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Study code Location Crop Soil texture Retrl R’erence
2 California Peach Sandy Loam 6 (Bryla et al., 2005
3 Iran-Mashhad Peach Loam/ Sandy Loam 6 Jolaini and Gangimoghadam, 2016
4 Egypt Orange Sandy 2 Esmail et al., 2016
5 Iran-Karaj Maize Sandy Clay Loam 4 Liaghat et al., 2018
6 Spain Maize Clay Loam Valentine et al., 2019
7 Iran-Karaj Maize Sandy Loam/Sandy clay Loam Mohammadkhani et al., 2020
9 Serbia Onion - Pejic et al., 2018
10 China Jujube Sandy Loam u Sun et al., 2016
12 Spain Lemon Clay Loam Robles et al., 2016
13 Turkey Soybean Loam 12 Aydinsakir et al., 2021
14 China Pepper Silty Loam 32 Kong et al., 2012
15 Saudi-Arabia potato Sandy Loa 12 Mattar et al., 2021
16 Egypt Potato Sa 6 Selim., 2009
17 Spain Olive w Sandy L 54 Martinez and Reca, 2014
18 Saudi-Arabia Dates Sand:; 5 Mohammed et al., 2020
19 Saudi-Arabia Tomato Sandy Loam 4 Ahmed et al., 2017
20 Greece Sugarcane / Clay Loam 4 Sakrllariou-Makrantontaki et al., 2002
21 Turkey Eggplant ilty Clay 64 Colak et al., 2018
22 Italy wpe Sandy Loam 6 Pisciotta et al., 2018
23 China ai Silty Loam 8 Wang et al., 2020
24 Saudi-Arabia ‘andy Loam 6 Al-Ghobari et al., 2018
25 California Pomegganate Sandy Loam 4 Zhang et al., 2017
26 Saudi-Arabia Sandy Loam 6 Ahmed et al., 2012
27 India Sandy Loam 18 Patel et al., 2009
Sandy Loam 4 Cao et al., 2022
u Clay 4 Soliman et al., 2020
Sandy Loam 12 Mali et al., 2017
Clay 24 Dogan et al., 2008
Maize Loamy Sand 6 Stone et al., 2008
Okra Clay Loam 20 Vadar et al., 2019
Okra Sandy Loam 48 Singh et al., 2007
Cotton Sandy Loam 10 Grabow et al, 2006
Alfalfa Loam 12 Alam et al., 2003
Tomato - 8 Schmidt et al., 2018
45 South Asia Maize Sandy Loam 16 Patra et al., 2021
46 Arizona Lettuce - 8 Song et al., 2003
47 Texas Onion Silty Clay Loam 4 Enciso et al., 2015
48 China Maize Silty Loam 8 Wang et al., 2020
49 United States Cotton Sandy Loam 5 Whitaker et al., 2008
50 Pakistan Sugarcane Sandy Loam 6 Hussain et al., 2010
51 Texas Cotton loam 18 Bordovsky et al., 2003
52 China Alfalfa Sandy Loam 24 Fuetal., 2021
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Title of each study group Investigated parameter he number of studies
1th negative effect size
Comparison of subsurface drip Crop Yield 11(p-value>0.05)
irrigation with other irrigation methods Agricultural Water Productivity 3(p-value=0.05)
Comparison of subsurface drip Crop Yield 27 \ 12 6(p-value;>0.05)
irrigation with surface drip irrigation Agricultural Water Productivity W 10 4 2(p-value>0.05)
Comparison of subsurface drip Crop Yield u w 4 4(p-value;>0.05)
irrigation with surface irrigation Agricultural Water Productivity 4

1(p-value>0.05)

Comparison of subsurface drip Crop Yield

irrigation with sprinkler irrigation 0 1(p-value>0.05)
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Abstract

Surface evaporation is the most significant source of water loss in surface irrigation systems in arid and semi-arid regions,
primarily due to intense sunlight. Subsurface drip irrigation is therefore presented as a key solution educing this

significant at the 5% level for subsurface drip irrigation when compared to other irrigati thods. The effectiveness of
subsurface drip irrigation in improving crop yield was found to be moderate (0.5), whi effectiveness for agricultural
water productivity was high (1.25). However, the effectiveness of subsurface dfip irrigation in increasing crop yield was
low (0.298) compared to surface irrigation and was not significant, as indicat the \eonfidence interval of [-0.474,
1.07].The overall effect size of subsurface drip irrigation on agriculfiral wat i was 1.31 when compared to

surface drip irrigation and 1.25 when compared to surface irrigation Bot
drip irrigation on increasing agricultural water productivity, and the ¢
statistically significant.

Keywords: Productivity, Meta-analysis, Subsurface irriga%
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