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THE INFLUENCE OF PHYTOCENOTIC STRUCTURE ON THE RENEWAL  
OF PICEA ABIES UNDER THE PROTESTION OF THE ADDICTIVE  

AND SPELLING PLANTS OF BELARUS 

The influence of phytocenter-forming factors (species and full-tree structure of tree stands, forest 

types, undergrowth, geobotanical subzone, etc.) on the forest formation process of the Belarusian popu-

lation Picea abies was studied. The natural renewal of the Belarusian population of Picea abies, located 

on the southern border of the area under the conditions of observed climate warming, violations of the 

water regime as a result of large-scale drainage amelioration and reduced resilience, generally proceeds 

relatively successfully. The success of the forest formation process of the spruce formation is due to the 

favorable manifestation of phytocenogenic factors, such as the species and full structure of tree stands, 

forest vegetation conditions (geobotanical subzone, forest type categories), measures to promote natural 

regeneration of spruce and others. 

The occurrence of undergrowth in the plantations of oak-dark coniferous and hornbeam-oak-dark 

coniferous subzones is not significantly different and differs from the deciduous-pine subzone. The dif-

ferences are significant between the formations of pine, broad-leaved and small-leaved forests of differ-

ent geobotanical subzones, to a lesser extent in spruce formations. With decreasing fullness of stands, 

their share increases with the presence of undergrowth. The influence of dense undergrowth on occur-

rence is not significant. 
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Differences between forest types in terms of occurrence of spruce undergrowth in them were not 

identified. More informative was the effect of typological forest categories on spruce renewal. The oc-

currence of undergrowth ate in the shrub-green moss category significantly (almost twice) exceeds that 

in the nonmoral-herbal. 

In general, the undergrowth of spruce is available on 20.8% of the area, including with a density of 

 4.0 thousand pcs / ha – by 3.2% and with a density of 2.0–3.9 thousand pcs / ha – by 12.7% of the ar-

ea of ripening and ripe stands of the forest fund. This indicates that the spruce formation is capable, 

with the support of measures to promote, practically, to double the occupied area. 

Key words:  undergrowth, ripening and ripe stands, typological forest categories, natural regeneration. 
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 2 89,8 51,8 – 38,7 4,5 39,5 – 11,2 – 9,9 – 0,3 

 2 17,7 19,0 – 29,8 3,3 – – – 11,7 – – – 

 61,9 45,1 – 40,2 29,2 48,6 3,0 26,9 8,5 29,8 0,8 5,5 

 52,1 38,6 51,9 46,7 38,8 51,2 43,8 30,2 29,6 32,1 2,4 6,8 

 3 58,1 59,0 – 41,7 39,1 55,2 26,1 30,2 9,6 37,4 2,2 8,9 

 – 41,8 50,1 9,5 – 32,7 5,8 17,1 – 5,8 – 5,0 

 – 46,0 89,6 6,9 – 1,0 – 17,4 – 38,6 – 6,9 

 – 41,8 83,1 19,0 – 41,6 – 14,1 – 35,1 – 6,5 

-  32,5 48,0 – 29,2 16,5 56,6 – 27,1 – 54,5 – 1,4 

 28,3 40,4 50,5 24,9 16,6 49,7 40,4 18,5 5,1 30,7 1,8 4,5 
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