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i% R AR AT S P E e A (L)
L IPR
B & B

(hEMEROTEESYSE ALPIRE, LE  100044)
RXPiF k% ; Heath-Carter AR i ; K% %4; U

(- S

RAGRGT ERTARKBIR SR .EE, 25, BRERE, ERTAERES,
RA-ENEXo. AIGER Heath-Carter AKMBREMGHMAHEZENKR, Bidxt
th7EHX 485 ZEBRP T B LFER 130 ZEFTRABLFEN 10 AMAKABRTIE & & &
ALEREN: BLEFENERUFEDERER; 1622 SRR RE T, BB LE
ERBEAR; ERATRENETRZENEESEBRFPANKNEEDERER, KE
@ RNOERA RN ZS  FREFESENFERR RUFEER, SR RALLRAD.

Diip

—. Hi

BRANGEEOHREARFAN T ENRER, MBIAKNETSIEE AKE, B
S RKERZERREWEIRR  RABENREE, X HE,AMRE, KEEENEE
SEUMRNKEREARXE FTELREFRE RN, BRZAH T #R S R MR
KEVE, FARERAN RN BREAVSBER—BREERNITEDN, ARTENSEREF
AN — S ERRPR . ABERREAT ANKEERRRREES —EHWXA, BI1HE
RRESNENEE, HE&OBNNERFIE, BN KK EERS A FNE, nEEEE
Hippocrates By 43k, BAFIEA Viola W=4r8:, MEMMKEL Kretschmer FIP
533 (Harrison ez al., 1977), XEEERB R HHEE R EH R T S B EKBRE, W
HER, BN, 4HHE, BHASARE, BXLLEFAEXRENRRILE, Rk
s Ig A2k R, £ES¥#H Sheldon (1940) BREN T —MNELNKE S LR
g, bl AR ERIBARER T INEBER S . PRRER D KRB RERABH=AHEA
a3, BN MEERBE B =R/ER S BAIEN, RUUSEHEMEFREAME & B,
Sheldon XFZELLERBIOKE TER—REW, BERNWEE ZHRA, BEPHEE
—ENRREMASEMTT, MERBIENHERE, AEBSNAR 24, Heath f1
Carter (Heath, 1963; Heath and Carter, 1966, 1967; Carter, 1975; Carter er al.,

AXRERGE . RFELER/ITRROA LR XERLD .
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1983)BE—2P it T Sheldon MUK, AHRBAIBERT THIRRHIE L RELEMAY
R AR, RFTUMEBIRAMEE S E B, ERZBEM K/, B SHERFIHE
SHBE A IR, B AT DUR 2, R R A= MRFERERD, BB T HEH=
MBS INER KRR £—ROMABREKSD , BRR I kTN &8 8 MR
MR , ERRIUR BRI R SR AER RX R =R O BNER R 5, &
FRSROEN EEEE, FRIKREE, B3—ENARNEFE, M=FMRDETIT
E,RE=A0E, EMNAE—RARTARERFE, Heath-Carter KA AF RN
WREmERE, FLASER, B TH /MR R, s RAT RS 2 75%, B3
P RIRL o

Bt +E R, FRETIWME, AREFSRRCRITTARNIE, WKRilE
BERRARR; ARBR(EERRER, £, Fl, BX, HERENEMS AR
Ro BN KRBTGTEEN—FARFROCELAZIEEVEFRFA KEEDFF O OHEFE
g, EEN, RENERBHRTIERD, FNERBHTEEERS S, AEXKER
MILLBIX R, KA Heath-Carter MRS ITENPIRITIERD XK RE, EHIA
Az F] Heath-Carter AR BATY 7L LR EARRIR, AR # 2 SEEE. WKRE
HVEFREREBBEIRFEHEE S, R A ERE

SRS ik

L Bu#¥

1990 ££ 5—7 AZEX IFEKETRY 485 Z B BRPEEERDARAER T &K 130
% B EH ROIRE 2B ZH)ET T AT ARIE, UR 594 DU, BRE
HLERE 1622 3, HREBEESKRERFE B LU RERETIH,

2.RAE

WEIH: 5&,KE, BB RRB4EE , NEE,EE R EmAMRR AR, =L
fir -+ JA B T AL BRI _E AT HEAT PO AL 9 B R8BS o

BT A B TV gl & RGP /N R S B R AR T kT, SN TE B
EFR,BECEE — AR NGRS R R B (1984) A9 Nk T B 05 i BEAT , B P8 R
B EWNIMER KR NIRSE Heath-Carter WEITH:, IR BEAWT:

ZSKMALE R (Triceps skinfold): JHUERIS RE U AERT AL, REITHS
LR AITIRE T,

JAH T OrEZ R (Subscapular skinfold): EEEEW THAIE TN, B ITFMT R
45 fif,

BERU LML R (Suprailiac skinfold): BERT_LMRAN BT 1—2 JEKAL, 238 J51AH
TN 45 B

/NBRIERLEZ RS (Calf skinfold): /NBRAACEHAMINMLL, SEATT/NE < Al 5
o
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BE N 4NEET2 (Biepicondylar breadth of the humerus): FEL STERES,
B A BB N AMRIRIR KBRS

By BN AMNEES (Biepicondylar breadth of the femur): BRI EAH,NEBRZ KRN
BREIRKER,

EE: ANERGRITIN, E4E, RARBRISAAURB/NE THRAPENR
%0

. 6B NS ESHEE
(1) $B=goENITE AR
88—pk 4> (Endomorphy): FEBAMERAEX REREE , B3 = kWAL B FAr. B
MEMA=AEREEE (mm) 2MTELHE5H (cm) RETEMNE,
Endomorphy = —0.7128 + 0.1451x — 0.00068x* + 0.0000014x’
x =T X 170.18/H
B4 (Mesomorphy): EERBMKOIABHAERE, BRUTILAER
(em): EBEAWHEE (BEZKUAKRRE) A, NEE GBR/NBBEEALRZFE) B, Bk
B BERNIER C.D, UEESE H:
Mesomorphy = 0.188A + 0.161B + 0.858C + 0.601D — 0.131H + 4.50
=54 (Ectomorphy): BIYHHE (cm) KE (kg) LbHRDIRBL AR KM H %
TR, IR MR
Ectomorphy = HWR X 0.732 — 28.58
HWR — &#&/vV%hE
R HWR <« 38.25, Ectomorphy = 0.1
38.28<< HWR < 40.75, Ectomorphy — HWR X 0.463 — 17.63
RAE B RTFTR KPR, SR Y BUE RS B -
Endomorphy: 0.5—16
Mesomorphy; 0.5—12
Ectomorphy: 0.5—9
(2) HRHA:
KRR EANEFRERFIE—RBRERR, FE M EA R bl =4 = w2
— A EER,AMER R E R AN BB AEBEE SAD (Somatotype Attitudinal Dista-
nce) %R, F SAM (Somatotype Attitudinal Mean) FRFERN A KR ST
R SRR RS, T DU B R AR B ) A B 0 BUE
WS ESMERAR AR SR A PE L, REFEEARE (Somatochart), B EN
T G B W I e T AR B AR JR R oy AR (J 1),
(A) HhBEGTE LW BERFEEASE (X,Y) RE:
X = Ectomorphy — Endomorphy
Y = 2 X Mesomorphy — (Endomorphy + Ectomorphy)
BX5YRERELAY 311
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1 (kA (Somatochart)

(B) PO EEB=EA A BIRRE RO A EARKSY, RIBEER S 5= A ME0HE
AL BK R T AR B 4 o
(C) RMS 2. IRIAERT = AME AN KN R, TR RRLSY 4 13 PR, W H
MR R (| 1),
RIMNERI N RS (Ectomorphic Endomorph)
BRI R (Balanced Endomorph)
BRI ERE (Mesomorphic Endomorph)
WIE-TH R H# R (Mesomorph-Endomorph)
RNEEA P IEA (Endomorphic Mesomorph)
Bgegrh R Y (Balanced Mesomorph)
TRIMER A RRY (Ectomorphic Mesomorph)
thiR-SMEE AL (Mesomorph-Ectomorph)
RPBRESMNER (Mesomorphic Ectomorph)
Y PN Vit (Balanced Ectomorph)
RN RA A SER! (Endomorphic Ectomorph)
SMB-N IR 54558 (Endomorph-Ectomorph)
= MerhE Al (Central)
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=L ERE R
(—) HE 5115 i

F LRI 2 P 4 LR Ltk 7 M RIKH), ¢ R, B REH (p<0.05),
(o ﬂJ;c—<s—sy/]z“m‘:E?D(n+lﬁ,a—sz%%ﬁ$ﬁw
B SAD, ) BHAIT KA RINERRIHIET, BoRMERA, B—R R
BT L A BB AGEON RS, B FIRNS & RED, &HHTPRHN ik
WP IEEL 55— B LBk, 5 A LB, RS AEAS L, B IR B T
V5 SRR AR

IEETEE G TR TAS, LRSI RIS , i T LA A0 IR Rl
S5, IR R A B R T LU MR OIS & R 4R B Ak

BEQHEREERE T (ZKILAL S E T L2 A1) i & k% DIYAR:
5 D =1.0913 —0.00116 X T

%4 D = 1.0897 — 0.00133 X T
K J. Brozek Hyl B ARBBLTIRARIR&BRIMR AN (HRIE,1985):

#Rl§ % = (4.570/D — 4.142) X 100
HRBLEREOD &, LEOERES B QLI%Z—250%2)HE & T B # (11.1%—
13.2%), HAR BB o B B AL T

HHRIIAZREAMN S -—EZNR, MENINSEYSRENES 2N, #Ed
DR BB NBEE AR T RRIHEm, R e S SRR, 7 SRR LN &
BREE, S EEE/&E /NRE/ SE RSN T L, MERRIEE, H2WRR
ERTEVREmR, 24K BE—3.14 X RREECGXEBE/NE. BREEE R
B, BT IRIGEL 1/2 BORIBEE 5 0 1), W LR AL/NERAY L Y B, JU) 58 ik 0 AL 1S L
RBAT &bk, EENANERERANS. REBEIRLEEEBEHENEERR, M4
R TR EEENREE MO EERR, DB ENREE, AMEZRILT
DR Lt B TR & B, R B — B i TR S

SrE SR ELERHERMAMEN - PNEEER, LSRR ERIUNT B
KT BB EAUNBIE, EEE W E T MEERE BE. i SEESSERNEERT
BHECLBBRIN) o B 2o B R VR B B AR, R MR B = R A B o

RS R3AN, BLMEMD A FEREZER, BUELAHPRER KM, Hd
FEREARIMNER R IR YO SME T R e A, R R IR B IMERRL TN IR B
WRLF A, BRI E G N IR AL (R0, FL R (AR I IR B L2 A
FRTR 2R B, B RN R R SR BY 5 LoV rp BE R R AR B LR IR /1N, ELAR AP IR R h R
BREAILFRE

LR LA, Bk B EBX A, EAHEBE, BEENKEEROD ©, 2
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Somatotype changes due to age for male and female

£ % B ® J & 1:3 ?
age A B E A H 2 3itkoli]
yr. n mearn somatotype n mean somatotype
16 30 2.2-3.7—3.7 35 4.5-3.8—2.5
(0.5—0.6—0.7) (1.0—0.8—0.9)
17 31 2.1—3.7—3.5 35 4.8—3.8—2.4
(0.5—0.8—0.9) €0.9—0.9—1.1)
18 38 2.4—4.3-3.2 34 5.1-3.8—2.3
(1.0—1.0—1.0) (1.0—-0.8—0.9)
19 33 2.4—-4.2-3.1 37 4.9-3.7—2.3
(0.7—0.8—0.9) (1.2—1.1—1.1)
20 39 2.5—4.0—3.2 40 4.9-3.7—2.5
(0.7—0.8—0.8) (1.1—1.0—1.0)
21 33 2.3-3.9-3.3 33 4.5-3.5—2.7
(0.8—0.7—0.8) (1.1—1.0—1.0)
22 31 2.6—4.2-3.0 35 4.5-3.4—2.8
(0.9—0.9—1.1) (0.9—0.5—0.7)
MESOMORPHY

B2 HRLERSKE

Somatotype changes due to age for male and female

(o 1—7 FRAFHEEE 1622 KERA, B 1—4 KRNEEEFBEK
16,17,18 .24 RAERA)

HEEORER, BHRVABBRHBEARAR, BHEHSRENELESEN SN
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HLUR &K ﬁﬁ%%ﬂﬂﬂﬂﬁ‘k%%ﬁi?ﬁﬁﬁw %ﬂiﬂ W&k, B TR H #7855, MK
17 Hi Ao E RO AR EL, '

(2) £ 5 kA

MBI , MM ERRERETE - MAFHEOS R, ARG EEz EEEL, R
MRS KRB BE ERRE XA, BRSNS QAR HEBE £
o, RERBER S ENET RNRAR LTI RBRER, RENSFOEEKEEHRRY,
HEPALBERIN 1280, BLNSMAKETERER B LRERBEOKES W,
HERBELAEREERNE, IHRERE MY, CEEREL UMK, BBAE 13—16
%, LU 1215 %, AR EERI: BHERERNBERN DB REIMEEN bR
B RN RS R ARt R-N IR AR =R R RAR, EAEELERE
B, GERKELIRA, MKEE, GEERTHE, ABS2E—ENEN, FHESE
&l Heath-Carter (A% J58k (Somatotyping), W EHHEK FRMERBAIX—F &
16—22 %0y B o R R R B S S —% T

2 0L, R O A  #3h, BB £ B,

Bk, EEFERER, AR INE RSN R SR ED, B &F%ﬂ?& ﬁiﬂmﬁ_‘ C)
THAERT M, 16—18 FX—HBERIALAAE, FRk, ENMNFEREANKEFEDH
2S5 (p < 0.05),

ZHEBENERNTEYE, FRE, ERADHE, 16—18 %, RN E RO EEH
BB KES AN EZ RS EE T TR, E R oEN R RE, 18—20 %, kAL
AR, 21—22 % kBB E—RR OB T T, bhER 1720 2 52122 B¢ HRA, —
EEIARERER (p<<0.05),

16—18 S BLBUTEREFTRM, AREHRA LA TR ENE, NOoWY
R EESEM. HTHIARE, BN WDENER, EBLE T lIFEERS F7R 50
EHHHK, BEAMNE_RSERE LF, 88— Ko ba ¥ fui R AL —
ﬁﬁ{ﬁlﬁ@_ij][],%:Eﬁﬁmut‘:ﬁﬁ%;%ﬁﬁiﬁﬁgﬁzﬁiﬁ@m%ﬁﬁﬁﬁT%o HE 2w
W, BLtRE 18—19 FHLT—MEE, BEEE-RSRYE, MREBRARGSEN K
B R e M — e LS R T IR S REN B, GAFEH, [EEFHEK,
DAL R TR, BAMK AR AR RN ESI AL, RENE, AHENEETESNRD
HEGEERTENEEA —ENEm, EL i, 21,22 3 (REF= MEH) H 18—20
$LRIE S REF T, SRR MENN, BlAREARK, —HHBEEIESRELE
R TIEV&E—KRRL, CEE T4, B—TEBEREREEEZ, HibGi=
BR A FR X bR R e o

Carter A1 Parizkava (1976, 1978) FREEFFR T 14 M HESITRESEHBER, H
16—24 BT ah 5EEZNERTFRER—T(E 2), GRSHREIMEBK DT
i hRA RS REANREAHREBR, ARAETREE GRS ESERANTHIE
BEoETES THELAEYE, EREELE, BI#H 16—24 F R0 R PITHAL
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R, SRENTERRREREWIEDNERRRE

FrHEZ L.

(2) KRB RSE SRS kB 5

TEMEAT LB Z Bl R A (DERBRYESR BRI, AT —ENEERHK, A
HEMNFIEFRLTRFERE M, Q) XENERFZENGETRFZEFRTE 1822
%, EENMERAN N EBERES, RLBRENNERSE, £ —ERE LT R kEE

BN AR, 45

Wz 2.3,H 3,

R2 HERELARGELER

Somatotype comparisons of physical training students and normal students

& F i 1 A SAM SAD
sample age mean somatotype
KBERBHE (89 A) 20.8 2.1—4.1—3.2 1.1
physical training & (1.2) (0.5—0.9—-0.8) (0.6)
0.3
LEABME (136 A) 20.7 2.4—4.1—3.2 1.2
normal o (1.0) (0.7—0.8-—0.9) €.7)
EEHRZHE (40 A) 20.5 4.1—3.5—2.9 1.3
physical training @ 1.4 (1.0—0.7—0.7) (0.6)
0.6
LEALH (145 A) 20.8 4.7—3.6—2.7 1.5
normal 9 (1.0) (1.1-1.0—1.0) 0.9)
MESOMORPHY
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B3 RBERFESEBRAFERILE
Somatotype comparisons of physical training students and normal students

@ ——IKE & Physical training studemts @ ——EHFH Normal students
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=3 RSB (%)

Distribution of somatotypes

e phys tiaining ek
somatotype category

. Bd %2 B xQ
RINERNER Ecto. Endomerph 20.0 11.2
WA ES Balanced Endomorph - 0.4
R ERK RIER Meso. Endomorph 30.0 0.4 61.4
WE—F 4% R Endo. —Meso. 0.4 1.6
A EE R Th IE A Endo. Mesomorph 11.2 17.5 20.0 8.4
¥I% k9B R Balanced Mesomorph 1.7
fRINERE R Ecto. Mesom‘orph 55.1 5.0 42.1
i E—ShES R Meso. —Ecto. 1.1 4.3
R SMES Meso. Ectomorph 27.0 7.5 21.8 1.2
#1958 /MER Balanced Ectomorph
RARERSNER Endo. Ectomorph 5.0 0.9 7.6
SHNE—REXHR Ecto. —Endo.
= RE Central 2.2 15.0 2.1 8.0

HE 3. Z 2 G EREESEARPERNELERERER (p < 0.05),

RERFENREENRBRR TA%E), 5 —ROETR(LE 3), BKREHES
SERMTEE, ZERALAHAZ ERETEHHEER, NTIBOR TE L BHER.

KERFENRRG R GRAE RS, BB RSERS A S, EB R
RARE, BREREHARAAAG,1985): BIATREBRRIWE, REVHNEAR
BB MRS 438 A, AT 46300 , 72 55 MR BLLLBRIA 2, DL S R AR B2 3, 1 & A
B, FERRETERANZAMROKREMN, LB, B ERb S0 DBEN
i, (B R, AL TBEN 1%—2%; FIMIREESE S AR FORES ERED LT
B EFROER ALK G ERN ARG HA LSRN REEE T, A BRI
PEF IR AT YR FOHS A2, 752 (5 2 S UL PR AR M TR PO 388 0 5 R B 750 358 B2 B BB £ 7l 2 (B O BB
BEMBEEN, JZ, AFEFEEE—ENEN, ERNEZRIEE, F—RD
T, BHMERINE, L HHEXRIANT,

HBREERFEMERFEGEIN, _EHFE—EER LR ABTAB MNP
RURART LB B R ERE &, K P RINER IR LGB B & , R R R R RS
B ERB LB T R R E R MR RB KRB LGB B T M, T R R R AR E T =,

hEETREGY, BE—TGE, AENTEREKERERE - ERERE.
Carter (1970) BT 1039 MUF B3I R (B 12 1 H FA % EHEE . KE. AR
R ERAEETIN), SRERERFE LR FENKRTHOE, 2RI HETER
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FEH R EM KR/ EE B RUEER, T & REOKPRS xR B R
AENEERE , ARBEFOGEFE—ENER; REEEH ROEREREEE 7
thR & Hide H ik, TN REN THE BRREREZE—MEFRRER, E550 i

FEPEUSE,

() EEINKRFERBEE

B 4 B0, o E P AR 5B e B R RSN R R v BR B, B AR TR P 58 = B 4 AR XY
BE, MAMNE R S TR RS, TR B E R AR BRI A i A2 P IR T S EE S R, JE 2
wOh R, PEEENEZRIERABKRTEE. MEXRERRNVBELR ¥ &,
BRI ERTRERPIEER, ULELRPPENERZESERRNERE RS, B
BN REA LK, SRR & BB 8D,

RSN ERNLRFEEER, IR RPERE N IER, 5 3 5178 5 5B BT
B, HE¥EE RO EEBNSE, B RS EAMEY,

ERAR ERNERAGREMICRENTEER, EEtAERKERE EZREEM
# Wi, Chovanova er al.(1982) B R RGN BRI WALM AT, Heath ez al.(1961)
HAEREERENE BAFERBAXRFEERLE , ERYRVRERGHEEH, BB
MR L MR AL B AR AR R B =R MR AR, B E R EHE Wy, Hik

BB L E RS, HRE T e AXERE AR,

KRG HRANERE N ERE —EFEH. R TERILE, FEFE R PRI
KEMLPBE, , BERREN SERR, RE-EEE L ¥mEROLE, BHERIAK
R, REWHEH, EERLZBEIRET, XEN TERFRBEAZMNEREREE
) *4 PERELESEIIAFEFRER

Somatotype comparisons of Chinese students and foreign students

5 J = 2
f_ 2!li 3 : SAD
ample A hREHE A% REImE
n mean somatotype n mean somatotype

HECLPE) 136 2.4—4.1—3.2 145 4.7-3.6—2.7 2.4
Chinese (Shanxi) (0.7—0.8-0.9) (1.1-1.0-1.0)
BRE(EE) 104 2.8-5.1—3.3 104 4.4--3.7—3.1 2.1
Hawaiian (Japanese) (0.8—0.9—-1.2) (0.7-0.7—1.1)
H 274 2.9—4.2—3.2 116 4.2--3.,5—2.8 1.5
English (0.9—0.8-0.8) (0.8—0.7—1.2)
FREELE 302 3.4—4.3—3.0 286 4.8--3.7—2.2 1.7
Czechoslovak (1.2—0.9—1.1) (1.5—-0.5—1.0)
N 153 2.8-4.9-2.8 94 4.0-3.5-2.9 1.8
Canadian (1.2—1.1—1.1) (1.2-—-1.0—1.0)
s ¢ 328 3.1—5.1—2.7 143 4.2--3.7--2.6 1.8
American (1.2—1.1—-1.15 (1.3—-1.0—1.1)

* 2% Carter ez al., 1990,
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A4+ HPEOLFESEIIKRFEEERLE

Somatotype comparisons of Chinese students and foreign students

thE (y7H ) Chinese (Shanxi) @ ERE(HE) Hawaiian
Japanese (Honolulu) ® FHE English(London) @—HEHEETKRLEK
5 Czechoslovak (Prague) ®——Ji& Kk Canadian (British Columbia)
2 American (San Diego)

#58, Harrison %}\(1977)1)05 AR REALHFAERN X RaR, BRI X 3§
& AR — NI Y Bk, BT E E RSSO, EE N IR E R 68 158,

BHN B E TR AN B LR ZE SAD HE5EKZERELE (1K 4),
RIMPEKRFER SAD EHBKTREEXBABL¥EER SAD H, MSEEEHAR
BWHRLKFEEN SAD thiRER, KREMERART: —KRIEAMANE LEKRZEE SAD
BARFEF AL SAD (&, B SAD @7 1.8—3.7, &L 1.3—1.8 {§EKN (Carter,
1990), AREREN—B,

M., & &

B UL B T, EEH NN R R R A B EN—MRERN G A TR, B
RS AE—RER, UM EARER, BTZ TENHRIE afRE8s
FEERRIAERE, BB TIRANER, 0IRE; R SReEalERpyESHA
BRI ARGEESE R RERKR, BB TR G B2 — 5 0ET 5 2RKINA,
HEEG AN HERE R, NI REAREREESENRL S, YREABERE—12
¥,ERERL RIS R EMB R AR,

(1992 3 A5 HKHR)



3 M BREER. ZRARGEFRPEEE(LEDNAR LT 271

8 % X ®

B RS R IRT, 1984, AGRRIBIT M, BFHRM, LR,

B IE1985, ARRIEFM. LHES UK, -8,

AR %i%,1985, THAEFHERE, ARBEHUKMILH,
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STUDY ON THE PHYSIQUE OF CHINESE COLLEGE
STUDENTS (SHANXI) BY SOMATOTYPING
METHOD

Zhao Lingxia

(Institure of Vertebrate Paleomtology and Palcoanthropology, Academia Sinica, Beijing 100044)
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Abstract

The author used the Heath-Carter somatotyping method to study the physique of Chinese
college students counting 485 normal and 130 physical training ones in Shanxi province. Results
as following were obtained. Comparisons of male and female somatotype means clearly show se-
xual dimorphism. Somatotype is changing differently from aged 16 to 22 years for male and fe-
male. Males tend to become more mesomorphic, and the females more endomorphic at first, and
then less endomorphic. Physical training produces effects on somatotypes in different ways for
the males and females. Comparing Chinese students’ somatotype mean with that of foreign stu-
dents, there are some differences, especially for male. Sematotype attitudinal distances (SAD)
between male and female for Chinese and Hawaiian Japanese, which are non-White samples, are
larger than the White ones.



