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Abstract

We propose a new statistical reduced complexity climate model. The centerpiece of the
model consists of a set of physical equations for the global climate system which we show
how to cast in non-linear state space form. The parameters in the model are estimated using
the method of maximum likelihood with the likelihood function being evaluated by the ex-
tended Kalman filter. Our statistical framework is based on well-established methodology and
is computationally feasible. In an empirical analysis, we estimate the parameters for a data set
comprising the period 1959-2022. A likelihood ratio test sheds light on the most appropriate
equation for converting the level of atmospheric concentration of carbon dioxide into radiative
forcing. Using the estimated model, and different future paths of greenhouse gas emissions, we
project global mean surface temperature until the year 2100. Our results illustrate the potential
of combining statistical modelling with physical insights to arrive at rigorous statistical analyses

of the climate system.
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1 Introduction

Climate models play an important role in our understanding of the past, present, and future
climate. Most notably, the reports on the “physical science basis” for global warming, compiled by
the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), rely heavily on output from large-scale
Earth system models (Solomon et al., 2007; Stocker and Qin, 2013; Masson-Delmotte and Zhai,
2021). However, since these large-scale models require enormous amounts of computer power to run
even a single instance, they are not suited for creating large ensembles of climate system variables,
which could be useful for, e.g., probabilistic analysis and/or for studying the effects of a large
number of different scenarios for future greenhouse gas emissions. In contrast to large-scale Earth
system models, reduced complexity climate models (RCMs) are simpler climate models designed to
run on desktop computers. The lower computational requirements of RCMs make them eminently
suitable for running large ensembles and investigating the impact of a wide range of different
greenhouse gas scenarios, as well as for probabilistic analysis, which would be infeasible using
large scale models (Nicholls et al., 2020, 2021). RCMs are by now recognized as important tools
for understanding the climate system. For instance, the “MAGICC” RCM (Meinshausen et al.,
2011) is instrumental in probabilistic analyses of the climate system (Meinshausen et al., 2009)
as well as in the construction of the influential Representative Concentration Pathway (RCP)
scenarios (Meinshausen et al., 2011). Both MAGICC and the “FalR” RCM (Leach et al., 2021) are
extensively used in the 6’th assessment report from the IPCC (AR6; Masson-Delmotte and Zhai,
2021, see, e.g., Chapter 7).

We consider a statistically-based RCM where the entire chain from emissions to temperatures is
formulated as a statistical model with stochastic representations of variables and their dependencies
implied by the underlying physics. This approach is in contrast to a physically-based RCM which
is formulated as a deterministic model using equations reflecting the underlying physics. As a
consequence, physically-based RCMs are not accounting for stochastic variation and uncertainty
in the modeling framework, and hence the statistical properties of the calibrated/estimated model
parameters are unknown. Furthermore, the informative and insightful “probabilistic” projections
are not necessarily based on justified statistical foundations. Most RCMs that model the entire

chain from emissions to temperatures are physically-based (Smith et al., 2024).!

!Notably, the most recent version of the FalR model (Smith et al., 2024) treats the energy balance module
statistically using the framework suggested in Cummins et al. (2020) and the remaining modules deterministically,

putting this model somewhere in-between being statistically-based and physically-based.



In this paper, we propose and develop a fully statistical reduced complexity climate model
(Stat-RCM) that models the entire chain from emissions to temperatures. We assume that the
climate system consists of various latent processes — such as the atmospheric concentration of
carbon dioxide (CO2) and the mean temperature at the Earth’s surface — and that historical data
are noisy observations of these variables. This framework allows us to cast the climate model in a
state space system, where the state equations represent the latent “true” climate processes and the
measurement equations express observations as noisy measurements of these latent processes. We
then specify the transition equations of the state variables using functional forms which are chosen
to be compatible with the physics underlying the climate system. The stochastic error processes
in the state equation represent the difference between the latent “true” climate system and our
functional representation of it.

Our proposed Stat-RCM treats the physical processes of the climate system at a lower reso-
lution compared to physically-based RCMs, such as MAGICC (Meinshausen et al., 2011), FalR
(Leach et al., 2021), and Hector (Hartin et al., 2015). The simpler physical representation of the
climate system employed by the Stat-RCM is necessitated by statistical identification, i.e., the
condition that the objective function, usually the log-likelihood, as a function of the parameters
of the model has a unique extremum. Identification allows for the invocation of standard sta-
tistical results, such as a law of large numbers and a central limit theorem. The former ensures
that the estimator of the parameter vector is consistent and the latter ensures that the estimator is
asymptotically normally distributed, which allows for assessment of parameter uncertainty. We use
our framework in this study to (i) estimate the parameter vector of the model via the maximum
likelihood method using historical data from the period 1959-2022; (ii) obtain standard errors for
the estimated parameters; (iii) investigate the finite sample properties of the estimation method
via Monte Carlo simulations; (iv) conduct model selection on the parts of the model that are not
informed by physical first-principles; (v) extract estimates of the underlying “true” climate state
variables; (vi) perform statistical validation of the model by showing that it can simulate climate
variables that are compatible with the historical data record; and (vii) construct probabilistic pro-
jections of the climate system, conditional on a scenario for future greenhouse gas emissions. Our
results illustrate the potential for combining statistical modelling with physical insight to arrive at
rigorous probabilistic and statistical analyses of the climate system.

The remainder of the paper is structured as follows. In Section 2, we formulate the basic model

equations of the Stat-RCM, and in Section 3 we show how to cast these equations into a non-linear



state space system. Section 4 presents the results from a Monte Carlo simulation study that aims
to investigate the finite sample properties of the proposed estimation procedure. Section 5 shows
and discusses the estimation results for the Stat-RCM based on historical data from the period
1959-2022. In Section 6 we adopt these estimation results and use these to generate projections
of the future climate, conditional on given paths of greenhouse gases and other forcing agents.
Section 7 concludes. An appendix contains supplementary empirical results and details on the

implementation of the employed state space methods.

2 Stat-RCM: A new statistical reduced complexity climate model

An overview of Stat-RCM is given in Figure 1. The figure shows how anthropogenic COs emissions

ELUCY are affecting temperatures: first, total COy

from fossil fuels (EXF) and land-use change (
emissions (E = EFF + ELUC) are converted into atmospheric concentrations (C) in a carbon
cycle module; then atmospheric concentrations are converted into radiative forcing (F') using a
forcing equation; lastly, an energy balance module converts radiative forcing into changes in surface
temperature (7™) and deep ocean temperature (T'%). COq emissions and the forcing effects of non-

(FNon=CO2) and various natural phenomena such as volcanic eruptions

CO4 greenhouse gases
and solar activity (FN at) are incorporated into the model as covariates, i.e. these processes are
“external” and not determined inside the model.

The following subsections give further details on the three main modules in Stat-RCM, namely
the carbon cycle module, the forcing equation, and the energy balance module. Similar models for
the carbon cycle and energy balance modules were considered separately in Bennedsen et al. (2023)
and Bennedsen et al. (2023), respectively. The Stat-RCM extends these models by connecting them

through the forcing equation, thereby modelling the entire chain from emissions to temperatures,

and by introducing climate feedbacks into the carbon cycle module.

Figure 1: Diagram of Stat-RCM
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2.1 Carbon cycle module

The cornerstone of the carbon cycle module is the carbon budget equation,

dCy c oc
I FF + BfUC — 5N — 5PN, (2.1)

where C; is atmospheric concentration of carbon dioxide (CO3) at time ¢, while Ef'f" and EfVC
are emissions of CO9 at time t from fossil fuel burning and land-use change, respectively, and,
SPCN and SENP are fluxes in the ocean and terrestrial (land) sink, respectively. Atmospheric
concentrations, Cy, are given in gigatonnes of carbon (GtC), while all terms on the right hand side of
Equation (2.1) are given in GtC per year. The carbon budget equation (2.1) captures the principle
that Earth’s carbon cycle is ‘closed’ in the sense that all COs emitted from human activities
(BEFF + EFUC) must be absorbed by one of the three carbon sinks, namely the atmosphere (dC;/dt),
the terrestrial biosphere (SZVP), and the oceanic biosphere (SP¢N); see Friedlingstein et al. (2022)
for an extensive discussion of the carbon budget.

The emissions time series Ef'" and EFVC are considered as covariates (exogenous data), which
“force” the carbon system. The stock time series C; as well as the flux time series data SFVP and
SPCN are included as part of the dynamic model system and interact with the other variables in
the model. As is common in reduced-form modelling of the carbon cycle, we will assume that the
land and ocean fluxes are related to the level of atmospheric concentrations (C') and the state of
the climate, represented by the global surface temperature above pre-industrial levels (7). In

particular, we specify the dynamics of the sinks as

SPN = goon (Co, T]™) — goon (Crrso, Tigso) + 15 s

SENP = g1 np(Co, T/™) — grnp(Chso, Tikso) + 1,

for non-linear functions goon(-,-) and grnp(-,-), and where the terms 7’ and 5’ are zero-mean
stochastic processes, Ci750 and 1745, denote the pre-industrial values of C' and T™, respectively,
with default values given by Ci750 = 591.3060 GtC and T7%, = 0°C. The terms g;(C1750, T1%50),
for i = OCN,LND, are introduced to capture the assumption that the climate system was in

equilibrium in the pre-industrial era, meaning that the net flux of CO5 between the atmosphere and

the sinks were zero on average, i.e. E[SOE] = E[SENP] = 0, where E[] denotes the expectation

operator.
Different RCMs consider different functional forms for goony and gryp. Over the time period

studied in the empirical section below (1959-2022), the functions gocn and gryp can be taken



to be approximately linear in concentrations C' (Bennedsen et al., 2023). We follow the MAGICC

RCM (Meinshausen et al., 2011) approach and incorporate T™ via exponential functions,

goon (C, T[™) = b1 Crexp(—aTy™),

gD (Cr, T]") = baCy exp(—c17™),

where b1, bo,c1,co € R are constant parameters. For bi,by > 0, the activity of the sinks depends
positively on the level of atmospheric concentrations C, and we provide evidence of this below.
For the land sink, this is due to the fertilization effect (e.g. Bacastow and Keeling, 1979), while for
the ocean sink it is due to the fact that the uptake depends on the difference in partial pressure
of CO2 between the atmosphere and the upper ocean (e.g. Joos et al., 1996). The dependence
of the sink uptake on the level of COs concentrations in the atmosphere, is often referred to as
the ‘carbon cycle feedback’. Conversely, the dependence of the sink uptakes on the state of the
climate, represented by the global surface temperature T, is referred to as the ‘climate feedback’

(e.g. Friedlingstein et al., 2003; Fung et al., 2005; Friedlingstein, 2015).

2.2 Forcing equation

The forcing equation connects the level of CO9 concentrations (given in GtC) to radiative forcing

from COs (given in W/m?) above the pre-industrial level. Here, it is specified as
FFO% = gp(Cy) — gr(Chrso) + i (2.2)

where gr(-) is a non-linear function describing the link between COs concentrations and forcing, 5/
is a zero-mean stochastic process, and the term gp(Ci750) is introduced to reflect the assumption
that the climate system was in equilibrium in the pre-industrial era, i.e. E[F$$?] = 0. In this

study, we consider the following functional form for gr()

gr(Cy) = filog (Cy + f202) + f3/C, (2.3)

where f1, fo, f3 € R are unknown constant parameters. This specification for gp() is general and
it nests several functional forms which have been used in the RCM literature previously. Setting
f1 = fo = 0 will result in the specification used in MAGICC6 (Meinshausen et al., 2011); setting
f2 = 0 will result in the specification used in FAIR (Leach et al., 2021); while f3 = 0 yields the
form proposed in Hansen et al. (1998). Below, we will exploit the statistical nature of the model

to test which of these functional forms are most appropriate when confronted with historical data.



2.3 Energy balance module

For the energy balance module, we consider a two-box energy balance model (Gregory, 2000)

dT" m m
Hn=y= = B = AT = (1" = T,
dT -
Hdd—; = fY(,'Tt - ,'Ttd)7

where H,, and H; are fixed unknown coefficients, 7}" and Ttd are time-t temperature anomalies
(with respect to the pre-industrial period) in the atmosphere upper-ocean mixed layer and the deep
ocean layer, respectively, F; is time-t radiative forcing, and A and ~ are fixed unknown coefficients.
The term F; = FC92? + FF? is the total radiative forcing in the system which we model as the

sum of the forcing from COy (FCO?

is modelled within the dynamic system) and forcing from
other sources (F{¥® represents a set of covariates). The parameters H,, and Hy (given in W year
m~2K~1) are the corresponding heat capacities for the two layers, A (given in W m™2K 1) is
a climate feedback parameter, and v (given in W m™2K~1) is the coefficient of heat exchange
between the two layers.

In this study, we work with the two-box energy balance model as described above. However,
it is straightforward to expand our setting to a general model with one box or multiple boxes.

For instance, a three-box energy balance model can be considered using related methods to those

considered in Cummins et al. (2020).

3 Non-linear state space representation of Stat-RCM

In this section, we show how to cast the climate model presented in Section 2 in a non-linear
state space system. We do this by using an Euler discretization of the relevant continuous-time
equations. A state space system consists of two sets of equations: (i) state equations for the latent
system dynamic variables, and (i7) measurement equations for the observed data variables. In
Section 3.1, we present the state equations which are obtained from the physical equations above.
In Section 3.2, we present the measurement equations which specify the data observations as noisy
measurements of the latent system variables. In Section 3.3, we collect the state and measurement
equations into a state space system, which can then be estimated and analyzed using statistical
methods designed for such systems. We refer to Durbin and Koopman (2012) for a textbook

treatment on the statistical analysis of state space systems.



In what follows, let A > 0 denote the length of a time step. In our applications of the model
presented below, we will set A = 1 year, but, for generality, we specify the model for a generic

time step.

3.1 State equations

The carbon cycle module equations are discussed in Section 2.1 and, after some substitutions and

minor manipulations, we have

Crin = Ci+ (Brya — SN = SEANA,  SERY = =01Cirso + biCrexp(—ai ) + nia,
SHW = —byCuzs0 + baCrexp(—c2Ty) + nfy .

where by, b2, c1,co0 € R are fixed unknown coefficients, Ci750 = 591.3060 GtC is the pre-industrial
level of COy concentrations, E; = EFf' + EFVC | and disturbances 77tO+ A and ntL+ A are mean-zero
innovation terms. The forcing equation is discussed in Section 2.2 and we consider the equations

(2.2)—(2.3) as given by

FEQ? = gr(Cy) — gr(Cirso) + nfva,s 9r(Ch) = filog (Cy + f2C2) + f31/C,

with mean-zero innovation nﬁr A and fi, f2, f3 € R are fixed unknown coefficients. The energy

balance module equations are discussed in Section 2.3 and are given by

Y+ A > YA 4 A o2 | E
my=11-— "4+ —T% + —(F, + E77) 4+ 0 A
t+A ( H, t H, t Hm( t t ) M+ A

~yA yA
Ti A = Fthm + <1 - E) T + i

where 7, \, H,,, Hy € R are fixed unknown coefficients, Ff* = EN on=C02 4. FNat is forcing from

non-COs sources (anthropogenic and natural), which are treated here as covariates, and distur-

bances n;} , and 77ng A are mean-zero innovation terms.

3.2 Measurement equations

We assume that we have a number of observed variables available that we can regard as, possibly
noisy, measurements for the state variables. We will denote most of these observed variables by
the same name as their state variable counterparts but we affix an asterisk to it. Many different
observed variables can be considered and the core selection typically depend on data availability.

In our study, we consider the following set of seven observed variables with associated equations,

Ci = pc +Cy + €€, (CO2 concentrations)



StOCN’* = po + SPN 4 PON, (CO2 ocean sink)
SINP* =y 4 SEND 4 (LND, (CO2 land sink)
FEO% = pp + FEO? 1 F (Forcing from CO2)
" = pm + 1" + €, (Surface temperature)
Ttd’* = g + T+ €, (Deep ocean temperature 0-2000m )
Of = Hy- g+ Hy- T+ €2, (Ocean heat content 0-2000m)

where Hy is the fixed unknown coefficient from the T state equation in Section 3.1, all ¢; variables
are mean-zero error processes and the unknown fixed constants p. € R are introduced to ensure
that all state variables, i.e. the variables without asterisks, are benchmarked to the same base
period. In our application below, we will choose this to be the pre-industrial period, represented
by the year 1750. This means that pu,,, for instance, denotes the offset needed in the observations
T™* to benchmark these to the pre-industrial period, i.e. T"* — u,, is the surface temperature
anomaly relative to this period. The last measurement equation for ocean heat content Oj is

obtained from the relationship
drg  do,
Cat T dt
(e.g. Schwartz, 2007; Bennedsen et al., 2023) and the fact that the observation time series Ttd’* and

O; are anomalies assumed to be benchmarked to the same historical period.

3.3 State space representation

Let 4y = (Cf,StOCN’*,StLND’*,F}COZ*,]}m’*,J}d’*,Of)/ denote the 7 x 1 vector of observations at

time £. The resulting non-linear state space model for the climate system described in Section 2 is
Y = N+A$t+6t, T+ A — B(azt)—i-Wt—l—RmA,

where the 7 x 1 vector p contains the intercepts in the measurement equations of Section 3.2,
the 7 x 6 matrix A enables the appropriate selection of the element in the 6 x 1 state vector
Ty = (C’t,S?CN,StLND,Ftcm,I}m,I}d)’ for each variable in w;, the 7 X 1 vector ¢ contains the
measurement errors listed in Section 3.2, the 6 x 1 non-linear vector function B(-) captures the
non-linear dynamic equations for the latent state variables in Section 3.1, the 6 x 1 vector W;
consists of zeros and composite covariates such as A(FF9? + FE¥)/H,,, and the 6 x 5 matrix

R selects the appropriate element from the 5 x 1 innovation vector n, A = (7,9, nf, nf’ ,nl”,nf)’A.



The state update equation comprises the dynamic processes of the physical quantities in Section
3.1. The measurement error sequence ¢; captures the transitory deviations between observations
and the corresponding underlying state processes. We allow each element in ¢; to be a serially

correlated sequence modelled as a first-order stationary autoregressive process, that is
i
eirn = Pep + &4, IS i~ N(0,A - P),
where the autoregressive coefficient matrix ® is diagonal, N (0, V') refers to the multivariate normal
distribution with a zero mean vector and variance matrix V, and iid means independent and
identically distributed. To impose the stationarity of €;, we assume that each diagonal element of ®
is smaller than unity in absolute value. Given that variance matrix P = Var (& a)/A, stationarity
implies that Var(e;) = (I — ®2)71P. A detailed discussion on the dynamic specification of ¢ is

presented in Section 5.1. We further have the innovation sequence
i
ma ~ NO0,A-Q),

with diagonal variance matrix @), in recognition that the physical equations in Section 3.1 are only
approximations to the true climate system. It follows that Ry = z44a — B(xy) — Wy can be
regarded as the error between the “true” climate system and our simplified non-linear version of it.
More details on the entities {A, B(-), R, ®, P, Q}, and how they are specified in the Stat-RCM,
are provided in Appendix A. The fixed unknown constants and coefficients are collected in the
parameter vector f and are estimated by the method of maximum likelihood, where the extended
Kalman filter is used to evaluate the likelihood function. We refer to Durbin and Koopman (2012,

Chapter 10) for further details on this approach to estimation.

4 Monte Carlo simulation study

We perform a Monte Carlo simulation study designed to gauge the finite sample performance of the
maximum likelihood estimation method in a controlled setting. We use the historical CO9 emissions
and forcing data over the period 1959-2022 as the covariates in the Stat-RCM model; see Section
5 for a more in-depth discussion on these data. We then simulate the stochastic processes ¢; and
1 from their specifications provided in Section 3.3, and use these to generate simulated paths for
the state vector x; and the observation vector y; over the period 1959-2022, resulting in n = 64

observations. The model parameters used for simulation are set equal to the estimates we have
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Table 1: Monte Carlo simulation results

| by b2 c1 c2 f1 ¥ A Hm, Hy Hm Hd
True values: | 0.01 0.02 0.09 0.09 5.58 1.44 1.44 8.97 265.88 0.28 0.05
MC Avg 0.01 0.02 0.08 0.10 5.58 1.24 2.21 8.23 265.81 0.39 0.11
(MC Std.) (0.00) (0.00) (0.03) (0.05) (0.01) (0.64) (1.25) (2.81) (0.25) (0.17) (15.78)

Simulation results for physical parameters 6 = (b1, b2, c1, c2, f1, ¥, A\, Hm, Hy)' as well as the constant offsets jim
and pq. Number of Monte Carlo replications is 1000 and number of observations is n = 64. The first row reports
the true parameters used for simulating the paths of the state and measurement variables and the second and third
row report the Monte Carlo average and Monte Carlo standard deviation, respectively, calculated over the 1000

replications.

obtained from our empirical study in Section 5. In particular, we have set uc = pr, = po = prp =0
and fo = f3 = 0. The remaining parameters are estimated freely by numerically maximizing the
likelihood function obtained by the extended Kalman filter. We repeat this simulation-estimation
process 1000 times to obtain 1000 Monte Carlo estimates of the parameters of the model.

Table 1 summarizes the results of the simulation experiment, where we focus on the estimates
of the physical parameters in the model, § = (b1, ba, c1, co, f1, 7, A\, Hpy, Hy)', and the constant
offsets pi,, and pg. Figure 2 presents histograms of the 1000 estimates for each of the parameters in
5, where a vertical red line indicates the ‘true’ data-generating value of the respective parameter.
We can conclude that the parameters of the carbon cycle module {b1, by, ¢1, c2} and forcing equa-
tion {f1} are estimated with a high degree of precision. The parameters from the energy balance
module {7, A\, H,,, H;}, as well as the constant offsets {1, pq}, appear more difficult to estimate.
In particular, the estimates of H,, and Hy; appear to show some small-sample bias. Overall, the

finite sample properties of the estimation procedure are adequate in this Monte Carlo study design

and this choice of parameter values.

5 The performance of Stat-RCM on the 1959-2022 historical record

We consider a historical yearly time series data set from 1959 to 2022. The data for the carbon cy-
cle {C¥, Sto O, StL NDx BFF BLUCY are from the Global Carbon Project (Friedlingstein et al.,
2022)2. The forcing data {FCO%* FNon=CO2 pNat} are the current best estimates taken from

the Sixth Assessment Report (AR6) of the IPCC (Smith et al., 2021)%. The global mean surface

’https://www.globalcarbonproject.org.
3https://zenodo.org/record/5705391# . ZFIx_y9ByX2.
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Figure 2: Histogram of the parameter estimates ofé = (b1, ba, c1, 2, f1, v, A\, Hpm, Hg)' obtained
from 1000 Monte Carlo replications, see Section 4. The vertical red line indicates the true parameter

used as data generating value in the simulations.

temperature data (7,"") are from HadCRUT5 by the Met Office Hadley Centre (Morice et al.,
2020)*. The deep ocean temperature data (Ttd’*) and the ocean heat content data (Oj) are from
the Institute of Atmospheric Physics (IAP; Cheng et al., 2017)°.

The ARG forcing data of Smith et al. (2021) end in 2019 while our remaining data run until
2022. For the forcing variable FF'92, which is a model variable, it does not pose an issue since the
Kalman filter and smoother can easily handle missing data values. For the covariates, including

the forcing variables FtN on=C02 and FtN @t however, we need a complete data record. We therefore

‘https://www.metoffice.gov.uk/hadobs/hadcrut5/data/HadCRUT.5.0.2.0/download . html.
Shttp://www.ocean.iap.ac.cn/, all data resources 1-4 are last accessed on March 13, 2024.
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impute the 2020-2022 values of FtN on=C02 4nd F}Nat using a linear trend, estimated from the last
five years of the data, i.e. 2015-2019. The results obtained from the Stat-RCM, reported below,
are robust to alternative approaches to filling in these missing values. This is not surprising since
the forcing from COg is much larger in magnitude than the forcing from non-CO4 greenhouse gases
and natural forcing.

The carbon cycle data from the Global Carbon Project and the forcing data for the AR6 report
are benchmarked to 1750, meaning that we may set uc = pr = po = pr = 0. We benchmark the
surface temperature data, T,™", to the base period 1850-1900 and the deep ocean data, Ttd”k and
Oj, to 1940. To ensure that the state variables 7} and T} are benchmarked to 1750, we include

the offset parameters u,,, and pg in the relevant measurement equations and estimate these freely.

5.1 The dynamic specification of the error structure

In Section 3.3, we have modelled the stochastic error variables in the 7x 1 vector ¢; as autoregressive
processes of order 1. This type of process falls into the class of the autoregressive moving average
(ARMA) processes which is well-known in time series analysis (Brockwell and Davis, 1996). The
ARMA model can have different maximum lag lengths for the autoregressive part, denoted by p,
and for the moving average part, denoted by q. We first have considered the ARMA specification,
with p = ¢ = 1, for each error term in ¢;. In addition, we have included a correlation coefficient,
p, between the ARMA innovation term &; (see also Section 3.3) associated with the measurement
equations for T¢ and O;. These two variables are closely related and therefore this dependence is
introduced, see also Bennedsen et al. (2023). The initial estimates of the ARMA parameters have
revealed that parameters of the moving average part are statistically insignificant at the 10% level,
while those of the autoregressive part are significant. We therefore have opted for the autoregressive
part only and obtained the specification for & as in Section 3.3, also see Appendix A for further
details. The estimate of the dependence coeflicient p is statistically significant and therefore it is

kept in the specification for &;.

5.2 Model selection: the forcing equation

The Beer-Lambert law suggests that the functional relationship between atmospheric COo con-
centration and radiative forcing from COg is approximately logarithmic (Lightfoot and Mamer,
2014). Various functional forms have been suggested to improve upon this approximation (e.g.

Hansen et al., 1988; Shi, 1992; Hansen et al., 1998). As discussed in Section 2.2, there appears to
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be no consensus in the RCM literature on which of these functional forms is most adequate for
describing the link between atmospheric concentrations and radiative forcings. Here, we will adopt
statistical model selection methods to determine which functional form is most appropriate for the
historical data under study. To the best of our knowledge, statistical model selection methods have
not been used to inform the construction of RCMs previously. Given the statistical formulation of
the Stat-RCM, model selection is relatively straightforward to carry out.

In relation to the forcing equation (2.3), that is gp(Cy) = filog (Cy + f2C}) + f33/Cy, we are
interested in testing the hypotheses

H™: fi=f=0,

HYY: fo=f3=0,
Héog—i—sqrt e

H(l)og2 : f3=0,

Hé{ansen98 : f1 =5.04, fo =0.00023507, f3=0.

The two hypotheses ngrt and H(l]og can be used to test whether the forcing equation reduces to
a square root function and a logarithmic function, respectively. The hypothesis H(l]og reduces the
forcing equation to the one used in MAGICC6 (Meinshausen et al.; 2011, p. 1439). Under the
hypothesis HéOngsqn, the forcing equation is the sum of a square root term and a logarithmic
term, which is the forcing equation used in the FalR RCM (Leach et al., 2021, p. 3013). The
forcing equation implied by Héogz is proposed in Hansen et al. (1998). The hypothesis Hé{ ansen9s
implies the same forcing equation, but where the parameters are fixed to the specific values used
in Hansen et al. (1998).% See also Ramaswami (2001, Table 6.2., p. 358) for various suggestions
for expressions of the forcing equation, including some of those studied here.

Since the models implied by the hypotheses listed above are nested in the general forcing equa-
tion (2.3), where f1, fo and f3 are unrestricted coefficients, we can perform the various hypothesis
tests using a standard likelihood ratio test. Table 2 contains the maximized log-likelihood values

for the models with different forcing specifications, together with the Bayesian Information Criteria

5Table 1 of Hansen et al. (1998) actually specifies the forcings function gr(c:) = 5.041og(c; + 0.0005¢7), where
¢t is atmospheric concentrations given in ppm. Since Cy = ¢; - 2.127GtC/ppm, this translates into the parameters
f1 =5.04 and fo = 0.0005/2.127 = 0.00023507 in our framework. When estimating the parameters from this forcing
equation, i.e. when working under Hé°g2, we find fl = 5.58 and fg = 0.00000105, indicating that the forcing data

used in this paper results in somewhat different parameter estimates than what was used in Hansen et al. (1998).
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Table 2: Likelihood ratio tests for the forcing equation

Unrestricted ~ HZ?m'+1e9 H9? H3 HL9 Hf{ansen98
Maximized log-likelihood: 925.79 924.78 923.77 917.17 923.76 911.21
Bayesian Information Criterion: -1714.34 -1716.48 -1714.45 -1705.41  -1718.60 -1697.67
Number of parameters: 33 32 32 31 31 30
p-value (Likelihood Ratio test): - 0.1552 0.0444 0.00018 0.1313 0

The Likelihood Ratio tests are against the “unrestricted” model with coefficients fi, f2 and fs estimated freely.

(BIC; Schwarz, 1978), the numbers of estimated parameters, and the p-values for the likelihood
ratio tests. We find that the model specification under H(l]og : fo = f3 = 0 above has the lowest

BIC value and hence has most support from the data. The two hypotheses Hy?"* and

HHansen98
can formally be rejected at a 1% significance level and H(l)og2 barely at a 5% level. The rejection of
ngrt indicates that a log-term is preferred to a square root term when modelling the relationship
between atmospheric COs concentrations and radiative forcing, for this updated AR6 forcing data
set. Finally, the rejection of HOH ansend8 ipdicates that the parameter values used in Hansen et al.
(1998) do not fit this data set.

The reported results below are based on the model specification under H(l)og as it produces the
lowest BIC value, and is not rejected by the likelihood ratio test. The model specifications with

a comparable fit as the H(l]og model, that is the model implied by H(l]ongsqrt and H(l)og2 and the

unrestricted model, yield similar results as those from the model with Héog .

5.3 Estimation results and assessment of model fit

Given the findings from the model selection exercise above, we work under the hypothesis Héog ,i.e.
we set fo = f3 = 0 and estimate the parameter f; in the forcing equations (2.2)—(2.3) together with
the other parameters. The estimation results from this model applied to the 1959-2022 data are
presented in Table 3. For purposes of brevity, we only present the estimates from the “physical”
parameters in the model, i.e. the parameters governing the main workings of the carbon cycle
module, {b1, ba, ¢1, c2}, the forcing module, fi, the energy balance module, {v, \, H,,, Hy}, as
well as the constant offsets from the measurement equations { i, pq}. Estimates of the remaining
parameters are presented in Appendix B.

The signs and magnitudes of the estimated carbon cycle feedback parameters {by, by} are as
anticipated and are found in previous studies (e.g. Bennedsen et al., 2023). The climate feedback

parameters {ci, ca} are both estimated as ¢1,¢; ~ 0.09, implying that a temperature rise of 1°C,
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above pre-industrial levels, would correspond to a climate feedback factor of exp(—T;" - ¢;) =
exp(—1-0.09) =~ 0.9139, for i = 1,2. This is roughly a 9% weakening of the sinks compared to
pre-industrial levels (notice that T{%;, = 0). A similar magnitude of the climate feedback estimate
obtained from historical data has been reported previously (Zhang et al., 2021) but it is lower than
values found using large-scale climate models (Friedlingstein, 2015) The reason for the low estimate
of the climate feedback effect in the Stat-RCM is probably due to the input data used, i.e. the
historical data 1959-2022, where climate feedback effects are still rather weak. To obtain more
precise estimates of the climate feedback effect would require data where these feedbacks are more
manifest. This could for instance be achieved by fitting the Stat-RCM to output from large-scale
climate models run over longer periods than the historical period, similar to what is done for other
RCM emulators (Nicholls et al., 2020). This avenue is left for future research.

In Table 3, we present the results for the forcing module and we find that the estimated parame-
ter fl is highly significant and has the expected sign. The parameter estimates from the energy bal-
ance module align well with previous studies (Cummins et al., 2020; Pretis, 2020; Bennedsen et al.,
2023). We notice that an estimate of the equilibrium climate sensitivity (ECS) can be derived from
our estimate of the climate feedback parameter A. In particular, the IPCC Sixth Assessment Re-
port (ARG; Forster et al., 2021) suggests the relationship EC'S = Foxco2/A, where Foyxcog is the
radiative forcing in response to a doubling of COy concentrations in the atmosphere. Using the
best estimate of Fhycoz &~ 3.93 (£0.47, 5%-95% CI) Wm~2 from AR6 (updated), we find that
ECS = ngcm/X = 3.93/1.42 = 2.78°C. This estimate aligns well with the “likely” range of
2.5°-4.0°C obtained from instrumental records and reported in AR6 (Forster et al., 2021). Under
certain assumptions, we can also obtain the (asymptotic) variance of ECS which results in a stan-
dard error of 1.03.” Hence, the Stat-RCM estimate and associated standard error of equilibrium
climate sensitivity is ECS = 2.78 with standard error of 1.03.

For a correctly specified model, the standardized one-step ahead prediction residuals will be a
sequence of iid N (0, 1) variables (Durbin and Koopman, 2012). Diagnostics on these standardized

prediction residuals are presented in Table 4. There appears to be some autocorrelation left in the

"The standard error of fCTS’ can be obtained as follows. Define E/C\S = g(ﬁzxcoz7 /):) = ﬁzxcoz/X where g(z,y)
is the function ¢g(z,y) = x/y. The Jabobian of g is 9g = (I/X, —Fhy COQ/XZ)’. Let X be the 2 x 2 diagonal matrix with
Var(ﬁzxcoz) and Var(X) on the diagonal. An estimate of Var(X) can be obtained from the maximum likelihood
method discussed in Section 3.3. Assuming Gaussian distributions and a 90% confidence interval of (3.93 4 0.47) as
reported in Forster et al. (2021), we obtain the estimate m“(ﬁzxcoz) = (0.47/1.6449)%. The variance of ECS can
then be approximated via the ‘delta method’ as @'(E/C’\S) = (0g)'Ldg.
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Table 3: Stat-RCM parameter estimates

b1 ba 31 82 f1 v A Cm Cq Hm Hd
Estimate: 0.01 0.02 0.08 0.09 5.58 1.46 1.42 9.37 265.90 0.30 0.20
Std. Err.: (0.00) (0.00) (0.02) (0.04) (0.01) (0.58) (0.51) (2.44) (0.41) (0.41) (0.36)
t-stat: 11.25 7.83 5.16 2.53 580.42 2.51 2.75 3.84 656.40 0.74 0.55

Parameter estimates by the mazximum likelihood method applied to the 1959-2022 data.

Table 4: Residual diagnostics

y Mean Std. Skew Kurt SC JB DW LB(1) LB(5) LB(10) ARCH
C —0.01 1.08 —028 302 003 08 193 008 172 1217 0.01
OCN | —0.06 1.00 -—0.18 235 014 145 171 1.07  6.64 8.51 0.18
LND | —0.07 092 017 265 —009 062 218 064 1710 47.91 1.63
Forc 002 1.01 —055 394 005 520 1.89 013 206 6.51 5.29
Temp | —0.01 100 006 240 —001 098 20l 001 719 1548 0.01
O-Temp | 0.04 099 —025 262 —018 105 237 227 1030  17.38 2.88
OHC 0.04 1.00 —0.25 263 —018 1.03 237 229 1039  17.36 2.86

Diagnostics of standardized one-step ahead prediction residuals as output from the extended Kalman filter. SC is the
estimate of the serial correlation coefficient ¢ in the regression y: = ¢yi—1 + €; JB is the Jarque-Bera test statistic
(Jarque and Bera, 1987): the null hypothesis of Gaussianity is rejected if JB is larger than the 95% critical value
of 5.99. DW is the Durbin-Watson test statistic (Durbin and Watson, 1971): DW < 2 indicates positive serial
correlation, DW > 2 negative serial correlation; DW = 2 indicates no serial correlation. LB(p) is the Ljung-Box
Q test statistic (Ljung and Boz, 1978) for autocorrelation, calculated using p lags. The 95% critical value of the
LB test are 3.84,11.07,18.31 for p = 1,5,10, respectively. ARCH is the test statistic of the Engle (1988) test for

heteroskadasticity. The 95% critical value of the ARCH test is 3.8415.

prediction residuals at the longer lags for the land sink. The predictions residuals from the forcing
equation display some indications of non-Gaussianity and heteroskedasticity due to outliers in the
early 1970s. Overall, however, the diagnostics are very reasonable and indicate that the model is
able to fit the data well. The raw data, along with smoothed states as output from the extended
Kalman filter, are presented in Figure 3. The standardized one-step ahead prediction residuals

used for the residual diagnostics in Table 4 are displayed in Figure 4.

5.4 State estimation

The Kalman filter methodology allows for the efficient estimation of the latent variables in the
7 x 1 state vector x;. In particular, the state estimate obtained from the Kalman smoother is an

estimate of F[x¢|y1959.2022] for ¢t = 1959, 1960, ... ,2022, where x; denotes the state at time ¢ and
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Figure 3: Smoothed states from the Stat-RCM (red dashed lines), estimated on the historical data
record 1959-2022 (black lines), as output from the extended Kalman smoother. For surface temper-
ature, ocean temperature, and ocean heat content, the estimated constant offsets (fim, pda, Ha - jtq)

have been added to the smoothed states to make them comparable to the data.

11959:2022 denotes the full historical data set. These smoothed states are presented in Figure 3.
The estimated state for the surface temperature 77", i.e. ﬁm = E[Z}m|y195g;202g] for t =
1959, 1960, ..., 2022, can be seen as an estimate of the underlying long-term temperature anomaly,
i.e. an estimate where transitory effects, such as measurement errors, captured in our model by the
error process €;, have been filtered out. Thus, our estimate of the surface temperature state can
serve as a broad indicator of the overall state of the climate. In this way, it can be used to assess how
close we are to breaching international temperature agreements such as the 2015 Paris Agreement
of keeping “global temperatures well below 2°C above pre-industrial times while pursuing means to
limit the increase to 1.5°C” (UNFCCC, 2015). Assessment and detection of whether temperature
targets have been breached is difficult, due to the inherent noisiness and variability of temperature
measurements (Betts et al., 2023). In ARG, the IPCC itself proposed a way of detection such as
breach: A breach is deemed detected if the average temperature over a 20-year horizon exceeds the

target (e.g. IPCC, 2023). This means that there will be a long lag, on the order of a decade, before a
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Figure 4: Standardized one-step ahead prediction residuals from the Stat-RCM estimated on the
historical data record 1959-2022.

breach of a temperature target will be detected. Such slow detection times run the risk of delaying
action that may be relevant in case of a breach. For this reason, several methods have recently
been suggested, which are able to monitor the underlying global temperature level closer and offer
faster detection times of possible breaches. For instance, Betts et al. (2023) suggests to blend the
past 10 years of historical temperature data with projections of the next 10 years of temperature
data, obtained from a climate model. While this method is able to estimate a “20-year average”
of the current temperature level without delay, it has the downside that the credibility of the
estimate depends on the projected temperature, which in turn depends on the climate model used
to construct the projections. Alternative methods for keeping track of current underlying global
temperatures include Copernicus’ approach of calculating a 30-year linear trend into the future,®
NASA’s approach of using lowess smoothing,” and the “Real-time Global Warming Index” of

Haustein et al. (2017), which estimates the amount of warming due to anthropogenic causes by

regressing temperature data on forcing time series.

8https ://cds.climate.copernicus.eu/apps/c3s/app-c3s-global-temperature-trend-monitor?month:float=10&year:float=2
%https://climate.nasa.gov/vital-signs/global-temperature/
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In contrast, the estimated temperature state from the Stat-RCM can be seen as a purely
statistical and data-driven alternative to assess the current level of underlying warming above
pre-industrial levels. This estimate is only based on historical data and it is compatible with
the physical components of the Stat-RCM, i.e. the carbon cycle module, the forcing module,
and the energy balance module. Based on the data used in this paper, the current best-estimate
of the underlying warming above the 1850-1900 baseline (the baseline usually used for defining
temperature targets), obtained from the Stat-RCM, is @7&2 + iy = E (15055 Y1959:2022] + fim =
1.27°C. This number is substantially above the 2022 temperature measurement, T3, = 1.16, see
Figure 3. This is mostly due to the 2022 La Nina conditions which have been filtered out of the
estimate @7&2 = E[T%QQ‘y195912022], leading to a more precise representation of the underlying

warming trend, i.e. a trend free from transitory deviations such as ENSO.

6 Scenario projections using Stat-RCM

We compute scenario projections of the future climate system from the estimated Stat-RCM,
conditional on paths for the covariate (external) variables CO9 emissions, forcing from non-CO2
greenhouse gases, and forcing from natural sources. We focus particularly on the probabilistic
projections.Section 6.1 lays out the projection methodology, which is based on simulations from the
estimated Stat-RCM. Section 6.2 contains a validation exercise, where we use historical covariates
from the period 19592022 and investigate whether the Stat-RCM is able to produce “projections”
over 1959-2022 that agree with the historical data record. Section 6.3 presents scenario projections
for 2023-2100 in a setting where CO4 emissions are rapidly declining, a necessary condition for
halting global warming and achieving the goals as set out by international agreements, such as the

Paris Agreement (e.g. Sanderson et al., 2016; Luderer et al., 2018; Tokarska and Gillett, 2018).

6.1 Epistemic and aleatoric uncertainty in climate projections

To gauge the degree of uncertainty introduced by the separate stochastic parts of the Stat-RCM,
we consider the following four different approaches of using the model to project the climate system

forward, conditional on paths of all covariate variables.

1. Deterministic run: Deterministic projection where the parameters of the Stat-RCM, 6, are set
to their maximum likelihood estimates as reported in Section 5, and based on the 1959-2022

data; we have 6 = 6 and all error processes are set to zero, ¢, = 1y = 0 for all ¢.
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2. Uncertainty coming from unknown parameters (6): Projection where the physical parameters,
6 = (b1,b2,c1,¢2, f1,7, A\, Himy, Hy)', are randomly sampled from the asymptotic distribution,
that is @ ~ N (é, i), where § and ¥ are the maximum likelihood estimates of the physical pa-
rameters and their variance-covariance matrix, based on the 1959-2022 data. The remaining
parameters are set equal to their maximum likelihood estimates. The error processes are set

to zero, i.e. ¢ = n = 0 for all £.

3. Uncertainty coming from unknown parameters and state innovations (6,7n): Similar to the
setup in 2, but now adding the stochastic variation due to the innovation terms in the state

equations 7, and setting the measurement error processes to zero i.e. ¢ = 0 for all .

4. Uncertainty coming from unknown parameters, state innovations, and measurement errors
(0,m,€): Similar to the setup in 3, but now adding the stochastic variation due to the mea-

surement errors €;.

In the first setup, the projection is deterministic, conditional on estimated parameters and input
paths of the covariates. The next three setups contain stochastic variation to increasing degrees:
First, by considering only randomness arising from the uncertainty in parameters (), then also
including uncertainty coming from the evolution of the state equations (6 and 7), and finally also
including the uncertainty coming from other processes, such as measurement errors and ENSO
effects (6, n and €). We refer to the uncertainty about parameters as “epistemic” uncertainty, in
the sense that this uncertainty reflects our ignorance of the data generating process behind the
climate system, while uncertainty stemming from the error processes n and € may be referred to
as “aleatoric”, in the sense that this uncertainty captures the internal random variability of the
climate system itself. To construct projections and confidence bands from the model under the
various uncertainty specifications, we simulate 10° different instances of the variables in the model

using given paths for the covariates and plot the pointwise quantiles of 2.5%, 50% and 97.5%.

6.2 Validation exercise

We adopt the model specification and its parameter estimates as reported in Section 5 for the
period 1959-2022, to perform a validation exercise. We take the covariates CO2 emissions (Ey),

FNon=C02) "and forcing from natural sources (FN) as inputs and

forcing from non-CO2 sources (
keep them fixed to their historical values. The projection results are presented in Figure 5. The

top left panel shows the covariates (input variables) and the remaining panels show the quantiles of
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the simulated model variables, along with the original observations (red) used for the estimation of
the model superimposed. Although the original observations are used for the parameter estimates,
we stress that they are not otherwise used as input for this validation exercise. From Figure 5,
we find that the model is well-validated over the estimation sample 1959-2022, in the sense that
it can produce simulations of the climate system with a high degree of similarity to the observed

historical data.

6.3 Projections to 2100 in a strong mitigation scenario

Next, we use the Stat-RCM to project the variables until the year 2100, conditional on given future
paths for the covariates of COs emissions, forcing from non-CO2 greenhouse gases, and natural
forcing. The path for CO2 emissions is taken from the SSP119 scenario (Meinshausen et al.,
2020), and forcings from non-CO2 greenhouse gases consistent with SSP119 are obtained from the
MAGICC RCM.'"" The path for future natural forcing is set constant equal to the last in-sample
value. The values for the future paths of the covariates are shown in the top-left panel of Figure
6, where a solid line denotes historical data, from which the parameter estimates for Stat-RCM
are obtained, and dashed lines denote the future scenario used in the projection of the model. We
notice that the SSP119 scenario is very ambitious in the sense that it implies rapid reductions
in greenhouse gas emissions in the short term, and substantial carbon dioxide removal from the
atmosphere (negative emissions) in the long term.

We assess the uncertainty using 10° simulated trajectories of the model, see also Section 6.1.
Figure 6 shows the projection results for all the climate state variables output by Stat-RCM. To
visualize how the the different layers of uncertainty impact the projections, Figure 7 contains the
first 50 simulated trajectories in the case of surface temperature, T7". The left panel of Figure 7
includes only uncertainty coming from parameters (6), while the middle panel additionally includes
uncertainty coming from the innovations in the state equation (0,7), and the right panel adds
uncertainty from the measurement errors (6,7, ¢€). From the left panel, we learn that uncertainty
coming from parameters (6) is substantial. The resulting simulated trajectories are very smooth,
due to the absence of stochastic innovations in these simulations. From the middle panel, we learn

that adding uncertainty from the innovations in the state equation (6,7) increases uncertainty

“The SSP119 scenario can be run in MAGICC in a web browser via the link
https://live.magicc.org/scenarios/bced417f-0£7f-4bb7-8359-792a0a8b0368/overview. Here, the forcing

from non-CO2 greenhouse gases can also be downloaded. Last accessed May 12, 2023.
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Figure 5: Validation exercise using covariate data and estimated parameters from the historical
data 1959-2022. Top left panel: Covariate input for the Stat-RCM. Remaining panels: Output of
the Stat-RCM, including data (red lines) for comparison. Black line: Path of deterministic run
(Setup in 1). Dark grey shading: 95% pointwise quantile bands for simulations with parameter
uncertainty (0; Setup in 2). Dark blue shading: 95% pointwise quantile bands for simulations
with uncertainty coming from parameters and innovations in the state equation (0,1n; Setup in 3).
Light blue shading: 95% pointwise quantile bands for simulations with uncertainty coming from

parameters, innovations in the state equation, and transitory error terms (6,n,¢; Setup in 4).

only slightly, which is to be expected since 37277,% = Var(n®) =~ 0 (see Table 5 in Appendix B).
Conversely, from the right panel, we see that adding uncertainty from the measurement errors
(0,1, €) increases uncertainty noticeably. These findings indicate that epistemic uncertainty is more

important than aleatoric uncertainty for projections of the underlying surface temperature state
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variable T{", while aleatoric uncertainty is crucial in accounting for the variability in observations
of surface temperatures, 7"

We may use the model to assess the probability of particular events happening to the climate
system in the future, such as surface temperatures exceeding predefined thresholds, given a scenario
for the covariate processes. For instance, we might address the question “What is the probability
of exceeding 1.5°C at some point in 2023-2100, given some future trajectory of COs emissions and
other covariate processes?” We can answer such questions using simulations similar to those above,
by reporting the fraction of times the event in question happens in the simulations. Using this
methodology for the SSP119 setting discussed in this section, the 1.5°C threshold is exceeded at
some point in the period 2023-2100 with a 90% probability when considering uncertainty from all
parts of the model (0,7, €). When considering only uncertainty from uncertainty from parameters
(0) or uncertainty coming from parameters and innovations in the state equation (6,7), however,
the probability drops to around 7% and 8%, respectively. The 50 simulated trajectories shown
in Figure 7 illustrate how these numbers come about: When considering only uncertainty from
parameters (f) or from parameters and innovations in the state equation (6,7), the resulting
trajectories are reasonably smooth (Figure 7, left and middle panels), while if uncertainty from
measurement errors are included (6,7, €), the resulting trajectories are very volatile (Figure 7, right
panel). This volatility in the temperature measurements, arising e.g. from ENSO effects and other
natural transitory processes, means that most trajectories will cross the 1.5°C threshold (denoted
by the horizontal red line in Figure 7) at some point in the period 2023-2100. At the same time,
the underlying long-term trend, absent the measurement error process €, may plausibly stay below
the threshold.

In summary, according to Stat-RCM, there is very high probability that the 1.5°C threshold
will be breached by temperature observations (7,"") at some point over the period 2023-2100,
but, if we filter out the transitory deviations from the underlying temperature trend, represented
by €, then there is, in fact, a very good chance that the underlying temperature trend (7}™) will

stay below 1.5°C if the (very ambitious) SSP119 scenario is followed.
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Figure 6: Projections as based on covariates emissions and forcing data from SSP119, 2023-2100,
and Stat-RCM parameters estimated using historical data 1959-2022. Top left panel: Covariates
input to the Stat-RCM. Remaining panels: Output of the Stat-RCM, including data for comparison.
Black line: Path of deterministic run (Setup in 1). Dark grey shading: 95% pointwise quantile bands
for simulations with parameter uncertainty (0; Setup in 2). Dark blue shading: 95% pointwise
quantile bands for simulations with uncertainty coming from parameters and innovations in the
state equation (0,n; Setup in 3). Light blue shading: 95% pointwise quantile bands for simulations
with uncertainty coming from parameters, innovations in the state equation, and transitory error

terms (0,m,¢€; Setup in /). 25
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Figure 7: 50 simulated trajectories of the surface temperature anomaly T, benchmarked to the
period 1850-1900. Black line: Historical data (1959-2022). Left panel: Simulations with parameter
uncertainty (0; Setup in 2). Middle panel: Simulations with uncertainty coming from parameters
and innovations in the state equation (6,n; Setup in 3). Right panel: Simulations with uncertainty
coming from parameters, innovations in the state equation, and transitory error terms (0,m,€;

Setup in 4). Red dashed line denotes 1.5°C.

7 Conclusion

In this study, we have proposed a new statistical reduced-complexity climate model (Stat-RCM).
We cast the Stat-RCM in a non-linear state space system that facilitates estimation, filtering, and
smoothing using standard statistical methods (Durbin and Koopman, 2012). The model treats an-
thropogenic CO9 emissions, forcing from other greenhouse gases, and natural forcing as covariates.
The climate variables atmospheric concentrations, ocean sink, land sink, forcing from CO», surface
temperature, and deep ocean temperature are modelled as part of our climate model.

The stochastic formulation of Stat-RCM implies that tools from statistical theory are available.
A Monte Carlo study has shown that the proposed estimation procedure, relying on maximizing
the log-likelihood function as computed by the extended Kalman filter, enjoys good finite sample
properties. The simulated data for this study have been given similar properties as those in the
historical data record 1959-2022. When estimation is actually carried out on the historical data,
a statistical model selection procedure has indicated that a forcing equation consisting of a single
logarithmic term is adequate for describing the relationship between atmospheric concentrations
of CO9 and the corresponding radiative forcing. The resulting model has been validated using
two different methods: first, by showing that the estimated residuals are conform the theoretical

expectations; second, by showing that the estimated climate variables accurately reproduce the
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historical data over the period 1959-2022. We regard (i) Monte Carlo simulation studies for
assessing the quality of the estimators, (ii) statistical model selection procedures for informing
model specification, and (7i7) statistical validations for checking possible model misspecification, as
important features of empirical statistical modelling. However, to the best of our knowledge, such
statistical methods have not previously been applied to RCMs that model the entire chain from
emissions to temperatures, due to the physics-based (deterministic) formulation of these models.
Conversely, due to the statistical nature of the Stat-RCM, these analyses can be performed using
well-established methodology.

By extracting the latent temperature state using the extended Kalman filter, we have estimated
the 2022 long-term global temperature anomaly to be +1.27°C' with respect to the 1850-1900
baseline. We also have used the Stat-RCM to project the climate variables until 2100, conditional
on a scenario for future COs emissions and radiative forcing from non-CQOs sources. We have
found that in the SSP119 scenario, where emissions are rapidly declining, the 1.5°C Paris upper
limit on the global surface temperature anomaly, compared to a 1850-1900 baseline, is not a
forgone conclusion. The Stat-RCM estimates a 90% probability that the 1.5°C threshold will be
breached by a temperature measurement 7, in the period 2023-2100 under the SSP119 scenario.
However, if we consider only the underlying temperature trend, represented by the latent state 7",
the Stat-RCM estimates that there is only a 7% probability that the threshold will be breached in
the period 2023-2100 under the SSP119 scenario. In the latter case, the uncertainty is epistemic
(i.e. stemming from unknown parameters), while, in the former case, aleatoric uncertainty is also
included (i.e. uncertainty from internal variability in the climate system, including measurement
errors and ENSO effects).

We have focused on estimating the Stat-RCM parameters from the historical data 1959-2022.
The main application of RCMs, however, has been as “emulators”, where the RCM is used to
emulate the output of large-scale climate models (Nicholls et al., 2020). In future work, we intend
to employ the Stat-RCM as an emulator by estimating it using output from large-scale climate
models, such as that those from the Coupled Model Intercomparison Project (CMIP; Eyring et al.,
2016). This will allow us to employ the statistical methodology illustrated in this paper to output
from CMIP models with the aim of complementing the results from existing RCMs, increasingly

used in the IPCC reports, with those from the Stat-RCM.
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A Details of the state space representation of Stat-RCM

Let 4y = (Ct*,StOCN’*,StLND’*,F}COZ*,]}m’*,J}d’*,Of)/ denote the 7 x 1 vector of observations at
time t and A > 0 the length of a time step between observations. In Section 3.3 we presented the

non-linear state space model of the climate system, given as follows
Yy = p+ Az + €, Tpn = B(xy) + Wi+ R a,

where ; = (Cy, SPEN, SENP FCO2 Tim Td)" denotes the 6 x 1 latent state vector. At time t,
there are thus 7 observations, collected in 3, for 6 states, collected in z;. The 7 x 1 vector
o= (e, L, HOs F s o, ftd, Hg - pg)’ contains the intercepts in the measurement equations, and
the 7 x 6 matrix A captures the relations between the observations y; and the underlying state

vector x; described in Section 3.2,

1 0000 0
01 000 O
00100 O

A=10 00 1 0 0
0000T1 0
00000 1
0000 0 Hy

The entries in the 7 x 1 measurement error vector €; are modelled as AR(1) processes,

errn = Pep + &,
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with @ being a 7 x 7 diagonal matrix given by ® = diag(¢1, ¢, ..., ¢7), with ¢; € (—1,1) for all 4,

and & A (S N(0,A - P) with P being the 7 x 7 matrix

020 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 oloony O 0 0 0 0
0 0 o’;xp 0 0 0 0
P=1 0 0 0 o2p O 0 0 )
0 0 0 0 o2, 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 aly POc.d0c.OHC
0 0 0 0 0 poedoeonc U?,OHC

where p € (—1,1) allows for correlation in the measurement errors of deep ocean temperature Ttd”k
and ocean heat content O}, see Bennedsen et al. (2023).

The non-linear 6 x 1 mapping B(-) represents the state transition equations as described in

Section 3,
C
b1Cyexp(—c1 Ty
ba Cy exp(—c2Ttd)
B(ﬂj‘t) = ’

f1log(Cy + foCF) + f3/Cy
(1-32a) 17 + 217

A A
wrr+ (1-32) ¢

while the 6 x 1 vector W; collects constants and covariates into the state equation,

Ct — A(b1 + b2)Cirs0 + AEa
—b1C1750
—baCi750
— f11og(Cr7s0 + f2Clrs50) + f3v/Cirso

A
H_W(ECO2 +EE$)

0

The 5x 1 innovation sequence 1 A N (0, A-Q) is modelled with a 5x 5 diagonal covariance matrix

Q= diag(U?%OCN,J?LLND, 07277F,O'%7m,0'7277d) and the 6 x 5 matrix R completes the specification for
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the state variables,

-A -A 0 0 0
1 0 000
0 1 000
R =
0 0 100
0 0 010
0 0 001
Lettlng ¢ = (¢17’ . 7(257)/7 062 = (03,070-527OCN7Uz,LND70-527F7U?,m70-€27d70'3,0)/7 072] =

2 2 2 2 2 : :
(077700]\,, 00 LND> O F> Opoms de) we arrive at the 37 x 1 vector 6 of unknown parameters, given by

9 = (b17 bQ,Cl,CQ, f17 f27 f37’77 )‘7 HM7HduﬂCuMLnuOuuFuumaMthpa (b/?(jé? 07/7)/‘

Note that we in our implementation of the Stat-RCM impose several restrictions on the elements
in 6, so that the resulting dimension of the parameter vector is smaller than 37. Our preferred
specification of the Stat-RCM sets uc = ur = po = pur = 0 and fy = f3 = 0, resulting in 6 being
a 31 x 1 vector, see Section 5 of the main paper.

In our implementation, we estimate the parameter vector # by the method of maximum likeli-
hood, using the extended Kalman filter (Durbin and Koopman, 2012, Chapter 10). This procedure

requires the Jacobian of the transition function B(-), which is given by

1 00 0 0 0
by exp(—ciTF) 0 00 0 —byc1Crexp(c1 T
OB(z;) by exp(—coTf) 000 0 —bacaCy exp(caT)
O, | G (142600 + 5 0 0 0 0 0
0 000 (1—%%) 28
0 000 3% < _%>

B Additional parameter estimates from the Stat-RCM

Section 5.3 of the main paper presents the estimates of the physical parameters of the Stat-RCM
when applied to the historical data over the period 1959-2019. The estimated parameters relating
to the state (1.) and measurement (€.) error processes are shown in Tables 5-6. We see that
some estimates of the variances of the state disturbances 7. are estimated to be close to zero, in

particular 8727 o 8727’,” ~ (0. This indicates that for these state variables — corresponding to forcing
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Table 5: Stat-RCM parameter estimates 11

2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
9n,0CN 9n,LND In,F In,m In.d 9e,C 9¢,0CN 9¢,LND e, F Te,m Oe,d 9e,0 P
Estimate: 0.00 0.70 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.45 0.12 0.42 0.01 0.09 0.00 0.04 0.87
Std. Err.: (0.03) (0.08) (0.00)  (0.02)  (0.00)  (0.06) (0.01) (0.07) (0.00)  (0.01)  (0.00)  (0.02)  (0.21)
t-stat: 0.03 9.17 0.00 0.01 11.11 7.20 11.01 5.73 8.97 11.07 1.18 2.71 4.16
Parameter estimates by the mazximum likelihood method applied to the 1959-2022 data.
Table 6: Stat-RCM: Parameter estimates 11
1 P2 3 P4 5 b6 o7
Estimate: 0.78 0.56 0.39 0.57 0.15 0.89 0.89
Std. Err.: (0.08) (0.11) (0.21) (0.15) (0.13) (0.07) (0.07)
t-stat (Asym): 10.00 4.92 1.90 3.80 1.16 12.12 12.11

Parameter estimates by the maximum likelihood method applied to the 1959-2022 data.

from CO2, FF9? and surface temperature, T;” — the internal state dynamics as specified by the
three modules of the Stat-RCM are sufficient to capture the evolution of the states. For the
remaining state variables, we have 8%700 N 3727’ I ND,&% 4 > 0, indicating that for these states, an

additional disturbance term must be included to capture the evolution of the states of the sinks

OCN LND
St Si

and and the deep ocean temperature T, td.
It is also worth remarking that p = 0.87, highlighting the close connection between the data on
deep ocean temperature (Ttd’*) and ocean heat content (Oy). We refer to Bennedsen et al. (2023)

for a more in-depth discussion on the relation between these two time series.
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