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Abstract

Use of radiocarbon dating is increasing for chronology; however, its variability and discrepancy with existing
chronologies can cause doubts in regards to credibility. In this paper, we explore factors that influence
radiocarbon dating variabilities. We obtained estimated radiocarbon ages by sending identical samples
to several labs multiple times. A Bayesian method was used to analyze the obtained data. From the
analysis, we conclude that some factors (such as type of labs and megasamples) can induce variability
when estimating radiocarbon age. We identify the size of variability caused by each factor and analyze the
estimated variability in each lab corresponds with the reported variability.
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R, A, FUT AHE e A0 Ahst Ae S ATE] DA B2 B o
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JEhe Q4lo] AR F)Asit). o2 s, MABeA S 4TS o)A S8dlolof &
A AN Eeo] PR ATk (Kim, 2014).

O R
e ek rir
ML
o

This work was supported by the National Research Foundation of Korea Grant funded by the Korean
Government (NRF-201351A5B6043901).

LCorresponding author: Department of Statistics, Seoul National University, 1 Gwanak-ro, Gwanak-gu,
Seoul 151-747, Korea. E-mail: lysstat@gmail.com



372 Youngseon Lee, Jaeyong Lee, Jangsuk Kim

o T =T v BFIA Y BAL ohdE, £719) FANAT FANEE D A8 A
dgel AFAoR ol gk WHEA AEL A B, 53, 2ol olDelol 5 Prise] wust
NAE FAS Uehdt) ZRoH FEA o ks oo 240 Fol it AL R
27 23te] A go] o FEelA), WEAe] ojtlelA 18k AQA, Telm o] F o FEAA
TnAOR AT 5 gAY BACITh Wb, BAYDLARS PR BAA D Arh
A 5 718 Bol o853 Y1 BISAT AF3| FL% HFENE AL olE 2ok, 4
#gol| gloiAt B34 AASH A5 Aol the olshehe T A FAle 2 ek,

olof, 1988'd 133] AP A S oA= AL AUS Y AFES Ao & 2aA
ol etar, A WAdEA B]H (International Radiocarbon Intercomparison; IRI) 2= o] & d}o]
F7140z2 NAZAY dAAdUEH7|BEC] FYSH MES Uz daduE A5 o) B
B3he AR o] o]FoiA gt o] MuAFEY 7PF 2 BAL SA 7 ol S AT Aolrt JEAE
A= ACEA, AF7HA] 5ak AA o]FoHom, 6xF A o] A= Qi)
Rozanski IR1 A 89 272 o} ARE WEHoR dol, shrfe] MBI B olel eadrjsz
HE slye] 3tel 7k(Consensus value)S Al4Fe= 9PHS AloHI Tt (Rozanski 5, 1992). FE3E 7] #ua}
O 2% Taiel Aol At AL vFex, off Relo] olle Aol FUHEA BT A7
T AP 2y o] H g AFE, 713 el EAEHE WEAE olaEh] g AFE ohllen
A AES] BaddFgole EAHoE ALety] 93 s Zons A7 dREEA AT
Scott 3%} =A| WAMIEr4A: B (the Third International Radiocarbon Intercomparison; TIRI)2}
42} A YAHIErA B (the Fourth International Radiocarbon Intercomparison; FIRI) A3 A3}
2HE Z+ §37)30] Hushe §lEAdo] AA SAXNEZRE AL AsAET e 850 gt
A T = xR A A (Error multiplier)2 A ¢FslAl At} (Scott, 2003).
F+ WEAd IS M7= Povt ol MEAde] op|HE 22
T A5 aFE T TS Asteled 28% 73E HEAAE oA AT AJUr 8 &
AT Scott 5 (2010)&, ©o]F 5HA] AF QA VIRINA 42 AAEZHE Z-scorezhs NS E¢
3 7t 71 A5 HEWAE HIsto] 73 %
ol o]dHE A FoztE Alxtetr] fe 2
Aok AfolE TFAHLE olFfstEl AT ofUUTH

B AL nneA Amel o5 Arjrt fekA o dejd $U ARES BelIE HAES 9
_]

o

<]

P

]

o,

ofe} 7Bl A ofe} W ZR] 1 ATE Hlwshs ARG FaA, BALDLANS R PAF o] %)
£ AES Totste] 2AFHL ol d AE Aol JLARE FUH L AAAE olsfsten Ak A
& B9 WEAS HASHE 2ol 1 2700 el FES) el 5 ATk A LA SR @
A2 2 5 Je APL AR 5 JS Aol w2 AFolAE, AR QojW ZHAES v}
oz A4 9t Rele AN, SR PAYBLANE oS3 A8 el LS B
o Qe ofe] Ao BadAtEAA Fol of® ZHAE ol§3He o] ARl e /2L nhaAsT
A Btk olE Bol ISANA AP RAATS AP S ol § 5T Glof eto] i FAEL ol
A= AT 5 92 Zoleh Athse, PAYRLARS Aol T AL THHE AolE A=
% 9 Aolet At

B rEe thew ol FAH ] gtk Al 2AolA s A BT S Aol thal ek A et
A 3AAAE B 479 B4 4] 8] A Ade] e APz RE 9L Azl vhelA
AR ek Al 48AE Mol BARYL o8 Bl sl BT Al 5Ael AL Aol
el AERTh mATeE A 6Nt PO ol ATHA el AFIL AEL o] £F
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£ o] W&S FATE AU MR Btk §71A7L ARee 5%
SHEAEY] FHH4LY Cla7t A% W72 Aokt o] 98E o]§3thd,
Z1E)el JEstL e Cl49] ¥ ohe A 949 d= 53 9 vugey
] Aele Wb oz s 374 371x7F vk 7k wlE Al$7] (Gas
Proportional Couting; GPC), Al A3 #l4=7](Liquid Scintillation Couting; LSC) 22|31 7}7]
A7 B4 (Accelerator Mass Spectoromety; AMS)o] Z1Z121d], o] 5 7P Atz whHoln &3}
Al Bae) FE ZAT 5 e NS 57 Aak BA UOITh J1%7] Ak de AR el
gadzE AR AN FHE4Y veS AdTeEN Cl49] FS SHshes BHeE, AR
g Cla7} A Aoz gastiA Yashe AAke] S AlA g4l g2 dotdle 243
o} 94 Bee 2ho] FPssiche Aol ek,
Ak o g YA L5 (Radioactivity) ol2hs 8ol F9194 B4 v (Cl4/C12)S vehiet
AREETE AR AT = BT R4S WV E ol 8ste] vt 22 AR AME 5 9
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HellA 1/x& C149] B ASAHE YT, Ag=t =04 NZ
oIE BAHAA Y YAAEF), Ave A2 A A E S VERdT
I8 AAZE Ast AgE AE3] & 5 7] Wil A ANA S FES o] 83t e 4o
2 B4 A E Ak "t} (Stuiver?}t Polach, 1977).

-

o) PAABE(Z, BBl 4

- (2.1)

HAA Asye WAE2ZHE SA PAESS 195092 7|02 BASE e 555, Aonv2 ¥
th7]#(Modern standard)9] ¥AMIEE-S 1950d 7202 BAS YAMIEFE st} o]§ B
gatetl ¥l dAE (Background sample)ol|A] 5743 WA E-50] o] &H Tt o]FA ALt tE Ut
WAL ERA A )] (Conventional Radiocarbon Ages; CRA)EF £ =w BP(Before Present) @ 3% 7]3kc}
22 A 710 Aol ofsl df 7] 2 Clago] QI9jH o= UBRE AJo] oF 195002 A& A 3]
on tfRES AWSHAEEL ©] oA ANE 27| wiol], 1950d-& 7|22 4on o] 31& 0
BP& et}

Ah71E L2+ S4F 1(Oxalic Acid 1)0]2hs FAIA Q] BEAE0] T2 o]&F =, o+ 19504,
= 0BPOIA Y] A EE 9 7|E0] = AES 5ot ajAdAE2, A EA AE7ME] ‘EF

71 fisiAdE WA 224, 38hA A2l E Sl ARE L9NZ F e EZe A AN okt
A2 AEe AX AL YAPIES S H1, AAE] A
Adsl I AtE s BAEEEES ST F Atk ol AEF FHivlE A
Fdon AR o 3 LAFA 2 A YA ETE AT
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A (2. £ Asnd Aon g 583N BT = e A wifol] HEAds 2A
dot dubd oz 7k g dAuESA 7| FoA BPE B uEE FFHAH(Standard Deviation; SD)+=
T EAARNH e W50 It
BPE EuE wo:s 2 7HX FFH<QA 87t ARATE weF BP7E 2000 o)WY Zold, %
. TR AF9] o7t 1950 o] 9] Zlol™, >t Ele V%
Z= AE9] dule BPE MA 7|8 =, ol&

f

rlo mu pel

AL A AAlANE & + U] wgel BAHIgLdnSEHE A AdE dadhSAA
= AAGHE AR she oW d BxrRY WY A52 5 Aok SAMMAM g AT
A AR L AREY AT HEE B 2E oS0l Hol7le st AtEE 7H S sk Aol
2 Fele fle Zer Hojlng, B AFA dadSAgS AAAHE AR s AAExEE

2 e e o] AAsita dad 4= 9tk (Rozanski 5, 1992; Scott 5, 2010;

X ~N (u7 02)

o7 7MER. o714 X+ AES gaddiSAdte dehde el pe AEe] AAAY, 1
23 0% BAAUSA ] WA= e B, T dAANSAEXY 228 AP = e
HEder g 4 k.

B ATolA 929 F8 BAAE, BAAUNSAHO] WA} Y B oplshe 27 o] W
e S4ske Aoty WEAS oFshe 29 Folle, S47R el A SH AL SR
el A EAfsks S84, &2 FA0A Lo AEEe S/l whe 24 5] = 5 Aok o
T 2deol Wt olslE FelA WEAHS RPsetr nusHA Ayt FA4d daduiel Akt 44

5
shestoll hal Berg 4 gk,

BepIE HlaEe o8 Ant T 29 wust fHozE AAHYUch & R FE £
A% A7) 347 Sl 235t A8 WA A (AehstaE) oz, ke FAA6A
557 340 AP ek ® @ 2] HAS AL AT okl AN BT 2AFA F
2R (TSt TRHPATL)RA, ol el E BSEA 240] o AR g, B2
17 B4R A% FAZAE Teste] o] fA0] AR 647 A Ao AFE Ao 3
Qe olsh e, 2 oA & 549 WERA AR} AGo] o §H G, o] AREL 55
4 23 B FuRse &3k Aoz BA=th S04 £AL 5] A o17AE o] 57
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AES WP oIzt AR 2 B
AFL 5709 WZ7MIES 47 1670822 vro] F 807 MES 5709 AMSY|#AS(AEH 712
2% 7]719Y, v+ Beta Analytic Inc., Y& Paleo Labo, 1] Illinois State Geological Survey at

University of Illinois, %= Radiocarbon Dating Facility at Queens University, Belfast) ol A|X-5 F
I 9EFo g Wyl oz YRt BEIE HAES E9E Fol7] 93, 4 EA 7=
Mo DRA ARE Ao ATAAL. FY FHIN AL ABEL, 7] ThE AMS7| TN
2 QO 2ASEekE A Waw Atk 248 Az AT ole Agelw BPew, whot
AA A5 EHE SFAANFSHR] 7} Aol E BHRAttd, BAAUSH X E WA 7]E ojm g 8919

iy
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Table 3.1. Structure of data

At Beta Paleo Labo Illinois Queen’s Belfast A
FA 1 4 4 4 4 4 20
A g2 1 2 2 2 2 9
A 23 2 2 2 2 2 10
z32] 4 4 4 4 4 20
ZTH52 4 4 4 4 4 20
A 15 16 16 16 16 79
Qe Ao® AL o] & BYtete] BaAtS A EAlss EGAA UF ARE 2L 5 AL
Zolth

807 &S AMS7|#e] B & 79709] A S A AUch Table 3.1 AAg9] AAAA 7
25 HojEoh. A AR wWZHIE 183 3889 m7HEE 2804 5708 AMS7| 3ol A 2
1 % 239 @ANSYAE Aelowt, el 2951 17}1‘:‘%011 tHsiAl = 7] Bmtet 2} 2wy

Li?itﬂé A5 Ltk ol T SHEE B

s 544 | 25 174 AlQshd, 2y o)&

o+ e Ase T 19700l

Z|Bdor e Hud AgolAM 7t #5AR o)8F g2 BPolW, ol dadtiSAAE 424E

ok ShARE nudkE o 7 BPw I A2 A 9] oue Hon, dnkHo g = DU A o] &= H

7ZA (Calibration curve)o]ghs FAHFAL 0|83t BPEHE] 3413k cal BP(Calendar BP)E 4

Al ARFAA R o] g3th I-® &5t & =&l BPE #FA 2 HUF olf+s, AHA] o
AL Aol ot FLR A

Aol ole] e ZAAE olwA EYAA 01§ Aol T
thel ol AMS7|Eel4 HH cal BPE ol§3he B9olt, shiel felghe =2shen) glo) 27
4 Aol EAshe $AUGE A Deisio} ek a7 WASA L. Lok BPE 014
A shte] gelzhe AkeiA B, olgw QA Ak ol shuel &
ghe EESHE Qo) AT & dt BRAYL ReHA golm Brhe 2L ulsi, webd
RN L BPE ol §3to] Folghe AN A€ Hrt FelAoleha ol A 312 AHgatath
449 AR YA Yele Figure 3.1} 2tk olF Fa) o™ S AHE wAHIEAA
weh S48 BPgl Aolg Mol AL ¢ 4 vk 2em $US WAAES A= Az the
AMS7)¥el 4 %38 BPgtel kol 7} ek 2 ek R, 7)ol MRS R A
23 At 249 BPgel 2E WA e & 4 gtk 19708] A% Folt o ddow B
5 2709 A7 EAYOU Ak o] ZRAE BE AU ARE Bl o] §3rk.

2 shokslo], Badt)EA Aol tis) tha)
o ol dlrje] §AA DL ARA, ol &
whel WBE 4 ATk AAEEE o)g By

Yijkt = 1+ o5 + B + ek, J=1,...

Yojkl = p2 + oy + Br + ez, J=1,...,
€1kt €2k ~ N (0,07) .

A BRZNA yimdt yojms, 242 A FEE AE2TH A AMS71 33} kA v 7R Z
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A EAE FAAWSAXE ujgict. (2 ESAHS Uetith I pev AT 285, 4749
FRAAMY SAaANEH R BFS 5ot o] EFE T (Fixed effect) 7P ;= AMS7]e]
g A} S A2 v T, S D FHAAY WIMIEY TR dAAHSAH A v ITF
< 9Ju|sl HEg v Random effect) &2 A 2Fsit}. 2 WHE-3 OE ESA49 BaANS A Ao AolE
frdote 228 guigith 9] 2YA 2 AZ S ol S 7] upet Zpol 7}t Ytk 7Hg skt
WFET oy, frollE Theat 22 71 o] Foi3th.

BEATS FAT HHOZNE DL ABo| sl A= ThE ABelN Z48 AR AL 4 9ok
Ei, 5UE 1HolH AT AR T2 420 SHAE B 45 vk wep s B RYe 5
9% REELRL APAL ASAY TL2 ek So] AY SU0IT, LT S0l 018
Agel A%, nasHA Amel o5 AES AE o= BT 3 97 Lol AZe] Aol vhE
AR QO FBR FEA APRE (Subjective prior) & ALE 4 glek. meb AFH 29
o F4ol £-84L AT AAHRE ZYol 0§ 4 Gl Mol AL PYELS o] 3 o] A3t
oz seel it

9 BYolH 2SN & B 1, o, B, TEIT 0,04, 0500k ARAT} BRksHE §A9 A

ANZ 7 o9 AAREE TANGT. DAY FAT EAE A2 A AhE BPE B4
34, 95% AFRAERES] #7272 2000~1600 BP, 1500~1400 BP2 AJzte 4= ). o]E o] &3
AFRE 1AL 3 AARES) BEF BEAAES FARD 09 4 1800, 100, 2T 4]
1450, 250] Fr}. AEAFS0] A4} A4S FAehe Ago] glome AA AL AALE

AN oY of
i o
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Table 5.1. Estimated mean, median, standard deviation and 95% confidence interval of each parameter

Mean Median SD 95% credible set
5 1859.41 1859.60 14.35 (1830.48, 1886.62)
M2 1492.03 1492.26 15.03 (1460.91, 1521.27)
a1 6.80 5.72 14.85 (—20.38, 39.60)
a2 —29.73 —27.36 19.70 (—74.02, 1.60)
as 3.16 2.47 11.80 (—18.85, 28.94)
oy 3.84 3.04 15.50 (—26.02, 38.25)
as 17.64 16.33 13.58 (—5.89, 47.97)
B 7.18 6.64 9.11 (—8.95, 26.81)
B2 —2.90 —2.67 9.53 (—22.73, 15.27)
B85 —435 —4.25 9.47 (—22.76, 13.84)
B 6.04 5.65 9.98 (—12.77, 26.19)
Bs —5.56 ~5.20 10.16 (—27.51, 13.42)
o1 83.64 81.71 14.68 (60.77, 117.23)
o9 74.94 72.08 15.89 (51.45, 112.14)
o3 20.17 10.82 3.80 (14.36, 28.97)
o4 102.59 100.55 17.66 (74.47, 142.67)
o5 36.52 35.48 6.85 (25.68, 52.73)
oA 18.40 16.41 8.79 (7.10, 40.28)
oB 11.15 10.37 4.01 (6.03, 21.16)

ARz 100, 259 292 Shict. webd Ry AR AR EE
p1 ~ N (1800,200%),  pa ~ N (1450,50%)

o} 2ot AxkE Q47 871 9, 0,04, 0500 WA= B2t A (Conjugate) Q1 70} (Inverse

Gamma) 225 7H8I3ith & =Eolie dadtSAe] WE4E stetslr] AsiA A Algol

o3 A2 therad AAl diE 2 e ARE olgsiylen, 2R AEoA dadSHA
2

o @27} Ao 2009€ WA @& Aolehe ARARE 7T e} ol ARHRE wpFo 7}
Hoalol ti3t AFREEE HAsGon, wela] ozul Exo) _?\_E_—T—(Hyperparameter)\— AR Z O
W7 HAES Bl e 2ol A4,

o2, 04,08 ~ IG(2,200).

5. SH2He| 22t

[e)
A R zAQ ZEFER AEY B (mean), HHIgk(mode), T Ygh(median) 5= O]%@' + 3

H o] 2] 2k WP Bl A e, GRS Bl thet ARAAR R A5 o) o) AAlE = Aol 2ol it
437} oA Vel BAE T Brol tlg AUARE PEE Jehd A& ARRE (Prior
distribution), 22|31 JU|o]E H ARE Bx 2 YePH AL ALZEF (Posterior distribution) 2} &
2o WolAY PHRE o8 Be 2HL, ATRLE £ olFolAr. YHoT AFRL
A3 JElE 47) oy fEE, ulzzA| 9 2HFEZ (Markov Chain Monte Carlo; MCMC) wHH
& ol83je] AFRES TAT: ABES 97 2 420 JAETReE AFREY FelE ok
A 8 5 v BHARE PUE oG, 25 AFRELIE 48 tlkn 428 ¢
St mhmnAe BHASE AEE 97 51 o|E ookl B4 24T 4 At Aol wao &
o= |
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Table 5.2. Estimated BP of Namkye-Ri and Hongryun-Bong sites
@A 2 8%
1859.60 1492.26

< OxCal 4.2

File View Format Options Data

=| | single plot N Zoom: f‘. Centre: f"‘

Cal vd4 2.4 Bronk Ramsey (2013 £5; IntCali3 i {Reimer et al 201,
hong R_Date(1492.26,15)
95.4% probability
545 (95.4%) 608calAD

Name hong

Date 7 |/1492.26 1600
x|15
Curve | IntCal 13
Calibrate 1500
View Curve

1400

Projects...

Interface build: 86 Updated: 6/9/2014
(c) Christopher Bronk Ramsey 2014

Radiocarbon determination (BP)

1300

)

| | 1 I | L
400 450 500 550 600 650
Calibrated date (calAD)

N . ? Single plot D Zoom: f‘. Centre: 5‘,
Cal v4.2.4 Brork Ramsey (2013 ¢5; InCal13 (Reimer ot a 201
2000 nam R_Date(1859.6,14)
Name nam 95.4% probability
Date 4 B 185960 = 86 (95.4%) 221calAD
+/14 2 1500

Curve | IntCal 13 2
i £
Calibrate E

k] 1800
[}
View Curve =
c
Projects... 8
5}

S 1700
Interface buiid: 86 Updated: 6/8/2014 5
(c) Christopher Bronk Ramsey 2014 3

1600

L Il 1 1 1 L i |
50 100 150 200 250 300 350

Calibrated date (calAD)

o7 AFREE TYel AP RE HE, AN, FUE T oln AL 48
W, mgel At Auel el Jae @ we 4 gt FARS FAAZ o83

E42 R(ver. 3.0.3)& o] §3l5on, RoA Wlo1x¢k B&S B3y 93 =21
&317] fleh ‘R2jags’ o l A& AHESISATE. o]& o83t wlo 3 T
CHIRER &S 4 5 Atk HFSHeR o 1

off 7} 240 AMFE2e] FHE vkl 5 glen, o
FA 2]+ Table 5.1 YERY At}

5.1. A1F Wileigt 2218 292 RE| FHAL

o
TS5
ZAE FHAAY BaAFH A= oF 186074 1492 BPE fehd
Ao AR drE, HAZHE 0|83 £AHE BPE cal BPE 34ate] A4k
2, Christopher Bronk Ramsey©l 2|3 TH50] 7 OxCal Z2 138 ©] &3t

e
o
of
=oi=
12
2
)
e
2
L
2
>

t} (Table 5.2). oJul] #
g 4~ 9lt}. cal BP9 34t
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Table 5.3. Estimated BPs between AMS labs

At Beta Paleo Labo Illinois Queen’s Belfast
A 2 1866.21 1829.68 1862.57 1863.25 1877.05
T8 1498.83 1462.30 1495.19 1495.87 1509.67

Table 5.4. Estimated BPs between megasamples
A 21 A 22 @A 23 ZTHE1 ZTH82
1866.59 1856.51 1855.06 1504.87 1493.27

Table 5.5. Estimated variabilities of BP between AMS labs and between megasamples

71 o 7} 2
18.40 11.15

tH(https://cl4.arch.ox.ac.uk).

o]z Aol oSA, A2 FEE 2 I ne ol FHAEEE (Marginal posterior distribu-
tion) S AFE 4 Qe o] FHAFREZNANY REHAF IAFCE vRZA A BEHER A2
BEE %—{1 A5 08T 4 Yok B =RoAE A 149 155 3} pe FUAZTREY] 2EH
A2 HFsgoH, o]F OxCalollA YT REAXGLE A3t A0 BrdAtSA 7]
Tl M BrdSA e dad) ZHA 0l et o] 24 LA BEHAY FHHE AFFe, Ox-
Calg 0|3t AAANE Axtatr] AsiAE shte] Badd 49 REHBA7F dosich. 1w
1 OxCalollA e 4Este gado] SHX 7 daddio o] ohe}, ojujd Fa& SHo= o
el Adgkelety e ik & =RolAE oy BAANSHAZRE 1T po o] vk Z A
CHZREE AES dol o2 RH Foge T o2& e A e dadUSHAR A5
stch o] @2 oud P FAoE o o] AAgger YA, 1 p2d] wEZAQl 2|
FFEE MERNE AdE BREFEAE OxCalollA] o] &8 22 AZbehs Zlo] AZditky & &
Atk weba] OxcalollA] o] &8 7t 49 BPAd«= @72l 1859.60 + 14 BP, &#-5 1492.26 + 15
BPoln, o5 wgtog 7§49 cal BPE FA3ch o] 42 OxCal 4.2 WA o]Fo]H 1,
IntCal 13 B A=HL o] gt

2R B4 AT E Figure 51014 298 4 e}, F28 §29] 49 AD 545-608, @A 2] §2] 7
< AD 862212 FAHth A 0|88 F x| ANE nuFdA oA ZH2k 647 Ak, 3417] Fut
o2 B3 Qtke AME 18w, B AFolM Aarst Fejghe] AAl fA Adie}l ekgrel o)zt
ATH= Z1& BHle 4= ok 2t o] H 3t x 2, o AI719) 7k 71E el
A= 7) wigolw whebA o] Athrt nushA Adiel vlwd wf 3 FHH Avrt opEka AT
9lth (Choi, 2014).

+
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5.2. J|Z ODHHE 019| &2
99 BHL BE JFqA =AF Fro] AT wkslti= 714 Shof| A o] 2ol H AN, 7)BEE = AT
o Aol7k Itk AL 1l Best ek Table 539 Avhe 2 FA et 5329 AMS7| ] &

o] 7]#e] 2 Aol Holx] AW o2 H o2 Betaol| Ao FHXA|
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Table 5.6. Estimated mean, median, standard deviation and 95% credible set of each parameter after removing

outliers
Mean Median SD 95% credible set

n1 1852.96 1853.39 12.48 (1826.40, 1876.70)
2 1483.14 1483.54 13.42 (1456.08, 1509.47)
a1 2.93 2.39 11.95 (—19.87, 28.71)
a2 —27.19 —25.89 17.06 (—63.57, 1.85)
as 10.17 9.44 10.53 (—8.84, 33.44)
oy —6.34 —6.70 10.56 (—26.66, 15.32)
as 22.71 21.93 12.92 (—0.71, 50.98)
B 8.53 8.10 8.52 (—7.47, 26.54)
Ba —5.48 —5.24 8.99 (—24.93, 11.54)
B3 —3.00 —2.81 8.58 (—21.09, 14.03)
Ba 2.64 2.36 9.08 (—15.68, 22.15)
Bs —3.35 —3.33 9.02 (—21.46, 14.45)
o1 42.74 41.77 7.90 (30.54, 60.89)
o2 72.51 70.38 14.34 (50.69, 105.84)
o3 19.80 19.28 3.58 (14.23, 28.11)
o4 26.84 26.26 5.04 (18.81, 38.65)
o5 38.18 37.21 7.13 (26.83, 54.23)
oA 17.96 16.67 7.61 (7.68, 36.13)
oB 10.83 10.06 3.88 (5.88, 20.41)

3, Table 5.4+ 539 WZ7PiEvtt 249 BaddE BoEth ojs WIZMiEo] R AdS A A
o DAL EHE JEE Aoz, 3 EFE oF 1049 U uuEe Shlg & 9l e
o 49, 35U §8 T A olu ARE TELipe] BAL Holx B A it &
ol A S oSsh=dl Aol & TS WAA Itk E 5+ A

7183} B o ek 7t 89l0] BaATE NS WEA L AR, Table 5,504 #9149
5322l AMS7]|#<9 A&t), Beta, Paleo Labo, Illinois, Queen’s Belfast®] ZFHx}= Z17; oF

20, 103, 36 do2 FAHL}L o]= Z+ 7|FoA BAAEAHES & o AT 5 Jd= 219 IS
vgeh A2thet Mlinoise] 3¢ WE/de] ¢ avke 2 &g & Ut

5.3. 0|AkEo| gt

WA el 9] T A3=(2275+ 25 Illinois, 217060 A-&oH) u}% Z2A AT} 2 Fo) 2 BT}y 2A
9] AF L E o]7] A= o]E0] AA R o]AASIX] o]_\,]x] kel
48 287t vk FHEBANE SEAA FAE UEE
Aoz Apol7k A ghol & A= o5 FAE 01%@23 wekstA] gkt

o e AT T fok FAT ez BeE FAEgl o, A EIe Table 5.6914 AT 5
ATk olE ol A= Ast] Ao £ A} vlas] & W) 7P ol ¥ A2, A2diet Hlinois]
A EolEithks Holth. oldHe AT o 74 7d AEAe FAAE &4 71AelA
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Table 5.7. Estimated variability of BP in each AMS lab

A Beta Paleo Labo Illinois Queen’s Belfast
o] A9 A 83.64 74.94 20.17 102.59 36.52
Ol FH Al = 42.74 72.51 19.80 26.84 38.18

Table 5.8. Range of variabilities of BP reported by each AMS lab

A& Beta Paleo Labo Illinois Queen’s Belfast
40 ~ 60 30 15 ~ 20 15 ~ 25 25 ~ 42
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U= Agsle] oy 79 g2duEAAES 41 TS 53 gaddE =43 Ao, o 71
S 2REH oy BaAUSHAES Fof BAANE FASE= AR E&F0ly A&7 71K Sk
A+ EA4 AT ZET Y o]y APAYL FE oo st} weF 54 7)HE] ©
AdEAe] 71AA A ToE Qs FFYE A= ARole, ¥E 2 247 FAal siH s
FAE g2A 7T AA Adiels e tE = Q7] WE et

TP R drwo st 71w AP DU ojele o] AMelth B A7t A4 wAels §
A% A9 LuHy dAThE Yt HoHg 2A7 F 4 drke, B ARE 38 AAAnE g
S Ao ARE BFstel AR /B VY Dekol] vha AAATI olFo] A 4 92 Zelul,
ol & F3) AulFAoA AFA = TS d= AFHAE A 5 ). dozo] ALE F3,
Skt DA A A BAJNSH Y S o] &3 AfFA ] 2P BAFor HAFeta, 4% AdA
AL T3 2AE SvtEA 4TS = e 7S] viE e 7l ek
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