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Table 1 The relation between the second emror probability and sample size
8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16
274 221 172 136 110 82 67 56 37
0. 274 0. 221 0172 0 136 0. 110 0. 082 0. 067 0.0% 0 037
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Table 2 The comparision of different sample siz
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3 998 820 2653 11784 2091 6 6 5 5 5 5 5
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Computation of repeat number of tests comparing mean difference

HUANG Bi-heng, GUAN Yu, WU Zhi-song
(School of Sciences, Zhejiang Forestry College, Lin an 311300 Zhejiang China)

Abstract: Detemining the optimum repeat number is always a great concern of field test. The computer stochastic
simulation test was used to study repeat number for ntwolling the probability of Type II errors and establish a
fomula calculating sample size in the case of known historical data. And repeat number in one section in first test

had better more than 10. [Ch, 2 tab. 13 ref. ]
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