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Allowable carbon emissions lowered by multiple
climate targets
Marco Steinacher1,2, Fortunat Joos1,2 & Thomas F. Stocker1,2

Climate targets are designed to inform policies that would limit the
magnitude and impacts of climate change caused by anthropogenic
emissions of greenhouse gases and other substances. The target
that is currently recognized by most world governments1 places a
limit of two degrees Celsius on the global mean warming since
preindustrial times. This would require large sustained reductions
in carbon dioxide emissions during the twenty-first century and
beyond2–4. Such a global temperature target, however, is not suffi-
cient to control many other quantities, such as transient sea level
rise5, ocean acidification6,7 and net primary production on land8,9.
Here, using an Earth system model of intermediate complexity
(EMIC) in an observation-informed Bayesian approach, we show
that allowable carbon emissions are substantially reduced when mul-
tiple climate targets are set. We take into account uncertainties in
physical and carbon cycle model parameters, radiative efficiencies10,
climate sensitivity11 and carbon cycle feedbacks12,13 along with a
large set of observational constraints. Within this framework, we
explore a broad range of economically feasible greenhouse gas sce-
narios from the integrated assessment community14–17 to deter-
mine the likelihood of meeting a combination of specific global
and regional targets under various assumptions. For any given
likelihood of meeting a set of such targets, the allowable cumulative
emissions are greatly reduced from those inferred from the tempe-
rature target alone. Therefore, temperature targets alone are unable
to comprehensively limit the risks from anthropogenic emissions.

The ultimate objective of the United Nations Framework Conven-
tion on Climate Change (UNFCCC) is the ‘‘stabilization of greenhouse
gas concentrations in the atmosphere at a level that would prevent
dangerous anthropogenic interference with the climate system’’18. This
goal is commonly expressed as a global mean temperature target, most
notably the 2 uC temperature limit1. Yet the ‘‘climate system’’ within
the UNFCCC refers to ‘‘the totality of the atmosphere, hydrosphere,
biosphere and geosphere and their interactions’’, and the broad objec-
tive specified in Article 2 of ref. 18 also covers the sustainability of ecosys-
tems and food production. This objective thus cannot be encapsulated
in one single target but may require multiple global and regional targets.
Various variables essential to the habitability of Earth are discussed8,19,20,
including climate change, sea level rise, ocean acidification, biodiversity
loss, land-use change, and terrestrial net primary production (NPP).
For policy-makers it is crucial to link these targets quantitatively to
anthropogenic greenhouse gas emissions. Probabilistic methods21,22

can be used to account for uncertainties along the cause-and-effect
chain from targets to emissions (Methods) and to provide results in
terms of probability distribution functions.

For this study we define six target variables and four limits for each
target that attempt to reflect levels of comparable stringency (Methods,
Table 1). We stress their illustrative nature and that these choices may
be refined in a dialogue with stakeholders. Two variables quantify phy-
sical changes in the climate system: the traditional global mean surface
air temperature increase above preindustrial levels (DSAT) and steric
sea level rise (SSLR). Two ocean acidification targets are defined in
terms of area fractions. The first, ASO, is the fraction of the Southern
Ocean surface area that undergoes a transition from supersaturation to
undersaturation with respect to aragonitic calcium carbonate (Varag , 1,
Methods), where sea water becomes corrosive to aragonitic shells
of marine organisms6,7,23,24. The second, AV . 3, represents the loss of
the global ocean surface area with at least threefold supersaturation
(Varag . 3), commonly associated with coral reef habitats25–27. The
third pair of targets addresses impacts on the terrestrial biosphere that
could potentially affect food production and ecosystem services9,28:
CNPP .10% is the fraction of the global cropland area that suffers from
substantial local NPP reductions (.10% relative to 2005 AD), and
Ccarbon loss is the percentage of carbon lost from cropland soils since
2005. The response of the selected target variables and their associated
uncertainties are illustrated with emission-driven simulations under
the lowest (representative concentration pathway RCP2.6) and high-
est (RCP8.5) scenarios14 used in the IPCC’s Fifth Assessment Report
(Supplementary Fig. 1, Methods).

To quantify the allowable emissions compatible with the defined tar-
gets we ran the observationally constrained model ensemble (Methods,
Supplementary Figs 2 and 3) for a set of 55 greenhouse-gas concen-
tration pathways that represent a wide range of economically plausible
scenarios14–17 (Fig. 1, Methods, Supplementary Table 3, Supplemen-
tary Fig. 4). We characterize the scenarios by the atmospheric CO2

concentration, [CO2]2100, and the radiative forcing from non-CO2

agents in the year 2100 (RFNC
2100) and interpolate the target variables

between the individual scenarios to sample the full two-dimensional
scenario space ([CO2]2100, RFNC

2100) spanned by the 55 scenarios for
each of the 1,069 model configurations (Supplementary Fig. 5, Methods).

We then calculate the probabilities of not exceeding the defined
limits for the scenario space (Fig. 2), considering uncertainties in
physical and carbon-cycle parameters (Methods). Here we focus on

1Climate and Environmental Physics, University of Bern, 3012 Bern, Switzerland. 2Oeschger Centre for Climate Change Research, University of Bern, 3012 Bern, Switzerland.

Table 1 | Target variables and limits
Target variable (annual mean) Target set number Units

1 2 3 4

DSAT Global mean SAT increase since 1800 1.5 2 3 4 uC
SSLR Steric sea level rise since 1800 20 40 60 80 cm
ASO Aragonite undersaturation of Southern Ocean surface 5 10 25 50 Percentage of area south of 50 uS
AV . 3 Global loss of surface waters with Varag . 3 60 75 90 100 Percentage of area in 1800
CNPP .10% Cropland area with NPP losses .10% 5 10 20 30 Percentage of crop area in 2005
Ccarbon loss Global soil carbon loss on croplands 5 10 20 30 Percentage of soil carbon in 2005

The targets are applied either for the time horizon of the twenty-first century or for years 2000–2300.
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target set 3 (results for all target sets are shown in Supplementary Figs
6–13). DSAT and SSLR increase with both CO2 and with non-CO2

radiative forcing (RFNC), resulting in slanted isolines of equal proba-
bility. Depending on the concurrent non-CO2 radiative forcing, CO2

must not exceed 550–870 p.p.m. to be considered ‘likely’ (.66%) to
stay below the DSAT limit of 3 uC by 2100 (Fig. 2a). In contrast, it is
extremely likely (.95%) that SSLR will not exceed 60 cm in any of the
considered scenarios by 2100 (Fig. 2b). On longer timescales, however,
the probability of exceeding the SSLR limits increases significantly
(Supplementary Fig. 10). Ocean acidification is mainly driven by the
CO2 increase (vertical isolines in Figs 2c, d and Supplementary Fig. 5).
It is likely that aragonite undersaturation is limited to 25% of the Sou-
thern Ocean surface by 2100 if CO2 stays below 625 p.p.m. (Fig. 2c).
The goal to preserve surface waters with Varag . 3 proves harder to
achieve. It is unlikely (,33%) that less than 90% of these waters are lost
during this century in scenarios with [CO2]2100 . 550 p.p.m. (Fig. 2d).
The two cropland targets are less directly connected to [CO2]2100 and
RFNC

2100 (Supplementary Fig. 5). For CNPP .10%, we find higher values

in scenarios with very low CO2 than in scenarios with higher CO2 levels
but relatively low RFNC. This is explained by the partially opposed
effects of CO2-fertilization and climate change on NPP. Similar to
SSLR, it is unlikely that the limits of set 3 are exceeded during this
century for these variables (Fig. 2e, f), but the probabilities of exceed-
ing the limits increase beyond 2100 (Supplementary Figs 1 and 12).

Allowable cumulative twenty-first-century fossil-fuel CO2 emis-
sions (Eff) are diagnosed by closing the carbon budget for each con-
centration pathway and model ensemble member (Methods). We first
examine the allowable emissions that are likely (.66%) to be compa-
tible with the limits defined in set 3 (Fig. 3). The criterion of not exceed-
ing the limits is applied to the time horizons 2000–2100 and 2000–2300
under the assumption of stabilizing CO2 and RFNC by 2150 (Supplemen-
tary Fig. 4 and Methods). The AV . 3target is the most restrictive in this
set, and the corresponding ensemble mean Eff are around 625 gigatons
of carbon (GtC), independent of the time horizon. Up to 2100 and for
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Figure 1 | Flowchart illustrating the applied methodology. First, an
ensemble of model configurations is generated from prior distributions of
model parameters (Supplementary Table 1, Supplementary Fig. 2). Then the
ensemble is constrained by 26 observational data sets (Supplementary Table 2,
Supplementary Fig. 3) by calculating a skill score (Sm) for each ensemble
member. In the next step, the constrained model ensemble is run into the future
under multiple greenhouse gas scenarios (Supplementary Table 3,
Supplementary Fig. 4). Finally, probability distributions of allowable CO2

emissions are calculated from the simulation results for the defined
targets (Table 1).
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Figure 2 | Probabilities of staying below the targets defined in set 3 up to
year 2100. (Results for all target sets are provided in the Supplementary
Information.) Dark (light) brown shadings indicate low (high) probability of
meeting the listed target for a given point in the scenario space defined by
[CO2]2100 and RFNC

2100. The symbols indicate the ensemble average of the
target variables (scale bars in each panel; maximum in the twenty-first century;
see Supplementary Fig. 5). The representative concentration pathway (RCP,
stars), Energy Modeling Forum (EMF-21, circles), and Greenhouse Gas
Initiative (GGI, diamonds) scenarios include all major anthropogenic forcings,
whereas the Asia Modelling Exercise (AME, squares) scenarios are less
complete and we make conservative assumptions for aerosol emissions, which
results in very low RFNC.
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moderate to high RFNC
2100, the 3 uC temperature and ASO limits yield

similar emissions of 750–1,200 GtC and 975 GtC, respectively. Which
limit is the more restrictive depends on RFNC

2100 in this case (Fig. 3a).
For the very low RFNC

2100 assumed in the Asia Modelling Exercise
(AME) scenarios (see Methods), Eff are significantly higher for the
3 uC target than for the other targets and range up to 1,600 GtC. On the
longer timescale, DSAT becomes more important and approaches the
AV . 3 limit (Fig. 3b). The SSLR and Ccarbon loss limits are only relevant
on the longer timescale, and CNPP .10% is insignificant for determining
Eff for target set 3.

A crucial question is what implications arise if we require that mul-
tiple limits must not be exceeded at the same time. Generally, Eff are
lower for the combined multi-targets than for the most restrictive single
limit, particularly in the long term (Fig. 3b). Therefore, if CO2 were
stabilized at about 500 p.p.m. by 2100, each target in set 3 would—by
itself—be likely to be met, even up to 2300. Meeting all targets simulta-
neously, however, is less probable and is only achieved for [CO2]2100 ,

490 6 20 p.p.m. when considering the 2000–2100 period, and for
[CO2]2100 , 460 6 20 p.p.m. in the long term. This is related to the inter-
dependence of target variables. If, for example, a certain model con-
figuration simulates a weak oceanic CO2 uptake and a low climate
sensitivity, it is likely that surface ocean acidification is enhanced
owing to the relatively high CO2 in that model, whereas the tempera-
ture increase remains relatively small due to the low climate sensiti-
vity. Hence, this specific model contributes below-average DSAT and
above-average ocean acidification to the corresponding probability
distribution functions of Eff for the two targets. Therefore, it will con-
tribute to higher Eff for the DSAT target and to lower Eff for the ocean
acidification target, if the probability distribution functions are evalu-
ated independently. Likewise, another model with relatively highDSAT
might be at the high end of the Eff probability distribution function for
the ocean acidification target. If, however, the probability distribution
function of Eff for meeting all targets simultaneously is considered, it is
likely that the contribution from each of these individual models will
be the respective lower value, that is, the Eff given by the ocean acidi-
fication and DSAT targets for the first and second model, respectively.

All four multi-target sets yield significantly lower Eff than the corres-
ponding temperature target or any of the other targets in the set alone
(Fig. 4, Supplementary Table 4). DSAT is the most limiting target only

at the low end of the emission ranges and for low targets or high proba-
bilities (Fig. 4 and Supplementary Fig. 14). For the most part, other
targets (most notably OAV . 3; Supplementary Figs 15 and 16) are
more limiting and Eff inferred from the temperature target alone would
be too optimistic. The implied limits on the other target variables given
by the temperature targets alone are listed in Supplementary Table 5.
The requirement to meet all targets simultaneously further reduces Eff

considerably as explained above. For target set 3, the average Eff values
at the 66% (90%) likelihood level are 40% (26%) lower for the multi-
target than for the 3 uC temperature target when excluding the AME
scenarios with very low RFNC

2100 (Fig. 4). Eff for the multi-target sets
depend on the specific combination of the individual targets. When
combining the temperature targets with additional targets from more
(or less) stringent sets, the resulting reduction of Eff is bigger (or smaller).
Nevertheless, we still find a considerable reduction for most combina-
tions, except when combining either of the low 1.5 uC or 2 uC temper-
ature targets with the least ambitious additional targets from set 4
(Supplementary Figs 17 and 18).

Meeting the multi-target 1 is very unlikely (,10%) if Eff exceed
360 6 40 GtC (mean and minimum–maximum range from RFNC-
scenario uncertainty; Supplementary Fig. 14), although it becomes likely
to meet the 1.5 uC target (which is part of set 1) at this range of emis-
sions (Fig. 4 and Supplementary Fig. 14). Similarly, it is unlikely that
multi-target 2 can be met if Eff exceed 470 6 80 GtC, while it is still
likely to meet the 2 uC target in 2100 if they stay below 570z180

{210 GtC.
That means that for emissions on the order of RCP2.6 it becomes likely
that global warming can be limited to 2 uC, but at the same time there is
a considerable risk that at least one of the other limits of target set
2 is exceeded. To be likely to meet multi-targets 1 and 2, we estimate
(Methods) that Eff must remain below 180–270 GtC and 290–350 GtC,
respectively. Multi-target 3 is likely to be met for Eff below 550z59

{90 GtC,
which is at the high end of the emission-range for RCP2.6 (Fig. 4). Multi-
target 4 is likely to be met if Eff stay below 1,060z140

{120 GtC, a range that
covers the high and low ends of RCP4.5 and RCP6.0, respectively.

Our results show that including additional targets along with the con-
ventional global temperature limits can considerably reduce the allow-
able CO2 emissions. In particular, ocean acidification limits pose strong
constraints on CO2 emissions and reduce the scenario uncertainty with
respect to RFNC (Methods), which suggests that CO2 targets should be
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Figure 3 | Allowable cumulative fossil-fuel CO2 emissions for target set 3
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(b). The red line represents the multi-target 3, that is, the requirement of
meeting all targets simultaneously, which requires smaller cumulative
emissions than any of the individual targets. The aberration in Eff around
RCP4.5 (at [CO2]2100 5 575 p.p.m.) is due to different land-use
assumptions (Methods).

LETTER RESEARCH

0 0 M O N T H 2 0 1 3 | V O L 0 0 0 | N A T U R E | 3

Macmillan Publishers Limited. All rights reserved©2013



treated separately from other greenhouse gases in policy frameworks.
In probabilistic assessments it is not sufficient to choose only the most
limiting target from a set. Instead, all targets should be taken into account
simultaneously. Clearly, multiple socio-economically relevant, global
and region-specific targets need to be considered in combination when
the risks associated with anthropogenic emissions of CO2 and other
climate agents are to be assessed correctly on global to regional scales.
Our results are based on ensemble simulations with an EMIC, a limited
number of emission scenarios, and an illustrative set of targets. For
future assessments, stakeholders should define relevant target varia-
bles and agree on limits for acceptable risks associated with environ-
mental changes caused by anthropogenic emissions. We have shown
that including additional targets would probably lead to even more
stringent emission reductions than reported here. Similar studies with
more comprehensive Earth system models should be carried out to
include more regional and impact-related targets, such as extreme
events like flooding, heat waves, or droughts.

METHODS SUMMARY
We apply our EMIC, the University of Bern three-dimensional Earth system model44

with Lund-Potsdam-Jena dynamic global vegetation47 (Bern3D-LPJ), in a proba-
bilistic framework as depicted in Fig. 1. The model features a three-dimensional
dynamic ocean, two-dimensional atmosphere, and a comprehensive terrestrial
biosphere component with dynamic vegetation, permafrost, peatland, and land-
use modules. Following a Bayesian approach we first generate a 5,000-member
ensemble of model configurations by varying nineteen key model parameters (Sup-
plementary Table 1 and Supplementary Fig. 2). To reduce uncertainties, we exploit
a broad set of observation-based data to constrain the model ensemble to realiza-
tions that are compatible with observations. The data set combines information
from satellite, ship-based, ice-core, and in situ measurements and includes esti-
mates of surface air temperature change, ocean heat uptake, seasonal and decadal
atmospheric CO2 change and ocean and land carbon uptake rates, seven physical
and biogeochemical three-dimensional ocean tracer fields, as well as land carbon
stocks, fluxes, and fraction of absorbed radiation (Supplementary Table 2 and
Supplementary Fig. 3). Thus, both the mean state and transient responses in space

and time are probed. The constrained model ensemble is then run for a set of 55
greenhouse-gas scenarios. These are economically feasible multi-gas emission
trajectories14–17 spanning from high business-as-usual to low mitigation pathways
that require negative CO2 emissions by the end of the century (Supplementary
Fig. 4). The AME scenarios do not include aerosol emissions and we conserva-
tively assume constant aerosol emissions at the level of year 2005, which results in
very low RFNC. To derive the allowable emissions for the targets, we interpolate the
simulation results in the two-dimensional scenario space ([CO2]2100, RFNC

2100)
and determine the contour lines that correspond to the defined target values.
From the maximum, minimum, and average emissions along these contour lines
we obtain the allowable emissions (mean and RFNC-scenario uncertainty range)
for each ensemble member. Finally, we calculate the probability distributions of
the allowable emissions from the constrained ensemble.

Full Methods and any associated references are available in the online version of
the paper.
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16. Grübler, A. et al. Integrated assessment of uncertainties in greenhouse gas
emissions and their mitigation: introduction and overview. Technol. Forecast. Soc.
74, 873–886 (2007).

17. Calvin, K. et al. The role of Asia in mitigating climate change: results from the Asia
modeling exercise. Energy Econ. 34 (3), S251–S260 (2012).

18. United Nations. United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change
Document FCCC/INFORMAL/84 GE. 05–62220 (E) 200705; http://unfccc.int/
resource/docs/convkp/conveng.pdf (1992).

19. IPCC. ClimateChange2007:Synthesis Report. Contribution ofWorkingGroups I, II and III
to the Fourth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change
http://www.ipcc.ch/publications_and_data/ar4/syr/en/contents.html (IPCC, 2007).

20. Rockström, J.et al.Asafeoperatingspace forhumanity.Nature461,472–475(2009).
21. Rougier, J. Probabilistic inference for future climate using an ensemble of climate

model evaluations. Clim. Change 81, 247–264 (2007).
22. Tomassini,L.etal.Uncertaintyandrisk inclimateprojectionsfor the21stcentury:com-

paring mitigation to non-intervention scenarios. Clim. Change 103, 399–422 (2010).
23. Doney, S. C., Fabry, V. J., Feely, R. A. & Kleypas, J. A. Ocean acidification: the other

CO2 problem. Annu. Rev. Mar. Sci. 1, 169–192 (2009).
24. Fabry, V. J., McClintock, J. B., Mathis, J. T. & Grebmeier, J. M. Ocean acidification at

high latitudes: the bellwether. Oceanography 22, 160–171 (2009).

25. Kleypas, J. A. et al. Geochemical consequences of increased atmospheric carbon
dioxide on coral reefs. Science 284, 118–120 (1999).

26. Hoegh-Guldberg, O. et al. Coral reefs under rapid climate change and ocean
acidification. Science 318, 1737–1742 (2007).

27. Yara, Y. et al. Ocean acidification limits temperature-induced poleward expansion
of coral habitats around Japan. Biogeosciences 9, 4955–4968 (2012).

28. Powlson, D. S. et al. Soil management in relation to sustainable agriculture and
ecosystem services. Food Policy 36, S72–S87 (2011).

29. Boden, T. & Andres, B. Global CO2 emissions from fossil-fuel burning, cement
manufacture, and gas flaring: 1751–2009. Data set. (Carbon Dioxide Information
Analysis Center, Oak Ridge National Laboratory, 2012); http://cdiac.ornl.gov/ftp/
ndp030/global.1751_2009.ems.

Supplementary Information is available in the online version of the paper.

Acknowledgements We thank T. Kaminski for providing the Global Atmospheric
Tracer Model (TM2) transport matrices, J. M. Lyman, H. Keith, and S. Gerber for
providing observational data sets, R. Spahni, R. Roth, S. Ritz, B. Stocker and
K. Strassmann for discussions and help with the model code, and K. Bieri for the IT
support. We are grateful to the modelling teams participating in the EMF-21,
International Institute for Applied Systems Analysis (IIASA) GGI, and AME projects for
providing scenario data, and to the EMIC AR5 and coupled model intercomparison
(CMIP5) projects for providing model forcing data sets. This project was funded by the
Swiss National Science Foundation and the European Project on Ocean Acidification
(EPOCA 211384) and the European Project CARBOCHANGE (264879) which both
received funding from the European Commission’s Seventh Framework Programme
(FP7/20072013).

Author Contributions All authors contributed to designing the research and
interpreting the results. M.S. ran the climate model, assembled the observational data
sets, and performed the statistical analysis. M.S. wrote the paper with inputs from F.J.
and T.F.S.

Author Information Reprints and permissions information is available at
www.nature.com/reprints. The authors declare no competing financial interests.
Readers are welcome to comment on the online version of the paper. Correspondence
and requests formaterials shouldbeaddressed toM.S. (steinacher@climate.unibe.ch).

LETTER RESEARCH

0 0 M O N T H 2 0 1 3 | V O L 0 0 0 | N A T U R E | 5

Macmillan Publishers Limited. All rights reserved©2013

http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/convkp/conveng.pdf
http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/convkp/conveng.pdf
http://www.ipcc.ch/publications_and_data/ar4/syr/en/contents.html
http://cdiac.ornl.gov/ftp/ndp030/global.1751_2009.ems
http://cdiac.ornl.gov/ftp/ndp030/global.1751_2009.ems
www.nature.com/doifinder/10.1038/nature12269
www.nature.com/reprints
www.nature.com/doifinder/10.1038/nature12269
mailto:steinacher@climate.unibe.ch


METHODS
Target selection. The conventional global mean temperature increase is a straight-
forward metric for climate change because it comes relatively early in the causal
chain from emissions to impacts, just after translating emissions to concentrations
and radiative forcing. As such, this metric sometimes also stands for impacts that
are associated with global warming but are more difficult to assess directly. Yet it
represents other anthropogenic impacts only to a limited degree. SSLR, for exam-
ple, is strongly connected to global warming but shows a delayed response owing
to the relatively slow vertical mixing of heat into the ocean interior. Sea level conti-
nues to rise even after stabilization of surface temperatures5, and thus global mean
temperature is not a suitable metric for the committed sea level change before equi-
librium in SSLR is reached. An even more obvious example for the limited validity
of global mean temperature as a metric for anthropogenic disturbance is ocean acidi-
fication from the uptake of CO2, which is a direct geochemical effect of increased
atmospheric CO2 concentrations and is largely independent of climate change in
most regions6,7. As a consequence it has been suggested to incorporate indicators
of both climate change and ocean acidification in a common policy framework
such as the UNFCCC30. Various other variables essential to the habitability of
Earth have also been proposed8,20, including biodiversity loss, land-use change
and terrestrial NPP. In the light of these considerations, we define six illustrative
global change target variables and four limits for each target (Table 1), which are
described below.
Physical targets. Two variables quantify physical changes in the climate system,
that is, the traditional global mean surface air temperature increase above prein-
dustrial (1800 AD) levels (DSAT) of 1.5–4 uC and steric sea level rise (SSLR) of 20–
80 cm. We note that SSLR does not include contributions from other sources such
as melting glaciers and ice sheets because this is not simulated by the EMIC applied
here. SSLR is estimated to contribute about 40% of the observed total sea level rise
from 1972 to 2008 with a decreasing proportion as the ice contributions increase31.
We illustrate the response of the selected target variables and their associated uncer-
tainties with emission-driven ensemble simulations under the RCP2.6 and RCP8.5
scenarios14 and their extensions32 to 2300 (Supplementary Fig. 1). These scenarios
are the lowest and the highest of the four representative concentration pathways
(RCP) defined in preparation of the IPCC’s Fifth Assessment Report. Uncertainties
in the response of the carbon cycle, most notably the CO2 absorption of the oceans
and the release of carbon from soils, introduce uncertainties in simulated atmos-
pheric CO2 concentrations that increase considerably with higher emissions and
in the long term (Supplementary Fig. 1a). The uncertainties in CO2 add up with
the weakly constrained climate sensitivity and produce a relatively large range in
DSAT by 2100. Somewhat more than half of the distribution exceeds the 4 uC limit
by 2100 under RCP8.5, while a small fraction projects a DSAT of 2–3 uC. In the
RCP2.6 scenario, more than half of the distribution exceeds 1.5 uC but not 2 uC
(Supplementary Fig. 1b). SSLR shows a similar but delayed response due to the
thermal inertia of the oceans. Recent estimates of DSAT (ref. 11) and SSLR (ref. 5)
are mostly compatible with our results but are somewhat higher for RCP8.5, parti-
cularly in the long term (Supplementary Fig. 1b, c).
Ocean acidification targets. A common metric for ocean acidification is the satu-
ration state of sea water with respect to aragonite (Varag; ref. 23), a mineral form of
calcium carbonate. We define two ocean acidification targets in terms of area frac-
tions. The first, ASO, is the fraction of the Southern Ocean surface area that under-
goes a transition from supersaturation to undersaturation (Varag , 1; annual mean),
which means that sea water becomes corrosive to aragonitic shells of marine
organisms23,24. The selected limits for this target variable range from 5% to 50%.
High-latitude waters have a naturally low saturation state and thus are generally
most prone to undersaturation6,7,33. The second ocean acidification target, OAV . 3,
addresses areas with high saturation states (Varag . 3) that are mainly found in the
tropics and subtropics, and are commonly associated with coral reef habitats25,26.
Following this broad characterization, we define this variable as the percentage of
the global ocean surface area with Varag . 3 that has been lost since preindustrial
times, and select limits from 60% to 100%. Many corals show a reduction in calci-
fication rates with decreasing Varag over the range 2 , Varag , 4 (ref. 34), and
laboratory experiments with one species have found negative net calcification for
Varag , 2.8 (ref. 35). The calcification response among species, however, is highly
variable and probably depends on the interactive effects of ocean acidification and
other environmental factors36,37. Ocean acidification and warming are concurrent
stressors to corals, which motivates a combination of ocean acidification and tem-
perature targets27,38. The simulations under the RCP8.5 and RCP2.6 scenarios
illustrate that the responses of the selected surface ocean acidification variables
depend mostly on CO2 and the rate of ocean CO2 uptake. They can be characterized
as relatively fast transitions that are reversible to some extent when anthropogenic
emissions remain low and CO2 decreases, as is the case in RCP2.6 (Supplementary
Fig. 1d, e). In RCP2.6, the Southern Ocean surface remains supersaturated in most
simulations and the median Varag . 3 area loss peaks at 60% with a considerable

uncertainty. Under RCP8.5, half of the ensemble distribution projects that the
entire surface of the Southern Ocean becomes undersaturated by 2100 and that
virtually no surface waters with Varag . 3 exist after 2050 and until the end of the
simulation. As shown earlier39, ocean acidification changes in the deep ocean and
in the surface ocean from business-as-usual carbon emissions during the twenty-
first century remain irreversible on human time scales.
Cropland targets. The third pair of targets addresses impacts on the terrestrial
biosphere that could potentially affect food production and ecosystem services.
The first is the fraction of the global cropland area that suffers from substantial
local net primary production (NPP) reductions (.10% relative to 2005 AD), denoted
CNPP .10%. We note that our model generally projects an increase in crop NPP on
the global average for most scenarios. NPP changes, however, are spatially very
heterogeneous, and our metric is chosen to capture potential negative impacts on
regional food production9, although the global productivity might increase. The
second terrestrial target variable is the percentage of carbon lost from cropland soils
since the year 2005 (Ccarbon loss). In contrast to NPP changes, simulated changes
are approximately homogeneous (in relative terms) and can be used as a global
metric. Changes in soil carbon content can have large impacts on soil properties
that are relevant to ecosystem functioning and crop growth28. Land that is con-
verted from natural vegetation to cropland after 2005 is not included in these metrics.
The selected limits range from 5% to 30% for both cropland targets (Table 1). The
cropland targets are affected by a series of processes which introduce considerable
uncertainties (Supplementary Fig. 1f, g). Changes in NPP depend on the interplay
of changes in temperature, precipitation and CO2 fertilization. The large climatic
changes in RCP8.5 are accompanied by CO2 fertilization, which explains the fact
that the median area with NPP losses is smaller in RCP8.5 than in RCP2.6. Owing
to the large uncertainties in RCP8.5, there is, however, still a substantial probability
of high losses. The amount of carbon lost from cropland soils generally increases
with higher temperatures but is also associated with considerable uncertainties
(Supplementary Fig. 1g).
Probabilistic approach. Connecting climate targets to allowable emissions is chal-
lenging because it involves several steps along the cause-and-effect chain which all
include uncertainties. First, the translation of carbon emissions to atmospheric
concentrations is complicated by uncertainties in the response of the carbon cycle
such as the release of carbon from mineral, peat and permafrost soils in a warmer
climate12, CO2-fertilization of plants40, anthropogenic land-use interactions41 or
the evolution of the oceanic carbon sink13. In the next step, the weakly constrained
climate sensitivity11 and radiative forcing from aerosols10 likewise hamper the
robust prediction of global temperature changes for a given atmospheric com-
position. Other processes further down the chain, such as agricultural producti-
vity, typically depend on multiple environmental variables and are accordingly
associated with larger uncertainties. Probabilistic methods can be used to account
for these uncertainties and to provide results in terms of probability distribution
functions21,22. Here we apply our EMIC—the University of Bern three-dimensional
Earth system model with Lund-Potsdam-Jena dynamic global vegetation (Bern3D-
LPJ)—in a Bayesian framework to quantify allowable carbon emissions for mul-
tiple targets as depicted in Fig. 1 and described below.
Bern3D-LPJ model parameter sampling. The Bern3D-LPJ model features a
three-dimensional dynamic ocean42,43 including sea-ice44, a single-layer energy and
moisture balance model of the atmosphere44,45, and a comprehensive terrestrial
biosphere component with dynamic vegetation46, permafrost, peatland47 and land-
use41 modules (Supplementary Information). We generate a 5,000-member ensem-
ble from the prior distributions of 19 key model parameters (Supplementary
Fig. 2, Supplementary Table 1) using the Latin hypercube sampling method48.
The prior distributions are selected such that the median matches the standard
model configuration and the standard deviation is a quarter of the plausible
parameter range based on literature and/or expert judgement (Supplementary
Information). The perturbed model parameters affect terrestrial photosynthesis,
hydrology, vegetation dynamics, soil organic matter decomposition and turnover,
diffusivities in atmosphere and ocean, atmosphere–ocean gas transfer, the radia-
tive forcing from greenhouse gases and aerosols, as well as the nominal climate
sensitivity of the model.
Observational constraints. To reduce uncertainties, we exploit a broad set of
observation-based data to constrain the model ensemble to realizations that are
compatible with observations. The data set combines information from satellite,
ship-based, ice-core and in situ measurements and includes estimates of surface air
temperature change, ocean heat uptake, seasonal and decadal atmospheric CO2

change and ocean and land carbon uptake rates, seven physical and biogeoche-
mical three-dimensional ocean tracer fields, as well as land carbon stocks, fluxes
and fraction of absorbed radiation (Fig. 1, Supplementary Table 2, Supplementary
Fig. 3). Thus, both the mean state and transient responses in space and time are
probed. The model ensemble is run over the historical period (1800–2010) driven
by reconstructed historical CO2 emissions, the radiative forcing from additional
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greenhouse gases, anthropogenic and volcanic aerosols, maps of anthropogenic
land cover changes, as well as changes in solar irradiance and orbital forcing. From
the simulation results (‘mod’) and the large set of observational (‘obs’) constraints
we assign a score to each ensemble member, 1 # m #5,000:
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� �2

s2
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@
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This likelihood-type function basically corresponds to a Gaussian distribution of
the data-model discrepancy (Xmod

m {Xobs) with zero mean and variance s2, which
represents the combined model and observational error (Supplementary
Information). The overbar indicates that the error-weighted data-model discre-
pancy is first averaged over all data points of each observational variable (volume-
or area-weighted) and then aggregated in a hierarchical structure by averaging
variables belonging to the same group (Supplementary Information, Supplemen-
tary Fig. 3, Supplementary Table 2). Cross-correlation of errors is not considered
owing to computational and methodological limitations. Finally, the total score
SmSm is normalized to one. Ensemble members with very low scores are excluded
from the scenario simulations to reduce the computational cost. The reduced
ensemble with 1,069 members fully represents the 5,000-member ensemble within
an error of ,1% (Supplementary Information).
Greenhouse-gas scenarios. The constrained model ensemble is run for a set of 55
greenhouse-gas scenarios from the integrated assessment community. The result-
ing set of about 59,000 simulations permits us to quantify the allowable CO2

emissions compatible with the targets defined in this study. Thus we focus on
economically feasible multi-gas emission trajectories spanning a large range from
high business-as-usual pathways to low mitigation pathways that require negative
CO2 emissions by the end of the century (Supplementary Table 3 and Supplemen-
tary Fig. 4). These scenarios include the four RCPs (ref. 14) and 22 scenarios from
the EMF-21 project15, which served as a basis for the RCP selection. In addition,
the scenario set comprises 29 ‘post-RCP’ scenarios from the GGI16 of IIASA, and
23 scenarios from the AME17 (Supplementary Table 3). For these simulations, we
prescribe CO2 and RFNC derived from the emission scenarios (Supplementary
Information). Fossil-fuel CO2 emissions are translated to concentration pathways
in a simulation with prescribed CO2 emissions and standard model parameters.
RFNC is modelled following ref. 49 with radiative efficiencies and lifetimes updated
according to ref. 10. The AME scenarios, however, are less complete because they
do not provide emission paths for aerosols and some minor greenhouse gases. To
include these scenarios in our framework, we chose the most conservative approach
by assuming constant aerosol emissions at the level of the year 2005 (radiative
forcing of 21.17 W m–2) and neglecting the forcing from the missing additional
greenhouse gases, which implies a significant cooling effect continued into the
future (Supplementary Fig. 4f). Following the approach of ref. 32 for RCP4.5 and
RCP6.0, we extend the scenarios from 2100 to 2300 by stabilizing CO2 and RFNC

by 2150 (Supplementary Fig. 4).
Allowable emissions. Fossil-fuel CO2 emissions are diagnosed in the Bern3D-LPJ
model by closing the global carbon budget for each concentration pathway and
ensemble member. These emissions do not include emissions from land-use
changes which are simulated internally by the model41. To derive the allowable
carbon emissions for the defined targets, we first interpolate the results for each
ensemble member in the two-dimensional space ([CO2]2100, RFNC

2100) between
the 55 scenarios using ordinary kriging50. This method is appropriate owing to the
relatively simple relation between ([CO2]2100, RFNC

2100) and the target variables
for an individual ensemble member (Supplementary Fig. 5). Then we determine
the contour lines in the interpolated fields that correspond to the defined target
values. From the maximum, minimum and average emissions along these contour
lines we obtain the allowable emissions (mean and RFNC-scenario uncertainty
range) for each ensemble member. Finally, we calculate the probability distri-
bution of the allowable carbon emissions from the ensemble and the weights Sm

(Supplementary Information). We note that the range of considered scenarios is
limited at the low end, implying that allowable emissions cannot be determined
adequately for low targets and high confidence levels that require very low emis-
sions that are hardly covered even by the most stringent mitigation scenarios
included in our large set. This is the case for the multi-target sets 1 and 2 (dashed
lines in Supplementary Fig. 14). In those cases only upper-limit estimates for the

average allowable emissions can be given, as indicated by symbols without uncer-
tainty ranges in Fig. 4.
Scenario uncertainties. Sampling the scenario space in two dimensions, that is,
[CO2]2100 and RFNC

2100, which varies by about 1.6–2.9 W m–2 for a given [CO2]2100,
adds considerable scenario uncertainty to the diagnosed allowable emissions
(Fig. 4). This uncertainty is generally lower for the multi-target sets than for the
temperature targets because the ocean acidification metrics are largely indepen-
dent of the radiative forcing. It is important to note that this uncertainty is only
related to the choice of the emission scenario and neither to the parameter uncer-
tainty of the model nor to the uncertainty of translating emissions to radiative
forcing, which are both included in the probability distribution function of the
allowable emissions. Another scenario uncertainty arises from the choice of the
land-use scenario for the non-RCP simulations (Supplementary Information).
The presented results are based on the assumption that the total land-use area
increases in the non-RCP scenarios as in the RCP8.5 and RCP2.6 scenarios. If the
land-use area decreases during the twenty-first century, as assumed in RCP4.5 and
RCP6.0, allowable cumulative fossil-fuel CO2 emissions are 50–100 GtC higher
(,5–10%, Supplementary Fig. 19).
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39. Joos, F., Frölicher, T. L., Steinacher, M. & Plattner, G.-K. Ocean Acidification (eds
Gattuso, J.-P. & Hansson, L.) Ch. 14, 319–338 (Oxford Univ. Press, 2011).

40. Hickler, T. et al.CO2 fertilization in temperate FACEexperimentsnot representative
of boreal and tropical forests. Glob. Change Biol. 14, 1531–1542 (2008).

41. Strassmann, K. M., Joos, F. & Fischer, G. Simulating effects of land use changes on
carbon fluxes: past contributions to atmospheric CO2 increases and future
commitments due to losses of terrestrial sink capacity. Tellus B 60, 583–603
(2008).

42. Müller, S. A., Joos, F., Edwards, N. R. & Stocker, T. F. Water mass distribution and
ventilation time scales in a cost-efficient, three-dimensional ocean model. J. Clim.
19, 5479–5499 (2006).

43. Parekh, P., Joos, F. & Müller, S. A. A modeling assessment of the interplay between
aeolian iron fluxes and iron-binding ligands in controlling carbon dioxide
fluctuations during antarctic warm events. Paleoceanography 23, PA4202 (2008).

44. Ritz, S. P., Stocker, T. F. & Joos, F. A coupled dynamical ocean-energy balance
atmosphere model for paleoclimate studies. J. Clim. 24, 349–375 (2011).

45. Ritz, S. P., Stocker, T. F. & Severinghaus, J. P. Noble gases as proxies of mean ocean
temperature: sensitivity studies using a climate model of reduced complexity.
Quat. Sci. Rev. 30, 3728–3741 (2011).

46. Sitch, S. et al. Evaluation of ecosystem dynamics, plant geography and terrestrial
carbon cycling in the LPJ dynamic global vegetation model. Glob. Change Biol. 9,
161–185 (2003).

47. Spahni, R., Joos, F., Stocker, B.D., Steinacher, M.& Yu, Z. C. Transient simulations of
the carbon and nitrogen dynamics in northern peatlands: from the Last Glacial
Maximum to the 21st century. Clim. Past Discuss. 8, 5633–5685 (2012).

48. McKay, M. D., Beckman, R. J. & Conover, W. J. A comparison of three methods for
selecting values of input variables in the analysis of output from a computer code.
Technometrics 21, 239–245 (1979).

49. Joos, F. et al. Global warming feedbacks on terrestrial carbon uptake under the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) emission scenarios. Glob.
Biogeochem. Cycles 15, 891–907 (2001).

50. Isaaks, E. H. & Srivastava, R. M. Applied Geostatistics Ch. 12, 278–322 (Oxford Univ.
Press, 1989).

LETTER RESEARCH

Macmillan Publishers Limited. All rights reserved©2013


	Title
	Authors
	Abstract
	Methods Summary
	References
	Methods
	Target selection
	Physical targets
	Ocean acidification targets
	Cropland targets
	Probabilistic approach
	Bern3D-LPJ model parameter sampling
	Observational constraints
	Greenhouse-gas scenarios
	Allowable emissions
	Scenario uncertainties

	Methods References
	Figure 1 Flowchart illustrating the applied methodology.
	Figure 2 Probabilities of staying below the targets defined in set 3 up to year 2100.
	Figure 3 Allowable cumulative fossil-fuel CO2 emissions for target set 3 selected for illustrative purposes.
	Figure 4 Allowable cumulative twenty-first century fossil-fuel carbon emissions for multiple targets.
	Table 1 Target variables and limits

