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Review of Petra Ossowski Larsson, Lars-Åke Larsson, ' How continuous is the 
European Oak Chronology? 
  
 The authors present an independent attempt to build the Irish oak 
chronology, originally constructed in the Belfast tree-ring laboratory. They 
arrive at three partial, not cross-dating chronologies. From this finding 
they conclude that the European (sic) oak dendrochronology may be in doubt, 
and they raise doubt about the validity of IntCal09. 
  
These conclusions are severely flawed. The authors can present this picture 
only by ignoring *any* work and publication done after 1986, i.e. over the 
past 25 years. In detail: 
  
1.            The major part of IntCal09 is based on German oak. 
Contrary to the initial statement of the authors, this chronology is fully 
independent of Irish oak (Friedrich et al., Radiocarbon 46,3,2004, p. 1113, 
bottom line). The German oak chronology has been cross-checked 
dendrochronologically against the independently built Göttingen oak 
chronology (Spurk et al, Radiocarbon 40,3,1998, 1-11). Putative weak 
intervals of the Irish oak chronology do not have any significance for the 
German oak chronology. 
   
2.            In Intcal09, 14C dates on Irish oak as published by 
G. Pearson account for 406 of 2744 analyses within the age range of the 
Irish oak chronology. 85% of the data have been obtained on US west coast 
trees (back to 139 BC) and on German oak (over the full range); hence three 
independent tree-ring chronologies are the basis of IntCal09.There is no 
indication of an 14C offset between the respective data sets of more than 
two decades, imposing strong limits on putative dendro errors. 
   
3.            Recently a Southern hemisphere 14C data set has 
been published based on New Zealand Kauri chronology (Hogg et al. 
Radiocarbon 53,3,2011,529) which parallels (because of the interhemispheric 
14C offset) closely IntCal09. Again any major offset larger than a few 
decades would have become apparent immediately. 
  
 The authors state that 'the correctness of the calibration curve and the 
number of years between AD 1 and present time, have been questioned and 
heavily debated'. This debate does not exist in the scientific literature 
(and the authors do not give references). It is precisely the work of the 
past 25 years that resulted in a robust, unquestioned and independently 
verified 14C calibration data set. 
  
 The authors may see reason to discuss their chronology building of Irish oak 
with the scientists in the Belfast laboratory, or to submit a scholarly 
manuscript (not a narrative) to a suitable dendro-oriented journal, e.g. 
Dendrochronologia. Their assessment of the role of tree-ring chronologies in 
14C calibration literally does not consider any contribution younger than 
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Sticky Note
The Irish oak chronology provides the only dendro raw data we can check as all the German measurement series are unpublished and unavailable! The claim of full independence is contradicted by e.g. figure 2 in the Nature-paper mentioned by Reviewer B. Without the Irish oak chronology, the blocks of the German oak chronology could not have been linked together. That the link at 500 BC (the so called "Hallstatt gap") has been strengthened subsequently is nothing we can verify. But it is in one of these weak early links we found "our" error. 
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Sticky Note
We do not doubt that IntCal09 contains a lot of measurements besides the Pearson calibration, and we do not even doubt that the calibration curve might be about correct. However, the datasets running over the gap at 950 BC are only no. 1 and 2, i.e. the original German oaks and Pearson. These curves follow each other extremely well.We can only check the consistency of data set 2, and in its fundamental dendrochronology we have found an error. In our opinion it is necessary to clear out that error before we can go further with the calibration curve. Please note: you can't prove the correctness of the radiocarbon calibration curve with the presence or absence of 14C offsets, this would be a classical, plain circular argument. You can only use convincing dendrochronology (in this case).
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Sticky Note
Honestly, I can not write in a scientific paper that the idea for our investigation comes from two pig farmers on the train to Denmark, talking about payoff prices for pigs and a TV program about Heribert Illig ...I do not even want to cite anything of this author (or others who are on similar tracks) as most of their ideas are screwed.We thought that it was a piece of cake to find hard scientific arguments against their claims, but this turned out to be not so easy.To repudiate the scientific debate about chronology errors is a bit arrogant, Mike Baillie has always participated with high spirit and full strength.
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Sticky Note
We have discussed this issue with both QUB and Sheffield University and we are in full accordance about everything except the bridging of two gaps. When we wanted a statement about the error in question, QUB's Head of School closed the discussion and required us to publish in a peer reviewed journal ...Let's pretend for a moment that the QUB people agree with us that there is a large error at 950 BC. Would this error have an impact on IntCal09, though it was made as early as 1983? Of course it would, as long as we cannot check the consistency of the parallel data set and verify that it is OK!Dendrochronology badly deserves a lifting of its status to become an independent natural science. In natural scientific context the withholding of raw data is definitely unacceptable! 



1986, and their insinuations about the validity of IntCal09 are simply 
wrong. 
  
 I strongly recommend rejection of this manuscript. 
 
 


