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Asphalt Mixture Properties by Aging and Analysis for Influential Factor
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Table 1. Result of analysis of variance for Mg
Source DF Type I SS Mean Square F Value Pr>F
Aging 2 313733248.89 156866624.44 6.40 0.0027 *
Asphalt 1 26036458.59 26036458.59 1.06 0.3060
Aggregate 1 2839720.01 2839720.01 0.12 0.7345
Grade 1 66641669.01 66641669.34 2.72 0.1033
Polymer 3 892397746.03 207465915.34 12.14 0.0001 *
Asphalt*aging 2 6190530.06 3095265.03 0.13 0.8815
Aggregate*aging 2 20150970.27 10075485.13 0.41 0.6644
Grade*aging 2 34164270.89 17082135.44 0.70 0.5013
Polymer*aging 6 76240005.68 12706667.61 0.52 0.7926
+ significant at a= 0.01
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Table 2. Result of analysis of variance for Sl

Source DF Type 0 SS Mean Square F Value Pr>F
Aging 2 738109.94 369054.97 79.60 <.0001 =
Asphalt 1 197835.04 197835.042 42.70 <.0001 =
Aggregate 1 48600.00 48600.00 10.50 0.0018 *
Grade 1 156332.04 156332.04 33.70 <.0001 =
Polymer 3 1034726.71 344908.90 74.36 <0001 =
Asphalt*aging 2 3302.15 1651.07 0.39 0.7016
Aggregatexaging 2 22030.19 11015.09 2.38 0.0999
Grade*aging 2 40215.40 20107.70 ; 434 0.0165
Polymer*aging 6 58856.98 9809.50 ' 2.12 0.0612

* significant at a= 0.01

Table 3. Result of analysis of variance for [TS

Source DF Type I SS Mean Square F Value Pr>F
Aging 2 105.40 52.70 32.40 <.0001 *
Asphalt 1 62.57 62.6 38.50 <.0001 =
Aggregate 1 5.46 5.46 3.36 0.0708
Grade 1 67.50 67.50 41.50 <.0001 =
Polymer 3 198.08 66.03 40.60 <.0001 =
Asphalt*aging 2 211 1.05 0.65 0.5261
Aggregate*aging 2 2.02 1.01 0.62 0.5392
Grade*aging 2 785 393 2.41 0.0964
Polymer*aging 6 7.02 1.17 0.72 0.6351

+ significant at a= 0.01
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