
 
 

 

 
Forests 2022, 13, 243. https://doi.org/10.3390/f13020243 www.mdpi.com/journal/forests 

Article 

The Past Matters: Previous Management Strategies Modulate 
Current Growth and Drought Responses of Norway Spruce 
(Picea abies H. Karst.) 
Gerhard Schmied 1,*, Torben Hilmers 1, Enno Uhl 1,2 and Hans Pretzsch 1 

1 Chair of Forest Growth and Yield Science, TUM School of Life Sciences Weihenstephan,  
Technical University of Munich, Hans-Carl-von-Carlowitz-Platz 2, 85354 Freising, Germany;  
torben.hilmers@tum.de (T.H.); enno.uhl@tum.de (E.U.); hans.pretzsch@tum.de (H.P.) 

2 Bavarian Forest Institute (LWF), Hans-Carl-von-Carlowitz-Platz 2, 85354 Freising, Germany 
* Correspondence: gerhard.schmied@tum.de 

Abstract: Due to high productivity and past management approaches, the forests of Central Europe 
are heavily dominated by conifers, even on sites where they do not occur naturally at all. One prom-
inent example is Norway spruce (Picea abies H. Karst.), a species considered particularly vulnerable 
to severe droughts, especially outside of its ecological niche where it has been widely planted over 
the past centuries. In the face of global change, it is a major task for foresters to increase these forests’ 
ability to cope with the impacts of increasing climatic extremes. Therefore, gaining more knowledge 
about how different management strategies affect the drought responses of trees is crucial. How-
ever, we still know little about the influence of the individual treatment history of a tree on its 
growth. We used a dendroecological approach to address this issue and to assess how initial spac-
ing, structural diversity, tree size, and density regulation approaches modulate annual growth, es-
pecially in drought years. We hypothesized that stand establishment and past silvicultural treat-
ment codetermine tree growth and drought resilience. Our study took place at the combined spac-
ing-thinning trial Fürstenfeldbruck 612 (FFB 612) in Southern Germany, since it delivered precise 
long-term data covering a broad range of treatments. Based on linear mixed effect models, we 
showed that the individual treatment history of a tree affects its annual growth and drought re-
sponses considerably. In more detail, we found that (i) high structural diversity in the vicinity of 
each tree favored growth and improved a tree’s performance under drought; (ii) larger trees were 
more climate-sensitive; (iii) previous high variations in thinning intensity, and consequently strong 
fluctuations in growth, affected current growth negatively and reduced recovery from droughts. 
Furthermore, we sought to understand the underlying mechanisms and to draw potential implica-
tions for refining silvicultural guidelines. 

Keywords: thinning; spacing; drought response; resilience; recovery; resistance; ecological memory; 
structural diversity; Norway spruce (Picea abies H. Karst.) 
 

1. Introduction 
Against the backdrop of climate change, heat waves and extreme droughts have in-

creased in recent decades [1,2] and are expected to become more severe, prolonged, and 
frequent in the future [3,4]. These extremes are a socio-economic and environmental threat 
[5]. Forest ecosystems are considered particularly susceptible to climatic changes [6,7], 
since trees are long-lived and since quick acclimations to a changing environment are 
hardly possible. Drought stress can cause growth decline at tree [8] and stand level [9], 
alter tree allometry [10], or induce small-scale and large-scale tree mortality [11–13]. The 
growth responses of trees towards drought differ, amongst others, in terms of age [14], 
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size [15–17], competitive situation [18], mixture [19,20], and species [21,22]. In Central Eu-
rope, Norway spruce (Picea abies H. Karst.) is considered a drought-intolerant species, 
which simulation studies [23,24], throughfall exclusion experiments [25], climatic enve-
lope studies [26], as well as dendroecological studies [27,28] have revealed in the past. A 
particularly high susceptibility to droughts has been observed outside its natural distri-
bution range [22]. In previous centuries, however, N. spruce was planted extensively 
throughout Europe outside of its natural range, making it one of the most valuable tree 
species [29,30]. Despite changes in forest policy over recent decades, N. spruce still has a 
25% share of forest land in Germany [31]. The ecological stability and the associated eco-
system services of those forests are now especially at risk [32], as a further build up in 
natural disturbances, as observed in recent decades, is expected [33,34]. As a result, the 
future profitability of N. spruce forests is associated with a high level of uncertainty [35]. 
Hence, silvicultural management options are needed that tackle predicted future chal-
lenges and adapt these forests to a changing climate. Converting monospecific, even-aged 
forests into mixed, uneven-aged stands is considered as a viable option [36] due to its 
many benefits [37]. This is, consequently, a focus of forestry policy in Germany [38]. How-
ever, there is also a demand for management recommendations to cope with present cli-
matic extremes in pure conifer stands. One possible approach is to actively regulate com-
petition between trees, since stand density is considered one of the main drivers deter-
mining growth [39]. A reduction in competition may positively affect the availability of 
soil water, light, and nutrients [40,41] due to changes in stand density and tree size distri-
bution. Density reductions are suggested to improve water availability at dry sites [42], 
especially for isohydric tree species, such as N. spruce. When droughts occur, previous 
thinning activities can reduce mortality [43] and water stress [44], enhance resistance [45], 
and promote recovery and growth [46]. Thinning intensity [47,48] and frequency [49] have 
been shown to affect drought responses of conifers, with differences among site condi-
tions [48]. However, adverse effects have also been observed. Heavily opening the canopy 
and reducing the stand density may disturb the stand climate [50] due to changes in solar 
radiation and wind speed [40], possibly leading to a higher transpiration and evaporation 
[51]. In addition, forest floor vegetation may be promoted [52], increasing the competition 
for water. 

Thus, different forest management approaches may codetermine the trees’ perfor-
mance in droughts. It has been hypothesized that the management history and past envi-
ronmental conditions may be retained as a kind of an ecological memory within each tree 
[53], reflected by its tree-ring pattern [54], past growth trajectory [53], or crown morphol-
ogy [55], that may influence future growth. However, there are still gaps in our 
knowledge. Our overarching hypothesis was that the type of stand establishment and the 
past silvicultural treatment codetermine annual growth and response to drought. For that 
reason, our study focused on disentangling the influence of past competition, growth var-
iation, initial spacing, tree size, and treatment strength and frequency on current growth 
under drought stress. 

We relied on the concept of resilience to assess the ability of trees to cope with 
drought stress. Since several definitions exist [56,57], we focused on the tree-level concept 
of resilience proposed by Lloret et al. [14], which is split into three complementary indices: 
resistance, recovery, and resilience. In recent years, these indices have been widely used 
in dendroecological studies [57]. We used tree-ring data because their patterns can be con-
sidered as a type of an integrated archive for reflecting environmental conditions [58,59] 
and are, therefore, an adequate tool to capture growth responses to climatic extremes, 
such as drought. 

Our study was based on the combined spacing and thinning trial in N. spruce 
Fürstenfeldbruck 612 (FFB 612) in Southern Germany. The trial was initiated in 1974 by 
the International Union of Forest Research Organizations (IUFRO) [60]. Since such long-
term experiments comprise detailed data about the effects of thinning and stand density 
[61], FFB 612 was appropriate for addressing the following questions: 
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Q1: How did previous management strategies affect annual growth at the combined 
spacing and thinning trial FFB 612? 

Q2: How have past silvicultural treatments affected drought responses at present? 

2. Materials and Methods 
2.1. Study Site and Experimental Design 

To disentangle how the individual history of a tree influenced its current growth and 
affected its growth reactions towards drought, we chose the combined spacing-thinning 
trial Fürstenfeldbruck 612 (FFB 612). The experiment was initiated in 1974 by the Interna-
tional Union of Forest Research Organizations (IUFRO) and is part of a series of long-term 
experiments across Europe. FFB 612 is a pure, even-aged N. spruce stand that originated 
from a plantation with four-year-old saplings after the previous stand had been severely 
damaged by wind.  

The site is 40 km west of Munich in southern Germany at 11.05° E longitude and 
48.14° N latitude and an elevation of 550 m a.s.l. The region is characterized by a mild 
oceanic climate with a mean annual temperature of 8.8 °C (14.7 °C in the growing season) 
and an annual precipitation of 932 mm (575 mm in the growing season) over the past 30 
years. It belongs to the Landsberg am Lech forestry enterprise and is part of the ecodistrict 
13.5 Landsberger Altmoräne. The natural vegetation is described as submontane Euro-
pean beech-silver fir forests with sparsely interspersed N. spruce [62]. The prevalent soils 
are Lessivé soils on Loess substrate. Spruce is particularly vigorous on these sites due to 
the site conditions. The selected stand can be assumed to be representative for planted 
pure spruce forests in the Alpine foothills. Since its establishment in the 1970s, the tem-
perature has increased by about 2 °C, while annual precipitation has declined slightly, 
resulting in progressively drier conditions in recent years (see Figure 1). 

The trial has a total size of 3.36 ha and consists of 21 rectangular plots covering a 
broad range of treatments, differentiated by thinning intensities and the initial spacing. 
Each plot has a size of 900 m² with an additional buffer zone, resulting in a total plot size 
of 1600 m², whereas each buffer zone was treated the same as the corresponding plot. In 
total, ten different thinning-spacing combinations were realized. The plot design is visu-
alized in Figure 2. Since its establishment in 1974, all the trees, except the buffer zone, have 
been measured seven times, the first time in spring 1992, followed by surveys in 1996, 
2001, 2006, 2012, 2017 (all autumn), and 2021 (spring). Each survey covered the measure-
ment of the diameter at breast height (dbh1.3, cm) as well as the height of 30 trees per plot. 
In addition, each tree was allocated a number, and the stem position was recorded at the 
beginning. Trees were only harvested in years with surveys, except for trees that died off 
naturally due to wind or competition, for instance. Those trees were removed due to pest 
control. Because plots were only treated in survey years, it was possible to observe de-
tailed changes in stand composition. In general, the experiment is guided by a uniform 
treatment concept. At the end of the rotation period, 300 trees ha−1 (thinning trial), respec-
tively 400 trees ha−1 (spacing experiment), are pursued. However, the way to get there is 
different for each treatment method. Thinnings on most plots follow set curves for tree 
number–top height relationships. Exceptions are plot numbers 8 and 21, which follow a 
defined tree volume removal and plots 7 and 19, which remain unthinned. A detailed 
overview is given in Table 1. Further insight can be obtained in Pretzsch [63], Rötzer and 
Pretzsch [64], Huang and Pretzsch [65], and Jacobs et al. [66]. 
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Figure 1. Temperature (a) and precipitation (b) development from 1970–2020 at the study site. Cli-
mate data were obtained from the 1 km × 1 km grid of the DWD Climate Data Center [67]. The 
dashed lines highlight the drought years considered in this study. 

 
Figure 2. Study design of Fürstenfeldbruck 612 (FFB 612). The trial includes ten different spacing–
thinning combinations in two blocks, comprising 21 equally sized, rectangular plots, each bordered 
by a buffer zone. Plots that are surrounded by thin lines differ regarding their initial spacing (spac-
ing trial; 1.0 m × 1.0 m, 1.25 m × 2.0 m, 1.6 m × 2.5 m, 2.5 m × 4.0 m, 5.0 m × 5.0 m), whereas bold 
framed plots vary only in their thinning regime (thinning trial), having an initial spacing of 1.6 m × 
2.5 m. The buffer zone was consistently treated similarly to the neighboring plots. 
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Table 1. Detailed information on the realized spacing and thinning variants. A = spacing trial; B = 
thinning trial (IUFRO). Plot number and variant name columns refer to the study design presented 
in Figure 2. Bold plot numbers indicate plots where tree cores were taken from the buffer zone. The 
second column reflects the initial tree number per hectare when planted in 1974. In the other col-
umns, the staggered thinnings are listed. For each thinning, the remaining number of trees, respec-
tively the remaining volume, is displayed per hectare. The letters c and b listed behind represent the 
thinning methods used: c = crop tree thinning, b = thinning from below, or c, b = combination of both. 

 
Plot Number Initial Tree Number (ha−1) Variant Name Number of Cored Trees 

Thinning at h0         
  12 m (1991) 15 m (1996) 21 m (2006) 25 m (2012) 27.5 m (2017) 

A 3, 12 10,000 1 × 1  5000 c, b 2500 c, b 2000 c 1000 c, b 500 c, b 
 1, 5, 15 4000 2 × 1.25  3000 b 1500 c, b 1200 c 700 c, b 500 c, b 
 6, 16 2500 2.5 × 1.6    1000 c, b 800 c 500 c 300 c, b 
 4, 13 1000 4 × 2.5 18   500 c 400 c 300 c   
 2, 14 400 5 × 5 12     300 b 200 b     

B 7, 19 2500 0 18           
 9, 17 2500 Z1  1200 c, b 700 c, b     500 c 
 10, 11 2500 Z2 15 1200 c, b   900 c 700 c 500 c, b 
 18, 20 2500 Z3 6   1200 c, b 900 c 700 c 500 c, b 
 8, 21 2500 Z4 9     80 m³ ha–1 c, b 80 m³ ha–1 c, b 700  500 c, b 

2.2. Dendrochronological Measurements 
Field work took place in December 2020. We sampled 78 N. spruce individuals using 

a HAGLÖF increment borer with a core diameter of 5 mm (Haglöf, Sweden). We relied 
upon standard dendrochronological techniques to obtain annual ring widths [58,68]. 
Trees for coring were selected from the buffer zone to avoid damaging trees within the 
plots and thus affecting future surveys at the study site. This was possible since the buffer 
zone has always been treated in the same way as the neighboring plot. To prevent bound-
ary effects on our sample trees, we only chose trees with at least one additional planting 
row as an additional buffer to the plot margin. Further, we only selected trees that had no 
obvious signs of damage, disease, or bark beetle infestations. In total, trees were cored 
from three different initial spacing levels (2.5 m × 1.6 m; 4 m × 2.5 m; 5 m × 5 m), resulting 
in six different thinning/spacing combinations (see bold marked plot numbers in Table 1). 
To minimize influences of reaction wood and to obtain representative tree ring series, we 
took two cores from each tree at breast height (dbh1.3) in the north and east cardinal direc-
tions [19]. We attempted to hit the center of the stem to cover as many growth rings as 
possible, resulting in 156 extracted increment cores. They were air-dried, mounted, and 
glued on wooden supports and subsequently sanded using sandpaper with a progres-
sively finer grit (120 to 400 grit) to enhance the visibility of tree rings. Ring widths were 
measured to the nearest 1/100 mm using a digital positioning table (LINTAB series 5) and 
the TSAP-WIN software (both RINNTECH Heidelberg, Germany). Cross-dating accuracy 
was first inspected visually [69] by considering pointer years with extraordinary narrow 
rings, common to most tree ring series [70]. The years 2003, 2015, and 2018 turned out to 
be the most helpful. Afterwards, cross-dating was verified statistically using the program 
COFECHA [71]. 

2.3. Calculation of Basal Area Increment 
For further analysis, the two ring-width series per tree were averaged to obtain a 

representative growth trajectory for each tree. Subsequently, the different ring-width se-
ries per tree were transformed to basal area increments (bai, cm²) using the formula: 𝑏𝑎𝑖௧ = 𝜋 ∗ (𝑟௧ଶ − 𝑟௧ିଵଶ ), (1) 
where r is the radius of the tree at breast height and t the year of tree ring formation. Basal 
area increment was preferred over ring width data because it is known to capture the 
biomass increment of a tree better [72,73] and is less dependent on tree size and cambial 
age [74]. 
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2.4. Quantification of a Tree’s Current and Past Competition 
Our overarching goal was to combine a tree´s annual growth with its individual com-

petition history. However, only the annual growth from trees from the buffer zone was 
available and, contrary to that, the periodic measurements from the trees within the plots, 
which were required to calculate competition metrics. To overcome that issue, we applied 
a procedure that we further refer to as “pairing.” For this purpose, we compared the 
growth of the cored trees with that of the trees in the plots. The best match was sought 
and was determined using the lowest sum of squares between the growth trajectories of 
the trees. Finally, tree data gained from the surveys were extracted and assigned to the 
respective matching tree from the buffer zone. For a detailed explanation of the pairing 
process, see Appendix A “Description of the Pairing Process.” 

Since 1992, the surveys have delivered repeated, precise measurements that allow for 
the quantification of competition. Here, we refer to the competitive status at the beginning 
of each year. Due to the periodic surveys, tree or competition data were only available for 
seven points in time (1992, 1997, 2002, 2007, 2013, 2018, and 2021). To obtain annual values 
of competition, we assumed that competition between surveys increased linearly. This 
assumption can be made because trees were only logged in survey years and immediate 
changes in stand composition resulting from this can be still observed. Based on the tree 
data gained through the pairing process, we derived several metrics that try to describe 
the individual competition history and the latest status of every single tree in a given year. 
The calculated metrics are defined below.  
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2.4.1. Competitive Status 
For determining the competitive status in each survey year, we calculated the local 

stand density index (sdi), according to Reineke [75]. The local sdi is distant-dependent and 
is therefore well suited to adequately reflect the competitive situation of a tree [76,77]. Due 
to its easy interpretation [78], it was chosen over other competition indices. To quantify 
the local sdi, all trees within the search radius, sr, except the central tree, were used to 
calculate the local density n on circle area a. N = 10.000/a × n was the respective tree number 
upscaled to one hectare [79]. For the n trees, we calculated the quadratic mean stem diam-
eter dq. Based on N and dq, we then calculated the local density, 𝑠𝑑𝑖 = 𝑁 × (25/𝑑)ఈ, (2) 
around each individual tree. The local sdi was calculated using the species-specific al-
lometric exponent of α = −1.664 derived by Pretzsch and Biber [80]. Note that this exponent 
α was derived on unthinned plots of long-term experiments in South Germany located in 
the same area as FFB 612. The used exponent α = -1.664 deviated from the species-over-
arching exponent of −1.605, as proposed by Reineke [75]. The radius around a tree, where 
trees were considered to be competitors, was chosen flexibly depending on its height. 
Hence, the search radius sr around each tree i was defined as sri = hi × 0.25, where h is the 
individual tree height. The higher the local sdi, the higher was the competition. A value of 
zero indicated that no trees were within the defined search radius. Since only the height 
of 30 trees per plot and survey was measured, missing tree heights had to be modeled. 
Based on available data for diameter at breast height (dbh) and tree age (age), we used the 
following formula to model the missing tree heights (h): ln(ℎ) = 𝑎 + 𝑎ଵ × ln(𝑑𝑏ℎ) + 𝑎ଶ × ln(𝑎𝑔𝑒) + 𝑎ଷ × ln(𝑑𝑏ℎ) × ln(𝑎𝑔𝑒) (3) 

The model, as well as all regression coefficients, were significant at the level of p 
<0.001 (n = 4372, R2 = 0.91). To account for a possible edge bias at the plot boundaries, we 
conducted a toroidal shift of each plot before calculating the competition metrics. To per-
form this, detailed information on stem positions and tree dimensions per plot were cop-
ied and placed, respectively, at all eight possible directions of the plot periphery of the 
original plot [81,82]. 

2.4.2. Competitive History and Release 
To represent the influence of the initial spacing in 1974, we calculated the growing 

area of each tree initfl based on initial spacing patterns (1.6 m × 2.5 m, 2.5 m × 4.0 m, 5.0 m 
× 5.0 m), resulting in three different levels: 4 m², 10 m², and 25 m². Based on the local sdi 
calculations (see Section 2.4.1), several other metrics were derived that aimed to describe 
changes in competition and growth developments in the past. First, the mean density level 
under which a tree has grown is given by meansdi. High values indicated a high level of 
density around the tree, and low values indicated the opposite. The index ∆sdi described 
how competition changed from one year to another and, thus, captured both increasing 
competition from growth and competition release caused by logging. The higher the ∆sdi 
the stronger was the change in competition. Negative values indicated competition release 
and vice versa. Further, cvarsdi and cvar∆sdi were calculated by determining the coefficient 
of variation of sdi and ∆sdi, respectively. They represented the intensity and frequency of 
thinnings. High values of cvarsdi implied repeated strong treatments, whereas low values 
reflected a continuous development of competition without abrupt changes. The metric 
cvar∆sdi gave information on the variation in thinning strength. Here, high values indi-
cated a strong variation in density reduction. The index sditrend was applied to capture 
different treatment strategies, e.g., no thinnings at the beginning and strong interference 
later. To describe changes in treatment strategy, the time frame before a specific year was 
split in two; the meansdi was computed for each half. The ratio between the second half 
and the first half resulted in the sditrend metric. A value > 1 implied an increasing stand 
density over time, while a value of < 1 indicated a decrease in competition, suggesting a 
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high density first with strong thinnings later. Furthermore, we calculated the metric cvar-
bai to scrutinize the influence of past growth variation on current growth. It is defined as 
the coefficient of variation of the basal area increments of a particular tree. High cvarbai 
values indicated a strong growth variation in the past, whereas a small cvarbai represented 
a more uniform growth course [53,83]. Last, to characterize the structural diversity (stru-
div) in the vicinity of each tree, the coefficient of variation of the stem diameters from the 
competitors within the search radius was derived. The higher the strudiv, the higher the 
structural diversity of the stand within the vicinity of the respective central tree. 

2.5. Climate Data and Drought Identification 
Climate data were available on a 1 km × 1 km grid from the German National 

Weather Service [67]. We obtained monthly data of mean, maximum, and minimum tem-
perature and precipitation for the period 1980–2020. We applied the Standardized Precip-
itation and Evapotranspiration Index (SPEI) [84] to classify climatic conditions and iden-
tify drought years. We relied on this index as it considers the effects of high temperatures 
and thus, increased evapotranspiration, which is of growing importance considering 
global change. To calculate SPEI, we derived potential evapotranspiration (PET) using the 
Hargreaves equation [85,86]. According to Bhuyan et al. [87], the SPEI from March to Au-
gust (SPEI6) best reflects the impact of drought on the growth of N. spruce in regions with 
mild oceanic climates. Moreover, this period also covers the duration of cambial activity 
of N. spruce in Central Europe [88]. Hence, we chose that period for further analysis. Fol-
lowing Slette et al. [89], we defined droughts as years with extremely dry (SPEI6 ≤ −2) or 
severely dry (−2 < SPEI6 ≤ −1.5) conditions in the vegetation period. Two droughts have 
been identified in the past 30 years based on this definition. First was the extreme drought 
in 2003 (SPEI6 = −2.3), followed by the recent drought of 2018 (SPEI6 = −2.0). Despite its 
slightly less SPEI value (SPEI6 = −1.4), we also considered 2015 a drought year, because it 
was characterized by a dry late summer, not fully reflected by the SPEI6. Besides, tree ring 
analysis revealed remarkably small ring widths that year. 

2.6. Quantification of Growth Reactions on Drought 
To unravel the possible influences of each tree’s individual past on its response to 

drought, we applied several indices to quantify these growth reactions. Accordingly, we 
used the indices resistance (Rt), recovery (Rc), and resilience (Rs), as proposed by Lloret 
et al. [14]. These indices were defined as follows: 𝑅𝑡 = ವೝುೝವೝ        𝑅𝑐 = ುೞವೝವೝ          𝑅𝑠 = ುೞವೝುೝವೝ  (4) 
where baiDr is the basal area increment (bai, cm²) in the drought year itself, baiPreDr is the 
average growth in a chosen period of two years before the drought event, and baiPostDr is 
the average growth in the two subsequent years after drought. The lower Rt was, the 
lower the resistance was, whereas a value of 1 indicated that the tree showed no particular 
response towards drought and, respectively, captured that the tree was resistant. Rc, on 
the other hand, described the ability to recover from drought in the subsequent years. If 
Rc < 1, the trees did not recover from the drought stress, and instead they further declined 
in terms of growth. Vice versa, a value of > 1 implied recovery to a certain degree. Last, 
resilience (Rs) reflected the ability to reach the growth-level before the drought again. Val-
ues greater than 1 indicated that the trees reached higher growth than before the pre-
drought period, hence full recovery. Contrary, a resilience of < 1 suggested a prolonged 
growth decline following drought stress. Since the pre-drought period of 2018 overlapped 
with the post-drought period of 2015, we only considered the drought years 2003 and 2015 
for further analysis. A detailed explanation regarding the exclusion of the 2018 drought 
from our analysis and the selection of input data and length of pre-drought and post-
drought periods can be found in the Appendix. See Appendix B “Quantification of 
Drought Responses” for a detailed description. 
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2.7. Modeling Approach 
We applied linear mixed effect models that account for nesting in the data and avoid 

overly progressive significances due to pseudo-replication to answer the two research 
questions posed. We only used weakly correlated predictors (r ≤ 0.5) for the analysis [90] 
and assessed (multi-) collinearity by considering variance inflation (VIF). Variables ex-
ceeding the threshold of VIF > 2 were excluded from the model. Further data exploration 
was preformed following suggestions by Zuur et al. [91]. A global model with two-way 
interactions was created, whereas random effects and correlation structures were incor-
porated. Under consideration of biological plausibility, potential final models, nested in 
the global model, were selected based on the ranking of the second-order Akaike Infor-
mation Criterion (AICc) [92]. The selection was supported with the help of an automated 
model selection procedure [93]. This process revealed the best models based on the lowest 
AICc values with a delta less than 2. Akaike weights were computed to add multi-model 
inference and help with model selection uncertainty [92]. Model assumptions were 
checked by plotting residuals versus fitted values and versus each explanatory variable. 
Where applicable, we assessed the residuals for temporal dependencies [94]. We consid-
ered all years between 1992 and 2020 to check whether the metrics characterizing previous 
management strategies affected tree growth (Q1). The global model included the log-
transformed annual basal area increment (bai, cm²) as the response variable. The fixed 
covariates were SPEI6, sdi, ∆sdi, cvar∆sdi, strudiv, cvarbai, the log-transformed basal area (all 
continuous), and initfl (categorical). The final model, resulting from the automated model 
selection procedure, included all initial covariates, except ∆sdi, as well as SPEI6 * ln(basal 
area) and SPEI6 * sdi interactions. ln൫𝑏𝑎𝑖൯ = 𝑎 + 𝑎ଵ ∗ ln൫𝑏𝑎𝑠𝑎𝑙 𝑎𝑟𝑒𝑎൯ + 𝑎ଶ ∗ 𝑆𝑃𝐸𝐼6 + 𝑎ଷ ∗ 𝑠𝑑𝑖 + 𝑎ସ ∗ 𝑠𝑡𝑟𝑢𝑑𝑖𝑣+ 𝑎ହ ∗ 𝑐𝑣𝑎𝑟∆𝑠𝑑𝑖 + 𝑎 ∗ 𝑐𝑣𝑎𝑟𝑏𝑎𝑖 + 𝑎 ∗ 𝑖𝑛𝑖𝑡𝑓𝑙 + 𝑎଼ ∗ 𝑆𝑃𝐸𝐼6∗ 𝑠𝑑𝑖 + 𝑎ଽ ∗ 𝑆𝑃𝐸𝐼6 ∗ ln൫𝑏𝑎𝑠𝑎𝑙 𝑎𝑟𝑒𝑎൯ + 𝑏 + 𝜑 + 𝜀, (5) 

where baiij represented the basal area increment in year j of tree i, and i = 1, …, 78. The 
terms a0–a9 were the regression coefficients of the fixed effects. The variable bi represented 
the random effect related to the intercept a0 and accounted for the nested data structure, 
as multiple metrics were measured or computed for the same tree. Normal distribution 
and constant variance were assumed (bi~N (0, σ2)). Despite accounting for the random tree 
effect, temporal autocorrelation was still detected. To incorporate the temporal depend-
ency among observations per tree, an autoregressive correlation structure (AR1, φ) was 
included [94]. Last, the error term εij was expected to be normally distributed with con-
stant variance and a mean of zero.  

To answer the initial question of whether the individual past of a tree had any influ-
ence on its growth response towards years with remarkably dry conditions (Q2), we built 
three global models, each with a different response variable (resistance, recovery, or resil-
ience) but with the same predictors and interactions. To describe the individual past of 
each tree, cvar∆sdi, meansdi, cvarbai, and sditrend were incorporated as covariates, while 
strudiv was included to delineate the current situation in the vicinity. The categorical pre-
dictor year was also added to identify differences between drought events. Furthermore, 
the basal area also formed part of the model. The final models are stated as follows: 

Resistance ln൫𝑟𝑡൯ = 𝑎 + 𝑎ଵ  ∗ ln (𝑏𝑎𝑠𝑎𝑙 𝑎𝑟𝑒𝑎) + 𝑎ଶ ∗ 𝑦𝑒𝑎𝑟 + 𝑎ଷ ∗ 𝑠𝑡𝑟𝑢𝑑𝑖𝑣 + 𝑎ସ∗ ln (𝑏𝑎𝑠𝑎𝑙 𝑎𝑟𝑒𝑎) ∗ 𝑦𝑒𝑎𝑟 + 𝑏 + 𝜀, (6) 

Recovery ln൫𝑟𝑐൯ = 𝑎 + 𝑎ଵ ∗ 𝑦𝑒𝑎𝑟 + 𝑎ଶ ∗ 𝑐𝑣𝑎𝑟𝑏𝑎𝑖 + 𝑏 + 𝜀, (7) 
Resilience ln൫𝑟𝑠൯ = 𝑎 + 𝑎ଵ ∗ 𝑦𝑒𝑎𝑟 + 𝑎ଶ ∗ 𝑐𝑣𝑎𝑟𝑏𝑎𝑖 + 𝑎ଷ ∗ 𝑠𝑡𝑟𝑢𝑑𝑖𝑣 + 𝑎ସ ∗ 𝑦𝑒𝑎𝑟 ∗ 𝑐𝑣𝑎𝑟𝑏𝑎𝑖+ 𝑏 + 𝜀, (8) 
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Where rtij, respectively, rcij or rsij were the log-transformed drought index values from the 
drought year j (j = 2003, 2015) identified for each tree i (i = 1, …, 78). The meaning of the 
remaining formulae is equivalent to that of Equation (5). 

We used the R version 4.0.3 [95] statistical software for all analyses and calculations. 
Specifically, we used the packages dplR [96], nlme [97], SPEI [98], rgdal [99], rdwd [100], 
car [101], effects [102], ggpubr [103], RColorBrewer [104], MuMIn [93], and the meta-pack-
age tidyverse [105]. 

3. Results 
3.1. Course of Growth 

Differences in tree growth were observed between 1980 and 2020 (Figure 3). The ini-
tial spacing pattern determined the growth rates over the long term. Annual growth was 
greater for trees with a large initial spacing, due to the reduction in competition right from 
the start. Between 1990 and 2010, growth was highest for individuals with the widest ini-
tial spacing pattern of 5 × 5 m. However, this changed in the last decade when a general 
decline in growth was noted for trees growing at lower stand densities. From that point 
on, trees with an initial spacing of 10 m² had the highest growth rates. Intermediate 
growth increases, such as in 1997 or 2007, showed that release felling during the previous 
autumn (1996, 2006) accelerated subsequent growth. Due to differences in initial spacing 
and thinning frequency and intensity, the stem diameter at breast height varied between 
14.0 cm and 55.9 cm when cores were taken.  

 
Figure 3. Below, the course of the basal area increment (cm²) of each cored tree (n = 78) is shown. 
The bold lines represent the respective averages, whereas the different shades of gray highlight dif-
ferent initial spacing levels. Above, the progression of the SPEI6 in August is illustrated. The color 
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coding refers to the drought classification by Slette et al. [89]. The dotted red lines accentuate the 
identified drought years based on SPEI6 and pointer years. 

3.2. Effects of Climate, Tree Size, and Silvicultural Treatment History on Annual Growth (Q1) 
Statistical analysis of the obtained data revealed that the annual growth of a tree dur-

ing the period 1992–2020 was driven by its basal area, the given climatic conditions, its 
initial spacing in 1974, the structural diversity of surrounding trees, its current competi-
tive situation, as well as its variation of growth and competition in the past. Table 2 pre-
sents the parameter estimates of the best model resulting from the multi-model compari-
son. Tree size was an important growth driver (positive effect; +). Furthermore, we were 
able to demonstrate significant differences in tree growth regarding initial stand densities 
(positive effect of wider stand densities; +). Tree growth was highest for trees planted in a 
4 × 2.5 m pattern. In general, the given climatic situation, represented by the SPEI6 (Au-
gust), had a major impact on growth. The drier the weather, the lower the growth and 
vice versa. Years with particularly dry conditions, indicated by the red color coding in 
Figure 3 (color intensity reflects the severity of drought), caused setbacks in growth. The 
most severe impacts came from droughts in 2003 and 2015. 

Significant interactions between SPEI6 and tree size showed greater sensitivity of 
larger trees to water supply (p < 0.001). On the other hand, small trees were not or were 
only slightly affected by droughts. In addition, the fitted model suggested that a wider 
diameter distribution of competitors growing in proximity favored the growth of the tree 
in question (+). Besides, the metrics that focused on describing the individual history of a 
tree indicated a significant negative relation towards annual increment. The more the trees 
varied in their previous growth (cvarbai), and the more the changes in competition 
(cvar∆sdi) fluctuated, the less the trees grew, whereas the differences were consistently 
more pronounced for larger trees. Model predictions are visualized in Figure 4. 

Table 2. Parameter estimates of the growth model for the period 1992–2020 (see Equation (5)): α are 
the regression coefficients of the fixed covariates; b represents the random intercept; ε is the error 
term; φ is the autoregressive parameter estimate accounting for temporal correlation. Ntree describes 
the amount of examined trees and Nbai the number of observations of the response variable. Signifi-
cance levels: *** = 0.001, ** = 0.01, * = 0.05, ° = 0.1. 

 Annual Basal Area Increment [cm² a−1]  
Fixed Effect Variable Fixed Effect Parameter Estimate (se) 

intercept α0 0.51 (0.27) ° 
ln(basal area) α1 0.49 (0.05) *** 

SPEI6 α2 −0.43 (0.05) *** 
sdi α3 <−0.001 (<0.001) *** 

strudiv α4 0.45 (0.17) ** 
cvar∆sdi α5 −0.06 (0.02) ** 
cvarbai α6 −1.16 (0.20) *** 
initfl10 α7 0.50 (0.12) ** 
initfl25 α8 0.45 (0.15) ** 

SPEI6 * sdi α9 0.08 (0.01) *** 
SPEI6 * ln(basal area) α10 <−0.001 (<0.001) *** 

 Random effect Estimate 
Tree level bi (σ) 0.348 (StdDev) 

Autoregressive parameter φ 0.758 
 Residuals StdDev 
 εij (σ) 0.484 

Number of trees Ntree 78 
Observations Nbai 2250 
AIC weight   0.295 
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Figure 4. Effects of climatic conditions (a), initial spacing in 1974 (b), variation of previous growth 
(c), and of past changes in competition (d) on annual growth (y-axis). Each variable was predicted 
independently, while other variables were set to mean. For the categorical variable “initial spacing,” 
4 × 2.5 m was chosen to predict other variables. The x-axis represents the range of basal area (cm2) 
where 95% of the observations are located. These are exemplarily shown as gray dots in (a). The 
predictions for SPEI6 are based on the classifications by Slette et al. [89]. The chosen prediction levels 
for cvarbai and cvar∆sdi correspond to the mean and the respective upper and lower quantiles based 
on bootstrapping with 1000 iterations. The labels refer to the actual values (e.g., low = low values of 
cvarbai). 

3.3. Influence of Ecological Memory, Respectively Management History, on Drought Response 
(Q2) 

Regarding the droughts identified, N. spruce trees showed considerable differences 
in their growth response (see Figure 5 and Table 3). In the first severe drought in 2003 
(SPEI6 = −2.33), all trees showed a setback in growth compared to their previous growth. 
In 2015 (SPEI6 = −1.4), however, the trees responded less uniformly. While the annual in-
crement decreased significantly for most trees, some showed higher growth rates. In re-
sponse to the 2003 drought, the trees indicated a lower average resistance (Ø 0.59) than in 
2015 (Ø 0.65), highlighting the severity of the first drought. In the two years following the 
drought stress, trees recovered differently depending on the drought year. The trees re-
covered better from the drought in 2015, and some even exceeded the growth level before 
the drought. In contrast, most trees barely recovered from the 2003 drought in the follow-
ing two years. Our statistical analysis (for details see Table 3) revealed that resistance in 
2015 was significantly affected by tree size (negative effect; −). However, as indicated in 
Figure 6a, no size-specific trend was observed in 2003. Furthermore, our fitted model in-
dicated that the greater the structural diversity in a tree’s environment, the greater its re-
sistance. Tree recovery was mainly determined by their past growth variability, with dif-
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ferences between drought years (p < 0.001). As shown in Figure 6b, large growth fluctua-
tions impaired recovery (see also Table 3, −). In general, trees recovered better in 2015. 
Finally, results from the fitted model showed that previous growth fluctuations and struc-
tural diversity played an important role in drought response, with differences between 
the respective years (p < 0.01). In both drought years considered, high structural diversity 
favored resilience. However, the trend was less clear for cvarbai. High growth variation 
negatively affected resilience in 2003, which had not been observed in 2015 (see Figure 6c). 

 
Figure 5. Growth responses of N. spruce to droughts in 2003 (a) and 2015 (b). Each gray line repre-
sents the relative growth course of the spruce trees in a two-year period before the drought (PreDr; 
considered as a reference line = 1.0), during the drought (Dr), and a two-year period afterwards 
(PostDr). The bold black line shows the average growth response of all trees for the respective 
drought event. The vertical gray line highlights the drought event, whereas the dotted green line 
delineates a reference line based on the growth in the pre-drought period. 
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Figure 6. Predictions for resistance (a), recovery (b), and resilience (c) for the 2003 and 2015 drought 
events based on the best models. The blue, respectively the red, zone around the predicted course 
indicates the 95% confidence interval. Note the different scale for resistance. For resistance and re-
silience, the predictor strudiv (structural diversity), included in the best model, was set to mean, 
while other variables were predicted independently. Effects of different levels of structural diversity 
are not presented here since this predictor was not significant in the models (p > 0.05). 

Table 3. Parameter estimates and standard errors (se) of the best models for resistance (left), recov-
ery (center), and resilience (right) resulting from the multi-model inference. α are the regression 
coefficients of the fixed covariates, b represents the random intercept, ε is the error term, and N 
stands for the number of trees, respectively the number of observations. Significance levels: *** = 
0.001, ** = 0.01, * = 0.05, ° = 0.1. 

 Resistance Recovery Resilience 
Fixed Effect Pa-

rameter Fixed Effect Variable Estimate (se) Fixed Effect Variable Estimate (se) Fixed Effect Variable Estimate (se) 

α0 intercept −0.86 (0.44) ° intercept 0.31 (0.08) *** intercept −0.19 (0.14) 
α1 ln(basal area) 0.04 (0.07) year 0.47 (0.04) *** year2015 −0.09 (0.18) 
α2 year2015 2.15 (0.51) *** cvarbai −0.69 (0.20) *** cvarbai −1.08 (0.35) ** 
α3 strudiv 0.26 (0.21)   strudiv 0.39 (0.21) ° 
α4 ln(basal area) * year2015 −0.33 (0.08) ***   year2015 * cvarbai 1.43 (0.44) ** 
 Random effect StdDev Random effect StdDev Random effect StdDev 

Tree level bi (σ) 0.07 bi (σ) 0.13 bi (σ) 0.10 
 Residuals StdDev Residuals StdDev Residuals StdDev 
 εij (σ) 0.31 εij (σ) 0.28 εij (σ) 0.35 

Number of trees Ntree 78 Ntree 78 Ntree 78 
Observations Nrt 156 Nrc 156 Nrs 156 
AIC weight  0.729  0.716  0.409 

4. Discussion 
Due to the combination of repeated surveys, a broad range of treatments, and de-

tailed climate data, the permanent spacing–thinning experiment FFB612 in a planted N. 
spruce forest provided an appropriate setting to examine if a trees’ past affects growth, 
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particularly in years with drought. We applied linear mixed effect models that included 
predictors describing climate conditions, different management approaches, and the cur-
rent competitive situation aimed at helping to improve forest management guidelines. We 
found that (i) larger trees were more climate-sensitive, (ii) that greater structural hetero-
geneity in a tree’s vicinity was beneficial for both its growth and drought resistance, re-
spectively resilience, (iii) high past variation in competition negatively affected current 
growth, and (iv) high past growth variation caused less recovery from drought. 

4.1. Relationship between Climate, Growth, and Tree Size 
In the past, conifers were planted extensively throughout Europe, preferably on fer-

tile sites, to meet the demand for timber [29]. The FFB 612 permanent thinning trial is a 
typical high-yield spruce site in the foothills of the Alps [63]. Our results highlighted the 
relationship between climate and growth at this site. As expected, the trees grew better 
with a good water supply than with deficiency. Based on the Standardized Precipitation 
Evapotranspiration Index (SPEI6 August) and growth patterns of our sampled trees, we 
identified 2003, 2015, and 2018 as years with major drought events. These are considered 
the most severe droughts in Central Europe in recent decades [106–108]. Our analysis for 
the droughts in 2003 and 2015 proved once again that spruce could be considered a 
drought-sensitive tree species. Its comparatively high susceptibility to drought has al-
ready been highlighted in several studies across Central Europe, supporting the general 
assumption that spruce is inferior to predicted climatic changes [109–112]. This is partic-
ularly evident in stronger growth reductions, respectively lower drought resistance, in 
comparison to other species [19,28] and was confirmed for different elevations [113] and 
drought levels [114]. In the aftermath of the 2003 drought, our analysis showed that most 
trees barely recovered or even continued to decline in growth. The lack of recovery in the 
first two years after may be due to severe stress. Such slow recovery of diameter growth 
was previously observed under artificial drought stress induced by throughfall exclusion 
experiments [115] and was linked to potential non-reversible tissue damages [116]. In con-
trast, the picture for 2015 was the opposite, with trees appearing to recover quickly, and 
many even exceeding their pre-drought growth levels. The latter is consistent with the 
findings of Pretzsch et al. [19] in pure stands and Zang et al. [28] in mixed mountain forest 
stands, who also observed a rapid growth recovery. A possible explanation of a strong 
growth decline and a subsequent fast recovery could be attributed to the isohydric char-
acter of spruce [13,117]. It has strong stomatal control and, therefore, reduces its water 
consumption early when droughts occur [117,118]. This preventive strategy can be bene-
ficial during shorter drought periods, as it allows drought-related damage to be avoided 
and enables a rapid recovery [19,118]. However, this strategy may prove to be detrimental 
during prolonged droughts, as the trees may already close their stomata while the water 
supply is still sufficient, making them vulnerable to carbon starvation [118]. Conse-
quently, the severity and the duration of the drought in 2003 may be the reason for the 
more pronounced growth decline in comparison to 2015. 

Our models revealed that tree size affected the climate-growth relationship. Larger 
trees were more sensitive to climate than smaller ones. This complies with Zang et al. [15], 
who found a more pronounced relationship between annual growth and summer climate 
in larger spruce trees. In terms of drought response, our results differed. While trees de-
clined in growth in 2003 regardless of tree size, the opposite was true in 2015. The larger 
the trees were in 2015, the more their growth declined. Similar results were obtained in 
the same study region for pure as well as mixed stands of N. spruce [17,119]. Gillerot et 
al. [120] also found significant negative effects of tree size on drought responses, especially 
for N. spruce. This is also coherent with the findings of a global study by Bennett et al. 
[121] that large trees suffer most from drought, leading to higher mortality risk [16,122]. 
An increase in direct solar radiation, higher wind speed, and, thus, higher evapotranspi-
ration of taller trees may contribute to a more pronounced drought sensitivity [123]. An-
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other explanation is provided by the limitation-caused matter partitioning (LCMP) hy-
pothesis, which states that light limits growth under nutrient-rich conditions, leading to a 
size-asymmetric competition among trees. However, this may change to a size-symmetric 
competition when water, not light, is limiting in dry years. Then, resources are allocated 
more symmetrically among trees, resulting in a proportionally greater growth reduction 
for tall trees [17,78]. 

Mérian and Lebourgeois [124] found no differences between size classes in N. spruce 
in dry years, but they did in more shade-tolerant species, such as silver fir (A. alba) or 
European beech (F. sylvatica). In contrast, a different pattern was observed in Italian oak 
(Q. frainetto), with smaller trees being more affected by drought [125]. This underlines the 
importance of tree size in relation to the respective tree species. Moreover, the size of the 
trees themselves and the size distribution of trees in the direct vicinity were what mattered 
in our study. Our models for growth (1992–2020), resistance, and resilience indicated a 
positive effect of a wider diameter distribution within the vicinity of the trees, confirming 
that in addition to tree size, a less uniform stand structure can be beneficial for growth in 
drought years [126] and for stand productivity in general [127]. 

4.2. Influence of Past Management Strategies on Growth and Drought Response 
In recent studies, it has been argued that in the tree ring pattern, and in the crown 

and root morphology, the ecological memory of a tree is stored and thus reflected 
[53,54,128]. Since stand density is an important growth determinant [39], and thinning 
intensity and frequency are known to shape the pattern of ring width and wood density 
[48,129], we assumed that the management history is also stored in the ecological memo-
ries of trees. Our results confirmed that past management codetermined growth and re-
sponse to drought. High fluctuations in past competition impaired growth, and the more 
the trees oscillated in their past growth, the weaker was their recovery and growth in the 
present. In terms of resilience, different response patterns were observed. While high 
growth variation was strongly negative in 2003, no such trend was noted for 2015. Bose et 
al. [130] also found effects of past growth variability on the drought response of Scots pine 
(Pinus sylvestris) along a latitudinal gradient across Europe. They showed that a high var-
iability in growth in the ten years prior to drought affected resilience negatively. Pretzsch 
[83] made similar observations for N. spruce and E. beech in a mixed forest stand in the 
same region as FFB 612. This study showed that the inclusion of past growth metrics 
greatly improved model predictions of diameter growth in years with dry conditions. In 
particular, strong inter-annual growth variations were found to be detrimental to both 
species in the long-term. It was hypothesized that these effects were due to changing 
growing conditions and, thus, to a greater need for photosynthates for physiological and 
morphological acclimation. This could lead to a depletion of the trees’ reserve pools and, 
therefore, to a reduced recovery from drought stress [53,83]. 

Several studies have already examined the effect of thinning on drought responses 
aimed at increasing resilience or resistance [45–47]. For instance, Sohn et al. [49] found 
that in S. pine stands in Germany, heavy and frequent thinning promoted recovery from 
drought, especially in recently thinned stands. Kohler et al. [47] observed that N. spruce 
trees with more growing space recovered faster and that these effects were still present 
even 10 years after the last intervention. Further, it has been shown that these benefits 
decrease with time since the last management activity [131]. Others also mentioned the 
positive effects of reduced stand densities [18,46], including unevenly structured, mixed 
stands [20,132]. Particularly for trees growing at dry sites, low stand densities seemed 
beneficial [45,133] as they helped to reduce the climatic sensitivity of the remaining trees 
[134,135]. In addition, Giuggiola et al. [42] recommended reducing stand density for iso-
hydric tree species, such as N. spruce, to improve the water balance when trees occur near 
their ecological limit. Such positive effects of lower stand densities on drought response 
were observed at both the tree [46,47,114] and the stand level [18,136]. 
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Contrary, Martínez-Vilalta et al. [137] observed for S. pine that fast-growing trees 
were more affected by drought, in turn suggesting the benefits of denser stands with 
slower growth rates. Low stand densities may also thwart the beneficial shading effects 
on smaller trees [17] and may harm the stand climate. Accelerated wind speed and inten-
sified direct solar radiation [40] may lead to a reduced soil humidity [138] as well as higher 
evapotranspiration [51]. A widely open canopy could further promote the herbaceous un-
derstory [52] and, thus, increase the competition for water in dry regions, which may neg-
atively affect regeneration and forest structure in the long-term [139]. Besides years with 
extreme climatic conditions, thinning in monospecific conifer stands was only found to 
accelerate short-term growth and even to be detrimental to long-term volumetric growth. 
This was particularly evident on fertile sites [140], such as FFB 612. 

Next to thinning strategies during the later stages of forest development, the future 
growth course is already modulated by the initial spacing pattern [141]. Low competition 
in the early stages of development may cause rapid growth but also an early culmination. 
In contrast, there are the so called “latecomers”, i.e., trees that started growing slowly, but 
which accelerated their growth later [142]. Our study highlighted the importance of con-
sidering initial spacing for growth and confirmed that trees with greater initial spacing, 
respectively low or no competition, experience enhanced growth early on. However, as 
the model indicated, the overall highest bai was achieved at the moderate spacing dis-
tance, not the widest. 

4.3. Methodological Considerations 
The assessment of the competition development of every single tree was based on a 

method we termed “pairing.” We matched the cored trees from the buffer zone with the 
corresponding trees from the plot based on the similarity of growth patterns. Competition 
metrics were derived from the trees within the plots and assigned to the cored trees. Thus, 
annual growth and competition data were acquired from different trees, which must be 
considered in terms of the generalizability of our results. We relied on this procedure be-
cause coring may affect future tree growth, and thus future studies at the permanent spac-
ing–thinning trial. In our study, we modeled tree growth and drought responses in de-
pendence on the basal area of each tree. However, it has recently been shown that the 
crown structure is also an important growth determinant [143]. Thus, if crown morphol-
ogy had been surveyed more than once, it also could have been included in our modeling 
approach. It was necessary to account for edge bias at the plot boundaries to determine 
the competitive situation. We applied a toroidal shift to extend the same planting pattern 
across the boundaries and provide a bias-free competition estimate. We dismissed other 
possible techniques, such as mirroring the plots [82], as these methods might provide 
over-density. 

Due to the limited sample size and the fact that only cores could be taken from the 
buffer zone, our study is subject to certain limitations. Nevertheless, because of the elab-
orated study design of FFB 612, we were able to answer our initial question of whether a 
tree´s individual past, shaped by its silvicultural treatment history, influences its current 
growth and drought response. For further studies, we propose to include a site gradient 
and extend the design to additional tree species to verify our initial findings. 

4.4. Consequences for Silvicultural Treatment 
Although the conversion of coniferous, even-aged monocultures to more diverse 

mixed forests has been in the focus of forest research for decades [144–147], large parts of 
Central European forests are still dominated by conifers such as N. spruce [30,148], e.g., 
55% share of conifers in Germany [31]. Due to high susceptibility to pests, windthrow, 
and drought, ongoing climate change is increasingly becoming a problem for forestry 
practices in these stands [32]. Admixing or replacing the stands with suitable tree species 
is often recommended in the long term [36,148] because of the lower risk of natural dis-
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turbances and, thus, lower economic uncertainties [149]. Therefore, silvicultural guide-
lines strive to convert destabilized monospecific forests into more stable, mixed forests 
[150], which is possible with appropriate management strategies, as simulation studies 
have recently shown [146,151]. However, viable options should also be available for forest 
owners aiming for a higher proportion of conifers on productive sites. In this regard, 
adaptive management strategies that try to increase the resilience of trees to stress events, 
particularly drought, will be crucial [152]. Strong thinning is often considered a promising 
measure to improve resilience [45,134]. However, the long-term memory effects of thin-
ning intensity and frequency have been largely neglected in the past. In contrast, recent 
studies have demonstrated that prior management, respectively the ecological memory, 
is substantial for tree growth under drought [44,53,83]. Our results also indicated that the 
trees’ individual past (e.g., initial spacing, variation in growth, and competition) co-deter-
mine the growth and drought responses of trees. In more detail, our results implied that 
large fluctuations in growth or stand density may be detrimental to drought recovery at 
the tree level, which is consistent with stand-level results for the same study site [153]. We 
hypothesize that constant and regular interventions may be favored over irregular ones, 
confirming earlier findings by Pretzsch [140] that continuous, moderate stand density re-
ductions may stabilize tree and stand growth. However, further research is required to 
strengthen these initial findings. 

Possible further measures to improve forest resilience include increasing the vertical 
and horizontal structural diversity, as structurally diverse forests are considered to be 
more resistant [36]. This is supported by our finding that higher structural diversity im-
proved resilience and resistance. Since small trees are less susceptible to drought, main-
taining a healthy understory, and thus promoting structural heterogeneity, could com-
pensate for growth losses in larger trees [17] and should be considered in forest manage-
ment strategies [122]. This accords with the theory of latecomers and quick starters by 
Pretzsch [142], which suggests combining trees from different social positions within a 
stand to ensure a stable stand growth in the long-term. Thus, suppressed trees that ini-
tially grew slowly (latecomers) may replace quick starting trees that decline in growth and 
maintain a continuous structure over time. To achieve high levels of size-class diversity, 
thinning from above has shown to be promising [126,154] and has been linked to increased 
forest resilience and improved economic efficiency [155]. 
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Appendix A. Description of the Pairing-Process 
To determine how the individual past of a tree affects its growth, particularly its 

drought response, we relied on the one hand on periodic surveys that give information 
about the competition and related changes, and on the other hand on annual growth data 
derived from dendrochronological measurements. However, competition data were 
gained from trees within the plots, whereas annual growth data was obtained from trees 
from the buffer zone. Consequently, a procedure was required to combine the data. Thus, 
we established a procedure called pairing, which assumes that a tree from the buffer zone 
with the same growth trajectory as a tree from the plot have the same competitive history. 
For this process, we first derived periodic increments from each tree within the plots based 
on the dbh1.3 measurements from the surveys. In the next step, we used the annual incre-
ments of each cored tree and aggregated those into periodic increments that matched the 
survey years. Then, we compared the growth trajectories of each cored tree with all trees 
from the corresponding plot. The lowest sum of squares calculated between the trees’ 
growth trajectories resulted in a match. Based on that match, the tree data gained from the 
surveys were extracted and assigned to the respective cored tree. Subsequently, these data 
were used for further calculation of competition indices. Thus, the pairing process was 
used to determine the similarity between growth trajectories of cored trees from the buffer 
zone and trees from the plot to derive the individual competition history of each tree. An 
explanatory result from the pairing process is illustrated in Figure A1. 

 

Figure A1. (a) Comparison of the periodic growth trajectories during the pairing process. The cored 
tree from the buffer zone is marked black, while the gray lines represent the corresponding trees 
from within the plot. (b) Best match between the cored tree (black) and the respective tree from the 
plot (gray) based on the lowest sum of squares. The high periodic increment at the beginning reflects 
the growth of the first 22 years of life until the first survey. 
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Appendix B. Quantification of Drought Responses 
For the calculation of the indices that try to quantify drought responses, we used raw 

annual basal area increments (cm²) and detrended, dimensionless tree-ring series as rec-
ommended by Schwarz et al. [57]. For the detrending procedure, we compared different 
methods using the interactive detrending option of the package dplR [96]. Finally, we ap-
plied a smoothing spline with a 50% frequency response cut-off at 2/3 of series length on 
each bai series [156]. Detrending procedures attend to remove long-term biological growth 
trends, e.g., caused by age [68,156]. However, we relinquished the detrended version since 
all trees in our experiment had the same age. Besides, we were primarily interested in the 
effects of each tree’s individual past, e.g., thinning intensity and frequency, and detrend-
ing can cancel out these effects [157]. Further, comparisons between the same indices, us-
ing detrended and raw basal area increments, revealed high correlations (r ≥ 0.9). The 
same was observed in a similar study, where the detrended tree-ring series were also ex-
cluded from further analysis [114]. Before and after each identified drought, there was at 
least a two-year span with normal or wet climatic conditions, considered as favorable for 
growth. Therefore, we chose a period length of two years for all droughts. However, the 
2015 drought was shortly followed in 2018 by another drought, which led to the problem 
that the 2015 post-drought period was also the potential pre-drought period of 2018. Fur-
ther, water stress has been shown to have significantly affected growth in the following 
1–2 years, potentially making it vulnerable to repeated drought [158]. Thus, the pre-
drought period of 2018 and the growth response to the drought in 2018 itself were possibly 
influenced by the preceding drought stress. Taking this into account, we excluded 2018 
from our modeling approach. 

References 
1. Briffa, K.R.; van der Schrier, G.; Jones, P.D. Wet and dry summers in Europe since 1750: Evidence of increasing drought. Int. J. 

Climatol. 2009, 29, 1894–1905. https://doi.org/10.1002/joc.1836. 
2. Perkins, S.E.; Alexander, L.V.; Nairn, J.R. Increasing frequency, intensity and duration of observed global heatwaves and warm 

spells. Geophys. Res. Lett. 2012, 39, 10. https://doi.org/10.1029/2012GL053361. 
3. Beniston, M.; Stephenson, D.B.; Christensen, O.B.; Ferro, C.A.T.; Frei, C.; Goyette, S.; Halsnaes, K.; Holt, T.; Jylhä, K.; Koffi, B.; 

et al. Future extreme events in European climate: An exploration of regional climate model projections. Clim. Chang. 2007, 81, 
71–95. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10584-006-9226-z. 

4. Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change. Climate Change 2021: The Physical Science Basis: Contribution of Working Group I to 
the Sixth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change; Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change: Geneva, 
Switzerland, 2021. 

5. Zscheischler, J.; Westra, S.; van den Hurk, B.J.J.M.; Seneviratne, S.I.; Ward, P.J.; Pitman, A.; AghaKouchak, A.; Bresch, D.N.; 
Leonard, M.; Wahl, T.; et al. Future climate risk from compound events. Nat. Clim Chang. 2018, 8, 469–477. 
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41558-018-0156-3. 

6. European Environment Agency. Climate Change. Impacts and Vulnerability in Europe 2016: An Indicator-Based Report; European 
Environment Agency: København, Denmark, 2017, ISBN 978-92-9213-835-6. 

7. Lindner, M.; Maroschek, M.; Netherer, S.; Kremer, A.; Barbati, A.; Garcia-Gonzalo, J.; Seidl, R.; Delzon, S.; Corona, P.; Kolström, 
M.; et al. Climate change impacts, adaptive capacity, and vulnerability of European forest ecosystems. For. Ecol. Manag. 2010, 
259, 698–709. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2009.09.023. 

8. Fritts, H.C. Tree Rings and Climate; Academic Press Inc.: London, UK, 1976, ISBN 978-0-12-268450-0. 
9. Rukh, S.; Poschenrieder, W.; Heym, M.; Pretzsch, H. Drought Resistance of Norway Spruce (Picea abies [L.] Karst) and Euro-

pean Beech (Fagus sylvatica [L.]) in Mixed vs. Monospecific Stands and on Dry vs. Wet Sites. From Evidence at the Tree Level 
to Relevance at the Stand Level. Forests 2020, 11, 639. https://doi.org/10.3390/f11060639. 

10. Pretzsch, H.; Uhl, E.; Biber, P.; Schütze, G.; Coates, K.D. Change of allometry between coarse root and shoot of Lodgepole pine 
(Pinus contorta DOUGL. ex. LOUD) along a stress gradient in the sub-boreal forest zone of British Columbia. Scand. J. For. Res. 
2012, 27, 532–544. https://doi.org/10.1080/02827581.2012.672583. 

11. Allen, C.D.; Macalady, A.K.; Chenchouni, H.; Bachelet, D.; McDowell, N.; Vennetier, M.; Kitzberger, T.; Rigling, A.; Breshears, 
D.D.; Hogg, E.H.; et al. A global overview of drought and heat-induced tree mortality reveals emerging climate change risks 
for forests. For. Ecol. Manag. 2010, 259, 660–684. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2009.09.001. 

12. Hartmann, H.; Moura, C.F.; Anderegg, W.R.L.; Ruehr, N.K.; Salmon, Y.; Allen, C.D.; Arndt, S.K.; Breshears, D.D.; Davi, H.; 
Galbraith, D.; et al. Research frontiers for improving our understanding of drought-induced tree and forest mortality. New 
Phytol. 2018, 218, 15–28. https://doi.org/10.1111/nph.15048. 



Forests 2022, 13, 243 21 of 26 
 

 

13. McDowell, N.; Pockman, W.T.; Allen, C.D.; Breshears, D.D.; Cobb, N.; Kolb, T.; Plaut, J.; Sperry, J.; West, A.; Williams, D.G.; et 
al. Mechanisms of plant survival and mortality during drought: Why do some plants survive while others succumb to drought? 
New Phytol. 2008, 178, 719–739. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-8137.2008.02436.x. 

14. Lloret, F.; Keeling, E.G.; Sala, A. Components of tree resilience: Effects of successive low-growth episodes in old ponderosa pine 
forests. Oikos 2011, 120, 1909–1920. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1600-0706.2011.19372.x. 

15. Zang, C.; Pretzsch, H.; Rothe, A. Size-dependent responses to summer drought in Scots pine, Norway spruce and common oak. 
Trees 2012, 26, 557–569. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00468-011-0617-z. 

16. Stovall, A.E.L.; Shugart, H.; Yang, X. Tree height explains mortality risk during an intense drought. Nat. Commun. 2019, 10, 4385. 
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-019-12380-6. 

17. Pretzsch, H.; Schütze, G.; Biber, P. Drought can favour the growth of small in relation to tall trees in mature stands of Norway 
spruce and European beech. For. Ecosyst. 2018, 5. https://doi.org/10.1186/s40663-018-0139-x. 

18. Bottero, A.; D'Amato, A.W.; Palik, B.J.; Bradford, J.B.; Fraver, S.; Battaglia, M.A.; Asherin, L.A. Density-dependent vulnerability 
of forest ecosystems to drought. J. Appl. Ecol. 2017, 54, 1605–1614. https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2664.12847. 

19. Pretzsch, H.; Schütze, G.; Uhl, E. Resistance of European tree species to drought stress in mixed versus pure forests: Evidence 
of stress release by inter-specific facilitation. Plant Biol. (Stuttg) 2013, 15, 483–495. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1438-
8677.2012.00670.x. 

20. Thurm, E.A.; Uhl, E.; Pretzsch, H. Mixture reduces climate sensitivity of Douglas-fir stem growth. For. Ecol. Manag. 2016, 376, 
205–220. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2016.06.020. 

21. Vitali, V.; Forrester, D.I.; Bauhus, J. Know Your Neighbours: Drought Response of Norway Spruce, Silver Fir and Douglas Fir 
in Mixed Forests Depends on Species Identity and Diversity of Tree Neighbourhoods. Ecosystems 2018, 21, 1215–1229. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10021-017-0214-0. 

22. Zang, C.; Rothe, A.; Weis, W.; Pretzsch, H. Zur Baumarteneignung bei Klimawandel: Ableitung der Trockenstress-Anfälligkeit 
wichtiger Waldbaumarten aus Jahrringbreiten. Allg. Forst Und Jagdztg. (AFJZ) 2011, 182, 98–112. 

23. Pretzsch, H.; Dursky, J. Growth reaction of Norway spruce (Picea abies (L.) Karst.) and European beech (Fagus silvatica L.) to 
possible climatic changes in Germany: A sensitivity study. Forstwissenschaftliches Centralblatt 2002, 121, 145–154. 

24. Thiele, J.C.; Nuske, R.S.; Ahrends, B.; Panferov, O.; Albert, M.; Staupendahl, K.; Junghans, U.; Jansen, M.; Saborowksi, J. Climate 
change impact assessment—A simulation experiment with Norway spruce for a forest district in Central Europe. Ecol. Model. 
2017, 346, 30–47. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolmodel.2016.11.013. 

25. Pretzsch, H.; Grams, T.; Häberle, K.H.; Pritsch, K.; Bauerle, T.; Rötzer, T. Growth and mortality of Norway spruce and European 
beech in monospecific and mixed-species stands under natural episodic and experimentally extended drought. Results of the 
KROOF throughfall exclusion experiment. Trees 2020, 34, 957–970. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00468-020-01973-0. 

26. Kölling, C. Klimahüllen von 27 Waldbaumarten. AFZ- Der Wald 2007, 23, 1243–1245. 
27. Boden, S.; Kahle, H.-P.; Wilpert, K.v.; Spiecker, H. Resilience of Norway spruce (Picea abies (L.) Karst) growth to changing 

climatic conditions in Southwest Germany. For. Ecol. Manag. 2014, 315, 12–21. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2013.12.015. 
28. Zang, C.; Hartl-Meier, C.; Dittmar, C.; Rothe, A.; Menzel, A. Patterns of drought tolerance in major European temperate forest 

trees: Climatic drivers and levels of variability. Glob. Chang. Biol. 2014, 20, 3767–3779. https://doi.org/10.1111/gcb.12637. 
29. Spiecker, H. Silvicultural management in maintaining biodiversity and resistance of forests in Europe—temperate zone. J. En-

viron. Manag. 2003, 67, 55–65. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0301-4797(02)00188-3. 
30. Caudullo, G.; Tinner, W.; de Rigo, D. Picea abies in Europe: Distribution, habitat, usage and threats. In European Atlas of Forest 

Tree Species, 2016th ed.; San-Miguel-Ayanz, J., de Rigo, D., Caudullo, G., Durrant, T.H., Mauri, A., Eds.; Publication Office of 
the European Union: Luxembourg, 2016; pp. 114–116, ISBN 978-92-79-36740-3. 

31. Bundesministerium für Ernährung und Landwirtschaft. Waldbericht der Bundesregierung 2021; Bundesministerium für 
Ernährung und Landwirtschaft: Bonn, Germany, 2021. 

32. Seidl, R.; Thom, D.; Kautz, M.; Martin-Benito, D.; Peltoniemi, M.; Vacchiano, G.; Wild, J.; Ascoli, D.; Petr, M.; Honkaniemi, J.; et 
al. Forest disturbances under climate change. Nat. Clim. Chang. 2017, 7, 395–402. https://doi.org/10.1038/nclimate3303. 

33. Seidl, R.; Schelhaas, M.-J.; Rammer, W.; Verkerk, P.J. Increasing forest disturbances in Europe and their impact on carbon stor-
age. Nat. Clim. Chang. 2014, 4, 806–810. https://doi.org/10.1038/nclimate2318. 

34. Meybeck, A.; Rose, S.; Gitz, V. Climate Change Vulnerability Assessment of Forests and Forest-Dependent People: A Framework Meth-
odology; FAO Forestry Paper 2019; FAO: Rome, Italy, 2019. 

35. Knoke, T.; Gosling, E.; Thom, D.; Chreptun, C.; Rammig, A.; Seidl, R. Economic losses from natural disturbances in Norway 
spruce forests―A quantification using Monte-Carlo simulations. Ecol. Econ. 2021, 185, 107046. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2021.107046. 

36. Brang, P.; Spathelf, P.; Larsen, J.B.; Bauhus, J.; Boncčina, A.; Chauvin, C.; Drossler, L.; Garcia-Guemes, C.; Heiri, C.; Kerr, G.; et 
al. Suitability of close-to-nature silviculture for adapting temperate European forests to climate change. Ecosystems 2014, 87, 
492–503. https://doi.org/10.1093/forestry/cpu018. 

37. Pretzsch, H. Growth and Structure in Mixed-Species Stands Compared with Monocultures: Review and Perspectives. In Dy-
namics, Silviculture and Management of Mixed Forests; Bravo-Oviedo, A., Pretzsch, H., del Río, M., Eds.; Springer International 
Publishing: Cham, Switzerland, 2018; pp. 131–183, ISBN 978-3-319-91952-2. 

38. Bundesministerium für Ernährung und Landwirtschaft. Waldstrategie 2020: Nachhaltige Waldbewirtschaftung - eine gesellschaftliche 
Chance und Herausforderung; Bundesministerium für Ernährung und Landwirtschaft: Bonn, Germany, 2011. 



Forests 2022, 13, 243 22 of 26 
 

 

39. Forrester, D.I. Linking forest growth with stand structure: Tree size inequality, tree growth or resource partitioning and the 
asymmetry of competition. For. Ecol. Manag. 2019, 447, 139–157. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2019.05.053. 

40. Aussenac, G. Interactions between forest stands and microclimate: Ecophysiological aspects and consequences for silviculture. 
Ann. For. Sci. 2000, 57, 287–301. https://doi.org/10.1051/forest:2000119. 

41. Olivar, J.; Bogino, S.; Rathgeber, C.; Bonnesoeur, V.; Bravo, F. Thinning has a positive effect on growth dynamics and growth–
climate relationships in Aleppo pine (Pinus halepensis) trees of different crown classes. Ann. For. Sci. 2014, 71, 395–404. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13595-013-0348-y. 

42. Giuggiola, A.; Ogée, J.; Rigling, A.; Gessler, A.; Bugmann, H.; Treydte, K. Improvement of water and light availability after 
thinning at a xeric site: Which matters more? A dual isotope approach. New Phytol. 2016, 210, 108–121. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/nph.13748. 

43. Elkin, C.; Giuggiola, A.; Rigling, A.; Bugmann, H. Short- and long-term efficacy of forest thinning to mitigate drought impacts 
in mountain forests in the European Alps. Ecol. Appl. 2015, 25, 1083–1098. https://doi.org/10.1890/14-0690.1. 

44. Manrique-Alba, À.; Beguería, S.; Molina, A.J.; González-Sanchis, M.; Tomàs-Burguera, M.; Del Campo, A.D.; Colangelo, M.; 
Camarero, J.J. Long-term thinning effects on tree growth, drought response and water use efficiency at two Aleppo pine plan-
tations in Spain. Sci. Total Environ. 2020, 728, 138536. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2020.138536. 

45. Giuggiola, A.; Bugmann, H.; Zingg, A.; Dobbertin, M.; Rigling, A. Reduction of stand density increases drought resistance in 
xeric Scots pine forests. For. Ecol. Manag. 2013, 310, 827–835. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2013.09.030. 

46. Sohn, J.A.; Gebhardt, T.; Ammer, C.; Bauhus, J.; Häberle, K.-H.; Matyssek, R.; Grams, T.E.E. Mitigation of drought by thinning: 
Short-term and long-term effects on growth and physiological performance of Norway spruce (Picea abies). For. Ecol. Manag. 
2013, 308, 188–197. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2013.07.048. 

47. Kohler, M.; Sohn, J.; Nägele, G.; Bauhus, J. Can drought tolerance of Norway spruce (Picea abies (L.) Karst.) be increased through 
thinning? Eur. J. Forest Res. 2010, 129, 1109–1118. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10342-010-0397-9. 

48. Misson, L.; Nicault, A.; Guiot, J. Effects of different thinning intensities on drought response in Norway spruce (Picea abies (L.) 
Karst.). For. Ecol. Manag. 2003, 183, 47–60. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0378-1127(03)00098-7. 

49. Sohn, J.A.; Hartig, F.; Kohler, M.; Huss, J.; Bauhus, J. Heavy and frequent thinning promotes drought adaptation in Pinus syl-
vestris forests. Ecol. Appl. 2016, 26, 2190–2205. https://doi.org/10.1002/eap.1373. 

50. Thom, D.; Sommerfeld, A.; Sebald, J.; Hagge, J.; Müller, J.; Seidl, R. Effects of disturbance patterns and deadwood on the micro-
climate in European beech forests. Agric. For. Meteorol. 2020, 291, 108066. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agrformet.2020.108066. 

51. Lagergren, F.; Lankreijer, H.; Kučera, J.; Cienciala, E.; Mölder, M.; Lindroth, A. Thinning effects on pine-spruce forest transpi-
ration in central Sweden. For. Ecol. Manag. 2008, 255, 2312–2323. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2007.12.047. 

52. Hedwall, P.-O.; Brunet, J.; Nordin, A.; Bergh, J. Changes in the abundance of keystone forest floor species in response to changes 
of forest structure. J. Veg. Sci. 2013, 24, 296–306. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1654-1103.2012.01457.x. 

53. Pretzsch, H. Trees grow modulated by the ecological memory of their past growth. Consequences for monitoring, modelling, 
and silvicultural treatment. For. Ecol. Manag. 2021, 487, 118982. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2021.118982. 

54. Camarero, J.; Gazol, A.; Sangüesa-Barreda, G.; Cantero, A.; Sánchez-Salguero, R.; Sánchez-Miranda, A.; Granda, E.; Serra-Ma-
luquer, X.; Ibáñez, R. Forest Growth Responses to Drought at Short- and Long-Term Scales in Spain: Squeezing the Stress 
Memory from Tree Rings. Front. Ecol. Evol. 2018, 6, 660. https://doi.org/10.3389/fevo.2018.00009. 

55. Pretzsch, H. Canopy space filling and tree crown morphology in mixed-species stands compared with monocultures. For. Ecol. 
Manag. 2014, 327, 251–264. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2014.04.027. 

56. Nikinmaa, L.; Lindner, M.; Cantarello, E.; Jump, A.S.; Seidl, R.; Winkel, G.; Muys, B. Reviewing the Use of Resilience Concepts 
in Forest Sciences. Curr. Forestry Rep. 2020, 6, 61–80. https://doi.org/10.1007/s40725-020-00110-x. 

57. Schwarz, J.; Skiadaresis, G.; Kohler, M.; Kunz, J.; Schnabel, F.; Vitali, V.; Bauhus, J. Quantifying Growth Responses of Trees to 
Drought—A Critique of Commonly Used Resilience Indices and Recommendations for Future Studies. Curr. Forestry Rep. 2020, 
6, 185–200. https://doi.org/10.1007/s40725-020-00119-2. 

58. Schweingruber, F.H. Tree Rings: Basics and Applications of Dendrochronology; Springer Netherlands: Dordrecht, The Netherlands, 
1988; ISBN 978-0-7923-0559-0. 

59. Spiecker, H. Tree rings and forest management in Europe. Dendrochronologia 2002, 20, 191–202. 
60. Krutzsch, P. The IUFRO 1964/68 provenance test with Norway Spruce (Picea abies (L.) Karst.). Silvae Genet. 1974, 23, 58–62. 
61. Pretzsch, H.; del Río, M.; Biber, P.; Arcangeli, C.; Bielak, K.; Brang, P.; Dudzinska, M.; Forrester, D.I.; Klädtke, J.; Kohnle, U.; et 

al. Maintenance of long-term experiments for unique insights into forest growth dynamics and trends: Review and perspectives. 
Eur. J. Forest Res. 2019, 138, 165–185. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10342-018-1151-y. 

62. Walentowski, H.; Ewald, J.; Fischer, A.; Kölling, C.; Türk, W. Handbuch der natürlichen Waldgesellschaften Bayerns: Ein auf 
geobotanischer Grundlage entwickelter Leitfaden für die Praxis in Forstwirtschaft und Naturschutz, 2. überarb. Aufl.; Verl. Geobotanica: 
Freising, Germany, 2006; ISBN 3930560046. 

63. Pretzsch, H. Von der Standflächeneffizienz der Bäume zur Dichte- Zuwachs-Beziehung des Bestandes: Beitrag zur Integration 
von Baum-und Bestandesebene. Allgemeine Forst und Jagdzeitung (AFJZ) 2006, 177, 188–199. 

64. Rötzer, T.; Pretzsch, H. Stem Water Storage of Norway Spruce and Its Possible Influence on Tree Growth under Drought Stress-applica-
tion of CT Scannings; Berichte des Meteorologischen Instituts der Albert- Ludwigs- Universität Freiburg: Breisgau, Germany, 
2010; p. 153. 



Forests 2022, 13, 243 23 of 26 
 

 

65. Huang, P.; Pretzsch, H. Using terrestrial laser scanner for estimating leaf areas of individual trees in a conifer forest. Trees 2010, 
24, 609–619. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00468-010-0431-z. 

66. Jacobs, M.; Rais, A.; Pretzsch, H. Analysis of stand density effects on the stem form of Norway spruce trees and volume miscal-
culation by traditional form factor equations using terrestrial laser scanning (TLS). Can. J. For. Res. 2020, 50, 51–64. 
https://doi.org/10.1139/cjfr-2019-0121. 

67. DWD Climate Data Center. Monthly Climate Data Grid Germany. Available online: https://opendata.dwd.de/climate_environ-
ment/CDC/grids_germany/monthly/ (accessed on 20 December 2021). 

68. Speer, J.H. Fundamentals of Tree-Ring Research; Univ. of Arizona Press: Tucson, Ariz, 2010; ISBN 978-0816526840. 
69. Stokes, M.A.; Smiley, T.L. An Introduction to Tree-Ring Dating; University of Arizona Press: Tucson, Arizona, 1996, ISBN 

0816516804. 
70. Schweingruber, F.H.; Eckstein, D.; Serre-Bachet, F.; Bräker, O.U. Identification, presentation and interpretation of event years 

and pointer years in dendrochronology. Dendrochronologia 1990, 8, 9–38. 
71. Holmes, R.L. Computer-Assisted Quality Control in Tree-Ring Dating and Measurement. Tree-Ring Bull. 1983, 43, 69–78. 
72. Bouriaud, O.; Bréda, N.; Dupouey, J.-L.; Granier, A. Is ring width a reliable proxy for stem-biomass increment? A case study in 

European beech. Can. J. For. Res. 2005, 35, 2920–2933. https://doi.org/10.1139/x05-202. 
73. Biondi, F.; Qeadan, F. A Theory-Driven Approach to Tree-Ring Standardization: Defining the Biological Trend from Expected 

Basal Area Increment. Tree-Ring Res. 2008, 64, 81–96. https://doi.org/10.3959/2008-6.1. 
74. Biondi, F. Comparing tree-ring chronologies and repeated timber inventories as forest monitoring tools. Ecol. Appl. 1999, 9, 216–

227. https://doi.org/10.1890/1051-0761(1999)009[0216%3ACTRCAR]2.0.CO%3B2. 
75. Reineke, L.H. Perfecting a Stand-Density Index for Even-Aged Forests. J. Agric. Res. 1933, 46, 627–638. 
76. Biging, G.S.; Dobbertin, M. A comparison of distance-dependent competition measures for height and basal area growth of 

individual conifer trees. For. Sci. 1992, 38, 695–720. 
77. Biging, G.S.; Dobbertin, M. Evaluation of competition indices in individual tree growth models. For. Sci. 1995, 41, 360–377. 
78. Pretzsch, H.; Biber, P. Size-symmetric versus size-asymmetric competition and growth partitioning among trees in forest stands 

along an ecological gradient in central Europe. Can. J. For. Res. 2010, 40, 370–384. 
79. Pretzsch, H. Grundlagen der Waldwachstumsforschung; Springer: Berlin/Heidelberg, Germany, 2019, ISBN 978-3-662-58154-4. 
80. Pretzsch, H.; Biber, P. A Re-Evaluation of Reineke’s Rule and Stand Density Index. For. Sci. 2005, 51, 304–320. 
81. Pretzsch, H. Forest Dynamics, Growth and Yield; Springer: Berlin/Heidelberg, Germany, 2009; ISBN 978-3-540-88306-7. 
82. Pommerening, A.; Stoyan, D. Edge-correction needs in estimating indices of spatial forest structure. Can. J. For. Res. 2006, 36, 

1723–1739. https://doi.org/10.1139/x06-060. 
83. Pretzsch, H. The emergent past: Past natural and human disturbances of trees can reduce their present resistance to drought 

stress. Eur. J. Forest Res. 2021. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10342-021-01422-8. 
84. Vicente-Serrano, S.M.; Beguería, S.; López-Moreno, J.I. A Multiscalar Drought Index Sensitive to Global Warming: The Stand-

ardized Precipitation Evapotranspiration Index. J. Clim. 2010, 23, 1696–1718. https://doi.org/10.1175/2009JCLI2909.1. 
85. Droogers, P.; Allen, R.G. Estimating reference evapotranspiration under inaccurate data conditions. Irrig. Drain. Syst. 2002, 16, 

33–45. 
86. Hargreaves, G.H. Defining and using reference evapotranspiration. J. Irrig. Drain. Eng. 1994, 120, 1132–1139. 
87. Bhuyan, U.; Zang, C.; Menzel, A. Different responses of multispecies tree ring growth to various drought indices across Europe. 

Dendrochronologia 2017, 44, 1–8. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dendro.2017.02.002. 
88. Rossi, S.; Deslauriers, A.; Griçar, J.; Seo, J.-W.; Rathgeber, C.B.K.; Anfodillo, T.; Morin, H.; Levanic, T.; Oven, P.; Jalkanen, R. 

Critical temperatures for xylogenesis in conifers of cold climates. Glob. Ecol. Biogeogr. 2008, 17, 696–707. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1466-8238.2008.00417.x. 

89. Slette, I.J.; Post, A.K.; Awad, M.; Even, T.; Punzalan, A.; Williams, S.; Smith, M.D.; Knapp, A.K. How ecologists define drought, 
and why we should do better. Glob. Chang. Biol. 2019, 25, 3193–3200. https://doi.org/10.1111/gcb.14747. 

90. Dormann, C.F.; Elith, J.; Bacher, S.; Buchmann, C.; Carl, G.; Carré, G.; Marquéz, J.R.G.; Gruber, B.; Lafourcade, B.; Leitão, P.J.; et 
al. Collinearity: A review of methods to deal with it and a simulation study evaluating their performance. Ecography 2013, 36, 
27–46. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1600-0587.2012.07348.x. 

91. Zuur, A.F.; Ieno, E.N.; Elphick, C.S. A protocol for data exploration to avoid common statistical problems. Methods Ecol. Evol. 
2010, 1, 3–14. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2041-210X.2009.00001.x. 

92. Burnham, K.P.; Anderson, D.R. Model Selection and Multimodel Inference: A Practical Information-Theoretic Approach, 2nd ed., with 
31 Illustrations; Springer: New York, NY, USA, 2002; ISBN 0-387-95364-7. 

93. Barton, K. MuMIn: Multi-Model Inference: R Package Version 1.43.17. Available online: https://CRAN.R-project.org/pack-
age=MuMIn (accessed on 15 September 2021). 

94. Zuur, A.F.; Ieno, E.N.; Walker, N.; Saveliev, A.A.; Smith, G.M. Mixed Effects Models and Extensions in Ecology with R; Springer: 
New York, NY, USA, 2009; ISBN 978-0-387-87457-9. 

95. R Core Team. R: A Language and Environment for Statistical Computing. Available online: https://www.R-project.org/ (ac-
cessed on 20 December 2021). 

96. Bunn, A.G. A dendrochronology program library in R (dplR). Dendrochronologia 2008, 26, 115–124. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dendro.2008.01.002. 



Forests 2022, 13, 243 24 of 26 
 

 

97. Pinheiro, J.; Bates, D.; DebRoy, S.; Sarkar, D. nlme: Linear and Nonlinear Mixed Effects Models: R Package Version 3.1-151. 
Available online: https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=nlme> (accessed on 15 September 2021). 

98. Beguería, S.; Vicente-Serrano, S.M. SPEI: Calculation of the Standardised Precipitation-Evapotranspiration Index: R package 
version 1.7. Available online: https://cran.r-project.org/web/packages/SPEI/SPEI.pdf (accessed on 20 August 2021 ). 

99. Bivand, R.; Keitt, T.; Rowlingson, B. rgdal: Bindings for the 'Geospatial' Data Abstraction Library: R package version 1.5-21. 
Available online: https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=rgdal (accessed on 20 August 2021). 

100. Boessenkool, B. rdwd: Select and Download Climate Data from 'DWD' (German Weather Service): R Package Version 1.4.0. 
Available online: https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=rdwd (accessed on 20 August 2021). 

101. Fox, J.; Weisberg, S. car: Companion to Applied Regression: R Package Version 3.0-10. Available online: https://CRAN.R-pro-
ject.org/package=car (accessed on 15 September 2021). 

102. Fox, J.; Weisberg, S.; Price, B.; Friendly, M.; Hong, J.; Andersen, R.; Firth, D.; Taylor, S. effects: Effect Displays for Linear, Gen-
eralized Linear, and Other Models: R Package Version 4.2-0. Available online: https://cran.r-project.org/web/packages/ef-
fects/index.html (accessed on 15 September 2021). 

103. Kassambara, A. ggpubr: 'ggplot2' Based Publication Ready Plots: R Package Version 0.4.0. Available online: https://cran.r-pro-
ject.org/web/packages/ggpubr/index.html (accessed on 20 December 2021). 

104. Neuwirth, E. RColorBrewer: ColorBrewer Palettes: R Package Version 1.1-2. Available online: https://cran.r-pro-
ject.org/web/packages/RColorBrewer/ (accessed on 20 December 2021). 

105. Wickham, H.; Averick, M.; Bryan, J.; Chang, W.; McGowan, L.; François, R.; Grolemund, G.; Hayes, A.; Henry, L.; Hester, J.; et 
al. Welcome to the Tidyverse. JOSS 2019, 4, 1686. https://doi.org/10.21105/joss.01686. 

106. Hänsel, S.; Ustrnul, Z.; Łupikasza, E.; Skalak, P. Assessing seasonal drought variations and trends over Central Europe. Adv. 
Water Resour. 2019, 127, 53–75. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.advwatres.2019.03.005. 

107. Rebetez, M.; Mayer, H.; Dupont, O.; Schindler, D.; Gartner, K.; Kropp, J.P.; Menzel, A. Heat and drought 2003 in Europe: A 
climate synthesis. Ann. For. Sci. 2006, 63, 569–577. https://doi.org/10.1051/forest:2006043. 

108. Schuldt, B.; Buras, A.; Arend, M.; Vitasse, Y.; Beierkuhnlein, C.; Damm, A.; Gharun, M.; Grams, T.E.E.; Hauck, M.; Hajek, P.; et 
al. A first assessment of the impact of the extreme 2018 summer drought on Central European forests. Basic Appl. Ecol. 2020, 45, 
86–103. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.baae.2020.04.003. 

109. Hartl-Meier, C.; Dittmar, C.; Zang, C.; Rothe, A. Mountain forest growth response to climate change in the Northern Limestone 
Alps. Trees 2014, 28, 819–829. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00468-014-0994-1. 

110. van der Maaten-Theunissen, M.; Kahle, H.-P.; van der Maaten, E. Drought sensitivity of Norway spruce is higher than that of 
silver fir along an altitudinal gradient in southwestern Germany. Ann. For. Sci. 2013, 70, 185–193. https://doi.org/10.1007/s13595-
012-0241-0. 

111. Lévesque, M.; Saurer, M.; Siegwolf, R.; Eilmann, B.; Brang, P.; Bugmann, H.; Rigling, A. Drought response of five conifer species 
under contrasting water availability suggests high vulnerability of Norway spruce and European larch. Glob. Chang. Biol. 2013, 
19, 3184–3199. https://doi.org/10.1111/gcb.12268. 

112. Vitasse, Y.; Bottero, A.; Cailleret, M.; Bigler, C.; Fonti, P.; Gessler, A.; Lévesque, M.; Rohner, B.; Weber, P.; Rigling, A.; et al. 
Contrasting resistance and resilience to extreme drought and late spring frost in five major European tree species. Glob. Chang. 
Biol. 2019, 25, 3781–3792. https://doi.org/10.1111/gcb.14803. 

113. Vitali, V.; Büntgen, U.; Bauhus, J. Silver fir and Douglas fir are more tolerant to extreme droughts than Norway spruce in south-
western Germany. Glob. Chang. Biol. 2017, 23, 5108–5119. https://doi.org/10.1111/gcb.13774. 

114. Bottero, A.; Forrester, D.I.; Cailleret, M.; Kohnle, U.; Gessler, A.; Michel, D.; Bose, A.K.; Bauhus, J.; Bugmann, H.; Cuntz, M.; et 
al. Growth resistance and resilience of mixed silver fir and Norway spruce forests in central Europe: Contrasting responses to 
mild and severe droughts. Glob. Chang. Biol. 2021, 27, 4403–4419doi:10.1111/gcb.15737. 

115. Montwé, D.; Spiecker, H.; Hamann, A. An experimentally controlled extreme drought in a Norway spruce forest reveals fast 
hydraulic response and subsequent recovery of growth rates. Trees 2014, 28, 891–900. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00468-014-1002-
5. 

116. Ruehr, N.K.; Grote, R.; Mayr, S.; Arneth, A. Beyond the extreme: Recovery of carbon and water relations in woody plants fol-
lowing heat and drought stress. Tree Physiol. 2019, 39, 1285–1299. https://doi.org/10.1093/treephys/tpz032. 

117. Hartmann, H.; Ziegler, W.; Kolle, O.; Trumbore, S. Thirst beats hunger-declining hydration during drought prevents carbon 
starvation in Norway spruce saplings. New Phytol. 2013, 200, 340–349. https://doi.org/10.1111/nph.12331. 

118. Hartmann, H. Will a 385 million year-struggle for light become a struggle for water and for carbon? - How trees may cope with 
more frequent climate change-type drought events. Glob. Change Biol. 2011, 17, 642–655. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-
2486.2010.02248.x. 

119. Ding, H.; Pretzsch, H.; Schütze, G.; Rötzer, T. Size-dependence of tree growth response to drought for Norway spruce and 
European beech individuals in monospecific and mixed-species stands. Plant Biol. (Stuttg) 2017, 19, 709–719. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/plb.12596. 

120. Gillerot, L.; Forrester, D.I.; Bottero, A.; Rigling, A.; Lévesque, M. Tree Neighbourhood Diversity Has Negligible Effects on 
Drought Resilience of European Beech, Silver Fir and Norway Spruce. Ecosystems 2021, 24, 20–36. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10021-
020-00501-y. 

121. Bennett, A.C.; McDowell, N.G.; Allen, C.D.; Anderson-Teixeira, K.J. Larger trees suffer most during drought in forests world-
wide. Nat. Plants 2015, 1, 15139. https://doi.org/10.1038/nplants.2015.139. 



Forests 2022, 13, 243 25 of 26 
 

 

122. Grote, R.; Gessler, A.; Hommel, R.; Poschenrieder, W.; Priesack, E. Importance of tree height and social position for drought-
related stress on tree growth and mortality. Trees 2016, 30, 1467–1482. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00468-016-1446-x. 

123. Bréda, N.; Huc, R.; Granier, A.; Dreyer, E. Temperate forest trees and stands under severe drought: A review of ecophysiological 
responses, adaptation processes and long-term consequences. Ann. For. Sci. 2006, 63, 625–644. https://doi.org/10.1051/FOR-
EST:2006042. 

124. Mérian, P.; Lebourgeois, F. Size-mediated climate–growth relationships in temperate forests: A multi-species analysis. For. Ecol. 
Manag. 2011, 261, 1382–1391. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2011.01.019. 

125. Colangelo, M.; Camarero, J.J.; Borghetti, M.; Gazol, A.; Gentilesca, T.; Ripullone, F. Size Matters a Lot: Drought-Affected Italian 
Oaks Are Smaller and Show Lower Growth Prior to Tree Death. Front. Plant Sci. 2017, 8, 135. 
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpls.2017.00135. 

126. Jones, S.M.; Bottero, A.; Kastendick, D.N.; Palik, B.J. Managing red pine stand structure to mitigate drought impacts. Dendro-
chronologia 2019, 57, 125623. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dendro.2019.125623. 

127. Torresan, C.; del Río, M.; Hilmers, T.; Notarangelo, M.; Bielak, K.; Binder, F.; Boncina, A.; Bosela, M.; Forrester, D.I.; Hobi, M.L.; 
et al. Importance of tree species size dominance and heterogeneity on the productivity of spruce-fir-beech mountain forest 
stands in Europe. For. Ecol. Manag. 2020, 457, 117716. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2019.117716. 

128. Ogle, K.; Barber, J.J.; Barron-Gafford, G.A.; Bentley, L.P.; Young, J.M.; Huxman, T.E.; Loik, M.E.; Tissue, D.T. Quantifying eco-
logical memory in plant and ecosystem processes. Ecol. Lett. 2014, 18, 221–235. https://doi.org/10.1111/ele.12399. 

129. Jaakkola, T.; Mäkinen, H.; Saranpää, P. Wood density in Norway spruce: Changes with thinning intensity and tree age. Can. J. 
For. Res. 2005, 35, 1767–1778. https://doi.org/10.1139/x05-118. 

130. Bose, A.K.; Gessler, A.; Bolte, A.; Bottero, A.; Buras, A.; Cailleret, M.; Camarero, J.J.; Haeni, M.; Hereş, A.-M.; Hevia, A.; et al. 
Growth and resilience responses of Scots pine to extreme droughts across Europe depend on predrought growth conditions. 
Glob. Chang. Biol. 2020, 26, 4521–4537. https://doi.org/10.1111/gcb.15153. 

131. Sohn, J.A.; Saha, S.; Bauhus, J. Potential of forest thinning to mitigate drought stress: A meta-analysis. For. Ecol. Manag. 2016, 
380, 261–273. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2016.07.046. 

132. Dănescu, A.; Kohnle, U.; Bauhus, J.; Sohn, J.; Albrecht, A.T. Stability of tree increment in relation to episodic drought in uneven-
structured, mixed stands in southwestern Germany. For. Ecol. Manag. 2018, 415–416, 148–159. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2018.02.030. 

133. Steckel, M.; Moser, W.K.; del Río, M.; Pretzsch, H. Implications of Reduced Stand Density on Tree Growth and Drought Sus-
ceptibility: A Study of Three Species under Varying Climate. Forests 2020, 11, 627. https://doi.org/10.3390/f11060627. 

134. Magruder, M.; Chhin, S.; Palik, B.; Bradford, J.B. Thinning increases climatic resilience of red pine. Can. J. For. Res. 2013, 43, 878–
889. https://doi.org/10.1139/cjfr-2013-0088. 

135. Martín-Benito, D.; del Río, M.; Heinrich, I.; Helle, G.; Cañellas, I. Response of climate-growth relationships and water use effi-
ciency to thinning in a Pinus nigra afforestation. For. Ecol. Manag. 2010, 259, 967–975. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2009.12.001. 

136. D'Amato, A.W.; Bradford, J.B.; Fraver, S.; Palik, B.J. Effects of thinning on drought vulnerability and climate response in north 
temperate forest ecosystems. Ecol. Appl. 2013, 23, 1735–1742. https://doi.org/10.1890/13-0677.1. 

137. Martínez-Vilalta, J.; López, B.C.; Loepfe, L.; Lloret, F. Stand- and tree-level determinants of the drought response of Scots pine 
radial growth. Oecologia 2012, 168, 877–888. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00442-011-2132-8. 

138. Primicia, I.; Camarero, J.J.; Imbert, J.B.; Castillo, F.J. Effects of thinning and canopy type on growth dynamics of Pinus sylvestris: 
Inter-annual variations and intra-annual interactions with microclimate. Eur. J. Forest Res. 2013, 132, 121–135. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10342-012-0662-1. 

139. Thrippleton, T.; Bugmann, H.; Folini, M.; Snell, R.S. Overstorey–Understorey Interactions Intensify After Drought-Induced For-
est Die-Off: Long-Term Effects for Forest Structure and Composition. Ecosystems 2018, 21, 723–739. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10021-017-0181-5. 

140. Pretzsch, H. Density and growth of forest stands revisited. Effect of the temporal scale of observation, site quality, and thinning. 
For. Ecol. Manag. 2020, 460, 117879. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2020.117879. 

141. Peracca, G.G.; O'Hara, K.L. Effects of Growing Space on Growth for 20-Year-Old Giant Sequoia, Ponderosa Pine, and Douglas-
Fir in the Sierra Nevada. West. J. Appl. For. 2008, 23, 156–165. https://doi.org/10.1093/wjaf/23.3.156. 

142. Pretzsch, H. The social drift of trees. Consequence for growth trend detection, stand dynamics, and silviculture. Eur. J. Forest 
Res. 2021, 140, 703–719. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10342-020-01351-y. 

143. Pretzsch, H. Tree growth as affected by stem and crown structure. Trees 2021, 35, 947–960. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00468-021-
02092-0. 

144. Hanewinkel, M.; Pretzsch, H. Modelling the conversion from even-aged to uneven-aged stands of Norway spruce (Picea abies 
L. Karst.) with a distance-dependent growth simulator. For. Ecol. Manag. 2000, 134, 55–70. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0378-
1127(99)00245-5. 

145. Kazda, M.; Pichler, M. Priority assessment for conversion of Norway spruce forests through introduction of broadleaf species. 
For. Ecol. Manag. 1998, 102, 245–258. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0378-1127(97)00166-7. 

146. Reventlow, D.O.J.; Nord-Larsen, T.; Biber, P.; Hilmers, T.; Pretzsch, H. Simulating conversion of even-aged Norway spruce into 
uneven-aged mixed forest: Effects of different scenarios on production, economy and heterogeneity. Eur. J. Forest Res. 2021, 140, 
1005–1027. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10342-021-01381-0. 



Forests 2022, 13, 243 26 of 26 
 

 

147. Von Teuffel, K.; Heinrich, B.; Baumgarten, M. Present Distribution of Secondary Norway Spruce in Europe. In Norway Spruce 
Conversion; Spiecker, H., Hansen, J., Klimo, E., Skovsgaard, J.P., Sterba, H., von Teuffel, K., Eds.; BRILL: Leiden, The Nether-
lands, 2004; pp. 63–96, ISBN 9789047412908. 

148. Hlásny, T.; Mátyás, C.; Seidl, R.; Kulla, L.; Merganičová, K.; Trombik, J.; Dobor, L.; Barcza, Z.; Konôpka, B. Climate change 
increases the drought risk in Central European forests: What are the options for adaptation? For. J. 2014, 60, 5–18. 
https://doi.org/10.2478/forj-2014-0001. 

149. Roessiger, J.; Griess, V.C.; Knoke, T. May risk aversion lead to near-natural forestry? A simulation study. For. Int. J. For. Res. 
2011, 84, 527–537. https://doi.org/10.1093/forestry/cpr017. 

150. Utschig, H.; Neufanger, M.; Zanker, T. Das 100-Baum-Konzept: Einstieg für Durchforstungsregeln in Mischbeständen Allg. 
Forstz. Für Waldwirtsch. Und Umweltvorsorge AFZ-Der Wald. AFZ 2011, 21, 4–6. 

151. Hilmers, T.; Biber, P.; Knoke, T.; Pretzsch, H. Assessing transformation scenarios from pure Norway spruce to mixed uneven-
aged forests in mountain areas. Eur. J. Forest Res. 2020, 139, 567–584. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10342-020-01270-y. 

152. Bolte, A.; Ammer, C.; Löf, M.; Nabuurs, G.-J.; Schall, P.; Spathelf, P. Adaptive Forest Management: A Prerequisite for Sustainable 
Forestry in the Face of Climate Change. In Sustainable Forest Management in a Changing World: A European Perspective; Spathelf, 
P., Ed.; Springer: Dordrecht, The Netherlands, 2010; pp. 115–139, ISBN 978-90-481-3300-0. 

153. Hilmers, T.; Schmied, G.; Pretzsch, H. Legacy Effects of Past Thinnings Modulate Drought Stress Reactions at Present. Can. J. 
For. Res., submitted. 

154. D’Amato, A.W.; Bradford, J.B.; Fraver, S.; Palik, B.J. Forest management for mitigation and adaptation to climate change: In-
sights from long-term silviculture experiments. For. Ecol. Manag. 2011, 262, 803–816. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2011.05.014. 

155. Zamora-Pereira, J.C.; Yousefpour, R.; Cailleret, M.; Bugmann, H.; Hanewinkel, M. Magnitude and timing of density reduction 
are key for the resilience to severe drought in conifer-broadleaf mixed forests in Central Europe. Ann. For. Sci. 2021, 78, 660. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13595-021-01085-w. 

156. Cook, E.R.; Briffa, K.R.; Shiyatov, S.; Mazepa, V. Tree-Ring Standardization and Growth-Trend Estimation. In Methods of Den-
drochronology: Applications in the Environmental Sciences, Repr; Cook, E.R., Kairiukstis, L.A., Eds.; Kluwer: Dordrecht, The Neth-
erlands, 1992; pp 104–123, ISBN 0792305868. 

157. Rais, A.; van de Kuilen, J.-W.G.; Pretzsch, H. Growth reaction patterns of tree height, diameter, and volume of Douglas-fir 
(Pseudotsuga menziesii [Mirb.] Franco) under acute drought stress in Southern Germany. Eur. J. Forest Res. 2014, 133, 1043–
1056. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10342-014-0821-7. 

158. Anderegg, W.R.L.; Schwalm, C.; Biondi, F.; Camarero, J.J.; Koch, G.; Litvak, M.; Ogle, K.; Shaw, J.D.; Shevliakova, E.; Williams, 
A.P.; et al. Pervasive drought legacies in forest ecosystems and their implications for carbon cycle models. Science 2015, 349, 
528–532. https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aab1833. 


