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Supplementary Figure S2. Comparison of growth and yield characteristics development over age for the 12 long-term observational plots
employed in this study. Respectively characteristics for missing pure Norway spruce stands are plotted according to Polish yield tables
(Szymkiewicz, 1966; tables by Schwappach, 1943; site classes I11. and IV.). dq — quadratic mean diameter; PAIV — periodical annual volume
increment. All variables are presented for remaining stand. In two mixed stands for Norway spruce, the extrapolated values dg by means of
logarithmic function are presented as well (dotted lines).

Supplementary figure to the article “Mixed stands of Scots pine (Pinus sylvestris L.) and Norway spruce (Picea abies [L.] Karst) can be more
productive than monocultures. Evidence from over 100 years of observation of long-term experiments”, by Kamil Bielak, Maltgorzata Dudzinska
and Hans Pretzsch. Forest Systems Vol. 23 No. 3, December 2014 (http://dx.doi.org/10.5424/fs/2014233-06195)



