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nalytical blanks contained DDT at concentrations above detection

imits (1.0 ng/g for total DDT) and all control samples were be-

ween 80 and 110% of the expected value. Relative standard de-

iations between the samples and their analytical duplicate were

elow 14% for all results and the average surrogate recovery for

amples was 89%.

.7. Statistical analyses

The tissue concentration data were analysed by one-way anal-

sis of variance (ANOVA) followed by a post hoc Tukey compari-
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