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Abstract

Researchers might be able to estimate secular trends in height by asking adults about own
and parental height and assessing the accuracy of measures of perceived height differences by
actually measuring the height difference between adult offspring and their same-sex parent in a
sub-sample of adults with living parents. The method was tested in a pre-industrial native
Amazonian society of Bolivia (Tsimane’). Subjects 20+ years of age (women=287; men=269)
reported inaccurately the height of their same-sex parent relative to their own height, and
overstated the difference in height in cm between their same-sex parent and themselves. Errors
may reflect the small mean measured difference in height between offspring and the same-sex
parent (father-son=5.0 cm; mother-daughter=4.2 cm) and weak awareness of measured height in
a pre-literate society. One should exercise caution when using perceived measures of height to
infer secular trends in height in pre-literate societies. The method might work when society
experiences a large change in height between generations.
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1. Introduction

Because socioeconomic and political conditions during a person’s growing years
affect final adult height, researchers have used secular trends in adult height to infer
changes in the well-being of populations across time (Bogin and Keep, 1999; Fogel,
2005; Godoy et al., 2005; Komlos, 1998; Steckel and Rose, 2002). Studies of secular
trends in height in pre-literate societies will likely find confirmation for the null
hypothesis of no significant secular change in height owing to measurement errors of age
and age-corrected height. People in pre-literate societies estimate their own age with
error because they lack birth certificates (Godoy et al., 2005). Furthermore, if one uses
age to correct for stature shrinking from normal aging (Trotter and Glesser, 1951), then
the measurement errors of age, besides creating an attenuation bias, will inflate standard
errors.

Researchers working with contemporary populations might be able to overcome
the limitations of regression analysis in studies of secular trends of height by asking
adults of different generations about the height of their same-sex parent. The validity of
the approach hinges on the accuracy of adults’ perceptions of the height of their same-sex
parent.

Here we contribute to a growing body of research on the importance of perceived
anthropometric measures (Brener et al., 2003; Ezzati et al., 2006; Goodman et al., 2000;
LeJarraga et al., 1995; Ossiander et al. 2004; Strauss, 1999). In industrial nations
perceived anthropometric measures matter chiefly because they lower the costs of doing

surveys, but they may come at the cost of bias in measurement. Ossiander et al. (2004)



found a close association between women’s self-reported height and measured height
when they matched data from driver’s license with anthropometric measures from the
same women from a cancer study. Ezzati et al. (2006) found people reported lower
height during telephone interviews compared with face-to-face interviews. In Argentina,
LeJarraga et al. (1995) found women overestimated their own and their husband’s height.
In pre-industrial societies perceived anthropometric measures matter because they may be
the only way to estimate secular trends in biological standards of living. In this article we
present the results of a test to measure the accuracy of perceived parental height in a pre-

industrial native Amazonian society of Bolivia, the Tsimane’.

2. Method and sample

2. 1. Method

In earlier publications in this journal we described the background of the panel
study in progress with the Tsimane’ since 1999, how we measured height, and our main
finding: the absence of a marked secular change in height among adult women or men
born during 1920-1980 (Godoy et al. 2005, 2006). Because we covered background
material in earlier publications, here we focus on a method to elicit information on the
accuracy of perceived parental height.

During a survey between May and September 2005 we measured the height of all
subjects. We limit the analysis to people over 20 years of age since Tsimane’ reach their

final adult height by about age 20 (Godoy et al., 2005). We asked adults whether they



were taller, shorter, or the same height as their mother and their father, and whether their
parents were alive. After they had answered the two questions, we gave them a sheet of
white paper in broad daylight and asked them to mark on the paper their estimate of the
difference in height between their mother and themselves and between their father and
themselves. Surveyors used a tape measure to convert into centimeters (cm) the
difference marked on the paper by the subjects. The information allowed us to produce
two variables: the perceived difference in height in cm between subjects and their
mothers and the perceived difference in height in cm between subjects and their fathers.

Since some of the adults from whom we measured height and from whom we
asked about parental height had parents in the sample, we could do two analyses. First,
we could assess whether adults reported with accuracy the height of their parents relative
to the height of themselves. For instance, we could test whether an adult daughter who
reported being taller than her mother was, in fact, taller than her mother. Second, we
could assess the congruence between the following two variables: (1) the parent-offspring
difference in height in cm estimated during the survey from actual measures of the height
of the parent and the height of the offspring and (2) the parent-offspring difference in

height in cm as estimated and reported by the offspring.

2.2. Sample of family lines and generations

The sample size included 556 people over 20 years of age with information on

own height (women=287; men=269) (Table 1). To analyze secular trends in adult height

we created age cohorts using generations and family lines to split the sample. The use of



second generation we see a net increase in the share of women reporting being taller than
their mothers. Among women of the second and first generation, the net share of women
reporting shrinking (% reporting being taller - % reporting being shorter) reached -1.8%
and -21.5%, implying a secular increase in height. When we do the analysis by family
line, we see that the net share of mothers and daughters who reported shrinking reached -
5.7% (mothers) and -11.3% (daughters).

In sum, analysis of information on perceived parental height suggests an
unambiguous secular decline in height among men, and a secular decline followed by a
secular increase in height among women. The results contrast with the findings from
multivariate regressions analysis of the Tsimane’, which showed no secular change in
stature for either sex for people born during 1920-1980 (Godoy et al., 2005). The results
also contrast with the mean heights summarized in Table 1, which also show small

changes in height (except between grandmothers and mothers).

3.4. Comparison of reported and measured relative height of parents

Having established the patterns of secular trends in height for women and men
from their perceptions of their parent’s height, we next assess whether estimates provided
by the offspring about the relative height of their same-sex parent match differences in
the relative height of their same-sex parent from measures of height taken by surveyors.

In the columns of Table 4 we summarize the answers provided by offspring about
their perceived height relative to the height of their same-sex parent. In rows we

summarize information about relative difference in height between parent and same-sex
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offspring from measures of height taken during the survey. We split measured height
into three rows or categories: Shorter, same, and taller. The category “same” includes
measures within 1 cm of the actual measure of the standing height of the same-sex parent.
We allow an error of +/- 1 cm because it would be unrealistic for offspring to know or to
estimate with exact precision the height of a parent. We divide Table 4 into section | for
men and section 11 for women. If offspring were 100% accurate about the relative height
of their same-sex parent, then all the observations would cluster in a diagonal line from
the north-west to the south-east. For example, offspring who were shorter than their
same-sex parent would report being shorter than their same-sex parent (north-west
corner) and offspring who were taller than their same-sex parent would report being taller
than their same-sex parent (south-east corner).
INSERT TABLE 4 ABOUT HERE

The most striking finding about Table 4 is that offspring provide inaccurate
answers about the height of their parents relative to the height of themselves. Only in
about half the cases did people report accurately the relative height of their same-sex
parent. Among men (section I), we see in the row called “Shorter” that of the 173 sons
who were actually shorter than their fathers, only 100 (57.8%) reported being shorter than
their fathers. 1f we focus on the row “Taller” we see that of the 50 sons who were
actually taller than their fathers, only 31 or 58.0% reported that they were, in fact, taller
than their fathers. We find the same pattern of inaccuracy among women (Table 4,
section II). If we examine the row “Shorter” we find that of the 153 daughters who were

shorter than their mothers, only 68 or 44.4% said they were shorter than their mothers.
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Examining the row “Taller” we find that of the 75 daughters who were taller than their
mothers, only 48 or 64.0% reported being taller than their mothers.

Most of the errors came from lumping parents into the category of “same height”.
For example, among sons with taller fathers (n=173) or among daughters with taller
mothers (n=153), 49 or 28.3% of sons and 49 or 32.0% of daughters reported being of the
same height as their same-sex parent when in fact they were shorter than their same-sex
parent. Far fewer offspring said that their same-sex parent was taller when, in fact, their
same-sex parent was shorter (men: n=4, 8.0%; women: n=4, 5.3%), or that same-sex
parent was shorter when, in fact, their same-sex parent was taller (men: n=24, 13.8%;
women: n=36, 23.5%).

In sum, Tsimane’ reported the relative height of their same-sex parents
inaccurately, with a bias toward reporting no difference in height when, in fact,
differences existed. If Tsimane’ cannot report accurately the height of their same-sex
living parent, it is unlikely they can report accurately the height of their deceased parents.
Therefore, one should exercise caution when relying on self-reported answers about
deceased ancestors to infer biases in secular trends of height from selective mortality of

taller or shorter adults.

3.5. Comparison of parent-offspring height difference in cm from self reports and actual

measures
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In Tables 5-6 we compare parent-offspring height difference in cm from self
reports and actual measures. We present analysis by generations (Table 5) and by family
lines (Table 6).

INSERT TABLE 5-6 ABOUT HERE

Recall from the discussion of Tables 2-3 that most men reported being shorter
than their fathers so it follows one would like to know the perceived and actual difference
in cm in height between different generations or age cohorts of men. Since most sons
reported their fathers had been taller than themselves, we focus on the rows called
“Taller” in sections | of Tables 5-6.

The most striking result of Tables 5-6 is how consistently sons over-estimated the
stature in cm of their fathers. For example, section | of Table 5 shows that sons of the
third and second generation reported that, on average, their fathers were 13.0 cm (third
generation) and 18.8 cm (second generation) taller than themselves, but fathers were in
fact only 3.5 cm (third generation) and 5.5 cm (second generation) taller than their sons.
In section | of Table 6 we repeat the analysis by family line and find the same general
tendency to over estimate the height of fathers among sons who reported being shorter
than their fathers. For example, if we focus on section IB (Table 6) we find that sons
who reported that their fathers were taller said that their fathers were, on average, 14.8
cm taller than themselves, when in fact fathers were only 3.9 cm taller than their sons.

Women also over estimated the difference in height in cm with their mothers. For
illustration and because of sample size, we focus on women of the third generation or
daughters. Since the information in Tables 2-3 shows that most women of the third

generation and daughters reported their mothers were shorter than themselves, we focus
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on the row “Shorter” in sections 11 of Tables 5-6. Again, we see a tendency by daughters
to overstate the difference in height between their mothers and themselves. Third-
generation women reported their mothers were, on average, 10.3 cm shorter than
themselves (Table 5) and daughters reported their mothers were 10.1 cm shorter than
themselves (Table 6). The perceived differences in absolute measures were much higher
than the actual measures. Third-generation women were only 5.1 cm (not 10.3 cm) taller
than their mothers (Table 5) and daughters were only 4.3 cm (not 10.1 cm) taller than
their mothers (Table 6).

Last, in Table 7 and Figures 1-2 we present the distribution of errors between
reported and measured parent height by generation (section I) and by family line (section
I1). We equate error with the absolute value of the difference between a parents’ reported
height and their actual measured height, rounded to the nearest tenth. Owing to the small
sample of observations for people in the first generation or for grandparents, we exclude
them from the analysis.

INSERT TABLE 7 AND FIGURES 1-2 ABOUT HERE

Section | suggests that, on average, men of the second and third generation
reported their father’s height within 4.7 cm (second generation) and 5.1 cm (first
generation) of their father’s actual height. Women of the second and third generation
were, on average, within 4.9 cm (second generation) and 4.0 cm (third generation) of
their mother’s actual height. 1f we examine the column for median values, we find that
50.0% of men in the second and third generation were within 2.4 cm (second generation)

or 2.0 cm (third generation) of their father’s actual height and that 50.0% of women of
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the second and third generation were within 2.7 cm (second generation) or 1.7 cm (third
generation) of their mother’s actual height.

In part 11 of Table 7 we find a similar trend as the one just described for different
generations. For instance, sons reported their father’s height within 5.3 cm of their
father’s height and daughters reported their mother’s height within 4.0 cm of their
mother’s height. Fathers reported their father’s height within 2.9 cm of their father’s
actual height, and mothers reported their mother’s height within 4.9 cm of their mother’s

actual height.

4. Discussion and conclusions

Two caveats deserve brief mention before discussing the implications of the
study. First, like other pre-industrial societies, the Tsimane’ do not know their
chronological age with accuracy owing to the general absence of birth certificates. Mis-
reporting of age means that the age categories we created contain people who belong in
other age categories. Second, asking people in pre-industrial societies to mark on a blank
paper their perceived height difference with their same-sex parent may have created
confusion since many adults are illiterate and unfamiliar with the use of pencils and
paper.

Bearing the caveats in mind, one can nevertheless draw several tentative
conclusions from the analysis presented. First, the results suggest that offspring are, on
average, right only about half the time when asked about the height of their same-sex

parent compared with their own height. Second, we found roughly the same pattern of
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misclassification among women and men. Third, because respondents provided
inaccurate answers about relative parental height, one must be cautious about using
answers about perceived parental height to draw inferences about secular trends in adult
height. If participants were unable to respond accurately about the relative height of their
living parents, they are even less likely to respond accurately about the height of their
deceased parents, so one must also be cautious of using answers about perceived height
of deceased parents to draw inferences about biases in secular trends of height from
selective mortality. Last, we found a strong tendency by offspring to overstate the
difference in height between themselves and their same-sex parents.

Why might Tsimane’ provide inaccurate answers about the height of their same-
sex parent? Several possible explanations come to mind. First, people shrink as they
age. Different subjects may have used the stature of their same-sex parent at a different
time in the lifecycle of their parents when answering questions about relative and
absolute differences in height between themselves and their same-sex parent. For
instance, a father may have been taller than the son when the son reached 20 years of age,
but years later, when the survey took place, the father could have experienced a reduction
in height, making the son taller. Twin brothers might have answered the same question
about their father’s height differently if for the estimation one brother used the height of
the father when he (the son) was 20 years old, but the other brother used the height of the
father at the moment of the interview. Furthermore, some subjects may have selected
only one point in the life cycle of their same-sex parent for the comparison, but others
may have averaged the height of their parent over a part of their parent’s life-cycle,

thereby introducing further noise into their estimate.
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Second, in a pre-industrial society where people are not measured frequently
people may be less aware of their measured height and therefore more likely to produce
‘unintentional’” misreporting (Ezzati et al., 2006). The accuracy of self-reports of parental
height may increase in industrial societies because people are measured and told their
height from childhood onward (e.g., in schools or as part of regular medical visits) and
are asked about their measured height on formal occasions (e.g., to obtain a driver’s
license). Also, people in industrial societies may be more conscious of their height if
height signals social status (LeJarraga et al., 1995). However, even in industrial societies
adult men (Ezzati et al. 2006; LeJarraga et al., 1995; Ossiander et al., 2004) and perhaps
adolescents as well (Brener et al., 2003; Goodman et al., 2000; Strauss, 1999) tend to
over-estimate their own height, so it is possible that even people in industrial societies
may provide inaccurate answers about parental height.

Last, objective differences in height between offspring and same-sex parent may
have been too small for Tsimane’ to detect through casual observations. For example, on
average a son was only within 5.0 cm of the height of his father and a daughter was only
within 4.2 cm of the height of her mother. Recall also from Table 1, that the average
difference in height between adjacent generations was small. Differences in height may
have been too small for people to spot with accuracy.

In sum, this paper highlights the pitfalls of using perceived parental height to
examine secular trends of height in pre-industrial societies. Researchers using perceived
height should keep in mind that people tend to inaccurately assess their parents’ height.
Also, self reports may produce inaccurate estimates when the actual height difference

between adjacent generations is small. The use of self reports is an attractive option to
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elicit anthropometric information because of its low cost, and may perhaps allow one to
estimate secular trends in height in pre-industrial societies, but the method needs further

validation because it can be used with confidence.
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18

Summary statistics of individuals” measured height in cm: By sex, generation, and family

line.
I. By generation 11. By family line
Generation N Mean S.D. Kin N Mean S.D.
(years) group
Men Men
GGF 1 171.3 A
1% (58+) 58 | 1633 | 5.1 GF 15 | 1642 | 58
2" (57-36) | 80 163.6 4.9 Father 64 | 1642 | 47
37(35-20) | 149 | 1630 | 48 Son 207 | 162.8 | 47
Total | 287 | 163.3 4.9 Total | 287 | 1656 | 5.0
Women Women
GGM 1 151.0 A
1% (58+) 54 151.0 5.3 GM 24 | 150.0 | 6.0
2" (57-36) | 72 151.8 4.4 Mother 65 | 1525 | 5.1
3" (35-20) | 143 | 1515 5.3 Daughter | 179 | 151.1 | 4.9
Total | 269 | 151.4 5.1 Total | 269 | 1511 | 5.3

Notes: GGF=great grandfather; GF=grandfather; GGM=great grandmother; GM=

grandmother. Height corrected by age-related shrinking (Trotter and Glesser, 1951).
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Perceived parental height relative to respondent’s height by generations and respondent’s

Sex

I. Generation of male respondents:

Relative to offspring:

1% 58+ years of age

2"1 : 57-36 years of age

3"%: 35-20 years of age

N % N % N %
A. Father alive is:
Taller 0 0 7 26.9 31 36.4
Same height 0 0 12 46.1 26 30.5
Shorter 1 100.0 7 26.9 28 32.9
Total 1 100.0 26 100.0 85 100.0
B. Father dead was:
Taller 22 57.8 21 61.7 6 60.0
Same height 12 31.5 10 294 3 30.0
Shorter 4 10.5 3 8.8 1 10.0
Total 38 100.0 34 100.0 10 100.0
C. Father alive or dead
is/was:
Taller 22 56.4 28 46.6 37 38.9
Same height 12 30.7 22 36.6 29 30.5
Shorter 5 12.8 10 16.6 29 30.5
Total 39 100.0 60 100.0 95 100.0
D. Net % of men +43.5 +30.0 +8.4

shrinking (taller-
shorter)

11. Generation of female respondents:

Relative to offspring:

1% 58+ years of age

2" : 57-36 years of age

3"%: 35-20 years of age

N % N % N %
A. Mother alive is:
Taller 2 28.5 10 29.4 21 22.8
Same height 2 28.5 12 35.2 29 31.5
Shorter 3 42.8 12 35.2 42 45.6
Total 7 100.0 34 100.0 92 100.0
B. Mother dead was:
Taller 18 48.6 8 40.0 4 26.6
Same height 12 32.4 5 25.0 5 33.3
Shorter 18.9 7 35.0 6 40.0
Total 37 100.0 20 100.0 15 100.0
C. Mother alive or dead
is/was:
Taller 20 45.4 18 33.3 25 23.3
Same height 14 31.8 17 31.4 34 31.7
Shorter 10 22.7 19 35.1 48 44.8
Total 44 100.0 54 100.0 107 100.0
D. Net % of women +22.7 -1.8 -21.5

shrinking (taller-
shorter)




Table 3

Perceived parental height relative to respondent’s height by family line and sex of

respondent
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I. Male respondents:

Grandfather Father Son
Relative to offspring: N % N % %
A. Father alive is:
Taller 0 0.0 3 27.2 35 34.6
Same height 1 100.0 4 36.3 33 32.6
Shorter 0 0.0 4 36.3 32 31.6
Total 1 100.0 11 100.0 100 100.0
B. Father dead was:
Taller 4 40.0 22 61.1 23 65.7
Same height 3 30.0 13 36.1 9 25.7
Shorter 3 30.0 1 2.7 3 8.5
Total 10 100.0 100.0 35 100.0
C. Father alive or dead
is/was:
Taller 4 36.3 25 53.1 58 42.9
Same height 4 36.3 17 36.1 42 31.1
Shorter 3 27.2 5 10.6 35 25.9
Total 11 100.0 47 100.0 135 100.0
D. Net % of men +9.0 +42.5 +17.0
shrinking (taller-
shorter)
Il. Female respondents:
Grandmother Mother Daughter
Relative to offspring: N % N % %
A. Mother alive is:
Taller 0 0 5 17.2 28 27.1
Same height 0 0 9 31.0 33 32.0
Shorter 0 0 15 51.7 42 40.7
Total 0 0 29 100.0 103 100.0
B. Mother dead was:
Taller 8 42.1 13 56.5 9 31.0
Same height 8 42.1 4 17.3 10 34.4
Shorter 3 15.7 6 26.0 10 34.4
Total 19 100.0 23 100.0 29 100.0
C. Mother alive or dead
is/was:
Taller 8 42.1 18 34.6 37 28.0
Same height 8 42.1 13 25.0 43 325
Shorter 3 15.7 21 40.3 52 39.3
Total 19 100.0 52 100.0 132 100.0
D. Net % of women +26.3 -5.7 -11.3
shrinking (taller-
shorter)




Table 4

Comparison of self-perceived and measured relative height
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I. Males:
Relative to father, son reports being:
Shorter Same height Taller Total
N | %[N | %[N | %N | %
Shorter 100 49 24 173
% across 57.8 28.3 13.8 100.0
% down 89.2 64.4 42.1 70.6
Relative to | Same height | 8 10 4 22
father, son is % across 36.3 45.4 18.1 100.0
measured as % down 7.1 13.1 7.0 8.9
being: Taller 4 17 29 50
% across 8.0 34.0 58.0 100.0
% down 3.5 22.3 50.8 20.4
Total 112 76 57 245
% across 45.7 31.0 23.2 100.0
% down 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Il. Females:
Relative to mother, daughter reports being:
Shorter Same height Taller Total
N | %[N | %[N | %N | %
Shorter 68 49 36 153
% across 44.4 32.0 23.5 100.0
% down 90.6 60.4 41.8 63.2
Relativeto | Same height | 3 9 2 14
mother, % across 21.4 64.2 14.2 100.0
daughter is % down 4.0 11.1 2.3 5.7
measured as | Taller 4 23 48 75
being: % across 5.3 30.6 64.0 100.0
% down 5.3 28.4 55.8 30.9
Total 75 81 86 242
% across 30.9 33.4 35.5 100.0
% down 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
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Comparison of parent-offspring difference in height (in cm) between self-reports of

offspring and actual measures by sex and generation

I. Males reporting:

1. Reported difference

2. Measured difference

3. T-test of difference
between reported &
measured difference
in means

Father was: A. First generation, 58+ years of age:
N Mean S.D. N Mean S.D. Mean SE

Taller 27 116.0 10.7 0 0 0 0 0

Shorter 8 10.0 11.0 1 0.6 0 0.3 0
B. Second generation, 57-36 years of age:

Taller 31 |18.8 11.7 6 5.5 4.7 9.2* 3.7

Shorter 14 |11.1 9.3 6 7.4 3.2 1.2 2.5
C. Third generation, 35-20 years of age:

Taller 54 |13.0 10.1 30 3.5 3.0 8.3*** | 2.1

Shorter 35 |7.0 5.2 26 5.1 3.2 1.0 0.7

I1. Females reporting:

Mother was: A. First generation, 58+ years of age:

Taller 24 | 13.3 10.9 2 10.3 9.8 -6.8 7.5

Shorter 10 |17.3 16.8 3 7.9 54 0.0 0.1
B. Second generation, 57-36 years of age:

Taller 22 | 12.6 9.7 9 6.3 5.5 5.0 3.3

Shorter 22 |88 8.2 11 4.5 2.7 1.4 0.8
C. Third generation, 35-20 years of age:

Taller 29 |10.0 8.7 19 4.2 3.0 3.9** 1.3

Shorter 54 110.3 10.2 36 5.1 3.2 4,1%** | 12

Notes: In columns 1-2, N, Mean, and S.D. refer to the difference between subjects’

reported (column 1) and measured (column 2) height of parents. Column 3 contains the

results of a two-sample t-test between subjects’ reported difference and actual difference

by generation (mean of column 1 compared with mean of column 2). *, ** and ***

significant at the 10%, 5%, and 1% level.
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Comparison of parent-offspring difference in height (in cm) between self-reports of

offspring and actual measures by sex and by family line

I. Males reporting:

1. Reported difference

2. Measured difference

3. T-test of difference
between reported &
measured difference
in means

Father was: A. Father:
N Mean S.D. N Mean S.D. Mean SE
Taller 29 116.3 9.4 2 2.6 3.1 4.8 4.7
Shorter 8 7.6 4.4 4 5.4 4.8 1.0 1.7

B. Son:

Taller 78 114.8 11.1 34 3.9 3.4 8.7*** 120
Shorter 45 |79 7.0 29 5.4 3.2 1.0 0.7

1l. Females reporting:

Mother was: A. Mother:
Taller 22 | 13.9 9.4 4 6.3 7.1 10.1 6.0
Shorter 23 111 11.2 14 7.2 4.3 2.9%* 1.3

B. Daughter:

Taller 42 19.6 8.0 26 5.1 4.1 2.5 1.3
Shorter 5 110.1 10.1 36 4.3 2.3 3.3** 1.2

Notes: Same as Table 5.




Table 7
Distribution of errors in parent’s height between self-reports of offspring and actual

measures: By sex, generation, and family lines

I. Subject reporting: By generation
N | Mean | S.D. | Median | Minimum | Maximum
1. Males:
A. Second generation, 57-36 years of age
23 | 47 | 58 | 24 | 0 | 224
B. Third generation, 35-20 years of age
78 | 51 | 86 | 2 | 0 | 455
2. Females:
A. Second generation, 57-36 years of age
30 | 49 [ 58 ] 27 | o | 273
B. Third generation, 35-20 years of age
81 | 40 [ 58 | 17 | 0o | 292
I1. Subject reporting: By family lines
1. Males:
A. Father
10 ] 29 [ 29 | 18 | 01 | 96
B. Son
91 | 53 | 84 | 21 | 0 | 455
2. Females:
A. Mother
24 | 49 [ 61 | 27 | o | 273
B. Daughter
92 | 40 [ 57 | 17 | 0o | 292

Note: Error = absolute difference in cm between reported and actual height of parents.
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Fig. 1. Distribution of errors in parent’s height between self-reports of adult offspring and actual

measures: By sex and generation.
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Fig. 2. Distribution of errors in parent’s height between self-reports of adult offspring and actual

measures: By sex and family line.



