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Research on the Necessity of
Establishing the Regional Physical Fitness Evaluation Standards
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(1. School of Physical Education South China Normal University Guangzhou 510631 China)
(2. Guangdong Provincial Research Institute of Sports Sciences Guangzhou 510663 China)

Abstract: This research analyzed the data of the physical fitness measures in the residence of Guangdong Province and
compared which to “The Chinese National Standards of Physical Fitness Measurements” to evaluate the effectiveness of
applying these standards in the general population of Guangdong Province. The results demonstrated that there were quite
differences between the actual percentage thresholds of all the measurements and the theoretical threshold values from
“The Chinese National Standards of Physical Fitness Measurements”. Therefore the Body Height and Weight method
did not correctly evaluate the characteristics of the physical fitness levels of people in Guangdong Province. “The Chi-
nese National Standards of Physical Fitness Measurements” has limitations when being applied to the people in Guang—
dong. The results suggested that a modified measurement standards should be established based on the characteristics of
the general population in Guangdong Province.
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Table 1 Comparison on vital capacity of adults between north and south
()
20 ~ 3837.4 +£736.1  3631.9 £703.2 205. 5% 2642.6 £594.8  2504.5 +550. 6 138. 1%
25 ~ 3854.3 £738.9  3611.3 £675.3 243% 2654.5 £579.8  2472.6 £553.3 181.9%*
30 ~ 3726.8 +744.8  3537.5 +697.6 189. 3* 2623.8 +605.2  2455.8 +£580.4 168*
35~ 3564.3 £719.5  3410.8 £683.2 153.5% 2541.6 +591.4  2386.8 £558.4 154. 8%
40 ~ 3421.2 £731.7  3282.3 +683.8 138.9%* 2436 +606. 3 2300 +549.3 136*
45 ~ 3292.1+724.9 3146.5 £676 145. 6% 2336.8 £593.4  2196.2 £545.6 140. 6*
50 ~ 3131.9+700.9  2958.2 +664.3 173. 7% 2280.8 +605.7  2115.1£539.8 165. 7*
55 ~ 2975.3 +684 2835.1 +650.7 140. 2% 2145.3 £613.5  2016.7 +510.5 128. 6*
* t
2 ( * )
Table 2 Comparison on grip of adults between north and south
()
20 ~ 47 8.5 45.9 +7.7 1. 1* 28.4 £5.7 27.9 +5.8 0.5%
25 ~ 48.7 =8 47 7.7 1.7* 29 +5.8 28.1+5.3 0.9%
30 ~ 48.8 8.2 47 £7.17 1. 8% 29.8 £5.8 28.8 £5.5 1*
35~ 48.1+8.5 46.8 £7.9 1.3* 29.7 £5.9 29.2 5.5 0.6%
40 ~ 47.3 +8.4 45.8 8.1 1.5% 29.7 £6.2 28.9 5.5 0.8%
45 ~ 46.2 +8.6 44.8 7.9 1.4* 28.7 +6. 1 28.3+5.8 0.4%*
50 ~ 43.9+8.3 42.8 £8 1. 1% 27.8 £6.4 26.8 £5.6 1*
55 ~ 41.8 8.1 40.8 £7.4 1* 26.4 +6 25.6 5.5 0.8%
* t
3 ( x )
Table 3 Comparison on vertical jump of adults between north and south
()
20 ~ 34 +8 36.8 8.4 -2.8% 21.9%5.7 24 +6. 1 -2.1%
25 ~ 32.8+7.3 35.2+7.9 —-2.4% 21 £5.3 22.6 £5.4 -1.6%
30 ~ 30.7 6.9 33.3+7.5 -2.6% 20.2 5.1 21.8 +5.4 -1.6%
35~ 29.2+6.7 32+7.1 -2.8% 19.1 %5 20.8 5.3 -1.7%
* t
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Table 4 Comparison on eye-closed and single-degged standing of adults between north and south

20 ~ 34.9 +38. 1 49.6 £52 -14.7* 36.2 +43.6 45.5+£52. 4 -9.3%
25 ~ 32.9+37.8 41.2 £45.1 -8.3% 32.8 +39.7 39.5 +47.7 -6.7%
30 ~ 27.8 £34.5 36.9 +40.4 -9.1* 29 +34.3 34.2+39.6 -5.2%
35 ~ 24.8 +£29.5 34.8 £41. 1 - 10%* 23.9+30.4 29.3+35.3 —-5.4%
40 ~ 20.2 +22.5 26.7 +27.9 -6.5% 18.3 +20.5 22 +24.9 -3.7%
45 ~ 18.2 +20.6 23.1+24.7 -4.9% 16.2 +18.7 19.2 +£22.6 -3*
50 ~ 15.8 +17.8 19.6 £22. 1 -3.8% 14.1+17.4 16.9 +20.7 -2.8%
55 ~ 14 £20.2 17.2 £19 -3.2% 11.7£14.5 13.8 £16.2 -2.1%
* t
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2008 5
¢ ) 2008 Table 5 Comparison on differences in values between actual
and theory ratio in different index
0 1 2 3 4 5
<P3 P3 P10 P35 P65 P90
/% 3 7 25 30 25 10
5 10% 4.3 88 268 28. 225 9.6
28. 1% 5 10% 3.0 9.1 24.8 29.4 22.7 11.0
5.4 12.6 32.7 28.2 15.3 5.7
5’7%( 5) << 1.1 2.3 11.0 22.1 35.4 28.1
» 0.7 5.0 10.9 24.7 34.8 24.0
( ) 2.3 2.3 12.1 27.1 35.3 20.9
( ) 1.7 5.1 21.2 31.6 29.1 11.3
A A 4.6 6.0 21.9 31.8 253 10.4
5.1 10.0 27.8 28.5 20.4 8.2
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able omparison on differences in values between actual
4 Table 6 C i diff in values b 1
» 1 and theory ratio in different index
0 1 2 3 4 5
2008 <P3 P3 PI0O P35 P65 P90
/% 3 7 25 30 25 10
(%) 5.4 84 252 28.3 22.1 10.5
(%) 1.6 6.6 22.9 33.3 26.3 9.4
(%) 1.7 5.6 20.0 33.2 29.4 10.2
(%) 3.7 7.0 24.6 28.7 23.3 12.7
o 2008
(%) 2.9 11.9 25.4 29.2 22.2 8.4
5 5.7% (%) 3.2 10.7 27.7 30.1 18.7 9.7
4.3 (%) 46 9.2 27.9 28.6 21.0 8.6
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10. 5%
0.5 ( 6)
2.4
( » 7
. . 5 Table 7 Standard of body fat percentage
7 . <10% 10% ~20% 20% ~25% =25%
4 ; <20% 20% ~30% 30% ~35% =35%
8
( A Table 8 Comparison on differences between height
N N ) 4 weight evaluation method and body fat
( > A A ) percentage evaluation method
24. 2%
18 4%( 8) 35.1 31.7 17.7 16.7 16.6
) 58.5 61.7 58.1 36.4 19.3
50 4.0 16.9 30.7 31.3
¥ 1.4 26 7.3 16.1 32.8
. 72.8 58.6 32.9 19.8 14.2
25.1 38.4 48.7 35.7 28.7
A 1.4 2.0 12.8 245 23.0
0.8 1.0 56 20.0 341
7
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