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101570.5840.2250.677TRW
101580.6250.2130.753RW
101580.5930.3600.755LW
101580.4380.1880.353EW

PER
211790.6480.2080.534TRW
211800.6810.1980.607RW
211800.6260.3010.619LW
211800.5490.1840.256EW

LZT
121570.6190.3010.738TRW
121580.6290.2950.758RW
121580.6200.4940.769LW
121580.2560.1920.337EW

DSW
121240.5190.2930.609TRW
121250.5960.2560.615RW
121250.5040.3850.628LW
121250.4450.2290.314EW

PBG
141120.5460.2740.597TRW
141130.6030.2440.635RW
141130.5550.3490.651LW
141130.5090.2120.299EW
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Comparison of earlywood-width, latewood-width and total 
ring-width measurements on oak (Quercus petraea Liebl.)
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Samples were taken from dry sites in Lower Austria and Vienna (fig. 1).

GWW Glasweiner Wald 48°32‘53“N, 16°15’18“E, 320m,
PBG Praunsberg 48°27‘58“N, 16°17’57“E, 250m,
DSW Dunkelsteiner Wald 48°19‘50“N, 15°25’50“E, 650m,
LZT Lainzer Tiergarten 48°11‘28“N, 16°12’26“E, 300m,
PER Perchtoldsdorf 48°07‘12“N, 16°14’14“E, 430m

Earlywood- (EW) and latewood-width (LW) were measured separately. 
Ring-width (RW) was calculated by addition of EWt + LWt. Alternatively 
“transfered ring-width” (TRW) was calculated by addition of LWt + EWt+1
(fig. 2).

Fig.1: Sites sampled in Lower Austria and Vienna; © map: ZAMG
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Fig. 2: Intra- and inter- annual 
structures of oak wood: 
earlywood, latewood, annual 
ring and “transfered ring”.

growth direction Figure 3 shows the mean-curves (EW, LW, RW and TRW) for DSW. Minor 
differences between RW and TRW are evident. The main influencing factor is 
LW; EW seams to be constant.
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Fig. 3: EW-, LW-, RW- and TRW- curves from DSW

Tab. 1: Statistical values calculated with “cofecha”

LW shows the highest values for “correlation to master” and ”mean sensitivity”
(tab. 1). TRW did not improve the statistical values. EW was always the worst 
parameter.

Due to high statistical values of LW, we recommend to use LW instead of RW, if 
it is possible to observe LW.


