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Anthropometric indices of adiposity include BMI, waist circumference and waist:height ratio. In the recruitment phase of a prospective cohort
study carried out between 1998 and 2002 we studied a population sample of 11 786 white Caucasian non-pregnant women in Southampton,
UK aged 20– 34 years, and explored the extent to which proposed cut-off points for the three indices identified the same or different women
and how these indices related to adiposity. Height, weight and waist circumference were measured and fat mass was estimated from skinfold thicknesses; fat mass index was calculated as fat mass/height1·65. Of the subjects, 4869 (42 %) women were overweight (BMI $ 25 kg/m2) and 1849
(16 %) were obese (BMI $ 30 kg/m2). A total of 890 (8 %) subjects were not overweight but had a waist circumference $ 80 cm and 748 (6 %)
subjects were overweight but had a waist circumference ,80 cm (6 %). Of the women, 50 % had a BMI $25 kg/m2 or a waist circumference
$80 cm or a waist:height ratio $ 0·5. Of the variation in fat mass index, 85 % was explained by BMI, 76 % by waist circumference and 75 %
by waist:height ratio. Our findings demonstrate that many women are differentially classified depending on which index of adiposity is used.
As each index captures different aspects of size in terms of adiposity, there is the need to determine how the three indices relate to function
and how they can be of use in defining risk of ill health in women.
Body mass index: Waist circumference: Waist:height ratio: Young women: Adiposity

Overweight (BMI $ 25 kg/m2) and obesity (BMI $ 30 kg/m2)
are major public health issues and significant contributors to
the burden of disease worldwide(1). The prevalence of obesity
is rising and projections suggest that 73 % of women in the
UK will be overweight and 36 % obese by 2015(2).
During pregnancy, women who are overweight or obese
are at greater risk of developing gestational diabetes, pre-eclampsia,
hypertension and have increased complications during labour(3 – 7).
Maternal obesity affects fetal growth and development, increasing the risk of neural tube defects and macrosomia(8,9). Recent
evidence has shown that maternal adiposity is associated with
increased adiposity in neonates and children at age 9 years(10,11).
Various anthropometric indices have been proposed to assess
adiposity, BMI being the most extensively used in clinical
practice. A BMI $ 18·5 and , 25 kg/m2 is considered normal,
$25 and ,30 kg/m2 is overweight and $ 30 kg/m2 is obese.
Obesity is associated with increased mortality(12). However,
increasing evidence from studies of cardio-metabolic disease
shows that waist circumference, an index of central adiposity,
may be more closely associated with risk of abnormal
metabolic function than BMI(13). Given that BMI is not easily
nor accurately estimated by the general public, waist circumference has been suggested as an alternative measure(14,15).

Cut-off points have been suggested to identify individuals for
whom weight management would be recommended. For
women, it has been proposed that a waist circumference of
$ 80 cm would identify almost all women with a BMI
$ 25 kg/m2 and a waist circumference of $ 88 cm those with a
BMI $ 30 kg/m2(14). An alternative index, waist circumference
expressed relative to height, the waist:height ratio, has also
been suggested as a screening tool(16). Individuals with values
of $0·5 are advised to ‘Take care’ and $ 0·6 to take ‘Action’.
A simple public health message, ‘Keep your waist circumference to less than half your height’ has been put forward.
Waist:height ratio predicts intra-abdominal fat(17) and two
studies have shown that it is a better predictor of death
than BMI(17,18). Proponents suggest that the cut-off points
for waist:height ratio would apply to both men and women,
different ethnic groups and children, in contrast to those for
waist circumference(16,19).
The extent to which proposed cut-off points for BMI
waist circumference and waist:height ratio identify the same
or different women is unclear and there are few large studies
of anthropometry in young women of reproductive age. It is of
considerable importance to identify individuals ‘at risk’, and
to determine whether these indices mark the same or differing
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risk of ill health. Here, we present results from a large general
population sample of young women living in Southampton
(Hants, UK) on whom we have detailed anthropometric
measurements. We sought to explore whether high BMI,
high waist circumference and high waist:height ratio occur
in the same or different women and how these indices relate
to total and regional adiposity.
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Methods
Data were collected as part of the Southampton Women’s
Survey, which is a study of a population sample of nonpregnant women aged 20 –34 years living in the city of
Southampton and registered with a general practitioner. The
survey was carried out between 1998 and 2002. A profile
of the cohort has been published(20). The Southampton
Women’s Survey was approved by the Southampton and
South West Hampshire Local Research Ethics Committee.
Trained research nurses visited the women at home, administered a questionnaire and took anthropometric measurements.
The questionnaire included details of the women’s current
smoking and previous obstetric history. Height was measured
with a stadiometer to the nearest 0·1 cm with the head in the
Frankfort plane. Weight was measured after the women
removed their shoes and any heavy items of clothing or
jewellery, with calibrated electronic scales to the nearest
0·1 kg. Waist circumference was measured midway between
the lower rib margin and the iliac crest (both palpated in the
mid axillary line) at the end of expiration over bare skin(21).
Hip circumference was measured as the maximum circumference over the buttocks over thin clothing(22). Both
circumferences were measured to the nearest 0·1 cm using a
fibreglass tape measure. Four skinfold thicknesses (triceps,
biceps, subscapular and supra-iliac) were measured in
triplicate on the non-dominant side using Harpenden skinfold
calipers to the nearest 0·1 mm(23). Up to two further readings
were taken if necessary. The mean of the three closest
readings was used in the statistical analysis.
Statistical analysis
The data were analysed using STATA (version 8; StataCorp
LP, College Station, TX, USA). Data were available for
12 551 women, but we restricted our analysis to 11 786
white Caucasian women (94 % of the population), because
of the known differences in body composition between different ethnic groups(24). We excluded twenty-two women from
the analysis because we did not know their ethnic group.
We used the maximum number of observations available for
each analysis.
BMI was calculated as weight/height2 (kg/m2). Fat mass was
estimated from skinfold thickness measurements using the
method of Durnin & Womersley(25). The appropriate equation
was used depending on how many and which skinfold thickness
measurements were available. A total of 11 594 women had all
four skinfold thickness measurements available, fifty had three
skinfold thickness measurements available, fifteen had two
skinfold thickness measurements available and three had only
the triceps available. Fat mass index (FMI) was calculated as
fat mass (kg)/heightn (m). To establish the most appropriate
exponent needed to make fat mass completely independent of
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height, we regressed log fat mass on log height. The linear
regression coefficient is the power (n) to which height should be
raised to achieve no association between the derived variable
and height(26,27). The value for n of 1·65 (95 % CI 1·48, 1·83)
gave the least correlation between FMI and height.
We applied the same technique to derive indices of
body weight and waist circumference adjusted for height.
To assess fat distribution, we calculated subscapular:triceps
skinfold ratio.
Variables that were not normally distributed (all variables
except age, height and percentage body fat) were logged
using loge. To present the findings graphically, kernel density
plots were used to estimate the probability density functions
for FMI. A kernel density plot can be considered a refinement
of a histogram or frequency plot and is a graphical summary
of the shape of the data. Separate plots were produced
within the three categories defined by the cut-off points
of each of the three indices. For BMI, the categories were: 1,
,25 kg/m2; 2, $ 25 and , 30 kg/m2; 3, $ 30 kg/m2. For waist
circumference, the categories were: 1, ,80 cm; 2, $ 80 and
,88 cm; 3, $ 88 cm. For waist:height ratio, the categories
were: 1, ,0·5; 2, $0·5 and , 0·6; 3, $ 0·6.
Results
Table 1 shows the general characteristics of the women.
A total of 47 % of the women had had one or more children
(including stillbirths) and 32 % were smokers at the time of
the interview. A total of 42 % of the women had a BMI
$25 kg/m2 and 16 % a BMI $30 kg/m2 (Table 2).
Tables 3 and 4 show the number of women divided into
four groups based on their BMI and waist circumference.
Some 49 % of women had a BMI $ 25 kg/m2, a waist circumference $ 80 cm or both, and 14 % of women were classified
differently according to the two indices, by either having the
combination of a BMI ,25 kg/m2 and a waist circumference
$80 cm, or having a BMI $ 25 kg/m2 but a waist circumference ,80 cm. Women with the combination of a BMI
,25 kg/m2 and a waist circumference $80 cm were taller
than those with the combination of a BMI $ 25 kg/m2 and a
waist circumference , 80 cm (167 v. 160 cm respectively).
Using the higher cut-off points, 23 % of women had a BMI
$30 kg/m2, a waist circumference $88 cm or both, and 9 %
of women were differently classified by the cut-offs with
7 % of women having the combination of a BMI , 30 kg/m2
and a waist circumference $ 88 cm, and 2 % having a BMI
$30 kg/m2 but a waist circumference ,88 cm.
Tables 5 and 6 show the number of women divided into
four groups based on their BMI and waist:height ratio.
We used cut-offs for waist:height ratio of 0·5 and 0·6(16).
A total of 46 % of women had a BMI $ 25 kg/m2, a waist:
height ratio $0·5 or both. A total of 13 % of women were
classified differently according to the two indices. Using
higher cut-off points, only 1 % of women had the combination
of a BMI , 30 kg/m2 and a waist:height ratio of $0·6, while
8 % had the combination of a BMI $ 30 kg/m2 but a waist:
height ratio of , 0·6.
Table 7 shows the proportion of women who would be
classified as ‘at risk’ according to height for each of the
three measures. More women in the lowest third of height
had a BMI $ 25 kg/m2 compared with those in the highest
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Table 1. Characteristics of women in the Southampton Women’s Survey
(Medians and interquartile ranges)
Median
Age (years)
Mean
SD

Height (cm)
Mean

British Journal of Nutrition

SD

Weight (kg)
BMI (kg/m2)
Waist circumference (cm)
Hip circumference (cm)
Waist:height ratio
Waist:hip ratio
Triceps skinfold thickness (mm)
Biceps skinfold thickness (mm)
Subscapular skinfold thickness (mm)
Upper suprailiac skinfold thickness (mm)
Subscapula:triceps skinfold ratio
Fat mass (kg)
Fat mass index

64·7
24·1
78·1
101·5
0·48
0·77
19·1
9·7
16·4
20·0
0·89
20·0
8·9

(45 v. 39 %). Conversely, fewer women in the lowest third of
height had a waist circumference $ 80 cm compared with
those in the highest third of height (38 v. 48 %). Adjusting
waist circumference for height by using the waist:height
ratio overcompensated for the excess of women in the highest
third as determined by waist circumference, resulting in a
larger proportion of women exceeding the cut-off point in
the lowest third: 44 % in the lowest third of height had a waist:
height ratio $ 0·5 compared with only 32 % in the highest
third of height. Differences in height accounted for 0·5, 1·4
and 2·7 % of the variation in BMI, waist circumference and
waist:height ratio respectively.
When we regressed log weight and log waist on log height,
we found that the optimal power index was 1·68 (95 % CI
1·59, 1·76) for weight/height and 0·41 (95 % CI 0·35, 0·47)
for waist/height, i.e. in this population there was no statistically significant association between height and weight/
height1·68 and height and waist/height0·41. Rounding these
powers indicates that, for this population, the standard BMI
formula (i.e. using a power of 2) only approximates a
height-independent measure of weight but is probably the
most appropriate one, and that to adjust waist circumference
for height, waist circumference should be divided by the
square root of height rather than height itself.
The effect of the two height adjustments on waist circumference is shown in Table 8. We have derived cut-off points

Table 2. Numbers of women in categories of BMI according to World
Health Organization definitions
BMI category
2

, 18·5 kg/m (underweight)
18·5 – 24·9 kg/m2 (normal weight)
25·0 – 29·9 kg/m2 (overweight)
30·0 – 39·9 kg/m2 (obese)
$ 40 kg/m2 (morbidly obese)

Subjects (n)

Proportion (%)

226
6573
3020
1642
207

1·9
56·3
25·9
14·1
1·8

Interquartile range

5th centile

95th centile

28
4·2

21

34

163·4
6·3
57·7, 74·2
21·8, 27·6
72·2, 86·3
96·4, 108·2
0·44, 0·53
0·74, 0·81
14·9, 24·3
6·8, 14·0
11·4, 24·4
13·4, 28·5
0·72, 1·11
15·8, 26·0
7·0, 11·5

153·3

173·9

50·2
19·4
66·2
90·0
0·41
0·69
10·2
4·3
7·9
7·6
0·53
11·3
5·1

95·7
35·7
103·6
122·2
0·64
0·89
34·0
23·3
40·7
40·7
1·50
38·6
17·1

p
for the indices waist/height0·41 and waist/ height. Each cutoff point was chosen such that 40 % of the women would be
at or above this level. This was to mirror the distribution of
the other indices for which approximately 40 % of the
0·41
the
women exceeded the cut-off points.
p For waist/height
cut-off point was 10 and for waist/ height was 6·32. Table 8
shows that, across the thirds of height, an equal proportion
of women had a waist/height0·41 ratio of 10 or more, as
expected. A slightly greater proportion
of women in the
p
lowest third of height had a waist/ height ratio of 6·32 or
more, compared with women in the highest third of height
(41 v. 39 %).
To explore how well the three indices of adiposity reflected
fatness we looked at the association with the subscapular:triceps skinfold ratio and FMI. BMI, waist circumference and
waist:height ratio explained 19, 24 and 25 % of the variation
in the subscapular:triceps skinfold ratio but were more
strongly associated with FMI, explaining 85, 76 and 75 % of
the variation respectively.
Fig. 1 shows the kernel density estimation of the probability
density function for FMI for the three anthropometric indices
of adiposity. Each index has been divided into three categories
according to their particular cut-off points. Regardless of the
index used, mean FMI was higher for each progressively
higher category. However, there was considerable overlap
such that, for example, women whose waist circumference
was $ 80 and ,88 cm could have a FMI in the same range
as some women whose waist circumference was , 80 cm.
For the lowest category (three left-most lines), the probability
density functions using the three different indices were
remarkably similar. For each progressively higher category,
however, greater differences between the probability density
functions for each index were observed, shown by the lines
not overlapping so closely.
Table 9 shows the number of women who might be at
risk of ill health according to which of the three indices or
combination of indices is used. These data are for 11 611
women on whom complete data were available. Of the
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Table 3. Numbers of women in four groups according to BMI and waist circumference, with BMI cut-off 25 kg/m2 and waist
circumference cut-off 80 cm
BMI , 25 kg/m2

Waist , 80 cm
Waist $ 80 cm
Total

BMI $ 25 kg/m2

Total

Subjects (n)

Proportion (%)

Subjects (n)

Proportion (%)

Subjects (n)

Proportion (%)

5879
890
6769

51
8
58

748
4094
4842

6
35
42

6627
4984
11 611

57
43
100

Table 4. Numbers of women in four groups according to BMI and waist circumference, with BMI cut-off 30 kg/m2 and waist
circumference cut-off 88 cm
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BMI , 30 kg/m2

Waist , 88 cm
Waist $ 88 cm
Total

BMI $ 30 kg/m2

Total

Subjects (n)

Proportion (%)

Subjects (n)

Proportion (%)

Subjects (n)

Proportion (%)

8925
854
9779

77
7
84

177
1655
1832

2
14
16

9102
2509
11 611

78
22
100

Table 5. Numbers of women in four groups according to BMI and waist:height ratio, with BMI cut-off 25 kg/m2 and waist:height ratio
cut-off 0·5
BMI , 25 kg/m2

Waist:height ratio , 0·5
Waist:height ratio $ 0·5
Total

BMI $ 25 kg/m2

Total

Subjects (n)

Proportion (%)

Subjects (n)

Proportion (%)

Subjects (n)

Proportion (%)

6269
500
6769

54
4
58

988
3854
4842

9
33
42

7257
4354
11 611

63
38
100

single indices, waist:height ratio identified the fewest women
and waist circumference the most. Some 50 % of the women
in the present study had a BMI $25 kg/m2 or a waist circumference $ 80 cm or a waist:height ratio $ 0·5.
Discussion
We determined BMI, waist circumference and waist:height ratio
in young women aged 20–34 years living in Southampton, UK
and found they were positively associated with adiposity.
Women were differentially classified depending on which
index of adiposity was used. Half the women in the study
would be categorised as being ‘at risk’ using the proposed
cut-off points for one or other index: a BMI $ 25 kg/m2, a
waist circumference $ 80 cm or a waist:height ratio $ 0·5.

The demographic profile of the women in the present study
was similar to women of the same age, although no study can
claim to be wholly representative of the general population(20).
However, the Southampton Women’s Survey is one of the largest studies of its kind to date, making it a valuable resource in
providing extensive information about the body size and shape
of young women. Of our women, 42 % had a BMI $ 25 kg/m2,
while in the UK National Diet and Nutrition Survey 2000 –1,
44 % of women aged 25 –34 years had a BMI . 25 kg/m2 and
in the Health Survey for England 2002, 48 % of women had
a BMI . 25 kg/m2(28,29). Wells et al. report the prevalence
of overweight and obesity (BMI $ 25 kg/m2) as 24 % in
women aged 21 –30 years and 40 % in women aged 31–40
years who took part in the UK National Sizing Survey, carried
out in 2000–1(30).

Table 6. Numbers of women in four groups according to BMI and waist circumference, with BMI cut-off 30 kg/m2 and waist:height ratio
cut-off 0·6
BMI , 30 kg/m2

Waist:height ratio , 0·6
Waist:height ratio $ 0·6
Total

BMI $ 30 kg/m2

Total

Subjects (n)

Proportion (%)

Subjects (n)

Proportion (%)

Subjects (n)

Proportion (%)

9723
56
9779

84
0·5
84

885
947
1832

8
8
16

10 608
1003
11 611

91
9
100
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Table 7. Proportion (%) of women with BMI of 25 kg/m2 or more, waist
circumference of 80 cm or more and waist:height ratio of 0·5 or more
according to height
Thirds of height
1 (lowest)

2

3 (highest)

45
38
44

41
42
37

39
48
32

2
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BMI $ 25 kg/m
Waist circumference $ 80 cm
Waist:height ratio $ 0·5

We found that BMI had the least dependence on height of
the three indices. For the population in the present study, the
exponent that was most suitable for expressing weight independent of height was 1·68. By convention BMI is expressed
as weight relative to height squared and clearly this is an
approximation which can have important implications
when used uncritically(31). In five groups of women, Han
et al. found that raising height to the power 0·87–1·74 corrected weight for height(32). We also found a positive statistically significant association between height and waist
circumference (r 0·11). This is in contrast to findings from
Han et al. who found a non-significant association between
height and waist circumference (r 2 0·036). When we
divided waist circumference by height the association
remained but became negative, so that fewer women in
the highest third of height had a waist:height ratio $0·5
compared with the lowest third. In exploring the optimal
index power of height in the relation waist/height, Han
et al. reported powers of between 0·02 and 0·58. The optimal index power in the present study was 0·41, within the
range reported by Han et al. and which for practical purposes would be approximated by taking the square root of
height as the denominator.
p Although expressing waist circumference divided by height provides a measure of
waist that is approximately independent of height (see
Table 8), this ratio is not straightforward to calculate.
With the rising prevalence of obesity in populations, it is
important to identify simple markers of the risk of ill
health, and anthropometric indices have considerable utility
in this regard. Clearly, excessive adiposity is disadvantageous and abnormal fat patterning carries additional risk.
We considered how comparable each index was in reflecting
adiposity by examining the probability distributions of FMI.
We chose FMI over percentage body fat as a measure of
adiposity as it better reflects the metabolic load imposed
by fat mass(26,33). It is possible to achieve a high percentage
body fat by having a low lean mass. Furthermore, the
relationship between BMI and percentage body fat is a

curvilinear one, such that at high BMI, percentage body
fat fails to reflect increases in adiposity. We divided the
data into categories according to the particular cut-off
points for each index. In the lowest category, the probability
distributions of FMI were almost identical for each of the
three indices. However, the distributions were more variable
when comparing the three indices in the middle and upper
categories. This suggests that each index captures different
aspects of increased size in terms of adiposity. The extensive
overlap of the probability distributions of FMI for the different categories for each index emphasises the limited specificity of anthropometry for identifying those women with
greatest adiposity. Using skinfold thickness measurements,
an indirect method, to estimate body fat mass will have misclassified some individuals. However, this method is widely
used and the most appropriate in large-scale studies such as
this. If the degree of adiposity itself carries risk of ill health,
it will be important to determine which of the three indices
best reflects functional state, and hence best identifies
disease risk.
Currently BMI is widely used to predict ill health, but
waist circumference is becoming increasingly popular. Given
the argument that BMI is difficult to calculate, waist:height
ratio seems unlikely to find widespread use in practice.
We showed that waist circumference explained more of the
variation in the distribution of fat, reflected by the subscapular:triceps skinfold ratio, whereas BMI better explained variation in total adiposity (FMI). In a study by Wells et al.
women with a BMI of 24 –25 kg/m2 had waist circumferences
ranging from 73 to 114 cm(30). There is a trend for increasing
waist circumference over time, which is not matched by a
similar increase in BMI(34,35). This would support the use of
waist circumference over BMI as a predictor of risk and
studies show that waist circumference is useful in predicting
risk of disease associated with central adiposity such as
CVD, type 2 diabetes, levels of blood lipids and blood
pressure(36 – 40). However, BMI might better predict the risk

Table 8. Proportion (%) of women with waist/height0·41 of 10 or more
p
and waist/ height of 6·32 or more according to height
Thirds of height

0·41

Waist/height
$ 10
p
Waist/ height $ 6·32

1 (lowest)

2

3 (highest)

40
41

40
40

40
39

Fig. 1. Kernel density estimation of the probability density function for fat
mass index for three anthropometric indices of adiposity. Category 1 (far left
lines):
, BMI ,25 kg/m2;
, waist circumference ,80 cm;
, waist:
, BMI 25·0–29·9 kg/m2;
height ratio ,0·5. Category 2 (middle lines):
, waist circumference 80·0–87·9 cm;
, waist:height ratio 0·5–0·59.
Category 3 (far right lines):
, BMI $30 kg/m2;
, waist circumference
$88 cm;
, waist:height ratio $0·6.
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Table 9. Number of women who might be at risk of ill health according to which index or combination of indices
were used*
Index/combination of indices
2

BMI $ 25 kg/m
Waist circumference $ 80 cm
Waist:height ratio $ 0·5
BMI $ 25 kg/m2 or waist circumference $ 80 cm
BMI $ 25 kg/m2 or waist:height ratio $ 0·5
Waist circumference $ 80 cm or waist:height ratio $ 0·5
BMI $ 25 kg/m2 or waist circumference $ 80 cm or waist:height ratio $ 0·5
BMI $ 25 kg/m2 and waist circumference $ 80 cm
BMI $ 25 kg/m2 and waist:height ratio $ 0·5
Waist circumference $ 80 cm and waist:height ratio $ 0·5
BMI $ 25 kg/m2 and waist circumference $ 80 cm and waist:height ratio $ 0·5

Subjects (n)

Proportion (%)

4842
4984
4354
5732
5342
5220
5835
4094
3854
4118
3721

42
43
38
49
46
45
50
35
33
35
32
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* Complete data were available on 11 611 women.

of morbidities associated with overall adiposity, such as
musculo-skeletal disorders(41). Furthermore, while individuals
do not accurately estimate their BMI, measuring waist circumference with reliability and reproducibility may not be
straightforward either. Less is known about the usefulness of
anthropometric indices in predicting reproductive outcomes
and thus the sole use of one or other index is questionable.
However, in the present study, we have collected information
from a large population of young women, which, in time, will
enable us to determine associations between these indices and
aspects of reproductive health.
We have shown that different women are identified depending on which index of adiposity is used. Currently, BMI and
waist circumference are commonly used in defining risk.
Waist:height ratio only identifies a small additional number
of women. Each index captures different aspects of size in
terms of adiposity and we need to determine which one or
combination best identifies those at specific risk. Of note is
that 50 % of the young women in the present study had
excess body fat according to one or other index. This serves
to emphasise the magnitude of the public health problem.
It is clearly inadequate simply to target individuals at the
extreme upper end of the distribution and there is the need
to shift the adiposity distribution of this half of the population
downwards.

References
1.
2.
3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.
9.

10.

Acknowledgements
We are grateful to all the general practitioners in Southampton
who made the present study possible, to Southampton
Women’s Survey staff, and particularly to the women of
Southampton for taking part. The Southampton Women’s
Survey is grateful for financial support from the UK Medical
Research Council, the University of Southampton and the
Dunhill Medical Trust. S. L. D. is supported by the Biotechnology and Biological Sciences Research Council. H. M. I.
and K. M. G. initiated the study. H. M. I. and the Southampton
Women’s Survey Study Group were responsible for data
collection. All authors contributed to analysis and preparation
of the manuscript. We declare that we have no conflicts of
interest.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

Haslam D, Sattar N & Lean M (2006) Obesity – time to wake
up. BMJ 333, 640– 642.
World Health Organization (2006) Obesity and Overweight.
Fact sheet 311. http://www.who.int/bmi/index.jsp
Heslehurst N, Lang R, Rankin J, Wilkinson JR & Summerbell CD
(2007) Obesity in pregnancy: a study of the impact of maternal
obesity on NHS maternity services. Br J Obstet Gynaecol 114,
334–342.
Sattar N, Clark PH, Lean MEJ, Walker I & Greer IA (2001)
Antenatal waist circumference and hypertension risk. Obstet
Gynecol 97, 268–271.
Duckitt K & Harrington D (2005) Risk factors for pre-eclampsia
at antenatal booking: systematic review of controlled studies.
BMJ 330, 565.
O’Brien TE, Ray JG & Chan WS (2003) Maternal body mass index
and risk of preeclampsia: a systematic review. Epidemiology 14,
368–374.
Catalano PM & Ehrenberg HM (2006) The short- and long-term
implications of maternal obesity on the mother and her offspring.
BJOG 113, 1126 – 1133.
King JC (2006) Maternal obesity, metabolism and pregnancy
outcome. Ann Rev Nutr 26, 271–291.
Abenhaim HA, Kinch RA, Morin L, Benjamin A & Usher R
(2007) Effect of prepregnancy body mass index categories on
obstetrical and neonatal outcomes. Arch Gynecol Obstet 275,
39– 43.
Sewell MF, Huston-Presley L, Super DM & Catalano P
(2006) Increased neonatal fat mass, no lean body mass, is
associated with maternal obesity. Am J Obstet Gynecol 195,
1100– 1103.
Gale CR, Javaid MK, Robinson SM, Law CM, Godfrey KM &
Cooper C (2007) Maternal size in pregnancy and body composition in children. J Clin Endocrinol Metab 92, 3904 – 3911.
Flegal KM, Graubard BI, Williamson DF & Gail MH (2005)
Excess deaths associated with underweight, overweight, and
obesity. JAMA 293, 1861 –1867.
Snijder MB, van Dam RM, Visser M & Seidell JC (2006) What
aspects of body fat are particularly hazardous and how do we
measure them? Int J Epidemiol 35, 83– 92.
Lean MEJ, Han TS & Morrison CE (1995) Waist circumference
as a measure for indicating need for weight management. BMJ
311, 158 –161.
Han TS, Sattar N & Lean M (2006) Assessment of obesity and
its clinical implications. BMJ 333, 695–698.

Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. IP address: 3.238.186.43, on 03 Mar 2021 at 09:33:42, subject to the Cambridge Core terms of use, available at https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0007114508012245

Anthropometric indices of adiposity in women

British Journal of Nutrition

S. L. Duggleby et al.

16. Ashwell M & Hsieh SD (2005) Six reasons why the waist-to-height
ratio is a rapid and effective global indicator for health risks of
obesity and how its use could simplify the international public
health message on obesity. Int J Food Sci Nutr 56, 303–307.
17. Ashwell M, Cole TJ & Dixon AK (1996) Ratio of waist circumference to height is strong predictor of intra-abdominal fat. BMJ
313, 559– 560.
18. Cox BD & Whichelow MJ (1996) Ratio of waist circumference
to height is better predictor of death than body mass index. BMJ
313, 1487.
19. Hsieh SD, Yoshinaga H & Muto T (2003) Waist-to-height ratio,
a simple and practical index for assessing central fat distribution
and metabolic risk in Japanese men and women. Int J Obes
Relat Metab Disord 27, 610 –616.
20. Inskip HM, Godfrey KM, Robinson SM, Law CM, Barker DJP,
Cooper C & SWS Study Group (2006) Cohort profile: the
Southampton Women’s Survey. Int J Epidemiol 35, 42– 48.
21. Fidanza F (1991) Anthropometric methodology. In Nutritional
Status Assessment, pp. 1 –62 [F Fidanza, editor]. London:
Chapman & Hall.
22. Callaway CW, Chumlea WC, Bouchard C, Himes JH, Lohman TG,
Martin AD, Mitchell CD, Mueller WH, Roche AF & Seefeldt VD
(1988) Circumferences. In Anthropometric Standardization Reference Manual, pp. 39–54 [TG Lohman, AF Roche and R Martorell,
editors]. Champaign, IL: Human Kinetics Books.
23. Harrison GG, Buskirk ER, Carter JEL, Johnston FE, Lohman TG,
Pollock ML, Roche AF & Wilmore J (1988) Skinfold thicknesses
and measurement technique. In Anthropometric Standardization
Reference Manual, pp. 55– 70 [TG Lohman, AF Roche and
R Martorell, editors]. Champaign, IL: Human Kinetics Books.
24. Deurenberg P, Deurenberg Yap M, Wang J, Lin FP & Schmidt G
(1999) The impact of body build on the relationship between
body mass index and percent body fat. Int J Obes Relat
Metab Disord 23, 537 – 542.
25. Durnin JVGA & Womersley J (1974) Body fat assessed from
total body density and its estimation from skinfold thickness:
measurements on 481 men and women aged from 16 to 72
years. Br J Nutr 32, 77 –97.
26. Wells JC & Victora CG (2005) Indices of whole-body and
central adiposity for evaluating the metabolic load of obesity.
Int J Obes (Lond) 29, 483 – 489.
27. Heymsfield SB, Gallagher D, Mayer L, Beetsch J & Pietrobelli A
(2007) Scaling of human body composition to stature: new
insights into body mass index. Am J Clin Nutr 86, 82– 91.
28. Ruston D, Hoare J, Henderson L, Gregory J, Bates CJ, Prentice
A, Birch M, Swan G & Farron M (2004) The National Diet and
Nutrition Survey: Adults Aged 19 to 64 Years, volume 4.
London: The Stationery Office. http://www.food.gov.uk/multimedia/pdfs/ndnsfour.pdf
29. Department of Health (2003) Health Survey for England
2002 (Table 6). London: HMSO. http://www.dh.gov.uk/en/pub

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

licationsandstatistics/publishedSurvey/HealthSurveyForEngland/
Healthsurveyresults/DH_4001334
Wells JCK, Treleaven P & Cole TJ (2007) BMI compared with
3-dimensional body shape: the UK National Sizing Survey.
Am J Clin Nutr 85, 419– 425.
Buchan IE, Bundred PE, Kitchiner DJ & Cole TJ (2007) Body
mass index has risen more steeply in tall than in short 3-year
olds: serial cross-sectional surveys 1988– 2003. Int J Obes
(Lond) 31, 23 –29.
Han TS, Seidell JC, Currall JEP, Morrison CE, Deurenberg P &
Lean MEJ (1997) The influences of height and age on waist circumference as an index of adiposity in adults. Int J Obes Relat
Metab Disord 21, 83 –89.
Van Itallie TB, Yang MU, Heymsfield SB, Funk RC & Boileau RA
(1990) Height-normalized indices of the body’s fat-free mass
and fat mass: potentially useful indicators of nutritional status.
Am J Clin Nutr 52, 953–959.
Lissner L, Bjorkelund C, Heitmann BL, Lapidus L, Bjorntorp P
& Bengtsson C (1998) Secular increases in waist– hip ratio
among Swedish women. Int J Obes Relat Metab Disord 22,
1116 –1120.
McCarthy HD, Ellis SM & Cole TJ (2003) Central overweight
and obesity in British youth aged 11– 16 years: cross sectional
surveys of waist circumference. BMJ 326, 624.
Yusuf S, Hawken S, Ounpuu S, et al. (2005) Obesity and
the risk of myocardial infarction in 27 000 participants
from 52 countries: a case – control study. Lancet 366,
1640 –1649.
Meisinger C, Doring A, Thorand B, Heier M & Lowel H (2006)
Body fat distribution and risk of type 2 diabetes in the general
population: are there differences between men and women?
The MONICA/KORA Augsburg Cohort Study. Am J Clin
Nutr 84, 483– 489.
Carey VJ, Walters EE, Colditz GA, Solomon CG, Willett WC,
Rosner BA, Speizer FE & Manson JE (1997) Body fat distribution and risk of non-insulin-dependent diabetes mellitus in
women. The Nurses’ Health Study. Am J Epidemiol 145,
614– 619.
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