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Tab. 2 Indices of the spatial pattern of its aphid vectors in autumn tomato plants
FD P m m’ m/ m L c
days after planting percentage of aphid plants/ %0 mean dersity ~ mean crowding  index of patchiness index of dipersion
32 50 1.00 1.70 1.70 0.79 0.79
33 55 0.80 0.88 1.09 1.17 0.16
34 60 0.85 0.59 0. 69 0.74 —0.26
35 75 1.20 0.92 0.76 0. 80 —0.20
36 85 2.80 2.46 0. 88 0.90 —0.11
37 75 2.20 2.36 1.07 1.10 0.10
38 70 1.70 2.06 1. 21 1.25 0.25
39 25 0.25 0 0 0 —0.84
40 60 1.05 1.24 1. 18 1.24 0.24
41 60 0.85 0.71 0.83 0.83 —0.12
42 80 1.70 1.41 0.83 0.86 —0.15
43 95 3.25 3.42 1.05 1.07 0.07
44 65 1.20 1.33 1. 11 1.16 0.16
45 55 0.90 1.11 1.23 1.31 0.31
46 55 0.95 1.58 1. 66 1.75 0.75
47 45 0.50 0.20 0. 40 0.44 —0.53
48 60 1.25 1.68 1.34 1. 40 0.40
49 90 6.35 9.83 1.55 1.56 0.58
50 85 2.65 3.02 1. 14 1.16 0.17
51 90 3.90 4.62 1. 18 1.20 0.21
52 70 2.50 3.44 1.38 1. 40 0.42
53 45 0.55 0.36 0. 66 0.73 —0.26
54 35 0.55 0.91 1. 65 1.82 0.78
55 70 1.05 0. 86 0. 82 0. 86 —0.14
56 85 1.75 1.60 0.91 0.9 —0.06
57 100 3.10 2.48 0. 80 0.81 —0.19
58 90 3.35 3.64 1.09 1.10 0.11
59 100 4.05 3.56 0. 88 0.89 —0.12
60 100 4.85 5.15 1. 06 1.07 0.08
61 90 3.05 2.98 0. 98 0.99 —0.01
62 85 2.25 2.67 1. 19 1.21 0.22
63 70 1.70 2.76 1.63 1.68 0.69
64 30 0.35 0.29 0. 82 0.95 —0.04
65 45 0.80 1.00 1.25 1.33 0.33
66 60 1.55 2.00 1.29 1.33 0.34
67 65 1. 80 2.22 1.23 1.27 0.28
68 75 2.85 4.18 1. 47 1.49 0.51
69 90 3.15 3.62 1. 15 1.17 0.17
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Study on the Spatial Distribution Patterns of Tomato Mosaic
Disease and Its Aphid Vectors

ZHANG Wei-min, WANG Zhen-zhong
(College of Resources and Enviromment South China Agric. Univ., Guangzhou 510642, China)

Abstract: Based on the results of field investigation in spring and autumn tomato-planted fields in Guangdong province in
1998, a detail analysis was conducted for spatial distributions of the diseased plants and its aphid vectors (Myzus persi-
cae) in autumn with several indices of spatial pattern. Spatial distribution analysis of the disease showed that the distribu-
tion patterns of diseased plants in the field were changed with the time passing. At the beginning of the disease develop-
ping, a random pattern was obsewed, then a clustering type of distribution, and an even pattern at the last stage of the
plant. Further analysis of the aphid vectors in autumn cop showed that the alatae always had a clustering type of distri-
bution. It was showed in the present study that the distribution of alatae was similar to that of the diseased plants, and

suggested that the alatae were the main effective vectors of the disease.
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