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Table 1 The effect of volume of acetic acid (5%b) and extraction

/

time on the detection results

Hiovlg  S%CBARA/ML ARG EE/min S E/%
0.2004 50 30 5.69+0.18
0.2059 50 45 5.17+0.16
0.2003 50 60 4.97+0.13
0.2025 100 30 5.03+0.14
0.2014 100 45 4.74+0.11
0.2006 100 60 4.73+0.12
0.2032 150 30 4.83+0.14
0.2023 150 45 4.72+0.13
0.2016 150 60 4.73+0.12
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Table 2 The effect of different methods and time on the
detection resutls

FER Ik FIRAGE/min

A=Y

1 2.3440.07
20 2.5120.06
25 2.8620.06
15 2.63+0.06
20 2.8140.05
25 2.94+0.04
15 2.78+0.04
£/ 87 20 2.92+0.05
25 3.05+0.04
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Table 3 The comparison of these three methods
Mk AFERE S% ABSTARERZ RSD/% EDLE/%

BAfR R 0.1060 2.2601 107.86
ML &k 0.0314 1.0397 98.45
ECEeihibe 0.0418 1.3312 98.63
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Fig.1 Th ents of starch in different tobacco leaves
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	Abstract: Three detecting methods for starch in tobacco were compared by parallel test and standard recovery. Results showed relative standard deviation and the recoveries of starch of the acid hydrolyzation was 2.26% and 107.86%, respectively. Those of the iodine coloration methods were 1.0397% and 98.45%, respectively. For continuous flow methods, the relative standard deviation and recoveries of starch were 1.33% and 98.63%, respectively. The accuracy of acid hydrolyzation was worse than the other two methods. The accuracy of iodine coloration was close to the cont inuous,, thus both of the two methods can be adapt to detect starch in tobacco.

