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3 Radiation use efficiency (RUE)
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Table 1. Physical and chemical characteristics of the soil
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Table 2. Description of experimental treatments
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Table 3. Characteristics of manure used in the experiment
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Table 4. Amount of water applied in different irrigation
regimes
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Table 5. Cumulative dry weight and Leaf area index in tomato affected by different irrigations regimes during two
growing seasons (2016 and 2017)
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ns, * and **: are non- significant and significant at 5 and 1% probability levels, respectively.

In each column means different letters indicate statistically significant differences (P<0.05). Data are averages observed for the

two experiment year because there was no significant difference between two experiment years.

V= Vegetative stage, R= Reproductive stage, 100= apply 100% water requirement, 75= apply 75% water requirement, 50=
apply 50% water requirement
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Fig. 2. Time trend of tomato LAI as affected by different irrigation regimes during two growing seasons (Average of

2016 and 2017). Vertical bars indicate standard error of the mean (SEM). V= Vegetative stage, R= Reproductive stage,
100= apply 100% water requirement, 75= apply 75% water requirement, 50= apply 50% water requirement
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Fig. 3. Changes in fraction of absorbed radiation by tomato as affected by different irrigations regimes during two

growing seasons (Average of 2016 and 2017). Vertical bars indicate standard error of the mean (SEM). V= Vegetative
stage, R= Reproductive stage, 100= apply 100% water requirement, 75= apply 75% water requirement, 50= apply 50%

water requirement
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Fig. 4. Exponential decrease of the fraction of transmitted radiation against tomato leaf area index in different irrigation
regimes at different growth stages during two growing seasons (2016 and 2017). (In curve equations, the exponent
demonstrate light extinction coefficient). Data are averages observed for the two experiment year because there was no
significant difference between two experiment years. V= Vegetative stage, R= Reproductive stage, 100= apply 100%
water requirement, 75= apply 75% water requirement, S0= apply S0% water requirement
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Fig. 5. Tomato dry matter accumulation as a function of accumulated radiation affected by different irrigation regimes
at different growth stages during two growing seasons (2016 and 2017). (The slope of regression lines indicates radiation
use efficiency). Data are averages observed for the two experiment year because there was no significant difference
between two experiment years. V= Vegetative stage, R= Reproductive stage, 100= apply 100% water requirement, 75=
apply 75% water requirement, 50= apply 50% water requirement
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