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ABSTRACT:



the National Institute of Legal Medicine, also in Lisbon. As stan-



the ages of 1 and 9 and children between 10 and 15 when using
the technique described by Telkk� et al. (11). All three methods
provide sex-specific regression equations but only Feldesman (10)
and Smith (1) provide equations for when sex cannot be deter-
mined. Simple differences between cadaver length and estimated
stature were calculated to assess how closely estimates obtained
from the three methods and from the different long bones are from
true stature. Because some individuals did not preserve all the long
bones, stature estimates reflect the preservation status of the
sample.

Results and Discussion

Individual stature estimates obtained from each of the three
methods are shown in Tables 1–3. Results are presented by individ-
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Using cadaver length as a proxy for true standing stature is,
probably, an unlikely cause for the results in this study. Even if
stature was measured in the cadaver as if it was considerably
stretched, this would hardly explain differences of up to 28 cm
between cadaver length and estimated stature. Uncorrected regres-
sion formula for radiographic magnification of long bone lengths in
Telkk� et al. (11) study may also be of some concern, but this
would also be an unlikely explanation for such large differences
between cadaver length and estimated stature. In addition, stature is
consistently underestimated using all three methods, suggesting that
the explanation may lie in the study sample itself. Inaccuracy of
methods are, instead, likely to derive from differences in relative
proportions of long bone length to body height between the chil-
dren that contributed to the development of each method and the
study sample children. The results suggest that the Lisbon children
have proportionally shorter limb bones to stature than what would
be expected from their stature estimates. In this respect, it is inter-
esting to note that the regression equations devised by Smith (1)
and Telkk� et al. (11) are least accurate when estimating stature
from lower limb bones, compared with upper limb bones. This
means that the Lisbon children have particularly shorter legs



explaining variations in growth status that can impact negatively on
accuracy of stature estimation methods. The methods examined
here have their origins in growth studies of well-nourished, well-
cared-for children from either North America or Northern Europe
and, as such, represent optimal rather than average or modal
growth rates and cannot generate universally applicable methods.
They represent neither the poorer children of their own societies,
nor the underprivileged children of the developing nations. It has
been shown that skeletal maturational delays related to socioeco-
nomic differences between populations will make standards devel-
oped on the well-off children inapplicable to children of developing
nations, as their skeletal ages will tend to underestimate true chro-
nological age (55,56). The same rationale applies for stature estima-
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