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In-vivo nondestructive measurement and diagnosis of
stresses of tomato
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Fig. 1 Comparison of chlorophyll content
in N-deficient and controlled
tomato.
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Fig. 2 Comparison of photosynthetic

efficiency (Fv/Fm) in N- deficient
and controlled tomato.
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. 3 Comparison of half rise time(tiz) in
N- deficient and controlled tomato.
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Fig. 4 Comparison of DT in N-deficient
and controlled tomato.
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Fig. 5 Comparison of transpiration in
N-deficient and controlled tomato.
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Fig. 6 Comparison of stomatal resistance

in  N-deficient and controlled
tomato.
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Fig. 7 Comparison of light absorbance in
N-deficient and controlled tomato
at a wavelength of 560nm.
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Fig. 8 Comparison of relative reflectance
in N-deficient and controlled
tomato at a wavelength 660 nm by
MSR.
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9 Comparison of leaf area index in
N-deficient and controlled tomato.
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