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Looking back three years later, the conversations with Francis Nicholson seemed more ominous than they had at the time.  The first took place in December 1698, on the day that Nicholson again became governor of Virginia.  After six years of what he considered exile in Maryland, Nicholson should have been elated.  Instead he was preoccupied with letters he had received from his supporters, including the Archbishop of Canterbury, the leader of the Anglican Church.  Each counseled him to be moderate.  The new governor showed the correspondence to his ally, William and Mary College President James Blair.  “What the Devil,” Nicholson asked, did “they [mean] to recommend moderacon to him.”  Knowing the governor’s hot temper, Blair suggested that they had a point.  Nicholson would have none of it.  “God, I know better to Govern Virginia & Maryland than all y’e Bishops in England,” he told Blair:  “if I have not hampered th’m in Maryland & kept them under I should never have been able to have governed them.”


Blair felt uneasy about the conversation.  When the issue came up again about six weeks later, the college president again emphasized the importance of a civil manner.  Nicholson replied that he knew how to deal with discontented assemblies, boasting that he could even do without them.  When the president refused to back down, Nicholson commanded him “in a great passion” never to speak with him about government again.


The dispute was surprising.  The two men had enjoyed a long and fruitful political partnership.  In his earlier period of governing Virginia from 1690-1692, Nicholson had helped Blair obtain the charter for what became the College of William and Mary and backed him as its first president.  But Nicholson had been forced to accept a lesser post as Lieutenant Governor of Maryland.  Even when he became governor there two years later, he still dreamed of returning to Virginia.  In 1697, Nicholson paid Blair's expenses for a lobbying voyage to London that led to Nicholson's regaining the post.  Even after the arguments that marred the governor's return, Blair remained a close ally.  The two worked together to move the colony’s capital to what became Williamsburg.


As time went on, however, what Blair called “the violence of [Nicholson’s] Governm’t” increased.  The governor engaged in “continual roaring & thundering, cursing & swearing, base, abusive, billingsgate Language."  Blair warned a correspondent that these rages were so extraordinary that his account would seem incredible to "those who have not been the spectators of it.”
  Other observers reported similar experiences.  In 1702, some naval officers assigned to Virginia were staying in the College building.  The governor, who had been pacing the halls with one of the guests that evening, “flew out into . . . a Passion.”  His shouts and curses echoed through the building.  Fearing a repeat of the fire that had broken out two days previously, the sea captains, fearing the worst, rushed quickly from their rooms.  One moved so quickly that he forgot to bring his wooden leg.  A witness reported that the guests, amazed at Nicholson’s “Folly & Passion,” declared that "the fittest Place for such a Man” was "Bedlam," the fabled London asylum for the insane.


About the time of the incident (although not entirely because of it), Blair too began to question the governor's fitness.  The problem, he told London officials later in 1702, was not the governor's madness or "passions," frightening as they might be. Nicholson's rages must be a smoke screen for his true intentions, “a maine designe” to take further power.  Blair's frustration grew so intense that he finally embarked on another voyage to London.  Once again, he succeeded.  The British government relieved Nicholson of his duties in 1705.


Blair's belief that the governor had deeper political designs is difficult to credit and he soon ceased to make the argument.  But Blair rightly recognized that the rages were more than expressions of extreme personal peevishness.
  A number of imperial officials in the 1690s and 1700s exhibited similar fits, often causing greater specific damage than Nicholson.  Even more important, the terms used to attack Nicholson and other angry officials, as well as those used to praise the Virginia governor's mild-mannered successor, were also politically charged.  Anger, aggression, and self-control in these years were part of a wide-ranging contemporary discussion about the nature of government and social relationships, a set of ideas that can be called "the politics of politeness."


This chapter uses the various contexts of Nicholson's outrageous actions to examine the political and cultural developments that transformed thinking about power and politeness.  What Blair called the "strange stories" of Nicholson's rages shows anger as communicative, symptomatic, and problematic.  The discussion begins with the governor himself, looking at how his anger expressed his high view of authority.  Next the focus moves to the changing political situation in which he operated, one in which the potential for both anger and resistance to such attempts at overawing subjects was expanding.  Finally, the discussion turns to Nicholson's rages as a larger cultural problem.  Nicholson's fits of anger provoked fear, frustration, and opposition; but it also spurred new thinking about the interrelated issues of power and of self-presentation.

I.  A Terror to Evil Doers


On July 9, 1698, Maryland governor Francis Nicholson faced down an opponent.  Gerard Slye had been arrested and brought before the governor and the Maryland Council.  He stood accused of libeling the governor and plotting against the government.   The merchant had allied himself with his stepfather John Coode, a perpetual malcontent who had overthrown the Calvert proprietors almost ten years before and who had now set his sights on Nicholson.  Slye attempted to take a similarly aggressive approach in the meeting.  Placing his hands on his hips in what the council minutes note as “a proud Scornful manner,” he informed the governor that he expected to be treated like a gentleman.  Slye then sat down opposite Nicholson without been told, symbolically suggesting that he was the governor's equal.   But when he addressed Nicholson as Mr. rather than as his Excellency, the governor took action.  He commanded Slye to stand.  Did he, the governor ask, “kn[o]w him to be his most Sacred Majestys Governor of this Province"?  Faced with a question that required submission or actual rebellion, Slye pulled back, fully acknowledging Nicholson's authority.


The records of the encounter do not refer to the governor as angry.  But his aggressive tone was of a piece with his most outrageous fits of passion.  In both, Nicholson demanded that subordinates fully recognize and accept his authority.  This combative stance served him well in the confrontation with Slye.  Two long days of questioning and browbeating forced the prisoner to admit his various attacks on Nicholson.  A more formal court prosecution, again overseen by the governor, followed.  A weary Slye finally begged Nicholson’s pardon.  Whereas before he had sat down with the governor, he now figuratively threw himself at Nicholson's feet.  "Your Excellencys humble Petitioner from the Bottom of his heart is sorry," he wrote, adding that the governor’s "care prudence diligence & Circumspection may Justly deserve the affections & prayers of your Excellencys long Continuance in the Government."  Probably upon Nicholson's prompting, he also included a separate statement that his offenses were not just against the governor but the government as well.  Presenting the petition to the council, Nicholson noted that he was happy to see the last admission.  Had the crime been against him, the governor claimed, "he would have Scorned to have kept him in prison half an hour."  The council questioned Slye's sincerity, but Nicholson pronounced himself satisfied.  Asking only for bail to ensure Slye’s appearance at the next trial, he let the prisoner return home.


Nicholson's actions had deftly defused the situation.  Slye and Coode did not oppose Maryland's government for another decade.  When Nicholson returned to Virginia later that year, he boasted to a member of the Board of Trade that Maryland was now "in profound peace and quietness.”


The strategy visible in the prosecution of Slye also lay behind Nicholson's anger as well.  The governor held that maintaining respect for government formed the central task of governing--in fact, such respect served as the foundation of government and civilization itself.  Nicholson’s anger, like his public persona as a whole, was partly a performance, a dramatization of a power that admitted no questions and brooked no competitors.  Nicholson held himself to the same high standards.  In the numerous testimonies to his rage, none note him directing it at his superiors.


This section attempts to probe Nicholson's anger from the inside.  After brief noting its primary characteristics, the discussion turns to clues and patterns that suggest Nicholson’s purposes.  The governor's dealings with Slye and with others suggests his approval of views that praised the wrath of rulers, whether God or the king.   Although Nicholson's outbursts may not always have worked in the ways that he or the theorists expected, even his more dysfunctional rages seem to have been directed at the same ends.


Nicholson first came to America in early 1687 as captain of a company of troops that served the Dominion of New England.  The thirty-two-year-old captain had served in the army for about a decade, with posts in Holland, Northern Africa, and England.  In America, he quickly became the Dominion's Deputy Governor.  One of the earliest accounts of his anger in America comes from this period.  A lieutenant who served under him testified in 1689 about receiving a command to report to Nicholson's quarters.  The junior officer, who presumably spoke primarily Dutch, asked his corporal to accompany him.  Having two soldiers appear when only one had been sent for outraged Nicholson.  He took down a pistol and threatened to shoot the corporal if he did not leave immediately.
  Nicholson's anger could be as long-lived as it was sudden.  Even after an unparalleled career that included a knighthood, promotion to general, and appointment as governor in four colonies from South Carolina  to Canada, he continued to nurse his grudges against Blair.  In 1727, the former governor (then 72 years old) published a collection of documents refuting the charges that the college president had made some 23 years before.


Nicholson's quick resentment and settled grievances made him a formidable figure.  Not long after the prosecution of Slye, the Maryland legislature complained about the governor's demeanor.  His belligerence in the courtroom, they argued, made it difficult for jurors to fulfill their official responsibilities.  They were " unjustly vexed menaced overawed [and] Deterred.”  The legislators were particularly sensitive to these concerns since, as they admitted, his aggressiveness frightened them as well.  They "humbly Implore[d] yo’r Ex’cy that [he would] neither Implicitely or Expressly . . .  Menace Deterr or overawe the house or any member thereof from freely debateing matters . . . ."


Maryland legislators, already at odds with Nicholson, may have been particularly thin-skinned.  But others reported similar fear.  The Virginia minister Jonathan Monroe was riding in the woods in 1704 when the governor appeared and "abused him."  Monroe traveled with the angry governor for four miles, even though he had gone far out of his way.  When council members asked why he simply did not leave, he stated that he was afraid that Nicholson might shoot him.
  Even the great gentlemen of Virginia's Council, the leading figures in the mainland’s wealthiest colony, found Nicholson frightening.  According to Blair’s later testimony, “nobody went near him but in dread & terour.”


But Nicholson’s “rage & fury” was not, as Blair suggested, directed at “all sorts of people.”  Nicholson never lashed out against his superiors.  On the contrary, he went out of his way to emphasize his loyalty.  “I hope in God,” he wrote in 1697, “I shall never be so great a Rogue as to eat his Ma’tys Bread, & not to the utmost of my power serve him.”
 Even a request to procure birds for the royal gardens led to at least three official orders in two colonies.
  English officials clearly found such displays of loyalty convincing.  Despite the complaints of Blair and others, Nicholson's American career spanned almost 40 years.


Scholars who have looked at this record tend to separate Nicholson's devotion to public service from his ferocious temper.  Nicholson’s unfortunate personal flaws, they suggest, undermined his laudably energetic administration.
  But Nicholson’s devotion to English rule inspired not only his energetic administration, but also his extraordinary anger.  The former army officer expected his subordinates to offer the same submission to his authority that he himself gave to his superiors, an expectation his aggressive demeanor sought to make clear.  Just as Slye needed to know his insolence was unacceptable, so too jurors and legislators needed to realize that their actions were being watched.  After the Maryland assembly complained of Nicholson’s aggression in 1698, he responded that he only sought to stop people from straying from their duty.  Did the legislature, he asked incredulously, “desire to be despotick and [so much] above the Law so as not to be questioned”?


The link between aggression and authority also appears in his response to one of Slye’s charges.  Very few of the governor's statements in the July 1698 Council meetings were recorded, but his answer to Slye’s protest about his “Striking people” reveals the hierarchical vision that fed (and, he believed, justified) his anger.  Nicholson easily admitted he had beaten two people.  But Slye persisted and raised the case of a “Burroughs.”  The governor found the point irrelevant.  “What if he had?” he responded brusquely.  Burroughs was “his Servant and his Cook,” therefore his responsibility.  The other two cases required more explanation.  The first was that of Coode himself, who was not only was the leader of the faction supported by his stepson Slye, but a prominent Maryland leader.  Coode’s transgression, however, had been substantial.  He had first arrived drunk at a Church service, where he made a “Disturbance."  Then he “affronted his Excellency in his own house."  Such flouting of both religious and political authority seemed more than adequate cause for physical discipline.  Coode himself may have felt the same way; sooner after the incident, he offered the governor a written apology.


The other incident Nicholson noted suggests even more clearly the hierarchical purpose of his anger.  While visiting a Captain Snowden, the governor noted some of the Captain’s men fighting with swords.  The outraged Nicholson, however, did not reprove the men himself.  Instead, he turned his cane upon Snowden.


Nicholson then did not simply lash out at whoever was closest.  His anger sought to uphold the social order.  He told the members of the Virginia council in one tirade that he “would beat them into better Manners.”
  This lively sense of the hierarchy of authority also allowed Nicholson to be extremely generous when, as after Slye’s humble petition, his authority was fully accepted.  Revealingly, Nicholson seems to have been popular with many Virginians during both his terms, even when, especially in the second term, many of the colony’s most prominent leaders turned bitterly against him.


Nicholson's commitment to what he considered the responsibilities of rank also led him to encourage intellectual and cultural activities.  His support was essential to the creation of the College of William & Mary, the second college chartered on the American mainland.  President Blair considered Nicholson one of “the greatest Encourager of this Design” in Virginia.
  Even after he was moved to Maryland, where he spearheaded the creation of a free school, Nicholson’s active support of the college continued.  He also made extensive donations to Church of England ministers and church buildings, going went far beyond his duty as governor.  While Blair turned bitterly against Nicholson, virtually all the Virginia clergy lined up solidly with the governor.  Letters of support from ministers in various other colonies sent to London reveal a personal concern that extended beyond Virginia.  A New Jersey minister dubbed Nicholson the colonial church’s “nursing Father.”  The artist Mark Catesby, engaged in creating a volume describing and picturing American animals, found Nicholson similarly helpful when he arrived in South Carolina in the 1720s.  The governor offered an annual pension as long as he held office.


Nicholson’s cultural interests also included town planning.  He personally directed the establishment and planning of new capital cities in both Maryland and Virginia.  Like his encouragement of the Anglican church, Nicholson’s activities creating Annapolis and Williamsburg were of a piece with his desire to strengthen authority and to make plain the structures of power.  In Williamsburg, Nicholson’s early plans seem to have included arranging city streets to form a “W,” a visual reminder of the authority of King William.  Nicholson’s plan for Annapolis placed the capitol, the center of political power, on the town’s highest hill--and the Anglican church, representing religion, on the next highest.  All the other streets were arranged around or radiated from these two centers, representing what he called in another context the “2 inseperables, the Church of Engl’d and monarchie.”


Nicholson considered the task of making authority visible (whether in the streets of the capital or the person of the governor) essential to proper government.  After lashing out at the protesting Maryland assembly in 1698, he called the members in again the following day for his further thoughts.  This time he responded positively to one of their concerns, agreeing the House journals needed to be protected.  “. . . he looked upon Records,” he told them, “Especially the Records of Supream authority next to the Divine Laws to be sacred.”  But the survival of government also required respect for the governor:  “All Rebellions were begun in all Kingdoms and States by scandalizing and makeing odious the p[er]sons in Authority.”


In a statement that clearly representing Nicholson’s position, the council also responded to the assembly.  Their reply also emphasized the government’s responsibility to preserve “the pe[a]ce and quiett of the Province.”  To do this, the council explained, government needed to be, in the words of St. Paul, a “Terror to Evill doers.”  Just as Jurors should not think that they would go unpunished if they erred, assembly members should not expect “to debate at Random without any reguard to the dignity of his Ma'ty and hon'r of his Governm't.”


Nicholson and his supporters enunciated common views of governing.  King James I, nearly a century earlier, had given similar advice to his son.  “Where ye finde a notable injurie,” he counseled, “spare not to give course to the torrents of your wrath.”  Quoting a Biblical proverb, he noted that “The wrath of a King, is like to the roaring of a Lyon."  Even though the ruler should be humble, that humility should not stand in the way of “high indignation” at evildoers.  Kings (and by extensions other rulers) were similar to gods and fathers, two other examples of the value of righteous wrath and discipline.
  When Governor Nicholson confronted a priest who had criticized him, he similarly lectured him:  “you are now insolent and proud, but I’ll humble you & bring down your haughtiness”


Machiavelli’s The Prince had confronted the issue even earlier in its famous discussion of “Whether It Is Better To Be Loved or Feared.”  Cautioning rulers that being hated is always bad, he went on to suggest:  “men have less scruple in offending one who is beloved than one who is feared, for love is preserved by the link of obligation which, owing to the baseness of men, is broken at every opportunity for their advantage; but fear preserves you by a dread of punishment which never fails.”
  Nicholson’s angry looks and terrifying rages sought the same persistent hold on his subordinates.

II.  In the Queen's Name


"If I were given to astrology," Nicholson suggested to the Board of Trade in March 1705, "I should fancy" that something new was happening.  Perhaps, he suggested, "some Malignant Constellations were in opposition to the Governing Planets in these parts of our Hemisphere."  Such an event would explain why there have been "Complaints against most if not all the Governors" in America in recent years.


The comment was not simply a witty aside in a long and painful plea for his career.  Although he was careful to avoid criticizing his superiors, his astrological reference discreetly noted that he was not alone in attracting critics and that he needed to be judged within that larger context.  As one of his supporters had already noted more directly to the Board, Nicholson came off quite well in comparison with contemporary American governors.


Although the governor's usually hot temper and his strongly authoritarian views of power fueled the feud between the governor and his opponents, the Virginia conflict was deeply rooted in problems that affected nearly all other American colonies in the 1690s and 1700s.  Colonial officials like Nicholson were caught between two groups intent on preserving and expanding their power.  Neither imperial officials nor colonial elites were willing to forego the respect and the power they believed they deserved.  Nicholson's resolution of this position in favor of complete submission to his superiors heightened the difficulties Virginia's leaders who not only needed to create a new means of dealing with an increasingly intrusive empire but also to convince these same officials that the governor who was so attentive to imperial desires was actually a serious threat to the province.


This section examines the conflict between Nicholson and his opponents within those interactions.  The governor’s unusually intense sense of duty, it suggests, responded to the growing demands on American officials by the imperial government, requirements that caused problems for governors in other locations.  The focus then shifts to the colonial Virginians that complained about Nicholson.  They too felt pressured by the shifts in imperial governance—and they had developed the resources that made it possible to resist Nicholson’s relentless attempts to bully them into submission.  The result was a dysfunctional situation, in which Nicholson’s angry demands for obedience merely stoked further resistance --a vicious circle of cross-purposes and growing suspicions.


One clue to Nicholson's view of his role lay in a habit that infuriated his opponents, his constant use of the name of the Queen.  Messages that he wanted to speak to someone would say: “his excellency commands you in the queen’s name to come to him immediately.”    Owners of boats or horses needed for the governor's use were approached in the same way.  “Whatsoever other command he gives, though no manner of way relating to the government,” Blair explained, “they are all given in the queen’s name . . . .”


The phrase was particularly galling because Nicholson's orders often seemed less the result of the monarch's requirements than the governor's whim.  One man was called from forty miles away, but then kept waiting for several days.  Horses were impressed for the use of visitors and even their servants, though other horses could easily have been hired.  Surely, Blair argued, the governor should reserve the queen’s name for higher purposes, rather than rendering it "cheap and contemptible" by using it on "frivolous" occasions.


Nicholson rejected the distinction.  As governor he served as the representative of the monarch he almost invariably referred to as "most sacred" and all his actions were directed toward fulfilling that responsibility.  ". . . I don't look upon any thing I have done" as unusual or particularly praiseworthy, he told the Board of Trade as he left Maryland in 1698.  It was simply "my bounden Duty to his Majesty: and [I] am heartily sorry that I have not been able to doe more."
 The same intensity had led Nicholson's commander in Morocco to use him as an express rider to take urgent messages on the long and dangerous journey to London.


Later imperial officials also found Nicholson's fervor useful.  Trustworthy servants in America were necessary for the revolutionary changes they were creating.  Before 1670, the colonies had been all but autonomous.  American governors and English officials communicated only irregularly, and the central government exerted authority only intermittently.   After 1670, however, in what one historian has called "the end of American independence," the English government under King Charles II and his brother, the future James II, began to exert increasing control over the colonies.  They ruled without a legislature in New York, revoked the charter of Massachusetts, and eventually united all the Northeastern colonies into the Dominion of New England.  As part of the Dominion's military and then political leadership, Nicholson formed the vanguard of this change.  When James II was removed from the throne in the Glorious Revolution of 1688, Nicholson left New York as well.


Unlike his royal master (who never returned to England), Nicholson's absence from America was only temporary.  In 1690 he became lieutenant governor of Virginia (operating as governor in all but name), a move that clearly signaled that the policy of reshaping the colonies would not end with departure of its greatest royal champion.  Although William and Mary rejected the previous decade's radical attempts at remodeling governments (allowing, for example, the northern colonies to resume their separate governments), they expected more from the colonies and their governors than ever before.  Charles and James had sought to bring the colonies to heel by restricting their governments; William and Mary attempted to make them active and contributing participants in the empire.  Their attempts to regulate England's trade and to expand its military and fiscal capacities were not limited to the mother country, but extended across the Atlantic as well.


Nicholson responded enthusiastically to these new expectations, reporting regularly and at length to the Board of Trade.  His July 1699 letter, however, included not just standard information on politics and the economy, but also specific suggestions about how to arrange the files in the provincial offices and a broad analysis of Virginia’s history.  To support his points, he attached 54 documents.  The governor's June 1700 letter, written aboard a ship where he had personally helped fight a pirate crew, included 60.
  “We have not from any Governour So Exact accounts as from you," an impressed member of the Board of Trade had noted several months before.
  Even Blair had to admire this dedication.  According to his later testimony, he hesitated to oppose the governor because of his “vigor & dilligence in stirring about & driving on the business of his Government.”


Nicholson believed this vigor was necessary because of the weakness of royal government.  Maryland, which he noted as "not very well setled either in the Church, Civil, or Military Government," had been a particular challenge.
  But the much larger and longer-established crown government of Virginia also required similar attention.  When he returned in 1698, the government was unable to pay its expenses from the funds devoted to that purpose and, despite raids on other accounts, was deeply in debt.  Five years later Nicholson could boast that the colony accumulated a surplus of over £30,000, almost twenty times the older debt he had paid off.
   "I have had more Audits in a Year than any of" my predecessors, Nicholson told his superiors in 1705.


Nicholson invested the same effort in enforcing trade regulation as in achieving fiscal stability.  Even Edward Randolph, surveyor general of the American customs since the 1670s, was impressed.  Although his scorn for American officials was usually unbounded,  he considered Nicholson "sincere & indefatigable in his Ma'ties service."  The governor's influence on trade regulation extended beyond Virginia.  Just as Nicholson financed and encouraged Church of England ministers as far north as New York, so too he supported Pennsylvania customs officials struggling against the colony's notorious inattention to trade rules.


Nicholson also paid particular attention to military preparation, even supervising some militia training himself.  Robert Quary, Randolph's replacement as surveyor general, judged Virginia's troops "under far better regulation than any other Governm’t on the Main[land],"
 but Nicholson wanted to go further.  He created an elite militia force and even proposed that the colony sponsor what would have been essentially a professional standing army.   When Virginia's legislature failed to comply with the imperial demand for men and money to defend New York from the French and Indians, Nicholson advanced funds from his own pocket.


The governor's faithfulness in these matters seems all the more remarkable by comparison with the record of other colonial governors of the time.  The cautious Nicholson only pointed out this in an aside.  Robert Quary had been blunter.  The customs official told the Board of Trade in 1703 that he had confronted the governor's opponents with the issue, challenging them to explain what the governor had done to provoke such virulent attacks.  "Hath the Gov’r violated any of the Queens Commands, or Instructions, or acted contrary to them?  Hath he omitted any occasion or oppertunity of serving her Majtie or the Interest of the Country? Hath he embezel’d any of her Majties Revenues, or misapplied it?  or Hath he omitted any occasion of improving it?  Hath he neglected to regulate . . . the Militia . . . . Hath he neglected to put the Act of Trade &c: in execution?  Hath he any ways wincked at or encouraged illegal Trade?"


Quary's vigorous questioning revealed a central problem in the case against Nicholson.  Lengthy rages and death threats were serious problems, but convincing people an ocean away that such behavior posed a serious danger proved difficult.  A number of English officials blamed Nicholson's ill temper on a failed love affair.
  Unable to find an egregious crime, the governor's opponents instead complied long lists of what they categorized as "maladministration," few of which were so far out of bounds that they clearly warranted immediate dismissal.
  For example, Nicholson was accused of arbitrarily taking men into custody, opening the mail of suspected enemies, and stopping his opponents from going to England.  Yet other governors had performed similar actions--and in much less defensible ways.  Sir Edmund Andros had arrested Nicholson himself, a fellow governor, in Virginia. Bermuda Governor Samuel Day read Edward Randolph's letters to his English superiors by forcing his scribe to surrender the rough drafts.  And Nicholson's attempts to stop people from traveling to England had never risen to the level of Leeward Islands governor Christopher Codrington.  After Codrington discovered former Speaker of the Assembly Edward Walrond had written a letter of complaint, the governor threw Walrond into prison, threatened him before the Council, murdered one of his slaves, and hunted down his son with dogs.


Nor could opponents convincingly argue that Nicholson was driven by self-interest.  Robert Beverley's The History and Present State of Virginia, completed while Nicholson was still in office, included many harsh words about the governor.  But he did not charge him, as he did an earlier governor, with "[making] it his Business to equip himself with as much [money] as he could, without Respect either to the Laws of the Plantation, or the Dignity of his Office.”
  Other colonies suffered from similarly greedy leaders.  Isaac Richier, Bermuda's second royal governor, jailed the collector of the customs after he failed to take into account that Richier had built the ship he was prosecuting for illegal trading and then sold it to a Scottish trader in violation of the Navigation Acts.  When the next governor arrived in 1693, he in turn jailed Richier in a dispute over salary and perquisites.  Richier regained his freedom only after the King had twice ordered his release.


Other governors also found it difficult to deal with the military and trade matters that Nicholson handled so diligently.  When New York governor Benjamin Fletcher traveled to Connecticut in October 1693 to assert control of its militia, his demands were received so poorly that he finally threw a naysayer down a flight of stairs.
 Massachusetts Governor William Phips had attacked the captain of a royal ship earlier that year.  After Captain Richard Short reported it would be impossible to carry out an order, Phips called him a “Whore,” and beat him with his cane.  He continued the attack even after Short, who had a disabled right arm, tripped on a cannon and lay on the dock.


Another important element of Nicholson's activities, the regulation of trade, also proved vexatious elsewhere.  A few months after the January 1693 incident with Captain Short, Phips also publicly beat the Customs Collector, Jahleel Brenton, for his action in seizing a ship (the ironically titled Good Luck).  Phips only threatened to “drubb” Edward Randolph, the Surveyor-General--for once acting in a more restrained way than some other governors, who almost universally hated the rigid and self-righteous official.
 In 1689, Bostonians had placed Randolph in jail for six months during the uprising against the Dominion.  Ten years later, he was imprisoned for more than seven months in Bermuda.  In between, he was arrested by the Pennsylvania governor and hid in a Maryland swamp to avoid capture by that colony’s executive.


As Nicholson knew, imperial officials were paying increasing attention to these difficulties.  Although customs officials like Randolph often proved imperious to criticism, leaders coming under the Board of Trade's purview were kept on a tighter leash.  The Board wrote a scathing letter to Bermuda governor Samuel Day about his jailing of Randolph, and then removed the governor from office soon after the release.
  Phips suffered a similar fate after news that he had attacked two royal officials reached England.  In the same March 1705 week that Nicholson wrote his extended letters of justification, the Board of Trade:  recommended the removal of the Church of England minister in Newfoundland, whose anger helped set off a mutiny in the garrison; wrote a letter to the Lieutenant Governor of Bermuda ordering him to live in peace with the formerly disrespectful Secretary of the colony; and examined eleven affidavits from Barbados accusing the governor of tyranny and thirty-two more documents attempting to refute the charge.


Nicholson's opponents, however, would have found little comfort in this broader context of new demands and problematic governors.  They were faced with a man who threatened to destroy their reputations, to take away their possession, even to kill them.  Furthermore he would accept nothing less than complete subordination to the sacred will of the queen.  Unfortunately, he understood as little of the larger context of the situation as his opponents.  Just as they failed to recognize the imperial pressures that drove his already authoritarian outlook, so too Nicholson refused to see that a newly confident set colonial elites had arisen who refused to accept becoming mere subjects--and who had the strength to resist the demands even of the formidable Virginia governor.


Even "the best Gentlemen we had in the country," Blair complained in 1702, failed to impress Governor Nicholson.  He told them he "valued them no more than the dirt under his feet."  He complained that they had risen to power by "cheating the people," and kidnapping their servants.  Even lesser landholders, Nicholson sneeringly noted, had little regard for Virginia's leaders, knowing that their grandparents (and sometimes their parents) had also been common people.


Unfortunately for elite Virginians, Nicholson's "most contemptable" characterizations had more than a measure of truth.  By English standards, the leaders whom the governor referred to "the mighty Dons" were still raw parvenus not far removed from the "primitive nothing" that Nicholson threatened to reduce them to.  Although their fortunes were relatively substantial, they dated back only a generation or two.  And they depended upon forced labor whose origins were not far from kidnapping--not only for the English indentured servants that aroused Nicholson's indignation, but even more the Indians taken from their Carolina villages or the Africans who made up the majority of field workers soon after 1700.


Nicholson's dismissive descriptions would have been more plausible in the years before his first arrival in 1690.  Particularly after the 1660 Restoration, Virginia's best gentlemen struggled (often unsuccessfully) both to establish authority in the colony and resist the power of a resurgent empire.  They found common people particularly worrisome, especially when several plots by indentured servants were discovered in the 1660s.  The growth of racial slavery in succeeding decades raised further fears about what Governor Berkeley called "the giddy multitude."  Bacon's Rebellion in 1675 posed the most direct challenge to the colony's leadership.  Though he was himself wealthy and powerful, Nathaniel Bacon had little respect for Virginia's leaders.  The men "in authority and favor," he complained, hardly deserved their status.  Like Nicholson, Bacon contrasted these leaders' "vile" backgrounds and "the mean quality in which they first entered the country" with the "sudden rise of their estates" since. Bacon aroused such support that he was able to capture and then burn Virginia's capital city.


Governor Berkeley's supporters soon defeated the rebellion, but they had to contend with unwelcome attention from the English government that had sent soldiers and a commission of inquiry to the colony.  The troops arrived too late and the commission soon put the blame for the unrest on the rebels but on the colony's leaders.  Crown policy came to center on taming unruly provincial leaders.  The home government demanded permanent revenue for the colonial government, strict limits on the powers of the House of Burgesses, and even royal approval before passage for all legislation.  Delay (and, at a crucial point, a sympathetic governor) prevented the most substantial structural changes.  Still Virginia's leaders lost power in these years; governors in the 1680s called meetings of the Burgesses fewer than once a year.


The provincial leaders who opposed Nicholson at the turn of the new century no longer faced such dire difficulties.  They often belonged to wealthy and politically active families who had given them a broader education in the ways of the larger English world.  Just as important, they could pass along their political status, a continuity seen in the growing number of leaders who bore their parent's name.  A Benjamin Harrison had served in the House of Burgesses as early as 1642.  Benjamin Harrison II entered the body in the 1670s and then was chosen for the council in the 1690s.  His son Benjamin III received an English legal education before serving as the colony's attorney general for five years until Nicholson removed him in 1702.


The Beverley family shows a similar pattern.  Nicholson turned out Robert Beverley II from his post as clerk to the House of Burgesses in 1703.  The place had previously been held by both his father and elder brother, a brother who had since become the Speaker of the body.  The following year, the governor also removed Robert Beverley II from his position as clerk of the House of Burgesses.  Both his father and his elder brother had held the same office; his brother was then Speaker of the body (and the father of his late wife served on the Council). The displaced Beverley's trip to England in 1703 allowed him both to publish the first history of a British colony by a native-born American and to lobby against Nicholson.


James Blair seems an unlikely leader of this increasingly interconnected and cosmopolitan group.  As a Scot, he belonged to a distrusted minority; as a parish minister, he held his position at the whim of local leaders.  Within two years of his 1685 arrival, however, he had convinced Sarah Harrison, the daughter of Benjamin Harrison II, to marry him, even though she was already betrothed to another.  This alliance with the wealthy and influential Harrison family gave the minister colonial connections that equaled his impressive ties in Britain.  Blair had caught the eye of the Bishop of London, the church leader responsible not only for the capital city but for the colonies as well, after the Scot had moved to England because of a political dispute.  The Bishop later appointed Blair his representative in Virginia.  His aid also proved essential not only in Blair's lobbying for the college and its presidency, but also in the removal of Governor Andros.  The crucial meeting in that case (in which Blair was supported by Benjamin Harrison III and the absent Andros by William Byrd II) took place before the Bishop and the Archbishop of Canterbury.  By then, Blair had also developed close ties with John Locke, the philosopher and political thinker who served on the Board of Trade during those years.  Nicholson's own correspondence with Locke seems to have begun only because of Blair.  In this broader world, it was not as clear which of the two Virginia leaders was more important. William Byrd II, who observed the minister lobbying for the return of Nicholson in both England and Virginia, considered Blair the primary figure in the relationship.  He predicted that the minister expected to "be able to lead [Nicholson] by the nose as much as he pleases."


The returning governor was intent on preventing such dependence.  Unfortunately for Blair--and for the well-being of Virginia--the governor could not imagine a connection that did not involve a superior and subordinates.  The issue of obedience played a major role in the governor's tirades.  When the colony's attorney general suggested that one of Nicholson's commands might be illegal, "​the Gov’r in great wrath took him by the Collar swearing that he knew of no Laws we had but would be obeyed without hesitation or reserve.”  Angered by another gentleman of considerable standing, he swore that "he must hang one half of these rogues before the other would learn to obey his commands."
  The governor even delighted in a story he had heard about Blair's wedding ceremony.  In this (almost certainly apocryphal) account, the bride three times refused the traditional promise to obey her new husband.  Needless to say, Nicholson did not admire Sarah Blair's supposed independence, but he must have found very appealing the idea that the man who more than anyone else had denied him submission had been forced to accept what he would have considered similar insubordination within his own household.


Nicholson was particularly tender on this point because he saw such issues through the lens of the problems that had bedeviled seventeenth-century England.  Rebels had dethroned and executed one king in the 1640s and driven away another in 1680s.  Nicholson began his military career under the son of the first and his American career under the second.  Even after making peace with the new monarch, Nicholson still believed royal control threatened.  Blair complained that the governor viewed all America as "haughty, tainted with republican notions & principles, uneasy under every Governm’t, & . . . ready to shake off their obedience to England.”


Blair may have exaggerated Nicholson's position, but only slightly.  The governor Nicholson protested to the Board of Trade that his opponents' objections to his militia policy would lead to the "mere Skeleton of a [royal] Government."  They might as well, he suggested, go all the way and seek a commonwealth, government without a king.  If Virginians controlled the militia, it could be used "in the same manner as the Parliament did to King Charles the First" in the 1640s, first overthrowing and then executing him.
  Nicholson, of course, believed Blair the key figure in these plans.  The minister had "sounded the Trumpett of Rebellion, Sedition &c." and "hoped to [create] an Army" of followers "over which he might be Cheif Commander."


The clash, however, was not just between two men who sought to be chief commander.  It was also between two larger groups, the imperial government and colonial elites.  Each sought more control--and each believed the other side's demands both dangerous and illegitimate.  Although Virginia offered an unusual (and unusually well-matched) pair of adversaries, the dynamics behind the controversy were shaped by problems that went beyond its borders.


Like Virginia, a number of American colonies experienced similar crises in the 1670s and 1680s.  Jamaica, taken over from the Spanish in the 1650s, became a haven for marauding pirates.  Carolina's government was briefly overthrown in 1677, while New England's Indians began what was known as King Philip's war in 1675, the same year that Bacon began attacking Virginia's Indians and the year before he turned on the colony's government.  For Massachusetts leaders, the war raised first the problem of physical survival during a bitter war and then the difficulty of political survival in the reaction against the high taxes necessary for recovery.  The 1688 Glorious Revolution caused another series of upheavals as Boston elites attacked the Dominion government, and New York and Maryland also took advantage of the confusion to topple their regimes as well.


The aggressive colonial policies of Charles II and James II added to the internal difficulties facing provincial leaders.  The remaking of governance attempted in Virginia followed a policy attempted earlier (on a much grander scale) in Jamaica, where the royal governor tried to push through an imperial legislative program that would have made the colonial assembly virtually unnecessary. After the failure of this program in Jamaica, a new 1680s governor, the Duke of Albemarle, deliberately removed established leaders from their position in favor of less wealthy and well-connected (but more loyal) men.  English rule in New York, recently captured from the Dutch, showed a similar disregard for earlier leaders.  The Duke of York did not even create a legislative body there--and he failed to include one in the Dominion of New England that he formed when he became king in 1685.


The growing stability of Virginia's colonial leadership after 1690 also followed a pattern similar to other colonies, although the timing varied greatly.  In Maryland (as well as the Caribbean Leeward Islands) a much more settled native-born elite emerged in these years.  Moving beyond a much greater series of crises, Jamaica experienced the same.  But, thanks to intense English lobbying on a scale that went far beyond Blair's trips, Jamaican planters were able to regain their position and control English colonial policy toward the island on a virtually unprecedented scale.  Other colonies experienced lengthier and a more troubled route to stability.  Provincial elites in both New York and the Carolinas would remain at odds until the 1720s.


Massachusetts, where local leadership developed earlier than other colonies, provides a particularly telling comparison with Virginia under Nicholson.  The governorship of Joseph Dudley (1703-1715) created similar discontent.  Unlike Nicholson, Joseph Dudley had deep roots in his colony.  Son of a Massachusetts governor, Dudley had been a provincial leader since he was a young man, even serving in the London delegation that sought to resist (unsuccessfully) the revocation of the charter.  But his decision to serve as the temporary governor of New England in the Dominion and then (with Nicholson) a council member aroused intense anger within the colony.  When Bostonians overthrew the government in 1689, they imprisoned Dudley along with Governor Andros.  He was sent to England, where he remained in virtual exile for more than a dozen years.


Although a native rather than a newcomer, Dudley's return as governor in 1703 was more divisive than Nicholson's five years earlier.  While Nicholson's reappointment was widely celebrated, Dudley's appointment reopened old political wounds.  The two governors, however, shared a common goal, the strengthening of royal government.  Dudley collected more tax money during his governorship than the colony had raised in its previous history, leading opponents to complain of poor New Englanders forced to sell the feathers from their beds to survive.
  Like Nicholson as well, Dudley saw the Anglican church as a central part of strengthening royal power.  He carefully steered patronage to churchmen. Dudley's strong sense of duty almost matched Nicholson.  "A request from a superior" Dudley told colleagues, "was the strongest command."
  Dudley also aroused strong ministerial opposition, though his primary adversary was actually a father-and-son combination.  Although Increase and Cotton Mather were dissenters rather than members of the church, Increase in particular shared with the Commissary strong English connections and a history of successful lobbying.


But the Mathers, unlike Blair, proved unable to dislodge their governor.  Dudley stayed in office for thirteen years--and was finally removed only because the death of Queen Ann required an explicit renewal of his commission.  Dudley's greater success grew out of two primary advantages.  Surprisingly the Massachusetts native's 1690s exile brought him stronger English connections than Nicholson.  By the time the latter returned to Virginia as governor in 1698, he had been in American for almost a dozen years and had returned only once, for less than a year.  Dudley returned to Massachusetts in 1703 not only with the strong support of the nobleman Lord Cutts, under whom he had served as Lieutenant Governor of the Isle of Wight, but also with connections built by time in Parliament.  No other mainland-born American colonial served in either position.  Dudley's support of the Church of England proved similarly valuable.  His dissenter opponents were precluded from developing the close ties to the church hierarchy that were essential to Blair's political power.


But Dudley's longevity rested on more than English ties.  Although he gained powerful enemies, he was also able to win substantial support, in part because of a relatively mild temper.  Dudley occasionally showed flashes of anger.  He and his son drew their swords on some carters who refused to give way to their carriage in 1705--and, like Nicholson, he received advice from England suggesting that "moderation is a virtue."
  But Dudley also showed a sensitivity to the aspirations of the colony's leaders that Nicholson never developed.  As an early supporter noted, Dudley lacked his predecessor Phips's "Natural passionateness."


By contrast, Nicholson's demeanor intensified Virginia's political difficulties, deeply dividing the colony.  Both the governor and his opponents worked assiduously to undermine the other.  The governor complained that Blair and his group seemed to be following the "the old diabolical saying":  "Fling dirt enough and some will stick."
  His letters were filled with charges that his enemies engaged in "artfull trifling, malitious insinuations, and many notorious falsities."   Yielding to pressure from the governor, the burgesses, grand juries, and ministers all prepared addresses of support.  Robert Beverley II found this willingness to praise the governor horrifying, comparing it nursing poisonous snakes in bed or adding fuel to a house fire.
  He and other opponents fought back with letters, memorials, and affidavits to the home government (Nicholson called his opponents the “Affidavit Sparks").
  They also circulated writings in both Virginia and England, including the “ballads, Pasquils & Lampoons . . . posted upon trees in high roads” that Virginia clergy cited.  There were, they noted, “Criminations & Recriminations on both sides (God knows).”


The result was a standoff.  Blair and his allies would not accept the subordinate role that Nicholson expected of them; to Beverley, they were already close to "Slavery and utter ruine."
  But the governor's view of governing allowed for no other position, no other result.  The contest would end only in spring 1705 when the Board of Trade took away the governorship from Nicholson; even then, however, they still did not admit the dangers of Nicholson's temper.  In response to the governor's pleas, they issued a public statement that he had done nothing wrong.


Nicholson's harshness had intensified the difficulties inherent in a situation where relationships within the empire and within the colony itself were proving difficult. The imperial government needed to renegotiate the terms of their relationship with colonial elites if they wished to expand their power further.  And Virginia gentlemen needed to reconsider how they presented themselves to the broader world as well as to other Virginians.  As Nicholson's supporters rightly observed of Blair, provincial leaders were hardly models of self-control.  But their difficulties (as the next section suggests) had helped them rethink the link between anger and government, to reimagine new forms of authority.  Nicholson never did so.  In Blair's vivid description, even the governor's attempts to gain allies "appeared more like a design of perpetrating a rape than obtaining a consent.”

III.  A Publick Callamity


Governor Edward Nott, Nicholson’s successor, seems aptly named.  A former army officer of no particular accomplishment, he arrived in Virginia in August 1705 and died the following August.  His list of accomplishments was as short as his tenure.  Other than funding for a governor's mansion and a port bill widely supported by Virginians but disallowed by the British government, he instituted no lasting change or policy initiative.


Yet Virginians found Nott irresistible. A minister just arriving from England about the time of his death observed that the late governor “is very much lamented.”
  Blair was more effusive, reporting that “this poor Country in a great consternation."
 The Virginia House of Burgesses erected a monument to him a dozen years later.  The cautious House removed William Byrd II’s dramatic peroration:  “if a Stranger, pity the country:  if a Virginian, thy self.”  But even the edited inscription observed that Nott “was deservedly Esteemed A Public Blessing while he Lived & when He Dyed a Publick Callamity.”


The celebration of Nott went beyond the fact that he was not Nicholson.  Many Virginians must have presumably felt relief simply because the colony’s most powerful official no longer threatened to kill people.  But reports about the new governor all praised one quality about Nott, his pacific demeanor.  The newly arrived clergyman stressed the governor’s “great Moderation."  Blair made a similar point.  Although “the divisions which were very hot at his Coming," he noted, Nott helped resolve them through his “very calm healing Temper.”


Nott’s calm temper, like Nicholson’s angry one, was not simply individual idiosyncrasy. Nott actions were given shape and significance by developing cultural frameworks, ideas that would help provincial leaders rethink their political experiences, their self-presentation, and their views about anger.  In this vision of political and social relations, aggression was to be carefully controlled and (as both Nicholson and Dudley were warned), moderation was highly valued.


Of course, Nicholson and Nott neither caused nor created this cultural shift, which also took place up throughout the English colonial world as well as across the Atlantic.  But probing Virginians’ responses to the two governors reveals the experiences and contentions that gave meaning to Enlightenment ideals of gentility, moderation, and balance.


Starting from reactions to Nott and recollections of Nicholson, this section considers changing Anglo-American cultural values about politics, politeness, and anger.  Looking first at power and genteel social relations, it then turns to the place of emotions within this new cultural discussion, suggesting that the question of proper anger provided an important connection between these different elements.  Nicholson and Nott raised crucial issues about definitions of human relationships that lay at the heart of the emerging Enlightenment.


The central theme of Byrd's proposed 1718 inscription celebrated Nott's respect for the proper boundaries of authority.  Nott did not use his power “to insult and oppress,” Byrd noted.  Instead he sought “to do good to the People.”  With a “passion” only for “doing good” and a concern for “mildness, prudence, and justice,” Nott “was content with the limited Authority of his Commission, and stretch’t not the Royal Prerogative to make his Power absolute, and his Government arbitrary.”


Byrd was not engaging in polite commonplaces.  His arguments offered a sharp critique of Nicholson's leadership style--and perhaps of the present governor's as well.  The legislative committee reviewing Byrd's draft removed a number of his more fervent claims, worried that they be taken as criticisms of Governor Spotswood.


Byrd's complaint about the extension of royal prerogative, the failure to follow carefully-defined grants from the legislature, had been an essential part of Nicholson's governing style.  His sacred duty to keep order and avert dangers, he believed, often required extraordinary measures:  intimidating jurors, striking officials who got out of line, opening letters, and even (his opponents charged) listening at windows.  This wide-ranging sense of official power was often referred to using another word used by Byrd.  “Arbitrary" had originally been closely connected with "arbitration," the practice of allowing a mutually agreed-upon authority to determine justice without being shackled by technicalities.  Early Massachusetts leader John Winthrop had referred to judges as “Gods upon earthe,” that is, having the freedom to act in ways that suited ultimate justice.


By the end of the century, however, the term "arbitrary" had lost such positive connotations. Robert Beverley II's 1705 description of Nicholson suggests the significance of the term.  In his first term as governor, Beverley noted, Nicholson had been a “strict Observer of the Acts of Assembly, making them the sole Rule of his Judgment.”  But this “Regularity” broke down in council meetings, where the governor had been “Arbitrary and Imperious.”


This issue of arbitrary government also formed the heart of an even more important discussion, John Locke’s critique of Sir Robert Filmer.  In 1680, Filmer had challenged criticisms of the king by pointing out that since laws themselves had to be created, someone in government always needed to act arbitrarily.   The question was who would best fulfill this responsibility, the people, who could be swayed by a variety of base motives, or a monarch who could intelligently weigh competing claims created by particular circumstances.  Locke responded by denying the need for choice:  arbitrary power was always dangerous because it was unlimited, absolute (another term that developed a negative meaning in the century, moving from its older meaning of perfect).  “Absolute Arbitrary power,” Locke argued, sought to rule without “settled standing Laws.”  Such a government naturally led to abuse, enabling a leader “to force [the people] to obey at pleasure the exorbitant and unlimited Decrees of their sudden thoughts, or unrestrain’d, and till that moment unknown Wills without having any measures set down which may guide and justifie their actions.”


The unpredictable Nicholson seemed to pose just such a danger.  He spoke, Blair noted, “in the most contemptible terms of the English Laws & even use[d] that Expression Magna Charta, Magna F[art]a . . . .”
  An English correspondent counseled the governor in 1702 against about the dangers of his actions.  In the past, he admitted, "a more violent treatment would not only have been endured even by Englishmen, but perhaps would have been well enough approved of.”  But "the case is quite altered now," especially since the Glorious Revolution.  It you should be charged with "arbitrariness" in Parliament, he warned Nicholson, not even your merits or your friends "will be able to save you."
  Nott by contrast seemed to embody the opposite ideals.  In the words of an admiring clergyman, he was known “for his . . . Exactness in doing Justice to all Persons” and his “great Moderation.”


Such moderation, celebrated in Nott and recommended to both Nicholson and Blair, became another key term in discussing government, one whose implications had changed by the end of the seventeenth century.  "Moderation" had previously often meant regulation and control. Massachusetts' earliest law code declared that Church elders “guided and moderated” Church assemblies.  By the middle of century, moderation also came to mean something larger and more politically pressing, freedom from overt partisanship.
  Late seventeenth-century discussions of religion similarly used the term to describe acceptance of a range of opinions within Protestantism.  William Penn's 1680s campaign for greater toleration of non-Anglicans led him to write both “a plea for moderation” and “a perswasive to moderation."
  Daniel Defoe’s infamous 1703 satire The Shortest Way with Dissenters portrays a fictional high-church narrator complaining that the troublesome dissenters “preach[ed] up Peace and Union and the Christian duty of Moderation,” but were actually so intent on propagating their own dangerous position that they should simply be killed.  The partisan religious use of the term may well have been part of what irked the enthusiastically high-church Nicholson in the English letters he shared with Blair.


But moderation also referred directly to government.  The minister who had noted Nott’s death in Virginia also witnessed the aftermath of Governor Edward Tynte’s demise in South Carolina four years later.  In the wake of competing elections to choose a temporary governor, “violent Proceedings” seemed a distinct possibility--until one of the contestants refused to push the matter, earning commendation for “his Moderation.”
  Blair’s 1702 sermon upon the death of King William similarly celebrated “the mildness and gentleness of the King’s reign.”  Again, as with Byrd's use of the term "arbitrary," this was not an apolitical argument.  An angry Nicholson accused the clergyman of attacking William’s predecessors Charles II and James II--and suspected that Blair meant him as well.


The point of this celebration of mildness and moderation was not the elimination of disagreement. Instead it recommended a different way of thinking about the boundaries of legitimate power.  Earlier theories of authority tended to emphasize the broad powers and responsibilities of magistrates.  In practice, however, common religious values, local connections, and personal ties had often restrained the exercise of power.  By the late seventeenth century, this balance between broad theory and limited practice became deeply problematic.  English revolutions, American rebellions, and the expanding reach of the English state, all within an Atlantic world drawn together by increasing trade and communication, made older conceptions difficult to defend except in extreme forms. Filmer (like the mid-century philosopher Thomas Hobbes) refused to accept the legitimacy of virtually any restriction on authority.  Tory politicians and Anglican church leaders similarly recommended a doctrine of unlimited submission.


Other Anglo-Americans, however, rejected such escalating demands for obedience, recommending restraint and acceptance of some diversity as central values.  “It were to be wished indeed that we could all be of one opinion,” admitted South Carolina governor Charles Craven in the early 1710s, “but that is morally impossible.”  Instead, people need to “agree, to live amicably together” anyway, by “consult[ing] the common good, [and] the tranquillity of our province.
  The Boston minister Benjamin Colman made the same point in 1737.  “The spirit of Constancy & Resolution, Authority & Government," he told Harvard's governing board in discussing the qualities of an ideal college president, needed to be combined with “the Man of Prudence & Temper, Moderation, & Gentleness, Modesty humility & Humanity.”


As Colman suggested, such attitudes also had implications beyond politics. Rather than seeking to emphasize authority and precedence at every turn (as Nicholson did), the ideals of politeness sought to blur these lines.  The harshness of naked power had no place in genteel social situations.  Instead gentility, as a later author stated, sought to “make persons easy in their behaviour, conciliating in their affections, and promoting every one’s benefit.”
  The rules of a student club at Harvard in 1722 called for the meetings to “be Managed with Temper & Moderation.” Rather than “Contempt of others," they called for “a Deference Paid to Each other.”
   Having experienced the “Feuds and Heart-burnings” that Beverley attributed to Nicholson's administration, 
 Blair recommended different values to his parishioners, calling for “an . . . affable, courteous, kind, and friendly Behaviour to Men.”  People should have “no Fierceness or Haughtiness in his Countenance, no Rudeness or Haughtiness in his Speech, [and] nothing that is insolent or affronting in his Action.”


Soon after Nott arrived in August 1705, James Blair called a meeting of the colony’s clergy.  He faced a difficult situation. His archenemy and their favorite Nicholson still remained in Virginia, waiting for a suitable ship to England, and he continued to meet with  Virginia's ministers.  This friendly relationship contrasted sharply with their general antagonism toward Blair.


The commissary chose the text of his sermon with an eye toward reconciliation, preaching on Jesus’ call to “take my yoke upon you, and learn of me, for I am meek and lowly in heart.”  The meeting was not a success.  In praising the new governor “as studious of union & quiet,” Blair could not forbear an invidious comparison with Nicholson who had instead sought “Party & faction.”   A hostile clergyman present at the meeting later complained that Blair had used  “overawing methods” that he accused Nicholson of in his “Sermon of meekness.”


The significance of the sermon’s text--and the irony noted by the clergyman--would have been readily apparent to contemporaries.  Meekness, defined by Blair elsewhere as “a right Government of the Passion of Anger,” was a central term in the period’s discussions of emotions.
  This government involved moderation, sympathy for others, and self-control, the same characteristics recommended in new views of politics and politeness. 


Blair considered meekness and anger more extensively (and more dispassionately) in discussion of the Beatitude "Blessed are the meek," part of a lengthy series of addresses on Jesus’ Sermon on the Mount published in 1722.  A comparison of his discussions with contemporary New England sermons by Increase and Cotton Mather on anger reveals the significance contemporaries attached to these issues.


All three ministers reject the idea that anger is bad in itself.  Blair compares it to sheep-herding dogs that can be dangerous but can be very useful if trained properly.
  The ministers differed, however, on the proper uses of anger.  The Mathers both praised what Cotton calls “holy Anger,” passionate hatred for sin.  Blair instead emphasizes that anger is a tool of government that should only be unleashed upon “such [things] as Reason has before taught it are Enemies.”  In particular, subordinates (Blair may have been thinking of two groups that he had oversight of, slaves and students) sometimes needed “a Bark of Reproof” or even “a gentle Pinch of Punishment.” “If in the whole Management of Anger we keep a good Command,” he commented, it can be “of excellent Use in the Government both of larger and lesser Societies.”


All three ministers, however, agreed that what Cotton Mather called “ungoverned anger” was deeply dangerous.
  Some counter-force was necessary to control it.  Not surprisingly, the Mathers stressed the need for God’s grace.  Blair, by contrast, highlighted the role of reason.  He traced the origins of meekness to “an inward Calmness and Tranquillity of Mind.”  But despite this less supernatural view, internal moderation was not an end in itself for Blair anymore than for the Mathers.  He noted that it led to “affable, courteous, kind, and friendly Behaviour to Men.”  Such behavior, he noted, “has no Fierceness or Haughtiness in his Countenance, no Rudeness or Haughtiness in his Speech, nothing that is insolent or affronting in his Actions.”  The meek man is “not censorious or captious, hasty or precipitate; he has the Civility and Patience to give Men a fair Hearing, and to hear them to an End.”


Meekness, with its goal of outward calm even under provocation, distinguished itself from other responses to threats.  Proponents of aristocratic honor, lamented the seventeenth-century English religious writer Richard Allestree, seemed to feel that a self-respecting gentleman “passes for a Phlegmatick foole” if his “blood boyles not at the first glimpse of an Affront.”
  A number of leading Virginians besides Nicholson held to that ideal--or at least acted as if they did.  According to an account that the governor preserved among his information on his enemies, Robert "King" Carter's nickname referred to more than his position as the colony's richest man.  Carter could be generous to flatterers, the description noted, but he used others "with all the haughtiness & insolence possible, in contempt of him he is sometimes called King Carter . . . even to his face.”


Blair similarly noted that another council member, Daniel Parke, prided himself “a quick resentment of every the least thing that looks like an affront or Injury” and “carried everything with an high hand in his violent blustering manner.”
  Before leaving for England in 1697, he had manhandled Blair wife (in church) and even (at a college board meeting) horsewhipped Nicholson while he as governor of Maryland.  Blair's warnings about the social danger of neglecting meekness fit the later experience of Parke.  Appointed governor of the Leeward Islands in 1706, his stormy four years ended when his subjects, wearied of his heavy-handed actions and his numerous sexual liaisons, shot and killed him in the street--the only English governor ever to meet such a fate.


The opposite of such choleric temperament in the classification of humors was phlegmatic, insensible to all provocations.  But such a person did not fit the ideals of well-governed moderation.  Sensitively to others was required to respond properly.  William Byrd described the difficulties of this position in his ironic description of himself as an immoderate moderate:  “His soul is so tun’d to those things that are right, that he is too ready to be moved at those that are wrong.  This makes him passionate, and sorely sensible of Injurys, but he punishes himself more by the resentment than he do[e]s the Party by revenge.”


Blair's account of moderation went even further, arguing that such an attitude formed the foundation not just of genteel character but also of social existence itself.  Meekness, he argued, “is always joined with . . .  all other social and good-natur’d Virtues.”  Government existed primarily for the protection of the meek.  Through proper rule, “Oppressors are forced to keep in their Horns, and let their meek and peaceable Neighbours enjoy their own in Quiet.”
  Balance, moderation, and willingness to live within limits of law, community sentiments, and taste all required control of anger.  "There is no Passion," he argued, "more inconsistent with Society and good Government . . . .”
  Not surprisingly, then, anger can be used in opposition to the term moderation itself, one of the central terms in discussions of government.  When Blair ten years before had complained to the Council that he had been afraid to bring up college business with Governor Andros because he had always responded angrily, the Council disagreed.  “His Excell’ys answers to Mr. Blair when spoke to,” they judged, “were w’th great moderation and Calmness.”


When Lord Lovelace, the governor of New York and New Jersey, died in 1709, his political ally Lewis Morris celebrated his “sweet and happy temper."  The governor, in Morris's view, had been "so meek, so free from Arbitrary Principles, so just, so temperate; so fine a Man that my own and Countrey’s loss is inexpressible.”  Like Nott, Lovelace has followed a difficult and unpopular governor.  Lord Cornbury, Morris argued, had generally chosen harshness instead of  “soft indearing measures."  “My Lord Lovelace," Morris suggested, "wou’d (had he lived) have convinc’t this end of the World, mankind cou’d be govern’d without pride and ill nature or any thing of that superb and haughty demeanor which the Governors of Plantations are but too much Masters of.”
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  These changes looked to two primary audiences.  They first provided a means of speaking to the imperial government.  Americans needed to develop the presentations of self that would allow them to be heard at the centers of power.  Just as important was the American audience.  Elites desperately needed, if not to agree, at least to establish some measure of civility with each other and with both common people and imperial officials, if they were meet the challenges to their leadership that had nearly overwhelmed them in the late seventeenth century.
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  As Blair noted the following year, the short experience Virginia had with Nott (and he might have added, its longer experience with Nicholson) revealed that “A Calm and moderate temper suits best with this Country.”

�Blair’s Memorial against Governor Nicholson, in William Stevens Perry, ed., Historical collections relating to the American colonial church (Hartford, Conn., 1870-1878), I, 76-77.  Hereafter cited as Perry.


�Blair’s Memorial against Governor Nicholson, in Perry, I, 77-78.


�Blair to the Archb’p of Canterbury, July 13, 1702, in Perry, I, 125.


�Rutherford Goodwin, A Brief & True Report Concerning Williamsburg in Virginia:  Being an Account of the most important Occurrences in that Place . . . . 3rd ed. (Williamsburg, Va., 1940), 172.


�Blair’s Memorial against Governor Nicholson, in Perry, I, 77-78.


�For important works that separate Nicholson’s anger from effectiveness and strategy as a governor, see David Alan Williams, “Anglo-Virginia Politics, 1690-1735,” in Alison Gilbert Olson and Richard Maxwell Brown, ed., Anglo-American Political Relations, 1675-1775 (New Brunswick, N.J., 1970), 79; Warren M. Billings, John E. Selby, & Thad W. Tate, Colonial Virginia:  A History (White Plains, N.Y., 1986), esp. 165; Stephen Saunders Webb, “The Strange Career of Francis Nicholson,” WMQ, 3d ser., XXIII (1966), 513-548; in Katz & Murrin, Colonial America, 3rd ed., 313-343.  Webb calls Nicholson’s temper “insane” (p. 325).  Bruce T. McCully, “From the North Riding to Morocco:  The Early Years of Governor Francis Nicholson, 1655-1686,” WMQ, 3d sers., XIX (1962), 534-556 (cf. esp. p. 535).


�This is the working main title of a book on these issues I am now completing.


�This is a continuing theme in Michel Foucault's work.  See especially Discipline and Punish:  The Birth of the Prison, trans., Alan Sheridan (NY, 1977; orig. pub. 1975).


�William H. Browne, ed., Archives of Maryland, 72 vols. (Baltimore, 1883-1972), XXIII, 447-453.  The fullest discussion of Coode and his circle is David W. Jordan, “John Coode, Perennial Rebel,” Maryland Historical Magazine, 70 (Spring 1975), 1-28.


�Francis Nicholson to Lord Bridgewater, James City, February 4, 1699 (EL 9760) Ellesmere Collection--Americana, Henry E. Huntington Library [hereafter cited as HEH]


�Deposition of Lieutenant Henry Cuyler, New York, June 10, 1689, in ���Calendar of State Papers, Colonial Series:  America and West Indies (London, 1880-1969), 1689-1692, 65.  Hereafter cited as CSP.


�Papers Relating to an Affidavit made by His Reverence James Blair, Clerk, pretended President of William and Mary College, and Supposed Commissary to the Bishop of London in Virginia, against Francis Nicholson, Esq., London (n.p., 1727; photostat, MHS).


�Message from the House of Delegates, November 7, 1698, in Archives of Maryland, XXII, 178-180.  See also "The Humble address of the house of Delegates,” March 25, 1698, in ibid, XXII, 109.


�H.R. McIlwaine, ed., Executive Journals of the Council of Colonial Virginia  6 vols. (Richmond, 1925-1966), II, 451-453.


�Blair’s Memorial against Governor Nicholson, 1702, in Perry, I, 78.


�Francis Nicholson to Lord Bridgewater, Annapolis, March 30, 1697, Ellesmere Collection--Americana (EL 9722), HEH


�Francis Nicholson, to the Sherrifs of the Counties, Virginia, James City, March 1, 1699/1700.  Photocopy, Virginia Historical Society.  Archives of Maryland, XXIII, 358, 455-456.  See also XXII, 110.  When Queen Anne came to the throne two years later, Nicholson reportedly spent the extraordinary sum of £500 out of his own pocket (his annual salary was £2000) to celebrate the event with, as an impressed observer noted, “all the grandeur and splendor that these parts of the world is capable of.”   Robert Quary to William Blathwayt, Annapolis, September 2, 1702.  Copy from Kenneth W. Rendell, Inc., Manuscripts 17th & 18th Century America Catalogue 45.  �(Somerville, Mass., 1970).  Copy at VHS.


�For Nicholson's career, see "The Strange Career of Francis Nicholson," William and Mary Quarterly, 3d Ser., 23. (1966), 513-548.  See also Bruce T. McCully, "From the North Riding to Morocco: The Early Years of Governor Francis Nicholson, 1655-1686," William and Mary Quarterly, 3d Ser., 19 (1962), 534-556.


�See above, note 6.


� Archives of Maryland, XXII, 181.


�Archives of Maryland, XXIII, 452.


�Archives of Maryland, XXIII, 452.


�Robert Beverley, The History and Present State of Virginia.  Louis B. Wright, ed. (Chapel Hill, N.C., 1947; orig. pub. 1705), 107.


�Henry Hartwell, James Blair, and Edward Chilton, The Present State of Virginia and the College, Hunter Dickinson Farish, ed. (Charlottesville, 1964; rpt of 1940; originally 1727), 70.


�For a full account of Nicholson’s cultural patronage, see Bruce T. McCully, "Governor Francis Nicholson, Patron "Par Excellence" of Religion and Learning in Colonial America," William and Mary Quarterly, 3d Ser., 39 (1982), 310-333.  The New Jersey quotation is at p. 315.  Blair supposedly called Nicholson the college’s “kindly nursing father.”  “The Severall Sources of the Odium and Discouragement which the College of Wm. & Mary in Virginia lyes under, and the Rosolucon of Head Master of the Grammar School thereupon, Anno Dom. 1704,” in “Papers Relating to the Administration of Governor Nicholson and to the Founding of William and Mary College,” VMHB, 7 (July 1899-April 1900), 391.


�On Annapolis, see Anne Elizabeth Yentsch, A Chesapeake Family and their Slaves: a study in historical archaeology (Cambridge, 1994), 19.  On Williamsburg, see Rutherford Goodwin, A Brief & True Report Concerning Williamsburg in Virginia:  Being an Account of the most important Occurrences in that Place . . . . 3rd ed. (Williamsburg, Va., 1940), 19-20, 168-169.  Francis Nicholson to Lord Bridgewater, Annapolis, May 26, 1698 (EL 9745), HEH. 


�Archives of Maryland, XXII, 184.


�Archives of Maryland, XXII, 185.


�“Basilicon Doron:  Or His Majesties Instructions to his Dearest Sonne, Henry the Prince” (originally written 1598), in Johann P. Sommerville, ed., King James VI and I:  Political Writings (Cambridge, 1994), 47.  The biblical passage is found in Proverbs 20.2.


�Affidavit of Stephen Fouace, Clerk, relating to the mal-administration of Col. Nicholson, April 25, 1704, in Perry, I, 90.


�Nicolo Machiavelli, The Prince, W. K. Marriott, trans., chap. 17.  Consulted (10/8/02) at http://www.ilt.columbia.edu/publications/Projects/digitexts/machiavelli/the_prince/chapter17.html.


�FN to Board of Trade, March 6, 1704/5 (329-353), 348, 346-347.  PRO CO 5/1361.  Entry Book.  Commissions, Instructions, Board of Trade Correspondence.  VCRP, SR 00730, Reel 29


�"A Memorial Concerning the Maladministrations of His Excellency Francis Nicholson, Esq., Her Majesty's Lieutenant and Governor-General of Virginia."  VMHB, III (1895-1896), 373-382.  See H.R. McIlwaine, ed., Executive Journals of the Council of Colonial Virginia  6 vols. (Richmond, 1925-1966), II, 370, for the governor ordering the clerk of the council to record letters from Benjamin Harrison "in her Majestys name."


�Nicholson to Board of Trade, August 20, 1698.  Maryland Archives,  XXIII, 492.  See his later comment: “When your Lord’ps are satisfyed, I have no reason to be otherwise. . . ."   Francis Nicholson to Lords of Trade, May 31, 1704, PRO, CO 5/720, 28 (in VCRP, SR. 1933, Reel 663).


�CSP, 1699, 310-320; 1700, 307-328.


�Draft of Letter from Lord Bridgewater to Francis Nicholson, April 14, [1700?], Ellesmere Collection--Americana (EL 9771), HEH.


�Quoted in Rouse, James Blair, 129.


�Francis Nicholson of the Board of Trade, Annapolis, March 25, 1697.  Browne, Archives of Maryland, XXIII, 82.


�FN to Board of Trade, March 2, 1704/5, PRO CO 5/1361.  Entry Book.  Commissions, Instructions, Board of Trade Correspondence, 259-260.  VCRP, SR 00730, Reel 29.   


�FN to Board of Trade, March 2, 1704/5, 259.  On the expansion of taxation and government power in Massachusetts during these years, see Richard R. Johnson, Adjustment to Empire:  The New England Colonies, 1675-1715 (New Brunswick, N. J., 1981), 279, 281.


�Randolph Papers, VII, 352.


�Col. Robert Quary to the Commissioners for Trade, Virginia, October 15, 1703, PRO, CO 323/5, p. 50.  (VCRP, SR 805 (formerly 906), Reel 76).


�Perry, I, 108-109.


�Quary to the Commissioners for Trade, October 15, 1703, PRO, CO 323/5, 51-52.


� Letter from Bishop of London, December 10, in Papers Relating to an Affidavit made by His Reverence James Blair, Clerk, pretended President of William and Mary College, and Supposed Commissary to the Bishop of London in Virginia, against Francis Nicholson, Esq.; Governour of the said Province (n.p., 1727; photostat, JCB), 8.  The copy of the letter in this volume contains no year, but I believe it to be 1702 based on its similarity to “Anonymous to Governor Nicholson, Chelsey, December 8, 1702,” Perry, I, 69, although the implication that Nicholson’s “amours” continued may suggest a later date for the Bishop’s letter, perhaps 1703.


�This is not to say that their were not real policy issue involved.  Nicholson's instructions led to some attempts to limit the wholesale granting of land and the multiple offices granted to Council members.  Nicholson’s attempts to enroll white servants in the militia and to create a selective militia unit also raised fears.


�On Andros, Commissary Blair to Governor Nicholson, London, December 3, 1691, in Perry, I, 25.  On Bermuda, Randolph to Board of Trade, Bermuda, May 16, 1699, Randolph Papers, VII, 576.  On the Leeward Islands, see CSP, 1698, 291-293, 316-317, 347-348, 373-374, 1699, 11-12; and  Carol Walter Ramagosa, “Eliza Lucas Pinckney’s Family in Antigua, 1668-1747,” SCHM, 99 (July 1998), 238-258


�Robert Beverley, The History and Present State of Virginia.  Louis B. Wright, ed. (Chapel Hill, N.C., 1947; orig. pub. 1705), 95.  Nicholson served as Howard’s deputy during his earlier posting in Virginia; Howard remained in England.


�The difficulties of Bermuda are noted throughout CSP.  For a summary of some of these events, see Randolph to Board of Trade, Bermuda, May 1, 1699, Randolph Papers, VII, 563-569.


�CSP, 1693, 198.


�Emerson W Baker and John G Reid, The New England Knight: Sir William Phips, 1651-1695 (Toronto, 1998), 211-217.  


�Randolph to Lords of Trade, Boston, September 29, 1692, Randolph Papers, VII, 419.  A Maryland governor's attack on Randolph appears in Governor Lionel Copley to Lords of Trade, St. Mary’s City, July 29, 1692.  CSP, 679.


�Randolph Papers, VII, 593, 606.  See Michael Garibaldi Hall, Edward Randolph and the American Colonies, 1676-1703 (Chapel Hill, N.C., 1960), for a full biography.


�Council of Trade to Governor Day, July 18, 1699, CSP, 350-351.


� CSP, 1704-1705, 395, 406-411, 439-443.


� On dirt, Blair’s Memorial against Governor Nicholson, 1702, Perry, 78; and Mr. James Blair’s Affidavit relating to the Mal-administration of Co’l Nicholson, Governor of Virginia, April 25, 1704.Perry, 98; recent origins and mighty dons, Governor Nicholson to the Council of Trade and Plantations, Virginia, March 3, 1705, CSP, 1704-1705, 423; servants, Mr. James Blair’s Affidavit relating to the Mal-administration of Co’l Nicholson, Governor of Virginia, April 25, 1704, Perry, 107.


� VMHB, I (1893-1894), 55-61.


 Quoted in Bailyn, et al, Great Republic, 4th ed., 134


� T.H. Breen, "A Changing Labor Force and Race Relations in Virginia, 1660-1710," in Breen, Puritans and Adventurers:  Change and Persistence in Early America (New York, 1980), 127-147.  Edmund S. Morgan, American Slavery, American Freedom:  The Ordeal of Colonial Virginia (New York, 1975), 235-362. John C. Rainbolt, From Prescription to Persuasion:  Manipulation of Eighteenth Century Virginia Economy (Port Washington, N.Y., 1974); and Rainbolt, “A New Look at Stuart ‘Tyranny’:  the Crown’s Attack on the Virginia Assembly, 1676-1689,” VMHB, 75 (1967), 387-406.


� "Beverley, Rober," John T. kneebone, et al, ed., Dictionary of Virginia Biography (Richmond, Va., 1998), I, q.v.


�Louis B. Wright, “William Byrd’s Opposition to Governor Francis Nicholson,” Journal of Southern History, XI (1945), 69.


�"A Memorial Concerning the Maladministrations of His Excellency Francis Nicholson, Esq., Her Majesty's Lieutenant and Governor-General of Virginia."  VMHB, III (1895-1896), 379.  Papers Relating to an Affidavit made by His Reverence James Blair, Clerk (n.p., 1727), 104.


� Papers Relating to an Affidavit made by His Reverence James Blair, Clerk (n.p., 1727), 104.  Thad W. Tate accepts this story as true in "Blair, James," John T. Kneebone, et al, ed., Dictionary of Virginia Biography (Richmond, Va., 1998), I, q.v.


� Mr. James Blair’s Affidavit relating to the Mal-administration of Co’l Nicholson, Governor of Virginia, April 25, 1704, Perry, 106.


� Francis Nicholson to Lords of Trade, Wiliamsburgh, March 1, 1704/5, PRO CO 5/1361, 251-252. A Memorial of the Present Deplorable State of New-England . . . (Boston, 1707), Reprinted, MHS Collections, 5th Sers., 6 (1879), 33-64.  Quotation at 45-46.


� FN to Board of Trade, March 6, 1704/5, PRO CO 5/1361.  Entry Book.  Commissions, Instructions, Board of Trade Correspondence, 536.


� Richard R. Johnson, Adjustment to Empire:  The New England Colonies, 1675-1715 (New Brunswick, N. J., 1981), 379; 


� Jonathan Belcher to Richard Waldron, September 17, 1733, Jonathan Belcher Letter-Books, MHS, VI, 370.


� John Chamberlayne to Joseph Dudley, Westminster, December 25, 1703, “The Winthrop Papers,” Collections of the Massachusetts Historical Society.  Sixth Series.  vol. III. (Boston, 1889), III, 542.


� Johnson, Adjustment to Empire, 338.


� Francis Nicholson to Board of Trade, March 2, 1704/5, PRO CO 5/1361, 265.


� H. R. McIlwaine, ed., Executive Journals of the Council of Colonial Virginia. Vol. II (August 3, 1699-April 27, 1705) (Richmond, 1927), 392.


� FN to Board of Trade, March 3, 1704/5, PRO CO 5/1361, 292.


� "Some Remarks upon the Minutes of Acc’ts of the proceedings at a meeting of the Clergy of Virginia at the Church at Williamsburgh, Aug 29, 1705," in Perry, 176, 154.


� McIlwaine, Executive Journals of the Council, II , 392.


� Blair’s Memorial against Governor Nicholson, 1702, Perry, 79.


�Dr. Francis Le Jau to the Secretary of the SPG, A Board the Greenwich, in James River, September 9, 1706. in Perry, I, 184.


�James Blair to Archbishop Tennison, Williamsburgh, September 2, 1706, in Perry, I, 183


�Maude H. Woodfin, ed., Another Secret Diary of William Byrd of Westover, 1739-1741:  With Letters and Literary Exercises, 1696-1721 (Richmond, Va., 1942), 359-360, 359-360n.


�James Blair to Archbishop Tennison, Williamsburgh, September 2, 1706, in Perry, I, 183; Dr. Francis Le Jau to the Secretary of the SPG, A Board the Greenwich, in James River, September 9, 1706. in Perry, I, 184.


�Maude H. Woodfin, ed., Another Secret Diary of William Byrd of Westover, 1739-1741:  With Letters and Literary Exercises, 1696-1721 (Richmond, Va., 1942), 359-360.  See 359-360n. for the inscription used and the history of the monument.


�Winthrop, Journal, 1644..


�Beverley, History and Present State, 100.


�Sir Robert Filmer, Patriarcha and Other Writings, Johann P. Sommervile, ed.  (Cambridge, 1991), 99-100, 132.  John Locke, Two Treatises of Government, Peter Laslett, ed., Student Edition, Cambridge Texts in the History of Political Thought(Cambridge, 1988), 359-360.  The history of the term “arbitrary” has not been traced fully.  See, however, James Daly, “The Idea of Absolute Monarchy in Seventeenth-Century England,” Historical Journal, XXI (1978), 227-250.


�Mr. James Blair’s Affidavit relating to the Mal-administration of Co’l Nicholson, Governor of Virginia, April 25, 1704, Perry, I, 109.


�[Unknown] to Governor Nicholson, Chelsey, December 8, 1702, Perry, I, 74.


�Dr. Francis Le Jau to the Secretary, A Board the Greenwich, in James River, September 9, 1706, Perry, I, 184.


�OED, “Moderate,” q.v.


�The protestants remonstrance against Pope and presbyter: in an impartial essay upon the times, or plea for moderation. (London, 1681).  A perswasive to moderation to dissenting Christians :  in prudence and conscience humbly submitted to the King and his great council (London, 1685).


�Defoe consulted http://www.underthesun.cc/Classics/Defoe/dissenters/, 10/2/02.  See also Daniel Defoe, Moderation maintain'd:  in defence of a compassionate enquiry into the causes of the civil war, &c. in a sermon preached the thirty-first of January, at Aldgate-Church, by White Kennet . . . (London, 1704); and Samuel Grascome, The mask of moderation pull'd off the foul face of occasional conformity (London, 1704).  See the introduction, above, for Nicholson and these counsels of moderation.  I have not found Nicholson using the term “moderation.”


� Francis Le Jau to the Secretary, July 14, 1710, Frank J. Klingberg, The Carolina Chronicle of Dr. Francis Le Jau, 1706-1717.  University of California Publications in History, LIII (Berkeley, Cal., 1956), 82.


�Rouse, James Blair, 129.


�Edward McCrady, The History of South Carolina Under the Proprietary Government, 1670-1719 (New York, 1901), 506-507.


�BC to your Exc’cy & the Hon. Board, May 24, 1737, Benjamin Colman Papers, 1641-1763, MHS


�[John Harris], An Essay on Politeness; wherein the Benefits arising from and the Necessity of being Polite are clearly proved and demonstrated from Reason, Religion, and Philosophy.  To which is Prefixed, An Allegorical Description of the Origin of Politeness.  By a Young Gentleman. (Dublin, 1776), 19.


�Club Minutes, September 24-December 7, 1722, Miscellaneous Bound, MHS.  See also Harris, Essay on Politeness, 9-18, which pictures politeness as the issue of a marriage between sincerity, whose “austere” language was no longer listened to in days of “boisterous reveling,” and moderation, who provided the “softness and compassion,” the “soothing language” that made moral truths appealing


�Beverley, Present State, 313.


�James Blair, Our Saviour’s Divine Sermon on the Mount . . . Explained:  And the Practice of it Recommended.  Second edition.  4 vols. (London, 1740; original edition, 1722), I, 149.


�Perry, I, 145-176.  [Solomon Whately], “Some Remarks upon the Minutes of Acc’ts of the proceedings at a meeting of the Clergy of Virginia at the Church at Williamsburgh, Aug 29, 1705 . . . .” in Perry, I, 154.


�Blair, Our Saviour’s Divine Sermon on the Mount, I, 144.


�Cotton Mather Febrifugium: An essay for the cure of ungoverned anger  (Boston, 1717); Increase Mather, Sermons Wherein Those Eight Characters of the Blessed Commonly Called the Beatitudes, Are Opened & Applyed . . .   (Boston, 1718).


�Febrifugium, 12.


�Blair, Our Saviour’s Divine Sermon on the Mount, I, 148-149


�Richard Allestree, The Gentleman’s Calling (London, 1660), 140-141.


�“Papers Relating to the Administration of Governor Nicholson and to the Founding of William and Mary College,” VMHB, 7 (July 1899-April 1900), 153-172, 275-286, 386-401; 8 (1900-1901), 46-64, 126-146, 260-278, 366-385; IX (1901-1902), 18-29, 152-162, 251-262 (quotation at 56 of volume 8).


�Perry, I, 23, 26.


�Helen Hill Miller, Colonel Parke of Virginia:  “The Greatest Hector in the Town” (Chapel Hill, 1989).


�“Inamorato L’Oiseaux,” in  Woodfin, Another Secret Diary, 279 (italics reversed).


�Blair, Our Saviour’s Divine Sermon on the Mount, I, 150-151, 155.


�Blair, Our Saviour’s Divine Sermon on the Mount, II, 109.


�Virginia.  Council, Affidavit, April 19, 1695.  VHS, Mss4, V8193, ab.  Transcribed in “What, Am I Angry Now, Mr. Blair,” Virginia Historical Society Occasional Bulletin, 59 (December 1987), 6-7.


�Eugene  R. Sheridan, ed., The Papers of Lewis Morris  Vol. I:  1698-1730.  1 vol. to date (Newark, New Jersey, 1991- ), 94-95, 60-61.


�For classic descriptions of Virginia elites that stress similar themes, see Charles S. Sydnor, Gentlemen freeholders; political practices in Washington's Virginia (Chapel Hill, N.C., 1952); Edmund S. Morgan, American Slavery, American Freedom:  The Ordeal of Colonial Virginia (New York, 1975), 338-362; and Rhys Isaac, The Transformation of Virginia, 1740�1790 (Chapel Hill, N.C., 1982).  For the strongest case to be made for this picture, see Robert M. Weir, "'The Harmony We Were Famous For': An Interpretation of Pre�Revolutionary South Carolina Politics," William & Mary Quarterly, 3d Ser., XXVI (1969), 473�501.


�See Greene, “The Growth of Political Stability," in Greene, Negotiated Authorities 131-162.  Such an argument does not deny the continued political factionalism and infighting that characterized much of eighteenth-century political life.


�George Clarke to William Blathwayt, New York, September 6, 1705 (Blathwayt Papers, Huntington Liberary, BL 211).


�James Blair to Archbishop Tennison, Williamsburgh, September 2, 1706, in Perry, I, 183.





