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Summary

Comparing the amount of Hb, the nutriture of the deaf-mutes are better than that of the
amentias and the nursery school children. The former, however, shows less condition than that
of the boys and girls in the junior physical education school (Hb:12,7) and the nhormal family
children (Hb : 10.8).

In the group of six to eleven years old that is a class a elementary school, the physical
condition such as stature, chest circumference, and weight of the deaf-mute is respectively
almost the same degree, which is above standard in our country. On the contrary the degree
of the amentias and the nursery school children has an inferiority approaching to the standard.

In the group of twelve to fifteen years old that is a class of junior high school, the nurs-
ery school children have the lowest physical condition and the boys and girls of the physical
training school the highest.

The order of the growth of physical condition is as follows : Nursery school children<Amen-
tias< Deaf -mutes< Standard< Family children< Junior physical training school boys and girls.

Concerning the status, the nutriture of the deaf—mutes as the second group might have been -
more ill-fed in the past than those of the first group at present. According to the serum diag-
nosis, the distribution of the deaf-mutes blood types(O:15%, A:30.7%, B:30.7%, AB:
23.6% ) has a great deal of difference from the standard in our country(O:25%, A:35%,
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B:34%, AB:6%) as well as that of the amentias(O:34.2%, A:27.4%, B:325%, AB

6% ) does.

Consequently it proves that a deaf -mute could have come out of . all types of blood at

the similar rate.

And probably the deaf-mutes are not often come from hereditary nature, but from post-
natal one judging from the fact that their growth of physical condition nearly equal to the

normal family children.

The manager of a deaf and dumb school has to pay more concern about: their better nou-
rishment in order to elevate the power of hearing or to: promote their physu:al development
Anyway, the more samples tested carefully might be required for - evxdent 1dent1fy1ng the

conclusion.
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Table 1. The: population distribution of
deaf - mutism

age(year) sex total
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Table 2. Comparison of degree of physique
with standard

Table 4. Comparison of degree of physique
with standard -

. age: height breast | weight
(vear) | (cm) | (cm) | (kg) |TOMATK

age | height breast | weight

(vear) *%|  (cm) | (cm) | (kg) |TOmaTE

| DM. 124.1’ﬁ 62 25.6 1976

FAm. 1209} 56.6 | 23.6 1975

3 1 Ho. 122.7) 59.2 | 23.7 1975

N.S. 1145} 57.9 | 20.5 1974

S. 120.3; 59.0 | 22.4 1968

DM. 120.9| 60 23.2 | 1976

Am. 116.0| 56.0 | 20.7 | 1975

% | Ho. 121.6( 58.7 | 23.1 1975

N.S. 1174 | 56.6 | 20.7 1974

S. 1199 579 | 225 1968

’ Table 3. Average of degree of physique

with male & female

age(year)

. breast weight
height (cm
ght (cm) ] (cm) | (kg
1
DM. - 122. . .
5 60.9 24.3

Am. 1184 -56.3 22.1

6 ~ 11 Ho. 1222 59.0 23.4

N.S. 1159 57.3 20.6
S. 120.1 L 58.5 22.5

Table 32 Table 2 9 B&g Al Fiylas
A2 vag Aqdl Table 2 o] Byo|4st mhak 7t
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Table 4 oil 4} B4Rl Z HEM W #RA 9
ME Bk 43 WEHLE(SP)Y st Y95

Al EBIL ol 6~ 11 gEBolsohe Wz %

ESucHs g8, 2% Rudes de delz,
Table 5+ Table 42 4% FHES MELE
Syt #ELE Table 4.9 7okeh,

12~15 gtol e 12570 BRSKY dggol -

Hi@pme2 A8l Yoo 12EEE HHkow

DM. 140.0| 68.4 | 34.7 1976

Am. 1344 67.0 | 314 1975
% | Ho. 148.0{ 71.0 | 37.0 1975
N.S. 133.7] 65.6 | 29.7 1974
SP. 154.4} 774 | 44.9 1974

S. 1464 71.8 | 37.7 1968
12~15

DM. 140.0| 66.8 | 37.6 | 1976

Am. 139.3] 67.1 | 347 | 1975
Ho. 146.7| 71.7 | 38.4 | 1975
N.S. 133.7| 65.6 | 29.7 | 1974

SP. 158.9| 75.5 | 47.2 | 1974
Js. 146.3| 68.2 | 37.4 | 1968

Table 5. Average of degree of physique .

with male & female

breast weight
(cm) (kg

‘DM, 140.0 68.4 - 35.0

Am. 136.8 | 68.0 33.1

age(yedr) height (cm)

Ho. 147.4 71.9 38.2
12 ~ 15
}_—N. 5. 1355

SP.  156.7 76.4 - 46.1

66.1 31.1

S. 146.4 70.0 37.0
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Table 6. Comparison of 12 years sport M.S
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Table 8. Distribution of Hb amounts (gr/d/)

boy with other group
3 Hb 2 T+
age height breast | weight 6 6.1 ~ 7 15
(vear) %X (cm) | (cm) | (k) |"E
10 71~ 8 14 24
DM. 133.0{ 63.8 | 29.6 16
- ) 18 8.1~9 13 31
Am. 145.0| 72.3 | 39.0 16
18 9.1 ~ 10 16 34
Ho. 152.9| 74.9 | 43.2 15
3 9 10.1 ~ 11 8 17
N. 149.1} 70.7 | 38.2 16
1 11.1 ~ 12 2 3
SP. 151.2| 72.8 | 40.0 15
, 12.1 ~ 13
S. 136.6| 65.0 | 31.6 12
12 1 13.1 ~ 14 1
DM. 131.0| 64.0 | 29.0 16
Am. 149.0| 76.2 | 40.6 16 Table 9. Comparison of Hb amounts (gr/d/)
Ho. 150.2! 78.6 | 43.6 14 o
2L rencel cex| DM.| Am.| Ho.| N.S.|Sp.S.|Ewha
N. 153.5| 76.6 | 45.3 16 age(year)\
SP. 153.6| 65.6 | 41.8 15 6~ 11 8| 9876 114] 74
S. 138.6| 64.0 | 32.8 12 #| 97| 8810773
! 94| 81 11.0| 87 |12.4
: 2= 8.6 6‘2 100! 7.5 | 12.9
Table 7. Comparison of average of 12 years _ i : : : : :
sport M. S. boy with other group. 20~ 24 8110
2110 12.7
age height breast | weight K
(year) (cm) (cm) (kg) remar average 9.2| 7.0 |10.8| 7.8 | 12.7
DM. 132.0 | 63.9 29.3 12(15) remark 19751 1975 | 1974 | 1974 | 1970
Am. 147.0 | 74.3 39.8 16 Table 10. The status of nutrition ingestion/
Ho. 151.6 | 76.8 445 15 week /June (for example) !
12 - difference] pro- | fat |carboh-| Ca.| Vt.
N. 151.3 | 73.7 41.8 16 keal | tein ydrate B,
SP. 152.4| 69.0 | 40.9 | 12 i (@ | (8| (&) |(me)}(me)
Mon {3,584 103| 53 | 736 |1,321| 3.4
S. 1376 64.6 | 32.2 12
. Tue |3,593) 151| 60 | 641 |1,268| 2.9
§REl 2 (Table 9) M#5 - RER - @R - MBS Wed |3,646) 135| 55 | 681 | 818/ 2.8
4o KBES HERED 23 BER<ERFoI< Thu |3,840| 144| 61 | 675 | 1,657 | 3:7
=%
REER<HAFPBRE=R ko] JELZ Jephde), o Fri~ 3,106 94| 25 | 667 | 896| 3.0
Hb o2 SaRES #EIIE < JEMNE HRE7}
. Sat  [3,498( 118 | 46 | 706 | 1,068 2.6
744 FRAY Aol RERE FZ Axolv fysh
%ﬂ;‘)ﬂ]‘ -;gjcéto] 7]_%_ %_‘g__ ,g_%g_% %5131’3’_ gl Sun 3,371 70 45 724 977 2.4
R 2w average | 3,519 | 116 | 49 | 690 | 1,143 2.9

BE2 BEPELEY menu? S 473 Table10
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Table 11. The status of nutrition ingestion

(1975)
kc} protein | fat Fe
day| (g (g) | (mg)
dati
recommendation o 404 | 73 35.1 | 10.5
amount
intake amount | 2,264 64.4 14.7 17.7
(13.6)
% 94.2 87 41.6 11.6

Table 12. Distribution of blood type

blood type No. of person %
| A 43 30.7
B 43 30.7
AB 33 23.6
0O 15 15.0

Table 13. Comparison of blood type in race(%)

B.typel DM | Am | En | Fr It In Ja
0 15.0 34.2 | 46.4| 43.2147.2(31.0| 30
(25) | 3 . . . )

A 30.7 27.4| 43.4| 42.6 | 38.0| 19.0| 40
(35 | 27 ) . ) .

B 30.7 32.5| 7.2111.2|11.0| 41.2] 20
(34) | 3% . ) ) )

23.6
AB 6.0 3.1| 3.0{ 3.8] 85 10
(6.0) 1]
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