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m wore
being followed, the composition of the House differed considerably from
the old House of Burgesses, Many of the Dalsgates were rich and welle
born, yet a striking mxder wers not. The House leaders were noted not
wmmmmmnutmlthmmmwﬂmm“zﬁ
thelr proven ability and accomplishments in the House.

VYoting behavior in the Virginia Houss of Delagatos on state
ad local issues was no longer gulded by sectiom]) interests. Ry 1794,
Virginia had becons 4 relatively homopgenesus ares; attitudes towerd
local issues were determined by Delegate's individual interests or by
the partioular merits of a bill in question,

During the 179496 pericd, the Houss was cutspoken in its
Wzmwmmmmmm:mm This spposition
fooused on the Jay Treaty and the Treaty becamse a rallying point for
the pre-mcisting Republican sentiment. W&M at.w
not partionlarly enthuaiastic about the falt it
thpwmmddm#ﬁmmm;ﬂtiw% actiomne Hopes strong
in pro-Republican Virginia, the Federalist position was further weakened
by thedr defense of the unpopular Treaty,

The nsture of the two political parties in Vieginia differed
fron thoss on the naticual level. Rspublicans in Virginia were often
less moderstes than thooo in Congress; Pedermlists in Virginis were
1mmmmmmpmarmmmmmmmaumm
countorparts in the North, Heither party had attained any greet degree
of organisation on the state level, The Republicans falled to orgsnize
sifactively because they had no positive progream. The Pederalists
failod bevsuse they wers too fer in pumber and too often reluctant to
be branded as Federclists in an overwhelmingly Republican state.

Despite organiasationn) weakness however, attitudes Lowsrd
national issues in Virginia were distinctly ammm by the agrarian,
Bspublican outlooks




A STUDY IN VIRGINIA POLITICS
THE VIRGINIA HOUSE OF DELEGATES, 1794~1796



Historians writing on the serly naticonal period have invariably
focuned their attention on the new mational government snd the actions
of the people in it, There is & disadvantage to this approache=it has
tended to vbsoure the differsnces that existed between leadership on
the national lewel and the rank and file on the state level., It has
an extent, but a study of Virginia politics on the state level imticates that

Although the actions and procedures of the Virginia Nouse of
Delogates oocupy much space in the following pages, the House itself is
not the primary concern here. It is only important in that it furnishes
a glinpse of political behavior throughout all Virginia during the 1794~96
periods A curvey of the House of Delegates ylaelds wany things whioch o
survey of national leaders does note Delegates ware mich more represenie
ative of pecple in the state. They spent ten months of every year in the
county they represanted and were more subject to the pressures and feelings
of their omn constituents than were the mors remotelyelccated Virginia
Congresssem, ILikewise, while Virginians in Congress mushered ninetesn,
the menbers of the House of Dolegates numbered 180, thus offaring a
larger and mors sccurate croas-section of the state as & wholes



3

The following sssessment of Virginia politics is broken down
into four parts. First, House composition will be studied in order to
gain some insight as to the type of men who represented Virginis on
the state lavel. Second, the House Delepates’ attitudes toward state
and Jocsl fspues will be investigated., This facot of Virginia politics
is important because it shows mnmmatmmmmmw
among the various ssctions in regard to the internal affairs of the
state, Third, ths principal national lssues that affected popular
opinion in Virginia during the 179496 pericd will be discussed. The
subsequent debates ard votes on those issuss give a clear ploture of
party cooposition and party strength. Finally, there will be an attempt
to draw some tentative conclusions on the nature sand implication of
Virginia political thought during the 179496 pericd.



CHAPTER I
THE VIRGINIA HOUSE OF DELEGATES, 1794~96t
ITS STRUCTURE AND LEADERSHIP

The Virginia House of Delegates, an anmally-slected body,
was composed of two representatives from each county in the state, with
the cities of Norfolk, Richmond and Williamsburg entitled to cne delegate
uch.l According to the Bill of Rights of the Virginia Constitution
of 1776 the "right of suffrage in the election of members for both
Houses shall remain as exercised at present.” © This meant thet the
Delegates were chosen by those citizens "possessing an estate for life
in one hundred acres of uninhabited land, or twenty five acres with a
house on it, or in a house or lot inmtm;”s

The Delegates were apportioned by county rather than by
population, but the practical effect was much the same. Although there
woere often great disparities between individual counties (the

;’Earl Ge Swen and Jobhn We Williams, A Registe:
AR LV . yongeatut.lonsd
W& A 1776-1918 pnd of the Consti

i ;gmj,mwmm, -




southeastern county of Warwick had a population of 100 "fighting nmen®
while the northern county of Loudon had 1700), b representation
from the two ssctions of the state was roughly proportional to their
populations, 7The eastern cosstal region, with an ares of 11,205
square miles and a population of 18,012 "Fighting men," had a total
of seventy-one Delegates, whils the western counties, with an ares ten times
as great and a population of 28,959 "fighting man,” bhad seventy-elght
3 What disproportion that did exist between the sections wae
gradually being corrected by the divieion of larger western emmtimé
All bills originated in the House of Delegates; ithe Senate
had the powsr to approve or reject all except monsy bills. The House
and Senate, wvoting Jointly by secret ballot, elscted the governor and
sttorney gemeral snmually, all state judges, and the two United States
Smtws.? The total votes received by the candidates for these
important positions were not officlally reacorded, but nmesbers of the
special committees counting the ballots usually were willing to
shars thelr knowledge with the othar Delozates,
The opaning day of the 1794 House:Session, as iu all sessions
between 1794 and 1796, commenced with the choice of a Speaker, The vote

Delegaten.

brpide, 237.

S3ulius P, Prufer, "The Franchise in Virginis from Jefferson through
the Convention of 1829," William and Hary Quarterly, 2d Ser., VII, 265,

é
In 1793 the counties of Madison, Leg and Greayson wore formed
out of the larger westarn counties. For the chronology of the formation of

Virginia counties see J.RsVe Daniel, 4 gints ,
(Ricimond, 1949), 21-26. » & Horubegk of Yirginta History

Tbpater, "The Franchise in Virginia," 256.
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in the election of the Speaker was not recorded in the House journale
Joln Wise, Speaker from 1794~98, made all appointments to the legislative
and standing coemittess,® The Spesker voted only in the case of a
tie whm? thore were none during the sessions of 179496,

The work of the various legislative and standing committees
was of primary importance in the day<toeday operetions of the House,

- Host House business was accomplished by voise vote approval of the
committee’s recamerdations. It wes axtremely rare for the commit.cos?
recammendations to be overrulsd by voice vote. Roll call votes were
only taken when thers was snough opposition on the volce vote to cause
doubt as to which side had carricd the question. The weight given to
the committens? judpment is shown by the fact that the House resorted
to roll call votes only thirty=five times during the 1794~96 period, -
Bacause of the important role of the commdttess in the business of the
House, a study of their functions and personnal provides useful
information about both the actual workings ard the pattern of leadership
of the Housa,

Tho five standing committess corducted the bulk of the
routine business of the House, Thess cormitteas were so larvgs that
avery Delegate was segigned to at least one, The Conmittee of Propositicns
and Grievances was the largest and the most important in terms of its
dctual law-zaking powar. It received reports and complaints fyom
cltivens of the various counties asking for amendment, enactment, or
repeal of & lmw. It alsc had to set on the routine camplaints lodged

8Jouryal of the House of Delemates, Nove 12, 1794s
qm, Decy 8, 1792+
Wnta., 179496,
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by citizens against thelr local govertment officinlis. Ity business took
up tha major share of the time of the House, and at its recommendations
the House sppointed many of the special leglalstive committess, -
| The Committeof (laims considered and passed on gll claims
filed by both counties and individuals against the state. It wan
second in sise and power only to the Committes of Propositions and
Urievances, It is interesting to note that as late as 1796, most of
the Committests work dealt with Revolutionary War claims, 12

The primaxy function of the Committes of Courts of Justice was
to womine the petitions and claims coming isto the House and decide
whether they should be acted on by the House or delagsiod to the state
courtss if 1t was decided that the petition or claim fell uxder the
House's jurdisdiction, it would then ba sent to the appropriate standing
conmittes for further sorutiny. This coomittes differed from the
Comittes of Claims and the Comaittes of Propositions and Grisvances in
that it was only concerned with the disposition of petitions snd claims,
and did not meke final Judgments 48 to their validity. The importance
of this committes and the tremendous volume of work imposed on many
of the standing comuittees is 1llusirated by the commants of Dalegate
Thoras Evans.

Our session began as those which mwfww&ttm
‘rith maltitudes of petitions from every , of the country, some
perbaps reasonable, more unressonable and sons intolerable, requesting
us at the same time to become judges instead of legislators, and at
m&hwtamanmmapmwwthorxmnﬂtmw,wﬁm

acma and invest otherss Our Speaker, Iire Wioe « » stock care to vefer
thoss extraovdinary requests to the cm*.m of Courts of Justice, where

2 Ihide, Bove 15, 20, 1794
i2 oide, Nove 19, 1794, Nove 18, 1796«



t W@ummamﬁm a8 of the Constitu
ugﬂ?m they pertain to the 3mm or h&i&l‘&ﬁiﬂ’# departuente, -

The Comnittes of Religion had the respensibility of taking
Tunder thedr consideration all natters and things relating to religion
and morality.” In practics this meant that it saw to it that no House
husiness was being conducted during Ghe morning praysr and that all
petitions for divorce were carefidly scrutinised and decided upons The
sheer volume and extravagant language of the divorce petitions puct have
resulted in many difficult hours for the Conmittee of Religions ** The
Committee of Privileges and Ele:tions, se important in the colonial House
of Burgesmses, loabt much of ite importance with the disappearance of the
inmperial suthority as & threat to parlismentary privile;s; the lack of
disputes involving the certification of elections during this paried
left it with 1ittle to do. 15

In addition to the five standing comdttees there were a
nurber of specicl committess appointed during the ssssion. There wers
usually between nixty and eighty of thesc sach ssssion and thoy varded
in importance from a “"Committes to prapare estirates of the supanses
of Civil Goverrment, and of the public debt, and to report their opinion
of the provision which ought to be made for Lhe support of the goverrment
and the payment of the public debt® to the committes to prepare & i1l
ertablishing for the inspsction of indian meal within the Comsonwsalth.® 16

N

13thomas Zvans to John Cropper, Neve 30, 1794 Ja&mcroppwmm
Virginia Historics) Society, Rickuomde & '

WUstiouse Jourpal, Nove 19, 1794, Neve 18, 179,

15 Kove 9, 1796. Por the .‘.mpemm of wnuxmxw pﬂm
prior to the fut par)iapanta;

ion see Mary Pe Clarke, e _
alonies M m 1943) Y
, o : zm‘& mg W m olonteg

w&mb Kove 16@ Dace 8y 1795
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The ccoposition of all the conmittess of the House was left
to the discretion of the Speaker, While a long term of service in the
House vas often indicative of & Delegate’s capabilitiass, the Speaker
axercised his function without regard to strict prioritien in seniority,
In 1795, Wilson !iles Cary, who had not served in the House since 1781,
mammwmummtmwmmmmm
who had missed the 179) session, was appointed chairman of the Committes
of Claims. Likewise, John Tayler of Carcling, after resigning his
Senate seat in 179, was appointed chairman of the Committes of Raligion
during the 1796 session. 17

Although party sentiment was often evident during the 1794096
sonsions, it does not appear to have heen an fmportant factor in the
appointment of committes chairmanships. Speaker Wise, a man of lawwn
Pederalist sentiments, 18 does not seem to have placed much importance
on party labele when making appointmentse During the threewyear period,
nine differsnt men hold the chairmanshipn of the five standing coomittess,
Of these, Robert Brooke (elected Governor in the last month of the 1794
session), Willlam Callis, Josaph Eggleston, Willlam McKea, John Taylor,
and dathaniel Wilkinson were all aligned with those in opposition to
the Jay Treaty ard in agreement with the policies of James Madison,
Stephens Thomson Mason, and Henry Tazewsll, Ths remining thres
chairmen, Robert Andrews, Wileson Miles Cary, and Miles King, endormed
the Jay Treaty and favored the policles of the Federalist administration

17 Swem and Williams Gengral Agmeebly, 2723
House Jowrpal, Nove 11, 1795, Nove 9, 1 L e

18 Tnomag Jefforson to Wise, Feb. 12, 1798, in Jirginia
AN ﬁ Higtom mm ﬁi. 257




in the nation's capital, 27 These nine standing committee chairmen
ware also very sctive in all of the work of the House and participated
in 81) levels of comxittes work.

Because committess played such an important role in the conduct
of the House business, their composition should reflect the power structure
of the House. An analysis of participation in all levela of committes
work during the sessions of 1794~96 indicates that a group of sixteen
Delegates assuned conspicucusly important roles in the affairs of the
Houss, % Six of the nine standing committes chaimen are included
in this group. The three not included, Hvooke, MoKea, and Wilkinson,
are axcluied becsuse they ouly served in the wession of 170ke =
chairmen, were rather evenly split in their political sentiments. An
analysis of their voting behavior on questions of mational importance
and records of thedr later political activities produces a clear
picture of their political leanings. Of the sixteen, simRobert
Androws, Carter Braxton, Jr., Thomas Evans, Milee Eing, John Marshall,
and Wilson Miles Carywwvoted together with a consistency of at lesst
severty-Live per cent on issues of national significances and by thedr
voting patterns can be classified as leaders of the Pederalist veting
bloc in the House, = John Wiss, although not able to vote in his

zm Journal, Nove 12, 1794, Nove 11, 20, 1795, Kove 9, 1796,
313‘. Appandix Y,
Swen and Williems, Register of the Generel Assembly, A3=47e

&ﬂn Appandix IX.



capacity as Spesker of the House, may also be identified ac one of
the pro-Federalist leaders. = Six of the sixteen House lesdarsee
Williem Callis, Joseph Eggleston, John Guerrant, Alaxander McRae, Thomas
Madison, and Wilsom Cary Nicholaswwconsistently veted in faver of policles
endorsed by the Republican lsadership on the nationsl levels < John
Taylor of Caroline did not cast smough votes t0 be compared with the
other fiftesn, but it is safe Lo assure from his political activities at
the time that he was solidly entrenched in the Republican camps - The
vemaining two House leaders, Archibald Hagill and William Tate, showed
no marked party sentiments in efither their voting or their public
pronouncemants.

If the analysis of voting bebavior accurately reveals the
party sentiments of tho leaders of the House of Delegates, than clearly
the Speaker of the House did not exercise his appointive power in a
manner that psnalized or pronoted party sentiment or activity in either
canp, It 18 also important to rute that party labels have been affixed
to the membars of the House leadership on the basie cnly of their voting
behavior on political gquestions of national imporlance. 4t best, the
voting record can indicate pariy sentiment and cannot be taken as evidence
of the presence of party organization. The question of party organization
in the Houss of Delegates will be dealt with in a later chapter,

Although balf of the lesaders of the House came from the
eastorn coastal ares, thelr mumber was not greatly disproportionate to

257 23Jerferson to Wiss, Feb, 12, 1798, in Virginia Magspine, XIX,
*
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the population of that ares. The Tidewater region, exterding from the
most. southerly porticn of the James River northward to the Reppahanock
and from the Chesapeake Bay to the fall line, contribuled eight men to
the leadership renksw-Robart Andrews, Cxrtar Braxton, Jr., Wilson Miles
w.mmmumémw,ammw,mm
Wise. The Pladmont ares, ruming from the fall line to the crest of
the Hiue Ridge Hountaine, was vepresented by five men in the Houso
lendership=wiiliian Calliis, Joseph Egpleston, John Guervent, Alexandsr
Mofine, and Wilson Cary Bicholas. The remsinder of western Virginia,
a vast expanss of land encompassing all land west of the Hue Ridge
Hountaing to the borders of the Chio and the new stats of Kentucky, had
thres men among the leadership of the Housew-Archibald Magill from the
mmmmguwmumwmammamm,mm
lsaderstidp group was relativoly evenly distridbuted throughout the state.
Host studies of Virginia politics have taken prest pains to
point out the important part played by family ties in men's rise to
political powar. Of the leaderahip group under considerstion in this
study, Carter Braxton, Jre, William Callis, Wilson Miles Cary, Thomas
Madison (the sonwin-lsw of Pateick Henry), Wilson Cary Nicholas, and
John Wise a1l had illustrious family linesges. =/ President Zachary
yoars to conme, but for the momant his most important family cormestion

m Ge m&‘ SHCYRIODOaIR O Yargan
1915), II, 5, 48, 364 Willlam and uarberiy




was his brothereinelaw, Bdmnd Pendleton. *°  Albert Beveridge's
overly-sentimsntal account of The Life of John Marghell gives a rethar
confusing picture of the sooial standing of the Marshall family. On
the one hand, Harshall was the great-great-grandson of Willism Randolph,
but on the other, he was born in a small log cabin snd reared in "his
homs-tiade credle.”’ 1If Narshallls distant fanily heritage was strong
snough to offset his hunble origins, then the total nusber of lesders
from prominent fanilies is eight, The other eight leaderw had mo motable
faxily comnections, >C and there ware many Delegates not in positions of
lendership who did have impressive family ties, such as, for example,
William Cabell, Jre, William Bowysr, Collier Harriscn, Charles lee,
Henry Lee, and Francis Corbin,”

Although the exsct relationship betwesn family ties and political
power in Virginia after the Revolution is unclesr, the relstion bstween the
two could eamily de oversmphasised. This 18 not becsuse of the lack of
such ties, bul becauss of thelr very multitude. The intermarriage between
the many branches of the prominent families (and the newsr, inoreasingly

-

28?7&8!’ mm Blography, II, 88,
o  \bart, ds Beveridge, The Life of Joip Marphall (New York, 1916),
30

It i more difficult to prove that men did not have prominent
rmmammnuummtmmm,umwm««
information attesting to distinctive beritages is not irrsfutable p

that they lacked such conmections. The evidence of thelr lack of tmny
connections is based on genealogies discoverwt m m«, Iirginis
II. loz. a& 353, 365; m&(&. Stewart, Jodex rinted Ge

%mmmum. Begister of the Gensral Agssmbly, A3-47.



prominent families) had become so widespread by the 1790's that the
mumber of those included in the cirecle of Virginians with an impressive
genealogy bad become legion. The ties had so multiplied that to be a
Cabell or a Les was no longer an important distinetion. A politician
frem a prominent family sesking to capitalize on his family comnections
might £ind that he had stiff competition not enly from those of less
mm&,mmammx&mwmmmumﬁ
Although a thorough survey of the occupational and sconomic
ioterests of the sixteen Delagates has not been attampted, the secondary
sources dealing with the Confederation period offer some clues as to
theiy holdings. Although it is probable that the fortunes of the House
leaders underwant scee change between 1788 and 1794 (most likely for
the better), these studies are suggestive of their intesrests,
MMMMuM,mm-mm,mam
Taylor, were exiremsly wealthy. Csry owned over 11,000 acres of Jand
szaanzxm. Nicholas owned 7,100 acres of land and 62 slaves,
Taylor had land holdings of almost 13,000 acres and owmed 47 alaves.>-
A fourth leader, Carter Braxton, Jre, might also be added to the list
of the afflvent. Although he spant most of his time at his job as
Attorney for King Willianm County, he was also heir to his fatherts

sizeabls sstate of 8,500 scres and 91 nhm,g‘f‘

Wi

&”" 1952)‘ u' 391" WW’ W’ éb -

a3, .
Jackson Turner Main, "The (ne Mundred,” Willisn Mary
Quarterly, 34 Ser,, XI, 373, 375; 383. * "

ind Braxton FPamilies (Rﬁ.m: %‘ » 137 of i Hadr




Four House leaders were planters of more moderate means,
William Callis owned 660 acres in louisa County, an additionsl 4,000
acres in Kentucky as a bounty for military services, amd 10 alaves,
John Cuerrast cwned 636 acres in Gooshland Courty and 15 adult slsves.”>
Joseph Eggleston ovned & "small” plantation in Amelis county3® Tnomss
Madison inherited a 2,000 acre tract in Botetourt County and owned 350
mml37

Four of the House leadors ware lawyeare. Jolm Marshall owned
a town house in Rictmond, 4,000 acres in Kemtucky, and lwd an incoms of
m%,m&wmﬁg mnmﬁmmamm:mam _
m-vmmmmummwumsmm,Mmm”
Bothing is known of the holdings of the remaining lawyer, Alemander HcRae.

Robert Andrews, a former minister and professor of morcl
philosophy at the College of Willian and Mary, ownod two tovm Jots in
Willismsburg and no slaves. Hiles King, a physician, cwned half a town
lot in Eltsaboth City, 60 acres of land soattared thronghout the state,

and twelve alaves,”

35F¢mat McDonaid, ; - M | -‘ﬂ.» |
gonstitution (Chicago, 1958), g%zk% m&' dhe Becromls Riglne of Whe

36
s fJazara 11, 107; Fhilip B Bruce, "The Cocks
Pantly of Virginia, ¥ Tiedls i . »
7Ty gon 6o Tyler, "Cart Pedigres of the Medison Family,”

Willian apd Hary Quarterly, lst Ser., IX, 37.

1 10, Nedonald, e the Pseole, 270) Beveridge, Life of Yarsiall,

39,
Augusts Pothergill and John Naugre
(Riohmond, 1940), 41, 139 » Direinia Taxpavers, 178287

WOuobonald, Yo Lo People, 272
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This aduittedly fraguentary survey of the economic interests
of the House of Delegates leadership does not sesn to indicate any sort
of wellwmntrenched srittocracy based on wealth, Although many of these
man had relatively large holdings in land and slaves, their weslth was
not spectacular when compared to many of their Virginia contemporeri .-
Equally striking is the variance between the wealth of these men and
their counterparts in the Virginia House of Burgssses. Jack Py Greene's
study of the "Foundations of Political Powsr in the Virginia House of
Burgesses, 17 ‘«1776,% the methodology of which has been invaluable to
this study,’ found that almost thres fourths of the identiffed leaders
of the Virginia House of Burgesses betwean 172076 had land holdings in
excons of ten thousand acros. Only one man cut < f the 110 men stwiled
had & holding of less than five hundred acres,’® On the basis of the
findings presented in this paper, it would be safe to say thal the
leadership of the House of Delegates enjoyad no such affluence.

The composite pioture of leadership in the Houss of Delegates
tends to show the continuing evolution of Virginis politics. Although
the procedurs and formal strusture of the Houss varied little from that
of the old Houss of Burgesses,”® thers wers gradual but notable changes
in the characteristics of the persomnels The lesdership was extending
westward; the Pledmont ares began to play sn increasingly prominent part
in the power structure of the House, Gresne's study placed heavy emphasis

Mlyvid,, 269-2815 Hain, "The One Hundred," 354384
K2500x Py Greene, "Foundations of Political Powsr in the Virginia
fgzm of Burgesses, 1720-1776," William and Mary Quarterly, 3d Sers, XVI,
¢ 5*506"
vs 45Ts

Ahg . Pargellis, "The Procedure of the Virginia House of
Burgesses,” Hillian and Mary Querterly, 2d Sev., VIX, 73«86, Li3«157.
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on wealth and family connections as prerequisites for politicsl
prominences®® The study of these factors in the midw1790%s Buggests
& notdcesbls decline in their overwall importance, Family position
and fardly ties were by no means sither & prerequisite or a guarsntee
of political success. Wealth was still an important factor insofar
a8 it provided the means with which to conduct & campaign and to
devote one's time o politics, but political office wes not confined
to those of great wealth, Perhaps the most important qualification for
losdership w..* the interest and ability which encbled these sixbeen
nen to act effectively on the important state and national politieal
issues of the tine,

ne, "Political Power in the House of Burgesses,” 4B87-490.




CHAPTER II
STATE AND LOCAL ISSUES

The iseues affecting the internal affairs of the Commonweslth
of Virginia underwent little changs between 1776 and 1794 The recurring
problens-yaising the public reveme, providing for internal improvements,
reform of the state constitution, and the distribution of the glebe lanis
of the Episcopal Churche-wure 8b4ll present and atill cresting controw
varsys On the surface it would seem that these issues, being primarily
of only locsl and statewids importance, would offgr axcellent cluss to
the ssctional naturs of politioal behavior within the state,

Charles Henry Asbler, in his study of Sectiopaliam iy Vieginia
fronm 1176 ko 186l, found that political divisions in Virginia were
dominated by a split between the interests of those in the east and
wasts more specifically, "betwesn the newer socdety of the Pledmont
and that of the older and more aristosratic Tidevater.” Ambler
maintained that the clder Tidewater section "neither understood nor
appreciated” the nesds of the newer sesctions They virtually ignored
the wastern petitions for roads, bridges, improved navigation of rivers,
and provisions for more adequates defenss on the western MM.’?

1863, (Chioago, 1910), 4e
g, 50
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interpretation of & TidewatarwPlodmont division and has attempted to
show that the most meaningful division in Virginis was betwesn the
Northern Neck ard Southwside vegions,” Neither the Northern Neck and
iis allies nor the Southside ard its sllies were contained in any one,
compact area, The geographic names given to the two NM serve more
for the purpose of identification than for an accurate description of
their gecgmaphic lmt-&mﬁ Although geographic factors were often

a determinant in & county's classificaticn in either of Main®s two
blocs, ths sconomis poatiion of the county within the state was the
major factor in its classification as & Southaide or Horthern Eadk
countye. According to Main, the Northern Neck counties ware character-
ised by & wealthy ardstooracy controlling & large share of the wealth
ad property, & high percentage of tenant farmers, & small middle claes,
and a favorabls position on the cosstlinas of the rivers and bays of
the state. The Scuthside was characterised by a larger middle class,

& lairge muber of mediunesized farms, and fower tenantss”

but at varying times in varying degrees, On the basis of the political

BJM Turner Main, "Ssctions and Pbiiﬁica in ?h'm,
1781-87," Hillias apd %g:%;g.adwﬂ s 96112, Tt 48
mma +0 note that the terms "Northern Neck™ mﬁ "Southeide” when
used in the body of tha paper, will refer sxclusivaly to Hain's sconcmice
geographic blocs. Not all Virginia counties are included in Main's
Northern NeckeSouthaide division, se the mmber of Northern Neck and
Southside Delegnten vobting on & given iasus will not necessarily
sorrespond with the total number of votes cast.

‘e“m Apperdix IV on the following pages

*ain, "Sections and Politios in Virginia, 1781-87,7 97-58.
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behavicr of the House of Delegates of 1794«96 it would be erronsous to
say that either such division was the dominant factor in the decisions
on state issues, although the evidence tends more to uphold Haints
Lindings than Amblerts. The responses of the House to individual issues
reveal that diversity, rether than sectional uniformity, was the rule
An 179496,

The problem of redsing the public revenue invelved more than
the usual fight over what the budget sho
government were estimated, the taxes bad to assessed, and more important,
they had to bs collested. Collecting toxes was perhaps the most
difficult, for it involved dealing with counties which were in arrears
and sncouveging county sheriffs to be more diligent in thelr role as
tax uanw&bm&

By 179 to some it soemsd "generally sgreed that the taxes
mst be maised, perhaps 50fwcur treasury has besn totally mmmm“?
The tax rate, howaver, was not raised at all between 1793 and 1796,
Taxes vontinued to be assessed at the rate of $0.25 for sach one
hundred dollars worth of land, $0.28 for each slave over twelve yoars
of agw, $0.06 for each horse, colt, or mule, and $2.78 for every cne
hundred dollars acorued in rents from houses and lots in towms. The
oightesnthecentury version of the "soak the rich” scheme was confined
%o & tax on billiard tables, s whopping £ifty dollars.®

uld bes Once the expenases of

| Albert Os Porter, gLy Governs
History, 1607-1904 (MNew York, 1947), 20dme(
7

Thomas Bvans to John Cropper, Nowv, 30, 1794, John Cropper
Papers, ?MM Historical Soclaty,

Mﬂl shm; ‘E~ 3 2R :
& Continuation of Haningis Statutes




The only attespt to ruise tax rates came in 1794 when an
amendoent was offered for an inorease of all taxes by 25 per cente The
m&mmﬁd‘mw&mummm@&m Of the forty-nine votes
cast by Eastern Delezates, twanty-fous or less than half, were in favor
of the increass. Of the eighty-eight votes cast by Westarn Delegates,
only twentywtwo, a quarter, favored the inareass. Twanty of the
thirtywthres Dalegates representing the Horthern Heck strongholds
favored the inarease, while only eight of the fortywfive Southside
Dolegates favored it.’ In view of thess divisions it appears that
the split botwesan Northern Neck and Southside was the sharper. The
sharpness of the divisien, however, is considerably blunted by the fact
that there was substantial opposition to the amendment from all sections
of the state and by the sinsable nmargin by which the bill was defeated,

The opposition of Southside Delegates to the tax increase
18 probably best axplained by their attitude toward taxation in generel,
as there is no oign that they ware burdened with a disproportionate
share of the taxation. It is more likely that the Southside counties,
and particularly those of the axtreme scuthwest, saw 1ittle advantage
for ther in & generel increase in taxes,

The fact that the Southsids was generally opposed to higher
taxes did not mean that they would auteuatically rally to the support
of & Southside county having difffculty meeting the existing tax
burdens, A bill for the "relief of Washington and Botetourt Counties
respecting their arrears in taxes," both in the extrems soutiwest,
was passed in the House, bub only fiftesn Southside Delsgates supported

“Houge Joural, Dec. 11, 179s



the bill, while ninetesn of them opposed it. The West favored the
hmbyammammmuthWW.th, coupled
with the support of almost 4O per cent of the Eastern Delegates,
mwswm.m

The vote on the issue of tax arreares cumot be categorised
along neat, sscticnal lines, and the explamation for the bill's support
st bs found elsshere, Perhaps a mcrs reasonable, if simplistic,
sxplanation of this crossing of ssctional lines lies in the circumstances
that caused courties to fall behind in their tax payments. Recaleltrent
any one section and it was thase factors, not the unfavorabls position
of counties within the tax structure, that csused the mn
Although there are no printed records of delinguent counties for 1794,
thoss for 1789 indicate that no one section had a spotless record
for prompt tax payment. Of the thirtywaix counties behind in thelr
taxes in 1789, seventeen were Eastarn and ninstesn Western. The Northern
Neck and Southside each had ten counties listed in the ranks of the
mugmt*m It seems probable that the intividual county's ability
to collect taxss on time determined its delegates voting behavior en
this Llsmie.

mm» Dac. 2, 1795,




Although the Virginia delegation to Congress had W
against the establisiment of the United States Bank in 1792,13 by
1795 Virginians realised that the Bank wes there to stay and felt that
they might as wall reap what benefit they could from it. Accordingly,
in 1795 the House of Dalegates passed, by the wide margin of 9238, a
bill authoriaing "the establishment of one or more branches of the
United States Bank," Thirty=one of the thirtyweight negative votes
were cast by Western Delogates. It 1s most likely that the Western
opposition to the bill came from & combination of two factors; thelr
traditional distrust of all banks and the realisation that 4f and when
a United States branch bank was established it would undoubtedly be
located in one of the Fastern towns, ZEven so, the vote on the United
States Bank carmot be called sectional, since mors weshorners supporbed
the bill then opposed ihl‘!"

Once the establialment of a United States branch bank had
baen agreed upon, the problem of its exact location arose, A bill
to establish the branch in the towm of Norfolk was defeated in the
House 83«57 Once again, it was not & strict Zast-jest or Northemn
HockeSouthaide division that dofeated the bill, but a condination of
dissatiafioed Delezates. The thirty-eight Delegates who had opposed
the establishment of any branch of the United States Bank regardless
of the location were now joined in their cpposition by Delegates from
other parts of the stats who did not want the Bank in Norfolks The

2 2957)s Fe
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aress with the strongest support for the Norfolk bank, the Zast
and Northern Neck, split almost evenly on the issue, with the Hast favoring
the Rorfolk bank by a scant five votes and the Northern Neck by six
votes. The towns of Alexandria and Richmond would have liked to have
had the bank locatod 4in their area, and it is apparent that the Delegate's
representing counties near thoss towns played a sizeabls role in tho
defeat of the bill, 15 The various sections of the statc contimed to
disagres about the location of the bank until 1801, when it was finally
decided to ostablish the breanch in Nerfolk.

It bhas beem sald that the East was too often oblivicus to
Western demands for internal inmprovaments. A bill for westward extension
of navigation of the Appomatox River was defeated in the House in 1796,
but the opposition was not limited to any one am.m The vote, in fact,
was so split throughout all sections that it defies any kind of
sectional categorisation. It was neither an Easteifest nor Northern Necke
Southside division, and in many cases counties lying on or near the
Appomatox River themselves opposcd the prcjm.w It can only be
inferred that the Delsgates studied the meiits of this particular method
of improving the commerce favsilities of the state and found them to be
lacking, This inference is supported by the way the House Leadership
voted on the bdll, This. group, roughly represantative of the whole
state geographically, was probably in a better position to view the
merits of the proposal dispassionately, being less depundernt on the whimeg

15%15 Dac, 15. 3«7?6&
Mw" Rov, 13; 1796&
17
Dalegates represonting the counties of Cumberland, Dinwiddie,
and Powhatan votod against the bill, All three of these counties were
situated on the banks of the Appomatox River.



of their congtituents due to thelr weliwestablished position in the
House. Of the ten Houss leaders voting on this issue, nine were Wm
Ever since the digestablishment of the Episcopsl Church in
1776, thare had been constant, although unsuccessful, agitation to divest
the Bpiscopal parishes of their land holdings. The impetus behind
this agitation stemued from a growing desire ;tm* & strict separation
of church and state and fron the incressing inability of Lhe parishes
to use the glebe lands for the effective care of the poor. When an
individual parish bacame incapable of discharging its dutiss, the
Ansenbly was able to force the gale of its lands, but all atiempts to
force a stalewide sale of the glcbo lands ranad.m
In 1795 the issue of the glebe lands came up once againe
Delegate Thomas Evans opposed their sale "upon the principle that they
are private rights vested in bodiss corporate and capable of holding
such rights, and it is boyond the power of the legislature to divest
them,” * The Baptists, Presbyterians, and NMethodiste of the West felt
differently. They belisved that the money cbtained from the sale of
the lands ocould be more profitably used for the purpose of educating
ant oversseing the poors> To achieve thess ends, the Baptist Geaeral

28 youpe Jowrnal, Nov. 18, 1796,

198obert Usry, The Overssars of the Poor in Accomkc, Pittsylvania
and Rookingham Counties, 1787-1202 (unpuble MeAe thesis, College of
William and Mary, 1960), 1w7.

20
Thowas Evans to John Cropper, Hove 30, 1794, John Cropper
Papors, Virginia Historical Soolety.
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Committos brought before the House & petition "praying s repeal of
the laws confirming to the Episcopal Socliety the Clebe lands in this
commorwealth.™ Their patition was rejected by a narrow margin, 7063,
and it 1s in this vote that the division botween East and West is nmost
pronounced, since most Episcopalians lived in the Fast, while the
dissenting Protestant denominations were confinod largely to the Uest,
Of those favordng the sale of the glebe lands, sixty came from the
West and only three from the East. The fortyeswven Esstern Delegates
who opposed the salo of the glebe lands dependsd upon the twonty-three
Westarn supporters of the Episcopal church for thedr auccm.za Tins
was runndng cut for the supporterc of the Episcopal church, howsver, and
by 1801 the Baptists, Methodists, and Presbyterians had mustered encugh
strength to affect the statewide sale of the glebes.~

Bafore the close of the 1796 session the House took action
on & problem that had been discussed since 1776t the amending of the
State Conatitutions Thomas Jeffarson, long & potent force behind the
drive to modify the Comstitution, and other advocates of Conastitutional
change saw three defects directly related to the House of Delepgates,
First, thay objected to the property qualification for voters and
dexanded that all those "who pay and fight® for the support of the
goversmant should be entitlod to wote, Second, they felt that the mode
of repressntation in the House of Delecates was unfair and that
representation should be apportioned by population, not two to each
countys 7Third, they felt that there was not an adequate separation
of powsrs betwesn the threse brenches of government, that the judiedal

;fm Jourmal, Nove 26, 1795
Nays, Ldound Pepdleton, IX, 340.
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and exsculive branches were becoming too dapendent on the will of the
Mg:wlnm‘m’ To remedy thess defects the House "resclved, that it
be recommended to the pecple to take into their consideration, the
prasent Constitution or form of Covernment and to instruct the next
logislature to call a convention for revising and amending the same," 25
The vete on the resolution was 86«55 and the Senate promptly agreed
to 1!;»26 Although the people nsver did instruct the next legislature
to call a constitutional convention,%! the issue is nevertheless
important because the proposed convention would have had direct effect
on the political power of the House membershipe

In the vots on the resclution 4o call a constitutional convention,
the Scutheide Delegates were nearly avenly split, with twenty-four
favoring it and twenty opposing, The Northern Neck Delegates favored
the bill by a margin of slightly less than two to one, tiranty-three
to thirtesn, With both sides favoring the resolution and with the
relatively even split on the issue in both sections {bearing in mind that
the resclution was passed by an eightefive margin), it is apparent that

%rm» Jefferson, "otes on Virg}.nia, m%&
, Writines o m ?x

M@m Nove 28, 1796.

M, Dace 10, 1796,

374& converntion was not called until 1829 and that convention
adjourned without having appreciably changed any of the provialons which
the advecates of the Convention desired, The voting requirsments and
mode of mmamuon remained virtmly unchangsd, Sece David J. o

- . L | 822 ro »
gg_m Cammenwes ' Lo the Present m %Wl%% " ‘




the Northern NeckeSouthside division was not an important factor in
the agliation for constitutional change.

The Western countics were clearly in favor of the resclution,
voting fifty~eight to twenty-fivo in favor of it, The Bastemn counties
narrowly opposed the resvlution, voting twantpeeipht to thirty agalinst
it. The Western voto cloarly carried tho resclution, but the substantial
support for it by Eastern Delegstes and the sizeable opposition from
some Westorn Delegates does nol sugpest o sectional strugpgle over
constitutional reform, There is some indication, in fact, that the vote
on the resclution reflscted the political position and prospects of
individual Delogates, The more welleantrenched Dologates seem generslly
to have opposed the resolution, while those lesas sscaure in tho House
favored it, Those who had served in the Houss all thres yesrs of the
179496 sessions tended to vote against the resolation, but by a very
narrow margine. The House leadership group, probably the rost secure
of all the Delegates, overwhelmingly opposed the resclution by a margin
of ten o thm,.m

Clearly, political responses to imdividual issues did not
always fall along neat, easily discernible umﬁ The voting pattorn
on local issues as 2 whols is not muchcleurer, &aamlysianfm
voting behavior on local iscues of the sixty-seven men who served in
all three seasions from 1794-96 produces two major diviasions; Group I,
the Thomas Evans Voting Bloc, consisting of those men who agreed with
Thorme Evans at least 70 per cent of the time on the twentywsix local
issues; Group II, the Josmeph Chaffin Voting Hioc, consisting of those
w¥ith Delegate Joseph Chaffin at least 70 par cemt of the

*®liouge Journal, Dec. 28, 1796



» ‘zsy Group I inclnded sleven Emstern and eight Westemn Delegates,

The Noprthern NeckeSouthside division wes more pronouncede-riine from the
Northexn Seck and only three from the Southside. Croup IT included
sight Eastern and seventeen Westorn Delegates, The Northern Necl
Southside divieion was sinllar, aix to thirteens™"

¥hile on the surface the Narthern NedkeSouthside division
soma to be the most meaningful of the sestional divisions, there are
First of all, one third of the sixhy-saven men did not vots consistently
with elther of the two blocs; they were in a position to swing any
given vote in either divection. Second, ithe existence of gysn ons
Southpide Delegats in the Northern Reck dominnted bloc raises serious
doubts as to the solidarity of the sectional blocs For example, Thomas
Evans, & Southside Delegate, agresd with Northern Neck Delezate John
Maye 92 per cant of the time, This high percertage of agreswsnt should
not ocour between Dalogates representing eharply opposing ssctions.
The existence of three such Southside Delegates in the NHorthern Neck
bloe and of six Northwrn Neck Delegates in the Southeide blve indicates
very ssrious weaknesses in the sclidarity of thoss blocss Third, the
Rorthern HeckwSoutheide divieion is weskensd by voting behavior within
the individual county, The County of Surry, & Northern Neck strenghold,

@mmzagmmn»eamamv«mm-dmnm
analysis of the voting behavior of the sixty-seven thres-taxm Delegates.
As the computer does not mike qualitative judgnents, it carmot be inferred
that aither Thomas Evans or Joseph Chaffin were acknowledged as the leaders
of thelr respsctive wobing blocs at the time, They sixply happened to
be the two men that other Delegates agreed with the most, This could mean
that they were gither good lsaders or good followars,

303ue Appendix V.
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was predictably represanted by Nicholas Fsulcon in the Northarn Heck
blog, but wis also represented in the Southside dominated bloc by William
Boyce. Such disagressent between Delegates within a county zay not ba
sufficient to disprove the validity of the catire Northarn NeckeSouthside
division, but it would most cortainly seem to indicate that the county
of Surry bad no place among the ranke of the Northern Neck stronghalds.
It becomes obvious at this stage that nest sectional and economic
divisions do not adequately explain political behavicr on the state and
local levels The Northern NeckeSouthside division is Lhe betier of the
two becauss 4t is detemined by econondce as well as geogrsphic factors,
but even these combined factors do not adequately axplain the Delegatets
voting behaviors The validity of the Northerm Neck-Southside divisions
veste n the sasumption that a Delegate's voting behavior was a reflection
of his sconomic standing at the tims., This assumption does not take
into sccount the Delogate's lavel of economic expectation, nor does
it allow for his social standing in the state regardiess of wealths The
gridence found in this study suggests a pottern of shifting, mltie.
factional alliances, rather than & rigidly organised system of blocs
reflecting seotional or economic interests, It is only as & remult of
the injection of mational fssuas that consistently allied groups sppesr,
and these groups stem from ideclogical committment, not economic or
sectional intervests.



CHAPTER III
THE VIRGINIA HOUSE AND BATIONAL ISSUES

The Virginia House of Delegates had always falt it their
duty to examine the Federal goverrment?s actions. Their resdiness to
debate and vote on lssues which wars not in the direct scope of their
legislative functicns often caused the House to ignore mary of the
pressing needs of the state.” The Virgimia Resolutions on the Alien
arnd Sedition Acts of 1798 are perhaps the mo.’ famous of the Aspembly's
expressions on the role of the Federal govermment, but they were only
a culminaticn of previous debates cn that subjects Virginia politicians
thougit of thenselves as experts on the Constitution and rarely missed
a chanes to preise or condemn the actions of those in the naticn's
capital, Given the sentiment of the Virginia Legislature during the
Pederalist decade, the tendency was toward cordammation, not praise.

The House members! voting behavior on the important nationsl
issuss of the pariod differs strikingly from that on statewide issues.
The problems of raising the public reveme for the oparation of state
governmant and of providing for intermal improvements had little commeotion
with the opposing ideologies and perscnalities that wers smerging on
the national level. These local issues wore more intimately commected
with the marits of each individusl proposal and the practical effect




23
it might have on individual countiss,® Republican or Pederalist
rhetoric had little relevance to state and local issuss. This was not
the case with the mational issues, however. The Republican and Pederalist
factions on the national level had already established official z-mmm,g
and a vote on a mtnml issue, even on the statu lovel, ertailed the
accaptance of che of those idecloglies,

The 1790's were exceptional years Af only for thas fact that
they were distinguished by sharp ideclogical divisions in an essentially
nonsideclogically orlented nation. The sharpness of the division made it
mora difficult to cross party lines in voting for or sgainat an issue
jdentifiod with party idcology, for it would imply a rejection of that
ideclogy and not 4 simple difference of opinion on the relative merits
of a given propesal.

An snalysls of voting behavior on national issues by sixtywsoven
thresstarm Delegatos glves evidence of the rigidity of party lines. The
two voting bloos that emerge are notable for their substantial mmber of
members, for the high degree of agresment within sach bloc, and for thelr

consistent and sharp opposition to each other on all national 5.mn..&

. My Ammons in his art:ic}.e, *The Je:t‘arsmim

mda tm sane tic :
this writer differs wit.h Ammon's mmrmtim at an Easteest division
on state issues,

Smtry Ammon, The Republican Party in Virginia, 17&8-»132&,
(unpubls PheDe disse., Univ. of Va., 1948), 128,

}‘Bm Appendix VI. The voting blocs listed in Appendix VI zre
based on a computer analysis of the voting behavior of the 67 threesterm
Delegates on all nation issues before the House. As was the cane in the
vobing bloce in Chapter 2, the fact that a great number of Delsgates agreed
with Thomas Evans and Joseph Chaffin does not have any appreciable connection
with their stature in the House.




The Federalist bloe had nineteen members; the Republican
bloc, thirty-six. Thus, fiftyefive of the sixtywssven Delegates are
readily identifiable as staunch supporters of sither the Republican or
Pederalist factions. The 36 to 19 edge held by the Republicans in the
threeterm group is an accurate reflection of the FederalisteRepublican
ratio throughout the entire Houss of Delegates. > The rate of agresment
within each voting bloc was usually much higher than the 76 per cent
asst as the minimm requirement for categorisation within a bloc. Over
one hall of the Delegates in the Republican blos agreed 100 per cent
of the time, while almost two thirds of the Fedwralist bloo Delegates
agread 100 per cant. The opposing blocs were in sharp dissgresment
with each cther, The two men used as staniards for the voting blocs,
Thomas Evans and William Chanberlayne, agreed only 17 per cent of the
time, One third of the Pederalist bloc Delegates agreed with Republican
Chamberlayns on no oceasions © It is also important to mote that the
mesbership of the Republican and Federalist woting blocs had 1ittle
correlation with the sectional veting bloos.

The solidarity of the Republican and Federalist voling blocs
assured, it is not necesssry to amlyss individual voting behavior on

EbtsiSonav et SIS

5m' exanple, the vote praising the Virginta Semators® cpposition
to the Jay Treaty was 100 to 50. House Jeurnal, Nowv, 20, 1795.
%as Appendix VI,

73. comparison of the state and national voting dloce shows
Paderalists and Republicans interspersed within both sectional bloes,
although there is a predominance of Republicans in the Western-Southside
blocs A truly scourste comparison cannot be made because of the maall
size of the sectional blocs.
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axpacted to vote for Republican or Federslisteinspired proposals with
great consistency. The lines of battle clesarly drawn, it will only be
necessary to study the principle iasues which created the division and
to assess the arpments of both camps toward these issuss. The more
difficult questions of the nature of party organisaticn and the content
of party philosophy will be studied in the concluding chapters

By the time the House convensd in 1794, tho Whiskey Rebellion
had been quashed, but thare wore some mleglvings about the seal with
which the Administration had handled the Permsylvanis insurrgents.
Although the House asdopted, by veolco vote, a resclution ;:miaing the
Virginia State Militia for the “epirit, alacrity and promptdtude”
with which they put down the Bebellion,® it is clear that sentdment
toward the Administrationts handling of the matter was not entirely
meriticals Especinlly galling to Republicans was President Washington's
statement that the newly-formed Dempcratiocwfepublican societies had
"heon labouring incessantly to sow the seed of distruat, jealousy and
of course discortent « « othat thay have been ths fomenters of the
Westorn disturbances, adnmits of no doudt in the mind of anyone who will
sxaming thedr condugt.” 9 Although there were only four Democratics
Republican societies in Virginia,™ to some Republicans the demanciation
"gesnel one of the extmeordinary acts of boldness of which we have gseen
80 many from the fraction of monoorsts. It ssems wonderful indeed that

SHoupe Joyrpal, Nov. 12, 1794
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the President should have permitted himself to be the organ of such
an attack on the freedom of discussion, the freadom of printing or
publishmg;”n

The Republican distaste for overgealous Federal intervention
in the Whiskey Rebellion found expression in a resclution passed by the
House concerning the status of Governor Henry Lee. The resolution
stated that lee, by accepting the post of Commander of the United Gtates
Forcos to keep order in Pennsylvania, had thus lost title to his office
- of Covernore-under the constituticzal provision that no man could hold
offices in both the State and Federal governments at the same timmm
Although the resclution made no mention of the Administration's conduct
in putting down the Rebellion, it becams clsar during the debates that
the resciution was intended as a backhanded swipe at the Pedernlist
Administration. Kany people in the House belicved that the President
“had exceeded his power in calling out the militia of the nedghboring
states before it was sufficiently proved that the militia of the States
where the insurrection arcse, was incompetent to the tashk of quelling it."la

The cutnumbered Federaliste maintnined that Covernor lee was
only serving in his capacity as head of the state militia and that his
post as commander of the combined forces was an unofficinl one, awarded
to him by tho othcr ctate militia commanders with the congent of the
President. Thowas Evens malntained that the Republican “endeaver sowna

1 eferson to James Madison, Nove 26, 179, in Paul Leicester

Ford, eds, The Worke of Thomas Jefferscn (Hew York, 1904), VIII, 156.

“hioue Jourpal, Nova 12, 179

mi'htma Evans to John Cropper, Nove. 30, 1794, Joln Cropper

Papers, Virginia Historical Society.
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to have beun aimed to obstruct the General Govertmant rather than to
harmoniue the interests of the two.” ** Republican sentiment triwmphed
in the House, but the Semate rejectad the mmumn.” The debate
on the handling of the Whiskey Rebelllon is notable for one cther
factor, as it waa the only naticnal issua which agitated the Virginia
leglslature botween 1794 and 1796 that was not in some way conneched
with probloms abroad.

Governor Lee's temm expired the next month and the Republicans
succesded in electing their candidate, Robert Rrooke, to that post
by a margin of 90 to 60 over James Woods Both Virginia seats in the
Unitoed States Senate were also vacant in 179, as John Taylor and
James Honroe had both resigned, Henry Tagewell and Stevens Thomson
Mason were elected to fill their seats "by the most decided majorities.
Not @ single anti-Gepublican was started,” -0

The 1794 seasion ended without the House taking Surther action
on lssues of national significance, but prow-French sentiment was beglmning
to reach & peak once againe. From 178993, pro-French sentiment waa the
genuino expression of a people who viewsd the French Revolution as a
continuation of thelr own struggle for liberty, Although the Proclamation
of Neutrality in 1793 greatly limited the matarial aid that American
eitigens could givé the French, the spirit of community between the two
nations still existed. By the apring of 1793, however, the indisoretions
of Citizen Gent had diminished prowFrench sentiment considerably. Every

Uimad.
Y house Jourpal, Nove 14, 1794

mmm to James Honros, Dece 4, 1794 in Caillard mekv. odyy
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indication seamed to "shew that the mass of the Republican interest
has no hesitation to disapprove of this intermeddliing by a foreigner,
and the more readily as his cbject was gvidenced, contrary to his
[Canetts] professions, to force us into war," 7 wreen Cary Nicholas,
& lesder of the Rapublican forces in the House of Delegates, was
cautioned to disassociate himself from Geret, as ™t is time you should
be connecting yourself with better ccmpany, as I verily believe you
never intended to be classified with the enauies of liberty,” 8

By 1794, a year after Cexet's blundering mission, pro-French
sentiment began to rise once again, although in a different form. This
time, the sentiment was not so much pro~French &3 anti-British. Republicans
and Federalists alike wanted to avoid the horrors of ancther war, but
the people of Virginia were "groaning under the insults of Great Britain.®
Even John Marshall, a staunch Foderalist, was clsarly upset by British
violations of the Neutrality Acts. He believed that "™he man does not
live who wishes for peace more than I doi but the outrages comitted upon
us are beyond hunan bearing." <

To put an end to the British vioclations, the President appeinted
the Suprems Court Justice, John Jay, to go as Bnvoy Extraordinary to
Great Britain, To many Republicans, the choice was less than ideals The
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Dexocratic societies reminded the people that Jay was an aristocrst
who had defended the right of England to maintain thelr posts on the
nation's wcstern boundaries, The Prince William County Demoeratic
Society of Dumfries, Virginia, esphasised that 1t was unconstitutiomal
for a man to hold offices in both exacutive and judicial branches.
With this rousing send-off, Jay departed for England, The Semate
received the Jay Treaty in March 1795, almost a year after his
departures In & special session in Juns, the Sanate ratified the
Treaty, with both Virginia Semators opposing ratifications Senstor
Stevens Thomson lason of Virginia gave & copy of the stille-secreot
docunent to the Fhiladelphia Aurora, the major Republican newepaper
in the natdon. The terms of the Treaty now public knowledge, the
stage was set for a4 thoroughgoing appraisal of its merits in ?&m&
The controversy over the Jay Treaty provided the major
impetus for the development of the Republican party during the 1794-06
period. In somo reapects, tho Treaty was the dacadots most important
target of opposition to Federalist policyweaxceading the Allen and
Sedition Acts in its unpopularity. The Alien ard Soditicn Acts were
initiated avd passad by tho nembers of Congress om thelr own volition.
The Jay Troaty, hcoaver, was ratified becouese many Semators folt that

the oenly altconative to ratification was war with Creat Mtun‘@ The

defenders of tho Jay Treaty were at an enormous disadvantag
Republican forces could lanbast the Treaty article by article, while
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the Federalists could only respord with a defense _of the Administrationt®s
integrity and a reminder that without the Treaty, there might be ‘m_'ZA

The fight against the Treaty in Virginia was carried outl on
two different fromts. On the county level, meetings were called
denouncing the repugnant articles of the Treaty and castigating the
"monocrats™ who had perpetrated it, These meetings did little to help
dafeat the Treaty, but they were a focal point arcund which to relly
the politically apathetic to the Republican ranke. The House of
Delegates was the center of activity for constructive attempts to bring
about a repudiation of the Treaty., The members of the House roalised that
the Treaty could be defeated only by proving its unconstitutionality, and
their efforts centered around proving this point,

The county mestings served to keep the issue of the Treaty
alive until the Houme of Delegatesn met in November 1795 to act on it.

In the course of the late swmer and early fall, counties from all
parts of the state had expressed their low opinions of the Treaty's
merits.>’ The caliber of the opposition varied according to the
leadership previded. The petition of the "Citisens of Hecklenburg,
Lunenburg, Brunawick end Greensville Counties to the President of the
United States" was drawn up by House Delegates of those counties and

was moderate in tone and reascned in its criﬁicm.zé The most

2hgamnd Randolph to Madison, Apr. 25, 1796, The Papers of James
Madison, Library of Congress, Washington, DeCs (on microfilm at Williamsburg)e
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influential of the protest mestings was held at Richmond, whers &
petition was sdopted claiming that the Treaty was "Insulting to the
Dignity, Injuricus to the Interest, Dangsrous to the Ssourity, and
Repugnant to the Gonstitution of the United States.” - luch of this
neeting's prestige was due to Ceorge Wythe's presence as chalrman,
Wythe had supported the Administration in its Prociamtion of Neutrality
in 1793, ard his mwitch to the side of the Republicans wes hailed as
s great victory. % A protest meeting held in Amelia County did nmot
bave the benefit of an informued Republicon leadership and the result was
5 petition that was iniiscriminste in its oriticlam of the Treaty, In
_ addition to cbjecting to United States concessions to Great Britain, the
petition alse found fault with the few concessions that the United States
had gained from the Treaty. o7

The Treaty's defenders kept silent during the remaining months
of 1795, waiting until the furcr hed disd down. Although & Lew
countien passed resclutions upholding the President's integrity, none
had the courage to dafend the Trosty forthrightly on its own merite,”
It was not umtil April 1796 that the Admintstration's supporters

Herry Aomon, mmtmwmmnmmmmm
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attempbed to gain & public approval of the Treaty, By this time the
lcng since vented thedr anger in protest mestings, By the time the
Bichmond meeting of 1796 was held, the heat of the opposition on the
aeunty Jevel had cooled considerably.

The Richmond meeting of 1796, the last of the town axd county
moetings on the Treaty, was well plamned in advance and caught the
Republicans off guard. > In spite of s the Pederaliste and their
leader, Jolm Marahall, did not have an easy time of ity According to
Pdwmund Bandolph's rather biased account, Haralallts argunent "was
horeor of war,® Although it is doudiful that a lawyer as astute as
Havehall would be inoonsistent in his argument, it is probably true
that he had to evoke lmages of the horrors of war in order to obtain
& favoreble resclution from the sathering., When it came to the
specific provisions of the Treaty, thers was siaply very little to
defend, The Federalistssucoesded, however, even though Republican
pArtisang Lelt that those who voted approval of the Treaty werw "Britich
at his will, stockholders, espectants of office,and nany without the shadow
of a freshald," 32
Treaty on the town and county level was hostile. The agresamt to take
the responsibility for British danage claime, the fallure to protest

I
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the capture and impressment of Negro slaves, Englami's refusal to
agree o allow American trade with Francee-all these overshadowed
English concessions for the abandomment of the Western garrisons and
for the opening of the British West Indies to American trade. In
retrospoct, the positive value of the Jay Treaty can be appreciated.
In & time when the nation neaded peace and commercial expansion more
than anything, it guaranteed those things. Indeed, when Inglandtls
power visea~vig that of the United States in 1795 is considered, it
is surprising that Jay accomplished as much as he did, 33 neither
Republicans nor Federalists were blessed with hindsight, however,
ard the specific terms of the Treaty, when discussed on the county
level, toock a severe pasting.

The Housa of Delegates' actions on the Treaty were impordant
for several reasons. The impassioned and often viclent rhotoric of
the county meetinge gave way to a discussion on the constitutionality
of ths Treaty by mon learned in the profession of lawe. In the
mtion's capital men of both parties were anxious as to what the
Virginia Assembly should say and do about the Treaty, and accordingly
advised the Delegates on the course their arguments should take.
Congressman John Nicholas wrote to Wilson Cary Nicholas, ™it i
probably that from a confidence in themselves the Treaty men with you
will promote a publication of your debates, in which case it behooves
your young nen to inform themselves fully on the subject.” John Nicholas

33
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then wont on to give & detailed argument relating to the unconstitutionse

ality of the article concerning contraband material.>’
Edward Carrington, possibly the most irrepreasible optimist

who ever toock pen in band, had the difficult task of keeping President

Washington informed on the climate of opinion in his home state, A

fow days before the 1795 session convened, Carrington assured Washington

that the “spirit of dissatiafaction” over the Treaty had dwindled

conasidorably, and concluded his letter by saying, "I verily believe

& question put on this day for makinmg the Treaty o subject of

n 35 4 wesk later Carrington vas

proven wrong. On & motion by Mann Page and Joseph Eggleston to approve

the Virginia Semators' conduct in voting against the Treaty, the

subject of the Treaty came before the House. The Federalists, led

by Charles lee, Robert Andrews, and John Harshall, immediately proposed

& counter-resclution stating that the House of Delegates had no

authority or reason to pass upon the actions of the Virginia Senators.

The burden of their argument rested on the assumption that the state and

Federal governments were separats and distinct, and that the state

governments had no control over or right to censure those acts which were

properly in the sphere of the Pederal governuemt. ° With thess two

conversation would be negative,
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proposals before the House, the merits of the Treaty were "warely
agitated throe whole days." >’

The debates bogan with another move by the Foderanlists to
postpone the vote regaxding the Virginia Sanators' conduct on the grounds
tmzmaymlwthmmu&WWMQﬁnmmwm
Presidont, }Niles King of Elisabeth City supported this move, reminding the
Dalegates that the President "was incapable of acting againet the true interest
of his country.” The magic of Washington's name was wearing thin, however,
and postponement of the resolution was voted down yiva yogge o

Joseph Dggleston led the Republicans in debate, making “some rexarks
pointed and proper.” 57 Although none of the cbservers reported explicitly
what Eggleston said, it probably differed little from what was belng said
by Republicans in Congress. The principle constitutional objections to
the Treaty hinged on the fact that it dealt with many things that were
connected with the commerce power, a power given to both the House of
Representatives and the Senate, and not to the Senate alone. The Treaty
also involved naturalization, the punishment of piracies, the laying of impomts
and the expenditure of money, all matters the concern of tho entire Congress.
In fact, laws for the laying of imposts were supposed to ordginate in the
House of Rupmmmmvaa.w

The Judicial branch was also affected; the assessment of debbs
was taken out of the hande of the United States Courts and put under the

3 pdmuma malph to Jefferson, Nove 22, 1795 in Ford, ede,
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control of a commission composed of both British and Americans, This
provision was attacked not only by Republicans, but by later historians
a8 well, To Samel Flagg Bemis, sauthor of the only couprehamsive
study of the Jay Treaty, the fallure of Chief Justice Jolm Jay to
deferd the judicial competence of the United States Faderal Courts was
unnscessarily mmz.mmg*“
The burden of the Treaty's defonse in the House of Dalegates
foll on the abounlders of John Marshall. Republican Joseph Jones,
Jamea Madiaonta informant, was furced to admit that "arshall, it seens,
was very able with respect to the Constitutiorality of the Treaty,"
although Alexander McRas "snswered Marshall « o .very wells” *° Marshall
arguned that the state governments (i.q;. the Virginia Bouse of Delegates)
could mot pass upon the Treaty while its commevcial parts were still
under the power of the House of Reprasentatives, He contended that it
was more Min the spirit of the Comstitution™ for the House of Represantatives
to render the Trealy ineffactual by refusing to enact the necessary
provisions for its implementation than it would be for a state govermment
to denounce the Treaty before the terms of it had officially besn
inplementeds This argument, it coems, was designed more to prevent
negative action on the Treaty than it was to produce positive approval of ite
The rest of Marshall's arpuments, according to Randolph,
contained nothing mors but ":he sophisms of Camillus.” 4 Without going

“lpemts, Jay's Tresty, 259.
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into the detalls of Alexarder Hamilton's defense of the Treaty, it 1s
enough to pay that Randciph's cordescemsion toward the Camillus letibers was
unwarrantsd. Thomas Jefferson was impressed enough by them to write to
Jamse Madieon, "Hamilton is really a colossus to the anti-Republican
party. Without numbers he is a host in himself o « « we have only middling
performances to oppose to him, In truth, when he comes forward, there is
memmmmﬁm For Jefferacn, violently
opposed to the Treaty and never lavish in his praise for Hamilten, this
mawﬁtmﬁummm,azmmm.

Edward Carrington was so impressed with Marshall's defense that
he wrote the President, saying that "on the point of constitutiomality,
mmmmmammm.““ Carrington was once again
carried away by his desire to comfort the Presidemt, as the resolution
denying the House's authority to pass judgment on the Treaty was defeated,
98 to 52; the resolution praising the Virginia Senators for voting
against the Treaty was passed, 100 to 50, 47

The Pederalists of Virginia could take some comfort in thedr
defeat, for the legislatures of other states did not follow the
Vivginia Assenbly*s lead. Although the Republicans in Virginia “supposed
thers was nothing unconstitutional in & state legislature speaking
its opinion on any public measure,” many of the other state legislatures
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condemned tho action as an "improper interforonceton tho part of
the Virgioa Auan%ly.w

Afver the defeat, Carrington was quick to assure the Prosident
ZLhat during the discussicn, theve has bosn a doelded roopect and
emtidmeamm.“w The svents of tho very nexl doy would once again
prove Carrington?s assurances pracature. DImuodintoly after the dofeat,
the Poderaliots in the House made an attompt to salvaze some of the
Adidn stration®s pregtiges Thoy introduced a mol:xb:!.éa praising the
President for his "grest abilitieo, wisdom and integrity™ and resssuring
him that he st1L “posaessel the undiminished confidence of this Housse™0
Although 1t seens unlikely that the word “wlsdon™ was insarted for the
express purpose of mllifying the effect of the resolution on the
Treaty, bobth Republicans at ¢ho time ard later historians interprated
it in thob manner. Edmmnd Randolph informed Jefferson that "the word
twisdon' in cxpressing the confidence of tho House in the P, was 8o
artfully introiucsd that 4f the fraudulent desfyn hnd not been detected
in time, the vote of the House, as to its offecto wpon the Ps, would have
been entiraly done cwaye” -

Th2 Republicans defeatod the rasclution, 79 te 5%« Another
wag then introduced, affirming tho intogrity of tho President, but
reaffirming that thay approved of "“the vote of the Senators of this

Lib, of Congs, Uashington, DeCe (on microfilm at tHMlliamsburg)e
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State in Congross « « srelative to the Treaty with Creat Britain.”
This resolution passed, 07 to 56, the Poderalists opposing it. 2 The
ficht over the resclution’s wording was not yol finiched, howovors the
State Senatc amendod it, adding the word "wisden® to tho list of Washington®s
attributes, but retaining the passage pruising the Virginia Senatore.
Tho amendod roscivtion, wihich probably pleased no ong, passed the Houss,
78 to 624

7ha dehates on the Jay Treaty had hardly ended vhen the
Virginis Assembly again ventured icto the realm of paticnal affalirs. The
House proposed Lour anendnents to the United States Conotitution. Although
they made no partion of the Jay Treaty, their intent wae obvious. The
Lirst of tho four anendments would have mado it nocessary for the House
of Representativas, as well oo the Semate, to approve any treaty which
affacted the camores power. Sincs the principal constitutional arguments
agalnst the Joy Troaty ocentered around its abuse of {ho coumerce powar, the
notivotion bohind limiting the President and Sennte?s traaty-saking power
wag obviocus, The asxt two propoased 2 3 also gought to waaken the
Senate, Thoy proposed that a "tridbunal other than the sm%(éhmm be
responsiblo for impeactments” and ¢t Senatora® tarms should be limited
to threo ysarg. Tho fourth amendment would have preventod United States
Judges from holding other offices at the same tine. This could only be
looked upon as a elap st John Jay. The Pederaliste sttempted to dalay
discussion of tho anendments for a year, but thelr vresolution vas defeated,
79 to 57, and the resclution proposing the amendments was them passed, 88 to 32,
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