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 The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) 
Fifth Assessment Report (1) concluded that the global sur-
face temperature “has shown a much smaller increasing 
linear trend over the past 15 years [1998-2012] than over the 
past 30 to 60 years.” The more recent trend was “estimated 
to be around one-third to one-half of the trend over 1951-
2012.” The apparent slowdown was termed a “hiatus,” and 
inspired a suite of physical explanations for its cause, in-
cluding changes in radiative forcing, deep ocean heat up-
take, and atmospheric circulation changes (2–12). While 
these analyses and theories have considerable merit in help-
ing to understand the global climate system, other im-
portant aspects of the “hiatus” related to observational 
biases in global surface temperature data have not received 
similar attention. In particular, residual data biases in the 
modern era could well have muted recent warming, and as 
stated by IPCC, the trend period itself was short and com-
menced with a strong El Niño in 1998. Given recent im-
provements in the observed record (13, 14) and additional 
years of global data (including a record-warm 2014), we re-
examine the observational evidence related to a “hiatus” in 
recent global surface warming. 

The data used in our long-term global temperature anal-
ysis primarily involve surface air temperature observations 
taken at thousands of weather observing stations over land, 
and for coverage across oceans, the data are sea surface 
temperature (SST) observations taken primarily by thou-
sands of commercial ships and drifting surface buoys. These 
networks of observations are always undergoing change. 
Changes of particular importance include: (i) an increasing 
amount of ocean data from buoys, which are slightly differ-

ent than data from ships; (ii) an 
increasing amount of ship data 
from engine intake thermome-
ters, which are slightly different 
than data from bucket sea-water 
temperatures; and (iii) a large 
increase in land-station data that 
enables better analysis of key 
regions that may be warming 
faster or slower than the global 
average. We address all three of 
these, none of which were in-
cluded in our previous analysis 
used in the IPCC report (1). 

First, several studies have ex-
amined the differences between 
buoy- and ship-based data, not-
ing that the ship data are sys-
tematically warmer than the 
buoy data (15–17). This is partic-
ularly important, as much of the 
sea surface is now sampled by 
both observing systems, and sur-
face-drifting and moored buoys 

have increased the overall global coverage by up to 15% (see 
supplemental material for details). These changes have re-
sulted in a time-dependent bias in the global SST record, 
and various corrections have been developed to account for 
the bias (18). Recently, a new correction (13) was developed 
and applied in the Extended Reconstructed Sea Surface 
Temperature dataset version 4, which we use in our analy-
sis. In essence, the bias correction involved calculating the 
average difference between collocated buoy and ship SSTs. 
The average difference globally was −0.12°C, a correction 
which is applied to the buoy SSTs at every grid cell in 
ERSST version 4. [Notably, IPCC (1) used a global analysis 
from the UK Met Office that found the same average ship-
buoy difference globally, although the corrections in that 
analysis were constrained by differences observed within 
each ocean basin (18).] More generally, buoy data have been 
proven to be more accurate and reliable than ship data, with 
better known instrument characteristics and automated 
sampling (16). Therefore, ERSST version 4 also considers 
this smaller buoy uncertainty in the reconstruction (13). 

Second, there was a large change in ship observations 
(i.e., from buckets to engine intake thermometers) that 
peaked immediately prior to World War II. The previous 
version of ERSST assumed that no ship corrections were 
necessary after this time, but recently improved metadata 
(18) reveal that some ships continued to take bucket obser-
vations even up to the present day. Therefore, one of the 
improvements to ERSST version 4 is extending the ship-bias 
correction to the present, based on information derived 
from comparisons with night marine air temperatures. Of 
the 11 improvements in ERSST version 4 (13), the continua-
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tion of the ship correction had the largest impact on trends 
for the 2000-2014 time period, accounting for 0.030°C of the 
0.064°C trend difference with version 3b. (The buoy offset 
correction contributed 0.014°C dec−1 to the difference, and 
the additional weight given to the buoys because of their 
greater accuracy contributed 0.012°C dec−1. See supplemen-
tary materials for details.) 

Third, there have also been advancements in the calcula-
tion of land surface air temperatures (LSTs). The most im-
portant is the release of the International Surface 
Temperature Initiative (ISTI) databank (14, 19), which forms 
the basis of the LST component of our new analysis. The 
ISTI databank integrates the Global Historical Climatology 
Network (GHCN)–Daily dataset (20) with over 40 other his-
torical data sources, more than doubling the number of sta-
tions available. The resulting integration improves spatial 
coverage over many areas, including the Arctic, where tem-
peratures have increased rapidly in recent decades (1). We 
applied the same methods used in our old analysis for quali-
ty control, time-dependent bias corrections, and other data 
processing steps (21) to the ISTI databank to address artifi-
cial shifts in the data caused by changes in station location, 
temperature instrumentation, observing practice, urbaniza-
tion, siting conditions, etc. These corrections are essentially 
the same as those used in the GHCN–Monthly version 3 da-
taset (22, 23), which is updated operationally by NOAA’s 
NCEI. To obtain our new global analysis, the corrected ISTI 
land data (14) were systematically merged with ERSST ver-
sion 4 (13), as described in the supplemental materials. 

In addition to the three improvements just discussed, 
since the IPCC report (1), new analyses (24) have revealed 
that incomplete coverage over the Arctic has led to an un-
derestimate of recent (since 1997) warming in the Hadley 
Centre/Climate Research Unit data used in the IPCC report 
(1). These analyses have surmised that incomplete Arctic 
coverage also affects the trends from our analysis as report-
ed by IPCC (1). We address this issue as well. 

Figure 1 depicts temperature trends in our old analysis, 
our new analysis, and our new analysis supplemented with 
polar interpolation. (In this discussion, “old” refers to the 
analysis based on ERSST version 3b for ocean areas and 
GHCN–Monthly version 3 for land areas). For the most re-
cent IPCC period (1998–2012), the new analysis exhibits 
more than twice as much warming as the old analysis at the 
global scale (0.086 vs. 0.039°C dec−1; see Table S1 in the 
supplementary material). This is clearly attributable to the 
new SST analysis, which itself has much higher trends 
(0.075 vs. 0.014°C dec−1). In contrast, trends in the new LST 
analysis are only slightly higher (0.117 vs. 0. 112°C dec−1). 

IPCC (1) acknowledged that trends since 1998 were ten-
uous because the period was short and commenced with a 
strong El Niño. Two additional years of data are now avail-
able to revisit this point, including a record-warm 2014, and 
trends computed through 2014 confirm the IPCC supposi-
tion. Specifically, the central trend estimate in our new 

analysis for 1998–2014 is 0.020°C dec−1 higher compared to 
1998–2012. Likewise, global trends for 2000–2014 are 
0.030°C dec−1 higher than for 1998–2012. In other words, 
changing the start and end date by two years does in fact 
have a notable impact on the assessment of the rate of 
warming, but less compared to the impact of new time-
dependent bias corrections. 

Our analysis also suggests that short- and long-term 
warming rates are far more similar than previously estimat-
ed in IPCC (1). The difference between the trends in two 
periods used in IPCC (1) (1998-2012 and 1951-2012) is an 
illustrative metric: the trends for these two periods in the 
new analysis differ by 0.043°C dec−1 compared to 0.078°C 
dec−1 in the old analysis reported by IPCC (1). The smaller 
difference results from more warming in the new ocean 
analysis since 1998, reflecting the improved bias corrections 
in ERSST version 4. The new corrections show that the 90% 
confidence interval for 1998–2012 encompasses the best es-
timate of the trend for 1951–2012. 

It is also noteworthy that the new global trends are sta-
tistically significant and positive at the 0.10 significance 
level for 1998–2012 (Fig. 1 and table S1) using the approach 
described in (25) for determining trend uncertainty. In con-
trast, IPCC (1), which also utilized the approach in (25), re-
ported no statistically significant trends for 1998-2012 in 
any of the three primary global surface temperature da-
tasets. Moreover, for 1998–2014, our new global trend is 
0.106± 0.058°C dec−1, and for 2000–2014 it is 0.116± 0.067°C 
dec−1 (see table S1 for details). This is similar to the warming 
of the last half of the 20th century (Fig. 1). A more compre-
hensive approach for determining the 0.10 significance level 
(see supplement) that also accounts for the impact of annu-
al errors of estimate on the trend, also shows that the 1998–
2014 and 2000–2014 trends (but not 1998–2012) were posi-
tive at the 0.10 significance level. 

For the full period of record (1880–present) (Fig. 2), the 
new global analysis has essentially the same rate of warm-
ing as the previous analysis (0.068°C dec−1 and 0.065°C dec−1 
respectively; Table S1), reinforcing the point that the new 
corrections mainly have an impact in recent decades. How-
ever, it is also clear that the long-term trend would be sig-
nificantly higher (by 0.085°C dec−1; Fig. 2B) without 
corrections for other historical biases as described in (26). 

Figure 3 shows that there are important differences be-
tween the latitudinal structure of trends for the second half 
of the 20th century and for the 21st century (2000–2014). 
For example, the Arctic latitudes have shown strong warm-
ing trends both over the land and ocean since 2000, but 
during the latter half of the 20th century, the ocean trends 
in this area are near zero. The longer term 50-year trend has 
more consistency in the rates of warming across all lati-
tudes, and this is even more evident over the full period of 
record back to 1880 (fig. S1). There is a distinct Northern 
Hemisphere mid-latitude cooling in LST during the 21st 
century, which is also showing up in cooling of the cold ex-
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tremes as reported for the extreme minimum temperatures 
in this zone in (27). Atmospheric teleconnections and re-
gional forcings could be relevant in understanding these 
short time-scale zonal trends. It is evident that in most lati-
tude bands, the global trends in the past 15 years are com-
parable to trends in the preceding 50 years. 

Finally, we consider the impact of larger warming rates 
in high latitudes (24) on the overall global trend. To esti-
mate the magnitude of the additional warming, we applied 
large-area interpolation over the poles using the limited 
observational data available. Results (Fig. 1) indicate that, 
indeed, additional global warming of a few hundredths of a 
degree Celsius per decade over the 21st century is evident, 
providing further evidence against the notion of a recent 
warming “hiatus.” See supplemental materials for details. 

In summary, newly corrected and updated global surface 
temperature data from NOAA’s NCEI do not support the 
notion of a global warming “hiatus.” As shown in Fig. 1, 
there is no discernable (statistical or otherwise) decrease in 
the rate of warming between the second half of the 20th 
century and the first 15 years of the 21st century. Our new 
analysis now shows the trend over the period 1950-1999, a 
time widely agreed as having significant anthropogenic 
global warming (1), is 0.113°C dec−1, which is virtually indis-
tinguishable with the trend over the period 2000-2014 
(0.116°C dec−1). Even starting a trend calculation with 1998, 
the extremely warm El Niño year that is often used as the 
beginning of the “hiatus”, our global temperature trend 
(1998-2014) is 0.106°C dec−1 – and we know that is an un-
derestimate due to incomplete coverage over the Arctic. In-
deed, based on our new analysis, the IPCC’s (1) statement of 
two years ago – that the global surface temperature “has 
shown a much smaller increasing linear trend over the past 
15 years than over the past 30 to 60 years” – is no longer 
valid. 

REFERENCES AND NOTES 
1. IPCC, Climate Change 2013: The Physical Science Basis. Contribution of Working 

Group I to the Fifth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate 
Change, T. F. Stocker, D. Qin, G.-K. Plattner, M. Tignor, S.K. Allen, J. Boschung, A. 
Nauels, Y. Xia, V. Bex and P.M. Midgley, Eds. (Cambridge University Press, 
Cambridge, United Kingdom and New York, NY, USA, 2013). 

2. G. A. Meehl, H. Teng, J. M. Arblaster, Climate Model Simulations of the Observed 
early-2000s hiatus of global warming. Nature Clim. Change 4, 898–902 (2014). 

3. G. A. Meehl, A. Hu, J. M. Arblaster, J. Fasullo, K. E. Trenberth, Externally forced and 
internally generated decadal climate variability associated with the Interdecadal 
Pacific Oscillation. J. Clim. 26, 7298–7310 (2013). doi:10.1175/JCLI-D-12-
00548.1 

4. Y. Kosaka, S.-P. Xie, Recent global-warming hiatus tied to equatorial Pacific 
surface cooling. Nature 501, 403–407 (2013). Medline doi:10.1038/nature12534 

5. M. H. England et al., Slowdown of surface greenhouse warming due to recent 
Pacific trade wind acceleration. Nature Clim. Change 4, 222–227 (2014). 

6. B. D. Santer, C. Bonfils, J. F. Painter, M. D. Zelinka, C. Mears, S. Solomon, G. A. 
Schmidt, J. C. Fyfe, J. N. S. Cole, L. Nazarenko, K. E. Taylor, F. J. Wentz, Volcanic 
contribution to decadal changes in tropospheric temperature. Nat. Geosci. 7, 
185–189 (2014). doi:10.1038/ngeo2098 

7. G. A. Schmidt, D. T. Shindell, K. Tsigaridis, Reconciling warming trends. Nat. 
Geosci. 7, 158–160 (2014). doi:10.1038/ngeo2105 

8. J. Tollefson, Climate change: The case of the missing heat. Nature 505, 276–278 
(2014). Medline doi:10.1038/505276a 

9. M. Watanabe, Y. Kamae, M. Yoshimori, A. Oka, M. Sato, M. Ishii, T. Mochizuki, M. 
Kimoto, Strengthening of ocean heat uptake efficiency associated with the 
recent climate hiatus. Geophys. Res. Lett. 40, 3175–3179 (2013). 
doi:10.1002/grl.50541 

10. J. C. Fyfe, N. P. Gillett, Recent observed and simulated warming. Nature Clim. 
Change 4, 150–151 (2014). doi:10.1038/nclimate2111 

11. K. E. Trenberth, J. T. Fasullo, M. A. Balmaseda, Earth’s energy imbalance. J. Clim. 
27, 3129–3144 (2014). doi:10.1175/JCLI-D-13-00294.1 

12. H. Ding, R. J. Greatbatch, M. Latif, W. Park, R. Gerdes, Hindcast of the 1976/77 
and 1998/99 climate shifts in the Pacific. J. Clim. 26, 7650–7661 (2013). 
doi:10.1175/JCLI-D-12-00626.1 

13. B. Huang, V. F. Banzon, E. Freeman, J. Lawrimore, W. Liu, T. C. Peterson, T. M. 
Smith, P. W. Thorne, S. D. Woodruff, H.-M. Zhang, Extended Reconstructed Sea 
Surface Temperature version 4 (ERSST.v4), Part I. Upgrades and 
Intercomparisons. J. Clim. 28, 911–930 (2015). 10.1175/JCLI-D-14-00006.1 
doi:10.1175/JCLI-D-14-00006.1 

14. J. J. Rennie et al., The international surface temperature initiative global land 
surface databank: Monthly temperature data release description and methods. 
Geosci. Data J. 1, 75–102 (2014). 

15. E. C. Kent, J. J. Kennedy, D. I. Berry, R. O. Smith, Effects of instrumentation 
changes on sea surface temperature measured in situ. WIREs. Clim. Change 1, 
718–728 (2010). 

16. R. W. Reynolds, N. A. Rayner, T. M. Smith, D. C. Stokes, W. Wang, An improved in 
situ and satellite SST analysis for climate. J. Clim. 15, 1609–1625 (2002). 
doi:10.1175/1520-0442(2002)015<1609:AIISAS>2.0.CO;2 

17. R. W. Reynolds, D. B. Chelton, Comparisons of daily sea surface temperature 
analyses for 2007–08. J. Clim. 23, 3545–3562 (2010). 
doi:10.1175/2010JCLI3294.1 

18. J. J. Kennedy, N. A. Rayner, R. O. Smith, D. E. Parker, M. Saunby, Reassessing 
biases and other uncertainties in sea surface temperature observations 
measured in situ since 1850: 2. Biases and homogenization. J. Geophys. Res. 
Atmos. 116 (D14), D14104 (2011). doi:10.1029/2010JD015220 

19. J. H. Lawrimore, J. J. Rennie, P. W. Thorne, Responding to the need for better 
global temperature data. Eos 94, 61 (2014). 

20. M. J. Menne, I. Durre, R. S. Vose, B. E. Gleason, T. G. Houston, An overview of the 
Global Historical Climatology Network-Daily database. J. Atmos. Ocean. Technol. 
29, 897–910 (2012). doi:10.1175/JTECH-D-11-00103.1 

21. M. J. Menne, C. N. Williams Jr., Homogenization of temperature series via 
pairwise comparisons. J. Clim. 22, 1700–1717 (2009). 
doi:10.1175/2008JCLI2263.1 

22. J. H. Lawrimore, M. J. Menne, B. E. Gleason, C. N. Williams, D. B. Wuertz, R. S. 
Vose, J. Rennie, An overview of the Global Historical Climatology Network 
monthly mean temperature data set, version 3. J. Geophys. Res. 116 (D19), 
D19121 (2011). doi:10.1029/2011JD016187 

23. C. N. Williams, M. J. Menne, P. W. Thorne, Benchmarking the performance of 
pairwise homogenization of surface temperatures in the United States. J. 
Geophys. Res. 117 (D5), D05116 (2012). doi:10.1029/2011JD016761 

24. K. Cowtan, R. G. Way, Coverage bias in the HadCRUT4 temperature series and its 
impact on recent temperature trends. Q. J. Roy. Met. Soc. 140, 1935–1944 
(2014). doi:10.1002/qj.2297 

25. B. Santer, P. W. Thorne, L. Haimberger, K. E. Taylor, T. M. L. Wigley, J. R. 
Lanzante, S. Solomon, M. Free, P. J. Gleckler, P. D. Jones, T. R. Karl, S. A. Klein, 
C. Mears, D. Nychka, G. A. Schmidt, S. C. Sherwood, F. J. Wentz, Consistency of 
modelled and observed temperature trends in the tropical troposphere. Int. J. 
Climatol. 28, 1703–1722 (2008). doi:10.1002/joc.1756 

26. T. M. Smith, R. W. Reynolds, Extended reconstruction of global sea surface 
temperatures based on COADS data (1854-1997). J. Clim. 16, 1495–1510 (2003). 
doi:10.1175/1520-0442-16.10.1495 

27. J. Sillman, M. G. Donat, J. C. Fyfe, F. W. Zwiers, Observed and simulated 
temperature extremes during the recent warming hiatus. Environ. Res. Lett. 9, 
064023 (2014). doi:10.1088/1748-9326/9/6/064023 

28. T. M. Smith, R. W. Reynolds, T. C. Peterson, J. H. Lawrimore, Improvements to 
NOAA's historical merged land-ocean surface temperature analysis (1880-
2006). J. Clim. 21, 2283–2296 (2008). doi:10.1175/2007JCLI2100.1 

29. S. D. Woodruff, S. J. Worley, S. J. Lubker, Z. Ji, J. Eric Freeman, D. I. Berry, P. 
Brohan, E. C. Kent, R. W. Reynolds, S. R. Smith, C. Wilkinson, ICOADS Release 
2.5: Extensions and enhancements to the surface marine meteorological archive. 
Int. J. Climatol. 31, 951–967 (2011). doi:10.1002/joc.2103 

/ sciencemag.org/content/early/recent / 4 June 2015 / Page 3 / 10.1126/science.aaa5632 
 

http://www.sciencemag.org/content/early/recent
http://dx.doi.org/10.1175/JCLI-D-12-00548.1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1175/JCLI-D-12-00548.1
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=23995690&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nature12534
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/ngeo2098
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/ngeo2105
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=24429612&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/505276a
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/grl.50541
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nclimate2111
http://dx.doi.org/10.1175/JCLI-D-13-00294.1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1175/JCLI-D-12-00626.1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1175/JCLI-D-14-00006.1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1175/1520-0442(2002)015%3c1609:AIISAS%3e2.0.CO;2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1175/2010JCLI3294.1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1029/2010JD015220
http://dx.doi.org/10.1175/JTECH-D-11-00103.1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1175/2008JCLI2263.1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1029/2011JD016187
http://dx.doi.org/10.1029/2011JD016761
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/qj.2297
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/joc.1756
http://dx.doi.org/10.1175/1520-0442-16.10.1495
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/9/6/064023
http://dx.doi.org/10.1175/2007JCLI2100.1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/joc.2103


30. V. F. Banzon, R. W. Reynolds, T. Smith, The role of satellite data in extended 
reconstruction of sea surface temperature. In: Proceedings: “Oceans from 
Space” Venice 2010, V. Barale, J.F.R. Gower, L. B. Alberotanza, Eds (European 
Commission, Venice, Italy, 2010), pp. 27-28. 

31. R. S. Vose et al., NOAA’s merged land-ocean surface temperature analysis. Bull. 
Am. Meteorol. Soc. 93, 1677–1685 (2012). 

32. T. M. Smith, R. W. Reynolds, A global merged land air and sea surface 
temperature reconstruction based on historical observations (1880–1997). J. 
Clim. 18, 2021–2036 (2005). doi:10.1175/JCLI3362.1 

33. D. L. Hartmann et al., Observations: Atmosphere and Surface Supplementary 
Material. In: Climate Change 2013: The Physical Science Basis. Contribution of 
Working Group I to the Fifth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel 
on Climate Change, T. F. Stocker et al., Eds. (Cambridge University Press, 
Cambridge, United Kingdom and New York, NY, USA, 2013). 

34. C. J. Willmott, S. G. Ackleson, R. E. Davis, J. J. Feddema, K. M. Klink, D. R. 
Legates, J. O’Donnell, C. M. Rowe, Statistics for the Evaluation and Comparison 
of Models. J. Geophys. Res. 90 (C5), 8995–9006 (1985). 
doi:10.1029/JC090iC05p08995 

35. E. M. A. Dodd, C. J. Merchant, N. A. Rayner, C. P. Morice, An Investigation into the 
Impact of using Various Techniques to Estimate Arctic Surface Air Temperature 
Anomalies. J. Clim. 28, 1743–1763 (2015). doi:10.1175/JCLI-D-14-00250.1 

36. B. D. Santer, T. M. L. Wigley, J. S. Boyle, D. J. Gaffen, J. J. Hnilo, D. Nychka, D. E. 
Parker, K. E. Taylor, Statistical significance of trends and trend differences in 
layer-average atmospheric temperature time series. J. Geophys. Res. 105 (D6), 
7337–7356 (2000). doi:10.1029/1999JD901105 

37. D. S. Wilks, Statistical Methods in the Atmospheric Sciences (Academic Press, 
New York, ed. 2, 2006) 

38. A. Arguez, T. R. Karl, M. F. Squires, R. S. Vose, Uncertainty in annual rankings 
from NOAA's global temperature time series. Geophys. Res. Lett. 40, 5965–
5969 (2013). doi:10.1002/2013GL057999 

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 

We thank the many scientists at NCEI and at other institutions who routinely collect, 
archive, quality control, and provide access to the many complex data streams 
that go into the computation of the global surface temperature. In particular, we 
thank Tim Boyer, Byron Gleason, Jessica Matthews, Jared Rennie, and Claude 
Williams for their contributions to this analysis. We also thank Drs. Jerry Meehl 
and Phil Duffy for constructive comments on an early version of this manuscript. 

SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIALS 
www.sciencemag.org/cgi/content/full/science.aaa5632/DC1 
Materials and Methods 
Fig. S1 
Table S1 
References (28–38) 
 
23 December 2014; accepted 21 May 2015 
Published online 4 June 2015 
10.1126/science.aaa5632 
 

/ sciencemag.org/content/early/recent / 4 June 2015 / Page 4 / 10.1126/science.aaa5632 
 

http://www.sciencemag.org/content/early/recent
http://dx.doi.org/10.1175/JCLI3362.1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1029/JC090iC05p08995
http://dx.doi.org/10.1175/JCLI-D-14-00250.1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1029/1999JD901105
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/2013GL057999


 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Fig. 1. Effect of new analysis on global surface temperature trends for several 
periods. Temperature trends are shown for data with the “new” analysis (squares) 
and “old” analysis (circles) for several periods of interest. Also indicated are global 
values calculated with the new corrections and the polar interpolation method 
(triangles). Consistent with IPCC (1), the error bars represent the 90% confidence 
intervals (CIs). The additional error associated with uncertainty of our corrections 
extends the 90% CI and is depicted with a horizontal dash. (A) and (B) show the 
base period (1951–2012) and “hiatus” period used in IPCC (1). (C) An alternate base 
period—the second half of the 20th century. (D) The 21st century through 2014. (E) 
1998 (a strong El Niño year) through the 21st century. See Table S1 for source data. 
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Fig. 2. Global (land and ocean) 
surface temperature anomaly 
time series with new analysis, 
old analysis, and with and 
without time-dependent bias 
corrections. (A) The new 
analysis (solid black) compared 
to the old analysis (red). (B) The 
new analysis (solid black) versus 
no corrections for time-
dependent biases (cyan). 
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Fig. 3. Latitudinal profiles of surface temperature trends. Zonal mean 
trends and statistical uncertainty of the trend estimates for global, ocean, 
and land surface temperature, averaged in 30-degree latitudinal belts, for 
the second half of the 20th century (dashed) compared to the past 15 
years (solid). Trends are cosine-weighted within latitude belts, and the 
vertical axis is on a sine scale to reflect the proportional surface area of 
the latitude bands. Note that only the uncertainty related to the trend 
estimates is provided because zonal standard errors of estimate are not 
available in contrast to the global averages. 

/ sciencemag.org/content/early/recent / 4 June 2015 / Page 7 / 10.1126/science.aaa5632 
 

http://www.sciencemag.org/content/early/recent

	Possible artifacts of data biases in the recent global surface warming hiatus

