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Abstract. Characteristics and trends of surface ocean dimethylsulfide (DMS) concentrations and fluxes into the atmosphere of

four Earth System Models (ESMs: CNRM-ESM2-1, MIROC-ES2L, NorESM2-LM and UKESM1-0-LL) are analysed over the

recent past (1980–2009) and into the future, using Coupled Model Intercomparison Project 6 (CMIP6) simulations. The DMS

concentrations in historical simulations systematically underestimate the most widely-used observed climatology, but compare

more favourably against two recent observation based datasets. The models better reproduce observations in mid to high5

latitudes, as well as in polar and westerlies marine biomes. The resulting multi-model estimate of contemporary global ocean

DMS emissions is of 16–24 Tg Syear−1, which is narrower than the observational-derived range of 16 to 28 Tg Syear−1.

The four models disagree on the sign of the trend of the global DMS flux from 1980 onwards, with two models showing an

increase and two models a decrease. At the global scale, these trends are dominated by changes in surface DMS concentrations

in all models, irrespective of the air-sea flux parameterisation used. In turn, three models consistently show that changes in10

DMS concentrations are correlated with changes in marine productivity, however the latter is poorly constrained in the current

generation of ESMs, thus limiting the predictive ability of this relationship. In contrast, a consensus is found among all models

over polar latitudes where an increasing trend is predominantly driven by the retreating sea-ice extent. However, the magnitude

of this trend between models differs by a factor of three, from 2.9 to 9.2 Gg Sdecade−1 over the period 1980–2014, which

is at the low end of a recent satellite-derived analysis. Similar increasing trends are found in climate projections over the 21st15

century.
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1 Introduction

Despite several decades of investigations, the quantification of interactions between aerosols and climate remains poorly con-

strained and understood (Bender, 2020). Recent work using the latest generation of ESMs suggests that aerosol-climate inter-

actions constitute a key driver of the inter-model spread of the simulated response to rising CO2 (Meehl et al., 2020). One of20

the sources of uncertainties is related to natural aerosols whose relative abundance compared to that of anthropogenic aerosols

directly influences the level of the anthropogenic aerosol forcing (Schmidt et al., 2012; Carslaw et al., 2013). Dimethylsulfide

(DMS) is a by-product of microbial food webs and is considered the largest natural source of sulfur to the atmosphere (e.g.,

Liss et al., 1994; Simó, 2001; Stefels, 2000). Once in the atmosphere, DMS is mainly oxidised into SO2 and then gas-phase

sulfuric acid, which rapidly condenses onto pre-existing aerosol particles or nucleates to form new sulfate aerosol particles25

(Carslaw et al., 2010; Liss et al., 2014). Among natural aerosols, sulfate aerosols formed from DMS represent a major part

of the aerosol-climate interactions in large pristine regions such as the Southern Ocean (Mulcahy et al., 2018, and references

therein) or the Arctic (Abbatt et al., 2019, and references therein).

Changes in climate variables, for instance surface wind, sea surface temperature (SST) or downwelling irradiance, can af-

fect both the production of DMS and its surface concentration, as well as its transfer rate from the ocean to the atmosphere,30

potentially driving a DMS-climate feedback (Vallina and Simo, 2007; Carslaw et al., 2010; Quinn and Bates, 2011). The im-

portance of such a feedback is debated due to a lack of comprehensive observations operating across a wide range of Earth

system realms, from marine biogeochemistry to cloud microphysics (Boucher et al., 2014, and references therein). There-

fore, modelling estimates of the strength of this feedback are poorly constrained. The latest assessed value of this feedback

is −0.02 Wm−2 K−1 (Ciais et al., 2013) which has been estimated from a single model (HadGEM2-ES). A recent estimate35

deduced from three CMIP6 models (GISS-E2-1-G-CC, NorESM2-LM, UKESM1-0-LL) suggests a slight amplification of

global warming due to a positive feedback of 0.005±0.006 Wm−2 K−1 (Thornhill et al., 2021). These global estimates hide

large regional differences both in terms of radiative forcing and in terms of changes in DMS emissions under global warming

(Thornhill et al., 2021). So far, studies have focused more closely on high latitudes regions eventhough a few recent ones

demonstrate the dominant role of DMS on marine low cloud aldebo over most oceans (e.g., Quinn et al., 2017) or illustrate40

regional impacts on low latitudes (Zavarsky et al., 2018). In polar regions, studies suggested an overall negative DMS feed-

back (e.g., Kim et al., 2018; Mahmood et al., 2019). However, because they are particularly sensitive to global warming, the

quantification of feedback in these regions is complex (Goosse et al., 2018). Therefore, an improved understanding of how the

pattern of marine DMS emissions may change with climate and environmental changes is required to constrain the magnitude

of the DMS climate feedback.45

Recent observations and mesocosm experiments have improved our understanding of how changes in microalgae dominance

and DMS production in response to climate warming (e.g., Blanchard et al., 2012), eutrophication (e.g., Mackenzie et al., 2011;

Gypens and Borges, 2014) or ocean acidification (Six et al., 2013; Schwinger et al., 2017; Hopkins et al., 2020) may change

DMS emissions in the future. Furthermore, satellite observations have been used recently to derive global estimates of DMS

seawater concentration for over a decade (Galí et al., 2018). The resulting algorithm was developed at the global scale but50

2



further tuned over the northern latitudes, allowing an assessment of the recent evolution of DMS in this region (Galí et al.,

2019). These advances coincide also with those of global models, from ocean biogeochemistry ones (Le Clainche et al., 2010;

Séférian et al., 2020) to full ESM ones enabling investigations on either (i) the physical factors that impact DMS behaviour,

for instance Xu et al. (2016) demonstrate that there seems to be a two-way interaction between DMS and ENSO in the tropical

region, or (ii) the ecological factors, for instance representing in the model more explicitely diverse phytoplankton groups (e.g.,55

Phaeocystis: Wang et al., 2015).

In this paper, we use the most up-to-date generation of observational data products and long-term measurements to assess

estimates of the surface ocean DMS concentrations and emissions to the atmosphere from the latest generation of ESMs, using

their contributions to the 6th phase of the Coupled Model Intercomparison Project (Eyring et al., 2016). The goal of this work is

two-fold. First, we aim to pull together various lines of evidence (observational data products, long-term measurements, model60

simulations) that will be used in further multi-model analysis of DMS-climate interactions. And, second, by combining these

lines of evidence, we provide an assessment of both the direction and the magnitude of the change in marine DMS emissions.

In Section 2, we provide details of the key characteristics of the ESMs and the observational datasets used in this work. In

Section 3, we focus on the analysis of the modern mean state. Building upon this analysis, we investigate the recent and future

evolution of marine DMS concentration and emission in Section 4. We assess the reliability of the model predictions in the65

light of key biogeochemical and physical drivers in Section 4.2. We further focus on the Arctic domain where model long-term

behaviours are scrutinized against long-term measurements of DMS concentrations and emissions in Section 4.3.

2 Models and observational datasets

2.1 Models

The present work draws on the results of four state-of-the-art ESMs that have contributed to CMIP6 (CNRM-ESM2-1, MIROC-70

ES2L, NorESM2-LM and UKESM1-0-LL), whose key characteristics are provided in Table 1.

Table 1. Key characteristics of the ocean and marine biogeochemical components of the ESMs. Column 2: horizontal grid points (tripolar

grids) and number of vertical levels. Column 4 in brackets: prognostic variables involved in the DMS parameterisations.

ESM name Ocean model (grid) Marine biogeochem. model Key Characteristics of the DMS scheme Reference

CNRM-ESM2-1 NEMO (294×362, 75 z-levels) PISCESv2-gas Prognostic (variable phyto. S/C ratios and DMSP-DMS yield) Séférian et al. (2019)

MIROC-ES2L COCO (256×360, 62 sigma-levels) OECO2 Diagnostic (chlorophyll, mixed-layer depth) Hajima et al. (2020)

NorESM2-LM BLOM (360×385, 53 sigma-levels) iHAMOCC Prognostic (export production, temperature) Seland et al. (2020)

UKESM-1-0-LL NEMO (330×360, 75 z-levels) MEDUSA-v2 Diagnostic (chlorophyll, surface irradiance, nitrate) Sellar et al. (2019)

Table 1 shows that the ocean component of the four ESMs studied here offer a relatively coarse resolution: they all use

tripolar grids (such as eORCA1 in CNRM-ESM2-1), with a nominal grid size of 1° and grid refinements in the tropics (circa

0.3°). As a consequence, we can anticipate that these models will suffer from deficiencies in replicating observations in regions

where small-scale features are important, such as in coastal areas.75
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Nonetheless, as documented in the reference papers of CNRM-ESM2-1, MIROC-ES2L, NorESM2-LM and UKESM1-0-

LL, these ESMs are able to simulate the main large-scale features of the ocean circulation. Recent work has also suggested

that these models have improved their performance in simulating the ocean mixed-layer depth (MLD), an important driver for

marine biogeochemistry and marine DMS emissions (Séférian et al., 2020).

2.1.1 DMS concentration and flux parameterisations80

As shown in Table 1, the four studied ESMs use DMS parameterisations of various complexity. Two models use empirical

parameterisations to compute DMS concentrations from chlorophyll and other variables (MIROC-ES2L and UKESM1-0-

LL), while the other two use prognostic models including marine biota (CNRM-ESM2-1, NorESM2-LM). Characteristics of

these parameterisations are essential to understand model deficiencies at simulating observed features of DMS concentration.

Besides, a close look at these parameterisations is also necessary to infer the ability of the biogeochemistry models to simulate85

the evolution of the DMS concentration and emission in the future, and the climate feedback that it may trigger. Here, we detail

DMS parameterisations used in the four ESMs.

Prognostic DMS parameterisations In CNRM-ESM2-1, DMS concentration is computed by the biogeochemical model

PISCES (Aumont and Bopp, 2006), embedded within the global general ocean circulation model NEMO. A prognostic DMS

scheme was introduced in PISCES by Bopp et al. (2008), and updated by Belviso et al. (2012) based on the PlankTOM5 model90

of Vogt et al. (2010). The version of PISCES used in CNRM-ESM2-1 for CMIP6 is PISCESv2-gas, based on PISCES-v2

(Aumont et al., 2015) with the addition of a specific module to compute the cycle of gases relevant to climate. In brief, the

model simulates three processes releasing the precursor of DMS, dimethylsulfoniopropionate (DMSP) to seawater: grazing

by zooplankton, exudation by phytoplankton, and cell lysis. Each of these processes is parameterised specifically for the two

phytoplankton functional groups represented in PISCES: nanophytoplankton and diatoms. DMSP is then converted to DMS95

with yields that increase with bacterial nutrient stress. Three more processes describe the sinks for DMS in seawater: bacterial

and photochemical degradation, and ventilation to the atmosphere. A more thorough description of PISCES can be found in

Belviso et al. (2012), with some adjustments further listed in Masotti et al. (2016). An additional stress factor accounting for

the change in pH is also included in this version following the study of Six et al. (2013). The fluxes to the atmosphere are then

computed using the parameterisation of gas exchange coefficients of Wanninkhof (2014). The air resistance is neglected. There100

is currently no online coupling of the fluxes of DMS towards the atmospheric model in CNRM-ESM2-1. Instead, a prescribed

DMS flux is applied as an input to the aerosol scheme (see Michou et al., 2020, for details).

NorESM2-LM includes a fully interactive description of the DMS cycle across the ocean-atmosphere interface following

Kloster et al. (2006). As opposed to PISCES, the conversion of DMSP to DMS is not explicitly described in the model. Instead,

DMS is directly released in the water, and is computed as a function of temperature and simulated detritus export production105

(Tjiputra et al., 2020). DMS production is further modified by the export rate of opal and CaCO3 shell material – that is,

calcite producing organisms are assumed to have a higher sulfur-to-carbon ratio than opal producing organisms. Although a

tunable pH dependency, that was not present in the original parameterisation of Kloster et al. (2006), has been implemented

in NorESM2, it has not been activated in CMIP6 runs (Tjiputra et al., 2020). As for CNRM-ESM2-1, three sink processes for
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ocean DMS are accounted for: bacterial consumption, photolysis and ventilation to the atmosphere. As in CNRM-ESM2-1,110

the latter is parameterised according to Wanninkhof (2014). DMS concentration in the air is modified via chemical reactions

as described in Kirkevåg et al. (2018) and Seland et al. (2020).

Diagnostic DMS parameterisations Compared to CNRM-ESM2-1 and NorESM2-LM, MIROC-ES2L and UKESM1-0-

LL use a much simpler approach to simulate the marine DMS cycle. Indeed, DMS concentration is diagnosed using empirical

parameterisations, that relate the DMS concentration to other marine biogeochemical or ocean hydrodynamical variables such115

as chlorophyll (hereafter Chl) and MLD. Despite their relative simplicity, the two parameterisations remain quite different.

In MIROC-ES2L, the seawater concentration of DMS is computed according to the parameterisation of Aranami and Tsuno-

gai (2004), which relates the sea surface DMS concentration to the MLD, and to surface water Chl concentration. This DMS

parameterisation is a modified version of that of Simó and Dachs (2002), calibrated with further measurements carried out in the

northern North Pacific (Aranami and Tsunogai, 2004). These parameterisations distinguish between two regimes, depending120

on the Chl/MLD ratio:

DMS =

60.0/MLD if Chl/MLD < 0.02 mg/m4

55.8× (Chl/MLD)+ 0.6 if Chl/MLD ≥ 0.02 mg/m4.
(1)

Low Chl/MLD ratio is found in open ocean, and holds for over 80 % of the ocean global surface (Simó and Dachs, 2002). In

this regime, DMS depends solely on MLD with an inverse relationship (dilution model: DMS×MLD=constant). Conversely,

high Chl/MLD ratio occurs either with very high Chl concentration, or with moderate-low Chl concentration in shallow mixed125

waters. Only in these situations is the DMS concentration positively correlated with Chl. Both MLD and Chl are simulated by

the ocean biogeochemical model OECO-v2 embedded in MIROC-ES2L (Hajima et al., 2020). Here, the MLD is defined as

the depth where the potential density becomes larger than that at the sea surface by 0.125 kgm−3 (Simó and Dachs, 2002).

The flux of DMS to the atmosphere is also computed according to Aranami and Tsunogai (2004). The gas transfer velocity is

calculated following Nightingale et al. (2000), but the Schmidt number used for DMS adjustment is calculated according to130

Wanninkhof (2014), as advised in the OMIP-BGC protocol (Orr et al., 2017). The DMS emission is then considered by the

aerosol module (Hajima et al., 2020).

In UKESM1-0-LL, the seawater concentration of DMS is computed within the ocean biogeochemistry model MEDUSA

(Yool et al., 2013) and is interactively coupled with the atmosphere. The parameterisation of DMS concentration is based

on the work of Anderson et al. (2001), and linearly relates the DMS concentration to a composite variable formed by the135

logarithm of the product of Chl concentration (C, mgm−3), light (J , mean daily shortwave, Wm−2) and a nutrient term

(Q, dimensionless) that depends on nitrate concentration. The parameterisation includes a minimum DMS concentration if the

composite variable is lower than a threshold, s, as follows:

DMS =

a if log10(CJQ)≤ s

a+ b× (log10(CJQ)− s) if log10(CJQ)> s.
(2)
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In the original parameterisation, the fitted parameter values were: a= 2.29, b= 8.24 and s= 1.72 (Anderson et al., 2001).140

During calibration of UKESM1-0-LL, the minimum DMS concentration (a) was changed to 1 nM and the threshold (s) was

adjusted to 1.56 (Sellar et al., 2019). This tuning was required to reduce the excessively strong negative forcing induced by

the higher DMS minimum concentration. Finally, the flux of DMS from the surface ocean to the atmosphere is parameterised

according to the air-sea gas transfer scheme of Liss and Merlivat (1986). DMS concentration in the atmosphere is subsequently

modified through a number of gas phase aerosol precursor reactions of the UKESM1-0-LL stratospheric/tropospheric chemistry145

scheme (see Mulcahy et al., 2020, Table 2 for the list of reactions).

2.1.2 Simulations

In this paper, we use monthly outputs of the CMIP6 historical (1850–2014) and ssp585 scenario (2015–2100) experiments. All

datasets were downloaded from ESGF nodes. The number of realisations of each model for both experiments is reported in

Table 2.150

NorESM2-LM has been run with two different grid resolutions of the atmospheric model: the version labeled LM has a

low atmosphere (250 km) and a medium ocean (100 km) resolution, while MM has a medium atmosphere (100 km) and

a medium ocean resolution. Both versions have the same number of realisations (3 for historical, and 1 for ssp585). We

evaluated and compared both versions, and they appeared to be very similar regarding the various metrics used hereafter. Thus,

only NorESM2-LM is presented in the study.155

UKESM1-0-LL realisations of the historical experiment include two different forcings variants, f3 (runs 5, 6 and 7) and

f2 (all other available runs). The difference between both forcings is related to the stratospheric sulfate AODs that influence

stratospheric sulfur chemistry. In f3 forcing, the AODs were accidentally kept at 1850 values (Sellar et al., 2020, Table A8).

However, this difference is believed to have a “close to non-existent” impact (Colin Jones, personal communication, Apr.

2020). All runs are thus analysed together, whatever the forcing variant. Regarding the historical experiment, the outputs of160

realisations 13–15 of UKESM1-0-LL are only partly available on ESGF, depending on the variable. To keep consistency in the

analysis, these three realisations were always discarded when available, only the sixteen other realisations (1–12 and 16–19)

were used.

Table 2. Number of available members used in the ensemble means, and in brackets reference of the dataset, for the historical and ssp585

CMIP6 simulations.

Model historical ssp585

CNRM-ESM2-1 11 (Seferian, 2018) 5 (Voldoire, 2019)

MIROC-ES2L 10 (Hajima et al., 2019) 10 (Tachiiri et al., 2019)

NorESM2-LM 3 (Seland et al., 2019a) 1 (Seland et al., 2019b)

UKESM1-0-LL 16 (Tang et al., 2019) 5 (Good et al., 2019)
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Our analysis focusses on surface ocean DMS concentration and marine emission of DMS to the atmosphere (variables

dmsos and fgdms in CMIP6). Where relevant, we use other variables such as the ocean surface Chl concentration (chlos), the165

vertically integrated marine primary production (intpp), the 10-meter wind speed (sfcWind), the sea surface temperature (tos),

or the sea-ice cover (siconc) for additional analysis. When compared to observations or between each other, model outputs

are interpolated on a regular Mercator grid of 1° using CDO remapping functions (Schulzweida, 2019, see Appendix A1.1

for more information). In the following, the multi-model ensemble mean (hereafter MMM) is calculated by averaging the

ensemble means of the four models using an equal weight for each model, regardless of the number of realisations.170

2.2 Observational and reference datasets

2.2.1 Surface ocean DMS concentration

In this study, we compare model outputs to three climatologies of surface ocean DMS concentration.

First, the widely used climatology of Lana et al. (2011) (hereafter referred to as L11), which is based on a large database

of in-situ measurements (over 47,000 data) from the Global Surface Seawater (GSS) DMS database (https://saga.pmel.noaa.175

gov/dms/). Most measurements were performed between 1980 and 2009. The interannual variations are not accounted for, thus

the resulting monthly climatology is considered to be representative as an average over this period. The dataset is processed

as follows: no quality control is applied on the data, but the largest values above the 99.9 percentile are removed (i.e., values

above 148 nM). Monthly data is first binned into a 1°×1° grid, and a monthly mean is then calculated in each of the 54 static

biogeographical provinces defined by Longhurst (2007, see Appendix A2 for details). In each of these provinces, a minimum180

of three data points is required to get a valid (monthly) value. For regions with at least four valid values over the year, a

temporal interpolation is applied to fill the gaps. Conversely, in provinces with three or less months of data, neighboring or

biogeographically equivalent provinces are used to construct an annual cycle, which is scaled with the few available data, if any.

This results in a “first-guess field” global dataset (Lana et al., 2011, section 2.2). Last, a distance-weighted interpolation process

(radius of influence of 555 km) is applied twice to smooth the resulting global monthly climatology: a first time to smooth the185

transitions across the province borders, and a second time after re-introducing individual in-situ data (Lana et al., 2011, section

2.3 and supplementary Fig. S2). On top of the monthly climatology, L11 provides an assessment of the uncertainty range,

through two other monthly datasets representing the estimated minimum and maximum DMS concentrations. The raw data,

binned into the 1°×1° grid, is also provided along with the climatology.

Despite the large number of measurements included in this DMS climatology, the spatial and temporal data coverage is190

limited (Lana et al., 2011, Figs. 1 and S1), and many regions remain poorly documented. Thus, as pointed out by Tesdal

et al. (2016), small scale features are transformed into large scale ones by the interpolation procedure, and anomalous values

observed at local scale could induce bias when extrapolated across data-sparse regions. This is illustrated by Hayashida et al.

(2020), who show that the entire Arctic region in L11 is based on extremely limited data (0–4 % areal coverage north of

60° N). The resulting extrapolation of open water DMS concentration to sea-ice covered areas, where primary production is195

presumably lower, may lead to a positive bias in L11. Another potential positive bias in L11 stems from the overrepresentation
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of biologically productive conditions in the in-situ DMS database from which L11 is built upon. This is supported by the study

of Galí et al. (2018, Fig. 7 and Sect. 4.1) who pointed out that the distribution of DMS concentration in L11 is right-skewed

as compared to DMS concentration derived from satellite chlorophyll measurements. Conversely, recent studies report on high

DMS concentrations measured in the North Atlantic (Bell et al., 2021) and in a coastal station of the West Antarctic Peninsula200

or in the Ross Sea (Webb et al., 2019; del Valle et al., 2009, respectively) which are not represented in L11. To conclude,

although L11 presents some weaknesses that are inherent to the original data and the interpolation methodology, it has been

considered so far as a reference (Tesdal et al., 2016) and is the only DMS climatology solely based on in-situ measurements.

It has also been widely used to calibrate or validate other DMS estimation techniques (see for instance Galí et al., 2019). We

thus used L11 as the leading reference climatology in this study, along with the more recent products presented hereafter. The205

annual mean of this climatology is shown in Fig. 1. Its global area-weighted mean is 2.35 nM (area-weighted median 2.25 nM,

see Table 3).

Another methodology using an artificial neural network (ANN) has very recently been developed by Wang et al. (2020)

(here referred to as W20) in order to improve the interpolation method used by Lana et al. (2011). This study relies on the

same database of in-situ DMS measurements, which now contains twice as many measurements (over 93k after removing210

concentrations below 0.1 nM and above 100 nM) as in the study of Lana et al. (2011). Wang et al. (2020) used a machine

learning algorithm, trained with existing DMS data along with a set of eight ancillary variables (MLD, SST, sea surface

salinity (SSS), photosynthetically active radiation (PAR), Chl, nitrate, phosphate and silicate), plus the time and location.

While DMS data measurements are scarce in vast areas of the oceans, and especially at high latitudes during the winter,

these other variables are better constrained through observations or climatologies. After training the ANN on a subset of the215

available data and validating the technique on another subset, it is thus possible to use the ancillary variables as predictors of

DMS concentration in undersampled areas. Along with this ANN method, the authors also performed a conventional linear

and multi-linear regression analyses, to compare the skills of the three methods. While the latter reproduces only 39 % of the

observed DMS variance, the ANN approach captures 66 % of it. The yearly mean of the climatology derived from the ANN

method is shown in Fig. 1. Its global area-weighted mean is 1.75 nM (area-weighted median 1.65 nM, see Table 3).220

Another strategy to produce a reliable climatology of sea surface DMS concentration has been proposed recently by Galí

et al. (2018) (here referred to as G18). These authors developed a remote sensing algorithm to derive total DMSP (DMSPt)

from the Chl concentration and the ratio between euphotic layer depth and MLD, which are both satellite-retrieved (Galí

et al., 2015). In a subsequent work, Galí et al. (2018) proposed a further parameterisation to derive DMS concentration from

DMSPt and PAR. The resulting climatology of Galí et al. (2018) can be regarded as an intermediate between L11 and W20225

on the one side, which both use DMS in-situ measurements to infer DMS concentration over the globe, and the models using

empirical parameterisations for DMS on the other side, where the input variables (Chl, MLD, PAR) are calculated instead of

being satellite-retrieved observation. This method also has its own limitations, and the developed algorithm used to relate the

proxies together has to be tuned. While the resulting parameterisation can be better constrained in specific basins, it remains

approximate when applied to the global oceans. Another limitation of this approach is the lack of satellite observations over230

sea-ice and at low solar elevations, resulting in observational gaps in high latitudes (> 48°) in winter. In coastal regions,
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the remotely sensed Chl signal may be biased by the presence of riverine coloured dissolved organic matter (CDOM), and

ultimately lead to an overestimation of the computed DMS concentration (Galí et al., 2019; Hayashida et al., 2020). The

annual mean of this climatology is shown in Fig. 1. Compared to L11, the global mean G18 DMS concentration is 33 %

smaller: 1.69 nM (weighted median 1.53 nM, see Table 3).235

2.2.2 Marine DMS emissions

The flux of DMS to the atmosphere has been assessed by several authors, but the resulting datasets are not readily available.

However, a recent work from Granier et al. (2019), as part of the European Copernicus Atmosphere Service (CAMS) project,

provides a climatology of DMS flux (hereafter referred as CAMS19). We used the latest version (3.1) of this dataset. This

climatology is computed using the DMS sea surface concentration from L11, the gas exchange coefficient of Nightingale et al.240

(2000) (with the quadratic formulation of the Schmidt number as a function of the temperature from Wanninkhof (2014); M.

Gauss, personal communication), and wind fields from ERA5 reanalysis over the period 2000-2019 (at 0.5°and 3 h resolution).

The calculated flux also accounts for the sea-ice cover, which is usually assumed to linearly reduce the DMS emission. Indeed,

gas transfer across the sea-ice and in partly ice-covered areas involves a series of complex processes and is subject to debate

(Lovely et al., 2015; Rutgers van der Loeff et al., 2014), however the linear scaling of the flux to the open-water fraction is245

generally accepted as a good first-order approximation (Prytherch et al., 2017). The resulting DMS flux is provided as daily

means on a 0.5° grid, and can be accessed from https://eccad3.sedoo.fr/.

3 Modern mean state

3.1 DMS surface ocean concentration

3.1.1 Spatial pattern analysis250

The annual mean DMS concentration over the period 1980–2009 is plotted in Fig. 1 for the 4 studied models, the MMM, L11,

G18 and W20. The global area-weighted mean and median are also provided in Table 3. In Fig. 1, an additional hatching is

added on the models to show the location where the modelled DMS concentration is not in the range of the three climatologies

(the range being defined by the minimun and the maximum of the three climatologies, including the minimum and maximum

range given by L11). Note that the Arctic region which is undocumented in G18 throughout the year is excluded from this255

treatment so that the range is always built on three DMS concentration values.

Overall, the striking observation that can be made is the lack of agreement between models, and between models and

observational products. Table 3 shows that L11 stands out with the highest median (and mean) DMS concentration. With

respect to the lowest global median DMS concentration (UKESM1-0-LL), that of L11 is over 60 % higher. The models

generally agree on enhanced DMS concentration in the eastern equatorial Pacific. Most models also predict higher DMS260

concentration in coastal regions, with some exceptions: for instance, MIROC-ES2L shows little or no enhancement along the

southern coasts of Australia and South America (south of the 30° S latitude). Conversely, this model predicts significant DMS

9
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Figure 1. Mean (1980–2009) surface ocean DMS concentration (nM) for the CMIP6 historical experiments of the four models, CNRM-

ESM2-1, MIROC-ES2L, NorESM2-LM, UKESM1-0-LL, and the MMM. Annual means of L11, G18 and W20 are also plotted. Minimum,

area-weighted median and maximum from each model or data product are also displayed. Hatching on the model plots shows locations where

the DMS concentration is outside the range covered by L11, G18 and W20 (see text for details).
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Table 3. Area-weighted statistics, median, mean, and spatial standard deviation of annual DMS surface ocean concentration (nM) shown in

Fig. 1. For the L11 climatology, means of the minimum and maximum values estimated by the authors are shown in brackets.

Median Mean ±σ

L11 2.25 2.35 ±0.89 (2.02–3.38)

G18 1.53 1.69 ±0.89

W20 1.65 1.75 ±0.72

CNRM-ESM2-1 1.90 1.98 ±0.66

MIROC-ES2L 1.56 1.77 ±0.85

NorESM2-LM 1.88 1.98 ±0.95

UKESM1-0-LL 1.39 1.78 ±0.90

MMM 1.75 1.88 ±0.59

enhancement along the coasts of the Arctic Ocean, as opposed to the other three models. MIROC-ES2L and NorESM2-LM,

and to a smaller extent CNRM-ESM2-1, show a band of low DMS concentration between 40° S and 60° S, while UKESM1-

0-LL predicts significantly enhanced DMS concentration in this latitude band. In MIROC-ES2L, the low concentration in that265

latitude band can likely be explained by the inverse relationship defined in the parameterisation of Aranami and Tsunogai

(2004) between the DMS concentration and the MLD, which is deep in the Southern Ocean. This major discrepancy between

models had already been highlighted by Tesdal et al. (2016), and seems even more pronounced in these CMIP6 results.

Individual model patterns shown in Fig. 1 have not changed significantly compared to previous publications presenting

these models, or the parameterisations they are based on. For instance, the DMS concentration modelled by previous versions270

of PISCES has been shown in Belviso et al. (2012, Fig. 9f) and Masotti et al. (2016, Fig. 1f), and is also included in the review

by Tesdal et al. (2016, Fig. 2). The current version of PISCES in CNRM-ESM2-1 shows very similar patterns, apart from

the widespread elevated concentration around Antarctica that was present in the version used by Tesdal et al. (2016) but is

significantly lower in the current version.

As expected, the output of MIROC-ES2L resembles those of the parameterisations of Simó and Dachs (2002) and Aranami275

and Tsunogai (2004), the latter being the closest (Tesdal et al., 2016, Fig. 2). As compared to the latter, the enhancement in

the eastern equatorial Pacific is stronger in MIROC-ES2L. Interestingly, such strong enhancement was also observed when the

parameterisation of Simó and Dachs (2002) was embedded in HadOCC (Tesdal et al., 2016, Fig. 2).

NorESM2-LM results can be compared to those obtained with the rather similar ocean biogeochemistry model HAMOCC,

within the MPI-ESM-LR model, as presented by Tesdal et al. (2016). Both models present similar concentration enhancement280

off the coasts of western Africa, and in the equatorial Pacific, plus in a thin latitude band between 30° S and 40° S. However,

there is little agreement at higher latitudes, especially in the northern Pacific and the Arctic, plus around Antarctica, where

NorESM2-LM simulates smaller DMS concentration than HAMOCC.
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UKESM1-0-LL features specific patterns that are distinct from the other three models, especially regarding the uniform

low concentration over vast areas. This reflects the threshold set to 1 nM in the parameterisation based on that of Anderson285

et al. (2001) (see Sect. 2.1.1). As compared to the review of Tesdal et al. (2016), apart from the revised threshold value

leading to lower DMS values, UKESM1-0-LL displays a stronger enhancement in the equatorial Pacific, that extends further

west as compared to the other models. In that respect, the output of UKESM1-0-LL shares several common features with the

HadOCC results shown in Tesdal et al. (2016). Lastly, as mentioned above, UKESM1-0-LL also stands out by the high DMS

concentration in the Southern Ocean (40° S–60° S), which can be explained by the high bias in Chl in this region (Séférian290

et al., 2020) and the positive relationship between DMS and Chl in the parameterisation of Anderson et al. (2001). The patterns

of DMS concentration are also very similar to the patterns of net primary production (NPP), which feature summer maximums

in both hemispheres (Sellar et al., 2019, Fig. 19). This suggest a strong relationship between both variables in UKESM1-0-LL.

Table 4. Spatial correlation coefficients between L11, G18 and W20 and the models (first three rows), and between the individual models

(rows 4–7), derived from the data displayed in Fig. 1. Last row: area fraction (%) within the range of L11, G18 and W20, i.e. fraction of

oceans that is not hatched in Fig. 1. See text for details about the observational range definition.

CNRM-ESM2-1 MIROC-ES2L NorESM2-LM UKESM1-0-LL MMM

L11 0.26 0.17 0.24 0.08 0.25

G18 0.38 0.30 0.49 0.29 0.53

W20 0.39 0.40 0.46 0.13 0.49

CNRM-ESM2-1 1 0.44 0.62 0.25 –

MIROC-ES2L – 1 0.53 −0.09 –

NorESM2-LM – – 1 0.20 –

UKESM1-0-LL – – – 1 –

Surf. area within Obs. range 84 % 59 % 67 % 37 % 84 %

The general findings outlined above are strengthened by the analysis of the Pearson spatial pattern correlation, which is

presented in Table 4. When compared to L11, the annual pattern correlation ranges from 0.08 to 0.26 for individual models.295

When compared to G18 and W20, this pattern correlation is improved for all models, ranging from 0.13 to 0.46 for the

latter. Note that because of the year-round undocumented area in the Arctic in G18 due to the lack of satellite observations,

the G18 pattern correlation is computed on a slightly smaller area than the ones of the other two climatologies. However,

computing the pattern correlation with L11 and W20 after masking them by the same extent as in G18 has a minor effect, with

correlation coefficients reduced by only 0.01 or 0.02, which does not change the conclusions of this comparison. Regardless300

the observational product, UKESM1-0-LL has the lowest pattern correlation amongst the four models, which can likely be

attributed to the constant minimum DMS concentration prescribed in the parameterisation of Anderson et al. (2001). It is also

worth noting that whatever the climatology used to compare with, the MMM has the highest pattern correlation (or second

highest when comparing with L11), even if the improvement as compared to individual models is small.
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The cross correlation between models, presented in the second part of Table 4, is rather small as well, and even slightly305

negative between MIROC-ES2L and UKESM1-0-LL. Interestingly, the highest correlation (0.62) is between both prognostic

models, CNRM-ESM2-1 and NorESM2-LM. Conversely, as in the comparison with the climatologies, UKESM1-0-LL has the

lowest correlations with each of the other three models.

The last row in Table 4 shows the area fraction, for each model, that lies in the range of values of the three climatologies. Up

to 84 % of the total area falls in this range for CNRM-ESM2-1, which can be related to the smoother patterns displayed by this310

model (Fig. 1). Conversely, the DMS concentration modelled in UKESM1-0-LL lies in the range of climatologies over only

37 % of the surface. Again, the constant minimum value seems to be responsible for this poorer agreement: as can be seen in

Fig .1, most of the hatched regions of UKESM1-0-LL are those where the DMS concentration is assigned to the fixed value of

1 nM.

The difference in annual mean concentration between each models and the three climatologies is shown in Fig. 2. An315

alternative presentation using the logarithm of the ratio (model/clim) is shown in the Supplementary Information (Fig. SI-

1) to highlight the places where the relative difference is important. Cross comparison between all models, with a single

climatology taken as a reference, or conversely with a single model comparing the three climatologies, can emphasise some

of the features that clearly stand out either in models or in the climatologies. For instance, the elevated DMS concentration for

three models in the eastern equatorial Pacific or in the tropical Atlantic, and in the case of UKESM1-0-LL in the 40° S–60° S,320

are the modelled features that stand out, against all climatologies, thus suggesting that these are model biases. Conversely, the

very high concentration displayed in L11 around Antarctica, and to a lesser extent in the south of Alaska and in the Indian

Ocean, are neither predicted by any model nor by G18 or W20. For the former two regions, high concentrations have been

reported in long-time measurements, at a site of the West Antarctic Peninsula, 2012–2017 period (Webb et al., 2019), and at

the Ocean Station P in the North East Pacific, 1996-2010 period (Steiner et al., 2012) and 2005-2017 period (Galí et al., 2018).325

Further investigations would be required to explain these discrepancies between measurements and models or climatologies.

Some specific processes, such as the DMS concentration enhancement following sea-ice break-up (Webb et al., 2019) are not

accounted for in the models, but are not sufficient to explain all discrepancies. Overall, assessing the relevance of high DMS

events at the global scale and the spatial resolution of climate models is mandatory to improve them.

The monthly mean (1980–2009) zonal DMS concentration is shown in Fig. 3 and monthly maps are shown for each model330

in the Supplementary Information (Figs. SI-2 and SI-3). Models and climatologies all show a clear seasonal cycle in the mid to

high latitudes, with a summer maximum in both hemispheres. However, they disagree on the amplitude and timing of this cycle.

These results compare well with the analog plot in Tesdal et al. (2016, Fig. 3) with some differences. CNRM-ESM2-1 shows

a summer maximum in the northern hemisphere which is shifted southwards and is less intense as compared to the version of

PISCES shown in Tesdal et al. (2016). In this version of PISCES, a pronounced year-round low DMS concentration centered335

on the 30° latitude bands of both hemispheres was also present, while this feature is much less clear in CNRM-ESM2-1.

The zonal mean seasonal cycle of MIROC-ES2L is very similar to that of both Simó and Dachs (2002) and Aranami and

Tsunogai (2004). The summer maximum in the northern hemisphere occurs only in June and July in MIROC-ES2L, while it
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Figure 2. Mean annual differences of surface ocean DMS concentration (nM) between models and the climatologies of L11, G18 and W20

(model minus climatology). Model data as in Fig. 1. Minimum, weighted median and maximum of each panel are displayed.

lasts from May to September in the latter. A clear imprint of the equatorial Pacific concentration enhancement is also visible in

MIROC-ES2L from January to May.340

NorESM2-LM shows a noticeable double maximum in both hemispheres, around 40° and at latitudes higher than 60°. In the

northern hemisphere, the maximum around 40° N is mostly driven by high concentration in the Atlantic from May to August,

and to a lesser extent in the Pacific in June and July (see Fig. SI-3 in the Supplement). In the Southern Ocean, a pronounced

DMS maximum around 40° S from November to February results in the zonal maximum observed in Fig. 3.
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Figure 3. Monthly mean (1980–2009) zonal surface ocean DMS concentration (nM) for the same models and observations as in Fig. 1.
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UKESM1-0-LL shows a northern maximum starting earlier than the other models, in agreement with L11. However, as345

pointed out by Hayashida et al. (2020), this feature could be an extrapolation artefact in L11 (see Sect. 2.2.1). Fig. 3 also shows

that the already noticed feature of high DMS concentration in a 40° S to 60° S latitude band is mostly an austral summer

feature, as for the NPP (Sellar et al., 2019, Fig. 19). The fixed minimum DMS concentration of 1 nM is also striking on this

figure, with large zonal bands with uniform DMS concentration.

Figure 4. Monthly mean statistics of surface ocean DMS concentration. Left: spatial correlations between a model and L11, middle: biases

(in percentage of L11), and right: RMSE (nM). A 0 % bias line is drawn for visual aid. Model diagnostics as in Fig. 1. The values are

provided in SI Table SI-1. The same metrics computed against G18 and W20 are plotted in Fig. SI-4.

We further extended the pattern correlation analysis presented above for annual mean to monthly data. Figure 4 presents350

three spatial monthly statistics between the models and L11, namely correlation coefficients, biases (in % of the reference) and

root mean square errors (RMSE). The same statistics using G18 and W20 as reference are also provided in SI Figs. SI-4. All

models outputs have been gridded to the 1° grid of the reference to compute these statistics. All models show similar seasonal

variations across all three statistics. Biases (negative except for two months of CNRM-ESM2-1) and RMSE are significantly

higher during the austral summer (November to February), probably due to the high DMS concentration featured in L11355

around Antarctica, that no model agrees with. The same explanation holds for northern hemisphere summer months (May

to September), where the bias and RMSE are slightly larger than during the other months of the year, because the summer

maximum of DMS concentration in all models is less intense and has a smaller spatial extent (Fig.3).

Pattern correlations have low values (lower than 0.2) in February-March and again in September to November, which can

be related to the smoother features and inter-hemisphere DMS gradients during these months. Conversely, during the summer360

months in both hemispheres, even if the models do not reach such elevated DMS values as in L11, the stronger concentra-

tion gradients contribute to a higher correlation. When compared to G18 and W20 (Fig. SI-4), the pattern correlations show

smoother seasonal variations.

Overall, the MMM has the lowest RMSE in nearly all months, with significantly lower values than each model when

compared to G18 and W20 (Fig. SI-4). The MMM and NorESM2-LM also have the best correlation coefficients with L11 in365
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almost all months, with coefficients higher than 0.4 during seven months of the year. They also have the best pattern correlations

when compared to G18 and W20.

3.1.2 Seasonal variation analysis

Further to the spatial analysis presented in the previous section, we now focus on the analysis of seasonal variations. For that

purpose, we used the same ocean partitioning into 54 biogeographical provinces (Longhurst, 2007) that Lana et al. (2011) used370

to built the L11 climatology (see the description in Sect. 2.2.1 and Appendix A2). These 54 provinces are also grouped into six

biomes (polar N and S, westerlies N and S, trades and coastal), to bring further information regarding the models’ strengths

and weaknesses.

In Fig. 5 we present the seasonal variations, in each of the 54 ocean provinces, of the 4 models and MMM, along with L11,

with its min-max range as a shaded envelope. This figure is inspired from that in Lana et al. (2011, Fig. 2). However, it is375

important to stress that the latter depicts the "first guess" DMS concentration, which is an intermediate stage of the climatology

calculation process (see Sect. 2.2.1 for details). Regarding individual model characteristics, one should note that in MIROC-

ES2L, the Red Sea and the Persian Gulf are treated as land, thus this model has no data in region 25 (code REDS). Also, in some

regions, UKESM1-0-LL computes constant DMS concentration, equal to its lower bound of 1 nM: see for instance regions 9,

14, 16, 17, 25, 38. For each province, the resulting correlation of modelled versus L11 seasonal variations is computed, and380

displayed in Table 5.

This figure shows the skills of each model in reproducing the seasonal cycle for each region. The seasonal cycle in the

northern Atlantic (regions 2–6 and 11) is relatively well reproduced regarding the timing and duration of seasonal maximum,

but the amplitude is generally lower in the models. The agreement is also satisfying in the northern Pacific (regions 30, 32, 33,

44) and in the regions located south of ∼ 40° S (regions 51–54). Equatorial regions are characterised by a weak seasonality and385

low DMS concentrations, and models poorly reproduce the climatology in these provinces (regions 9, 17 and 41 for instance).

In Table 5, the regions are sorted according to the six biomes, which helps at identifying general model behaviour. It is

noteworthy that the seasonal cycle in most polar and westerly provinces of both hemispheres is well captured by all models.

Conversely, all models poorly reproduce the seasonal cycle in most trade wind regions. Regarding coastal regions, some are

rather well reproduced regarding their seasonal cycles, while others not. There is a relatively good consistency between models:390

in coastal regions where the seasonal cycle is well (respectively poorly) reproduced, this is generally similar for all (or all but

one) models. When looking in detail at the coastal regions, it is clear that model skills are better in coastal regions located in

high latitudes (for instance region 11, 15, 20, 43, 44, 50) than in those located at low latitudes, which is consistent with the

conclusions regarding the other biomes.

Among the four models, none appears to have significantly better skills than the other regarding the seasonal cycle. The395

MMM presents slightly more uniform skills throughout the 54 provinces, with a correlation generally within the range of

individual model correlations (35 out of 54 regions), or better than all models (17 out of 54 regions). There are only two

exceptions (regions 8 and 17) where the correlation of MMM is worse than all individual models.
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Figure 5. Monthly 1980–2009 area-weighted surface ocean DMS concentration (nM) in the 54 oceanic regions defined by Longhurst (2007),

for the models as in Fig. 1 (color lines) and L11 (black line). Also plotted are other data of L11: (1) minimum and maximum as light grey

envelopes; and (2) “Pixel” data, i.e. raw data binned on the 1°×1° grid, as diamonds (note that they are not identical to the data plotted

in Fig. 2 of Lana et al. (2011), see text for details). The oceanic region numbering (54 regions) is repeated on the lower right corner map,

together with colours according to Longhurst (2007) for the six biomes (dark and light blue: polar N and S, dark and light green: westerlies

N and S, orange: trades, yellow: coastal).
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Table 5. Correlation coefficients of the linear regressions between the monthly time series of the models and L11. Time series and regions,

with their numbering and color code, are those of Fig. 5. Purple colours for negative correlations, green colours for positive correlations.

Several hypotheses can be proposed to explain the poorer correlation of the modelled seasonal cycles with the observations at

low latitudes. First, it was already shown that models present some features at low latitudes that do not agree with climatologies.400

For instance, the strong enhancement of DMS concentration in the eastern equatorial Pacific found in all models except CNRM-
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ESM2-1. While this model feature leaves an imprint in the annual mean (see Fig. 1), the monthly analysis shows that it is mostly

a spring (February–May) phenomenon (see Fig. 3). Indeed, when looking at the corresponding regions 39 and 40 (to a lesser

extent, the Atlantic region 7), it is clear that this typical model behaviour can explain the poor temporal correlation. The

second argument to explain the low correlation in equatorial/subtropical latitudes, is that the seasonality is very weak around405

the Equator (Fig .3). As noted by previous authors (see for instance Lana et al., 2012, Fig. 4), this weak seasonality can be

responsible for the low or even negative correlation, since the model uncertainties may have a larger amplitude than the seasonal

variability. The third explanation is that uncertainties also originate from the climatology itself. To investigate this effect, we

performed the same province-based seasonality analysis using W20. The corresponding table built with the same presentation

as Table 5 is shown in the SI (Table SI-5). While trades regions still show lower correlations than higher latitudes provinces410

(polar and westerlies), the overall agreement is significantly better than with L11, which suggests that the disagreement visible

in Table 5 can be partly attributed to L11 uncertainties.

3.2 Marine DMS emissions

3.2.1 Detailed insight into the sea-air flux parameterisations

The choice of the gas transfer parameterisation has an important impact on the calculated marine DMS emission, we thus415

briefly recall here their main characteristics. To compute the transfer of DMS from the ocean into the atmosphere, UKESM1-

0-LL uses the parameterisation of Liss and Merlivat (1986) which distinguishes between three wind regimes. For each of them,

the parameterisation is a linear function of surface wind. The resulting broken stick parameterisation has an overall dependence

on the whole wind speed range which is thus intermediate between a linear and a quadratic relation. MIROC-ES2L uses the

widely used parameterisation of Nightingale et al. (2000), that is a second-order polynomial function of the surface wind420

speed. It has been shown in a number of studies to result in intermediate estimations of the emissions, as compared to other

widely used parameterisations (e.g. Lana et al., 2011; Tesdal et al., 2016). The remaining two models (CNRM-ESM2-1 and

NorESM2-LM) use the DMS flux parameterisation of Wanninkhof (2014) where the flux is proportional to the squared wind

speed, and leads to gas exchange values similar to those of Nightingale et al. (2000) at intermediate wind speed range. This

parameterisation is a revision of the work of Wanninkhof (1992) which leads to significantly lower exchange coefficients than425

in the original publication. Wanninkhof (2014) now also includes a formulation of the Schmidt number for DMS as a function

of temperature, with a fourth-order polynomial fit valid from −2 °C to 40 °C. A bias in modelled SST can thus contribute to

the bias in flux calculation, but is estimated to be smaller than the uncertainty of flux parameterisation. The reader is referred to

Figures 12 of Nightingale et al. (2000) and Figure 2 of Wanninkhof (2014) to illustrate the relationships between wind speed

and exchange coefficients for the three gas transfer parameterisations of interest here.430
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3.2.2 Annual mean emission

DMS flux into the atmosphere is presented in Fig. 6 as 2D annual mean fields, in Fig. 7 as yearly emissions per 10° latitude

bands, and in Fig. 8 as zonal monthly means. Model fields represent values averaged over the 1980–2009 period. The reference

dataset added in the analysis here is the CAMS19 climatology described in subsection 2.2.2.

The flux of DMS features spatial patterns and seasonal cycles that stem from both the surface ocean concentration and the435

wind speed. To help understand how these main drivers impact the resulting flux, the maps of annual wind speed and the zonal

monthly wind speed are shown in the Supplementary (Fig. SI-6).

Overall, the maps of annual mean flux show a large spatial variation, which mirror in part the patterns of annual mean

concentration (see Fig. 1), with clear imprints from annual wind patterns (see Fig. SI-6). For instance, higher westerly winds

and weaker trade winds have a visible impact on the annual flux, both in models and climatology. For UKESM-1-0-LL, the440

weak trade winds combined with the very low DMS concentration over large parts of the 30° N–30° S band (see Fig. 1)

result in a flux lower than those of the other models. CNRM-ESM2-1 and UKESM1-0-LL display higher flux in the Southern

Ocean than the other models, but the underlying mechanism is different: while this feature clearly mirrors the pattern of

concentration in UKESM1-0-LL (see Fig. 1), it stems from the combination of year-round sustained high wind and moderate

DMS concentration in CNRM-ESM2-1. Relative maxima in CAMS19 over the Indian Ocean and the northeastern Pacific445

reflect the high DMS concentration of the L11 climatology, from which CAMS19 fluxes are derived. These high concentration

features in L11 are also reinforced by high wind speed in these regions. The resulting emission patterns in CAMS19 are not

present in the models. Despite the variety of simulated patterns, a number of common features can also be seen, such as the

low emissions at high latitudes in both hemispheres. This agreement can be explained by the common simulation framework

shared by all models and CAMS19 (see Sect. 2.2.2), which linearly scales DMS emission on the non sea-ice covered fraction.450

Other common features include high emission in several coastal zones, such as the coast of Mauritania, Namibia and south of

the Arabian peninsula. All models also simulate low annual emission over Southeast Asia, which is another clear imprint of

the low surface wind speed. This feature is especially pronounced in MIROC-ES2L.

The variety of patterns shown in Fig. 6 results in an important spread when looking at the annual emission per latitude band,

as shown in Fig. 7. Two models, CNRM-ESM2-1 and UKESM1-0-LL, have their largest fluxes in the 40° S–50° S latitude455

band, in line with the previous observation. Conversely, the zonal profile of annual emission peaks in the 10° N – 20° N band for

NorESM2-LM, which results from the combination of elevated flux in subtropical Pacific and in several coastal regions located

in the same latitude band (Fig. 6). In turn, the explanation of these elevated fluxes can be found in both surface concentration of

DMS, and rather high surface wind. The zonal profile of annual emission in MIROC-ES2L is flatter than in the other models,

with similar emissions across the 30° N – 50° S band. This is in agreement with the map of annual flux which shows a smoother460

global emission as compared to other models, and will be further explained in the next subsection. Lastly, Fig. 7 also confirms

that the DMS emission in UKESM1-0-LL across the 30° N – 30° S band is significantly lower than the other models, but also

lower than all the other estimates based on climatologies. This results in global annual DMS emissions lower than those of the

other models (see also Table 6).
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Figure 6. Annual mean DMS flux (µmolm−2 day−1). First two rows: 1980–2009 means for the four CMIP6 models. Last row: CAMS19.

Min, area-weighted median and maximum are provided for each panel.

3.2.3 Seasonal cycle analysis465

Figure 8 shows the seasonal cycle of the DMS flux. First, a year-round low emission in a thin latitude band around the Equator

is featured by all models and CAMS19. This is clearly related to the low wind speed in the ITCZ (Inter Tropical Convergence

Zone), which is slightly more pronounced in CNRM-ESM2-1 and MIROC-ES2L (see Fig. SI-6). This figure also shows that
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Figure 7. Mean annual DMS flux (Tg Syear−1) per 10° latitudinal bands for the models and CAMS19 as in Fig. 6. Other references are

shown applying the Nightingale et al. (2000) parameterisation of air-sea fluxes and different DMS concentration: K00: Kettle and Andreae

(2000) and L11 (data from Table 2 of Lana et al., 2011) - G18N00: G18 - W20N00: W20. W20GM12 is W20 with the parameterisation of

air-sea fluxes of Goddijn-Murphy et al. (2012). G18N00, W20N00 and W20GM12: data from Table 2 of Wang et al. (2020).

the summer maximum in both hemispheres that was observed for the DMS concentration (Fig. 3) is preserved in the emission

of NorESM2-LM, UKESM1-0-LL and CAMS19, while it is completely smoothed in MIROC-ES2L, with a weak seasonal470

cycle in both hemispheres. In the northern hemisphere for CNRM-ESM2-1, the seasonal cycle of the emission is even reversed

as compared to that of the concentration. A detailed side comparison of the same plots of DMS concentration and surface

wind (Figs. 3 and SI-6) explains the nearly opposite behaviours of models. For instance, focusing on the latitude band between

30° N and 50° N, we see that CNRM-ESM2-1 and MIROC-ES2L compute significantly higher surface wind speed during

winter months than the other two models. Apart from that of Liss and Merlivat (1986), this difference is further amplified475

by the quadratic dependence of wind speed in the flux parameterisations. In this latitude band and during winter months,
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Figure 8. Monthly mean zonal DMS flux (µmolm−2 day−1) for the same models and datasets as in Fig. 6.

CNRM-ESM2-1 also predicts DMS concentration (around 2 nM) which is nearly twice as much as in the other models. The

combination of this relatively high concentration and high wind speed thus results in the highest emission in winter for CNRM-
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Table 6. Global mean DMS emissions (Tg Syear−1) of the four CMIP6 models over different 30-year periods. Emission totals of current

estimations available in literature, displayed in 10° latitudinal bands in Fig. 7, are also given. a: the range results from various wind and SST

products used in the flux calculation. Data from Table 4 of Kettle and Andreae (2000). b: the estimated range depends on the assigned bias

in DMS concentration as derived from remote-sensing measurements (Galí et al., 2018); c: the flux estimated by Galí et al. (2018) is simply

linearly scaled to the concentration, following the multimodel review of Tesdal et al. (2016) which shows a roughly linear relation between

global annual DMS flux and DMS concentration; d: Tesdal et al. (2016) provided a best estimate of 18 – 24 Tg Syear−1 using available

observations and the previous generation of ESMs.

1850 – 1879 1980 – 2009 2071 – 2100 Air-Sea flux Ref.

CMIP6 model estimates

CNRM-ESM2-1 23.4 23.7 25.4 Wanninkhof (2014)

MIROC-ES2L 18.1 18.4 20.4 Nightingale et al. (2000)

NorESM2-LM 19.7 19.8 19.0 Wanninkhof (2014)

UKESM1-0-LL 16.3 16.4 16.0 Liss and Merlivat (1986)

Observational estimates

Kettle and Andreae (2000)a 12.9 – 16.0 Liss and Merlivat (1986)

Lana et al. (2011) 17.6 Liss and Merlivat (1986)

Lana et al. (2011) 28.1 Nightingale et al. (2000)

Galí et al. (2018) 16.0 – 20.0b Tesdal et al. (2016, Fig. 8)c

CAMS19 25.9 Nightingale et al. (2000)

Wang et al. (2020) 17.9 Nightingale et al. (2000)

Wang et al. (2020) 17.2 Goddijn-Murphy et al. (2012)

Previous assessed range

Tesdal et al. (2016) 8.8 – 27.3d
Liss and Merlivat (1986),

Nightingale et al. (2000),

ESM2-1. Conversely, the very low concentration and moderate wind speed in NorESM2-LM and UKESM1-0-LL lead to low

emission in winter. MIROC-ES2L represents the intermediate situation, where the amplitude and phase of the seasonal cycles480

of DMS concentration and wind counteract in similar proportions, leading to a weak seasonal cycle of the emission.

3.2.4 Comparison with other studies

To conclude this section, Table 6 summarises global mean emissions of the four CMIP6 models along with several estimates

from other studies for the modern period. Figure 9 also provides a convenient way to compare models in a glance regarding

their annual global mean concentration, and emission. This Table does not include previous estimates of the flux calculated485

with the parameterisation of Wanninkhof (1992) since it has been revisited by the author, and the updated parameterisation of

Wanninkhof (2014) leads to significantly lower exchange coefficients (Sect. 3.2.1).
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Because of the weakest dependence on wind speed in the parameterisation of Liss and Merlivat (1986), UKESM1-0-LL has

the lowest mean emission of 16.4 Tg Syear−1 over the 1980–2009 period. This value agrees with other studies using the same

flux parameterisation. MIROC-ES2L has an intermediate emission value of 18.4 Tg Syear−1 which ranges in the low end of490

other studies also using the flux parameterisation of Nightingale et al. (2000). This is consistent with the rather low global

mean DMS concentration in MIROC-ES2L (1.77 nM, Table 3), and the finding of Tesdal et al. (2016, Fig. 8) that to first order

the global mean concentration of DMS determines the global mean flux.

The case of CNRM-ESM2-1 and NorESM2-LM is interesting as these models have very close global mean DMS concen-

tration, yet NorESM2-LM computes a total annual DMS flux about 20 % lower than CNRM-ESM2-1 (see also Fig. 9). Both495

models use the sea-air flux parameterisation of Wanninkhof (2014), however their surface wind speeds differ. As shown in

Fig. SI-6, the annual median wind speed is ∼ 6.5 % higher in CNRM-ESM2-1, leading to a ∼ 13 % difference when squared,

and their seasonal cycles differ as well. Tesdal et al. (2016, Fig. 8) also illustrate that the emission may differ by as much

as 1.5–3 Tg Syear−1 when two different fields of DMS concentration with identical annual mean concentration are chosen,

all other things being equal. Thus, these two arguments together explain the 20 % difference in DMS emission between both500

models.

To conclude, the global DMS emission computed by the four CMIP6 models are well within the recent literature values,

the best estimate of Tesdal et al. (2016) being of 18–24 Tg Syear−1. It should be emphasised that the choice of the exchange

coefficient parameterisation has a strong influence on the resulting DMS emission, and the uncertainties associated with these

parameterisations are elevated (Tesdal et al., 2016; Goddijn-Murphy et al., 2012). Accounting only on the four models, the505

median flux (1980–2009) is 19±3 Tg Syear−1, thus lowering the best estimate of Tesdal et al. (2016) by 10 % but with

an identical uncertainty range. Overall, we somewhat contradict with Tesdal et al. (2016) who conclude in a low bias of

model DMS fluxes. Indeed, apart from the CAMS19 and the L11/Nightingale et al. (2000) DMS flux estimates, the other

current observational estimates coincide with our CMIP6 model estimate. However, the current grid size of ocean models and

additional processes that are not accounted for, such as DMS enhancement during sea-ice break-up (see Sect. 3.1.1), prevent510

models from accounting for high DMS events localised in space and time. Thus, simulated DMS emission might represent the

lower bound of actual fluxes.

4 Historical and future evolution

4.1 Global and regional trends of DMS concentration and flux

Figure 9 shows the evolution of global annual mean DMS concentration, and global total DMS flux over the entire historical515

and ssp585 period (1850-2100). Both variables are relatively stable over the historical period, with the onset of significant

trends between 1970 and 1980. At the end of the century, the spread of these two quantities is larger than at the end of the

historical period (more than twice as large for the concentration). The interannual variability of the ensemble mean is larger

for NorESM2-LM due to its lower ensemble size (see Table 2). The ensemble spread increases with the number of realisations.
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Figure 9. Time series of mean annual global area-weighted surface ocean DMS concentration (nM, top panel) and annual global DMS flux

(Tg Syear−1, bottom panel) over 1850 – 2100 (CMIP6 historical and ssp585 simulations). The ensemble mean of each model (thick lines),

± 2 standard deviations (shaded envelopes) is plotted. Note that the dimension of each ensemble may be different in the historical and in the

ssp585 experiments (see Table 2). The Pearson correlation coefficient between both time series is indicated for each model on the bottom

plot.
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Each model also has distinct variability, which is especially noticeable in the case of CNRM-ESM2-1, whose spread in the520

DMS flux is significantly larger than that for UKESM1-0-LL although the latter has more realisations.

Table 7. Comparison of the mean and relative difference of DMS concentration (conc, in nM) and flux (Tg S year−1), between the beginning

of historical period (1850–1865) and the end of ssp585 period (2085–2100) as shown in Fig. 9.

Mean 1850–1865 Mean 2085–2100 Relative difference (%)

CNRM-ESM2-1
conc 1.99 2.12 6.5

flux 23.4 25.7 9.8

MIROC-ES2L
conc 1.72 1.89 10.0

flux 18.1 20.6 13.8

NorESM2-LM
conc 1.97 1.84 −6.6

flux 19.7 19.0 −4.0

UKESM1-0-LL
conc 1.79 1.57 −12.3

flux 16.3 16.0 −2.1

Figure 9 reveals two major points. First, models disagree on the sign of the future trend: two models (CNRM-ESM2-1

and MIROC-ES2L) show positive trends over 2015–2100, while the other two models (NorESM2-LM and UKESM1-0-LL)

simulate negative trends. Interestingly, both responses include one prognostic model and one empirical parameterisation of the

DMS, thus the adopted parameterisation does not explain this disagreement. However, besides this disagreement on the sign,525

all models show a strong correlation between the trends of total DMS flux and of concentration. This result suggests that to

first order the trend in DMS concentration determines the trend in DMS flux, while the change of other variables involved

in the flux calculation, for instance the mean wind speed and the sea surface temperature, is of secondary importance. To

gain further insight from these time series, the relative difference of DMS concentration and flux between the beginning of

historical (1850–1865) and the end of scenario simulation (2085-2100) is shown in Table 7. It reveals that for each model,530

whatever the sign of the trend, the relative change in flux (−4 to 13.8 %) is shifted towards positive values compared to the

relative change in concentration (−12.3 to 10 %), thus mitigating negative flux trends, but reinforcing positive ones. This is

likely explained by the positive dependence of the gas-exchange parameterisations on the SST, which is sharply increasing in

ssp585 simulations (see the timeseries of modelled SST in Fig. SI-7). Conversely, the mean annual wind speed over the oceans

shows no or a weakly negative trend, depending on the model (Fig. SI-7), and thus cannot explain an increased DMS flux.535

Further investigations would be required to evaluate these effects on a finer spatial and temporal scale, however a more detailed

analysis of the drivers involved in flux parameterisations is beyond the scope of this study. Notwithstanding the uncertainties

with regards to the other drivers, the major role of the DMS concentration to explain the trend in DMS flux is an important

result which confirms and goes farther than the conclusion of Tesdal et al. (2016), who showed that in modern climate the

global total flux of DMS depends primarily on the global mean DMS concentration.540
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Figure 10. Time series of mean annual area-weighted surface ocean DMS concentration (nM, left panels) and annual regional DMS fluxes

(Tg Syear−1, right panels) over 1850 – 2100 (CMIP6 historical and ssp585 simulations, model ensemble means). Six different Longhurst

(2007) biomes are distinguished, from top to botton: polarN, polarS, westerliesN, westerliesS, trades, and coastal (see also Fig. 5 for a

mapping of these regions). Please note the common y-axis for all DMS concentration plots.

To gain further insight into the respective trends of DMS concentration and flux, Fig. 10 compares both trends on the six

ocean biomes. Overall, the behaviour depicted at the regional scale is similar to what is seen at a global scale: when a trend
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of DMS concentration is present, the trend of DMS flux has generally the same sign for most models and biomes. A few

exceptions to this occur when other processes are at play, and overcome the DMS concentration as main driver of the flux.

This is namely the case in polar biomes, where the fraction of sea-ice cover is expected to be an important driver due to the545

linear scaling of DMS emission to the ice-free water fraction (see Sect. 3.2). To help understand the underlying mechanisms,

Figure SI-8 shows the timeseries of the annual mean sea-ice concentration in both polar biomes. In the Arctic, all models agree

on a strong decline in sea-ice, and unanimously predict a sharp rise of DMS flux. The trend in DMS concentration also leaves

an imprint in that of flux, but is of secondary importance. Similarly, in the polar S biome, apart from NorESM2-LM which

shows no significant trend in any of the three variables, the other models also predict a rise in DMS flux following either the550

decrease in sea-ice cover or the increase in DMS concentration (or both in the case of UKESM1-0-LL). An in-depth analysis

of the Arctic response will be presented in a subsequent section of the paper.

A comparison of Figures 9 and 10 also shows that the global trends of DMS concentration and flux have the same sign as

in the trades biome, which represents 50 % of the total ocean surface, and accounts for roughly half of global DMS emissions

(45–60 % depending on the model). The coastal biome also depicts a similar response, which is in line with previous finding555

(Sect. 3.1.2) that this biome could respond similarly to trades or westerlies biomes depending on the latitude. Therefore,

improving the models in the low latitudes regions is needed to gain confidence in the predicted global trends of DMS.

Figures 11 and 12 complement the view by global and biome regions with maps of the trends over 1980–2009 and 2071–

2100. Only the trends whose statistical significance is ≥ 90 % are shown. These maps further demonstrate the good agreement

between the trends of concentration and those of flux: pattern correlation range between 0.42 and 0.81 over the 1980–2009560

period, and reach 0.89 over the 2071–2100 period. These maps also show that for each model, most features of these trends are

similar in both periods. Over 2071-2100, trends of both variables appear larger than trends over 1980–2009, more so for the

CNRM-ESM2-1 and the NorESM2-LM models. The extent of statistically significant areas increases between both periods,

and is larger for the models using empirical parameterisations (MIROC-ES2L and UKESM1-0-LL), which might be due to

a more straightforward response to a limited set of internal drivers, thus reducing the spread and increasing the statistical565

significance. It is also worth noting that the trend in DMS flux is statistically significant for all models in the Arctic region (at

least in the Arctic margin, where the sea-ice retreat is more pronounced).

Ultimately, Figures 11 and 12 also reveal that even if two models agree on the sign of the global trends, the underlying

mechanisms are not identical. For instance, comparing CNRM-ESM2-1 and MIROC-ES2L shows that the latter features more

uniform trends, while the former has a more patchy response with higher spatial variability. Similarly, NorESM2-LM and570

UKESM-1-0-LL show very distinct features, for instance with a strong increase in the Southern Ocean band for UKESM-1-0-

LL while NorESM2-LM shows a decrease in this region. Opposite behaviours can also be observed in the North Pacific and

North Atlantic regions in both periods, with an increase predicted by NorESM2-LM, and a decrease predicted by UKESM1-0-

LL.

Several previous studies have investigated the evolution of DMS concentration and flux in the future. Although these studies575

are not necessarily comparable to ours with respect to scenarios, model type and methods, we summarize the results of these

studies regarding global DMS trends. An early study by Gabric et al. (2004) using a 3×CO2 scenario found an annual mean
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Figure 11. Mean trends over 1980–2009, left surface ocean DMS concentration (nMdecade−1), right DMS flux into the atmo-

sphere (µmolm−2 decade−1). Shaded areas denote a statistical significance below the 90 % level.
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Figure 12. Same as Fig. 11 with trends computed here over 2071–2100 from the ssp585 simulations. Note the scales are identical to Fig. 11.

DMS flux increase by 14 %. Bopp et al. (2003) conclude that under 2×CO2 (assuming a 1 % increase per year), the global

DMS emission increases by 2 %, and they further observe that there are large spatial heterogeneities (flux change ranging from
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−15 to 30 % in zonal mean). Vallina et al. (2007) addressed the effect of upper mixing shoaling induced by global warming580

on the flux of DMS, and found a small increase by 1.2 %. Kloster et al. (2007) performed a global analysis with HAMOCC,

under scenario SRES A1B, and found a decrease in the global DMS flux by 10 %. They also concluded that the simulated

changes have large spatial variations. Their results (see Kloster et al., 2007, Fig. 4) indeed show negative trends almost all over

the oceans, apart from the Arctic and in a thin band around Antarctica. Some features are slightly similar to those displayed

by NorESM2-LM, which is not surprising given the similarity in the ocean carbon cycle models. Wang et al. (2018) performed585

simulations with the Community Earth System Model (CESM) with RCP8.5 scenario, which computes a global decrase in

DMS flux of −8.1 % in 2100, with significant spatial variability. These findings are consistent with those of Kloster et al.

(2007), and agree qualitatively with the results obtained with NorESM2-LM despite the projected DMS decrease is only half

that found by Wang et al. (2018). Our findings for MIROC-ES2L and UKESM-1-0-LL agree qualitatively with the results

of Halloran et al. (2010), who performed an offline evaluation of the trends predicted for surface ocean DMS concentration,590

using the output of HadCM3 climate simulation following the IPCC SRES 2a scenario, and the schemes of Anderson et al.

(2001) and Simó and Dachs (2002). A moderate global reduction was found with the former, as in UKESM1-0-LL, while

a pronounced global increase was found with the latter scheme, as in MIROC-ES2L. However, the patterns of trends in the

study of Halloran et al. (2010, Fig. 5) do not closely resembles those in MIROC-ES2L and UKESM1-0-LL. Two modelling

studies by Six et al. (2013) and Schwinger et al. (2017) specifically addressed the issue of decreasing seawater pH along with595

the rise in CO2. Whilst these studies used fairly different scenarios (SRES A1B and RCP8.5, respectively), they both found a

decrease in global DMS flux respectively of 18±3 % and 17–27 % (depending on the chosen pH sensitivity) by the end of the

21th century. However, other studies focusing on specific regions or processes have opposite conclusions: for instance, Kim

et al. (2010) found an increase in DMS production due to enhanced grazing rates; Gypens and Borges (2014) suggested that

eutrophication can offset the acidification effect and lead to a rise in DMS production in coastal environments. Other studies600

focused specifically on regional trends, such as in the Southern Ocean (Cameron-Smith et al., 2011; Qu et al., 2020). Both

studies reported a very large increase in DMS flux, however this regional behaviour, which strongly depends on the sea-ice

cover, cannot be generalised at the global scale. Last, we can also mention the sensitivity analysis performed by Wang et al.

(2020, Fig. 9). After they built the W20 climatology using the ANN (see Sect. 2.2.1), they individually changed the most

influential variables (SST, MLD, PAR, SSS and three nutrients) and assessed the resulting change in concentration. The ANN605

has a non-linear, positive or negative response to each of these variables, and this sensitivity analysis reveals that the overall

trend would be a complex combination of multiple factors.

To conclude, there is no agreement in the literature with regards to the sign and amplitude of the trends of DMS concentration

and flux in the future (Hopkins et al., 2020). Numerous processes are at play, and there is considerable uncertainty in the overall

result. There is no general consensus either in the CMIP6 models regarding the DMS trends, neither on the regional patterns,610

nor on the sign of the global annual trend. By the end of the 21st century, in the ssp585 simulation, the four CMIP6 models

predict a relative change in DMS emission between −4.0 and 13.8 %, which agrees with the large range of estimated values

from previous studies. The only exception where models unanimously predict a sharp rise in DMS emission is in the Arctic,

and this is analysed further in section 4.3 below.
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4.2 Role of marine biology615

The aim of this section is to answer whether other variables could give further insight on the most likely trend of DMS

concentration, especially in low latitudes regions which determine the global trend as found in the previous section.

The biological control of the change in DMS concentration has been highlighted in previous modelling studies (e.g. Bopp

et al., 2003; Kloster et al., 2007) and merits to be re-assessed here in a multi-model perspective. In the following, we investigate

this relationship for the CMIP6 models using marine net primary productivity (NPP). Figure 13 shows how changes in ocean620

DMS are associated with changes in NPP across in the four CMIP6 models over 1980–2009 and 2071–2100 (the total annual

NPP is also plotted in Fig. SI-9, to compare with the similar plot for DMS concentration, Fig. 9).

Table 8. Metrics of the scatter plots of Fig. 13, change in DMS concentration versus change in NPP: slopes of the linear regressions (10−2 nM

per gCyear−1) and determination coefficients. Metrics are shown for the four models, over two periods (1980-2009 and 2071-2100) in

global mean and for the 6 biomes, as in Fig. 13.

global polar N polar S westerlies N westerlies S trades coastal

Model Slope R2 Slope R2 Slope R2 Slope R2 Slope R2 Slope R2 Slope R2

historical (1980–2009)

CNRM-ESM2-1 0.39 0.80 0.76 0.59 0.74 0.24 −0.01 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.51 0.78 0.19 0.64

MIROC-ES2L −0.40 0.29 2.55 0.88 −0.04 0.02 −1.38 0.72 −0.18 0.20 −0.63 0.68 1.42 0.57

NorESM2-LM 0.94 0.86 4.98 0.96 3.09 0.84 1.59 0.84 0.89 0.48 0.82 0.89 1.87 0.87

UKESM1-0-LL 1.33 0.99 0.51 0.92 1.15 0.99 1.15 0.97 2.00 0.90 1.09 0.97 1.27 0.98

ssp585 (2071–2100)

CNRM-ESM2-1 1.03 0.94 0.47 0.65 0.37 0.25 0.37 0.39 −0.19 0.63 1.59 0.92 0.93 0.91

MIROC-ES2L −1.27 0.87 −1.57 0.63 1.28 0.85 −2.33 0.78 0.31 0.76 −0.56 0.88 −0.42 0.62

NorESM2-LM 1.36 0.87 1.84 0.70 2.07 0.68 1.64 0.78 1.91 0.78 1.41 0.91 2.01 0.91

UKESM1-0-LL 0.99 0.98 0.99 0.73 1.15 0.99 0.79 0.95 2.18 0.81 0.92 0.96 0.80 0.99

Figure 13 and Table 8 map two groups of model responses regarding the link between the change in DMS and that of

NPP: over the historical period (1980–2009), despite important scatters, three models (CNRM-ESM2-1, NorESM2-LM and

UKESM1-0-LL) display a positive correlation between changes in DMS and changes in NPP. This positive correlation is further625

confirmed for these models in the future (2071-2100), with larger differences and less scatter, which depict a robust relationship

between both variables. Beside the qualitative agreement between these three models, the slopes of linear regressions are highly

variable between models, between biomes, and between both periods (Table 8), thus considerably limiting the predictive

capability of such relationship. In contrast, MIROC-ES2L shows no clear correlation between DMS and NPP, and even a

weak negative correlation across the biomes in the future. This specific behaviour, contrasting with that of the other models,630

stems from the parameterisation of Aranami and Tsunogai (2004), in which there is a loose biological control on the DMS
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Figure 13. Scatter plot of change of DMS concentration as compared to the change in NPP as simulated by CMIP6 models over the

historical 1980–2009 period (left column) and ssp585 2071–2100 period (right column). For both variables, the reference (DMSref and

NPPref, respectively) is the mean value over 1850–1879. Each scatter plot displays global values (black dots) and the values in each of the 6

biomes (dark and light blue: polar N and S, dark and light green: westerlies N and S, orange: trades, yellow: coastal); see Fig. 5 for a mapping

of these regions. Linear regressions are shown, and related information is given in Table 8. Mind the different scales between both columns.
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concentration, through the positive relationship with the Chl which only occurs in high productivity zones (see Sect. 2.1.1 and

Fig. SI-9 showing the timeseries of annual mean Chl, to compare with the similar plot for DMS concentration, Fig. 9).

Although the limited current knowledge about the NPP-DMSP-DMS relationships hampers our ability to constrain this

emergent property, several lines of evidence tend to suggest that there is a positive correlation between NPP and DMS con-635

centration. Firstly, noting that some studies observed no correlation between DMS and Chl a (e.g., Wang et al., 2020, and

references therein), a number of other studies showed positive correlations between NPP and DMS production: the link be-

tween NPP and DMSP is highlithed at the local scale (e.g., Simó et al., 2002) and at a basin wide scale (e.g., Uhlig et al., 2019),

that between NPP and DMS concentration again at a basin wide scale in Osman et al. (2019), and the link between DMSP and

DMS concentration has been described in several studies (e.g., Stefels, 2000; Yoch, 2002; Asher et al., 2017; Lizotte et al.,640

2017). Secondly, factorial experiments conducted by Wang et al. (2020) using an artificial neural network show that a 10 %

decrease of Chl a leads to a reduction in DMS concentration in large open-ocean domains. Finally, previous modelling work of

Bopp et al. (2003) and of Kloster et al. (2007) show that the response of the marine biology (i.e., declining NPP) is one of the

prominent drivers of changes in DMS emissions. The first group of models (CNRM-ESM2-1, NorESM2-LM and UKESM1-

0-LL) thus captures a relationship which is consistent with such ocean field experiments, while the response simulated in645

MIROC-ES2L is not consistent with the current understanding of the DMSP production pathways by marine phytoplankton

(Stefels et al., 2007).

Such relationship between changes in NPP and changes in DMS has consequences for future projections because it suggests

that the overall model response in DMS concentration and emission will mirror changes in NPP. A recent study by Kwiatkowski

et al. (2020, see Figs. 1e and 2o) synthesised the prediction of ten CMIP5 and thirteen CMIP6 models for several diagnostics,650

and concluded to a relative change in NPP of −2.99±9.11 % in ssp585 scenario (2080–2099) relative to the 1870–1899 mean

(Kwiatkowski et al., 2020, Table 4). As compared to the CMIP5 generation of models, which predicted a relative change of

−8.54±5.88 % in scenario RCP8.5, the uncertainty has thus increased, and now covers positive trends. This confirms that the

response of models in the low-latitude oceans remains highly uncertain, even regarding the sign of the trends, thus limiting the

current ability to predict future changes of DMS concentration and emissions in these regions, and thus on a global scale.655

4.3 Focus on the Arctic region

In polar regions, the role of DMS concentration in governing the DMS emission is superseded by the dynamics of sea-ice

cover, in line with the common model assumption of a linear relation between the DMS flux and the ice-free area fraction. To

make it clear to the reader, we emphasise here that in all CMIP6 models, the DMS flux variable represents the actual flux over

the entire grid cell, and thus already accounts for the reduction due to the sea-ice, if present.660

Figure 14 shows time series of various diagnostics over the Arctic region. The motivation for this figure is to present

information as shown in Galí et al. (2019) (hereafter G19) and thus evaluate how/if the four CMIP6 models confirm some

conclusions derived from the satellite analysis of G19. Three regions are distinguished i.e., the pan-Arctic region (north of

70° N) and its two divisions, an Atlantic sector and a non-Atlantic sector (see Fig. 4H of Galí et al., 2019). The area-weighted

mean DMS flux and concentration (third and fourth row in Fig. 14) are computed considering ice-free grid cells (as in G19),665
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Figure 14. From top to bottom in each column are time series (1950–2014) of May–August values of: integrated DMS emission (Gg S),

mean ice-free extent (106 km2), area-weighted mean DMS flux (µmolm−2day−1), and area-weighted mean DMS concentrations (nM). The

same four months (May to August) and the same regions as those of Galí et al. (2019) are shown for the CMIP6 models in the four columns:

black lines pan-Arctic (>70° N), cyan lines non-Atlantic sector (including central), and orange lines Atlantic sector (including central). Solid

lines computed from all pixels of a given region. Dashed lines for DMS fluxes and DMS concentrations computed only from >90 % ice-free

pixels of a given region, as in Galí et al. (2019). Grey dotted lines are visual aids to ease the comparison between models.

which are cells where 90 % or more of the surface is sea-ice free. We also show results considering all pixels of a given region

to evaluate the importance of the sea-ice masking. Time series are shown over part of the CMIP6 historical period, 1950–2014,

and this extends the G19 time series (1998–2016).

Several of the time series presented in Figure 14 show interannual variations whose amplitude depends on the model, with

larger interannual variations for CNRM-ESM2-1 and NorESM2-LM, and smaller ones for the other two models. Time series670

of ice-free extent are similar among models except for MIROC-ES2L which predicts significantly less sea-ice. However, the

dynamics of sea-ice retreat from 1980 onwards is roughly consistent between models, with a median rate of +0.23×106 km2

per decade. This Figure provides new insights regarding the behaviour of models in the Arctic. First, all models show higher

DMS concentration over the ice-free pixels (dashed lines) as compared to the entire domains (full lines). This means that
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the models consistently predict lower DMS concentration below the sea-ice, in line with reduced photosynthetically active675

radiation. We want to note here however that a number of recent studies highlighted the large DMS production of ice algae and

acknowledged that models likely underestimate the contribution of bottom ice DMS (Hayashida et al., 2020, and references

therein). The only exception is seen in the Atlantic sector for MIROC-ES2L, where the mean DMS concentration over ice-free

pixels is lower than that in the whole sector. This is likely due to the specific negative correlation between DMS and MLD in

the parameterisation of Aranami and Tsunogai (2004) (see Sect. 2.1.1). The MLD is expected to be thicker in the absence of680

sea-ice, thus leading to lower DMS concentration. Because the fraction of ice-free water is much higher in the Atlantic sector

(∼70 %) than in the non-Atlantic sector (∼30 %), this specific effect of the MLD is expected to leave a stronger imprint on the

DMS concentration in the latter, thus explaining this exception.

As compared to the DMS concentration values found by G19 between 1998 and 2016 (in the 2.7–3.0 nM range in the

Atlantic sector, in the 3.5–4.5 nM range in the non-Atlantic sector), MIROC-ES2L shows a rather good agreement, while685

CNRM-ESM2-1 and NorESM2-LM display much lower and higher concentration values, respectively. UKESM1-0-LL has a

concentration value in the Atlantic sector which agrees with that in G19, but the concentration in the non-Atlantic sector is

roughly half that in G19. G19 further discussed the differences in biogeochemical and meteorological characteristics in both

Arctic sub-sectors, to explain why DMS concentration is larger in the non-Atlantic sector. In particular, as the non-Atlantic

sector includes the Siberian shelves, which seem to be quite productive owing to nutrient inputs from large rivers (Terhaar690

et al., 2021), the G19 data may be biased high in the Siberian shelves due to optical interference of continental materials

(Hayashida et al., 2020). While uncertainty in satellite DMS appears higher in the non-Atlantic sector, ESMs possibly struggle

to capture the biogeochemical functioning in shallow Arctic seas, due to both too-low resolution and non-represented processes.

Notewithstanding the biases in models as compared to G19, only MIROC-ES2L and NorESM2-LM correctly capture this

difference between sectors with higher DMS concentration in the non-Atlantic sector.695

Comparing the time series of DMS concentration and flux together demonstrates again the tight relationship between both

variables. Especially, when considering only the means over ice-free pixels (dashed lines), the specific role of sea-ice is thus

negligible, and the similar behaviours are clearly visible. Comparing the time series of DMS concentration and flux together

demonstrates again the tight relationship between both variables, especially when considering only the means over ice-free

pixels (dashed lines). As compared to G19, who found a mean DMS flux in the 3–4 µmolm−2 day−1 range whatever the700

region (with one year up to 5 µmolm−2 day−1), three models tend to underpredict the flux, while NorESM2-LM significantly

overestimate the flux, with pan-Arctic values in the 4.5–6 µmolm−2 day−1 range. Accounting for all pixels without sea-ice

criterion (full lines) mathematically decrease the resulting mean flux. This mean flux (1950–2014) shows a factor of nearly 3

between the minimum (UKESM1-0-LL: 0.51 µmolm−2 day−1) and the maximum (NorESM2-LM: 1.47 µmolm−2 day−1).

All together, these observations made for the sea-ice extent, and the DMS concentration and flux, explain well the resulting705

DMS integrated emissions from May to August (top row in Fig. 14), which also differ by a factor of 2 to 3, with UKESM1-0-

LL around 30 Gg S and NorESM2-LM around 80 Gg S at the end of the period. Rates of increase in DMS emission between

1980 and 2014 vary between 2.9 Gg Sdecade−1 (lowest increase rate for UKESM1-0-LL) and 9.2 Gg Sdecade−1 (highest

rate for NorESM2-LM) while the estimate of Galí et al. (2019) over 1998–2016 is 13.3± 6.7 Gg Sdecade−1.
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Scatter plots of DMS emissions versus ice-free extent over the 1950-2014 period are shown in Figure 15, with related metrics710

in Table 9, to provide further insight into this relationship. As in G19 (see Figs. 4H and 4I), information is also given over a

fourth domain, the central basin with heavier sea-ice cover, whose area is subtracted here from the Atlantic and non-Atlantic

sectors. Over the pan-Arctic region, determination coefficients (R2) are largely higher in all CMIP6 models than those of G19.

This reflects the linear dependence of the flux to the free-water fraction in the models, though in observations additional factors

such as ocean productivity can be invoked to explain scatter in the DMS emission versus sea-ice extent relationship (Galí et al.,715

2018; Lewis et al., 2020). Smaller interannual variability in models compared to satellite observations can also contribute to

higher R2. Slopes of the relationship differ for the four models, with the smallest slope for UKESM1-0-LL (10.4 in Gg S per

10 % of free-water) and the largest slope for NorESM2-LM (31.8 Gg S per 10 % of free-water). To first order, these slopes

result from the combination of the mean DMS flux and of the trend in sea-ice retreat. In total, the CMIP6 summertime DMS

emissions extrapolated at 100 % sea-ice free water vary between 72 and 310 Gg S, enlarging the corresponding estimation of720

144± 66 in G19. Because the current ice-free extent is significantly larger (in the 60–85 % range) over the Atlantic sector,

the error at 100 % extrapolation is reduced, with emission estimates ranging between 27–50 Gg S. Conversely there is a huge

discrepancy in the central sector (11–151 Gg S).

We further extended this analysis to the ssp585 scenario, using the 65-year long period from 2036 to 2100 so that both

analyses rely onto the same time windows. Scatter plots of DMS emissions versus ice-free extent (see right column of Figure725

15) confirm the linear relationships determined from the years 1950–2014 between these two fields (see previous paragraph).

Unlike in the 1950–2014 years, the Atlantic sector appears to be mostly free of ice during the summer months, thus the

relationship between DMS flux (and thus emission) and ice-free extent is almost lost. Extrapolations of annual DMS emissions

at 100 % ice-free extent for the 2036-2100 period (from 86 to 282 Gg S for the pan-Arctic region) are comparable to projections

inferred from the 1950–2014 period (72 to 310 Gg S, see Table 9). In the non-Atlantic sector and central basin, the disagreement730

in extrapolated values at 100 % ice-free water is reduced following the reduced extrapolation errors. All CMIP6 models thus

depict a consistent evolution throughout the 21st century in the Arctic region, where DMS emission is determined to first

order by the ice-free extent, while other factors are of secondary importance. This modelled behaviour agrees well with the

conclusions of Hayashida et al. (2020), who found that the decline of Arctic sea ice is associated with a quasi-linear positive

trend of DMS flux.735

5 Conclusions

In this study, we analyse surface ocean DMS concentration and flux into the atmosphere from four CMIP6 ESMs (CNRM-

ESM2-1, MIROC-ES2L, NorESM2-LM and UKESM1-0-LL) over the historical and ssp585 simulations. The parameterisa-

tions of DMS in these ESMs have various degrees of complexity and while they may have already been evaluated, either in a

previous (e.g., Le Clainche et al., 2010) or in their current version, it is the first time that this is done in a common coupled740

atmosphere-ocean simulation framework. Our study also provides an evaluation of the performance of the current generation

of ESMs against the most up-to-date observational products, both in terms of mean state and of current and future trends.
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Figure 15. Scatter plots with mean annual May to August values of DMS emissions (Gg S) versus ice-free extent (%) over the same regions

as those of Galí et al. (2019): pan Arctic (black dots), non-Atlantic sector without the central basin (cyan dots), Atlantic sector without the

central basin (orange dots), and central basin (purple dots), for the 4 CMIP6 models (4 rows). Left column: 1950–2014 years, right column:

2036–2100 years. DMS emissions at 100 % ice-free extent are indicated for better clarity when the extrapolated values exceed the y-axis

maximum. The related metrics of these scatter plots are displayed in Table 9)
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Table 9. Metrics of the scatter plots of Fig. 15, DMS emissions versus ice free extent: slopes of the regression lines (Gg S per 10 percent

of free-water extent), projected DMS emissions at 100 % free-water (Gg Syear−1), and determination coefficients. Metrics are shown for

the pan-Arctic (with sums of the individual regions in parentheses), Atlantic and non-Atlantic sectors (excluding the central basin), and the

central basin as in Galí et al. (2019), for the four models. Values from Galí et al. (2019) are also presented.

Model pan-Arctic Atlantic non-Atlantic Central

Slope 100 % R2 Slope 100 % R2 Slope 100 % R2 Slope 100 % R2

historical (1950-2014)

CNRM-ESM2-1 28.4 265 (310) 0.87 3.6 43 0.37 12.4 116 0.84 15.9 151 0.80

MIROC-ES2L 16.8 156 (150) 0.97 3.4 27 0.77 7.4 72 0.98 5.4 51 0.98

NorESM2-LM 31.8 280 (229) 0.83 5.8 50 0.49 12.9 118 0.93 6.6 61 0.81

UKESM1-0-LL 10.4 101 (72) 0.94 3.8 32 0.91 3.1 29 0.95 1.0 11 0.74

ssp585 (2036-2100)

CNRM-ESM2-1 14.0 185 (190) 0.81 −0.2 35 0.00 5.4 78 0.72 6.7 77 0.85

MIROC-ES2L 18.5 164 (161) 1.00 11.7 33 0.87 7.5 72 0.99 5.9 56 0.99

NorESM2-LM 29.6 279 (282) 0.93 4.5 55 0.45 11.9 113 0.93 12.2 114 0.91

UKESM1-0-LL 7.7 84 (86) 0.91 −1.0 26 0.02 4.3 37 0.88 2.8 23 0.98

Galí et al. (2019) 14.4±0.66 200±54 (144±66) 0.68 3.8±0.20 41 0.52 8.1±2.1 84 0.69 1.9±0.3 20 0.68

Our analysis of contemporary (1980–2009) climatologies of simulated surface DMS concentration shows that, overall, agree-

ment is poor between models, and also between models and reference datasets, such as the L11 dataset. This is consistent with

previous work (Tesdal et al., 2016). The use of multiple modern observational climatologies, L11, G18 and W20 sheds ad-745

ditional light on the multi-model performance analysis. As concluded by previous authors (see for instance Galí et al., 2018,

Sect. 4.1), the widely used L11 climatology likely overestimates climatological surface DMS concentration at the spatial reso-

lution of climate models due to the combination of scarce and biased sampling. This could in part explain the unanimous low

bias of the CMIP6 models when compared to L11. Models show a better agreement with observation based estimates when

compared to W20. The range of model global annual median DMS concentrations (1.39–1.90 nM) encompasses the W20 me-750

dian (1.65 nM), whereas that of L11 is 2.25 nM. Our work also shows that models have better spatial correlation with W20 as

a reference dataset (coefficients from 0.13 to 0.46 for annual fields) than with L11 as the reference (coefficients from 0.08 to

0.26).

Analysis of the annual cycles in each of the 54 biogeographical provinces defined by Longhurst (2007) reveals that models

better reproduce the annual cycles in mid to high latitudes (polar and westerlies biomes) than in low latitudes (trades biomes),755

in agreement with past studies (e.g., Le Clainche et al., 2010). Coastal provinces seem to respond in a similar way, with the ones

located in mid to high latitudes often displaying a better agreement between models and observations. We note, however, that

annual cycles in low latitudes are less pronounced and this may partly explain weaker correlations. Coastal model deficiencies
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may also be associated to the coarse model grid resolutions and poor process representation of coastal marine biota and

sediments.760

The multimodel ensemble mean (MMM) shows good skills in reproducing spatial patterns and seasonal variability, and

compares generally better with observational climatologies than individual models.

The comparison of marine DMS emissions confirms the importance of the air-sea flux parameterisation on the resulting

flux. The estimates of DMS emissions relying on observed surface ocean DMS concentrations and state-of-the-art air–sea flux

parameterisations range between 16–28 Tg Syear−1, while CMIP6 model estimates show a smaller consistent range (i.e.,765

16–24 Tg Syear−1). As a consequence, the multi-model best estimate is 19±3 Tg Syear−1, which is 10 % lower than the

18–24 Tg Syear−1 best estimate proposed by Tesdal et al. (2016), with an identical uncertainty range.

The comparison of trends of DMS fluxes and of DMS concentrations over the whole simulation period (historical + scenario;

1850–2100) reveals that the current generation of CMIP6 ESMs disagree on the sign of these trends. Two models (CNRM-

ESM2-1 and MIROC-ES2L) simulate an increase in ocean DMS concentrations and emissions, whereas two other models770

(NorESM2-LM and UKESM1-0-LL) predict a moderate decrease. As a consequence, our work shows that the lead-order

uncertainty in the future evolution of marine DMS emissions has not been reduced in the current generation of models compared

to that of previous modelling experiments (e.g. Bopp et al., 2003; Kloster et al., 2007; Halloran et al., 2010).

Our analyses using CMIP6 ESMs confirm the conclusions of Tesdal et al. (2016) that global DMS emission depends primar-

ily on global mean surface ocean DMS concentration, while the spatial distribution of DMS concentration and the parameteri-775

sation of ocean-atmosphere exchange coefficient are of secondary importance. Our study further demonstrate that to first order,

changes in marine global DMS concentration determine the evolution of the global DMS emission to the atmosphere. All mod-

els consistently predict that the relative change in DMS emission (−4 to 13.8 %) is shifted towards positive values compared

to the relative change in DMS concentration (−12.3 to 10.0 %), which is likely caused by the positive temperature dependence

in the air-sea flux parameterisations. Models also agree that global trends in DMS concentration and flux are dominated by the780

trends in the trade biome region, since this region accounts for half of the global ocean area. Furthermore, models agree on

an increase in DMS emission in polar regions, following the dynamics of sea-ice retreat. This shows that the trend of ice-free

extent overcomes that of DMS concentration as the main driver in these regions. In this work, we have assessed this feature

and compared to the results of Galí et al. (2019) over the Arctic. In this region, models agree on an increase in DMS emission

related to the increase in free-water extent. The extrapolation of this relationship to 100 % free-water leads to a summertime785

emission ranging from 84 to 280 Gg S, thus encompassing the value of 200± 54 Gg S reported by Galí et al. (2019).

On the contrary, there is no consensus on how the current generation of models simulate the long-term trends in DMS

concentrations and emissions in low-latitude biomes. Further investigating the relationship between DMS concentration and

biological productivity reveals that three models (CNRM-ESM2-1, NorESM2-LM and UKESM1-0-LL) predict a positive

correlation between the trend in ocean surface DMS concentrations and the trend in marine primary production, while the790

fourth model (MIROC-ES2L) displays no strong correlation between these variables. This raises questions regarding the ability

of empirical parameterisations of DMS concentration to predict future evolution, since they have been calibrated in present

conditions. Despite the qualitative agreement of the three models regarding the NPP-DMS relationship, the predictive ability
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is limited given the large uncertainties in the future evolution of marine primary production. The modelling challenge here is

particularly vast as Kwiatkowski et al. (2020) shows that this uncertainty is larger in CMIP6 models than in CMIP5 models.795

Although none of the marine biogeochemical models studied here are currently intended to represent specific taxa of marine

phytoplankton, it is interesting to connect the most likely behavior of those taxa in response to climate change. For instance,

Dani and Loreto (2017) suggest that climate change may reduce the range of latitudes where DMS-producer phytoplankton

taxa thrive, and hence lead to a reduction in DMS emission to the atmosphere in warm low-latitudes oceans. Overall, our work

shows that there is a major uncertainty in low-latitude ocean where the change in DMS concentration results from the interplay800

of marine biology factors with many other environmental drivers (e.g., temperature, salinity, stratification, nutrient availability,

acidification, large-scale circulation), which all may affect in both directions the trends in DMS concentration (Wang et al.,

2020). Further analysis to disentangle the role of these factors is required, for instance along the lines of the meta-analysis of

Galí and Simó (2015) that specifically addresses the issue of the "summer paradox". This would require important coordination

among modellers to work in a multi-model perspective as only a few CMIP6 models include DMS and their DMS-related output805

are limited and insufficient at present to conduct such analysis. In turn, this large uncertainty in DMS concentration results in

uncertainty in marine DMS emission to the atmosphere. Progress in the representation of the biogeochemical, and particularly

the lower trophic ecosystem, dynamics in the low-latitude oceans will improve our ability to tighten the range of uncertainty in

marine DMS emissions and hence ultimately constrain the direction and the magnitude of the DMS-climate feedbacks.

Code and data availability. Datasets from CMIP6 simulations are available from every ESGF node, such as https://esgf-node.ipsl.upmc.fr/810

search/cmip6-ipsl/ (last accessed 14 April 2021).

The climatology of Lana et al. (2011) is available from the Surface Ocean - Lower Atmosphere Study (SOLAS) web site (https://www.

bodc.ac.uk/solas_integration/implementation_products/group1/dms/, accessed 12 July 2019). Four datasets are provided (in .csv format): the

monthly DMS climatology; its upper and lower bounds based on an assessment of the uncertainty in the climatology estimate; and the original

in-situ measurement dataset binned on a 1°×1° grid. These files were converted in netCDF format for comparison with model outputs.815

The climatology of Galí et al. (2018) is available at https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.2558511. Several grid resolution are provided, we only

used the 1°×1° file (algorithm: globsat; chlorophyll product: CHL; euphotic layer product: KD490) provided in netCDF format. A few file

structure adjustments were required to make it CF compliant and be able to compare with model outputs.

The climatology of Wang et al. (2020) is available at https://zenodo.org/record/3833233 on a regular 1°×1° grid. Apart from a format

conversion from the provided .mat file to netCDF, this dataset was used without pre-processing.820

The scripts used to process and plot the data are available upon request to the author. All plots presented in this paper have been produced

with NCL v6.6.2.
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Appendix A: Methods

A1 Model data processing

A1.1 Global analysis825

The four studied models use tripolar grids in the oceans, none of the four being common to each other. Conversely, the clima-

tologies are provided on regular 1°× 1°grids. Thus, using a common grid is required for all model-climatology comparisons,

and MMM computation. The remapping is achieved using CDO (version 1.9.8: Schulzweida, 2019). While a conservative

interpolation (operator remapcon) would be the most suited method to handle concentration or flux variables, it fails when

applied to tripolar grids. Thus, we turned towards a distance-weighted interpolation (operator remapdis). A minor issue arises830

after remapping ocean data, with pixels defined inland along the coastlines. Thus, a land-sea mask is systematically applied

after any remapping step, in order to keep the surface integral correct. The relative error generated by these data processing

steps has been evaluated to be in the ±0–2 % range.

The multimodel ensemble mean (MMM) is computed in pixels where at least three models have valid data. This criterion

has been chosen so that no pixel in MMM is based on a single model (for instance, the Caspian Sea is only described in835

UKESM1-0-LL), but to retain areas which would be described in all but one model (the Red Sea and Persian Gulf are not

described in the ocean model of MIROC-ES2L).

Readers may note differences in metrics provided in this article and metrics provided in other literature (e.g., mean and

median of the L11 climatology displayed in Table 3 and that in Galí et al. (2018, Sect. 3.2.1)). We checked the numbers we

present and we are confident in our processing done with the CDO and NCL tools. Note that differences in median values may840

arise as we compute area-weighted medians.

A1.2 Arctic analysis

In the study of Galí et al. (2019), the mean DMS concentration and flux is computed on ice-free pixels only, since both are

derived from satellite observations. In order to provide comparable results, we also computed the mean over ice-free pixels

only (with the same criterion as Galí et al. (2019) of >90 % free-water) along with the regular area-weighted mean. We used845

monthly sea-ice concentration datasets from each model to compute the means over ice-free pixels. We paid special attention

to the calculation of the mean, which is thus done on 3D arrays (2D in space and 4 months per year) with missing data in pixels

where the sea-ice cover exceeds the chosen threshold. The mean is calculated in a single step using a weighting that combines

pixel area and available months duration (if any).

A special case arose for NorESM2-LM, for which the ocean grid has one more row (j=385) than the sea-ice grid (j=384).850

In order to match both grids to apply a sea-ice mask over DMS data, we were advised (Yanchun He, Mats Bentsen, personnal

communication, June 2020) to remove the last row using cdo selindexbox,1,360,1,384. When doing so, a warning is displayed

since both (resized) grids do not share exactly the same coordinates.
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In Fig. 15, the central basin in the Arctic is defined by Ardyna et al. (2013), which is a revised partitioning based on the work

by Spalding et al. (2007) and the WWF (World Wildlife Fund) agency. The mask file (in netcdf format) of this partitioning was855

provided by M. Galí.

A2 Longhurst oceanic provinces

As presented in Sect. 2.2.1, the climatology of Lana et al. (2011) is built upon a “first-guess analysis”, which consists of

partitioning all available in-situ data into ocean biogeographic provinces. The partitioning used by Lana et al. (2011) is that

proposed by Longhurst (2007) which consists of 54 provinces. A shapefile defining these provinces is available at https:860

//www.marineregions.org/downloads.php#longhurst. Note that another version of this global ocean partitioning, including 56

provinces (plus a 57th one located in the Chesapeake Bay) is often referred to, and corresponds to an older version (Longhurst

et al., 1995). However, most provinces are identical in both versions, and only a handful of provinces differ (two provinces

along the Californian coast, OCAL and CCAL, are merged in a single province in the latest version, and the partitioning of the

northern North Pacific differs).865

We are aware of more recent work about ocean partitioning into biomes that provides both updated static partitioning and

dynamic partitioning (Reygondeau et al., 2013; Fay and McKinley, 2014). Such dynamic partitioning accounts for yearly

variation of the environmental and biogeochemical characteristics of the oceans, and thus offers a more accurate representation

of the biomes. However, since our study uses the climatology developed by Lana et al. (2011) as the main reference, we decided

to keep the same static partitioning for the biomes-based analysis.870

Author contributions. JB, MM, PN and RS designed the study; JB performed research and analyzed data; JB, MM and RS wrote the paper

with significant inputs from all coauthors.

Competing interests. The authors declare no competing interests.

Acknowledgements. We gratefully acknowledge Martí Galí, Nadja Steiner, and an anonymous reviewer for their comments that helped to

improve and clarify this paper.875

This work was supported by the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research and innovation program with the CRESCENDO project under

the grant agreement No 641816, the TRIATLAS project under the grant agreement No 817578. JB thanks M. Galí for his help in using his

climatology of DMS and for providing the map of Arctic regions. JB thanks W. Wang for his help in using his climatology of DMS. JB thanks

Y. He and M. Bentsen for their advise in using NorESM2-LM datasets. JT and JS acknowledge Research Council of Norway funded projects

KeyClim (295046) and Columbia (275268). Simulations of MIROC-ES2L are supported by the TOUGOU project "Integrated Research880

Program for Advancing Climate Models" (grant number: JPMXD0717935715) of the Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Science, and

45

https://www.marineregions.org/downloads.php#longhurst
https://www.marineregions.org/downloads.php#longhurst
https://www.marineregions.org/downloads.php#longhurst


Technology of Japan (MEXT). MIROC-team acknowledge JAMSTEC for use of the Earth Simulator supercomputer. JPM was supported by

the Met Office Hadley Centre Climate Programme funded by BEIS and Defra (grant no. GA01101).

46



References

Abbatt, J. P. D., Leaitch, W. R., Aliabadi, A. A., Bertram, A. K., Blanchet, J.-P., Boivin-Rioux, A., Bozem, H., Burkart, J., Chang, R.885

Y. W., Charette, J., Chaubey, J. P., Christensen, R. J., Cirisan, A., Collins, D. B., Croft, B., Dionne, J., Evans, G. J., Fletcher, C. G., Galí,

M., Ghahremaninezhad, R., Girard, E., Gong, W., Gosselin, M., Gourdal, M., Hanna, S. J., Hayashida, H., Herber, A. B., Hesaraki, S.,

Hoor, P., Huang, L., Hussherr, R., Irish, V. E., Keita, S. A., Kodros, J. K., Köllner, F., Kolonjari, F., Kunkel, D., Ladino, L. A., Law, K.,

Levasseur, M., Libois, Q., Liggio, J., Lizotte, M., Macdonald, K. M., Mahmood, R., Martin, R. V., Mason, R. H., Miller, L. A., Moravek,

A., Mortenson, E., Mungall, E. L., Murphy, J. G., Namazi, M., Norman, A.-L., O’Neill, N. T., Pierce, J. R., Russell, L. M., Schneider, J.,890

Schulz, H., Sharma, S., Si, M., Staebler, R. M., Steiner, N. S., Thomas, J. L., von Salzen, K., Wentzell, J. J. B., Willis, M. D., Wentworth,

G. R., Xu, J.-W., and Yakobi-Hancock, J. D.: Overview paper: New insights into aerosol and climate in the Arctic, Atmospheric Chemistry

and Physics, 19, 2527–2560, https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-19-2527-2019, 2019.

Anderson, T., Spall, S., Yool, A., Cipollini, P., Challenor, P., and Fasham, M.: Global fields of sea surface dimethylsulfide predicted from

chlorophyll, nutrients and light, Journal of Marine Systems, 30, 1–20, https://doi.org/10.1016/S0924-7963(01)00028-8, 2001.895

Aranami, K. and Tsunogai, S.: Seasonal and regional comparison of oceanic and atmospheric dimethylsulfide in the north-

ern North Pacific: dilution effects on its concentration during winter, Journal of Geophysical Research, 109, D12 303,

https://doi.org/10.1029/2003JD004288, 2004.

Ardyna, M., Babin, M., Gosselin, M., Devred, E., Bélanger, S., Matsuoka, A., and Tremblay, J.-É.: Parameterization of vertical chlorophyll

a in the Arctic Ocean: impact of the subsurface chlorophyll maximum on regional, seasonal, and annual primary production estimates,900

Biogeosciences, 10, 4383–4404, https://doi.org/10.5194/bg-10-4383-2013, 2013.

Asher, E., Dacey, J. W., Ianson, D., Peña, A., and Tortell, P. D.: Concentrations and cycling of DMS, DMSP, and DMSO in coastal and

offshore waters of the Subarctic Pacific during summer, 2010-2011: CONCENTRATIONS AND CYCLING OF DMS, DMSP AND

DMSO, Journal of Geophysical Research: Oceans, 122, 3269–3286, https://doi.org/10.1002/2016JC012465, 2017.

Aumont, O. and Bopp, L.: Globalizing results from ocean in situ iron fertilization studies, Global Biogeochemical Cycles, 20,905

https://doi.org/10.1029/2005GB002591, 2006.

Aumont, O., Ethé, C., Tagliabue, A., Bopp, L., and Gehlen, M.: PISCES-v2: an ocean biogeochemical model for carbon and ecosystem

studies, Geoscientific Model Development, 8, 2465–2513, https://doi.org/10.5194/gmd-8-2465-2015, 2015.

Bell, T. G., Porter, J. G., Wang, W.-L., Lawler, M. J., Boss, E., Behrenfeld, M. J., and Saltzman, E. S.: Predictability of seawa-

ter DMS during the North Atlantic Aerosol and Marine Ecosystem Study (NAAMES), Frontiers in Marine Science, 7, 596 763,910

https://doi.org/10.3389/fmars.2020.596763, 2021.

Belviso, S., Masotti, I., Tagliabue, A., Bopp, L., Brockmann, P., Fichot, C., Caniaux, G., Prieur, L., Ras, J., Uitz, J., Loisel, H., Dessailly, D.,

Alvain, S., Kasamatsu, N., and Fukuchi, M.: DMS dynamics in the most oligotrophic subtropical zones of the global ocean, Biogeochem-

istry, 110, 215–241, https://doi.org/10.1007/s10533-011-9648-1, 2012.

Bender, F. A.: Aerosol forcing: still uncertain, still relevant, AGU Advances, 1, https://doi.org/10.1029/2019AV000128, 2020.915

Blanchard, J. L., Jennings, S., Holmes, R., Harle, J., Merino, G., Allen, J. I., Holt, J., Dulvy, N. K., and Barange, M.: Potential consequences

of climate change for primary production and fish production in large marine ecosystems, Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society

B: Biological Sciences, 367, 2979–2989, https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2012.0231, 2012.

Bopp, L., Aumont, O., Belviso, S., and Monfray, P.: Potential impact of climate change on marine dimethyl sulfide emissions, Tellus B:

Chemical and Physical Meteorology, 55, 11–22, https://doi.org/10.3402/tellusb.v55i1.16359, 2003.920

47

https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-19-2527-2019
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0924-7963(01)00028-8
https://doi.org/10.1029/2003JD004288
https://doi.org/10.5194/bg-10-4383-2013
https://doi.org/10.1002/2016JC012465
https://doi.org/10.1029/2005GB002591
https://doi.org/10.5194/gmd-8-2465-2015
https://doi.org/10.3389/fmars.2020.596763
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10533-011-9648-1
https://doi.org/10.1029/2019AV000128
https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2012.0231
https://doi.org/10.3402/tellusb.v55i1.16359


Bopp, L., Aumont, O., Belviso, S., and Blain, S.: Modelling the effect of iron fertilization on dimethylsulphide emissions in the Southern

Ocean, Deep Sea Research Part II: Topical Studies in Oceanography, 55, 901–912, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dsr2.2007.12.002, 2008.

Boucher, O., Randall, D., Artaxo, P., Bretherton, C., Feingold, G., Forster, P., Kerminen, V.-M., Kondo, Y., Liao, H., Lohmann, U., Rasch, P.,

Satheesh, S., Sherwood, S., Stevens, B., and Zhang, X. Y.: Clouds and Aerosols, in: Climate Change 2013: The Physical Science Basis.

Contribution of Working Group I to the Fifth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, edited by Stocker,925

T., Qin, D., Plattner, G.-K., Tignor, M., Allen, S., Boschung, J., Nauels, A., Xia, Y., Bex, V., and Midgley, P., pp. 571 – 658, Cambridge

University Press, http://www.ipcc.ch/pdf/assessment-report/ar5/wg1/WG1AR5_Chapter07_FINAL.pdf, 2014.

Cameron-Smith, P., Elliott, S., Maltrud, M., Erickson, D., and Wingenter, O.: Changes in dimethyl sulfide oceanic distribution due to climate

change, Geophysical Research Letters, 38, https://doi.org/10.1029/2011GL047069, 2011.

Carslaw, K. S., Boucher, O., Spracklen, D. V., Mann, G. W., Rae, J. G. L., Woodward, S., and Kulmala, M.: A review of natural aerosol930

interactions and feedbacks within the Earth system, Atmospheric Chemistry and Physics, 10, 1701–1737, https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-10-

1701-2010, 2010.

Carslaw, K. S., Lee, L. A., Reddington, C. L., Pringle, K. J., Rap, A., Forster, P. M., Mann, G. W., Spracklen, D. V., Woodhouse,

M. T., Regayre, L. A., and Pierce, J. R.: Large contribution of natural aerosols to uncertainty in indirect forcing, Nature, 503, 67–71,

https://doi.org/10.1038/nature12674, 2013.935

Ciais, P., Sabine, C., Bala, G., Bopp, L., Brovkin, V., Canadell, J., Chhabra, A., DeFries, R., Galloway, J., Heimann, M., Jones, C., Le Quéré,

C., Myneni, R. B., Piao, S., and Thornton, P.: Carbon and other biogeochemical cycles, in: Climate Change 2013: The Physical Science

Basis. Contribution of Working Group I to the Fifth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, edited by

Stocker, T., Qin, D., Plattner, G.-K., Tignor, M., Allen, S., Boschung, J., Nauels, A., Xia, Y., Bex, V., and Midgley, P., Cambridge, United

Kingdom and New York, NY, USA, cambridge university press edn., 2013.940

Dani, K. S. and Loreto, F.: Trade-off between dimethyl sulfide and isoprene emissions from marine phytoplankton, Trends in Plant Science,

22, 361–372, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tplants.2017.01.006, 2017.

del Valle, D. A., Kieber, D. J., Toole, D. A., Brinkley, J., and Kienea, R. P.: Biological consumption of dimethylsulfide

(DMS) and its importance in DMS dynamics in the Ross Sea, Antarctica, Limnology and Oceanography, 54, 785–798,

https://doi.org/10.4319/lo.2009.54.3.0785, 2009.945

Eyring, V., Bony, S., Meehl, G. A., Senior, C. A., Stevens, B., Stouffer, R. J., and Taylor, K. E.: Overview of the Coupled Model

Intercomparison Project Phase 6 (CMIP6) experimental design and organization, Geoscientific Model Development, 9, 1937–1958,

https://doi.org/10.5194/gmd-9-1937-2016, 2016.

Fay, A. R. and McKinley, G. A.: Global open-ocean biomes: mean and temporal variability, Earth System Science Data, 6, 273–284,

https://doi.org/10.5194/essd-6-273-2014, 2014.950

Gabric, A. J., Simó, R., Cropp, R. A., Hirst, A. C., and Dachs, J.: Modeling estimates of the global emission of dimethylsulfide under

enhanced greenhouse conditions, Global Biogeochemical Cycles, 18, https://doi.org/10.1029/2003GB002183, 2004.

Galí, M. and Simó, R.: A meta-analysis of oceanic DMS and DMSP cycling processes: Disentangling the summer paradox, Global Biogeo-

chemical Cycles, 29, 496–515, https://doi.org/10.1002/2014GB004940, 2015.

Galí, M., Devred, E., Levasseur, M., Royer, S.-J., and Babin, M.: A remote sensing algorithm for planktonic dimethylsulfoniopropionate955

(DMSP) and an analysis of global patterns, Remote Sensing of Environment, 171, 171–184, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rse.2015.10.012,

2015.

48

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dsr2.2007.12.002
http://www.ipcc.ch/pdf/assessment-report/ar5/wg1/WG1AR5_Chapter07_FINAL.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1029/2011GL047069
https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-10-1701-2010
https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-10-1701-2010
https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-10-1701-2010
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature12674
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tplants.2017.01.006
https://doi.org/10.4319/lo.2009.54.3.0785
https://doi.org/10.5194/gmd-9-1937-2016
https://doi.org/10.5194/essd-6-273-2014
https://doi.org/10.1029/2003GB002183
https://doi.org/10.1002/2014GB004940
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rse.2015.10.012


Galí, M., Levasseur, M., Devred, E., Simó, R., and Babin, M.: Sea-surface dimethylsulfide (DMS) concentration from satellite data at global

and regional scales, Biogeosciences, 15, 3497–3519, https://doi.org/10.5194/bg-15-3497-2018, 2018.

Galí, M., Devred, E., Babin, M., and Levasseur, M.: Decadal increase in Arctic dimethylsulfide emission, Proceedings of the National960

Academy of Sciences, 116, 19 311–19 317, https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1904378116, 2019.

Goddijn-Murphy, L., Woolf, D. K., and Marandino, C.: Space-based retrievals of air-sea gas transfer velocities using altimeters: Calibration

for dimethyl sulfide, Journal of Geophysical Research: Oceans, 117, https://doi.org/10.1029/2011JC007535, 2012.

Good, P., Sellar, A., Tang, Y., Rumbold, S., Ellis, R., Kelley, D., and Kuhlbrodt, T.: MOHC UKESM1.0-LL model output prepared for CMIP6

ScenarioMIP ssp585, https://doi.org/10.22033/ESGF/CMIP6.6405, http://cera-www.dkrz.de/WDCC/meta/CMIP6/CMIP6.ScenarioMIP.965

MOHC.UKESM1-0-LL.ssp585, medium: application/x-netcdf Version Number: 20191108 type: dataset, 2019.

Goosse, H., Kay, J. E., Armour, K. C., Bodas-Salcedo, A., Chepfer, H., Docquier, D., Jonko, A., Kushner, P. J., Lecomte, O., Massonnet, F.,

Park, H.-S., Pithan, F., Svensson, G., and Vancoppenolle, M.: Quantifying climate feedbacks in polar regions, Nature Communications, 9,

1919, https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-018-04173-0, 2018.

Granier, C., Darras, S., Denier van der Gon, H., Doubalova, J., Elguindi, N., Galle, B., Gauss, M., Guevara, M., Jalkanen, J.-P., Kuenen, J.,970

Liousse, C., Quack, B., Simpson, D., and Sindelarova, K.: The Copernicus Atmosphere Monitoring Service global and regional emissions

(April 2019 version), Copernicus Atmosphere Monitoring Service (CAMS) report, https://atmosphere.copernicus.eu/sites/default/files/

2019-06/cams_emissions_general_document_apr2019_v7.pdf, 2019.

Gypens, N. and Borges, A. V.: Increase in dimethylsulfide (DMS) emissions due to eutrophication of coastal waters offsets their reduction

due to ocean acidification, Frontiers in Marine Science, 1, https://doi.org/10.3389/fmars.2014.00004, 2014.975

Hajima, T., Abe, M., Arakawa, O., Suzuki, T., Komuro, Y., Ogura, T., Ogochi, K., Watanabe, M., Yamamoto, A., Tatebe, H., Noguchi,

M. A., Ohgaito, R., Ito, A., Yamazaki, D., Ito, A., Takata, K., Watanabe, S., Kawamiya, M., and Tachiiri, K.: MIROC MIROC-ES2L

model output prepared for CMIP6 CMIP historical, https://doi.org/10.22033/ESGF/CMIP6.5602, http://cera-www.dkrz.de/WDCC/meta/

CMIP6/CMIP6.CMIP.MIROC.MIROC-ES2L.historical, medium: application/x-netcdf Version Number: 20191230 type: dataset, 2019.

Hajima, T., Watanabe, M., Yamamoto, A., Tatebe, H., Noguchi, M. A., Abe, M., Ohgaito, R., Ito, A., Yamazaki, D., Okajima, H., Ito, A.,980

Takata, K., Ogochi, K., Watanabe, S., and Kawamiya, M.: Development of the MIROC-ES2L Earth system model and the evaluation of

biogeochemical processes and feedbacks, Geoscientific Model Development, 13, 2197–2244, https://doi.org/10.5194/gmd-13-2197-2020,

2020.

Halloran, P. R., Bell, T. G., and Totterdell, I. J.: Can we trust empirical marine DMS parameterisations within projections of future climate?,

Biogeosciences, 7, 1645–1656, https://doi.org/10.5194/bg-7-1645-2010, 2010.985

Hayashida, H., Carnat, G., Galí, M., Monahan, A. H., Mortenson, E., Sou, T., and Steiner, N. S.: Spatiotemporal variability in modeled

bottom ice and sea surface dimethylsulfide concentrations and fluxes in the Arctic during 1979–2015, Global Biogeochemical Cycles, 34,

https://doi.org/10.1029/2019GB006456, 2020.

Hopkins, F. E., Suntharalingam, P., Gehlen, M., Andrews, O., Archer, S. D., Bopp, L., Buitenhuis, E., Dadou, I., Duce, R., Goris,

N., Jickells, T., Johnson, M., Keng, F., Law, C. S., Lee, K., Liss, P. S., Lizotte, M., Malin, G., Murrell, J. C., Naik, H., Rees,990

A. P., Schwinger, J., and Williamson, P.: The impacts of ocean acidification on marine trace gases and the implications for atmo-

spheric chemistry and climate, Proceedings of the Royal Society A: Mathematical, Physical and Engineering Sciences, 476, 20190 769,

https://doi.org/10.1098/rspa.2019.0769, 2020.

Kettle, A. J. and Andreae, M. O.: Flux of dimethylsulfide from the oceans: A comparison of updated data sets and flux models, Journal of

Geophysical Research: Atmospheres, 105, 26 793–26 808, https://doi.org/10.1029/2000JD900252, 2000.995

49

https://doi.org/10.5194/bg-15-3497-2018
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1904378116
https://doi.org/10.1029/2011JC007535
https://doi.org/10.22033/ESGF/CMIP6.6405
http://cera-www.dkrz.de/WDCC/meta/CMIP6/CMIP6.ScenarioMIP.MOHC.UKESM1-0-LL.ssp585
http://cera-www.dkrz.de/WDCC/meta/CMIP6/CMIP6.ScenarioMIP.MOHC.UKESM1-0-LL.ssp585
http://cera-www.dkrz.de/WDCC/meta/CMIP6/CMIP6.ScenarioMIP.MOHC.UKESM1-0-LL.ssp585
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-018-04173-0
https://atmosphere.copernicus.eu/sites/default/files/2019-06/cams_emissions_general_document_apr2019_v7.pdf
https://atmosphere.copernicus.eu/sites/default/files/2019-06/cams_emissions_general_document_apr2019_v7.pdf
https://atmosphere.copernicus.eu/sites/default/files/2019-06/cams_emissions_general_document_apr2019_v7.pdf
https://doi.org/10.3389/fmars.2014.00004
https://doi.org/10.22033/ESGF/CMIP6.5602
http://cera-www.dkrz.de/WDCC/meta/CMIP6/CMIP6.CMIP.MIROC.MIROC-ES2L.historical
http://cera-www.dkrz.de/WDCC/meta/CMIP6/CMIP6.CMIP.MIROC.MIROC-ES2L.historical
http://cera-www.dkrz.de/WDCC/meta/CMIP6/CMIP6.CMIP.MIROC.MIROC-ES2L.historical
https://doi.org/10.5194/gmd-13-2197-2020
https://doi.org/10.5194/bg-7-1645-2010
https://doi.org/10.1029/2019GB006456
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspa.2019.0769
https://doi.org/10.1029/2000JD900252


Kim, A.-H., Yum, S., Lee, H., Chang, D., and Shim, S.: Polar cooling effect due to increase of phytoplankton and dimethyl-sulfide emission,

Atmosphere, 9, 384, https://doi.org/10.3390/atmos9100384, 2018.

Kim, J.-M., Lee, K., Yang, E. J., Shin, K., Noh, J. H., Park, K.-t., Hyun, B., Jeong, H.-J., Kim, J.-H., Kim, K. Y., Kim, M., Kim, H.-C.,

Jang, P.-G., and Jang, M.-C.: Enhanced production of oceanic dimethylsulfide resulting from CO2 -induced grazing activity in a high CO2

world, Environmental Science & Technology, 44, 8140–8143, https://doi.org/10.1021/es102028k, 2010.1000

Kirkevåg, A., Grini, A., Olivié, D., Seland, Ø., Alterskjær, K., Hummel, M., Karset, I. H. H., Lewinschal, A., Liu, X., Makkonen, R., Bethke,

I., Griesfeller, J., Schulz, M., and Iversen, T.: A production-tagged aerosol module for Earth system models, OsloAero5.3 – extensions

and updates for CAM5.3-Oslo, Geoscientific Model Development, 11, 3945–3982, https://doi.org/10.5194/gmd-11-3945-2018, 2018.

Kloster, S., Feichter, J., Maier-Reimer, E., Six, K. D., Stier, P., and Wetzel, P.: DMS cycle in the marine ocean-atmosphere system – a global

model study, Biogeosciences, 3, 29–51, https://doi.org/10.5194/bg-3-29-2006, 2006.1005

Kloster, S., Six, K. D., Feichter, J., Maier-Reimer, E., Roeckner, E., Wetzel, P., Stier, P., and Esch, M.: Response of dimethyl-

sulfide (DMS) in the ocean and atmosphere to global warming, Journal of Geophysical Research: Biogeosciences, 112,

https://doi.org/10.1029/2006JG000224, 2007.

Kwiatkowski, L., Torres, O., Bopp, L., Aumont, O., Chamberlain, M., Christian, J. R., Dunne, J. P., Gehlen, M., Ilyina, T., John, J. G., Lenton,

A., Li, H., Lovenduski, N. S., Orr, J. C., Palmieri, J., Santana-Falcón, Y., Schwinger, J., Séférian, R., Stock, C. A., Tagliabue, A., Takano,1010

Y., Tjiputra, J., Toyama, K., Tsujino, H., Watanabe, M., Yamamoto, A., Yool, A., and Ziehn, T.: Twenty-first century ocean warming,

acidification, deoxygenation, and upper-ocean nutrient and primary production decline from CMIP6 model projections, Biogeosciences,

17, 3439–3470, https://doi.org/10.5194/bg-17-3439-2020, 2020.

Lana, A., Bell, T. G., Simó, R., Vallina, S. M., Ballabrera-Poy, J., Kettle, A. J., Dachs, J., Bopp, L., Saltzman, E. S., Stefels, J., Johnson,

J. E., and Liss, P. S.: An updated climatology of surface dimethlysulfide concentrations and emission fluxes in the global ocean, Global1015

Biogeochemical Cycles, 25, https://doi.org/10.1029/2010GB003850, 2011.

Lana, A., Simó, R., Vallina, S. M., and Dachs, J.: Re-examination of global emerging patterns of ocean DMS concentration, Biogeochemistry,

110, 173–182, https://doi.org/10.1007/s10533-011-9677-9, 2012.

Le Clainche, Y., Vézina, A., Levasseur, M., Cropp, R. A., Gunson, J. R., Vallina, S. M., Vogt, M., Lancelot, C., Allen, J. I., Archer, S. D.,

Bopp, L., Deal, C., Elliott, S., Jin, M., Malin, G., Schoemann, V., Simó, R., Six, K. D., and Stefels, J.: A first appraisal of prognostic ocean1020

DMS models and prospects for their use in climate models, Global Biogeochemical Cycles, 24, https://doi.org/10.1029/2009GB003721,

2010.

Lewis, K. M., van Dijken, G. L., and Arrigo, K. R.: Changes in phytoplankton concentration now drive increased Arctic Ocean primary

production, Science, 369, 198–202, https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aay8380, 2020.

Liss, P., Malin, G., Turner, S., and Holligan, P.: Dimethyl sulphide and \emph{Phaeocystis}: a review, Journal of Marine Systems, 5, 41–53,1025

https://doi.org/10.1016/0924-7963(94)90015-9, 1994.

Liss, P. S. and Merlivat, L.: Air-sea gas exchange rates: introduction and synthesis, in: The role of air-sea exchange in geochemical cy-

cling, edited by Buat-Ménard, P., vol. 185 of NATO ASI Series (Series C: Mathematical and Physical Sciences), pp. 113–127, Springer

Netherlands, Dordrecht, https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-009-4738-2_5, 1986.

Liss, P. S., Marandino, C. A., Dahl, E. E., Helmig, D., Hintsa, E. J., Hughes, C., Johnson, M. T., Moore, R. M., Plane, J. M. C., Quack, B.,1030

Singh, H. B., Stefels, J., von Glasow, R., and Williams, J.: Short-lived trace gases in the surface ocean and the atmosphere, in: Ocean-

Atmosphere Interactions of Gases and Particles, edited by Liss, P. S. and Johnson, M. T., pp. 1–54, Springer Berlin Heidelberg, Berlin,

Heidelberg, https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-25643-1_1, 2014.

50

https://doi.org/10.3390/atmos9100384
https://doi.org/10.1021/es102028k
https://doi.org/10.5194/gmd-11-3945-2018
https://doi.org/10.5194/bg-3-29-2006
https://doi.org/10.1029/2006JG000224
https://doi.org/10.5194/bg-17-3439-2020
https://doi.org/10.1029/2010GB003850
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10533-011-9677-9
https://doi.org/10.1029/2009GB003721
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aay8380
https://doi.org/10.1016/0924-7963(94)90015-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-009-4738-2_5
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-25643-1_1


Lizotte, M., Levasseur, M., Law, C. S., Walker, C. F., Safi, K. A., Marriner, A., and Kiene, R. P.: Dimethylsulfoniopropionate (DMSP) and

dimethyl sulfide (DMS) cycling across contrasting biological hotspots of the New Zealand subtropical front, Ocean Science, 13, 961–982,1035

https://doi.org/10.5194/os-13-961-2017, 2017.

Longhurst, A., Sathyendranath, S., Platt, T., and Caverhill, C.: An estimate of global primary production in the ocean from satellite radiometer

data, Journal of Plankton Research, 17, 1245–1271, https://doi.org/10.1093/plankt/17.6.1245, 1995.

Longhurst, A. R.: Ecological geography of the sea, Academic Press, Amsterdam ; Boston, MA, 2nd ed edn., https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-

0-12-455521-1.X5000-1, oCLC: 64336057, 2007.1040

Lovely, A., Loose, B., Schlosser, P., McGillis, W., Zappa, C., Perovich, D., Brown, S., Morell, T., Hsueh, D., and Friedrich, R.: The gas

transfer through polar sea ice experiment: Insights into the rates and pathways that determine geochemical fluxes, Journal of Geophysical

Research: Oceans, 120, 8177–8194, https://doi.org/10.1002/2014JC010607, 2015.

Mackenzie, F., De Carlo, E., and Lerman, A.: Coupled C, N, P, and O biogeochemical cycling at the land–ocean interface, in: Treatise on

Estuarine and Coastal Science, vol. 5, pp. 317–342, Elsevier, https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-374711-2.00512-X, 2011.1045

Mahmood, R., von Salzen, K., Norman, A.-L., Galí, M., and Levasseur, M.: Sensitivity of Arctic sulfate aerosol and clouds to changes in

future surface seawater dimethylsulfide concentrations, Atmospheric Chemistry and Physics, 19, 6419–6435, https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-

19-6419-2019, 2019.

Masotti, I., Belviso, S., Bopp, L., Tagliabue, A., and Bucciarelli, E.: Effects of light and phosphorus on summer DMS dynamics in subtropical

waters using a global ocean biogeochemical model, Environmental Chemistry, 13, 379–389, https://doi.org/10.1071/EN14265, 2016.1050

Meehl, G. A., Senior, C. A., Eyring, V., Flato, G., Lamarque, J.-F., Stouffer, R. J., Taylor, K. E., and Schlund, M.: Context for interpreting

equilibrium climate sensitivity and transient climate response from the CMIP6 Earth system models, Science Advances, 6, eaba1981,

https://doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.aba1981, 2020.

Michou, M., Nabat, P., Saint-Martin, D., Bock, J., Decharme, B., Mallet, M., Roehrig, R., Séférian, R., Sénési, S., and Voldoire, A.: Present-

day and historical aerosol and ozone characteristics in CNRM CMIP6 simulations, Journal of Advances in Modeling Earth Systems, 12,1055

https://doi.org/10.1029/2019MS001816, 2020.

Mulcahy, J. P., Jones, C., Sellar, A., Johnson, B., Boutle, I. A., Jones, A., Andrews, T., Rumbold, S. T., Mollard, J., Bellouin, N., Johnson,

C. E., Williams, K. D., Grosvenor, D. P., and McCoy, D. T.: Improved aerosol processes and effective radiative forcing in HadGEM3 and

UKESM1, Journal of Advances in Modeling Earth Systems, 10, 2786–2805, https://doi.org/10.1029/2018MS001464, 2018.

Mulcahy, J. P., Johnson, C., Jones, C. G., Povey, A. C., Scott, C. E., Sellar, A., Turnock, S. T., Woodhouse, M. T., Abraham, N. L., Andrews,1060

M. B., Bellouin, N., Browse, J., Carslaw, K. S., Dalvi, M., Folberth, G. A., Glover, M., Grosvenor, D. P., Hardacre, C., Hill, R., Johnson, B.,

Jones, A., Kipling, Z., Mann, G., Mollard, J., O’Connor, F. M., Palmiéri, J., Reddington, C., Rumbold, S. T., Richardson, M., Schutgens,

N. A. J., Stier, P., Stringer, M., Tang, Y., Walton, J., Woodward, S., and Yool, A.: Description and evaluation of aerosol in UKESM1

and HadGEM3-GC3.1 CMIP6 historical simulations, Geoscientific Model Development, 13, 6383–6423, https://doi.org/10.5194/gmd-

13-6383-2020, 2020.1065

NCL v6.6.2: The NCAR Command Language (Version 6.6.2), http://dx.doi.org/10.5065/D6WD3XH5, 2019.

Nightingale, P. D., Malin, G., Law, C. S., Watson, A. J., Liss, P. S., Liddicoat, M. I., Boutin, J., and Upstill-Goddard, R. C.: In situ evaluation

of air-sea gas exchange parameterizations using novel conservative and volatile tracers, Global Biogeochemical Cycles, 14, 373–387,

https://doi.org/10.1029/1999GB900091, 2000.

Orr, J. C., Najjar, R. G., Aumont, O., Bopp, L., Bullister, J. L., Danabasoglu, G., Doney, S. C., Dunne, J. P., Dutay, J.-C., Graven, H., Griffies,1070

S. M., John, J. G., Joos, F., Levin, I., Lindsay, K., Matear, R. J., McKinley, G. A., Mouchet, A., Oschlies, A., Romanou, A., Schlitzer, R.,

51

https://doi.org/10.5194/os-13-961-2017
https://doi.org/10.1093/plankt/17.6.1245
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-455521-1.X5000-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-455521-1.X5000-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-455521-1.X5000-1
https://doi.org/10.1002/2014JC010607
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-374711-2.00512-X
https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-19-6419-2019
https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-19-6419-2019
https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-19-6419-2019
https://doi.org/10.1071/EN14265
https://doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.aba1981
https://doi.org/10.1029/2019MS001816
https://doi.org/10.1029/2018MS001464
https://doi.org/10.5194/gmd-13-6383-2020
https://doi.org/10.5194/gmd-13-6383-2020
https://doi.org/10.5194/gmd-13-6383-2020
http://dx.doi.org/10.5065/D6WD3XH5
https://doi.org/10.1029/1999GB900091


Tagliabue, A., Tanhua, T., and Yool, A.: Biogeochemical protocols and diagnostics for the CMIP6 Ocean Model Intercomparison Project

(OMIP), Geoscientific Model Development, 10, 2169–2199, https://doi.org/10.5194/gmd-10-2169-2017, 2017.

Osman, M. B., Das, S. B., Trusel, L. D., Evans, M. J., Fischer, H., Grieman, M. M., Kipfstuhl, S., McConnell, J. R., and Saltzman, E. S.:

Industrial-era decline in subarctic Atlantic productivity, Nature, 569, 551–555, https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-019-1181-8, 2019.1075

Prytherch, J., Brooks, I. M., Crill, P. M., Thornton, B. F., Salisbury, D. J., Tjernström, M., Anderson, L. G., Geibel, M. C., and Humborg,

C.: Direct determination of the air-sea CO 2 gas transfer velocity in Arctic sea ice regions, Geophysical Research Letters, 44, 3770–3778,

https://doi.org/10.1002/2017GL073593, 2017.

Qu, B., Gabric, A. J., Jiang, L., and Li, C.: Comparison between early and late 21stc phytoplankton biomass and dimethylsulfide flux in the

subantarctic southern ocean, Journal of Ocean University of China, 19, 151–160, https://doi.org/10.1007/s11802-020-4235-5, 2020.1080

Quinn, P. K. and Bates, T. S.: The case against climate regulation via oceanic phytoplankton sulphur emissions, Nature, 480, 51–56,

https://doi.org/10.1038/nature10580, 2011.

Quinn, P. K., Coffman, D. J., Johnson, J. E., Upchurch, L. M., and Bates, T. S.: Small fraction of marine cloud condensation nuclei made up

of sea spray aerosol, Nature Geoscience, 10, 674–679, https://doi.org/10.1038/ngeo3003, 2017.

Reygondeau, G., Longhurst, A., Martinez, E., Beaugrand, G., Antoine, D., and Maury, O.: Dynamic biogeochemical provinces in the global1085

ocean, Global Biogeochemical Cycles, 27, 1046–1058, https://doi.org/10.1002/gbc.20089, 2013.

Rutgers van der Loeff, M. M., Cassar, N., Nicolaus, M., Rabe, B., and Stimac, I.: The influence of sea ice cover on air-sea gas exchange

estimated with radon-222 profiles, Journal of Geophysical Research: Oceans, 119, 2735–2751, https://doi.org/10.1002/2013JC009321,

2014.

Schmidt, A., Carslaw, K. S., Mann, G. W., Rap, A., Pringle, K. J., Spracklen, D. V., Wilson, M., and Forster, P. M.: Importance of tropospheric1090

volcanic aerosol for indirect radiative forcing of climate, Atmospheric Chemistry and Physics, 12, 7321–7339, https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-

12-7321-2012, 2012.

Schulzweida, U.: CDO user guide (version 1.9.8), https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.3539275, 2019.

Schwinger, J., Tjiputra, J., Goris, N., Six, K. D., Kirkevåg, A., Seland, Ø., Heinze, C., and Ilyina, T.: Amplification of global warm-

ing through pH dependence of DMS production simulated with a fully coupled Earth system model, Biogeosciences, 14, 3633–3648,1095

https://doi.org/10.5194/bg-14-3633-2017, 2017.

Seferian, R.: CNRM-CERFACS CNRM-ESM2-1 model output prepared for CMIP6 CMIP historical,

https://doi.org/10.22033/ESGF/CMIP6.4068, http://cera-www.dkrz.de/WDCC/meta/CMIP6/CMIP6.CMIP.CNRM-CERFACS.

CNRM-ESM2-1.historical, medium: application/x-netcdf Version Number: 20191121 type: dataset, 2018.

Séférian, R., Nabat, P., Michou, M., Saint-Martin, D., Voldoire, A., Colin, J., Decharme, B., Delire, C., Berthet, S., Chevallier, M., Sénési,1100

S., Franchisteguy, L., Vial, J., Mallet, M., Joetzjer, E., Geoffroy, O., Guérémy, J., Moine, M., Msadek, R., Ribes, A., Rocher, M., Roehrig,

R., Salas-y-Mélia, D., Sanchez, E., Terray, L., Valcke, S., Waldman, R., Aumont, O., Bopp, L., Deshayes, J., Éthé, C., and Madec, G.:

Evaluation of CNRM Earth-System model, CNRM-ESM 2-1: role of Earth system processes in present-day and future climate, Journal of

Advances in Modeling Earth Systems, p. 2019MS001791, https://doi.org/10.1029/2019MS001791, 2019.

Séférian, R., Berthet, S., Yool, A., Palmiéri, J., Bopp, L., Tagliabue, A., Kwiatkowski, L., Aumont, O., Christian, J., Dunne, J., Gehlen, M.,1105

Ilyina, T., John, J. G., Li, H., Long, M. C., Luo, J. Y., Nakano, H., Romanou, A., Schwinger, J., Stock, C., Santana-Falcón, Y., Takano, Y.,

Tjiputra, J., Tsujino, H., Watanabe, M., Wu, T., Wu, F., and Yamamoto, A.: Tracking improvement in simulated marine biogeochemistry

between CMIP5 and CMIP6, Current Climate Change Reports, https://doi.org/10.1007/s40641-020-00160-0, 2020.

52

https://doi.org/10.5194/gmd-10-2169-2017
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-019-1181-8
https://doi.org/10.1002/2017GL073593
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11802-020-4235-5
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature10580
https://doi.org/10.1038/ngeo3003
https://doi.org/10.1002/gbc.20089
https://doi.org/10.1002/2013JC009321
https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-12-7321-2012
https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-12-7321-2012
https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-12-7321-2012
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.3539275
https://doi.org/10.5194/bg-14-3633-2017
https://doi.org/10.22033/ESGF/CMIP6.4068
http://cera-www.dkrz.de/WDCC/meta/CMIP6/CMIP6.CMIP.CNRM-CERFACS.CNRM-ESM2-1.historical
http://cera-www.dkrz.de/WDCC/meta/CMIP6/CMIP6.CMIP.CNRM-CERFACS.CNRM-ESM2-1.historical
http://cera-www.dkrz.de/WDCC/meta/CMIP6/CMIP6.CMIP.CNRM-CERFACS.CNRM-ESM2-1.historical
https://doi.org/10.1029/2019MS001791
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40641-020-00160-0


Seland, Ø., Bentsen, M., Oliviè, D. J. L., Toniazzo, T., Gjermundsen, A., Graff, L. S., Debernard, J. B., Gupta, A. K., He, Y., Kirkevåg,

A., Schwinger, J., Tjiputra, J., Aas, K. S., Bethke, I., Fan, Y., Griesfeller, J., Grini, A., Guo, C., Ilicak, M., Karset, I. H. H., Landgren,1110

O. A., Liakka, J., Moseid, K. O., Nummelin, A., Spensberger, C., Tang, H., Zhang, Z., Heinze, C., Iversen, T., and Schulz, M.: NCC

NorESM2-LM model output prepared for CMIP6 CMIP historical, https://doi.org/10.22033/ESGF/CMIP6.8036, http://cera-www.dkrz.

de/WDCC/meta/CMIP6/CMIP6.CMIP.NCC.NorESM2-LM.historical, medium: application/x-netcdf Version Number: 20200319 type:

dataset, 2019a.

Seland, Ø., Bentsen, M., Oliviè, D. J. L., Toniazzo, T., Gjermundsen, A., Graff, L. S., Debernard, J. B., Gupta, A. K., He, Y., Kirkevåg, A.,1115

Schwinger, J., Tjiputra, J., Aas, K. S., Bethke, I., Fan, Y., Griesfeller, J., Grini, A., Guo, C., Ilicak, M., Karset, I. H. H., Landgren, O. A., Li-

akka, J., Moseid, K. O., Nummelin, A., Spensberger, C., Tang, H., Zhang, Z., Heinze, C., Iversen, T., and Schulz, M.: NCC NorESM2-LM

model output prepared for CMIP6 ScenarioMIP ssp585, https://doi.org/10.22033/ESGF/CMIP6.8319, http://cera-www.dkrz.de/WDCC/

meta/CMIP6/CMIP6.ScenarioMIP.NCC.NorESM2-LM.ssp585, medium: application/x-netcdf Version Number: 20200319 type: dataset,

2019b.1120

Seland, Ø., Bentsen, M., Seland Graff, L., Olivié, D., Toniazzo, T., Gjermundsen, A., Debernard, J. B., Gupta, A. K., He, Y., Kirkevåg,

A., Schwinger, J., Tjiputra, J., Schancke Aas, K., Bethke, I., Fan, Y., Griesfeller, J., Grini, A., Guo, C., Ilicak, M., Hafsahl Karset, I. H.,

Landgren, O., Liakka, J., Onsum Moseid, K., Nummelin, A., Spensberger, C., Tang, H., Zhang, Z., Heinze, C., Iverson, T., and Schulz,

M.: The Norwegian Earth System Model, NorESM2 – Evaluation of theCMIP6 DECK and historical simulations, preprint, Climate and

Earth System Modeling, https://doi.org/10.5194/gmd-2019-378, 2020.1125

Sellar, A. A., Jones, C. G., Mulcahy, J. P., Tang, Y., Yool, A., Wiltshire, A., O’Connor, F. M., Stringer, M., Hill, R., Palmieri, J., Woodward,

S., Mora, L., Kuhlbrodt, T., Rumbold, S. T., Kelley, D. I., Ellis, R., Johnson, C. E., Walton, J., Abraham, N. L., Andrews, M. B., Andrews,

T., Archibald, A. T., Berthou, S., Burke, E., Blockley, E., Carslaw, K., Dalvi, M., Edwards, J., Folberth, G. A., Gedney, N., Griffiths,

P. T., Harper, A. B., Hendry, M. A., Hewitt, A. J., Johnson, B., Jones, A., Jones, C. D., Keeble, J., Liddicoat, S., Morgenstern, O.,

Parker, R. J., Predoi, V., Robertson, E., Siahaan, A., Smith, R. S., Swaminathan, R., Woodhouse, M. T., Zeng, G., and Zerroukat, M.:1130

UKESM1: description and evaluation of the U.K. Earth System Model, Journal of Advances in Modeling Earth Systems, 11, 4513–4558,

https://doi.org/10.1029/2019MS001739, 2019.

Sellar, A. A., Walton, J., Jones, C. G., Wood, R., Abraham, N. L., Andrejczuk, M., Andrews, M. B., Andrews, T., Archibald, A. T., Mora, L.,

Dyson, H., Elkington, M., Ellis, R., Florek, P., Good, P., Gohar, L., Haddad, S., Hardiman, S. C., Hogan, E., Iwi, A., Jones, C. D., Johnson,

B., Kelley, D. I., Kettleborough, J., Knight, J. R., Köhler, M. O., Kuhlbrodt, T., Liddicoat, S., Linova-Pavlova, I., Mizielinski, M. S.,1135

Morgenstern, O., Mulcahy, J., Neininger, E., O’Connor, F. M., Petrie, R., Ridley, J., Rioual, J., Roberts, M., Robertson, E., Rumbold, S.,

Seddon, J., Shepherd, H., Shim, S., Stephens, A., Teixiera, J. C., Tang, Y., Williams, J., Wiltshire, A., and Griffiths, P. T.: Implementation

of U.K. Earth System Models for CMIP6, Journal of Advances in Modeling Earth Systems, 12, https://doi.org/10.1029/2019MS001946,

2020.

Simó, R.: Production of atmospheric sulfur by oceanic plankton: biogeochemical, ecological and evolutionary links, Trends in Ecology &1140

Evolution, 16, 287–294, https://doi.org/10.1016/S0169-5347(01)02152-8, 2001.

Simó, R. and Dachs, J.: Global ocean emission of dimethylsulfide predicted from biogeophysical data, Global Biogeochemical Cycles, 16,

26–1–26–10, https://doi.org/10.1029/2001GB001829, 2002.

Simó, R., Archer, S. D., Pedrós-Alió, C., Gilpin, L., and Stelfox-Widdicombe, C. E.: Coupled dynamics of dimethylsulfoniopropionate and

dimethylsulfide cycling and the microbial food web in surface waters of the North Atlantic, Limnology and Oceanography, 47, 53–61,1145

https://doi.org/10.4319/lo.2002.47.1.0053, 2002.

53

https://doi.org/10.22033/ESGF/CMIP6.8036
http://cera-www.dkrz.de/WDCC/meta/CMIP6/CMIP6.CMIP.NCC.NorESM2-LM.historical
http://cera-www.dkrz.de/WDCC/meta/CMIP6/CMIP6.CMIP.NCC.NorESM2-LM.historical
http://cera-www.dkrz.de/WDCC/meta/CMIP6/CMIP6.CMIP.NCC.NorESM2-LM.historical
https://doi.org/10.22033/ESGF/CMIP6.8319
http://cera-www.dkrz.de/WDCC/meta/CMIP6/CMIP6.ScenarioMIP.NCC.NorESM2-LM.ssp585
http://cera-www.dkrz.de/WDCC/meta/CMIP6/CMIP6.ScenarioMIP.NCC.NorESM2-LM.ssp585
http://cera-www.dkrz.de/WDCC/meta/CMIP6/CMIP6.ScenarioMIP.NCC.NorESM2-LM.ssp585
https://doi.org/10.5194/gmd-2019-378
https://doi.org/10.1029/2019MS001739
https://doi.org/10.1029/2019MS001946
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0169-5347(01)02152-8
https://doi.org/10.1029/2001GB001829
https://doi.org/10.4319/lo.2002.47.1.0053


Six, K. D., Kloster, S., Ilyina, T., Archer, S. D., Zhang, K., and Maier-Reimer, E.: Global warming amplified by reduced sulphur fluxes as a

result of ocean acidification, Nature Climate Change, 3, 975–978, https://doi.org/10.1038/nclimate1981, 2013.

Spalding, M. D., Fox, H. E., Allen, G. R., Davidson, N., Ferdaña, Z. A., Finlayson, M., Halpern, B. S., Jorge, M. A., Lombana, A., Lourie,

S. A., Martin, K. D., McManus, E., Molnar, J., Recchia, C. A., and Robertson, J.: Marine ecoregions of the world: a bioregionalization of1150

coastal and shelf areas, BioScience, 57, 573–583, https://doi.org/10.1641/B570707, 2007.

Stefels, J.: Physiological aspects of the production and conversion of DMSP in marine algae and higher plants, Journal of Sea Research, 43,

183–197, https://doi.org/10.1016/S1385-1101(00)00030-7, 2000.

Stefels, J., Steinke, M., Turner, S., Malin, G., and Belviso, S.: Environmental constraints on the production and removal of

the climatically active gas dimethylsulphide (DMS) and implications for ecosystem modelling, Biogeochemistry, 83, 245–275,1155

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10533-007-9091-5, 2007.

Steiner, N. S., Robert, M., Arychuk, M., Levasseur, M. L., Merzouk, A., Peña, M. A., Richardson, W. A., and Tortell, P. D.: Eval-

uating DMS measurements and model results in the Northeast subarctic Pacific from 1996–2010, Biogeochemistry, 110, 269–285,

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10533-011-9669-9, 2012.

Tachiiri, K., Abe, M., Hajima, T., Arakawa, O., Suzuki, T., Komuro, Y., Ogochi, K., Watanabe, M., Yamamoto, A., Tatebe, H., Noguchi,1160

M. A., Ohgaito, R., Ito, A., Yamazaki, D., Ito, A., Takata, K., Watanabe, S., and Kawamiya, M.: MIROC MIROC-ES2L model output

prepared for CMIP6 ScenarioMIP ssp585, https://doi.org/10.22033/ESGF/CMIP6.5770, http://cera-www.dkrz.de/WDCC/meta/CMIP6/

CMIP6.ScenarioMIP.MIROC.MIROC-ES2L.ssp585, medium: application/x-netcdf Version Number: 20200215 type: dataset, 2019.

Tang, Y., Rumbold, S., Ellis, R., Kelley, D., Mulcahy, J., Sellar, A., Walton, J., and Jones, C.: MOHC UKESM1.0-LL model output prepared

for CMIP6 CMIP historical, https://doi.org/10.22033/ESGF/CMIP6.6113, http://cera-www.dkrz.de/WDCC/meta/CMIP6/CMIP6.CMIP.1165

MOHC.UKESM1-0-LL.historical, medium: application/x-netcdf Version Number: 20191108 type: dataset, 2019.

Terhaar, J., Lauerwald, R., Regnier, P., Gruber, N., and Bopp, L.: Around one third of current Arctic Ocean primary production sustained by

rivers and coastal erosion, Nature Communications, 12, 169, https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-020-20470-z, 2021.

Tesdal, J.-E., Christian, J. R., Monahan, A. H., and von Salzen, K.: Evaluation of diverse approaches for estimating sea-surface DMS

concentration and air–sea exchange at global scale, Environmental Chemistry, 13, 390–412, https://doi.org/10.1071/EN14255, 2016.1170

Thornhill, G., Collins, W., Olivié, D., Skeie, R. B., Archibald, A., Bauer, S., Checa-Garcia, R., Fiedler, S., Folberth, G., Gjermundsen, A.,

Horowitz, L., Lamarque, J.-F., Michou, M., Mulcahy, J., Nabat, P., Naik, V., O’Connor, F. M., Paulot, F., Schulz, M., Scott, C. E., Séférian,

R., Smith, C., Takemura, T., Tilmes, S., Tsigaridis, K., and Weber, J.: Climate-driven chemistry and aerosol feedbacks in CMIP6 Earth

system models, Atmospheric Chemistry and Physics, 21, 1105–1126, https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-21-1105-2021, 2021.

Tjiputra, J. F., Schwinger, J., Bentsen, M., Morée, A. L., Gao, S., Bethke, I., Heinze, C., Goris, N., Gupta, A., He, Y.-C., Olivié, D., Seland, Ø.,1175

and Schulz, M.: Ocean biogeochemistry in the Norwegian Earth System Model version 2 (NorESM2), Geoscientific Model Development,

13, 2393–2431, https://doi.org/10.5194/gmd-13-2393-2020, 2020.

Uhlig, C., Damm, E., Peeken, I., Krumpen, T., Rabe, B., Korhonen, M., and Ludwichowski, K.-U.: Sea ice and water mass influence

dimethylsulfide concentrations in the central Arctic Ocean, Frontiers in Earth Science, 7, https://doi.org/10.3389/feart.2019.00179, 2019.

Vallina, S. M. and Simo, R.: Strong relationship between DMS and the solar radiation dose over the global surface ocean, Science, 315,1180

506–508, https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1133680, 2007.

Vallina, S. M., Simo, R., and Manizza, M.: Weak response of oceanic dimethylsulfide to upper mixing shoaling induced by global warming,

Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 104, 16 004–16 009, https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0700843104, 2007.

54

https://doi.org/10.1038/nclimate1981
https://doi.org/10.1641/B570707
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1385-1101(00)00030-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10533-007-9091-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10533-011-9669-9
https://doi.org/10.22033/ESGF/CMIP6.5770
http://cera-www.dkrz.de/WDCC/meta/CMIP6/CMIP6.ScenarioMIP.MIROC.MIROC-ES2L.ssp585
http://cera-www.dkrz.de/WDCC/meta/CMIP6/CMIP6.ScenarioMIP.MIROC.MIROC-ES2L.ssp585
http://cera-www.dkrz.de/WDCC/meta/CMIP6/CMIP6.ScenarioMIP.MIROC.MIROC-ES2L.ssp585
https://doi.org/10.22033/ESGF/CMIP6.6113
http://cera-www.dkrz.de/WDCC/meta/CMIP6/CMIP6.CMIP.MOHC.UKESM1-0-LL.historical
http://cera-www.dkrz.de/WDCC/meta/CMIP6/CMIP6.CMIP.MOHC.UKESM1-0-LL.historical
http://cera-www.dkrz.de/WDCC/meta/CMIP6/CMIP6.CMIP.MOHC.UKESM1-0-LL.historical
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-020-20470-z
https://doi.org/10.1071/EN14255
https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-21-1105-2021
https://doi.org/10.5194/gmd-13-2393-2020
https://doi.org/10.3389/feart.2019.00179
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1133680
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0700843104


Vogt, M., Vallina, S. M., Buitenhuis, E. T., Bopp, L., and Le Quéré, C.: Simulating dimethylsulphide seasonality with the Dynamic Green

Ocean Model PlankTOM5, Journal of Geophysical Research, 115, https://doi.org/10.1029/2009JC005529, 2010.1185

Voldoire, A.: CNRM-CERFACS CNRM-ESM2-1 model output prepared for CMIP6 ScenarioMIP ssp585,

https://doi.org/10.22033/ESGF/CMIP6.4226, http://cera-www.dkrz.de/WDCC/meta/CMIP6/CMIP6.ScenarioMIP.CNRM-CERFACS.

CNRM-ESM2-1.ssp585, medium: application/x-netcdf Version Number: 20191121 type: dataset, 2019.

Wang, S., Elliott, S., Maltrud, M., and Cameron-Smith, P.: Influence of explicit Phaeocystis parameterizations on the global distribution

of marine dimethyl sulfide, Journal of Geophysical Research: Biogeosciences, 120, 2158–2177, https://doi.org/10.1002/2015JG003017,1190

2015.

Wang, S., Maltrud, M., Elliott, S., Cameron-Smith, P., and Jonko, A.: Influence of dimethyl sulfide on the carbon cycle and biological

production, Biogeochemistry, 138, 49–68, https://doi.org/10.1007/s10533-018-0430-5, 2018.

Wang, W.-L., Song, G., Primeau, F., Saltzman, E. S., Bell, T. G., and Moore, J. K.: Global ocean dimethyl sulfide climatology estimated from

observations and an artificial neural network, Biogeosciences, 17, 5335–5354, https://doi.org/10.5194/bg-17-5335-2020, 2020.1195

Wanninkhof, R.: Relationship between wind speed and gas exchange over the ocean, Journal of Geophysical Research, 97, 7373–7382,

https://doi.org/10.1029/92JC00188, 1992.

Wanninkhof, R.: Relationship between wind speed and gas exchange over the ocean revisited: Gas exchange and wind speed over the ocean,

Limnology and Oceanography: Methods, 12, 351–362, https://doi.org/10.4319/lom.2014.12.351, 2014.

Webb, A. L., van Leeuwe, M. A., den Os, D., Meredith, M. P., J. Venables, H., and Stefels, J.: Extreme spikes in DMS flux double estimates1200

of biogenic sulfur export from the Antarctic coastal zone to the atmosphere, Scientific Reports, 9, https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-019-

38714-4, 2019.

Xu, L., Cameron-Smith, P., Russell, L. M., Ghan, S. J., Liu, Y., Elliott, S., Yang, Y., Lou, S., Lamjiri, M. A., and Manizza, M.: DMS role in

ENSO cycle in the tropics: DMS Role in ENSO Cycle in Tropics, Journal of Geophysical Research: Atmospheres, 121, 13,537–13,558,

https://doi.org/10.1002/2016JD025333, 2016.1205

Yoch, D. C.: Dimethylsulfoniopropionate: Its Sources, Role in the Marine Food Web, and Biological Degradation to Dimethylsulfide, Applied

and Environmental Microbiology, 68, 5804–5815, https://doi.org/10.1128/AEM.68.12.5804-5815.2002, 2002.

Yool, A., Popova, E. E., and Anderson, T. R.: MEDUSA-2.0: an intermediate complexity biogeochemical model of the marine carbon cycle

for climate change and ocean acidification studies, Geoscientific Model Development, 6, 1767–1811, https://doi.org/10.5194/gmd-6-1767-

2013, 2013.1210

Zavarsky, A., Booge, D., Fiehn, A., Krüger, K., Atlas, E., and Marandino, C.: The influence of air-sea fluxes on atmospheric aerosols during

the summer monsoon over the tropical Indian Ocean, Geophysical Research Letters, 45, 418–426, https://doi.org/10.1002/2017GL076410,

2018.

55

https://doi.org/10.1029/2009JC005529
https://doi.org/10.22033/ESGF/CMIP6.4226
http://cera-www.dkrz.de/WDCC/meta/CMIP6/CMIP6.ScenarioMIP.CNRM-CERFACS.CNRM-ESM2-1.ssp585
http://cera-www.dkrz.de/WDCC/meta/CMIP6/CMIP6.ScenarioMIP.CNRM-CERFACS.CNRM-ESM2-1.ssp585
http://cera-www.dkrz.de/WDCC/meta/CMIP6/CMIP6.ScenarioMIP.CNRM-CERFACS.CNRM-ESM2-1.ssp585
https://doi.org/10.1002/2015JG003017
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10533-018-0430-5
https://doi.org/10.5194/bg-17-5335-2020
https://doi.org/10.1029/92JC00188
https://doi.org/10.4319/lom.2014.12.351
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-019-38714-4
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-019-38714-4
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-019-38714-4
https://doi.org/10.1002/2016JD025333
https://doi.org/10.1128/AEM.68.12.5804-5815.2002
https://doi.org/10.5194/gmd-6-1767-2013
https://doi.org/10.5194/gmd-6-1767-2013
https://doi.org/10.5194/gmd-6-1767-2013
https://doi.org/10.1002/2017GL076410

