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2 

 

Abstract 26 

Self-reported measures of height and weight are widely used in epidemiological studies. 27 

However, misreporting may bias estimates of associations between anthropometry and health 28 

outcomes. Further, few validation studies have compared self-reported and measured waist 29 

circumference (WC). This study aimed to quantify the agreement between self-reported and 30 

measured height, weight, body mass index (BMI), WC, and waist-to-height ratio (WHtR), 31 

and to investigate associations of these anthropometric measures with cardiometabolic 32 

biomarkers. 33 

Self-reported and measured anthropometric variables, as well as cardiometabolic biomarkers, 34 

were obtained from participants aged above 18 years at recruitment into the Diet, Cancer, and 35 

Health-Next Generation Cohort in 2015-19 (N=39,514). Pearson correlations (r) and Lin’s 36 

concordance correlations were applied to evaluate misreporting. Misreporting by age, sex and 37 

smoking status was investigated in linear regression models. Multivariable regression models 38 

and Receiver Operating Characteristic analyses assessed associations of self-reported and 39 

measured anthropometry with cardiometabolic biomarkers. Self-reported height was 40 

overreported by 1.07 cm, and weight was underreported by 0.32 kg on average. Self-reported 41 

BMI and WC were 0.42 kg/m2 and 0.2 cm lower than measured, respectively. Self-reported 42 

and measured height, weight, BMI, WC and WtHR were strongly correlated (r=0.98, 0.99, 43 

0.98, 0.88, 0.86, respectively). Age, sex, smoking, and BMI contributed to misreporting of all 44 

anthropometric measures. Associations between self-reported or measured anthropometric 45 

measures and cardiometabolic biomarkers were similar in direction and strength. 46 

Concordance between self-reported and measured anthropometric measures, including WC, 47 

was very high. Self-reported anthropometric measures were reliable when estimating 48 

associations with cardiometabolic biomarkers.  49 
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Introduction 50 

In epidemiological studies, anthropometric variables are usually self-reported, especially in 51 

large study populations, as it is cost-effective and less burdensome compared to clinical 52 

measurements. However, data may be subject to systematic errors because of observer bias or 53 

recall bias[1]. These reporting errors may be related to age, sex, race, education, and level of 54 

BMI[1, 2]. Several observational studies have assessed the concordance between self-55 

reported and measured height and weight indices, and found a tendency towards 56 

overestimated height and underestimated weight, which led to an underestimate of BMI[3, 4]. 57 

The measurement error in self-reported BMI and other anthropometrics might bias estimates 58 

of associations with health outcomes, such as CVD, T2D, various types of cancer, and 59 

mortality[5-10]. However, only few cohorts have recorded both measured and self-reported 60 

anthropometrics at recruitment, and very little is known about how misreporting influences 61 

associations in different subgroups, for example whether there are discrepancies between 62 

younger and older participants. Furthermore, misreporting of central adiposity, as measured 63 

by waist circumference (WC) or waist-to-height ratio (WHtR), has generally not been 64 

investigated in validation studies, thus reliable comparison of self-reported and measured 65 

central adiposity-health outcome associations is lacking.  66 

In this study, we examined the strength of association between measures and indices of 67 

general obesity, abdominal obesity, and metabolic profiles using data from the Danish Diet 68 

Cancer and Health-Next Generations (DCH-NG) cohort with adult participants. The 69 

objectives of this study were to investigate: (1) the extent of misreporting in self-reported 70 

height, weight, BMI, WC, and WHtR; (2) factors associated with misreporting; (3) 71 

comparisons of general obesity and abdominal obesity classification by self-reported and 72 

measured BMI and WC; (4) comparisons of associations of height, weight, BMI, WC, and 73 
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WHtR with cardiometabolic biomarkers for self-reported and measured anthropometric 74 

measures. 75 

Materials and methods 76 

2.1 Study design and participants 77 

The DCH-NG was established between August 2015 and April 2019 as an extension of the 78 

Danish Diet, Cancer and Health (DCH) cohort. The DCH and DCH-NG study design and 79 

methods have been described elsewhere[11, 12]. Briefly, the DCH cohort included 57,053 80 

men and women who were born in Denmark, aged 50–64 years, had no cancer diagnosis 81 

registered in the Danish Cancer Registry and lived in the area of Copenhagen or Aarhus at the 82 

time of recruitment in 1993–1997[12]. In 2015-2019, children of DCH cohort members (G1), 83 

their spouses (G1P) and grandchildren (G2) were invited to participate in the DCH-NG study, 84 

which aimed to investigate associations between genes, diet, and lifestyle across generations. 85 

The inclusion criteria included: individuals were listed in the Danish Civil Registration 86 

System (registers all persons alive and having a valid address in Denmark)[13], alive at the 87 

date of recruitment, and were above 18 years of age at the time of recruitment (born before 88 

January 1st, 2000). If a woman was pregnant at the planned time of recruitment, she was 89 

invited to participate after giving birth. Grandchildren (G2) were only invited if their parent 90 

(G1) was alive and eligible for invitation. 255,608 descendants were identified and 197,639 91 

fulfilled the inclusion criteria. 13,875 descendants were excluded due to their status in the 92 

CPR (e.g. hidden address or inactive status in CPR). A total of 183,764 individuals were 93 

invited by letter and 44,869 agreed to participate in the DCH-NG (Fig 1). The Diet, Cancer 94 

and Health – Next Generations research project was approved by the Danish Data Protection 95 

Agency ((journal number 2013–41- 2043/2014–231-0094) and by the Committee on Health 96 

Research Ethics for the Capital Region of Denmark (journal number H-15001257)[11]. 97 

Participants provided informed consent.  98 
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2.2 Anthropometric measurements and biomarkers  99 

Measured body weight, height, and WC 100 

Participants were invited to complete a physical examination in a study center in Copenhagen 101 

or Aarhus. Height, weight, and WC were measured by trained and certified health researchers. 102 

Anthropometric measurements were assessed with participants wearing underwear and being 103 

barefoot. Height was measured to the nearest 0.1 centimeter (cm) using a wireless 104 

stadiometer (Seca 264). Weight was measured to the nearest 0.01 kg using a body 105 

composition analyser (Seca 515/514). WC was measured midway at the midway between the 106 

lower rib and the iliac crest and recorded to the nearest 0.1 cm. WC was obtained in duplicate; 107 

a third measurement was taken if the first two measures exceeded pre-specified differences 108 

(1.0 cm). The mean of the two closest measures was used for analyses. BMI was calculated 109 

using the standard formula weight (kg) divided by height squared (m2), then classified into 4 110 

categories: underweight (<18.5 kg/m2), normal weight (18.5–24.9 kg/m2), overweight (25–111 

29.9 kg/m2), and obese (>=30 kg/m2) according to WHO recommendation[14]. WHtR was 112 

calculated by the formula WC in cm divided by standing height in cm. Abdominal obesity 113 

was defined by the National Institutes of Health cutoff points[15], as a WC of 102 cm or 114 

greater for men and 88 cm or greater for women. Discrepancies between self-reported and 115 

measured height of over 10 cm and between self-reported and measured weight of over 5 kg 116 

were checked for data-entry errors.  117 

 118 

Blood pressure and metabolic biomarkers 119 

Blood pressure was measured in a seated position after the participant had rested for at least 5 120 

min. After measurement of the circumference of the mid-upper arm, a cuff of suitable size 121 

was applied to the participant’s upper arm, which was supported by the table at heart level. 122 
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Systolic blood pressure (SBP) and diastolic blood pressure (DBP) were taken three times 123 

using the Omron M-10 IT, and the set with the lowest values of SBP and DBP was used.   124 

Participants were non-fasting, but were asked not to eat a fatty meal, consume alcohol, use 125 

chewing gum, brush teeth or similar within two hours before their visit to the study center. 126 

Whole blood and lithium-heparin blood samples were taken for upfront analyses performed 127 

after the visit in the study center. The following biomarkers were assessed: hemoglobin A1c 128 

(HbA1c, mmol/mol), total cholesterol (mmol/L), triglycerides (TG, mmol/L), HDL (mmol/L), 129 

low-density lipoprotein (LDL, mmol/L), C-reactive Protein (CRP, mg/L) and creatinine 130 

(μmol/L).  131 

 132 

Definition of hypertension, dyslipidemia, and pre-diabetes 133 

Hypertension was defined as having a blood pressure of  >140/90 mmHg according to the 134 

WHO guidelines[16]. Dyslipidemia was defined as having TG >2.0 mmol/l or HDL < 1.0 135 

mmol/l based upon the recommendations by the National Heart Foundation[17] and the 136 

Australian Diabetes Society[18]. Pre-diabetes and diabetes was defined as HbA1c of >42 137 

mmol/mol (>6.0%)[19]. 138 

 139 

Lifestyle questionnaire 140 

Self-reported anthropometric measures were obtained from a web-based lifestyle 141 

questionnaire (LSQ), which was provided to the participants shortly after recruitment. 142 

Respondents were asked: ‘How much do you weigh? Enter the nearest whole kg’, ‘How tall 143 

are you in cm’, and ‘What is your waist measurement in cm?’ Respondents were provided 144 

with guidance similar to that used in the study center on where to place a tape measure for 145 

WC measurement. Smoking status was categorized as current, former, and never smoker.  146 

 147 
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2.3 Statistical analysis 148 

Continuous measures are presented as mean ± standard deviation (SD) if normally distributed 149 

and median/interquartile range (IQR) if no normal distribution could be assumed. Categorical 150 

variables are shown as percentages. 151 

Misreporting of anthropometric measures was calculated by subtracting measured from self-152 

reported values. Bland-Altman analysis was used to compare the degree of agreement 153 

between self-reported and measured measurements, which gave the mean and 95% prediction 154 

interval of the difference between objective measurements and self-reported values[20]. 155 

Pearson's correlation coefficients (r) between self-reported and measured anthropometrics 156 

were calculated. In addition, concordance was evaluated using Lin's concordance coefficient 157 

(ρc), which is a reliability measure indicating the agreement between two measures of the 158 

same variable. To assess the agreement between measured and self-reported prevalence of 159 

general obesity and abdominal obesity, Gwet’s agreement coefficient was applied. 160 

Coefficients greater than 0.81 were considered almost perfect[21]. Multiple regression 161 

analyses were used to evaluate which factors were associated with the misreporting between 162 

measured and self-reported anthropometrics (weight, height, BMI, WC, WHtR). The 163 

following variables were included in the regression models as independent variables: sex, age 164 

groups, measured BMI categories, and smoking status.  165 

 166 

Correlation and multivariable regression analyses were conducted to examine the cross-167 

sectional relationships of cardiometabolic biomarkers with self-reported and measured 168 

anthropometric indices (BMI, WC, WHtR). Outcome variables with skewed distributions 169 

(TG, HbA1c, CRP, and creatinine) were log-transformed for the analyses. Model 1 was 170 

unadjusted model and model 2 was adjusted for sex, age (continuous) and smoking status. 171 
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Analyses were repeated using standardized coefficients. We further stratified all the analyses 172 

by different age groups to explore potential effect modification.  173 

Receiver Operating Characteristic (ROC) analyses were conducted to assess the diagnostic 174 

accuracy of disease conditions (hypertension, dyslipidemia, and pre-diabetes) by different 175 

anthropometric measures or indices. An area under the curve (AUC) of 1 is considered to 176 

have perfect discriminatory power, and an AUC of 0.5 indicates the predictive performance is 177 

no better than chance. AUCs of 0.6–0.7 were considered poor and 0.7–0.8 fair. Optimal cut-178 

offs on the ROC curves were chosen to maximize sensitivity and specificity of the variables 179 

with each above 50%. Sensitivity in this report was defined as the proportion of people which 180 

were categorized as positive with the disease condition, while specificity was the proportion 181 

of people which were categorized as negative without the disease condition.  182 

 183 

Sensitivity analyses 184 

In sensitivity analyses, we further assessed whether completing the LSQ before going to the 185 

study center or after made a difference to the results. The statistical software packages 186 

Stata/IC 16.0 (StataCorp)[22] and R (v4.0.2)[23] were used to conduct the analyses. All P-187 

values were two�sided, and a P�<�0.05 was considered statistically significant. 188 

 189 

Results 190 

Characteristics of the study subjects 191 

39,514 participants were included in the analyses (Fig 1). Descriptive statistics for 192 

demographic characteristics are presented in S1 Table. The median age of the cohort 193 

population was 48 years (IQR: 32-54 years). 42% of the participants were men (n=16,560). 194 

More than half of the participants reported never smoking, 32.5% of the participants were 195 

classified as being overweight and 11.9% as obese based on BMI derived from measured 196 
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heights and weights. Compared with women, a larger proportion of men were overweight or 197 

obese (overweight: 42.1% male vs 25.5% female; obese: 12.7% male vs 11.3% female). 198 

 199 

 200 

 201 

 202 

 203 

Fig 1. Flowchart illustrating the participant route into the study 204 

*Status includes inactive and invalid vital status, hidden address and invalid address. 205 

 206 

Factors associated with misreporting of anthropometrics 207 

 . CC-BY 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted December 21, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.12.20.22283553doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.12.20.22283553
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


11 

 

Table 1 presents the summary statistics for self-reported and measured anthropometrics. Self-208 

reported height was 1.07 cm (SD=1.71cm) higher than measured height, while weight was 209 

0.32 kg (SD=2.15kg) lower than measured. As a result, BMI calculated from self-reported 210 

values was 0.42 kg/m2 (SD=0.89 kg/m2) lower than measured BMI. More than 77 percent of 211 

the deviations of self-reported BMI from measured BMI did not exceed values within 1 unit 212 

(data not shown). 33% of the participants did not report their WC, but answered ‘do not know’ 213 

or ‘do not have a tape measure’. Participants who were male, of younger age, higher BMI and 214 

currently smoking were more likely to be missing self-reported WC. For those with available 215 

data, self-reported WC was underestimated by 0.20cm (SD=6.04cm). The variances of WC 216 

were larger for both self-reported and measured values, compared with other anthropometric 217 

measures. Men tended to overreport height (1.21cm for men and 0.97cm for women), while 218 

women tended to underreport weight (0.11kg for men and 0.47kg for women). Compared to 219 

women, men had relatively lower misreporting of WC (0.12cm for men and 0.25cm for 220 

women). However, there was no strong evidence that WHtR was different when calculated 221 

using self-reported and measured data (Table 1). Over-reporting of height and under-222 

reporting of weight were present across all age subgroups, but the extent of misreporting was 223 

greater among older participants, especially for those above 55 years. Participants who were 224 

overweight or obese were more likely to misreport height, weight, and WC compared to 225 

participants of measured normal BMI. Underreporting of weight and BMI were more evident 226 

in former smokers, while WC variance was larger in current smokers (S2 Table). Multiple 227 

linear regression analyses indicated that age, sex, smoking and overweight/obese status all 228 

contributed to misreporting of all anthropometric indices (S3 Table).  229 

 230 

Reliability of self-reported anthropometric variables 231 
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Comparably high correlations were found among all self-reported and measured 232 

anthropometric variables. The correlation coefficients for height, weight, BMI, WC, and 233 

WHtR were 0.98, 0.99, 0.98, 0.88, 0.86, respectively. Similarly, Lin’s concordance 234 

correlations were 0.98, 0.99. 0.97, 0.88, 0.86. Bland-Altman analysis indicated no significant 235 

differences among self-reported and measured weight, height, BMI, and WC (Table 2). 236 

 237 

BMI categories were calculated from both self-reported and measured values. The prevalence 238 

of overweight and obesity were 32.5% and 11.7% from measured BMI, but only 29.7% and 239 

9.8% from self-reported BMI, indicating underestimation of self-reported BMI (S4 Table). 240 

Using self-reported data, 80.4% and 79.7% were correctly classified as overweight and obese 241 

(S5 Table). Agreement in classification by self-reported and measured BMI and WC, 242 

assessed by Gwet’s agreement coefficients, is shown in S6 Table. When BMI was 243 

categorized into 4 groups according to WHO’s criteria, Gwet's agreement coefficient between 244 

self-reported and measured BMI categories was 0.86 (95%CI: 0.86, 0.87); the agreement was 245 

0.97 (95%CI: 0.96, 0.97) when BMI was categorized into 2 groups (normal vs overweight 246 

and obese). For WC, the agreement between self-reported and measured values was 0.84 247 

(95%CI: 0.83, 0.85). 248 

 249 

Associations between anthropometric measures and cardiometabolic biomarkers  250 

The associations between anthropometric measures and metabolic biomarkers are presented 251 

as standardized (S7 Table) and unstandardized (S8 Table) linear coefficients. There were 252 

positive associations between the measures and TG, LDL, HbA1c, total cholesterol 253 

concentration, and blood pressure, respectively, and an inverse relationship with HDL 254 

concentration in both unadjusted and adjusted models. Using standardized coefficients, the 255 

associations with metabolic biomarkers did not vary substantially when comparing self-256 
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reported and measured indices, although associations were stronger for measured WHtR and 257 

measured WC than for self-reported WHtR and WC (Fig 2). In stratified analyses, positive 258 

associations when examining central adiposity on total cholesterol, LDL, SBP and DBP were 259 

observed for early adulthood to middle-aged groups, whereas associations were weaker for 260 

participants above 55 years of age (S9 Table). 261 

 

 

 

 

Fig 2. Standardized coefficients of self-reported or measured anthropometrics and 
cardiometabolic biomarkers  

a) self-reported(orange color) or measured (blue color) BMI associated with 
cardiometabolic biomarkers 

b) self-reported(orange color) or measured (blue color) WC associated with 
cardiometabolic biomarkers 

c) self-reported(orange color) or measured (blue color) WHtR associated with 
cardiometabolic biomarkers 

Models were adjusted for age, sex, and smoking. 

TG triglycerides; HDL, high-density lipoprotein; LDL, low-density lipoprotein; HbA1c, 
hemoglobin A1c; CRP, C-reactive Protein; SBP, systolic blood pressure; DBP, diastolic 
blood pressure; BMI, body mass index; WC, waist circumference; WHtR, waist-to-height 
ratio; CVD, cardiovascular diseases  

 262 

The prevalence of hypertension, dyslipidemia, and pre-diabetes were 23.2%, 5.5%, and 1.7%, 263 

respectively. The AUC for each anthropometric index with hypertension and dyslipidemia 264 
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indicated fair predictive performance, ranging between 0.7-0.8; prediction was excellent for 265 

pre-diabetes (above 0.8; Fig 3, S10 Table).  266 

 

 

Fig 3. ROC curves comparing measured and self-reported anthropometric indices 
with cardiometabolic biomarkers  

Green lines indicate measured anthropometrics, yellow lines indicate self-report 
anthropometrics, black lines indicate reference. Models were adjusted for age, sex, and 
smoking. 

ROC, Receiver Operating Characteristic 

 

In sensitivity analyses, the correlation between self-reported and measured height and weight 267 

was equal regardless of whether participants completed the LSQ before going to the study 268 

center or after, whereas the correlation between self-reported and measured WC was slightly 269 

higher among those completing the LSQ after going to the study center (0.93 vs 0.88) (S11 270 

Table). 271 
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 272 

Discussion 273 

In this large contemporary cohort, we found high agreement between self-reported and 274 

measured anthropometrics, albeit slightly lower for WC and WHtR than for other measures. 275 

Older age, male sex, weight status, and smoking contributed to misreporting. We compared 276 

the associations between self-reported or measured anthropometric variables and 277 

cardiometabolic biomarkers, and found similar directions and magnitudes across all age 278 

groups. Our results extend previous validation studies that only included certain specific age, 279 

ethnic, or BMI groups[24-31], which may limit generalizability to general population studies. 280 

 281 

Our findings are in agreement with previous European validation studies[32-35]. Self-282 

reported BMI may bias associations with health outcomes, despite high correlations between 283 

self-reported and measured values[5]. A US cohort study compared associations between 284 

self-reported and measured BMI and cardiometabolic biomarkers in young adults, and found 285 

similar strengths of association[4], as have studies in US adults[3, 6]. However, other studies 286 

have reported poor performance for self-reported anthropometric indices in predicting 287 

cardiometabolic related diseases[8, 36]. These differences may be explained by study design, 288 

different age groups, and approaches in adjusting for confounders. We found that the strength 289 

of associations with cardiometabolic biomarkers did not vary substantially for measured and 290 

self-reported indices. While associations were stronger for measured indices compared with 291 

self-reported, the bias was small.  292 

 293 

We observed greater misreporting among older age groups, as well as differences in strengths 294 

of association between both measured and self-reported anthropometrics and cardiometabolic 295 

biomarkers across age groups. These results are, however, comparable to results from the 296 
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WHO MONICA Project, which found that the association between BMI and 297 

hypercholesterolaemia (cholesterol ≥6.5�mmol/l) was weaker in higher age groups[37]. 298 

Similar results were reported from a large scale Chinese study[38]. A possible explanation 299 

could be increasing fat mass and lower lean mass with increasing age[39].  300 

 301 

Our study has several strengths. With self-reported and measured WC, we provide much 302 

needed assessment of central adiposity indices[40]. We included a wide age range, which 303 

allowed investigation of age on misreporting and associations. Finally, the DCH-NG cohort is 304 

a new cohort[11], and thus reflects contemporary trends in self-assessment of weight, height 305 

and WC. 306 

 307 

The study also has limitations. Firstly, similar to the DCH cohort, participants in the DCH-308 

NG cohort had a higher socioeconomic status relative to the nonparticipants[12]. Therefore, it 309 

is important to take into account the generalizability and representativeness of the current 310 

sample in regard to the general population when interpreting the results.  Secondly, there was 311 

a higher proportion of missing data in self-reported WC than for other measures. Our 312 

sensitivity analyses suggested that younger people, those with greater BMI and who smoked 313 

tended not to report WC. However, the missingness was not related to measured WC values, 314 

and there was little missing data among those participants who completed the LSQ after 315 

having visited the study facility. It is likely that participants did not report WC values simply 316 

because they did not know their WC. Improving general knowledge about WC and related 317 

health outcomes may be useful from a public health perspective[41]. Lastly, some 318 

participants had a longer gap between filling in the questionnaires and the clinical 319 

appointments than others, which might influence the consistency of the measures. However, 320 
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the percentage of participants for whom this was the case was small and thus unlikely to bias 321 

the results. 322 

 323 

Conclusion 324 

This study found a high correlation between self-reported and measured anthropometric 325 

variables across a wide age range in the study population. The overall agreements with 326 

respect to the reporting of accurate values were reliable and acceptable. However, caution 327 

may need to be taken when generalizing the findings to other populations.   328 

 329 
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Abbreviations 356 

BMI: Body mass index 357 

WC: waist circumference 358 

WHtR: waist-to-height ratio  359 

DCH: Danish Diet Cancer  360 

DCH-NG: Danish Diet Cancer and Health-Next Generations 361 

SBP: Systolic blood pressure 362 

DBP: diastolic blood pressure 363 

HbA1c: hemoglobin A1c 364 

TG: triglycerides 365 

HDL: high-density lipoprotein 366 

LDL: low-density lipoprotein 367 

CRP: C-reactive Protein 368 

LSQ: lifestyle questionnaire 369 

SD: standard deviation  370 

IQR: interquartile range  371 

ROC: Receiver Operating Characteristic  372 

AUC: area under the curve 373 
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Table 1. Description of self-reported and measured anthropometric variables in DCH-NG 

    Measured values Self-reported values Mean difference* 
    Mean SD n Mean SD n Mean SD n 
Total Height(cm) 173.36 9.17 39,465 174.45 9.25 39,403 1.07 1.71 39,366 

Weight(kg) 75.77 15.31 39,465 75.52 15.17 37,735 -0.32 2.15 37,701 
BMI(kg/m2) 25.12 4.24 39,464 24.68 4.03 37,662 -0.42 0.89 37,627 
WC(cm) 87.51 12.73 39,350 87.29 12.53 26,159 -0.20 6.04 26,054 
WHtR 0.50 0.07 39,329 0.50 0.07 26,106 -0.00 0.04 25,997 

Male Height(cm) 181.12 6.68 16,537 182.34 6.72 16,525 1.21 1.81 16,506 
Weight(kg) 84.96 13.37 16,537 84.85 13.00 16,148 -0.11 2.31 16,131 
BMI(kg/m2) 25.89 3.78 16,537 25.50 3.55 16,127 -0.38 0.89 16,110 
WC(cm) 93.38 11.75 16,480 93.70 11.12 10,521 -0.12 6.56 10,467 
WHtR 0.52 0.07 16,472 0.51 0.06 10,509 -0.00 0.04 10,454 

Female Height(cm) 167.75 6.15 22,928 168.75 6.11 22,878 0.97 1.62 22,860 
Weight(kg) 69.14 13.03 22,928 68.54 12.73 21,587 -0.47 2.01 21,570 
BMI(kg/m2) 24.57 4.47 22,927 24.07 4.24 21,535 -0.45 0.88 21,517 
WC(cm) 83.29 11.69 22,870 82.98 11.54 15,638 -0.25 5.67 15,587 

  WHtR 0.50 0.07 22,857 0.49 0.07 15,597 -0.00 0.03 15,543 
 

SD, standard deviation; BMI, body mass index; WC, waist circumference; WHtR, waist-to-height ratio; n, number; DCH-NG, Danish Diet, 
Cancer, and Health cohort-Next Generation  

*Difference was calculated by subtracting measured from self-reported values 
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Table 2.  Correlation and Concordance between self-reported and measured anthropometrics 

        Bland-Altman  

  obs 
n r ρc Average 

 
95% CI 

 

Height(cm) 39,366 0.98 0.98 
 

1.07 
 

-2.28 4.42 

Weight(kg) 37,701 0.99 0.99 -0.32 -4.53 3.90 

BMI(kg/m2) 37,627 0.98 0.97 -0.42 -2.16 1.32 

WC(cm) 26,054 0.88 0.88 -0.20 -12.05 11.65 

WHtR 25,997 0.86 0.86 0.00 -0.07 0.07 

 

BMI, body mass index; WC, waist circumference; WHtR, waist-to-height ratio; CI, confidence intervals; n, number 

r, pearson correlation 

ρc, Lin’s concordance 
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