Figure S4
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Figure S4. LR distribution in the studied genotypes. (a-¢) Average percentages of LR
distribution along the length of the PR in (a) wild tomato species, (b) commercial tomato
cultivars, and (c¢) developmental mutants in the ‘Micro-Tom’ genetic background. Different
letters indicate significant differences (LSD; p-value<0.01) with regard to PR length (i.e., root
depth).



