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Abstract  The Fraction of Absoibed Photosynthetically A ctive Radiation (FPAR) has been recognized as one
of the mportant variables in catbon cycle research of terrestrial ecosystem: A ccording to the physicalmeaning of
FPAR, the concept of effective FPAR, which is FPAR absorbed by chlorophyll within the leaf is introduced in
this article W e developed the effective FPAR remote sensing model using sinulated data and analyzed the
feasibility of estinating effective FPAR based on chlorophyll content which was expected to introduce a way to
estinate NPP /GPP using effective FPAR. The results showed: (1) the difference between FPAR absotbed by
leaf(FPAR ;) and FPAR absoibed by chlorophyll(FPAR ;) cannot be neglected FPAR,, is not more than
50% of FPAR,, basically The correlation between FPAR,,, and FPAR ,, is nonlinear (2) A strong correlation
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was found between chlorophyll content and FPAR, .

but the correlation between chlorophyll content and

FPAR,, ismuch stronger So FPAR,, and FPAR,, can be accurately estinated based on chlorophyll content

and the estination average errors are 2.90% and 6.6% tespectively  (3) the estination accuracy of FPAR,,,

and FPAR,, models is higher when chlorophyll content is not less than 2Otug/(mg- For 60 samples that

chlorophyll content is not less than ZO,Ulg/(mz, the average errors of estinated FPAR,, and FPAR,,, are 1. 79%

and 5.07% respectively
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