
27

Vol. 13, No. 2, 2022

 ISSN 2233-4203/ e-ISSN 2093-8950
REVIEW www.msletters.org  |  Mass Spectrometry Letters

Aerosol Mass Spectrometer (AMS)-Based Real-Time Physicochemical

Characterization of Atmospheric Aerosols

Donghwi Kim*

Oil and POPs Research Group, Korea Institute of Ocean Science and Technology (KIOST), Geoje 53201, Republic 

of Korea

Received June 18, 2022, Accepted June 22, 2022

First published on the web June 30, 2022; DOI: 10.5478/MSL.2022.13.2.27

Abstract : Atmospheric aerosols have become a major environmental concern because of their adverse effects on human health,
air quality, and climate change. Over the last few decades, several mass spectrometry (MS)-based techniques have been devel-
oped and applied in the field of atmospheric aerosol research. Particularly, real-time measurement of ambient aerosols using an
aerosol mass spectrometer (AMS) has become one of the most powerful tools for aerosol chemistry. This review provides a brief
description of AMS and its applications for understanding the physicochemical properties of atmospheric aerosols, as well as its
sources and evolution processes. 
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Introduction

Atmospheric aerosols are liquid, solid, or mixed particles

suspended in the atmosphere. They are composed of

complex chemical compounds with various size

distributions.1 It has become one of the major environmental

issues due to its impacts on public health and climate

change.2-7 The environmental impacts of atmospheric

aerosols vary depending on the chemical composition,

particle size, and mass concentration of the airborne

particles. Aerosols have natural and anthropogenic sources,

and they are either emitted directly into the atmosphere

(primary aerosols) or produced from precursor gases

(secondary aerosols).1,4,8 Atmospheric aerosols continuously

evolve in the atmosphere and alter their physicochemical

properties. Therefore, both qualitative and quantitative

characterizations of atmospheric aerosols are necessary to

identify their sources and evolution processes, as well as

their impacts on the environment and human welfare. 

Mass spectrometry (MS) is one of the most powerful

tools for characterizing various chemical compounds in the

environment. Over the last 30 years, a variety of MS-based

approaches have been developed and applied in

atmospheric science.9-15 It has become the most essential

and fast-growing analytical technique in atmospheric

research because of its dynamic nature, which provides

high-throughput qualitative and quantitative information

on analytes. Figure 1 shows the number of publications and

citations of articles on MS-based aerosol studies over the

past 30 years. Their numbers steadily increased over time

and peaked in 2018.

Until recently, most of aerosol research was conducted

by collecting particles and gaseous pollutants in ambient

air.16-21 Typically, these filter-based measurements have a

low time resolution varying from hours to days. However,

aerosols are complex mixtures, and their chemical properties

may change on a timescale of seconds to minutes, which

makes it difficult to identify their chemical properties. The

application of real-time measurement techniques with a

high time resolution can provide a variety of advantages in

the field of aerosol research. In recent decades, state-of-the-

art MS techniques capable of on-line/real-time measurements

have been developed to characterize the physicochemical

properties of aerosols.22-27 Among them, the aerodyne

aerosol mass spectrometer (AMS) has been widely applied

to investigate the chemical and physical properties of

submicron aerosol particles.28-33 A complete review of on-

line mass spectrometry for atmospheric science is beyond

the scope of this paper, and thus the characteristics of the

AMS and its applications are discussed.

*Reprint requests to Donghwi Kim
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0626-7457

 E-mail: donghwikim@kiost.ac.kr

All the content in Mass Spectrometry Letters (MSL) is Open Access,
meaning it is accessible online to everyone, without fee and authors’
permission. All MSL content is published and distributed under the terms of
the Creative Commons Attribution License (http://creativecommons.org /
licenses/by/3.0/). Under this license, authors reserve the copyright for their
content; however, they permit anyone to unrestrictedly use, distribute, and
reproduce the content in any medium as far as the original authors and
source are cited. For any reuse, redistribution, or reproduction of a work,
users must clarify the license terms under which the work was produced.



Donghwi Kim

28 Mass Spectrom. Lett. 2022 Vol. 13, No. 2, 27–34 ©Korean Society for Mass Spectrometry

AMS Instrumentation

There are several types of aerosol mass spectrometers

(AMS), including quadrupole AMS (Q-AMS),34,35 compact

time-of-flight AMS (C-ToF-AMS),36,37 high resolution

time-of-flight AMS (HR-ToF-AMS),26,31 aerosol chemical

speciation monitor (ACSM),25,38 and soot particle AMS

(SP-AMS)28,39. Figure 2 shows a schematic of the HR-ToF-

AMS. Typically, AMS instrumentation is composed of four

main sections: an aerosol inlet, aerosol sizing chamber

(PToF region), ionization region, and mass analyzer.40 The

aerosol inlet couples the aerodynamic lens to the vacuum

system. The aerodynamic lens focuses particles into a

narrow beam (< 1 mm diameter) with approximately 100%

transmission efficiency to the detector, for particles in the

size range of 70-500 nm.34,41,42

In the aerosol sizing chamber, each particle acquires a

size-dependent velocity created by gas expansion into high

vacuum, and their aerodynamic diameters are determined

by particle time-of-flight (PToF) measurements. In the

ionization region, the particles are vaporized on a heated

tungsten surface at around 600oC. The non-refractory

components of aerosol particles are vaporized and ionized

using electron ionization (EI), formerly known as electron

impact ionization, with an energy of 70 eV. “Non-refractory”

components are empirically defined as compounds that rapidly

evaporate under the operational conditions (for example,

ammonium nitrate, ammonium sulfate, ammonium chloride,

and organic compounds). Among the several types of

AMS, SP-AMS is the most advanced type of AMS that can

detect refractory components such as black carbon and

trace metals as well as non-refractory components with two

vaporization modes; a standard tungsten vaporization and an

additional laser vaporization, respectively.39 The positively

charged ions generated by EI are introduced to the mass

analyzer, and then separated and analyzed according to

their mass-to-charge (m/z) ratios. HR-ToF-AMS can be

operated in V- or W-mode. The V-mode is more sensitive

Figure 1. (a) Number of Publications and (b) citation data

reported in response to a search on “atmospheric aerosol mass

spectrometry” or “atmospheric aerosol mass spectrometer” in

Web of Science as of June 2022.

Figure 2. Schematic diagram of a high resolution time-of-flight aerosol mass spectrometer (HR-ToF AMS) and an ionization technique

used in the AMS.
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than the W-mode, whereas higher mass resolution can be

achieved in the W-mode (m/Δm = 5000). With the high

resolution of HR-ToF-AMS, it is possible to distinguish

isobaric compounds with the same nominal mass but

different molecular formula, for example, C2H3O and C3H7

at m/z 43.26,43

Data Processing of AMS 

Aerosol mass spectrometers are designed to continuously

measure atmospheric aerosols for a period of few weeks to

several months. Therefore, automated mass calibration

without the use of standard materials is required.

Methodologies developed for automated mass calibration

of HR-ToF-AMS were well described by DeCarlo et al.

(2006).26 Briefly, mass calibration was performed using

known peaks that are highly reproducible in the background

spectra. Typical peaks used for mass calibrations are m/z

12 (C+), 17 (OH+), 18 (H2O
+), 28 (N2

+), 32 (O2
+), 40 (Ar+),

44 (CO2
+), 149 (C8H5O3

+), 182 (182W+), and 184 (184W+).

The intensities of the peaks measured by AMS are

converted into mass concentrations of chemical species

using the ionization efficiency (IE) calibration.30, 34, 44, 45

The IE calibration are performed using ammonium nitrate

before every measurement. The transmission efficiency

and detection efficiency of particles vary depending on the

chemical species, and this collection efficiency (CE)

affects the quantification results of each species. To

compensate for this, collection efficiency has been

determined by intercomparison of the AMS and other

aerosol instruments.46-48 It was reported that the CE values

could vary depending on the properties of aerosols such as

particle acidity, nitrate fraction, and water content.49-51 In

many field studies, however, CE values of 0.5 has been

applied to be representative for ambient particles and

showed good agreements.52-54 

The AMS quantifies the peaks in the mass spectrum into

several major chemical species: organics, sulfate, nitrate,

ammonium, and chloride. The total mass concentration of

organic components is determined by subtracting the

signals originating from ambient inorganic components,

gas-phase compounds, and instrumental artifacts.55 Some

of the main fragments observed by the AMS for chemical

classification are summarized in Table 1. 

Allan et al. developed a generalized technique for separating

ensemble mass spectra into chemically resolved partial mass

spectra using user-defined fragmentation tables.55 This new

method facilitated the calculation of mass concentration and

enabled the investigation of many different chemical types and

sub-groups within types.

Data Interpretation of AMS

The high-resolution mass spectra obtained by HR-ToF-

AMS provide detailed chemical information on submicron

aerosols and it makes possible to quantify the elemental

composition of bulk organic aerosols (OA). There are

some representative fragment ions to estimate the source of

organic compounds. The fragment ions at m/z 43 mainly

correspond to C3H7
+ for the hydrocarbon-like organic

aerosol (HOA) or C2H3O
+ for the oxygenated organic

aerosol (OOA).56 The C2H3O
+ ion is thought to be

dominated by non-acid oxygenates. The fragment at m/z 44

(mainly CO2+) originates from the organic acids such as

carboxylic acids and acid-derived species.57,58 The fragment

at m/z 57 (C4H9
+) is a typical fragment of saturated

hydrocarbon compounds and used as a good tracer for

vehicle emissions.57,59 The contribution of biomass burning

can be evaluated by high peak intensities at m/z 60

(C2H4O2
+) and m/z 73 (C3H5O2

+), that are considered as

indicative ions of the biomass burning of levoglucosan.60, 61

Scatter plots between these well-defined fragments have

been used as diagnostics to assess the aging or mixing state

of ambient aerosols.53,56,61 Ng et al. developed a new mass

spectral diagnostic for following the aging of OA by

plotting the fractional contribution of m/z 44 (f44) as a

function of that of m/z 43 (f43). In the scatter plot between

f44 and f43 (Figure 3a), highly oxygenated compounds (low-

volatility oxygenated organic aerosol, LV-OOA) are

observed in the upper half of the triangular region, whereas

relatively less oxygenated compounds (semi-volatile

oxygenated organic aerosol, SV-OOA) are positioned in

the lower half.

By determining the chemical compositions of OA,

further elemental analyses such as atomic H/C, O/C, S/C,

and N/C ratios can be performed to evaluate its sources and

oxidation status. The van Krevelen diagram, originally

proposed for coal sample analysis, has been widely used to

visualize and interpret complex organic compounds in

environments.62-64 The diagram cross-plots the atomic H/C

ratio as a function of the atomic O/C ratio of organic

compounds. Heald et al. applied the van Krevelen diagram

to organic aerosol analysis and found implications for the

atmospheric aging and involving processes such as

volatilization and oxidation. Lines with slopes of 0, -1, and

-2 in the van Krevelen diagram indicate the addition of the

alcohol/peroxide, carboxylic acid, and ketone/aldehyde

Table 1. Major chemical species observed in the AMS and main

fragment ions for identification of chemical species.

Species Fragment ions m/z

Water O+, HO+, H2O
+ 16, 17, 18

Ammonium NH+, NH2

+, NH3

+ 15, 16, 17

Nitrate NO+, NO2

+, HNO3

+, 30, 46, 63

Sulfate
SO+, SO2

+, SO3

+, 

HSO3

+, H2SO4

+,
48, 64, 80, 81, 98

Chloride Cl+, HCl+ 35, 36

Organics CcHhNnOoSs

+ All other m/z >11



Donghwi Kim

30 Mass Spectrom. Lett. 2022 Vol. 13, No. 2, 27–34 ©Korean Society for Mass Spectrometry

functional groups, respectively, during OA evolution

(Figure 3b).

Real-time measurement data from the AMS can provide

valuable information on the dynamic changes in particle

acidity during the aerosol evolution process. The aerosol

ion balance can be used as an indicator for aerosol acidity

estimation and is expressed by the ratio between the

measured and theoretically predicted ammonium

concentrations (Figure 3c).29,65-67 The equation for calculating

the predicted mass concentration of ammonium (NH4
+(p))

is as below:

Where NH4
+(m), SO4

-(m), NO3
-(m), and Cl-(m) are mass

concentrations of ammonium, sulfate, nitrate, and chloride

ions, respectively, measured by AMS. In many studies, ion

balances for inorganic particulate matter (PM) were evaluated

to elucidate the neutralization state of the aerosols.50,68-70

When the aerosols are long-range transported from their

sources, the freshly produced acidic compounds may have

sufficient time to react with basic compounds, therefore

more neutralized aerosols can be formed. Although it is

difficult to generalize site-specific characteristics in

relation to the degree of neutralization, this parameter can

help discriminate between locally produced acidic

components and regionally transported aerosols.71 
Providing reliable information on the sources of ambient

aerosols is critically important in terms of establishing the
effective policies for the reduction and management of PM.
Highly time-resolved chemical composition data can be further
analyzed in conjunction with various statistical analysis methods
such as positive matrix factorization (PMF), chemical mass
balance (CMB), principal component analysis (PCA), and partial
least squares (PLS). Among these methods, the combination of
AMS data and PMF has become a powerful tool for identifying
the potential sources of organic aerosols and evaluating source

contributions.72,73 PMF developed by Paatero is a multivariate
factor analysis technique to estimate the quantitative contributions
of air pollution sources.74 A detailed description of PMF and its
mathematical algorithm can be found in other publication.74,75

Lanz et al. applied PMF to aerosol mass spectra for the first time
and identified six factors and their source profiles.76 The number
of OA factors vary depending on the characteristics of the study
sites, such as spatial, seasonal, and meteorological conditions.
Figure 4 shows an example of typical PMF results of HR-ToF-
AMS data. OA factors are generally separated into three primary
organic aerosols (POA); hydrogen-like OA (HOA), cooking-
related OA (COA), and biomass burning OA (BBOA) and two
secondary organic aerosols (SOA); semi-volatile oxygenated OA
(SV-OOA) and low-volatility oxygenated OA (LV-OOA). HOA
factor is characterized with the predominance of CxHy

+ ions, high
H/C ratio, and low O/C ratio.77-79 This factor shows good
correlation with primary combustion emissions, such as black
carbon (BC) and NOx. COA is a cooking activity-related factor
that generally shows two peaks at lunch and dinner time in its
diurnal profile. It is characterized by high ratio of m/z 55 (C4H7

+

and C3H3O
+) to m/z 57 (C3H5O

+ and C4H9
+), high fraction of

C3H3O
+ ion, and the O/C ratios similar to those of fatty acids.52,80-82

BBOA factor shows high contribution in winter and is
characterized by high abundance of C2H4O2

+ ion at m/z 60, which
is used as an indicator of biomass burning of levoglucosan.67, 83

Both SV-OOA and LV-OOA are characterized by dominant peaks
of CxHyOz

+ derived from oxygenated compounds, especially at m/z
43 (mostly C2H3O

+) and m/z 44 (mainly CO2
+).53,56 Highly

oxidized OOA (LV-OOA) shows the highest O/C ratio, high
fraction of m/z 44 (CO2

+), and correlates well with the sulfate. In
the diurnal profile of LV-OOA, it generally shows the peak during the
daytime, corresponding to the formation of significant SOA by
photochemical reactions. In contrast, intermediately oxidized OOA
(SV-OOA) exhibits lower O/C ratio, and higher fraction of m/z 43
compared with that of LV-OOA, and correlates well with the nitrate.

 Summary and Future Perspectives

Aerosol mass spectrometer has been widely deployed for

the characterization of particulate matter because of its

ability to perform real-time chemical speciation and
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Figure 3. (a) Scatter plot of f44 vs. f43, (b) Van Krevelen diagram, and (c) scatter plot of the predicted NH4

+ vs. measured NH4

+

concentrations from HR-TOF-AMS measurements. 
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quantitative mass loading as a function of the particle size

of submicron particulate matters (PM1). AMS field studies

combined with various receptor models, such as PMF,

conditional bivariate probability function (PBCF), and

concentration weighted trajectory (CWT) enable a more in-

depth investigation on the potential sources and its spatial

distributions. Moreover, mobile measurements are

conducted to identify the vertical and horizontal profiles of

atmospheric aerosols using a mobile laboratory, ship, and

aircraft. These studies have significantly broadened our

understanding on aerosol chemistry.

 However, many challenges remain for a complete

understanding of the physicochemical properties of atmospheric

aerosols and their atmospheric evolution. Particularly, technical

advances to enhance the transmission efficiency for smaller

particles (nucleation mode particles) are necessary to fill

the gaps in our knowledge on evolution of atmospheric

aerosols, such as new particle formation and gas-particle

partitioning. Additionally, parallel measurements utilizing

other MS techniques are required to obtain more detailed

molecular information on PM. For example, high

resolution mass spectrometer coupled with soft ionization

techniques produces intact molecular ions without

extensive fragmentation and allows for the detailed

characterization of atmospheric aerosols at the molecular

level. Therefore, the combination of traditional off-line

analytical techniques and real-time analysis not only

provides more comprehensive information on atmospheric

aerosols but also increases our understanding of the field. 

Acknowledgments

This work was supported by the project titled

“Monitoring of source and behavior of the particulate matter

at Busan seaport area (Grant no. 2019M1A2A210395512)”,

which was funded by the Ministry of Education through

the National Research Foundation, Korea.

Conflict of Interest 

The author declares no conflict of interest.

References

1. Seinfeld, J.H.; Pandis, S.N. Atmospheric Chemistry and

Physics: From Air Pollution to Climate Change, Wiley.

Place, 2016. 

2. Levy II, H.; Horowitz, L.W.; Schwarzkopf, M.D.; Ming,

Y.; Golaz, J.-C.; Naik, V.; Ramaswamy, V. Journal of

Geophysical Research: Atmospheres 2013, 118, 4521.

DOI: 10.1002/jgrd.50192.

3. Liu, S.; Xing, J.; Zhao, B.; Wang, J.; Wang, S.; Zhang, X.;

Figure 4. Overview of the results from AMS PMF analysis, major chemical distribution and diurnal variation of each OA factor.



Donghwi Kim

32 Mass Spectrom. Lett. 2022 Vol. 13, No. 2, 27–34 ©Korean Society for Mass Spectrometry

Ding, A. Current Pollution Reports 2019, 5, 36. DOI:

10.1007/s40726-019-00107-6.

4. Pöschl, U. Angew. Chem. Int. Ed. 2005, 44, 7520. DOI:

10.1002/anie.200501122.

5. Kim, K.H.; Kabir, E.; Kabir, S. Environ Int 2015, 74, 136.

DOI: 10.1016/j.envint.2014.10.005.

6. Shiraiwa, M.; Ueda, K.; Pozzer, A.; Lammel, G.; Kampf,

C.J.; Fushimi, A.; Enami, S.; Arangio, A.M.; Fröhlich-

Nowoisky, J.; Fujitani, Y.; Furuyama, A.; Lakey, P.S.J.;

Lelieveld, J.; Lucas, K.; Morino, Y.; Pöschl, U.;

Takahama, S.; Takami, A.; Tong, H.; Weber, B.; Yoshino,

A.; Sato, K. Environ. Sci. Technol. 2017, 51, 13545. DOI:

10.1021/acs.est.7b04417.

7. Shiraiwa, M.; Selzle, K.; Pöschl, U. Free Radical Res.

2012, 46, 927. DOI: 10.3109/10715762.2012.663084.

8. Tomasi, C.; Fuzzi, S.; Kokhanovsky, A. Atmospheric

Aerosols: Life Cycles and Effects on Air Quality and

Climate, Wiley. Place, 2017. 

9. Kim, D.; Kim, S.; Yim, U.H.; Ha, S.Y.; An, J.G.; Loh, A.;

Kim, S. Sci. Total Environ. 2022, 805, 150230. DOI:

10.1016/j.scitotenv.2021.150230.

10. Hewitt, C.N.; Hayward, S.; Tani, A. J. Environ. Monit.

2003, 5, 1. DOI: 10.1039/B204712H.

11. Schmitt-Kopplin, P.; Gelencsér, A.; Dabek-Zlotorzynska,

E.; Kiss, G.; Hertkorn, N.; Harir, M.; Hong, Y.; Gebefügi,

I. Anal. Chem. 2010, 82, 8017. DOI: 10.1021/ac101444r.

12. Moufid, M.; Bouchikhi, B.; Tiebe, C.; Bartholmai, M.; El

Bari, N. Atmos. Environ. 2021, 256, 118449. DOI:

10.1016/j.atmosenv.2021.118449.

13. Li, X.; Huang, L.; Zhu, H.; Zhou, Z. Rapid Commun.

Mass Spectrom. 2017, 31, 301. DOI: 10.1002/rcm.7794.

14. Vasquez, K. Nature Reviews Earth & Environment 2021,

2, 305. DOI: 10.1038/s43017-021-00163-x.

15. Chandra Mouli, P.; Venkata Mohan, S.; Balaram, V.;

Praveen Kumar, M.; Jayarama Reddy, S. Atmos. Environ.

2006, 40, 136. DOI: 10.1016/j.atmosenv.2005.09.028.

16. Rüger, C.P.; Sklorz, M.; Schwemer, T.; Zimmermann, R.

Anal. Bioanal. Chem. 2015, 407, 5923. DOI: 10.1007/

s00216-014-8408-1.

17. Crimmins, B.S.; Baker, J.E. Atmos. Environ. 2006, 40,

6764. DOI: 10.1016/j.atmosenv.2006.05.078.

18. Cautreels, W.; Van Cauwenberghe, K. Atmospheric

Environment (1967) 1976, 10, 447. DOI: 10.1016/0004-

6981(76)90025-1.

19. Lintelmann, J.; Fischer, K.; Matuschek, G. J. Chromatogr.

A 2006, 1133, 241. DOI: 10.1016/j.chroma.2006.08.038.

20. Gu, C.; Cui, S.; Ge, X.; Wang, Z.; Chen, M.; Qian, Z.;

Liu, Z.; Wang, X.; Zhang, Y. Environ. Res. 2022, 212,

113255. DOI: 10.1016/j.envres.2022.113255.

21. Ren, H.; Xue, M.; An, Z.; Zhou, W.; Jiang, J. J.

Chromatogr. A 2019, 1589, 141. DOI: 10.1016/

j.chroma.2019.01.010.

22. Lopez-Hilfiker, F.D.; Pospisilova, V.; Huang, W.;

Kalberer, M.; Mohr, C.; Stefenelli, G.; Thornton, J.A.;

Baltensperger, U.; Prevot, A.S.H.; Slowik, J.G. Atmos.

Meas. Tech. 2019, 12, 4867. DOI: 10.5194/amt-12-4867-

2019.

23. Lee, C.P.; Riva, M.; Wang, D.; Tomaz, S.; Li, D.; Perrier,

S.; Slowik, J.G.; Bourgain, F.; Schmale, J.; Prevot,

A.S.H.; Baltensperger, U.; George, C.; El Haddad, I.

Environ. Sci. Technol. 2020, 54, 3871. DOI: 10.1021/

acs.est.9b07090.

24. Giannoukos, S.; Lee, C.P.; Tarik, M.; Ludwig, C.; Biollaz,

S.; Lamkaddam, H.; Baltensperger, U.; Henry Prevot,

A.S.; Slowik, J. Anal. Chem. 2020, 92, 1316. DOI:

10.1021/acs.analchem.9b04480.

25. Ng, N.L.; Herndon, S.C.; Trimborn, A.; Canagaratna, M.R.;

Croteau, P.L.; Onasch, T.B.; Sueper, D.; Worsnop, D.R.;

Zhang, Q.; Sun, Y.L.; Jayne, J.T. Aerosol Sci. Technol. 2011,

45, 780. DOI: 10.1080/02786826.2011.560211.

26. DeCarlo, P.F.; Kimmel, J.R.; Trimborn, A.; Northway,

M.J.; Jayne, J.T.; Aiken, A.C.; Gonin, M.; Fuhrer, K.;

Horvath, T.; Docherty, K.S.; Worsnop, D.R.; Jimenez,

J.L. Anal. Chem. 2006, 78, 8281. DOI: 10.1021/

ac061249n.

27. Aljawhary, D.; Lee, A.K.Y.; Abbatt, J.P.D. Atmos. Meas.

Tech. 2013, 6, 3211. DOI: 10.5194/amt-6-3211-2013.

28. Zhang, Y.; Wang, J.; Cui, S.; Huang, D.D.; Ge, X. Current

Pollution Reports 2020, 6, 440. DOI: 10.1007/s40726-

020-00162-4.

29. Salcedo, D.; Onasch, T.B.; Dzepina, K.; Canagaratna,

M.R.; Zhang, Q.; Huffman, J.A.; DeCarlo, P.F.; Jayne,

J.T.; Mortimer, P.; Worsnop, D.R.; Kolb, C.E.; Johnson,

K.S.; Zuberi, B.; Marr, L.C.; Volkamer, R.; Molina, L.T.;

Molina, M.J.; Cardenas, B.; Bernabé, R.M.; Márquez, C.;

Gaffney, J.S.; Marley, N.A.; Laskin, A.; Shutthanandan,

V.; Xie, Y.; Brune, W.; Lesher, R.; Shirley, T.; Jimenez,

J.L. Atmos. Chem. Phys. 2006, 6, 925. DOI: 10.5194/acp-

6-925-2006.

30. Canagaratna, M.R.; Jayne, J.T.; Jimenez, J.L.; Allan, J.D.;

Alfarra, M.R.; Zhang, Q.; Onasch, T.B.; Drewnick, F.;

Coe, H.; Middlebrook, A.; Delia, A.; Williams, L.R.;

Trimborn, A.M.; Northway, M.J.; DeCarlo, P.F.; Kolb,

C.E.; Davidovits, P.; Worsnop, D.R. Mass Spectrom. Rev.

2007, 26, 185. DOI: 10.1002/mas.20115.

31. Song, I.H.; Park, J.S.; Park, S.M.; Kim, D.G.; Kim, Y.W.;

Shin, H.J. Atmos. Environ. 2021, 266. DOI: 10.1016/

j.atmosenv.2021.118717.

32. Kim, D.-y.; de Foy, B.; Kim, H. Environ. Res. 2022, 212,

113174. DOI: 10.1016/j.envres.2022.113174.

33. Kim, H.; Zhang, Q.; Heo, J. Atmos. Chem. Phys. 2018,

18, 7149. DOI: 10.5194/acp-18-7149-2018.

34. Jayne, J.T.; Leard, D.C.; Zhang, X.; Davidovits, P.; Smith,

K.A.; Kolb, C.E.; Worsnop, D.R. Aerosol Sci. Technol.

2000, 33, 49. DOI: 10.1080/027868200410840.

35. Jimenez, J.L.; Jayne, J.T.; Shi, Q.; Kolb, C.E.; Worsnop,

D.R.; Yourshaw, I.; Seinfeld, J.H.; Flagan, R.C.; Zhang,

X.; Smith, K.A.; Morris, J.W.; Davidovits, P. Journal of

Geophysical Research: Atmospheres 2003, 108. DOI:

10.1029/2001JD001213.

36. Drewnick, F.; Hings, S.S.; DeCarlo, P.; Jayne, J.T.; Gonin,

M.; Fuhrer, K.; Weimer, S.; Jimenez, J.L.; Demerjian,



Aerosol Mass Spectrometer (AMS)-Based Real-Time Physicochemical Characterization of Atmospheric Aerosols

©Korean Society for Mass Spectrometry Mass Spectrom. Lett. 2022 Vol. 13, No. 2, 27–34 33

K.L.; Borrmann, S.; Worsnop, D.R. Aerosol Sci. Technol.

2005, 39, 637. DOI: 10.1080/02786820500182040.

37. Schmale, J.; Schneider, J.; Ancellet, G.; Quennehen, B.;

Stohl, A.; Sodemann, H.; Burkhart, J.F.; Hamburger, T.;

Arnold, S.R.; Schwarzenboeck, A.; Borrmann, S.; Law,

K.S. Atmos. Chem. Phys. 2011, 11, 10097. DOI: 10.5194/

acp-11-10097-2011.

38. Budisulistiorini, S.H.; Canagaratna, M.R.; Croteau, P.L.;

Marth, W.J.; Baumann, K.; Edgerton, E.S.; Shaw, S.L.;

Knipping, E.M.; Worsnop, D.R.; Jayne, J.T.; Gold, A.;

Surratt, J.D. Environ. Sci. Technol. 2013, 47, 5686. DOI:

10.1021/es400023n.

39. Onasch, T.B.; Trimborn, A.; Fortner, E.C.; Jayne, J.T.;

Kok, G.L.; Williams, L.R.; Davidovits, P.; Worsnop, D.R.

Aerosol Sci. Technol. 2012, 46, 804. DOI: 10.1080/

02786826.2012.663948.

40. Suess, D.T.; Prather, K.A. Chem. Rev. 1999, 99, 3007.

DOI: 10.1021/cr980138o.

41. Liu, P.; Ziemann, P.J.; Kittelson, D.B.; McMurry, P.H.

Aerosol Sci. Technol. 1995, 22, 293. DOI: 10.1080/

02786829408959748.

42. Liu, P.; Ziemann, P.J.; Kittelson, D.B.; McMurry, P.H.

Aerosol Sci. Technol. 1995, 22, 314. DOI: 10.1080/

02786829408959749.

43. Baltensperger, U.; Chirico, R.D.; DeCarlo, P.F.; Dommen,

J.; Gaeggeler, K.; Heringa, M.F.; Li, M.; Prévôt, A.S.H.;

Alfarra, M.R.; Gross, D.S.; Kalberer, M. Eur. J. Mass

Spectrom. 2010, 16, 389 

44. Jimenez, J.L. Journal of Geophysical Research 2003,

108. DOI: 10.1029/2001jd001213.

45. Bley, W.G. Vacuum 1988, 38, 103. DOI: 10.1016/0042-

207X(88)90606-9.

46. Takegawa, N.; Miyazaki, Y.; Kondo, Y.; Komazaki, Y.;

Miyakawa, T.; Jimenez, J.L.; Jayne, J.T.; Worsnop, D.R.;

Allan, J.D.; Weber, R.J. Aerosol Sci. Technol. 2005, 39,

760. DOI: 10.1080/02786820500243404.

47. Weber, R.J.; Orsini, D.; Daun, Y.; Lee, Y.N.; Klotz, P.J.;

Brechtel, F. Aerosol Sci. Technol. 2001, 35, 718. DOI:

10.1080/02786820152546761.

48. Weimer, S.; Drewnick, F.; Hogrefe, O.; Schwab, J.J.;

Rhoads, K.; Orsini, D.; Canagaratna, M.; Worsnop, D.R.;

Demerjian, K.L. Journal of Geophysical Research:

Atmospheres 2006, 111. DOI: 10.1029/2006JD007215.

49. Matthew, B.; Middlebrook, A.; Onasch, T. Aerosol

Science and Technology - AEROSOL SCI TECH 2008,

42, 884. DOI: 10.1080/02786820802356797.

50. Lanz, V.A.; Prévôt, A.S.H.; Alfarra, M.R.; Weimer, S.;

Mohr, C.; DeCarlo, P.F.; Gianini, M.F.D.; Hueglin, C.;

Schneider, J.; Favez, O.; D'Anna, B.; George, C.;

Baltensperger, U. Atmos. Chem. Phys. 2010, 10, 10453.

DOI: 10.5194/acp-10-10453-2010.

51. Takegawa, N.; Miyakawa, T.; Watanabe, M.; Kondo, Y.;

Miyazaki, Y.; Han, S.; Zhao, Y.; van Pinxteren, D.;

Bruggemann, E.; Gnauk, T.; Herrmann, H.; Xiao, R.; Deng,

Z.; Hu, M.; Zhu, T.; Zhang, Y. Aerosol Sci. Technol. 2009,

43, 189. DOI: 10.1080/02786820802582251.

52. Sun, Y.L.; Zhang, Q.; Schwab, J.J.; Demerjian, K.L.;

Chen, W.N.; Bae, M.S.; Hung, H.M.; Hogrefe, O.; Frank,

B.; Rattigan, O.V.; Lin, Y.C. Atmos. Chem. Phys. 2011,

11, 1581. DOI: 10.5194/acp-11-1581-2011.

53. Mohr, C.; DeCarlo, P.F.; Heringa, M.F.; Chirico, R.;

Slowik, J.G.; Richter, R.; Reche, C.; Alastuey, A.; Querol,

X.; Seco, R.; Peñuelas, J.; Jiménez, J.L.; Crippa, M.;

Zimmermann, R.; Baltensperger, U.; Prévôt, A.S.H.

Atmos. Chem. Phys. 2012, 12, 1649. DOI: 10.5194/acp-

12-1649-2012.

54. Robinson, E.S.; Gu, P.; Ye, Q.; Li, H.Z.; Shah, R.U.;

Apte, J.S.; Robinson, A.L.; Presto, A.A. Environ. Sci.

Technol. 2018, 52, 9285. DOI: 10.1021/acs.est.8b02654.

55. Allan, J.D.; Delia, A.E.; Coe, H.; Bower, K.N.; Alfarra,

M.R.; Jimenez, J.L.; Middlebrook, A.M.; Drewnick, F.;

Onasch, T.B.; Canagaratna, M.R.; Jayne, J.T.; Worsnop,

D.R. J. Aerosol Sci 2004, 35, 909. DOI: 10.1016/

j.jaerosci.2004.02.007.

56. Ng, N.L.; Canagaratna, M.R.; Zhang, Q.; Jimenez, J.L.;

Tian, J.; Ulbrich, I.M.; Kroll, J.H.; Docherty, K.S.;

Chhabra, P.S.; Bahreini, R.; Murphy, S.M.; Seinfeld, J.H.;

Hildebrandt, L.; Donahue, N.M.; DeCarlo, P.F.; Lanz,

V.A.; Prévôt, A.S.H.; Dinar, E.; Rudich, Y.; Worsnop,

D.R. Atmos. Chem. Phys 2010, 10, 4625. DOI: 10.5194/

acp-10-4625-2010.

57. Alfarra, M.R.; Coe, H.; Allan, J.D.; Bower, K.N.;

Boudries, H.; Canagaratna, M.R.; Jimenez, J.L.; Jayne,

J.T.; Garforth, A.A.; Li, S.-M.; Worsnop, D.R. Atmos.

Environ. 2004, 38, 5745. DOI: 10.1016/

j.atmosenv.2004.01.054.

58. Aiken, A.C.; DeCarlo, P.F.; Jimenez, J.L. Anal. Chem.

2007, 79, 8350. DOI: 10.1021/ac071150w.

59. Collier, S.; Zhou, S.; Kuwayama, T.; Forestieri, S.; Brady,

J.; Zhang, M.; Kleeman, M.; Cappa, C.; Bertram, T.;

Zhang, Q. Aerosol Sci. Technol. 2015, 49, 86. DOI:

10.1080/02786826.2014.1003364.

60. Aiken, A.C.; de Foy, B.; Wiedinmyer, C.; DeCarlo, P.F.;

Ulbrich, I.M.; Wehrli, M.N.; Szidat, S.; Prevot, A.S.H.;

Noda, J.; Wacker, L.; Volkamer, R.; Fortner, E.; Wang, J.;

Laskin, A.; Shutthanandan, V.; Zheng, J.; Zhang, R.;

Paredes-Miranda, G.; Arnott, W.P.; Molina, L.T.; Sosa, G.;

Querol, X.; Jimenez, J.L. Atmos. Chem. Phys. 2010, 10,

5315. DOI: 10.5194/acp-10-5315-2010.

61. Cubison, M.J.; Ortega, A.M.; Hayes, P.L.; Farmer, D.K.;

Day, D.; Lechner, M.J.; Brune, W.H.; Apel, E.; Diskin,

G.S.; Fisher, J.A.; Fuelberg, H.E.; Hecobian, A.; Knapp,

D.J.; Mikoviny, T.; Riemer, D.; Sachse, G.W.; Sessions,

W.; Weber, R.J.; Weinheimer, A.J.; Wisthaler, A.;

Jimenez, J.L. Atmos. Chem. Phys. 2011, 11, 12049. DOI:

10.5194/acp-11-12049-2011.

62. Van Krevelen, D. Fuel 1950, 29, 269.

63. Kim, S.; Kaplan, L.A.; Benner, R.; Hatcher, P.G. Mar. Chem.

2004, 92, 225. DOI: 10.1016/j.marchem.2004.06.042.

64. Kim, S.; Kim, D.; Jung, M.-J.; Kim, S. Mass Spectrom.

Rev. 2022, 41, 352. DOI: 10.1002/mas.21684.

65. Zhang, X.; Zhang, Y.; Sun, J.; Yu, Y.; Canonaco, F.;



Donghwi Kim

34 Mass Spectrom. Lett. 2022 Vol. 13, No. 2, 27–34 ©Korean Society for Mass Spectrometry

Prévôt, A.S.H.; Li, G. Environ. Pollut. 2017, 222, 567.

DOI: 10.1016/j.envpol.2016.11.012.

66. Zhang, Q.; Jimenez, J.L.; Worsnop, D.R.; Canagaratna,

M. Environ. Sci. Technol. 2007, 41, 3213. DOI: 10.1021/

es061812j.

67. Chakraborty, A.; Mandariya, A.K.; Chakraborti, R.;

Gupta, T.; Tripathi, S.N. Environ. Pollut. 2018, 232, 310.

DOI: 10.1016/j.envpol.2017.09.079.

68. Choi, J.-S.; Kim, J.-H.; Lee, T.-H.; Choi, Y.-J.; Park, T.-

H.; Ahn, J.-Y.; Park, J.-S.; Kim, H.-J.; Koo, Y.-S.; Kim,

S.-D.; Hong, Y.-D.; Hong, J.-H. Journal of Korean

Society for Atmospheric Environment 2016, 32, 485.

DOI: 10.5572/kosae.2016.32.5.485.

69. Zhang, J.; Atmospheric, S.U.o.N.Y.a.A.D.o.; Sciences, E.

Characterization of Ambient Aerosols and Their

Evolution Under Various Atmospheric Conditions in the

Northeast U.S, University at Albany. Department of

Atmospheric and Environmental Sciences. Place, 2019. 

70. Hu, W.W.; Hu, M.; Yuan, B.; Jimenez, J.L.; Tang, Q.;

Peng, J.F.; Hu, W.; Shao, M.; Wang, M.; Zeng, L.M.; Wu,

Y.S.; Gong, Z.H.; Huang, X.F.; He, L.Y. Atmos. Chem.

Phys. 2013, 13, 10095. DOI: 10.5194/acp-13-10095-

2013.

71. Li, Y.J.; Sun, Y.; Zhang, Q.; Li, X.; Li, M.; Zhou, Z.;

Chan, C.K. Atmos. Environ. 2017, 158, 270. DOI:

10.1016/j.atmosenv.2017.02.027.

72. Hwang, I.; Kim, D.-S. Journal of Korean Society for

Atmospheric Environment 2013, 29, 459. DOI: 10.5572/

kosae.2013.29.4.459.

73. Sun, X.; Wang, H.; Guo, Z.; Lu, P.; Song, F.; Liu, L.; Liu,

J.; Rose, N.L.; Wang, F. Environ Sci Process Impacts

2020, 22, 239. DOI: 10.1039/c9em00529c.

74. Paatero, P.; Tapper, U. Environmetrics 1994, 5, 111. DOI:

10.1002/env.3170050203.

75. Zhang, Q.; Jimenez, J.L.; Canagaratna, M.R.; Ulbrich,

I.M.; Ng, N.L.; Worsnop, D.R.; Sun, Y. Anal. Bioanal.

Chem. 2011, 401, 3045. DOI: 10.1007/s00216-011-5355-y.

76. Lanz, V.A.; Alfarra, M.R.; Baltensperger, U.; Buchmann,

B.; Hueglin, C.; Prévôt, A.S.H. Atmos. Chem. Phys. 2007,

7, 1503. DOI: 10.5194/acp-7-1503-2007.

77. Massoli, P.; Fortner, E.; Canagaratna, M.; Williams, L.;

Zhang, q.; Sun, Y.; Schwab, J.; Trimborn, A.; Onasch, T.;

Demerjian, K.; Kolb, C.; Worsnop, D. Aerosol Science

and Technology - AEROSOL SCI TECH 2012, 46, 1201.

DOI: 10.1080/02786826.2012.701784.

78. Ye, Z.; Li, Q.; Liu, J.; Luo, S.; Zhou, Q.; Bi, C.; Ma, S.;

Chen, Y.; Chen, H.; Li, L.; Ge, X. Chemosphere 2017,

183, 176. DOI: 10.1016/j.chemosphere.2017.05.094.

79. Zhang, Q.; Alfarra, M.R.; Worsnop, D.R.; Allan, J.D.;

Coe, H.; Canagaratna, M.R.; Jimenez, J.L. Environ. Sci.

Technol. 2005, 39, 4938. DOI: 10.1021/es048568l.

80. Mohr, C.; Huffman, J.A.; Cubison, M.J.; Aiken, A.C.;

Docherty, K.S.; Kimmel, J.R.; Ulbrich, I.M.; Hannigan,

M.; Jimenez, J.L. Environ. Sci. Technol. 2009, 43, 2443.

DOI: 10.1021/es8011518.

81. Allan, J.D.; Williams, P.I.; Morgan, W.T.; Martin, C.L.;

Flynn, M.J.; Lee, J.; Nemitz, E.; Phillips, G.J.; Gallagher,

M.W.; Coe, H. Atmos. Chem. Phys. 2010, 10, 647. DOI:

10.5194/acp-10-647-2010.

82. Abdullahi, K.L.; Delgado-Saborit, J.M.; Harrison, R.M.

Atmos. Environ. 2013, 71, 260. DOI: 10.1016/

j.atmosenv.2013.01.061.

83. Aiken, A.C.; DeCarlo, P.F.; Kroll, J.H.; Worsnop, D.R.;

Huffman, J.A.; Docherty, K.S.; Ulbrich, I.M.; Mohr, C.;

Kimmel, J.R.; Sueper, D.; Sun, Y.; Zhang, Q.; Trimborn,

A.; Northway, M.; Ziemann, P.J.; Canagaratna, M.R.;

Onasch, T.B.; Alfarra, M.R.; Prevot, A.S.H.; Dommen, J.;

Duplissy, J.; Metzger, A.; Baltensperger, U.; Jimenez, J.L.

Environ. Sci. Technol. 2008, 42, 4478. DOI: 10.1021/

es703009q.


