5531 %55 1 W WA 5T Vol. 31, No. 1
2019 4 3 H CHINESE JOURNAL OF POLAR RESEARCH March 2019
ARIEX

NPT N ==t | X > — g = = Z\ K4 =B

T F'ﬁﬁa‘ll/é W —_HERESRBENS ﬁ&]‘ﬁ il

Lk BENRC
CEN2EEE, YN B 226000
PRI IR, VOO MG 226019)
BE  WEAY LG (DMS) T 2 68 U8R 2 J2 12240 A0 X R 1 K BH 4 5 22, B ARG R 2 T 10 8,

T AR b 1 2R et UK 422 30 DMS i3Sl 3 (DMS . flux) b SR 2 i S0 o SCEE R 9e T 2012—2014 1R
FY LT T K PR R e 358 9 45k (40°S—60°S, 110°E—140°E) PR 54 (B 4% W, =ik MR 4%,
UK 5 FIR A T2 VR S8 ) IR DX 3 AT VAR B AR 4K, o 4K T 36 4% S0 i DMIS B 1K) 24, 19 31 DMSS 9 &A1 DMS
flux ZEBFFC R o0 A o d5cJi AR A BB A B LA I H (CMIPS IR 50 T R SR (R 2T 2100 48) 75 DU £ — 5L
RIAEE F 1) DMS flux, H5 2418(2012—2014 ) —fF Z8 4B M AR LR . WP E R B, DM — 44k
WS PRI REEE . =i A RGE S BT T 0.9%. 5.6%F1 12.3%, BEERE FET 41.0%; #5444
I INZEHy 58.8%, HFRAMIREIK, DMS flux HN T 9.4%, [Kit, DMS flux #3858 fin# g 3 LA 15

e WEFTEE R, M0 w AR LT T8 UK R P S i 5 P DMIS St ik 55 it = 2540 F) A AN W A

KR Wk HEERKY
doi: 10. 13679/j. jdyj. 20180018

0 55

xR HIFAEERFEE DL, BHEERITR
LT HEAE A RT BLP MRS i 2 2R
SR —— F LB (dimethylsulfide, DMS), 3
B A VAR 1) T I ORI A Y AR A
N 12 (dimethylsulfoniopropionate, DMSP) 1] 4 fi# i
. DMSP JEiF 30— R ACH ™ 4, 158
A /E Pl BRI AR . PR UESh
oA B L BRI L L 40 Y FESEE B4 ik DMSHY
DMS HE K5 B 80 T8 it IR £ U I, (it ik
IR AZ I AR S, ANCRT B RS e KR
AU P A, T G4 T 2 0 R BHOG IR B i 22,
Ul D A ERBCER ) UETS IR AN P, 1987 4,
Charlson Z5BHRH T CLAW 1R ¥, BN & 3T

#s B #A

[ 1 2018 4E 3 AU HIkA, 2018 4E 6 H U EME i Fa
[E£E]
[ ]
[ ]

B 5 AR5 42 (41276097) % B
EHEN

BIEMEE] I, E-mail:qubo@ntu.edu.cn

R RSN S Vg L AN

RSN

T M INEESE DMS 177 4E, 1 DMS flux X i
EHNANRGAER . BbiE, 2 E RE KT R
TR A H K DMS flux FIWFFT TAE

2013 4, Gabric Z* R 3 DMS flux 14530
B BRI IR K, bRk DMS [ i
HA5 9.9%, BBk DMS (K8 N & ik 47.3%.
WAL - Bk 2R U B (sea surface temperature, SST)
HEHKT 0.4 K, mFEk SST *FHIFFL T 0.8 Ko 7£
R 3K, 50°8—60°S X 3 [1) DMS 4 2R k5t i
Ko FEPERAERBRAMER G HAT B b7,

2003 4, Gabric 2545 DMS A= 7 1 U
R0 T A B R 2R 38 (60°S—65°S, 125°E—140°E)
(P A% A1k, 2R 25 ¥R ¥ (chlorophyll, CHL)Hz =
2 EZ, DMS flux EE KK IR E, 5
DMS )53 A REAH A, Rk 2 DMS flux {E5
25 R AU, X 3 B R 30 BR B 1) R (wind

LM, 20,1991 A, Bk, BEBTFUABIRIA . B-mail: 283124420@qq.com



46 W I 5T

31 %

speed, LI N FK WIND), #§&10 % (SST) AR A
JZUR ¥ (mixed layer depth, MLD) %, Kettle fll
Andreae FL7E 2000 4E5VEE S T DMS flux 785
TR IR o — M, B T Y R s TR,
R AR — R, KOEE A TR, B
AR, FBIXGE KL 10 mes 'O g e il B 2=y
PR B R A N A, AR R LiE )\ H
THJ. 2008 4F, Korhonen 25BME ) T 5 1 BRI VE
H L A A IR T 25 U 8 A% AR R 2 A 11
e, g N 12 H 21RAE 2 J] DMS 5 = B4 14
PIREMR AT B s, 2 B 45 A% R FE A 45°S—60°S 1
T 18%, fE 60°S—75°S [N T 40%.

DN R A ORI A T N =2 B | 3l
DMS flux 7F 2100 (4 £ SO A —MRK
WG S BT o T 0 A AR (A5 D0 S TR I 2 A
SCF A T TR YN e 4 (40°S—60°S, 110°E—
140°E)(F 17EIL 45K DMS flux (43, ik
FFT 2100 458K 0 R #8933 5 42)DMS flux
(AR L &%, Ll & DMS flux X A K5 K540 .
AR R BOX M X LR T KX . MR
LML (Antarctic Circumpolar Current, ACC)J 2 i%
DX sk ) 1 2 R, B v A TRl S M Bk R Bh 1
. ACC HB8 K& LD EAR M R Z, A
1.5x10%m’-s™', #2442 Bk B A3 3] 370 K 4 AR 1
150 fi5 o 4K, ACC 50 Z4 5% Wi 45 i B W 10 1% 3l B
DMS [ .

WX

BT RS DR S R R T 1)
Fig.1. The surrounding environment and flow direction of
the study area

1 Bk

1.1 AREE
A SRR 2012—2014 FEWFITIX

(W R R 40°S—60°S, 110°E—140°E)H
M DMS I EEIRE G . R SeaDAS # A
M A ER T £ H5 MODIS M 7T (http:/modis.gsfc.
nasa.gov/)3k L 2012—2014 “EHF5T X 5 CHL & 8
KIFEHRAL, Wik MATLAB P25 49w FE42HL CHL
(R IF 1) 32 410 93 A1 Bl ;. SST AT WIND () 4= BR A3
kB [F — M 5T (http://www.remss.com/), z i
(cloud cover, FICTFK CLOUD) )&k kI T
MODIS ¥ 5t (http://gdatal.sci.gsfc.nasa.gov/), il
it MATLAB 27 A BEAITHEGX 3 4FHF 5T X 1)
SST. WIND 1 CLOUD ) A F3{E % . bfitE
AR RV A J2 IR B (MLD) AL oK - Argo Mixed
Layers ¥ ¥} (http://mixedlayer.ucsd.edu/), F# nc
#2011 MLD 4> BR¥c 5 £ J IL MATLAB 27, &
M 1217 MATLAB 273k 2012—2014 457
X 45 () MLD H %4k -

&, K EL 5 % (genetic algorithm, GA)
e OGRS 4, X B PP T
H— R R SRR S EOAT R E, 5 PR
HX DMS S EFATRUE, 481 = F L A
M4 DMS Fl DMS flux 7E 2012—2014 S [114)
iy B, PEIORE A B AR I L I H (Coupled
Model Intercomparison Project 5, CMIP5)i{ % ' 4
A TR (4% COy) I 1R BR 55 040 (B 465 g 2
fE. IREERE. i MRGE), 5 2012—2014 4
X 3 AR SR E U s I DMS (1) 43 AT 254
—, TUCR A A HE R A ) 2
B, FNAERIIL 100 4E 4 £ AR O R 177
WiEshY). DMSP. 3% XA DMS flux (1784,
1.2 #MRFE

Gabric 25" 1993 AEF L T AN ET
BRI, B 5E ) DMS 7 . Gabric 2% 5 K
SRR odE, A AR AL ) N TR
et O AL M 2 PV RIE Sy X AS S AT
DMS #5835 3y~ 5 R

£=k23 L P—k,PZ (1)
dr N +k,,
dz
_=k4(1_k20)PZ_k19Z (2)
dr
dNv N
E=k19Z+k4k20PZ—k23( +k24]P (3)



901

ST M 5 R P S Y R e R 18 3 A1 S T 47

ODMSP _ 7P+ ky,yZ — kyy DMSP — ky, DMSP (4)
DM
aa—zs = kg P+ ky, DMSP — ki DMS — kyy DMS — ky, DMS

(5)
Horp, #ifh P Z N I XIER 1, B3 k(1<
I<BO)IPFERE R 2 s .

*1 DMS #HERASTEN
Table 1. DMS model compartments!'*

P ERIERY)|

VA beiizILY]

N NS IR #h)
DMSP P AESRAE TR A £
DMS IR

H Ay, 320l ARk AL 5 DMS flux, 8%
MV R T ) DMS 1 20 o FTEF, DMS flux 7] A

DMS AL HH FE &, 5K DMS 3B (il
9 DMS )it 5453 2
Fpys =k, - DMS (6)
XHL WAL R K, A KGE (TR IE: w)
AN 2 161 1 5 ),
k,=a0.17w w<3.6 (7a)
k,=p2.85w-103)+0.6la 3.6<w<13 (7b)
k,=p(5.9w—-49.9)+0.6la w>13 (7¢)
b, a=0600/Sc)*?, B=0600/Sc)"* . % T—4
2hE IR, it % R B(Schmidt number, K Sc)
W ¥ 2 U B2 (SST) B 39 i sk, S, &2 1 Erikson
LI )
S, =2674.0—147.12x SST +3.726x SST* —0.038 x SST*
(®)
7 L 2 DMS U SR KSR A, B AR SC
(RIS X IR TCUKIX, ki IR SEGE RARZERU N

*®2 DMS #HEMSHRmERE"

Table 2. Parameter values used in the DMS model'*

ZH il R L:2K VA
ky BRI A LKA R S R B R m’ mgN~"-d™!
ks DMSP i i A 490 1) e g ¢ d
ks DMS "Iz i FE 490 1) o gL % d
kig TR BN o (AR 1o
k2o VU B W) HEHE A () B L )
k2 DM SPH Vi 5y )4 I A it %2 d'
kos TR A A b e UK SRR d!
kzy VD R A0 5 SRR 2 A A mgN-m™
ka7 DMSP | DMS ) # #e 5 d!
kog DMS H (¥ 41 T 1 #E % d’
ko DMS#z K6 E L d’
kso KA DMS A% d
ks DMSPH A= 4 1 #6 % d’

Iy U R A 40 S(DMSP) (N2 Lk

I G R RO6E A AR S W-m™

I A A FH I U i W-m™

T REREER) WE C

Iy TR A 2 () — 47 Hh IR 1 d KA T
No=P+Z+N B IR mgN-m™




48 W I 5T

W31 %

2 R

2.1 IMEHIESIST

CHL 7£ 1 A, 15 6 HHdE, X5 Gabric
24 LOTZE B W ORI ST I AR — 8. 6 2 M (1 4 Z I
W, S W RO B e, RN H AR
YRR 2 0 2 i S UK 55, B 2a 42 2012
—2014 4 CHL )43 4i. P 2b J& 2012—2014 4F
X 3 4EP4 (%) CHL 4346, CHL [ Pk JEE 2 H
AR E, &FREE.

SST (17 4k AT LA™ F 5% Wi i v A RS2
A0 — % SST Al WIND gz b7 18 i
WIND 238058 2K 28 KM SST MK
2012—2014 4FHFEATFFT X IR SST A K,
BIE 11.3°C—15.3C, — % SST 7 2 J ik I &AL,
B BWIRAE, P9 A, HE LT

g 2 TR 110 988 288 2 i A AN [) 749 XA i) R 7K 9 1)
), PRtk WIND g 3 1 i 28 S VR a0 16 o
AW K 2014 4E 7 H—10 H KA X N — Lk,
K2 KE K, ATk 11.4 ms™, WK 2¢ Finw,
2012 4F 5 2013 (1 55 K XGETE 8 H, 2014 4F [ 5
KNWGHAE 6 H, WHTFEETT TN H . ZFN
KO B fi%, 2012 4E5 2013 4 [ iR XGETE 2 H,
2014 4E7E 1 A IRGE A, 21 7.8 ms s

2 ) BEARE P R AR AR AR a4 0 4 BR G 4
FEH P AR AR A S R R AR TR, 2010
4, Quaas U RBHAK S BB LERES
BT, KR 10 £ T 0.4%. 2012—2014
SR 2 6 10 H AR AE 80%LL |, X Fm ik
L, FERE 2014 FE R0k 95.2%, HFM ok
BAK, 2014 4F 1 B = aa s lk, KZ0 81.1%. H
Kl 2d AT L, 30X 3 4 2 i 1 B AR AR R e v (AR S 7
2014 4F.

Wk R K aiE . K FHAR S S E R, i
FWMERBSEE—ANEE. $HE. FEILT
A i) 24 A B IR A R PO RO Ve 5 ORI s B
RE B WA ¥ E B R A E T, RS
J2 (1 fE 3 D g R R O TR o 1 3 e P
LR A B -S A EAE A SR 3 T &
E P, i MLD B &K, K& WK
2 fltzn, 2012, 2013 F1 2014 4F (R AE 23 59 & 9

H 10 M8 H, &l 7l 233.6m.259.5m
F1196.0m, 2013 4F MLD W A8 5 HAb PR 4EW 5 T
1—21™Ho.

2=Fk DMS Hdis M oA 563, 2012—2014 4F
WFFEIX I 1) DMS £ M= sk, H Simo A it
S DMS FSCHR A DMS I [ I 1) AR 45,
32 DMS #d Sk I T Gabric 25242001 4E 18 5%
SCEE, A% SCHR T AT I 8 AR ST DX )
1T, DMS UE{EAE 12 .

DMS ({3516 K446 0.5—2.5 nmol-L ™,
HEm, 27K, X5 CHL WafiaiikiAy
B o Ja Lk DMS s /5 k9% X 4k i1 DMS W
AL HE DMS ) E 534,

22 Z—HERBRBESEMEE

HEF 2003 4F Gabric SO0 FE L 1 (S K,
RSy AP AS 5 2L g e S CHL A3 2%
MEESH; RGNS DMS B KM EESH.
2.2.1 CHL #A2#Kf

CHL H5ESHEF T Z MR H XK, K
B EERUE T 2012 4E. 2013 4E. 2014 4F
DA J% 2012—2014 4P [ 4 Bt o, 1981 1,, k,,
kg, kyg, ks 1 No IR ZHAE -

R MLD — /6 9 H ey, — H AL A AR
HAE MLD S e {H Ak I 06 R 45 21 1) 25 5L 50 4
BT LA RF 5839 A 240 RITUARHE . 3 B i
BR B (fitness) & 72 W 6 3 T 5 TR $ ¥ 10
CHL F [ B 8 RV ¥ {E R g i o s offe i H A
UL I AE 2 1) 0358 22 /N BR O 38 Y. B eR 8, I
I bR BB B 3 T2, U I AR U 11 45 R At .
TE VSRR B A X AELAR /N, 2014 4 (1) 35 N i
I (3 3).

¥ BRSNS T, FI24T DMS i
HAFE] CHL RS i {H, DMS A N RRAE 2R
240 RIFuaitee, 450 &5 RME, M CHL A
fH 2B ARG 8 RN E s, UL 25 240 K
AR REIRE 8 R, 5 MODIS Wil (T
AEEAERE) TR A . HE 3 L, sk
HE R, BHEBHEAY S .

2013 4F CHL MLAE 55 LAt 15 45 IR RS A1 AN [,
MER 248 RIFUG—H TH i, WEAEAEEE 24 K, A4
By HAE (R I AE S5 T MODIS WLIIAE 96 %, HLIEAH



i1 ST M 5 R P S Y R e R 18 3 A1 S T 49

YA — L6 (& R BoR), XZF A 2013 4F MLD FIl & PSR 25 0 (1) 56 3% . 28 4 J Ze ki
WIND 76 10 A3 11 HZ [ KIER /N, MLD I XG4 CHL A B K5, XU %, CHL w2
E 10 AR, Ge iR dbiBa 2Rtk KRy, Hok ) g oo,

0.35
0.3

® -
5 5 025
E £ 02
- —-2012 2 001i
|©] O .
—~-2014 0.05
O|||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||| 0||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||
8 32 56 80104128152176 200224 248 272 296 320 344 8 32 56 80104128152176 200 224 248 272 296 320 344
Day of Year Day of Year
a) P4t 2Tk FE A B B 8 R P-4 b) FHEEEYRIE B T3 530
12+ 100
—~1 951 P
2 2 A
= a8 90F} =
= =] =X
) o 85 //
z S g
= © 80%
75¢
701 2 3 4 5 6
Month Month
c) UK S d) =m 1 EE
300
250
E200
2 150
Z 100

L,
9723 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
Month
o) A B UHE R P

K2 IREEEIE I IR RS 40 4. a),b) M4t c) Rid; d) =i e) REEIRE

Fig.2. Time distribution of environmental data. a),b) Chlorophyll; c) surface wind speed; d) cloud cover; e) mixed layer depth
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Table 3. Main parameters in CHL GA calibrations
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Table 4. Main parameters in DMS GA calibrations
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Fig.4. Comparison between the mean DMS observation
value of 2012—2014 and the DMS model calibration
output value
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Table 5. The results of climate data predictions
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Fig.7. The comparison diagram of calibration in 4xCQO,. a) CHL; b) DMS
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Table 6. Main parameters in CHL GA calibrations of 4xCO,
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Table7. Main parameters in DMS GA calibrations of 4xCO,
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Table 8. Comparition of the main prediction results
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Abstract

The sea-to-air flux of marine biological dimethylsulfuide (DMS) can have an effect on cloud condensation
and regional solar radiation, hence reducing the global surface temperature. Meanwhile, the DMS flux influ-
ence on climate cooling is more obvious because of a large quantity of melting ice in the polar region. This
paper studied the distributions and annual variations of wind speed (WIND), cloud cover (CLOUD), sea sur-
face temperatures (SST), chlorophyll (CHL), and mixed layer depth (MLD) in the Subantarctic nearly ice-free
region (South Australia) (40°S—60°S, 110°E—140°E) for the years 2012—2014. A genetic algorithm tech-
nique was used to calibrate the main parameters in the DMS model. Simulation and analysis of the sea-air flux
was also conducted. Finally, we used the CMIP5 (5th Coupled Model Intercomparison Project) to predict
changes in the DMS flux for 4xCO, (year 2100), compared with 1xCO, (the contemporary case for the years
2012—2014). The results show that the increased rates of 4xCO, for SST, CLOUD, and WIND were 0.9, 5.6,
and 12.3%, respectively. However, the MLD reduced rate was 41.0% and the increased rate of transfer velocity
(kw) was 58.8%. Because of the distinction of the melting ice, the DMS flux increased by only 9.4%. Therefore,
the increased rate of the DMS flux is far less than the Polar Regions. The research results show that DMS has
less effect on the greenhouse conditions in the Subantarctic nearly ice-free region (South Australia).

Key words Subantarctic, Dimethylsulfide (DMS), DMS sea-air flux, genetic algorithms, Chlorophyll (CHL)



