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Like Johnson noise, where thermal fluctuations of charge carriers in a resistor
lead to measurable current fluctuations, the internal variability of Earth’s atmo-
sphere leads to fluctuations in the infrared radiation emitted to space, creating
“Earth’s infrared background” (EIB). This background consists of fluctuations
that are isotropic in space and red in time, with an upper bound of 400 km and
2.5 days on their spatiotemporal decorrelation, between meso-scale and synoptic-
scale weather. Like the anisotropies in the Cosmic Microwave Background (CMB),
which represent features of interest in the Universe, the anisotropies in Earth’s
infrared radiation represent features of interest in Earth’s atmosphere. Unlike
the CMB, which represents a historical record of the Universe since the Big Bang,

the EIB represents Earth’s climate in steady state.

Outgoing Longwave Radiation (OLR) at the top of the atmosphere is one of the three components,

along with the incoming and outgoing (reflected) shortwave radiation, which determine Earth’s
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energy budget (about 240 W m™2 on a global annual mean). It consists of radiation within the
infrared band of the electromagnetic spectrum which is emitted to space by the Earth system,
including both the surface and the atmosphere. Only a small fraction of the OLR emitted to space,
about 17% (40 Wm™2) (1, 2), originates directly at the surface. The remaining 83% only make it
to space after having been absorbed and re-emitted by greenhouse gases (about 70% of the total
OLR, or 170 Wm_z) and clouds (about 13%, or 30 Wm_z). OLR fluctuations, therefore, include

the “footprints™ left by these absorbers, as they interfere with the infrared radiation on its way out
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of the atmosphere. As such, in addition to its role in determining the global energy budget, OLR
also holds valuable information about atmospheric variability (3—8).

On an annual timescale, the observed OLR is marked by distinct regions of abnormally high
variability (Fig. 1), including along the Intertropical Convergence Zone (9—117) and monsoonal re-
gions associated with the large-scale circulation, over the Indian Ocean and the Maritime Continent
associated with the Madden—Julian oscillation (/2, 13), and along the mid-latitude warm conveyor
belts associated with extratropical cyclones (/4). There are also distinct regions of abnormally
low variability, mostly in the polar regions and in regions associated with the El Nifio-Southern
Oscillation (15, 16).

This paper asks the question: What defines the level of “normal variability” or Earth’s Infrared
Background (EIB)? Based solely on this spatial picture (Fig. 1), a prime candidate for this role is the
global mean variance. Indeed, the regions of high/low variability are well separated from each other
by the global mean STD (white contour). However, in general, the observed OLR is also marked
by a distinct spatiotemporal structure. Most notably, enhanced variability at spatiotemporal scales
(wavenumbers and frequencies) corresponding to convectively coupled equatorial waves (6). A full
description of the background must therefore include its space-time dependence, or the background
spectrum. Such a quantitative description of the background is still lacking, however. At least part
of the reason is the lack of an objective definition (6, /7—22), which, in turn, is due to the lack of a
physical description of the background (23).

In this work, we identify the background with random variability implied by the fluctuation-
dissipation theorem (24), that is, by the weak (linear) response to internal fluctuations at thermal
equilibrium. Much like Brownian motion, where the observed microscopic fluctuations are de-
scribed by means of the statistical properties of thermally agitated molecular fluctuation, we find
that OLR fluctuations on the order of hundreds of kilometers and a few days, identified here as the
background, can be described as the response to fluctuations on smaller spatiotermporal scales, on
the order of kilometers and hours. To complete the physical picture and allow for a quantitative de-
scription, we further assume that the background is statistically isotropic in space. Clearly the OLR
is far from isotropic, having non-uniform variance (Fig. 1), making this property key in separating
atmospheric variability from the random fluctuations of the background.

The above physical picture can only be justified a posteriori, based ultimately on its utility,



but one important link between theory and observations can already be drawn. The observed OLR
spectrum is “red” in both time and space (see Section 4), in the broad sense that its power decays
with decreasing spatiotemporal scales. Based on this observation, it has often been postulated,
without theoretical justifications (23, 25), that the background follows a red noise process (17, 18).
To the extent that the above scales are well separated, standard results in stochastic modeling (26, 27)
confirm that the response is indeed broad sense “red”, a first-order process in time and second-order

in space.

1 A stochastic energy balance climate model (¢eBCM)

The most parsimonious model of the EIB, which embodies the above physical picture, is given by

the following stochastically forced energy balance climate model (27-29):

OF
T ~AQV*F +F =, (1)

where F' denotes the observed OLR fluctuations about the climatological annual mean, S denotes
a stochastic forcing due to internal fluctuations of the atmosphere, and 79 and Ap are constant
coeflicients. In the present context, the Laplacian in the diffusion term on the left-hand side is
the lowest-order differential operator (other than the identity) that is invariant under rotation. This
guarantees that the response to a statistically isotropic forcing remains isotropic (27, 28), while the
relaxation term guarantees that the response remains statistically stationary (26, 30).

We take the forcing to be Gaussian white noise in time and statistically isotropic in space. The
former implies that the forcing is delta correlated in time, assuming a priori that the forcing decorre-
lates much faster than the response. The latter implies that the forcing is delta correlated in Spherical
Harmonics space, and depends at most on the multiple moment (37)[see also Supplementary Text],
i.e.,

(S, (0S5, (') = 2€T161 Smmd(t — 1), 2)

where S;,, are the spectral coefficients of §, asterisks denote complex conjugates, angle brackets
denote ensemble averages, sub-scripted 9;; is the Kronecker delta, argumented () is the Dirac delta,
€0 is a constant coeflicient, and 7, = 79/[1 + /l(z)l (1 + 1)/a?], where a is the Earth’s mean radius.

Unlike earlier works (19, 27), where the forcing was assumed to be scale independent (independent
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of [), we find that it is necessary for the forcing to be scale dependent to explain the observed
OLR. The scale dependence in 17 is the only one consistent with the second fluctuation-dissipation
theorem (24)[see also Materials and Methods], which relates the power spectra of the forcing and
the dissipation. We note that the spatial decorrelation of the forcing is much faster than that of the
response (see Supplementary Text), so that the two are well separated in both space and time.

The model yields the following predictions for the asymptotic (¢,¢" > 1) angular covariance

and corresponding power spectral density (PSD) [see Material and Methods (32)]:

Ci(t,1') = (F,, () F}, (1) = ee” "1/, 3)
é ( ) 26[2Tl 4)
w)=——"—,
: w?t? +1

where Fj,, are the spectral coefficients of F', hats denote the Fourier modes in frequency domain,
and €; = €y1;/70. In total, the model parameter space consists of an amplitude €j, a length scale
Ao (the spatial decorrelation scale), and a time scale 7y (the temporal decorrelation scale), which
is the minimum required to describe spatiotemporal fluctuations. In the following section we use
the above predictions to estimate these parameters from observations and discuss their physical

meaning.

2 Space/time analysis

Consider first the angular power spectrum of the EIB (Fig. 2A, blue dots), obtained by multiplying
the time-dependent Spherical Harmonics coeflicients by their complex conjugates F, (t)F;, (1)
and averaging over time and m (with [m| < I) to estimate the angular variance C; = (F, F} ). By
the Wiener-Khinchin theorem, the latter is related to the PSD via C;(t = ¢') = f_ O:O Ci/(w)dw /2n,
and therefore provides a measure of the angular power spectrum in terms of the frequency-averaged
PSD. Apart from one obvious outlier (black ex) at / = 15 (12°), which is an artifact corresponding
to the satellite swath half-width of about 1,250 km, the resulting angular variance can be accurately
described by the angular variance predicted by the eBCM (black line). The latter is obtained by

setting ¢ = ¢’ in Eq. (3) and using non-linear least squares to estimate €y = 5.6 + 0.1 Wm™2 and

Ao = 378 = 13 km. A weaker imprint of the satellite swath width is also found at [ = 13.



In addition to the angular variance, €y and A also determine the global mean variance of the
eBCM. The resulting global mean STD of 26.6 + 0.5 Wm™2 is in agreement with the observed
global mean STD of 26.4 + 0.2 Wm~2 in Fig. 1 (see Materials and Methods). The question is what
sets this background level? Ultimately, the variance is related to the energetics of the system. While
the total variance of truly white Gaussian noise is infinite, the power (per unit area) exerted by the
forcing over one decorrelation time 7; (discussed below) is 168.9 + 1.5 W m~2 (see Materials and
Methods), which is equal to the portion of the OLR emitted to space by greenhouse gasses alone,
excluding the portions emitted directly from the surface and clouds (/, 2). Therefore, consistent
with our physical picture, the small-scale forcing is determined by the only portion of the OLR
which is conceivably isotopic and delta correlated in time, and the background is determined by
this forcing through the fluctuation-dissipation theorem.

In the context of the stochastic model used here, Ao determines the spatial decorrelation of
the EIB, the typical length scale on which the background becomes uncorrelated. More precisely,
Ao provides an upper bound on the spatial decorrelation. The effective decorrelation decreases
with increasing frequency (see Supplementary Text) and is not simply an e-folding scale (27). The
estimated value of 19 = 378 + 13 km is well below the Nyquist wavelength of 5° in the data,
providing reassurance that the identified background is indeed associated with random fluctuations
with spatial decorrelation smaller than the smallest resolvable waves. In addition, Ao should also
be compared with the Rossby deformation radius, the scale on which planetary rotation becomes
important, and one can no longer expect statistical isotropy to hold. As a rule of thumb, the typical
Rossby deformation radius in Earth’s atmosphere is about 1000 km, but can vary between 200 km
and 2000 km, depending on latitude, height, and circumstances. To the extent that rotation is
indeed the limiting factor in determining the decorrelation scale, the estimated value of Ay can be
interpreted as an effective Rossby deformation radius. Finally, in addition to determining the spatial
decorrelation, A¢ also determines the scale, / = 16 or 11.25° (the maximum in Fig. 2A), above
which the dissipation mechanism is dominated by linear relaxation and below which diffusion.

Next, consider the temporal power spectrum (Fig. 2B, blue line), obtained by applying a discrete
Fourier transform to the time-dependent Spherical Harmonics coefficients to estimate the PSD
F lm(a))F (W) /Aw, where Aw is the frequency resolution, and averaging over m (with |m| < I)

and [. The uptick at w = 1 cpd (the Nyquist frequency) results from stratospheric tides associated



with the diurnal cycle, as well as aliasing by higher frequency gravity waves. The uptick at w = 0.9
cpd (a period of 1.1 day) is associated with the satellite orbit (6), and the upward inflection at
w > 0.6 cpd is the result of spectral leakage (see Materials and Methods). Having estimated €y and
Ao from the angular power spectrum, 7y can now be estimated by summing Eq. (4) over / and using
non-linear least squares (black line), yielding 79 = 2.5 + 0.1 days.

In the context of the stochastic model used here, 79 provides an upper bound on the temporal
decorrelation, with an effective e-folding scale 7; = 79/[1 + /l(z)l(l +1)/a?] as implied by Eq.(3).
At [ = 0, the temporal decorrelation is at the lower limit of synoptic-scale weather, typically taken
as 2 days. As a rule of thumb, the upper limit of meso-scale weather is often taken to be 1000 km
and 1 day. Indeed, consistent with this heuristic definition, the temporal decorrelation of the e BCM
at [ = 20 (9°, about 1000 km) is 24.3 hours. Alternatively, considering also the angular power
spectrum (Fig. 2A), a less arbitrary definition of the transition between synoptic and meso-scale
weather could be the inflection point at [ = 16 (11.25°, about 1250 km), where the temporal
decorrelation is 31 hours. If so, the above results imply that the damping mechanism is dominated
by linear relaxation at synoptic-scales and diffusion at meso-scales. Finally, the decorrelation time
at [ =72 (2.5°) is 3 hours. By assumption, the temporal correlation of the forcing is much shorter
than that of the response. Therefore, allowing for sufficient scale separation between the two, the
most plausible origins of the former are gravity wave braking, small-scale convection, small-scale

water vapor fluctuations, or instability associated with small-scale atmospheric turbulence.

3 Space-time analysis

The full description of the EIB consists of its space-time dependence, or its power spectrum.
Therefore, consider the PSD as a function of both w and [ (Fig. 3A), obtained by applying a
discrete Fourier transform to the time-dependent Spherical Harmonics coeflicients to estimate
F, (w)F} (w)/Aw and averaging over m (with |m| < I).

Using the values of €, and Ay estimated in Section 3, the total variance of the eBCM is
8891 + 314 [W m~2]? (see Materials and Methods), which is in agreement with the total variance
of the observed OLR, 8675 + 130 [W m~2]2. In this regard, the present approach is similar to the

prevailing approach in the study of tropical waves, where a background spectrum is estimated by



applying successive 1-2-1 filters that act to remove gradients while conserving the total variance,
but is based on physical reasoning. As such, the background cannot be considered an additive noise,
uncorrelated to the foreground. Instead, it is the power distribution in spectral space that defines
the background, and the deviations from this distribution that define the foreground. In particular,
regions of abnormally low variability are just as important as regions of abnormally high variability.

Therefore, in order to estimate the foreground, we compare the observed PSD with that of a
random realization of the background (Fig. 3B) generated by solving the spectral space version of
Eq. (1) as an /-dependent Ornstein—Uhlenbeck process (see Materials and Methods), and having
the same sample size and sample rate as the observed OLR. The advantage of this approach is
that the realized background accounts for the effects of finite sampling, therefore providing a better
basis for comparison than the analytic PSD (black contours) given by Eq. (4). The foreground
(Fig. 3C) is estimated as the ratio between the observed and realized PSDs, shown only where it
is significantly different from one (see Materials and Methods). For reference, the dashed black
contour indicates the frequency corresponding to the scale-dependent decorrelation time assuming
that the latter represents one cycle, i.e. 27r/7;. In general, lower frequencies are characterized by
abnormally low variance. The abnormally high variance at w > 5 cpd and 10 < / < 40 is likely the
result of high-frequency large-scale gravity waves. The remaining features of the foreground are
due to yet unidentified atmospheric variability.

While the multipole moment [ is the relevant length scale in the context of statistically isotropic
fluctuations, the wavenumber (order of the Spherical Harmonics) m is also of interest in the context
of zonally propagating waves. Therefore, consider the PSD as a function of w and m (Fig. 3D-F),
obtained by averaging F i (w)F (W) /Aw over I (with [m| < I < 72). Note that the PSD depends on
m implicitly through the m-dependent averaging, even though the eBCM does not. The main feature
of the foreground (Fig. 3F) is a pair of large-scale gravity waves with phase speeds between 10 and
100 m s™' (black triangles), with the eastward propagating wave (positive 7) having abnormally
high variance and the westward one (negative m) abnormally low variance. The eastward bias
implies that these waves propagate on top of an eastward mean flow. The remaining features are
distributed symmetrically about m = 0, and represent atmospheric variability of interest. This w-m
spectrum demonstrates that the present approach might also be useful for estimating the tropical

background on the equatorial S-plane, using Cartesian coordinates.



4 Discussion

Associated with the annual global mean Outgoing Longwave Radiation (OLR) of 240 W m~2 are
random fluctuations with a Standard Deviation of 26.5 W m~2, representing the Earth’s Infrared
Background (EIB). We find that these fluctuations can be explained as the random variability implied
by the fluctuation-dissipation theorem, in response to the internal variability of the atmosphere on
small spatiotemporal scales and sustained by the Earth’s energy balance at the top of the atmosphere.
In particular, a simple energy balance climate model, whose parameter space consists solely of an
amplitude, a length scale, and a time scale, is capable of explaining the background level and its
power spectral density.

While providing a faithful and useful description of the background, this physical picture is
incomplete. The question is: What are the forcing and damping mechanisms of the EIB? Based
on the present analysis we can only speculate. By assumption, the temporal correlation of the
forcing is much shorter than that of the response, so the former can be considered white. In
addition, we have found that the spatial correlation of the forcing is much smaller than the response.
Therefore, considering the decorrelation scales of the background, and allowing for sufficient scale
separation between the two, the most plausible origins of the former are gravity wave braking, small-
scale convection, small-scale water vapor fluctuations, or instability associated with small-scale
atmospheric turbulence. Consistently, the damping mechanism at these scales is often attributed,
heuristically, to turbulent diffusion. The linear damping on synoptic scales is also often attributed to
non-linear processes, but the particular processes in play depend on the circumstances (33—37). In
this regard, the contribution of the EIB is in providing a smooth transition between the two regimes.

In a broader context, the EIB is both similar and dissimilar to the Cosmic Microwave Background
(CMB) that permeates the Universe. According to the cosmological principle, the universe is
isotropic when averaged over sufficiently large scales, and therefore anisotropies in the CMB
represent features of interest in the Universe. In contrast, the EIB is isotropic by definition, and it is
the anisotropies in the OLR which represent features of interest in Earth’s atmosphere. Moreover,
the CMB represents the remnant radiation from the Big Bang (the surface of last scattering), while
the EIB represents a (quasi) steady-state phenomenon. In other words, the CMB can be thought

of as an initial value problem, while the EIB is a boundary value problem forced by the energy



balance at the top of the atmosphere. The CMB’s significance is succinctly captured by (38):

“The small deviations from homogeneity and isotropy in the CMB are of utmost
importance, since, most probably, they represent the “seeds,” that, via gravitational
instability, have led to the formation of large-scale structure, galaxies, and eventually

solar systems with planets that support life in the Universe.”

Similarly, we say that: The deviations from homogeneity and isotropy in the OLR are of utmost
importance, since, most probably, they represent the large-scale circulation, synoptic-scale weather,
tropical/extratropical cyclones, and waves, which form on top of the EIB via hydrodynamical

instabilities (and linear dynamics), sustained by the Earth energy budget, and affect life on Earth.



Outgoing Longwave Radiation: Climatological annual variability (STD 1981-2010)

; ; 3| 32 39 46 | 2
NAM: North American Monsoon INM: Indian Monsoon 04 1L MR 39 46 | [Wm™]
SAM: South American Monsoon EASM: East Asian Monsoon ITCZ: Intertropical Convergence Zone
NAFM: North African Monsoon SEAM: South Asian Monsoon WCB: Warm Conveyor Belt

SAFM: South African Monsoon NAUM: North Australian Monsoon MJO: Madden-julian Oscillation

Figure 1: Outgoing Longwave Radiation (OLR). Climatological OLR variability from satellite
observations during the penultimate standard climate normal (1 January, 1981 to 31 December,
2010). The variability is reported by means of the Standard Deviation (STD) after removing the
grid-point annual cycle and long-term mean (see Materials and Methods). The global mean STD
(26.5 Wm™2) is marked by the white contour and the vertical white line in the colorbar. By
construction, the background level matches the global mean STD. Stippling indicate points where
the observed variance is insignificantly different from a random realization of the background (see

Materials and Methods).
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Figure 2: Space/Time spectra. (A) Angular power spectrum, obtained by averaging the spectral
space OLR fluctuations F, (7)F; (t) over time and m (with [m| < [) to estimate the angular
variance C; = (F lmFl”;n) (blue dots). The outlier (black ex) at [ = 15 (12°) corresponds to the
satellite swath half-width of about 1,250 km. The angular variance predicted by the eBCM (Eq.
3, with r = t’) is fitted to the data (black line) using nonlinear least squares to estimate €, and
Ap. (B) Temporal power spectrum, obtained by applying a discrete Fourier transform to the time-
dependent Spherical Harmonics coefficients to estimate the PSD F lm(w)F (W) /Aw, where Aw
is the frequency resolution, and averaging over m (with |m| < [) and [ (blue line). For display
purposes, the PSD was smoothed using a single 1-2-1 filter application. The PSD predicted by the
eBCM (Eq. 4) with [ = 0 is fitted to the data (black line) using the value of ¢ estimated in (A), and

nonlinear least squares to estimate .
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Figure 3: Space-time spectra. The PSD of the observed OLR, obtained by averaging
F lm(w)ﬁ (W) /Aw, where tildes denote the Discrete Fourier Transform and Aw is the frequency
resolution, over m (A) and / (D) with |m| < [. (B, E) The corresponding PSD of a random realiza-
tion of the background, generated by solving the spectral space version of Eq. (1) as an /-dependent
Ornstein—Uhlenbeck process (see Materials and Methods), and having the same sample size and
sample rate as in (A, D). For comparison, black contours mark the analytic PSD given by Eq. (4).
(C, F) The foreground, estimated by means of the log-scaled ratio of observed to background PSD,
and shown only where the ratio is found to be significantly different from 1 (see Materials and
Methods). Black triangles in panel (F) indicate gravity waves with phase speeds between 10 and
100 m s!. Black rectangles in panels (C, F) indicate satellite artifacts. Dashed black contours in

panels (C, F) indicate the frequency associated with the scale-dependent decorrelation time 27 /7;.
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Materials and Methods
Data

Satellite observations of Outgoing Longwave Radiation (OLR) were sourced from the Physical
Sciences Laboratory of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration. This product is
interpolated in time and space, as described in (39), to yield twice daily estimates on a 2.5° by 2.5°
latitude-longitude grid.

The analysis was carried out over the time period between 1981 and 2010, corresponding
to the penultimate standard climate normal as defined by the World Meteorological Organization
(WMO-No. 1203, 2017, Permalink: https://library.wmo.int/idurl/4/55797). We use a climatological
time span as this is a typical use case where one might expect (global) statistical isotropy to hold.
In particular, 30 years are sufficiently long for atmospheric fields with decorrelation times on the
order of a few days in the troposphere [e.g., (/8)] and few years in the stratosphere [e.g., (40)] to
become well mixed. As such, a climatological record provides a reasonable compromise between
a sufficiently long record to cover the sample space, while also remaining stationary, although the
stationarity of such records in the presence of climate change has been increasingly questioned
(41,42).

The following pre-processing steps were applied to the data: First, to avoid aliasing by the
annual cycle, it is explicitly removed by removing the long-term daily means from the record. Next,
the long-term mean, linear trend, and frequencies below 1/360 cpd were also removed. The latter
were removed by zeroing-out their Fourier components in frequency domain. Then, the record was
divided into windows of length 360 days, overlapping by 180 days, for a total of 59 windows. To
minimize spectral leakage, the windows were tapered in time using a Hann window. Finally, as the
stochastic model applies for fluctuations about a zero mean, the temporal mean of each window

was also removed.

Spectral analysis

Following the notation of the main text, let F (4, ¢,t) denote the physical (grid) space OLR
fluctuations evaluated at (equally spaced) longitudes A, latitudes ¢, and time (as described above).

The open-source SHTooLrs Python (43) package was used in order to evaluate their spectral
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coefficients in Spherical Harmonics space as a function of time Fj,(¢). Specifically, the OLR
fluctuations were analyzed using the orthonormalized complex Spherical Harmoncis (with the

Condon-Shortley phase factor), such that

2r /2 ,
/ /'YﬂL@WWL@WWM$b&MWu S1)
0 -n/2

where Y;" are the Spherical Harmonics of degree [ and order m, asterisks denote complex conjugates
and sub-scripted ¢;; is the Kronecker delta. The package implements a quadrature rule appropriate
for the equispaced grid of the data. Therefore, to avoid unnecessary approximations, no interpolation
was performed when evaluating the Spherical Harmonics coeflicients. In cases where integrals were
evaluated in grid/physical space, e.g., for comparing with the global mean OLR and confirming
Parseval’s theorem, the data were linearly interpolated to a Gauss-Legendre grid.

Having evaluated the time-dependent Spherical Harmonics coefficients, the frequency domain
spectral coefficients Fj,,(w) were obtained by further applying a discrete Fourier transform over
time. Throughout the text, we use hats to denote the continuous Fourier transform, used in the
analytic results, and tildes to denote the discrete Fourier transform, used in the data. The convention

used here for the former is

1 < . n o .
f@=§/jﬂwﬂw% ﬂw:[ Fle @ dr. (82)

The power spectral density (PSD) was estimated by multiplying the spectral coefficients by their
complex conjugates and dividing by the frequency resolution to obtain the power per frequency bin

Flm(w)F*

1y (@) /Aw, in units of [W m~2]? day. To compensate for the power attenuation introduced

by the Hann window, the PSD was further multiplied by 8/3. Alternatively, one can replace the

frequency resolution with the equivalent noise bandwidth.

Detailed description of the stochastic energy balance climate model (eBCM)

The stochastic energy balance climate model (eBCM) used here to describe the Earth infrared
background is based on the one studied in (28), (29) and (27). The only difference is in the details of
the stochastic forcing. Similar to these works, as well as (19), the forcing is assumed to be Gaussian
white noise in time and statistically isotropic in space (31) [see also Supplementary Text]. Unlike

these works, however, we find it necessary to allow the forcing to be scale-dependent in order to
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explain the observed OLR variance, while also adhering to the fluctuation-dissipation theorem.

Specifically, suppose that the spectral space covariance of the forcing is of the form
(Sim (I)S;m'(t,» = 512511’5mm’5(t -1, (S3)

where s; is independent of time. Below, we use the second fluctuation-dissipation theorem to set s;
according to the observed OLR variance.

First, using the fact that the Spherical Harmonics are the eigenfunctions of the Laplacian in
spherical coordinates, with eigenvalues —I(I + 1)/a?, the spectral space projection of Eq. (1) of the

main text is a standard Langevin equation for each / and m (independent of m), namely

dFy,, 1 1
_dl = ——Fim + —Sim; (S4)
t Ty T0
where
7 X0 (S5)

1+ 201 +1)/a?
Assuming that the forcing and the response are uncorrelated such that (F,, (0)S},, (to + 1)) = 0 for

t > 0, it follows from Eq. that

d 1
E(Flm(tO)F;;n(tO +1)) = _;1<F1m(tO)F;;n(t0 +1)). (S6)

Assuming, in addition, that the response decorrelates at long times such that (F,, (t0) F}, (to+t)) =0

as t — oo, yields the first fluctuation-dissipation theorem (24), namely

/O (F, (t0)FL (t0 + 1)) di = (F, (10)FL. (1)) = T1€2, s7)

where we have used the fact that Fj,, is stationary and statistically isotropic, and hence its variance
is independent of time and m, to denote (F), (7o) F}, (#0)) on the right-hand side by 612. In the context
of Brownian motion this quantity can be related to the ambient temperature from first principles via
the Maxwell-Boltzmann distribution or the equipartition theorem. In the present work, however,
it can only be estimated from observations. We find, empirically (see main text), that ¢; oc 7;. For
convenience, we define € such that €, = €y1;/719.

Next, in steady state, setting dFy,,/dt = 0 in Eq. yields the following relation between the

covariance of Fj,, and Sy,
7
I
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Integrating over ¢ and using the first fluctuation-dissipation theorem Eq. (S7) to substitute on the

right-hand side yields the second fluctuation-dissipation theorem (24), namely

/0 (S, (t0)S;, (to +1)) dt = T/€l. (S9)

The yet unknown sl2 can now be related to the observed OLR variance by using Eq. to substitute

for (S, (t0)S;, (to + 1)) on the left-hand side, and noticing that the forcing is symmetric such that

(S, (t0)S7, (to+1)) =(S,, (t0)S], (to —1)). The result is
s7 = 2165 (S10)

Finally, the “solutions” of the Langevin equation in Eq. are fully determined by their
covariance functions. Specifically, the stationary covariance of Fj,, and its corresponding PSD are

given by [e.g., (44)]

Ci(t,t') = (F,, (1)F}, (1)) = et 1/T, (S11)
Ci() = 25T (S12)
w) =
! w2tr+1

The PSD is related to the covariance via the Wiener—Khinchin theorem, i.e., C’l(a)) =

/_ O:O Ci(t)e T dr. Eqgs. (S11)and (S12) correspond to Egs. (3) and (4) of the main text, respectively.

Random realizations

In order to generate spatiotemporal realizations of the eBCM, we solve its spectral space version

(S4) as an /-dependent Ornstein—Uhlenbeck (OU) process. Consider a generic OU process X;:

1 2
dX[ = —;Xtdt + GJ;CIW[, (SIS)

where 7 and € are constants, and W; is the Wiener process. When written in this form, its asymptotic
covariance for s, > 11s

(X, X;) = €281, (S14)

Therefore, to the extent that the eBCM is indeed determined by its first and second moments, one
can use Eq. (S13)) to simulate Eq. by replacing 7 and e with their /-dependent counterparts

in Eq. of the main text. Alternatively, comparing the covariance of the forcing term in Eq.
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of the main text with that of a white noise process, (W ()W (t')) = §(¢ — t'), one can also identify
Eq. as an OU process with Sy, = (217) /2 W.
Numerically, the OU process in Eq. (SI3)) can be simulated as follows:

X1 = M X+ (& (1 - e2Mm) 0, (S15)

where ®; ~ N(0, 1), drawn independently at each step. Here, Eq. was advanced starting
from the asymptotic variance, i.e., Xo ~ N(O, 612), to sample immediately from the statistical steady
state without having to let the process spinup first. The time step Ar was taken to be 0.5 days to
match the observed sample rate. As the fields are statistically isotropic, independent realizations
were generated for each m. The resulting angular and temporal power spectra for a realization with
the same sample size and sample rate as that of the observed OLR are shown in Fig. [S1|(orange),
confirming that the realized background follows the eBCM with the estimated parameters (black).
In addition, this figure provides a measure of effects of spectral leakage due to the finite sampling.
The corresponding spectrum for all w and / is shown in Fig. 3B of the main text, confirming that

the realized background interpolates as expected throughout the w-/ plane.

Variance calculations

Throughout the manuscript we compare different forms of variance between the eBCM and observa-
tions. In this section, we provide the relevant analytic formulae and the implementation details. For
the eBCM, the variance is calculated in spectral space, in accordance with the analytic expressions.
For the observations, the variance is calculated in physical space.

First, by definition, the global mean variance is

2r /2
S / (F(A4, ¢, t)F* (A, ¢,1t)) cos ¢ de dA. (S16)
an Jo  Jxp2

For each window, the grid-point variance was estimated by averaging F' (A, ¢, t)F*(A, ¢,t) over
time. The meridional integral was estimated using Gauss-Legendre quadrature. To this end, the
resulting variance was first linearly interpolated in latitude from the regular grid to the Gauss-
Legendre grid. The zonal integral was estimated using the trapezoid rule at the equi-distanced
longitudes. The resulting global mean variance of the observed OLR, averaged over all windows,

is 26.4 + 0.2 W m™2, where the uncertainty is the one associated with the standard error.
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Assuming F is statistically isotropic, the corresponding global mean variance in spectral space
is

y ZZ(F F) (S17)

=0 m=-1
Using Eq. (3) of the main text with ¢ = ¢/, the global mean variance of the eBCM is then

72
2(2“-1)62, (S18)
— dr

where the summation was truncated according to the truncation order of the data. Using the
estimated values of €y = 5.6+0.1 Wm™2 and 1o = 378+ 13 km to obtain ; = p/[1+ Aol (I+1)/a?],
the global mean STD of the eBCM is 26.6 + 0.5 W m™2, where the uncertainty is the one implied
by those of € and Ay assuming the two are uncorrelated.

Next, the total variance is best described in relation to Parseval’s theorem. With the above

conventions for the Spherical Harmonics and the Fourier transform, Parseval’s theorem is

o0 2 7T/2 1 oo o i A A
Lo /0 L/z FF*cos ¢ dp dA dt = gLo dw Y Y B (@, w). (519

1=0 m=—1
Or, using the discrete Fourier transform and truncating the series according to the truncation order

of the data

719 719 72

/271/ F,cos¢pdpdd = 0 Z Z Z E, (wn)F (wy), (S20)

n=0 1=0 m=—I

where each temporal window has 360 days with 2 samples per day for a total of 720 samples.
The left-hand side was estimated the same way as the global mean variance above. Aside from the
division by the surface area of the sphere, the only difference is that temporal samples are summed
over instead of averaged, suggesting that the total variance is simply proportional to the global
mean variance as confirmed below. The resulting total variance according to the left-hand side
is 8724 + 131 [W m~2]%. Having estimated the spectral coefficients as described above, the right-
hand side was simply calculated by summing over these coefficients. The resulting total variance
according to the right-hand side is 8626 + 130 [W m~2]2. In the main text, the average value of the
two estimates is reported (8675 + 130 [W m~2]?).

Using the analytic expression for the PSD in Eq. (4) of the main text to substitute on the
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right-hand side of Eq. (S19)), and truncating the series, the total variance of the eBCM is

1 00 72 [ 2627'1 72
— dw — L N1+ 1)é S21
27 Jow ;mzz_l szlz +1 ;( )€ (521)

Indeed, the total variance of the eBCM is simply 47 times the global mean variance. This is
another manifestation the fact that the angular variance is proportional to the frequency-averaged
PSD (see main text). Using the estimated values of € and Ay, the total variance of the eBCM is

8891 + 314 [Wm™2]2.

Statistical analysis

In the course of comparing the observed OLR with a realization of background, we wish to find
regions where the variance of the two differ. Ideally, one can use the eBCM to generate an ensemble
of realizations, and estimate the likelihood of the observed statistic occurring within this ensemble.
Yet, with climate-long realizations, doing so for each point on the globe can be computationally
taxing even with the simple eBCM. Instead, we use bootstrapping in order to compare the observed
OLR with one realization of the model. In addition to being more representative of the typical
modus operandi, this approach does not assume a priori that the samples are normally distributed
and does not require an estimation of the number of degrees of freedom. In the following, we
describe the analysis in physical space, used to compare the observed OLR variance with the
background realization in Fig. 1 of the main text. The same analysis was also used in spectral space

to compare the PSDs of the observed OLR and background realization in Fig. 3 (C,F) of the main

text.
Let SéLR and SgBCM denote the sample variance of the observed OLR and background real-
ization, respectively. The null hypothesis is S(Z)LR = SEBCM‘ As explained in the text, regions of

abnormally low variance are just as important as regions of abnormally high variance. Therefore,
the alternative hypothesis is S2

OLR and the significance
level is 0.001.

2 . . . 2 2
# SZpom- The test statistic is Sg; o / S seme
Recall that the data were divided into 59 windows of length 360 days. Therefore, the samples
in this case consists of the different windows. At each point on the globe we have 59 samples from
the OLR record and 59 samples from the background realization. These samples were combined to

form a series of length 118, from which 5000 bootstrap samples (of length 118 each) were generated
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by resampling uniformly with replacement. Next, for each bootstrap sample, the ratio S%/ S% was
calculated, where S% and S% are the sample variance of the first and last 59 readings. As the choice
of the numerator/denominator is arbitrary, the p-value was calculated as the fraction of samples
for which this ratio is greater than the test statistic, or smaller than its reciprocal. This process was
repeated for each point on the globe.

The Probability Distribution Functions (PDFs) of the bootstrap samples (light orange) are shown
in Fig. [S2] for 9 representative points. The test statistic and its reciprocal are marked by vertical
orange lines, and the more extreme values found in the bootstrap samples are emphasized (dark
orange). Except for panels (D, E, H), the test statistic and its reciprocal are outside of the shown
domain. In particular, except for panels (E, H), the p-value is less than 0.001, and the probability
of drawing more extreme values than the test statistic is negligible. In general, we find that the
p-values are less than 0.001 throughout most of the globe, except regions of transition between
high and low variability (Fig. 1 of the main text). The PDFs of the bootstrap samples follow an
F-distribution (black line), albeit with widely different and unpredictable degrees of freedom. This
finding provides reassurance that the chosen test statistic and the bootstrap method are appropriate

for comparing the variance of the observed OLR and background realization.

Supplementary Text
Statistically homogeneous and isotropic fields on the sphere

Due to its central role in the definition of the background and our analysis, we briefly introduce the
definition of statistical isotropy used here and relevant results. Let F'(f) denote a real random field
defined on the surface of a sphere, where £(41, ¢) = (cos ¢ cos A, cos ¢ sin A, sin ¢) is a spherical unit
vector. Suppose (F') = 0, where the angle brackets denote ensemble average, then F' is homogeneous

if its autocovariance between any two points £ and ' depends only on the angle between them, i.e.,
(F(R)F(F)) = p(F- 1), (522)

where p : [—1, 1] — R. More precisely, F is wide-sense homogeneous, as the above definition is
based solely on its second-order moment. The equivalent spectral space condition for homogeneity
is (31)

(F, Fri ) = 078110 S (S23)
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where o7 is an arbitrary /-dependent constant, and F, are the spectral coefficients of F in a
Spherical Harmonics expansion, i.e.,

l

F(f) = Z Z F, YI'(¥). (S24)
=0 [

While statistical homogeneity does not imply statistical isotropy in general, it does so on the
surface of a sphere, where, intuitively, translations and rotations are one and the same. Specifically,

if F is homogeneous according to Eq. (S22)), then its covariance is invariant under rotations, i.e.,
(F(RE)F(Rt')) = (F(R)F (1)), (825)

where R is a 3-dimensional rotation operator about the origin. Indeed, the equivalent spectral space
condition for homogeneity Eq. (S23)) is also the one used to define statistical isotropy in relation to

the cosmic microwave background power spectrum [e.g., (38)].

Spatiotemporal correlations

Unlike the temporal de/correlation, the spatial de/correlation in the eBCM is not described by an
e-folding scale (it is not an AR-1 or an OU process in space). Instead, as is shown in (27), the
spatial covariance, in frequency space, between two points on the sphere, distanced a central angle

0 apart, is
21+1)
dr

éResponse(COS 0, w) = Z él (w) Pi(cos ), (S26)

1=0
where C;(w) is the PSD given by Eq. (4) of the main text, and P;(cos 6) are the Legendre polynomials
of degree /. The analysis in (27) can also be used, with straightforward modifications, to compute

the spatial correlation associated with the forcing, yielding

2+ 1
QD)2 picost). (S27)

éForcing(COS 0) = Z A

1=0
Fig. shows a contour plot of the correlation implied by Eq. (S26), i.e.
C‘Response(cos 0)/ C’Response(l), as a function of the frequency on the ordinate and the geodesic
distance on the abscissa. The latter is scaled on Ay, so that a value of 6a/1gp = 1 corresponds to
one “decorrelation length”, about 400 km for the observed infrared background. For low frequen-

cies, the correlation after one decorrelation length is still substantial, about 0.6. Even after three
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decorrelation lengths (fa/1yp = 3) the correlation is non-negligible, about 0.1. In other words,
a correlation of 0.1 between two points distanced 1200 km apart can simply be associated with
long-period random noise. As the frequency increases, the correlation at a given distance decreases.
In other words, faster fluctuations decorrelate faster. In particular, for w = 1 cpd, which represents
our Nyquist frequency, the correlation after one decorrelation length is negligible. For comparison,
the correlation associated with the forcing is shown in panel (B). For low frequencies, the forcing
decorrelates faster than the response at any given distance, whereas, for high frequencies the forcing
decorrelates faster than the response only in the vicinity of 8 = 0. Still, even at high frequencies the

two are well separated.
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Figure S1: Realized power spectra. Same as Fig. 2 of the main text, but for a random realization
of the eBCM, obtained by solving its spectral space version (S4) as an /-dependent Ornstein—
Uhlenbeck (OU) process (orange). For comparison, the power spectra estimated from OLR obser-
vations is also shown (black lines, same as in Fig. 2 of the main text). The figure confirms that the
realized background has the desired power spectra, and provides a sense of the effects of spectral

leakage associated with the analysis and the finite sampling.
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Figure S2: Bootstrap statistics. The Probability Distribution Functions (PDFs) of the bootstrap

samples (light orange) at 9 representative points. The test statistic and its reciprocal are marked by

vertical orange lines, and the more extreme values found in the bootstrap samples are emphasized

(dark orange). Except for panels (D, E, H), the test statistic and its reciprocal are outside of the

shown domain.
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Figure S3: Spatial correlation. Contour plots of the spatial correlation as a function of the
frequency on the ordinate and the geodesic distance on the abscissa. The latter is scaled on Ag, so
that a value of fa/Ay = 1 corresponds to one decorrelation length, about 400 km for the observed
infrared background. (A) The spatial correlation of the response implied by Eq. (S26). (B) The
spatial correlation of the forcing implied by Eq. (S27).
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