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Abstract

The purpose of this study is to focus on weight perception of female college students who are
overweight and obese, and collect data from four aspects of actual body mass index, ideal body
weight index, body weight social standard, weight perception deviation. This research mainly sets
the female Photographic Figure Rating Scale as research material, and subject setting involves fe-
male college students’ self-perception, subjective social standard of weight and female college
students’ perception of others’ weight, using the deviation of these indexes and the actual value as
the primary data for statistical analysis. Before the PERS first uses Negative Physical Self Scale,
NPSS-F screens those students whose score is greater than 2.5 as the experimental group, and
those whose score is less than 2.5 are the control group. This research discovers whether there
are obvious differences in the weight perception indexes between the fat negative physical self of
female college students and the control group of female college students, and male perspective is
introduced. The results indicate that: the fat negative physical self of female college students on
their weight has accurate perception, but due to the heavier actual body weight, they feel larger
weight social pressure, and due to the unsuitable setting ideal body weight, weight dissatisfaction
is stronger; female college students think aesthetic standards of men are harsh, but it is inconsis-
tent with the evaluation of boy students.
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AT S EE AN AT S B RLRFZEREENN, NEEERY. BEAKERK. AEHS
PrE ARE RGN Z DA T AR SE . BT B EE SRR A o & R BT VP e R PFRS (the
female Photographic Figure Rating Scale), &% B ¥ B 2 5% RAAE B R A CAAHIEE g EmARE
CRIME). A LARHE A RFE 1 IR o R 1 B B R 51 77) PA R N Hofh e RZAE A E i3, AL
B TENNEEREERETE . EFTPERSZHELAAAESAERER-HOER
(Negative Physical Self Scale, NPSS-F) & HH 8B 1 FI9BF 5 K T2.5%, BIREAE S BR L KREE
RERH, BMET2.5FBEANESHA. FASRASERHAESIEENRER LETAHEER, ¥
SIANBUNA. HREREN: HAESEBRIRZEN HOCRNEEGBERP MY, E-ETER
BERE, BRIZINGELSENER, FANBTEEGENREANESE, BREMHBREREE BN
HRIMEAEZ RZEFREIERN UEAEKRE, HEBHR LR EAAR.
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1. 5|18

LR, AN B ORI B QR B RS AN I ORI AT 2 BT . XAl
[ SZENTH0 T S ERIRAEAT (1] [2], A “A4 B D RIZc” SR R ENE Y. AR I,
V2 LA E NS TIOAE R, AT B SRR E 5 % BFEAEL, b A AR =N
BVEIECT AT ARIL, FEAGE R T AR A SRR (3]. AR, LU E SRR
A Ial g o T RS A R T B A T A R A, KB R AT i 4], T SEPs A /NT 10%
2 R R E B R (5] AT FU A B B0 58 AR B REHER AR H CROBEE) . B A2 F5
HECN AR S 2 MR R W P i W 5 ) AR ORT At R 2 AR R R s A T 5 K2 A B AR v DY 75 T g
S, HE R M RSO B A B R AR DL

2. MHEREGRIAR
2.1. SEBEEREZAERE

W BIRA IR A BHTAE 1890 FF i Jed2 3| /XM S E LM, 245 CA8ME 100 ZEM . |
[ 2% F BRA1.(2006) 54 45 HHIX —HES 1058 30, WO SR B REMEXFI B 9485 B XM BERER, &
HEAEE T HREIRG 0. SEEROFES B AR« 5565 BRI B AR 8 B = AN 51,
WAy RIET AR A 2. R R LA R0 B B R, KIEBAER, GRELE T IARK
Py AR H OB AR T R RN

YA B 30 7= FE (physical self satisfaction) & faAMAX] B O SR &N 7 TH R IR S, LA,
BENfE . B, RABACHFIIFER . FRO(2006)KIL, F5/EM 7m Bk B RS TN RIR T, 2
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AR H BB e X DYANRFER T RFE R DA B SR 2O A A B b, SRR AN DU DR SR I
o KPR SRUER R IR — 4R, JCHR LR, b —15 2 S s B B P kel | —
NHIAR.

2.2. AESFEERENM RS

T B 44 [ K (negative physical self, NPS)HFR & 14 & 5 2k (body image disturbance), /& &4 H
M —NHEGH Sy, BERZAK H & SR AT FUIEEARIAIT R, RN EARZ4EEMZER
MRG[6]. FMEAERE MR OHEMERAEREXRR, HAERIRKI O ERRAT A R,
WAL PIERSE, WA FEBOFZWAE, WALRERE . FRE IR R EORE . X6 ] A LU DL, R
gl —E A .

Xof T 47 B AR B IRAMA A EI R 0, AR 2R S R IR 7]-[12], A0SR ae 4L i A A i B Ak R B
T W FLABATT St B 2H e 30t R 1A A 5 B A P TR ST E I RT DA A ATk R A AR S 3R] A A
[12]. WFIEFE AR B RAE R . T Sk B R E X AEE, LIS AR R E R 5 k 8 RAE
SRS R BRARAS T, PR I TS 5 U R PR o DR B4 B AE 52 BINE SOR0E I AR 45 T
B3] MR E . ML AEYSEE B I AL AUE B, B R R TE 7 B 7k B 388 BT 7E (R 5 op
B, e B g B A0 B BeE, o BE UM 5C 2 B SRR AL B B AR, TEAS IR B AR e R 1
VEE S E P, B R A A B AR, RIS 46 (7] [8] [9] [10]~ 1 IR A4 46 B Y M2 [ 12]
[14] [15].

23. FEHRNRS

FERAHTFTH, A KI5 (body weight perception) M5 RSN HJERIA 5, HIE & BEMR I & T A 1 b
TSR o 44 55 26058 I %= (body weight perception deviation) &8 A %158 2 i IS b (1 R 1) 280 . Bk
)1 — H R IR B 2 T8 B B IR b AN AT B ARG 3, B2 AN A RS AR S . ] A AE SS I AT
RIL, REZAXT B O SRR SRS, BIROMERER[16]. 30 B AR S0 A= 35 3 5 BE A4 FH R 45
BE[17], FM G U B RS2 AN AR TR R s TR B B SCHIBE e T, S A R e ) AR T R R
A RF BTN A3 [18]5 ST (4 B AR TR 1ADRE 22 SR AR B DRI A [ 19 AN 3204 [F0[20] 0

3. AR
MREZREN

XFIEH NV R AE MR 2B AR A0, XS FOR SR R R DI 7 PRI B R &
FAFIBEAT KOV AR SR [211], TR P AN P A A 2 R0 i ) ) R AL R R 170 KR 2 A B 24K
PP ) E AR, RENSERR AT B OB, ER EH CRAMERIIB Z S KPF . AR
AHVEO, XA IRAE RS B AR, A RIS R BB 5 R B RSP A B W = . O
BT D R B T 2R S AR B 1 B BB A L 2 A B [0 00 R e DA B T A 2 T T RS Bt &
JE I3 Z R 56 R [22], ASHTFUREAE R A b, M 22 4 AR i 22 SRR B A7 T 5 4 B R R 2R iR
K o

DA T2 2 ML E A EMA LR, IR LR A SR B3R A BB AN T %
REPEXANARE R RSE, 7T AD T R AR AR SRR A BB 2R . sk, SRS T 5
PEALA, RRAE SR AR P e W S| 0 B v S AR R AT AR, Sk BP0 2 75 206 JRE G i £
B RAK A A 2 B I s LLRT AR FC AR AR D e S B 1
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4. fARGE
4.1. HRIR

TERIET WY BT s AR = R BT A B TIE R RIAEWM A K% KiERFEKR
o RIEMA R ORI AR 550 43, WBl 550 4, [AHCE 100%, RBCE AR 250 43, 4El
250 By, [EICHE 100%. 4 B R AR S, M T RGN A SRS, L4 521 4, 54 218
Bro BARTEHIAE 1.

42. AIRIA
4.2.1. TS FERTEEER

ARSI 5T T B HL 7 % B AR B I VP € fE 3% PFRS (the female Photographic Figure Rating Scale)
(3] HZMENEEIR A PFRS &R (E 1), B LM ESE R SR AR E S ERE 1AL
B BRWG e B EREB AN, BT ERERECN, HE A AR E IR
A EG N EAREREILE 2, BMI = {AH (kg)/ & HHI°F (), EREEZE BMI 5B RE N
0.80~0.83, HEM{FE 0.85~0.90 [2].

Table 1. Basic information about the subject (n = 739)

#z 1. ARV RHEEREE(=739)

e £ N SRR ()
% AF} 218 22.02
EA G SR EANEE;3) AF} 82 21.30
LERMEATH S A AR) AE 439 21.56

Table 2. BMI of each image of the female body figure rating scale

= 2. T BFERITEEREZER BMI A
Fig 1 Fig2 Fig3 Fig 4 Fig 5 Fig 6 Fig7 Fig 8 Fig9 Fig 10
12.51 14.72 16.65 18.45 20.33 23.09 26.94 29.26 35.92 41.23

Figure 1. Female Body Graphic Rating Scale (PFRS)
E 1. @ SHRERITEE3RPFRS)
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PFRS HMNAEE GG LR Ak th BN REHERIAR B O S i B (IR A B ) s k4%
B A FE S PEIR P S5 W 510 MR (AR A T A 2 i) s RO IER T AN B O & Al A, Al
PFRS FL B R B (X A L AR BRI 5E), 55 KA AR gk AR T O e et s 71 B e
NAESE RRZET N, BAX T ARG R e, W33, 4.5, 4.6 5%, FSRERAAEHIAE R Z R
BT . AT 2 00 B 2 K 2 A2 il AR B B T IR 84t it

422. fTEHSHEHRER

G Bk B R R R BRNPSS-F)e ARKA 11 MBI, AFE FHAAEEK, 1 “HRIAEIERR
HAE” s BHHBARIPEY, 1 “TRIFEE NCATARRE” 5 AT IS, W “Fs T Sin” =4
F R ILPRSR) . 2B “0~4” (EEAFFE-TETF M. AERELABE®PNE—SER
40(0.88), —JHJE MG 0.89, JUAHEHNEE R 0.70 [12], A6FFiH, NPSS-F HJHH—H MR

M 0.85,
FliZ &R mggaR, 11 A8 H % 0~4 ¥P5, “FESLE 2.5 40 UL BN PEUR Bk B & K2,
1E 2.5 43 LU R BN AEREREAA .

4.3. RIIE

i ) AR AR, BN AR Lk SR E B AR (PFRS) M I & 4 F B K-
7 BER(NPSS-F). 45 ERFEAN DG BEFEER . il B 5@m). KE kg MK EKe), Fik
FE BA S HEAE ., FrAEEHITEE A4 4L, s . WaER2EOEREaEARAE, 4
BAE 18~25 B2 (8], BOHFRAETT R )G, WA BTERMAER, A LRI s R A0 =
MR 2 R () 0 A B 2, 5 A B 4% R SR AT ER

4.4. Gt oHn
Sk AR E RN excel KASH, FEH SPSS19.0 Xt HidiE 4T 40 #7 .
5. fiRGR

PRE PR E VO FE PR AER B T WHO 7E 1999 R AN O A H X IR K FLya 7 I E B e XY (/0
545, 2007): BMI< 18.5, f/d; 18.5<BMI<24, IF#; 24 <BMI<27, #8H; BMI>27, R, %
PR HE AL H SO 9N AR R A

5.1. TRFEIRFESEEBEERNER

LREEAE “SEBR BMI” SR AR S (10 S Br s SR 5 impidb A7 1 55 “ B4R BMID” SRR S 1)
AR o AN By i HEAT U B 45 AR B, BT oK S A SEBR A E AR B (BMID 1T 3080 20.35 FRif 2542 2.62.
S2fx BMI i AL T 5 1E 5 Y6 [l P9 (18.5 < BMI < 23). 2 KA 1 AH BMI “FI{E Ay 18.47 ARl 1.69,
ST AE B R E N (BMI < 18.5). BUXTAEA t Kria b R, LK AEFE BMI B3EK T B CSLhr)
BMI, 1(520)=23.99, p<0.001, W.7 3, il K54 M HAR (A S U] B L Se bRk AIK, ZORZBAXTE S

A EE AT SR ZANI o
FEROR, FRATTR A B A [ B R P I B4 22 23 B R (NPSS-F) it R 47 T 5 4 1 3R 22 A A
ARG B A B AR R A AL

Tk A7 T B A 3R 2 K AR A 52 BR BMI I IME N 22.56 bRz )y 2.85, SEfn BMI A 4L T4& = IF 4
YO T3E(18.5 < BMI < 24), FCXMFEA ¢ fuieah R, #AR BMI 2 E K T 5265 BMI, t(81)=12.84, p
<0.001, W% 3.
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Table 3. The actual and ideal weight of female college students
=3 TRFENERSEERE

SERR(BMI) FAE(BMI)

A E ) s AN
M=SD M+SD
BB LK% (n = 521) 20.35+2.62 18.47 +1.69 -1.88™
AR S S AR B 3R R %A (n = 439) 19.93 £2.36 1837+ 1.63 -1.56™
JhE LT B B B K (n = 82) 22.56+2.85 19.00 + 1.92 -3.56™

T "HRE p<0.001.

AR AU B R B 3R AR 2 A L SR BMI ISP IAME N 19.93 ArdEZER 2.36, bR BMIfHAL TR IE
WIGHE N (18.5 < BMI < 24), BUXFEA t fadegh FRN], HAR BMI 22T bR BMI, t(438)=23.24, p<
0.001, .7 3.

R, BATEE: TR SLhs BMI, AR BMI FIAE R BMI-S2hr BMDFERE . MOLFEA t
I ah R, BB K S A S0 Fr BMI 235 T IR LR 224, 1(519) =-8.938, p<0.001; FEH#EA
R RIAR BMI B TAEREH e KA, 1(519) = —2.781, p <0.01; BERRA L K 2p A R 5 AN A
BEET AR L R2EE, «(519)=7.006, p<0.001. A4l FHEIAILE S, PEREAR 2R 222 AR AN T A
Sl T B PrA R E SN, AR AR E R SR, R A TR LB BMI R AR R, i
17T 00T G5, a4 7 950R BMI 2 5, W2 i AN A SMAEAE 35 % 7, F(1, 518)
=24.94, p<0.001, WHLRZUE, ERFA L RS A A4 B8 AN (1 1 -5 BAR AR B 1R 1 A R

5.2. TRFEIRFESHFEENMLSARERNLER

LRFANRLE R IR T BMIUE A 15.75 S8 S iicse . FrilE 228 2.23, B 431 15 72 1 Rl 1
BOXFEAS ¢RI RaR M, ZoRS A et i) WAt 2 hn i BB T 3 O SEBR1 BMI fHGEE 4), #(520) =
3242, p<0.001. 45REY, LRZEENNE Iz ARE S FIER P EAKERRE, SP%EHRNRE
FMHEZE ST

Forr, WS R AR R AN, ERVERR T BMIE N 15.74 A G HRE . ndEZE N 1.76,
SR A A E ARV B o BT AR AR ¢ AR IG5 SR, AR T B ik B IR R AR SBR i BMI R E = T
T AL SRR UECE 4), 1(81)=23.35, p<0.001.

A SR B R e KA, FE SRR T BMI BN 15.75 S s . brdEZE N 2.31, &
SYARAE R BB . FCXREAS ¢ i 2 SR B, AR AT By A B R K5 AR SRR 1) BMITE 3 v T
B E AL S ARAECE 4), 1(438) =27.64, p<0.001.

Bk, FRATLCE 7 RERE A Lo A AR PR AR B SR WA 2 bRvlE BMIT AR S 4 2 R A (1R At 4
PRt BMI-SEFR BMI)e BOZFEAR ¢ KRS0 g MR, A O SR A o K5 A A A 2 bt
WAHBZEZER, (519)=0.018, p>0.05; {HZ&MHALRYAERER S K775 E R TARRA oA,
t(519) = 7.07, p<0.001. FR¥E LHISER, PERAL RS AR RS R KA TR 2 BT H S s
Bk 55 B, AR AR A bR A S R, R IRA TR SEBR BMIAE Rt &, FRGHEAT
T T 2 HT 45 ORI, AR T SEPR BMIL 2 5, PR R S & i 22 296 5%, F(1, 518) = 1.18,
p = 0279, WYL, FEGIHE S A ERLRFEMREL SR RKFER A GARERE SR, mWAZ
HAKE F WA AR =

53. TRXFEEBHFESHET ML SARERELE
FCXTREA t KB a AR, LR AR At ) AL AR (M = 18.47) 2T B S FAE K BMI {E(M
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Table 4. The actual weight and subjective social standards of female college students

4. ARFENLRMFESENLLIRE

- SEFR(BMI) A WAL 2 bR HE(BMIT) P
M=SD M+SD
T B LK% A (n=521) 20.35+2.62 15.75+2.23 —-4.60™"
eI SR g UN SR A Nt 19.93 £2.36 15.75+2.31 —4.19™"
JHE ST By A B A R 22.56 +2.85 1574+ 1.76 —6.82"""

T TRR p<0.001.

=15.75), %(520)=123.45, p<0.001. FHrr, FEGS A& E RS AR BMIEM = 19.00) 3 =T
HBE R E AL 2 ARAE(M = 15.74), t(81) =12.50, p <0.001. AEREGH SA H IR Lok 24 R0 AL
B, 1(438)=20.41, p<0.001.

FET R, FRATECEL T R A 2o R A AR T4 Lo K 2% AR X AR BMI AR 2 WA 2 b v 6 s 22 A2 5 A7 AE
ZES o BOSTREA ¢ K30 45 AR, BERE A LR = AR R 2 (M = 3.25) 03 = T AR LKA (M = 2.62),
#(519)=-2.176, p<0.05.

GERR, BAR LR AR EAR BMI 4 B K TS5 Fbr BMI, (H2 A7 2 3 & T AT 100 S5 WAL 2,
R 22 R 27 AR\ g R 55 1 ) ol S A 52 30 7 2 1 DL A S IR .

54. TRFEFENRSRE

54.1. TRFEFEERBANSBEARE

HHATE PFRS SRt i “AE 53007 (EERERAR B R I ) HAL AH R ) BMI
o SiRKI, R%FAREBFRMW BMI FFEME )y 18.14, btz 4.30, st HAL T mEbn
EBMI < 18.5). MCXTFEA ¢ R IRZE R, LRZFAEFERS H D BMI AR A E F () BMI AE B &
KT B 2 HS2Fr BMI, #520)=15.28, p<0.001, KA T m A5 s &K BMIEGE 5).

Hop, A SR B B AR E J R BMI CFIME N 22,18 ARrEZE N 5.66, J3Aii kT
HIEFJEHI(18.5 <BMI <23). FUXAEA ¢ Krn g R R, SEIeZH k£ 5 B 3 BMI X ) 2 B BMI
555265 BMI FEAEAE & 2 (K 5).

AR e T B i B 3R OR AR E B3R AT BMI T8N 17.38. brdEZER 3.52, srAndeh HAabT
T bR AE(BMI < 18.5). FUXFEA ¢ Ao 45 SR R L, AR T B i B 3R OR#ARik £ 5 B 3 BMI AR 3L
AN B &) BMI 22/ E C52Br BMI, #(438) =18.62, p<0.001, BIAEREGE &4 H 3R ook 2r A
Ir] T i o 52 S ) BMIE (% 5).

R, FRATECE T IR A oK 5 A AN AR IR 2H oK 5 A T A . 1 8 R o 4k . 1) 8 A0 sl 22 (S o
BMI-{A 5 5 350 51 BMI)o MOZFEA ¢ i in sl RE W WAL RSP A E BRANWAEREZER, 1(519)=
~7.42, p<0.001; JEREA LR 2R PR B R A0Sl 22 0 35 T RERE AR e K228, 1(519) =4.11, p < 0.001.
T HEBRSEER BMI [ REsEm, AR HAE R E, 34T T hI7 Z 0. SRR, EREH TSR
BMI 2 J5, MBI E BRI ImZ R AR EZS, F(1,518)=32.18, p<0.001, i,
JETRE A L R 2 AR 6T P R A A v A 1) R

5.4.2. TRFEMNEMLEFERNSBARE

el fE PFRS SRR 5 /9“0 HAt e E R R g7 (BOE B s AR 8 A B MR S
flivh PFRS FL R Fr BRI AR 5 ) B AL AR R BMIAE o 20 R 22 A0 Hofh oA AR s Al o, Al 2 fir
N, BAREE WA 6.
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Table 5. Statistical results of self-weight perception and bias of female college students

=5 AAFEBRFERAMSRENGITER

SEBR(BMI) PR {50 5(BMI)

PRE S A B R0 R 2
M=+SD M=+SD
Bk =521 20.35+2.62 18.14 £4.30 221+330™
Ak ST B R B IR AR 19.93 £2.36 17.38 £3.52 2.55+2.87"
JHEAR D £ 7 B R KA 22.56 £2.85 22.18+5.66 0.38+4.61""

W THRIR p<0.001,

Table 6. Statistical results of female college students’ perceptions and perceptions of other women’s weight values

6. TRFEMNEMZMFEERMNSRANBENFITER

giitiets Fig 1 Fig2 Fig3 Fig 4 Fig 5 Fig 6 Fig 7 Fig 8 Fig9 Fig 10
fti1F BMI 15.73 16.91 18.47 19.74 21.15 22.65 23.98 25.59 27.33 29.27
K% BMI 12.51 14.72 16.65 18.45 20.33 23.09 26.94 29.26 35.92 41.23
FEH 3.22 2.19 1.82 1.29 0.82 —-0.44 -3.17 -3.91 -8.59 -11.96

45 4

40 .

35 .

30

> o . —e—f#itBMI
2 M
15 o— E{RBMI

10

>
>

Figl Fig2 Fig3 Fig4 Fig5 Figé Fig7 Fig8 Fig9 Figlo

Figure 2. Estimates of female BMI figures in ten images in PERS
B 2. L AFHEXT PERS hHIEE G E A BMI B4 iHE

W 2 fge 6 fiior, LoR2AAEAE Fige Z Ri(BMI < IEHKETLHE), SiHEaidmmi, waits
JE I EAG T E, BT FLE B ¢ B0 50.60, 38.52. 31.17. 19.60. 10.62, p <0.001. TfifwfkLliG
N EGH, AT E A BRI, 2 R S AS T80, )5 TR B ¢ B 778474 —27.35,
—28.95. —58.51. —68.81, p<0.001. HFFEA ¢ IR R, FraEGRMGTHRZE S IEREE.

JEPEREAAR Lo K2R I R A B AR T A AH R (1] 3, 42 7). BAREAR ¢ I IR R, BTl BRI
T ZBIE R B2 . t 735N 48.66. 37.25. 28.92, 17.87. 9.74, —4.32. —24.98. —26.44. —53.00. —85.58,
p<0.001,

T RERE A 20 R 22 2R, KSR A e A AR E AL TF,  BPXT PERS AR B B A1) BMI
ot #RanE 4 pros, BAARBEEWE 8. 7E figo Z HI(BMI < IEWRETGHE), (Hit{A @b,
ik AT ) E AL TSR, Figl: #(81)=16.21, p<0.001; Fig2: t(81)=11.97, p<0.001; Fig3:
t(81)=11.64, p<0.001; Figd: t(81)=8.012, p<0.001; Fig5: t(81)=4.22, p<0.001. TPk LLEHIE
ANEMG, AHEEBARMR, WS B AT EE . Fig7: «81)=-11.33, p<0.001; Fig8:
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45 ¢
40
35

30 r == {5 }-BMI
2 | /

2 ;//./
15 §

10 |

FE&BMI

Figl Fig2 Fig3 Fig4 FigS5 Fig6b Fig7 Fig8 Figd Figl0

Figure 3. Perceived and biased weight values of female undergraduates from non-fat
negative physical self

E 3. R ESFERZXFENE I EENTESRE

45
40
35

;2 : / - 'f&l 'H—BMI
" //‘/ :
15 § 1% BMI1

10 |
5 -
0 . . . . . . . . )

Figl Fig2  Figd  Figd FigS5 Figb Fig7 Fig8 Fig9 Figl0

Figure 4. Perceived and biased weight values of female undergraduates against other females

4. BAESKBEREAFEMNEM T FREENRSRE

Table 7. Statistical results of female students’ perceptions and deviations of other female weights from non-fat negative
physical self

#7. EHAESFEREAFENEEZMEEENRSRENSITER

GuitHEbs Figl Fig2 Fig3 Figd Fig5 Fig6 Fig7 Fig8 Fig9 Figl0
il BMI 15.76 16.95 18.47 19.74 21.16 22.65 23.95 25.55 27.28 29.22
K14 BMI 12.51 14.72 16.65 18.45 20.33 23.09 26.94 29.26 35.92 41.23

#=1H 325 223 1.82 1.29 0.83 -0.44 -2.99 -3.71 —8.64 -12.01

Table 8. Statistical results of perceptions and deviations of body weight values of female undergraduates from fat females

8. HARESFEREARFENEMZMEFERNRSRENSITER

giitfets Figl Fig2 Fig3 Figd Fig5 Fig6 Fig7 Fig8 Fig9 Figl0
fli BMI 15.57 16.74 18.45 19.76 21.11 22.67 24.12 25.83 27.57 29.51
K15 BMI 12.51 14.72 16.65 18.45 20.33 23.09 26.94 29.26 35.92 41.23

ZE 3.06 2.02 1.8 1.31 0.78 -0.42 -2.82 -3.43 -8.35 -11.72

t(81) =—11.87, p <0.001; Fig9: t(81)=-25.19, p<0.001; Figl0: t(81)=—41.21, p<0.001. BAFEA ¢
oGS5 R, B3 Fige MG i1 2 R E# 24, Figo: t(81) =-1.95, p > 0.05, HAREEG RIS TR Z
KR EE,
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)

BRR, BRATELE 1 IR 2O A AR AR I AL 2R 2 A 0 FoAl e VAR RN S W 22 . JROZFEA ¢
KU 2 AR, DA 2R AR T B At T 22 W B35 22 5%, ps>0.05.

55. TXFEFELSENRSRE

BYERZAMSLR BMI “T3ME R 22.65. triEZER 3.41, RTHREIEFETHEEN. BHERFEEN R
Ak ST Lotk SRR BMI N 16.47, AT m, brikzE N 2.26.

PR A AR BMI E 5 % K24 SR (AR B 3 WAL S bR UEE (15.75) 6 B35 25, 1(217) = 81.25,
p<0.001; 5REBER L KA AR E A ShRAE(15.74) B R E 2R, 1(81)=3.89, p<0.001; HAERkA
LORAAEI R AL AR HE(15.75) AT E 2, (217)=2.74, p<0.01. ZPREY], LORPFERER
TSR F1(H SN TR T iR A W5 719 BMI AR TR 5 A se bRt £ 5 A3 (5 1k K 2848 1 AR
BMI {H),

6. it
6.1. ZER 4T

PIZH 2R ZE AN T B A T 22 2l B 2 5. CADIURIL, £ BMI < IEHREERE, &
R RoR i e, BB R N B Ges T RIS THE . 1 f PRI BE BMI RSN & . 2ok
AR OR HARA EE, BUEBRE R BN BB RO RS THE 1] AT, LR AR R E A T
Fig6 JFUa BT, HIME G B ik B o K 2ETE Figo itz RIARIR %, SOAMALERMAT. It
DL IR A AT RE 2 K Fig6 A2 5L LIRS vl 20l R h B B AR R 5 — e I, [
SRR R E X R BRI ZE TR, B AT AR A SR HR PR A 2 R 22 AR A PR 2 ok
SFAEAE S R TR B R BB TIRES, (SR IR B A T U B o X oAt 2 1k A S A i
AT L — Mtk 2 BUARL, A2 BRI S S i 18 i B B B 3 R O, RSO T A WE SRR 23] [24]

HATRSEBR BMI AE AL &, BEAT 1005 200 0. S5 REL, FE42H] 1 SEbr BMI Z )=, PIALROR
WK AR B 22 WAt IR 2R 2 A AR AN 1Ol 5 BB R W s A ok, B
R EE PR BEE 2 M 2 KA AR AR AN L, (A RERAE IR G R, BARIszmia A Rt — 2wt 7

JHREA LR 2 A R B AL S IR R B B B R R B, T AN A A S b vEad vy
DAL BRATTRT ASEEI, SR MR A 20 R 2 A (1 SE P A AR A, LA EE (A 2 I 7l AT DL ELAS BIZR A

PR 20 R 5 A0 AR BT BHE IR RN o X O AR R U, AR A SR 2 B O IR R,
AR RS SR B AR IURA WIEAE T#E, SEARANSAAAEE HARIATE H B A O

LORAAERE [ WA 2 5 77w T AR S bttt 2 5 77 o 3X— W Fe 4 R 5 w0 N B ST 4 R — 8 2],
B LD A BTE R A VI SEBR ), EIATAEAN, JEHR B SAC AR T i SR S e —
ARV W I AT S M AT B o 56 o (HILHIE 4G RS I BR, 115 (2014) I E5 RAT 200, AR AT P & 45
RE IR R AR E E WAL SR UE 5 B AR BMI WZEAN 1.49, S5A0FFUH W in 2T K, HI5EH]
TRFEZEF22]. HERPOASEIR R R AW, AL AR TR 4.

6.2. IRERFEERRKRE

e R T B RS E IS S MR, 3O 2R AR A MU R R, BIAEAN 7 2R
wEA, LOREEAIIR T RERE IR Vet ,  BETISENT — R 55 LB -, ERARKIRZE . MAh, HBIE
ASHITFCRIBE T L R G B B AR AR A PR 224, VR A ol B 5 R R
B — 20, WA RERt 45 R A4 T R .
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Tk

UEAh, FH S B A 2 - PR AE A E A5 3 A U L SO A RE 58 A AR S R A R 1 AN, S PR B -
PREE A SRS BB AR oK 22 A4 B U BIRE A 2 I ), ARSI IS 7t
ERHECOHIET, RSOk A TR E RO, A LA e R H A S B
BMI 5k, HBFEFEA KA, FOVIATARZRAERFBERIRE, 0 E DA 4 LB RS, X
GUOEAGIE T ERRE, TR AR WS & o XA BRI BOZA ER RN E L. A
H S ABEQO12) NN LR EEHPAFAT AR, AR RS, ZOROERRIE DA R A
G KET T

LKA RERG I B A B BRI AR R A R, (XA ERAE AR I AR, Wl bE R BOiE
SEE X R ) S R O B, BRIV ARAT T N 3E fl L 2R T E T DRI . ORI A B i
FERRE, SRR TR AIAS 2 A O A A OR A, 2 YT A By i oR (4 [ RO A 88 [ s A T R
R 7T B 1 2 R 2 A A B Rl 22 T R Ko B R T ORI T AMNRE R &, R EIRAR
B, AR RIS T

7. &g

1) ST A B 2R A R B AN Pl 5 B A A O BE A R

2) FESuE B A R AOE AR E A SR KRB H SR EE R, AR AR E A2
(ANGSUNET

3) OREEN I AL 0 o SRt 2 ™ A DU SRS o

4) JHEAE B AR B B AR s A B R E A A 4 R

5) WL AR AP0 s B (Al v 22 280 AT 16 2 22 5

6) LWRFAEMRER) LA 250 m TARER SEPrA 2 50

SE
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