0.1 166 1.7 1.6 0.1 0.1 34 1.6 11 0.3 0.0
. miiia 60 2.3 2.0 0.2 0.2 182 2.0 1.9 0.0 0.1 46 3.7 1.6 1.9 0.2
8___ - 69 2.6 1.7 0.2 0.7 206 24 2.3 0.1 0.1 31 44 2.2 2.1 0.1
10 71 4.0 2.9 0.3 0.8 176 3.3 3.1 0.1 0.1 50 4.6 2.6 1.8 0.1
58 4.7 8.2 0.4 11 168 3.4 3.1 0.2 0.1 87 5.1 3.2 1.8 0.1
76 4.8 3.6 0.3 0.9 186 4.3 4.0 0.2 0.1 as 5.9 4.0 1.9 0.1
58 6.3 4.1 0.6 1.7 166 5.1 43 0.6 0.3 36 7.0 6.2 1.4 0.4
51 6.6 4.1 0.6 1.8 146 6.4 5.4 0.6 0.3 32 6.3 44 1.6 0.3
45 8.2 4.8 0.8 2.6 138 6.0 5.0 0.7 0.3 24 8.1 7.2 08 0.1
39 9.2 5.4 1.1 2.7 116 7.9 6.7 0.9 0.3 14 8.4 6.4 1.9 0.1
29 9.6 4.7 1.6 3.4 67 6.5 5.2 0.9 0.4 10 8.6 7.0 1.6 0.0

Table 4B Appendix. Mean Decayed, Missing and Filled (DMF) Permanent Teeth for Females Six through Seventeen
Years of Age by Age and Ethnic Group for Low Income Ratio States—Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)

Ethnie Group

White Black Spanish American
Mean Score Mean Score Mean Score
Ase i3 £3 i3

¥ Ag ¥ Ag ¥ Ag

EYo: . BT, BB,

E g b 2 = 5E g " ) 8 = 2K 2 e $ E =

Ze Q& A = - Z = = = > Z e x| /A = [
TOTAL c..ccccicesscinn 660 4.9 8.1 0.6 1.2 2116 4.5 3.9 0.4 0.2 417 5.6 3.7 1.7 0.2
Bicvsasmsmnsssananioniti S 64 1.8 1.1 0.0 0.1 180 0.7 0.5 0.0 0.2 37 24 0.6 1.9 0.0
. - 56 1.6 1.2 0.3 0.1 200 1.4 1.3 0.0 0.1 38 4.0 1.4 2.5 0.0
Bl scomminmnis oo 3] 1.9 1.6 0.0 04 201 2.0 1.9 0.0 0.1 36 3.4 2.6 0.7 0.1
O 63 3.8 2.6 0.3 0.9 180 2.3 2.0 0.1 0.2 32 4.5 2.3 2.1 0.1
10 59 3.5 2.0 0.4 1.0 186 3.1 2.7 0.2 0.1 40 3.9 1.8 1.9 0.1
b 5 S 67 4.6 8.4 0.3 0.9 191 4.2 3.7 0.2 0.2 32 6.1 8.0 2.8 0.3
1o npnnennnnns 62 6.6 4.1 0.6 1.0 206 5.1 44 0.6 0.2 38 6.4 4.8 1.6 0.1
b X | 58 6.0 4.6 0.3 11 178 6.4 5.8 0.4 0.2 45 6.1 4.7 1.2 0.2
) I SRS, 46 7.0 4.1 1.0 2.0 162 7.1 6.1 0.7 04 86 7.2 5.4 1.3 0.5
> I S 54 9.4 5.6 0.8 3.1 176 8.1 6.8 0.9 0.4 40 7.8 5.6 1.9 0.4
16 36 9.3 5.8 14 2.6 140 8.9 1.2 1.3 0.5 26 1.4 5.2 1.4 0.8
i L as 10.0 4.8 2.3 3.0 116 8.8 7.0 1.3 0.6 18 10.2 8.9 0.6 0.7
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Table 5A Appendix.

Mean Decayed, Missing and Filled (DMF) Permanent Teeth for Males Sixz through Seventeen
Years of Age by Age and Ethnic Group for High Income Ratio States—Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)

Ethnie Group

White

Black

Spanish American

Mean Score

Mean Score

Mean Score

Aze 23 i3 iz
¥ 2R ¥ AR ¥ HAF
-] -

g0 P f o M BROFo: o5 B1EEOROI
s &t & & F :F & & 8§ & &F & & &
TOTAL ... 2231 4.1 1.6 0.3 2.2 794 4.0 2.5 0.4 1.1 644 3.1 1.6 0.3 1.2
[ F— 218 0.5 0.4 0.0 0.1 70 0.3 0.3 0.0 0.0 69 0.8 0.2 0.0 0.1
T 243 11 0.7 0.0 0.4 20 1.0 0.7 0.0 0.2 73 1.0 0.5 0.1 0.4
B 225 1.9 0.9 0.0 0.9 74 2.2 1.6 0.1 0.4 61 1.8 1.2 0.1 0.5
i 233 2.6 1.3 0.1 1.2 76 2.1 1.5 0.1 0.6 66 1.7 1.0 0.1 0.7
10, 227 3.3 15 0.2 1.7 73 2.9 1.7 0.2 0.8 67 2.5 1.6 0.1 0.9
1S 236 4.2 1.8 0.8 2.1 77 4.1 2.8 0.4 0.9 62 2.9 1.5 0.3 11
12 203 6.0 1.8 0.4 2.8 86 4.8 2.9 0.4 1.5 72 4.1 2.3 0.6 1.2
18 177 5.4 1.8 0.4 3.1 62 5.6 3.6 0.8 1.3 46 5.1 2.9 0.5 1.8
14 142 7.6 2.6 0.7 4.3 65 6.1 3.6 0.6 1.9 49 5.9 2.6 0.8 2.6
wo 132 8.7 2.9 0.7 5.1 48 8.6 4.8 1.3 2.5 37 5.8 2.2 1.0 3.0
Woronmnn o o0 o 108 9.2 2.9 0.9 5.4 48 8.3 4.2 1.4 2.7 27 5.8 2.7 0.5 2.6
| A 87  10.2 2.6 0.9 6.6 26 9.2 4.2 1.6 3.4 16 6.4 2.6 0.8 2.9

Table 5B Appendix.

Mean Decayed, Missing and Filled (DMF) Permanent Teeth for Females Six through Seventeen
Years of Age by Age and Ethnic Group for High Income Ratio States—Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)

Ethnic Group

White

Black

Spanish American

Mean Score

Mean Score

Mean Score

Age i3 i3 i
¥ AZ 5 AR .
K 5
il oo BB OF o BRI s
Z6 AF & & & 28 &F & § & 28 &8 & 8§ &
TOTAL_ ... 2128 4.7 1.4 0.4 2.6 875 4.2 2.5 0.4 1.3 711 8.2 1.5 0.2 1.5
6.... S 202 0.5 0.4 0.0 0.1 78 0.6 0.6 0.0 0.0 76 1.0 0.7 0.0 0.3
e J 214 1.5 0.8 0.0 0.6 96 1.2 0.8 0.0 0.8 78 1.1 0.8 0.0 0.8
8 216 2.2 1.1 0.1 1.0 86 1.6 1.1 0.0 0.6 78 2.0 1.8 0.1 0.6
L 229 2.8 1.4 0.1 1.4 103 2.4 1.6 0.1 0.7 66 1.9 1.8 0.1 0.5
o 204 3.3 1.6 0.2 1.5 80 3.0 1.8 0.1 1.0 73 2.5 1.0 0.2 1.3
. = 210 4.4 1.4 0.4 2.7 101 3.5 2.3 0.3 1.0 76 3.4 1.7 0.2 1.5
12 178 5.7 2.3 0.6 2.7 71 5.8 3.3 0.6 1.9 50 3.6 1.8 0.1 1.7
L [ 164 7.1 2.4 0.7 4.0 71 6.5 4.3 0.6 1.2 50 4.8 1.6 0.2 3.0
Mo = 148 8.1 2.4 0.9 47 1 6.7 8.6 0.8 2.4 59 B.1 2.3 0.6 2.8
15 129 8.4 2.3 0.9 5.2 62 9.8 4.5 1.8 8.5 41 5.0 2.3 0.5 2.2
L1 O - 126 104 2.6 1.1 6.6 45 10.4 5.1 1.7 3.6 30 8.1 2.1 0.9 5.1
17 114 108 2.6 1.5 6.8 28 105 4.6 2.9 8.0 34 8.4 2.2 0.8 5.5
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Table 6 Appendix. Mean Decayed, Missing and Filled
(DMF') Permanent Teeth for persons Ten through Sixteen
Years of Age by Grams of Carbohydrate Consumed Be-
tween and During Meals for Low Income Ratio States and
High Income Ratio States—Ten-State Nutrition
Survey (1968-1970

Ethnic Group

Carbohydrates Spanish
Consumed White Black American
(gm)

Number Mean Number Mean Number Mean

LOW INCOME RATIO STATES

Between Meals

Total.... 594 6.2 1661 6.6 418 6.1
] — 2173 5.9 837 4.1 204 6.1
1-149_ 298 6.6 761 6.3 207 6.0
>149. 23 4.3 63 6.3 7 6.3
During Meals

Total........... 594 6.2 1661 6.6 418 6.1
Qoo ssvisiociinnn 5380 5.8 514 4.9 131 6.7
433 6.3 1096 5.7 276 6.2

31 6.6 61 6.5 11 6.8

HIGH INCOME RATIO STATES

Total. ... 1946 5.8 746 5.8 614 4.4
{1 S — 686 5.3 286 5.2 292 3.6
1-149._ . 1177 6.0 412 6.1 304 4.9
>149_ . 83 7.9 48 6.9 18 8.1
During Meala
Total .............. 1946 5.8 746 5.8 614 44
Qhsrese e 869 6.7 166 5.4 167 38
1-149_... ... ... 1480 5.9 545 5.8 444 4.6
-5 I [ M. 107 6.0 45 7.0 13 5.0

NOTE: Dietary data presented in this table are based on twenty-four
hour recall. Only foods unusually high in sugar (pastries, can-
dies, soft drinks, etc.) are presented.



Table 7A Appendix. Mean Decayed, Missing and Filled (DMF) Permanent Teeth for Males Five Years of Age and
Over by Age and Ethnic Group for Low Income Ratio States—Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1 970)

Ethnic Group

White Black Spanish American
Mean Score Mean Score Mean Score
@ n g ~
Ase s &= v Sz v
yz Iz 03w TEE LT T B
€8 gi 0§ § ¥ sf fi 0§ i : Ef ff § i %
ic & & 3 & 2 4F & § & zs A% & s B
TOTAL oo 1218 9.4 3.3 3.9 2.2 2954 ] 3.9 2.6 0.4 649 1.5 4.0 3.2 0.4
69 . _—_— 336 1.4 1.1 0.1 0.2 909 1.4 13 0.0 0.1 190 3.0 1.1 1.8 0.1
10-14. 314 5.2 3.5 0.4 1.2 841 44 8.9 0.3 0.2 187 5.6 3.8 1.7 0.2
16-17 - 118 8.9 5.0 11 2.8 322 6.8 5.7 0.8 0.3 48 8.3 6.9 1.3 0.1
1824, ... . 1] 11.4 4.3 3.1 4.0 171 9.8 6.5 2.4 1.0 40 7.8 6.1 1.2 0.6
25-84 e m 17.2 4.3 6.4 6.5 139 11.8 6.1 4.9 1.0 32 10.0 6.6 21 1.3
86-44 _ 99 16.6 3.1 1.6 6.0 136 14.7 5.6 8.1 1.0 43 10.0 5.7 3.6 0.9
4669 . . 184 20.0 4.2 12.4 8.4 219 14.9 4.9 9.2 0.8 53 13.0 4.8 7.8 0.9
604 o e 86 23.9 5.6 16.6 18 217 21.0 6.7 14.0 0.3 656 19.1 6.4 12.4 0.4

NOTE: Edentulous persons are not included.

Table 7B Appendix. Mean Decayed, Misging and Filled (DMF) Permanent Teeth for Females Five Years of Age and
Over by Age and Ethnic Group for Low Income Ratio States—Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970) ...

Ethnic Group

White Black Spanish American
Mean Score Mean Score Mean Score
& ® 23
A x A s A v Ag
kg %2 0% or 4 M EE % or o5 BF REOF &
£Podr If ¢ BF ok 1§ g EP k1§ :
1547 12.4 3.6 5.7 31 4463 10.2 5.8 4.4 0.6 894 9.9 5.4 4.0 0.6
295 1.8 1.4 0.1 0.3 940 1.3 1.2 0.0 0.1 174 3.2 14 1.7 0.0
292 5.2 3.6 0.6 1.2 923 6.1 44 0.4 0.2 181 5.9 4.0 1.7 0.2
126 9.6 5.2 14 2.9 432 8.6 7.0 1.1 0.6 84 8.2 6.1 1.6 0.6
133 14.1 4.9 3.6 6.8 441 11.2 8.4 2.4 0.4 93 10.6 8.0 1.8 0.7
226 18.0 4.3 8.9 48 471 15.8 8.6 6.5 0.7 80 12.6 7.5 3.2 1.9
8644 .. 174 18.7 3.9 10.83 5.6 457 16.9 1.2 8.8 0.9 111 13.6 79 5.1 0.7
46-89_ . 208 211 41 1338 3.8 491 18.0 68 113 0.9 113 174 7.7 9.0 0.8
60 88 22.6 31 159 3.6 298 224 5.0 167 0.7 48 2138 5.0  16.4 04

NOTE: Edentulous persons are not included.
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Table 8A Appendix. Mean Decayed, Missing and Filled (DMF) Permanent Teeth for Males Five Years of Age and
Over by Age and Ethnic Group for High Income Ratio States—Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)

Ethniec Group

White Black Spanish American
Mean Score o Mean Score Mean Score
2% &3 i
e v AR ¥ HF T AR
2 &% 4 8 0§ ¢ &F & £ E s &% & 5 &

TOTAL..coeisssmmisssss 4713 10.9 1.9 4.1 4.9 1273 7.3 2.7 3.1 1.6 1127 B.7 1.8 2.2 1.7
[ 1 S —— 1112 1.3 0.7 0.0 0.6 376 1.2 0.9 0.0 0.2 326 1.0 0.6 0.1 0.3
10-14. 986 4.9 1.9 0.4 2.6 362 4.6 2.9 0.5 1.3 296 3.9 2.1 0.4 14
16-17_ 327 9.3 2.8 0.8 5.6 122 8.6 4.4 1.4 2.8 79 6.1 2.4 0.8 2.8
18-24 . 464 12.9 2.3 2.1 8.6 72 11.9 4.6 3.1 4.0 106 7.0 2.6 1.6 2.8
26-34. . ... 536 17.3 2.4 6.4 9.5 78 14.7 42 7.1 3.3 96 10.1 2.4 4.1 3.6
T N 427 19.7 2.3 8.5 8.9 02 16.2 3.8 8.5 2.9 112 11.2 2.3 5.7 3.3
46-69. . . 543 20.6 2.3 11.6 6.7 106 16.3 2.8 10.7 1.8 87 12.6 2.2 8.0 2.3
[ F e —— 319 22.8 2.9 15.4 4.6 66 17.7 2.6 14.1 1.0 26 17.0 4.6 12.3 1.1

NOTE: Edentulous peraons are not included.

Table 8B Appendix. Mean Decayed, Missing and Filled (DMF) Permanent Teeth for Females Five Years of Age and
Over by Age and Ethnic Group for High Income Ratio States—Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)

Ethnic Group

White Black Spanish Ameriean
Mean Secore Mean Score Mean Score

8% 3 &3

e ¥ HE ¥ AL v =R
Zc &% & & B z2¢ &% & g E o2& & & & E
TOTAL..cooocieiniiom 57656 13.2 2.2 5.3 6.0 1827 10.2 3.1 4.7 2.3 1594 8.6 2,0 3.8 2.8
1048 1.6 0.8 0.0 0.7 419 1.3 0.9 0.0 0.4 367 1.3 0.9 0.0 0.4
10-14 " 899 5.6 2.0 0.5 3.0 378 4.9 2.9 0.4 1.6 308 3.8 1.6 0.3 1.9
1617 369 9.8 2.6 1.1 6.2 135 9.9 4.7 1.8 3.4 106 7.0 2.2 0.7 4.0
18-24 788 14.0 2.3 29 9.0 213 12.3 5.3 3.4 3.6 176 9.8 3.4 2.3 4.0
26-34 . _ ... 912 18.6 2.4 6.6 9.5 274 16.4 4.6 7.9 4.0 252 12.6 2.8 5.3 4.4
36-44. ... 5569 20.4 1.9 9.9 8.6 204 17.0 3.5 9.6 3.9 212 16.2 2.4 8.4 4.4
ABoB9:c i 688 21.7 1.6 12.1 8.1 210 15.8 2.4 11.0 24 147 17.6 1.7 12.4 3.6
(1] S 492 231 1.3 16.4 6.4 94 20.7 2.4 16.8 1.6 37 18.3 1.9 14.4 2.0

NOTE: Edentulous persons are not included.

I11-122



Table 9A Appendix. Percent of White Males with Peri- Table 9B Appendix. Percent of White Females with

odontal Disease by Age and Disease Status for Low Income Periodontal Disease by Age and Disease Status for Low

Ratio States—Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970) Income Ratio States—Ten-State Nutrition Survey
(1968-1970)

Disease Status Disease Status

Disease Disease Total Disease Disease Total

Without No With With Without No With With

Disease Pockets Pockets Disease Disease Packets Pockets Disease

Age Group - B [T B4 ~ . Age Group X " " K 3

-4 £ § &2 § 5 8§ 2 E _2 2 % £ % 2 ¥ 8 %

& [ g 8 £ b E g E 4 aE E 7] g o g © E o

o 2 2 ) 2 ] 2 ] 2 < S 2 El M El b S 5 El -

EZ A Z Z o~ 4 Y EZ Z o~ Z o Y Z Pu
TOTAL_ ... 1823 423 32.0 486 36.7 414 381.3 900 68.0 TOTAL_ 1661 601 36.4 611 37.0 439 26.6 1060 63.6
b 1836 99 1728 25 184 12 8.8 87 27.2 o 129 96 74.4 23 17.8 10 7.7 33 25.5
[T S 810 106 33.9 141 45.6 64 20.6 206 66.1 [ S s 283 124 43.8 124 43.8 36 12.4 159 b56.2
1014 . ... 813 81 26.9 152 48.6 80 26.6 232 74.1 10-14. 290 106 36.2 133 45.9 B2 17.9 185 63.8
1617 e, 118 41 36.3 47 41.6 26 22.1 72 63.7 16-17 126 40 381.7 64 42.9 32 25.4 86 68.3
18-24.. ... 59 21 36.6 21 35.6 17 28.8 38 64.4 18-24. ... 133 40 30.1 61 45.9 32 24.0 93 69.9
11 16 19 26.0 26 34.2 31 408 67 76.0 26-84__ .. 223 70 314 73 32.7 80 35.9 158 68.6
L O 99 31 31.3 27 21.3 41 41.4 68 68.7 36-44__ . 171 57 33.3 62 36.3 62 30.4 114 66.7
4664 ... 94 14 14.9 21 223 59 62.8 80 86.1 46-64 _ .. ... 163 39 25.6 48 314 66 43.1 114 1745
6664 ... 61 6 9.8 14 229 41 67.2 55 90.2 {5 TR 94 21 223 17 18.1 66 b69.6 78 77.6
6674 ... ... 47 3 6.4 9 19.1 35 174.6 44 93.6 41 9 219 14 34.1 18 43.9 32 78.0
P2 I S 16 3 20.0 3 20.0 9 60.0 12 80.0 >4 = 8 1] 0.0 2 25.0 6 175.0 8 100.0

Table 9C Appendix. Percent of Black Males with Perio- Table 9D Appendix. Percent of Black Females with

dontal Disease by Age and Disease Status for Low Income Periodontal Diseases by Age and Disease Status for Low

Ratio States—Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970) Income Ratio States—Ten-State Nutrition Survey
(1968-1970)

Disease Status Disease Status

Disease Disease Total Disease Disease Total

Without No With With Without No With With

Disease Pockets Pockets Disease Disease Pockets Pockets Disease

Age Grou Age Group

g2 Z & £ & 2 & Z @& ez 2 & 2 & 2 & 2 ¢
TOTAL ... 82756 1267 38.7 1248 38.1 760 23.2 2008 61.3 TOTAL.. ... 4723 1676 35.6 1679 35.6 1369 29.0 3048 64.5
K, 387 337 87.1 47 121 3 0.7 50 12.8 B g 369 316 865.6 51 13.8 2 056 53 14.4
B9 876 445 650.8 396 45.1 36 4.1 431 49.2 [ U —— 897 474 b52.8 386 43.0 37 4.1 423 471
1014 ... 836 280 33.56 445 53.2 111 13.3 ©&B66 66.5 b1 € ———— 916 358 39.1 439 47.9 119 13.0 558 60.9
1617 319 102 32.0 145 46.4 72 22.6 217 68.0 16-17 . 431 141 327 202 46.9 88 20.4 290 67.3
171 41 24.0 67 39.2 63 36.8 130 76.0 18-24 .. 438 116 26.5 167 38.1 166 35.4 322 17356
25-84_ ... 138 27 19.6 42 30.4 69 650.0 111 80.4 26-34... .. . 468 93 19.9 163 32.7 222 474 375 80.1
8644 ... 131 13 9.9 24 18.3 94 71.8 118 90.1 86-44.... 451 88 19.5 117 26.9 246 b64.6 363 80.5
4664 ... 137 11 8.0 34 24.8 92 67.1 126 91.9 {7 W— 332 32 9.6 81 234 219 66.0 300 90.4
(1.1 7 S 148 4 2.7 28 18.9 116 78.4 144 97.3 55-64.._.._ SN 253 39 1654 60 23.7 164 60.9 214 84.6
(15 7 S 97 5 5.1 18 13.4 79 81.4 92 94.8 65-74__ 137 16 11.7 22 16.0 99 72.3 121 88.3
ST 36 2 B.7 8 22.8 26 1714 33 94.3 £ 31 2 64 1 32 28 90.3 29 93.5
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Table 9E Appendix. Percent of Spanish American Males Table 9F Appendix. Percent of Spanish American Fe-

with Periodontal Disease by Age and Disease Status for males with Periodontal Disease by Age and Disease Status
Low Income Ratio States—Ten-State Nutrition Survey for Low Income Ratio States—Ten-State Nutrition Survey
(1968-1970) (1968-1970)
Disease Status Disease Status

Disease Disease Total Disease Disease Total

Without No With With Without No With With

Disease Pockets Pockets Disease Disease Pockets Pockets Disease

L 5 8 = ¥ 3z & 3 0§ z #ae Grong E§ & 8 5 &8 F 3 % %

_a -] @ a @ 2 7} < @ _a < [} Q 7} Q o 2 7}

8 E E = £ 3 E = E ¢ 2E g £ g g E ¢ E =

c 2 = () &l [ 3 7] = @ ° 2 El < = (5] = ] ] )

HZ Z A Z Z Z o™ 3¥4 Z & Z [¥ Z A

TOTAL .. 744 484 651 161 21.6 99 13.3 260 34.9 TOTAL ... 1010 679 67.2 197 19.5 134 13.3 331 328
= 94 93 98.9 1 12 0 0.0 1 12 <5... 119 118 99.2 1 0.8 0o 0.0 1 08
69 . . ... 191 178 932 12 6.3 1 05 13 6.8 B-9 174 1656 94.8 9 B.2 0 0.0 9 5.2
10-24......... 187 131 170.0 48 257 8 4.3 56 30.0 1024 ... 191 147 177.0 39 20.4 5 2.6 44 23.0
48 25 521 19 39.6 4 83 23 479 16-17 .. 84 68 80.9 10 11.9 6 11 16 19.0

1824 40 22 560 11 275 7 17.5 18 46.0 1824, 93 60 645 22 237 11 11.8 33 3656
25-34 ... ... 32 14 437 11 344 7 21.8 18 56.3 2584 . 80 48 60.0 22 275 10 128 32 40.0
36 43 10 233 19 442 14 3825 33 176.7 36-44___ . 111 47 42.3 40 36.0 24 21.6 64 577
(1 1 (— 38 5 131 20 62.6 13 342 33 B86.8 45-54 . 84 14 167 32 381 38 462 70 83.3
a3 3 9.1 9 273 21 63.6 30 90.0 6664 .. ... 47 7 149 18 38.3 22 46.8 40 86.1

29 1 34 9 31.0 19 655 28 96.5 65T4u 23 3 13.0 4 174 16 69.6 20 B86.9

9 2 229 2 222 5 b5.5 7 117 ST 4 2 50.0 0 0.0 2 50.0 2 E0.0

Table 10A Appendix. Percent of White Males with Perio- Table 10B Appendix. Percent of White Females with
dontal Disease by Age and Disease Status for High Income Periodontal Disease by Age and Disease Status for High
Ratio tSates—Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970) Income Ratio States—Ten-State Nutrition Survey
(1968-1970)

Disease Status Disease Status
Disease Disease Total Disease Disease Total
Without No With With Without No With With

Diseaze Pockets Packets Disease Disease Pockets Pockets Disease

Age Group 5 5 o 5 e 5 - 5 s Age Group 5 5 2 5 2 5 © 5 2

- a 5 2 S 2 s a s - a ] Q e a g a &

8 E ¢ E ¢ E & E 8E E & E ¢ E & E g

c 2 =2 ] 2 7] = o 3 7] °2 El ) El @ El ) El %

HZ Z A F Y - Y HZ Z A zZ A Zz z A
TOTAL . 5223 706 13.5 3680 70.6 837 16.0 4517 86.5 6223 890 14.3 4511 72,6 822 13.2 65333 865.7
<) 566 306 70.5 269 456.8 1 0.2 260 46.0 511 265 51.9 245 47.9 1 0.2 246 48.1
B-9.. e 1110 198 17.8 888 80.0 24 2.2 912 822 B9 e, 1048 208 19.8 822 1784 18 1.7 840 80.2
10-14 . . . 985 86 8.7 843 86.6 56 5.7 899 91.3 10-14. 897 124 13.8 738 82.3 36 3.9 773 86.2
16-17_. S a27 20 6.1 279 85.3 28 8.6 307 93.9 ) $i3 Ly A — 366 36 9.9 306 83.8 23 6.3 329 90.1
1824 .. ... 464 20 4.3 390 84.0 64 11.6 444 95.7 18-24. . o 786 76 9.6 641 81.7 69 8.8 710 90.4
26-84.... .. ... 533 27 5.1 384 172.0 122 229 506 94.9 256-34 .. . ... ... 903 67 7.4 680 175.3 166 17.3 836 92.6
3b-44___ .. 420 17 4.0 262 62.4 141 33.6 403 96.9 35-44 . e 563 40 7.2 372 67.3 141 26.5 513 92.8
{1 377 16 4.0 210 BB.7 152 40.3 362 96.0 506 37 7.3 334 66.0 136 26.7 469 92.7
66-64_.... .. . 247 7 2.8 101 40.9 139 56.3 240 97.2 6664 ... . ... 327 18 56 189 57.8 120 36.7 309 946
66-T4.. . 136 5 3.7 52 38.2 79 b58.1 131 96.3 66-T4. ... 247 16 6.1 143 67.9 89 36.0 232 93.9
>U 59 6 10.2 12 20.3 41 69.6 63 89.8 >T4 81 5 6.2 41 650.6 36 43.2 76 93.8
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Table 10C Appendix. Percent of Black Males with Perio- Table 10D Appendix.Percent of Black Females with Perio-
dontal Disease by Age and Disease Status for High Income dontal Disease by Age and Digease Status for High Income

Ratio States—Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970) Ratio States—Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)
Disease Status Disease Status

Disease Disease Total Disease Disease Total

Without No With With Without No With With

Disease Pockets Pockets Disease Disease Pockets Pocketa Disease

Age Group 5 5 5w 5w 5w Age Group 5 £ 5 @ 5= 5 e
- = @ 4 @ ] @ -2 @ - 2 3 = @ < @ = g

qH E ¢ E g E g E ¢ sE E o E o E ¢ E o

©.,2 ] @ 3 @ 3 @ 3 g S A 2 5 £} ] = ] = ]

BZ Z A Z A Z & Z A [ Z Z o Z Z
TOTAL ... ... 1488 446 30.0 830 b55.8 212 14.2 1042 70.0 TOTAL ... 2123 570 26.8 1250 58.9 303 14.3 1553 73.1
o [P e 219 138 63.0 78 35.6 3 1.4 81 317.0 L - T 206 134 65.4 69 33.7 2 1.0 71 34.6
L 374 146 38.0 227 60.7 1 0.3 228 61.0 B-8 417 173 41.6 240 57.6 4 1.0 244 BB.6
10-04cc i, 361 108 30.0 235 66.1 18 5.0 253 70.1 10-14... 31 124 329 240 63.7 13 3.4 263 67.1
16-17 . 122 20 16.4 84 68.9 18 14.7 102 B83.6 b 1) A —— 136 26 18.5 97 171.8 13 9.6 110 815
18-24 ... . 72 9 12.6 50 69.4 13 18.1 63 87.6 18-24. 212 24 113 166 173.1 33 1b.6 188 88.7
26-84. ... . 8 4 5.1 42 b53.8 32 41.0 74 95.0 25-34 . ... 273 41 16.0 168 61.6 64 234 232 86.0
3644 .. . 92 12 13.0 44 47.8 36 39.1 80 B87.0 36-44. . . 203 23 113 124 61.1 66 27.6 180 88.7
46-54_ ... 72 4 5.6 31 43.0 37 614 68 94.4 45-64 ... 161 16 9.9 93 67.8 62 32.3 145 80.1
b5-64 . ... 58 0 0.0 23 39.6 35 60.3 58 100.0 656-64.................. 82 4 49 39 47.6 39 47.6 78 95.1
65-Td oo 28 4 14.3 14 50.0 10 36.7 24 85.7 60 =Thewsscannps 44 4 9.1 20 45.4 20 46.4 40 90.9
12 1 8.3 2 186.7 8 175.0 11 91.7 14 2 143 6 35.7 7 50.0 12 85.7

Table 10E Appendix. Percent of Spanish American Males Table 10F Appendix. Percent of Spanish American Fe-

with Periodontal Disease by Age and Disease Status for maleg with Periodontal Disease by Age and Disease Status
High Income Ratio States—Ten-State Nutrition Survey for High Income Ratio States—Ten-State Nutrition Survey
(1968-1970) (1968-1970)
Disease Status Disease Status

Disease Disease Total Disease Disease Total

Without No With With Without No With With

Disease Pockets Pockets Disease Disease Pockets Pockets Disease

1] B Bt Bt ) e Bt

8} 2 : X3 %2 : 2 3 8 3z 5z oz &%

TE g & E 9 E o g & SE E @ E o E @ g

° 3 G 3 3 ER. CR S 3 CI CR CR- R

Age Group = Z Z o Z o Z Z Age Group HZ Z o Z o Z o
TOTAL_ ... 132 106 8.0 1007 769 213 16.1 1220 92.0 TOTAL... ... .. 17865 98 5.5 1394 78.1 283 16.4 1687 94.5
B 181 46 241 142 743 3 1.6 145 76.9 s OO (] | 40 209 148 78.0 2 1.0 151 179.0
B9 335 32 95 282 872 11 3.3 303 90.5 [ [ 361 24 6.6 322 B89.2 16 4.2 337 93.3

295 17 5.8 260 88.1 18 6.1 278 94.2 308 11 3.6 276 B89.6 21 6.8 297 96.4

9 2 26 69 87.3 8 10.1 77 976 106 10 9.5 80 86.7 6 4.8 95 90.5

1056 3 28 78 74.3 24 229 102 97.1 176 2 11 148 84.1 26 148 174 98.9
96 1 1.0 63 65.6 32 33.3 95 989.0 251 7 28 183 1728 61 24.3 244 97.2
112 0 0.0 67 50.8 66 49.1 112 100.0 211 3 1.4 137 64.9 71 33.6 208 98.6
71 4 B.6 33 46.5 34 479 67 94.4 45-64 ... ... 116 1 09 60 b51.7 656 47.4 115 09.1
22 0o 0.0 8 364 14 63.6 22 100.0 b56-64.. oo 41 0 00 18 43.9 23 B6.1 41 100.0
16 1 6.7 3 200 11 73.3 14 933 24 0 0.0 11 4658 138 B4.2 24 100.0

3 0 0.0 2 40.0 3 60.0 6 100.0 1 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 100.0 1 100.0
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Table 11A Appendix. Mean Periodontal, Oral Hygiene, Debris and Calculus Scores for White Persons by Age Group
and Sex for Low Income Ratio States—Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)

Dental Age Group
Index Total? <5 5-9 10-14 15-17 18-24 25-34  35-44 45-54 56-64 65-74 >4
TOTAL

Periodontal Index

Number.__ T B 2974 265 586 603 239 192 298 270 247 156 88 23

Mean...._._. S 1.18 0.32 0.73 0.86 0.91 0.97 1.30 1.47 2.19 2.83 2.91 3.10
Oral Hygiene Index

Number ... o 2968 318 618 606 238 191 280 262 222 136 16 13

Mean 1.76 0.87 1.33 1.56 1.66 1.83 2.14 2.09 2.65 2.89 3.31 3.10
Debris Index

Number.__ . - 2968 318 618 606 238 191 280 262 222 136 6 13

Mean 4 . 1.21 0.81 1.24 1.31 1.20 1.16 1.16 1.16 1.28 1.41 1.67 1.56
Caleulus Index

Number_.. ... .. 2968 318 618 606 238 191 280 262 222 136 16 13

Mean . 0.54 0.06 0.10 0.24 0.46 0.68 0.98 0.95 1.26 1.48 1.73 1.54

MALE

Periodontal Index

NURBET e s e 1323 136 306 313 113 1:] 16 99 94 61 47 16

BV, (1) PR e R 1.28 0.36 0.83 0.94 0.88 1.10 1.38 1.63 2.17 3.26 3.64 2.96
Oral Hygiene Index

Number_ ... - 1334 160 328 314 113 69 71 95 84 66 41 9

Mean. ... e 1.81 0.93 1.31 1.70 1.74 1.92 2.13 2.14 2.93 3.47 3.86 3.42
Debris Index

Number.. - 1334 160 328 314 113 59 11 95 84 56 41 9

" () | D 1.29 0.87 1.24 1.44 1.28 1.16 1.16 1.13 1.50 1.70 1.83 1.64
Calculus Index

Number_._... ... 1334 160 328 314 113 59 71 95 84 56 41 9

Mean... 0.52 0.06 0.07 0.26 0.46 0.76 0.97 1.02 1.43 1.77 2.02 1.78

FEMALE

Periodontal Index

Nz e - 1661 129 280 290 126 133 223 171 163 94 41 8

Mean. ... ... ... 1.12 0.29 0.63 0.79 0.94 0.91 1.28 1.44 1.84 2.56 2.08 3.39
Oral Hygiene Index

Number. 1634 158 290 292 126 132 209 167 138 81 k1 4

Mean ... ... ... 1.70 0.80 1.36 1.38 1.68 1.78 2.14 2.06 2.31 2.50 2.66 2.38
Debris Index

UMD s iossissrisazis - 1634 158 290 292 125 1382 209 167 138 81 36 4

Mean. ... ... 1.14 0.76 1.23 1.17 1.13 1.14 1.16 1.16 1.17 1.21 1.27 1.38
Caleulus Index

Nomber.ooe snae oo 1634 168 290 292 126 132 209 167 138 81 36 4

MERT .. oo e 0.66 0.06 0.12 0.21 0.46 0.65 0.98 0.91 1.16 1.29 1.39 1.00

1 Total includes persons with unknown age.
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Table 11B Appendix. Mean Periodontal, Oral Hygiene, Debris and Calculus Scores for Black Persons by Age Group
and Sex for Low Income Ratio States—Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)

Dental Age Group
Index Totall <5 5-9 10-14 16-17 18-24 26-34  36-44 45-54 55-64 65-74 >74
TOTAL

Periodontal Index

Number. . .. 7998 166 1707 1762 760 609 606 582 469 401 234 66

MEER oo s e s oo 1.10 0.13 0.561 0.76 0.91 1.16 1.49 1.83 2.24 2.64 3.28 3.99
Oreal Hygiene Index

Number R 8078 1035 1812 1762 47 594 569 536 410 333 169 47

Mean. ... 2.19 0.83 1.59 1.98 2.25 2.63 2.97 3.23 3.68 3.82 4.16 3.81
Debris Index

Number. o 8076 1035 1811 1762 747 594 569 5636 410 332 169 41

Mean.... ... 1.47 0.80 1.49 1.66 1.49 1.62 1.54 1.62 1.70 1.77 1.86 1.84
Calculus Index

Number...oeeee 8078 1036 1812 1762 747 6594 569 636 410 333 169 47

Mean.... s s 0.72 0.02 0.10 0.42 0.77 1.12 1.43 1.61 1.88 2.05 2.19 1.96

MALE

Periodontal Index

Number_ ... .. ... 3276 387 840 836 319 171 138 131 137 148 97 356

Mean.... ... 1.02 0.13 0.62 0.79 0.95 1.19 1.48 2.03 2.06 3.10 3.56 3.76
Oral Hygiene Index

Number._ ... ... 3392 542 888 841 319 168 134 123 126 122 2 22

Mean 2.13 0.84 1.63 2.06 2.32 2.714 3.16 3.65 3.78 4.31 4.71 4.18
Debris Index

Number.........ccimsas: 3390 542 887 841 319 168 134 123 126 121 72 22

Mean........_._.._. ... 1.50 0.82 1.63 1.63 1.54 1.54 1.69 1.78 1.77 2.02 2.23 2.07
Calculus Index

Number.. ... 3392 542 888 841 319 168 134 123 126 122 72 22

Mean... ... . 0.63 0.02 0.11 0.42 0.78 1.20 1.56 1.87 2.00 2.31 2.48 2.11

FEMALE

Periodontal Index

Number.... 4723 369 867 916 431 438 468 451 332 263 137 31

MeBn.... .o vuins iz 1.16 0.13 0.50 0.74 0.89 1.16 1.49 1.717 2.32 2.37 3.08 4.26
Oral Hygiene Index

Number.. ..o 4686 493 924 921 428 426 435 412 284 211 97 25

Mean. . ... 2.23 0.81 1.66 1.92 2.21 2.69 2.91 3.10 3.60 3.63 3.73 3.48
Debris Index

Number._ ..o = 4686 493 924 921 428 426 436 412 284 211 97 26

Mean... ... i S U RS 1.44 0.79 1.46 1.49 1.46 1.51 1.62 1.67 1.66 1.62 1.76 1.64
Caleulus Index

Number. . . . .. . 4686 493 924 921 428 426 436 412 284 211 97 26

Mean ... ... 0.79 0.02 0.09 0.43 0.76 1.08 1.38 1.64 1.83 1.81 1.98 1.83

1 Total includes persons with unknown age.
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Table 11C Appendix. Mean Periodontal, Oral Hygiene, Debris and Calculus Scores for Spanish Americans by Age
Group and Sex for Low Income Ratio States—Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)
Dental Age Group
Index Total 1 <b 5-9 10-14 16-17 18-24 26-34 35-44 45-54 5b6-64 66-74 >74
TOTAL
Periodontal Index
Number______ . 1765 213 363 3178 132 133 112 154 122 80 53 13
Mean 0.59 0.01 0.06 0.26 0.36 0.60 0.66 0.94 1.61 2.22 3.41 3.16
Oral Hygiene Index
Number____ 1722 202 364 378 132 133 112 164 118 76 43 9
Mean. . ... 1.91 0.90 1.37 1.60 1.68 2.06 2.16 2.69 3.27 3.48 3.84 5.04
Debris Index
Number... . 1722 202 364 378 132 133 112 1654 118 5 43 9
Mean 1.39 0.90 1.37 1.45 1.31 1.38 1.30 1.46 1.71 1.71 2.01 2.40
Calculus Index
Number.__. . 1722 202 364 378 132 133 112 164 118 % 43 9
Mean.. . 0.53 0.00 0.01 0.15 0.38 0.68 0.86 1.24 1.66 1.1 1.83 2.64
MALE
Periodontal Index
Number - .. . o . oo 744 94 189 187 48 40 32 43 38 33 29 9
MEEN commnaypmeasrses. 0.60 0.01 0.07 0.30 0.49 0.63 0.79 1.16 1.46 2.44 3.01 3.23
Oral Hygiene Index
Number_._. .. 731 817 190 187 48 40 32 43 38 32 24 8
Mean 2.06 0.97 1.42 1.83 2.22 2.61 2.67 2.97 3.34 3.56 4.27 5:01
Debris Index
BT, 17 (IR 731 87 190 187 48 40 32 43 38 32 24 8
Mean._.....__._ .. e 1.51 0.97 1.41 1.62 1.56 1.60 1.40 1.64 1.80 1.80 2.32 2.41
Caleulus Index
Number___.____.. 731 87 190 187 48 40 32 43 38 32 24 8
Mean... ... ... 0.54 0.00 0.01 0.21 0.66 1.01 1.17 1.43 1.54 1.77 1.96 2.60
FEMALE
Periodontal Index
Number._.. S — 1010 119 174 191 84 93 80 111 84 4 23 4
Mean 0.57 0.00 0.04 0.20 0.27 0.44 0.46 0.86 1.69 2.06 3.81 2.98
Oral Hygiene Index
Number_. . 990 116 174 191 84 93 80 111 80 43 18 1
Mean 1.81 0.84 1.33 1.37 1.37 1.86 2.00 2.58 3.23 3.42 3.16 5.80
Debris Index
Number...... i 980 116 174 191 84 93 80 111 80 43 18 1
Mean .. ._ 1.30 0.84 1.32 1.28 1.16 1.33 1.27 1.42 1.67 1.64 1.66 2.30
Caleulus Index
Number_ .. 990 115 174 191 84 93 80 111 80 43 18 1
Mean 0.51 0.00 0.01 0.09 0.22 0.63 0.73 1.16 1.66 1.78 1.61 3.00

1 Total includes persons with unknown age.
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Table 12A Appendix. Mean Periodontal, Oral Hygiene. Debris and Calculus Scores for White Persons by Age Group
and Sex for High Income Ratio States—Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)

Dental Age Group
Index Total? <6 5-9 10-14 16-17 18-24 25-34  36-44 45-54 56-64 66-74 >74
TOTAL

Periodontal Index

Number e 11446 1076 2157 1882 692 1249 1436 973 883 574 383 140

Mean > 1.06 0.42 0.77 0.91 0.96 1.00 1.16 1.41 1.56 1.88 1.83 2,12
Oral Hygiene Index

Numtberi e e oo 10838 986 2162 1872 688 1238 1369 889 172 479 291 91

Mean 1.54 0.68 1.16 1.36 1.48 1.45 1.83 2.10 2.21 2.47 2.35 2.67
Debris Index

Number oo 10838 996 2162 1872 688 1238 1369 889 772 479 291 91

Mean 1.02 0.67 1.08 1.16 1.06 0.92 0.98 1.06 1.08 1.12 1.10 1.21
Caleulus Index

Number ... 10838 996 2152 1872 688 1238 1369 888 772 479 291 91

Mean 0.62 0.01 0.07 0.21 0.42 0.63 0.85 1.06 1.14 1.36 1.25 1.46

MALE

Periodontal Index

Number. e e 5223 6566 1109 985 327 464 533 420 377 247 136 58

Mean 1.11 0.41 0.77 0.94 1.03 1.08 1.22 1.67 1.73 2.07 2.32 2.45
Oral Hygiene Index

Number.... ... 5006 524 1106 980 326 461 513 401 346 201 109 3g

Mean 1.66 0.67 117 1.46 1.71 1.66 2.02 2.33 2.59 2.82 2.85 3.46
Debris Index

Number. ..o . 5006 524 1106 980 325 461 513 401 346 201 109 39

MORN o mguitasse o 1.10 0.65 1.10 1.24 1.19 1.01 1.03 1.12 1.25 1.24 1.40 1.51
Caleulus Index

Number__ .. ..o 5006 524 1106 880 326 461 513 401 346 201 109 39

Mean 0.66 0.02 0.07 0.28 0.62 0.65 1.00 1.21 1.34 1.58 1.56 1.95

FEMALE

Periodontal Index

Number..._..... 6223 511 1048 897 365 786 903 553 606 327 247 81

b o AR 1.03 0.42 0.76 0.87 0.88 0.95 1.10 1.29 1.42 1.73 1.66 1.88
Oral Hygiene Index

Number__ ... 6833 472 1046 892 363 M7 856 488 427 278 182 52

Mean = 1.44 0.69 1.12 1.256 1.28 1.82 1.71 1.90 1.91 2.21 2.00 2.08
Debris Index

Number___._ . 5833 472 1046 892 363 ki 856 488 427 278 182 52

Mean........ooo. coiisinas s vuven 0.96 0.68 1.06 1.07 0.86 0.86 0.96 0.99 0.94 1.04 0.93 0.99
Calculus Index

Number . ... ... 5833 472 1046 892 363 mM 866 488 427 278 182 52

Mean 0.48 0.01 0.06 0.19 0.83 0.46 0.76 0.91 0.97 1.18 1.07 1.09

1 Total includes persons with unknown age.
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Table 12B Appendix. Mean Periodontal, Oral Hygiene, Debris and Calculus Scores for Black Persons by Age Group
and Sex for High Income Ratio States—Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)

Dental Age Group
Index Total 1 <b 5-9 10-14 15-17 18-24 26-34 36-44 45-64 56-64 65-74 >14
TOTAL

Periodontal Index

Number.... .. . . .. 3611 424 790 738 267 284 361 296 233 140 72 26

Mean 0.93 0.32 0.65 0.71 0.90 1.06 1.23 1.41 1.68 2.07 1.89 8.10
Oral Hygiene Index

Number—... .. 3460 398 787 136 264 283 334 274 209 118 46 20

Mean 1.84 0.69 1.25 1.79 2.10 2.17 2.39 2.69 2.66 3.18 3.04 3.63
Debris Index

Number.__. SS——— 3469 398 87 736 264 283 334 273 208 118 46 20

Mean 1.17 0.66 1.14 1.33 1.36 1.18 1.17 1.21 1.20 1.36 1.28 1.73
Calculus Index

Number__._._____ 8460 398 87 786 254 283 334 274 209 118 46 20

Mean 0.67 0.03 0.11 0.46 0.76 0.98 1.22 1.39 1.46 1.82 1.76 1.90

MALE

Periodontal Index

Number... 1488 218 374 361 122 72 78 92 12 58 28 12

Mean 0.91 0.33 0.66 0.72 0.94 1.06 1.51 1.53 1.96 2.26 1.61 3.58
Oral Hygiene Index

Number .. 1439 202 373 360 122 72 76 91 65 50 21 1T

Mean 1.87 0.71 1.28 1.95 2.18 2.25 2.86 2.86 8.16 3.28 2.91 4.60
Debris Index

Number______ 1439 202 a73 360 122 72 76 91 66 50 21 7

Mean 1.23 0.67 1.16 1.42 1.37 1.20 1.36 1.32 1.42 1.45 1.18 2.47
Caleculus Index

Number_____ 1439 202 3173 360 122 72 16 91 65 50 21 7

Mean 0.64 0.04 0.11 0.53 0.81 1.04 1.51 1.55 1.73 1.82 1.73 2.13

FEMALE

Periodontal Index

Number_ . 2123 206 416 ikl 135 212 278 203 161 82 44 14

Mean 0.94 0.31 0.56 0.69 0.87 1.06 1.16 1.35 1.42 1.94 2.07 2.68
Oral Hygiene Index

Number_.._.... . 2021 196 414 376 132 211 268 183 144 68 26 13

Mean. ... 1.82 0.66 1.22 1.63 2.03 2.14 2.26 2.46 2.456 3.11 3.16 3.11
Debris Index

Number. i o, 2020 196 414 376 132 211 258 182 144 68 25 13

Mean 1.13 0.63 1.12 1.24 1.32 1.18 1.12 1.156 1.11 1.30 1.36 1.33
Calculus Index

Number..... 2021 196 414 376 132 211 258 183 144 68 25 18

Mean 0.70 0.03 0.10 0.89 0.71 0.96 1.14 1.32 1.34 1.81 1.78 1.78

1 Total includes persons with unknown age.
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Table 12C Appendix.

and Sex for High Income Ratio States—Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)

Mean Periodontal, Oral Hygiene, Debris and Calculus Scores for Spanish Americans by Age Group

Dental Age Group
Index Total 1 <b 5-9 10-14 16-17 18-24 25-34 36-44 456-54 56-64 66-74 >T4
TOTAL

Periodontal Index

Number 2084 256 487 423 117 166 217 217 187 63 39 [}

Mean 1.24 0.86 0.96 1.08 1.00 1.16 1.29 1.43 1.84 2.385 2.36 3.28
Oral Hygiene Index

Number. ey o 2019 212 486 423 117 166 217 210 164 60 30 4

Mean 2.24 1.62 1.73 2.04 2.18 2.49 2.69 3.02 2.96 3.50 3.37 3.88
Debris Index

Number ..o 2019 212 486 423 117 166 217 210 164 50 30 4

Mean 1.43 1.47 1.62 1.50 1.28 1.26 1.22 1.30 1.26 1.38 1.26 1.60
Calculus Index

Number— oo 2019 212 486 423 117 166 217 210 164 50 30 4

Mean.. ... 0.81 0.056 0.11 0.54 0.90 1.23 1.47 1.72 1.71 2.12 2.12 2.28

MALE

Periodontal Index

Number........__ 864 126 221 181 49 58 57 M 71 22 16 b

b " 7§ —— 1.16 0.80 0.97 1.09 1.03 1.23 1.38 1.63 1.76 2.52 2.76 2.44
Oral Hygiene Index

Number ..o 832 103 221 191 48 58 b7 6 67 18 10 4

Mean 2.29 1.56 1.76 2.11 2.33 2.68 3.00 3.24 3.31 3.69 3.63 3.88
Debris Index

Number e 832 103 221 191 49 68 87 16 687 19 10 4

MeStis i 1.51 1.52 1.63 1.61 1.31 1.81 1.28 1.36 1.38 1.45 1.41 1.60
Calculus Index

Number... . 832 103 221 181 49 58 67 76 67 19 10 4

Mean 0.78 0.04 0.12 0.51 1.02 1.37 1.72 1.88 1.93 2.24 2.12 2.28

FEMALE

Periodontal Index

Number e e s 1230 131 266 232 68 108 160 140 116 41 24 1

MEEN s 1.13 0.89 0.96 1.02 0.98 1.138 1.26 1.38 2.056 2.26 2.11 1.50
Oral Hygiene Index

Number.........__. R 1187 109 266 232 68 108 160 134 97 31 20 —_

Mean 2.20 1.49 1.72 1.97 2.07 2.39 2.58 2.890 2.71 3.39 3.80 —_
Debris Index

Number_______ 1187 109 266 232 68 108 160 134 97 31 20 —_

Mean 1.38 1.43 1.61 1.42 1.27 1.24 1.20 1.27 1.15 1.34 1.18 —_
Caleulus Index

Number.......coicunsimsmmi 1187 109 266 232 68 108 160 134 97 31 20 —_

MeRN oo 0.82 0.05 0.11 0.66 0.80 1.16 1.39 1.63 1.66 2.056 2.12 —

1 Total includes persons with unknown age.

111-131



Table 13 Appendix.

Mean Periodontal Index Scores for Persons Thirty-five through Fifty-nine Years of Age by Sexz,

Ethnic and Poverty Income Ratio Groups for Low Income Ratio States and High Income Ratio States—Ten-State
Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)

Male Female
White Black Spanish American White Black Spanish American
Poverty
Incox.ne Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean
Ratio Total Perio- Total Perio- Total Perio- Total Perio- Total Perio- Total Perio-
Number dontal Number dontal Number dontal Number dontal Number dontal Number dontal
Index Index Index Index Index Index
LOW INCOME RATIO STATES
TOTAL oo o 177 2.6 2317 2i2 90 1.6 282 2.0 637 2.1 186 1.4
[ 01 |1/ —— 48 3.6 144 2.4 52 1.6 101 2.6 427 2.0 127 1.4
BT L H—— 61 2.4 66 2.1 27 1.8 84 2.0 133 2.2 44 1.6
2.00-2.99._._ 34 2.0 15 1.3 5 1.2 38 1.5 23 1.1 4 1.1
>2989 34 1.8 12 1.1 6 1.1 59 1.2 b4 2.7 10 0.9
HIGH INCOME RATIO STATES
TOTAL......ooeo 885 1.8 173 1.9 171 1.8 1149 1.5 361 1.6 292 1.8
<100 6 2.0 85 2.0 40 1.9 116 1.8 98 1.4 102 2.0
1.00-1.99_ ... 188 1.9 64 1.9 86 1.8 284 1.8 139 1.5 127 1.9
2.00-2.99 ... .. g 254 1.8 36 1.9 25 1.8 286 1.5 66 1.7 44 1.7
290 e 368 1.6 38 1.6 20 2.0 464 1.3 49 1.3 19 1.4

Table 14 Appendix.

Mean Simplified Oral Hygiene Index Scores for Persons Thirty-five through Fifty-nine Years of

Age by Sex, Ethnic and Poverty Income Ratio Groups for Low Income Ratio States and High Income Ratio States—
Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)

Male Female
Poverty White Black Spanish American White Black Spanish American
Income Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean
Ratio Total  O.H.IL Total O.H.L Total  O.H.L Total O.H.L Total O.H.L Total O.H.L
Number Score Number  Score Number Score Number  Score Number  Score Number  Score
LOW INCOME RATIO STATES
HE O 1LY o — 179 2.8 253 3.8 91 3.3 281 2.4 643 3.4 180 3.0
1 (e 47 3.7 158 4.0 52 3.5 98 3.2 472 3.6 122 3.1
1.00-1.89... . .. B9 2.8 69 3.6 27 2.9 81 2.2 132 3.6 44 3.2
2.00-2.99 38 2.4 16 3.4 6 2.6 42 1.9 21 2.1 4 2.8
>2.90 . 35 1.8 10 2.9 6 3.6 60 1.7 18 2.8 10 1.7
HIGH INCOME RATIO STATES
TOTAL nsosssicisvaicicss 815 2.6 160 3.2 161 3.2 984 2.1 314 2.6 258 2.9
Lt 811 N 69 3.5 33 3.6 38 3.4 99 2.6 85 2.6 94 3.0
1.00-1.99 ... .. 178 2.9 61 3.6 79 3.2 2217 2.5 124 2.8 107 2.8
2.00-2.99. ... ... 238 2.6 31 3.0 26 3.0 247 2.1 58 2.7 40 2.9
>289 . 335 23 36 2.6 18 2.8 411 1.7 47 2.4 17 2.5
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Table 156A Appendix. Quartile Intervals of Serum Albumin Values for Corresponding Dental Scores for White Persons
Eighteen through Fifty-four Years of Age with a Poverty Income Ratio from 1.00 through 1.99—Ten-State Nutrition
Survey (1968-1970)

Mean Score

Serum

Alburain Persons 18-44 Years of Age Persons 45-54 Years of Age

Qe DA b weme | e Speom Dgm G Feon
Number . i 1003 1003 1003 1003 123 123 123 165
First Quartile..._...._........ <392 <392 <382 <392 <390 <390 <390 <380
S d Quartile 392-430 392-430 392-430 392-430 390-420 390-420 390-420 390-420
Third Quartile.........____ 431-460 431-460 431-460 431-460 421-441 421-441 421-441 421-441
Fourth Quartile.... ... > 460 >460 >460 >460 >441 >441 >441 > 441

Table 16B Appendix. Quartile Intervals of Serum Albumin Values for Corresponding Dental Scores for Black Persons
Eighteen through Fifty-four Years of Age with a Poverty Income Ratio from 1.00 through 1.99—Ten-State Nutrition
Survey (1968-1970)

Mean Score

Asl;;‘:iln Persons 18-44 Years of Age Persons 45-54 Years of Age

Qurile DM peew e e SppEeom T ol S
Number.....cieecenee 337 337 337 337 67 57 67 ki
First Quartile ... . — <370 <3170 <3870 <370 <400 < 400 < 400 <390
Second Quartile...........___. 370-400 370-400 370-400 370-400 400-420 400-420 400-420 390-420
Third Quartile..........._..._. 401-437 401-437 401-437 401-437 421-440 421-440 421-440 421-440
Fourth Quartile..........._.__.. >4317 >437 >437 >437 >440 >440 >440 >440

Table 16C Appendix. Quartile Intervals of Serum Albumin Values for Corresponding Dental Scores for Spanish
American Persons Eighteen through Fifty-four Years of Age with a Poverty Income Ratio from 1.00 through 1.99—
Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)

Mean Score

Serum Persons 18-44 Years of Age Persons 45-54 Years of Age

Albumin

A
Number_...oooeees 370 370 370 370 40 40 40 75
First Quartile_..__._. . ... <400 < 400 <400 <400 <402 <402 < 402 <879
S d Quartile 400-436 400-436 400-436 400-436 402-434 402-434 402-434 379-418
Third Quartile......______.... 437-464 437-464 437-464 437-464 436-4569 436-469 485-459 419-444
Fourth Quartile......_..__.._... >464 >464 >464 >464 >469 >469 > 450 >444
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Table 16A Appendix. Quartile Intervals of Plasma Vitamin A Values for Corresponding Dental Scores for White
Persons Eighteen through Fifty-four Years of Age with a Poverty Income Ratio from 1.00 through 1.99—Ten-State
Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)

Mean Score

Plasma Persons 18-44 Years of Age Persons 45-54 Years of Age
Vitamin A
Quartiles Decayed, Missing D od Missi Filled Simplified Oral Debris Calculus Periodontal
and Filled €cay! 1581ng sllel Hygiene Index Index Index Index
INUINDOY i oeiessinsvnsmsmsinisiinssonseas 829 829 829 829 98 98 98 124
First Quartile..._......_..___ <34 <34 <34 <34 <38 <38 <38 <386
S d Quartile 34-46 34-46 34-46 34-46 38-61 38-51 38-51 36-51
Third Quartile_.._____....... 47-59 47-69 47-69 47-69 52-62 52-62 52-62 52-68
Fourth Quartile._.._._______ >b9 >b9 >69 >b59 >62 >62 >62 >63

Table 16B Appendix. Quartile Intervals of Plasma Vitamin A Values for Corresponding Dental Scores for Black
Persons Eighteen through Fifty-four Years of Age with a Poverty Income Ratio from 1.00 through 1.99—Ten-State
Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)

Mean Score

Plasma

Vitamitn A Persons 18-44 Years of Age Persons 45-54 Years of Age

Gl PN Deewed Mg R RIATSCRMD DR Cpmie Pepolg
Number . . 369 369 369 368 76 76 76 101
First Quartile..__.________.__ <32 <32 <32 <32 <42 <42 <42 <38
Second Quartile._.._..._....__ 32-41 32-41 32-41 32-41 42-50 42-50 42-50 39-47
Third Quartile..._. ... 42-54 42-54 42-54 42-54 51-66 51-66 51-66 48-66
Fourth Quartile.. >54 >b4 >b4 >b4 >66 >66 >66 >66

Table 16C Appendix. Quartile Intervals of Plasma Vitamin A Values for Corresponding Dental Scores for Spanish
American Persons Eighteen through Fifty-four Years of Age with a Poverty Income Ratio from 1.00 through 1.99—
Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)

Mean Score

Plasma Persons 18-44 Years of Age Persons 45-54 Years of Age
Vitamin A
Quartiles Decayed, Missing D 4 Mg Filled Simplified Oral Debris Caleulus Periodontal
and Filled ecaye 188Ing 1 Hygiene Index Index Index Index

Number. 3n 371 37 37 43 43 43 80
First Quartile_____...___.._._... <34 <34 <34 <34 <39 <39 <39 <32
Second Quartile. ... 34-47 34-47 34-47 34-47 398-50 39-50 39-50 32-41
Third Quartile. ... 48-61 48-61 48-61 48-61 51-65 51-65 51-656 42-57
Fourth Quartile_._......_____ >61 >61 >61 >61 >66 >65 >66 >b7
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Table 17A Appendix. Quartile Intervals of Serum Vitamin C Values for Corresponding Dental Scores for White
Persons Eighteen through Fifty-four Years of Age with a Poverty Income Ratio from 1.00 through 1.99—Ten-State
Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)

Mean Score

Vist.::nuil: o Persons 18-44 Years of Age Persons 45-54 Years of Age

e e Dewed M rme  GEIMOWl Dma o Cpghe Pejedonen
Number_ .o 909 909 909 909 106 105 106 131
First Quartile ... <0.39 <0.39 <0.39 <0.39 <0.35 <0.35 <0.36 <0.356
Second Quartile_ ... 0.39-0.66 0.39-0.66 0.39-0.66 0.39-0.66 0.36-0.61 0.35-0.61 0.85-0.61 0.35-0.60
Third Quartile._. 0.67-1.07 0.67-1.07 0.67-1.07 0.67-1.07 0.62-1.00 0.62-1.00 0.62-1.00 0.60-1.00
Fourth Quartile___._.._.....____ >1.07 >1.07 >1.07 >1.07 >1.00 >1.00 >1.00 >1.00

Table 17B Appendix. Quartile Intervals of Serum Vitamin C Values for Corresponding Dental Scores for Black
Persons Eighteen through Fifty-four Years of Age with a Poverty Income Ratio from 1.00 through 1.99—Ten-State
Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)

Mean Score

Serum Persons 18-44 Years of Age Persons 45-54 Years of Age

Vitamin C

Qurtil Dol Mg pepes Mg Pl GemielOml Dobre  Cillu  Perlodonil
Number_ ... 368 368 368 368 72 72 72 04
First Quartile_ <0.81 <0.31 <0.31 <0.31 <0.31 <0.31 <0.31 <0.31
Second Quartile..... ... 0.81-0.48 0.31-0.48 0.31-0.48 0.31-0.48 0.31-0.57 0.32-0.57 0.32-0.57 0.31-0.54
Third Quartile 0.49-0.81 0.49-0.81 0.49-0.81 0.49-0.81 0.58-0.93 0.58-0.93 0.58-0.93 0.55-0.85
Fourth Quartile ... .. >0.81 >0.81 >0.81 >0.81 >0.93 >0.93 >0.93 >0.85

Table 17C Appendix. Quartile Intervals of Serum Vitamin C Values for Corresponding Dental Scores for Spanish
American Persons Eighteen through Fifty-four Years of Age with a Poverty Income Ratio from 1.00 through 1.99—
Ten-State Nutrition Survey (1968-1970)

Mean Score

Serum Persons 18-44 Years of Age Persons 46-54 Years of Age

Vitamin C

Quiiir  Dewed Mg b wens Rl SaeeiOn e Cpiie Peiedom
Number_._. 364 364 354 354 40 40 40 T
First Quartile_..____.______ <0.44 <0.44 <0.44 <0.44 <0.49 <0.49 <0.49 <0.41
Second Quartile . 0.44-0.74 0.44-0.74 0.44-0.74 0.44-0.74 0.49-0.85 0.49-0.85 0.49-0.85 0.41-0.77
Third Quartile.... 0.76-1.09 0.76-1.09 0.75-1.08 0.75-1.09 0.86-1.19 0.86-1.19 0.86-1.19 0.78-1.11
Fourth Quartile_ ... . >1.09 >1.09 >1.09 >1.09 >1.19 >1.19 ~>1.19 >1.11
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