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A s early colonialists crossed the Atlantic Ocean
from Europe to North America, they carried
preconceived notions on the variation of climate

with latitude. Perhaps not surprisingly, they expected
to encounter the same climatic conditions at the same
latitudes in the New World as they had experienced
in the Old World (Kupperman 1982). While the Gulf
Stream’s moderating effect on the climate of Europe
is now well known, the greater seasonal extremes of
eastern North America frustrated early attempts to
grow Mediterranean crops such as citrus trees within

Virginia and were viewed as a shortcoming of an un-
tamed continent that had not yet felt the salubrious
and tempering influence of European cultivation
(Kupperman 1982, 1984). Especially after the revo-
lution of 1776, the capacity of North America to sup-
port a vigorous and prosperous society represented
an important component of success for this political
experiment (Chinard 1947). However, in the late
eighteenth century, European scientists espoused a
hypothesis claiming that the climate of North America
was inherently inferior and deleterious, and would
remain so despite any efforts to improve it through
habitation (Chinard 1947). Both Thomas Jefferson
and James Madison recognized that this hypothesis
had to be refuted for this nation to be viewed as a peer
to those in Europe. This study presents their scien-
tific endeavors to demonstrate that the climate of
North America was not inferior to that of Europe.
Comparing meteorological diary data collected by
Madison and dendroclimatic reconstructions from
Montpelier, this study is also able to investigate new
hypotheses regarding the seasonality of precipitation
since the late eighteenth century. The focus is not
centered as intently on the validity of these methods,
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as both diary and tree-ring data have demonstrated
efficacy in the reconstruction of climate (Bradley and
Jones 1995), but rather on the combined use of these
independent sources to characterize the climate of
Madison’s era and contrast it with that of the mid-
twentieth century.

Climatological interests of Jefferson and Madison. After
returning home to his family’s plantation, Montpe-
lier in Virginia (35 km northeast of Charlottesville),
James Madison wrote in a letter to Thomas Jefferson
dated 12 June 1792:

I found this Country labouring under a most severe
drought. There had been no rain whatever since the
18 or 20 of April. The flax and oats generally de-
stroyed; The corn dying in the hills, no tobacco
planted, and the wheat in weak land suffering
(Madison 1983, 316–319).

Although the communication of drought between two
plantation farmers may not seem unexpected, the
observation of climate held additional scientific inter-
est for Madison and Jefferson (Davis 1964, p. 195;
Ketcham 1990, p. 151). These two extraordinary in-
dividuals, both prolific participants in the founding
of a new nation, also sought to disprove a degrading
scientific theory advanced by no one less than the
preeminent naturalist of the eighteenth century, the
Comte de Buffon (Martin 1952, 151–153; Bedini 1990,
p. 95; Ketcham 1990, 150–151). Buffon had achieved
his status by writing an encyclopedic treatise, titled
Histoire Naturelle, Générale et Particulière (Shuffelton
1999). This multivolume work, begun in 1749 (Mayr
1982, p. 330), delineated the characteristics and geo-
graphical distributions of the known fauna in the
world. Interspersed within his descriptions (Chinard
1947), Buffon argued that the humid, cold New
World climate degenerated the size and decreased the
number of its native fauna as well as having an ill ef-
fect on its native inhabitants:

In America, therefore, animated Nature is weaker,
less active, and more circumscribed in the variety of
her productions; for we perceive, from the enumera-
tion of the American animals, that the number of
species is not only fewer, but, in general, that all the
animals are much smaller than those of the Old Con-
tinent . . . In this New World, therefore, there is some
combination of elements and other physical causes,
something that opposes the amplification of ani-
mated Nature: there are obstacles to the develop-
ment . . . These effects must be referred to the qual-

ity of the earth and atmosphere, to the degree of heat
and moisture, to the situation and height of moun-
tains, to the quantity of running and stagnant wa-
ters, to the extent of forests, and, above all, to the
inert condition of Nature in that country. In this part
of the globe, the heat in general is much less, and the
humidity much greater (Buffon 1812, p. 237, 250,
253–254).

Buffon’s Histoire Naturelle was widely read through-
out Europe and America (Martin 1952, 152–160;
Mayr 1982, p. 330; Shuffelton 1999). Other contem-
porary scientists, most notably the Abbé Raynal, ex-
tended the logic of Buffon’s theory of degeneracy to
deduce that the New World climate would also ad-
versely impact its colonists from Europe (Martin
1952, p. 161, 178; Jefferson 1999, p. 69).

While attending the College of New Jersey from
1769 to 1771,1 James Madison had received a thor-
ough education in Latin, Greek, mathematics, and
philosophy, but not in science (Brant 1941, p. 278;
Cohen 1995, 262–264). This knowledge was imparted
later through his friendship with Jefferson (Cohen
1995, p. 267). Jefferson had studied Buffon extensively
and was eager to disprove his theory (Chinard 1947;
Martin 1952, p. 152, 162; Davis 1964, p. 190). To this
end, Jefferson had assumed a “mysterious obligation”
by writing a lengthy description on the state of Vir-
ginia intended initially as a private correspondence to
the secretary of the French legation to the United
States, François Marbois (Jefferson 1951, 167–168;
Martin 1952, p. 162; Shuffelton 1999). In 1780,
Marbois had inquired generally on the climate and
people of Virginia by issuing letters to prominent
delegates in Congress requesting information on each
of the 13 states (Shuffelton 1999). Jefferson, upon re-
ceiving a copy of the letter, seized the opportunity to
provide a more objective characterization of Virginia
and by the following year produced detailed answers
to all 22 of Marbois’s inquiries (Shuffelton 1999).
However, afraid of negative political connotations,
especially with regard to his statements that slavery
should eventually be abolished within Virginia,
Jefferson had closely guarded the release of his notes
(Malone 1951, p. 95; Shuffelton 1999).

Madison and Jefferson became close friends dur-
ing the late 1770s when Madison served on the Coun-
cil of State for Virginia while Jefferson was governor

1 This college is now Princeton University. Madison completed
the traditional four years of study in half the time (Cohen 1995,
p. 262).
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(Ketcham 1990, 80–84; Cohen 1995, p. 267). By De-
cember 1783, Madison had acquired the first edition
of Buffon’s Histoire Naturelle, most likely as the re-
sult of the influence of Jefferson (Brant 1941, p. 278).
Although severe winter weather prevented the ship-
ment of these texts to Montpelier for “incidental read-
ing,” Madison remained actively engaged in his sci-
entific conversations with Jefferson (Madison 1971,
418–420). For example, concerning Buffon’s theory
of the Earth’s heat, Madison wrote to Jefferson of his
own calculations on the difference in radius from the
poles versus the equator due to the oblate dimensions
of the Earth (Madison 1971, 401–406). Madison in-
ferred that this difference would be far more insight-
ful in determining the dissipation of heat from the
center of the Earth than by comparing temperatures
between adjacent mountains and valleys. Although
Jefferson responded that he had misinformed Madi-
son as to the details of this theory, Jefferson agreed
that Madison’s calculations were correct (Brant 1941,
p. 279; Madison 1971, 411–414). The following
month, Madison also wrote to Jefferson concerning
the discovery of mammoth teeth in South America
(Brant 1941, 280–281; Madison 1971, 418–420).
While Jefferson was unaware of this particular discov-
ery, he regarded the existence of mammoths in South
America with some skepticism (Madison 1971, 422–
435). Yet Jefferson must have been impressed with the
improving scientific prowess demonstrated by Madi-
son for, by that spring, Jefferson was encouraging
Madison to join his effort in recording the variation
in weather across Virginia:

I wish you would keep a diary under the following
heads or columns: 1. day of the month 2. thermom-
eter at sunrise. 3. barometer at sunrise. 6. thermom.
at 4. P. M. 7. barometer at 4. P. M. 4 direction of wind
at sunrise. 8. direction of wind at 4. P. M. 5. the
weather viz rain, snow, fair at sunrise &c. 9. weather
at 4. P. M. 10. shooting or falling of the leaves of
trees, of flours, & other remarkable plants. 11. ap-
pearance or disappearance of birds, their emigra-
tions &c. 12. Miscellanea. It will be an amusement
to you & may become useful . . . the above columns
to be arranged according to the order of the num-
bers as corrected (Madison 1973, 15–17).

Madison embraced this task and began his obser-
vations on 1 April 1784, even without the benefit of a
barometer, thermometer, or rain gauge (Madison
1973, 515–544). He was able to procure a thermom-
eter by the end of October of that same year. A rain
gauge, consisting of a tin cup mounted on the front

gate to Montpelier (Ketcham 1990, p. 613), was not
utilized until much later in the diaries, from Decem-
ber 1793 to January 1802. Apparently, a barometer
was never obtained for use with the diaries (Madison
1973, 515–544, see editorial note). In accordance with
Jefferson’s request, the weather was observed twice a
day to capture the maximum variations in tempera-
ture (Jefferson 1961, 351–352), but beginning on
1 January 1789 the weather at two o’clock in the af-
ternoon was also recorded.

With the arrival of spring and his books, Madison
also began his inquiry into the Histoire Naturelle.
While reading the texts in French, Madison kept a
separate notebook recording the species that Buffon
considered peculiar to either the Old or New Conti-
nent or common to both (Madison 1975, 29–47, see
editorial note). With regard to the animals in com-
mon, Madison noted that Buffon questioned whether
some of these were truly separate species. Included
among this list were the European marmotte and
moles. Furthermore, Madison also was intrigued by
Buffon’s account that two species of weasel, the belette
and l’Hermine, were very rare in North America.
Madison’s meteorological observations and scientific
readings prompted Jefferson to nominate him for
membership into the American Philosophical Soci-
ety, the foremost American scientific institution of his
time (Cohen 1995, pp. 63, 268). Madison was elected
on 21 January 1785 (Madison 1973, p. 236).

Four years had now passed since Jefferson had
written his reply to Marbois and his reluctance to its
publication was diminishing. While serving as the
American Minister to the French Government in
1785, Jefferson decided to publish a small number of
his notes in order for close friends to advise him on
whether a larger publication would be appropriate
(Shuffelton 1999). On 11 May 1785, Jefferson wrote
to Madison:

They yesterday finished printing my notes. I had 200
copies printed, but do not put them out of my own
hands, except two or three copies here, & two which
I shall send to America, to yourself & Colo. Monroe
. . . I beg of you to peruse it carefully because I ask
your advice on it & ask nobody’s else (Jefferson 1953,
147–148).

Upon receiving Jefferson’s letter several months
later, Madison replied that he considered the“facts
and remarks which you have assembled too valuable
not to be made known” (Madison 1973, 415–416).

Largely in response to Buffon’s theory, Jefferson
had included a lengthy discussion on the climate and
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fauna of the New World within his notes (Shuffelton
1999). Jefferson had observed that the climate of the
New World in fact displayed a “greater proportion of
sunshine” than that of the Old World and had supple-
mented his argument by constructing his own tables
listing the diversity and size of quadrupeds in America
in comparison to Europe, demonstrating that
America had both a greater number of species and
species of larger size (Jefferson 1999, 50–54, p. 80).
Jefferson had also added summaries of temperature,
pressure, and wind direction from Monticello and
Williamsburg2 (Jefferson 1999, 81–85).

In that same year, Jefferson sent a copy of his notes
to Buffon (Henline 1947). On the final day of 1785,
Jefferson received an invitation to dinner from Buffon
(Malone 1951, p. 100). Jefferson found Buffon “sin-
gularly agreeable” but Buffon desired to see first-hand
evidence of Jefferson’s claims in addition to his notes
(Malone 1951, p. 100; Martin 1952, p. 180). Over the
next two years, Jefferson endeavored to collect speci-
mens that would directly convince Buffon.

During this period, Madison displayed his most ac-
tive interest in science as he assisted Jefferson in chal-
lenging Buffon. Madison scrutinized Jefferson’s notes,
focusing on his discussion of quadrupeds. After con-
ferring with “several credible persons who have tra-
versed the Western woods extensively” Madison cor-
rectly inferred that both Jefferson and Buffon had
erred in ascribing the fallow and the roe deer as na-
tive species of North America (Madison 1975, 48–54).
Madison also became directly engaged in the question
of American quadrupeds by measuring the dimen-
sions of a monax,3 mole, and several weasels, animals
that had intrigued him in Buffon’s descriptions. His
attention to detail is apparent in a table of 33 com-
parative morphological measurements between a
weasel found at Montpelier and the belette and
l’Hermine described by Buffon (Madison 1975, 76–
81). Madison hoped to refute Buffon’s corollary hy-
pothesis that the only animals in common between the
Old and New Worlds were those capable of with-
standing the cold climate at which the continents con-
nected (Madison 1975, 76–81). This hypothesis had
been used by Buffon to suggest that the similarity in
the northern species between the two hemispheres re-

sulted from a migration of Old World animals. Madi-
son concluded that these animals at Montpelier were
the same species as from the Old World and that they
could not “have traveled the road which leads from
the old to the new World” because of their intoler-
ance to the northern climate (Madison 1975, 48–54).
In hindsight, it appears Madison was actually observ-
ing the native species; Scalopus aquaticus (eastern
mole), Marmota monox (woodchuck), and Mustela
frenata (long-tailed weasel; Walker 1968, p. 176, 706;
Madison 1975, 48–54; Sheffield 1999), species that
were not recognized by Jefferson or Buffon.

Madison also took advantage of Jefferson’s ap-
pointment in France by requesting books that were
“either old & curious or new & useful” (Madison
1973, 265–272) for financial debts that were owed by
Jefferson to him. Included among the over 200 texts
that composed Madison’s “literary cargo” (Madison
1973, 500–504) were Buffon’s supplements on birds
and mineralogy, Clayton’s Flora Virginica, and works
by Linnaeus and Voltaire (Malone 1951, p. 87;
Jefferson 1953, 460–464). This cargo was not limited
to books, as Jefferson also sent Madison a pedometer,
telescope, phosphoretic matches, and a chemical box
to satisfy Madison’s “itch to gain a smattering in
Chymistry” (Madison 1973, 265–272; Madison 1975,
48–54).

At last in 1787, Jefferson was “happy to be able to
present to you [Buffon] at this moment the bones &
skin of a Moose, . . . the horns of the Caribou, the elk,
the deer, the spiked horned buck, & the Roebuck of
America” (Jefferson 1955, 194–195). These specimens
finally convinced Buffon, who promised to make cor-
rections in his next volume, but unfortunately he
passed away the following spring (Malone 1951, p.
100; Cohen 1995, p. 87). However, Jefferson’s Notes
on the State of Virginia was soon widely available, as
versions in French, English, and German were pub-
lished by 1789 (Henline 1947).

In his Notes, Jefferson had written of his uncer-
tainty in determining the most accurate means to av-
erage the climate of Virginia owing to the variation
of temperature and winds between Monticello and
Williamsburg:

In an extensive country, it will of course be expected
that the climate is not the same in all its parts. It is
remarkable that proceeding on the same parallel of
latitude westwardly, the climate becomes colder in
like manner as when you proceed northwardly. This
continues to be the case till you attain the summit
of the Allegheny, which is the highest land between
the ocean and the Missisipi. From thence, descend-

2 Rev. Madison, James Madison’s cousin and president of the
College of William and Mary, provided the climate observa-
tions from Williamsburg from 1772 to 1777.

3 Monax, an earlier common name for the woodchuck, origi-
nated from the Native American word for “the digger” (Linzey
1998, p. 116).
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ing in the same latitude to the Missisipi, the change
reverses (Jefferson 1999, p. 81)

Jefferson’s interest in the variation of weather likely
arose from his readings of Buffon, but he maintained
interest in this subject after his discussions with
Buffon as he began to question its cause and recog-
nize its impact on the settlement of the country (Mar-
tin 1952, 141–142; Bedini 1990, p. 467).

Unlike Jefferson, Madison’s scientific pursuits
were greatly curtailed after their endeavors against
Buffon. This transition reflected not so much a dis-
interest in science but rather a greater interest in re-
forming the Articles of Confederation (Rives 1859,
p. 96). Accompanying the scientific texts from
Jefferson were also works that Madison would use to
guide his formulation of a new government for the
United States (Brant 1948, p. 309; Malone 1951,
p. 87). Madison’s participation in the 1786 trade con-
vention in Annapolis, which preceded the Constitu-
tional Convention in 1787, led to increasing absences
from Montpelier. As a result, the diaries gradually
became the responsibility of his father. Colonel Madi-
son recorded the majority of its entries until the end
of the diaries in 6 February 1802. His role in main-
taining the diaries is best evidenced in Jefferson’s ref-
erence to them as “your father’s meteorological dia-
ries” in a letter to James Madison dated 22 June 1817
(Jefferson 1995, 1786–1787; see also Jefferson 1944,
p. 625). However, Madison still actively exchanged
meteorological diaries with his father during his many
years in Washington (Madison 1981, 241–242;
Ketcham 1990, p. 374). Throughout the diaries, the
Madisons cooperated to consistently record not only
climate observations but also phenological events de-
scribing garden plants, wildlife, and forests. Only one
major hiatus occurs in the diaries from July 1796 to
December 1797.4 Transcription of the Madison
weather diaries resulted in 16,227 weather observa-
tions from 1784 to 1802.

National natural landmark forest at Montpelier. A for-
est at Montpelier provides a second, although indi-

rect, legacy from James Madison with regards to eigh-
teenth-century climate. Though Montpelier was an
active plantation with a slave-based system of agricul-
ture (Chambers 1991), a forested slope adjacent to the
house contains white oak trees (Quercus alba) dating
to the Madison era (Fig. 1). Although the history of
this forest through the Madison era and post-Madison
owners of the property is currently under study,
Madison did express strong views on the conserva-
tion of forests. In his 1818 address as the first presi-
dent of the Albemarle County Agricultural Society,
Madison lamented the mismanagement of forest
resources:

Of all the errors in our rural economy, none is per-
haps, so much to be regretted, because none so dif-
ficult to be repaired, as the injudicious and exces-
sive destruction of timber and fire wood. It seems
never to have occurred that the fund was not inex-
haustible, and that a crop of trees could not be raised
as quickly as one of wheat or corn.

Here again, we are presented with a proof of the
continuance of the practice for which the reasons
have ceased. When our ancestors arrived, they found
the trees of the forest the great obstacle to their
settlement, and cultivation. The great effort was of
course to destroy the trees. It would seem that they
contracted and transmitted an antipathy to them; for

4 The existence of this section of the diary is uncertain. However,
it appears the Madisons did maintain their weather observa-
tions during this time, as James Madison summarizes ther-
mometer and precipitation values through December in a let-
ter to Jefferson dated 25 December 1797 (Madison 1991,
63–64). In a later summary, Jefferson also lists the minimum
and maximum annual temperatures recorded by the Madisons
for 1797 in his Weather Memorandum Book (Ludlum 1966,
p. 216).

FIG. 1. Location of Montpelier, James Madison’s
Virginia plantation. Photograph shows the location
of the National Natural Landmark Forest on the
north-facing slopes just behind the mansion.
Virginia Climate Divisions 1 and 4 are depicted on
the map of Virginia. (Photograph courtesy of the
Montpelier Foundation.)
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the trees were not even spared around the dwellings,
where their shade would have been a comfort and
their beauty an ornament . . . Prudence will no longer
delay to economize what remains of wood land; to
foster the second growths where taking place in con-
venient spots; and to commence when necessary,
plantations of the trees recommended by their util-
ity and quickness of growth (Madison 1818).5

Economic difficulties after Madison’s death forced
Dolley Madison to sell Montpelier in 1844. After un-
dergoing a series of additional ownership transfers,
the National Trust for Historic Preservation acquired
Montpelier in 1984 through a bequest from Marion
duPont Scott (Miller 1988, 100-101). The Trust over-
saw the designation of the forest south of the house
as a National Natural Landmark Forest in 1987 (Tice
1988).

MOTIVATION FOR ANALYSIS OF THE
MADISON METEOROLOGICAL DIARIES.
Instrumental meteorological diaries in eighteenth-
century America were uncommon (Baron 1995), but
other observers, outside the loose network established
by Jefferson, also recorded the weather. Examples of
other long and consistent instrumental observers in-
clude John Winthrop in Cambridge, Massachusetts,
from 1742 to 1779 and Dr. John Lining and other
observers in Charleston, South Carolina, from 1737
to 1759 (Ludlum 1966, 139–140; Landsberg et al.
1968; Baron 1995). Within Jefferson’s network,
Jefferson himself was likely the most consistent ob-
server (Martin 1952, p. 131); however, his intense
enthusiasm in the subject results in a shortcoming for
climate reconstruction efforts. Jefferson frequently

carried his meteorological instruments with him
when traveling. As a result, his observations shift from
his Monticello home to locations including Philadel-
phia, Annapolis, and Paris (Jefferson 1997, 433–435).
In addition to their historical context, the Madison
meteorological diaries feature a stationary location at
Montpelier and a relatively consistent record from
1784 to 1802. Coupled with the existence of Madison-
era trees for use in dendroclimatic reconstructions,
Montpelier provides an excellent case for a compara-
tive study using these two established methods of cli-
mate reconstruction.

Historical documents, such as meteorological dia-
ries, have proven useful in reconstructing climate over
a wide suite of regions and timescales (e.g., Ingram
et al. 1978; Baron 1995; Bradley and Jones 1995;
Catchpole 1995; Ogilvie 1995; Pfister 1995; Quinn and
Neal 1995; Wang and Zhang 1995; Glaser et al. 1999;
Mock 2000). Historical documents have also been
combined with proxy records of climate to enhance
reconstructions (e.g., Guiot 1992; Jones et al. 1998;
Mann et al. 1998; Luterbacher et al. 1999; Crowley and
Lowery 2000). Many studies have compared recon-
structions generated by documentary and proxy data
(e.g., Williams and Wigley 1983; Mock 1991; Brad-
ley and Jones 1993; Ortlieb and Macharé 1993; Diaz
and Pulwarty 1994; Dunbar et al. 1994; Hughes and
Diaz 1994; Briffa et al. 1999; Pfister and Brázdil 1999;
Rodrigo et al. 2001); however, we are not aware of any
study in which this comparison is direct, quantitative,
and at the same location. Stahle et al. (1998a) further
supported their dendroclimatic reconstruction of
growing-season drought with historical observations
from the Chesapeake Bay region. Building upon that
approach, this study compares precipitation recon-
structions from tree-ring data and a historical instru-
mental record at the same site. Two independent
reconstructions of monthly precipitation were gen-

5 This address was later published in the American Farmer and
read with great interest on both sides of the Atlantic (Brant
1961, p. 428; Rutland 1997, p. 243).

FIG. 2. Comparison of a dendroclimatic reconstruc-
tion of early summer precipitation (1784–1966) to
modern and Madison diary precipitation data. (top)
Reconstruction of early summer precipitation
(black line) calibrated and verified with Jun precipi-
tation data from Virginia Climate Divisions 1 and
4 (blue line). (bottom) Expanded view of Madison
weather diary period with the early summer pre-
cipitation reconstruction (black line), Madison pre-
cipitation gauge values for May (red line), and the
number of May rainy days observed by the
Madisons (dashed red line). Light gray shading de-
picts two standard error uncertainty limits in the
reconstruction (see the sidebar).
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Pearson 0.661** 0.629** 0.629** 0.661** 0.626***
correlation (r)

Variance (R2) 0.437 0.395 0.395 0.437 0.392

Reduction of 0.437 0.171 0.395 0.356 0.392
error (RE)

TABLE 1. Split period calibration–verification of early summer rainfall reconstruction with
Virginia Climate Division 1 and 4 precipitation data. Pearson correlation coefficients are used to
determine significance with n – 2 degrees of freedom. Probabilities are assessed using a one-
tailed test assuming that the relationship between precipitation and tree-ring width will not be
negatively correlated (*P < 0.05, ** P < 0.01, *** P < 0.001).

Period I Period II Total period

Statistic Calibration Verification Calibration Verification Calibration
1949–66 1931–48 1931–48 1949–66 1931–66

FIG. 3. Comparison of a dendroclimatic reconstruction
of prior fall precipitation (1784–1965) to modern and
Madison diary precipitation data. (top) Reconstruction
of prior fall precipitation (black line) calibrated and
verified with prior Sep precipitation data from Virginia
Climate Divisions 1 and 4 (blue line). (bottom) Ex-
panded view of Madison weather diary period with the
prior fall precipitation reconstruction (black line), Madi-
son precipitation gauge values averaged for prior Jun
and Jul (red line), and the number of rainy days aver-
aged for Jun and Jul observed by the Madisons (dashed
red line). Light gray shading depicts two standard er-
ror uncertainty limits in the reconstruction (see the
sidebar).

TABLE 2. Split period calibration–verification of prior fall rainfall reconstruction with Virginia
Climate Division 1 and 4 precipitation data. Pearson correlation coefficients are used to deter-
mine significance with n – 3 degrees of freedom as two dependent variables are employed in the
reconstruction. Probabilities are assessed using a one-tailed test assuming that the relationship
between precipitation and tree-ring width will not be negatively correlated (*P < 0.05, **P <
0.01, ***P < 0.001, † P = 0.055).

Pearson 0.603** 0.479* 0.602** 0.402† 0.570***
correlation (r)

Variance (R2) 0.364 0.229 0.363 0.162 0.325

Reduction of 0.364 0.220 0.363 0.154 0.325
error (RE)

Statistic Calibration Verification Calibration Verification Calibration
1948–65 1931–47 1931–47 1948–65 1931–65

Period I Period II Total period
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erated using tree-ring data from Montpelier (see the
sidebar for methodology). Latewood width measure-
ments from these tree rings produced a significant
reconstruction of early summer precipitation (Fig. 2
and Table 1), and a bivariate reconstruction, which
removed the latewood component from the annual
ring width, produced a significant reconstruction of
prior fall precipitation (Fig. 3 and Table 2). These
reconstructions calibrated with June and prior Sep-
tember precipitation, respectively, in the modern
period, and the monthly correlations were stronger
than any correlations combining months. Both of
these reconstructions were then compared with pre-
cipitation records from the Madison meteorological
diaries.

MODERN AND MADISON-ERA PRECIPI-
TATION COMPARISONS. Comparison of the
meteorological diary and dendroclimatic reconstructions.
Both dendroclimatic reconstructions were compared
with two monthly variables from the diaries; precipi-
tation amount and number of rainy days. In each
case, the dendroclimatic reconstruction shifted at
least one month earlier in its correlation to monthly
precipitation from the modern calibration period.
Because of this shift, the reconstructions are referred
to as early summer and prior fall instead of ascrib-
ing the precipitation signal of a particular month to
each reconstruction. As the early summer precipita-
tion reconstruction indicates greater levels of re-
solved variance, the following analysis focuses on this
reconstruction. The seven years of May rain gauge
measurements from the diaries yielded the strongest
correlation of any month with the early summer pre-
cipitation reconstruction [r = 0.945, p(1) < 0.001, r2 =
0.892]. Since the rain gauge measurements suffer
from a low sample size, an index of total May rainy
days was also constructed as this proxy for precipi-
tation was recorded by the Madisons for the entire
17 years of diary observations. The correlation be-
tween May rainy days and the reconstruction was also
significant [r = 0.429, p(1) = 0.043, r2 = 0.184]. While
precipitation frequency and total precipitation have
been shown to differ in their statistical properties for
the conterminous United States (Englehart and Dou-
glas 1985), the monthly frequency of rainy days has
proven to be a useful surrogate in precipitation re-
constructions (e.g., Mock 1991; Pfister 1995; Murata
1995), and the May rainy day index and the Madi-
son precipitation gauge values are highly positively
correlated [r = 0.633, p(1) = 0.063, r 2 = 0.401]. For
comparison at this location, an analog of rainy days
was constructed using data from a Cooperative Na-

tional Weather Service station at the Northern Pied-
mont Agricultural Research and Extension Center
in Orange, Virginia. A June rainy day index from this
station for 1949–99, located less than 5 km from
Montpelier, correlates with its June precipitation
record to a similar extent [r = 0.556, p(1) < 0.001,
r2 = 0.309]. Similar to the divisional data, the June
precipitation data from this station also strongly cor-
relates with the early summer dendroclimatic recon-
struction from 1949 to 1966 [r = 0.674, p(1) < 0.01,
r2 = 0.455]; however, the shorter temporal record of
this station impaired its usefulness for calibrating and
verifying the dendroclimatic reconstructions.

The prior fall reconstruction displayed the stron-
gest correlations with the six years of Madison pre-
cipitation gauge values averaged for June and July
[r = 0.800, p(1) = 0.028, r2 = 0.640] and for July and
August [r = 0.701, p(1) = 0.060, r2 = 0.491]. Again, the
frequency of rainy days averaged over 16 years for
these two monthly periods did not correlate as well
as the gauge [r = 0.231, p(1) = 0.194, r2 = 0.054 and r =
0.182, p(1) = 0.250, r2 = 0.033, respectively].

Comparison of the timing of precipitation seasonality.
Hayden (1979, 138–140) observed a shift in the tim-
ing of the summer precipitation maxima for Virginia
in the twentieth-century instrumental record. Station
data prior to 1920 indicated mostly June or July as the
months of peak precipitation, whereas station data
from 1941 to 1970 indicated a predominance of July
and August peak months. This change is also appar-
ent in the statewide data for the time intervals of this
study (Fig. 4). The distribution of monthly precipita-
tion in the Madison diaries continued this advancing
trend back in time (i.e., trend toward a delayed wet
season as time progresses) observed in the twentieth-
century statewide data. The standard deviation of the
timing of peak summer rainfall among statistically in-
dependent 7-yr subintervals of the 1931–66 statewide
precipitation data is 0.4 months, while the maximum
deviation of any of the 7-yr subintervals from the
1931–66 mean is 0.5 months. Thus, although the
Madison diaries only provide seven years of instru-
mental data from which to constrain the seasonal
cycle, the approximately 1.3-month shift observed in
the timing of peak summer rainfall relative to the
1931–66 statewide mean is highly unlikely to arise
from sampling variations alone.

IMPLICATIONS FOR THE SEASONAL
RELATIONSHIPS OF DENDROCLIMATIC
RECONSTRUCTIONS. Comparison of the Madi-
son diaries with the early summer precipitation recon-
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struction suggests a gradual delay in sensitivity from
May precipitation in the Madison era to June in the
modern instrumental record (Fig. 5 and Table 3). This
observation does not appear to be in-
fluenced by the spatial scale of the
divisional data, as the Piedmont Re-
search Station also confirms a June
precipitation signal in the modern
instrumental record. Furthermore, a
delay of at least one month is also im-
plied by the prior fall precipitation

reconstruction. The delays apparent in these compari-
sons are also consistent with the 1.3-month delay ob-
served in the summer precipitation maximum from
the Madison era. To explain these patterns, we con-
sider three hypotheses; the influence of age on sensi-
tivity of trees to climate, the influence of external
climate forcings on precipitation seasonality, and the
influence of land cover change on precipitation
seasonality.

Studies considering the climatic response of trees
with age or competitive status have produced conflict-
ing results. For example, Szeicz and MacDonald
(1994) found that the climate response of white spruce
(Picea glauca) was notably different between trees less
than 200 years of age and those greater than 200 years.
Conversely, Colenutt and Luckman (1991) found very
similar climatic sensitivities between alpine larch
(Larix lyallii) averaging 81 and 303 years of age. While
no study has directly investigated changes in the cli-
matic response of white oak with age, estimates of tree
ages (as the pith was not reached in all trees) used in
these precipitation reconstructions averaged at least
50 years of age at the end of the Madison diary pe-
riod (1801) and at least 180 years of age at the end of
the modern divisional data series (1966). Supposing
that chestnut oaks (Quercus prinus) initiate latewood
growth first at buds and then progress basipetally
down the stem, Phipps (1967) hypothesized that late-
wood widths at the base could become sensitive to cli-
mate progressively later in the year as a tree increased
in height with age. This mechanism could explain the
shift in sensitivity of the early summer reconstruction
but not the prior fall reconstruction, as earlywood

FIG. 4. Seasonality of precipitation for Virginia. Lines are
seventh-order polynomial fits to the monthly data of
precipitation during a seasonal cycle. This order was
chosen as the best representation of the seasonal cycle
without overfitting the monthly data. The blue line
corresponds to the average distribution of statewide
precipitation from 1895 to 1966. The dashed light blue
line depicts the first half of this period (1895–1930) and
the dashed dark blue line is the second half (1931–66).
The red line displays the average distribution for the
7 yr of precipitation gauge measurements at Montpe-
lier from 1793 to 1801. As the average monthly value
of the Madison measurements was slightly higher than
that of the statewide data from 1895 to 1966 (8.91 cm
to 9.42 cm, respectively), the scale for the Madison pre-
cipitation gauge has been shifted down by the difference
in means.

FIG. 5. Seasonality of correlation
between precipitation indices and
a dendroclimatic reconstruction of
early summer rainfall. Sample size
for the divisional and statewide
data is 36 yr. Sample size for the
precipitation gauge is 7 yr except
for Jul and Aug, which are 6 yr.
Sample size for the number of
rainy days is 17 yr except for Mar,
Jul, and Aug, which are 16 yr (*P <
0.05, ***P < 0.001).
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growth commences synchronously along a stem.
While changes in tree physiology with age may be
affecting these dendroclimatic reconstructions, the
coincidence in the magnitude and direction of the
delays with the 1.3-month delay in precipitation sea-
sonality observed in the summer precipitation maxi-
mum from the Madison diaries points to a climato-
logical effect. Although this finding is unexpected, a
recent study by Biondi (2000) also supports the hy-
pothesis that the seasonal relationships of dendro-
climatic reconstructions may shift through time. The
transition observed in this study suggests that the trees
used in this reconstruction may be more sensitive to
the timing of peak summer precipitation than to a
particular month in the calendar year.

There is evidence that anthropogenic climate forc-
ing may be leading to a trend toward slightly (i.e., on
the order of a few days) advanced temperature sea-
sonality (e.g., earlier spring) in the late twentieth cen-
tury (Thomson 1995; Mann and Park 1996). Even
larger advances (on the order of a month in some
cases) have been observed in the seasonality of pre-
cipitation since 1950 for the western United States
(Rajagopalan and Lall 1995). Similarly, Cayan et al.
(2001) have also demonstrated the sensitivity of phe-
nological networks to this advance in spring tempera-
ture seasonality in the western United States since the
1970s. These recent advances represent a departure
from a longer-term trend over the past few centuries
(Thompson 1995; Thomson 1995) toward a delay in
seasonality (e.g., gradually later spring). It has been
suggested that this long-term delay in seasonality is
associated with the effects of orbital precession on the
seasonal cycle (Thomson 1995), though the presence
of considerable spatial variation in the magnitude and
sign of observed shifts in the seasonality of tempera-
ture (Thomson 1995; Mann and Park 1996) suggests
that other natural or external factors may be impor-
tant. The reconstruction presented in this study does
not span the most recent decades of the twentieth

century due to the downward-trending mortality spi-
ral present in the samples, and we thus cannot evalu-
ate whether or not an advance in seasonality is evi-
dent in the most recent decades. However, the
observed long-term trend toward a delayed seasonal
precipitation cycle that is clearly present over several
centuries is indeed qualitatively consistent with the
trend toward a delayed temperature cycle on this
longer time frame (Rajagopalan and Lall 1995;
Thomson 1995).

Finally, it may also be possible that the clearing of
land over the past 200 years has altered the timing of
precipitation seasonality at Montpelier. The hypoth-
esis that land cover affects regional climate was pro-
posed well before the eighteenth century, and we now
have evidence that vegetation, via evapotranspiration
and surface roughness, impacts precipitation and
wind patterns, respectively, on regional scales
(Hayden 1998). Jefferson pondered this hypothesis in
his notes when discussing the increase of eastern and
southeastern breezes during his lifetime:

They have advanced into the country very sensibly
within the memory of people now living. They for-
merly did not penetrate far above Williamsburgh.
They are now frequent at Richmond, and every now
and then reach the mountains. They deposit most
of their moisture however before they get that far. As
the lands become more cleared, it is probable they will
extend still further westward (Jefferson 1999, 83–84).

Using a coupled land–atmosphere model for the east-
ern and central United States, Bonan (1999) found
that the conversion of land cover from presettlement
forests to modern vegetation resulted in a 0.6°–1.0°C
cooling in the mean annual surface air temperature
with the greatest intra-annual effects occurring in
summer and fall. Fitzjarrald et al. (2001) examined the
variation in timing of spring phenology for dominant
trees in the eastern United States by isolating the in-

Division 1 and 4 precipitation 1931–66 0.028 36 0.626*** 36 0.309* 36

Calibrated statewide precipitation 1895–1930 0.234 36 0.299* 36 0.022 36

Madison rain gauge 1794–1801 0.945*** 7 –0.01 7 0.349 6

Madison rainy day index 1784–1801 0.429* 17 –0.095 17 0.134 16

TABLE 3. Seasonality of correlation between precipitation indices and a dendroclimatic recon-
struction of early summer rainfall, where N refers to sample size, and P values are reported
using one tail. (* P < 0.05, ** P < 0.01, *** P < 0.001).

Precipitation indices May N Jun N Jul N
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fluence of leaf presence on surface climate variables.
Interestingly in the context of this study, Fitzjarrald
et al. (2001) found that this measure of spring for the
eastern United States is generally arriving 4 to 6 days
earlier since the mid 1960s; however, central Virginia
displayed an opposing trend, with dates of 3 to 10 days
later. While considering the possible influence of land
use change, they did not find a clear relationship be-
tween the fraction of forest cover and the timing or
intensity of this spring transition. Similarly, it remains
unclear whether the changes in precipitation season-
ality observed in this study are the result of external
climate forcing, land cover, or possibly a combination

of both factors. Evaluation of these hypotheses con-
cerning tree age, external climate forcing, and land
cover requires additional research beyond the scope
of this study; however, the questions raised by these
results emphasize the dynamic nature not only of the
climate system but also of the vegetation that serves
as proxies for it.

CONCLUSIONS. Historical documents and tree
rings present a wealth of data for reconstructing prior
climate. This study has compared two approaches for
reconstructing precipitation at Montpelier in the late
eighteenth century. In addition to accounting for a

DENDROCLIMATOLOGICAL METHODS
As a result of the National Natural
Landmark designation, live trees in
the Montpelier forest could not be
sampled in this study. However,
recently senesced white oak trees
of canopy status were selected and
cored according to standard
dendrochronological techniques
(Fritts 1976). Suitable cores were
cross-dated and checked using the
computer program COFECHA
(Holmes 1983). Latewood and
annual width measurements were
used to generate two residual
chronologies in the computer
program ARSTAN (Cook and
Peters 1981). Cores were first
detrended using either a negative
exponential or linear regression
model to minimize the influence of
biological age on rings widths.
Secondly, a cubic smoothing spline
removed 50% of the variance at a
period of 20 yr to reduce the effect
of suppression and release episodes
on ring widths. The two chronolo-
gies consisted of 24 cores from 11
trees, with 12 cores from 5 trees
extending to the start of the
Madison weather diary (1784).
Although the oldest core dated to
1712, the chronologies were
truncated to the period 1784–1966
to maintain a sufficient sample size.

Precipitation data from Virginia
Climate Divisions 1 and 4 (Karl
et al. 1983) were utilized in a split
calibration–verification technique
to reconstuct the early summer
(Fig. 2 and Table 1) and prior fall
(Fig. 3 and Table 2) precipitation

signals. Appropriately, this
modern climate network realizes
Jefferson’s desire for a systematic
observation of the New World
climate (Martin 1952, 141–143).
The early summer precipitation
reconstruction was regressed with
the latewood chronology (xt), with
year (t), yielding precipitation in
centimeters:

yt,early summer = 1.623 + 7.841xt.

Because early season growth in
particular is linked to antecedent
soil moisture conditions, it is
possible to reconstruct prior fall
precipitation from a linear
combination of the annual and
latewood chronologies. The prior
fall reconstruction thus employed
a multivariate regression with
both the latewood (xlt) and annual
chronologies (x2t) with year (t),
yielding:

yt,prior fall = -12.854 – 14.796xlt

+ 36.865x2t.

Both reconstructions display
similar levels of resolved variance
in their respective calibration and
verification intervals. Residuals for
both reconstructions were
homoscedastic. Reduction of error
statistics (RE) were calculated
according to Cook et al. (1999) and
demonstrated skill in each of these
reconstructions. For each recon-
struction, t tests demonstrated
that the regression coefficients

were not significantly different for
calibration periods 1 and 2. Two
standard error uncertainty limits
were calculated for each recon-
struction using the greater of the
two RE statistics from the verifica-
tion periods. While the residuals
from both reconstructions do not
appear to be heteroscedastic, the
two standard error uncertainties
are only approximate as the
residuals depart somewhat from a
normal distribution.

Although the published division
data for Virginia extends back to
1895, climate data prior to 1931
use calibrated state averages
inducing substantial inhomogene-
ity in the climate time series
(Guttman and Quayle 1996). For
this reason, data prior to 1931
were not incorporated into the
calibration and verification tests.
Years more recent than 1966
were not included in the analysis
as the correlation between June
precipitation and latewood width
greatly attenuated after 1966. This
attenuation is likely an artifact of
using senescent trees in the
chronology. Prior to senescence,
trees may exhibit a mortality
spiral (Franklin et al. 1987; Manion
1991, 330–334) that reflects
reduced and sometimes abnormal
growth (Waring 1987). These
spirals have been observed to
persist for decades in oaks and
cause reduced sensitivity to
environmental fluctuations
(Pederson 1998).



68 JANUARY 2003|

significant portion of the variance in precipitation,
these data also indirectly suggest the influence of
larger-scale climatological processes. For example, the
1792 drought mentioned by Madison in the opening
paragraph of this article corresponds with one of the
strongest El Niño events on record, associated with
prominent anomalies in reconstructed cold-season
Niño-3 (Mann et al. 2000) and winter Southern
Oscillation index (SOI) (Stahle et al. 1998b) indices
and well-documented historical evidence (Quinn and
Neal 1995; Grove 1998; Ortlieb 2000) that confirms
the existence of an extreme El Niño during the pe-
riod 1791/92. El Niño years have been shown to re-
sult in less than average precipitation for the eastern
United States during the following March–May
(Livezey et al. 1997).

More importantly in the context of this study,
though the statistical significance of these compari-
sons are limited by the relatively short duration of the
Madison rain gauge record, the data also suggest a
delay of approximately one month in the arrival of
maximum summer precipitation from Madison’s era
and a corresponding shift in the sensitivity of
dendroclimatic reconstructions to this delay. Thus,
these data not only provide a record of precipitation
reaching back to Madison’s era at Montpelier, but also
indicate possible changes in the regional climate since
the late eighteenth century. As Jefferson noted later
in life, climatic trends are best characterized by long-
term studies:

Years are requisite for this, steady attention to the
thermometer, to the plants growing there, the times
of their leafing and flowering, its animal inhabitants,
beasts, birds, reptiles, and insects; its prevalent
winds, quantities of rain and snow, temperature of
fountains, and other indexes of climate. We want
this indeed for all the States, and the work should
be repeated once or twice in a century, to show the
effect of clearing and culture towards changes of cli-
mate (Jefferson 1905, 71–72).

Although Madison’s scientific knowledge never ri-
valed that of Jefferson’s, he too recognized the impor-
tance of experiment and comparison in understand-
ing our Earth as a system:

Experiment and comparison may be regarded as the
two eyes of Philosophy, and it will require, I suspect,
the best use of both, to reduce into a satisfactory sys-
tem, the irregular and intermingled phenomena to
be observed on the outside, and the penetrable in-
side of our little globe (Madison 1997, p. 96).

James Madison was recognized during his time for
his scientific insight with membership into the
American Philosophical Society. However, likely
even beyond the expectations of Jefferson, Madison’s
scientific contributions are still “useful” toward fur-
thering our understanding of the climate system 200
years later.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS. The authors thank the staff
of the Montpelier Foundation, the American Philosophi-
cal Society, and the Presbyterian Historical Society for use
of the Madison meteorological diaries, the staff of the pa-
pers of James Madison at the University of Virginia,
F. Biondi and three anonymous reviewers, and B. Hayden
(University of Virginia) for their assistance with this re-
search. Additionally, Sarah Sekinger, Patrick Goodwin, and
Adam Kalkstein provided invaluable assistance in the tran-
scription of the Madison diaries. D. L. D. acknowledges
support from the Virginia Academy of Sciences and the De-
partment of Environmental Sciences at the University of
Virginia. D. L. D. and H. H. S. acknowledge support from
USDA Forest Service Award SRS00DG11330147 and N.C.
State University and EPA Prime Agreement R-82878501.
M. E. M. acknowledges support from the NSF- and NOAA-
sponsored Earth Systems History Program. D. W. S.,
M. K. C., and M. D. T., acknowledge support from NSF
Paleoclimate Program, Grant No. ATM-9986074.

REFERENCES
Baron, W. R., 1995: Historical climate records from the

northeastern United States, 1640 to 1900. Climate
since A.D. 1500, R. S. Bradley and P. D. Jones, Eds.,
Routledge, 74–91.

Bedini, S. A., 1990: Thomas Jefferson: Statesman of Sci-
ence. Macmillan, 616 pp.

Biondi, F., 2000: Are climate-tree growth relationships
changing in North-Central Idaho, U.S.A.? Arct.
Antarct. Alp. Res., 32, 111–116.

Bonan, G. B., 1999: Frost followed the plow: Impacts of
deforestation on the climate of the United States.
Ecol. Appl., 9, 1305–1315.

Bradley, R. S., and P. D. Jones, 1993: “Little Ice Age”
summer temperature variations: Their nature and
relevance to recent global warming trends. Holocene,
3, 387–396.

——, and ——, 1995: Introduction. Climate since A.D.
1500, R. S. Bradley and P. D. Jones, Eds., Routledge,
1–16.

Brant I., 1941: James Madison: The Virginia Revolution-
ist. Vol. 1. Bobbs-Merrill, 471 pp.

——, 1948: James Madison: The Nationalist. Vol. 2.
Bobbs-Merrill, 484 pp.



69JANUARY 2003AMERICAN METEOROLOGICAL SOCIETY |

——, 1961: James Madison: Commander in Chief. Vol. 6.
Bobbs-Merrill, 627 pp.

Briffa, K. R., P. D. Jones, R. B. Vogel, F. H. Schweingruber,
M. G. L. Baillie, S. G. Shiyatov, and E. A. Vaganov,
1999: European tree rings and climate in the 16th
century. Climatic Change, 43, 151–168.

Buffon, G. L. L., Comte de, 1812: Natural History, Gen-
eral and Particular, (French), Vol. 6, Cadell and
Davies, 439 pp.

Catchpole, A. J. W., 1995: Hudson’s Bay Company ships’
log-books as sources of sea ice data. Climate since
A.D. 1500, R. S. Bradley and P. D. Jones, Eds.,
Routledge, 17–39.

Cayan, D. R., S. A. Kammerdiener, M. D. Dettinger, J. M.
Caprio, and D. H. Peterson, 2001: Changes in the
onset of spring in the western United States. Bull.
Amer. Meteor. Soc., 82, 399–415.

Chambers, D. B., 1991: The making of Montpelier: Col.
James Madison and the development of a Piedmont
plantation: 1741 to 1774. M.S. thesis, Corcoran Dept.
of History, University of Virginia, 265 pp. [Available
from Alderman Library, University of Virginia, Box
400113, Charlottesville, VA 22904-4113.]

Chinard, G., 1947: Eighteenth-century theories on
America as human habitat. Proc. Amer. Philos. Soc.,
91, 25–57.

Cohen, I. B., 1995: Science and the Founding Fathers:
Science in the Political Thought of Jefferson, Franklin,
Adams and Madison. W.W. Norton, 368 pp.

Colenutt, M. E., and B. H. Luckman, 1991: Dendrochro-
nological investigation of Larix lyalliiat Larch Val-
ley, Alberta. Can. J. For. Res., 21, 1222–1233.

Cook, E. R., and K. Peters, 1981: The smoothing spline:
A new approach to standardizing forest interior tree-
ring width series for dendroclimatic studies. Tree-
Ring Bull., 41, 45–53.

——, D. M. Meko, D. W. Stahle, and M. K. Cleaveland,
1999: Drought reconstructions for the continental
United States. J. Climate, 12, 1145–1162.

Crowley, T. J., and T. S. Lowery, 2000: How warm was
the Medieval Warm Period? Ambio, 29, 51–54.

Davis, R. B., 1964: Intellectual Life in Jefferson’s Virginia:
1790–1830. University of Tennessee Press, 507 pp.

Diaz, H. F., and R. S. Pulwarty, 1994: An analysis of the
time scales of variability in centuries-long ENSO-
sensitive records in the last 1000 years. Climatic
Change, 26, 317–342.

Dunbar, R. B., G. M. Wellington, M. W. Colgan, and P. W.
Glynn, 1994: Eastern Pacific sea surface temperature
since 1600 A.D.: The δ 18O record of climate variabil-
ity in Galápagos corals. Paleoceanography, 9, 291–315.

Englehart, P. J., and A. V. Douglas, 1985: A statistical
analysis of precipitation frequency in the contermi-

nous United States, including comparisons with pre-
cipitation totals. J. Climate Appl. Meteor., 24, 350–
362.

Fitzjarrald, D. R., O. C. Acevedo, and K. E. Moore, 2001:
Climatic consequences of leaf presence in the east-
ern United States. J. Climate, 14, 598–614.

Franklin, J. F., H. H. Shugart, and M. E. Harmon, 1987:
Tree death as an ecological process. Bioscience, 37,
550–556.

Fritts, H. C., 1976: Tree Rings and Climate. Academic
Press, 567 pp.

Glaser, R., and Coauthors, 1999: Seasonal temperature
and precipitation fluctuations in selected parts of
Europe during the sixteenth century. Climatic
Change, 43, 169–200.

Grove, R. H., 1998: Global impact of the 1789–93
El Niño. Nature, 393, 318–319.

Guiot, J., 1992: The combination of historical documents
and biological data in the reconstruction of climate
variations in space and time. Palaeoclimatic Res., 7,
93–104.

Guttman, N. B., and R. G. Quayle, 1996: A historical
perspective of U.S. climate divisions. Bull. Amer.
Meteor. Soc., 77, 293–304.

Hayden, B. P., 1979: Atlas of Virginia Precipitation.
University Press of Virginia, 141 pp.

——, 1998: Ecosystem feedbacks on climate at the land-
scape scale. Philos. Trans. Roy. Soc. London, 353B, 5–18.

Henline, R., 1947: A study of Notes on the State of Vir-
ginia as an evidence of Jefferson’s reaction against the
theories of the French naturalists. Virginia Mag. Hist.
Biogr., 55, 233–246.

Holmes, R. L., 1983: Computer assisted quality control
in tree-ring dating and measurement. Tree-Ring
Bull., 44, 69–75.

Hughes, M. K., and H. F. Diaz, 1994: Was there a “Me-
dieval Warm Period,” and if so, where and when?
Climatic Change, 26, 109–142.

Ingram, M. J., D. J. Underhill, and T. M. L. Wigley, 1978:
Historical climatology. Nature, 276, 329–334.

Jefferson, T., 1905: The Writings of Thomas Jefferson. Vol.
16. Thomas Jefferson Memorial Association, 472 pp.

——, 1944: Thomas Jefferson’s Garden Book, 1766–1824,
with Relevant Extracts from his Other Writings.
American Philosophical Society, 704 pp.

——, 1951: The Papers of Thomas Jefferson. Vol. 4.
Princeton University Press, 702 pp.

——, 1953: The Papers of Thomas Jefferson. Vol. 8.
Princeton University Press, 687 pp.

——, 1955: The Papers of Thomas Jefferson. Vol. 12.
Princeton University Press, 701 pp.

——, 1961: The Papers of Thomas Jefferson. Vol. 16.
Princeton University Press, 675 pp.



70 JANUARY 2003|

——, 1995: The Republic of Letters: The Correspondence
Between Thomas Jefferson and James Madison, 1776–
1826. J. M. Smith, Ed., Vol. 3, 1st ed. W.W. Norton
& Co., 1351–2073.

——, 1997: Jefferson’s Memorandum Books: Accounts,
with Legal Records and Miscellany, 1767–1826. 2 Vols.
Princeton University Press, 1656 pp.

——, 1999: Notes on the State of Virginia. Penguin, 330 pp.
Jones, P. D., K. R. Briffa, T. P. Barnett, and S. F. B. Tett,

1998: High-resolution palaeoclimatic records for the
last millennium: Interpretation, integration and
comparison with general circulation model control-
run temperatures. Holocene, 8, 455–471.

Karl, T. R., L. Metcalf, M. L. Nicodemus, and R. Quayle,
1983: Statewide Average Climatic History: Virginia.
Vol. 6-1. National Climatic Data Center, 35 pp.

Ketcham, R. L., 1990: James Madison: A Biography. Uni-
versity Press of Virginia, 753 pp.

Kupperman, K. O., 1982: The puzzle of the American
climate in the early colonial period. Amer. Hist. Rev.,
87, 1262–1289.

——, 1984: Fear of hot climates in the Anglo-American
colonial experience. William Mary Quart., 41 (3),
213–240.

Landsberg, H. E., C. S. Yu, and L. Huang, 1968: Prelimi-
nary reconstruction of a long time series of climatic
data for the Eastern United States. Institute for Fluid
Dynamics and Applied Mathematics, University of
Maryland, Tech. Note BN-571, 30 pp.

Linzey, D. W., 1998: The Mammals of Virginia.
McDonald and Woodward, 459 pp.

Livezey, R. E., M. Masutani, A. Leetmaa, H. Rui, M. Ji,
and A. Kumar, 1997: Teleconnective response of the
Pacific–North American region atmosphere to large
central equatorial Pacific SST anomalies. J. Climate,
10, 1787–1820.

Ludlum, D. M., 1966: Early American Winters: 1604–
1820. Amer. Meteor. Soc., 285 pp.

Luterbacher, J., C. Schmutz, D. Gyalistras, and
E. Xoplaki, 1999: Reconstruction of monthly NAO
and EU indices back to AD 1675. Geophys. Res. Lett.,
26, 2745–2748.

Madison, J., 1818: An Address Delivered before the Agri-
cultural Society of Albermarle on Tuesday May 12,
1818. Shepard and Pollard, 31 pp.

——, 1971: Papers of James Madison. Vol. 7. University
of Chicago Press, 479 pp.

——, 1973: Papers of James Madison. Vol. 8. University
of Chicago Press, 560 pp.

——, 1975: Papers of James Madison. Vol. 9. University
of Chicago Press, 447 pp.

——, 1981: Papers of James Madison. Vol. 13. University
of Chicago Press, 423 pp.

——, 1983: Papers of James Madison. Vol. 14. University
of Chicago Press, 495 pp.

——, 1991: Papers of James Madison. Vol. 17. University
of Virginia Press, 610 pp.

——, 1997: James Madison’s “Advice to My Country.”
University of Virginia Press, 119 pp.

Malone, D., 1951: Jefferson and the Rights of Man. Vol. 2.
Little, Brown, and Co., 523 pp.

Manion, P. D., 1991: Tree Disease Concepts. 2d ed.
Prentice Hall, 402 pp.

Mann, M. E., and J. Park, 1996: Greenhouse warming
and changes in the seasonal cycle of temperature:
Model versus observations. Geophys. Res. Lett., 23,
1111–1114.

——, R. S. Bradley, and M. K. Hughes, 1998: Global-scale
temperature patterns and climate forcing over the
past six centuries. Nature, 392, 779–787.

——, E. Gille, R. S. Bradley, M. K. Hughes, J. Overpeck,
F. T. Keimig, and W. Gross, 2000: Global tempera-
ture patterns in past centuries: An interactive presen-
tation. Earth Interactions, 4. [Available online at
http://EarthInteractions.org.]

Martin, E. T., 1952: Thomas Jefferson: Scientist. H.
Schuman, 289 pp.

Mayr, E., 1982: The Growth of Biological Thought: Diver-
sity, Evolution, and Inheritance. Belknap Press, 974 pp.

Miller, A. L., 1988: Antebellum Orange: The Pre-Civil
War Homes, Public Buildings and Historic Sites of
Orange County, Virginia. Moss, 197 pp.

Mock, C. J., 1991: Historical evidence of a cold, dry sum-
mer during 1849 in the Northeastern Great Basin and
adjacent Rocky Mountains. Climatic Change, 18, 37–
66.

——, 2000: Rainfall in the garden of the United States
Great Plains, 1870–1889. Climatic Change, 44, 173–
195.

Murata, A., 1995: Reconstruction of rainfall variation of
the Baiu in historical times. Climate since A.D. 1500,
R. S. Bradley and P. D. Jones, Eds., Routledge, 118–142.

Ogilvie, A. E. J., 1995: Documentary evidence for
changes in the climate of Iceland, A. D. 1500 to 1800.
Climate since A.D. 1500, R. S. Bradley and P. D. Jones,
Eds., Routledge, 92–117.

Ortlieb, L., 2000: The documented historical record of
El Niño events in Peru: An update of the Quinn
record (Sixteenth through Nineteenth Centuries).
El Niño and the Southern Oscillation: Multiscale Vari-
ability and Global and Regional Impacts, H. F. Diaz
and V. Markgraf, Eds., Cambridge University Press,
207–295.

——, and J. Macharé, 1993: Former El Niño events:
Records from western South America. Global Planet.
Change, 7, 181–202.



71JANUARY 2003AMERICAN METEOROLOGICAL SOCIETY |

Pedersen, B. S., 1998: The role of stress in the mortality
of midwestern oaks as indicated by growth prior to
death. Ecology, 79, 79–93.

Pfister, C., 1995: Monthly temperature and precipitation
in central Europe 1525–1979: Quantifying documen-
tary evidence on weather and its effects. Climate since
A.D. 1500, R. S. Bradley and P. D. Jones, Eds.,
Routledge, 118–142.

——, and R. Brázdil, 1999: Climatic variability in six-
teenth-century Europe and its social dimension: A
synthesis. Climatic Change, 43, 5–53.

Phipps, R. L., 1967: Annual growth of suppressed chest-
nut oak and red maple, a basis for hydrologic inference.
Geologic Survey Professional Paper 485-C, 27 pp.

Quinn, W. H., and V. T. Neal, 1995: The historical
record of El Niño events. Climate Since A.D. 1500, R.
S. Bradley and P. D. Jones, Eds., Routledge, 623–648.

Rajagopalan, B., and U. Lall, 1995: Seasonality of precipi-
tation along a meridian in the western United States.
Geophys. Res. Lett., 22, 1081–1084.

Rives, W. C., 1859: History of the Life and Times of James
Madison. Vol. 2. Little, Brown and Company, 657 pp.

Rodrigo, F. S., D. Pozo-Vázquez, M. J. Esteban-Parra,
and Y. Castro-Díez, 2001: A reconstruction of the
winter North Atlantic Oscillation index back to A.D.
1501 using documentary data in southern Spain. J.
Geophys. Res., 106, 14 805–14 818.

Rutland, R. A., 1997: James Madison: The Founding Fa-
ther. University of Missouri Press, 287 pp.

Sheffield, S. R., 1999: Long-tailed weasel. Smithsonian
Book of North American Mammals. Wilson, D. E. and
S. Ruff, Eds., Smithsonian Institution Press, 750 pp.

Shuffelton, F., 1999: Introduction. Notes on the State of
Virginia. F. Shuffelton, Ed., Penguin, 330 pp.

Stahle, D. W., M. K. Cleaveland, D. B. Blanton, M. D.
Therrell, and D. A. Gay, 1998a: The lost colony and
Jamestown droughts. Science, 280, 564–567.

——, and Coauthors, 1998b: Experimental dendro-
climatic reconstruction of the Southern Oscillation.
Bull. Amer. Meteor. Soc., 79, 2137–2152.

Szeicz, J. M., and G. M. MacDonald, 1994: Age-depen-
dent tree-ring growth responses of subarctic white
spruce to climate. Can. J. For. Res., 24, 120–132.

Thompson, R., 1995: Complex demodulation and the es-
timation of the changing continentality of Europe’s
climate. Int. J. Climatol., 15, 175–185.

Thomson, D. J., 1995: The seasons, global temperature,
and precession. Science, 268, 59–68.

Tice, D., 1988: James Madison’s forests and the Consti-
tution. Virginia For., 44, 16–17, 50.

Walker, E. P., 1968: Mammals of the World. Vols. 1 and
2, Johns Hopkins Press, 1500 pp.

Wang, P. K., and D. Zhang, 1995: Reconstruction of the
18th century summer precipitation of Nanjing,
Suzhou, and Hangzhou, China, based on the Clear
and Rain Records. Climate since A.D. 1500, R. S. Bra-
dley and P. D. Jones, Eds., Routledge, 184–209.

Waring, R. H., 1987: Characteristics of trees predisposed
to die. BioScience, 37, 569–574.

Williams, L. D., and T. M. L. Wigley, 1983: A compari-
son of evidence for late Holocene summer tempera-
ture variations in the Northern Hemisphere. Quart.
Res., 20, 286–307.


