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Table 2 The results of robust ANOVA for top layer soils
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Fig. 1 Schematic diagram for sampling
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Table 3 The results of robust ANOVA for deep layer soils
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Estimation on Sampling and Analytical Quality in
Geochemical Survey for Organic Materials in
Soils with Robust ANOVA

JIANG Hong
( The Geoanalytical Laboratory of Fujian, Fuzhou 350002, China)

Abstract: Estimation of sampling and analytical quality in geochemistry survey for organic materials in soils with robust
ANOVA is reported in this paper. The results show that the estimation results from robust ANOVA much truly reflect
the distribution of geochemical field than that from classical ANOVA. And the results also show that much attention

should be paid to the design of deep soil sampling.
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