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Spatial Distribution of Phyllostachys praecox Gall under
Two Management Patterns
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Abstract: [ Objective | The objective of the study is to clarify the characteristics of spatial distribution of Phyl-
lostachys praecox gall under two management patterns. [ Methods | Five aggregated indices and an aggregated formu-
la were used to describe the spatial distribution patterns of Ph. praecox gall. The gall distribution under two different
management patterns were compared. Through regression analysis, the relationship between the third-level shoots
and the number of galls was determined. [ Results ]Statistical model analysis showed that the gall spatial distribution
followed an uniformly aggregated pattern, and the basic components of gall was colony. The reasons for aggregation
were the aggregation and characteristics of bamboo gall-makers. On the bamboo plant, significant difference was
found in gall density among three layers of bamboo canopy. In rough management plots, the galls were concentrated
in the middle layer of the canopy, the height is 3 —4 m and 4 —5 m sections. In intensively managed plots, the
galls were concentrated in the upper layer of the canopy, the height is 2 —3m section. In two different management
patterns, there is a significant linear regression relation between the number of gall and the nunmber of third-level
shoots. [ Conclusion | Thespatial distribution of Ph. praecox gall followed an aggregated distribution pattern. There
are significant differences in gall density among different heights of bamboo canopy. Management patterns will affect
the distribution of gall, while obtruncation will affect the nunmber of third-level shoots. The nunmber of third-level
shoots are related to the number of gall.
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