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ABSTRACT

This is an inte ensive study of the Virginia church and its problems
in the years 1723-1743. This was a period of growth and relative har—
mony for ths colony and the churchs Bdmund Gibson, the Bishop of
London from 1723 to 1749 and James Blair, Commissary of Virginia, from
1689 to 1743 worked together during this period to bring partial solu—
tions to the problems of the church,.

The first and major challenge of the pericd was to supply a suf-
ficient number of good ministers for the church., Gibson recruited
nen throughout the British Enpire while Blailr began to find minsterial
candidates in Virginia. By 1730 the supply of clergymen had equalled
the demand and thus the bishop and commissary could become more selective
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reooras, ut seve &; ced serious
s Bleir ccould afford to prosecute min—
ension. Thus more incidents occurred
air was more vigorous in his prosecu-

the shortoge of men, the church did an ever—incre
work =mongz the Negroes. LEdmund Gibson sy»urred tnese
obvioua concarn as expressed in pastoral letters and h
arish records indicate thet at a minimum the Virginia
Negroes were all baptized., By the close of the period intercst
Negro had progre sssed to a voint that laymen and ministers formulate
plans for & Hegro chwrch sthool,
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The results of this study indicate thet the years of 1723-43
witnessed a steady strengJMenlﬂg of the church and a vrozdening of
its service to the poeovle,.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

The Anglican Church in Virginia had served the colony for over
one hundred years before Edmund Gibson became its episcopal oversser,
In the years prior to 1723 the church was subject to many stresses and
strains; some arose from the need of the church to adapt itself to its
new envirenment, and others stemmed from the bitter political feuds
vhich racked thevcolony. The decades of the 1720's and 1730's provided
a respite in this tension. Edmund Gibson and James Blair, his commig-
sary in Virginia, used the interlude to strengthen the church without
seriouéiy interfering with the established traditions, Many of the
problems that the two men faced were inherent in the Virginia church
systems others had denied solution in the years past. Thus it is not
unreascnable first to survey briefly the condition of the Virginia church
bvefore turing to the topic at hand.

The firginia church did not mature until the eighteenth century.
The unsettled nature of a frontier environment, a mobile and scattered
population, Indian wear, and the confusion of the Commonwealth in Eng-
land each hsd helped to slow the growth of the Virginia church, The
canons and customs of the Chureh of England postulateda stable socisty
geared to life in the English countryside, and henée little suited to
Trontier sevenitssnilecontury Virginia.l By the latter part of the
century, bowavar, the church had taken on & definite character in Vi:ginia.

The Anglican Church in the colonies laborsd under the handicap of

2



a lack of leadership. In England 2ll authority and powers emanated from
2 bishop, but there was no such official in any of the colonies until
after the Revolutionary War. As a resul%{ Virginia had to find a
substitute, or substitutes, for the missing bishop. True, the Bishop
of London exercised a form of jurisdiction over the religious life
of the colonies; however, soms functions could not be fulfilled by long
iistance and such control did not really begin until after 1680.2 By
that time Virginia had found other answers for part of the problem,

The goverror of the colony exercised certain of the prerogatives
of a bishop. By the time that bishops of London began to assert author-
ity in the colony; custom had awarded the powers of collation, proba-
tion of wills, and granting of marriage licenses 1o the governor.3 He
was responsible foxr the execution of all laws in Virginia, and since
the church was legeally establishéd, many religious matters were written
into statute. According to one of James Blair's biographers, "The
Church of England ia Virginia in 1690 was more under ths thumb of the
Kiﬂg than of the Bishop of London," ' and the royal governor wes the
sprocentative in the colonye.e The Frivy Council issued orders

-

to Virginie governore that affected church life. They r eguired that
the Boolk of Comnmon FPrayver be used ot all churches and that ninisters
must have & license from the Bishop of Loudon.5 Other instructions
reqguired the governor to see that certain provisions were msde for the
church through statute law,

Before 1690 Virginia had laws governing church attendance, con-
formity, and maintenance, Many of the laws were weak, however, and
some, such as the ons requiring esch parish to keep records of births,

aths, and marringes, were largely 1wnoreé.7 The vestry was a group

established by law and acted net only as a church bedy, but as an

3



agency of local government., Virginia vestries were notoriously inde-—
pendent, composed of the most influential men in the area, and jealous
of their prerogatives, They set the tax rates, boundaries, and fines;

rovided relief for widows, ornhana, the poor, and

h

hired the ministers
o . 8 .,

the aged; and often ran ferries and built roads. Host held tightly
to their right to hire the minister and refused to comply with the
English custom of induction which would have given the minister tenure
for life or good behavior. The vestried refusal to induct ministers
led to a bitter feud in the early eighteenth century when Governor
Spottswood tried to force induction, The vestries withstood the on-
slaught and induction remained uncommon throughout that century.

In 1639 the breath of chaonge reached the Virginia church, The
Bishop of ILondon used his recently affirmed authority touappoint Janes
Blair as his commissary, which meant that much of the bishop's juris-—

diction could now be exercised through the uss of & representative in

.10 ; ]

Virginia, Onz of the immediate results of this apwoinitment was the
beginning of coavocations of the Virginia clergy. The first nceting

issued from concern over the morals of the clergy and the need for a
college. In 1696 they met to draft a plea for higher pay. Meetings
in 1703 and 1719 were bitter and controversial since the clergy became
involved in political affairs., In thé first instance they intervened
in a feud between Governor Nicholson and James Blair. The 1719 con-—
troversy asrose when Governor Spottswood pushed the issue of induction.
From ithe heat of this discussion came a letter from some of the min-
isters challenging Blair's authority, The commissary, howsver, beat
down the challenge and stopved calling convocations except to send

letters of greeting to George I, Gaorge II, and Gibson, when they took

I
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The =arly efforts of the convocations, however, did have an effect

on Virginia. Although plans for ecclesiastical courts were guietly
. 12 - i s , : z

guashed, the College of Willianm and Mary was chartered in 10693, and
in 1696 a better law for "the better supply and maintenance of the clerzy"
was passed by the Virginia assembly. The act did not comply with all
of the convocation's requests since ministers' salaries remained at
16,000 pounds of tobacco, but it did improve a law governing glebe lands

13

foxr the church's suvpcrt, The meetings in 1703 and 1719, however,

only created bitter feelings among the ministers and left many grudges
- 14
that were slow to heal.
Certain customs and procedures of the Church of England never
travelled to Virginia. Neither the practice of visitations nor the use
of ecclesiastical courts ever received acceptance in the colony. Blair
did. attempt visitations, but found that the people were so afraid of
the abuses and sirictness common on those occasions in England that
1 P i) . 15 . . . Ty . . ‘.
the -efTort was wasted. Since there was no bishop in Virginia, most
people had to take communion without confirmation and those who could
not so bend their scruples suffered without the sacrawment. Low church
attitudes prevailed in the colony and thus many small differences in
cercrnony from that in England existed. Surplices, for exanmple; were
i s , . c e s 16
not worn and some worshippers were served communion in their seats.
From the end of the induction controversy in 1719 until the Great
Awskening swept Virginia in the 1740's, the Virginia church experienced
a2 period of peace, growth, and strengthening. James Blair refrained
from engaging in any new disputes for he got along well with both
Lieutenant Governors Hugh Drysdale and William Gooch. Edmund Gibson,

the Bishep of London from 1723 to 1748, and Blair seemed to complement

each cther in their interest and activities, After Gooch's arrival



in Virginia in 1727, the colony embarked on the road to "internal peace
and quietness which enabled the colony to advance in every sphere of
its life.," The church benefitted greatly as the colony developed a
. . - 17 -
social and intellectual life, wealth, and culture, New laws remedied
some of the old complaints of the ministers by requiring parishes to
5
own a glebe and stating how and who would maintain church p::‘c)pc-:rtyfL

The church made valiant efforts toc keep up with the burgeoning Vir-

ginia population by cresating new parishes, so that by the end of the

Because of the cuietness of this quarter century some historians
have assumed that the church must have lost ground to civil author-
‘s 20 . . . . .
ities., It is more likely that cooperation simply replaced strife as
Janes Blair, William Gooch, .and Edmund Gibson found that tiheir hopes
for the Virginia church coincided., Instead of conflict, the church and
state resvected each other's spheres of action and worked out peaceful

means tc settle disputes. 014 disputes were regarded as settled and

neyw challenges were met in cooperative action.

.. . . . 19
1730's provision had been made for the first parish west of the mountains. !
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CHAPTER II

BISHOP AND COMMISS SARY

Whatever positive changes would be made in the years 1723-1743

were the direct result of actions by two men,

.,4

in the Virginia chu
The ultimate responsibility for the church rested with Edmund Gibson

who as Bishop of London held claim to any epigcopal authority,exercised‘
in the colonies. The nore immediate responsibility lay with James
Blair, the commissary of Virginia., Once having delegated his authority

to Biair, Gibson could merely hope that his appointee would prove a

recentive oUbOPleﬂue. The bishop did have some other ways of receiving

Ch

information about Virginia and of reaching his charges in that colony;
however, the commissary served as the single most important link in
communication, Cooperation between the two men would be essential for
any constructive church action, thus the lives and the interest of

the commissary and the bishop form an integral part of any study on
the Vix'gi;n'.a church from 1723 to 1743.

As the reader must be quite awure by now, it is almost impossible
to write about the Anglican Church in Virginia in the latter part of
the seventecenth and first half of the eighiteenth century without fre-
quently mentioning James Blair. UFor over fifty years he dominated the
church, and mnuch of the colony. To historians, Blair has remained an

- -

enigna whom few biographers, much less general church historians, have

- L . N e . = ) . B
dzred to touch, Cver a hundred years ago, Bishop Willian leade lamented,

"Indeed, with all tue documents I posses, consisting of numerous and

9



10
most particular communicatiomns made by him and others to the Privy

Council, the Archbishop of Canterdbury, and Bishop of London, as to the

7 iy 9 I 3

personal difficulties between himself and the Governors and the clergy-—

communications never published and which would form a large volume, —

I find it very difficult to form a positive opinion as to some points

in his character. I begin with that which is most easy and satisfactory,

. . . "we . . . s s

— his ministerial life. Recent historians concur in this judgement.
James Blair was bora in 1656 probably nsar Edinburgh, for he re-

ceived the M.,A. degree from the university in that city in 1673. Six

ears later Blair took orders and settled into parish 1ife. “Then James
J S s

Duks of York,; required Scot ministers to take a high church Test Oath,
Blair refused and was ejected from his parish, The minister left for

Lendon in 1683 besaring rscommendations from his bishop, but nct able

- W 30

sn, for twoe years he worked in the Master of Rolls office

pas
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o
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as a clerk until Bishop Compton of London took an intercst in Blair,

Compton sent the young man to Virginia in 1685 where Blair quickly

o

found a parish.

¥ nia, Compton

than four years afiter James Blair camc to Vire

|..J .

appointed him the first commissary of that colony on December 15, 1689,
Thz commission, however, arrived with CGovernor Francis ITicholson in
1690 and Blair took his ozth June 3, 1690. He immedintely czlled a
convacation of clergymen and became involved in Virginia politics. In
1694 he left Henrico Parish, where he had served for nine years, to go
to James City,which was closer to the site of the newly chartered

college, In 1710 Blair took advantsge of the death of the minister

t)

in Williamsbturg to move to Bruton Parish where he would be a mere half

mile from the collsge.B
Betwesn 1690 -and 1723 the commissary largely had his way in Virginia
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shop's representative in the colonics, a member of

e

politics. As the b

jos

the Governor's Council, President of William and lary, and with close
conneciions in England, James Blair proved toc formidable an enemy for
three governors and countless politicans. Largely through his efforts,

Governors Wicholson, Andros,; and Spottswood lost their positions, He

nade several trips to Bngiand to pursue his causes, including one tri

k3

to secure a charter for the college. On one of these trips (1696) Blair

collaborated on a report; later publis hed, on the condition of Vir-

6

inia. Twice the commissary weathered insurrectiéns among the min—

g
isters; first in 1703 when many of the clergymen suprorted Governor

-

Nicholson against Blair, and secondly, in 1719, when during the induction

conitroversy, the ministers questioned the legality of Blair's ordina~
tion.7 The documents on these two incidents left behind by the com—

missary reveal the full fury wnich the 3cot could summon on occasion.
y

Despite the nolitical commitment of James Blair, he took time to
P : ’

.9

build a new church fer Bruton Parish,” and erccted a building for the
collegze. When the latter burncd in 1705, the minister simply began to

.

plan to rebuild, Nothing would stop him, and a new building rose on

ch

of the old one, In 1723 Blzir published the summation

163

he foundation
of his life's work as & minister — four volumes of sermons all based
. 10

upon tho Ssrmon on the lfount. That same year he startcd work on
ancother building for the college, and before he died the campus included
three structures. Clearly James Blair had an unbounded supply of eNnergy.

From 1723 to 1727 tie commissary found himself in a nebulous position,
When Bishop Robinson died and Edmund Gibson went to the see of London
in 1723, James Blair had to have his commission renewed by‘the new

bishop., Gibson, however, became involved in ascertaining and defining



his jurisdiction in the colonies and refused to take action on the com-
mission until he had received legal opinions and authority. Dus to

events in England, Gibson did not receive his desired commission for

: 11 . . -
four years., In the meantime Blair, who had been rpromised the re-~
newed commission waited impatiently until it arrived with the new gov-

2

ernor in 1727.1 Ordinarily the delay would have been little more tha

irritating, since no one guestioned Blair's right to continue. with
routine affairs; however, in 1723 the public demanded that two immoral

ministers be removed from their churches. This Blair Had no authority

»

to do except as commissary. Blair solved the dilemma by having the

Governor's Council try the men in a civil case. When Blair did get

his commission in 1727 211 he had to do was compleite the punishment by

13

barring the offenders from ministerial duties,

By the mid 1720's the commissory began to show the rsavazes of age,

4]

The last twenty years of his life were spent in guiet service to his

I
i

1

parish, college, church, and colony. He began to play the role of an

—
]

i

honored elder statesman., After nearly thirty years of factionalism the
church enjoyed harmecny, causing one minister to write, "Happy We of the
Clergy are in a Governor, a Gentleman of incomparable Virtue and Religio

who takes all Opportunity's of advancing the Interests of That and its

.

Ministers, and contrary to what I was wont to experience in New England,
under the Influence and discretion, and by the example of the Rev'd
and highly respected ¥r Coamissary Blair, We live in perfect Harmony

14

one with another,” The gging minister received further honor in
England in 1730 when the Associates of Dr. Bray, a missionary group,
decided that Blair's sermons werc worth a special printing for use among
15

their peonple.

Although the cld man's intersst never flagged during ths last ten

12
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years of his life, Blair's health did. Througnout the 1730's death
never seemed fer away. The commissary encourazged Virginians to enter
the ministry, listened to plans for a Negrc school, and prosecuted mis—
behaving ministers with an ever—incrcasing zeal. In 1732 Blair found
hinself the oldest member of the Council, and hence its president.

Since the president served as governor in the sbsence of the appointed

®

.

official, this raised the question of a minister holding office. William
Byrd, next in line, held a dormant commission which by-passed both Blair
and tradition., The comnnissary wrote to Gibson for advice expressing
both his love for Virginia ways and his forboding of death. "I had
rather do this last, I mean quit the Council, than put them to th
necessity of altering the good old Instructions, which give so much
content. Your Lordships advice will be sufficient to determine me, tho!
i more probable that my death, which can't be now far off, will

16

prevent ths dispute." Blair proved a poor prophet, however, for in

it is muc

1740 he served as acting governor while Gooch led an expedition in the

17

ca ey
S5

e

Hest Ind

Bleir died in 1743 at the age of eighty—eight, having served as
commissary for fifty-four years snd as president of the college for
fifty. He had "a Rupture above forty years, a secret, till his last
Illness, to every Body's save on acquaintance, for that Mortifying he

! s a '3
was forced to confess ity and such was his strength of Constitution,
he struggled with the Congueror for tenn days, aiter the Doctors had
. i

declared he could not live tenn Hours.

In 1737 men had begun to vie for the position as commissary which
it seemed Blair would soon vacate, Peter Wagener, in England, requested
19

the position, but he died before the commissary did. That some year

Governor Gooch suggested to Gibson that William Dawson would make a good

13



connissary., Dawson was already marked as the next president of the
v - s 20 .

college and minister at Bruton Parish, where he had acted as Blair's

. 2y .o , . .
assistant for several years., Gibson followed the governorls advice
and appointed Dawson the commissary upon Blair's death, With Blair
died an era in Virginia church history. After half a century of Blrir's
direction and influence the church in Virginia had to find a new leader.

The comnissary's last superior was Jjust slightly younger than

Blair., Unlike his subordinate in Virginia, Edmund Gibson had managed
to walk the tightrope of English politics and religion throughout the
latter part of the seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries. After
narrowly escaping the misfortunes of the non-Juror camp during the
Glorious Fevelution, Gibson emerged as a strong Whig supporter. He
gained an cerly reputation as a scholar for his compilation of church

law and proved his orthodoxy during several church crises., The see

of lLincoln, ~and then that of London, were his rewards for past servicess

14

however, Gibson's translation to Lendon in 1723 also signaled to the world

the admission of 2 new partner for Townshend and Walpole, Norman

Sykes, the bishop's bilographer, claimed, "Henceforth, until his guarrel

with the latter in 1736, the Bishop of London was the third subject in
the State in point of political consegquence, as he was, until his death
adecade later, the outstanding and éominant personality of the Episco-
pal Bench."22 Gibson overshadowed even the two archbishops in England.
When George II ascended to the throne in England, he threcatened

to lessen the bishop's influence., However, as long as Robert Walpole
remzined indispensible, the bishop's position was safe. Gibson had
never acted the part of a courtier and thus had many ensnies at court,

among whom was the new gquesn, Queen Caroline was a latitudarian in

doctrine and she tried %o prefer men of similar attitudes; this Gibson
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fought with all his power. The bishop was caught in a crossfire be~-
tween the criticism ¢f those who attacked him for supporting the Han-
overian line and the rebuffs from the court itself., Gibson's position
clearly was secure qnly so long as he agreed with Walpole§23

The break bvetween leaders was inevitable. The Whig party found
support among dissenting elements of the church and thus led the attack
in parliament on church privilege. Gibson and the other clergy re-
sented the attack and in fact had opposife rlans for the church. The
bishop “was eager to embark upon & national cruSade‘ﬁgainSt blasPEemy,
immorality, and profanity." Finally in 1736-Gibson sévered all court
connections. Shortly after, the Archbishop of Canterbury died. For
years people had assumed that Gibson would be the successorj however,
when the Bishop of Leondon found that he could not prevent a latitudi-
tarian from assuming the see of London if he went to Canterbury, Gibson
refused the long awaited honor, The bishop then retired from politics
ehtirely until 1743 when he came out of retirement to lead a loyalty
campaign during the War of Austrian Succession. His support of the
Hanover dynasty during the Jacobite uprising in 1745 lea to a sec;nd
offer of an.;féhbishOPric. Gibson declined, however, and died the
next year;24

The Bishop of London used his position with the government as
a means of strengtheniﬁg the church., His first major task was to
reconcile the clergy to the Hanoverian line. He accomplished this by
first winning tYniversity support. He persuaded the king to endow
twenty-four professors as Whitehall preachers and to found chairs of
modern history and language. By rewarding loyalty to the crown with
church preferment the bishop further encburaged the clergy to support

the Housze of Henover. At the same time Gibson tried to prevent sbuses



in church patronage by creating a seniority rating and refusing to
prefer good Whigs who were poor churchmen., The bisheop also won support
as a reformer when he backed the societies for the reformation of
manners that were then popuiar. He was largely responsidle for the
rehabilitation of the reputation of the charity schools zrun by the
S.P.C.K., which had suffered from a Jacobite taint. Under his direction
the schools almost doubled in size., In an age of laxness and plural
livings, Gibson was a conscientious diocesan and made a real effort to
reach.his charges with confirmation and his clergy with supervision.25

As Bisﬁop of London Gibson found that another duty traditionally
fell to his lot, supervision of church activities in the colonies.
This jurisdiction had come under question during his predecessor's
reign, and Gibson, being "a man learned in law and history, a scholar
qﬁite incapable of putting theory in one compartment and practice in
another;" he refused to act in the colonies until a crown commission
declared he had tke authority.26

.Téadition traced the origin of the Bishop of London's intersst
in the colonies to Archbishop Laud. An Order in Council in 1633 when
he was Bishop of London gave Laud control over English churches in
Holland, and he expanded the precendent to interfere in coclonial affairs,
Although the English Civil War ended all efforﬁs of bishops to regu-
late the coloniss the early efforts had firmly established the Church
of England in Virginia and set a precedent for the jurisdiction of the
Bishop of London., The precedent endured the turmoils of the Civil War
and Restoraiion to reappear in 1675.27 By then efforts of Charles II
to send a bishop fto Virginia had failed.28 Henry Comvpton, the new

Bishop of London, decided that since other efforts to place the colonies

16
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under ecclesiastical control had failed, he would press the Bishop

of London's claims to colonial authority. His claims sparked an in-
vestiggtion in 1676. Historians are uncertain whether Compton or his
enenies initiatéa the séaréh, tut when no real evidence to support the
claims appeare&, Compton then tuined to civil authority to get his
way;ag
Whern @ibson petitioned for legal jurisdiction, his brief cited no
evidence prior to Bishop Compton's time. The actions which Compton
took, however, made a stroqg“caséuig thamselves., He asserted his
aﬁtbori@y in letters to thévé§léggég and had clauses supporting the

30 Some time during the

church inserted in ﬁhe governors' instructions,
yeriod Compton supposedly received an Order in Council giving him jur—
isdiction; however, Gibson admitted "no such Order appears upon the
Counciil Book, nor has the present Bishop been able to discover it
after the Strictest Enquiry, yet he findé evident Testimonies of such

31 The

a Jurisdiction claimed and exercised so early as that Reign."
actions of James II reinforced claims of Compton's authority in the

colonies for when he_Suspended the bishop in 1686, the king set up a
special cqmmission_to bandle some of Compton's duties in England, and

assigned the suspended bishop's powers in the colonies to the same group
or to the Archbishop of Canterbury.32

Orders to colonial governors after 1680 stated clearly that the
Bishop of andon did have some overseas Jjurisdiction. Among the respon-
gibilities which Compton won for the Bishop of Londen in the cclonies
was the right to license all school‘teachers and ministers, After

1683 royzl governors wers commanded "not to prefer any ecclesiastical

bensfice in our said province without a certificate from the Right
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Reverend Father in God, the Bishop of liondon, of his being conformable

to the doctrine and discipline of the Church of England.” Virginia
governors also were reminded after 1685: "And to the end the ecclesiase—
tical jurisdiction of the said Bishop of lLondon may take place in the
said'provinée so far as conveniently may be, we do think fit that you
givé all countenance and encourzgement to the exercise of the same,"
Compton had other directions inserted in the orders concerning vice,

33 1n

‘immorglity, and orthodoxy, but these did not mention his office.
another veoin, the ambitious bishop bad started the practice of appointing
commissaries in the colonies, thus leaving Edmund Gibson the direct *
legacy of Jemes Blair,>?

Under James Robinson the jurisdiction of the Bishop of London had
extended too far too fast in the opinion of the colonists. In Barbados
thsy challenged the authoriﬁy of the commissary in a manner that led to
the banishment of ecclesiastical courts,35 In order to avoid future
challenges, Gibson insisted on an investigation and pstitioned the
Privy CouncilAfor a statement on his authority. On Decembexr 22, 1724,
Vthe.petiton went to committee where is sat awalting the legal opinions
of the Attorney- and Solicitor-General. When given, these opinions
claimed that the precedent did give the bishop jurisdiction, although
they qﬁalified this statement. OSince the laity resented episcopal
-controi, Gibson should get a commission from the king which would define
and limit his power in the colonies. The opinions further sﬁggested
that the commission be limited to the Church of England and that the
bishoé's main rowers be over the clergy and church maintenance,

Gibson received a commission from George I on October 31, 1726, but

before long thémking died. Gibson then had to petition the new king,

George 1I, who held up the grant until April 28, 1728.36

.
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During the delay events occurred in the colonies that strengthened
Gibson's plea. New England churches, not officially separated from the
Church of England, tried to hold a Synod. Gibson objected since the
English churches were not allowed to do so; and the Synod failed, In
the middle colonies two non-Juror bishops caused a stir by demanding
that local clergymen swear allegiance to fham. This represented a
political thresgt to the crown. Gibson threatened the men with writs
from an ecclesiastical court and one man left the colonies while the

. w37 .
other gave up a2ll pretense of a bishop's authority. Because of these
turmdils Gibson tried to get two suffragan bishops appointed in the
colonies, _ﬁe went so far as t0 order a Maryland minister to come to
England for orders; however, the dbldny vrevented the man's ledving,

38

and Gibson gave up, centering his hopes on the pending commission,
As soﬁn as the bishop received the commission in 1728 granting

him the rights of visitation, control over Ckurch of England clergy,

and the power to hold ecclesiastical courts, Gibson appointed James

Blair as commissory in Virginia.39The bishop had held off because

"of the Uncertainties in the Jurisdiction of thzs Bishop of London, and

the Difficulties attending the exercise of itj; the present Bishop to

prevent the like Disorder and Confusion that hath formerly hapven'd

between the Covelnors and Commissaries, hath forborn to appoint a Com—

missary in any one of the Governmeﬂts, till Your Hajesty's Royal pleasure

be known, and the Extent of his Jurisdiction shall be explained and

ascertain'd."4o. Under the new charter Gibson could punish the clergy

by suspension, excommunication, or other forms of censure, These

powers he relegated te Blair. The commissary never used the first two

because he could accomplish the same thing by revoking the mirnisters!

. 1
1lcenses.4
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Historians have been very critical of Gibson's efforts to define

his jurisdiction, fee;ing that they limited the ohurch,42 More wide-—
spread, however, is the opinion thszt communication and distance operated
as the gﬁeatest handicap to mny exercise of authority by a Bishop of
London. He had no choice as to the type of man who came from the
colonies to be ordained. It is true that the bishop could and did re-

43

n He

f=te

tiative in selection lay with others.

e

fuse some,; but ths

did not have local financial support which would make his control felt

44

1n4

in the colonies, and the slowness of communication meant that "the

duties of the absentee Bishop in such circumstances were necessarily

45

confined to giving ghostly counsel and advice," Clearly much de-

P
pended on how well the governor and commissary chose to. serve the bishop.
Even while Edmund Gibson tried to secure his jurisdiction in the
colonies both he and the colonists began to work as though there were

no doubt of his authority. Hugh Drysdale, Lieutenant Governor of

Virginia, siated his view clearly: "I wish your Lordship all the happy-

ness and Honor you propose to yourself by this proumction as a former

acqua intance of your Lordshipp's [gid) in Queen's College Oxford, and
as I am entrusted by nis liajestie to preside over a colony where your
Lordshipp is the Diocesan." lair, too, imm t&lJ began to write

to the bishop asking azdvice in regard to Gibson's "Episcopal cars of
these Countreys, The clergy, mcéeting in convocation in Virginia dur-

ing October of 1727, also clearly assumed that Gibson was their super—

|-

ng with the ‘'regucst

.48

ior, for they addressed a petition to him beginn

b o + (=)

that our zccess to his Majesty may be by Your Lordship's kediation
Gibzon's ideal was"to carry on the organization of the colonial

3 B 1 1

churches under his charwze, to checl
Ed ’

el

disorder and strire, and to supply

g
. R 9 s
the people with earnest and worthy mlnzsters."4 dith goals such as
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these James Blair would readily become the bishop's comrade. Whether

distance relegated the bishop to"ghostly cousel" or not, Edmund Gibson

S & = b
made himself felt throughout Virginia and the other colonies., His
connection with the colonies led to a heavy correspondence, especially

1
from the missionary clcrgy. HMNore than two thousand letters from
colonial ministers and laymen are prsserved.in the archives at Fulham
50 3 : 103 . )
Palace,” Although undoubtedly some of this correspondence would have
come anyway, Gibson seemed to encourage the volumes of mail.

In 1723 the new bishop sent a four page Query throughout the col—
onies. The purpose of the Query was evident in its intrcduction. Gib~-
son felt it-his "duty to use all prover means of attaining a competent
Knowledge of the Places, Persons, and latters entrusted to my care."
The las WO Dages he questionnaire ntained a list estions
T last ¥ Pag of t yue st ire contained list of questions
with space for answers, which would give the bishop a good understanding
51

of his ministers' problenms. In Virginia the bishop's interest

sparked a series of letters from individual ministers whc wished to

add comments to those made on the Query. John Bagg, Thomas Dell, Alex—

2 LeWeve, Emmanuel Jones; and Bartholomes Yates all

hy

ander Forbhes, Willia

=
e

88,

wrote spetial Trej
Most of the men wrote to pursue a special project or grisvance,
John Bagg held a grudge left over from the 1719 induction controversy..

.

that the commissary had refused to send him a Query because

(o7

Bagg claime

Blair feared the man's answers, Blair, of course, denied the charge

stating that he had offered Bagg a second form which the minister re—

fused. Bagg did get a form somewhere for he eventually submitted a

O
) 1 4 52 1
long reply, but not on the printed form. Bartholomew Yates, one of

three inducted ministers in Virginia, and Thomas Dell addressed them=
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selves to the problems of induction, but did not mention the commissary,

53 Alexander Forbes sided with James Blair in

[

or his actions in 1719.

1719 and had suffered the sane challenge\to his credentials. His

twenty~three page letter was a defense of Blair's and his actions in

1719 and explained why he had changed p:srishes several t1mes.5 Hilliam

Lelleve and Emmanuel Jones pressed no particular issue, Leleve simply

55

wished to compliment the bishop on his concern for the colonies,. Jones

was under the additional obligation of a private letter from Gibson
when he wrote in 1724, but the minister did not dwell on the state of

affairs in Virginia since the commissary was much more qualifisd "pro-

[~
vided he do it as impartially as he is able to do it fully and clearly.”)6

Not all of the bishop's correspondencc was with church officials
0T even on church matters, The royal governors wrote to Gibson, and

they were not above making patronzge requests., In 1729 Williem Gooch

asked the bishop to denate an organ for Bruton Parish, adding that,
57 | ,
one of 200 vslue would be large enough,” The bishop himself asked

favors of the governors and secured positions in Virginia for a nephew

. |:8
and #nother friend.” Such detailsy however, represent only a minor

portion of the coerSpundenceﬂ

A curious scratch sheet remains among the correspondeance sent to
Edmund Gibson which proves that the bishop did more than read and file
each letter, Thes sheet contains a’list of colonies and 211 of the bits
of information gleaned fron letters in 1727. Gibson dated each note
and had scribbled pertinent questions on the shéet, some of which had
been crossed out as if recently answered. The bishop obviously tried

59

to put his information to the best nossible use.

The colonies felt his imprint in othsr ways. In 1730 the bishop

ingtructions sent to the colenisl zovernors
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about stricter laws on vice and immorality. Gibson sent boxes

of his various pastoral letters to his commissaries so that they

could be spread throughout the colonies.él In 1740 the bishop sent

62

Blair a book of rules for the college, and that same year the

W

Virginia printer i7illiam Parks found enough interest in the colony to

63

warrant an edition of Gibson's devotional books.

/

Blair and Gibson worked well together. Blair continually wrote

to his supérior suggesting plans ito strengthen the church., He sent

Gibson one devised in 1699 which would hzve prevented the induction
controversy. The vestries would have had a year and & half to find g
minister and a year to test hin. f they then refused to induct the

y would have the right. Only if they failed

e 64- —~ )

tec do so would the power revert to the governor.

man, the bishop or commissar

’]

feasibles under Givson's commissidn, but the bishop did strengthen Blair's

hand by defining a set of rules for ccclesia astical discipline and sccepting

only men recommended by the commissary for orders.,

e
3

one addition of power, howevery; when Gibson made him commissary of

Jamzica, too, The island was too far away to suit Blair.
It was to the two men's advantage to strengthen the other's hand
because their power was so interdependent., Another reason for their

3 1

cooperation is evident, howevsr, There is little doubt that the

tde

}J

ir per—

sonalitics complénmented one a2nother when called upon to work =t long
range, Gibson was a reformer, a politican, a conscientious diocesan,
and a2 scholar, Blair had spent half of his life in politics and in

service to the Virginia church. He was a promoter and a buildery, a col-
e prasident and an suthor, The tvo men wersmembers of the same gen-

erztion and sesnsd suppiied with the sams boundless energy. Clearly

the two understood ons another,
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CHAPTER IIT

FOR WANT OF A MAN THE KINGDOM WAS LOST

The major concern of both the Bishop of London and the commissary
was 1o supply the Virginia church adequately with ministers. Without
enough ministers all functions Qf'the church were handicapped. Min-
isters had to take time from their own parish duties to supply nearby
vacant parishes, youth and Negroes went uninstructed, and since they
were in short supply, clergymen. could not be kept in line by the
threat of suspension., Virginia had never been adeguately supplied with
ministers. In 1697 the colony had fifty parishes most of wh;ch had
two or three chapels.1 Twenty-two migisters tried to serve all of
these parishes.2 This was thirteen fewer clergymen than had besen in
the colony in 1680, but the situation slowly improved after 1696 so
that in 1703 there were forty ministers serving Virginia.3 By the
time of the Revolﬁtion, desvite the great growth of the eighteenth
century,iéhere were more ministers than parishes. In fact, recent
scholars have tended to assume that Virginia parishes recceived a

‘ 4

fairly steady supply of ministers in the eighteents centurye. James

(%]

Blaiy, working in partunership with Edmund Gibson, must be given credit
for the energetic recruitment of kinisters for Virginia,

"I+ had happened by a strange perversity of fortune that in 1724
fifteen of the fifty-odd parishes in Virginia were without ministers,
but that was a most unusual conditicn,"5 Unusual or not, the fifteen

o

acancies in Virginia constituted a decidsd challenge for tae new

28
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Bishop of London and his commissary. Several factors worked sgainst
the two men's chances of success. Virginia vestries were notoriously
independent and refused te induct ministers, Without assured tenure
many good men would not come to the colony. The glebes lay in disre-
pair since no minister was assured that he would be in a parish long
enough to profit.from improvements.§ The Society for the Propagation
of the Gospel in Foreign Parts, the missionary arm of the Church of
England,was nét active in Virginia since it limited its activities to
areas where the church was not established.7 (Indirectly the Virginiq
church did benefit from the S,P.G. by using its publications, and in
one instance through a gift to a French Huguenot church.)

Though neither the bishop nor the commissary realized it at the
moment, Virginia was about to embark on a period of expansion, a fact
which would further complicate their task. Between 1696 and 1723 the
number of varishes had remained stabi;, the few mergers being balanced
by the crestion of new parishes. A sudden rash of deaths among the

ministers in 1723 increased vacancies to fifteen, placing the church

f

in a dangerous position just as growth began. By 1744 the number of

new parishes had exceeded mergers to the extent that there were aporox—
imately fifteen more parishes than in 1723.9 Blair and Gibson worked
feverishly to f£ill the vacancies so that in 1726 only nine parishes
were unsupplied and by the 1730's‘the commissary could claimy"I know
not of any vacant parishes we have at present,”

There were very real reasons why ministers hesitated before em—
barking for Virginia. The dangers of the crossing were far from slight.,
In 1725 Richerd Hewitt wrote the Bishop of London describing his pas—

sage to the colonies to become a minister there. The voyage had been



j1l-fated from the start for the ship had to turn in at Pilymouth for
twenty-one days to repair a leak: Once the craft had set sail again,
a 58=gun Algerian'ship carrying 450 men halted it for several hours
while searching for Algerians on board, No soonsr had the English
craft got under way than it met with heavy seas and high winds. The
voyage Tregquired seven weeks, and Hewitt's experience wvas not unique.ll
In January of 1738/9, because he had suffered shipwreck on a previous'
voyage, Peter Hagenér stated that the only way he could be inducedto
travel to Virginia was to be made commissary.12 A young man, later to
take ordgrs,'suffered such fierce harrassment and sexual indignitiés
at the hands of the crew on his voyage to New York in 1725 that he
chose to leave the ship in Virginia although nearly penniless.l3
The duties of a Virginia minister could be extremely harsh, causing
a conscientious man to overextend himself. In 1733, for example, Wal-—
ter Jores, the minister of Copely Parish, found himself surrounded by
three vacant parishes due to the deaths of their ministers. Although
giving first attention to his own parish, Jones also tried to serve

the surrounding ones. When the minister Jjust across the river in

Maryland died during a pleurisy epidemic; matters became more complicated,

fbr Jones crossed the river to bury the "whole families" who were dying
there, It is nc wonder thet he complained to Gibson "it is impossible
for one man to attend them all."14t
Perhzps the conditions of the parishes in 1723 can best explain
what it was that an enigrating clergyman would find, Southwark Parish
in Surry County was on the frontier. It had no definite length, al-
though the 394 fazmilies to which John Cargill ministered were spread

in an area one hundred miles by twenty. In order to serve his scatiered

congregation, Cargill preached at the main church two out of three

30



Sundays and at a chapel the third. He preached at another remote
chapel with a large congregation on a weekday. The parish provided
him with a house and glebe, but they expected Cargill to till the
-land himself in his spare time, The miﬁister had been there sixteen
years without induction, and in that time his glebe had had no major
repairs., The parish refused to pay for them, and Cargill's own sal-—
ary was too slight, besides which, since he had no assurance.that he’
would be hired the next year, he could see no sense in making imnprove
ments. As with other ministers in Virginia; all missionary work among
the Indians and FNegross of his parish aiso fell to Cargill's 1ot.15

George Robertson served as the chaplain for an English man of
war before coming to Bristol Parish, His parish was smaller, forty
miles by twenty-five, but contained many more people than the frontier
varish of Southwark. Robertson ministered to about 430 families;

“or 1100 peovle; by alternating services in a church and a chapel. He,
too, was not inducted, although he had served the varish since 1692,
and .his glebe was barren land without a house upon it. A comment writ-
ten in Latin on fhe gquestionnaire reminds the reader that 2ll of the
clergy werz expected to be literate, preferably reading both Greek

: 16
and Latin,and a university graduate.

Washington Parish, where Lawrence De Butts served, was small,
being tairty by five miles and con%aining only two hundred families.,
He, too, found it necessary to alternate between two churches for Sun—
day service, and both buildings must have been small since he claimed
they were often too full for comfort. Twice a month on a week day
De Butts travelled to the parishes of St. Steven, North Farnham, and

Copely, 211 of which had no ministers. Since the original donation

of land on which De Butts lived had been given to endow both a school
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and the parish, the minister acted as the schoolmaster for the parish,
taking in four youths at a time. Somehow the man also found time to
instruct some of the Negro slaves in his area so that they were bap—
.tized and commmunicants in the church.l7 Each minister's plight was
slightly different %but all faced the same exhausting work load; Fore
ministers would only partially have solved the problem, since some of
these parishes could not have supported additional help.

Despite the daqgefs of crossing the ocean and the hardshins of
parish life, Gibson and Blair had to find gualified clergymen to fill
the burgeoning needs of Virginia, The bishop recruited ministers from
England; Scotland, Ireland, and France.18 Other ministers wrote let—

ters to clergy in the mother country hoping to induce them to emigrate

to Virginia. Walter Jones, for examcle, had written to three acquains

32

tances in Wales begging them to come to Virginia, but all three thought
19

up ""weak excuses," Hugh Jones wrote his book, The Present State of

Virginia in part "for the encouragement and intelligence of such good
el 5 Tt i 1)
clergymen and others as are inclined to go and setile there." 1In

ordex to be legslly accredited as a minister in Virginia a minister

ot

first notified the Bishop of Londorn that he intended to go abroad and

then nroduced his letter

@
4]

of orders and testimonials to his 1ife and
prin¢ivles. After making sure that all was in order, the bishop then
issued the minister a licensey certificate, and credentials along

. 3 20 ; s . o pae s
with an order for & 20, After the minister arrived in Virginia he
would present his credentials to the commissary and the governor who
then sent him tc z parish. 1If there were several vicancieg the min-
. . s 21
ister might have a choice.

The men who came from the British Isles coften were running from

sometning., Others were young men.looking for better opportunities

g
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than existed in England. In Virginia ministers enjoyed a higher social
status than in England and were among the most educated of men, often
marrying into well-to-do families. It is difficult to ascertain the
-circumstances surrounding many of the ministers' departures for Vir-
ginia since so little is known about so many, both before and after
they came to Virginia. A few examples will suffice, however, to dem—
onstrate the varying motivations.

Both Bartholomew Yates and Nicholas Jones left Britain because of
poverty. Jones was so poor that he could not afford the expense of a
tripAto London to get a license, but arranged to have it sent to him

irginia while he left directly fron Ireland.22 Yates told Bishop

e
<

n
Gibson in a letter July 23, 1726, that a small living and a large fam-
X _ . s .. 23 ~
1ly had forced him to come to Virginia. Others pleaded poverty, toc,
Andrew Cant,; who had formerly servdd in Virginia, was unable to find
L s

a living in Zngland in 1724 and existed on charity. He begged the
bishop to find him a place, stating that he was even willing "to go
to Virginia againg and spend my days there provided I may have the

, - v wed
usual encouragenent from tie King without which I caanot go. Tnere
is no record that Gibson accepted the old man's offer. Both Richard
Marsden and John Uright arrived in Virginia one step ahead of bank-

ruptcy proceedings, Iarsden had left Hngland in such a hurry that he
had net orocured a license,
Richard Hewitt and Themas and William Dawson were of another

breed. All three came to the coloniss as young men, married in Vir-

inia, and the latter two in their turn each became conmissary and

o2

president of William and Hary. John Bagg of St. Anne's Parish was
a land speculator as were Bmmanuel Jones of Fetsworth ~arish, Lewis

2 . - . - .
Latane', and many others. 5 ‘Robzrt Rose's account book gives ample



proof of his business activities while a minister at St. Anne's.
Ministers married into the Fitzhugh, Randolph, Harrison, and%Willough-
27

by families, to name only & few. Such men came to serve the Virgihia
church in hopes of improving their own status.

Scottish names asbound among the Virginia ministry. -Of the one
‘hundred thirty ministers whose names were in some way associated with
Virginia between 1723 and 1743, nineteen have a clear connection with
‘Scotland, either as a homeland or as the place whexre the& attended
college., Another eight whose homes are unknown have such clearly
Scottish names as Balfour, Mc Donald, Maccullodh, and Me Gill. Fqur
were political refugees from Scotland, James Blair himself being one
of these.28 The others, James Keith, David Stuart, and Alexander Scott,
all left for Virginia after the failure of féridus Jacobite movements.,
Keith and Stuart, not yet in orders, returned to England to be ordained,
thus joining the ranks of Virginians who took orders.29

Another group of refugees proved a true gain for Virginia, In
1700 King William designated Virginia as a refuge ?or French Huguenots
who had helped him during the War of the League of Augsburg. The four
ministers who came as a part of this migration served Virginia churches
a total of 137 years. None served less than twenty-six. One family
also sent a second and third generation of ministers into Virginis
ochurches before the Revolution., Peter Fontaine and his brother Francis
served Westover Parish and York-~Hanmption coﬁtinuously throughout the
years 1723—43. Peter accompanied William Byrd on the latter's trip
to survey the North Carolina border and accordingly was immortaliged
in Byrd's acocunts of this trip. The piety of the Huguenot was a tempting
30

target for anyons as worldly as Colonel Byrd. Lewis Latane' was the

only early Huguenot minister to get in trouble with his %estry. He



had served South Farnham Parish for sixteen years when the vestry
decided to lock him out because of a French accent. Speculation has it
‘that the dispute was really over doctrine. After the governor intere
vened, Latane' served the parish for another sighteen years until his
death in 1734331 In all the Huguenots claimed an enviable recofd.
Ministers sent to other colonies found Virginia a beckoning haven.
In the twenity year period with which this paper is concerned fifteen
Virginiea ministers had served first in othe? cclonies. Often they had
left without waiting for permission to abandon their old positions,.
Half of these came from the West Indies. Beyon@'fhese factg, there
was little in common among the men. Some proved transient; some served
« dn Virginia long and well, A brief sampling will illustrate why tﬁése
‘men came to Virginia and how much their service to the colony varried.
In the beginning of October 1729 John Holbrooke, a S.P.G. minister
.in Salem, New Jersey, came to Virginia. There he sought out James
Blair and William Gooch to ask for a Virginia paris@. Holbrooke bors
“peconmendations from the clergy and commissary ol Pemnsylvania, his
rearest Anglican neighbors. He had been unable to make any headway
among the disaffected people of New Jersey, and since his parish would
not support him, the & 60 subsidy from the Society was not enough foxr
his wife and two children. To him Virginia offered relief., The gov-
ernor and commissary persuaded Holbrooke to return to New Jersey while
they secured permission for his move. Gooch "gave him something to

32

help out his journey," and Holbrooke "went away well contented." The

minister returned to Virginia later that year and went{ with his fawmily
to Hungar's Parish where he served for eighteen years.33 At that time
he disappeared frop the records.

William Swift, hkis wife, and three children arrived in Virginia
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in mid-liay 1728 from Bermuda. They had defizd Gibson's instructions
sent two years before to wait until a replacement arrived for Swiftg
‘however, they had little choice except.to leave because of the want of
provisions and money in Bermuda.34 Swift served St. Maktin's Parish
for six years until his death in 1734 left his family in poor circum—
stances.35He had alsc preached at a neardy French church. Despite the
fact that no charges were pressed against him, Swift had a bad repu—
tation, according to Gooch.

After serving five years William Nairn left Bermuda because of
political harrassment, A talilor who was a "tool" of the governcr had
setout to blacken Nairn's charascter in order to give the dissenters an
advantage. When Nairn tried to take him to court the governor put the
tailor in the army andibut of the reach of the law. After Nairn nar-

36

rowly escaped an ambush, the minister left for Virginia, He served
the parishes of Henrico and King William (Huguenot) for just two years
until he received a parish in England. The governor commented that
"the Behaviour of that Gentleman during his Hinistry in this Country
gives his Parishoners just cause to lament his leaving them."37

“The last source for Virginiaza ministers proved tc be the wave of
the future, for the colony began to supply its own nministers. ApprO"u
imately thirty-three men left from Virginia to go to England to be
ordained.from 1723 to 1743. TFour were sons of ministers then serving
the colony, one the son of a former Virginia minister, and another the
greatgrandson of a Virginia cleric. Recruitment in Virginia followed
several different patterns. Individual ministers might sponsor a

.

candidate as Reverend John Garzia did in July of 1727. His chosen

candidate wos James Me Gill who had been thz itutor for Colonel John

Taylor's children, Since the young man did not return to Virginia as
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a minister, his fate is uncerta1n.3 Most likely, the bishop re-

N

without the commissary's recommendation.,

x

fused to ordain Iic Gi

tde
-
-

Vesiries recruited some men. The newly formed Truro Parish let its
vestiry do recruiting first in England and finally in Virginia until
they settled on Charles Green, a local doctor.39 Young men who de-

cided on the minisitry themselves often found they had to sezrch for a
J 3

T

vestry willing to sponsor them in England since a man had-to have a

- . . 40 4
position assured before being ordained. Among the small group who

felt called to the ministry could be found a few self-taught men. Two

such, William HMurdaugh and Rodderick Macculloch, served in Virginia

during 1723—43.41

The majorjresponsibility for recruiting in Virginia, however, fell
upon the shoulders of James Blair. Although ratcd by some recent his-
torians as "only partially successful in bringing more ministers from
Engiand, James Blair must be rated first in attemots to encourage Vir-

.. . \ , 42 . .
ginia residents to toke the cloth. Both James Blair and Lieutenant

9]

Governor Hugh Drysdale informed the new Bishop of London in 1724 that
Vacanéies in vparishes gave occasion "to Scctaries visiting us, seating
among us,-and deceiving not the least ignorant."43 Thus the two were
very interested in supplying ministe;s.

Blair's desire for more ministers, however,; was linked to a greater
dream, that of a Virginia-bred clergy. If the candidates were not
born in the colony, they at least wcoculd have been residents vefores
teking orders. During the 1720's the College of William and iMary cane
of agée, slowly fulfilling its pfesident's.dream by educating young
Virginians for the ministry.44 From the commissary's first correspon—

dence with Edmund Gibson to his last, the college clezrly pressed upon
. ’ I

Blair'!s mind, In one letter he ¢laimed that ministers traoincd at
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William and Mary would not only ease the shortage of Virginia ministers,
but raise their qguality since candidates would have been under close

scrutiny for many years. Local residents would take a greater in-
terest in the support of the clergy if their own children served in

45

the churches. When filling out the commissary's form of the Query
of 1723, Blair's enthusiasm for Virginia-educated ministers outran
the space provided, forcing the commissary to add, "but I have so much

to egy on this head that I chuse rather to give it your Lordship in a
separate Letter, than to crowd it to the narrow compass of this paper.“46
Trge to his word, the commissary included a separate proposal to
the bishop explaining his suggestions for creating high standards for
Virginia ministers, Part of ths pronosal suggested reforms in church
organization which would have improved-the guality of all ministers.
Parishes would be grouped into precincts, and ministers would fill any
vacant pulpits in their precinct free of charge. The vestries; how-
ever, would be required to continue to pay the minister!s salary, the
meney first being used to improve the glebes and buy servanis, then to
" provide a library, and finally when the.other gozls were accomnplished,
as a fund_ for widows and orphans of ministers and for vooxr scholars,

Blair also included his earlier plan for induction procedures., A com-

cholars would screen new ministers and all precincts would

47

mittees of

0)

hold quartzrly meetings so that the clesrgy could discuss doctrine.

inia supplying the ministerial candidates, this

H

With a college in Virg
systen would have resulted in a semi-independent Virginia church.
One year before Blair died, the old man reiterated his dream about
1,

the worth of a Virginia college: "I doubt not your Lordships enciuraging

our Virginia students. It is a grzat advantage that we know them from

their infancy. They generally prove very sobér good men. I am now



very much decayed, especially as to my hearing at any distance. With
a grateful sense of your Lordships VYearing with my infirmities, I
expect my time here must be very short, being now -entered into my

48 He had lived long enough, howvever, to see}Virginia sup-

87th year,."
ply its own ministers. Iven in death the commissary continued to fure
ther his dream, for Elair left L 500 in his will as a scholarship to
train a young divine for the colonies.49
In the last twenty years before James Blair died he sent fifteen
Virginia schoolmasters or tutors to England for orders of whom only
three did not come back to serve their colony. (What happened to
Janmes Mc Gill is unknown, George Darling was refused, and Charles Pas-
teur ‘died on the return trip.) Five of these teachers, Thomas Dawson,
John Pox, Charles Pasteur, Edward Ford, and John Barrett, studied and
taugﬁt at William and Mary. Another four ministers who received ordin-
ation during this period had received at least part of their education
et the college, William Stith, Daniel Taylor II, and Chickley Thackex
all attended William and Mary before taking degrees at Oxforé or Came
”bridga and being ordained. James Haury received his entire education
in Virginia, a process which Blair described thus:s "He has been edu~
cated at our'College, and gave a bright example of diligence in his
studies, and of good behaviour as to his morals. He has made good pro-
ficiency in his study of Latine and Greek authors, and has read some by
Stons Z?&stemé? of Philosophy and Divinity. I confess, as to this 1ast;
I could have wished he had spent some more time in it before he had
rresented himself for holy orders, that his judgement might be better
settled in that serious study of the H., Scriptures and other Books

50

of both practical and polemicsal nature.” These men along with the

Virginins recruited by others served the colony welle

39



Thus from one source or another, Blair and Gibson found the min—
isters needed to serve a growing Virginia church. Iliany of the men
who came to the colony were fugitéves from hunger, political harrass-
ment, past misdeeds, or persecution. Some were young men looking for
advancenent, marrisge, and a piaoe to setile., The ministers came from
all over the British empire and served with warying distihcqion. The
French Huguenots proved the most consistently worthy group of non-—
Virginians to serve the church in the colony. IMany ministers had tics
with Scotland and a large numbsr had scrved first in the Vest Indies.
The greatest boon to the supply‘of the ninisteérs, however, proved to
be the colony itself. Blazir and othsrs actively searched for candidates
whom they would approve as clergy. About half of the new ministers fron
17231743 ware sent from the colony to B gland for ordination. Many
had served in Virginia as a tutor or schoolmaster before taking orders;
some were born in Virginia. Under Blair's direction the College of
Hilliam and ¥asry began to fulfill one of its orizinal purposes by
prepsring colonials for the ministry. The. trend towards Virginia-bred

ministers mirked the beginnings of a strengthened church.
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CHAPTER IV
"YET AS THE CHURCH SHALL THITHER WESTWARD FLTE,
SO SINNE SHALL TRACE AWD DOG HER INSTANTLYY

Church historians have long argued the extent of vice and im-
‘morality among the Virginia clergymenis. Critics have often placed
part of the blame for the state of disrepute of the church upon the
shoulders of James Blair since he did n;t actively search out offenders.
To expect a church to be represented by nothing less than a full com-
plement of saints is, however, unrealistic, especially in a period where
there was no surplus of ministers and public morality itself was not
high, Real controversy among historians éﬁems from the inability of
critics to decide exactly what constitutied an immo?al minister and
how much the mores of Virginis society mitigated the actions of mis-—
creznt ministers,

The nost sweeping charges made against the Virginia clergy of
this period appeared over a hundred years ago when Bishop Meade’élaimed,
"It is to bs feared that about this time (176§] s and some years be-
fore, a number of the clergy of Virginia were not only wanting in
seriousness, but were immoral and ;gnorant."l The standards which
¥zade used to judge the clergy were those of thée Southern Bible belt
of the nineteenth century. HNeade considered dancing and card playing
immorsl, for example. This type of irrelevant criticism occcurred in
the eighteenth century as well, Governor Gooch reprimanded Reverend
Adam Dickie for wearing clothing that was too gay. The minister was
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‘excused only after he expiained that it was the only cloth aVailable.2

Such attitudes emphasize the confusion created by a double standard
of behavior for laymen and ministers,

The extent of disrepute among the clergy can easily be minimizad.
William Seiler noted that out of 433 clergymeh known to be associated
with Virginia in the eighteenth century 76 are almost unknown, 27 died
within ten years after coming to Virginia, 202 served under fifteen
years; and 128 served longer than that. OFf the latter group only 14
had charges placed against them of which 8 ;ngtances were political in
nature. Only 2 of the other 6 ever appeared in court, neither of which
served during the years 1723—43-3 ' Such figures do not tell the wholé

storys however, it was among the more transient men, those 202 who ser-

44

ved under fifteen years, that the disreputable ministers were more likely

to be found., A parish would not keep a man whom they did not respect.
Also, many cases never reached the courts since the clergy would re—
sign before the vestries could bring formal charges,

The best defense of the Virginia ministry may be made thrcugh com-
parison with the state of morality among the English clergy of the
same period., Edward Goodwin, the iate historian of the Dioccese of Vir-
ginia, decided, "In regard to the character ¢f the clergy in the Colony
during the eighteenth century, I suppose it to have been no worse, and
probaﬁly on the whole, or in somerrespects, a gcod deal better than
that of the clergy of England during the same period."4 People came
to Virginia prejudiced by the actions cf ministers in the mother. coun-
try, sometimes only to be followed by clergy of the same ilk.5 Even
the much maligned English clerics of the period seom, according to

several church guthorities, to have had a higher sense of morality than

the average man of the tims,
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The 1e§e1 of morality of the clergy was closely tied toc the level
of its source of supply. The same factors that detemred clergymen fronm
enigrating tc Virginia meant thzt {tuose who were willing to go usu-—
glly had other reasons for leaving England, Contemporaries were quite
cognizant of this fact., At one point the Virginia ministers vetitioned
the assembly for higher salaries since "the small encouragement given
to clsrgymen’ is a reason why so few come into this colony from the
Universities, and that so many who are a disgrace to the ministry find
opportunities to fill the parishes."Y Hugh Jones found it necessary:
to point out that "it is an opinion as erronecus as ccmmoX, that any
sort of clergymen will serve in Virginia;-for persons of immoral
lives, or weak parts and mean learning, not only expose themselves,
but do great prejudice to the propagation of the gospel there; and
by .bad arguements or worse exdmple, instead of promoting religion,
become encouragers of vice, profaneness, and immoraiity."

James Blair recognized the correlation between the adeguscy of
the supply and the morality of the clergy, but his hands were tied by
circumstances., liore than any other commissary, Blair tried to exer-
cise control over the morals of his clergymen,9 and yet critics have
claimed that after fifty-—-four years of laboring to centralize and
strengthen the church, Blair failed, causing '"one of ths worst tragedies
that befell the Virginia churoh."lof The commissary faced growing in-—
firmities of age, independent vestries, and problems in replacing min—
isters, From 1723 to 1727 much of his power was eliminaited while he
walted for Edmund Givson to receive a commission from the king which
would allow the bishep to recommission Blair. Through the confusion

the old man struck a middle courssz.

1

Normal procedure in the Church of England allowed the bishop to
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regulate the clergy's~mannersi norals, and doctrine through visita-
tions and ecclesiasfical courts. In the colonies, where there were
no bishops5 commissaries.heid the right to hold such inguests, but
there was great opposition to church courts, and thus ncne had ever
existed in Virginia.ll Until the guestion of Blair's commission occur-
red all complaints were sent to him. In 1716 Alexander Spottswood
reprimanded a vestry for locking out their minister without first

. .12 . o . .
pressing charges before Blsir. Unlike ecc¢331astlcal courts in
England, Blair's jurisdiction in Virginia did not extend to laymen.
At the beginning of the commissary's association with Bishop Gibson,
Blair found it necessary to explain that he had forgone prosecuting
minor offenders since there already too few ministers to suspend any
more.13

The commissary felt the lack of definite provisions for the pun-
ishment of guilty clergymen and the need for definitions as to what
constituted proof of immorality. Shortly after Gibson came to the
see of London, Blair suggested a set of punishments for convicted min-
isters. The commissary wanted to be authorized to suspend for three
years any minister found guilty of fornication, adultery, ridiculing
the Secriptures, blasphemy, or acting contrary to the Thirty-nine Articles,
First offeanders guilty of cursing swearing, drunkenness, or fighting
would be subject to a one year susgension. Second offenders would
16se. their living for three ycars, and a third offense would lead to

. . : 14

permanent suspénsion, Vestries would have one year to submit charges.
In addition he informed the bishop what would be adsquate grounds for
proving drunkenness, Two scber witnesses to the whole incident would
have to swezr that the minister had been engaged in hard drinking for

over an hour, acting boistercwsly by threatening to fight, staggering,



and showing other signs of lack of control, and that the above action 47
b .- 2 3 15 By .

could not have been the result of sudden illness, There is no ev-
idence to show how Gibson reacted to these suggestions. The suggestions
are indicative, however, of the extreme caution with which Blair acted
‘against such a precious commodity as a clergyman before 1723,

Not everyone in Virginia thought that the commissary had done all
he could to regulate the clergzy there., The Bishop of London received
at least one anonymous letter complaining of conditions in Virginia
and several signed ones, It is interesting to note that Gibson sent
the anonymous note bsck to Virginia so that Blair could defend him-

A . 16
self and the clergymen who were named in the letter, Governor
Gooch also saw the letter and wrote a denial, stating that "the anonymous
Letter Your Lordship sent inclosed to the Commissary I could not read
. . AT .

without some Emotion and a good deal of suspicion, On occasion
Blair turned the tables on one of the men who complained over his
head., When he found that the Reverend Alexander Forbes had convlained
in 1723 %o the governor about a minister, Blair wrote to Forbes ex—

shary admonition,

sl

plaining that the other minister had alread); received

Pt

The commigsary then stated "the difficulty is to find proof, there being

many who will cry out against scandalous Kinisters, who will not ap-

pear as evidence against them."™ Obviously Forbes should find such

18

proof, .

During the same periocd when Blair's own status.as conmissary was

03

under quastion, Bartholomew Yates also complained to the bishop. He
deplored the lack of a 'regular and effectual method of a siricter

discipline in respect to the Clergy themselves, without which it will
ig

be impossible to answer at Bitter invective.,” After Blair received

his commission, and as the supply of ministers began to equal the demand,
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the olervv did ceme under closer scrutiny. A regular procedure for
complaints had been formulated during the confusion caused by the need
to prosecute two ministers while Blair did not nave a rcnewed com—
mission, The Governor'!s Council would hear the complaints and then
: . . - . - 2

recommend that the commissary take action if the minister were guilty.

At a later date, Anthony Gavin also questioned Blair's strictness
in dealing with ministers, laying the blame on the commissary's ad-
3 H P RN s - a4 .. 21
vanced age and hoping that Gibson would appoint an assistant for Blair,
Governor Gooch refused to blame the commissary thrse years earlier
when stating that charges that only a bishop's reformation would clean

e " 22

up the Virginia clergy were "an unwarrantable Defamation." Perhaps

.

a better sign that old age did not vrevent Blair from suspending min—

H.

isters is the fact that Bleir removed two men after 1740. The pfoblem

of clergy misbehavior lay beyond the simple couswtldh clairmed by church
critics,

One of the most often quoted contemporary critics was John Lang,
who wrote to the Bishop of London February 7, 1725/6 Lang reported
his arrival in the colony the previous spring, including his reception
by the commissary and the governor, and then launched into a diatribe
against the lax conditions of the Virginia church., It is interesting
to note before looking at the charges themselves thst Lang first went
to Lawne's Creek Parish, but that a little over a week later he left
for = better offer at St. Peter's Parish., Laime's Creek had previously
been served by John iorden, one of the few ministers whose license Blair
ever revoksd. The edition of %he letter which most historians have
quoted, however, is only an excerpt which did not include the facts of

?3

Lang's recent arrival =and first vari

Lang devplored the fact that "men authorized by the church to
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preach Repentance; and forgiveness through Christ, should be first in

the very Sin which they reprove. his is an infallible lMeans to keep

people in Infidelity, and Impenitence and to sooth them on to destruction,

He charged the sober part of the clergy with sloth and nezligence while

the "other's so debaucht that they are the foremost and most bent

in all Manner of Vices." The most common vice among the clergy was

drunkenness - the charge for which Yorden received suspension - which

led to other minor vices, Lang further charged that the vice and neg-
igence cause he people to have no respe v the ministers and no

lig d t P le to h spect for the ters d

. . . 24 - -

interest in religion. Two years later Lang left for Maryland where

he hoped to be appointed commissary.

Most of the other complaints made to England by Virginiaz min—
isters against their brethern were written to underscore another pur-—
vose, None wrote a whole letter, alawrence De Butts commented, "Somne
of my brethern of the clergy here are worthy men, but as to the othérs,

s2y nothing, onlyg .ca orbear wishing that wha ood doctrine
I'11 v thing, 1y I ntt forbear hing that what d doct
they vpreach in the pulpit were not more than unpreach'd by their be-

. o 2. n2b6 : ; N . - : e
i £L 1 ' D W i Ll ! L1 i S LI i
haviour out of it De Butts wanted another parish assignment that
would pay-more, Both John Garzia and Governor Gooch commented on the

for

ct

morality of the Virginia clergy in order to further the reques

o 2 : . \ s
more ministers, 7 Anthony Gavin complained that Virginia ministers

were too worldly, "taken up in farming and buying slaves, waich in my
humble Opinion is unlawful for any Christian, and particularly a
"28 . - . R4 - o 3 .1 ~

Clergyman, Gavin was too harsh on himself and others, and ironically
enough, his own. strict views, especielly on slavsry, made him unpopu-
lar with his own parish and hurt the church's reputation.

e

]

ishop CGibson had a reprutation as a reformer and therefore took

a close intersst in the morality of his charges, He expected the min-



ister to set an example for his parishoners and to work with civil
authorities if necessary. In 1728 he followed his adwicé given to the
Virginia ministers five years earlier: '"The less Assistance you have
.from the Spiritual Power to restrain Vice and Immorality the greater
Nged there is to engage and secure the Assistance of the Temporal Power
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in that picus and important Work." Laws against vice and immorality

were in existence, but not severely enforced, in Virginia long before
>y h) .. hrn - 3 . 31 > : LA

Gibson became Bishop of Lordon. The instructions sent with new

royal govsrnors included a charge to supvort action against vice and
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immorality , but in 1728 the king sent to his governors new  instructions

which were three times as long as previously and began with the words:

"The Rigiht Reverend Father in God, Edmund Lord Bishop of London, having

presented a petition to his lats majssiy nhh 1y besseching him 1o send
instruction to the governors of all the several plantations in Amer-

Co.ss.'" The instructicns asked for laws against vice where none ex-

32

s

isted, the setting of punishments, snd the encouragens nt of schools.

Goverrox CGooch responded quickly by both letter and action., Upon

4 -

receiving Gibson's insiructions, Gooch wrote to the bhishop promising
to bring the requast for a new law before the next Grand Jury. He

not only brought the reqguest to the group's attention, but he had the
sveech turned into a pamphlet for popular distribution., The governor

asked the jury to find in favor of such a law., "But I earnsstly re-

quire you mot to come short of what is expected frem yous; and according-

to the Intent and Design of that excellent Law, already mentioned,

effoctually to supress Vice; by the Funishment of all wicked and dis-

to sucnh Discirline, may re-

34

sclute Porsonss that those who wish well

joices; and that those that act a different Part, lay be ashauad.
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The jury must have compelied since Blair and Gooch reported the law's
passage in July 1730.55 The law was basically an enforcement bill
spelling out who would make the charges and prosecute and defining

' ’ . 3%
-some of the offences and what the punishments were. These laws
applied to clergy and 1aity alike, and it was mainly on convictions
based on this law that Blair later tock action against ministers.

From 1723 to 1743 eighteen ministers either left their parishes
because of trouble, were characterized as dis reputable, or found them—
selves in front of the Governor's Council because of a compla;nt by
the vestry. Four of these actually faced charges of immorality and
seven more left their parishes to avoid such charges, three never had
any formal complaints against them, and the remaining four were the
victims of other dispyutes. Of all of these only two had been sent from

Virginia to be ordained. Two others were notorious and fled as soon

uv with them, The individual cases of the

[l

as their rerutations cauvgh
eightesn ninisters help to demonstrate what kind of actions brought
the churéh o rublic notice and how the situations wers handled,

The cases of Thomas Baylye, Newport Parish, and John orden,
Lawne's Creek, occurred while Blair was trying to renew his commission,
and he conitinually referred to the need to prosecute them as a reason
for speeding the renewal. In the meantime, he tried to find a means
of proceseding without the commiﬁsign. In 1723 Blair wrote to Alex-—
ander Forbes for help in securing proof ageinst John Worden. Since

Forbes had complained to the governor about one of the men, Blair took

the t

[W

me to defend his actions., The commissary told the other minister
that he fully intended to punish flagrant abuses and thal Baylye had

received a sharp rebuke, although Blair doubted that it would have

37

any effect. He n»romised more severe neasursgg would follow.

= U



Blair continued to press the bishop for a renewal, but Gibson
could not send it until his own affairs were setitled in 1729%8 In
the meantime Blair had written tc others in England to ask them to
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plead his case with Gibson. Colonial affairs, however, could not
wait five years becuase the vestries demanded relief from the "two
very scandalous Clergynen," and the clamor had spread throughout the
colohy.4o Another route for action had tobe found. On June 10, 1725,
the vestriss of the two parishes asked germission to present evidence
to the Council against John Worden and Thomas Baylye for "many notor-
jous immorslities and other offénces" so that they could be suspended.
Blair then informed the rest of the council that although he had been
promised the commission, it had not arrived, so he could not take
action as he had in the past. The Council voted to hear the complaints
the next day when both men were found guilty. WYorden asked to be
allowed to leave the colony and promised not to officiate as a ninister,
He died in South Carolina in 1729.413ay1ye was awarded a full year's
salary in order to pay his debts, but he did not leave Virginia im-

-

medistely. He was so poor that Gooch finally allowed him to seek
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another parish, He tried several to no avail. In June 1729 Gooch

sent him to IEngland with the British fleet. Eaylye had been living
en charity, had to borrow money for his wife's passage, and left two

“ g

and his wife, described as "almost as bad as himself,"
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boys behind.

®

had friends in Zngland to care for themn,
In 1729 Richard lMarsden of Lynnhaven Parish fled for debt, He
had arrived in Virgzinia sometime before Cctober 18, 1727, with recom—
mendations but no license. He seems tq have been something of a''con-
fidence man,' since Gooch and Blair did not report the same stories to

Givson, Cocch merely commented that he "had good reason to believe he
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{Marsden] was hurriecd out of England by misfortune,"
letter of the szme date stated that Harsden had arrived via New England
after fleeing bankruptcy in England., The minister had previously ser—
ved in South Carolina,; Barbados, and Jamaica. Depite the guestionable
background of the clergyman‘both Blair and Gooch were eager to‘aboept
him since they had several vacant parishes., By the time they wrote to
Gibson, liarsden was already at Lynnhaven and Blair was interested in
procuring a liconse.47 By July of 1729 the commissary and the governor
had changed their tune, for lMarsden had fled Virginia fér debf, leaving
Blair to ccmplain that if the minister's character had been known,

"I dare say the Governor would not hzve admitted him here."48 Marsden
seems to have been involved in another hoax of some type about this
time in which he claimed to be a commissary general for Gibson and

49

was ‘travelling on forged papers.
James Keith, a member of a Scottish noble family, who had fled
Bngland for Virginia after aiding the Fretender, returned in orders in

June 1722 and went ‘o Henrico Parish, In January 1734/5 the clergyman

fled the colony after being accused of fornication with a gentlewoman.

0

Her friends had not allowed the minister to marry the lady becsuse his
charactsr was "so bad,"” Then Keith avrived in Karyland he wrote to
Governor Gooch for recommendations pleading his miserable circumstances

and vossibly offering to marry the:woman., The governor complied

, . C s 0 ..
much to Blair's dlstaste.s In the refugee minister's place Gooch

and Blair sent Anthony Gavin whose "conduct will make amends to the

ndl

Peonle for the failings of that unhanpy Gentleman. The Scot must

mzde his own amends in Virginis, for he returned to that colony

.. . 2
as & respected minister in 1736.5
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The commissary and the. governor were both taken in by another
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confidence man in clerical garb during 1729. ‘hen James Blair first

hezrd that the bishop had received a letter of complaint on John
Wright, the commissary wrote in his defense. After a conference with
Wright, Blair advised that the man had answered the charges of fieeing
from Holland @o avoid debt and of stealing books so readily th&t.it
was hard not to believe him.53 At the same time Gooch reported that
the.minister had admitted some of his past wrongs and promised to
mend his ways.54 éinoe Wright held a license for Virginia, Blair and
Gooch placed him, and then found to their chagrin that the charges
were true and that Gibson objected to his placement. By this time
hose in Virginia had their own proof of the charges, foir Wright had
"vroved as bad a man here as was he before, under a cloak of hipocrisy
that deceived every body."55 He had already fled the colony rather than
face chiarges about a criminal conversation with a gentleman's wife.
The wife was '"rescuéd" from his clutches in Hary*and.56 Blair's rage

at being deceived led him to warn the commissary in that colony forcing

@

Wright to flee again., After being discovered in Pennsylvania the man
dissappeared from sight.57

Maryiand seemed to be a haven for fleeing Virginia ministers,
Bsdras T. Edzard came to Virginia in’1727 and went to Hanover Parish.
By July 15, 1730, he had taken a parish in Haryland without producing
a license., According to the commissary there, "this Gentleman was
lately Drove out of Virginia for Drunkeness and was inducted into a

n58

Parish here soon after by our Governor. Blair made no mention of
this incident in his letters and there is no official record of any
changes ever being madé against Edzard.

The clergymen who came to Virginia in the late 1720's seem to

have been a uniformly-bad crop. Joseph Swmith arrived in 1727 complete
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with a pregnant wife,'three children, and some form of an infirmity
which led Blair never to refer to him other than as "poor little Mr,
Smith." Governor Gooch found him "so mean in apopearance, in pocket so
poor, and so little to say for himself, that no Parish would receive
him,"™ In fact, one parish rejected him, and Gooch had to set him up

as a reader in Williamsburg. Three months later Gooch feared that he
would have to force the minister on a parish in order to keep the man's
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family from starving. Finally Upper Parish in Nansemond County chose

. . - - . 60
him as their minister and the man's troubles were over momentarily. Ten
years later, the rigors of a large parish proved too much for the crip-
pled man and he began to neglect his duties. When the vestry tried to
.Gischarge Smith, the minister turned to drink and the vestry pressed
charges of immorality. Rather than face the commissary's court, Smith
gave up his parish. Neither the governor nor Blair knew what to do with
him, Blair though him "Fit only for an infirmary," and Gooch considered
him "such a sott, and so weak in mind as well as Body, that he is neither
fit nor able to have a cure." The vestry promised to contribute a
little for his support, but since Smith died a month later on May 12,
1738, "strangely decayed both in body and mind," they probsbly never

. 61
paid a cent,
Two other men resigned about this time rather thaun face charges

before the commissary. Jonn Becket, whom Gooch had characterized in

i , . . . 62 .

15 npered & 1 SN 5 Y &1
1735 as hot tempered and unpolished but "constant in duty, resigned
his parish in 1739 "being accused of living in fornication with a
b 79

Mulatto woman; and of being most scandalously negligent at his church
and chappels without preaching or visiting the sick® Becket's vparish

6
had threatensd to bring charges before Blair. 4 Robert Chaplain of

Wicomico Parish qguit his parish after being "accused of having two



bastards by several women," one of whom he had deceived by promising
marriage.65 Obviously by the late 1730's the commissary felt that he
could afford to threaten and investigate suspension of ministers who
misbehaved,

In his last years the commissary acfed against men oX twc occasions.
Jamzs Pedin of NWoilttoway Parish was one minister recruited in Virginia
who faced charges from 1723-1743. 1In Octiober 1741 the vestry ordered
Pedin's removal, but the Council ruled that Pedin should continue his
functions as a minister until the matter was decided in court. At a
session on May 11, 1742, the minister was found gﬁilty of "many Immor-
alities, such as Drunkness, Prophane swearing, and lewd and Debauched

Actions'" and the court recommended that Blair use all specd to exercise

his jurisdiciion in barring Pedin from the church amd ministerial func-—

-

. 66 . . . .
tions.,. Pedin had been a tutor in Virginia before ordination and
had recently married a local girl, He died in 1746 and was buried in
L. 67 . .
he exoslled him. The next year Blair removed another
minister, Thomas Bluett of North Fornham Parish; after a complaint sim-
& the witnesses and Bluett's de-

fense on chargds of drunkenness, swearing, and misdemeanors, the Council

found him a '"scandal to his Function" and the maitter was referred to
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Blazir so that the commissary could "turn him out of his parish.”
Hancock Dunbsr, William Swift and William LeNeve never faced
charges and never left their parishes. Yet all three have come down

through history with stains upon their records thanks toc onc letter by

LEN

Jilliam Gooch. Dunbar served St. Stephen's Parish for ower fifty.years
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erved St. Martin's Parish for six years until his
death., Little is known about either of these two,other than Gooch's

comnment that "lr. Duunbar is-the very bad man, now Mr, Swift is gone"
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but that Dunbar had reformed, married, and begun to lead a sober life.
In the same letter Gooch said that William LeNeve of James City Parish
was "unhappy in being easily overcome with Liquor, and now and then is
betrayed bJ ite" LeNeve, however, served his parish for tweniy years
until his death without complaint.69 Obviously rone of these men could
have continually misbechaved or they would not have served one parish

for such a length of time.

A variety of other complaints brought different ministérs before
the public's notice. Both in 1736 and 1743 Charles Parish complained
to the Council that their minister Theodosious Staige was too scrupulous
and old-fashioned. He refuc’d to baptize bastard children or allow the
new version of psalms to be sung, The Council simply warned the min-
ister not to be so backward and gave hinm a time limit to change his
ways. John Brunskill of St. lMargaret's Parish faced charges of neglect
of duty in 1738. He refused to preach at a chapel of case., Nothing
seems tc have come of this case at all., Charles Gresn had to answer
-to the Council for harsh words spoken to the vestry of Truro Parish when
Lord Fairfax tried to follow the English custom of a nobleman inducting
a minister into a parish. Such an act would have bypassed the governor,
and it czused a flurry of controv~r0y which guickly died down.YO Richard
Hartswell of St. Thomas' Parish faced charges of drunkenness in Orange
County Court. These were dismissed and sesm to have been pressed in an

71

act of spite.by another man who faced charges that day. HMinisters

obviously faced many pressures,

Even if all eighteen of the men discussed in this chapter had been

uilty of the worst offences, they clearly constituted a small percentay
o/ b] P age
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of the nisters in Virginia betwsen 1723 and 1743. The evidence on

several of thsse is at best circumstantizl. IFour of the msn had done
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nothing to discredit the church and yet were the subject of complaint.
On four, the only record of complaint is in passing comments, although
these cone from.a religble source., One of the men who fled Virginia
later returned and redeemed himself. The outrage against John Becket
and James Pedin could not have been as great as might be imagined for
both continued to live in their carish until they died. Throughout
the period both Blair and the vestries showed increasingly less patience
with ministers and more readily used the threat of suspension to keep
them in line. As the commizsary worried less about VaOantvparishes,
he could afford to pqnish promptly the men who'misbehaved? These
considerations would account for the seemihg increase in incidents

as the period progressed. The church could afford to tighten its con-—

trol.
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CHAPTER V

"4 BLESSED HARVESTY

One of the greatest problems which the average minister faced
was tied to the question of Negro slavery. The Church of England
placed the burden of religious instruction within & parish upon the
shoulders of the local minister., This responsiblity included ail
Indian and legre residents of the parish as well-as white. In Vir—
ginia, where ministers had large parishes,'engaged in agriculture,
-and were not especially over-abundant, efforts among the Negroes and
Indians varried greatly according to time and locality. It is in-
correct, however, to claim as William Seiler did, that® "The religious

ey g

ng of the Negro was left rather generally to the masters of the

bde

train
plantations and was not very adegustely carried out., In 1667 the As—.
sembly made it clear that baptism of negro sliaves did not remove them
from bon@gge. The reports of 1724 to the Bisnop of London stated that
the parsons usually neglected baptism of slaves, emphasizihg‘the nega-—
tive attitude of the planters on this subject? and this pzattern was
followed for the most part throughout the colonial period, although
there were exceptions."l

Despite more than a century of dealing with Negro lzbor, Virginians
had only recently defined = complete slave code, Hence efforts in the
early eighteenth century to convert the Negro slave still faced the
residue of confusion in slave status common to the previous century,

The first Negroes that came to Virginia were troc-ted like other servants,
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baptized, allowed to marry, permitted on occasion to testify in court
if baptized, and able to gain freedomcz Time and custom changed the
status of the Negro, hoﬁéver, and by mid-century laws began to differ-
entiste between Negro and Indian slaves and white Christian servants._
English law\forbade holding a Ckristian as a slave, and in order to
prevent this from confusing the issue of conversion, the Virginia as=-
senbly passed a law in 1667 that stated thatbapiism would not alter a
personts cordition of servitude.3 Such confusion and fear that Negroes
would gain their freedom through baﬁtism were not unique to Virginia,
In New York, for example, the church and S.P.G. faced tremendous oppo-
sition to missionary work among the slaves until a law similar to the
onz in Virginia was passed in 1706. Cooperation rose dramtically after-
ﬁards.4

The purely economic fear of losing one's servants, howevsr, was
”got the only objection to slayg baptism. Men feared that "if the slavés
ﬁere instructed in eternallthings,"théy would dazmage the material affairs
of their master," Otkhers claimed that slaves would not be as obedient

after baptism, Hugh Jones countered such claims in The Present State

of Virginia published in 1724‘.5 As late as 1727 Bishop Gibson found it

neceszary to make a similar argument; "So that to say, that Christianity
tends to make Men less observant of their Duty in any xespect, is a
Reproach that it is very far from deserving; and a Reproach, that.is
confuted by the whole Tenor of the Gospel Precepts which inculcate

upon all, and particularly upon Servants (many of whom were then in the
Condition of Slaves) a faithful and diligent Discharge of the Duties
belohging to the several Stations; out of Conséience towards GOD,"6

About the szame time that o slave code began to develop in Virginia,

so aid & second generation of Virginia Negross who had not been uprooted



from enother culture as many of their parents had been, but were a part &

of Virginia society. Ministers won support for their efforts to teach

this group of Negrces to such an extent that one historian has claimed

most Virginia born Negroes receiveéd religious instruction by 1700, Ob-

jections to teaching the youné Negro children were‘limited. Obviously

the young child spoke Englishi he could be taught before an age:when he

would be nceded as a worker; and masters clearly had re5ponéibility for

children reared on thair‘property.7
Objections to baptism of the Virginia born Negro were raised on

more theoretical grounds, Hugh Jones, for example, recommended the

religious instruction of Virginia born Negroes, but he balked at their

being taught to read or write, Thase skills, he believed,; had "proved

dangerous upon several political accounts, especially selfnpreservation.“s

- An extension of this fear led some to deny all instruction to Negroes.

Church doctrines contained certain:implications thatvmight change the

relation of the nraster and slave. Baptiém could be interpreted by the

Negro as a form of an initiation rite into the white man's society,

Frank Klingberg has observed : "The specific program of the 3.P.G. for

Anglican Negro Christianization, and the consequent education inevitably

necessary as the slave was prepared for the sacraments of the church,

jntroduced an ameliorative agency between master and slave. The greater

the missionary's success, the more difficult it became to regard ihe

Negre merely as a piece of property. Sometimes clearly and egain dimly,

the owner réalized that vital transformations were contemplated or

subtly involved."9
After 1700 the position of the Negro as a slave vecame formalized.

A series of acts in 1705 revised the previous slave code and tightehed

some regulations., The code dropped the fiction that ths Negroes were
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slaves because they were infidels by clearly subofdinating a black
Christian to a white.lo With race rather than religion as a basis of
slavery, the field for conversion was cleared of a few obstacles. In
part this change must have been due to the early missionary efforts of
the church. Since there were Christian Negro slaves in Virginia, slavery
could not be justifiesd as a punishment only for non-Christisns.

The life of a slave in sarly eighteenth—-century Virginia was not
espscially harsh, Negroes commonly lived and worked in gangs of about
six and were directed by an overseer. A few were craftsmen, The slave
trade continually brOught Negroes f:om erica and the Yest Indies,. thus
providing outside influences on the slave culture. Virginians recog-
nized the effects of a slave's African pest by preferring those who had
‘been slaves in Afrioa,"for they that have Been kings and great men there

enerally 1%zy, haughty, and obstinate.” A nmultitude of African

B
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tongues made English the least common denominator, and if the first

sneration did not master thes language, Hugh Jones could boast that the

0y
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second did "talk good English without idiom or tone, and can discourse

v - "12 m. - . .

handsonely upon most common subje . T'ne number of slaves incrcased

drasticszlly in thz eighteenth century. In 1700 there were 16,390

Negroes in Virginiaj; thirty years later there were 30,000, In the fol-
13

lowing decade the number nearly doubled,

ot all Hegroes were slaves in Virginia. Mulattos born of a white
mother were bound out until the age of thirty at which time the ser—
vant gained his freedom. Sone Neﬁross had purchased their freedom before
1691 when Virginians passed a law forbidding any master to freeAa slave
by will or other means without transporting the slave boyond the bor--

ders of the colony. 4 After 1691 the Council o¥ the assembly set free

a fow slaves Tor unusual ssryvice, In 1710, for sxample, a Nesgro ra-—-
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céived his freedom for warning the authorities cof a slave revolt,

and in 1729 a Negro won his freedom by revealing various herbal cures
for yaws and other serious diseases.15 Such emancipations, however,
added only slightly to the number of free Negroes,

Such then was the situation of the Negro in the early eighteenth
century, and with such the Anglican minister was expected to work.
G.M. Brydon claimed that the failure to meaningful missionary work
among the Negroes was due in part to the lack of leadership of the
churcéh, The Anglican church had no concerted action or poliéy, but
rather left each minister to the dictates of his own cgnscience and time,
Obviouslyrsuéh a policy led to great inequalities of effort.16 Gibson,
however, came close to providing the leadership and policy. The problem
was more thzn one of lack of leadership, howéver, for the numbers
of sléves increased rapidly, masters continued to oppose the church
activity, and the moral code of the church was incompatiable with
slavery.l7

In 1723 encouragement came from abroad to ministers interested in
-onrking.among'the Negroes. The Query sent out by Edmund Gibson specif-
ically asked about the condition of "Infidels bond or free," The answers
to this question revealed paradoxicallj much and little about the Negro
in Virginia at the beginning of a pericd of great population growth. The
implications of the comments are worth noting in detail, despite the fact
that the replies were often frustratingly brief,and did not include every
parish, Pive of the ministers, for example, mentioned free Negroes
within the bounds of their parishess: Elizabeth City, Hungar's Parish,
Lawne's Creek, Newport, and St. Anne's.18 The parish records of
.Bristol, Blissland, Petsworth, and St. Paul's in Hanover show that

19

though their ministers did not report free Negroes, such did exist there.



The most freguent complaint found on the questionnaire was that
the master still prevented the Negroes from being baptized., Either
"particular means (were] discouraged" or, slthough some masters took

cares to see that their slaves were coaverte 2d, the efforts were "so
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_ ; 20 S . .
much neglected by nmany." As far as somc ministers could sece, the only

glimmer of hope lay in legal actionj ﬂfgr as there is no law of the
.Colony obliging their Masters or Owners to Instruct them in the prin-
ciples of Christianity and so they are hardly to be persuaded by the
Ministers toAtake s0 much ‘pains by them; by which Neans Those Creatures
live znd die without it."zl Alrmost half of the ministers recordéd

that it depended.uppn the whim of the master whether or not a slave
would be instructed. The parishes noting resistance to such training
seert to have been slightly larger and had & lower percentage of com-—
municants than the Ouh rs., Due to the inexactness of the information

on the parishes; however, correlation cennot be determinéd in any

At least eight of the ministers either worded their answer to imply
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lored the masters to send the
or that specinl efforts were being made to teach the slaves HJestover,
James City, York-Hampton, and Acoomako Farishes all replied that some
specific means for conversion existed. ¥William Black reported tha

he had visited the plantations and baptized zbout two hundred HNegroes

since he had arrived at Accomako Parish in 1709. Peter Fontaine of

W

By k3

Westover Parish taught the Negroes along with his nul'ar catechunens
each year on Sunday from April throu h June. His brother, Francis fon-
taine of York-Hampion, had set aside every Sunday afternoon at his housa
22

for teaching slaves,

These .men and William LelMNeve, the fourth active missionury, all



69

possessed certoin similar characteristics, They were all relatively
recent arrivals in Virginia., William LeNeve had been in the colony
only a years William Black, who had scrved the longest of the four,
aclai@ed fourteen years' residence, a figure still under the average
for Virginia ministers in 1723, All were imbued witlh & missionary
spirit best expressed in the words of LeNeve, "I have examined and

T

“improved Several Negroes, Natives of Virgin

1de

.23 and I hope in God, that
by a due Observance of the Directions for the catechist, printed by
Order of the Society for ths Propagation of the Gospel in Foreign
Parts, I shall labour to plant that Seed among them, which will produce

a blessed Harvest," 23 The Huguenot Fontaines served tiae ministerless
King William Parish as well as their own, while William Black originally
. ~ e s . . 24
served as a S.P.G. missionary in Pennsylvania,.
Mot all of the ministers had the time or the talent and inclination
of a Black or a Fontaine, DNone of them, however, refused Negroes the
right to entsr their church snd worshipe. Only four of the ministers

reVOQT ed a
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isintercsted or passive attitude towards the probvlem by ex—
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ng that if the church doors were open they had done
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the feel
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their part. Twenty reportecd that they had baptized some Negroes, al-
though none mentioned numbers as greatl as William Black's two hundred,
At least one, Daniel Taylor, was a slaveowner himself, and he had bap-
tized and instructéd all of his own slavés.25 Three of the ministers
hinted that missionaries would be the only solution to the total prob-
lem. The ranid growith of the Negro population might have had something
to do with both the sense of impotence cof some of the ministers und the
fact thzt nine limited their efforts to the Virginia born,
The problem of the African Negro with a different language and

culture hincdered the ministers greatly. Many complained that "a great
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many Blacks bond men and women, that understand not our Language"
were amopng the slaves, It was "impossible to instruct these that are
grownup before they are carried from their own Country, they never
being able either to speak or understand our Language perfectly." The
language barrier presented only part of the prcblem for the "Negro
Slaves, imported daily, are altogether ignorant of God and Religion
- : s Ve (=3 (=] ?
and in truth have so little Docity [sic] in them that they scarce ever
- s "26 7 1 &t
econe -capable of Instructicn. Hugh Jones, shortly to go to St.
Stphen's, concurred in this Jjudgement, commeniing that "I question
whether baptism of such (till they be a little weaned of their savage
. . . . : ne’l
barbarity) be not a prostitution of a thing so sacred.

Widespread agreement definitely existed on the ability of ths

Virginia bred slaves to bznefit from the instruction. All of the men

w

who commented on the impossibility of teaching the Africans mitigated
their statements with the efforts that they made among the\seoond gen-
eration of slaves. These slaves spoke English as children and most likely
received training, azlthouzh once again the master had the final say.

Some masters would not excuse any from work to take instruction and

others objected on t:e same grounds that hindsred missionary work in
the seventeenth century, At least three parishes contained masters
who worked with the ministers by instructing their own slaves and then

sending them to the church for baptism. Infant badiiams were rare,

Christ Church in Middlesex County and Bruton Parish beingz the only two
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Gipson's gentle reminder in 1723 about the Negreces "whose Conver—

sion you are hound to endeavour as one Part of the Hork belonging to

c{l

your Hissions" vrought a stecdy trickle cof

L4

letters from Virginia asking

for advice.29 Thomas Dell brought up the subject in 1724, The letter

»



makes clear how much had gone unscid in his questionnzire reply.
lasters had thwarted his efforts to instruct the slaves by not giving
then time off to attend classes, and in some cases they refused the
Negroes the time or means to attend services, Although Dell had baptized
several Negroes, he observed that he '"must confess, the means I use,
or hath been used by any before me, as far as I have heard by any of
my Brethern is Ordinary Preaching," and he then asked the bishop for

. : . L 30 .
suggestions on how he could do a better job in the fuiure. Neither
the fact that he had faced opposition nor that he had baptized any

. 31
slaves appeared on the Query replies,
Mozt of the other letters sent to Gibson followed the same pattern

as Dell's by asking for advice or encouragemsnt. In fact the only the
only negative comment on the church's efforts amonz the slaves came

from John Lang. He wrote in 1725 condemning the attempis to baptize

.

Negroes since "they live together afterwards in common without lMarriage

or any other Christian decency's, as the pagan Negroes do who never were

enter'd intd the Church Membership." Although Lang had some idea of
the moral dilemmas cresated by churéh work with the slaves, he was too
) 32
busy conplaining about the colony to offer any constructive advice.
Lawrence DeButts, like Thomas Dell, had not mentioned in his Query
reply that he had faced any opnosition to his work among the slaves,
nor that he had baptized more than a few. The comments in a letter
written in 1722 reveal that DeButts had minimized both the effort and
the opposition that he faced., At that time the minister claimed, "Since
ny coming to my parish I have baptized above. 40 children in one day,
I have prevail'd with some of my parishoners to suffer their slaves to
be instructed in the christian religion and baptized, for which they

heve since thonk'd me, hdving found them both more trusty and more dil-



igent in their service than they were before."33

How many more slaves
he.might have baptized had all the master cooperated is open for
,conjectqre.

John Garzia arrived in Virginia to take a parish just a little too
late to fill out a questionnaire. However, at the request of the S.P.G.
the minister submitted two detailed lists of the slaves that he bap=
tized vhile serving at North Farnham Parish. In 1724 during the month
of March, Garzia baptized 341 slaves, married ohe_slave couple, qnd
admitted five to commpnion.34 From 1725 to 1732 when the minister left
Virginia to ssrve in North Carolina, he'baptized 354 more Negroes and
admitted another eight to communion.35 This is a rather remarkable
total.

James Blair did more than just work aﬁong his own parish Negroes.
As with so many other things connected with the Virgin;a church, the |
commissary had a plaa to improve the church efforts. He had already
subnitted a paper entitled "A Proposiﬁibn for encouraging the Christian
Bducation of Indian, Negroe and Mulatto Children}" The plan would have

insured the baptism and catechism of all Virginia born ¥

egroes by making

it profitable for the master to comply. Masters who let their servants

attend catechism until they were certified as having passed a course

would haye those servants waived from the tithe list until the age of

eighteen, Servants who did not receive instruction would be taxable

at fourteen.36
Along with letters from the ministers, parish registers provide

a control group with which to compare the statements made in 1723,

On the whole the fact emerges that the Query answers understated misw

sionary efforts. David Stuart of St. Paul's Parish in King George

County did not turn in an answer to the Query. His parish register,

72
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which began in 1727, recorded a steadlly incressing number of Negro
baptisms’ throughout this period. DZach year the number of slave births
roughly equalled that of the baptisms, -and from 1736 to 1743 Stuart
baptized a total of 232 Negroes.37 Thomas Hughes had warned in his
Query that the masters would not give their slaves time to receive in-—
struction. Hughes's register at Abingdon Parish, however, listed a
few baptisms each year until 1733 at which time the number shot up
rapidly. After that date slave baptisms werc four times higher than
... 38 ,
Negro births. Bartholomew Yates at Christ Church, Hiddlesex County,
1iade a more honest appraisal in his Query for both the statement and:?
39

the Register indicated a small but steady number of baptisms,

ocorge

Robertson of Bristol Farish was not encoursging in his Query reply,

a fact well matched by the records., This is one parish where Gibson's

gy

pastoral letter must have had some effect, for after 1730 the number

. 0 . . N ..
of baptism rose.4 The fact remains that the ministers all either stated
accurately or understated their efforts to the bishop. This means that

any estimate based upon the replies will be minimized.

The registers of Albemarle, Overvwharton, and King ¥William Parishes

demonstrate the dangers of relying too heavily upon even the parish
records to estimate the effectiveness of missionary work. The differsences
in methods and care in recording hasd helped to obscure Negro baptisms,
Although Alexander Scott listed no Negro baptisms in his register but
many Negro births ( sonetcing the law required the parish to record)

1

the unwary researcher might assume there had been no Negro baptisns,

This conclusion would be furthzr strengthened by the fact that after

1738 some baptisns were recorded. A closer study reveals that Scott

had mentioned bapitizing slaves in his answer to the Query, but had
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not recorded them in the register. He died in 1738 and the new minister,
John Moncure did take the time to record the slaves whom he baptized.4l
Albemarle Parish records were really the private lists of William Wiliie,
His records were kept alphabetically by first name and thus present a
problem to any researcher., It can be ascertained, however, that the
longer Willie remained in the parish the more cooperation he got from

42

his congregation in missionary work. The records of King William Parish

pose a greater problem. Written in French by a seni-litérate vestiry

clerk, the register noted many Negro births, but no bapt‘sms. The par-—

ish was without a minister throughout 1723-43, and tbus one is not sure

if the Negroes were baptized at home and not recorded or just not baptized.43
The information which the Bishop of London gathered from the 1723

Query came back to haunt Virginians in 1727. At that time Gibson pub-

lished three pazstoral letters on the insiruction of Négroes. The first

svoke to th
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of slaves, an
became one of ths five most requssted books by the S.P.G. missionaries

44

workxing amnong the Negrozs. The letters were hardhitting and to the
point. In the letter zdaressed to the owners of slaves Gibson answered
each of the nasters's objections that the ministers had noted in 1724.
Gibson made no distinction among African and Virginian born, since they
both deserved the ministrations of the church. The bishop would not
admit a langusge barrier constituted 2 legitimate excuse, for if it were,
Christianity would never have spread across the westsrn world., The

bishop was ;oamh to think so hardly of any CQILStl an laster, as to

supoose that he can deliherately hinder his Negroes from being instructed

he letter to the niss aries chided them for their slowness.



Gibson observed that "having>understood by many Letters from the Plan-—
tations,.and by the Accounts of Persons who have come from thence, that
very little Progress hath hitherto been made in the Conversion of the
Negroes to the Christian Faith...," he had written a letter reminding
the master and mistress of their duties. The bishop prodded the mis—
sionarizs when he reminded them that they could always find time for
the éiavas if they tried and that all ministers who owned slaves should
set an sxample by instructing their own. He suggested that the school-
masters in an area might be prevailsd upon to help teach the slaves.
"egpecially on the Lord's-Day, when both they and the Negroecs are most-

.

at Liberty, and the Clergy are taken up with ths public Duties of their

FMunction,”

By 1729 Jancs Blair could acknowledge the impact of the pastoral

letter on Virginia., "Your Lordship's Letter concerning the Instruc-—

-

tion of the Negroes has had their good effect that it has put several

4

s upon the Instruction of them. And the Negroes

Ut
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Magters and Histresse
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‘hborhood arc very desirous to become C

&=

themsclves in our Heig
and in order to it come and give an account of ithe Lord's prayer, and
the Creed-2nd ten commundments, and are baptized and frequent this
Church; and the Negro children are now commonly baptized." The com-
missary noted some doubts about the influx of Negroes in the church in
this samz letter, for he qusstiohed the sincerity of some of the slaves.
Many entered the church only "in hopes that they shall meet with so
much the more respect. and that some time or other, Christianity will
help them to their freedom." This did not deter Blair fronm moking con-
verts, becauss he hoped that the legroes gould be instilled with higher
47

yrinciples by attending church.

In Virginia the fzeling that church membership symbolized a step

15



to emancipation came to a head in the early 1730's. Suck a rumor began
among al; the Negroes despite sll the denials of its truth by the clergy
that "théy vere willing to feed themselves with a great fanoy that it
did /make them free/ and that the King designed all Christians should
be made free," The ministers did not take advantage of this belief
in any way and continuedito:baptize only the Negroes who promised to
forswear their pagan practices and could say the Creed.48 The rumor,
howevér, persisted that such an order had been made by the king, dbrought
V to the coiony by Mr. Spottswood, and then suppressed.49 Finally the
slaves met at night to talk of choosing a leader to head a revolt, The
revolt was still being planned when whites began to quéstion the slaves.
Patrois searched for Negroes out after dark and had them whipped. All
was calm again in six weeks, and then just as the owners began to relax,
‘wo hundréd slaves from Norfolk and Princess Anne Counties met while
their masters were at church to choose leaders for a rebellion. Before
the violence started, the whites arrested four Negroes who were tried,
convicted, and hanged. The owners were so frightened that for a while
the militia carried arms with them to churchesoh
The most surprising thing about beth the letter from Blair and
the one from Governor\Gooch describing the threatened revolt was their
total lack of reaction, Blair in no way intended to slow the conversion
of the glavés, and in fact most of his letter is concerned with these
efforis., William Gooch described the revolt and then immediately
stated, "What your Lordship observes is of some Masters very true, they
use their Négroesxno better than their Cattle. And I can see no help
for it; this far fhe greater Number having kind Masters are much better
than our poor labouring men in England."s1

To illustrate his own care for the Negrozs, Gooch went on to ex=-

76
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plain the case of a Negro woman., BShortly after Mary Aggie unsuccessful-
ly sued for.hgr freedom on the grounds of her baptism, she was tried
and convicted of stealing. The governor provided her with'a lawyer who
asked that she receive the benefit of clergy, a custom that would have
mitigated her sentence. The case went to another court, and Gooch
sent his ablest lawyer to defend her, Blair and the rest of the court
had decided to send the decision on to Englana, so the gcvernor wanted
Gibson to help ge£ a decision in favor of thefwoman.52 Meanwnhile Vir-
ginians took action of their own. The Council voted to pardon the woman:
upon the "condition that she be transpoftéd'out of this Colony to Some:
other of his Majaffies plantations there to be sold as a Slave."53
The aSsenbly also passed an act declaring a Negrobls rizght to benefit
of the clergy unless he had received it before or was convicted of
manslaughter, bresking and entering at night, or the same offense in
the daytime if goods over five shillings sterling were involved.54
The offical English view had long éupported nissionary efforts
among tne Negroes, The governor‘s instruction included specific orders
‘"to find out the best means to facilitate and cncourage the conversion

55

of Negroes and Indians to the Christian religion,” Such charges,

however, were usecless without the cooperation of the church., The Society

and financed missionnry efforis in the coloniés although not directly

3

onarics would decide to move

jde

(

in Virginia, On occasion one of their miss
to Virginia as John Thompson did in 1739, He had becn given books by
Dr. Bray'!s Associates, a smaller Anglican missicnary group intercsted
in the Megro, "as an Incouragement to Diligence in discharging his
o I B . . 450
offica, but varticularly in promoting the Convsrsicn of the Hegroes,

n

Gibscon's pastoral letters spurred this offical interest an

o

activity.
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The men who came to the colonies throuszh the recruitment efforts
of Blair and QibSOn showed a high level of intercst in the Negro. James
Earye arrived in 1730 in Virginia to take up duties in St. James' Parish.
He_grote the bishop, "Besides an abundance of Negroes, I have in my
parish many Quakers and some anabaptists that want instruction; but. who
isrgble for such thing?" Marye, however, was willing to tackle the task

57 .

asking only for the bishop's prayers. Anthony Gavin came to the

colony in 1735 after a short while at Henrico Parish he moved to
the parish recently vacated by Marye. The task that faced these men

s most easily seen in Gavin's report that on his first trip through

e

the parish he baptized 229 whites, 172 blacks, 15 Quakers, and 2 Anabap-
tists desnite opoosition from Quaker3.5
Adam Dickie reported that he had won some enemies for his zezl in

baptizing Negroes (he had baptized as many as twenty at a time), dbut

"they [the enemies] I think are Rather to be pitied," He had written

in order to ask advice on the propriety of Christian marriage for slaves
wha had been narricd once and sepsrated by their masters and if Christian

slaves could stand as surety at baptism for other
the minizter of Drysdale FParish intended to continue nis e

Part of Dickie's trouble stasmmed from the fact that he instructed white

and black together, Virginiz parishes did not aporeciate integrated
- o - . L Py (]

U

baptisms or instruction. St. George's vesiry actually ordered their

60

minister to stop baptizing the two races together.

Other men who arrived in Virginia after 1723 as nministers also took

an interest in the Negro. William Dawson tried to collect the King's

Bounty in 1740 althousgh he was teaching at the college rather than doing
parisn work. He wanted the money to "be laid out in a collection of

religiocus Books, to be approved of by Your Lordship for the Bonefit of
& P PP 5
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Negroes and the Poor of this colony."61

The efforts of William Willie,
a Virginia recruit to the ministry, have already been recounted, and
other records like his could be sdded to the discussion.

During the 1730's men in Williamsburg began to think about a more
permanent method of reaching local Neggpes. The plan seems to haﬁp
sprung from az discussion of the bishop's pastoral letter. The main
force behin@ the movemen£ was Charles Bridges, a portrait painter well
over seventy y=ars of age, who arrived in Virginia about 1735. Gibson

62

had written a letter of introduction for the painter fo Blair, and the

63

brother of the governor had written one to William Gooch. As a result
Bridges was in an excellqnt>position to write to Gibson about plans
being developed in Williamsburg. Charles Bridges painted Blair's por-
trait during the artist's five year stay in the colony, and it is easy
to imagine them discussing Bridges' plan for the Negroes while the

64

portrait took shape. The proposal was sent frém Virginia in late 1735.
Bridges offered his help in implementing it anywhere in Virginia
or Maryland, and also appealed to the bishop for support. The introduc—
tion of the proposal made aAdireat reference to Gibson's work with the
charity schools in England‘in.an obvious attempt to interest the bishop
in the plan. Basically the proposal called for a full time catechist
who would "be always upcn the Spot at reasonable hours as to attend
those that come to be Instructed at that Time, they can be spared, and
to make it his whole business to teach Negroes and no others." Finan-
cial support would come from both colonial and English subscribers,
(The bishop was supposed to help raise the money.) Colonial interest
would be encouraged by publishing the amounts of contributions and by

holding monthly board mee%iﬁgs at which the catechist would preach.65

€ibson must not have been overly encouraging in the letter he sent to
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the paintexr in 1736,66 for Bridges again pleaded for the bishop's

aid in 1738,‘"1 say," he wrote, "that all that can be done on this af-
fair without your Charitable Efforts will to my great Concern I fead
cone to Kothing."67 Bridges returned to England in 1740, according to
tradition in order to diej perhaps he also‘hoped to make one last appeal
in person for his school for Negroes, Although he probably did not
live to see the fruits of his interest, several schools for Negroes were
founded within the next ten years in Virginia.6

When one considers the great challenge that the growth in population
made to the church in Virginia, the efforts of these ministers to reach
the slave seem more remarkable. The intensifying campaign to win the
conversion of the Negroes that resulted from Edmund Gibson's encourage-—
ment in the yeers 1723-43 must appear to have at least matched the
crisis created by growth in Virginia. If anything; the church reached
e larger number of slaves than at the béginning of this period, and
Gibsoﬁ's interest set off a chain of discussion that later led to a
ferm of school for the Negroes. By no means did these efforts reach
the whole of the slave population, however, records indicate that the
church expanded enough tﬁ reach a higher proportion than it had pre-—

viously done,
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CONCLUSION

Whatever the stutus of Bishopribsonis power in the colonies,
the clergy felt his presence both directly and through the intermediary
office of the commissary. Gibson and Blair together tackled the main
problem of the Virginia church, that of supplying sufficient competent_
ministers to a growing colony, ‘There were several Treasons why the
clergy were not willing to come ﬁo the colony, but th@se were in part
countered by the increase in Virginians who offered themselves as clergy.
The groﬁth of a Virginia sponsored ministry, was the result of long
efforts by Jzmes Blair. Generally speaking Gibson and Blair worked
hout this period todsupply the ministers. Starting
with a deficit, the church énded the period with its parishos filled.

The other problems of the church, that of Negro conversion and
regulation of the clergy stemmed partially from the lack of ministers.

The Bishop of London did what was in his power to encourage missionary

¢

work and despite a threastened slave revolt, incre=mse in Negro popula-—

.

tion, and oprosition of masters, the church reached an increasing per— .

centage of slaves, The heavy duties of a parish caused the downfall

[¢]

of some clergy, and the eagerness of those trying to supply the colony
with ministers sometines led them to accept clerics with guestionable
records, As the'Supply of ministers became greater, however, the bishop
and commissary could afford to screen men more closely and punish of-

fenders more guickly. Only two ministers originally from Virginia be-

came invclved in incidents, and one of these later redeemed himself.
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On the whole Gibson and Blair met and conguered the challenge of the
period 1723~43, leaving behind the legacy of a strengthened church,
It is this legacy which helped to hold the church together in the years

of crisis fast approaching..



APPENDIX
THE MINISTERS AND THEIR PARISHES

i

The chart which immedintely follows this discussion is an attemp%
to place the ministers in the parish where they served throughout 1723-

1743. The only parish not inclu&ed on this graph is Bruton Pari which

was constantly served by Jamss Blair during these.years. The parishes

.

that were in existence at the beginning of this period are listed al-—
phiabetically and new parishes follow on the graﬁh in the order of their
founding. The shaded areas represent years in which a parish did not
have legal recognition. Some of the new parishes were provided for

by statute several years in advanccs of their actual organization. In
these cases the populalion had not yet reached a sufficient number to
form a vesiry and build a church until severpl years hod g one by .

Some of ths purely mechanicsl features of the chart do bear ex—
planation, Whenever a ministér's name is preceded by "p." it means that
he was acting as supply until the ve >stry secured a full-time man., The
dotted segments of the line repreéant the zuthor's best cducated guesses,
Most of these instances find explanation in the footnotes, which incidental-—
ly, are placed after the parish name and cover all statements made on
that psrish. Footnotes were used only where there might be a question
as to my decision, If it is not otherwise sizted, the rcader may assume

that my information came from letters to Gibson, parish lists for 1726,

1735, and 1744, parish records, or Gocdwin's The Colonizl Church, One

further word of caution is in order. I have not besen able to place



John Becket from 1727 to 1729, Robert Chaplain from 1736 to 1738,
Nevil Maocallgm;(who arrived in 1735), Charles Smith from 1740.to
1743, or a kr, Sheffield (who arrived gefore January 15, 1735,from
the West Indies). . When these men are finally placed in their proper
positions, I am certain that the remaining blank spaces“on the chart

will be filled,
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Notes for Appzndis

1Charles Rose arrived in Virginia in 1737 and appeared on the list of
1744 as at Copely. Walter Jones did not appear on the list of 1735,
nor did Copely Parishj Parish Lists, Pulhan KSS, (reels 286 and 288).

2Dickie arrived in 1732 and reported his predecessor had had trouble
with the vestry of Drysdale Parishj Dickie to Henry Newman, Ibid.

3Robertson was definitely in the county from 1732-42; he arrived in 1728,
Elizabeth ¥ingo, comp.yillarriages of Horfolk County, Virginia 1706-1792,
Norfolk, 1961, p. 363 "Charges Against Spottswood," Va,., liag, of Hist, and

Biog., IV(1897), 362-63,

4Tle list of 1735 puts David lcDonald in Hanover parish and leaves Brunge—
wick vecant, Blair most likely reversed the two parishes since McDonald
served both before and after 1735 in Brunswick. Farish Lists, Fulbham NSS,
(reels 286 and 288).

5Dell went to Maryland by 17303 A Visitation on the Eastern 3Shore, Juns
16, 1731, Perry, Papers Relating to laryland, 303--05.

6Hilliam Dawson took over at James City upon LeNeve's death in 1742 or
1743; John Blair to Zdrnund Gitson, May 28, 1743, Fulham 1SS, (reel 285).

7K1ng William Parish wan g Huguenot refugee colony with under a hundred
titheables in 17233 King William Parish Vestry Book, passim,.

8 . : . N .
The Kingston Vesitry Book is missing most of the entries from 1725 teo
o

‘1742. Tillizm Wye went to Maryland in 17303 A Visitation on the Eszstorn
Shore, June 16, 1731, Perry, Fapers Relating to Haryland, 303-05,

9LmJne's Creek was served by William Smith in 1735 z2ccording to the lists,
but if this is the William Smith formerly a tutor in Virginiz, he was
supposed to have died in late 1734, William Gooch to EBdmund Gibson,
January 14, 1734, Fulhan M3S, (reel 285).

10The list of 1726 placed William Cawthren in St. Anne's, but Cawthren
tock a parish in Haryland instead. Robert Rose's records indicote he

took over the parish on Bagg's deathy Robert Rose Account Bock, Colonial
Williasmsburg, (chrofllm h«47), and Clergy of laryland to the Society,
November 24y 1728, Perry, Papers Relating to laryland, 264.

11Murdock went to Ma and by 17303 Ibid.,298.

12Goo&win did not secen to be awarc of the article Y“David Mossom and
Daniel Taylory WT@, 1st Ser., V(1897), 204~07, which placed Doniel
Taylor II in St. John's as-early as 1727.



























